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Abstract  

Police officers’ experiences of work-related stress and their organisational 

commitment are important issues for police service management, but insufficient 

research exists on these areas in relation to specialist job roles in the police. This 

quantitative study aims to explore the causes and levels of work stress, 

psychological capital, and organisational commitment displayed by authorised 

firearms officers (AFO). Sixty-eight AFO from a county police force in England took 

part and their data were compared with 137 non-firearms trained officers. 

Participants completed an online questionnaire, with data analysed using multiple 

regression and t-tests. Significant differences were found between AFO and non-

firearms officers. AFO displayed statistically significantly lower levels of work stress 

and significantly higher levels of overall psychological capital than non-firearms 

officers. Significant difference in the causes of work stress were also found between 

the two groups, with pay and conditions accounting for the most significant cause of 

negative psychological wellbeing in AFO. Overload, and resources and 

communication were found to be the most significant causes of negative 

psychological wellbeing in non-firearms trained police. Both sets of police officer 

participants in this study were found to have significantly lower levels of organisation 

commitment than the general population. The results from this study, one of the few 

to examine British firearms officers, suggests the existence of distinct differences 

based on job role within the police population with regards to the causes and effects 

of work-related stress and Psychological Capital. The findings are discussed with 

relevance to the practice of authorised firearms officers and future research 

directions.   
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Introduction 
 

Authorised Firearms Officers (AFO) play an important role in British Police Services, 

providing primarily a reactive response to active firearms and high threat incidents, 

undergoing rigorous selection procedures and intensive training (PFOA, 2002). In 

2016, a five-year uplift was announced in which additional funding was provided to 

police forces to train and equip around 1,000 additional AFO to help protect the 

public from terrorism (National Police Chiefs’ Council, 2016). As of March 2021, the 

total number of armed officers in England and Wales was 16% higher than prior to 

the armed uplift programme, however, this is the second consecutive year that there 

has been small decrease in the number of armed officers (Home Office, 2021). The 

causes and levels of work stress, officer organisational commitment, and how AFO 

cope with the challenges attributed to the role may be important factors when 

considering recruitment, retention, and the well-being of armed officers.  

As police officers in Britain are not routinely armed, the role of AFO, who are 

qualified to carry and use firearms, is highly specialised (Boulton and Cole, 2016). 

The latest Home Office (2021) figures indicate there were 137,704 police officers in 

England and Wales, 6,543 of which were armed (5%). Police officers in the UK 

volunteer for the role of AFO and partake in a rigorous selection process in which 

their skills, temperament and fitness are evaluated. If successful in the selection 

process they will progress on to the Initial Firearms Course (IFC) course that will 

teach them weapon handling skills, marksmanship, advanced first aid, and tactics 

(Police Firearms Officers Association, 2002). After qualification, an AFO must 

complete refresher training and assessment on a regular basis which varies by force 

(every 6 weeks for the force partaking in this study), and annually meet health and 
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fitness standards (College of Policing, 2021). Failure in any aspect of these 

requirements results in the instant withdrawal of an AFO firearms authority.  

Armed policing has historically been understood as an exclusive, highly masculine, 

and dangerous role (Simon, 2019), and AFO need to be able to respond to highly 

stressful situations as well as demonstrate the resilience and self-efficacy to cope 

with the training and assessment demands. It is therefore possible that several 

constructs support AFO performance, commitment, and well-being. It is uncertain if 

these constructs are likely to present in the same way for all police officers or 

whether there is an AFO profile that differs to non-firearms trained police officers. 

There is a lack of research that explores the characteristics, skills and individual 

differences of British AFO. Faro et al., (2021) compared less experienced AFO to 

their more experienced colleagues and found that that less experienced the officer 

the higher the heart rate, the higher the anxiety levels and the lower the shooting 

accuracy. The more experienced AFO were able to maintain shooting accuracy 

despite an increase in heart rate during their more important qualification 

shoots. Boulton and Cole (2016) found similar findings in relation to the superior 

performance of more experienced AFOs, with their research identifying that expert 

specialised firearms officers were more flexible in adaptive responding to situational 

changes compared to their less experienced counterparts. In addition, Roberts and 

Cole (2018), found that during tactical training scenarios, AFOs demonstrated 

specific cognitive adaptations which caused significant increase in visual processing 

capacity and reductions in phonological processing capacity. As yet, there has yet to 

be any investigation into how AFOs may differ to their non-firearms trained colleagues. 

This study begins to address this gap by comparing the different levels and causes of 
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occupational stress, levels of organisational commitment, and the psychological 

capital of officers that are firearms trained to non-firearms trained officers.  

Literature Review  
 
Work Stress  
 

Understanding of workplace stress has been the focus of a significant amount of 

research and it is now commonly accepted that work-related stress can have an 

adverse effect on mental well-being and physical health (Quinn-Lee et al., 2014; 

Yang et al., 2015; Moberg, 2000). The rate of work-related stress has increased in 

recent years; in 2019/20 the total number of cases was 828,000, a prevalence rate of 

2,440 per 100,000 workers, and statistically significantly higher than the previous 

year (Health and Safety Executive, 2020). The Health and Safety Executive (2020) 

found that work-related stress is more predominant in public service industries, such 

as health and social care; education; and defence, and that certain occupational 

groups have statistically higher rates of work-related stress. These include health 

professionals, teaching professionals and protective service occupations, such as 

police officers.  

Studies have repeatedly shown that it is the organised aspects of police work, rather 

than the operational aspects, that officers report as being the primary source of 

work-related stress and most strongly linked to negative outcomes. In other words, it 

is aspects of job context as opposed to content, that appear to be the most 

problematic for officers (Burke, 2016). Violanti et al. (2015) found that administrative 

practices and lack of organisational support, rather than risk and danger, were 

associated with work-related stress in policing.  



800359 

7 
 

Research has identified that work-related stress is different among workers in how 

they perceive stress, and how different work responsibilities and environments 

produce stress from workers (Todd, Weidner, & Janisse, 2012). A worker-based 

approach to occupational stress emphasises that some individuals are more 

susceptible to experiencing stress than others, and that differences in the causes 

and effects of stress among workers arise regardless of particular work tasks or 

settings. For example, work-related stress may be linked to an individuals’ self-

efficacy beliefs (Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). A different approach to studying stress 

has been to focus on the characteristics of work. Namely, some specific job tasks, 

role, and organisational characteristics are likely to elicit more stress than others 

(Todd et al., 2012). However, role-related variance in the types of stressors to which 

police officers experience has often been neglected in policing research, with studies 

tending to focus on police officers as a homogenous group, not accounting for the 

many specialist roles within policing. The efficacy of interventions to reduce stress-

related problems in policing might be enhanced by knowledge of the contribution of 

role-specific stressors to psychological wellbeing and operational effectiveness 

(Burke, 2017). 

