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Abstract: Leadership has been extensively studied in organizational contexts, with numerous theories
examining how leaders influence success and employee engagement. Most recently, integrating orga-
nizational purpose—the core reason for an organization’s existence—into leadership has garnered
substantial interest, resulting in the underdeveloped concept of Purpose-Driven Leadership. This
paper presents a systematic review of Purpose-Driven Leadership in organizations. We employed
the PRISMA guidelines and searched WoS and SCOPUS, identifying 58 relevant research papers
for inclusion in our review. The success of Purpose-Driven Leadership, as a nexus of individual
and organizational purposes, hinges on defining and implementing an organizational purpose that
resonates at all levels, based on the inverted pyramid of purpose, from overarching organization to
individual roles. Our review suggests several positive outcomes associated with Purpose-Driven
Leadership. These include increased work engagement, where employees are more invested in their
roles; enhanced organizational commitment, reflecting stronger loyalty to the organization; improved
employee performance, demonstrating higher productivity and effectiveness; and overall organi-
zational performance. Additionally, this leadership approach promotes a cohesive and motivated
workforce by aligning individual goals with the broader organizational purpose, fostering a culture
of collaboration and innovation. Several moderators were also identified, including effective purpose
communication, impact perception, autonomy, and balance of work-life.

Keywords: purpose-driven leadership; organizational purpose; leadership; organizational perfor-
mance; antecedents; attributes; mediators; moderators; measurement; systematic review

1. Introduction

Leadership has long been a central focus of organizational studies, with numerous theo-
ries exploring how leaders can contribute to organizational success and employee engagement
(Hallinger and Kovacevi¢ 2022; Zhao et al. 2023). Among these theories, Transformational and
Transactional Leadership have been extensively studied, highlighting their impact on various
organizational outcomes (Dhamija et al. 2023; Piwowar-Sulej and Igbal 2023). Recently, the
incorporation of the organizational purpose, understood as the foundational reason why the
organization exists (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Dimitrov 2022; Kaplan 2023), into leadership
research and practices, has gained significant attention, leading to the proliferation of terms
such as purpose-directed leadership (e.g.,; Dorasamy 2010), purpose-oriented leadership (e.g.,:
Cavazotte et al. 2020), or purpose-driven leadership (Dimitrov 2022; Enslin et al. 2023; Kaplan
2023; Konadu et al. 2023; Lawson and Weberg 2023).

However, Purpose-Driven Leadership remains an underdeveloped construct in the
literature, with limited empirical studies and theoretical frameworks dedicated to exploring
its attributes and impacts on organizational performance and related metrics (Aguileta-
Clemente et al. 2023; Brendel et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). Consequently,
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understanding this construct is crucial for several reasons. First, by clearly defining and
conceptualizing this construct, researchers and practitioners can better distinguish it from
other leadership models or frameworks, thereby enhancing its theoretical clarity and
practical relevance. Second, comprehending the outcomes of Purpose-Driven Leadership
is vital for identifying how aligning leadership practices with organizational purpose
can drive performance metrics such as employee engagement, innovation, and overall
organizational success. Finally, exploring the mechanisms through which Purpose-Driven
Leadership operates can reveal the underlying processes that facilitate these outcomes,
providing insights into how leaders can effectively integrate purpose into their strategies
and actions.

The purpose of this paper is to address these gaps by systematically investigating the
implementation of Purpose-Driven Leadership strategies in organizations. Specifically,
this study aims to explore how these strategies influence the understanding, outcomes,
mechanisms, and measurements of leadership, with particular attention to the role of po-
tential moderators and mediators. The findings are expected to contribute to the theoretical
development of Purpose-Driven Leadership and provide practical insights for leaders
seeking to integrate organizational purpose into their leadership practices. Ultimately,
this paper aims to advance the research on leadership by highlighting the potential of
purpose-driven approaches to enhance organizational performance and foster a motivated
and cohesive workforce.

2. Theoretical Perspectives on Leadership: An Evolutionary Analysis

Leadership is a dynamic concept that has been the subject of extensive analysis and
theoretical development over the past centuries, evolving reflection on the complexity of
human societies and organizations (Hallinger and Kovacevi¢ 2022; Zhao et al. 2023). The
evolution of theoretical perspectives on leadership has been a continuous process with
contributions from multiple perspectives of academic disciplines, including management,
psychology, sociology, biology, anthropology, economics, and political sciences (Antonakis
et al. 2019; Vugt and Rueden 2020).

One of the earliest perspectives on leadership was the Great Man Theory (Judge
et al. 2002; Sarwar et al. 2022), which emphasized the role of singularly outstanding
individuals, positing that leaders are exceptional individuals born with innate qualities
that predestined them for leadership roles (Judge et al. 2002; Mouton 2019). According
to this thesis, which was founded on a hero-centric view of leadership, some “great men”
were historically predestined to alter the course of history due to their inherent qualities
(Judge et al. 2002; Mouton 2019). Despite its historical influence, this theory has been
criticized for its deterministic nature as well as its failure to consider environmental and
situational factors (Mouton 2019).

Subsequently, leadership research has focused on traits, known as Trait Theory
(Zaccaro 2007). According to this theory, people are born with some personal traits, such
as confidence, intelligence, and social skills, that make them natural leaders (Judge et al.
2002). These traits, when complemented with the right skills and knowledge, can lead
to leadership that adds significant value to an organization (Caldwell and Hayes 2016;
Judge et al. 2002). However, critics argue that Trait Theory does not consider the impact of
situational factors and interactions between leaders and followers (Zaccaro 2007), leading
to new theories’ development.

Emerging as a counterpoint, Behavioral Theories suggest that leadership is not exclu-
sively about inherent traits, but about learned behaviors and actions (Brower et al. 2000).
In opposition to the Classical Theories, Behavioral Theories argue that leaders are made,
not born, and anyone can learn to become a leader through learning and observation
(Lord et al. 2016). A key behavioral theory is the Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) the-
ory, which focuses on the relationship between leaders and members in an organization
(Brower et al. 2000; Graen and Uhl-Bien 1995). It suggests that leaders develop unique



Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148

3 0f 33

relationships with each member, which can significantly impact organizational outcomes
and dynamics (Graen and Uhl-Bien 1995).

The subsequent development in leadership theory marked a shift from leader-centric
views to a more contextual outlook (Sarwar et al. 2022). This led to the introduction of
Contingency or Situational Theories, which suggest that leadership is dependent on how
well their approach fits the needs of the circumstance (Fiedler 1964). Therefore, as per
these theories, there is no one-size-fits-all leadership style; rather, the appropriate approach
depends on factors such as team members’ abilities, task characteristics, and organizational
context (Hersey et al. 1979). An important model within this framework is Fiedler’s Least
Preferred Co-worker (LPC) theory. According to this theory, task-oriented leaders excel in
unfavorable situations, while relationship-oriented leaders thrive in moderately favorable
situations (Fiedler 1964). Other notable contingency theories include Hersey and Blan-
chard’s Situational Leadership Model, which emphasizes the alignment between leadership
styles and follower readiness (Hersey et al. 1979; Itzkovich et al. 2020; Thompson and Glase
2018), Path—Goal Theory, which accentuates the leader’s role in elucidating the road to
success for their team members (Salhieh et al. 2023), and the Vroom—Yetton Decision Model,
which offers a framework for leaders to determine the extent of subordinate involvement
in decisions, taking into account various situational factors like the quality of the decision,
level of subordinate commitment, and potential conflicts (Pate and Heiman 1987).

In the subsequent development of leadership research, Burns (1978) introduced the
concepts of Transactional and Transformational Leadership, which were later expanded
upon by Bass (1985). Transactional Leadership involves an exchange process where follow-
ers comply with their leaders’ instructions in exchange for rewards like salary increases
or promotions (Abbas and Ali 2023; Martinez and Leija 2023). On the other hand, Trans-
formational Leadership goes beyond Transactional Leadership and motivates followers
to go beyond their interests for the benefit of the organization (Martinez and Leija 2023;
Pulido-Martos et al. 2023). This type of leadership relies on charisma and intellectual
stimulation (Martinez and Leija 2023). However, while Transformational Leadership can
generate motivation and performance (Abbas and Ali 2023; Pulido-Martos et al. 2023),
it can also foster a reliance on the leader and stifle creativity and independent thinking
among followers (Magasi 2021).

Other developments in leadership research have highlighted more holistic aspects
of leadership. The Servant Leadership theory proposed by Greenleaf (1977) postulates
that the essence of genuine leadership is anchored in an intrinsic desire to serve others
(Amah and Oyetuunde 2020; Martinez and Leija 2023). Leaders adhering to this paradigm
prioritize the holistic welfare and developmental trajectory of their followers and empha-
size the cultivation of a cohesive community (Bai et al. 2023; Martinez and Leija 2023),
which can lead to enhanced team cohesion (Christensen-Salem et al. 2021), heightened job
satisfaction (Anshori et al. 2023; Gil et al. 2023), and a more engaged (Anshori et al. 2023;
Canavesi and Minelli 2022) and motivated workforce (Anshori et al. 2023; Hartnell et al.
2023). Complementing this perspective, Ethical Leadership underscores the importance of
leaders guiding their actions based on moral and ethical principles (Kim et al. 2022). Such
leaders foster integrity within the organization, leading to the enhancement of the organi-
zation’s reputation and stakeholder trust (Nguyen et al. 2021), and promoting sustainable
organization practices (Nguyen et al. 2021; Ogunfowora et al. 2023). In a closely related
vein, the theoretical framework of Authentic Leadership emphasizes leader authenticity
and transparency. This involves self-awareness, genuine interactions, and transparency in
decision-making (Lewis and Aldossari 2022; Sarwar et al. 2023; Tate et al. 2023), which can
significantly influence followers’ trust, work engagement, and wellbeing (Baquero 2023).

The turn of the 21st century saw a remarkable shift in leadership research, empha-
sizing Shared and Distributed Leadership. These paradigms acknowledge leadership as
a collective phenomenon, transcending traditional hierarchies and embracing multiple
sources of influence within an organization (Hickey et al. 2022; Zhu et al. 2018). Distributed
Leadership views leadership as an emergent property of a group or network of interacting
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individuals (Cordoba et al. 2022). This concept underscores that leadership roles and
functions are dispersed throughout the organization rather than being the sole domain
of formally appointed leaders (Cordoba et al. 2022; Hickey et al. 2022). It promotes a
system of open collaboration, fostering innovation (Berraies 2023; Fu et al. 2018), shared
responsibilities (Xhemajli et al. 2022), and organizational learning (Fu et al. 2018). Shared
Leadership, closely related to Distributed Leadership, contends that leadership activities
and influence are conjointly exercised by team members rather than centralized in a single
leader (Cristofaro et al. 2023). This model thrives in teams where members cyclically and
dynamically engage in leading each other. Research has shown that Shared leadership
can lead to improved team performance (Shoukat et al. 2023), decision quality (Cristofaro
et al. 2023), and innovation (Singh et al. 2022). Similarly, Empowering Leadership, which
focuses on enhancing followers” self-efficacy, autonomy, and capacity for independent
action (Hoang et al. 2021; Shahab et al. 2018), complements these contemporary leadership
paradigms. By actively delegating authority and promoting self-leadership within teams,
empowering leaders facilitates a more agile and adaptive organizational environment
(Hoang et al. 2021; Shahab et al. 2018). This approach not only enhances individual em-
powerment but can also align with the principles of Distributed and Shared leadership,
contributing to a holistic and integrated leadership framework (Jensson et al. 2021).

Lastly, a significant framework that has gained popularity in recent years is the Theory
of Complex Adaptive Systems (CASs). This framework provides a unique perspective
on leadership in environments that are characterized by VUCA (Castillo and Trinh 2019).
According to this theory, organizations are not entities; instead, they are systems that can
adapt to their surroundings. In the CAS framework, leadership is not limited to individuals
or hierarchical positions. Is seen as an emerging property of the system itself (Adobor et al.
2021; Olin et al. 2023). Leaders within a CAS act as facilitators who empower the system
to self-organize and adjust in response to changing circumstances (Adobor et al. 2021).
They foster a culture of experimentation learning and adaptability (Crabtree et al. 2020;
Lin and Yi 2023).

The evolution of leadership theories, reflected in Figure 1, has been extensive, reflecting
the complex dynamics of human societies and organizations (Hallinger and Kovacevi¢ 2022;
Zhao et al. 2023). Over time, leadership thought has progressed from Classical Theories
that champion inherent leadership qualities, like the Great Man Theory and Trait Theory
(Judge et al. 2002; Sarwar et al. 2022; Zaccaro 2007), to those that consider learned behaviors
and context, such as Behavioral and Contingency Theories (Brower et al. 2000; Lord et al.
2016; Sarwar et al. 2022). More modern theories, like Transactional and Transformational
Leadership, focus on motivational aspects (Abbas and Ali 2023; Martinez and Leija 2023),
while others like Servant, Ethical, and Authentic Leadership prioritize moral and genuine
guidance (Amah and Oyetuunde 2020; Kim et al. 2022; Lewis and Aldossari 2022). The
21st century has brought about theories that emphasize Shared and Distributed leadership,
recognizing leadership as a collective process beyond traditional hierarchies (Hickey et al.
2022; Zhu et al. 2018). Additionally, another contemporary perspective is the Theory of
Complex Adaptive Systems, which views leadership in fluid and adaptive systems rather
than fixed entities, especially in VUCA environments (Castillo and Trinh 2019; Lin and Yi
2023; Olin et al. 2023). Understanding the progression and diversity of these leadership
theories is essential for addressing modern organizational challenges.
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Figure 1. Leadership theories.

3. Purpose-Driven Leadership: A New Perspective on Leadership

While different theories on leadership provide various perspectives on the complex
nature of leading, one important aspect is the role of purpose in leadership (Enslin et al.
2023). A nascent but growing body of studies suggests that Purpose-Driven Leadership
stands as a critical cornerstone for contemporary organizations (Bunderson and Thakor
2022; Enslin et al. 2023), particularly in today’s socio-economic landscape, characterized by
unprecedented challenges and opportunities (Lawson and Weberg 2023; Ocasio et al. 2023).
Purpose-Driven Leadership goes beyond leaders and becomes a guiding force that shapes
the actions, values, and culture of an organization, as a whole (Almandoz 2023; Bunderson
and Thakor 2022; Rindova and Martins 2023).

The rationale for selecting the term “Purpose-Driven Leadership” over other similar
terms, such as “purpose-directed” and “purpose-oriented” leadership, lies in its broader
and more dynamic approach to integrating organizational purpose into leadership practices.
While “purpose-directed” and “purpose-oriented” leadership suggest a focus on purpose,
“purpose-driven” implies a more active and continuous process of leading with purpose at
the core.

Under the lens of Purpose-Driven Leadership, the central tenet is that an organization’s
purpose, defined as a reason for its existence (Enslin et al. 2023; Fleischer 2021; LaVoi and
Haley 2021), serves as a compass for leadership decisions and practices (By 2021; Handa
2023). Rather than solely focusing on short-term goals, such as immediate profitability or
performance metrics, this form of leadership places importance on a long-term purpose aligned
with the organization’s values, ethical guidelines, and societal impact (Bhattacharya et al. 2023;
Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Hurth and Stewart 2022; Kempster and Jackson 2021). This overarching
purpose acts as a “north star” and offers a unifying thread that connects the myriad activities,
objectives, and stakeholders of an organization (Ingen et al. 2021; Rocha et al. 2021), enhancing
coherence in decision-making processes (Hurth and Stewart 2022).

