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Managing Foreign Subsidiaries Remotely: The Role of Culture in Technostress 

Appraisal and Engagement

Multinational enterprises’ increased dependence on work-enabling technologies to manage 

global operations may contribute to foreign subsidiary employees’ technostress – stress from 

interacting with technology. However, technostress may either have a positive or negative 

effect on employee and customer engagement, depending on the employee’s appraisal of the 

techno-stressors. Based on transactional stress theory, the authors provide a conceptual model 

and research propositions to introduce the concept of technostress to international marketing 

scholars. The authors explore the role of the information systems environment and culture in 

employees’ appraisal of techno-stressors and its ultimate effects on their wellbeing and 

performance. These propositions aim to encourage research that provides a fuller context of 

the technology-related challenges that multinationals may face in building employee and 

customer engagement across their subsidiary networks.

Keywords: technostress, transactional stress theory, remote work, culture, employee 

engagement, customer engagement.
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Technology is crucial to managing international marketing teams, with global IT spending to 

support remote work expected to grow 5% to more than $330bn in 2021 (Gartner 2021). The 

international marketing (IM) literature has many examples of how technology aids 

multinational enterprises’ (MNE) global operations such as in facilitating knowledge transfer 

and collaboration amongst marketing teams across MNEs’ subsidiary networks (e.g., Lee, 

Chen, and Lu 2009, Griffith and Lee 2016). Importantly, technology also helps marketing 

teams drive customer outcomes. Organizations that invest to improve customer-facing 

technology can increase customer satisfaction by 15-20% and reduce costs by up to 40% 

(McKinsey 2020a). However, despite the benefits of technology to marketing teams, its use 

may also have a dark side, which has been well-documented in the information systems and 

organizational behavior literatures (e.g., Tarafdar, Cooper, and Stich 2019; Pirkkalainen et al. 

2019) but less so in IM. To fully explore the relationship between technology use, employee 

engagement, and marketing outcomes, we define engagement as “the attitude, behavior, [and] 

the level of connectedness” between employees and customers (Kumar and Pansari 2016, p. 

498), which can drive important firm level outcomes like new product development via 

customer participation or cocreation (Griffith and Lee 2016; Leung, Tse, and Yim 2020). 

Therefore, to effectively meet their customers’ needs, MNEs need to understand how 

employees’ reliance on technology impacts engagement at work, and its ultimate effect on 

customer engagement, as a greater proportion of customer interactions occur virtually 

(McKinsey 2020b). 

A key concept of growing significance that describes a potential downside of 

technology use is technostress – the stress from using work-enabling technologies (Tarafdar, 

Cooper, and Stich 2019); comprising hardware (e.g., mobiles, laptops) and the software that 

enable virtual collaboration (e.g., Zoom, Teams, Slack). Foreign subsidiary employees 

(FSEs) are tasked with exploiting the MNE’s resources (like technological capacity) in 

Page 2 of 28

Journal of International Marketing



Peer Review
 Version

complex international markets (Meyer, Li, and Schotter 2020), and are thus critical in 

implementing the MNE’s global strategy. However, HQ managers also need to be aware that 

country-level differences in the information systems (IS) environment and FSEs’ cultural 

orientations will influence how they experience technostress, which has consequences for 

engagement. Given the recent shift in work structures that favor a greater reliance on 

technology for customer interaction, this article aims to encourage IM research that helps 

scholars and HQ managers better understand how culture influences their FSEs’ appraisal of 

techno-stressors, and subsequent impact on engagement; an important variable in driving 

global marketing performance. 

TRANSACTIONAL STRESS THEORY AND TECHNOSTRESS 

Based on Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) transactional stress theory (TST), Tarafdar, Cooper 

and Stich (2019) conceptualized technostress as a multi-step process involving (1) an 

interaction with technology which exposes individuals to techno-stressors, prompting the 

individual to (2) appraise the techno-stressors as either challenging (positive appraisal) or 

threatening (negative appraisal); (3) and decide on a coping strategy; (4) which finally results 

in psychological, physical, or behavioral outcomes. 

Tarafdar, Cooper and Stich (2019) identified five techno-stressors defined in Figure 1. 

