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Abstract The affective profile model was used to investigate
individual differences in police personnel perceptions about
the working climate and its influences on motivation. The
Positive Affect, Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) was used
to assign police personnel, sworn and non-sworn (N = 595), to
four affective profiles: self-fulfilling, low affective, high affec-
tive, and self-destructive. The work climate was assessed
using the Learning Climate Questionnaire (Management Re-
lations and Style, Time, Autonomy and Responsibility, Team
Style, Opportunities to Develop, Guidelines on How to do the
Job, and Contentedness). Motivation was evaluated using a
modified version (to refer specifically to the individual’s work

situation) of the Situational Motivation Scale (intrinsic motiva-
tion, external regulation, identified regulation, and
amotivation). Self-fulfilling individuals scored higher on all
work climate dimensions compared to the other three groups.
Compared to low positive affect profiles, individuals with pro-
files of high positive affect scored higher in intrinsic motivation
and identified regulation. Self-destructive individuals scored
higher in amotivation. Different aspects of the work climate
were related to each motivation dimension among affective
profiles. Police personnel may react to their work environment
depending on their affective profile. Moreover, the extent to
which the work influences police personnel’s motivation is also
related to the affective profile of the individual.
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Introduction

The work climate (i.e., employees’ perceptions of how they
are treated and managed in their organization) is important
when organizations try to motivate employees to allocate
and enhance their efforts in the workplace (Boudrias et al.,
2010; Neal et al., 2005). The effectiveness of an organization
in creating a climate in which employees are able to learn from
each other and/or new experiences is crucial for the effective-
ness of the development of the organization (Mikkelsen et al.,
1998). In addition, different facets of the working climate
(e.g., having good relations and trust in managers and col-
leagues, having autonomy in making decisions and allocated
time for performing tasks, having opportunities to develop
within the workplace, having clear and well-known guidelines
on how to perform tasks, and having job satisfaction)
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influence personnel’s experience of stress in the workplace
(Mikkelsen et al., 1998; Zhao et al., 2002). It is also evident
that these aspects of the working climate are important for
different dimensions of motivation among personnel
(Atkinson, 1964; Campbell & Pritchard, 1976; Ryan & Deci,
2000a; Vroom, 1964), which in turn, modulates stress at work
(Archer et al., 2008a). Moreover, individual differences in
affectivity, self-esteem and level of depressiveness and anxi-
ety have been associated with the different dimensions of mo-
tivation (Archer et al., 2008a). As observed previously, affec-
tivity is an important predictor of intrinsic motivation and
work climate (cf. Andersson Arntén, 2009).

The present study used the affective profile model, which
offers a uniqueness over and above the single dimensional
framework of affectivity by taking into account how positive
and negative affectivity interact, to investigate individual dif-
ferences in perceptions about the working climate and its in-
fluences on motivation (for a review see Garcia et al., 2013).
First, we outline the definition of motivation that will be used
here. We then briefly outline previous research conducted
using the affective profile model.

Motivation: Intrinsic Motivation, Extrinsic Motivation
(External and Identified Regulation), and Amotivation

The term Bmotivation^ originates from the Latin word
movere, which implies movement (Steers et al., 2004). Hence,
researchers often describe motivation as ‘being moved to do
something’ (Atkinson, 1964; Campbell & Pritchard, 1976;
Ryan & Deci, 2000a; Vroom, 1964). Nevertheless, many mo-
tivation theories are concerned either about external or internal
processes (Katzell & Thompson, 1990). While theories that
emphasize external processes try to demonstrate pragmatic
levers for improving motivation and performance, theories
that emphasize internal processes explain cognitive mecha-
nisms that make people behave in a specific way in the work-
place (Katzell & Thompson, 1990). The Self-Determination
Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000b) concept of
motivation concentrates on three fundamental psychological
needs (cf. Archer et al., 2008a): competence, autonomy and
relatedness. These three elements are the distinguishing fac-
tors between different motivation dimensions based on the
different reasons or goals that promote certain actions (Ryan
& Deci, 2000a, 2000b).

In the framework of Self-Determination Theory, Guay and
colleagues (2000) imply that Bsituational (or state) motivation,
as measured at a given point in time, provides a useful under-
standing of a person’s current (or state) self-regulatory
processes^ (p. 176). Therefore, they presented the Situational
Motivation Scale, a scale that presents a notion of motivation
as being composed of four dimensions: intrinsic motivation,
internal regulation, external regulation and amotivation. In-
trinsic motivation refers to the involvement in an activity

because performing it brings about pleasure and satisfaction.
Intrinsically motivated individuals participate in an activity
voluntarily, without expecting rewards and without need for
external or internal pressures or regulations to make them do
so (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Extrinsic motivation is defined as
engagement in an activity in order to achieve some sort of
reward, because of external or internal pressures, or to fulfill
any kind of regulation (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Extrinsic moti-
vation is, in the situational concept (Guay et al., 2000), mea-
sured and composed of two dimensions: (a) external regula-
tion refers to involvement in an activity to gain rewards or to
avoid punishment, and (b) identified regulation, which de-
notes a more Binternalized^ engagement that is not yet self-
determined, but it is a starting point for the individual to inter-
nalize the reasons for her/his activity. Finally, amotivation
refers to the absence of contingency between one’s actions
and their outcomes (Barkoukis et al., 2008). Specifically,
amotivation expresses the lack of specific purposes and goals,
and the inability to indicate the intent to engage in an activity.
Individuals’ amotivation may originate from their learned
helplessness, which respectively makes them avoid effort;
they perceive themselves as incompetent and without control,
and as persons who are involved in activities against their will
(Deci & Ryan, 1985).

