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Abstract

This study explores the direct relationship between challenge and hindrance demands affecting autonomous extrinsic motivation and 
sales performance. In addition, we examine the mediating role of autonomous extrinsic motivation in the relationship between challenge 
demands, hindrance demands, and sales performance. This study explores the direct relationship between challenge and hindrance demands 
affecting autonomous extrinsic motivation and sales performance. In addition, we examine the mediating role of autonomous extrinsic 
motivation in the relationship between challenge demands, hindrance demands, and sales performance. This study proceeded in two phases 
comprising preliminary and prime research. First, preliminary quantitative research was conducted through face-to-face interviews with  
125 observations to analyze the reliability of the scale and exploratory factor analysis to evaluate the measurements. The data collected 
from 431 real estate market employees shows that both challenge and hindrance demands positively and negatively affect sales performance 
through autonomous extrinsic motivation. Furthermore, challenge demands and hindrance demands affect positive and negative sales 
performance through autonomous extrinsic motivation, respectively. This study suggests that business organizations should design job 
demands to ensure that challenging work is suitable for employees’ job positions. Thus, they will contribute to motivation and help 
employees achieve job performance.
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environment to achieve individual and organizational goals 
(González-Morales & Neves, 2015; Liu, 2019; Lu et al., 
2016). As mentioned above, sales job demands are inherently 
stressful (Chaker et al., 2016; Pendey, 2019). 

The stressors can be grouped into challenge demands 
(CD) and hindrance demands (HD) in the organization 
(Crawford et al., 2010; Van den Broeck et al., 2010). However,  
unlike hindrance demands (HD), challenge demands  
(CD) have positive characteristics because they can be 
a motivator to perform well (Li et al., 2020). Moreover, 
Mazzolla and Disselhorst (2019) also showed that CD affects 
performance inconsistently as the effects may be negative, 
positive, or insignificant.

The theory of job demands and job resources (JD-R) 
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti et al., 2001) is 
only concerned with the external interaction between job 
characteristics and job engagement as a motivational state 
without considering the process of psychological internalization 
during job performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Tadić 
Vujčić et al., 2017). Meanwhile, self-determination theory 
(SDT) is a theory of motivation that expresses motivational 
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1. Introduction

Salespeople play a crucial role in implementing 
processes, coordinating with different functions in the 
sales organization to meet increasingly complex customer 
requirements nowadays (Liu, 2019; Westbrook & Peterson, 
2020). For that reason, employees need to put in great effort 
and concentration to be effective (Loehr & Schwartz, 2001). 
Therefore, scholars suppose that the nature of sales requires 
employees to meet stressful job demands in a competitive 
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levels by emphasizing the proactive behavior of individuals 
(Ryan & Deci, 2020). In addition, previous studies have rarely 
explored the individual-level relationships between CD, HD, 
and autonomous extrinsic motivation (AEM) related to job 
outcomes (Homburg et al., 2019; Mazzolla & Disselhorst, 
2019; Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017).

This study is to contribute some theoretical and practical 
content. Theoretically, the combination of JD-R and SDT 
theory will add to explaining the differential relationship 
between high CD and HD in using available resources 
to explain the motivational process of psychological 
internalization to achieve job performance at the individual 
level (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Deci & Ryan, 2008; Ryan 
& Deci, 2020). In practical terms, this research improves job 
design and helps increase organizational productivity.

The detailed objectives of the study are to investigate  
(1) the relationship between the effects of HD, CD, and AEM 
on job performance and (2) the mediating role of AEM in the 
effects of CD and HD on sales performance.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1.  Challenge and Hindrance  
Demands Framework

