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The call to pursue one’s passion is ubiquitous advice, and prior research highlights the many upsides to
doing so. To pursue one’s passion sustainably, people need to try different pursuits—and, critically, drop
those that are not tenable for them. However, disengaging from a passion is seemingly antithetical to the
stereotypical expectations people hold of how passion should be pursued, which is commonly depicted as
persevering through challenges. These expectations, we suggest, lead people to perceive disengaging from a
passion as a negative event that myopically focuses their attention on the decision to disengage rather than
future opportunities to (re-)engage in a new passion. As a result, when people consider giving up on a
passion, we hypothesize that they overestimate how harshly their character will be judged by others and that
this occurs because others—from their distant vantage point—see disengaging from a passion as an
opportunity to (re-)engage in other passions more than passion pursuers expect they will. These mis-
perceptions, we argue, are consequential because they reduce passion pursuers’ willingness to speak out
against challenging working conditions or pursue other opportunities. We find evidence for these pre-
dictions across seven main and three supplemental studies in the lab and field (N = 4,825), including
samples of PhD students, nurses, and teachers. Our theory and results uncover a critical social impediment to
the pursuit of passion: By overestimating how harshly they are judged for giving up, people may struggle to
sustainably pursue their passion.

Statement of Limitations
Our studies predominantly recruited participants from the United States and the United Kingdom, in line
with the notion that passion is particularly valued and idealized inWestern contexts. The results reported
here may be weaker in non-Western contexts where the emphasis placed on pursuing one’s passion is
lower. We sought to increase the internal validity of our studies by relying on carefully designed studies
that controlled for a variety of confounding variables, and aimed to increase the external validity of our
studies by recruiting specific samples of workers who are often highly passionate for what they do across
different industries (e.g., PhD students, nurses, teachers). However, our results may differ for passions
that are seen in a less positive light, including those within and outside the work context, as well as for
passions that people have less control over (i.e., that are internalized in an obsessive way). We examined
a number of boundary conditions to demonstrate that our effects are unique to giving up on a passion but
acknowledge there are likely additional boundaries that future work ought to consider. Finally, the data
we collected probed self- and other-differences at one point in time but did not examine how these
differences may vary over time.
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I felt guilty. I felt that I was abandoning a calling. Will my colleagues
and my coworkers ever forgive me?

—Simone Stolzoff (former journalist at The Atlantic,
reflecting on his decision to quit journalism, on The Happiness Lab

podcast, January 23, 2023)

The advice to “follow your passion” permeates throughout
Western society (Cech, 2021; Jachimowicz & Weisman, 2022;
O’Keefe et al., 2018). And for good reason: Prior research highlights
numerous benefits of passion pursuit, including greater job satis-
faction, reduced burnout, and higher job performance (Curran et al.,
2015; Jachimowicz et al., 2018; Pollack et al., 2020). People obtain
similar benefits when pursuing their passion through hobbies and
other unpaid activities (Sessions et al., 2021; Vallerand et al., 2008).
When pursuing a passion, it is important for people to develop,

explore, and experiment over time rather than tenaciously commit to a
single passion they once “found” (Bloom et al., 2021; Chen et al.,
2015; O’Keefe et al., 2018). This approach makes passion pursuit
more sustainable by helping individuals discern who they are and
what they care about, as well as recognize when pursuits that were
initially appealing later prove misaligned (Adam et al., 2018; Ibarra,
1999; Lu et al., 2017; Maitlis, 2022). Importantly, this process in-
cludes disengaging from current pursuits to (re-)engage in others
(Bloom et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2015). In the current research,
however, we suggest that people view disengaging from their passion
more negatively than third-party observers, which may reflect a key
impediment to sustainably pursuing one’s passion.1

Drawing on research on social inference and perspective
taking (Epley et al., 2022; Van Boven et al., 2013; Van Boven &
Loewenstein, 2003) and goal disengagement (Brandstätter &
Bernecker, 2022; Moshontz & Hoyle, 2021), we theorize that the
negative experience of giving up on a passion pursuit leads people to
myopically focus on disengagement as failure—an end for passion
pursuit altogether. In contrast, observers who are distanced from the
decision are more likely to see disengagement as affording future
passion (re-)engagement opportunities.2 In other words, whereas
people experience giving up as “the end of the line” of passion
pursuit, observers construe giving up as “a stop along the way.” This
mismatch underlies our main hypothesis that people overestimate
how harshly observers will judge their moral character and com-
petence for giving up on a passion. It also highlights an underap-
preciated impediment to passion pursuit. We hypothesize and test
whether such harsh anticipated social judgment may help explain
why passion pursuers silently remain in their jobs despite poor
working conditions and significant personal costs, rather than speak
up or create a plan to quit (e.g., Bunderson & Thompson, 2009; Kim
et al., 2020; Schabram & Maitlis, 2017). The following sections
detail our theoretical arguments and hypotheses and test them across
seven studies in the lab and field.

Passion and Passion Pursuit

Passion is defined as “a strong feeling towards a personally
important value or preference that motivates intentions and beha-
viors to express that value or preference” (Jachimowicz et al., 2018,
p. 9981). This definition emphasizes passion’s tripartite nature: It
involves intense affect, high identity-relevance, and motivation of
behavior (see also Cardon et al., 2009, 2017; Perrewé et al., 2014;
Pollack et al., 2020; Vallerand et al., 2007).3 This perspective also

clarifies how passion differs from related constructs. For example,
intrinsic motivation refers to engaging in a task for its inherent
rewards (Fishbach & Woolley, 2022; Ryan & Deci, 2000) and is
generally less identity-relevant and less affectively intense than
passion. Similarly, a calling is described as an external “pull” toward
a predetermined path, with an individual’s agency limited to
choosing whether to follow it (Dobrow et al., 2023; Thompson &
Bunderson, 2019). The related construct of grit is defined as “passion
and perseverance for long-term goals” (Duckworth et al., 2007,
p. 1087) and commonly focuses on “not quitting” or persisting in a
particular goal pursuit, especially in completing demanding tasks
(Jachimowicz et al., 2018). As reflected in people’s own beliefs and
descriptions (see Chen & Ellsworth, 2019), those pursuing a
“passion” feel strongly about it (affect), consider it central to their
identity (identity-relevance), and are motivated to engage in beha-
viors in service of it (motivating behavior).

A commonly held belief is that pursuing one’s passion requires
enduring and persevering through challenging working conditions
and emotionally intense setbacks (Schellenberg & Bailis, 2017;
Schellenberg et al., 2022). For example, zookeepers and animal
shelter workers tolerate low pay while working in harsh environ-
ments (Bunderson & Thompson, 2009; Schabram &Maitlis, 2017),
and refugee resettlement workers put in long hours, often at personal
cost, to support their clients (Jiang, 2021). Indeed, in a pilot study we
conducted in collaboration with Yellowbrick—an organization that
helps people turn their passion into a career—70.1% of program
participants (N = 1,377) noted that the pursuit of passion requires
people to persevere through challenges (see Supplemental Material
for details on the analysis and exemplary quotes).

However, this widespread belief that perseverance is critical to
pursuing a passion can be problematic, as people benefit from
quitting some passions and adopting new ones over time (Chen et
al., 2015; Ibarra, 1999; O’Keefe et al., 2018). For example, changing
personal circumstances, such as becoming a parent or caring for an
aging parent, may alter one’s career goals and relationship with
work (Cech & Blair-Loy, 2019). Prior research on goal pursuit
suggests that although perseverance has its place, recognizing when
to persist and when to give up is crucial (Brandstätter & Bernecker,
2022; Moshontz & Hoyle, 2021; Wrosch, Scheier, Carver, &
Schulz, 2003; Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, et al., 2003). For example,
effectively disengaging from unattainable goals enhances well-
being (Moskowitz et al., 1996; Tunali & Power, 1993; Wrosch &
Heckhausen, 1999), whereas failing to do so can lead to distress and
depression (Carver et al., 1988; Kuhl & Helle, 1986). This issue is
particularly important to passion pursuits, as their high identity-
relevance makes setbacks especially painful (Jiang, 2021; Schabram
&Maitlis, 2017). The stereotypical expectation to persevere in one’s
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1 Throughout the article, we use the terms “disengaging” and “giving up”
interchangeably to refer to the decision to quit one’s pursuit of a passion.

2 We use the term “(re-)engagement” to indicate that passion pursuit
opportunities can reflect engagement in a new passion altogether or reen-
gagement in an existing passion by, for example, pursuing the passion in a
different way or after having set the passion aside for a period of time.

3 Note that considerable prior work suggests that passion can be internalized
in one of two different ways, either as being in harmony with one’s life (i.e.,
harmonious passion) or as an obsession that creates conflicts in one’s life (i.e.,
obsessive passion; otherwise referred to as the Dualistic Model of Passion;
Vallerand et al., 2003, 2007). In our studies, we test whether our observed
effects differ depending on the internalization of passion and discuss these
findings in the General Discussion section.
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passion makes disengagement not only crucial but also particularly
difficult.

How Giving Up on a Passion Is Viewed: A Perceived
Passion (Re-)Engagement Asymmetry

Although there is a delicate balance to persevering and giving up
in passion pursuit, we suggest that a key factor is how individuals
expect to be judged by others for giving up. We propose that these
expectations are miscalibrated, such that people’s expectations are
overly negative due to an actor-observer asymmetry in perceived
opportunities for passion (re-)engagement. Specifically, we argue
that individuals see giving up as an endpoint of their passion pursuit,
whereas observers are more likely to view it as an opportunity to
pursue new passions.
We expect giving up on a passion to trigger a particularly strong

negative reaction. Because passion is highly identity-relevant
(Cardon et al., 2009; Jachimowicz et al., 2018) and often requires
significant time and effort (Bredehorst et al., 2023; Krautter et al.,
2023), giving up can feel like losing a valued part of oneself (Gielnik
et al., 2015) and a waste of personal resources (Staw, 1976, 1981).
This negative reaction, we argue, fosters attentional myopia (Wilson
et al., 2000; Wilson & Gilbert, 2005), causing individuals to fixate
on disengagement in the present while overlooking future oppor-
tunities for reengagement in other passion pursuits, and shapes
passion pursuers’ expectations of how observers will perceive their
decision to give up. Models of social inference and perspective
taking (Van Boven et al., 2013; Van Boven & Loewenstein, 2003)
suggest that when anticipating others’ judgments, passion pursuers
may anchor their expectations in their own perspective. Thus,
because passion pursuers construe their disengagement as a failure,
they may expect observers to construe the decision in the same way.
In contrast, observers are at a more distant vantage point from the

decision to give up (Trope et al., 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010;
Wakslak et al., 2008; Wiesenfeld et al., 2017) and adopt a broader
perspective (Grossmann &Kross, 2014; Kross & Grossmann, 2012;
Savitsky et al., 2001). As a result, observers are less influenced by
the negative reactions that passion pursuers experience and less
fixated on viewing disengagement from a passion as a failure.
Instead, we suggest that observers view disengagement as aligned
with the broader pursuit of passion, which involves exploring some
passions and dropping others (Chen et al., 2015; Ibarra, 1999;
O’Keefe et al., 2018). That is, observers may interpret dis-
engagement as an opportunity to pursue other passions, alternative
ways of engaging with an existing passion, or develop skills that
support future pursuits (Schabram et al., 2023). Thus, we expect that
observers (vs. passion pursuers) are more likely to view giving up on
a passion as affording opportunities for passion (re-)engagement.

