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ABSTRACT 
Offshoring - the transfer of work activities to providers in offshore countries - has for some 

time affected the nature of work in onshore locations. Not much is however known about the 

reactions of onshore job incumbents to such changes. In this paper, we use a survey of UK 

firms to examine the relationship between perceived changes in onshore managers’ work 

characteristics induced by information systems (IS) offshoring, and managers’ affective 

organizational commitment. We found that a perceived increase in onshore managers’ job 

complexity was associated with higher affective organizational commitment only if managers 

also perceived organizational valence, i.e. only if they believed that IS offshoring benefitted 

their organization. A perceived increase in cross-cultural work was associated with higher 

affective organizational commitment, and this association was positively moderated by 

managers’ perceptions of organizational valence. Using the offshoring context, our findings 

provide insights into consequences of contemporary changes in the nature of work in 

developed countries, and to explain the diverse reactions of onshore job incumbents to such 

changes. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The globalization of contemporary business, underpinned by modern information 

technologies, has enabled organizations to distribute their operations across multiple 

countries. This redistribution has arguably led to some of the most prominent changes in 

work in the Western world. Offshoring - the transfer of work to internal or external providers 

in an offshore location - has played an important part in this development. Whilst emerging 

evidence suggests how offshoring affects the nature of work in onshore locations, we know 

little about how employees react to these changes. Drawing on insights from research on 

offshoring, job design, and organizational change, this paper investigates how offshoring- 

related changes in certain job characteristics - job complexity and cross-cultural work - affect 

onshore managers’ affective organizational commitment. Moreover, we explore the 

moderating and direct effects of perceived organizational valence, i.e. the perceived benefit 

of offshoring for the organization. 
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There is a wide debate on the consequences that offshoring has for onshore jobs at 

the country level. For the IS sector in particular, it appears unavoidable that a major part of 

IS work is (and will be) moving to emerging economies. Emerging countries offer not only 

cost arbitrage, but also an abundance of highly skilled IS personnel. These developments 

have raised a lot of concerns for the future of IS in advanced countries (Khan and Lacity, 

2014; Beulen, 2010; Gupta, 2010; Hirschheim and Newman, 2010; Weber, 2004).   

At the same time, it has long been argued that offshoring of lower end, routine tasks 

entails a concentration of higher end, more complex jobs in the onshore countries (Davis-

Blake and Broschak, 2009; Goo et al., 2014; Ottaviano, Peri and Wright, 2013). For the IS 

sector, the argument goes that offshoring of coding tasks necessitates Western IS to 

concentrate more strongly on customer facing, high-complexity work such as business 

process modeling and enterprise architecture, which require in-depth business knowledge 

and technical expertise (Hirschheim and Newman, 2010). On the other hand, increasingly 

complex IS tasks are now offshored and higher end, complex tasks are no longer a privilege 

of Western offices. A new stronghold of onshore sites may therefore reside in strategy 

creation and information exploitation, tasks that are hard to offshore because they require 

significant knowledge of the business as a whole (Beulen, 2010).  

Only a small number of studies has looked at how, at the micro level, employees 

react to offshoring-induced changes to their work. It here appears that onshore employees 

respond to these changes in different ways. The move of routine IS tasks to offshore 

destinations is by some employees regarded as an opportunity to concentrate on more 

complex work, and by others as a threat to their own technical expertise or career (Metiu, 

2006), leading to either cooperation or resistance to offshoring (Zimmermann and 

Ravishankar, 2011; Zimmermann et al., 2013). Similarly, the need to concentrate on 

international coordination and mentoring can be regarded as enriching or as an additional 

burden, resulting in varying degrees of support for the offshoring operation (Kelly and 

Noonan, 2008; McCann, 2014; Zimmermann et al., 2013; Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 

2016).  

This research on employee reactions to offshoring relies only on a small number of 

case studies which use qualitative interviewing and do not make use of established 

quantitative scales. We therefore turn to the well-established literature on work design to 

explore employee reactions in more depth. This literature provides a large body of 

quantitative evidence on the effects that certain ‘work characteristics’ have on employee 

attitudes, behaviors, and well-being (Hackman and Oldham, 1980; Humphrey et al., 2007; 

Parker, 2014 for reviews). Following the terminology of work design, some of the 

aforementioned changes in onshore jobs can be described as changed work characteristics. 

In particular, the greater focus on highly skilled and complex tasks can be classified as 
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increased ‘job complexity’ (Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006). Moreover, the new requirement 

of working and coordinating across cultures can be captured by what we call ‘cross-cultural 

work’, a new work characteristic that is likely to be core to the offshoring context. By 

introducing and studying this new work characteristic, we respond to recent calls in the 

management literature for more research on the changing nature of work (Barley et al., 

2017), and requests in the work design literature for more research on social and 

contemporary work characteristics, taking into account the influence of globalization (Grant 

and Parker, 2009; Parker, 2014; Parker et al., 2017). 

The work design literature suggests that increased job complexity and social 

interactions are associated with positive outcomes regarding employee attitudes, behaviors, 

and well-being (Humphrey et al., 2007). This observation seems to contradict the above-

mentioned finding that employees can react either positively or negatively to changes in their 

jobs after offshoring. It is therefore important to further establish what effects offshoring-

related changes in work characteristics have on employee level outcomes, and to identify 

what factors impinge upon this relationship.  

In this study, we focus on affective organizational commitment as an important 

employee level outcome. In the context of offshoring, affective organizational commitment is 

likely to be important because employees have to support the organization’s offshoring 

operation, for example by transferring knowledge and mentoring offshore colleagues (see 

Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2016). Strong organizational commitment is likely to 

reinforce such effort (Mowday et al., 1979), but can suffer when employees feel their job has 

deteriorated through offshoring (McCann, 2014). 