Stressors are neither positive nor negative by nature (Hobfoll et al. 2018). Rather, individuals 

engage in a cognitive exercise to assess whether the perceived techno-stressors create 

opportunities for growth (challenging appraisal), or the potential to thwart the achievement of 

personal goals (threat appraisal) (Tarafdar, Cooper and Stich 2019). We make a distinction 
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between the perception of techno-stressors, being a physiological experience of 

environmental stimuli; and appraisal, being the psychological processing that occurs after 

perceiving the techno-stressors. TST adequately addresses this ‘open-to-interpretation’ nature 

of stressors and proposes that the appraisal of stressors will be influenced by individual 

differences (Lazarus and Folkman 1984). Despite the inherently negative connotation of 

technostress, TST proposes that individual differences are responsible for why some 

employees appraise techno-stressors as challenging (positive), rather than threatening 

(negative) (LePine, Podsakoff, and LePine 2005). For instance, self-efficacious individuals 

tend to appraise stressors as challenging; leading to greater creative performance, while the 

same stressors appraised as threatening by less self-efficacious individuals thwart creativity 

(Li, Chen, and Lai 2018).  

 Given the importance of individual differences in technostress appraisal, the literature 

would benefit from more theoretical investigation into boundary conditions that differentiate 

the appraisal of techno-stressors (Tarafdar, Cooper and Stich 2019). Based on our conceptual 

model (Figure 2), we develop propositions for research to enhance our understanding of how 

technostress affects employee engagement and subsequently, customer engagement. We 

discuss how characteristics of the IS environment influence FSEs’ perception of techno-

stressors, and the moderating role of culture in technostress appraisal. Our discussion 

concludes with the proposed effects of technostress appraisal on employee and customer 

engagement based on engagement orientation (Kumar and Pansari 2016). 

-Place Figure 1 about here-
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-Place Figure 2 about here-

THE TECHNOLOGY ENVIRONMENT AND TECHNO-STRESSORS

According to TST, the first step of the technostress process involves an interaction with 

technology, which exposes the individual to techno-stressors (Tarafdar, Cooper and Stich 

2019). FSEs rely on technology like videoconferencing and email to collaborate with 

colleagues and to serve customers (Badrinarayanan, Madhavaram, and Granot 2011). Such 

technology aiding remote work has been shown to improve communication, structure 

problem-solving processes, and goal attainment (Hertel, Geister, and Konradt 2005). 

However, studies have shown that characteristics of the IS environment such as reliability, 

mobility, and ease of use have the potential to create demands during technology use 

(Tarafdar Cooper and Stich 2019). Since our discussion aims to provide HQ managers with a 

more nuanced understanding of technostress across their global subsidiary network, we 

suggest that infrastructural and cost elements of the IS environment may also create demands. 

For example, the average download broadband speed in the USA and most of Western 

Europe is above 50 megabytes per second (mbps), but rarely above 10 mbps in many South 

American, African, and Asian countries (Cable.co.uk 2021). Download speed affects the 

amount of time individuals search for information on computers, with slower speeds 

increasing users’ physiological stress (Trimmel, Meixner-Pendleton, and Haring 

2003). Consequently, we expect unfavorable characteristics of the IS environment to 

contribute to inefficiencies in using technology which could trigger various techno-stressors. 

For instance, poor quality technology-supporting infrastructure could mean FSEs are unable 

to achieve their objectives within official working hours (driving techno-invasion); slower at 

getting accustomed to new technology (driving techno-complexity); and present barriers to 

meeting important job commitments (driving techno-insecurity). Hence, we propose: 
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P1: Unfavorable characteristics of the host countries’ IS environment will increase the 

FSE's perception of techno-stressors.

INFLUENCE OF CULTURE ON TECHNOSTRESS APPRAISAL 

Culture is a complex and dynamic system of shared meanings, with norms, beliefs, and 

values which influence cognition and offer prescriptions for behavior (Chun, Moos, and 

Cronkite 2006). Culture will influence the appraisal of techno-stressors since individuals with 

different cultural orientations have different attitudes towards technology (Baker and 

Delpechitre 2013). However, despite the importance of culture in influencing individuals’ 

decision-making process and attitudes towards technology (Im, Hong, and Kang 2010), there 

is scarce knowledge on how culture influences individuals’ appraisal of techno-stressors. 