LePine et al. (2005) argue that job demands can also play a 
role in motivational factors and differentiate into HD and CD. 
So, Van den Broeck et al. (2010) classified job characteristics 
into three types CD, HD, and job resources. The HD defines 
job demands that involve undue or undesirable constraints 
that impede or interfere with a person’s ability to achieve 
a valuable goal (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Van den Broeck  
et al., 2010). For example, HD are role conflict, role overload, 
and role ambiguity; Rules take the form of redundancies and 
bureaucratic procedures and are controversial (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2017; Rodell & Judge, 2009). Conversely, the 
CD defines job demands that consume effort so that people 
can promote personal growth and employee achievement 
(Crawford et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2007). For example, 
CD includes high levels of workload, time pressure, 
and responsibilities (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). These 
demands are likely to be obtained for decent work rewards 
that people do the unpleasant work to associate with these 
requirements and are considered “good” stressors. However, 
Bakker and Sanz-Vergel (2013) have supposed that HD can 
be acted as HD (and vice versa) depending on the context. 
In addition, some scholars argue that job demands should 
assess both CD and HD (e.g., Searle & Auton, 2015; Webster 
et al., 2011). Thus, these findings open up new directions in 
exploring conditions under which job demands play the role 
of HD versus CD (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).

The results of three meta-analyses demonstrate the 
different effects of CD and HD on some other work-related 

outcomes (Crawford et al., 2010; LePine et al., 2005; 
Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019). For example, Mazzola and 
Disselhorst (2019) show that HD affects different outcomes 
relatively uniformly. However, the CD has a heterogeneous 
relationship with other research results because the CD has 
both a negative (or positive) relationship and no relationship 
with job performance. In addition, the research is still not 
interested in explaining the difference between the hindrance 
and challenge demands for fluctuations (internal regulations) 
within people regarding work. (Homburg et al., 2019; 
Mazzolla & Disselhorst, 2019; Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017).

Based on JD-R theoretical model, this study approaches 
job demand functions based on JD-R theory in analyzing job 
demands into CD and HD to explain the motivational process 
and change inner psychology of employees in performing 
work effectively.

2.2. Self-Determination Theory

People self-regulate their behaviors in response to 
social contexts or pressures (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Ryan 
& Deci, 2018). The external causes are controlled and 
internalized by manifesting into an autonomous or controlled  
behavior. Employees with autonomous extrinsic motivation 
express the level of effort at work for their genuine interest 
and choice, and not for external pressure (Gagné et al., 2010; 
Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017). Besides, AEM supports basic 
needs, satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and behavioral 
intentions (Ryan & Deci, 2020). AEM comprises identified 
regulation, a moderately autonomous level of motivation, 
and integrated regulation, which is a form of autonomous 
motivation. AEM is a relatively less autonomous kind of 
motivation because it is a behavioral regulation involving 
inwardly transformed values and therefore no longer requires 
the presence of an external reward such as the recognition 
and perception of guilts. 

The cause of sales motivation is mainly related to 
organizational factors (work-related factors, organizational 
stress, and sales control systems) and personal factors 
(demographic factors, personal perception, and emotion) 
(Delpechitre et al., 2020; Khusainova et al., 2018).  
A meta-analysis study by Cerasoli et al. (2014) showed 
that intrinsic motivation and reward (external regulation) 
positively influence quantity and quality performance. 
However, intrinsic motivation affects quality performance 
better than quantity performance. Extrinsic motivation has 
a more significant influence on quantitative performance 
than quality performance. Delpechitre et al. (2020) and 
Khusainova et al. (2018) demonstrated that previous 
studies were still highly inconsistent in the relationship 
between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation affecting sales 
performance, whereas other studies supported extrinsic 
motivation. Deci et al. (2017) argued that motivation would 
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change over time within people and impact job performance. 
However, previous studies have seldom addressed the 
process of transforming employees’ psychological state in 
the workplace into different forms of motivation to perform 
effectively (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Khusainova et al., 
2018; Tadić et al., 2017).

This study employs AEM in SDT theory to assess 
the psychological transformation of real estate market 
employees in the face of hindrance and challenging demands 
in the motivational process because extrinsic motivation can 
be regulated internally (Gagné et al., 2010). In addition, the 
JD-R theoretical model approves incorporating SDT theory 
in exploring the relationships between CD or HD and AEM 
at the individual level (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017).