The intrinsic value of purpose in leadership is multifaceted. From an organizational
behavior standpoint, a purpose-centered leadership approach serves as an antecedent
to enhanced employee cohesion (Enslin et al. 2023; Trachik et al. 2020), engagement
(Ingen et al. 2021; Tuin et al. 2020), satisfaction (Almandoz 2023; Ingen et al. 2021), and
motivation (Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Tuin et al. 2020). When employees perceive that their
roles are aligned with a purpose, they are more likely to invest additional effort, exhibit
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resilience in the face of challenges, and exhibit lower turnover intentions (Bunderson and
Thakor 2022; Crane 2022; Knippenberg 2020). This linkage between purpose and employee
outcomes can be attributed to the basic human desire for meaningful work (Ingen et al.
2021; Nazir et al. 2021). When individuals understand the significance of their tasks and
see a clear connection between their daily responsibilities and the broader organizational
purpose, they experience a heightened sense of purpose and belonging (Bhattacharya et al.
2023; Cavazotte et al. 2020; Trachik et al. 2020).

On the other hand, from an operational standpoint, organizations led by Purpose-
Driven Leadership tend to exhibit more agile and adaptive structures (Gavarkovs et al.
2023; Tan and Antonio 2022). A clear purpose serves as a guiding framework that allows
for greater flexibility in strategy execution (Ocasio et al. 2023; Qin et al. 2022). This agility
proves particularly advantageous in VUCA environments where traditional forms of
leadership may falter (Dimitrov 2022; Tuin et al. 2020). Moreover, from a macro-level
standpoint, Purpose-Driven Leadership has implications for society at large (Hurth and
Stewart 2022; Ingen et al. 2021). Organizations that are successful in integrating purpose
into their operations may be better positioned to address Corporate Social Responsibility
(CSR) in a manner that transcends mere compliance (Fleischer 2021; Nazir et al. 2021). They
can actively contribute to the broader societal goals, going beyond the boundaries of their
immediate organizational interests (LaVoi and Haley 2021). The genuine integration of
purpose into leadership promotes a holistic view of societal progress where organizations
are seen not just as immediate profit-generating entities but as key actors in shaping a
sustainable and equitable future (Ocasio et al. 2023; Tuin et al. 2020).

Despite these promising perspectives, the construct of Purpose-Driven Leadership
remains underdeveloped in the literature. There is a notable lack of empirical studies
and theoretical frameworks dedicated to exploring its attributes (Aguileta-Clemente et al.
2023; Brendel et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). The current literature fails to create
a clear conceptualization of Purpose-Driven Leadership, leaving many aspects of this
construct unexplored. Additionally, while several studies point to the positive outcomes
associated with Purpose-Driven Leadership, there is a significant gap in understanding
the mechanisms through which these outcomes are achieved. The literature does not
adequately address how Purpose-Driven Leadership operates and the roles of potential
mediators and moderators in influencing its outcomes. This lack of detailed exploration
limits our ability to fully grasp the impact of Purpose-Driven Leadership on organizational
performance and employee engagement.

Purpose-Driven Leadership emerges as a transformative approach that redefines
the essence of leadership in contemporary organizations (Dimitrov 2022). By anchoring
decision-making, operational strategies, and organizational culture in purpose, leaders
drive improved organizational outcomes (Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023).
As challenges in today’s complex socio-economic landscape continue to evolve, leadership
that is deeply rooted in purpose offers a resilient and forward-thinking path (Bunder-
son and Thakor 2022; Crane 2022; Knippenberg 2020). These multifaceted benefits and
implications lead to the necessity for a systematic review of Purpose-Driven Leadership.
A systematic review will clarify how Purpose-Driven Leadership influences leadership un-
derstanding, outcomes, mechanisms, and measurements, considering possible moderators
and mediators.

4. Methodology

To perform a comprehensive systematic literature review on Purpose-Driven Leader-
ship, we adopted the PICOS (Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcomes, and Study
Design) framework for formulating our research question (Methley et al. 2014; Schiavenato
and Chu 2021). The rationale behind using the PICOS framework lies in its structured
approach, aiding in narrowing the scope of the review, providing a clear comparison base-
line, ensuring a holistic understanding of outcomes, and improving the efficiency of our
literature search (Methley et al. 2014; Schiavenato and Chu 2021).
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The elements of the PICOS framework utilized in this research are as follows:

1. Population (P): Leaders and organizations adopting purpose-driven approaches.

Intervention (I): Implementation of Purpose-Driven Leadership strategies.

3. Comparison (C): Examination of how possible moderators and mediators influence
the effectiveness of Purpose-Driven Leadership.

4. Outcomes (O):

Conceptualization of Purpose-Driven Leadership.

Importance of Purpose-Driven Leadership in contemporary research and prac-
tice.

Theoretical foundations of Purpose-Driven Leadership.

Mechanisms and impacts of Purpose-Driven Leadership.

The role of purpose in navigating times of VUCA.

Measurement approaches for purpose in leadership.

N

5. Study design (S): Theoretical and empirical studies.

Based on this framework, our research question was formulated as follows: “How
does the implementation of Purpose-Driven Leadership strategies in organizations (I)
influence the understanding, outcomes, mechanisms, and measurements of leadership (O),
considering the role of possible moderators and mediators (C), as investigated in various
study designs (S) among leaders and organizations (P)?”.

To conduct this systematic review, we employed the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines (Moher et al. 2009;
Page et al. 2021). We conducted a search on Thomson Reuters” Web of Science (WoS)
and SCOPUS search engines, which are widely recognized for their coverage of academic
literature (Kumpulainen and Seppanen 2022; Vandagriff 2023), to identify studies that dis-
cuss Purpose-Driven Leadership. The search was conducted using the following Boolean
search strings in the title, keywords, and abstract: “purpose” AND “lead*”. We included
the term “purpose” to highlight the aspect of leadership we were interested in. This helped
us narrow down studies that specifically focus on leadership driven by a sense of purpose
rather than other types like Transactional, Transformational, or Charismatic Leadership. To
make sure we captured all variations of the word “lead”, such as leader, leadership, leading,
and leaders, we used an asterisk (*) as an operator after the term “lead”. This inclusive
approach reduces the risk of missing articles that may use different forms of the word.
By combining “purpose” AND “lead*” we ensured that our search results only included
research papers discussing both “purpose” and “leadership”. The search was limited
to research papers published in academic journals from 1 January 2018, to 31 December
2023. This approach allowed us to focus on the most recent and up-to-date research on
Purpose-Driven Leadership, to ensure that the studies included in the review reflect the
latest developments, to avoid outdated or irrelevant research. Furthermore, proceeding
papers and books were not included, due to the possibility of lack of peer review.

The search conducted retrieved a total of 2112 research papers (1121 from SCOPUS
and 991 from WoS). A total of 719 research papers were identified as duplicated. We
implemented a multi-stage screening process. All 1393 research papers were screened
based on their titles and abstracts, and 1203 research papers were removed. This initial
assessment was crucial for eliminating studies irrelevant to our defined research scope,
ones which referenced the term “purpose” solely in the context of the paper’s objective
or as the intended function of a particular aspect, rather than addressing the concept of
organizational purpose. Modifying the search criteria was deemed inadvisable, as it risked
omitting significant research paper contributions.

After the preliminary screening, the research papers were downloaded for a full-text
review. At this stage, the research papers were evaluated based on their relevance to the
study, methodological quality, and depth of content. To conduct the review, we established
specific criteria for including and excluding research papers. We included papers that
directly addressed Purpose-Driven Leadership, such as studies providing data-driven
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or theoretical insights offering new frameworks or perspectives. Additionally, we also
considered research papers that explored the attributes, benefits, challenges, and outcomes
associated with organizational purpose or sense of purpose in a leadership view, which
indirectly contribute to the understanding of Purpose-Driven Leadership.

We also excluded opinions or commentaries that did not offer original research find-
ings, not-reviewed papers, and papers not written English, Portuguese, or Spanish. The
quality of the research papers was also assessed based on the design method, conceptual
clarity, logical consistency, contribution, relevance to the field, and practical implications.
At this stage, all scientific articles underwent an acceptable level of quality assessment,
with none being excluded due to quality concerns.

Based on the inclusion and exclusion criteria identified, 58 research papers were
included in the review. The detailed breakdown of the criteria applied and the resultant
selected papers for this review can be visualized in the PRISMA flowchart provided below
(Figure 2).

e
§ Research papers identified from
= Records removed before screening:
S SCOPUS (n=1121) and
=) > Duplicate records removed
= WoS (n=991),
K] (n=719)
= totaled 2112 research papers.
- J
— ]
)
E Records screened _ Records excluded
L »
g (n=1393) (n=1203)
w0
-/
M \4
Full text assessed for eligibility Research papers excluded:
(n=190) Working Paper (n=1)
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Figure 2. PRISMA flowchart: selection process for Purpose-Driven Leadership studies.
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Given the volume of studies identified, we conducted a structured data extraction
process. For each research paper, we collect the authors, title, year, source (journal), Digital
Object Identification (DOI), abstract, study design, central thesis/findings (main results,
findings, arguments, or proposition presented by the authors), key concepts (important
terms, ideas, or constructs introduced or discussed), theoretical framework (theories, mod-
els, or conceptual frameworks the authors present or introduce), and level of analysis
(the focus of the analysis: Society, Organization, Group/Team, and Individual). The data
extracted are provided in the Supplementary Material. This process provided us with an
overview of the landscape of the existing literature on Purpose-Driven Leadership and, to
facilitate the organization, synthesis, and interpretation of the vast amount of information,
we employed MAXQDA, version 24 (VERBI Software 2022), a qualitative data analysis
software. Through this software, we were able to categorize and code data based on themes,
patterns, and relationships emerging from the literature (Consoli 2021; Geisler 2018). Our
coding framework was established using both inductive and deductive approaches. The
inductive approach allowed us to identify novel themes or patterns not initially anticipated,
while the deductive approach ensured that our codes were in alignment with our research
question (Azungah 2018; Elo and Kyngés 2008).

5. Findings
5.1. Purpose-Driven Leadership Research Landscape

This section presents an analysis of the current state of Purpose-Driven Leadership-
related research, as discerned through a comprehensive analysis of research paper publica-
tions and citations. The exploration focuses on the evolution of interest in this field over
time, as reflected in the quantity and impact of academic contributions.

Figure 3 provides a chronological visualization of the volume of academic publications
dedicated to Purpose-Driven Leadership, while Figure 4 provides the proportion of publi-
cations compared to the total. These figures indicate a fluctuating yet overall upward trend
in the number of publications related to Purpose-Driven Leadership from 2018 to 2023.
The total number of publications over this period amounts to 58, with a notable increase
in recent years, particularly in 2023, which represents 40% of the total of publications in
this period.

25
20
15

10

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Source: Created by the authors.
Figure 3. Number of publications per year.

Figure 5 offers an analysis of the academic impact of Purpose-Driven Leadership
literature, measured through the number of citations these publications have received each
year, totaling 452 over the six years. Figure 6 shows the average number of publications per
year after publication. These metric offers insight into the academic impact and relevance
of the research in this field.
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Figure 4. Number of publications compared to the total.
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Figure 5. Total number of citations until 2023.
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Figure 6. Average number of citations per year after publication.

The data from Figures 3-6 collectively suggest a growing interest and engagement
in Purpose-Driven Leadership research within the academic community. The increasing
number of publications, coupled with the substantial number of citations, indicates that
this area is gaining momentum and recognition for its relevance in the broader field of
leadership studies.

Of the 58 research papers included in this review, 29 are theoretical, illustrating a
robust engagement with conceptual analysis and framework development within the field
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of Purpose-Driven Leadership. The remaining 29 papers are empirical in nature, with 10 of
these adopting qualitative methodologies. Table 1 lists the five journals that are prominent
in the domain of Purpose-Driven Leadership in terms of publications and citations.

Table 1. Top 5 leading journals in Purpose-Driven Leadership research: publications and citations.

Journal Publications per Journal Journal Citations per Journal
Strategy Science 4 Frontiers in Psychology 143
Frontiers in Psychology 3 Journal of Change Management 49
Journal of Change Management 2 Journal of II_{/(I)ZZ ;Zé;iye Z?d Tourism 44
New dir;:ctions f o student 2 Organizational Psychology Review 24
eadership
Purushartha 2 Service Industries Journal 24

Figure 7 provides a comprehensive view of the scope and focus of Purpose-Driven
Leadership research over six years, from 2018 to 2023. Based on the different organizational
levels at which this leadership approach operates and its external aspect, it categorizes
the research based on the level of analysis into four categories: society, organization,
group/team, and individual.

20
18
16
14
12

o N A O ®

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Society Organization

Group/Team == |ndividual

Source: Created by the authors.

Figure 7. Temporal distribution of Purpose-Driven Leadership research by level of analysis (number
of research papers).

Figure 7 indicates that the level of analysis related to society fluctuates over the years.
It starts at a moderate level in 2018 (2), drops in 2019 (1), and then steadily increases in
subsequent years, reaching its highest point in 2023 (15). This suggests an increasing focus
on societal aspects in research or studies during these years. The level of analysis related to
organizations is the highest over the years. It steadily increases from 2018 (4) to 2023 (19).
This trend reflects the enduring interest in studying organizational behavior, strategies, and
dynamics. Group/Team: The analysis at the group or team level is relatively low compared
to society and organization. It varies from year to year, with the highest point in 2020
(7) and the lowest in 2019 (1). This suggests that research or studies specifically focusing
on group and team dynamics are less common but still present. The individual level of
analysis is relatively consistent, with a range of 1 to 10 over the years. It indicates that there
is a continuous interest in studying individual behaviors, motivations, and actions within
research and studies, presenting greater consistency due to the confluence of study areas in
which the individual level is relevant.
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5.2. Purpose, Organizational Purpose, and Purpose-Driven Leadership

This section presents the exploration of the interconnected concepts of purpose, orga-
nizational purpose, and Purpose-Driven Leadership. By examining these constructs, we
aim to provide a comprehensive understanding of how they relate to one another and their
significance in the context of leadership studies.

Purpose, as a complex psychological phenomenon (By 2021; Kempster and Jackson
2021; Ocasio et al. 2023), is a consistent and generalized intention to do something that
is simultaneously personally meaningful and holds relevance (Gavarkovs et al. 2023;
Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). It acts as a foundational and central self-organizing life
aim, guiding and stimulating goals and behaviors (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al. 2023), and
providing a sense of meaning (Brendel et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). Beyond
simply being a primary objective (Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Knippenberg 2020), purpose
finds its value in daily expression, driving consistent actions and decisions that align with
an overarching vision (By 2021; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

The nature of purpose is rooted in four core components:

1. Consistency: Purpose does not manifest as a fleeting intention but is grounded in its
enduring nature (Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Knippenberg
2020). Demonstrating resilience against ephemeral shifts in external conditions or
situational variances, purpose consistently maintains its vigor and steadfastness
(Rindova and Martins 2023; Trachik et al. 2020). It acts as a constant lodestar amid the
dynamic terrains of both personal and professional spheres (Bhattacharya et al. 2023;
Qin et al. 2022; Rindova and Martins 2023).