Krishnan (2017) proposed that the big five personality traits and culture have a direct effect 

on the appraisal of techno-stressors, but this study was not grounded in the TST process since 

it did not explore the direct relationship between the IS environment and techno-stressors. 

According to TST, variables such as personality and culture are individual differences which 

influence the appraisal of techno-stressors; and thus play a moderating role in the 

technostress process (Tarafdar, Cooper and Stich 2019). Nevertheless, Krishnan’s (2017) 

research provides clues on how we might expect culture to influence individuals’ technostress 

appraisal. 

We discuss culture as a boundary condition of technostress appraisal by drawing on 

the Hofstede framework. Despite limitations including theoretical and methodological 

inconsistencies, the Hofstede framework continues to be relevant in cross-cultural research 

across several management disciplines, and has been the most popular framework used in IM 

and IS research (Leonidou, Skarmeas, and Saridakis 2018; Lee, Trimi, and Kim 2013).
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Power Distance. Individuals in higher power distance cultures tend to conform to 

norms and defer to authority, whereas individuals in lower power distance cultures value 

freedom of choice and autonomy in decision making (Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov 2010). 

Technology use is likely to be mandated from top management in high power distance 

cultures (Engelen and Brettel 2011). Consequently, in high power distance cultures, given a 

higher respect for authority, we would expect FSEs to make sustained efforts to use 

technology despite lapses in the IS environment. However, since low-power distance is 

related to lower conformity, FSEs in such cultures would be less motivated to find solutions 

to IS usage difficulties brought on by the IS environment. Additionally, employees in low 

power distance cultures make decisions independent of hierarchical expectations, and thus 

would perceive less pressure to contribute to group performance targets (Im, Hong, and Kang 

2010) when faced with increased techno-stressors. Therefore, taking the subsidiary’s IS 

environment and where employees lie on the power distance spectrum into account, we 

propose that:

P2: FSEs higher (lower) in power distance are more likely to appraise the increased 

perceptions of techno-stressors driven by unfavorable characteristics of the IS 

environment as challenging (threatening).

Individualism. A collectivist mindset creates an environment where employees are 

considerate of their colleagues’ perspectives and accommodating of lapses in the IS 

environment, whereas an individualist mindset would see employees less willing to share 

knowledge, thus creating an environment where they find it more difficult to navigate an 

unreliable IS environment (Krishnan 2017). Employees in individualist cultures are 

independent decision makers and more likely to engage with technology out of self-interest 
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depending on their perception of how useful it is to their personal development rather than 

organizational goals (Lee, Trimi, and Kim 2013, Baker and Delpechitre 2013). Additionally, 

since individualists are less likely to have access to societal resources (Hobfoll et al. 2018) 

which allow them use technology more efficiently, they are more likely to appraise techno-

stressors as threatening in an unfavorable IS environment. However, employees in collectivist 

cultures are more likely to have a supportive community to help troubleshoot lapses in the 

technology environment, increasing the likelihood that they recognize the benefits that 

technology will bring (Krishnan 2017), thus appraising techno-stressors as challenging. 

Furthermore, the collectivist employee’s need for acceptance from the MNE manager will be 

related to their fear of reprisal for non-conformity (Baker and Delpechitre 2013). This 

assertion is confirmed by the strong relationship between collectivism and high power 

distance (Im, Hong, and Kang 2011). Therefore, the collectivist FSE is more likely to tolerate 

an unfavorable IS environment, appraising techno-stressors as challenging to align 

themselves with the MNE’s goals. Taking the subsidiary’s technological environment and 

where FSEs lie on the individualism-collectivism spectrum into account, we propose that:

P3: FSEs higher (lower) in individualism are more likely to appraise the increased 

perceptions of techno-stressors driven by unfavorable characteristics of the IS 

environment as threatening (challenging).

