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A B S T R A C T   

In the current study we used latent profile analysis (LPA) to construct profiles according to 
employed adult's feelings of perceiving and living out calling. A large sample of employed adults 
completed surveys at three time points over a six-month period. LPA was used to construct 
profiles at Time 1 and Time 2 and group differences among the profiles were examined according 
to job and life satisfaction at Time 2 and Time 3, respectively. At Time 1 and Time 2, a four-profile 
solution emerged as the best fit to the data with the following profiles: Enacted (high perceiving, 
high living), Average (average scores on both), Absent (low perceiving, low living), and Unan-
swered (high perceiving, low living). At both time points, participants in the Absent and Unan-
swered groups had significantly lower job and life satisfaction compared to the Enacted and 
Average groups three and six months later. Additionally, at both time points participants in the 
Unanswered group had lower job satisfaction, but not life satisfaction, than those in the Absent 
group three and six months later. Post hoc analyses suggested that participants in the Unanswered 
group may have more limited access to opportunity by way of lower levels of educational 
attainment, annual household income, and social class compared to most other profile groups. 
Implications for future research and practice are discussed.   

One of the more intriguing findings from the literature on work as a calling is the distinction between perceiving a calling and living 
one out. Although the experience of feeling a calling to a particular line of work is common (White et al., 2021), the ability of in-
dividuals to live out that calling is often dependent on vocational privilege – having the means and opportunity to choose jobs that fit 
with one's calling (Duffy et al., 2018). Most research on calling has focused on the positive or negative outcomes associated with 
perceiving or living a calling, with little attention paid to how these outcomes might depend on the unique combination of having and 
living a calling. One useful way to address this limitation is by using latent profile analysis (LPA) to identify and build unique profiles of 
perceiving and living a calling. 

In the current study, grounding our study logic and hypotheses in the recently developed Work as Calling Theory (WCT; Duffy et al., 
2018), we gathered data from a large group of employed individuals across three-time points over six months (baseline, three months, 
six months). We used LPA to construct profiles at Time 1 based on perceiving and living calling scores and then replicated those profiles 
at Time 2. We then examined how profile membership at Time 1 and Time 2, respectively, related to job and life satisfaction at Time 2 
and Time 3, examining group differences and effects across time. It is hoped that the results of this study may provide greater clarity 
over the key distinction and combination of perceiving and living a calling and potentially inform practitioners when working with 
clients seeking to live out their calling. 
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1. Theoretical framework 

The main ideas and hypotheses for the current study draw from the WCT (Duffy et al., 2018). The WCT was developed to integrate 
findings from hundreds of calling studies and to conceptualize how calling links to both positive and negative outcomes. The primary 
concept from the WCT is that perceiving and living a calling are essential but distinct variables needed to experience increased work- 
related and general well-being. The theory suggests that it is only by living out one's calling where these positive outcomes emerge and 
that merely perceiving a calling may be unrelated – or potentially negatively related - to wellbeing outcomes. This potential negative 
relation is what many calling scholars refer to as one of the possible “dark sides” of a calling (Duffy, Douglass, et al., 2016). If someone 
perceives a calling but is unable to live it out, it may lead to regret and resentment, ultimately decreasing satisfaction in one's current 
job and life overall (Hirschi et al., 2019; Thompson & Bunderson, 2019). Importantly, the WCT also suggests that a lived-out calling 
could be potentially harmful if individuals work in exploitative environments or are workaholics. 

This possible mismatch between perceiving and living a calling (e.g., an unanswered calling) is highlighted in the current study, 
where we assessed both perceiving and living a calling with the explicit intention of forming profile groups based on how individuals 
score on both of these constructs (e.g., low/low, high/high, high/low). Some prior studies have assessed the potential discordance of 
these two constructs. For example, Duffy et al. (2013) found in a sample of employed adults that after accounting for living a calling, 
the relation of perceiving a calling to life satisfaction was zero. Duffy, Douglass et al. (2016) performed a similar set of analyses and 
found this relation – calling and life satisfaction - to be significantly negative when accounting for both living a calling and life 
meaning. Afsar et al. (2018) further confirmed these relations, finding that with a sample of nurses, perceiving a calling was only linked 
to organizational commitment and citizenship behavior when living a calling was high. Finally, in perhaps the most applicable study 
for the current paper, Gazica and Spector (2015) studied a sample of 378 academics, grouping them in an “unanswered occupational 
calling group,” an “answered occupational calling group,” a “no calling group,” and a “dual group.” They created the groups using 
median scores on the unanswered occupational calling scale and the answered calling scale as cut-offs. The authors found that having 
no calling at all was linked with better job, life, and health outcomes than having an unanswered calling. Although the study provided a 
meaningful initial exploration among calling groups, it had several limitations: a) the study was cross-sectional in nature; thus, limiting 
an understanding of how membership related to variables across time, b) the instrument used to measure an answered calling was not 
specifically developed to capture the degree to which one is “living out a calling”, and c) the method the authors used to place par-
ticipants into groups (i.e., using the median as cut-off) may have inadvertently reduced the variability existing in the data, thus 
potentially not reflecting the actual groups that naturally emerge in the population. These limitations were addressed in the present 
study. 

According to the WCT, for those who are able to enact a perceived calling, the process is hypothesized to unfold in a linear fashion. 
Perceiving a calling is proposed to link with living a calling based on individuals' experiences in the world of work. When people with a 
calling enter into jobs that fit them well, this is proposed to boost a sense of meaning and commitment to that work, which in turn leads 
to the feeling that one is living out their calling. However, living a calling is also proposed to be a byproduct of access to opportunity. 
The ability for someone to enter into a workplace that fits them well and can lead to an enacted calling requires people to have the 
freedom of choice to select desired careers. WCT suggests that a lack of access to opportunity is the main impediment causing some 
individuals not to be able to live out a calling they perceive in their lives. 