3.  Research Model and Hypotheses 
Development 

3.1. Proposed Model 

The theoretical model indicates the direct influence 
relationship of CD and HD, AEM and sales performance. 
Furthermore, AEM acts as a mediating variable in the 
influence relationship of CD and HD on PERF.

3.2. Hypotheses Development

3.2.1. Hindrance Demands and Challenge Demands

Social contexts make opportunities for people to 
satisfy basic needs to stimulate forms of self-determination 
motivation, whereas contexts that hinder need satisfaction 
will create forms of non-self-determination motivation 
(Deci & Ryan, 1985). Many authors assume that the CD 
provides employees with opportunities for personal growth 
(Lepine et al., 2005; González-Morales & Neves, 2015) and 
achieves work goals, stimulating advancement, learning, 
and development of individuals in job resources (Demerouti 
et al., 2001). HD reduces one’s ability to achieve valuable 
goals (Lepine et al., 2005; Rodell & Judge, 2009).

Other results in the service sector also show that  
CD and HD affect job engagement and intention to 
leave (Olugbade & Karatepe, 2019) and affect teacher’s 
internalization (AEM) (Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017). 
Homogeneously, Fernet et al. (2020) showed that nurses’ 
perceptions of job demands and work resources have changed 
within each employee in the motivational components (the 
level varies from 30-40%). Furthermore, Lepine et al. (2005) 
also showed that HD negatively affects and CD positively 
affects work motivation. 

As mentioned above, the authors believe that with high 
job demands, available organizational resources, real estate 
brokerage salespersons will be aware of the role and value 

of selling jobs. So, they will align their behaviors with 
organizational goals and values.

H1: Challenge demands positively influence autonomous 
extrinsic motivation.

H2: Hindrance demands harm autonomous extrinsic 
motivation.

Although authors have differentiated into in-role and 
extra-role sides of sales performance (Mackensize et al., 
1998), this study concentrates on the in-role aspect of 
performance. For this reason, sales performance explained 
the perception of sales volume achieved, the quality of 
customer relationships they retain, and the knowledge they 
own about their company’s products, competitions, and 
customer needs (Krishnan et al., 2002). As a result, today’s 
sales force faces many obstacles and challenges because 
they have to deal with the context of a highly competitive, 
complex, and stressful business environment (Brown & 
Peterson, 1994; Herjanto & Franklin, 2019). However, 
stressors can be good (CD) or bad (HD) that have a positive 
or negative effect on job performance (Lepine et al., 2005).

Lepine et al. (2005) showed that HD negatively affects 
job performance but positively affects strain. On the contrary,  
the CD has a positive effect on job performance and strain. 
The meta-analysis study by Mazzola and Disselhorst (2019) 
also showed a correlation relationship between heterogeneous 
CD (with negative or positive relationship or no effect)  
with job performance. The study showed that HD  
(mean r = -0.22) and CD (mean r = -0.03) negatively 
correlated with job performance. Based on the CD and 
HD framework, the HD had a negative and statistically 
significant influence on job performance. However, the CD 
had little influence on job performance (except for Lepine 
et al., 2005) (Mazzola & Disselhorst, 2019). Therefore, this 
study provides more evidence to support the testing of the 
CD’s and HD’s impacts on the process of self-assessment of 
job performance at the individual level.

H3: Challenge demands are positively related to sales 
performance.

H4: Hindrance demands are negatively related to sales 
performance.

3.2.2. Autonomous Extrinsic Motivation

The SDT theory holds that self-determination is 
considered crucial for mundane tasks, as the work context 
favors self-determination to promote the transformation for 
acquiring many positive outcomes (Sheldon et al., 2003).