Judging Moral Character and Competence in
Passion Pursuit

We argue that this actor-observer discrepancy in perceiving
disengagement from a passion as an opportunity for (re-)engage-
ment influences two key judgments: moral character and compe-
tence. In terms of moral character, pursuing one’s passion is seen as
a deeply personal decision that reflects one’s own values (Feather,
1995; Feather & Newton, 1982; Ryan & Deci, 2000). People who
pursue their passion are considered “good people” who are doing

what is good for them and what society values (Bunderson &
Thompson, 2009). Indeed, many believe that pursuing passion is the
morally right way to approach work (Bunderson & Thompson,
2009; Kwon & Sonday, 2024; see also Cech, 2021; Rao & Tobias
Neely, 2019), and view those who love their work as more deserving
of their help (Kwon et al., 2023). Supporting this perspective, we
asked 113 full-time employees in a pilot study to assess their
agreement with the following two items: “the pursuit of passion is
something that people consider the ‘right’ thing to do in society” and
“in society, pursuing your passion is considered morally right” (1 =
strongly disagree, 4 = neither agree nor disagree, 7 = strongly
agree; r = 0.71). Participants agreed with the composite of these
items on average (M = 5.08, SD = 1.14), which was significantly
greater than the midpoint of the scale, t(112) = 10.04, p < .001, d =
0.94, 95% confidence interval (CI) [0.55, 1.34].

We theorize that when people give up on a passion, their myopic
focus on disengagement (vs. future reengagement) leads them to
construe giving up as a failure to persevere (e.g., failing to exert effort
and self-control) and thereby a violation of the societal expectation to
pursue one’s passion. As a result, passion pursuers form a negative
evaluation of their moral character when considering giving up (“I
am a bad person”; Berry & Lucas, 2024; Celniker et al., 2023;
Mooijman et al., 2018). Because people anchor on their own per-
spective when inferring others’ judgments (Van Boven et al., 2013;
Van Boven & Loewenstein, 2003), we propose that they will expect
others to similarly judge their moral character negatively. In contrast,
we expect observers to be less likely to interpret giving up as
personal failure and more likely to recognize the potential benefits
for future passion pursuit, given their distance from the decision
(Pronin, 2008; Wakslak et al., 2008). This will result in less negative
evaluations of the individual’s moral character.

Similarly, competence judgments are likely to vary as a result of
the actor-observer discrepancy in perceived passion (re-)engagement
opportunity. Competence reflects one’s ability to perform well
(Goodwin et al., 2014; Landy et al., 2016), including judgments
of whether one is pursuing a passion effectively. We propose that
individuals who give up on a passion may see themselves as
incompetent, believing that greater skill or ability would have
allowed them to persist (Bunderson & Thompson, 2009; Goodwin,
2015). They also worry that others will share this assessment. In
contrast, and similar to the logic above, because observers are
more likely to view giving up as an opportunity for future passion
(re-)engagement, observers will judge competence less harshly
than passion pursuers expect.

Hypothesis 1a: People overestimate how negatively their moral
character is judged for giving up on their passion.

Hypothesis 1b: People overestimate how negatively their
competence is judged for giving up on their passion.

Hypothesis 2a: People underestimate how much disengaging
from a passion pursuit is perceived by others as revealing
passion (re-)engagement opportunities.

Hypothesis 2b:Misperceiving disengagement as an opportunity
to (re-)engage with other passions is one mechanism that
underlies why people overestimate how negatively their moral
character and competence are judged for giving up on their
passion.
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How Anticipated Judgments Impede Passion Pursuit

We further propose that passion pursuers’ anticipated harsh
judgments for giving up will impede their ability to sustain passion
pursuit. Challenges—including low pay (Berry & Jachimowicz,
2021; Hussain et al., 2023; Kim et al., 2020) and intense emotional
(Jiang, 2021; Schabram & Maitlis, 2017) and physical demands
(Bunderson & Thompson, 2009)—often make sustaining a passion
difficult and lead individuals to consider giving up. In a pilot study
(detailed in Study 3a), we found that enduring such challenges was
a common reason underlying why people contemplated giving up.
We suggest that the fear of being judged harshly for giving up,
however, makes passion pursuers less likely to take steps toward
disengagement (e.g., creating an exit plan, seeking out a career coach).
That is, the harsh judgment they anticipate will negatively impact
passion pursuer’s attitudes about giving up, intentions to engage in
behaviors related to giving up, and actual engagement in behaviors
related to giving up. As a result, peoplemay be less likely to explore or
discover a passion pursuit that is more suitable or sustainable for them
(Chen et al., 2015; Ibarra, 1999; O’Keefe et al., 2018).
We further propose that these concerns may extend to speaking up

about the challenges that make passion pursuit so challenging. That
is, individuals may worry that voicing concerns—such as poor pay
or intense emotional or physical demands—signals a likelihood of
giving up, leading others to judge them harshly (Hirschman, 1970;
Milliken et al., 2003; Morrison & Milliken, 2000). Following our
earlier logic, we argue that passion pursuers may worry that raising
such issues will prompt others to fault their moral character (e.g., I
am a “bad person” for complaining about pay) or judge them as
incompetent (e.g., I am “not competent enough” to handle these
demands). These fears may discourage individuals from speaking
up, ultimately reducing the likelihood of enacting change to make
their passion pursuit more sustainable.

Hypothesis 3a: Anticipating harsh character judgments from
others for giving up on one’s passion will be associated with a
lower likelihood of speaking up in the face of challenging
working conditions.

Hypothesis 3b: Anticipating harsh character judgments from
others for giving up on one’s passion will be associated with
more negative attitudes and emotions about giving up, lower
intentions to engage in behaviors related to giving up, and fewer
actual behaviors related to giving up.

Overview of Studies

We provide evidence for our hypotheses across seven studies (and
three supplemental studies reported in the Supplemental Material)
using diverse methodological approaches, including qualitative and
quantitative data, and correlational and experimental designs,
conducted in both the lab and field. Across studies, we focus on the
work context because it is increasingly linked to passion pursuit
(Jachimowicz & Weisman, 2022) and where people spend much of
their waking life (Dutton et al., 1994). In Study 1, we test
Hypotheses 1a–2b using a fully yoked design, comparing how
individuals expected to be judged for giving up on their current
passion to how a separate sample actually judged them. Study 2
replicated Study 1 using an experimental design. Studies 3a–c
examine robustness tests and boundary conditions for our main

effects (Hypotheses 1a–b). Study 3a demonstrates that our effects
hold across different reasons for giving up on a passion. Study 3b
finds that they attenuate when individuals persist rather than give up.
Study 3c finds further attenuation when giving up on a career one is
not passionate about. In Study 4, we conducted a field study with
PhD students—a population considered highly passionate for their
work—in which we show that overestimating observers’ harsh
judgments for giving up is associated with a reduced willingness to
speak up against poor working conditions (Hypothesis 3a). Finally,
in Study 5, we recruited a sample of teachers who had considered
giving up in the past year and examined whether educating them
about our findings influenced their attitudes, emotions, behavioral
intentions, and behaviors related to giving up (Hypothesis 3b).

Transparency and Openness

In all studies, sample size was determined before any data col-
lection, and we report all measures, manipulations, data exclusions,
and sample size rationales. The study design, sample size, inclusion/
exclusion criteria, and planned analyses for Studies 1–3b and 4–5
were preregistered on https://aspredicted.org/, and we report all
preregistered analyses in the article unless noted otherwise. This
research was approved by the Institutional Review Boards at Cornell
University and the University of Southern California. All data, code,
materials, and preregistrations are available at https://osf.io/vm98d/.

Study 1

The goal of Study 1 was to test Hypotheses 1a–2b using an
externally valid experimental design. We used a batch approach to
data collection, allowing us to compare how people expected to be
judged for giving up on their current passion for work with how a
separate sample judged them for doing so.

Method

Participants and Procedure

A total of 600 full-time employees were recruited via Connect (an
online recruitment platform founded by CloudResearch) in two
batches and engaged in slightly different tasks within each batch.4 A
sensitivity analysis conducted in G*Power 3.1 suggested that the
final analytic sample sizes for both batches provided 90% power to
detect an effect of d = 0.41 (two-tailed, α = .05), and simr (Green &
MacLeod, 2015) suggested that our sample size yielded 98% power
to detect an indirect effect of b = 0.01.

Predicted Judgment (Batch 1). One hundred full-time em-
ployees pursuing their passion for work were recruited via Connect.
Twenty-eight of these participants indicated that they were not
passionate for their work and were excluded from the final analytic
sample size per our preregistration.5 Seventy-two full-time employees
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4 Here, and in all subsequent studies recruiting online samples, we took a
number of steps to promote data quality: We restricted participation to one
study per participant (i.e., once they completed one study, they could not
complete any future studies) and required participants to pass an image-based
“captcha” before the consent form to screen out nonhumans (see Arndt et al.,
2022).

5 These participants indicated that they were not passionate for their work
by entering “n/a” into a text box when prompted to do so early in the survey.
They still went through the entire survey and were paid for their time.
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(32% female, 68%male,Mage = 37.97 years, SDage = 9.81) indicated
what they did for work and thenwrote a few sentences about why they
were passionate about it. These participants were highly passionate
for their work, reporting an average passion level significantly greater
than the midpoint (M= 6.03, SD= 0.74), t(71)= 23.20, p< .001, d=
2.73, 95% CI [2.08, 3.39].6 Then, participants were asked to imagine
that they decided to give up on their passion for work and quit their
job, and were asked to predict how they thought others would
evaluate their moral character and competence for giving up. After
completing the survey, we created a “passion profile” for each
participant in Batch 1 that served as the stimuli for participants
recruited in Batch 2 (see Figure 1 for examples).
Actual Judgment (Batch 2). Five hundred full-time employ-

ees were recruited via Connect. Two participants failed attention
checks at the end of the survey and were excluded from the final
analytic sample size per our preregistration. Four hundred ninety-
eight full-time employees (40% female, 60% male, Mage = 38.97
years, SDage = 10.15) were presented with a randomly selected
passion profile and were then asked to imagine that this specific
individual gave up on their passion pursuit and quit their job.
Participants then evaluated the target’s moral character and com-
petence as a result of their decision to give up. Participants did this
for five randomly selected profiles.7

Measures

Moral Character and Competence

After imagining giving up on one’s passion for work (predicted
judgment) or learning about someone giving up on their passion for
work (actual judgment), participants evaluated moral character and
competence following the decision to give up (all on 7-point Likert
scales; 1 = not at all, 7 = extremely). In this study and in all
subsequent studies, all items from these composite variables were
counterbalanced. “Actual judgment” participants indicated howmuch
they thought the actor was moral, principled, honest, trustworthy,
fair, and responsible (i.e., moral character; α = .94; Goodwin et al.,
2014) and how much they thought the actor was competent, capable,
intelligent, effective, skillful, and talented (i.e., competence; α = .96;
Goodwin et al., 2014). “Predicted judgment” participants predicted
how they thought others would view them on the same items. We
conducted confirmatory factor analyses for these two measures, given
their overlap (Goodwin et al., 2014; Landy et al., 2016), which
revealed that for each study a two-factor solution fit the data better
than a one-factor solution (see SupplementalMaterial for correlations,
model fit indices, and model comparisons across all studies).