 We further argue that the degree to which changes in work characteristics affect 

organizational commitment depends on perceived organizational valence, i.e. employees’ 

perceptions of the benefits that IS offshoring has for the organization. Drawing on the 

organizational change literature (Fedor et al., 2006; Holt et al., 2007, Rafferty et al., 2013; 

Weiner, 2009), we reason that employees who do not believe that IS offshoring is beneficial 

for the organization are less likely to endorse the organization’s decision to offshore. In this 

case, we argue, increased job complexity and cross-cultural work will have a less positive 

effect on employees’ organizational commitment. We thus reason that perceptions of 

organizational valence will moderate the relationship between perceived changes in work 

characteristics and affective organizational commitment. In addition, perceptions of 

offshoring benefits are likely to have a direct effect on employees’ affective commitment to 

the organization. An overview of the construct definitions is provided in Table 1. 

In our study, we focus on middle managers, a group of employees that tends to be 

involved in complex international collaboration, coordination, and management after 

offshoring, and whose work therefore tends to be affected through offshoring. We thus take 
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a more focused view compared to prior work on employee reactions to offshoring, which 

tends to comprise different hierarchical levels of employees (e.g. Maertz et al., 2010; Metiu, 

2006; McCann, 2014; Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2011).  

In sum, we examine the following research questions: (1) How do perceived 

offshoring-related changes in onshore managers’ work characteristics - namely perceived 

increases in (a) job complexity and (b) cross-cultural work - affect the levels of onshore 

managers’ affective organizational commitment?; (2) Are these effects moderated by 

perceived organizational valence?; and (3) Does organizational valence have a direct effect 

on affective organizational commitment? By examining ‘perceived’ rather than ‘actual’ 

changes in work characteristics, we ensure that we capture changes that were noticeable 

and significant in the eyes of our participants. For ease of expression, we do not add the 

descriptor ‘perceived’ every time we mention the changes in the text.  

Our research is both novel and timely. Although IS offshoring is increasingly 

prevalent, there are to our knowledge no systematic investigations of the effect that 

offshoring-related changes in work characteristics have on employee attitudes. Moreover, 

we combine several literatures that have not been used in conjunction before, namely 

research on offshoring, work design, and organizational change. This integrative approach 

yields a more solid conceptual and empirical basis for research on the consequences of IS 

offshoring for the nature of contemporary work and resultant employee attitudes, and helps 

us explain some of the contradictions in employees’ responses to offshoring.  

In what follows, we develop our arguments by combining insights from work design and 

offshoring research. We firstly reflect on changes in work characteristics resulting from 

offshoring. We then highlight employees’ reactions to these changes, with a particular focus 

on affective organizational commitment. This leads to our first set of hypotheses (1a-b). 

Following this, we draw on the organizational change literature to argue for moderating and 

direct effects of organizational valence (hypotheses 2a-c). After presenting our methods and 

results, we discuss the contributions to research on IS offshoring and work design, as well 

as practical implications, limitations, and directions for future research.  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 

Changes in managerial work characteristics through offshoring  
In order to describe work characteristics in relation to IS offshoring, it is useful to draw on the 

work design literature. Work design research is generally concerned with how tasks, roles, 
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and jobs are structured to achieve favorable outcomes for individuals and organizations 

(Grant and Parker, 2009). This research has its roots in the notion of job enrichment, 

crystallized in Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) job characteristics model (JCM). The JCM 

posits that five characteristics of enriched jobs - high skill variety, task significance, task 

identity, autonomy, and feedback – create psychological states of ‘experienced 

meaningfulness’, ‘experienced responsibility’, and ‘knowledge of results’, which lead to 

positive work outcomes, including behavioral, attitudinal, and well-being outcomes. 

Examples of such outcomes are job satisfaction, performance, burnout, and organizational 

commitment.   

The last two decades have produced a large body of evidence to support these 

relationships (Humphrey et al., 2007; Parker, 2014, for reviews). The JCM has also been 

extended to include additional characteristics, such as job complexity (see Morgeson and 

Humphrey, 2006). Recently, there have been calls for more research on social and 

contemporary work characteristics and for taking into account the influence of globalization 

and cross-cultural working (Grant and Parker, 2009; Parker, 2014; Parker et al., 2017). The 

offshoring context lends itself to consider these aspects in depth. Having emerged relatively 

recently, it is a contemporary, cross cultural work context. At the same time, little is yet 

known about changes in work characteristics and their psychological consequences in this 

setting.  

We argue that certain work characteristics described in work design research are 

particularly likely to be affected by offshoring. As mentioned, there are arguments that 

offshoring leads to an increase in higher skilled work (United Nations, 2005), which has also 

been described as more complex (Goos et al., 2014; Ottaviano et al., 2013; Robert-Nicaud, 

2008). Using the terminology of work design, such job complexity can be characterized as 

‘the extent to which the tasks on a job are complex and difficult to perform’ (Humphrey and 

Morgeson, 2006: 1323). A primary explanation for increased job complexity is that offshoring 

leads to productivity gains for onshore countries, allowing for the creation of more jobs in the 

highly skilled sector (Aspray et al., 2006; Mankiw and Swagel, 2006). Moreover, offshoring is 

seen to increase the complexity of knowledge intensive jobs that already exist in the onshore 

countries (Davis-Blake and Broschak, 2009). The offshoring of routine tasks allows onshore 

employees and firms to concentrate to a greater extent on their complex tasks, such as 

research and development (e.g. Davis-Blake and Broschak, 2009; Goos et al., 2014; 