To date, approximately 30 studies have been conducted using WCT as a primary or partial theoretical framework, and findings have 
generally supported many of the main propositions. For example, Duffy et al. (2019) examined the primary predictors of living a 
calling in the model among a diverse group of American working adults. They found perceiving a calling and work volition (used as a 
marker of access to opportunity) each directly predicted living a calling, and found workplace fit to be the main mediator variable 
between percieving and living a calling. Other studies have tested smaller pieces of the model, primarily supporting the link between 
living a calling and work and wellbeing outcomes (Ahn et al., 2021; Ehrhardt & Ensher, 2020; Shin et al., 2021) or examining how 
living out a calling can be linked with negative outcomes, such as workaholism or exploitation (Dalla Rosa & Vianello, 2020; Hirschi 
et al., 2019). However, these negative outcomes of living a calling tended to have much smaller effects in comparison to the positive 
outcomes. 

Overall, tWCT advocates for a distinction between perceiving and living a calling and suggests that it is only when a calling is lived 
out where positive work and wellbeing outcomes can occur. Findings from numerous studies support the distinction between these 
variables and demonstrate that living out a calling primarily has positive effects on an individual's work-related and general wellbeing. 

2. Calling studies using latent profile analysis 

The current study uses LPA (latent profile analysis), and in the past several years, numerous researchers have used this approach to 
better understand different aspects of perceiving and living a calling. Although historically much of the overall research on calling in 
general has been done in Western contexts, many of these new LPA studies focused on non-Western populations. For example, Zhang 
and Hirschi (2021) investigated the differences in calling motivation profiles among employees with a calling in China and how profile 
membership relates to life satisfaction, job satisfaction, burnout, and turnover intentions. They found four profiles, with the largest 
being the moderately motivated calling and highly motivated calling profiles. This meant most people in the sample were motivated 
both intrinsically and extrinsically, while less than a quarter of the participants were in the externally motivated/low calling and 
moderately externally motivated calling profiles (Zhang & Hirschi, 2021). This study challenges the notion that having a calling is 
exclusively tied to being intrinsically motivated, as most participants had some level of external motivation. However, consistent with 
previous research, Zhang and Hirschi (2021) found those having low levels of extrinsic and intrinsic calling motivation evidenced the 
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lowest job satisfaction and the highest cynicism and turnover intentions. 
Other research has also looked at the underlying motivation or sources of calling. For example, Zhang et al. (2021) asked grad-

uating university students in China about having a calling, their career satisfaction, and person-job fit as they entered the workforce. 
This study also followed up with the participants six months later and found that the largest profile, the transcendent profile, had 
higher scores on person-job fit than those with lower internal and external sources of calling. Additionally, participants in the highly 
transcendent profile were more satisfied with their careers than other groups (Zhang et al., 2021). The modern calling and highly 
transcendent profile, which had participants with higher internal sources of calling, had similar outcomes. The remaining profiles, 
strongly undeveloped calling and moderately undeveloped calling, included participants with low internal and external sources that 
may make the transition into the workforce more challenging (Zhang et al., 2021). Another study by Li et al. (2021) classified par-
ticipants into four profiles depending on their presence and search for calling: actively maintaining calling, unsustainable calling, 
moderately increasing calling, and actively increasing calling. This article included Chinese teachers and found that those in the 
actively increasing calling profile had the greatest meaning in life and work satisfaction (Li et al., 2021). 

Similarly, Shin et al. (2021), looked at the relation between living a calling and its potential negative psychological outcomes 
among a small sample of South Korean employees. This study sought to investigate if employees who have a calling were living it out in 
a beneficial way, which was measured through an online survey asking about burnout, exploitation, work-life imbalance, organiza-
tional support, and adequate compensation, among other constructs (Shin et al., 2021). In this article, three profiles emerged where 
most were categorized in the “average” profile, meaning participants had moderate scores across all constructs surveyed. The other 
profiles were the adaptive profile, which saw the greatest psychological and physical health benefits, and the maladaptive profile, 
which had very few members and increased physical symptoms (Shin et al., 2021). 

Finally, a recent study examined how living a calling can impact a person's wellbeing via the influence of work on family (Zhang 
et al., 2022). Among a sample of university counselors, more than half of the participants were classified in the slightly conflictual 
profile, meaning work and family have an increased negative effect on each other, or in the work-to-family conflictual profile, which 
was characterized by work having a greater negative effect on family roles than other forms of work-family conflict (Zhang et al., 
2022). On the other hand, those whose calling was more salient were more likely to be enriched in both environments which created a 
positive bidirectional effect. However, they found differences in gender demonstrating greater conflict for women in their work and 
family roles because of societal expectations (Zhang et al., 2022). 

In summary, this collection of studies showcases the diversity of approaches in using LPA to study calling and its relation to work 
and wellbeing outcomes. However, to date, no study has conducted LPA to construct theoretically assumed profiles using having and 
living a calling as indicators nor studied how these profiles relate to wellbeing outcomes across time. 

3. Analytic plan, hypothesized profiles and outcomes 

We draw from WCT logic, studies measuring both perceiving and living a calling, and prior calling LPA studies to inform our 
hypothesized profiles and, in turn, hypothesized outcomes. Considering we have data gathered at three time points, this gives re-
searchers the optionality of doing LPA or latent transition analysis (LTA). LTA is a method where profiles are constructed at each time 
point and then researchers assess the degree to which profile membership among participants changes over time, and potentially what 
variables may be related to this change. While both approaches have merit and likely offer unique insights, we choose to use LPA as our 
main analytic approach for the following reasons: a) we were primarily interested in outcomes of group membership over time, versus 
variables that may affect membership change and b) the available time span of three months between the calling profiles is rather short 
to investigate substantial changesin having or living a calling. Indeed, several studies exist which have looked at these two constructs 
across similar periods of time, finding them highly stable even when accounting for other possible predictor variables (Duffy et al., 
2014; Zhang et al., 2018). 