One such example of a role specific cause of stress is the control-demand model of 

work-related stress. This model identifies that stress is most likely to occur when 

high job demands are combined with low decision latitude (low personal control and 

limited opportunities) (Michie, 2002). In policing, officers will experience varying 

levels of operational control and demands depending on their specific role and skill 

set. For example, due to the nature of their role, AFOs have increased demand 

placed on them compared to other officers in relation to developing and maintaining 

job-related skills, which involve a twelve-week residential initial firearms course, 
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mandatory refresher training and assessment every six weeks, and a requirement for 

a higher level of health and fitness standards compared to non-firearms officers 

(College of Policing, 2021). They also lack the same degree of autonomy, 

operational discretion, and opportunities to utilise their skills than many non-firearms 

trained officers have. For example, when there is a declared firearms incident, AFO 

actions and on-the-ground decisions are directed by an Operational Firearms 

Commander, with AFO having a very clear and ridged set of tactics and procedures 

that they must follow. This is in comparison to other non-firearms police, such as 

response officers, who have a varying degree of autonomy in how they carry out 

their duties. In addition, AFO must maintain a certain level of availability at all times 

when on duty in case of firearms incidents and are often required to relinquish other 

policing skills they have previously gained, such as Licensed Search Officer, Public 

Order skills, and drug testing, in order to prevent them from being abstracted from 

firearms roles. Research has found that individuals who perceive that they have an 

element of control in their workplace are less likely to experience work-related stress 

(Makin, Cooper, and Cox, 2000). A lack of influence in how work is organised and 

carried out can be a potential source of stress (Cartwright & Cooper 2002), thus 

when it comes to sources of stress, lack of control may be a significant source for 

AFOs, compared to non-firearms officers.  

The model of work stress used in this study, ASSET (A Short Stress Evaluation 

Tool), (Faragher, Cooper, & Cartwright, 2004) is influenced by established models of 

work stress developed by Cooper and Marshall (1979) and identifies factors that are 

generally considered contributors to work stress (i.e., work relationships, overload, 

control, job security) and work stress effects such as organisational commitment 

(i.e., commitment of employee to organisation, perceived commitment of 



800359 

9 
 

organisation to employee), and Physical Health and Psychological Well-Being (see 

Figure 1). This model also recognises that factors such as organisational 

commitment, may also be a source of stress, as well as an outcome and that for 

some occupations, high levels of commitment may moderate the effects of stress 

(Cartwright et al., 2002). 

 

Figure 1. ASSET Model (Cartwright, 2002).  

 

Organisational Commitment  

Organisational commitment can be defined as the emotional bond of an employee 

with their company (Meyer et al., 1993) and is a measure of “the extent to which 

employees identify with their organization and its goals, show a willingness to invest 

effort, and internalize managerial values” (O’Reilly 1991). It is one of the most 

important work attitudes for organisations because of its reported relationship with 

absenteeism, staff turnover and positive employee attitudes (Naqvi & Bashir, 2015), 

higher levels of job performance (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990) and there is a well-

documented relationship between work stress and organisational commitment in 

public services such as health and education (Kamau, Medisauskaite, & Lopes, 
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2014; Miller & Kolodinsky, 2008; Paoline & Lambert, 2012). Nonetheless, despite 

policing representing a service that relies on high levels of employee dedication and 

commitment in adverse and challenging conditions, there is a lack of knowledge 

surrounding police organisational commitment. Johnson (2012) argues that the 

uniqueness of policing organisations and the constant interplay between conflicting 

goals in police work makes it difficult to examine organisational commitment in a 

police context. For example, police officers are expected to foster positive 

relationships with the community they work in, whilst also ‘aggressively’ policing 

these same communities. They are expected to protect the lives of the public, but 

police roles such as AFOs can also be granted the authority to take lives. What 

research exists has found that higher levels of organisational commitment is linked 

with more ethical decision making in policing (McConkey, Huon, & Frank, 1996). 

Additionally, police officers who have strong organisational commitment perceive 

negative work conditions as less stressful because they are more likely to 

understand the requirement of these conditions in order to achieve the organisation’s 

overall goals (Lu et al., 2015). In the wider literature, there appears to be some 

evidence that the length of service in an organisation is positively related to the level 

of acceptance of organisational values, which results in greater commitment from the 

individual (Allen and Meyer 1990; O’Reilly et al.1991). Findings also point to the 

relative importance of managerial variables in relation to organisational commitment 

in policing, with the style of management imposed on officers having the more 

significant influence on their organisational commitment (Dick, 2011). Additionally, 

one particular factor that can enhance an individual’s commitment to their 

organisation, is when they develop an increased level of specialisation (Von Glinow, 

1988). In policing, AFOs are considered a specialist role, with additional training and 
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status attached to the role. This may result in a higher level of organisational 

commitment from AFOs compared to non-firearms police. Generally, high 

organisational commitment is predicted where individuals feel supported by the 

organisations, have a degree of influence and control over decision making, are 

given the opportunities to specialise and develop their skills, experience strong 

communication and supportive behaviour from management and demonstrate 

positive organisational behaviours. 

Psychological Capital  

Positive organisational behaviour (POB) has recently emerged from the foundations 

of positive psychology. Luthans (2002) defines POB as “the study and application of 

positively oriented human resource strengths and psychological capacities that can 

be measured, developed, and effectively managed for performance improvement in 

today’s workplace” (p. 59). One such psychological capacity is psychological capital 

(PsyCap), which is defined as a positive psychological state that is characterised by: 

(1) self- efficacy in relation to challenges; (2) optimism about succeeding; (3) 

persevering and a willingness to change direction in order to achieve goals (hope); 

(4) resilience to attain success’ (Luthans et al., 2015). As positive psychology has 

developed, PsyCap has become a significant internal resource for positive work 

behaviours, attitudes, and employee performance (Lu, 2015). Research has shown 

that there is a significant positive relationship between PsyCap and desirable 

employee outlooks such as organisational commitment and psychological well-being, 

and a significant negative relationship between PsyCap and work-related stress, 

(Avey, Reichard, Luthans, & Mhatre, 2011). PsyCap, as a personality state, can 

regulate stress. The higher the PsyCap, the improved capacity to regulate stress 

(Hyounae et al. 2015). Conversely, those with undeveloped PsyCap are less able to 
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regulate stress (Wang, Wang, & Xia, 2018). In policing, research has found that 

individual resources such as PsyCap, and an officer’s perceived organisational 

support, are types of defences that can mediate the extent to which organisational 

stress effects police officers’ outcomes (Brunetto, Teo, Farr-Wharton, Shacklock, & 