Perceived Reengagement Opportunities

Participants then evaluated the extent to which they thought
others would view the decision to give up as revealing opportunities
to reengage in other passion pursuits (predicted judgment) or
evaluated the extent to which they perceived that the decision to give
up revealed opportunities for the individual to reengage in other
passion pursuits (actual judgment). We adapted a scale from
Wrosch, Scheier, Miller, et al. (2003), with participants rating how
much they perceive that giving up on the passion allows the focal
target to [actual judgment/predicted judgment], “think about other
new goals to pursue,” “seek other meaningful goals,” “learn that

[they have/I have] other meaningful goals to pursue,” “discover that
[they have/I have] a number of other meaningful goals to pursue,”
“recognize that [they have/I have] a number of other new goals to
draw upon,” “start working on other new goals,” and “put effort
toward other meaningful goals” (7-point Likert scale; 1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree; α = .97).

Results

We conducted multilevel regression models to account for var-
iation within participants rating the different passion profiles and
variance within different passion profiles. Specifically, we included
random intercepts for the participant ratings and the passion profiles,
modeling the effect of judgment condition (predicted judgment,
actual judgment) with random intercepts. We built the regression
models with the “lme4” R package (Bates et al., 2015) and used the
“lmerTest” package (Kuznetsova et al., 2017) to calculate p values.
For mediation analyses, we conducted bootstrapped mediation with
5,000 samples using the “lavaan” package in R (Rosseel, 2012).
Means and 95% CIs are reported in Table 1.

Supporting Hypotheses 1a–b, participants predicted that their
moral character would be evaluated as lower for giving up on their
passion for work than it was actually evaluated by others, b = 0.66,
95% CIs [0.37, 0.94], p < .001, d = 0.99. Similarly, participants
predicted that they would be evaluated as less competent for giving
up on their passion for work than they were actually evaluated by
others, b = 0.86, 95% CIs [0.57, 1.15], p < .001, d = 1.25. Next,
supporting Hypothesis 2a, participants thought that others would
perceive fewer opportunities to reengage in another passion in the
future than participants actually perceived, b = 0.38, 95% CIs [0.11,
0.64], p < .001, d = 0.55.

Finally, we conducted multilevel bootstrapped mediation models
to examine the role of perceived reengagement opportunities
in explaining the effects on moral character and competence,
respectively. The models reported above indicated that the random
intercept for participant ratings accounted for about 68% of the
variance for the moral character model, compared to just 1% ex-
plained by the passion profile, and about 65% of the variance for the
competence model, compared to about 3% explained by the passion
profile. Thus, we cluster the multilevel models around participant
rating rather than passion profile, given that only one random effect
can be modeled in lavaan, but note that our results are robust to
clustering around the passion profile. Supporting Hypothesis 2b, we
found a statistically significant indirect effect of perceived reen-
gagement opportunities on moral character, b = 0.08, 95% CIs
[0.02, 0.14], p = .008 (Figure 2, Panel A), and a statistically sig-
nificant indirect effect of perceived reengagement opportunities on
competence, b = 0.07, 95% CIs [0.02, 0.12], p = .009 (Figure 2,
Panel B).
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6 We did not provide a definition of passion to our participants. This is
consistent with prior research on passion (e.g., Bredehorst et al., 2023;
Vallerand et al., 2003), and research also finds that lay definitions of passion
come close to the academic definition (Chen et al., 2020).

7 In a pilot study, we pretested how many profiles people were able to
evaluate effectively before they lost focus or became tired and found that the
range was 5–8 profiles. Thus, we presented participants with the lower bound
of this range (five profiles) to maximize the quality of evaluations.
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Robustness Tests

We conducted several exploratory robustness checks and found
that the effect of judgment condition on moral character and com-
petence, respectively, was robust when controlling for the passion
level of participants, gender, age, race, and income. In addition, in
Supplemental Study 1, we test Hypotheses 1a–b using adapted
measures of moral character and competence in a within-participants
design, with a unique sample of highly passionate individuals all
investing time and effort into turning their passion into a career
(across a variety of different passion domains). This study replicates
the results reported here (see Supplemental Material for details).

Discussion

Study 1 found initial support of Hypotheses 1a–2b using an
externally valid experimental design. Specifically, participants
overestimated how harshly others evaluated their moral character
and competence for giving up on their current passion for work,
which was explained in part by their thinking that observers would
see fewer opportunities for reengagement in other passion pursuits
than observers actually did.

Study 2

Study 2 sought to replicate the results of Study 1 in a controlled
experimental design (Hypotheses 1a–2b).

Method

Participants

We recruited 204 participants (45% female, 55% male, one
nonbinary person, Mage = 39.39 years, SDage = 12.49) via Connect.
We determined sample size with a heuristic of 100 participants for
every cell in a between-subjects design (we anticipated collapsing the
passion domain conditions, and so did not power for them). A
sensitivity analysis conducted in G*Power 3.1 suggested that a
sample of this size provided 90% power to detect an effect of d= 0.46
(two-tailed, α= .05), andMonte Carlo simulations suggested that our
sample size yielded 81%power to detect an indirect effect of b= 0.41.

Procedure

We randomly assigned participants to one of four conditions in a
2 (judgment: predicted judgment, actual judgment) × 2 (passion
domain: medical field, chemistry) between-subjects factorial design.
Participants read the vignette from the first-person perspective (i.e.,
they gave up on their passion; predicted judgment condition) or from
the third-person perspective (i.e., the person in the vignette gave up
on their passion; actual judgment condition). To increase the reli-
ability of our findings via stimulus sampling, we included two
passion domain vignettes. We first chose the medical field as one
domain, given how central passion is to people’s decision to enter
and work in medicine (e.g., see Pratt et al., 2006). However, because
medicine is also viewed as a prosocial domain, we included a second
domain where passion is often cited as a reason to pursue a career,
but that is not as readily associated with prosociality: an academic in
the field of chemistry (e.g., see Nobel Prize Outreach, 2025; see also
Cech & Blair-Loy, 2019). In designing the vignettes, we chose to
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Giving Up on Passion for Work by
Judgment (Study 1)

Judgment

Moral character Competence

Perceived
reengagement
opportunity

M 95% CI M 95% CI M 95% CI

Predicted 4.37 [3.98, 4.77] 4.25 [3.85, 4.66] 5.27 [4.93, 5.60]
Actual 5.03 [4.98, 5.07] 5.11 [5.07, 5.16] 5.64 [5.60, 5.68]

Note. Descriptives for giving up on one’s passion for work by judgment
conditions. All measures were evaluated on 7-point Likert scales. CI =
confidence interval.

Figure 1
Example Passion Profiles Presented to Participants in Actual Judgment Condition (Batch 2)

Passion Pursuer Unique ID: 95
What do you do for work: Managing Director
Years of experience: 8 years
Why are you passionate for your work: Being a managing 
director has helped me to positively impact the lives of others 
and has helped my personal growth as well. My work has also 
helped me to constantly learn new things and develop new 
skills. It has also helped me to collaborate more with my co-
workers, achieve common goals and build stronger bonds 
together.
How passionate do you feel for your work: 7.00/7.00

What do you do for work: Production Designer
Years of experience: 20 years
Why are you passionate for your work: I love that I am able to 
be creative and utilize my lifelong interest and love for the 
arts. I also enjoy that every day presents a new challenge to 
overcome and I have to interpret the vision and imagination of 
another person.
How passionate do you feel for your work: 6.00/7.00

Passion Pursuer Unique ID: 2

Note. These are two passion profile examples that were created from the information provided by participants in the predicted judgment
condition (Batch 1). Participants were all asked to indicate what they did for work, how long they have done it, why they are passionate for
their work (with an option to indicate that they are not passionate), and how passionate they are for their work. Participants in the actual
judgment condition (Batch 2) presented with these profiles were also shown a legend at the bottom of the screen that explained the possible
values for “how passionate do you feel for your work” (1 = not passionate, 4 = moderately passionate, 7 = extremely passionate).
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include a barrier to passion pursuit that compelled the individual to
give up on their passion pursuit to increase realism. We noted that
the passion pursuer gave up because pursuing their passion became
too difficult for them, which was informed by data on the top reasons
for why people give up on their passion pursuits (see Study 3a for
details of a pretest exploring why people give up on passion pur-
suits). See Table 2 for example vignettes.

Measures

After reading the scenario, participants rated moral character (α =
.93), competence (α = .96), and perceived reengagement oppor-
tunities (α = .97) using the same items as in Study 1.8

Results

We conducted independent-samples t tests using the “stats”
package (R Core Team, 2022) in R to investigate predicted versus
actual judgments on our dependent measures. Here, and in all
subsequent studies, passion domain (medical field, chemistry) did
not interact with any other study design factors, and as a result, we
collapsed across passion domain in our main analysis. Descriptive
statistics are plotted in Figure 3 (see Supplemental Material for the
full list of means and 95% CIs).
Supporting Hypotheses 1a–b, participants predicted that their

moral character would be evaluated as lower for giving up on their
passion than it was actually evaluated, t(196) = 2.55, p = .011, d =

0.36, 95% CI [0.08, 0.64]. Similarly, participants predicted that they
would be evaluated as less competent than they were actually
evaluated, t(198) = 3.95, p < .001, d = 0.55, 95% CI [0.27, 0.84].9

Next, supporting Hypothesis 2a, participants thought that observers
viewed fewer opportunities to reengage in other passion pursuits
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Figure 2
Study 1: Mediation Model for the Effect of Judgment on Moral Character (Panel A) and
Competence (Panel B)

Note. All measures are evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale. Mediation models run with 5,000 bootstrapped
samples. Coefficients are standardized betas. Predicted judgment is coded as 1.
** p < .01. *** p < .001.

8 Participants also rated the perceived passion opportunities of the focal actor
following giving up. Participants indicated their level of agreement with the
following four items: “[target] will not be pursuing a passion,” “[target] will
pursue next job for reasons other than to pursue a passion,” “[target]’s decision
to give up means that [target] will not pursue a passion in the future,” and
“[target] will be less passionate in their next job” (7-point scale; 1 = strongly
disagree, 7= strongly agree; α = .92). We note that although we preregistered
this as a mediator, it did not come out in the data as a simultaneous mediator
(with perceived reengagement opportunities) or an independent mediator. We
therefore streamline reporting of perceived reengagement opportunities and
relegate passion opportunities to the Supplemental Material.