Ottaviano et al., 2013; Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2011). In the case that knowledge 

intensive rather than routine IS tasks are offshored, onshore managers may still be able to 

concentrate on tasks that require significant knowledge of the business as a whole, such as 

strategy creation and information exploitation (Beulen, 2010).  
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Moreover, offshoring typically requires onshore employees (and managers in particular) 

to work to a greater extent internationally, namely to distribute and coordinate task 

components across national boundaries and manage multiple interfaces and time zones 

(Nurmi and Hinds, 2016). The international offshoring set-up has been shown to create several 

challenges for IS professionals, such as an increased need for knowledge sharing and transfer 

(Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2014), issues of data security and intellectual property 

protection (Goodman and Ramer, 2007) and managing risks, which has long been recognized 

as a central problem in offshore software development (Nakatsu and Iakovou, 2009). 

Given the international setting of offshoring, IS professionals are now also 

increasingly required to coordinate, communicate and interact with colleagues from different 

cultural backgrounds (Avison and Banks, 2010), and thus to bridge cultural barriers such as 

divergent expectations concerning working practices and communication norms (see Hinds 

et al., 2011 for a review of management studies on global work). Studies in IS offshoring 

have thus argued for the crucial role of cultural fit between the partnering organizations 

(Abbott et al., 2013; Jarvenpaa and Mao, 2008; Carmel and Tija, 2005) and for the 

importance of cross-cultural competence (Johnson et al., 2011), language proficiency and 

rich communication skills, particularly in cross-border collaborations on knowledge intensive 

tasks such as requirements specification, feasibility analysis, code development, testing and 

user acceptance (Davis et al., 2006).  

We regard ‘cross-cultural work’ as a distinct work characteristic, defined as 

individuals’ involvement in cross-cultural interactions as part of their job. In our study we 

single out three aspects of cross-cultural work: coordinating work across national 

boundaries, dealing with cross-cultural differences in work practices, and dealing with cross-

cultural differences in communication styles. In examining these behavioral aspects of cross-

cultural work, we adopt a behavioral view that focuses on work practices as cultural 

productions of culture, rather than on the underlying cultural value systems (Hinds et al., 

2011; Morris et al., 2008). Instead of specifying the nature of cultural differences, we are 

here interested in the extent to which job incumbents have to cross cultural boundaries after 

the event of offshoring. The named requirements of cross-cultural work have not been 

included in previous work design research and can therefore be distinguished clearly from 

the established work characteristics of the JCM. We regard cross-cultural work as a social 

work characteristic, because it reflects the extent to which onshore members have to interact 

with members of different nationalities. By examining this work characteristic, we hence 

respond to the mentioned pleas for more research on the social characteristics of modern 

work (Grant and Parker, 2009; Parker, 2014).  

It can be argued that IS offshoring could affect additional work characteristics of the 

JCM. For example, IS offshoring may reduce task identity and significance, if it requires work 
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to be divided into packages that are distributed across the globe, resulting in less complete 

onshore tasks. However, IS offshoring often involves a high degree of task interdependence 

and collaboration between onshore and offshore sites which requires onshore employees to 

have an overview of the overall project and take responsibility for the final output 

(Zimmermann & Ravishankar, 2016). In this case task identity and significance would still be 

high. We therefore focus on those job characteristics which reflect the most frequently 

described offshoring-related changes to onshore work, job complexity and cross-cultural 

work. These characteristics include a well-established work characteristic - job complexity -  

and a new, social work characteristic - cross-cultural work - which are key for the offshoring 

setting. This choice facilitates a comparison with extant work design research on a 

previously studied work characteristic (complexity), whilst also contextualizing the JCM and 

thereby addressing the need for more research on social and contemporary work 

characteristics, and extending the JCM through the characteristic ‘cross cultural work’.  

 

Reactions to changes in managerial work characteristics – organizational 
commitment  
As stated in the introduction, only a small number of studies have examined how employees 

react to offshoring-induced changes to their work. The extant studies have highlighted that 

employees react differently to perceived new work requirements, depending on their 

evaluations of the requirements, for example by either supporting or avoiding the transfer of 

tasks (Metiu, 2006; Zimmermann et al., 2013, Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2011; 2016). 

If we turn to the literature on work design however, we find long-standing support for the 

view that enriched work, characterized amongst others by the work characteristics in 

question here (job complexity and social work characteristics) has positive effects on 

employee level outcomes. As mentioned, the work design literature suggests that through 

their effects on psychological states, work characteristics support favorable attitudinal, 

behavioral, and well-being outcomes (Parker, 2014). It is therefore worth investigating how 

offshoring related changes in work characteristics affect employee level outcomes. 

For our study, we chose affective organizational commitment as the outcome of 

interest. In line with Mowday et al. (1979: 226) we define organizational commitment as an 

individual’s strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values, a 

willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization, and a strong desire to 

maintain membership in the organization. Meyer and Allen (1991) later termed such 

commitment ‘affective’ commitment in distinction from continuance commitment (the need to 

maintain employment in the organization) and normative commitment (the obligation to 

maintain employment in the organization). For reasons of parsimony, we include only 

affective commitment, the most relevant type of commitment in our context. Whilst 
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continuance and normative commitment are tied to extrinsic motivators, namely ‘need’ and 

‘obligation’, we hold that perceived changes in work characteristics will impact upon the 

degree to which organizational members are willing to spend effort and stay with the firm, 

regardless of external pressures such as need or obligation. This is in line with Hackman 

and Oldham’s (1976) reasoning that work characteristics affect attitudinal outcomes through 

their effect on psychological states such as experienced meaningfulness, i.e. the degree to 

which an employee feels the job has value and importance. External necessity, in terms of 

need or obligation, is not part of this model.  

