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Abstract - The purpose of this study was to examine the mediating role of job satisfaction between stressors and work 
behavior. By using multi sources data collection technique, data was collected at two points from 872 employees from 
heterogeneous group of organizations.  Mediation was checked by bootstrapping method. Results showed that challenge 
stressors have positive while hindrance stressors have negative relation with job performance. Further, the mediating role of 
job satisfaction in a link of challenge stressors with job performance was also confirmed while in case of Hindrance stressors 
it was found inconsistent. Avenues for further research have been given at the end. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
From the last several years, the unpleasant effects of 
stress on individuals and organizations have got much 
attention in both developed and developing countries 
[1]. Research studies have also confirmed the 
unpleasant working conditions results in 
psychological and physical health [2], and employee 
attitude and behavior [3]. Stress has positive and 
negative results with strain ([4].  Due to inconsistent 
results, stress has been acknowledge as ‘good’ or 
‘bad’ in terms of relation with performance [5]. In 
this regard, based on the Lazarus and Folkman stress 
theory [6], Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & 
Boudreau [7] recognized stressors as challenge and 
hindrance stressors. Challenge stressors encompass 
factors like more work load, responsibility and time 
pressure. However, employees consider these factors 
necessary for their growth and opportunity to learn. 
Contrary to the challenge stressors, hindrance 
stressors are considered barrier to learn and to 
achieve goals. These include organizational politics, 
job insecurity, and role ambiguity. According to 
LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine [5], the challenge 
stressors have positive and hindrance stressors have 
negative effects on work outcomes.  
Further, it was found that challenge stressors is 
positively associated to job satisfaction [8],[9] as well 
as  to job performance [5]  
 
There is a debatable history of the relationship 
between job satisfaction and job performance [10]. 
However, many studies have found the direct relation 
between these two variables [11] [12]. Although the 
stressors have both positive and negative relationship 
with work outcomes (i.e. Job Performance and Job 
Satisfaction) [5], [9] the question arises that the said 
mechanism is affected by other variable or not. To 
test such mechanism and to enrich the stressors 
literature, it can be argued that job satisfaction can be 
a psychological mechanism that may have mediating 

impact on the relationship between stressors and job 
performance.  
Usually, culture has been classified in two segments 
i.e. western and eastern cultures with respect to work 
place behavior and activities [13].  The vital role of 
stress and work outcomes relationship has been 
suggested to be carried out in non-western countries 
in order to add evidences from developing countries 
and to enrich the existing literature [14] [15]. 
Moreover, another vital contribution of the current 
study is that it provides evidences from Pakistan (a 
developing, non-western country). In this regard to 
answer that whether the stressors framework and job 
outcomes have the homologous results in non-
western countries, the present study has been carried 
out. 
 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
A. Challenge and Hindrance Stressors 
According to job stressors theoretical framework, 
stressors are divided into two types, based on their 
outcome. The first one is challenges stressors which 
are positively related to job outcomes such as job 
satisfaction, commitment, performance, work 
attitude. While the other one is hindrance stressor, 
both stressors experience strain but hindrance stressor 
correlation with job outcomes is highly negative [9], 
[16].  
Challenge stressors known as “eustress” are basically 
job related demands or situation that no doubt are 
stressful but are positive and beneficial for 
employees. Contrary to challenge stressors, hindrance 
stressors “the distress” are job related demands or 
situations that have a tendency to interfere or obstruct 
employee job achievements and are positively 
associated with potential loss/ harm [17]. This 
framework is contrary to the previously established 
models of stress like Yerkes–Dodson Law, 
demonstrates that what matters is the level of stress 
instead the nature of stressors [18],[19],[20].  
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Yerkes and Dodson [20] believed that work stressor 
of certain level makes job excited and interesting for 
employees and increase their level of work 
engagement. Though, when the stressors touch a 
certain level the employees feel burden, anxiety and 
engage in dysfunctional behavior like low job 
performance. Moreover, in organizational terms, 
stress is used to refer to Individual physiological, 
behavioral and psychological response to strain [21]. 
Jex [22] in his framework categorized these responses 
into three main types of job stressors. Physiological 
strains can either be a mental distress, cardiovascular 
disease, burnout, or increased anxiety or any other 
kind of physical strain (see [5], [23] which are 
positively related to stressors [17]. On other hand 
anxiety, depression, burnout, somatic complaint, 
frustration, exhaustion [22], boredom, dissatisfaction 
due to work-load and job dissatisfaction are included 
in Psychological distress [24] While behavioral strain 
includes the behavior that employees adopt as a 
reaction to stress [25].These strains include: reduced 
job performance and increased in absenteeism [25], 
[26].  
Transactional theory also divided work stressor into 
positive and negative work stressor based on 
individual evaluation [27]. Transitional stress theory 
was initially theorized by Lazarus & Folkman, [27]. 
In which they differentiated the challenge-hindrance 
framework from other models of stress. They 
suggested that stress is the outcome of transaction 
between employee and environment. Transactional 
theory not only focuses on the process of stress but 
also on the consequences linked to the stress. 
According to this theory employees appraise the 
stressor in terms of potential loss/harm or profit/gain 
and then choose the appropriate coping method. In 
this regard the first view is that when there are 
chances of growth and personal development, the 
individuals appraise stressors positively and are 
followed by positive outcomes such as commitment 
and performance [28]. Opposite to the first view, 
when the stressors are perceived negatively, then the 
consequences are not favorable [6]. Similarly, 
individuals appraise the stress in the form of possible 
gain or loss in primary appraisal, and to response to 
specific stressors in a suitable coping reply, is 
considered in secondary appraisal.  
If employee expect potential gains from job stressors 
then a cognitive coping method is used, followed by 
high level of efforts and motivation in accomplishing 
their tasks. On other hand if employees expect 
potential harm/loss from job stress than emotional 
coping method is used by them, followed by decease 
in motivation and low level of work engagement [29], 
[5]. 
Boswell [17] and Cavanaugh [7] categorized 
organizational stimuli into two categories of stressor, 
under which increased responsibility job scope, time 
pressure and high work load are categorized as 
challenge stressor. While on other hand red tape, job 