Long-term orientation. Long-term oriented cultures have attitudes that orient them to 

future rewards, whereas short-term oriented cultures are more concerned with immediate 

results (Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov 2010). Long term orientation is linked to Confucian 

values of hard work and perseverance, as well as dynamic thinking and accepting radical 

changes (Sharma, 2010), which implies that such employees are more likely to appraise 
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techno-stressors as challenging amidst an unfavorable IS environment. Additionally, these 

FSEs would not mind sacrificing their personal time to accommodate longer work hours in 

adapting to lapses in the IS environment, since they expect harder work to reap career 

rewards (Krishnan 2017). However, short-term orientation would enhance FSEs’ appraisal of 

techno-stressors as threatening, since the inefficiency of navigating an unfavorable IS 

environment can detract from short-term goals, deadlines, and increase feelings of insecurity 

(Krishnan 2017). Therefore, taking the subsidiary’s IS environment and where FSEs lie on 

the long-term orientation spectrum into account, we propose that:

P4: FSEs higher (lower) in long-term orientation are more likely to appraise the increased 

perceptions of techno-stressors driven by unfavorable characteristics of the IS 

environment as challenging (threatening).

Masculinity. Masculine cultures are success-oriented, valuing attributes like 

assertiveness, competitiveness, and material success in an environment that emphasizes high 

performance; whereas feminine cultures are process-oriented and more likely to encourage a 

collaborative environment (Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov 2010). We expect masculine 

attributes to drive an employee's willingness to master technology despite lapses in the 

technology environment, thus enhancing their appraisal of technostress as challenging. 

Employees in a masculine culture are more likely to prefer the efficiency and effectiveness 

that remote work technology offers (Sun and Zhang 2006) and would be more willing to take 

on heavy workloads to satisfy ego-enhancing goals (Krishnan 2017) like securing promotions 

and bonuses. Given that the attributes of feminine culture foster collaboration (Krishnan 

2017), we also expect employees in such cultures to have dependable colleagues to lean on 

should unfavorable characteristics of the technology environment increase techno-stressors. 
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As a result, employees in feminine cultures should also be more likely to appraise an increase 

in techno-stressors as challenging. However, because feminine cultures place a greater value 

on interpersonal relationships than personal goals (Krishnan 2017), prefer the context 

richness of face-to-face communication, and consider technology to be less useful in 

maintaining relationships (Sun and Zhang 2006) such as with customers, we believe that the 

positive moderating effect on technostress appraisal will be weaker than in feminine cultures. 

Therefore, taking the subsidiary’s IS environment and where managers lie on the masculine-

feminine spectrum into account, we propose that:

P5: FSEs at both high and low levels of masculinity are likely to appraise the increased 

perceptions of techno-stressors driven by unfavorable characteristics of the IS 

environment as challenging. However, this effect is expected to be weaker for FSEs 

with lower masculinity.

Uncertainty avoidance. Cultures higher in uncertainty avoidance tend to be threatened 

by ambiguity, whereas cultures lower in uncertainty avoidance are less fazed by novelty and 

experimentation (Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov 2010). Since employees in higher 

uncertainty avoidance cultures tend to take less risks and engage less in proactive behavior 

(Kreiser et al. 2010), we expect them to be less comfortable working with technology (Im, 

Hong, and Kang 2010), especially in situations where the IS environment proves 

unpredictable and undependable, e.g., frequent power outages, intermittent slowdown in 

broadband speed. On the other hand, employees in lower uncertainty avoidance cultures 

should find an increased perception of techno-stressors less daunting. They would more 

easily adapt to working with tight schedules and changing their work habits to accommodate 

an undependable IS environment (Krishnan 2017). In general, higher uncertainty avoidance 
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creates a perception of having to constantly fight threats, which heightens stress and anxiety, 

whereas FSEs in lower uncertainty avoidance cultures could consider uncertainty an 

opportunity for innovation (Engelen and Brettel 2011). Therefore, taking the subsidiary’s IS 

environment and where managers lie on the uncertainty avoidance spectrum into account, we 

propose that:

P6: FSEs higher (lower) in uncertainty avoidance are more likely to appraise the increased 

perceptions of techno-stressors driven by unfavorable characteristics of the IS 

environment as threatening (challenging).