Whilst offshoring-related changes in work characteristics are also likely to affect other 

outcomes in the JCM, such as performance and job satisfaction, we see intrinsic value in 

examining affective organizational commitment as an outcome. Organizational commitment 

is generally paramount for firms aiming to develop highly committed knowledge workers, 

minimize employee turnover, and thereby enhance firm performance. A meta-analysis by 

Meyer et al. (2002: 20) thus suggests that affective commitment has ‘favorable correlations 

with organization-relevant (attendance, performance, and organizational citizenship 

behavior) and employee-relevant (stress and work–family conflict) outcomes’. In the same 

vein, proponents of ‘high commitment work practices’ claim that developing highly committed 

employees is central to the competitive advantage of a firm (Huselid, 1995).  

In the context of offshoring, affective organizational commitment is also important 

because employees have to support the offshoring operation in order to make it successful. 

They have to be willing to spend effort, for example in transferring knowledge and mentoring 

offshore colleagues, and allocating tasks in line with the offshoring strategy (Zimmermann 

and Ravishankar, 2016). When affectively committed to the organization, employees are 

more likely to engage in such effort on behalf of the organization. Conversely, there are 

indications that negative evaluations of offshoring-related work changes can decrease 

employees’ organizational commitment. McCann (2014) found ‘detachment and disaffection’ 

in banking and insurance employees who regarded offshoring as a cost-cutting exercise that 

lead to ‘fragmented and increasingly complex workplaces’. For these employees, offshoring 

meant ‘having to straddle different geographies, operational systems and working cultures’ 

without an increase in skill levels in their lead firms (McCann, 2014: 255). Organizational 

commitment is likely to suffer particularly if offshoring is combined with downsizing (see 

Niederman et al., 2006). Maertz et al. (2010) for example demonstrate that survivors of 

downsizing through offshoring, compared to a group who experienced no downsizing, 

perceived lower ‘affective attachment’ to the organization. 

 
Relationship of organizational commitment with perceived job complexity and cross-
cultural work  
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Based on evidence from work design research, we suggest that affective organizational 

commitment is related to changes in the work characteristics in question here - job 

complexity and cross-cultural work (see Figure 1). Job complexity, to start with, has only 

relatively recently been identified as a distinct work characteristic (Morgeson and Humphrey, 

2006), as earlier work design research equates job complexity with job enrichment, i.e. the 

composite of the job characteristics in the JCM (skill variety, task identity, etc.). For this 

reason, there is little research regarding the effects of job complexity as a separate job 

characteristic (rather than the composite) on attitudinal outcomes. Notably however, 

Humphrey et al.’s (2007) review of work design research hypothesizes a positive relationship 

between thus-defined job complexity and organizational commitment. In the same vein, we 

reason that increased job complexity will enrich onshore managers’ work in terms of 

perceived value and importance, and thereby strengthen their affective organizational 

commitment. As mentioned before, we consider that such an increase in job complexity is 

more likely to matter if managers recognize this increase. We hence concentrate on the 

perceived (i.e. reported rather than ‘actual’) increase in job complexity. Based on this 

reasoning, we hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis 1a: The perceived increase in job complexity after offshoring is 

associated with higher levels of managers’ affective organizational commitment. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

-------------------------------- 

Concerning cross-cultural work, we found only one study that examines a related construct, 

namely ‘global virtual work’, through the lens of the JCM. Nurmi and Hinds (2016) demonstrate 

that engineers (including IS engineers) perceived global virtual work as having greater job 

complexity (defined again as the composite of autonomy, feedback, skill variety, task identity, 

and task significance). Whilst organizational commitment was not included in their study, job 

complexity was found to moderate the effects of global virtual work on three other employee 

level outcomes: job satisfaction, work engagement, and innovative performance. Notably, 

Nurmi and Hinds (2016) do not regard global virtual work as a work characteristic per se, but 

measure it as a dichotomous variable capturing whether a respondent was in a different 

country than any of his/her co-workers. This variable is then linked with the named work 

characteristics of the JCM model. Despite these differences, Nurmi and Hinds’ (2016) 

research is informative for our study. Their finding that global virtual work is beneficial for job 

complexity, and through this increases job satisfaction, indicates that cross-cultural work may 

have a positive association with organizational commitment, given that organizational 

commitment has been linked with job complexity (e.g. Pentareddy and Suganthi, 2015) as well 
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as job satisfaction (Welsch and LaVan, 1981). We thus assume that cross-cultural work is part 

of job enrichment, which increases the perceived value and importance of onshore managers’ 

work, and thereby has a positive effect on affective commitment to the organization. We thus 

hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis 1b: The perceived increase in cross-cultural work after offshoring is 

associated with higher levels of managers’ affective organizational commitment. 

 
 
The moderating role of perceived organizational valence  
Whilst the reviewed work design literature suggests a positive association of the work 

characteristics in question with affective organizational commitment, we are still confronted 

with the contrasting finding in the IS offshoring literature that employees can react either 

positively and negatively to offshoring and to resultant changes in their work involving 

increased job complexity and cross-cultural work (Zimmermann et al., 2013, Zimmermann 

and Ravishankar, 2011; 2016). Prior IS offshoring research also suggests that employees’ 

reactions to offshoring depend on their evaluations of its consequences for the organization. 