The Affective Profiles

Affect is suggested to be composed of two systems, positive
affect (PA) and negative affect (NA), which reflect relatively
stable cognitive emotional profiles as dispositions or signal
sensitivity systems (e.g., Tellegen, 1985, 1993; Watson &
Clark, 1994). The notion of affectivity presents a confluence
of emotions and attributes – psychological, biological and
social – that determine individuals' perceptions and experi-
ences of situations (Cloninger & Garcia, in press). The Posi-
tive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson,
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) is one of the most commonly used
instruments to measure affect and was developed on the pre-
mise that PA and NA represent two orthogonal independent
dimensions: high PA versus low PA and high NA versus low
NA (see Watson & Tellegen, 1985). The conceptualization of
each affect dimension categorized as high and low, leads to
four different combinations beyond the two-system approach
(Garcia, 2011). According to this notion, Archer and col-
leagues have modified and developed the affective profiles
model through self-reported affectivity measured by the
PANAS, generating four different profiles: self-fulfilling (high
PA, low NA,); high affective (high PA, high NA); low affec-
tive (low PA, low NA); and self-destructive (low PA, high
NA) (e.g., Archer et al., 2007; Bood et al., 2004; Norlander
et al., 2002; Norlander et al., 2005a). The construction of the
four affective categories extends the affectivity notion to more
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than two separate systems by taking into account the interac-
tion of both dispositions (PA and NA).

Self-fulfilling individuals report feeling more energetic and
optimistic than the other three affective profiles (Archer et al.,
2007), while both self-fulfilling and high affective profiles,
compared to low affective and self-destructive profiles, per-
form better during stressful situations (e.g., Norlander et al.,
2002), have a more active life, i.e., exercise more often and
more intensively (Archer, 2014; Garcia and Archer, 2014),
and have better coping strategies (Andersson Arntén et al.,
2008). Even differences in physiological measures have been
discerned; such as high PA profiles (i.e., self-fulfilling and
high affective) having lower blood pressure (Norlander
et al., 2002, 2005a). Garcia (2011) explained these findings
by referring to theories suggesting that PA, specifically as
measured by the PANAS, helps make individuals more resil-
ient, more receptive for positive cues in the environment, and
more likely to display approaching behavior (e.g., Cloninger,
2004, 2006; Fredrickson, 2006; Higgins, 1997). Tugade and
Fredrickson (2004), for example, showed that high PA indi-
viduals, compared to low PA individuals, recovered their nor-
mal cardiovascular activation more quickly following a stress-
ful task.

In contrast, Kunst (2011) showed that high affective and
self-destructive profiles were strongly associated with in-
creased posttraumatic stress disorder symptom severity. Also
in this vein, Garcia (2012) showed that high affective and self-
destructive profiles, compared to self-fulfilling and low affec-
tive individuals, scored higher on Neuroticism. This could
perhaps explain the association between high affective and
self-destructive profiles to increased posttraumatic stress dis-
order symptoms severity (Kunst, 2011) and reports on these
profiles to have more stressful experiences in their lives
(Norlander et al., 2005a). Moreover, while low affective pro-
files show maladaptive responses to induced stress, compared
to self-fulfilling and high affective individuals (Norlander
et al., 2002), they also experience less stress in their lives
(Norlander et al., 2005a). With regard to police officers, high
PA profiles have been linked not only to the ability to recover
from a traumatic event, but also improved levels of function-
ing (Norlander et al., 2005b). Finally, gender differences in
affectivity have been discerned, with females expressing
higher affectivity compared to males (Karlsson & Ar-
cher, 2007).

The Present Study

The aim of the present study was to investigate differences in
self-reported perceptions of the work climate among police
personnel. The affective profile model was used to investigate
how work climate may be related to individuals’ expressions
of motivation.

Method

Participants and Procedure

The present study was based on a sample of 617 participants
(males = 318, females = 292, and 7 participants who didn’t
report their gender). These 617 participants held different job
positions: 212 police officers, 104 police leaders, 185 police
investigators, 96 non sworn personnel, and 20 who did not
report their job position. The participants were recruited from
five different police districts around Sweden (Police district 1
n = 101; Police district 2 n = 119; Police district 3 n = 230;
Police district 4 n = 98; Police district 5 n = 62; missing data =
seven that did not specify what district they worked in). The
Police districts were chosen in order to obtain a geographic
overview of the country and to represent both large cities and
smaller communities. The response rate was between 65 and
85 percent with the exception of one district where the rate
was 17.7 percent giving an overall response rate average at
62.96 percent.

The selected police district invited all their employees to
participate in the study and were informed by their respective
managers that participation was voluntary, anonymous and
could be carried out during working hours. The tests were
distributed in paper form in an envelope in four out of five
districts, but were distributed on-line in one of the districts.
This district was the district with the low response rate of 17.7
%, which indicates that the form of distribution might have an
impact on response rate. This is a common phenomenon of
on-line-distributed as opposed to paper-and-pencil-distributed
questionnaires (Shih & Fan, 2008).

Instruments

Positive Affect and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson
et al., 1988) The PANAS instructs participants to rate to what
extent they generally have experienced 20 different feelings or
emotions (10 PA and 10 NA) during the last week, using a 5-
point Likert scale (1 = very slightly, 5 = extremely). The 10–
item PA scale includes adjectives such as strong, proud, and
interested. The 10–item NA scale includes adjectives such as
afraid, ashamed, and nervous. In their study, Lindahl and
Archer (2013) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .88 for the PA
scale and .83 for the NA scale.

The Learning Climate Questionnaire (Bartram et al., 1993)
This instrument comprises 70 items with a 5-point Likert scale
for each item (1 = extremely disagree, 5 = extremely agree),
and is organized in seven subscales that provide means for
looking at the working climate in more detail: Management
Relations and Style (e.g., BMy immediate manager makes me
feel like a valuable member of the team^), Time (e.g., BI have
time to do my job properly^), Autonomy and Responsibility
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(e.g., BI feel free to organize my work the way I want to^),
Team Style (e.g., BIf we ask each other for help it is given^),
Opportunities to Develop (e.g., BThere are lots of different
ways to learn new jobs here^), Guidelines on How to Do the
Job (e.g., BInformation relevant to my job is kept up-to-date^),
and Contentedness (e.g., BPeople tend to put each other
down^). In a recent study, Garcia and Archer (2012) reported
the following Cronbach’s alphas as measures of reliability:
Management Relations and Style .87; Time .90; Autonomy
and Responsibility .81; Team Style .77; Opportunities to De-
velop .80; Guidelines on How to Do the Job .73; Contented-
ness .81 (for similar reliability coefficients see also Garcia,
Rapp Ricciardi, & Archer, 2015).