insecurity, politics, role conflict and role ambiguity 
are categorized as hindrance challenge. No doubt 
with these demands employees experienced stress but 
challenge stressor holds the key to potential gain for 
employee in form of employees development and 
achievement while hindrance stressors are negative 
strains that negatively affect employees, results in 
potential loss/harm. 
In two Meta-analyzes, conducted by LePine 
Podsakoff & LePine [5], [9] graded the stressor 
within the framework of challenge–hindrance and 
found that psychological strain is the result of 
challenge and hindrance stressors.  
 
B. Challenge - Hindrance Stressors and Job 
Performance 
Challenge stressors are the drives like high workload, 
job demands and time pressure that can lead to step 
up the employee job performance. It has been found 
that challenge stressors generate positive feeling and 
vigorous coping style of solving problems. For 
example a study was conducted on college students 
concluded that the students feel more stress at the 
time of approaching the exams and their intellectual 
performance increase than in time of the start of the 
semester [30].  
  Opposite to the challenge stressors, 
hindrance stressors are considered bad in nature and 
create the negative feeling and are composed of 
factors like hassles, red tape, role conflict, role 
ambiguity and organizational politics [7]. According 
to Lazarus and Folkman [6], hindrance stressors 
initiate inactive sentimental practices that lead 
individuals either to lesser down the efforts or pull 
out from any circumstances. Based on the Vroom 
[31] expectancy theory Lazarus and Folkman [6], 
made a distinction between stressors and also 
forecasted the conflicting relationships with 
employee work behavior (i.e. job performance) and 
proposed that the stressful situation is evaluated by 
individual as threatening or personal gain.  Later on, 
Cavanaugh and his colleague [7] confirmed the same 
differentiation. Moreover, stressor are expected to be 
related to beliefs regarding the association between 
efforts made on coping the demand and chances of 
success in fulfilling the demand (expectancy).  
LePine Podsakoff & LePine [5], cleared that people 
also support the idea that motivation plays a vital role 
between efforts made to fulfill the demands and 
likelihood of attaining the demand. The basic strategy 
used to overcome these demand is cognitive 
distancing and withdrawal while on other hand 
challenge stressors are associated with high 
performance and motivation, also employee exert 
greater effort in coping these demands through 
emotion-based or problem-solving mode and 
attaining valued outcomes.   
It has been confirmed that some stressors enable 
individual to show good performance and vice versa. 
For example one individual will consider role 
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stressors as challenge thus, showing a better 
performance, while other will consider the same as 
barrier and will be at low performance [6],[5]. So, the 
following hypotheses have been derived: 
H1: Challenge stressors are positively related to job 
performance. 
H2: Hindrance stressors are negatively related to job 
performance  
 