In the context of IS offshoring, employees can for example hold different views on offshoring 

outcomes for organizational performance, efficiency, and cost savings. Employees opinions 

can also differ on whether offshoring may cause the onshore part of the organization to lose 

core competences, combined with a danger of over-dependence on the offshore unit 

(Dibbern et al., 2008). If employees are convinced that offshoring is detrimental to task 

performance and does not improve costs or efficiency (e.g. through additional coordination 

requirements), they are less likely to support the offshoring operation (Zimmermann and 

Ravishankar, 2016). We can therefore assume that employees who do not believe that IS 

offshoring is beneficial for the organization and therefore ‘makes sense’ will not subscribe to 

the organization’s decision to offshore. In this case, we argue, increased job complexity and 

cross-cultural work will have less positive effects on organizational commitment. Conversely, 

employees who believe that IS offshoring is beneficial for the organization, for example in 

terms of cost saving, efficiency, and international distribution of competences, are more 

likely to endorse the organization’s decision to offshore. The positive effect of increased job 

complexity and cross-cultural work on employees’ organizational commitment will then be 

amplified. 

This line of reasoning can be supported by the notion of ‘organizational valence’, 

defined as ‘the extent to which one feels that the organization will or will not benefit from the 

implementation of the prospective change’ (Holt et al., 2007: 239). This concept was 

developed in the organizational change literature, demonstrating that organizational change 
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affects attitudinal outcomes such as organizational commitment (Fedor et al., 2006; Oreg et 

al., 2011), and this effect is moderated by organizational valence (Rafferty et al., 2013). The 

more organizational members perceive change as important, beneficial and worthwhile for 

the organization, the more they will support it (Weiner, 2009), and the less likely they are 

therefore to demonstrate negative attitudinal outcomes. Considering offshoring-related 

changes in work characteristics as a form of organizational change, we thus argue that 

organizational valence positively moderates the effect of changes in work characteristics on 

affective organizational commitment. We hypothesize: 

 

Hypothesis 2a: Perceived organizational valence positively moderates the 

association between the perceived increase in job complexity and the levels of 

affective organizational commitment. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: Perceived organizational valence positively moderates the 

association between the perceived increase in cross-cultural work and the levels of 

affective organizational commitment. 

 

Perceived organizational valence is also likely to have a direct effect on affective 

organizational commitment. We assume that employees who believe that the organization 

has taken a wise decision in conducting offshoring are likely to develop a stronger belief in 

the organization’s goals and values, a stronger willingness to exert considerable effort on 

behalf of the organization, and a stronger desire to maintain membership in the organization 

- i.e. stronger affective organizational commitment (Mowday et al., 1979: 226). Looking at 

the organizational change literature, this argument can be supported by Holt et al.’s (2007) 

finding of a positive relationship between organizational appropriateness, a composite of 

organizational valence and discrepancy, and affective organizational commitment. We 

therefore hypothesize: 

 
Hypothesis 2c: Higher levels of perceived organizational valence are associated with 

higher levels of affective organizational commitment. 

 
One may ask whether organizational commitment could have a reverse effect on perceived 

organizational valence, i.e. that managers who are committed to the organization perceive 

organizational change initiatives such as offshoring more positively. There are a few studies 

that seem to imply this. Stouten et al. (2018:18) argue that ‘the overall level of employee 

commitment to the organization itself appears to facilitate change acceptance, referring to 

Iverson (1996). Iverson (1996) indeed showed that organizational commitment had a 
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positive effect on acceptance of organizational change, which they explain by committed 

employees being more productive and more adaptable to change. In the same vein, Peccei 

et al. (2011) found that organizational commitment influenced resistance to change. 

However, both of these studies do not include perceived organizational valence as a 

variable. McKay et al. (2013) in turn found a positive effect of affective organizational 

commitment on personal valence, but not on appropriateness, a construct that includes 

organizational valence. There is hence no significant support for the influence of 

organizational commitment on perceived valence.  By contrast, as outlined, the 

organizational change literature (Fedor et al.,2006; Holt et al., 2007; Oreg et al., 2011; 

Rafferty et al., 2013) provides strong support for a causal influence of valence on 

organizational commitment. We further reason that being strongly committed to the 

organization does not necessarily make managers less critical about the organization’s 

initiatives, but strongly committed managers may still not perceive strong benefits in the 

organization’s offshoring initiative. To be more specific, even if managers are (according to 

our operationalization of affective organizational commitment) willing to put in effort beyond 

the normally expected, feel that their values are similar to their organization’s, are proud to 

tell others that they are part of the organization, feel that the organization has inspired the 

best in them regarding performance, and they care about the fate of the organization, they 

may still disagree with the organization’s offshoring initiative and its benefits. 

 
METHODS 
 
Participants 
We conducted an online survey on a sample of UK firms, the UK being one of the major 

countries involved in IS offshoring. We collected our data in July 2016. We concentrated on 

offshoring to captive (i.e. in-house) centers of firms, also termed offshore development 

centers (ODCs). Our investigation included medium and larger firms, given that in-house 

offshoring is here more typical than in smaller firms. We further focused our study on 

organizations that were offshoring software related work. The sample included firms in 

various industries including, but not limited to, the following: financial services; retail; 

manufacturing; information technology and telecommunications; business and professional 

services; media, leisure and entertainment; construction and engineering; consumer 

services; transport and travel and; logistics.  