Situational Motivation Scale (Guay et al., 2000) For the pres-
ent study, the Situational Motivation Scale was modified by
altering the questions to refer to individuals’ work and/or ac-
tivities. The instrument measures four motivation dimensions:
Intrinsic Motivation (e.g., BBecause I think my work is
interesting^), External Regulation (e.g., BBecause I am sup-
posed to do it^), Identified Regulation (e.g., BBecause I am
doing it for my own good^), and Amotivation (e.g., BI do this
work but I am not sure it is worth it^). Each item is answered
using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = extremely disagree, 7 = ex-
tremely agree). In their study, Lindahl and Archer (2013) re-
ported the following Cronbach’s alphas for reliability: Intrin-
sic Motivation .85, Identified Regulation .71, External Regu-
lation .77, Amotivation .86.

Statistical Treatment

Self-reported levels of affect measured by the PANAS were
used to classify participants in the four affective profiles. Par-
ticipants’ PA and NA scores were divided into high and low
categories (i.e., median split); the combination of this catego-
rization yielded the four affective profiles (see Norlander
et al., 2002). The cut-off points in the present study were:
low PA = 3.6 or less, high PA = 3.7 or more, low NA = 1.5
or less, and high NA = 1.6 or more.

The two independent variables of the study were gender
and affective profile: self-fulfilling (n = 143; 73 males, 70
females), high affective (n = 144; 62 males, 82 females),
low affective (n = 138; 82 males, 56 females), and self-
destructive (n = 170; 96 males, 74 females). The seven dimen-
sions of work climate and the four dimensions of situational
motivation were considered as dependant variables. We ana-
lyzed our data using a Multiple Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) instead of multiple ANOVAS because the
MANOVA also determines the interactions taking place
amongst dependent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

The Expectation-Maximization Algorithm (EM-
Algorithm) was used to deal with missing values (less than

5% in all cases). Little's Chi-Square test for Missing
Completely at Random was, χ2 (112, n = 595) = 95.58, p =
.91. This means that the missing data was missing at random
and not systematically; thus, the EM-Algorithm is appropriate
for replacing the missing data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
Based on the EM-Algorithm, 595 participants’ responses
(males = 313, females = 282) were found to be valid.

Next, we detail the analysis used for data cleaning and
assessment of statistical assumptions for the use of the
MANOVA and Regression Analysis used in the present study
(see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Evaluation of Assumptions for MANOVA

Normality of Sampling Distributions

Our sample size of 595 participants includes over 20 cases for
each cell. Therefore, the normal sampling distributions of
means for MANOVAwas assumed (see Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007, who point out that the Central Limit Theorem reassures
us that, with sufficiently large sample sizes, sampling distri-
butions of means are normally distributed regardless of the
distributions of variables).

Univariate Outliers

To reduce the impact of variables with univariate outliers
within each of the 8 cells/groups (i.e., 4 affective profiles ×
2 genders), we first standardized the scores of each variable
and tested if any cases had larger standardized scores than
±3.29, as recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007).
The analysis detected five cases of univariate outliers in the
amotivation variable, four cases in the intrinsic motivation,
one case in identified regulation, two cases in team style,
and one case in contentedness. After the square root transfor-
mation for amotivation, the analysis did not indicate any case
as univariate outlier in this variable. The transformation re-
duced the skewness for amotivation for the whole sample
from 1.34 to 0.08 and kurtosis from 1.70 to -.82.

However, all common data transformations failed to re-
move the outliers with regard to intrinsic motivation, identi-
fied regulation, team style, and contentedness. These outliers
were therefore replaced with suitable values for each vari-
able’s attribute. Specifically, outliers were changed to the next
highest/lowest (non-outlier) number or to the next highest/
lowest (non-outlier) number +1/−1 (see Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). After the transformation and replacement, all the im-
pacts of variables with univariate outliers via groups were
reduced and the variables were normally distributed for all
variables, except intrinsic motivation: skewness between
-.89 to -.01, kurtosis between -.82 to .09. The replacement
reduced the skewness for intrinsic motivation from -1.16 to -
1.12 and kurtosis from 1.12 to .90. Nevertheless, our sample
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size was relativity large (N = 595); thus, these values are
reasonable (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Multivariate Outliers

Multivariate outliers were investigated for the learning climate
dimensions (for the first MANOVA) via 8 cells/groups (4
affective profiles × 2 genders). The result showed, with seven
variables, a criterion α = .001, and a critical x2 = 24.32, that
just one value could be considered as a multivariate outlier (in
the self-destructive-female cell). This was replaced with a
suitable value.

Multivariate outliers were also investigated for the motiva-
tion dimensions (for the secondMANOVA) via 8 cells/groups
(4 affective profiles × 2 genders). The result showed, with four
variables, a criterion α = .001, and a critical x2 = 18.47, that
two values could be considered as multivariate outliers (the
first value in the self-destructive-male cell and the second
value in the self-fulfilling-female cell). These values were re-
placed with suitable values (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Homogeneity of Variance-covariance Matrices

Results showed that Box's M test was significant at p < .001
for both the first and secondMANOVA. Nevertheless, several
reasons suggest no need to be concerned that the assumptions
of homogeneity of variance and covariance matrices were
violated (see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007): the groups sample
sizes were large, there were very small differences between
group sample sizes, groups with larger sizes produced larger
variances and covariances than the groups with smaller sizes,
and there were only small differences in the groups sizes of the
variances and co-variances matrices.