Meta-analysis results (Cerasoli et al., 2014) and 
review studies (Delpechitre et al., 2020; Khusainova  
et al., 2018) in the industry of sales show that extrinsic and 
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intrinsic motivations affect sales performance. In addition, 
other studies also suggest that the perceived influence of 
autonomous motivation can lead to sales performance 
through the sales process to internalize each employee 
(Homburg et al., 2019). The authors showed that AEM 
influenced the environmental motivation and organizational 
commitment (Wong-On-Wing et al., 2010), control through 
rewards, sales activities (Conde & Prybutok, 2021), HD, 
CD (Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017), or employee depression 
and anxiety (Cho & Yang, 2018). From the pressures of 
the work environment, employees will self-regulate their 
behavior to achieve personal and organizational goals (Ryan 
& Deci, 2020). In addition, when the employees change their 
behavior appropriately, they feel motivated to engage and 
express positive effects to the job (Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017) 
and job performance (Wong-On-Wing et al., 2010). Based 
on the above discussion, the author believes that AEM will 
positively affect job performance.

H5: Autonomous extrinsic motivation positively affects 
sales performance.

Tadić Vujčić et al. (2017) showed that AEM mediated the 
positive and negative influences of CD and HD on teachers’ 
positive effects and job engagement, respectively. Further, 
AEM also played the mediating role of the relationship 
between needs satisfaction and viability of business 
owners (Olafsen & Frølund, 2018), task conflict, creative 
environment, empowered leadership, colleague support and 
creative performance (Hon, 2012), inside sales agents’ sales 
activities, inside sales agents’ sales performance, and tenure 
(Conde & Prybutok, 2021). Moreover, a meta-analysis by 
Lepine et al. (2005) also showed that work motivation also 
played a mediating role in the relationship between the 
negative and positive individual-level effects of HD and CD 
on work performance and the positive and negative influence 
of the strain, separately. Therefore, the authors propose: 

H6: Autonomous extrinsic motivation mediates the 
positive relationship between challenge demands and sales 
performance.

H7: Autonomous extrinsic motivation mediates the 
negative relationship between hindrance demands and sales 
performance.

4. Methodology

4.1. Research Sample and Procedure

This study proceeded in two phases comprising 
preliminary and prime research. The respondents in the 
research periods are all real estate market staff (salespeople) 
working for real estate brokerage organizations in Ho Chi 

Minh City, one of the ten cities with the fast growth rate of 
real estate business services in Asia (Newell, 2021).

Preliminary qualitative research was conducted faced-
to-faced interviews with eight staff to adjust the scales per 
the research context. In addition, this study helps to reduce 
the common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
Preliminary quantitative research was conducted through 
face-to-face interviews with 125 observations to analyze 
the reliability of the scale and exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) to evaluate the measurements. The final sample was 
applied a convenient method through face-to-face interviews 
with 431 salespeople in Ho Chi Minh City to test the value 
of the scales and hypotheses by the structural equator  
model (SEM).

4.2. Measurement

The English scales are translated into Vietnamese 
by a bilingual scholar because English is not the native 
language of real estate agencies. Back-translation ensures 
the reliability of original scales. A seven-point Likert scale 
is used for all items.

The hindrance and challenge demand scales were 
borrowed from Rodell and Judge (2009). The preliminary 
qualitative study results found that the HD scale removed 
two items (“I have received assignments without adequate 
resources and materials to execute them” and “ I have 
worked with two or more groups who operate quite 
differently”), and the CD also deleted two manifests  
(“The volume of work that must be accomplished in the 
allocated time has been difficult” and “My job has required 
me to use several complex or high-level skills”) because they 
were not appropriate for the context.

The autonomous extrinsic motivation was measured by 
a multidimensional work motivation scale from Tremblay  
et al. (2009). Identified regulation (three items) and 
integrated regulation (three manifests). These subscales were 
kept as the original scales and unchanged in the preliminary 
qualitative research. In addition, the participants were asked 
to answer the question, “Why are you presently involved in 
your work?” 