2. Generality: In contradistinction to a limited, task-centric objective, purpose is dis-
tinguished by its comprehensive scope (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Jasinenko
and Steuber 2023). Instead of being confined to proximate tasks or circumscribed
aims, purpose spans a more expansive purview (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Jasi-
nenko and Steuber 2023). This ubiquity of purpose guarantees its applicability across
multifarious contexts (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

3. Two dimensions:

7

- Internal Dimension: The internal dimension of purpose refers to the individuals
intrinsic motivations and impulses, which are connected to their sense of purpose
(Crane 2022; Knippenberg 2020). It serves as a source of meaning, supporting
the rationale of every decision, direction, or objective delineated (Handa 2023;
Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). This introspective aspect emphasizes the congruence
and alignment between an individual and their purpose (Gavarkovs et al. 2023;
Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

- External Dimension: Beyond its internal impact, the influence of purpose extends
to the external environment, through the efforts generated by the individual
within their context (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Handa 2023; Jasinenko and
Steuber 2023). This is underpinned by the individual’s commitment to promoting
positive change in a broader environment (Ocasio et al. 2023; Qin et al. 2022).

4. Daily embodiment and expression: Purpose manifests as a palpable instantiation in
quotidian activities since it is part of every decision and action made (By 2021; Jasinenko
and Steuber 2023). Such perennial articulation provides consistency and influences daily
activities (Bronk et al. 2023; Hurth and Stewart 2022; Ocasio et al. 2023).

When extrapolating the concept of purpose to organizational contexts, the relevance
and implications of purpose are extended to the whole organization. The organizational
purpose is rooted in the deepest level of an organization’s identity (Hurth and Stewart
2022; Ponting 2020) and refers to the foundational reason why the organization exists
(Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Dimitrov 2022; Kaplan 2023), which guides all the activities
(Fitzsimmons et al. 2022; Hong et al. 2021), provides direction (Ingen et al. 2021; Tuin et al.
2020) and unification (Almandoz 2023; Ingen et al. 2021), and drives meaning (Kaplan 2023;
Rindova and Martins 2023).
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Two perspectives of organizational purpose can be conceptualized: the inside-out and
the outside-in perspectives. The inside-out perspective emphasizes the intrinsic, inherent
motivations and values that drive an organization (Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins
2023). This perspective is rooted deeply in the internal beliefs, culture, and aspirations of
the organization (Almandoz 2023; Ocasio et al. 2023). On the other hand, the outside-in
perspective emphasizes the external demands, societal needs, and broader environmental
considerations (Almandoz 2023; Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023), being asso-
ciated with the adoption of a higher purpose as the organizational purpose, described as a
goal or aspiration that transcends immediate or purely profit-driven interests to achieve
a broader and significant outcome (Cho 2023; Eisenschmidt et al. 2019; Enslin et al. 2023;
Gwartz and Spence 2020; Islam et al. 2023). This process involves a deep analysis of the orga-
nization’s core competencies and values, as well as an understanding of the broader societal
and environmental context in which it operates (Gwartz and Spence 2020; Ocasio et al. 2023;
Rindova and Martins 2023).

Several components of organizational purpose can be identified: authenticity, magni-
tude, significance, aspiration, direction/guidance, unification, transformation, and inspi-
ration. Authenticity refers to the genuineness of organizational purpose, which resonates
with the stakeholders and reflects the true value of the organization (Jasinenko and Steuber
2023; Walker and Reichard 2020). Its magnitude represents the massiveness of the organiza-
tional purpose based on its global scope and potential (Almandoz 2023; Dimitrov 2022).
Significance refers to the degree of the internal or external contribution or impact of the or-
ganizational purpose on the lives or work of people (Handa 2023; Ingen et al. 2021; Martela
and Pessi 2018). Aspiration represents the hope or ambition to realize a significant future
objective that individuals pursue in its intrinsic value (Crane 2022; Ingen et al. 2021; Tan
and Antonio 2022). Direction/guidance refers to the path or route rooted in the direction
function of organizational purpose (Ingen et al. 2021; Tuin et al. 2020). Unification refers
to the connection and integration of individuals within an organization around a shared
purpose proposed by the organization (Almandoz 2023; Ingen et al. 2021). Transformation
represents the characteristic of an organizational purpose that emphasizes the power to
bring significant change or innovation within the organization, its industry/market, or
even in the broader societal context (Dimitrov 2022; Hurth and Stewart 2022). Lastly,
inspiration is described as the energizing of actions or behaviors carried out either for their
inherent interest or to fulfill the organization’s authentic, massive, significant, aspirational,
directional, unifying, and transformative aspects of purpose (Ingen et al. 2021; Islam et al.
2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

The organizational purpose is not a mere statement or tagline used for marketing
purposes (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Fitzsimmons et al. 2022). Instead, it represents the reason
why the organization exists (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Dimitrov 2022; Kaplan 2023), which
is recognized by both internal and external stakeholders (Ingen et al. 2021; Losada-Vazquez
2022), and it does not necessarily have to be written, although having it documented can
help ensure clarity and alignment (Bunderson and Thakor 2022). Furthermore, it does not
represent the mission or vision statements of the organization (Dimitrov 2022; Fitzsimmons
et al. 2022). The mission operates in a more tangible and immediate dimension, serving
as a practical reflection of the organizational purpose (Dimitrov 2022; Fitzsimmons et al.
2022). In this context, while the mission elucidates “what we do,” the purpose acts as the
guiding principle explaining “why we do it” (Fitzsimmons et al. 2022; Rey and Bastons
2018). In contrast, the vision portrays the long-term destination the organization aspires
to achieve, guided by the purpose and actualized through the mission (Fitzsimmons et al.
2022; Lawson and Weberg 2023).

A structured comparison can be drawn between the concepts of individual purpose
and organizational purpose. Table 2 succinctly captures the key components and character-
istics of each, offering insights into their nature, core components, dimensions/perspectives,
and expression:
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Table 2. Comparative analysis of individual and organizational purpose.

Aspect

Individual Purpose

Organizational Purpose

Nature

A consistent and generalized intention to do
something that is simultaneously personally
meaningful and holds relevance to the world
(Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber
2023). It acts as a foundational and central
self-organizing life aim, guiding and stimulating
goals and behaviors (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al.
2023), and providing a sense of meaning
(Brendel et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

The foundational reason why the organization
exists (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Dimitrov 2022;
Kaplan 2023) that guides all the activities
(Fitzsimmons et al. 2022; Hong et al. 2021),
provides direction (Ingen et al. 2021; Tuin et al.
2020) and unification (Almandoz 2023; Ingen
etal. 2021), and drives meaning (Kaplan 2023;
Rindova and Martins 2023). It is rooted rooted in
the deepest level of an organization’s identity
(Hurth and Stewart 2022; Ponting 2020).

Core components

1. Consistency: Enduring nature (Gavarkovs

et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023;
Knippenberg 2020), and resilience against
changes (Rindova and Martins 2023; Trachik et al.
2020).

2. Generality: Comprehensive scope, applicable
in many contexts (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al. 2023;
Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

3. Embodiment: Manifestation in daily activities
and decisions (By 2021; Jasinenko and Steuber
2023).

1. Authenticity: Genuine reflection of
organizational values (Jasinenko and Steuber 2023;
Walker and Reichard 2020).

2. Magnitude: Global scope and potential
(Almandoz 2023; Dimitrov 2022).

3. Significance: Impact on internal and external
stakeholders (Handa 2023; Ingen et al. 2021;
Martela and Pessi 2018).

4. Aspiration: Ambition for significant future
objectives (Crane 2022; Ingen et al. 2021; Tan and
Antonio 2022).

5. Direction/Guidance: Providing a path or
route (Ingen et al. 2021; Tuin et al. 2020).

6. Unification: Connecting individuals around a
shared purpose (Almandoz 2023; Ingen et al.
2021).

7. Transformative: Capacity to bring change or
innovation (Dimitrov 2022; Hurth and Stewart
2022).

8. Inspiration: Energizing actions and behaviors
(Ingen et al. 2021; Islam et al. 2023; Jasinenko and
Steuber 2023).

Dimensions/Perspectives

Internal: Individuals’ intrinsic motivations
(Crane 2022; Knippenberg 2020).

External: Impact on the external context (By
2021; Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Handa 2023;
Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

Inside-Out: Intrinsic motivations and values
that drive an organization (Ocasio et al. 2023;
Rindova and Martins 2023).

Outside-In: External demands, societal needs,
environmental considerations (Almandoz 2023;
Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023).

Expression

Found in everyday actions, decisions, and goals
(By 2021; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

Embodied in the organization’s identity,
activities, and stakeholder interactions
(Fitzsimmons et al. 2022; Hong et al. 2021).

Table 2 highlights that individual purpose is predominantly a personal phenomenon,

deeply rooted in an individual’s consistent intentions and goals (By 2021; Gavarkovs et al.
2023). In contrast, organizational purpose extends beyond the individual, encompassing
the foundational reason for an organization’s existence (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Dimitrov
2022; Kaplan 2023). Purpose-Driven Leadership emerges at the nexus of individual and
organizational purpose, offering an integrative and holistic approach to leadership that
transcends traditional paradigms (Dimitrov 2022; Tuin et al. 2020) and emphasizes the
inextricable link between leadership actions and the organization’s purpose (Ingen et al.
2021; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). Thus, leadership emphasizes the significance of a clear
and compelling organizational purpose in guiding leadership actions and decisions (Ingen
etal. 2021; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023), so that leadership is primarily about mobilizing and
motivating people for the pursuit of the organization’s purpose (Almandoz 2023; Rindova
and Martins 2023). Within this context, leader-follower organizational purpose congruence
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is a critical aspect, reflecting the harmonization of the individual’s work purpose with the
organizational purpose (Brendel et al. 2023; Martela and Pessi 2018).

5.2.1. Attributes of Purpose-Driven Leadership

The attributes of Purpose-Driven Leadership constitute the core characteristics, qual-
ities, and behaviors exhibited by leaders who effectively implement and embody this
leadership framework (Cavazotte et al. 2020; Dimitrov 2022). One fundamental attribute
is the purpose commitment. It involves a deep organizational purpose alignment and
fidelity (Kempster et al. 2019; Rocha et al. 2021). This commitment transcends mere compli-
ance with organizational goals and reflects a genuine internalization of the organization’s
purpose, thereby fostering a strong connection with the followers (Kempster et al. 2019;
Rocha et al. 2021). This implies integrating the organizational purpose in all aspects of the
organization’s operations and activities (Handa 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023). This
purpose implementation and deployment is an important attribute of Purpose-Driven
Leadership and involves a multi-level approach (Almandoz 2023; Hurth and Stewart
2022). This multi-level approach encompasses the organization’s overarching purpose, the
subpurposes of its groups or teams, and the micropurposes of individual members, as
demonstrated in Figure 8.

Inverted Pyramid of Purpose

Organization Organizational Purpoze

Group / Team Subpurpose

Individual Micropurposze

Organizational Level

Source: Created by the authors.

Figure 8. The Inverted Pyramid of Purpose: a tri-level perspective on organizational purpose.

The organizational purpose, serving as the apex of Purpose-Driven Leadership, is
universally applied across the entire organization (Handa 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023),
creating a unifying framework for all its activities and goals (Fitzsimmons et al. 2022; Hong
et al. 2021). In alignment with the organizational purpose, a subpurpose can be understood
as a more specific, targeted purpose that aligns with the broader organizational purpose
but is tailored to the unique objectives and specific contributions of distinct groups or teams
within the organization (Almandoz 2023; Hurth and Stewart 2022). It acts as a bridge,
linking the overarching organizational purpose with the practical, day-to-day operations
of different teams (Almandoz 2023; Rai 2020). This alignment ensures that each subgroup
within the organization not only contributes towards the shared purpose but also finds
relevance and meaning in their specific purpose (Almandoz 2023; Meynhardt et al. 2023).
The same can be applied to individuals, leading us to create the concept of micropurpose,
which further refines this alignment. Micropurpose refers to the individualized purpose
of each member within an organization that is associated with the subpurpose of the
group or team to which the individual belongs and the overall purpose of the organization
(Meynhardt et al. 2023; Rai 2020). In essence, the subpurposes and micropurposes support
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every task or activity, answering the question of why and serving the overall organizational
purpose (Almandoz 2023; Dimitrov 2022; Meynhardt et al. 2023; Rai 2020).

Effective communication also plays an important role in Purpose-Driven Leadership,
where clear and consistent dissemination of purpose is essential (LaVoi and Haley 2021;
Qin et al. 2022). It involves ensuring that everyone within the organization understands
and embraces the purpose, reflecting it in all aspects of their work (Fitzsimmons et al. 2022;
Losada-Vazquez 2022; Qin et al. 2022). Authenticity is also an important aspect of Purpose-
Driven Leadership (Crane 2022; Kempster et al. 2019). This means that leaders genuinely
align themselves with the organization’s values and beliefs, inspiring and motivating their
followers (Kempster et al. 2019; Martela and Pessi 2018; Rey and Bastons 2018). Emotional
intelligence is another attribute for leaders in this context, as it involves their ability to
recognize, understand, and effectively manage both their own emotions and those of others
during the purpose dissemination process (Handa 2023; Luedi 2022; Walker and Reichard
2020). Another attribute of Purpose-Driven Leadership is passion. This attribute serves as a
driving force that energizes and propels the implementation of the organizational purpose
(Almandoz 2023; Dimitrov 2022; Luedi 2022). Lastly, another attribute of Purpose-Driven
Leadership is its transformative nature. This characteristic relates to a leader’s capacity to
bring constructive and significant changes within the organization that are consistent with
its overall goals and values (Brendel et al. 2023; Dimitrov 2022; Hurth and Stewart 2022;
Luedi 2022).

5.2.2. Purpose-Driven Leadership Construct Conceptualization

Based on the framework presented and its attributes, Purpose-Driven Leadership
refers to a leadership approach where leaders are genuinely focused on aligning their
actions and decisions with the overarching purpose of the organization (Ingen et al. 2021;
Jasinenko and Steuber 2023), the foundational reason why the organization exists (Bhat-
tacharya et al. 2023; Dimitrov 2022; Kaplan 2023). This alignment demonstrates a profound
commitment to and advocacy for the organizational purpose (Kempster et al. 2019; Rocha
et al. 2021) demonstrating passion and inspiring followers (Kempster et al. 2019; Martela
and Pessi 2018; Rey and Bastons 2018). Beyond this mere commitment, these leaders engage
in meticulous and strategic communication of the organizational purpose (Bhattacharya
et al. 2023; Ingen et al. 2021), along with the specific subpurposes or micropurposes tailored
to various operational levels within the organization (Almandoz 2023; Hurth and Stewart
2022; Meynhardt et al. 2023; Rai 2020).

This communication transcends conventional informational dissemination; it is inten-
tionally crafted to resonate deeply with followers, thereby cultivating a robust, shared sense
of purpose across all levels of the organization (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Ingen et al. 2021).
Moreover, the effective integration of emotional intelligence by these leaders enhances this
process by recognizing and responding to the emotions and underlying motivations of
their followers (Handa 2023; Luedi 2022; Walker and Reichard 2020).