9 At the end of the survey, participants indicated the extent to which their
passion is in harmony (HP) with their life, or an obsession (OP), based on the
Dualistic Model of Passion (Vallerand et al., 2003). We first conducted a three-
way interaction between judgment conditions, HP, and OP on moral character
and competence and did not find a statistically significant interaction. We
followed up this analysis by conducting simple slope analyses to explore how
different levels of HP (and then OP) impacted the direction of the effect
between judgment conditions. We found our effect across levels of HP and OP
(though at higher levels of HP and OP, the results sometimes do not always
reach statistical significance, despite finding directional evidence for the effect).
We report the results of this analysis in the Supplemental Material and return to
a discussion of what these results mean in the General Discussion section.
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than observers actually perceived, t(190) = 4.14, p < .001, d = 0.58,
95% CI [0.30, 0.87].
Finally, we conducted bootstrappedmediation analyses to examine

whether perceived reengagement opportunities statistically mediated

the observed effect of judgment condition on moral character and
competence. Supporting Hypothesis 2b, we found a statistically
significant indirect effect of perceived reengagement opportunities on
moral character, b = 0.42, 95% CIs [0.21, 0.63], p < .001 (Figure 4,

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

Table 2
Example Vignettes Used in Study 2

Judgment: predicted judgment
Passion domain: medical field

Judgment: actual judgment
Passion domain: chemistry

Imagine that you are a medical student who has been passionate about health
care and helping children through medicine for years, and you have been
pursuing a medical degree so that you can become a pediatrician.

John has been passionate about science and chemistry for many years,
and he has been pursuing a PhD in chemistry so that he can get a
job as a chemist.

Recently, medical school has become increasingly difficult for you. In light of
this, you have decided to give up on this passion and quit medical school.

Recently, his PhD program has become increasingly difficult for him.
In light of this, John has decided to give up on his passion and quit
graduate school.

Given your decision to give up on your passion, please rate how much other
people would think you are each of the following …

Given John’s decision to give up on their passion, please rate how
much you think John is each of the following …

Note. This table contains two example vignettes from Study 2. For the full list of all vignettes, please see Supplemental Appendix A.

Figure 3
Study 2: Predicted Judgment Versus Actual Judgment for Giving Up on a Passion for Work

Note. Panel A represents moral character, Panel B represents competence, and Panel C represents perceived reengagement opportunities. The figure displays
mean (dot identified with text), median (horizontal bar inside each violin), and interquartile range (box surrounding the mean point) for perceived moral
character (Panel A), competence (Panel B), and perceived reengagement opportunities (Panel C). The shape of each violin corresponds to the distribution of the
dependent variable. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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Panel A), as well as a statistically significant indirect effect of per-
ceived reengagement opportunities on competence, b = 0.45, 95%
CIs [0.22, 0.68], p < .001 (Figure 4, Panel B).

Discussion

Replicating Study 1, Study 2 used a controlled and internally
valid experimental design to provide support for Hypotheses 1a–b:
Participants predicted that they would be judged as less moral and
competent for giving up on their passion than they actually were.We
also replicated support for Hypotheses 2a–b, showing that in-
dividuals who gave up on their passion believed observers saw
fewer opportunities for them to (re-)engage in a passion pursuit than
observers actually did. This misperception partly accounted for why
people overestimated how harshly they would be judged for giving
up on their passion. These findings held across different passion
domains (i.e., passion for helping people and passion for chemistry),
suggesting that how prosocial one’s passion is does not appear to
influence expectations of how others will judge giving up.

Overview of Studies 3a–c

Studies 3a–c tested robustness and boundary conditions around
Hypotheses 1a–b. Study 3a examined whether our effect held across
different reasons for why people typically give up on a passion. We

predicted that regardless of the reason, individuals who give upwould
perceive fewer opportunities for reengagement than observers.10

Studies 3b–c exploredwhether our findings were specific to giving up
on a passion or reflected a broader miscalibration in predicting how
others judge career-related decisions. Study 3b compared how
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Figure 4
Study 2: Mediation Model for the Effect of Judgment on Moral Character (Panel A) and Competence
(Panel B)

Note. All measures are evaluated on a 7-point Likert scale. Mediation models run with 5,000 bootstrapped samples.
Coefficients are standardized betas. Predicted judgment is coded as 1.
** p < .01. *** p < .001.

10 We expected that different reasons for giving upwould impact both how
people thought others would judge them for giving up on their passion
(predicted judgment) and how others actually judged them (actual judg-
ment); that is, the intercept for the reasons for giving up would vary within
both predicted and actual judgment conditions. Specifically, we preregistered
and expected that when people gave up for a reason outside of their control
(e.g., financial or family obligations), they would predict that they would be
seen as more moral and competent than when giving up for a reason that was
within their control (e.g., the pursuit was too difficult, loss of passion). We
similarly expected that people would judge the person giving up on their
passion for a reason outside of their control far more positively than when
giving up for a reason inside of their control. We made these predictions
because giving up with this particular external reason may be regarded as
selfless andwise, reflecting positively on the individual’s moral character and
competence, whereas giving up with these internal reasons may appear like a
failure of effort and self-control, which is harshly condemned (Celniker et al.,
2023; Mooijman et al., 2018). Taken together, although we anticipated that
the intercept of the within-condition judgments would vary as a function of
the reason for giving up, we still predicted that people would overestimate
how harshly their moral character and competence would be viewed for
giving up because they construe fewer opportunities for reengagement in
other passion pursuits than observers predict regardless of why they give up.
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individuals expected to be evaluated for giving up versus persisting in
the face of a barrier to passion pursuit. Study 3c compared anticipated
judgments for giving up on a passion pursuit versus a job they were
not passionate about.We predicted that because our theory focuses on
disengaging from passion and perceived opportunities to (re-)engage
in a passion pursuit, participant predictions should align more closely
with actual judgments when continuing in a passion pursuit or giving
up on a job they were not passionate about.

Study 3a

Method

Participants

We recruited 503 participants (40% female, 58% male, 1% non-
binary, 1% not reporting, Mage = 36.01 years, SDage = 10.08) via
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. We determined sample size with a
heuristic of 80 participants for every cell in a between-subjects design.
A sensitivity analysis conducted in G*Power 3.1 suggested that a
sample of this size provided 90% power to detect an effect of f= 0.14
(two-tailed, α = .05).

Procedure

We employed a 2 (judgment: predicted judgment, actual judg-
ment) × 3 (barrier to passion pursuit: loss of passion, pursuit diffi-
culty, financial strain) × 2 (passion domain: medical field, chemistry)
design, where judgment and barrier to passion pursuit were between-
participants factors and passion domain was a within-participants
factor. The order of the passion domain was counterbalanced such
that participants read about an individual passionate about themedical
field and an individual passionate about chemistry in random order.

Barriers to Passion Pursuit Pretest

To determine which barriers to include in our study and to learn
why people give up on pursuits they are passionate about, we
conducted a literature review, which we paired with a pretest in a
community sample of participants recruited near a college campus
(N = 60) and a sample of participants recruited from Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (N = 50). Our review of the literature suggested
that people may give up on passion pursuits because of poor pay
(Bunderson & Thompson, 2009; Cinque et al., 2021; Hussain et al.,
2023), difficulty in doing what the pursuit demands (Jiang, 2021;
Kim et al., 2020; Maitlis, 2022; Schabram & Maitlis, 2017), and
falling out of passion (Bredehorst et al., 2023; Schellenberg et al.,
2024; Zhang et al., 2025). In our pretest, we asked participants in
both samples whether they had given up on a career they were
passionate about, and if so, why they had done so. We then asked
two research assistants, blind to our hypotheses, to independently
code why participants indicated giving up, and created overarching
coding categories. We identified the three most commonly cited
barriers—in line with what the literature suggested—that led people
to give up on their passion: financial and family obligations (38% of
participants), the pursuit of passion became too difficult (32% of
participants), or they “lost” passion (i.e., they no longer felt the
“flame” they once felt; 18% of participants). We subsequently used
these to develop our vignettes. Table 3 shows two example vign-
ettes, chosen to illustrate each factor in our study design (passion

domain, barrier, judgment). Supplemental Appendix A contains the
full text of each vignette used in this study.

Measures

After reading each scenario, participants evaluated the same
measures of moral character (α = .91) and competence (α = .94)
from Studies 1–2.11

Results

We tested our hypotheses with mixed-model analyses of variance
(ANOVAs) using R.12 We calculated the main effects and inter-
actions using the “emmeans” package (Lenth, 2022). We calculated
Cohen’s f for each ANOVA coefficient using the “effectsize”
package (Ben-Shachar et al., 2020) and Cohen’s d for the pairwise
comparisons using the “effsize” package (Torchiano, 2020). In all
models, we included an error term for participant ID to capture the
repeated-measures design. We again collapsed across passion
domain because it did not interact with our focal variables on our
outcome measures. Descriptive statistics are plotted in Figure 5 (see
Supplemental Material for the full list of means and 95% CIs).

Moral Character

We conducted a 2 (judgment: predicted judgment, actual judg-
ment) × 3 (barrier to passion pursuit: loss of passion, pursuit diffi-
culty, financial strain) mixed-model ANOVA on moral character.
There was not a statistically significant Judgment ×Barrier to Passion
Pursuit interaction,F(2, 556)= 0.89, p= .411, f= 0.06, 95%CI [0.00,
0.13]. Supporting Hypothesis 1a, we found a statistically significant
main effect of judgment, such that predicted judgments were sig-
nificantly lower than actual judgments, F(1, 596) = 14.06, p < .001,
f= 0.15, 95% CI [0.07, 0.23]. We also found a statistically significant
main effect of barrier to passion pursuit, F(2, 513) = 45.00, p < .001,
f = 0.42, 95% CI [0.33, 0.51], such that people were evaluated as
more moral for giving up because of financial strain compared to loss
of passion, t(513)= 7.77, p< .001, d= 0.83, 95%CI [0.67, 0.99], and
pursuit difficulty, t(555) = 8.65, p < .001, d = 0.96, 95% CI [0.80,
1.12]; losing passion and pursuit difficulty did not significantly differ,
t(557) = 0.74, p = .739, d = 0.10, 95% CI [−0.05, 0.26].

Competence

We conducted a 2 (judgment: predicted judgment, actual judg-
ment) × 3 (barrier to passion pursuit: loss of passion, pursuit dif-
ficulty, financial strain) mixed-model ANOVA on competence.
There was not a statistically significant Judgment × Barrier to
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11 Across studies, we predicted giving up to impact moral character and
competence. However, we also included sociability in Studies 3a–c because
of its centrality in theories of social perception (Fiske et al., 2002; Goodwin et
al., 2014; Landy et al., 2016). We do not find consistent effects for socia-
bility, speaking against the idea of a broader “halo effect” in observer
judgments of those who give up on their passion. That is, people do not
merely worry about being “disliked” by others for giving up on a passion, but
instead worry about their moral character and competence specifically being
judged harshly for giving up on their passion.