 We applied a key informant methodology for our data collection, by including 

employees at each firm who would have knowledge and experience regarding the issues of 

our investigation (see Goo et al., 2009; Kumar et al., 1993; Segars and Grover, 1998). In 

particular, we included directors and managers of functional business areas (i.e. not just IT), 
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as well as managers of software development projects. Through screening questions, we 

ensured that the business unit of all respondents had conducted offshoring of software 

development, that aspects of the respondents’ work had changed as a result of this 

offshoring, that their business unit had been affected by this offshoring, and that the 

respondents were familiar with the offshoring operation (i.e. with how services provided by 

the offshore units were scoped and delivered).  

3007 individuals employed in UK companies were initially contacted. Out of these, 

570 individuals satisfied all of the criteria in our screening questions. In total, we gathered 

150 fully completed questionnaires, resulting in a response rate of 26.3%. Based on the 

data, there was not a significant difference between the demographic characteristics of the 

firms that responded and those that did not, giving no reason to assume a non-response 

bias. The participants were given a short description of the survey and assured that the 

results from the survey would be used only for academic purposes. Respondents had the 

option to terminate the survey at any stage. 

 

Measures and control variables 
Perceived increase in job complexity 
To measure perceived changes in job complexity, we used three items from the reverse 

coded scale on job complexity developed by Morgeson and Humphrey (2006). Each item 

was rated on a five-point scale, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. We 

adapted the items to reflect the perceived increase in job complexity that had resulted from 

offshoring. We hence provided the prompt ‘As a result of offshoring’ to make clear that we 

were asking for offshoring-induced job characteristics. We then listed the following reverse-

scored items: 1. ‘the job now requires that I only do one task or activity at a time’, 2. ‘the job 

now comprises less complicated tasks, 3. ‘the job now involves performing simpler tasks’.  

Perceived increase in cross-cultural work 
In order to measure the perceived extent to which cross-cultural work had increased or 

decreased after offshoring, we developed our own measure based on general descriptions 

of cross-cultural work (see Hinds et al., 2011), and reflections by Davis-Blake and Broschak 

(2009) and Zimmermann and Ravishankar (2016) on cross-cultural work requirements after 

offshoring. Our measure hence comprised the requirement for international coordination and 

dealing with cross-cultural differences in work practices and communication styles. We used 

a 3-item scale, ranging from (1) to a much smaller extent to (5) to a much greater extent. 

Following the prompt  ‘As a result of offshoring, my job now requires me to’, we included the 

following items:  1. ‘coordinate work across national boundaries’, 2. ‘deal with cross-cultural 

differences in work practices’ and 3. ’deal with cross-cultural differences in communication 

styles’. 
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Perceived organizational valence 
We measured perceived organizational valence using six items, originating from the work of 

Holt et al. (2007). We adapted the items to capture the extent to which individuals perceived 

offshoring as beneficial to the organization. Each item was rated on a 5 point scale, ranging 

from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. To make clear that respondents had to refer 

to their initial evaluation at the time of implementation, rather than their current evaluation, 

we provided the following introductory sentence: ‘Please cast your mind back to the time 

when this offshoring began to be implemented in your business unit or project. The following 

questions ask about your thoughts and feeling at that time.’, followed by the prompt ‘At the 

time when this offshoring was implemented…’. We then presented the following items: 1. ‘I 

thought the organization would benefit from offshoring’, 2. ‘I thought our organization would 

be more productive when implementing offshoring’, 3. ‘I believed that when we adopted this 

change, we would be better equipped to meet our customers’ needs’, 4. ‘I believed 

offshoring would improve our organization’s overall efficiency’. It was important to present 

these items in the past rather than present tense to capture perceived organizational valence 

at an early stage of offshoring, when organizational valence has the potential to shape 

managers’ reactions to the extent of change. 

Affective organizational commitment 
We measured affective organizational commitment using four items, based on the scale 

developed by Hartline et al. (2000). Each item was rated on a five-point scale, ranging from 

(1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. We provided the prompt ‘Since offshoring’ to 

indicate that answers were to relate to the time after the offshoring had been implemented. 

This was to prevent respondents referring to their organizational commitment before or at 

the start of offshoring. Succeeding the prompt, the following items were provided: 1. ‘I have 

been willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to make 

this organization be successful’, 2. ‘I have been proud to tell others that I am a part of this 

organization’, 3. ‘This organization has inspired the very best in me in the way of job 

performance’, 4. ‘I really care about the fate of this organization’. 

Control variables 
In our examination, we firstly controlled for the industry of the participants, assuming that 

organizational commitment may vary across industries, for example due to differences in 

organizational climates between industries. We asked participants to locate their 

organization within a choice of sectors, including: 1. Finance, 2. Retail, 3. Manufacturing, 4. 

IT and 5. Other industries. We also controlled for employee tenure, considering two potential 

influences: Firstly, employees who have already stayed with a company for a long period 

may also be more committed to it. Secondly, prior studies have found that new employees 

tend to react more favorably towards various organizational practices and changes during 
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their first time with organizations, which is commonly referred to as the “honeymoon period” 

(Wright and Bonett, 2002). It is therefore likely that new employees, compared to employees 

with intermediate tenure, react more positively to organizational changes. We asked 

individuals ‘For how long have you been in your current job?’ and included the following 

items: 1. less than a year, 2. more than a year and less than 3 years, 3. more than 3 years. 

These intervals were chosen based on common training periods and turnover rates in the 

SW industry, indicating that the honeymoon stage would not last longer than a year and after 

three years employees would be well acquainted with the organization. Assuming that 

consequences of offshoring-related changes may emerge increasingly over time, we further 

controlled for the time that had elapsed since the initiation of offshoring in the relevant 

business unit. We asked participants ‘How long ago did offshoring first take place within your 

business unit?’ and included the following items: 1. less than a year, 2. more than a year and 

less than 3 years, 3. more than 3 years. These intervals were chosen in view of likely 

implementation times of SW offshoring, assuming that its consequences would be more 

visible after at least one year and would be well established after three years. 