Linearity

The linearity for all learning climate dimensions (first
MANOVA) and for all motivation dimensions (second
MANOVA) in each group was examined by scatter plots for
each pair, respectively. The results showed no problem with
linearity and indicated that these variables had reasonably bal-
anced distributions.

Multi-colinearity and Singularity

All the correlations among learning climate dimensions by
affective profiles, and all the correlations among motivation
dimensions by affective profiles, were expected to be high, but
not so high as to threaten statistical multicollinearity and sin-
gularity. These correlation coefficients are all below .71; thus,
we considered multicollinearity not to be a problem (see
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Evaluation of Assumptions for Regression Analysis

Ratio of Cases to Independent Variables

According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) simple rules of
thumb are 50 + 8m ≤ N (where m is the number of indepen-
dent variables) for testing the multiple correlation and 104 +m
≤ N for testing individual predictors. Our analysis was based
on a relatively large sample (N = 595) with as many as 138
cases in the smallest cell (i.e., self-destructive) and seven in-
dependent variables. Therefore, the number of cases was
above the minimum requirement of 111 (104 + 7) for testing
individual predictors in standard multiple regressions.

Normality, Linearity and Homoscedasticity

We examined the distributions of the variables (learning cli-
mate and motivation dimensions) by affective profiles using
scatter plots. We also tested the predictors (i.e., the learning
climate dimensions) in a standard multiple regression to pro-
duce the scatter plots of residuals against the dependent vari-
ables (i.e., the motivation dimensions) to further examine nor-
mality, linearity, and homoscedasticity (see Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). The results showed that the variables had rea-
sonably balanced distributions and that there were no threats
to normality, linearity or homoscedasticity.

Results

Table 1 presents the correlations, means, standard deviations,
and Cronbach’s alphas for all the variables in the study.

Differences in Learning Climate Dimensions

A Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) indicated a sig-
nificant effect for affective profile (F(21, 1749) = 11.28; p <
.001, Partial η2 = .12, Wilks’ Lambda = .68). The effect of
gender was not significant (F(7, 581) = 1.42; p = .193, Partial
η2 = .02, Wilks’ Lambda = .98), nor was the interaction of
affective profile and gender (F(21, 1749) = 1.39; p = .111,
Partial η2 = .02, Wilks’ Lambda = .95). A between-subjects
ANOVA showed significant effects of affective profiles on all
learning climate dimensions: Management Relations and
Style (F(3, 587) = 26.17; p < .001), Time (F(3, 587) =
33.24; p < .001), Autonomy and Responsibility (F(3, 587) =
35.74; p < .001), Team Style (F(3, 587) = 28.16; p < .001),
Opportunities to Develop (F(3, 587) = 44.18; p < .001),
Guidelines on How to Do the Job (F(3, 587) = 37.44; p <
.001), and Contentedness (F(3, 587) = 21.03; p < 0.001).

Bonferroni testing was conducted to compare the mean
differences in the seven learning climate dimensions between
affective profiles. The results, as expected, showed that self-
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fulfilling individuals scored significantly higher in all learning
climate dimensions compared to the other three affective pro-
files. However, one exception to this finding was the Time
dimension of the learning climate. While self-fulfilling indi-
viduals scored significantly higher than both high affective
and self-destructive individuals in the Time dimension, self-
fulfilling individuals did not score significantly higher than
low affective individuals, who in turn scored significantly
higher than both high affective and self-destructive in this
dimension. Low affective individuals also scored significantly
higher in the Contentedness dimension compared to high af-
fective and self-destructive individuals. See Table 2 for means
and standard deviations of each of the seven learning climate
dimensions among the four affective profiles.

Differences in Motivation Dimensions

MANOVA indicated a significant effect for affective profile
(F(12, 1545.41) = 16.79; p < .001, Partial η2 = .10, Wilks’
Lambda = .72). The effect of gender was not significant (F(4,
584) = 1.39; p = .236, Partial η2 = .01,Wilks’ Lambda = .99),
nor was the interaction of affective profile and gender (F(12,
1545.41) = 0.84; p = .613, Partial η2 = .01,Wilks’ Lambda =
.98). A between-subjects ANOVA showed significant effects
for affective profiles on all motivation dimensions: intrinsic
motivation (F(3, 587) = 50.74; p < .001), identified regulation
(F(3, 587) = 22.32; p < .001), external regulation (F(3, 587) =
2.83; p < .05), and amotivation (F(3, 587) = 31.73; p < .001).

A Bonferroni test was conducted to compare the mean
differences in the four motivation dimensions between affec-
tive profiles. The results showed that profiles with high PA

(i.e., self-fulfilling and high affective) scored significantly
higher in intrinsic motivation and identified regulation than
profiles with low PA (i.e., low affective and self-destructive).
The self-destructive individuals, however, scored significantly
higher in amotivation compared to all the other affective pro-
files. See Table 2 for means and standard deviations of each of
the four motivation dimensions among the four affective
profiles.

Learning Climate in the Prediction of Motivation
among Affective Profiles

We conducted multiple regression analyses to investigate
which learning work climate dimensions predicted the four
motivation dimensions for each affective profile. The results
showed that Team Style and Opportunities to Develop predict-
ed both intrinsic motivation and identified regulation among
self-fulfillers. These results imply that cooperation and com-
petence development in the work place might influence self-
fulfillers’ ‘inner-motivation’ (it is possible that the reverse
may be true also – that self-fulfillers inner motivation may
influence cooperation and competence development, yet for
reasons discussed below it seems likely that these work cli-
mate variables influence inner motivation)Autonomy and Re-
sponsibility counter-predicted identified regulation among
these individuals, suggesting that greater Autonomy perceived
by self-fulfillers was linked with less identified regulation. For
those individuals expressing a high affective profile, Autono-
my and Responsibility predicted intrinsic motivation and
counter-predicted amotivation, while Contentedness counter-
predicted identified regulation. Eventual links between sense

Table 1 Correlations, means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas for all variables in Study 1 (N = 595).