C. Mediating Role of Job Satisfaction 
Previous studies conducted on job satisfaction 
suggested that job satisfaction is the main antecedent 
of job performance. Studies have also proved that job 
satisfaction acts as a mediator as to work outcomes 
[32], [33], [34], [35], [36]. It implies that majority of 
work attitude and organizational outcome variable are 
affected via job satisfaction. It has also been 
suggested that challenge stressors has a positive 
relationship with job satisfaction as well as with 
employee attitude and organizational outcome [9].  
Webster, Beehr and Christiansen [37] conducted a 
research study and found that job satisfaction 
mediates the effects of challenge and hindrance 
stressors on work behavior. It was discussed that 
according to transactional theory, stress is the 
transaction between employee and environment. It 
means that if the environment is favorable and up to 
the standard, the employees will be motivated and 
will exhibit positive emotions towards their jobs and 
thus in result the performance will be at high level 
and vice versa. Considering the Yerkes & Dodson 
[20] model of stress it can be argued that stress up to 
some level will be considered and tackled as 
challenge by employees and will work hard but 
beyond a certain point it will elicit negative attitude 
and behavior, thus resulting in negative work attitude 
and behavior. In prior part is has been already been 
discussed that stressors are associated with employee 
work attitude i.e. Job Satisfaction and also correlated 
with employee behavior (job Performance), further, 
also job satisfaction is linked with job performance. 
Job satisfaction is cognitive function and is appraised 
by individuals [38] and is the result of evaluative 
reply [39].  Due to this situation there is a need to 
find the exact process under which job stressors 
influence employee job performance. 
 
This circumstance guides to call for a scenario 
Stressors either directly affect employee job 
performance or there is a chance that only employee 
job satisfaction is effected by stressors, which in 
return increase employee job performance.  
So, the following hypotheses have been developed. 
H 3: Challenge stressors have an indirect positive 
impact on employee job performance, in mediating 
role of job satisfaction. 
H 4: Hindrance stressors have an indirect negative 
impact on employee job performance, in mediating 
role of job satisfaction. 
 

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
Data was collected from major cities of Pakistan. 
Respondent were from heterogeneous sample, 
including both public and private organizations such 
as education (221) health (201) finance (240) and 
manufacturing (210). As an instrument well 
established questionnaires were used to collect the 
data. While focusing on ethical consideration a cover 
letter was attached in order to guarantee the privacy. 
Common method variance is not a serious problem as 
it has been exaggerated generally [40], so, data was 
collected with an interval of one month in order to 
avoid any bias. In first episode data regarding 
challenge-hindrance stressors, job satisfaction was 
collected. While in second episode (i.e. after 1 
month) data regarding job performance was collected. 
The immediate supervisor/Boss filled the 
questionnaire for subordinates regarding job 
performance.  
 
In order to collect data from respondents, 1300 
questionnaires were distributed among officer ranked 
employees. We received 890 questionnaires yielding 
response rate of 68%, in which 872 was useable and 
thus was used for analysis.  The high response rate in 
Pakistan is normal [41], [42].  
The demographic characteristic disclosed that most of 
the respondents were male 81.3%.  Age distribution 
of respondents exposed that 19% were having age 
below 25 years and only 6% of respondents were 
having age of 46 years and plus. Majority of 
respondents were in the age group of 26 to 35 years 
i.e. 56.7%. Similarly, only 3.6% of individuals were 
having more than 21 years of job experience, and 
most of respondents laid in the category of 6 to 10 
years of job experience i.e. 37.6%.  
 
1. Measures 
Adopted measures from previous studies were used to 
collect data for the current study. All the 
questionnaires were in English language. According 
to Raja, Johns and Ntalians [43], cited in Shahzad, 
Gul & Khan, [44] English is not a native language of 
Pakistan but almost in every organization the medium 
of instructions and communication is English. So, it 
was not necessary to translate the questionnaire into 
native language. The responses of all measures were 
on 5 point Likert scale where 1= strongly disagree, 
2= disagree, 3 neither, 4 agree, and 5 represented 
strongly agree.  
We measured challenge stressors by adopting a 6 
items scale and 5 items scale for measuring 
Hindrance stressors developed by Cavanaugh, 
Boswell, Roehling & Boudreau [7]. We used 20 items 
scales developed by Weiss Dawis & England [45] to 
measure the employee job satisfaction and to measure 
the employee job performance we used a scale 
developed by Williams & Anderson [46].  
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IV. RESULTS 
 
Table i exhibits the means standard deviations, 
correlations and reliabilities of the study variables. 
Results indicate challenge stressors are positively 
correlated with Job Satisfaction and Job Performance 
where (r=.15, p<.01) and (r= .44, p< .01) 
respectively. In case of Hindrance stressors the results 
show that Hindrance stressors are significantly 
negative correlated with job satisfaction (r= -0.22, 
p<.01) and job performance (r= -0.23, p< .01) 
respectively.  
 