In considering hypothesized profiles, we were mainly guided by theory. Specifically, WCT positions individuals as a) not having a 
calling, b) perceiving a calling but not living it, and c) perceiving and living out their calling. These groupings also overlap with the 
groups found and analyzed in the Gazica and Spector (2015) study. We similarly hypothesize that three distinct profiles would emerge 
from the data. Specifically, on one end would be individuals who have high levels of both perceiving and living a calling. These in-
dividuals would be feel called to a particular job and also be working in a job that currently fits that calling. We label this group the 
“Enacted” group. On the other end would be individuals who are absent of a calling in all ways – low on both perceiving and living a 
calling, thus labeled the “Absent group”. Finally, a third group would be individuals who perceive a calling but aren't currently living it 
out in their job. We would label this the “Unanswered” group. Although it is difficult to know the exact number and type of profiles as 
LPA is exploratory in nature, we hypothesize that these three profiles – enacted, absent, unanswered - would capture the majority of 
participants in our dataset (Hypothesis 1). 

Based on these groupings, we will examine how profile membership relates across time to job and life satisfaction. Specifically, we 
will conduct LPA at Time 1 and examine how group membership relates to job and life satisfaction at Time 2 and Time 3. We will 
similarly conduct LPA at Time 2, compare these groupings to those found at Time 1, and examine how group membership relates to job 
and life satisfaction at Time 2 and Time 3. The three-wave data allows for several benefits to our primary study aims. Specifically, we 
will be able to explore profile consistency across the first two time points and we address common method bias by examining how 
profile membership relates to outcomes three and six months after initial assessment (Spurk et al., 2020). As Spurk et al. (2020) note, 
most LPA studies in the vocational literature only gather data at one time point. Based on our suggested profiles, and various other 
studies linking perceiving and living a calling to job and life satisfaction (Duffy et al., 2013; Duffy, Bott, et al., 2012; Gazica & Spector, 
2015), we offer several additional hypotheses. The Gazica and Spector (2015) is particularly useful for hypothesis generation when 
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directly comparing the Absent and Unanswered groups, considering that they found those in the “no calling” group fared better than 
those in the unanswered group in terms of job and life outcomes.  

• Compared to the Absent and Unanswered group, participants in the Enacted group at Time 1 and Time 2 will have greater job 
satisfaction at Time 2 and Time 3, respectively (Hypothesis 2).  

• Compared to the Unanswered group, participants in the Absent group at Time 1 and Time 2 will have greater job satisfaction at 
Time 2 and Time 3, respectively (Hypothesis 3).  

• Compared to the Absent and Unanswered group, Participants in the Enacted group at Time 1 and Time 2 will have greater life 
satisfaction at Time 2 and Time 3, respectively (Hypothesis 4).  

• Compared to the Unanswered group, participants in the Absent group at Time 1 and Time 2 will have greater life satisfaction at 
Time 2 and Time 3, respectively (Hypothesis 5). 

4. Method 

4.1. Procedure 

Data collection for this study was initially approved by the primary author's institution. Data collection took place at three-time 
points over a six-month period (baseline, 3 months, 6 months). Inclusion criteria for the study were: over 18 years old, employed, 
and currently residing in the United States. Two prior studies have used parts of the dataset used in the current study. One (Kim et al., 
2021) used just Time 1 data in a paper which combined several data sets to examine correlates of decent work. Another study (Duffy 
et al., 2020) used all three-time points to examine predictors of decent work across time. Importantly, neither of these studies used any 
main variables that overlap with the current study – percieving a calling, living a calling, and job and life satisfaction at Time 2 and 
Time 3. As such, the specific data used in this study are unique and have never been analyzed or reported on in any prior study. 

Data were gathered through the online platform ResearchMatch (Harris et al., 2012). The site currently has over 150,000 vol-
unteers who can take part in research studies, and to date, over 500 publications have resulted from ResearchMatch studies. As is 
discussed in Duffy et al. (2020), at Time 1, a brief description of the study and the inclusion criteria (over 18, employed, from the 
United States) was displayed to volunteers on the platform. For those who expressed interest in the study, they were sent the survey 
link which was hosted on Qualtrics and contained at first an informed consent form and then the survey itself. Within the survey, there 
were several items to check validity (e.g., “For this item, please select strongly agree”) to ensure data quality. The Time 2 and Time 3 
follow-up surveys were identical to Time 1, and these were sent to participants via an email they voluntarily provided on the Time 1 
survey. Surveys were sent 3 and 6 months after Time 1 survey completion. The final participant totals at each time point after removing 
those who failed attention checks were: 1553 (Time 1), 861 (Time 2), and 856 (Time 3). Missing data is discussed in the Results section. 

4.2. Participants 

Participants were 1553 employed adults living in the United States. The average age of the sample was 44.30 (SD = 14.36) and the 
gender of participants was as follows: women (1201; 77.3%), men (306; 19.7%), and transgender (10; < 1%), genderqueer (15, 1%), 
and 16 not specified. The majority of participants identified as White/European American (1403, 90.3%), followed by African/African 
American/Black (67, 4.3%), Hispanic/Latinx American (54, 3.5%), Asian/Asian American (26, 1.7%), Multiracial (25, 1.6%), 
American Indian/Native American/First Nation (21, 1.4%), Arab American/Middle Eastern (9, < 1%), Asian Indian (9, < 1%), Pacific 
Islander (3, < 1%), and 12 (< 1%) selected “other”. The majority of participants were employed full-time (1206, 78.4%) and a minority 
part-time (309, 19.9%). In terms of average yearly household income, 28.2% earned less than $50,000 a year, 37.5% between $51,000 
and $100,000, and 34.6% over $100,000 a year. Regarding educational attainment, 628 (40.5%) had a professional degree, 608 
(39.2%) had a college degree, 211 (13.6% had some college), (105) 6.8% had no college experience. Finally, in terms of social class, 12 
(0.8%) participants identified as upper class, 348 (22.4%) identified as upper-middle-class, 770 (49.6%) identified as middle class, 355 
(22.9%) identified as working class, and 55 (3.5%) identified as living in poverty. 