12 We preregistered linear regressions, but here, we report ANOVAs in
line with field norms for analyzing categorical variables. The interpretation
of results remains the same whether using linear regression or ANOVA.
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Passion Pursuit interaction, F(2, 570) = 0.92, p = .401, f = 0.06,
95% CI [0.00, 0.13]. Supporting Hypothesis 1b, we found a sta-
tistically significant main effect of judgment, such that predicted
judgments were significantly lower than actual judgments,F(1, 619)=
22.45, p < .001, f = 0.19, 95% CI [0.11, 0.27]. There was also a
statistically significant main effect of barrier to passion pursuit, F(2,
518)= 35.48, p< .001, f= 0.37, 95%CI [0.28, 0.46], such that people
were evaluated as more competent for giving up because of a financial
barrier than for losing the passion, t(518) = 5.77, p < .001, d = 0.64,
95% CI [0.48, 0.80], and because pursuing the passion became too
difficult, t(569)= 8.23, p< .001, d= 0.87, 95% CI [0.71, 1.03]. There
was not a statistically significant difference in how competent people
were evaluated for giving up on a passion because of a loss of passion
rather than giving up because it became too difficult, t(572)= 2.33, p=
.053, d = 0.23, 95% CI [0.08, 0.39].

Discussion

Supporting and extendingHypotheses 1a–b, Study 3a revealed that
people overestimated how harshly they would be evaluated for giving
up on their passion for work across three common reasons for giving
up (loss of passion, pursuit difficulty, financial strain). Furthermore,
as preregistered, passion pursuers thought they would be evaluated
more positively for giving up for financial strain compared to the
other reasons and were also evaluated more positively for giving up
because of financial strain compared to the pursuit being too difficult
or losing their passion. We suspect that this is the case because
financial strain provides an external explanation for giving up that is
more outside of one’s control, which may be evaluated more posi-
tively than the other reasons that appear internal and within one’s
control (as discussed in more detail in Footnote 10).

Study 3b

Method

Participants

We recruited 985 participants (47% female, 51% male, 0.3%
nonbinary, 1.7% not reporting, Mage = 37.10 years, SDage = 11.82)
via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. We determined sample size with a
heuristic of 80 participants per between-subjects cell (12 cells;
excluding passion domain, which we expected to collapse as in our

prior studies). A sensitivity analysis conducted in G*Power 3.1
suggested that a sample of this size provided 90% power to detect an
effect of f = 0.10 (two-tailed, α = .05).

Procedure

Study 3b employed a 2 (judgment: predicted judgment, actual
judgment) × 3 (barrier to passion pursuit: loss of passion, pursuit
difficulty, financial strain) × 2 (passion domain: medical field,
chemistry) × 2 (decision: give up, continue) between-participants
factorial design. The study design was nearly identical to Study 3a
but included the decision conditions. In the give up decision con-
ditions, participants read that an individual (or they themselves)
decided to give up on their passion. In the continue decision
conditions, participants read that an individual (or they themselves)
decided to persevere in their pursuit of passion. As in previous
studies, because passion domain did not interact with any other
factors, we collapsed it in the main analysis.

Measures

After reading the scenario, participants rated the same measures
of moral character (α = .91) and competence (α = .95) from Studies
1–3a.13

Results

For both moral character and competence, we conducted separate
2 (judgment: predicted judgment, actual judgment) × 2 (decision:
give up, continue) × 3 (barrier to passion pursuit: loss of passion,
pursuit difficulty, financial strain) between-participants ANOVAs.14

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

Table 3
Example Vignettes Used in Study 3a

Judgment: predicted judgment
Passion domain: medical field

Barrier to passion pursuit: loss of passion

Judgment: actual judgment
Passion domain: chemistry

Barrier to passion pursuit: pursuit difficulty

Imagine that you are a medical student who has been passionate about health
care and helping children through medicine for years, and you have been
pursuing a medical degree so that you can become a pediatrician.

John has been passionate about science and chemistry for many years,
and he has been pursuing a PhD in chemistry so that he can get a
job as a chemist.

Recently, you have not felt as passionately about health care and becoming a
pediatrician. In light of this, you have decided to give up on this passion
and quit medical school.

Recently, his PhD program has become increasingly difficult for him.
In light of this, John has decided to give up on his passion and quit
graduate school.

Given your decision to give up on your passion, please rate how much other
people would think you are each of the following …

Given John’s decision to give up on their passion, please rate how
much you think John is each of the following …

Note. This table contains two example vignettes of the full 2 ( judgment: predicted judgment, actual judgment) × 3 (barrier to passion pursuit: loss of
passion, pursuit difficulty, financial strain) × 2 (passion domain: medical field, chemistry) Study 3a design. For the full list of all 12 scenarios, please see
Supplemental Appendix A.

13 In this study, we also preregistered exploring self-control and grit
(Duckworth et al., 2007) as two potential mechanisms underlying the
predictor-observer asymmetry for giving up. We included a single-item
measure of self-control and an established measure of grit (Duckworth et al.,
2007). When self-control and grit were simultaneous mediators, there were
no statistically significant indirect effects on moral character or competence,
and we obtained similar results when exploring the independent effects of
these two variables as potential mediators. The results of these analyses can
be found in the Supplemental Material.

14 We preregistered linear regressions, but here, we report ANOVAs in
line with field norms for analyzing categorical variables. The interpretation
of results remains the same whether using linear regression or ANOVA.
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Figure 5
Predicted Versus Actual Judgment for Giving Up on Passion for Work by Barrier (Study 3a)

Note. Panel A represents moral character, and Panel B represents competence. The figure displays mean (dot identified with
text), median (horizontal bar inside each violin), and interquartile range (box surrounding the mean point) for perceived moral
character (Panel A) and competence (Panel B). The shape of each violin corresponds to the distribution of the dependent variable.
See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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For simplicity, we report the key interactions and simple effects here
and summarize the remaining models in the Supplemental Material.
Descriptive statistics are plotted in Figure 6 (see Supplemental
Material for the full list of means and 95% CIs).

Moral Character

Neither the Judgment × Barrier to Passion Pursuit × Decision
interaction, F(2, 965)= 2.74, p= .065, f= 0.08, 95% CI [0.00, 0.13],
nor the Judgment×Barrier to Passion Pursuit interaction,F(2, 965)=
0.59, p = .554, f = 0.03, 95% CI [0.00, 0.09], were statistically
significant. However, the key Judgment × Decision interaction that
tests our moderation hypothesis was statistically significant, F(1,
965) = 4.29, p = .039, f = 0.07, 95% CI [0.00, 0.13]. Unpacking this
interaction, we found that people predicted that they would be seen as
less moral (M = 4.52, SD = 1.44) than they were actually evaluated
(M = 4.87, SD = 1.28) for giving up on their passion, t(965) = 3.44,
p = .001, d = 0.25, 95% CI [0.07, 0.43]. However, predictions
(M = 5.31, SD = 1.09) and actual evaluations (M = 5.37, SD = 0.98)
did not significantly differ for continuing to pursue their passion,
t(965) = 0.51, p = .608, d = 0.05, 95% CI [−0.13, 0.23].

Competence

Neither the Judgment × Barrier to Passion Pursuit × Decision
interaction, F(2, 966) = 1.44, p = .237, f = 0.05, 95% CI [0.00,
0.11], nor the Judgment×Barrier to Passion Pursuit interaction,F(2,
966) = 1.24, p = .289, f = 0.05, 95% CI [0.00, 0.11], were sta-
tistically significant. However, the key Judgment × Decision
interaction that tests our moderation hypothesis was statistically
significant, F(1, 966) = 19.29, p < .001, f = 0.14, 95% CI [0.08,
0.20]. People predicted that they would be seen as less competent
(M = 4.05, SD = 1.61) than they were actually evaluated (M = 4.69,
SD = 1.37) for giving up on their passion, t(966) = 5.95, p < .001,
d = 0.43, 95% CI [0.25, 0.61]. However, predictions (M = 5.65,
SD = 1.00) and actual evaluations (M = 5.62, SD = 0.94) did not
significantly differ for continuing to pursue their passion, t(966) =
0.26, p = .796, d = 0.03, 95% CI [−0.15, 0.21].15

Discussion

Study 3b found that although people overestimated how harshly
they would be judged for giving up on their passion, this effect
attenuated when predicting judgments for persevering in their
passion. These results suggest that people are relatively accurate in
recognizing how much others value perseverance but less accurate
in predicting how others perceive disengagement.

Study 3c

Method

Participants

We recruited 332 participants (43% female, 57% male, Mage =
36.34 years, SDage = 11.32) via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. We
determined sample size with a heuristic of 80 participants for every
cell in a between-subjects design. A sensitivity analysis conducted
in G*Power 3.1 suggested that a sample of this size provided 90%
power to detect an effect of f = 0.18 (two-tailed, α = .05).

Procedure

The goal of this study was to test whether the pattern of over-
estimating judgments of giving up would be attenuated in contexts
where people are pursuing a career that they are less versus more
passionate about. Accordingly, we used a mixed design in a 2
(judgment: predicted judgment, actual judgment)× 2 (passion domain:
medical field, chemistry) × 2 (work orientation: passion pursuit,
job/career pursuit), where judgment and work orientation were both
between-participants variables and passion domain was a within-
participants variable. To inform the work orientation manipulation, we
drew from prior research (Wrzesniewski et al., 1997), which suggests
that some people see their work as a means to pursue what they are
passionate about, whereas others view their work as a job (i.e., a focus
on financial gain) or career (i.e., a focus on advancement). For work
orientation, the “passion pursuit” condition looked identical to prior
studies. For the “job/career pursuit” condition, participants were asked
to imagine, or learned about an individual, pursuing work that is a
job/career for them. Passion domain was again counterbalanced. We
selected the “pursuit difficulty” barrier to passion pursuit from Studies
3a–b, which indicates that the focal target gave up on their career
because it had become too difficult (see Table 4 for example vignettes).
We selected this barrier to passion pursuit to add heterogeneity
between our studies where only one barrier is used.

Measures

After reading each scenario, participants evaluated the same
measures of moral character (α = .90) and competence (α = .95)
from Studies 1–3b.

Results

We used the same analytic techniques and R packages used in
Study 3b. Again, because passion domain did not interact with our
focal variables, we collapsed across passion domain in our analyses.
See Figure 7 for visualization of means (see Supplemental Material
for the full table of means and 95% CIs).