 
 
For confirmatory factor analysis we used the 
guidelines of Gerbing and Anderson [47] in order to 
calculate construct validity, the construct was valid as 
all the factor loading were significant (p<0.001) and 
were higher than the threshold values of 0.5 [48].  
Structural equation model was used to test the 
hypothesis proposing the direct effect in this study 
because SEM combines the multiple regression and 
characteristics of factor analysis for the simultaneous 
calculation of series of paths [48]. The results of 
model fit indices aa good fit meeting the criteria of 
goodness of fit (χ² = 88.87, df = 42, χ²/df = 3.19, 
RMSEA= .05, GFI= .93, AGFI = .94, IFI = .95, CFI 
= .96) are above the acceptable standards indicating 
that model fits the data well. 
 
B. The Mediating Role of Job Satisfaction between 
Challenge Stressors and Job Performance 
 

 
After meeting the conditions for mediating analysis, 
the mediating effect was checked by bootstrapping 
method given below in table II. The direct effect was 
significant (0.08, P<0.01) similarly the total effect 
(0.55, P<0.01) and indirect effect (0.47, P<0.01), 
through job satisfaction were also significant, thus 
lead to partial mediation. Also bootstrapping 95% CI 

for indirect effect does not contain zero and normal 
theory test was also significant (p<0.00). Thus, H3 
that Challenge stressors have an indirect positive 
impact on employee job performance, in mediating 
role of job satisfaction was supported.  
 
2. The Mediating Role of Job Satisfaction 

between Hindrance Stressors and Job 
Performance. 

It was hypothesized that the job satisfaction mediates 
the relationship between Hindrance stressors and job 
performance. We got inconsistent mediating results, 
as given below in table III. The negative direct effect 
(β= 0.42,P<0.01) is cancelled by the indirect positive 
effect (β= 0.37, P<0.01) due to which total effect is 
low [49]. The indirect positive effect though job 
satisfaction acted to lessen the direct negative effect 
of hindrance stressor on job performance. Thus the 
proposed hypothesis was not supported.  

 
 
DISCUSSION  
 
Challenge stressors are positive in nature and create 
positive feeling and lead to higher job satisfaction and 
high performance. When the feelings of individuals 
are positive towards their job, they will be satisfied 
and will show better performance. Same were found 
by research studies [8], [9], [7]. Hindrance stressors 
are negative in nature and create negative emotions. 
The negative emotions further lead to negative work 
attitude and behavior. The distinguished contribution 
of the current study was to find out the indirect link 
of challenge-hindrance stressors and employee job 
performance through job satisfaction. It was 
confirmed that the job satisfaction partially mediates 
the said relationship however in case of hindrance 
stressors inconsistent mediation results were found 
with a positive indirect effect thus lead to reject our 
proposed hypothesis. 
 
In such domain related studies have been carried out 
[37]. They found job satisfaction plays mediating role 
in the link of challenge- hindrance stressors and job 
outcomes. The prime focus was on stress in the 
initially introduced model of stress by Lazarus [50]. 
He suggested that in coping, employee intentionally 
react to stressor by exerting efforts to meet demands. 
Now for coping strategy to be employee international 
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reaction, it is important that employee must first 
evaluate the environment to be stressful [51]. 
 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
 
We noted several limitations. First, the individuals 
knew that their level of stressors and its relation with 
other variables is being tested so, it is possible that 
they have underreported the stressors. Second, no 
distinction was made between task and contextual 
performance of the employees. Third major limitation 
of the study was that the study sample is dominated 
by male (81%). Lastly, the normal duty hours in 
multinationals are from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. It is quite 
possible that in less working hours’ organizations the 
level of stressors might be different. 
Despite of such limitation, the current study provides 
some avenues for future research. For instance, other 
employees’ behavior like counter product behavior 
and withdrawal behavior can also be tested with the 
mediating role of work attitude like organizational 
commitment. Counter product behavior and 
withdrawal behavior are negative in nature so as 
hindrance stressor. When the organizational 
commitment is high, it would be interesting to place 
work commitment to check the mediating role. We 
encourage the future research study on stressors and 
coping relationship in service sectors.  
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