INFLUENCE OF TECHNOSTRESS APPRAISAL ON ENGAGEMENT 

FSEs’ technostress appraisal will impact their work engagement (Tarafdar, Cooper and Stich 

2019), a strong indicator of employee well-being (Bakker and Demerouti 2017) and an 

important driver of organizational success (Eldor and Harpaz 2016). In conceptualizing 

engagement for this discussion, we draw on engagement orientation (Kumar and Pansari 

2016) which offers a marketing-centric explanation of engagement, defined as the level of 

connectedness between customers and employees in a firm. The central thesis of engagement 

orientation is that engaged employees (comprising employees’ satisfaction, organizational 

identification, commitment, loyalty, and performance) drive customer engagement (i.e., 

customer purchases, referrals, social influence, and knowledge sharing) (Pansari and Kumar 

2017). 

TST (Lazarus and Folkman 1984) explains that individuals respond to stress using 

coping behaviors consistent with their appraisal of techno-stressors, which drives well-being 
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outcomes such as engagement. Individuals that appraise techno-stressors as challenging are 

more likely to act proactively to make technology work for them (Pirkkalainen et al. 2019). 

However, a threat appraisal of techno-stressors could lead to threat-coping behaviors such as 

disparaging the organization and its policies, a likely precursor to organizational 

disengagement and poor performance (LePine, Podsakoff and LePine 2005; Maynes and 

Podsakoff 2014). 

FSEs’ challenge appraisal of techno-stressors should allow for proactive behavior that 

helps them cope with work stress by encouraging communication with colleagues and 

managers to find innovative ways to solve customer problems, hence driving employee 

engagement. In turn, engaged employees are more likely to have positive interactions with 

the firm’s customers, driving customer engagement (Kumar and Pansari 2016). However, an 

FSE’s threat appraisal of techno-stressors could lead to anti-organizational behaviors 

indicative of dissatisfaction and emotional instability (LePine, Podsakoff, and LePine 2005), 

thereby negatively affecting employee engagement. Although threat coping behaviors help 

individuals ‘let off steam’, they also rationalize an inability to work well with the technology 

and minimize further interaction with technology (Pirkkalainen et al. 2019), which would 

negatively impact customer engagement especially as customer interactions become 

increasingly virtual. Hence, we propose:

P7a: FSEs’ challenge appraisal of technostress will be positively related to employee 

engagement, which in turn drives customer engagement.

P7b: FSEs’ threat appraisal of technostress will be negatively related to employee 

engagement, which in turn negatively impacts customer engagement. 
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CONCLUSION

Understanding how the technostress process impacts employee engagement across different 

cultures is important as MNEs’ global operations increasingly depend on virtual employee 

and customer interactions. In this short article, we proposed future research opportunities to 

better understand the effects of technostress across an MNE’s subsidiary network since a 

‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to managing global remote marketing teams is unlikely to be 

effective. Importantly, we propose that TST can provide a more nuanced understanding of 

how culture impacts employees’ appraisal of techno-stressors, which has consequences for 

employee and customer engagement. This article should serve as a point of reference for 

future empirical research expanding our knowledge of the effects of technostress on MNEs’ 

marketing performance. 
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Figure 1: Techno-stressor Definitions

From Tarafdar, Cooper, and Stich (2019)
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Figure 2: Technostress Model for IM Research Based on Transactional Stress Theory
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Dear Prof Hewett, Associate Editor, and Reviewers,

We are very happy to have reached this stage of conditional acceptance, and thank all of you 

for the very helpful feedback, which has helped to greatly improve the quality of the 

manuscript. We have read and addressed your comments carefully and revised our paper; 

keeping it within the word limit. 

We happily agreed to many of the suggestions, but have had to carefully consider 

others due to space limitations and keeping the discussion focused on the primary theme of 

internationality and culture. Hence, we have proposed to remove Figure 1 if we are granted 

some leeway to slightly exceed the word limit so that we might provide the definitions of the 

techno-stressors. Being a relatively novel concept in our literature, we feel that readers may 

find the additional information useful. Regarding the addition of more variables to the model 

and discussion, we feel that after having initially streamlined the model to make it more 

pertinent to an important IM theme, re-expansion may run counter-productive to earlier 

helpful feedback to highlight the relevance of the topic to IM. 