The sales performance scale was borrowed from 
Krishnan et al. (2002) with three observed variables. First, 
the results of the qualitative study showed that many 
participants agreed and recommended the item “How do 
you rate yourself in terms of quality of your performance 
with knowledge of your products, company, competitors’ 
products, and customer needs?” should be separated into 
two different items related to products and competitors and 
needs of the client because it was too long and very difficult 
to remember the statement. Therefore, two new variables 
are included: “I understand the knowledge of your products, 
company, competitors’ products,” and “I understand the 
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needs of customers.” Finally, the self-reported scale was 
responded to and began with the phrase “comparing with 
colleagues in your organization…”

4.3. Measurement Refinement

The preliminary quantitative study conducted by SPSS 
25.0 software with 125 observations showed that CD, HD, 
AEM, and PERF had Cronbach’s alpha coefficients of 0.864, 
0.785, 0.668, 0.771, and 0.855, respectively. In particular, 
item HD6 was rejected due to low item-total correlation 
(0.246). The EFA was examined by the principal component 
method with varimax rotation and extracted four factors from 
twenty-one items measuring five instruments in the model 
with 60.45% of variance extracted at eigenvalues of 1.534. 
Two components of identified and integrated regulation 
combined into one factor with six observed variables. 
These subscales were supposed that have no difference 
because they usually have high correlation relationships 
in practice (Howard et al., 2016; Ju, 2020). In addition, all 
factor loadings are high (≥ 0.559). All scales satisfy the 
requirements in terms of reliability and validity. Therefore, 
these scales remain used for formal research.

5. Empirical Results and Discussion

5.1. Sample Characteristics 

The final sample includes 431 real estate market 
employees in Ho Chi Minh City. The proportions of men and 
women are 56.6% and 43.4%, respectively. The percentages 
of employees aged 18–24, 25–34, 35–44, and 45–54 are 
41.8%, 47.8%, 9.5%, and 0.7%, respectively. Regarding 
the working experience, their employees are grouped into 
more than three months to less than one year (30.6%), 1–3 
years (44.1%), 3–5 years (18.3%), 5–7 years (4.4%), and 
more than 7 years (2.6%). Regarding the education level, 
most of the respondents have college (33.4%) and university 
(53.1%) degrees, while only 1.9% of them have higher 
education degrees and 11.6% of them have intermediate or 
lower levels. Regarding the average monthly incomes of the 
real estate market salespeople, 19.7% earn below 6.5 million 
VND, 29.5% earn from 6.5 to under 10 million VND, 36.2% 
earn from 10 million to under 20 million VND, and 14.6% 
earn more than 20 million VND.  

This study was conducted in two phases. First, 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was applied to determine 
the validity. Second, the Maximum Likelihood (ML) method 
was used for testing the theoretical model and hypotheses, 
which was done by AMOS 25.0 software. The screening 
showed that the data set had a slight deviation from the 
threshold. However, the results showed that most of the 
kurtosis and skewness are in the range [-1, 1]. So, the ML 

method is still the appropriate method (Muthen & Kaplan, 
1985). In addition, the results of testing the stability of 
the indexes under market data related to the overall model 
according to Bollen - Stine Bootstrap with N = 2000 also 
showed that the model results were stable with p = 0.03 
(Bollen & Stine, 1992).

5.2. Measurement Validation

As presented in the preliminary quantitative research 
results, the four scales (CD, HD, AEM, and PERF) were 
evaluated by CFA in the main dataset collected from  
431 employees. The saturated model was performed on the 
measurement model and found acceptable fit to the data: 
χ2[164] = 262,468 (p = 0.000), GFI = 0.943, TLI = 0.966,  
CFI = 0.971, RMSEA = 0.037, and CLOSE = 0.995. 
Noticeably, the observation variable HD5 made the average 
variance extracted (AVE) unsatisfactory (47.7%) so it was 
deleted (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). 