Through this transformative approach, leaders provide clear direction and guidance,
ensuring that every member understands their role in the broader organizational context
(Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Bronk et al. 2023; Enslin et al. 2023; Islam et al. 2023), and
foster unification under a shared sense of purpose (Almandoz 2023; Ingen et al. 2021). By
articulating the organizational purpose, along with specific subpurposes or micropurposes,
leaders help individuals navigate their daily activities in alignment with the organization’s
strategic objectives (Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Knippenberg 2020). The leaders’ consistent
reinforcement of the organizational purpose serves as a powerful tool for bringing together
diverse groups within the organization, helping to promote a more collaborative and
supportive work environment (Almandoz 2023; Ingen et al. 2021).

5.3. Theoretical Foundations of Purpose-Driven Leadership

Purpose-Driven Leadership is not a singular concept but a confluence rooted in various
theoretical perspectives from diverse academic fields, including organizational behavior,
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psychology, and management (Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Kempster and Jackson 2021).
According to Ocasio et al. (2023) and Jasinenko and Steuber (2023), this leadership paradigm
leverages the foundational tenets of strategic management that emphasize the alignment
of organization strategy with organization purpose, as elucidated by Barnard (1938) and
Selznick (1957). It is an approach that recognizes profitability as a critical means but insists
that it should not overshadow the broader, more holistic end: fulfilling the organization’s
purpose (Clarke 2020; Kaplan 2023).

From an organizational standpoint, Purpose-Driven Leadership is linked to Stake-
holder Theory and Agency Theory, both which posit that leaders must account for the
different interests of all stakeholders in their decision-making processes (Clarke 2020;
Kaplan 2023). According to Stakeholder Theory, Purpose-Driven Leadership posits that
the value of an organization lies in its capacity to serve its community of stakeholders
(Kaplan 2023; Qin et al. 2022). This community includes not only the shareholders but
also employees, customers, suppliers, and society at large (Kaplan 2023; Ocasio et al. 2023).
Consequently, the leaders are responsible for balancing these interests, which can be disso-
nant, according to Agency Theory, and cultivating a beneficial relationship that drives both
the organization and its stakeholders toward shared success (Clarke 2020; Kaplan 2023).
In the same way, based on Organizational Theory, Purpose-Driven Leadership operates
within complex systems characterized by interdependencies in terms of the structures,
relationships, and processes that serve a common purpose, as a sub-society (Gartenberg and
Zenger 2023), aligning the organization’s structure and identity and strategy (Gartenberg
and Zenger 2023; Kaplan 2023; Losada-Vazquez 2022).

Based on Self-Determination Theory, the role of the Purpose-Driven Leader is to foster
intrinsic motivation within followers through purpose (Nazir et al. 2021; Tuin et al. 2020).
When leaders support autonomy, competence, and relatedness, they enable followers
to internalize the organization’s purpose, thereby enhancing their intrinsic motivation
(Nazir et al. 2021; Tuin et al. 2020; Walker and Reichard 2020). Maslow’s Hierarchy of
Needs further complements the role of a Purpose-Driven Leader. This theory underlines
the importance of addressing the full spectrum of an employee’s needs through purpose:
survival needs align with the perpetuity/continuity of purpose; safety and security needs
are met through the positive difference of purpose; social needs correlate with progress;
esteem needs are satisfied by prosperity; and self-actualization is achieved through positive
inspiration (Das et al. 2018; Handa 2023).

Moreover, Purpose-Driven Leadership can be seen through the lens of a meaning
framework, where it integrates the concept of meaning-making into its core (LaVoi and
Haley 2021; Martela and Pessi 2018). This framework suggests that individuals are inher-
ently driven to find meaning in their experiences (Knippenberg 2020; Martela and Pessi
2018), a process that is essential for the emotional and cognitive engagement of employees
(Nazir et al. 2021; Tuin et al. 2020). In the context of Purpose-Driven Leadership, lead-
ers facilitate the discovery of personal and collective meaning within the workplace by
providing purpose (Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Knippenberg 2020).

5.4. Mechanisms and Impacts of Purpose-Driven Leadership

Purpose-Driven Leadership implementation depends on the comprehensive explo-
ration and understanding of the mechanisms through which the leaders influence and
impact both organizational and individual outcomes (Ingen et al. 2021; Nakamura et al.
2022), encompassing its attributes, antecedents, outcomes, mediators, and moderators.
These potential elements, identified through the literature review, are presented in Figure 9.
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Figure 9. A comprehensive framework of Purpose-Driven Leadership: potential attributes, antecedents,
outcomes, mediators, and moderators.

5.4.1. Potential Antecedents

A critical aspect of understanding Purpose-Driven Leadership lies in identifying its
antecedents. These pre-requisite elements are imperative for the emergence and subsequent
efficacy of this leadership approach (Ingen et al. 2021; Nakamura et al. 2022). Antecedents
are multifaceted and encompass a range of individual and organizational factors.

From an organizational-level standpoint, the creation of an organizational purpose
that accomplishes authenticity, significance, aspiration, direction/guidance, unification,
transformation, and inspiration emerges as a pivotal element (Aguileta-Clemente et al.
2023; Dimitrov 2022; Ingen et al. 2021; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). The creation of a
corporate purpose is linked to the organizational strategy (Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova
and Martins 2023) and identity (Fitzsimmons et al. 2022; Hurth and Stewart 2022). These
interconnections are fundamental aspects in the context of Purpose-Driven Leadership,
signifying a dynamic and reciprocal relationship where purpose shapes strategy (Hong
etal. 2021; Ingen et al. 2021; Qin et al. 2022) and, conversely, strategy informs and refines
purpose (Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023).
These alignments provide consistency in decision-making processes (Ingen et al. 2021;
Rindova and Martins 2023) and ensure that the leader’s actions consistently reflect the core
organizational values and objectives (Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023), thereby
enhancing credibility and integrity (Ingen et al. 2021; Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and
Martins 2023). On the other hand, stakeholder engagement in creating and deploying the
organization’s purpose crucially contributes to the alignment of this purpose with broader
social, environmental, and economic expectations (Kaplan 2023; Ocasio et al. 2023). This
alignment of the organizational purpose with the stakeholders’ expectations contributes
significantly to the leader’s ability to inspire and mobilize followers (Ingen et al. 2021;
Ocasio et al. 2023). Furthermore, to facilitate the communication of the organizational
purpose and Purpose-Driven Leadership framework implementation, the establishment
of open communication channels is essential (LaVoi and Haley 2021; Qin et al. 2022).
These channels enable leaders to articulate the purpose of the organization clearly and
compellingly (LaVoi and Haley 2021; Qin et al. 2022).

From an individual-level standpoint, the personal attributes and qualities of the leader
play a significant role as antecedents in Purpose-Driven Leadership framework implemen-
tation. First, self-initiative, visionary and strategic thinking, and personal responsibility
are important skills in organizational purpose creation (Knippenberg 2020; Rindova and
Martins 2023; Walker and Reichard 2020). Leaders with these skills are capable of defining
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an organizational purpose that is authentic, significant, aspirational, unifying, and moti-
vational (Dimitrov 2022; Ingen et al. 2021; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). Moreover, due
to the difficulty of conjugating the different interests of all stakeholders in organizational
purpose creation, resilience and adaptability skills are also important (Crane 2022; Trachik
et al. 2020). Equally critical in this framework are personal values and ethical alignment
with the organizational purpose (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Crane 2022). This congruence
plays a crucial role in enhancing the authenticity, trust, and credibility of their followers
and stakeholders (Crane 2022; Kempster et al. 2019).

5.4.2. Potential Outcomes

The outcomes of Purpose-Driven Leadership impact the organization at diverse levels,
affecting stakeholders, performance, and various organizational and individual aspects.
The potential outcomes of Purpose-Driven Leadership, identified in the literature review,
are presented in Table 3. This table encapsulates the wide-ranging outcomes of this leader-

ship approach.

Table 3. Purpose-Driven Leadership potential outcomes.

Outcomes

Sources

Outcomes

Sources

Adaptability / Agility

Dimitrov (2022), Gavarkovs et al.

(2023), Lawson and Weberg (2023),

Losada-Vazquez (2022), and Tan
and Antonio (2022)

Organizational commitment

Jasinenko and Steuber (2023),
Nazir et al. (2021), Qin et al.
(2022), Tan and Antonio (2022),
Trachik et al. (2020), and Trachik
et al. (2022)

Alignment to change
management

Handa (2023), Losada-Vazquez
(2022), and Walker and Reichard
(2020)

Organizational culture

Bunderson and Thakor (2022),
Dimitrov (2022), Gwartz and
Spence (2020), Hong et al. (2021),
and Losada-Vazquez (2022)

Competitive advantage

Dimitrov (2022), Enslin et al.
(2023), Fitzsimmons et al. (2022),

Kaplan (2023), Ocasio et al. (2023),

and Tuin et al. (2020)

Organizational learning

Crane (2022), Losada-Vazquez
(2022), Peeters et al. (2023), and
Tan and Antonio (2022)

Creativity /Innovation

Brendel et al. (2023), Kaplan
(2023), Losada-Vazquez (2022),
Meynhardt et al. (2023), Ocasio

et al. (2023), Rindova and Martins
(2023), and Tan and Antonio
(2022)

Organizational performance

Aguileta-Clemente et al. (2023),
Brendel et al. (2023), Edgar (2023),
Hong et al. (2021), Jasinenko and
Steuber (2023), Ponting (2020),
and Rai (2020)

Employee organizational trust

Qin et al. (2022)

Organizational reputation

Hong et al. (2021) and Qin et al.
(2022)

Employee performance

Brendel et al. (2023), Konadu et al.

(2023), Nazir et al. (2021), Ponting
(2020), and Tan and Antonio
(2022)

Positive effects on individuals
outside the organization

Ingen et al. (2021), and Lu and
Ahn (2023)

Employee turnover reducing Cavazotte et al. (2020), Jasinenko Resilience Crane (2022), Handa (2023),
and Steuber (2023), Peeters et al. Kaplan (2023), Trachik et al.
(2023), Ponting (2020), Qin et al. (2020), and Trachik et al. (2022)
(2022), and Tan and Antonio
(2022)

Employer attractiveness Ingen et al. (2021), and Kempster  Self-efficacy Brown et al. (2021), Handa (2023),

and Jackson (2021)

Martela and Pessi (2018), and
Nakamura et al. (2022)

Financial value

Bunderson and Thakor (2022),
Clarke (2020), Hurth and Stewart
(2022), Kempster and Jackson
(2021), Nakamura et al. (2022),
Ocasio et al. (2023), and Rocha

et al. (2021)

Self-realization

Martela and Pessi (2018), and Tuin
et al. (2020)
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Table 3. Cont.

Outcomes

Sources

Outcomes

Sources

Fulfillment of human needs

Hurth and Stewart (2022), Ingen
et al. (2021), Jasinenko and
Steuber (2023), and Tuin et al.
(2020)

Sense of oneness

Brendel et al. (2023), Cavazotte
et al. (2020), and Qin et al. (2022)

Guidance/Direction

Bhattacharya et al. (2023), Bronk
et al. (2023), Enslin et al. (2023),
Islam et al. (2023), Jasinenko and
Steuber (2023), Martela and Pessi
(2018), Ocasio et al. (2023),
Ponting (2020), Rindova and
Martins (2023), and Tuin et al.
(2020)

Shared identity

Cavazotte et al. (2020), Crane
(2022), Kaplan (2023), and
Knippenberg (2020)

Job satisfaction

Brown et al. (2021), Cavazotte
et al. (2020), Gavarkovs et al.
(2023), Jasinenko and Steuber
(2023), Konadu et al. (2023),
Nakamura et al. (2022), Nazir
etal. (2021), Ponting (2020), and
Tuin et al. (2020)

Significance

Almandoz (2023), Ingen et al.
(2021), Martela and Pessi (2018),
Tan and Antonio (2022), and
Trachik et al. (2022)

License to operate

Almandoz (2023), Clarke (2020),
Ingen et al. (2021), and Ocasio
et al. (2023)

Stakeholder trust and legitimacy

Almandoz (2023), Jasinenko and
Steuber (2023), and Qin et al.
(2022)

Marketing Enslin et al. (2023), Ingen et al. Stakeholders’ wellbeing
(2021), LaVoi and Haley (2021)

Meaning Brendel et al. (2023), Crane (2022),  Trust Bunderson and Thakor (2022),
Dimitrov (2022), Handa (2023), Lawson and Weberg (2023),
Ingen et al. (2021), Jasinenko and Losada-Vazquez (2022),
Steuber (2023), Knippenberg Meynhardt et al. (2023), and Qin
(2020), Martela and Pessi (2018), etal. (2022)
Nazir et al. (2021), Trachik et al.
(2022), and Tuin et al. (2020)

Mitigate the risk of suicide Martela and Pessi (2018), Trachik ~ Wellbeing Brendel et al. (2023), Bronk et al.

et al. (2020), and Trachik et al.
(2022)

(2023), Brown et al. (2021), Hurth
and Stewart (2022), Jasinenko and
Steuber (2023), Meynhardt et al.
(2023), Ponting (2020), Tuin et al.
(2020), and Williams (2018)

Motivation

Almandoz (2023), Crane (2022),
Gavarkovs et al. (2023), Handa
(2023), Ingen et al. (2021), Islam
et al. (2023), Lu and Ahn (2023),
Martela and Pessi (2018), Nazir
et al. (2021), Rey and Bastons
(2018), Tan and Antonio (2022),
Tuin et al. (2020), and Walker and
Reichard (2020)

Work effectiveness

Knippenberg (2020), Peeters et al.
(2023), and Tan and Antonio
(2022)

Organizational cohesion

Bronk et al. (2023), Trachik et al.
(2020), and Trachik et al. (2022)

Work engagement

Bhattacharya et al. (2023),
Cavazotte et al. (2020), Jasinenko
and Steuber (2023), Nazir et al.
(2021), Tan and Antonio (2022),
and Tuin et al. (2020)

5.4.3. Potential Mediators

Further to the direct outcomes of Purpose-Driven Leadership, a variety of potential
mediators were identified through the literature review and are systematically presented in
Table 4. Each mediator plays a pivotal role in translating the purpose articulated by leaders
into tangible results and measurable impacts (Ingen et al. 2021; Islam et al. 2023). Table 4
provides an in-depth analysis of these potential mediators, elucidating how they operate
within the framework of Purpose-Driven Leadership.
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Table 4. Purpose-Driven Leadership potential mediators.