4.3. Instruments 

4.3.1. Perceiving a calling 
The degree to which participants felt called to a particular kind of work was measured by the two-item Presence subscale of the 

Brief Calling Scale (BCS; Dik et al., 2012). These two items are: “I have a calling to a particular kind of work” and “I have a good 
understanding of my calling as it applies to my career”. Participants answered each item on a five-point Likert type scale ranging from 
not at all true of me to totally true of me. Since the instrument development study, this subscale has been used in dozens of studies on 
calling, consistently finding the two items to strongly correlate and the subscale to correlate with other measures of calling along with a 
variety of work and wellbeing outcomes, including job and life satisfaction (Duffy, Bott, et al., 2012; Hagmaier & Abele, 2015). In the 
current study, the two items strongly correlated at Time 1 (0.82) and Time 2 (0.86). 

4.3.2. Living a calling 
The degree to which participants felt they were living out their calling within their current job was measured by the six-item Living 

Calling Scale (LCS; Duffy, Bott, et al., 2012). Example items included, “I am currently working in a job that closely aligns with my 
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calling” and “I am living out my calling right now in my job”. Participants answered items on a seven-point Likert type scale ranging 
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. In Duffy, Bott, et al. (2012), scores on the instrument were found to evidence very strong internal 
consistency reliability and correlate with perceiving a calling and job satisfaction. Numerous recent studies have also found the scale to 
be reliable and correlate with job and life satisfaction. In the current study, the estimated internal consistency reliability of scale scores 
was 0.95 at Time 1 and 0.95 at Time 2. 

4.3.3. Job satisfaction 
Participant's level of job satisfaction was measured by a well-used five-item measure developed by Judge et al. (1998). Participants 

answered items on a seven-point Likert type scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Example items included, “I find real 
enjoyment in my work” and “Each day of work seems like it will never end” (reverse coded). In the instrument development study, 
scale scores were found to evidence strong internal consistency reliability and correlate with other measures of job satisfaction. 
Additionally, this scale has been used in several studies with calling, finding significant relations with both percieiving and living a 
calling. In the current study, the estimated internal consistency reliability of scale scores was 0.92 at Time 2 and 0.92 at Time 3. 

4.3.4. Life satisfaction 
Participant's level of life satisfaction was measured by the Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al., 1985). Example items 

from this scale include, “So far I have gotten the important things I want in life” and “The conditions in my life are excellent”/ Par-
ticipants answered items on a seven-point Likert type ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Diener et al. (1985) found scale 
scores to evidence strong internal consistency reliability and have good two-week test-retest reliability. This is the most popular 
measure of life satisfaction, and scores have been linked in previous studies with both percieving and living a calling (Allan et al., 2015; 
Duffy, Allan, et al., 2012). In the current study, the estimated internal consistency reliability of scale scores was 0.92 at Time 2 and 0.92 
at Time 3. 

5. Results 

5.1. Analytical procedure 

We applied latent profile analysis (LPA) to test the hypotheses. LPA is a categorical latent variable modeling approach (Lanza et al., 
2013; Wang & Hanges, 2011) that focuses on identifying latent subpopulations within a population-based on a certain set of variables 
(Lanza et al., 2013; Howard & Hoffman, 2018). LPA thus assumes that people can be typed with varying degrees of probabilities into 
categories (subpopulations) that have different configural profiles of personal and/or environmental attributes. In our case, those 
attributes (also called LPA indicators) are related to perceptions of calling: having a calling and living a calling. To replicate the LPA 
solution (i.e., the number and typed of profiles), we did the same LPA analysis at T1 and T2. Additionally, to guard against local profile 
solutions, we increased the default settings in Mplus version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017) and set the number of random starts to 
7000 and the final stage optimizations to 200 (Hipp & Bauer, 2006). The estimation revealed no error messages, and the output 
provided the information that the highest (closest to zero) log-likelihood value was replicated. Hence, our results do not appear to be 
due to local maxima. 

The scales of having and living a calling can be treated as continuous variables (Dik et al., 2012; Duffy et al., 2013). An inspection of 
the histograms and the associated statistical parameters of kurtosis, skewness, and standard deviations of the work investment vari-
ables suggested that the raw data were not perfectly normally distributed. Hence, we decided to apply MLR estimation. Because the 
data contained missing values due to dropouts over time and non-responses for some cases on specific variables, we took the full 
information maximum likelihood approach, which is recommended above listwise or pairwise deletion (Spurk et al., 2020). Because 
outliers can bias the results of LPA, we checked for multivariate outliers using the Mahalanobis distance (for having and living a 
calling), with a p-value of 0.001 used as a cut-off (Holtom et al., 2012). No outliers were detected. The final sample size was 1550 for T1 
and 858 for T2. Hence, the sample size clearly exceeds the sample size suggested by past research (Spurk et al., 2020). Moreover, the 
sample size is in line with recommendations from Monte Carlo simulations on the power of fit values within categorical latent variable 
modeling (Tein et al., 2013). 