Moral Character

We conducted a 2 ( judgment: predicted judgment, actual
judgment) × 2 (work orientation: passion pursuit, job/career pursuit)
mixed-model ANOVA on the moral character measure and found a
statistically significant interaction,F(1, 290)= 5.65, p= .018, f= 0.14,
95% CI [0.02, 0.26]. Subsequent analyses show that for job/career
pursuit, there were no statistically significant differences between
predicted evaluations of moral character and actual evaluations of
moral character for giving up, t(323) = 0.63, p = .531, d = 0.12, 95%
CI [−0.19, 0.42]. However, and in line with previous studies, in-
dividuals in the passion pursuit condition predicted that their moral
character would be evaluated as lower for giving up than it was
actually evaluated, t(300) = 2.74, p = .007, d = 0.46, 95% CI
[0.15, 0.77].
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15 In addition to the results reported here, participants in the “actual
judgment” condition also evaluated the actor as more moral and competent
for continuing rather than giving up on their passion (see Figure 6). This
finding lends further support to the idea that perseverance is highly valued in
passion pursuit.
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Competence

We conducted a 2 (judgment: predicted judgment, actual judg-
ment) × 2 (work orientation: passion pursuit, job/career pursuit)
mixed-model ANOVA on the competencemeasure, which revealed a
statistically nonsignificant Judgment ×Work Orientation interaction,
F(1, 328)= 3.73, p= .054, f= 0.11, 95%CI [0.00, 0.22]. Subsequent
analyses show that for job/career pursuit, there were no statistically
significant differences between predicted competence and actual
evaluations of competence for giving up, t(328)= 0.79, p= .428, d=
0.12, 95% CI [−0.19, 0.43]. However, individuals in the passion
pursuit condition predicted that others would evaluate them as far
less competent for giving up than others actually evaluated them,
t(328) = 3.54, p = .001, d = 0.56, 95% CI [0.25, 0.87].

Discussion

In Study 3c, people overestimated the harshness of others’ judg-
ments for giving up on a passion pursuit, but not for giving up on a

job/career they were not passionate about. These results suggest that
observers see greater value in disengaging from a passion pursuit,
because it reveals a passion reengagement opportunity. This is absent
when disengaging from a job/career one is not passionate about,which
may lead to a harsher penalty (i.e., giving up as giving up altogether).

Study 4

Study 4 tested Hypothesis 3a by examining whether expectations
of harsh judgments for giving up on a passion are associated with a
reduced willingness to voice concerns in the workplace.

Method

Participants

We sampled PhD students from across Cornell University. We
recruited PhD students for two reasons. First, PhD students are often
highly passionate in pursuing their PhD (Lewis, 2018). Second, PhD
students often work in challenging environments where they face the
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Figure 6
Study 3b: Predicted Judgment Versus Actual Judgment by Decision (Give Up or Continue)

Note. Panel A represents moral character, and Panel B represents competence. The figure displays mean (dot identified with text), median (horizontal bar
inside each violin), and interquartile range (box surrounding the mean point) for moral character and competence. The shape of each violin corresponds to the
distribution of the dependent variable. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

Table 4
Example Vignettes in Study 3c

Judgment: predicted judgment
Passion domain: chemistry

Work orientation: job/career pursuit

Judgment: actual judgment
Passion domain: chemistry

Work orientation: job/career pursuit

Imagine that you have never really been passionate about science and
chemistry, but have been pursuing a PhD in chemistry so that you
can get a job as a chemist.

John has never really been passionate about science and chemistry, but he
has been pursuing a PhD in chemistry so that he can get a job as a
chemist.

Recently, your PhD program has become increasingly difficult for you.
In light of this, you have decided to give up on the pursuit and quit
graduate school.

Recently, his PhD program has become increasingly difficult for him. In
light of this, John has decided to give up on the pursuit and quit
graduate school.

Given your decision to quit graduate school, please rate how much
other people would think you are each of the following …

Given John’s decision to quit graduate school, please rate how much you
think John is each of the following …

Note. This table contains two example vignettes of the full 2 ( judgment: predicted judgment, actual judgment) × 2 (passion domain: medical field,
chemistry) × 2 (work orientation: passion, job/career) Study 3c design. For the full list of all eight scenarios, please see Supplemental Appendix A.
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decision to stay silent or speak up (Berry & Jachimowicz, 2021;
Levecque et al., 2017). We sent an email to every department
administrator or PhD program administrator for all PhD programs at
Cornell (excluding those with which the authors were affiliated). In
total, 237 PhD students completed our survey (59% female, 41%
male, two nonbinary people, Mage = 28.09 years, SDage = 4.59). A
sensitivity analysis conducted using the “pwr” package in R
(Champely, 2020) suggested that a sample of this size yielded 95%
power to detect an effect of r = .23. Participants were highly pas-
sionate on average, which we measured with a single-item measure
asking them how passionate they are for what they do (responses
ranging from 1 to 7; Msingle-item passion = 5.12, SDsingle-item passion =
1.36), one-sample t test comparing average to midpoint: t(236) =
12.75, p < .001, d = 0.83, 95% CI [0.56, 1.09], and a three-item
passion scale (responses ranging from 1 to 7; Jachimowicz et al.,
2022; Mpassion scale = 5.24, SDpassion scale = 1.26), one-sample t test
comparing average to midpoint: t(236) = 15.18, p < .001, d = 0.99,
95% CI [0.72, 1.26]. Participants represented 48 unique disciplines
across campus (see SupplementalMaterial for the full list of programs
and frequencies), the sample was 66% STEM (Science, Technology,
Engineering, and Mathematics) programs and 34% non-STEM
(according to the university’s classification), and students were in
their programs an average of 3.28 years (SDyear in program = 1.80).

Procedure

The survey was divided into three parts. In the first part, participants
were asked questions concerning their PhD pursuit and howpassionate
they were about it. In the second part, participants were asked to
imagine that they decided to give up on their PhD and were then asked
several questions related to how they thought about giving up on their
PhD. In the third and final part of the survey, participantswere asked to
imagine two different scenarios of exploitation that could occur in their
PhD program, and then evaluate several questions related to each
scenario (the order in which the scenarios were presented was

counterbalanced). These scenarios were developed from interviews
with PhD students who either had personally experienced these
situations or knew of fellow PhD students who had experienced
these situations. A separate sample of PhD students indicated that
experiencing these scenarios would be highly exploitative.

Scenario 1: Imagine that your PhD program advisor decides to
remove you from a project you have been working on with
them. They simply tell you that they think the project will move
along better without you on it, and they will use the work you
did without giving you credit for it.

Scenario 2: Imagine that your PhD program advisor requires
you to work on a project with them. They will not offer you
authorship, and you will not receive any compensation for
working on the project.

Measures

Survey Part 1

Participants were asked what program they were in, the number of
years into the PhD they were, and standard demographic questions.
Participants reported their passion on two distinct measures: a
single-item measure of passion and a three-item measure of passion
(Jachimowicz et al., 2022; α = .87).

Survey Part 2: Giving Up Measures

In the second part of the survey, participants were asked to rate
how they thought others would evaluate them for giving up on their
PhD.16 Specifically, participants provided the same anticipated
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Figure 7
Study 3c: Predicted Versus Actual Judgment by Work Orientation (Passion vs. Job/Career)

Note. Panel A represents moral character, and Panel B represents competence. The figure displays mean (dot identified with text), median (horizontal bar
inside each violin), and interquartile range (box surrounding the mean point) for moral character and competence. The shape of each violin corresponds to the
distribution of the dependent variable. See the online article for the color version of this figure.

16 Participants also rated a measure of perceived identity disruption (α =
.79), which we summarize in the Supplemental Material. All means and SDs
can be found in the Supplemental Material.

GIVING UP ON A PASSION 15

https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000455.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000455.supp
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000455.supp


ratings of moral character (α = .91) and competence (α = .94) from
Studies 1–3c.

Survey Part 3: Voice Measure

Participants evaluated two questions designed to capture whether
they would speak up (i.e., voice) or stay silent in response to two
hypothetical scenarios about exploitation in their program (sce-
narios described above).17 Participants responded to the two
questions after each scenario (all on 7-point Likert scales; 1 =
strongly agree, 7= strongly disagree). The items were adapted from
voice and silence scales used in past research, but framed to be more
appropriate for the specific scenarios developed here (Burris, 2012;
Sherf et al., 2021). They asked participants whether they “would
challenge my advisor’s decision, even if it meant upsetting my
advisor” and whether they “would accept my advisor’s decision
without further discussion.”18

Results

We predicted that the more students anticipated harsh judgments
for giving up on their PhD program (i.e., low moral character, low
competence), the less they would be willing to speak up against
exploitative work practices within their program (i.e., voice).

Preregistered Correlational Analyses

These analyses revealed empirical support in the first scenario but
not the second. For the first scenario, there was a significant correlation
between anticipated moral character after giving up and voice in-
tentions, r(233)= .20, p = .002. That is, the more students anticipated
harsh moral character evaluations for giving up, the less willing they
were to speak up. A similar significant correlation was found between
anticipated competence after giving up and voice intentions, r(233) =
.21, p = .001. However, for the second scenario, the correlation
between anticipated judgments and voice intentions was not statis-
tically significant for anticipated moral character judgments, r(233) =
.04, p = .556, nor competence judgments, r(233) = .10, p = .137.

Exploratory Regression Analyses

Exploratory follow-up analyses investigated both scenarios
together with multilevel mixed regression models that included a
random intercept for scenario. These models allowed us to analyze
effects across scenarios and to include control variables. We con-
ducted separate models for anticipatedmoral character and anticipated
competence. Each model consisted of a first step that included the
anticipated judgment variable and a second step that added controls
for participant age, gender, and participant race/ethnicity. Because
speaking up is difficult and can be costly (Morrison, 2014, 2023)—
especially for underrepresented minority members (e.g., Kundro &
Rothbard, 2023; Rehg et al., 2008)—we controlled for variables in the
second step that could shape trends related to speaking up.
Results are summarized in Table 5. The first model focused on

anticipated moral character judgments. In the first step, we regressed
voice intentions on anticipated moral character and found a sta-
tistically significant effect of anticipated moral character, such that
the less moral participants thought they would be seen by others for
giving up on their passion, the less they intended to speak up,

b= 0.12, SE= .05, 95%CI [0.03, 0.22], p= .012. In the second step,
the effect of anticipated moral character remained significant while
controlling for demographic variables, b = 0.13, SE = .05, 95% CI
[0.03, 0.23], p = .008. The second model revealed similar effects for
anticipated competence for giving up on their passion. In the first
step, there was a statistically significant effect of anticipated com-
petence, such that the less competent participants thought they would
be seen by others for giving up on their passion, the less they intended
to speak up, b = 0.15, SE = .04, 95% CI [0.06, 0.23], p = .001. In the
second step, the effect of anticipated competence remained significant
while controlling for demographic variables, b = 0.16, SE = .04, 95%
CI [0.08, 0.025], p < .001.