Mediator

Outcomes

Sources

Stakeholder trust and legitimacy

License to operate
Stakeholders” wellbeing
Organizational reputation
Employee organizational trust
Organizational performance

Crane (2022), Enslin et al. (2023), and Kaplan
(2023)

Employee performance

Organizational performance
Financial value
Work effectiveness

Gwartz and Spence (2020), Ponting (2020),
Roberts (2020), Tan and Antonio (2022)

Wellbeing Employee performance Hurth and Stewart (2022), Ponting (2020),
Fulfillment of human needs Trachik et al. (2020), and Trachik et al. (2022)
Mitigate the risk of suicide
Work engagement

Meaning/Significance Self-realization Almandoz (2023), Gavarkovs et al. (2023),
Fulfillment of human needs Handa (2023), Jasinenko and Steuber (2023),
Shared identity Kempster et al. (2019), and Kempster and
Organizational cohesion Jackson (2021)

Shared identity Organizational cohesion Cavazotte et al. (2020), Crane (2022), Kaplan

Sense of oneness
Employee organizational trust

(2023), Knippenberg (2020), and Ponting (2020)

Job satisfaction

Employee performance

Work engagement

Employee organizational trust
Employee turnover reducing

Gavarkovs et al. (2023), Jasinenko and Steuber
(2023), Martela and Pessi (2018), Ponting (2020),
Rey and Bastons (2018)

Motivation Job satisfaction Kaplan (2023), Meynhardt et al. (2023), Tuin
Work engagement et al. (2020), and Walker and Reichard (2020)
Employee performance

Guidance/Direction Organizational commitment By (2021), Ingen et al. (2021), Islam et al. (2023),

Alignment to change management
Organizational learning
Work effectiveness

Peeters et al. (2023), and Rindova and Martins
(2023)

Organizational commitment

Employee performance

Work engagement

Organizational performance
Alignment to change management
Employee turnover reducing

Bhattacharya et al. (2023), Brendel et al. (2023),
Islam et al. (2023), Qin et al. (2022), and Tan
and Antonio (2022)

Trust

Organizational cohesion
Stakeholder trust and legitimacy
Employee organizational trust

Bunderson and Thakor (2022), Lawson and
Weberg (2023), and Qin et al. (2022)

Sense of oneness

Shared identity

Meaning

Trust

Organizational cohesion
Mitigate the risk of suicide

Brendel et al. (2023), Cavazotte et al. (2020),
Trachik et al. (2020), and Trachik et al. (2022)

Self-realization

Self-efficacy
Meaning
Significance
Resilience

Martela and Pessi (2018), and Tuin et al. (2020)

Self-efficacy

Self-realization
Adaptability / Agility
Resilience

Work effectiveness
Employee performance

Brown et al. (2021), Handa (2023), Martela and
Pessi (2018), and Nakamura et al. (2022)




Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148

22 of 33

Table 4. Cont.

Mediator Outcomes Sources

Adaptability / Agility Organizational performance Dimitrov (2022), Gavarkovs et al. (2023),
Resilience Lawson and Weberg (2023), and Tan and
Competitive advantage Antonio (2022)
Alignment to change management

Resilience Self-realization Crane (2022), Handa (2023), Kaplan (2023),

Adaptability / Agility

Organizational performance

Trachik et al. (2020), and Trachik et al. (2022)

Creativity /Innovation

Work engagement
Organizational learning
Organizational performance

Kaplan (2023), Meynhardt et al. (2023), Ocasio
et al. (2023), and Rindova and Martins (2023)

Work engagement

Employee performance
Job satisfaction
Motivation

Cavazotte et al. (2020), Jasinenko and Steuber
(2023), Nazir et al. (2021), Tan and Antonio
(2022), and Tuin et al. (2020)

Work effectiveness

Employee performance
Financial value
Organizational performance

Knippenberg (2020), Peeters et al. (2023), and
Tan and Antonio (2022)

Employee organizational trust

Organizational commitment
Stakeholder trust and legitimacy
Shared identity

Employee turnover reducing

Bunderson and Thakor (2022), and Qin et al.
(2022)

Alignment to change
management

Organizational learning
Organizational commitment
Adaptability / Agility
Organizational performance

Brendel et al. (2023), Dimitrov (2022),
Losada-Vazquez (2022), Ponting (2020), and
Qin et al. (2022)

Organizational learning

Creativity /Innovation
Organizational performance
Alignment to change management
Organizational culture

Crane (2022), Losada-Vazquez (2022), and
Peeters et al. (2023)

Positive effects on individuals
outside the organization

Stakeholders” wellbeing
Organizational reputation
Employer attractiveness

Ingen et al. (2021)

Organizational culture

Organizational learning
Employer attractiveness
Organizational performance
Employee organizational trust

Bunderson and Thakor (2022); Dimitrov (2022),
Gwartz and Spence (2020), Hong et al. (2021),
and Losada-Vazquez (2022)

Marketing

Employer attractiveness
Organizational reputation
Financial value

Enslin et al. (2023), Fitzsimmons et al. (2022),
and Ponting (2020)

Organizational reputation

Stakeholder trust and legitimacy
License to operate

Marketing

Employer attractiveness

Almandoz (2023), Hong et al. (2021), Jasinenko
and Steuber (2023), and Qin et al. (2022)

Competitive advantage

Financial value
Organizational performance
Creativity /Innovation

Dimitrov (2022), Enslin et al. (2023),
Fitzsimmons et al. (2022), Kaplan (2023), and
Ocasio et al. (2023)

Organizational cohesion

Sense of oneness
Significance

Almandoz (2023), Bronk et al. (2023), Trachik
et al. (2020), and Trachik et al. (2022)

5.4.4. Potential Moderatos

The effectiveness of Purpose-Driven Leadership is further influenced by a range of
potential moderators, identified in Table 5. These moderators involve the perception of
impact, which refers to the way individuals within an organization view the effects and
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influence of their work on the contribution to the organizational purpose (Ingen et al. 2021),
autonomy, authenticity, work-life balance, and communication (Bhattacharya et al. 2023;
Crane 2022; Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Ingen et al. 2021; Jack et al. 2022; Kempster et al. 2019;
Knippenberg 2020; Martela and Pessi 2018; Nazir et al. 2021; Ponting 2020; Qin et al. 2022;
Walker and Reichard 2020). High perception of impact, autonomy, authenticity, effective
communication, and a positive work-life balance promotes the implementation and success
of Purpose-Driven Leadership. On the other hand, when these elements are lacking, it can
hinder the effectiveness of the Purpose-Driven Leadership approach (Crane 2022; Ingen
et al. 2021; Kempster et al. 2019; Martela and Pessi 2018).

Table 5. Purpose-Driven Leadership potential moderators.

Moderator

Perception of impact

Outcomes Sources

Meaning Ingen et al. (2021)
Motivation

Job satisfaction

Resilience

Employee performance
Employer attractiveness

Autonomy Wellbeing Bhattacharya et al. (2023), Crane (2022), Gavarkovs
Motivation et al. (2023), Ingen et al. (2021), Jack et al. (2022),
Sense of oneness Martela and Pessi (2018), Nazir et al. (2021), and
Creativity /Innovation Walker and Reichard (2020)

Authenticity Meaning Crane (2022), Ingen et al. (2021), Kempster et al. (2019),
Trust and Martela and Pessi (2018)
Motivation

Balance (Work-life balance) Employee performance Ingen et al. (2021), Nazir et al. (2021), and Ponting
Meaning/Significance (2020)
Work engagement
Positive effects on individuals outside the
organization

Communication Organizational performance Bhattacharya et al. (2023), Ingen et al. (2021),
Shared identity Knippenberg (2020), and Qin et al. (2022)
Organizational commitment
Adaptability /agility

Work effectiveness
Organizational culture
Organizational cohesion

5.5. Purpose-Driven Leadership as a Guiding Light

In an era marked by VUCA contexts, Purpose-Driven Leadership emerges as an essential
approach for guiding organizations through transformative challenges (Dimitrov 2022; Ingen
et al. 2021). It addresses these challenges by fostering a strong sense of shared purpose within
the organization (Bronk et al. 2023; Knippenberg 2020), encouraging collaborative problem-
solving and innovation (Brendel et al. 2023; Kaplan 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023), and
promoting unity and commitment (Bunderson and Thakor 2022; Dimitrov 2022; Gwartz and
Spence 2020) to face VUCA environments. By anchoring decisions in the organization’s core
purpose, leaders can provide a consistent direction, even in the face of fluctuating external
conditions (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Bronk et al. 2023; Enslin et al. 2023; Islam et al. 2023), as
well as in cases of remote work (Steenkamp and Dhanesh 2023). This approach also enhances
the organization’s adaptability, as it is rooted in a flexible yet enduring purpose (Crane 2022;
Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Tan and Antonio 2022).

Compared to traditional leadership approaches, which focus on the relationship
between leader—followers (Kempster and Jackson 2021), Purpose-Driven Leadership adopts
a more holistic and integrated approach, emphasizing the alignment of the organization’s
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collective efforts with its organizational purpose, involving all the stakeholders (Enslin
et al. 2023; Kaplan 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023). While the traditional leadership
approaches address the “what” and “how”, Purpose-Driven Leadership focuses on the
“why”—the organizational purpose (Koh et al. 2023). This shift in focus from a solely leader—
follower dynamic to an organization-wide purpose orientation is crucial in addressing the
multifaceted challenges presented in a VUCA environment (Ocasio et al. 2023).

The strategic orientation of Purpose-Driven Leadership allows for a more nuanced
and comprehensive understanding of the organization’s role in its wider context and
creates a more effective response to VUCA (Aguileta-Clemente et al. 2023; Enslin et al.
2023; Losada-Vazquez 2022; Rindova and Martins 2023). It enables leaders to see beyond
immediate challenges, recognizing the potential for long-term impact and sustainable
growth (Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Hurth and Stewart 2022). This perspective not only guides
decision-making but also inspires a culture of resilience and agility, essential in adapting to
the ever-changing organizational landscape (Crane 2022; Dimitrov 2022; Tan and Antonio
2022; Trachik et al. 2020).

5.6. Measurement Approaches for Purpose-Driven Leadership

As previously highlighted, the corpus of research on Purpose-Driven Leadership has
predominantly been theoretical or qualitative in nature, with limited quantitative empirical
evidence, due to the complexity associated with quantifying Purpose-Driven Leadership
(Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Qin et al. 2022).

This research trajectory has been constrained by the inherent challenges of developing
quantitative metrics capable of capturing the multifaceted characteristics of Purpose-Driven
Leadership (Crane 2022; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). This has led to the use of related
metrics and concepts to capture the nuances of Purpose-Driven Leadership: Jasinenko
and Steuber (2023) used items from the concepts of meaningful work, common good-
oriented job characteristics, leadership style, and workplace spirituality; Brendel et al.
(2023) used the way of being inventory; Nakamura et al. (2022) and Trachik et al. (2022)
used part of the psychological wellbeing scale; Tan and Antonio (2022) used items from
the concepts of greater good motivation, positive meaning, and contribution to meaning-
making; Qin et al. (2022) used five items adapted from reputable professional websites;
Brown et al. (2021), Das et al. (2018), Hong et al. (2021), Islam et al. (2023), Lu and Ahn
(2023), and Nazir et al. (2021) used items from the concept of sense of purpose; Tuin et al.
(2020) used items from the concepts of mission and vision; Trachik et al. (2020) used the
Combat Operational Stress Control (COSC) leadership scale; Cavazotte et al. (2020) used
the transformational leadership scale; Meynhardt et al. (2023) used a Leipzig Leadership
Model (LLM)-based scale; Fitzsimmons et al. (2022) used the Radley Yeldar brand fit for
purpose index; Aguileta-Clemente et al. (2023) assessed the presence of a purpose statement
in the IBEX 35 companies’ websites; and Bhattacharya et al. (2023) and Bunderson and
Thakor (2022) used binary items.

While these approaches provide insights into various aspects of Purpose-Driven
Leadership, a significant gap in the literature persists. Specifically, there is a notable absence
of a dedicated measurement instrument developed expressly for assessing Purpose-Driven
Leadership. This omission is problematic because, without a tailored measurement tool,
research cannot fully capture the unique elements of Purpose-Driven Leadership or assess
its specific impacts on organizational outcomes.

6. Discussion

Purpose-Driven Leadership, as a nexus of individual and organizational purposes
(Dimitrov 2022; Tuin et al. 2020), highlights the crucial role of a clear and compelling orga-
nizational purpose in guiding leadership actions and decisions (Ingen et al. 2021; Jasinenko
and Steuber 2023), so that leadership is primarily about mobilizing and motivating people
for the pursuit of the organization’s purpose (Almandoz 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023).
This approach, based on promoting the organizational purpose (Knippenberg 2020; Ocasio
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et al. 2023), compared with traditional leadership approaches, which focus on the relation of
leader—follower (Kempster and Jackson 2021), involves the entire organization in a shared
vision and collective effort (Bronk et al. 2023; Knippenberg 2020).

The success of a Purpose-Driven Leadership approach relies on the organizational
purpose definition and implementation. This definition is contingent upon the strategic
delineation of the organizational purpose, based on inside-out or outside-in perspectives
(Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023), involving a deep analysis of the organiza-
tion’s core competencies and values, as well as an understanding of the broader societal
and environmental context in which it operates (Gwartz and Spence 2020; Ocasio et al. 2023;
Rindova and Martins 2023). Most of the literature analyzed is focused on the outside-in
perspective, with the definition of a higher purpose, anchored at the maximums of the
Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) or Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
frameworks, as the organizational purpose (e.g.,: Bhattacharya et al. (2023); Cho (2023); and
Islam et al. (2023)), limiting the exploration of the inside-out perspective, which emphasizes
leveraging an organization’s unique strengths and internal capabilities to define its purpose
(Qin et al. 2022).

Beyond its definition, the implementation of the organizational purpose relies on its
levels, described in the Inverted Pyramid of Purpose. While the organizational purpose is
universally applied across the entire organization (Handa 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023),
a subpurpose can be understood as a more specific and targeted purpose that aligns with
the broader organizational purpose but is tailored to the unique objectives and specific
contributions of distinct groups or teams within the organization (Almandoz 2023; Hurth
and Stewart 2022). Refining this alignment, micropurpose refers to the individualized
purpose of each member within an organization that is associated with the subpurpose
of the group or team to which the individual belongs and the overall purpose of the
organization (Meynhardt et al. 2023; Rai 2020). This segregation into different levels of
purpose within an organization enhances the perception of impact among its members,
focusing on their specific contribution to the purpose (Ingen et al. 2021).

Purpose-Driven Leadership has several potential positive outcomes which have been
previously identified, namely that it contributes directly or indirectly to work engagement
(Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Cavazotte et al. 2020; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Nazir et al. 2021;
Tan and Antonio 2022; Tuin et al. 2020), organizational commitment (Jasinenko and Steuber
2023; Nazir et al. 2021; Qin et al. 2022; Tan and Antonio 2022; Trachik et al. 2020; Trachik
et al. 2022), employee performance (Brendel et al. 2023; Nazir et al. 2021; Ponting 2020; Tan
and Antonio 2022), and organizational performance (Brendel et al. 2023; Hong et al. 2021;
Jasinenko and Steuber 2023; Ponting 2020; Rai 2020). However, Purpose-Driven Leadership
must not be seen as the unique contributor to the outcomes identified. For example, while
Purpose-Driven Leadership can contribute to increasing financial value (Bunderson and
Thakor 2022; Clarke 2020; Hurth and Stewart 2022; Kempster and Jackson 2021; Nakamura
et al. 2022; Ocasio et al. 2023; Rocha et al. 2021), it is important to acknowledge the interplay
of other factors such as organizational structure, financial management strategies, market
conditions, and investment decisions (Ahinful et al. 2023; Capon et al. 1990; Fu et al. 2022).

Additionally, the effectiveness of Purpose-Driven Leadership is contingent upon the
interaction of various mediators. For example, stakeholder trust and legitimacy can signifi-
cantly enhance the organization’s license to operate and improve overall organizational
reputation and performance (Crane 2022; Enslin et al. 2023; Kaplan 2023); meaning and
significance play a pivotal role by contributing to self-realization and the fulfillment of
human needs, fostering a sense of purpose and belonging among employees (Almandoz
2023; Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Handa 2023); organizational commitment, reflecting the psy-
chological attachment and loyalty of employees towards their organization, is significantly
influenced by Purpose-Driven Leadership, which aligns individual and organizational
purposes, enhancing employees’ emotional and intellectual investment in their work
(Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Brendel et al. 2023; Qin et al. 2022); and organizational en-
gagement, closely related to organizational commitment, enhances the effectiveness of
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Purpose-Driven Leadership by boosting enthusiasm and dedication towards work and
the organization (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023). Consequently,
Purpose-Driven Leadership provides employees with a clear sense of purpose and di-
rection, making their work more meaningful and aligned with their personal values and
aspirations (Almandoz 2023; Gavarkovs et al. 2023). Engaged employees are more likely
to exceed their formal job responsibilities, contributing to higher levels of productivity,
innovation, and overall organizational performance (Brendel et al. 2023; Jasinenko and
Steuber 2023; Ponting 2020).