Table 1 presents the standardized CFA factor loadings 
(SCFL) of items, Cronbach’s alpha (CA), composite 
reliability (CR), and average variance extracted of the 
scales. The standardized regression weights of all scales 
were valuable (≥ 0.64) and significant (p < 0.001), and the 
t-value (critical ratios) for each factor loading is higher than 
1.96 (Hair et al., 2010). The CA ranged from 0.814 to 0.858, 
which exceeds the cut-off level of 0.70 set for basic research 
(Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). The convergent validity of the 
measurement determined as the CR for all constructs ranged 
from 0.814 to 0.861 – better than 0.70, as recommended 
by Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Hair et al. (2010).  
In addition, the AVE for all factors ranged from 0.504 to 
0.556, exceeding the generally accepted value of 0.50 (Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981). Finally, maximal reliability MaxR(H) 
for all factors ranged from 0.816 to 0.869 compared to the 
threshold of 0.8 (Hancock & Mueller, 2001), thus supporting 
the convergent validity of all the concepts included in the 
measurement model.

The discriminant validity of the factors included in the 
measurement model was also confirmed, according to the 
criterion of Fornell and Larcker (1981) and Chin (1998), by 
the fact that the average variance extracted for each construct 
was more significant than the maximum Shared Squared 
Variance (MSV) (Table 1 & 2).

5.3. Common Method Variance

We collected data from the same source about self-
reporting sales performance, so there may be a common 
method bias (CMB) in the study (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
Therefore, the study implements three post hoc statistical 
analyses to test for potential biases. First, the Harman’s  
one-factor test shows that the percentage of variance 
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(26.689%) is less than 50%. Second, the correlation 
coefficients between the variables (see Table 2) are all less 
than 0.9 (Lindell & Whitney, 2001). Third, the common latent 
factors (CLF) or the unmeasured latent method is used to test 
CMB’s problem (Williams & McGonagle, 2016). Finally, we 
compared the constraint model with the unconstraint model. 
The results showed that all factor loadings were less than 
0.2. Hence, the results of this test also show that CMB is not 
a considerable issue that affects the results. 

5.4. Structural Results

5.4.1. Hypotheses Testing

The indicators in the model (Figure 1) show a good 
fit with the research data and are acceptable (χ2 [164] = 
262,468, χ2/df =1.6, P = 0.000, GFI = 0.943, TLI = 0.966, 
CFI = 0.971, PCLOSE = 0.995, RMSEA = 0.037). Research 
results demonstrate that the hypotheses H1 to H5 are 

Table 1: The Final Measurement Model

Scales/Items SCFL t-values
Challenge demanda (CD) (CA = 0.858, CR = 0.859, AVE = 0.504, MaxR(H) = 0.861)

I’ve had to work on a large number of assignments. (CD1) 0.723 NA

My job has required me to work very hard. (CD2) 0.692 13.217

I have experienced severe time pressures in my work. (CD3) 0.712 13.566

I’ve felt the amount of responsibility I have at work. (CD4) 0.68 12.991

I have been responsible for counseling others and/or helping them solve their problems. (CD5) 0.689 13.149

My job has required a lot of selling skills. (CD6) 0.759 14.405

Hindrance demandsa (HD) (CA = 0.814, CR = 0.814, AVE = 0.523, MaxR(H) = 0.816)

I have had to go through a lot of red tapes to get my job done. (HD1) 0.759 NA

My duties and work objectives have been unclear to me. (HD2) 0.723 13.218

I have not fully understood what is expected of me®. (HD3) 0.697 12.826

I have had many hassles to go through to get assignments done. (HD4) 0.711 13.04

I have worked with two or more groups that operate quite differently. (HD5)
Autonomous extrinsic motivationb (AEM) (CA = 0.858, CR = 0.861, AVE = 0.509, MaxR(H) = 0.869)

Because this is the type of work, I chose to do to attain a certain lifestyle. (IDENT1) 0.75 NA

Because I chose this type of work to attain my career goals. (IDENT2) 0.666 13.258

Because it is the type of work, I have chosen to attain certain important objectives. (IDENT3) 0.64 12.726

Because it has become a fundamental part of who I am. (INTE1) 0.694 13.837

Because it is part of the way in which I have chosen to live my life. (INTE2) 0.708 14.132