Discussion

Study 4 examined a key consequence of anticipating harsh judg-
ments for giving up a passion: a reduced willingness to speak up about
poor working conditions. Although the results partially support
Hypothesis 3a, we note that this support is exploratory, as our pre-
registered analyses did not align fully with predictions. We found
partial support for Hypothesis 3a across different poor working
conditions in our preregistered correlational analyses and support in
our exploratory regression analyses. These results suggest that inac-
curate anticipated judgments may lead passion pursuers to endure poor
working conditions rather than voice concerns, increasing the like-
lihood that they continue facing challenges in their pursuit of passion.

Study 5

Study 5 aimed to reduce how negatively people expected to be
judged for giving up on their passion and explore the downstream
effects on attitudes, behavioral intentions, and behaviors related to
giving up.We suggest that when passion pursuers are informed of our
prior results (i.e., a knowledge treatment; Lucas & Nordgren, 2020),
they become better calibrated—recognizing that others will view
them as more moral and competent for giving up than they think they
do. This shift, in turn, should influence their attitudes toward giving
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17 In addition to the two voice items reported in the main text, this section of
the survey included three additional response items: informing another faculty
member about the advisor’s behavior, providing the advisor feedback on how
to advise more fairly, and telling the advisor to avoid such behavior with other
students. Following our preregistered analysis plan, we conducted an
exploratory factor analysis that included the two voice items reported in the
main text and the three additional items mentioned here, with the intention of
retaining any and all items that loaded onto the voice factor for the main
analysis composite variable. The analysis revealed that only the two voice
items loaded together. Specifically, the first factor included the two voice items
of Scenario 1, the second factor included the two voice items from Scenario 2,
the third factor included the item about informing on the advisor (across
scenarios), and the fourth factor included the two items about giving the advisor
feedback (across scenarios). Thus, following our preregistered analysis plan,
we report our analysis on the primary voice measure in the main text and we
report the results of the other factors in the Supplemental Material.

18 Participants also evaluated exploratory items for which we did not have
a priori predictions. One set of items asked how they would feel if they
experienced the exploitation they were asked to imagine. They evaluated
how stressed, anxious, and demotivated they would feel, as well as whether
they would feel like they did not belong and feel disengaged from the
program, all on 7-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). We also measured cynicism toward their PhD as well as harmonious
versus obsessive passion. We summarize the results of these exploratory
measures in the Supplemental Material.
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up and increase intentions to engage in behaviors, as well as influence
actual behaviors, related to giving up. We conducted a multiwave
study with four surveys over 4 weeks, assessing how this manipu-
lation impacted beliefs about anticipated moral character and com-
petent judgments for giving up, as well as other attitudes, emotions,
behavioral intentions, and behaviors related to giving up.

Method

Study Timeline

Data collection occurred over four waves. The waves included a
prescreener survey (Wave 1), delivery of the manipulation (treatment
vs. control) and measures of predicted morality and competence for
giving up (Wave 2), a test of how the treatment (vs. control) impacted
actual behaviors 7 days after the manipulation (Wave 3; delivered 7
days postmanipulation), and a test of how the treatment (vs. control)
impacted attitudes and behavioral intentions toward giving up 14
days later (Wave 4; delivered 14 days postmanipulation).

Participants and Recruitment

We focused our recruitment on (a) teachers, who (b) indicated
being passionate for their work and (c) had thought about giving up
on teaching in the last 12 months at least once. We recruited from
this specific population because we reasoned that many teachers
would meet our criteria: Many teachers are notoriously passionate
for what they do (Pottinger, 2024) but also face numerous chal-
lenges that can lead them to consider giving up on teaching (Ellis &
Kuhn, 2023; Rizvic, 2023). Recruiting from a specific profession
also allowed us to tailor the manipulation language to them.
We recruited teachers using a Prolific filter and invited them to

participate in a multiwave study. An a priori power analysis using an
effect size observed in piloting suggested that we needed 193 parti-
cipants/cell to achieve 95% power. We initially opened the survey to
1,000 teachers on Prolific (out of about 1,500 total on the site),

choosing to err on the side of oversampling, given the multiwave
nature of this study and the criteria used to qualify for participation.
After 10 days of data collection, we had recruited 313 teachers who
qualified to participate in the study (77% female, 21% male, 1%
nonbinary, 1% not reporting;Mage = 40.62 years, SDage = 10.98). All
313 qualifying teachers were sent Wave 2, and after 7 days of data
collection, we closed the survey for a final analytic sample size of 243
participants (79% female, 19% male, 2% nonbinary; Mage = 40.95
years, SDage = 11.16). We invited all 243 participants to the two
follow-up surveys: 7 days later for Wave 3 (N= 221 participants; 81%
female, 17% male, 1% nonbinary, 1% not reporting; Mage = 41.54
years, SDage = 10.89) and 14 days later for Wave 4 (N = 193 par-
ticipants; 81% female, 17% male, 2% nonbinary;Mage = 41.76 years,
SDage= 11.09).19 Participants inWave 4 had 14.05 years of experience
on average (SD = 8.92) and were highly passionate for their work,
indicating an average level of passion that was significantly above the
midpoint of the scale (M = 5.12, SD= 1.15), t(192)= 13.53, p< .001,
d = 0.97, 95% CI [0.67, 1.27].20 A sensitivity analysis conducted in
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Table 5
Study 4: Regressing Voice Intention on Predicted Character for Giving Up One’s Passion

Effect

Step 1 Step 2

Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI

Model 1: Moral character
Intercept 4.87*** [4.40, 5.33] 5.44*** [4.51, 6.37]
Moral character 0.097* [0.03, 0.22] 0.13** [0.03, 0.23]
Gender 0.14 [−0.10, 0.38]
POC −0.09 [−0.34, 0.15]
Age −0.03 [−0.06, 0.0001]

Model 2: Competence
Intercept 4.84*** [4.46, 5.21] 5.52*** [4.64, 6.40]
Competence 0.15*** [0.06, 0.23] 0.16*** [0.08, 0.25]
Gender 0.13 [−0.10, 0.38]
POC −0.14 [−0.34, 0.15]
Age −0.03* [−0.06, 0.0001]

Note. Regression table for robustness checks. In the Step 1 column, we estimate the effect of moral
character and competence separately on voice intention (Model 1 and Model 2, respectively). In the
Step 2 column, we rerun both models controlling for the effects of gender (1 = female, 2 = male, 3 =
neither male/female), POC (coded as White vs. non-White, due to the low frequency of participants
indicating a non-White race or ethnicity), and age. Coefficient estimates are unstandardized betas.
CI = confidence interval; POC = person of color.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

19 Nine participants were excluded from the Wave 4 final analytic sample
because they indicated in an open text response to us that they had either
already quit, had actually never thought about quitting, or were already
planning to retire. We did not anticipate these responses given our inclusion
criteria outlined and measured in Wave 1, but such responses are reason for
exclusion. The interpretation of the focal dependent variables (moral character
and competence), comfort exploring other careers, comfort planning their exit,
and intentions to seek out a career coach remain the samewhen including these
nine participants (indeed, the results for each dependent variable are slightly
stronger). All other effects are not significant.

20 Attrition analyses revealed largely no systematic attrition across
demographic and organizational variables from Wave 2 to Waves 3 and 4,
with the exception of age. Younger teachers were slightly more likely to
attrite out of the study between Waves 2 and 3 (but not Wave 4). This could
be due to the timing of the study, which occurred at the beginning of the
school year, as younger teachers who have less experience than older tea-
chers may need to dedicate more of their time and energy to starting the
school year. Finally, there were no statistically significant differences in
attrition by condition fromWaves 2 to 3, χ2(1, N = 23) = 2.13, p = .144, nor
Waves 3 to 4, χ2(1, N = 38) = 0.11, p = .746.
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G*Power 3.1 suggested that a sample of this size provided 90% power
to detect an effect of d = 0.47 (two-tailed, α = .05).

Procedure

Participants were invited to participate in our Wave 1 survey and
moved onto Wave 2 if they were a teacher (0 = no, 1 = yes), had
thought about giving up on teaching in the past 12 months (0 = no,
1 = yes), and would not use ChatGPT or other large language models
to complete the survey (0 = no, 1 = yes). Participants were then
asked to write one to two sentences about why they were passionate
for their career or indicated “n/a” and told us why else they worked.
Participants who answered “no” to at least one of the three questions,
or who indicated “n/a” when answering why they were passionate,
were not qualified to continue onto Wave 2 (n = 127). These
participants were paid for completing the Wave 1 survey but were
not invited to participate in Wave 2.
In Wave 2, participants were randomly assigned to one of two

conditions: treatment or control. In both conditions, participants
learned about one aspect of the results of our previous studies,
namely that people worry that their moral character and competence
will be evaluated negatively by others for giving up on their passion.
In the control condition, participants were given additional infor-
mation about why teachers usually have these concerns, drawing
from both participant testimonials in our prior studies and teacher
blog posts. In the treatment condition, participants were told that
their concerns about being evaluated negatively by others are
misplaced because people evaluate the moral character and com-
petence far more positively than teachers giving up typically predict.
See the Supplemental Material for the full texts of the treatment and
control conditions. After reading, participants were asked to predict
how they thought others would evaluate their moral character and
competence for giving up on their passion for work and then how
negatively they felt thinking about giving up.
Seven days after completing Wave 2, participants were invited to

participate in Wave 3. In Wave 3, participants were asked about a
variety of giving up-related behaviors that they had engaged in
within the last week. Seven days after completing Wave 3 (14 days
postmanipulation), participants were invited to participate in a
follow-up survey where they were briefly reminded about the
research they read about inWave 2, and then indicated their attitudes
toward giving up and intentions to engage in various behaviors
related to giving up in the future. Participants were paid after
completing each wave of the study and received a total of $7.00 for
completing all four surveys (Wave 1 = $0.75, Wave 2 = $1.75,
Wave 3 = $2.50, Wave 4 = $2.00).

Measures

Wave 1 (Premanipulation Screener)

Wave 1 included our screening questions, that is, whether par-
ticipants were teachers, had thought about giving up in the past 12
months, would not use ChatGPT or other large language models,
and why they worked. Participants also answered questions about
their teaching job. They indicated how long they had been em-
ployed, whether they were a full-time or part-time employee, the
grade(s) that they typically teach, the “kind” of school they work for
(e.g., public, private), their satisfaction level with their career (1 =

extremely dissatisfied, 7 = extremely satisfied), and their level of
passion for their work by evaluating the same three items from Study
4 (α = .91). Participants also indicated the frequency with which
they think about giving up on their career, how likely they are to give
up on teaching in the next year, and their level of harmonious
passion (α = .71) and obsessive passion (α = .65), as in Study 2.21

They then answered several demographic questions.22

Wave 2 (Manipulation)

Participants evaluated how others would view their moral character
and competence for giving up on their passion for work using the
same composite measures of moral character (α = .93) and com-
petence (α= .95) from Studies 1 to 4. Participants then indicated how
thinking about giving up on their passion made them feel by eval-
uating the 10 negatively valenced items in the Positive and Negative
Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988; α = .92; 1 = not at all, 7 = an
extreme amount): distressed, upset, guilty, scared, hostile, irritable,
ashamed, nervous, jittery, and afraid.