For a clear interpretation of which indicator values are above or below the sample means, we used the standardized mean scale 
scores of perceiving and living a calling and conducted the LPA based on these two standardized indicators. We used a stepwise 
approach to determine the number of latent profiles that best characterize the data and sample, starting with an LPA with two profiles 
and successively adding profiles (Nylund et al., 2007). In each step, we examined the fit information criteria from Table 2 (T1) and 
Table 3 (T2). We used recommended and informative information criteria (Spurk et al., 2020). We used the AIC (Akaike information 
criterion; Akaike, 1987), the BIC (Bayesian information criterion; Schwarz, 1978), and the SABIC (Sample size-adjusted BIC; Sclove, 
1987). In all cases, models with the lower of those values offer a better fit. Moreover, we report the BLRT (Bootstrapped likelihood ratio 
test; McLachlan & Peel, 2000) and adjusted LMR (Adjusted Lo-Mendell-Rubin test; Lo et al., 2001). A non-significant (p > .05) BLRT or 
adjusted LMR for a model with k + 1 profiles indicates that the solution is not superior to a k-profile solution and that the latter one 
should be retained. Finally, we use Entropy (Celeux & Soromenho, 1996). Higher entropy (up to perfect classification at value 1) 
indicates a better fit. Reported cut-off of 0.80 or higher (Clark & Muthén, 2009). Cut-off of between 0.60 and 0.80 is also seen as 
appropriate (Jung & Wickrama, 2008; Muthén, 2004). In addition, we considered theoretical coherence (see Hypothesis 1), 
discrimination, and profile size for the decision on the final number of profiles (Spurk et al., 2020). 

In a final step, we used the BCH-procedure in MPlus to compare differences across groups in the continuous outcome variables (i.e., 
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job and life satisfaction across different time points, see Hypotheses 2 and 3). This procedure conducts Wald tests to compare the mean 
scores of the outcomes across groups and was found to offer robust results even for non-normal distributed variables (Bakk & Vermunt, 
2016). For reference, the variable mean correlations between study variables can be seen in Table 1. 

5.2. Hypotheses tests: identification and interpretation of latent profiles 

We investigated the fit statistics for solutions with two to eight profiles at T1 (Table 2). Estimating the eight-profile solution 
resulted in estimation problems with unstable parameter estimates and not trustworthy integrations. Hence, we stopped here and 
inspected the two to seven profiles solutions in more detail, both based on statistical information criteria and content/theoretical 
aspects. Regarding the statistical criteria, the SBIC, BIC, and AIC were continuously descending until the seven-profile solution. 
Moreover, both the adjusted LMR-test and BLRT-value were significant (p < .001) until the seven-profile solution. In other words, the 
statistical criteria suggest that the solution with the largest number of profiles would be justifiable. However, an inspection of the 
means of the indicators showed that the five, six, and seven profile solutions provide no further meaningful theoretical information 
because adding additional profiles after the four profile solution resulted only in further quantitative level profiles. For example, a 
profile with high levels in having and living a calling was split into a profile with moderate and very high having and living calling 
levels. It is recommended to avoid such non-informative splitting of profiles and prefer the best fitting solution that overall also de-
scribes the data in the most theoretically most meaningful and parsimonious manner (Spurk et al., 2020). This was the case for the four- 
profile solution: all statistical criteria suggest that the model fits better than the two and three-profile solutions. Furthermore, 
meaningful qualitative combinations of the indicators occur without unnecessarily splitting quantitative solutions into further 
quantitative solutions. Hence, we decided to initially select the four-profile solution with the aim to replicate this solution across time. 

To replicate the four-profile solution, we investigated the fit statistics for solutions with two to six profiles at T2 (Table 3). We 
stopped at the six-profile solution because starting with the five-profile solution, the adjusted LMR-test became non-significant (p =
.067), meaning that adding further profiles does not significantly improve the fit to the data. Most importantly, the non-significant 
adjusted LMR-test for the five-profile solution suggests that the selected four profile solution from T1 is the statistically best fitting 
solution at T2. Because the SBIC, BIC, and AIC were continuously descending till the four-profile solution, and the four-profile solution 
at T2 showed the same four profiles as at T1, the T1 profile solution was replicated at T2. The entropy values of the four-profile solution 
were above recommended cut-off values of 0.70 (Spurk et al., 2020). Altogether the four-profile solution was stable and therefore 
selected as the final solution for further analyses. 

Regarding the interpretation of the profiles, the first extracted group was a quantitative level profile of relatively large size (T1: n =
546, 35.2%; T2: n = 338, 39.4%) and showed low levels of having and living a calling. It can be characterized as the group of an absent 
calling (see Figs. 1 and 2 for T1 and T2, respectively). The second group was a quantitative level profile of medium size (T1: n = 298, 
19.2%; T2: n = 164, 19.1%), and characterized by average levels of having and living a calling. We called this group the average calling 
group. The third group was a quantitative level profile, again relatively large (T1: n = 524, 33.8%; T2: n = 278, 32.4%), and showed 
high values of having and living a calling. We called it the enacted calling group. The fourth group was a qualitative profile with small to 
moderate size (T1: n = 180, 11.6%; T2: n = 78, 9.1%), and characterized by above-average levels of having a calling and below-average 
levels of living a calling. We named this the unanswered calling group. Altogether, the number and the shape of the identified profiles 
support Hypothesis 1. 

5.3. Hypotheses tests: group differences in job and life satisfaction at T2 and T3 

Figs. 3 and 4 show the standardized values (below and above the mean) of the outcome variables separated by profile membership 
(see also Tables 4 and 5 for more detailed paired comparisons between all values and all groups). 