Shriberg, 2017). Walumbwa (2010) studied the relationship between police leaders 

and those that report to them and found that leader psychological capital was 

positively related to the performance of those that they supervised. Whilst PsyCap 

has been related to work stress within a number of occupational roles, there lacks 

significant research into policing, and more specifically, studies that identify whether 

police officers that perform certain specialist roles display more PsyCap when 

compared to a control police population. Certain characteristics of PsyCap may 

assist those deployed as AFO by enabling them to better manage specific role-

related stressors, and this study aims to identify whether such differences exist. The 

intensive and unique nature of the AFO training and role, may result in officers 

developing greater resilience and self-efficacy which are two of the psychological 

resources that characterise PsyCap. These psychological resources are vital in 

coping with high-threat situations and occupational stress. It is these state aspects of 

PsyCap in particular, that may differentiate AFOs from non-firearms trained police.  

Aim and Hypotheses 
 

This study aimed to explore contributory factors to, and levels of, work stress, and 

the organisational commitment and PsyCap displayed by AFOs, by comparing them 

to non-firearms trained officers in a county police force in England. Specifically, in 

addition to examining rates of stress, organisational commitment and PsyCap and in 

the police, the current study made the following hypotheses: 
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H1 - AFO will present with significantly higher scores on the overall PsyCap scale, 

and the subscales of resilience and self-efficacy compared to non-firearms trained 

police.  

H2 - AFO will score significantly higher on the perceived commitment of organisation 

to employee, and the commitment of employee to the organisation subscale 

measures of organisational commitment than non-firearms trained police. 

H3 - AFO will score higher on the negative psychological wellbeing subscale 

compared to non-firearms trained police.  

H4 - Low control will account for significant independent variance in psychological 

wellbeing in AFO but not in non-firearms trained police. 
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Method  
Design 

 
This study used a cross-sectional survey design by which quantitative data was 

collected in the form of a psychometric questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of 

two pre-validated multi-construct scales measuring the following constructs: a) 

Psychological Capital, b) Work Stress, c) Organisational Commitment.  

Participants  
 

Two hundred and five police officers participated in this study from a county police 

force in England. Figure 2 shows distribution plots for the demographic information of 

participants. Officers were grouped according to their firearms status: AFO (n = 68), 

and non-firearms trained officers (n = 137). Power calculation on 15 predictor 

variables for multiple regression indicated that 199 participants were needed for 

each group in order to achieve a medium effect according to Cohen (1988). 

Participation was voluntary, and the study was approved by senior management of 

the participating police force. 

Independent samples t-tests indicated age, t = 0.151, p = 0.880, ethnicity, t = -0.379, 

p = 0.706, and years of service, t = 2.102, p = 0.037, were not significantly different 

in the AFO and non-firearms groups. There was a significant difference in the rank of 

participants between the AFO and non-firearms officers, t = -2.828, p = 0.005, 

Cohen’s d = 0.391 (Cohen,1988), a medium effect. Not unexpectedly, there was a 

significant difference in the sex between groups, t = -6.258, p = < .001, Cohen’s d = 

0.862 (Cohen,1988), a large effect.  
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Figure 2. Demographic information of participants. 

 

 

Materials and Procedure  
 

Using stratified random sampling the participants were recruited via email. An AFO 

Inspector distributed the survey to all currently serving AFO in the participating police 

force to their Police National Network (PNN) email addresses. The AFO group size 

was relatively small and response rates were anticipated to be low for this group, so 

an incentive was offered of a donation made to a police charity, Care of Police 

Survivors (COPS), for each completed survey by an AFO. The non-firearms trained 

police were also recruited by PNN email distribution via an area Inspector who 

distributed it to all police officers and staff of a specific geographical area of the 

participating police force.  

Participants were asked to complete an online questionnaire (see Appendix A), that 

was generated using Qualtrics software (version 2021). This consisted of 

demographic information (age, sex, ethnicity, length of service, rank), and two 

published, standardised, and widely used measures of work stress and 

organisational commitment, and psychological capital.  
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The first measure is ASSET (A Short Stress Evaluation Tool, Cartwright, and 

Cooper, 2002). The ASSET questionnaire is based on the ASSET model as shown 

in Table 1 and has 4 sections, 3 of which measure different sources and effects of 

stress: Perceptions of Your Job, Attitudes Towards Your Organisation, Your 

Health. These 3 sections include a total of 12 sub-scales (see Table 1) including 

work relationships, overload, control, psychological well-being, physical health, and 

commitment of the employee to the organisation. It is these 3 sections that were 

used in the questionnaire for this study. The fourth section in ASSET collected 

biographical information, which was not utilised in this study as different 

demographic information specific to policing was needed for the purpose of this 

study (e.g., “rank”, “length of service”).  

The first section “Perceptions of Your Job” combines 8 subscales (see Table 1) and 

measures the potential exposure to stress in respect of a range of common 

workplace stressors. There are 37 items (e.g., “my work is dull and repetitive”, “I am 

given unmanageable workloads”) using a 6-point Likert scale (“strongly disagree” to 

“strongly agree”). All items on this section of the questionnaire are negatively 

worded, so high group mean scores in the subscales are indicative of a potential 

stressor.  

The second section, ‘Attitudes Towards Your Organisation’, measures organisational 

commitment as a source of, and effect, of work stress using 2 subscales (see Table 

1) with a total of 9 items (e.g., “I feel valued and trusted by the organisation”, “I am 

proud of this organisation”). The items on the ‘attitudes to your organisation’ section 

of the questionnaire is positively worded, therefore a high group score on the two 

scales is indicative of good organisational commitment.  
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The third section, Your Health, measures the effects of work stress using 2 

subscales; physical health and psychological well-being, consisting of 19 self-report 

items ( e.g. “ feeling unable to cope”, “constant irritability”, “panic or anxiety attacks”, 

“constant tiredness”, “headaches”) using a 4-point Likert-type scale (“never”, “rarely”, 

“sometimes”, “often”). The items on the ‘your health’ section of the questionnaire are 

negatively worded, therefore a high group mean score on the two health scales is 

indicative of high levels of the effects of stress.  