 
ANALYSES AND FINDINGS 
 
Measure validation 
To assess measurement scale validity and reliability, we performed a confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) using LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2007). We adopted maximum 

likelihood estimation, and judged model fit using common indicators (Diamantopoulos and 

Siguaw, 2009). Our measurement model has a good fit with the data. Table 2 shows the 

measurement model statistics, and inter-construct correlations. It reveals that the key fit 

indicators of our measurement model are within recommended thresholds. All average 

variances extracted (AVEs) and composite reliabilities comfortably surpassed the 0.5 and 

0.6 thresholds, respectively (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Fornell and Larcker, 1981). In addition, 

all AVEs were higher than the squared correlations among latent constructs, which lends 

support to the discriminant validity of our measures (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). 

Furthermore, we assessed discriminant validity using Henseler et al.’s (2015) heterotrait–

monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT) (see Table 3). As Table 3 shows, all HTMT scores are 

below the 0.85 threshold in absolute value, suggesting sufficient discriminant validity (Hair et 

al. 2017; Henseler et al 2015; Vorhees et al. 2016). We therefore concluded that our 

measures yield sufficient convergent and discriminant validity for model testing.   

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 2 about here 

-------------------------------- 
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-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

 
Common method variance 
We adopted both ex ante and ex post approaches to address the potential issue of common 

method variance (CMV) (Chang et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2003). In terms of ex ante 

procedures, respondents were ensured that their responses were anonymous and 

confidential, that there were no right or wrong answers, and that they should answer as 

honestly as possible (Chang et al., 2010). Furthermore, we carefully inspected and pilot 

tested the survey items to ensure that unclear, vague and unfamiliar terms were not 

included, and that both the questionnaire in its entirety and the individual items were 

constructed as succinctly as possible (Chan et al., 2010; Harrison et al., 1996; Lindell and 

Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2003). This was done in order to diminish problems 

regarding respondents’ comprehension of the survey. Also, as discussed previously, we 

used a key informant methodology for data collection via collecting data only from individuals 

who would have knowledge and experience regarding the issues at hand. Since unfamiliarity 

with survey questions is a common source of CMV, the use of key respondents contributed 

to reduce the chances of its occurrence. Additionally, we used different scale formats to 

assess different variables (for instance, we adopted reverse coding, used different scale 

anchors for different constructs, and utilized various different response formats, such as 

radio buttons and dropdown menus). We also counterbalanced the order of questions 

pertaining to different constructs. These procedures render CMV less likely, as they make it 

more difficult for the respondent to easily combine related items and mentally produce the 

correlations necessary to produce a CMV-biased pattern of survey responses (Chan et al., 

2010).  

In terms of ex post approaches, we ran Harman’s one factor test to assess whether 

results were pervasively affected by CMV. The test produced poor model fit statistics (chi-

square = 588.36, p = 0.00, d.f. = 77, root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 

0.21, standardized root mean square residual (RMR) = 0.16). This diminishes the concerns 

that our results are a result of CMV. In addition, our model includes various relationships that 

are not obvious to respondents. In this context, the nonlinearities that derive from the 

inclusion of interactions corresponding to moderating effects would have made it difficult, if 

not impossible, for respondents to mentally anticipate the relationships under investigation 

and form their response patterns accordingly (Palmatier, 2016). Therefore, we concluded 

that CMV is unlikely to be a problem in the present study.  
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Structural model estimation 
We utilized conventional product-term analysis to test for moderation effects (Ping, 1995). 

We anticipate that organizational valence moderates the relationships between affective 

organizational commitment and the perceived increase in a) job complexity (H2a) and b) 

cross-cultural work (H2b). Accordingly, we calculated the required multiplicative terms and 

entered them into the model equation. In line with established practice, we also included the 

direct effects of perceived increase in job complexity, cross-cultural work, and perceived 

organizational valence in the model (Aiken and West 1991). We further included a number of 

control variables, namely the firm’s industry, the individual’s tenure, and the recency of 

offshoring, i.e. the time elapsed since the initiation of offshoring in the individual’s business 

unit.  

To reduce multicollinearity problems associated with the simultaneous inclusion, in 

the model, of interaction (i.e. product) terms and of the first-order variables used to compute 

them, we adopted the residual centering procedure (Little et al., 2006). This approach entails 

regressing a product term onto its corresponding indicators. The residuals which result from 

the regression are then utilized to represent the interaction effect. Residual centering 

guarantees full orthogonality between a product term and the indicators from which such 

product term is derived (Little et al., 2006), thereby addressing the issue of multicollinearity 

associated with the use of interaction terms. 

There is an ongoing debate in the information systems literature concerning the 

suitability of using variance versus covariance-based approaches to test relationships 

among different constructs, and regarding the issues that need to be taken into account 

when adopting a specific approach (e.g. Goodhue et al., 2012; Kock and Hadaya 2018; 

Kock and Lynn, 2011; Qureshi and Compeau, 2009). In this context, researchers frequently 

highlight sample size and normality of the distribution of the latent constructs as key issues. 

In line with established information systems research (e.g. Titah and Barki, 2009) we 

adopted covariance-based structural equation modelling using single indicants. The use of 

single indicants to represent latent variables and interactions among those has been shown 

to be an effective way of reducing model complexity and, accordingly, enhancing the 

accuracy of parameter estimates in the case of small sample sizes (Bagozzi and Edwards, 

1998; Bagozzi and Heatherton, 1994; Jaccard and Wan, 1996). Single indicants also have 

the added advantage of being less prone to violate distributional assumptions relative to the 

individual items from which they are computed (Little et al., 2002). 