5.3.1. Job satisfaction 
The enacted called workers at T1 and T2 were those experiencing the highest job satisfaction at T2 and T3 (with significant 

Table 1 
Means, standard deviations, correlations, and Cronbach’s alphas for the study variables.*,**  

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 Having a calling T1  2.96  1.39  0.90        
2 Having a calling T2  2.83  1.42  0.74***  0.92       
3 Living a calling T1  4.57  1.91  0.55***  0.39***  0.95      
4 Living a calling T2  4.79  1.79  0.44***  0.56***  0.75***  0.95     
5 Job satisfaction T2  5.11  1.48  0.21***  0.23***  0.50***  0.63***  0.91    
6 Job satisfaction T3  5.16  1.48  0.21***  0.20***  0.53***  0.59***  0.77***  0.92   
7 Life satisfaction T2  4.68  1.61  0.17***  0.20***  0.35***  0.45***  0.44***  0.47***  0.91  
8 Life satisfaction T3  4.78  1.55  0.22***  0.22***  0.40***  0.46***  0.41***  0.49***  0.86***  0.92 

Note. N = 1550. Values in diagonal are Cronbach’s alphas. 
*** p < .001. 
** p < .01. 
* p < .05. 
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differences to all three other groups), followed by average called workers at T1 and T2, workers with absent calling at T1 and T2, and 
workers with an unanswered calling at T1 and T2 (supporting Hypothesis 2). The lowest job satisfaction at T2 and T3 were in the 
unanswered calling group, with significant differences to all other groups. Noteworthy is the finding that workers with an unanswered 
calling group at T1 and T2 showed significantly lower levels of job satisfaction at T2 and T3 compared to workers with an absent 

Table 2 
Fit statistics for different profile structures of having and living a calling: Time Point 1.  

Profiles LL FP SABIC BLRT(p) LMR(p) AIC BIC Entropy 

2 − 4571.429 7 9172.043 0.0000 0.0000 9156.858 9194.280 0.826 
3 − 4484.433 10 9010.559 0.0000 0.0000 8988.867 9042.327 0.809 
4 − 4381.746 13 8817.693 0.0000 0.0000 8789.492 8858.991 0.803 
5 − 4343.460 16 8753.628 0.0000 0.0000 8718.92 8804.456 0.815 
6 − 4139.570 19 8358.355 0.0000 0.0000 8317.14 8418.714 0.939 
7 − 4098.912 22 8289.547 0.0000 0.0000 8241.823 8359.435 0.926 
8a n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 

Note. N = 1550. Full information maximum likelihood with MLR estimator applied. BLRT(p) = p-Value for the bootstrapped likelihood ratio test. LMR 
(p) = p-Value for the adjusted Lo-Mendell-Rubin-test. FP = free parameters. 

a This model resulted in estimation errors and not trustworthy parameter estimates. However, the provided LMR(p) was nonsignificant at the 0.001 
level. 

Table 3 
Fit statistics for different profile structures of having and living a calling: Time Point 2.  

No. of profiles LL FP SABIC BLRT(p) LMR(p) AIC BIC Entropy  

2  − 2411.477  7  4848.005  0.0000  0.0000  4836.953  4870.235  0.852  
3  − 2341.247  10  4718.283  0.0000  0.0000  4702.494  4750.04  0.84  
4  − 2278.274  13  4603.074  0.0000  0.0000  4582.549  4644.359  0.838  
5  − 2243.254  16  4543.771  0.0000  0.0672  4518.508  4594.582  0.877  
6  − 2126.206  19  4320.41  0.0000  0.1680  4290.412  4380.749  0.941 

Note. N = 858. Full information maximum likelihood with MLR estimator applied. BLRT(p) = p-Value for the bootstrapped likelihood ratio test. LMR 
(p) = p-Value for the adjusted Lo-Mendell-Rubin-test. FP = free parameters. 
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Fig. 1. Standardized means of the indicators having a calling and living a calling for the four-profiles solution at T1.  
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calling at T1 and T2, supporting Hypothesis 3. 

5.3.2. Life satisfaction 
The enacted called workers at T1 and T2 were those experiencing the highest life satisfaction at T2 and T3 (with significant dif-

ferences to all three other groups), followed by average called workers at T1 and T2, workers with absent calling at T1 and T2, and 
workers with an unanswered calling at T1 and T2 (supporting Hypothesis 4). The lowest life satisfaction at T2 and T3 were in the 
unanswered calling group; however, significant differences were only found in comparison with the average and enacted calling group. 
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Fig. 4. Z-standardized means for the indicators having a calling and living a calling for the four-profiles solution: Time Point 2.  

Table 4 
Comparison of time-lagged correlates (T2 and T3) across the four-profiles solution at Time Point 1.   

Enacted Calling T1 (A) Average Calling T1 (B) Absent Calling T1 (C) Unanswered Calling T1 (D) Overall test 

Job Satisfaction T2 5.82 B,C,D 5.31 A,C,D 4.70 A,B,D 3.88 A,B,C  112.67*** 
Job Satisfaction T3 5.85 B,C,D 5.29 A,C,D 4.76 A,B,D 3.85 A,B,C  113.54*** 
Life Satisfaction T2 5.24 B,C,D 4.74 A,C,D 4.30 A,B 3.97 A,B  53.70*** 
Life Satisfaction T3 5.43 B,C,D 4.80 A,C,D 4.36 A,B 3.99 A,B  81.11*** 

Note. N = 1550. Analyses were performed with the BCH procedure in MPlus 8. The indicated values of the correlates are mean scores. The overall 
significance test values are Chi-square values with df = 3. Subscript letters indicate profiles which differ significantly at p < .05. For example, the 
subscript B,C,D indicates that the mean score of group A differs significantly from the mean score of all other groups. All values from 1 to 7. 

*** p < .001. 

Table 5 
Comparison of time-lagged (T3) correlates across the four-profiles solution at Time Point 2.   