Because this job is a part of my life. (INTE3) 0.811 16.198

Sales performance (PERF) (CA = 0.827, CR = 0.833, AVE = 0.556, MaxR(H) = 0.851)

I achieved sales volume. (PERF1) 0.657 NA

I maintain client relationships. (PERF2) 0.741 12.72

I understand the knowledge of your products, company, and competitors’ products. (PERF3) 0.72 12.446

I understand the needs of customers. (PERF4) 0.852 13.788
aRanged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”; bRanged from “does not correspond at all” to “correspond exactly”; cRange from “worst” 
to “best”; Rindicates a reverse-coded item; ***p < 0.001; NA: not applicable.
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accepted (Table 3). Specifically, CD positively affects AEM 
(β = 0.383, p = 0.001) and PERF (β = 0.185, p = 0.008).  
In contrast, HD negatively affects AEM (β = -0.168,  
p = 0.037) and PERF (β = -0.189, p = 0.018). AEM  
positively affects PERF (β = 0.477, p = 0.001). Thus, in the direct 
path model, factors affect sales performance with β = 0.473.

5.4.2. The Mediating Role Testing

To test the mediating role of AEM, we chose the bias-
corrected confidence interval 97% and performance 
bootstrap with 2,000 samples from the original data set based 
on random sampling (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The results 

Figure 1: Standardized Structural Path Model

Table 2: Mean, Standard Deviation, Maximum Shared Squared Variance, and Correlation Between Constructs

Variables Mean SD MSV AEM CD PERF HD

Autonomous extrinsic motivation 5.563 0.888 0.259 0.714

Challenge demands 5.532 0.814 0.089 0.298 0.71

Sales performance 5.285 1.063 0.259 0.509 0.264 0.746

Hindrance demands 5.521 0.657 0.020 -0.076 0.132 -0.142 0.723

Discriminate Validity: AVE > MSV (Chin, 1998); Maximum Shared Squared Variance (MSV), Standard Deviation (SD).

Table 3: Direct Structural Path Model

Hypothesis Structural Path Unstandardized 
Estimate

Standard 
Error

Standardized 
Estimate t-value P

H1 CD → AEM 0.383 0.070 0.313 5.467 0.001
H2 HD → AEM -0.168 0.080 -0.117 -2.083 0.037
H3 CD → PERF 0.185 0.070 0.145 2.635 0.008
H4 HD → PERF -0.189 0.080 -0.126 -2.374 0.018
H5 AEM → PERF 0.477 0.063 0.456 7.624 0.001
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demonstrate the stable mediating model (all critical ratios 
ranged from -2.17 to 2.17 with p < 0.03) and fit indexes of 
the model are the same as the theoretical model. The indirect 
relationship between HD, CD, and sales performance 
through AEM is respectively negative (β = -0.080) and 
positive (β = 0.183). And the 97 % confidence interval (CI) 
for HD is from -0.176 to 0.003 (p = 0.040), while that of CD 
is from 0.108 to 0.283 (p = 0.001). 

The full mediating model shows that the influence of HD, 
CD on PERF and through AEM is higher than the effect level 
of the theoretical model (β = 0.576). Therefore, the mediating 
model is the best estimator for this study (Table 4).

5.5. Discussion

The results show that in terms of the high job demand 
of real estate market employees, they self-regulate their 
behaviors in response to current pressures (Román et al., 
2021; Ryan & Deci, 2018, 2020). Furthermore, the research 
shows that CD positively affects the AEM at work (β = 0.183, 
p = 0.01), and it is consistent with previous studies (Lepine 
et al., 2005; Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017). On the contrary, the 
HD negatively influences the AEM (β = -0.189, p = 0.023), 
and it supports many previous studies (Lepine et al., 2005; 
Tadić Vujčić et al., 2017). Besides, CD positively affects 
PERF (β = 0.383, p = 0.001) and is in line with existing 
studies (Lepine et al., 2005; Lu et al., 2016; Webster et al., 
2011, Yuan et al., 2014; Byron et al., 2018). However, HD 
negatively affects sales performance (β = -0.168, p = 0.037), 
and the results of this study are consistent with previous 
studies (Karatepe et al., 2018; Lepine et al., 2005; Nixon  
et al., 2011).  Moreover, AEM positively affects employees’ 