The internal consistency for each of the ASSET subscales can be found summarised 

in Table 1.  

Table 1. The sections, subscales, and split-half reliability coefficients of the ASSET 
questionnaire (Cartwright and Cooper, 2002)  

 

The second measure used in the survey was Psychological Capital Questionnaire 

Short Form version (PCQ-12, Luthans, F., Youssef, C. M., & Avolio, B. J. 2007). The 

PCQ-12 has four sub-scales:  
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1. Resilience (e.g., “I can get through difficult times at work, because I’ve 

experienced difficulty before”). 

2. Self-efficacy (e.g., I feel confident presenting information to a group of 

colleagues”). 

3.  Hope (e.g., “I can think of many ways to reach my current work goals”). 

4. Optimism (e.g., “I always look on the bright side of things regarding my job”). 

There are 12 items in total in which respondents answer each item using a 6-point 

Likert scale (“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). Each of the four subscale 

scores is calculated by taking the mean of all items in the scale. The overall PsyCap 

score is calculated by taking the mean of all the items in the PCQ-12. Studies carried 

out by Dubravko et al., (2019) and Kamei et al., (2013) tested the psychometric 

properties of PCQ-12 and found it to be acceptable.  

These two measures, as well as 6 demographic questions were combined to create 

the questionnaire for this study (see Appendix A). A pilot survey was distributed in 

order to ascertain average response time (7 minutes) in order to accurately inform 

participants of time taken to complete the survey prior to participating. The 

questionnaire included a brief (see Appendix B) giving instructions and basic 

background information about the study, as well as information on confidentiality. 

There was an electronic consent statement that participants were required to check 

before they are able to begin the questionnaire. After completion, there was a debrief 

(see Appendix C) that gave a full explanation of the aims of the research, as well as 

contact details of the researcher and information on wellbeing and work stress 

support. 
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Ethical Considerations  

 
Participants were informed of the general aims of the research being investigated 

prior to completing the survey. Electronic consent was required from participants in 

the form of a compulsory check box prior to the questionnaire. Participants were 

given the contact details of the researcher in order to have the opportunity to ask 

questions and were given the right to withdraw their consent at any point during the 

research process. It was made clear to participants in the recruitment email and 

questionnaire introduction that participation was voluntary and that refusal to 

participate would not result in any professional consequences. The debrief document 

(Appendix C) provided information and links to organisations on job-related stress 

should participants required further support after completing the questionnaire. All 

data and personal information were stored securely on The University of Plymouth 

secure server in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR). 

No unrelated or unnecessary personal data was collected or stored. Individual 

responses were not shared with the participating police force and responses 

remained anonymous.  
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Results  
 

Results were analysed using RStudio (2021) and JASP Team (2020). Due to 

inconsistencies in whether a high mean score can denote either a positive or a 

negative outcome depending on the scale (see Table 2), the following scale names 

were changed for clarity; The ‘psychological wellbeing’ scale was renamed ‘negative 

psychological wellbeing’, and the ‘control’ scale was renamed ‘low control’. Table 2 

presents descriptive statistics and compares AFO and non-firearm police scores on 

all measures.  

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for AFOs and Non-firearms officers on all measures. 

 AFO Non-Firearms Officers  
 Mean SD Mean SD AFO and Non- 

Firearms compared 
Psychological Capital* 51.9 11.8 48.2 15.1 t = 1.95, p = 0.05 

 
Resilience* 13.5 3.2 12.5 4.0 t = 2.02, p = 0.04 

 
Self-Efficacy* 12.9 3.5 11.9 4.2 t = 1.83, p = 0.06 

 
Organisational 
Commitment* 

35.9 9.4 35.6 11.2 t = 0.19, p = 0.84 
 

Perceived Commitment of 
Organisation to Employee * 

18.6 5.5 18.0 6.4 t = 0.68, p = 0.49 
 

Commitment of Employee to 
the Organisation * 

17.2 4.2 17.5 5.3 t = -0.45, p = 0.65 
 

Negative Psychological 
Wellbeing** 

18.8 6.8 23.1 9.5 t = -3.28, p = 0.001 

Low Control ** 15.0 4.1 14.7 4.3 t = 0.45 p = 0.64 
 

Work Relationships** 19.6 6.3 19.6 7.3 t = -0.04, p = 0.96 
Resources and 

Communication** 
11.7 3.2 13.1 4.4 t = -2.47, p = 0.01 

Work life balance** 15.9 4.0 15.1 4.0 t = 1.32, p = 0.18 
Overload** 10.2 3.4 13.9 4.4 t = -6.52, p = < .001 

Job Security** 10.0 3.0 10.5 3.1 t = -1.12. p = 0.26 
Aspects of your Job** 31.6 3.6 29.8 6.6 t = 2.05, p = 0.04 

Pay and Benefits** 4.2 1.6 3.2 1.5 t = 4.13, p= < .001 
*A high mean score denotes a positive outcome. **A high mean score denotes a negative outcome 
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Group Differences in Psychological Capital?  
 

Consistent with H1, an independent t-test revealed that the 68 AFO participants 

reported statistically significantly higher PsyCap scores (M = 51.9, SD = 11.8) than 

the 137 non firearm trained officers [t = 1.95, p = 0.05, Cohen’s d = 0.27] (Cohen et 

al,1988), with the PsyCap subscale of resilience also being statistically significantly 

higher for AFOs (M = 13.5, SD = 3.2) for AFOs compared to non-firearms trained 

officers [t = 2.02, p = 0.04, Cohen’s d = 0.28] (Cohen et al,1988). Whilst the self-

efficacy score for AFOs is not statistically significant, it does show a trend towards 

AFOs having greater self-efficacy than non-firearms officers [t= 1.83. p = 0.06, 

Cohen’s d = 0.26] (Cohen et al,1988).   

Group Differences in Organisational Commitment?  
 