We have created a table below to provide you with actions we have taken to edit our 

paper based on your comments. We hope you will see the vast improvement of our paper and 

find it a good fit for the journal. 

Best regards,

The Authors
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1)  Abstract: 

AE’s Comments Comments from authors Page 

No.

Please drop the term “entirely” as this 

suggests a full mediation which might or not 

be given.

We agree with this suggestion and 

have modified the phrasing 

accordingly.

P1

Why does the abstract focus on Non-

Western countries? Based on my 

understanding, this model might be tested in 

any country, with different expected 

outcomes.

We agree with this suggestion and 

have modified the phrasing 

accordingly.

P1

IS: Please don’t use abbreviations in the 

abstract.

We have removed all abbreviations 

in the abstract and have made other 

alterations to align with the journal’s 

style conventions.

P1

2)  Research Propositions

AE’s Comments Comments from authors Page 

No.

P1: I am unclear whether this 

captures the paths to both 

appraisal types in Figure 2? If 

so, would it be helpful to 

explicitly relate to (i) 

challenging and (ii) threatening 

appraisals?

Thank you for your comment. Generally, 

technostress studies determine whether an 

individual has appraised technostress as 

challenging or threatening based on the resulting 

effect on engagement (e.g., Srivastava, Chandra, 

and Shirish 2015, Technostress creators and job 

outcomes: theorising the moderating influence of 

personality traits). However, we agree that some 

clarifications here might be beneficial to readers. 

We have decided to show the direct relationship 

between the IS environment and technostress 

perception in the theoretical model; so that it 

more closely mirrors the discussion in the 

P5-6
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manuscript, especially where we make the 

distinction between stress perception and stress 

appraisal. 

P5: This PP is structured 

differently compared to P2-P4 

and P6. Please rephrase for 

consistency, if feasible.

We agree that uniformity in constructing the 

hypotheses would have been ideal. However, for 

P5, we have explained that both high levels of 

masculinity as well as low levels (i.e., femininity) 

provides the individual with resources to 

positively appraise technostress (i.e., challenge 

appraisal); but with the stronger positive 

appraisal effect  at high levels of masculinity. 

Nevertheless, to make sure this distinction is 

clearer, we have changed P5 slightly.

P10

P7b: This PP should read as 

an independent PP, hence 

please avoid using “But” in its 

wording.

We agree with this suggestion and have modified 

the construction accordingly.

P12

3) Figures

AE’s comments Comments from authors Page 

No.

Figure 1: Given that the 

model doesn’t refer to 

these dimensions, I 

recommend dropping 

Figure 1.

Thank you for your comment. Although the model does 

reflect the individual techno-stressor dimensions, we 

have referred to them in the manuscript (p.5) and have 

used the figure to save space in having to define each 

one. Additionally, given the novelty of the concept of 

technostress in international marketing, we believe 

readers might find it useful to have these definitions 

handy. 

Alternatively, we could include a short paragraph 

defining the techno-stressors if we are allowed to 

exceed the word limit slightly.

P5
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Figure 2: Might it be 

useful to add the 

numbers of the 

corresponding PP to the 

paths?

We agree and thank you for this suggestion. We have 

included descriptions of the paths in Figure 2 in a way 

that is helpful to the reader and keeps the figure 

organized, especially since we have not drawn 

individual paths for each of the moderating 

relationships. We hope you approve of the overall 

changes made to improve the clarity of the model.

P21

4) Wording

AE’s comments Comments from authors Page 

No.

P. 2: The term “knock-on effects” appears 

uncommon. Please rephrase.

We agree with this suggestion and 

have modified the phrasing 

accordingly.

P2

P. 6: The sentence starting with “Although 

Kristian…” reads lengthy and humble. 

Please re-phrase.

We agree with this suggestion and 

have modified the phrasing 

accordingly.

P6

Reviewer: 3

Comments to the Author

The following opinions are provided only to improve the study.

R3’s comments Comments from authors Page 

No.