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

(1) Positive Affect -

(2) Negative Affect -.06 -

(3) Management Relations and Style .31** -.26** -

(4) Time .16** -.40** .25** -

(5) Autonomy and Responsibility .25** -.40** .41** .51** -

(6)Team Style .23** -.34** .53** .38** .39** -

(7) Opportunities to Develop .40** -.37** .51** .45** .64** .48** -

(8) Guidelines on How to do the Job .27** -.39** .44** .56** .44** .58** .66** -

(9) Contentedness .04 -.34** .28** .44** .36** .47** .37** .42** -

(10) Intrinsic Motivation .59** -.17** .32** .17** .28** .29** .40** .34** .05 -

(11) Identified Regulation .42** -.10* .20** .10* .20** .20** .36** .26** .05 .64** -

(12) External Regulation -.15** .15** -.19** -.07 -.17** -.16** -.18** -.11** -.05 -.30** .01 -

(13) Amotivation -.30** .39** -.26** -.32** -.41** -.25** -.45** -.36** -.19** -.51** -.32** .34** -

Mean 3.52 1.69 3.78 2.81 3.59 3.85 3.08 3.28 2.41 22.06 18.64 12.71 8.10

Std. Deviation 0.71 0.52 0.80 0.69 0.55 0.58 0.60 0.58 0.64 4.64 4.85 5.52 4.27

Cronbach's α .89 .80 .91 .84 .74 .82 .77 .75 .80 .89 .66 .75 .72

Note: * p <.05, ** p < .01.
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of autonomy and intrinsic motivation ought to imply necessity
for further investigation. For the low affective individuals,
Opportunities to Develop, Management Relations, and Style
predicted intrinsic motivation and counter-predicted external
regulation. However, at least for these latter individuals, pos-
session of Guidelines on How to do the Job may have affected
both dimensions of external motivation: identified and exter-
nal regulation. External regulation was also predicted by Con-
tentedness for low affective individuals. Team Style predicted
intrinsic motivation among self-destructive individuals. Con-
tentedness, however, was negatively related to intrinsic moti-
vation for this profile. Finally, Opportunities to Develop pre-
dicted identified regulation and together with Autonomy and
Responsibility counter-predicted amotivation (see Table 3 for
the details).

Discussion

Previous studies concerning police personnel from different
countries have shown that employees who are serving among
law enforcement agencies show various types of personality
profiles (Du Preez et al., 2009, 2011; Garbarino et al.,
2013a,b). Although the investigation of personality traits/
profiles remains commonplace within studies of personnel
groups, the focus upon affective profiles seems to have been
neglected in common surveys. Studies on ‘affectivity’ gener-
ally present positive and negative affect as separate factors
rather than the consideration of interactive dimensions that
facilitate the categorization of individuals in affective profiles.

The present model ensures an examination of those attri-
butes associated specifically with groups of individuals ex-
pressing different types of affect based on self-reported affect,
thereby extending the applicability of the individual self-as-
sessments. These results showed that (1) the affective profiles

differed in their perception of the learning climate, (2) the
affective profiles differed in the four motivation dimensions
measured here, and that (3) different aspects of the learning
climate predicted different dimensions of motivation among
affective profiles in police personnel.

More specifically, the affective profile differences in the
perception of the learning climate were expressed as follows:
the self-fulfilling individuals scored significantly higher in all
learning climate dimensions, except for the Time dimension,
where they scored higher than the high affective and self-
destructive individuals, but not the low affective individuals.
This observation implies that the self-fulfilling individuals
perceived the work climate as a more learning-oriented cli-
mate than the three other groups of affective profiles (high
affective, low affective, self-destructive). It is possible that
the self-fulfilling individuals’ optimistic outlook (Archer
et al., 2007, 2008a), their expressions of more effective coping
strategies (Andersson Arntén et al., 2008), and their reliance
upon an internal locus of control (Archer et al., 2008b) allows
them to regard alternative environments more positively than
the other three affective profile groups. Nevertheless, among
the self-fulfilling profile, autonomy and responsibility were
negatively related to identified regulation, which may appear
to be counter-intuitive; however, two considerations should be
noted: (1) the observation may be situation-dependent, and (2)
identified regulation does bear some degree of extraneous
influence (Archer et al., 2008a; Weman-Josefsson, unpub-
lished Master’s dissertation, 2014). Further, both self-
fulfilling and low affective profiles are defined by low levels
of NA. Thus, the observation that Opportunities to Develop
related to intrinsic motivation for both these profiles
ought to provide insight regarding the advantages of
low negative affect.

The present findings showed also that the self-destructive
group scored significantly lower on every dimension of the

Table 2 Means and standard deviations (±) for all dependent variables organized in affective profile.

Affective Profile Self-fulfilling (n = 143) High Affective (n = 144) Low Affective (n = 138) Self-destructive (n = 170)