To ascertain the H2 prediction, an independent t-test was conducted and revealed 

there were no statistically significant differences between the two groups with 

regards to their overall ‘organisational commitment’ score [t = 0.19, p = 1.84, 

Cohen’s d = 0.02] (Cohen,1988), or the individual subscales of the ‘perceived 

commitment of the organisation to the employee’ [t = 0.68, p = 0.49, Cohen’s d = 

0.09] (Cohen,1988), and ‘commitment of the employee to the organisation’ [t = 0.45, 

p = 0.65, Cohen’s d = 0.06] (Cohen,1988) subscales. Surprisingly, when comparing 

the organisational commitment subscale scores with the ASSET normative data (see 

Table 2), an independent t-test revealed that there was a statistically significant 

difference between the combined AFO and non-firearms police sample from this 

study and the ASSET normative data, with the police sample showing significant 

differences on the ‘perceived commitment of the organisation to the employee’ 

subscale compared to the normative values [t = 4.06, p ˂0.0001], and significant 
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differences on ‘the commitment of employees to the organisation subscale’ 

compared to the normative values [t = 2.01, p = 0.04]. Overall, this shows that the 

police sample report statistically significantly lower overall organisational 

commitment compared to the wider population.  

Table 3. Normative values for ASSET questionnaire subscales (‘factors’) (Cartwright 
et al., 2002).   

 

 

Group Differences in the Causes and Effects of Work Stress?  
 

Consistent with H3, an independent t-test revealed there was a significant difference 

in the psychological wellbeing between the two groups officers [t = -3.87, p = < .001, 

Cohen’s d = 0.51] (Cohen,1988), with AFOs scoring statistically significantly lower on 

the negative psychological wellbeing levels compared to non-firearms officers (see 

Table 2). When comparing the negative psychological wellbeing scores with the 

ASSET normative data (see Table 3 for normative data), an independent t-test 
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revealed that there was a significant difference between the combined AFO and non-

firearms police sample from this study and the ASSET normative data, [t = 3.58, p = 

0.0004, Cohen’s d = 0.27] (Cohen, 1988), with the police sample scoring statistically 

significantly higher on negative psychological wellbeing compared to the general 

population.  

In terms of causes of stress factors, AFO participants reported significantly higher 

scores on the ‘aspects of your job’ scale (M = 31.6, SD = 3.6), compared to non-

firearms trained officers [t = 2.00, p = 0.04, Cohen’s d = 0.29] (Cohen, 1988), 

suggesting they are more dissatisfied with aspects of their job. Additionally, AFO 

participants reported significantly higher scores on the ‘pay and benefits’ scale (M = 

4.2, SD = 1.6), compared to non-firearms trained officers [t = 4.13, p = < .001, 

Cohen’s d = 0.61] (Cohen,1988), suggesting that AFO officers are more dissatisfied 

with their pay and benefits than their non-firearms train colleagues.  

Non-firearms trained officers reported statistically significantly higher scores on the 

‘overload’ scale (M = 13.9, SD = 4.4) compared to AFO [t = -6.52, p = < .001, 

Cohen’s d = 0.92] (Cohen,1988), suggesting that non-firearms trained officers are 

more concerned with an unmanageable workloads and time pressures than AFO. In 

addition, non-firearms trained officers reported significantly higher scores on the 

‘resources and communication’ scale scores (M = 13.1, SD = 4.4) compared to 

AFOs [t = 2.27, p = 0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.34] (Cohen,1988), suggesting that non-

firearms trained officers are more dissatisfied with the resources and communication 

aspects of their job than AFOs.   

Figure 3 shows Pearson correlations between reported levels of negative 

psychological wellbeing, organisational commitment, PsyCap and the eight causes 
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of work stress factors for AFO participants. A Pearson’s r tests showed statistically 

significant positive associations between negative psychological wellbeing and 

aspects of the job (r = 0.358, N = 68; p = 0.003), negative psychological wellbeing 

and low control (r = 0.260, N = 68; p = 0.032), negative psychological wellbeing and 

overload (r = 0.280, N = 68; p = 0.021), and negative psychological wellbeing and 

PsyCap (r = 0.275, N =68; p = 0.023). 

Figure 3. Pearson's r correlations heatmap for AFOs (N = 68) 

 

 

Multiple regression analyses were employed for AFO and non-firearms trained 

officers to ascertain the H4 prediction of low control accounting for significant 

independent variance in psychological wellbeing in AFOs, but not in non-firearms 

trained police. In each analysis, we first entered negative psychological wellbeing as 

the dependent variable followed by the eight causes of stress, organisational 
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commitment, PsyCap, and potential demographic interactions between these. Table 

4 shows our models for AFO participants (Model 1) and Non-firearms trained officers 

(Model 2). Model 1 shows that contrary to H4, low control did not account for the most 

significant variance in psychological wellbeing of AFOs. Surprisingly, pay and 

benefits statistically significantly accounted for negative psychological wellbeing (p = 

0.02). Unexpectedly, high PsyCap also significantly accounted for negative 

psychological wellbeing (p = 0.02). In Model 1 there was an adjusted R-squared of 

0.42 accounting for 40% of the variance of negative psychological wellbeing.  

Model 2 shows that there are similarities between the two groups, with high PsyCap 

having the most significant impact on the negative psychological wellbeing of 

officers. However, as predicted, there are differences in causes of stress between 

the 2 groups, with overload (p = 0.02), and resources and communication (p = 0.03), 

with adjusted R-squared of 0.40, significantly accounting for the negative 

psychological wellbeing of non-firearms trained police.  
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Table 4. Regression Models  
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Discussion  
 

The aim of the present study was to explore the levels and contributory factors of 

work stress, as well as the organisational commitment and PsyCap displayed by 

AFOs, by comparing them to non-firearms trained officers in a county police force in 

England.   

In line with our first prediction H1, comparisons between AFOs and non-firearms 

trained officers revealed significant differences on the overall PsyCap scores and the 

PsyCap subscales scores of resilience and self-efficacy. Scores were significantly 

higher amongst AFO than non-firearms trained officers. PsyCap has been identified 

as a key indicator of self- efficacy in relation to challenging tasks and resilience to 

attain success’ (Luthans et al., 2015). These results offer support for our assertion 

that those in an AFO role are more likely to display higher levels of PsyCap due the 

nature of the role, in particular the challenging training and assessment requirements 

of AFOs. The extent to which specific aspects of the AFO role has an effect on 

PsyCap will require further research as our data suggests there is something unique 

about AFOs compared to non-firearms officers to elicit measurable differences in 

their levels of PsyCap.  