-The dimension of characteristics of 

foreign subsidiary’s IS environment of 

the study focuses on the affordability 

and reliability of broadband and power 

supply. However, information system 

characteristics, such as complexity, 

interface design, could lead to 

employee’s appraisal of technostress as 

Thank you for your comment., Ayyagari, 

Grover, and Purvis (2011) and Galluch, 

Grover, and Thatcher (2015) - both 

cited in Tarafdar, Cooper, and Stich 

(2019) have explored several 

technology characteristics and their 

effects on different work stressors. We 

also agree and expect the 

P5
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challenging or threating. In the situation, 

individual self-efficacy plays an 

important role in appraising technostress 

as challenging or threating. In the study, 

the IS environment does not describe 

the characteristics of information 

systems that cause employee’s 

appraisal of technostress, but focuses 

only on affordability and reliability of 

resources.

The study of Ayyagari, Grover and 

Purvis (2011, MIS Quarterly) uses a 

person-environment fit model and 

proposes that certain technology 

characteristics — such as usability 

(usefulness, complexity, and reliability), 

intrusiveness (presenteeism, 

anonymity), and dynamism (pace of 

change) — are related to Stressors 

(work overload, role ambiguity, invasion 

of privacy, work-home conflict, and job 

insecurity). Their study indicates the 

importance of technology 

characteristics.

characteristics discussed in these 

studies to have effects on techno-

stressors.  However, we have decided 

to emphasize more macro-level 

characteristics relating to infrastructure 

and utility costs which will likely affect 

FSEs differently based on their country 

of residence. Such characteristics have 

not yet received adequate attention in 

the information systems literature. We 

believe focusing on these 

characteristics would be more pertinent 

to HQ managers looking after global 

subsidiaries as well as advancing our 

knowledge of technostress.

One of our contributions in this article is 

to encourage cross-country studies that 

show the effects of the technology 

infrastructure environment (since 

infrastructure differs globally) on the 

technostress process - a relationship 

we have had difficulty finding evidence 

of in the literature. As with other parts of 

the model, we decided against an 

exhaustive list of variables that could 

influence the technostress process, so 

that we could better focus our 

discussion on the areas we can 

encourage theoretical contributions. 

We have made a slight amendment to 

the discussion on p.5 accordingly, 

which we hope should suffice for this 

research note; conscious of space 

limitations. 
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Culture may not be the only reason 

which moderates the impact of IS 

environment. For example, personal IT 

experience could moderate employee’s 

appraisal of IS as challenging or 

threating. Rich IT experience helps 

employees appraise IS as challenging.

Furthermore, the study indicates that 

“This distinction between perception and 

appraisal is evident when considering an 

individual difference such as self-

efficacy. For instance, self-efficacious 

individuals tend to appraise stressors as 

challenging; leading to greater creative 

performance, while the same stressors 

appraised as threatening by less self-

efficacious individuals thwart creativity 

(Li, Chen, and Lai 2018).” Why the 

impact of self-efficacy is not discussed in 

the model. Please justify.

Thank you for your comment. We 

absolutely agree that many other 

variables like personality (Srivastava, 

Chandra, and Shirish 2015) and 

aspects of organizational culture 

(Tarafdar, Cooper, and Stich 2019) can 

moderate employees’ appraisal of 

technostress. We gave an example of 

self-efficacy being an individual 

difference that can lead individuals to 

appraise stress either positively or 

negatively purely for illustration and to 

explain the theory better. The focus of 

this paper is on the effects of culture, 

which is a popular theme in 

international marketing studies; where 

we would like to encourage future 

research. 

In an earlier submitted manuscript, 

previous versions of our theoretical 

model had many examples of 

moderators, well-being and 

performance outcomes; but we have 

since streamlined the model and 

discussion to show the article’s 

relevance to international marketing. 

We intend to  explore other groups of 

moderators in future studies.

P5-6

Power supply and broadband availability 

and speed affect people’s well-being,

not only employee’s well-being.

Thank you for your comment. We 

concur that power supply and 

broadband availability can impact all 

people’s well-being. However, 

employees are the focal subject of our 

N/A
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article, hence our emphasis remains on 

them.
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