Management Relations and Style 4.17±0.58H, L, D 3.86±0.77D 3.67±0.78D 3.44±0.85

Time 3.13±0.68H, D 2.66±0.63 3.01±0.59H, D 2.49±0.64

Autonomy and Responsibility 3.88±0.43H, L, D 3.53±0.59D 3.69±0.43D 3.31±0.56

Team Style 4.14±0.51H, L, D 3.81±0.59D 3.91±0.45D 3.59±0.59

Opportunities to Develop 3.43±0.52H, L, D 3.14±0.55D 3.09±0.49D 2.73±0.59

Guidelines on How to do the Job 3.63±0.57H, L, D 3.22±0.57D 3.33±0.46D 2.99±0.53

Contentedness 2.68±0.73H, D 2.23±0.61 2.54±0.52H, D 2.22±0.55

Intrinsic Motivation 24.43±2.98L, D 23.99±3.55L, D 20.56±4.72 19.76±4.90

Identified Regulation 20.43±4.56L, D 20.05±4.53L, D 17.53±4.78 16.90±4.55

External Regulation 11.62±5.72 12.86±4.88 13.23±5.70 13.25±5.62S

Amotivation 6.04±2.81 7.98±3.98S 7.64±3.52S 10.31±5.04S, H, L

Note: Bonferroni test p < .001,S = higher than Self-fulfilling, H = higher than High Affectives, L = higher than Low Affectives, D = higher than Self-
destructives
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learning climate than at least two of the other three groups
(self-fulfilling, low affective), and scored significantly lower
on five of the seven dimensions of learning climate (Manage-
ment Relations and Style, Autonomy and Responsibility,
Team Style, Opportunities to Develop, Guidelines on
How to Do the Job). Individuals defined by a self-
destructive self-report express a high level of negative
affect and a low level of positive affect; this predispo-
sition may ‘color’ these individuals’ appraisals and in-
terpretations of the surrounding environment, in particu-
lar under conditions of alternative environments incor-
porated in the learning climate dimensions. Taken to-
gether, the different expressions of work climate as re-
ported by the affective profiles imply that affectivity
(positive or negative) induced different inferences from
individuals with regard to how they experienced the
various aspects of the work climate.

The four affective profiles varied also with regard to the
four motivational dimensions (i.e., intrinsic motivation, iden-
tified and external regulation, amotivation). High levels of
expressed positive affect were associated with the more effec-
tive, self-determining types of motivation; the self-fulfilling
and high affective groups both scored high in positive affect,
and evidenced higher levels of intrinsic motivation and iden-
tified regulation than the low affective and self-destructive
groups. Moreover, the self-fulfilling group scored significant-
ly lower on amotivation than any of the other three groups.
The self-destructive group scored significantly higher than the
self-fulfilling group on external regulation, which implies a
coping style that is connected with activities to avoid punish-
ment or gain rewards (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The present find-
ings, pertaining to the relationship between affect and motiva-
tion in a specific occupational group (i.e., police personnel),
are in accordance with previous observations (Archer et al.,

Table 3 Results of the regression analyses for each affective profile using the seven learning climate dimensions as predictors and the four motivation
dimensions as outcome variables. Only showing significant predictors

Predictor Variable Outcome Variable Adj R2 Unst. B Unst. SE Stand. β F t p

Self-fulfilling

Team Style Intrinsic Motivation - 1.17 .56 .22 - 2.10 < .05

Opportunities to Develop - 1.63 .72 .31 - 2.28 < .05

.11 - - - 3.93 - < .001

Autonomy and Responsibility Identified Regulation - -2.69 1.11 -.15 - -2.42 < .05

Team Style - 2.05 .93 .24 - 2.20 < .05

Opportunities to Develop - 2.54 1.20 .30 - 2.12 < .05

.07 - - - 2.47 - < .05

High Affective

Management Relations and Style Intrinsic Motivation - 0.94 .41 .23 - 2.28 < .05

Autonomy and Responsibility - 1.26 .57 .23 - 2.21 < .05

.15 - - - 4.56 - < .001

Contentedness Identified Regulation .10 -1.59 .71 -.22 3.27 -2.24 < .05

Autonomy and Responsibility Amotivation .23 -2.01 .65 -.31 7.20 -3.10 < .001

Low Affective

Opportunities to Develop Intrinsic Motivation .16 2.97 1.03 .31 4.68 2.88 < .001

Guidelines on How to do the Job Identified Regulation .06 2.66 1.27 .26 2.34 2.09 < .05

Management Relations and Style External Regulation - -1.91 .67 -.26 - -2.84 < . 01

Opportunities to Develop - -3.93 1.25 -.34 - -3.15 < .01

Guidelines on How to do the Job - 3.37 1.44 .27 - 2.33 < .05

Contentedness - 2.33 1.00 .21 - 2.33 < .05

.15 - - - 4.48 - < .001

Self-destructive

Team Style Intrinsic Motivation - 1.95 .77 .24 - 2.52 < .01

Contentedness - -2.00 .79 -.22 - -2.53 < .01

.11 - - - 3.93 - < .001

Opportunities to Develop Identified Regulation .13 3.06 .80 .40 4.67 3.81 < .001

Autonomy and Responsibility Amotivation - -1.98 .82 -.22 -2.41 - < .01

Opportunities to Develop - -2.39 .87 -.28 - -2.76 < .01

.18 - - - 6.11 - < .001
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2008a). These findings may be far-reaching in their implica-
tions for how work climates in law enforcement ought to be
organized: (1) a continual learning environment seems more
than important, but a necessity, not least because this may
offer the only avenue for individuals expressing less advanta-
geous affectivity and motivation to develop their occupational
horizons, and (2) a dynamic, learning process-oriented work
climate implies the development of such attributes as resil-
ience, locomotor self-regulation, and character, all of which
contribute to the basic necessity of an individual’s
empowerment.

Finally, the results of regression analysis indicated that mo-
tivation may be predicted from dimensions of the learning
climate. For the self-fulfilling group, intrinsic motivation and
identified regulation were predicted by dimensions of the
learning climate whereby Team Style and Opportunities to
Develop predicted both intrinsic motivation and identified
regulation, whereas Autonomy and Responsibility counter-
predicted identified regulation. Although this specific finding
might be perceived as counterintuitive, it actually is in line
with the conceptualization of identified regulation as part of
external motivation that is an Binternalized^ engagement,
which is not self-determined yet, but is a starting point for
the individual to make the reasons for her/his activity internal-
ized (Barkoukis et al., 2008). Hence, at least for self-fulfilling
individuals, high levels of Autonomy seem to go beyond do-
ing things for one’s own good (i.e., identified regulation),
instead they might just do it for the activity itself or because
they just want to do it. For the high affective group, intrinsic
motivation was predicted by Autonomy and Responsibility,
whereas Contentedness was counter-predictive for identified
regulation. For the self-destructive group, intrinsic motivation
was predicted by Team Style and counter-predicted by Con-
tentedness, whereas Opportunities to Develop predicted iden-
tified regulation and counter-predicted amotivation. For both
high affective and self-destructive groups, Autonomy
and Responsibility counter-predicted amotivation. In
other words, for high NA profiles, amotivation seems
to be attenuated by high levels of Autonomy, while
Contentedness among these profiles seems to be associ-
ated with low ‘inner-motivation’. Lastly, for the low
affective group, Opportunities to Develop predicted in-
trinsic motivation, and Clear Guidelines predicted iden-
tified regulation and external regulation, which was pre-
dicted also by Contentedness; Management and Oppor-
tunities to Develop counter-predicted external regulation.