In terms of organisational commitment, our prediction H2 is not supported in that our 

results show no significant difference between AFO and non-firearms trained officers 

on the two organisational commitment scores. Despite the lack of observed 

significant differences between AFO and non-firearms trained officers in their 

organisational commitment, comparisons between the police officer participants in 

this study and the general population represented by the normative values, revealed 

a significant difference in organisational commitment scores. Scores on both the 
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perceived commitment of the organisation to the employees and commitment of the 

employee to the organisation scales were significantly lower for the police sample 

from this present study. These results strongly imply that police officers do not feel 

that their organisation is committed to them, and as employees they are not fully 

dedicated and loyal to the organisation compared to the general population 

(Cartwright, 2002). As such, these findings provide evidence to suggest that police 

officers, typically, possess attitudes and behaviours that differentiate them from the 

general population in relation to organisational commitment. This finding may be 

explained by the idea that policing is a unique work environment. Despite not being a 

military profession, accountability and rank authority are strongly aligned with 

policing’s cultural values and organisational structure. This “rank mentality” does little 

to create a work culture that develops openness and honesty, nor is it conductive to 

a team-based approach, all of which are key factors in fostering positive 

organisational commitment (Metcalf, 2001). In addition, forces across England are 

openly criticised by the media and government for their inability to develop 

appropriate management competencies to cope with changing structures and 

accountabilities as a result of “falling staff numbers, outdated technology, capabilities 

and structures, and fragmented leadership and direction” (Home Affairs Committee, 

2019). Our results offer support for the assertion that organisational weaknesses in 

policing structures, processes, and management account for the significantly lower 

organisational commitment displayed by police.  

In addition to higher PsyCap in AFO and low organisation commitment in police 

officers overall, our data revealed a significant difference between AFO, and non-

firearms trained officers with regards to negative psychological wellbeing as 

predicted in H3. Unexpectedly, AFOs did not report higher scores of negative 
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psychological wellbeing compared to the non-firearms trained officers, instead 

reporting significantly lower levels. Our findings highlight that AFO report fewer 

symptoms of stress-induced psychological ill health compared to other officers. 

Unsurprisingly, our data shows that the combined police sample from this study 

reported significantly higher levels of negative wellbeing compared to the general 

population. These results indicate that police officers experience greater effects of 

work-related stress than those in other professions. This is further supported by 

Collins and Gibbs (2003) who highlight that high levels of stress-related symptoms 

are to be expected in police officers, with organisational culture and lack of control 

over workload as key indicators of officer stress. 

Finally, we predicted that low control would account for significant independent 

variance in psychological wellbeing in AFOs but not in non-firearms trained police 

(H4). Whilst our results show a significant correlation between low control and 

negative psychological wellbeing in AFOs, the results of a regression analysis found 

it was pay and benefits and PsyCap that positively predicted negative psychological 

wellbeing in AFO. This is in comparison to non-firearms trained officers, who 

displayed PsyCap, overload, and resources and communication as positive 

predictors of negative psychological wellbeing. These findings highlight that whilst 

both groups had expected differences in relation to the main causes of negative 

psychological wellbeing (pay and benefits for AFO; overload and resources and 

communication for non-firearms), they showed an unexpected similarity in that 

PsyCap was the strongest positive predictor of negative psychological wellbeing. 

This result is not consistent with the current literature that finds PsyCap as having a 

mediating effect on work stress (Avey, et al., 2011) and that the higher the level of 

PsyCap, the improved capacity to regulate stress (Hyounae et al. 2015). So why 
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might PsyCap positively predict negative psychological wellbeing in AFO and non-

firearms police? This finding may be explained by the unique type of working 

conditions and job roles that police officers, and in particular AFO, experience. Shift 

work (Peterson et al., 2019), repeatedly dealing with traumatic incidents, and the 

constant risk of injury to self and others are all examples of job content stressors that 

are repeated and sustained throughout an officer’s career, and that contribute to high 

levels of negative psychological wellbeing (Violanti, 2017). This repeated and 

sustained exposure to stress and its negative effects on psychological wellbeing may 

simultaneously contribute to increased levels of PsyCap and resilience. Rather than 

PsyCap reducing the effects of stress, high levels of stress may contribute to 

increased PsyCap. Psychological states such as PsyCap and its subscales of 

resilience and self-efficacy are outcomes of being exposed to the causes and effects 

of stress, rather than a predictor of how well an individual can cope with stress 

(Janssens, 2021). Thus, as work-related stress increases, so does PsyCap. If, as the 

present study suggests, PsyCap positively predicts negative psychological wellbeing, 

then there is a need for research that explores the relationship between PsyCap and 

work-related stress in individuals that are exposed to high levels of risk and trauma 

in their work. An additional explanation for the positive association between PsyCap 

and negative psychological wellbeing is in relation to the methodology used for this 

present study, specifically, the PsyCap measure used and the nature of the survey 

questions, as explained in the limitations below.  

Limitations  
 

Whilst the survey method used in this study was the best method for gaining a larger 

sample, and the most appropriate method during the Covid-19 pandemic where 
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alternative methods such as interviews and observation would have proven difficult 

due to restrictions, it is not without its limitations. It is accepted that survey methods 

do not capture the entirety of employee feelings and responses since they tend to 

homogenise working experiences (Dick, 2001). In addition, questionnaires such as 

ASSET attempt to obtain self-report estimates of the causes and effects of work 

stress. Thus, any relationships present may be overstated by common method 

variance – associations between factors may be over or underestimated due to 

individuals answering all sections of the questionnaires in a set way (Faragher, 

2004). This could account for the unexpected positive correlation between PsyCap 

and negative psychological wellbeing. The questions in the survey for this study 

were a mixture of positively worded (PsyCap and organisational commitment) and 

negatively worded (causes and effects of stress) questions. If participants answered 

the questions in a set way, such as strongly agree for all answers, then this could 

account for an unexpected high PsyCap score alongside a high negative 

psychological wellbeing score. This unexpected finding may also be a result of the 

use of the PsyCap 12 Short Form measure. Using the full version of the PsyCap 

measure would have likely improved the validity and reliability of the PsyCap scores 

but would have significantly increased the time taken for participants to complete the 

survey, which in turn would have had a negative impact on the completion rate and 

sample size. Because we wanted to examine whether causes of stress factors were 

different across the two different participant groups, we did two separate regressions 

which meant the sample size was under-powered for this type of analysis. However, 

it would have been impossible to achieve the required sample of 199 for AFO 

participants because there were only 132 operational AFOs in the participating police 

force at the time the survey was administered. A 52% participant rate was achieved 
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for the AFO sample which, considering the time constraints of a study of this nature 

and that police officers are notoriously busy (never more so during a pandemic), it is 

considered a good response rate.  