PERF (β = 0.477, p = 0.001), which is consistent with 
the results of Homburg et al. (2019) and Wong-On-Wing  
et al. (2010). The research results also indicate that the AEM 
plays a partial mediating role in the influences of CD and 
HD on PERF. Specifically, the CD has a positive effect  
(β = 0.183, p = 0.001) on PERF through AEM. In contrast, 
AEM acts as an intermediate variable of job demands  
with a negative influence on sales performance (β = -0.08,  
p = 0.04). This finding supports the view of Tadić Vujčić 
et al. (2017). The full mediating model shows that the 
three factors AEM, CD, and HD, can explain 57.6% of the 
difference in influencing sales performance (see Table 3).

6. Conclusion

The study reveals that HD, CD, and AEM affect PERF. 
In addition, AEM acts as a partial mediator of psychological 
changes in the impacts of HD and CD on PERF. However, 
the findings also have certain limitations.

The study helps to clarify the difference between HD and 
CD in the job demand function affecting PERF and AEM as 
called for by Bakker and Demerouti (2017). Furthermore, 
this study fills the theoretical gap JD-R by applying the 
SDT theory to explain the external interaction between 
job demands and employees’ sales performance through 
internalizing at the personal level in the context of high job 
demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Ryan & Deci, 2020; 
Schaufel & Taris, 2014; Tadić vujčić et al., 2017).

Business organizations should design job demands to 
ensure that challenging work is suitable for employees’ 
job positions. They will contribute to motivation and help 
employees achieve job performance. Reversely, if the job 

Table 4: Bootstrap Estimate for the Effect of Factors on Sales Performance

Construct Effect Unstandaized 
Estimate P-value 97% Bootstrap  

CI Conclusion

HD Direct -0.189 0.023 Partially mediated
Indirect -0.080 0.040 [-0.176, 0.003]
Total -0.269

CD Direct 0.185 0.010 Partially mediated
Indirect 0.183 0.001 [0.108, 0.283]
Total 0.368

AEM Direct 0.477 0.001 Accepted
Indirect 0.00 -
Total 0.477 0.001

Total Effects Direct 0.473
Indirect 0.103
Total 0.576
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demands are too high and not suitable for employees, it will 
create obstacles that reduce motivation and job performance 
(Huang et al., 2016; Pendey, 2019). Managers need to 
discover and appreciate the different types of motivation 
to develop and apply appropriate motivational policies  
(e.g., provide benefits related to promotion opportunities 
and rewards for achieving sales goals) to help employees 
become more aware and love their jobs. In addition, managers 
should support their employees to self-regulate through 
regular coaching and training to help them navigate career 
opportunities and define goals. Moreover, they regularly 
communicate standards and values of the organization to 
influence orientation to motivate and perform tasks by the 
organization and help employees feel a loved work.

This study has certain limitations. First, the research 
model only focuses on real estate market employees in Ho 
Chi Minh City. Employees in different areas and service 
occupations may have different perceptions to internalize 
them under other pressures. Therefore, future studies should 
re-test this model in other contexts. Second, AEM and 
intrinsic motivation are the autonomous motivation that 
helps employees self-regulate their behaviors in the face 
of social contexts or pressures as they have autonomous 
motivation (Román et al., 2021; Ryan & Deci, 2018).  
Therefore, future studies should add intrinsic motivation 
to examine the role of autonomous motivation with other 
relationships in this research. Third, in a challenging or 
threatening work environment, employees can perceive 
stressors as challenging demands that will produce 
positive job performance. Conversely, stressors reviewed 
as threatening will influence negative performance (Min  
et al., 2015). Future studies should further examine positivity 
as a personal resource related to regulating the relationship 
between motivation and job demands (Khliefat et al., 2021; 
Mitchell et al., 2019).
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