In summary, Opportunities to Develop predicted different
levels of self-determining motivation in three of the four af-
fective profiles (self-fulfilling, low affective, self-destructive).
This attribute is linked closely to Bability-to-learn^; both attri-
butes are associated with the capacity of organizations/
individuals to adapt to the demands of a changing environ-
ment (Mikkelsen & Grönhaug, 1999), thereby modulating the

performance of organizations/individuals (Moss-Kanter,
1983). Opportunities to Develop appears to facilitate self-
determining motivation as well as reducing the externally de-
termined external regulation and amotivation. Nevertheless,
high affective and self-destructive individuals, distinguished
by high NA, expressed a greater need for control, a key ele-
ment of the autonomy and responsibility dimension. Achieve-
ment of control in the work situation offers a buffer against
environmental stress (Mikkelsen et al., 1998). Both these af-
fective profiles present levels of stress and anxiety (Archer
et al., 2007, 2008a, Palomo et al., 2008), both of which are
associated with seeking control (Moriguchi & Komaki, 2013).
Opportunities to Develop provide a strategy to facilitate self-
determining motivation concomitant with the reduction of the
loss of motivation (i.e., amotivation). The results are summa-
rized in Figure 1.

The four affective profiles expressed different types of per-
ception of the work climate in their self-reports; thus, it was
observed that the extent of self-determining motivation (on a
decremental spectrum from intrinsic motivation to identified
regulation to external regulation to amotivation) was either
associated with (predicted by) or was dissociated from
(counter-predicted by) the different factors among the
learning climate.

Two specific aspects of the regression analyses should be
addressed. First, why does Team Style predict intrinsic moti-
vation for the self-fulfilling and self-destructive profiles? The-
se two profiles represent ‘opposites’ with the former express-
ing high PA and low NAwhile the latter express low PA and
high NA. It is possible that Team Style offers an important and
necessary notion for each, but for the ‘opposite’ reasons. For
self-fulfilling individuals, Team Style may offer a necessary
component for the fulfillment of cooperative enterprises for
which their personal attributes are well-suited. Conversely, for
self-destructive individuals, there may exist an awareness that
their personal attributes have failed to achieve fulfillment in
the past, and Team Style may offer an avenue to reverse those
unsuccessful past enterprises. Indeed, one of the aspects in
which these two profiles differ is in the way they pursue pos-
itive emotions and life satisfaction—self-fulfillers expressing,
more often than self-destructive individuals, strategies involv-
ing communal values such as cooperativeness and social af-
filiation (e.g., Schütz et al., 2013). In other words, being at the
opposite end of the self-fulfilling profile, the intrinsic motiva-
tion of individuals with a self-destructive profile may arise
from the similar work climate conditions: a work place in
which cooperative values are expressed. Conversely,
the intrinsic motivation of individuals with a self-
fulfilling profile may falter as a consequence of an un-
cooperative work climate.

The second question needing further explanation is: Why
did Opportunities to Develop predict identified regulation for
both self-fulfilling and self-destructive profiles? Identified
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regulation, although Binternalized^, implies a lower level of
self-determination to intrinsic motivation but neverthe-
less offers a starting point for the individuals to inter-
nalize the reasons for an ongoing activity. In this re-
spect, over a continuum of self-determination, identified
regulation is more closely linked to intrinsic motivation
than external regulation and amotivation. Other studies
show that these two profiles differ in specific aspects of
their psychological well-being, such as personal growth
and purpose in life (Garcia, Nima, & Kjell, 2014). Op-
portunities to Develop overlap with these specific con-
structs of psychological well-being. It is possible that,
similar to the reasoning regarding the relationship be-
tween intrinsic motivation and Team Style, self-
fulfilling individuals perceive Opportunities to Develop
as a ‘natural progression’ for their attributes, whereas
self-destructive individuals perceive that Opportunities
to Develop also offers an avenue to reverse unsuccess-
ful past enterprises. In other words, when individuals
with a self-destructive or a self-fulfilling profile per-
ceive the work climate as providing feasible ways of
learning new jobs/tasks (i.e., high in Opportunities to
Develop), the motivation for them to do their work
starts to become more internalized.

Limitations

Even though the response rate in four of the five police dis-
tricts was between 65 and 85 percent, the response rate in one
of the districts was around 17 percent. In this particular case,
there may exist skewedness in the responses collected due to
the particular police district under observation. Nevertheless,
the over-all response rate was well over 50 percent, which is
acceptable for the purpose of the present study.

The split method used in the present study to create the
affective profiles was originally validated in Archer and col-
leagues’work (e.g., Archer et al., 2008; Norlander et al., 2002,
2005a,b). However, other researchers (MacDonald & Kormi-
Nouri, 2013) have applied k-means cluster analysis to create
the affective profiles. This type of analysis could be suggested
as more useful, compared to the split method used here, be-
cause it is often used for person-oriented analyses (see Berg-
man, Magnusson, & El-Khouri, 2003). Nevertheless, not only
have the four profiles relied upon in the present study been
replicated using the k-means cluster analysis (MacDonald &
Kormi-Nouri, 2013; Garcia, MacDonald & Archer, 2014), but
the cut-offs for the affectivity dimensions are not significantly
different between the methods (Garcia, MacDonald & Archer,
2014).

High NA 

Self-fulfilling 
• High in all learning work climate facets.

• High in Intrinsic Motivation and Identified 

Regulation.

• Low in Amotivation.