Enacted Calling T2 (A) Average Calling T2 (B) Absent Calling T2 (C) Unanswered Calling T2 (D) Overall test 

Job Satisfaction T3 5.86 B,C,D 5.34 A,C,D 4.73 A,B,D 3.71 A,B,C  85.15*** 
Life Satisfaction T3 5.49 B,C,D 4.87 A,C,D 4.44 A,B 4.01 A,B  54.82*** 

Note. N = 858. Analyses were performed with the BCH procedure in MPlus 8. The indicated values of the correlates are mean scores. The overall 
significance test values are Chi-square values with df = 3. Subscript letters indicate profiles which differ significantly at p < .05. For example, the 
subscript B,C,D indicates that the mean score of group A differs significantly from the mean score of all other groups. All values from 1 to 7. 

*** p < .001. 
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Workers with an unanswered calling at T1 and T2 did not differ significantly from workers with an absent calling at T1 and T2. Hence, 
Hypothesis 5 was unsupported. 

5.4. Post-hoc analyses 

After we had examined our primary hypotheses, our research team determined that perhaps it may be beneficial to examine key 
demographic correlates of the four profile groups. In particular, WCT suggests that those with greater access to opportunity may be 
more inclined to have and live out a calling. We identified educational attainment, income, and social class as variables which may act 
as markers of access to opportunity. We conducted these post hoc analyses with the same procedure as above for job and life satis-
faction. We used the profile solution and the access to opportunity correlates both at Time 1 given this is where we had the largest 
sample size and complete data available. The results can be seen in Table 6. The unanswered calling group had lower educational 
attainment compared to the average and enacted calling group, but not compared to the absent calling group. Moreover, the unan-
swered calling group had lower annual household income compared to the absent and enacted calling group. Finally, the unanswered 
calling group belonged to a lower social class compared to all other groups. 

6. Discussion 

In the current study, we used latent profile analyses (LPA) to group a large number of employed adults according to their feelings 
around having and living a calling at multiple time points. We compared profile construction at Time 1 to Time 2 and examined how 
profile membership relates to job and life satisfaction three months later. Results offered an intriguing look at both the frequency of 
specific calling groupings and, in particular, how having absent versus unanswered callings differ in terms of wellbeing outcomes. In 
the following section, we discuss key findings and close by focusing on practical implications and future directions. 

6.1. Profile groupings and construction 

At both Time 1 and Time 2, a four-profile solution was the best fit for the data both statistically and theoretically. At Time 1 and 
Time 2 these profiles were: Enacted (high having calling, high living calling), Average (average having calling, average living calling), 
Absent (low having and living calling) and Unanswered (high having calling, low living calling). These groups provide partial support 
for our first hypotheses, with the Average group being an additional, not hypothesized profile found in the data. However, the 
identification of such additional level profiles (here in-between two levels of two other profiles) is common and reflects the continuous 
nature of the underlying data (Spurk et al., 2020). The similar fit of the data at two different time points offers evidence of a four-profile 
structure being the most reasonable way to understand how employed adults may be grouped according to the two calling variables. It 
is notable that in the current study, the majority of participants at both time points (over 70%) either had an enacted or absent calling. 
This may suggest that for employed adults when it comes to a calling, it is most common to occupy one extreme or the other: having 
one and living it out or not having one at all. It is also noteworthy that a profile group of low having calling, high living calling did not 
emerge. From a WCT perspective, this is likely due to the notion that in order to live out a calling, one must have a calling first. As such, 
is likely very few people would be found within this group. 

The comparatively low percentage of individuals found in the Average group may suggest the possible weightiness of the term 
“calling” as individuals consider their work. Namely, it may be less likely to only somewhat have or live out a calling. In addition, if 
people do have a calling, as is discussed in the WCT, this in and of itself can serve as a major motivation to actually live it out. Evidence 
of this can be seen in the smallest profile group – those with an unanswered calling. This group did occupy a unique position in our data 
(11.7% at Time 1 and 9.1% at Time 2), however, the group was less than one-third the size of the Enacted group who both had and were 
living out a calling. Numerous conceptual and empirical papers have pointed to the notion of an unanswered calling (Duffy et al., 2018; 
Duffy, Bott, et al., 2012; Gazica & Spector, 2015), and findings from our study suggest that it exists, but at a relatively low frequency 
among employed adults. However, access to opportunity may have effected this group size being low, as discussed in the next section. 

6.2. Profile differences 

Our remaining formal hypotheses concerned the degree to which profile membership related to job and life satisfaction. In an effort 
to somewhat address common method bias, we explored these relations across time. Specifically, we examined how profile mem-
bership at Time 1 related to Time 2 and Time 3 job and life satisfaction (3 and 6 months later) and how profile membership at Time 2 
related to Time 3 job and life satisfaction (3 months later). Results were consistent across all points of analysis. Individuals with an 
enacted calling experienced greater job and life satisfaction than those in the other three groups, and those with an average calling 
experienced greater job and life satisfaction than those with an absent or unanswered calling. These findings match prior literature that 
when someone both feels and is living out their calling, they tend to be highly satisfied at work and with life in general (Duffy et al., 
2013; Duffy, Bott, et al., 2012; Gazica & Spector, 2015). 

What is most interesting and unique in the current study is exploring the two groups on the lower end of calling, those where a 
calling was absent altogether versus those with an unanswered calling (have a calling but not living it). In terms of job satisfaction, 
those with an unanswered calling were less satisfied with their jobs than those with an absent calling. In terms of life satisfaction, no 
significant group differences emerged. These findings support the research by Gazica and Spector (2015), who also found that in terms 
of feelings about work, having an unanswered calling was more detrimental to job satisfaction than no calling at all. It may be that 
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feeling a calling but not being able to live it out in one's current employment can build resentment and frustration that wouldn't exist 
for those with an absent calling. From a theoretical perspective, this type of profile is most likely to experience some of the potential 
negative effects of a calling when it comes to work experiences. However, at least in the current study, these effects do not extend to 
feelings about one's overall life satisfaction. This result suggests that depending on the domain of the outcome, the effect of an 
unanswered calling could be different. In other words, although unanswered callings may have a detrimental effect on job-related 
outcomes, this may not be the case for overall wellbeing. Because we measured the experience of a calling as specific to the work 
domain, the effects of an unanswered calling are logically stronger regarding one's experience in that domain. Future research that 
could ideally capture a larger sample of individuals with unanswered callings would be needed to confirm these findings. 