Another important outcome is the contribution of the organizational purpose and
leading through it for marketing purposes. This can lead to an undesirable phenomenon,
purpose washing, which reflects the superficial adoption of purpose-driven strategies for
external exposure and marketing gain, without genuine commitment (Clarke 2020; Islam
et al. 2023; Kaplan 2023), which can affect the achievement of the outcomes identified. On
the other hand, it is important to notice that an imbalance in work-life can significantly
undermine the efficacy of Purpose-Driven Leadership to contribute to the outcomes identi-
fied (Ingen et al. 2021; Nazir et al. 2021; Ponting 2020), since when employees experience
a disproportionate focus on work at the expense of personal life, it can lead to burnout,
decreased job satisfaction, and reduced productivity (Cline et al. 2022; Haar and Harris
2023; Mulyani et al. 2021). To mitigate these risks, leaders can incorporate strategies that
promote a healthy work-life balance. This includes but is not limited to flexible working
arrangements, mental health and wellbeing programs, and a supportive organizational
culture (Panojan et al. 2022; Rashmi and Kataria 2022).

Beyond the perception of impact and work-life balance, other moderators can influ-
ence the effectiveness of Purpose-Driven Leadership. These include the leader’s capacity
to effectively communicate the organizational purpose (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Ingen
et al. 2021; Knippenberg 2020; Qin et al. 2022) and demonstrate authenticity in their ac-
tions and decisions (Crane 2022; Ingen et al. 2021; Kempster et al. 2019; Martela and Pessi
2018), and the autonomy of the employee to engage with and contribute to the organi-
zational purpose in a meaningful way (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Crane 2022; Gavarkovs
et al. 2023; Ingen et al. 2021; Jack et al. 2022; Martela and Pessi 2018; Nazir et al. 2021;
Walker and Reichard 2020).

The current literature does not focus on comparing this leadership approach with
other approaches. While the focus of traditional leadership approaches is on the relation-
ship between leader—followers (Kempster and Jackson 2021), Purpose-Driven Leadership
adopts a more holistic and integrated approach, emphasizing the alignment of the organi-
zation’s collective efforts with its organizational purpose, involving all of the stakeholders
(Enslin et al. 2023; Kaplan 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023). Despite a different focus,
this approach is not mutually exclusive to the others and can be seen as a complementary
approach (Dimitrov 2022; Kempster and Jackson 2021).

This focus across the entire organization through the organizational purpose
(Enslin et al. 2023; Kaplan 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023) and its strategic orientation
(Enslin et al. 2023; Losada-Vazquez 2022; Rindova and Martins 2023), enables Purpose-
Driven Leadership to address the challenges presented in a VUCA environment
(Ocasio et al. 2023), through a more nuanced and comprehensive understanding of the
organization’s role in its wider context (Losada-Vazquez 2022; Rindova and Martins 2023),
providing a consistent direction (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Bronk et al. 2023; Enslin et al.
2023; Islam et al. 2023), fostering a strong sense of shared purpose (Bronk et al. 2023;
Knippenberg 2020), encouraging collaborative problem-solving and innovation
(Brendel et al. 2023; Kaplan 2023; Rindova and Martins 2023), and promoting unity and
commitment (Bunderson and Thakor 2022; Dimitrov 2022; Gwartz and Spence 2020) to face
VUCA environments.
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7. Conclusions

The research on Purpose-Driven Leadership illustrates its significant role in aligning
individual and organizational purposes (Dimitrov 2022; Tuin et al. 2020). This study enabled
us to conceptualize Purpose-Driven Leadership, define its key attributes, and elucidate its
theoretical foundations. Additionally, it provided insights into the mechanisms by which it
operates, including its potential antecedents, mediators, moderators, and outcomes.

In our findings, it was found that Purpose-Driven Leadership relies on the reason
for the organization’s existence, its purpose (Enslin et al. 2023; Fleischer 2021; LaVoi
and Haley 2021), and provides several positive outcomes (Brendel et al. 2023; Jasinenko
and Steuber 2023). Focusing on this organizational purpose commitment and its effec-
tive communication, the leader creates a consistent direction (Bhattacharya et al. 2023;
Bronk et al. 2023; Enslin et al. 2023; Islam et al. 2023), and fosters a strong sense of shared
purpose (Bronk et al. 2023; Knippenberg 2020), which is reflected in unity and commitment
(Bunderson and Thakor 2022; Dimitrov 2022; Gwartz and Spence 2020). Furthermore,
under this approach, the leader also provides meaning (Brendel et al. 2023; Dimitrov 2022;
Handa 2023; Islam et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023) and promotes work engagement
(Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023) and effectiveness (Peeters et al.
2023; Tan and Antonio 2022), contributing to employee and organizational performance
(Brendel et al. 2023; Jasinenko and Steuber 2023).

The implementation of Purpose-Driven Leadership depends on its antecedents and
attributes, namely the organizational purpose definition (Dimitrov 2022; Jasinenko and
Steuber 2023), linked to the organizational strategy (Ocasio et al. 2023; Rindova and Martins
2023) and identity (Fitzsimmons et al. 2022; Hurth and Stewart 2022), and its implemen-
tation through effective communication (LaVoi and Haley 2021; Qin et al. 2022) and a
multi-level approach encompassing the organization’s overarching purpose, the subpur-
poses of its groups or teams, and the micropurposes of individual members (Almandoz
2023; Hurth and Stewart 2022), leading us to the creation of the Inverted Pyramid of Pur-
pose framework (Figure 8). Moreover, the effectiveness of Purpose-Driven Leadership is
further influenced by a range of moderators, namely the employee perception of impact on
the contribution to the organizational purpose (Ingen et al. 2021) and the maintenance of a
positive work-life balance (Ingen et al. 2021; Nazir et al. 2021; Ponting 2020). Additionally,
autonomy, authenticity, and communication play crucial roles as moderators in enhancing
the efficacy of Purpose-Driven Leadership (Bhattacharya et al. 2023; Ingen et al. 2021;
Martela and Pessi 2018).

Purpose-Driven Leadership also emerges as an essential approach for guiding organi-
zations in VUCA environments (Dimitrov 2022; Ingen et al. 2021), through the organiza-
tion’s adaptability, as it is rooted in a flexible yet enduring purpose (Crane 2022; Gavarkovs
et al. 2023; Tan and Antonio 2022), a more nuanced and comprehensive understanding
of the organization’s role in its wider context (Enslin et al. 2023; Losada-Vazquez 2022;
Rindova and Martins 2023), and a focus on a long-term impact and sustainable growth
(Gavarkovs et al. 2023; Hurth and Stewart 2022).

Based on the findings and conclusions presented, several avenues for future research
emerge. Due to the lack of quantitative measurement approaches, we recommend devel-
oping a measurement instrument to assess the effectiveness of Purpose-Driven Leader-
ship. Acknowledging the positive outcomes of Purpose-Driven Leadership, as highlighted
in our findings, this instrument can lead to a quantitative study of the mechanisms of
Purpose-Driven Leadership that contribute to organizational performance. In line with
this quantitative study, it would be interesting to perform a comparative study with other
leadership approaches.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
/ /www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390 /admsci14070148 /s1, Table S1: Comprehensive Overview of
Research Papers Reviewed.


https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/admsci14070148/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/admsci14070148/s1

Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148 28 of 33

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.ER., C.G.d.C., and FR.R.; methodology, M.ER.; soft-
ware, M.ER,; validation, C.G.d.C., and ER.R,; formal analysis, M.ER.; investigation, M.ER.; resources,
M.ER,; data curation, M.ER.; writing—original draft preparation, M.ER.; writing—review and edit-
ing, C.G.d.C., and ER.R,; visualization, M.ER.; supervision, M.ER.; project administration, M.ER. All
authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Data Availability Statement: No new data were created or analyzed in this study. Data sharing is
not applicable to this article.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References

Abbas, Muhammad, and Raza Ali. 2023. Transformational versus transactional leadership styles and project success: A meta-analytic
review. European Management Journal 41: 125-42. [CrossRef]

Adobor, Henry, William Phanuel Kofi Darbi, and Obi Berko O. Damoah. 2021. Strategy in the era of “swans”: The role of strategic
leadership under uncertainty and unpredictability. Journal of Strategy and Management. [CrossRef]

Aguileta-Clemente, Carmen Lépez, Julinda Molares-Cardoso, and V. Badenes Pla. 2023. The purpose as a dynamizer of corporate
culture and value generator: Analysis of the websites of IBEX-35 Spanish companies Carmen. Revista Internacional de Relaciones
Priblicas 13: 41-54. [CrossRef]

Ahinful, Gabriel Sam, Jeff Danquah Boakye, and Nana Dwomoh Osei Bempah. 2023. Determinants of SMEs’ financial performance:
Evidence from an emerging economy. Journal of Small Business & Entrepreneurship 35: 362-86. [CrossRef]

Almandoz, Juan. 2023. Inside-out and outside-in perspectives on corporate purpose. Strategy Science 8: 139—48. [CrossRef]

Amah, Okechukwu Ethelbert, and Kabiru Oyetuunde. 2020. The effect of servant leadership on employee turnover in SMEs in
Nigeria: The role of career growth potential and employee voice. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development 27: 885-904.
[CrossRef]

Anshori, Lutfi Isa, Purnamie Titisari, Sri Wahyu Lelly Hana Setyanti, Raden Andi Sularso Handriyono, and Arnis Budi Susanto. 2023.
The Influence of Servant Leadership on Motivation, Work Engagement, Job Satisfaction and Teacher Performance of Vocational
Hight School Teachers in Jember City. Quality—Access to Success 24: 261-73. [CrossRef]

Antonakis, John, George Banks, Nicolas Bastardoz, Michael Cole, David Day, Alice Eagly, Olga Epitropaki, Roseanne Foti, William
Gardner, Alex Haslam, and et al. 2019. The Leadership Quarterly: State of the journal. The Leadership Quarterly 30: 1-9. [CrossRef]

Azungah, Theophilus. 2018. Qualitative research: Deductive and inductive approaches to data analysis. Qualitative Research Journal 18:
383-400. [CrossRef]

Bai, Mayangzong, Xinyi Zheng, Xu Huang, Tiantian Jing, Chenhao Yu, Sisi Li, and Zhiruo Zhang. 2023. How serving helps leading;:
Mediators between servant leadership and affective commitment. Frontiers in Psychology 14: 1170490. [CrossRef]

Baquero, Asier. 2023. Authentic leadership, employee work engagement, trust in the leader, and workplace well-being: A moderated
mediation model. Psychology Research and Behavior Management 16: 1403-24. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Barnard, Caa laa. 1938. The Functions of the Executive. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bass, Bernard. 1985. Leadership and Performance: Beyond Expectations. New York: Free Press.

Berraies, Sarra. 2023. Mediating effects of employees’ eudaimonic and hedonic well-being between distributed leadership and
ambidextrous innovation: Does employees’ age matter? European Journal of Innovation Management 26: 1271-92. [CrossRef]
Bhattacharya, C. B., Sankar Sen, Laura Marie Edinger-Schons, and Michael Neureiter. 2023. Corporate Purpose and Employee

Sustainability Behaviors. Journal of Business Ethics 183: 963-81. [CrossRef]

Brendel, William, Sang Won Byun, and Mi Hee Park. 2023. Ways of Being: Assessing Presence and Purpose at Work. Journal of
Management Spirituality & Religion 20: 53-86. [CrossRef]

Bronk, Kendall Cotton, Caleb Mitchell, Elyse Postlewaite, Anne Colby, William Damon, and Zach Swanson. 2023. Family purpose:
An empirical investigation of collective purpose. The Journal of Positive Psychology 19: 662-74. [CrossRef]

Brower, Holly H., F. David Schoorman, and Hwee Hoon Tan. 2000. A model of relational leadership. The Leadership Quarterly 11:
227-50. [CrossRef]

Brown, Ryan P., Lebena Varghese, Sarah Sullivan, and Sandy Parsons. 2021. The Impact of Professional Coaching on Emerging Leaders.
International Journal of Evidence Based Coaching and Mentoring 19: 24-37. [CrossRef]

Bunderson, Stuart, and Anjan V. Thakor. 2022. Higher purpose, banking and stability. Journal of Banking & Finance 140: 106138.
[CrossRef]

Burns, James MacGregor. 1978. Leadership. Manhattan: Harper & Row.

By, Rune Todnem. 2021. Leadership: In pursuit of purpose. Journal of Change Management 21: 30-44. [CrossRef]

Caldwell, Cam, and Linda A. Hayes. 2016. Self-efficacy and self-awareness: Moral insights to increased leader effectiveness. Journal of
Management Development 35: 1163-73. [CrossRef]

Canavesi, Alice, and Eliana Minelli. 2022. Servant leadership and employee engagement: A qualitative study. Employee Responsibilities
and Rights Journal 34: 413-35. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2021.10.011
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSMA-09-2020-0242
https://doi.org/10.5783/revrrpp.v13i25.797
https://doi.org/10.1080/08276331.2021.1885247
https://doi.org/10.1287/stsc.2023.0180
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSBED-01-2019-0009
https://doi.org/10.47750/QAS/24.194.30
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/QRJ-D-18-00035
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1170490
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S407672
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37124078
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-11-2021-0568
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-022-05090-5
https://doi.org/10.51327/YADW1751
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2023.2254738
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(00)00040-0
https://doi.org/10.24384/m3az-y271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbankfin.2021.106138
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2021.1861698
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-01-2016-0011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-021-09389-9

Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148 29 of 33

Capon, Noel, John Farley, and Scott Hoenig. 1990. Determinants of Financial Performance: A Meta-Analysis. Management Science 36:
1143-59. Available online: https://www.jstor.org/stable/2632657 (accessed on 4 June 2024).