• Team Style and Opportunities predicts 

Intrinsic Motivation and Identified 

Regulation.

• Autonomy counterpredicted Identified 

Regulation.

Low NA 

High Affective 
• High in Management, Autonomy, Team 

Style, Opportunities, and Guidelines on how 

to do the job learning work climate facets. 

• High in Intrinsic Motivation and Identified 

Regulation.

• Low in Amotivation. 

• Autonomy predicted Intrinsic Motivation. 

• Contentedness counterpredicted Identified 

Regulation. 

• Autonomy counterpredicted Amotivation.  

Low Affective 
• High in Time and Contentedness learning 

work climate facets. 

• Low in Intrinsic Motivation and Identified 

Regulation.

• High in Amotivation.

• Opportunities predicted Intrinsic Motivation. 

• Guidelines predicted Identified and External 

Regulation. 

• Contentedness predicted External 

Regulation. 

• Management and Opportunities 

counterpredicted External Regulation. 

Self-Destructive 
• Low in all learning work climate facets.  

• Low in Intrinsic Motivation and Identified 

Regulation. 

• High in External Regulation. 

• High in Amotivation. 

• Team Style predicted Intrinsic Motivation.  

• Contentedness counterpredicted Intrinsic 

Motivation. 

• Opportunities predicted Identified 

Regulation. 

• Autonomy and Opportunities 

Low PA 

High PA Fig. 1 Summary of the results,
showing differences in perception
and self-report of the seven facets
of the learning climate and in the
four motivation dimensions
between affective profiles. The
figure also summarizes which
facets of the learning climate that
may predict self-determining
motivational dimensions among
the four affective profiles
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Finally, this study is based on self-reported cross-sectional
data that imply the absence of any explicit external manipula-
tions Given this, it is plausible to raise the question whether
affectivity can actually be used as the variable predicting per-
ceptions of the work climate. If affectivity is measured as a
state, then it could be expected to be influenced by the work
climate instead. However, moods and affective states have
been shown to predict the way we perceive our environment
(Fredrickson, 1998), and affectivity as a trait does influence
our perception of the world around us (Cloninger & Garcia, in
press). At the same time, trait affectivity seems to be influ-
enced by character traits such as self-directedness (Cloninger
& Garcia, in press). Accordingly, further experimental studies
may clarify the debate regarding the direction of causation
between affectivity and perceptions of the work climate.

Implications

The results indicated that an enhanced learning climate may
induce positive effects on individuals’ self-determining moti-
vation in different ways, depending on their level of affectiv-
ity. These results suggest that, at a general level, a well-
planned learning-oriented organizational climate might lead
to high levels of motivation and low levels of amotivation,
but that the particular personal attributes of each employee
(e.g., affective profile) remain an important moderator of the
learning climate factors that influence specific motivation di-
mensions. Managers in law enforcement agencies may benefit
from these observations in different ways. For instance, indi-
viduals working within their sections will vary according to
the extent to which they express positive and negative emo-
tions on a daily basis. Assuming that a dedicated manager will
have a clear understanding of the affectivity profiles of her/his
personnel, the present findings suggest that personnel express-
ing self-fulfilling/self-destructive tendencies may benefit from
a more cooperative learning climate (i.e., Team Style), where-
as those with high affective tendencies may benefit from a
self-directed learning climate (i.e., Autonomy and
Responsibility).

Furthermore, among high affective profiles, the learning
climate attribute of Contentedness, which is a measure of sat-
isfaction with the work place at a general level, was related to
low levels of identified regulation. Identified regulation is a
construct linked to intrinsic motivation, but that remains less
self-determining. In other words, at least for the high affective
profile, work place satisfaction appears to lead to a less advan-
tageous motivation form based on doing work tasks because it
is convenient to the individual. In contrast, for the low affec-
tive profile, Contentedness was related to high levels of exter-
nal regulation, which provides a construct of extrinsic moti-
vation that is even more disadvantageous. Managers working
in policing should understand that, although being generally
satisfied with work (i.e., high in Contentedness) is a Bgood

thing^, at least among police officers with a low affective
profile, this might lead officers to be motivated to do tasks
in order to gain rewards or to avoid punishment. This specific
finding is in line with the definition of the low affective profile
as low in Bactive problem solving^ (Garcia et al., 2010), im-
plying why factors controlled by others, such as management,
and development opportunities that are outlined by the orga-
nization, influence their ‘inner-motivation’. Indeed, explicit
guidelines on how to conduct their work predicted identified
regulation among police officers with a low affective profile,
with identified regulation being a step toward intrinsic
motivation.

For the self-destructive profile, Contentedness was related to
absence of intrinsic motivation. Here, colleague-support (i.e.,
Team Style) was the learning climate attribute that was related
to their expression of intrinsic motivation. This is in line with
the definition of self-destructives as having a Bdepressive reac-
tion pattern^ (Garcia et al., 2013), which explains why comfort
and support from others provided ‘inner-motivation’. Both the-
se profiles, low affective and self-destructive, are linked to
depressiveness, anxiety, low energy, low internal locus of con-
trol, unhappiness, low levels of psychological well-being, and
low values of agency and relatedness (see Garcia et al., 2013;
Rapp Ricciardi, Åkerman, Eerikäinen, Ambjörnsson,
Andersson Arntén et al., 2014; Schütz et al., 2013) and learned
helplessness (Levine & Ursin, 1991). Accordingly, high scores
in Contentedness, implying a work place in which colleagues
get along well and where people are open to try new ways of
doing things, may in reality reflect resignation with different
outcomes as a function of affective profile. In other words,
while resignation may lead to low inner-motivation, learned
helplessness, and depressiveness in self-destructive individuals,
it may also be expressed in low affective individuals by poor
active problem solving. It is possible that under these
conditions the high levels of BContentedness^ expressed
by these profiles implied a form of cognitive dissonance
that the low affective and self-destructive profiles had
adopted in order to function, albeit less than ideally,
within their work climate (Garety & Freeman, 1999).
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