Wave 3 (Postmanipulation Behaviors)

Participants indicated behaviors they engaged in during the past
week that were related to the decision to give up on their teaching
job. We developed these measures by conducting a pretest with a
separate sample of teachers, asking them about the behaviors they
would engage in to support their decision to give up, and subse-
quently coding their responses (in line with Hussain et al., 2023).
We subsequently used these as measures of behaviors and behavioral
intentions. Participants indicated whether they talked to others about
quitting in the last week (0= no, 1= yes), and if so, how frequently they
did so (1 = once, 2 = twice, 3 = three times, 4 = four or more times).
Then they indicated how frequently they thought about giving up on
teaching in the last week (0 = never, 1 = once, 2 = twice, 3 = every
other day, 4 = once per day, 5 = more than once per day), how many
hours they spent thinking about giving up (open response), how much
time they spent exploring other job opportunities (open response),
whether they edited their resume or sought resume-editing help (0= no,
1 = yes), whether they sought out a career coach (0 = no, 1 = yes), the
extent to which they sought out advice from others (1 = not at all, 7 =
an extreme amount), the extent to which they imagined alternative
career paths (1 = not at all, 7 = an extreme amount), and which career
alternatives came to mind if they imagined any (open response).

Wave 4 (Postmanipulation Attitudes and
Behavioral Intentions)

Wave 4 measured several attitudes and behavioral intentions
related to giving up, drawing from the behaviors used inWave 3. For
attitudes, participants indicated their comfort level in talking to
others about giving up, exploring alternative career opportunities,
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21 In supplementary analyses, neither harmonious passion nor obsessive
passion moderated the effect of treatment (vs. control) on our dependent
variables.

22 Participants also answered questions about their contact with students
and parents after answering the qualification questions and telling us about
their work. These additional measures were collected for a separate project
and are not summarized here, but can be found in the materials posted on the
Open Science Framework.
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and creating a plan to give up on teaching (all on 7-point Likert
scales; 1 = much less comfortable, 7 = much more comfortable).
They then indicated whether they feel empowered to make the right
decision about giving up (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly
agree). For behavioral intentions, participants indicated how likely
they are to talk to others about giving up (1= extremely unlikely, 7=
extremely likely), how many hours they intend on exploring other
job opportunities in the next month (sliding scale from 1 to 20), how
likely they are to seek out a career coach (1= extremely unlikely, 7=
extremely likely), how likely they are to seek out advice from others
about giving up on teaching (1 = extremely unlikely, 7 = extremely
likely), how likely they are to imagine alternative career paths (1 =
extremely unlikely, 7 = extremely likely), how likely they are to
create a timeline for giving up on teaching (1 = extremely unlikely,
7= extremely likely), and how likely they are to begin planning their
exit from teaching in the next year (1 = extremely unlikely, 7 =
extremely likely).

Results

We test for differences in the treatment versus control conditions
using t tests or Mann–WhitneyU tests (for measures on Likert scales)
or chi-square tests (for dichotomous measures). Although we pre-
registered using t tests on ourWaves 3 and 4 behavioral intentions and
behavioral outcomes, assumptions of normality were violated (ac-
cording to Shapiro–Wilk and Anderson–Darling normality tests). We
therefore report the results of the Mann–Whitney U tests for these
measures below, which yield results consistent with the preregistered
t tests (see Supplemental Material). We first describe the results on
our focal outcomes (moral character and competence), and then we
describe the results of the attitudes and emotions, behavioral inten-
tions, and then actual behaviors. Descriptive statistics for our focal
outcomes are displayed in Figure 8, and Table 6 displays means, SDs,
and correlations. The means with 95% CIs by condition for all
variables are reported in the Supplemental Material.

Moral Character and Competence (Wave 2)

There was a statistically significant difference between the
treatment and control condition on moral character and competence,
such that participants in the treatment predicted that their moral
character, t(183) = 2.42, p = .016, d = 0.35, 95% CI [0.06, 0.64],
and their competence, t(183) = 2.02, p = .044, d = 0.29, 95% CI
[0.01, 0.58], would be evaluated significantly higher for giving up
on their passion than participants in the control condition.

Attitudes and Emotions (Waves 2 and 4)

Attitudes Toward Giving Up. There was a statistically sig-
nificant difference between treatment and control for each of the three
attitudes toward giving up measures. Compared to the control
condition, participants in the treatment condition felt more com-
fortable talking to others about giving up, t(169)= 4.14, p< .001, d=
0.60, 95% CI [0.31, 0.90]; felt more comfortable exploring other
career opportunities, t(185)= 5.27, p< .001, d= 0.77, 95% CI [0.47,
1.07]; and felt more comfortable planning to exit from their teaching
career, t(183) = 3.33, p = .001, d = 0.49, 95% CI [0.19, 0.78].
Empowered to Make Right Giving Up Decision. There was

not a statistically significant difference between treatment and

control on feeling empowered to make the right decision about
giving up, t(176) = 0.27, p = .785, d = 0.04, 95% CI [−0.25, 0.33].

Negative Emotions. There was not a statistically significant
difference between treatment and control on negative emotions,
t(188) = 1.27, p = .207, d = 0.18, 95% CI [−0.10, 0.47].

Behavioral Intentions (Wave 4)

We found a statistically significant difference between treatment
and control for four of our seven behavioral intention measures.
Specifically, participants in the treatment (vs. control) condition
indicated a significantly higher likelihood of editing their resume or
seeking out resume-editing help, W = 3,628, p = .013, r = 0.18;
seeking out a career coach,W = 3,286, p = .001, r = 0.25; imagining
alternative career paths,W = 3,779, p = .035, r = 0.15; and planning
their exit from teaching in the next year, W = 3,794, p = .042, r =
0.15. There was not a statistically significant difference between the
treatment and control conditions on how likely they were to talk to
others about giving up,W= 3,899, p= .077, r= 0.13; howmuch time
they intended to explore other job opportunities in the next month,
W = 4,171, p = .306, r = 0.07; their likelihood of creating an exit
timeline,W = 3,925, p = .092, r= 0.12; or their likelihood of seeking
advice from others about giving up,W = 4,002, p = .136, r = 0.11.23

Postmanipulation Behaviors (Wave 3)

We did not find any statistically significant differences between
treatment and control on nine posttreatment behaviors during the 7
days between the manipulation (Wave 2) and Wave 3. Participants in
the treatment and control conditions did not differ in whether they
reported talking to others about giving up in the past week, χ2(1, N =
220)= 0.18, p= .675 (51% in treatment, 55% in control); the reported
frequency with which they talked to others about giving up in the past
week, W = 1,947, p = .116, r = 0.11; the frequency with which
participants thought about giving up in the past week,W = 6,371, p =
.483, r = 0.05; hours spent thinking about giving up in the past week,
W= 5,769, p= .523, r= 0.04; hours spent exploring alternative career
paths in the past week, W = 6,321, p = .539, r = 0.04; whether they
edited their resume or sought resume-editing help in the past week,
χ2(1, N = 220) = 0.42, p = .515 (16% in treatment, 20% in
control); whether they reported seeking out a career coach in the
past week, χ2(1, N = 220) = 0.002, p = .961 (3% in treatment, 4% in
control); howmuch they sought out advice about giving up in the past
week, W = 6,886, p = .064, r = 0.12; and how much they imagined
alternative career paths in the past week,W= 5,327, p= .122, r= 0.10.

Discussion

Study 5 tested whether equipping people with knowledge of our
results would impact how they thought about and navigated giving

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
t
is
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

P
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al

A
ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le

is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al

us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al

us
er

an
d
is
no
t
to

be
di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

23 An exploratory factor analysis suggested that the Wave 4 variables be
organized into three factors: one factor for the three attitudinal measures and
the empowerment item, one factor for likelihood of talking to others about
giving up, and one factor for all the other behavioral intentions. Analyzing
these three factors suggested that people in treatment (vs. control) had more
positive attitudes about giving up and were more likely to intend to engage in
behaviors related to giving up. There were no differences between treatment
and control on the likelihood of talking to others about giving up. Grouping
the items according to the exploratory factor analysis results and analyzing
the factors should be considered exploratory as it was not preregistered.
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up, among a sample of teachers who were passionate about their
work and who had thought about giving up on their passion in the
last 12 months. Our results revealed that knowledge of our previous
results increased howmoral and competent they thought they would
be judged for giving up on their passion compared to an active
control condition. At the same time, our experiment had mixed
findings on downstream consequences. Specifically, while three of
four attitudes and four of seven behavioral intentions were sig-
nificantly affected by the treatment condition, we saw no significant
difference on people’s (self-reported) behaviors. We further discuss
these mixed results in the General Discussion section.

General Discussion

Across seven studies (and three supplemental studies), we found
that people overestimated how harshly their moral character and
competence would be judged for giving up on their passion. We
found this effect across various reasons for giving up and different
industries (Studies 1–3c; Supplemental Study 2), including a yoked
design using people’s actual passions (Study 1) and a within-
participants design examining passion pursuits outside of work
(Supplemental Study 1). We also found that people underestimated
how much observers perceived opportunities for reengagement in
other passions after giving up (Studies 1 and 2). Our studies
demonstrated the robustness of the effect across common reasons for
giving up on passions (Study 3a) and identified key boundary

conditions. Specifically, the actor-observer discrepancy did not
occur when individuals persisted in passion pursuit (Study 3b) or
when they gave up on a less versus more passionate pursuit (Study
3c). We also documented some important downstream con-
sequences: Anticipating harsh judgments for giving up on one’s
passion was linked to a reduced willingness to speak up about poor
working conditions (Study 4). Moreover, informing people about
our findings—that people hold inaccurate beliefs about how others
view them for giving up—increased their expectations of being
evaluated as moral and competent for giving up compared to a
control condition (Study 5). This manipulation also impacted at-
titudes and behavioral intentions related to giving up, but not
emotions or actual giving up behaviors.24

Theoretical Contributions

Prior research has largely highlighted the benefits of passion
pursuit (Jachimowicz et al., 2018, 2019; Pollack et al., 2020; Wang
et al., 2022). However, a growing body of research suggests that
passion pursuers also experience significant challenges, including a
higher risk of exploitation by managers (Kim et al., 2020), poor
working conditions (Bunderson & Thompson, 2009), and higher
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Figure 8
Study 5: Predicted Judgments for Giving Up on a Passion for Work

Note. Panel A represents moral character, and Panel B represents competence. The figure displays mean (dot identified with
text), median (horizontal bar inside each violin), and interquartile range (box surrounding the mean point) for moral character
and competence. The shape of each violin corresponds to the distribution of the dependent variable. See the online article for the
color version of this figure.

24 In Supplemental Study 3, we demonstrate how an experimental
manipulation informing a sample of nurses about our effect can reduce
negative emotions felt when thinking about giving up (see Supplemental
Material).
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