Castillo, Elizabeth A., and Mai P. Trinh. 2019. Catalyzing capacity: Absorptive, adaptive, and generative leadership. Journal of
Organizational Change Management 32: 356-76. [CrossRef]

Cavazotte, Flavia, Sylvia Freitas Mello, and Lucia B. Oliveira. 2020. Expatriate’s engagement and burnout: The role of purpose-oriented
leadership and cultural intelligence. Journal of Global Mobility: The Home of Expatriate Management Research 9: 90-106. [CrossRef]

Cho, Katherine S. 2023. Purpose and process: Power, equity, and agenda setting. New Directions for Student Leadership 2023: 33—40.
[CrossRef]

Christensen-Salem, Amanda, Marco Tulio F. Zanini, Fred O. Walumbwa, Ronaldo Parente, Daniel M. Peat, and Jaclyn Perrmann-
graham. 2021. Communal solidarity in extreme environments: The role of servant leadership and social resources in building
serving culture and service performance. Journal of Business Research 135: 829-39. [CrossRef]

Clarke, Thomas. 2020. The contest on corporate purpose: Why Lynn Stout was right and Milton Friedman was wrong. Accounting,
Economics and Law: A Convivium 10: 20200145. [CrossRef]

Cline, Michaela, Paige Roberts, Timothy Werlau, Paloma Hauser, and Cheryl Smith-Miller. 2022. Three good things: Promote work-life
balance, reduce burnout, enhance reflection among newly licensed RNs. Nursing Forum 57: 1390-98. [CrossRef]

Consoli, Sal. 2021. Uncovering the hidden face of narrative analysis: A reflexive perspective through MAXQDA. System 102: 102611.
[CrossRef]

Cordoba, Emmeline Lagunes, Suzanne Shale, Rachel Clare Evans, and Derek Tracy. 2022. Time to get serious about distributed
leadership: Lessons to learn for promoting leadership development for non-consultant career grade doctors in the UK. BM] Leader
6: 45-49. [CrossRef]

Crabtree, Benjamin F., Jenna Howard, William L. Miller, DeANN Cromp, Clarissa Hsu, Katie Coleman, Brian Austin, Margaret Flinter,
Leah Tuzzio, and Edward H. Wagner. 2020. Leading Innovative Practice: Leadership Attributes in LEAP Practices. The Milbank
Quarterly 98: 399-445. [CrossRef]

Crane, Bret. 2022. Eudaimonia in Crisis: How Ethical Purpose Finding Transforms Crisis. Humanistic Management Journal 7: 391-416.
[CrossRef]

Cristofaro, Matheo, Christopher Neck, Pier Luigi Giardino, and Christopher B. Neck. 2023. Self and shared leadership in decision
quality: A tale of two sides. Management Decision 61: 2541-63. [CrossRef]

Das, Mohit Ranjan, Pramod Pathak, and Mohit Ranjan Das. 2018. Spirituality at Workplace: A Report from Ground Zero. Purushartha—
A Journal of Management Ethics and Spirituality 11: 11-23. [CrossRef]

Dhamija, Pavitra, Andrea Chiarini, and Shara Shapla. 2023. Technology and leadership styles: A review of trends between 2003 and
2021. The TQM Journal 35: 210-33. [CrossRef]

Dimitrov, Kiril. 2022. Organizational Leadership through the Massive Transformative Purpose. Economic Alternatives 28: 318—44.
[CrossRef]

Dorasamy, Nirmala. 2010. Enhancing an ethical culture through purpose-directed leadership for improved public service delivery:
A case for South Africa. African Journal of Business Management 4: 56—63. Available online: http:/ /search.proquest.com/docview /
1663906542?accountid=40690%5Cnhttp:/ /link.periodicos.capes.gov.br/sfxlcl41?url_ver=739.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:
ofi/fmt:kev:mtx;journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ:pqrl&atitle=Enhancing+an+ethical+culture+through+purpo (accessed
on 4 June 2024).

Edgar, Stacey. 2023. Artisan social enterprises in Zambia: Women leveraging purpose to scale impact. Social Enterprise Journal 20:
140-58. [CrossRef]

Eisenschmidt, Eve, Elina Kuusisto, Katrin Poom-Valickis, and Kirsi Tirri. 2019. Virtues that create purpose for ethical leadership:
Exemplary principals from Estonia and Finland. Journal of Beliefs & Values 40: 433—46. [CrossRef]

Elo, Satu, and Helvi Kyngéas. 2008. The qualitative content analysis process. Journal of Advanced Nursing 62: 107-15. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Enslin, Carla, Michelle Wolfswinkel, and Marlize Terblanche-Smit. 2023. Responsible leadership through purpose-driven brand
building: Guidelines for leaders in Africa. South African Journal of Business Management 53: 1-14. [CrossRef]

Fiedler, Fred E. 1964. A Contingency Model of Leadership Effectiveness. In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 1: 149-90.
[CrossRef]

Fitzsimmons, Lexis Bajalia, Yufan Sunny Qin, and Eve R. Heffron. 2022. Purpose vs. mission vs. vision: Persuasive appeals and
components in corporate statements. Journal of Communication Management 26: 207-19. [CrossRef]

Fleischer, Holger. 2021. Corporate Purpose: A Management Concept and its Implications for Company Law. SSRN Electronic Journal 18:
161-89. [CrossRef]

Fu, Lihua, Zhiying Liu, and Sugqin Liao. 2018. Is distributed leadership a driving factor of innovation ambidexterity? An empirical
study with mediating and moderating effects. Leadership & Organization Development Journal 39: 388-405. [CrossRef]

Fu, Qinghua, Abdul Aziz Abdul Rahman, Hui Jiang, Jaward Abbas, and Ubaldo Comite. 2022. Sustainable Supply Chain and Business
Performance: The Impact of Strategy, Network Design, Information Systems, and Organizational Structure. Sustainability 14: 1080.
[CrossRef]

Gartenberg, Claudine, and Todd Zenger. 2023. The Firm as a Subsociety: Purpose, Justice, and the Theory of the Firm. Organization
Science 34: 1965-80. [CrossRef]


https://www.jstor.org/stable/2632657
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-04-2017-0100
https://doi.org/10.1108/JGM-05-2020-0031
https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.20539
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.07.017
https://doi.org/10.1515/ael-2020-0145
https://doi.org/10.1111/nuf.12830
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102611
https://doi.org/10.1136/leader-2020-000395
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12456
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41463-022-00130-8
https://doi.org/10.1108/MD-05-2022-0735
https://doi.org/10.21844/pajmes.v11i1.14606
https://doi.org/10.1108/TQM-03-2021-0087
https://doi.org/10.37075/EA.2022.2.09
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1663906542?accountid=40690%5Cnhttp://link.periodicos.capes.gov.br/sfxlcl41?url_ver=Z39.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ:pqrl&atitle=Enhancing+an+ethical+culture+through+purpo
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1663906542?accountid=40690%5Cnhttp://link.periodicos.capes.gov.br/sfxlcl41?url_ver=Z39.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ:pqrl&atitle=Enhancing+an+ethical+culture+through+purpo
http://search.proquest.com/docview/1663906542?accountid=40690%5Cnhttp://link.periodicos.capes.gov.br/sfxlcl41?url_ver=Z39.88-2004&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&genre=article&sid=ProQ:ProQ:pqrl&atitle=Enhancing+an+ethical+culture+through+purpo
https://doi.org/10.1108/SEJ-10-2022-0095
https://doi.org/10.1080/13617672.2019.1618152
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04569.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18352969
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajbm.v54i1.3427
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60051-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCOM-09-2021-0108
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3770656
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-05-2017-0134
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14031080
https://doi.org/10.1287/orsc.2022.1650

Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148 30 of 33

Gavarkovs, Adam G., Rashmi A. Kusurkar, and Ryan Brydges. 2023. The purpose, adaptability, confidence, and engrossment model:
A novel approach for supporting professional trainees’ motivation, engagement, and academic achievement. Frontiers in Education
8: 1-15. [CrossRef]

Geisler, Cheryl. 2018. Coding for Language Complexity: The Interplay Among Methodological Commitments, Tools, and Workflow in
Writing Research. Written Communication 35: 215-49. [CrossRef]

Gil, Alfonso J., Gabriela Bittencourt Gonzalez Mosegui, Rosana Zenezi Moreira, and Mauro J. Eguizabal. 2023. The moderating role
of employee proactive behaviour in the relationship between servant leadership and job satisfaction. International Journal of
Organizational Analysis 32: 422-34. [CrossRef]

Graen, George B., and Mary Uhl-Bien. 1995. Relationship-based approach to leadership: Development of leader-member exchange
(LMX) theory of leadership over 25 years: Applying a multi-level multi-domain perspective. The Leadership Quarterly 6: 219-47.
[CrossRef]

Greenleaf, Robert Kiefner. 1977. Servant Leadership: A Journey into the Nature of Legitimate Power and Greatness. Mahwah: Paulist Press.

Gwartz, Evan, and Kirsty Spence. 2020. Conscious capitalism and sport: Exploring higher purpose in a professional sport organization.
Sport Management Review 23: 750-63. [CrossRef]

Haar, Jarrod M., and Candice Harris. 2023. A moderated mediation study of high performance work systems and insomnia on
New Zealand employees: Job burnout mediating and work-life balance moderating. The International Journal of Human Resource
Management 34: 68-91. [CrossRef]

Hallinger, Philip, and Jasna Kovacevi¢. 2022. Mapping the intellectual lineage of educational management, administration and
leadership, 1972-2020. Educational Management Administration and Leadership 50: 192-216. [CrossRef]

Handa, Manoj Chandra. 2023. The leading wisdom development framework: An integrated roadmap for cultivating a sense of purpose
and meaning. Journal of Advanced Academics 34: 32—-67. [CrossRef]

Hartnell, Chad, Amanda Christensen-Salem, Fred O. Walumbwa, Derek Stotler, Flora Chiang, and Thomas A. Birtch. 2023. Manufac-
turing motivation in the mundane: Servant leadership’s influence on employees’ intrinsic motivation and performance. Journal of
Business Ethics 188: 533-52. [CrossRef]

Hersey, Paul, Kenneth H. Blanchard, and Walter E. Natemeyer. 1979. Situational Leadership, Perception, and the Impact of Power.
Group & Organization Studies 4: 418-28. [CrossRef]

Hickey, Niamh, Aishling Flaherty, and Patricia Mannix McNamara. 2022. Distributed Leadership: A Scoping Review Mapping Current
Empirical Research. Societies 12: 15. [CrossRef]

Hoang, Giang Hien, Elisabeth Wilson-Evered, Leonie Lockstone-Binney, and Tuan Trong Luu. 2021. Empowering leadership in
hospitality and tourism management: A systematic literature review. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management
33: 4182-214. [CrossRef]

Hong, Paul C., Joseph Chacko Chennattuserry, Xiyue Deng, and Margaret M. Hopkins. 2021. Purpose-driven leadership and
organizational success: A case of higher educational institutions. Leadership & Organization Development Journal 42: 1004-17.
[CrossRef]

Hurth, Victoria, and Iain S. Stewart. 2022. Re-purposing Universities: The Path to Purpose. Frontiers in Sustainability 2: 762271.
[CrossRef]

Ingen, Ramon van, Pascale Peters, Melanie De Ruiter, and Henry Robben. 2021. Exploring the meaning of organizational purpose at a
new dawn: The development of a conceptual model through expert interviews. Frontiers in Psychology 12: 675543. [CrossRef]

Islam, Jamil Ul, Owais Nazir, and Zillur Rahman. 2023. Sustainably engaging employees in food wastage reduction: A conscious
capitalism perspective. Journal of Cleaner Production 389: 136091. [CrossRef]

Itzkovich, Yariv, Sibylle Heilbrunn, and Ana Aleksic. 2020. Full range indeed? The forgotten dark side of leadership. Journal of
Management Development 39: 851-68. [CrossRef]

Jack, Kirsten, Monica Bianchi, Rosa Dilae Pereira Costa, Keren Grinberg, Gerardina Harnett, Marie_Louise Luiking, Stefan Nilsson,
and Janet Mary Elizabeth Scammell. 2022. Clinical leadership in nursing students: A concept analysis. Nurse Education Today 108:
105173. [CrossRef]

Jasinenko, Anna, and Josephina Steuber. 2023. Perceived organizational purpose: Systematic literature review, construct definition,
measurement and potential employee outcomes. Journal of Management Studies 60: 1415-47. [CrossRef]

Jonsson, Thomas Faurholt, Esther Bahat, and Massimilano Barattucci. 2021. How are empowering leadership, self-efficacy and
innovative behavior related to nurses” agency in distributed leadership in Denmark, Italy and Israel? Journal of Nursing
Management 29: 1517-24. [CrossRef]

Judge, Timothy A., Joyce E. Bono, Remus Ilies, and Megan W. Gerhardt. 2002. Personality and leadership: A qualitative and quantitative
review. Journal of Applied Psychology 87: 765-80. [CrossRef]

Kaplan, Sarah. 2023. The promises and perils of corporate purpose. Strategic Science 8: 288-301. [CrossRef]

Kempster, Steve, and Brad Jackson. 2021. Leadership for What, Why, for Whom and Where? A Responsibility Perspective. Journal of
Change Management 21: 45-65. [CrossRef]

Kempster, Steve, Marian Iszatt-White, and Matt Brown. 2019. Authenticity in leadership: Reframing relational transparency through
the lens of emotional labour. Leadership 15: 319-38. [CrossRef]

Kim, Sunmi, Seok Hee Jeong, and Myoung Hee Seo. 2022. Nurses’ ethical leadership and related outcome variables: Systematic review
and meta-analysis. Journal of Nursing Management 30: 2308-23. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2023.1036539
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741088317748590
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-01-2023-3592
https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-9843(95)90036-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.smr.2019.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2021.1961161
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432211006093
https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X221124931
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-023-05330-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/105960117900400404
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc12010015
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-03-2021-0323
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-02-2021-0054
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsus.2021.762271
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.675543
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2023.136091
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-09-2019-0401
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2021.105173
https://doi.org/10.1111/joms.12852
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.13298
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.765
https://doi.org/10.1287/stsc.2023.0187
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2021.1861721
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715017746788
https://doi.org/10.1111/jonm.13726

Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148 31 0f 33

Knippenberg, Daan Vaaaa. 2020. Meaning-based leadership. Organizational Psychology Review 10: 6-28. [CrossRef]

Koh, Howard K., Cathy C. Tso, Cyra Perry Dougherty, Emily E. Lazowy, Chelsea P. Heberlein, and Fawn A. Phelps. 2023. Exploring
the spiritual foundations of public health leadership. Frontiers in Public Health 11: 1210160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Konadu, Kingsley, Abigail Opaku Mensah, Samuel Koomson, Ernest Mensah Abraham, Joshua Amuzu, and Joan-Ark Manu Agyapong.
2023. A model for improving the relationship between integrity and work performance. International Journal of Ethics and Systems.
[CrossRef]

Kumpulainen, Milka, and Marko Seppéanen. 2022. Combining Web of Science and Scopus datasets in citation-based literature study.
Scientometrics 127: 5613-31. [CrossRef]

LaVoi, Samantha, and Eric Haley. 2021. How Pro-Social Purpose Agencies Define Themselves and Their Value: An Emerging Business
Model in the Advertising-Agency World. Journal of Current Issues & Research in Advertising 42: 372-90. [CrossRef]

Lawson, Crystal, and Dan Weberg. 2023. Leading through times of transformation: Purpose, trust, and co-creation. Nurse Leader 21:
380-84. [CrossRef]

Lewis, Clif P., and Maryam Aldossari. 2022. “One of these things is not like the others”: The role of authentic leadership in cross-cultural
leadership development. Leadership and Organization Development Journal 43: 1252-70. [CrossRef]

Lin, Qin, and Lingfeng Yi. 2023. Survival of the fittest: The multiple paths of entrepreneurial leadership driving adaptive innovation in
uncertain environment. European Journal of Innovation Management 26: 1150-67. [CrossRef]

Lord, Robert G., Paola Gatti, and Susanna L. M. Chui. 2016. Social-cognitive, relational, and identity-based approaches to leadership.
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes 136: 119-34. [CrossRef]

Losada-Vazquez, Angel. 2022. Organizational learning at purpose-driven enterprise: Action-research model for leadership improve-
ment. Sustainability 14: 1301. [CrossRef]