Additionally, this study was cross-sectional in nature. Therefore, we cannot draw 

causal inferences from our results and there could be alternative explanations for our 

findings. For example, the levels of PsyCap and negative psychological wellbeing in 

police may be explained by other factors such as individual differences in personality 

traits, emotional intelligence, and influences external to the work environment such 

as family. However, it is possible to generalise from the results when using survey 

methods, therefore our findings can be viewed as providing insights into AFO in 

other UK police forces. Certain limitations of this study could be addressed in future 

research by repeating the research at later date(s) to see if the results remained the 

same on a longitudinal basis. For example, administering the survey before, during 

and after AFO training, may give some insight into whether the AFO training and role 

has a direct effect on psychological capital and the effects of stress. These 

methodological limitations have implications for how we measure PsyCap, 

organisational commitment, and work-related stress in occupations such as policing. 

The present study represents a first attempt to address these issues in specialist 

police roles such as AFO. Therefore, it seems necessary to create more specific 

assessment tools when researching police in relation to these constructs, which 

could be used in a standardised manner across research to avoid flaws in the data 

resulting from varying assessment tools.  
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Implications and Conclusion 
 

The aim of this study was to identify the levels and contributory factors of work 

stress, as well as the organisational commitment and PsyCap displayed by AFO by 

comparing them to non-firearms trained officers in a county police force in England.  

Our results have identified that AFO represent a unique subgroup within the police 

population in relation to psychological capital and the causes and effects of work-

related stress. Our results suggest that by addressing the main cause of negative 

psychological wellbeing in AFO, namely pay and benefits, then officer psychological 

wellbeing and organisational commitment will be improved, which in turn may have 

positive implications for AFO recruitment and retention. Police forces should 

consider taking steps to incentivise officers in relation to the pay and benefits of the 

AFO job profile. AFO is a role that requires near constant training and assessment 

and comes with a high level of risk and scrutiny, yet there is little or no financial 

incentive (depending on the force) to take on the role, nor are AFO given the time 

and resources to maintain the high level of physical fitness and mental wellbeing 

attached to the additional risks of carrying and potentially using a firearm. 

Furthermore, the relatively low levels of organisational commitment found in all 

participants in this study compared to the general population should be a cause for 

concern for senior management in the police. Organisational commitment can 

directly impact work retention and positive employee behaviours (Naqvi & 

Bashir, 2015), and could go some way to explaining why there are national concerns 

regarding the recruitment and retention of AFO. Why would an officer take on such a 

demanding role with high levels of risk attached if they didn’t feel fully aligned to the 

goals and values of the wider organisation? As such, our findings identify that there 

is a need to increase understanding of organisational commitment specifically within 
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the police. Additionally, our findings suggest that psychological capital has a role to 

play in the effects of work stress in policing, and that the job role and training of AFO 

contributes in some way to developing higher levels of PsyCap amongst those in that 

role. We obtained evidence that AFO demonstrate higher levels of PsyCap, and 

lower levels of negative psychological wellbeing compared to their non-firearms 

trained colleagues. Thus, taken as a whole, our findings do support the notion that 

the higher the level of PsyCap, the improved capacity to regulate stress (Hyounae et 

al. 2015). Because PsyCap is state-like, open to development, and can be improved 

with short training interventions (Luthans, et al., 2010), it can be integrated into 

police force training and wellbeing interventions in order to improve desirable 

employee outlooks such as organisational commitment and psychological well-being 

(Avey, Reichard, Luthans, & Mhatre, 2011). On the basis of these findings, we 

recommend further investigation to evaluate the extent that AFO training and 

assessment contributes to the PsyCap and work-related stress of officers.  

The present research makes an original contribution to a growing body of research 

into stress in policing by identifying the causes and effects of work-related stress in 

relation to specialist police roles such as AFO. It also makes a unique contribution to 

the sparse literature that examines PsyCap, and organisational commitment in the 

police service.  
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Appendices  
 

Appendix A – Questionnaire distributed to participants. 
 

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION 

 

Q1 Which type of job do you work in?  

    Authorised Firearms Officer     Civilian Public Sector  

    Police Officer not in a 
firearms role 

   Civilian Private sector 

 

 

 

Q3   Length of police service (include all police forces you have worked for) 

                                 0-2 years (probation) 

                                3-5 years 

                                6-12 years 

                               13-20 years 

                               20+    years 

 

 

Q2 Which group of staff do you belong to? 

    Inspector and above        

    Sergeant        

    Constable       

Q4 Sex: 

    Male     Female 

Q5 Age: 

    Under 21    31 - 40 years    51 - 60 years 

    21 - 30 years    41 - 50 years    Over 60 years 
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 Cross one of the six categories from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree for each statement as it applies to 
you. 

 
 I am troubled that: 
  Strongly 

Disagree  Disagree  Slightly 
Disagree  Slightly Agree  Agree  Strongly 

Agree 
1 I work longer hours than I choose or 

want to 
                 

2 I work unsociable hours e.g., 
weekends, shift work etc 

                 

3 I spend too much time travelling in my 
job 

                 

4 I have little control over many aspects 
of my job 

                 

5 My work interferes with my home and 
personal life 

                 

6 I may be doing the same job for the 
next 5 to 10 years 

                 

7 My physical working conditions are 
unpleasant (e.g. noisy, dirty, poorly 
designed). 

                 

8 My job involves the risk of actual 
physical violence 

                 

9 My boss behaves in an intimidating and 
bullying way towards me 

                 

10 My performance at work is closely 
monitored 

                 

11 I do not receive the support from others 
(boss/colleagues) that I would like 

                 

12 My job is insecure                  
13 My job is not permanent                  

 
 I am troubled that......... 
  Strongly 

Disagree  Disagree  Slightly 
Disagree  Slightly Agree  Agree  Strongly 

Agree 
14 My pay & benefits are not as good as 

other people doing the same or similar 
work 

                 

Q6 How would you describe your ethnic origin? 