Finally, we conducted a series of post-hoc analyses, in an attempt to examine whether profile membership was related to makers of 
access to opportunity: educational attainment, annual household income, and social class. Although there were some differences when 
it came to specific group comparisons, those in the Unanswered group tended to be from lower educational attainment, annual 
household income, and social class groups then those in other profiles. The Absent calling group in these analyses had very similar 
scores to those in the Average calling group. Our formal hypotheses provided clarity, especially with regards to job satisfaction, around 
the negative effects of having an unanswered calling. These analyses are not based on longitudinal data in a manner which we can 
determine causality so need to be considered cautiously. However, they may reflect ideas consistent within WCT, that more limited 
access to opportunity – by way of education, income, or social class – may in turn limit one's ability to select jobs that align with a felt 
calling. This could be a potential reason for the large gap between individual scores on having and living calling in our sample for those 
in the Unanswered profile group. However, it is important to note these analyses were not originally planned and thus are in need of 
further replication, likely using more sophisticated measures of access to opportunity. Additionally, our sample was relatively priv-
ileged, with over 70% having a college degree, a household income of over $50,000 a year, and being middle or upper middle class. 
This may have skewed profile membership in general, perhaps limiting the amount of participants in the Unanswered group. 

6.3. Limitations and future directions 

Our study has several limitations that could be addressed in future studies. First, we only focused on two outcomes, job satisfaction 
and life satisfaction. However, it is likely that more outcomes are related to work and overall wellbeing, including those in the WCT 
model (e.g., job performance, workaholism, burnout, and exploitation) that are relevant to the living and perceiving a calling overlap 
(Duffy et al., 2018). Thus, in future studies, more outcomes should be included. Second, the present study mainly focused on the simple 
effect of having varying levels of perceiving and living a calling. However, it would be important to also study why or where these 
mismatches among a certain group of people exist. As the WCT suggests, the lack of volition due to limited access to opportunity may 
be preventing individuals from living out their perceived callings and our post hoc analyses hint this may be the case (Duffy et al., 
2018). Moreover, mediators such as person-environment fit, work meaning, and career commitment also may work as a mechanism 
explaining the mismatch. Third, the profiles identified in the present sample were replicated across time, however, not with other 
samples of those in different regions, cultures and/or employment types. Thus, the four-solution profile should be validated with a 
more diverse sample in future studies (Spurk et al., 2020). Finally, it might be that especially in the enacted calling group the dif-
ferences in the outcomes are due to response tendencies or common method bias within self-report survey studies (Podsakoff et al., 
2012). However, common method bias is reduced by using a time-lagged design (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Hence, because we have 
replicated the results on outcomes across two time points, common method bias as alternative explanation for the findings may be 
partially ruled out. Nonetheless, future studies should investigate such issues in more detail, for example by collecting other-reports of 
the outcomes. 

6.4. Practical implications 

The results of the study offer implications for practitioners who engage in career and vocational interventions. First, counselors 
working with employed adults need to be aware of the various calling groups that may exist among their clients. As the results of the 
study suggest, just knowing if one perceives a calling may not be helpful. It is also important to evaluate whether individuals who 
perceive a calling in their life are also living one out (Duffy et al., 2018). Second, if one is not living out their calling, assessing the 
barriers that may be preventing them from living out their calling and problem solving with the client to address the challenges would 

Table 6 
Post hoc analyses: comparison of cross-sectional (T1) correlates across the four-profiles solution at Time Point 1.   

Enacted Calling T1 (A) Average Calling T1 (B) Absent Calling T1 (C) Unanswered Calling T1 (D) Overall test 

Education T1 6.32 B,C,D 6.06 A,D 5.99 A 5.83 A,B  40.76*** 
Income T1 4.29 B,D 3.83 A 4.07 D 3.37 A,C  17.13** 
Social Class T1 2.91C,D 3.01C,D 3.12 A,D 3.37 A,B,C  33.41*** 

Note. N = 1550. Analyses were performed with the BCH procedure in MPlus 8. The indicated values of the correlates are mean scores. The overall 
significance test values are Chi-square values with df = 3. Subscript letters indicate profiles which differ significantly at p < .05. For example, the 
subscript B,C,D indicates that the mean score of group A differs significantly from the mean score of all other groups. All values from 1 to 7. 

*** p < .001. 
** p < .01. 
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be helpful. The barriers may stem from individuals' contextual barriers, such as economic constraints and marginalization which is 
linked to limited access to opportunity (Duffy et al., 2018). In those cases, it may be difficult, if not impossible, for some individuals to 
change their job. Counselors and clients may work together to find ways to make changes within their current jobs so they can find 
ways to actualize their calling at work. Various job crafting methods such as task emphasizing, job expanding, and role reframing can 
inform the ways in which these changes can be made (Berg et al., 2010). 

6.5. Conclusion 

In sum, the current study was aimed at exploring naturally occurring groups of people with varying degrees of perceiving a calling 
and living a calling and how group membership related to one's job and life satisfaction across time. We conducted latent profile 
analysis with perceiving a calling and living a calling as two indicators and concluded that four groups (enacted calling, average 
calling, absent calling, and unanswered calling) emerged from the current sample. Notably, those in the unanswered calling group had 
lower job satisfaction than those in the absent calling group. These results support previous findings in the calling literature that merely 
perceiving a calling may not be enough for individuals to reap the benefits and in some cases may be linked with decreased work and 
general well-being. 
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