Lu, Shiwen, and Jiseon Ahn. 2023. Assessment of job meaning based on attributes of food-delivery mobile applications. Current Issues
in Tourism 1-20. [CrossRef]

Luedi, Markus M. 2022. Leadership in 2022: A perspective. Best Practice & Research Clinical Anaesthesiology 36: 229-35. [CrossRef]

Magasi, Chacha. 2021. The role of transformational leadership on employee performance: A perspective of employee empowerment.
European Journal of Business and Management Research 6: 21-28. [CrossRef]

Martela, Frank, and Anne B. Pessi. 2018. Significant work is about self-realization and broader purpose: Defining the key dimensions
of meaningful work. Frontiers in Psychology 9: 363. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Martinez, Seth-Aaron, and Nahari Leija. 2023. Distinguishing Servant Leadership from Transactional and Transformational Leadership.
Advances in Developing Human Resources 25: 141-88. [CrossRef]

Methley, Abigail M., Stephen Campbell, Carolyn Chew-Graham, Rosalind McNally, and Sudeh Cheraghi-Sohi. 2014. PICO, PICOS and
SPIDER: A comparison study of specificity and sensitivity in three search tools for qualitative systematic reviews. BMC Health
Services Research 14: 579. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Meynhardt, Timo, Josephina Steuber, and Maximilian Feser. 2023. The Leipzig Leadership Model: Measuring leadership orientations.
Current Psychology 43: 9005-24. [CrossRef]

Moher, David, Alessandro Liberati, Jennifer Tetzlaff, and Douglas G. Altman. 2009. Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews
and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. PLoS Medicine 6: €1000097. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Mouton, Nico. 2019. A literary perspective on the limits of leadership: Tolstoy’s critique of the great man theory. Leadership 15: 81-102.
[CrossRef]

Mulyani, Sri, Anas A. Salameh, Aan Komariah, Anton Timoshin Nik Alif Amri NikHashim, R. Siti Pupi Fauziah, Mulyaningsih
Mulyaningsih, Israr Ahmad, and Sajid Mohy Ul din. 2021. Emotional Regulation as a Remedy for Teacher Burnout in Special
Schools: Evaluating School Climate, Teacher’s Work-Life Balance and Children Behavior. Frontiers in Psychology 12: 655850.
[CrossRef]

Nakamura, Julia S., Ying Chen, Tyler J. VanderWeele, and Eric S. Kim. 2022. What makes life purposeful? Identifying the antecedents
of a sense of purpose in life using a lagged exposure-wide approach. SSM Population Health 19: 101235. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Nazir, Owais, Jamid Ul, and Zillur Rahman. 2021. Effect of CSR participation on employee sense of purpose and experienced
meaningfulness: A self-determination theory perspective. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management 46: 123-33. [CrossRef]

Nguyen, Nguyen Thi Thao, Nguyen Phong Nguyen, and Tu Thanh Hoai. 2021. Ethical leadership, corporate social responsibility, firm
reputation, and firm performance: A serial mediation model. Heliyon 7: e06809. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Ocasio, William, Mathew Kraatz, and David Chandler. 2023. Making Sense of Corporate Purpose. Strategy Science 8: 123-38. [CrossRef]

Ogunfowora, Babatunde, Meena Andiappan, Madelynn Stackhouse, and Christianne Varty. 2023. CEO ethical leadership as a unique
source of substantive and rhetorical ethical signals for attracting job seekers: The moderating role of job seekers’” moral identity.
Journal of Organizational Behavior 44: 1380-99. [CrossRef]

Olin, Karolina, Charlotte Klinga, Mirjam Ekstedt, and Karin Pukk-Harenstam. 2023. Exploring everyday work as a dynamic non-event
and adaptations to manage safety in intraoperative anaesthesia care: An interview study. BMC Health Services Research 23: 1-15.
[CrossRef]

Page, Matthew ]., Joanne E. McKenzie, Patrick M. Bossuyt, Isabelle Boutron, Tammy C. Hoffmann, Cynthia D. Mulrow, Larissa
Shamseer, Jennifer M. Tetzlaff, Ellie A. Akl, Sue E. Brennan, and et al. 2021. The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline
for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ, 372. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1177/2041386619897618
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2023.1210160
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37954055
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOES-01-2023-0017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-022-04475-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/10641734.2021.1949650
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mnl.2023.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-10-2021-0449
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-10-2021-0488
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.03.001
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14031301
https://doi.org/10.1080/13683500.2023.2252559
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpa.2022.04.002
https://doi.org/10.24018/ejbmr.2021.6.6.1137
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00363
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29632502
https://doi.org/10.1177/15234223231175845
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-014-0579-0
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25413154
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-023-04873-x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19621072
https://doi.org/10.1177/1742715017738823
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.655850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssmph.2022.101235
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36203472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhtm.2020.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06809
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33898855
https://doi.org/10.1287/stsc.2023.0054
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2725
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-09674-3
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148 32 0of 33

Panojan, Pavalakanthan, Kanchana K. S. Perera, and Rajaratnam Dilakshan. 2022. Work-life balance of professional quantity surveyors
engaged in the construction industry. International Journal of Construction Management 22: 751-68. [CrossRef]

Pate, Larry B., and Donald C. Heiman. 1987. A Test of the Vroom-Yetton Decision Model in Seven Field Settings. Personnel Review 16:
22-26. [CrossRef]

Peeters, Robin, Daan Westra, Arno J. A. van Raak, and Dirk Ruwaard. 2023. So Happy Together: A Review of the Literature on
the Determinants of Effectiveness of Purpose-Oriented Networks in Health Care. Medical Care Research and Review 80: 266-82.
[CrossRef]

Piwowar-Sulej, Katarzyna, and Qaisar Igbal. 2023. Leadership styles and sustainable performance: A systematic literature review.
Journal of Cleaner Production 382: 134600. [CrossRef]

Ponting, Sandra SunAh. 2020. Organizational identity change: Impacts on hotel leadership and employee wellbeing. The Service
Industries Journal 40: 6-26. [CrossRef]

Pulido-Martos, Manuel, Leire Gartzia, José Maria Augusto-Landa, and Esther Lopez-Zafra. 2023. Transformational leadership and
emotional intelligence: Allies in the development of organizational affective commitment from a multilevel perspective and
time-lagged data. In Review of Managerial Science. Berlin and Heidelberg: Springer. [CrossRef]

Qin, Yufan Sunny, Marica W. DiStaso, Alexis Fitzsimmons, Eve Heffron, and Linjuan Rita Men. 2022. How purpose-driven organizations
influenced corporate actions and employee trust during the global COVID-19 pandemic. International Journal of Strategic
Communication 16: 426—43. [CrossRef]

Rai, Puneet. 2020. The rising interest in workplace spirituality: Micro, meso and macro perspectives. Purushartha 13: 56-66. [CrossRef]

Rashmi, Kumari, and Aakanksha Kataria. 2022. Work-life balance: A systematic literature review and bibliometric analysis. International
Journal of Sociology and Social Policy 42: 1028-65. [CrossRef]

Rey, Carlos, and Miquel Bastons. 2018. Three dimensions of effective mission implementation. Long Range Planning 51: 580-85.
[CrossRef]

Rindova, Violina P, and Luis L. Martins. 2023. Moral imagination, the collective desirable, and strategic purpose. Strategy Science 8:
170-81. [CrossRef]

Roberts, Dennis Caaa. 2020. Discovering Purpose: A Life-Long Journey. New Directions for Student Leadership 2020: 123-34. [CrossRef]

Rocha, Hector, Michael Pirson, and Roy Suddaby. 2021. Business with Purpose and the Purpose of Business Schools: Re-Imagining
Capitalism in a Post Pandemic World: A Conversation with Jay Coen Gilbert, Raymond Miles, Christian Felber, Raj Sisodia,
Paul Adler, and Charles Wookey. Journal of Management Inquiry 30: 354—67. [CrossRef]

Salhieh, Loay, Ala’a Mehiar, Ismail Abushaikha, Hendrik Reefke, and Loay Bani-Ismail. 2023. The strategic fit between strategic
purchasing and purchasing involvement: The moderating role of leadership styles. International Journal of Quality & Reliability
Management 41: 559-84. [CrossRef]

Sarwar, Uzma, Muhammad Aamir, Yu Bichao, and Zhongwen Chen. 2023. Authentic leadership, perceived organizational support,
and psychological capital: Implications for job performance in the education sector. Frontiers in Psychology 13: 1084963. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Sarwar, Uzma, Samina Zamir, Kiran Fazal, Yang Hong, and Qi Zhan Yong. 2022. Impact of leadership styles on innovative performance
of female leaders in Pakistani Universities. PLoS ONE 17: e0266956. [CrossRef]

Schiavenato, Martin, and Frances Chu. 2021. PICO: What it is and what it is not. Nurse Education in Practice 56: 103194. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Selznick, Philips. 1957. Leadership in Administration: A Sociological Interpretation. In American Sociological Review. Berkeley:
University of California Press, vol. 23.

Shahab, Moh Ali, Agus Sobari, and Udin Udin. 2018. Empowering Leadership and Organizational Citizenship Behavior: The Mediating
Roles of Psychological Empowerment and Emotional Intelligence in Medical Service Industry. International Journal of Economics
and Business Administration VI: 80-91. [CrossRef]

Shoukat, Muhammad Haroon, Syed Asim Shah, and Dilnaz Muneeb. 2023. Shared leadership and team performance in health care:
How intellectual capital and team learning intervene in this relationship. The Learning Organization 30: 426—45. [CrossRef]
Singh, Sanjay Kumar, Manlio Del Giudice, Shlomo Y. Tarba, and Paola De Bernardi. 2022. Top Management Team Shared Leadership,
Market-Oriented Culture, Innovation Capability, and Firm Performance. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 69: 2544-54.

[CrossRef]

Steenkamp, Hilke, and Ganga S. Dhanesh. 2023. Care-based relationship management during remote work in a crisis: Empathy,
purpose, and diversity climate as emergent employee-organization relational maintenance strategies. Public Relations Review 49:
102371. [CrossRef]

Tan, Ronny, and Ferdi Antonio. 2022. New insights on employee adaptive performance during the COVID-19 pandemic: Empirical
evidence from Indonesia. Journal of Entrepreneurship, Management and Innovation 18: 175-206. [CrossRef]

Tate, Kaitlyn, Tatiana Penconek, Bruna Moreno Dias, Greta G. Cummings, and Andrea Bernardes. 2023. Authentic leadership,
organizational culture and the effects of hospital quality management practices on quality of care and patient satisfaction.
Journal of Advanced Nursing 79: 3102-14. [CrossRef]

Thompson, Geir, and Lars Glase. 2018. Situational leadership theory: A test from a leader-follower congruence approach. Leadership &
Organization Development Journal 39: 574-91. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1080/15623599.2019.1644759
https://doi.org/10.1108/eb055559
https://doi.org/10.1177/10775587221118156
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.134600
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642069.2019.1579799
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-023-00684-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/1553118X.2022.2050239
https://doi.org/10.21844/16201913104
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-06-2021-0145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2017.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1287/stsc.2023.0190
https://doi.org/10.1002/yd.20387
https://doi.org/10.1177/1056492620970279
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJQRM-07-2022-0205
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.1084963
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36698565
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0266956
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nepr.2021.103194
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34534728
https://doi.org/10.35808/ijeba/165
https://doi.org/10.1108/TLO-12-2021-0146
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2019.2946608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2023.102371
https://doi.org/10.7341/20221826
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.15663
https://doi.org/10.1108/LODJ-01-2018-0050

Adm. Sci. 2024, 14, 148 33 of 33

Trachik, Benjamin, Emma H. Moscardini, Michelle L. Ganulin, Jen L. McDonald, Ashlee B. McKeon, Michael N. Dretsch, Raymond
P. Tucker, and Walter J. Sowden. 2022. Perceptions of purpose, cohesion, and military leadership: A path analysis of potential
primary prevention targets to mitigate suicidal ideation. Military Psychology 34: 366—75. [CrossRef]

Trachik, Benjamim, Raymond P. Tucker, Michelle L. Ganulin, Julie C. Merrill, Matthew L. LoPresti, Oscar A. Cabrera, and Michael
N. Dretsch. 2020. Leader provided purpose: Military leadership behavior and its association with suicidal ideation. Psychiatry
Research 285: 112722. [CrossRef]

Tuin, Lars Van, Wilmar B. Schaufeli, Anja Van den Broeck, and Williem van Rhenen. 2020. A corporate purpose as an antecedent to
employee motivation and work engagement. Frontiers in Psychology 11: 572343. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Vandagriff, Susan. 2023. Do We Know What We Publish? Comparing Self-Reported Publication Data to Scopus and Web of Science.
Serials Review 49: 15-22. [CrossRef]

VERBI Software. 2022. MAXQDA 2022 [Computer Software]. Available online: https://www.maxqda.com (accessed on 4 June 2024).

Vugt, Mark, and Christopher Rueden. 2020. From genes to minds to cultures: Evolutionary approaches to leadership. The Leadership
Quarterly 31: 101404. [CrossRef]

Walker, Dayna Herbert, and Rebecca J. Reichard. 2020. On Purpose: Leader Self-Development and the Meaning of Purposeful
Engagement. Journal of Leadership Studies 14: 26-38. [CrossRef]

Williams, Oliver. 2018. Restorying the Purpose of Business: An Interpretation of the Agenda of the UN Global Compact. African Journal
of Business Ethics 12: 85-95. [CrossRef]

Xhemajli, Ariana, Mimoza Luta, and Emin Neziraj. 2022. Applying distributed leadership in micro and small enterprises of kosovo.
WSEAS Transactions On Business And Economics 19: 1860-66. [CrossRef]

Zaccaro, Stephen J. 2007. Trait-based perspectives of leadership. American Psychologist 62: 6-16. [CrossRef]

Zhao, Liming, Miles Yang, Zhenyuan Wang, and Grant Michelson. 2023. Trends in the Dynamic Evolution of Corporate Social
Responsibility and Leadership: A Literature Review and Bibliometric Analysis. Journal of Business Ethics 182: 135-57. [CrossRef]

Zhu, Jinlong, Zhenyu Liao, Kai Chi Yam, and Russell E. Johnson. 2018. Shared leadership: A state-of-the-art review and future research
agenda. Journal of Organizational Behavior 39: 834-52. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1080/08995605.2021.1962184
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2019.112722
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.572343
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33071907
https://doi.org/10.1080/00987913.2023.2174404
https://www.maxqda.com
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2020.101404
https://doi.org/10.1002/jls.21680
https://doi.org/10.15249/12-2-195
https://doi.org/10.37394/23207.2022.19.167
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.62.1.6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-022-05035-y
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2296

	Introduction 
	Theoretical Perspectives on Leadership: An Evolutionary Analysis 
	Purpose-Driven Leadership: A New Perspective on Leadership 
	Methodology 
	Findings 
	Purpose-Driven Leadership Research Landscape 
	Purpose, Organizational Purpose, and Purpose-Driven Leadership 
	Attributes of Purpose-Driven Leadership 
	Purpose-Driven Leadership Construct Conceptualization 

	Theoretical Foundations of Purpose-Driven Leadership 
	Mechanisms and Impacts of Purpose-Driven Leadership 
	Potential Antecedents 
	Potential Outcomes 
	Potential Mediators 
	Potential Moderatos 

	Purpose-Driven Leadership as a Guiding Light 
	Measurement Approaches for Purpose-Driven Leadership 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