    White    Black Caribbean    Pakistani 

    Irish    Black African    Chinese 

    Indian    Black other    Other 

 

 PERCEPTIONS OF YOUR JOB 
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15 The technology in my job has 
overloaded me 

                 

16 My organisation is constantly changing 
for change's sake 

                 

17 My work is dull and repetitive                  
18 I feel isolated at work e.g. working on 

my own or lack of social support from 
others 

                 

19 I am not sure what is expected of me 
by my boss 

                 

20 Other people at work are not pulling 
their weight 

                 

21 I am set unrealistic deadlines                  
22 I am given unmanageable workloads                  
23 My boss is forever finding fault with 

what I do 
                 

24 Others take the credit for what I have 
achieved 

                 

25 I have to deal with difficult 
customers/clients 

                 

 
 
 

 

 I am troubled that......... 
  Strongly 

Disagree  Disagree  Slightly 
Disagree  Slightly Agree  Agree  Strongly 

Agree 
26 My relationships with colleagues are 

poor 
                 

27 I do not feel I am informed about what 
is going on in this organisation 

                 

28 I am never told if I am doing a good job                  
29 I am not involved in decisions affecting 

my job 
                 

30 I am not adequately trained to do many 
aspects of my job 

                 

31 I do not have the proper equipment or 
resources to do my job 

                 

32 I do not have enough time to do my job 
as well as I would like 

                 

33 My job is likely to change in the future                  
34 My job skills may become redundant in 

the near future 
                 

35 My ideas or suggestions about my job 
are not taken into account 

                 

36 I have little or no influence over my 
performance targets 

                 

37 I do not enjoy my job                  

  
ATTITUDES TOWARDS YOUR ORGANISATION 

 Cross one of the six categories from Strongly disagree to Strongly agree for each statement as it 
applies to you. 

  Strongly 
Disagree  Disagree  Slightly 

disagree  Slightly agree  Agree  Strongly  
Agree 

1 I feel valued and trusted by the 
organisation 

                 

2 If necessary, I am prepared to put 
myself out for this organisation e.g. 
working long hours and/ or unsociable 
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Your Psychological Capital 

 
 

Your Health 
 

hours 
3 If asked, I am prepared to take on more 

responsibility or tasks not in my job 
description 

                 

4 I enjoy working for this organisation to 
the extent that I am not actively seeking 
a job elsewhere 

                 

5 I am proud of this organisation                  
6 Outside of my job, I take an interest in 

many aspects of the running and 
success of this organisation 

                 

7 Overall, I am happy with my 
organisation 

                 

8 I feel that it is worthwhile to work hard 
for this organisation 

                 

9 I am committed to this organisation                  

  Strongly 
Disagree  Disagree  Slightly 

Disagree  Slightly Agree  Agree  Strongly 
Agree 

1 I feel confident in representing my work 
in meetings with management. 

                 

2 I feel confident contributing to 
discussions about the organisation’s 
strategy. 

                 

3 I feel confident presenting information 
to a group of colleagues.  

                 

4 If I should find myself in difficulty at 
work, I can think of many ways to get 
out of it.  

                 

5 Right now, I see myself as being 
successful at work.  

                 

6 I can think of many ways to reach my 
current work goals. 

                 

7 At this time, I am meeting the work 
goals I have set myself.  

                 

8 There are lots of ways around any 
problem.  

                 

9 I usually take stressful things at work in 
my stride.  

                 

10 I can get through difficult times at work, 
because I’ve faced difficulty before. 

                 

11 I always look on the bright side of 
things regarding my job.  

                 

12 I’m optimistic about what will happen to 
me in the future as it pertains to work.  
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 Over the last 3 months, have you experienced any of the following symptoms or changes in behaviour? 
  Never  Rarely   Sometimes    Often  

1 Lack of appetite or overeating            
2 Indigestion or heartburn            
3 Insomnia - sleep loss            
4 Headaches            
5 Panic or anxiety attacks            
6 Muscular tension / aches and pains            
7 Feeling nauseous or being sick            
8 Constant irritability            
9 Difficulty in making decisions            

10 Loss of sense of humour            
11 Feeling or becoming angry with others 

too easily 
           

12 Constant tiredness            
13 Feeling unable to cope            
14 Avoiding contact with other people            
15 Mood swings            
16 Unable to listen to other people            
17 Having difficulty concentrating            
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Appendix B – Brief 
 

Thank you for taking the time to consider helping in this research, which is being conducted 
by Rebecca Draper and Dr Alison Bacon from the University of Plymouth. Please read the 
below information before deciding whether or not to take part.  

What is the study about?  

It has been suggested that there are links between organisational commitment in the 
workplace, and levels of job stress. This study aims to explore these links in relation to 
specific work roles, and whether or not they are influenced by an individual’s level of 
psychological capital.  

What will you be required to do?  

Participants in this study will be asked to complete a short, online questionnaire, either at 
work or at home. The questionnaire collects important stress-related data by asking 
straightforward questions about the sources and effects of workplace stress.  

We have tested this survey and it takes approximately 6 minutes to complete.  

Do you have to take part?  

No, participation in this study is voluntary. You can decide whether or not you take part, and 
equally if you decide part way through the study that you want to withdraw that is fine.  

Will the information collected during the study be kept confidential?  

The study will be conducted in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulation 
(2018) and the guidelines of the British Psychological Society. All information collected 
during the study will be anonymised. Your responses will be stored securely at the 
University of Plymouth, accessible only by members of the study team. When this project is 
being written up, no identifying information will be used.   

What are the risks involved?  

There should be no risks involved with taking part in this study. If you are concerned about 
any of the questions, then please contact a member of the study team.  

What if you have more questions?  

If you have any more questions or don’t quite understand something regarding this study 
then please email Becky Draper rebecca.draper@postgrad.plymouth.ac.uk  If she cannot 
answer your questions satisfactorily, then you can contact the Research Supervisor, Dr 
Alison Bacon, at a.m.bacon@plymouth.ac.uk, or the Faculty Ethical Committee directly at 
hhsethics@plymouth.ac.uk.  
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Appendix C - Debrief  
 

Debrief 

Thank you for taking part in this study.  

The aim of this study is to examine the relationship between organisational commitment, 
job stress, and psychological capital (resilience, self-efficacy, optimism, and hope) among 
Authorised Firearms Officers.  
Recent research in this field of psychology has shown that psychological capital has strong 
predictive utility with regards to employee performance, organisational commitment, and 
psychological well-being.  

Here, our interest was in whether AFOs have higher psychological capital, compared to non-
AFO police officers and civilians, and if this has a mediating effect on their organisational 
commitment and job stress.  
 
If after participating in this study you would like further information or support relating to 
work related stress and wellbeing, please visit the websites below.  
 
The Police Firearms Officers Association - https://www.pfoa.co.uk/  
Police Federation - https://www.polfed.org/  
Mind - https://www.mind.org.uk/information-support/tips-for-everyday-living/workplace-
mental-health/work-and-stress/  
 
You will receive no automatic feedback from participating in this research, however if you 
have any further questions, or wish to find out more, then you can contact the researcher in 
confidence, via email at rebecca.draper@postgrad.plymouth.ac.uk  

Thank you for your time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