 Specifically, in line with established research in information technology (e.g. Titah 

and Barki 2009) we followed a multi-step process. The first step entailed computing single 

indicants corresponding to the predictor variables that were latent constructs, namely 



18 
 

perceived increase in job complexity, cross-cultural work, and perceived organizational 

valence. This was done via averaging corresponding measurement items (Little et al., 2002). 

The single indicants were then entered into a measurement model, in which the factor 

loadings of those indicants were set at 1 and the error variances at [(1 − 𝑎𝑎) ∗  𝜎𝜎2]  (Jöreskog 

and Sörbom, 1993).  The dependent variable (affective organizational commitment) was 

modelled as a latent construct (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993). In a second step, the factor 

loadings and error variances obtained in the first step were used to compute the loadings 

and error terms of the single indicants corresponding to the interaction terms that were 

computed to represent the moderating effects. This was done via deploying the equations 

provided by Ping (1995) (for a detailed illustration, see Titah and Barki (2009)). The above-

described procedure is in line with established research in information technology (e.g. Titah 

and Barki 2009) and, unlike standard and moderated regression techniques, has the 

advantage of enhancing model parsimony while at the same time allowing the researcher to 

accurately model the predictors (as well as the interactions among those), as latent 

constructs. This is because, unlike what happens with standard or moderated regression 

techniques, the loadings and error variances specified for the single indicants entered into 

the structural model, are a function of the loadings and measurement errors of the latent 

constructs represented by those single indicants (Jaccard and Wan 1996; Titah and Barki 

2009). Table 4 reports the covariances among observed variables (i.e. indicators).  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 4 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

We ran two structural models in LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 2007), 

specifically a constrained model and an unconstrained model. In the case of the constrained 

(Model 1, Table 2) model we allowed only for the direct effects to be estimated freely. 

Accordingly, we fixed the interaction terms at zero. In the case of the unconstrained model 

(Model 2, Table 2) we allowed for all the effects to be estimated freely. Inspection of Table 2 

reveals that the decrease in chi-square associated with moving from the constrained model 

to the unconstrained model was statistically significant [Δ chi-square (Δ d. f.) = 15.19(2), p < 

0.05]. Furthermore, the model explained 7.70% more variance in the dependent variable 

relative to the constrained model. We thus concluded that the unconstrained model fits the 

data better than does the constrained model. In addition, the key fit indicators of the 

unconstrained model were within recommended thresholds (RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.97; NFI 

= 0.93; NNFI = 0.90). These figures suggest a very good fit of the unconstrained model with 

the data (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2009). We also calculated the statistical power of our 

model, i.e., the probability of not rejecting an incorrect model (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 
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2009). The power associated with the test of close fit (MacCallum et al., 1996) takes the 

error of approximation into account (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2009). This test is widely 

used in the SEM literature (e.g. Kim 2005; Li and Bentler 2011; McQuitty 2005; Yuan et al. 

2016) and assumes that models are only approximations of reality - in other, words, it is 

never the case that they fit exactly in the population (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2009). 

The power of the test associated with close fit yielded the value of 0.55. This means that, 

under the hypothetical condition that the model had a mediocre fit in the population, the 

chances of not detecting it would be less than 50% (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2009). 

Relatedly, our model yielded more than 0 degrees of freedom (specifically, 41), which 

indicates that the model is empirically overidentified (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2009). 

We were, thus, confident that the unconstrained model was appropriate for hypothesis 

testing. 

 

Hypotheses testing 
Table 4 depicts the standardized coefficients for both the constrained model and the 

unconstrained model. It also displays the corresponding t-values. Since our hypotheses are 

directional (they predict positive/negative direct/moderating effects) we utilized one-tailed 

tests to judge the strength and statistical significance of the estimates (Diamantopoulos and 

Schlegelmilch, 2000). Accordingly, t-values were considered significant at the 5% and 1% 

levels if their absolute values surpassed 1.65 and 2.33, respectively. As outlined in the 

previous section, we used the unconstrained model for hypothesis testing.  

-------------------------------- 

Insert Table 5 about here 

-------------------------------- 

 

As can be seen in Table 5 (unconstrained model), with regard to H1a, the coefficient 

linked to perceived increase in job complexity is not significant (ɣ1 = .05, t = 0.65, p > 0.05). 

Therefore, H1a is not supported. With regard to H1b, the coefficient associated with 

perceived increase in cross-cultural work is positive and significant (ɣ2 = .24, t = 3.26, p < 

0.01). Therefore, H1b is supported.  

In terms of moderating effects, the interaction between perceived increase in job 

complexity and organizational valence is significant and positive (ɣ3 =.14, t = 1.98, p < 0.05). 

This result corroborates H2a (i. e. that organizational valence moderates the relationship 

between perceived increase in job complexity and affective organizational commitment). The 

interaction between perceived increase in cross-cultural work and organizational valence is 

positive and significant (ɣ4 = .26, t = 3.57, p < 0.01). H2b is therefore supported. Finally, the 

link between perceived organizational valence and affective organizational commitment is 
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positive and significant (ɣ5 =.64, t = 6.98, p < 0.01). Thus, H2c is supported. Figure 2 

provides an overview of the estimates of path coefficients. 

-------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

-------------------------------- 

In order to assess if the findings attained were simply a result of cross-correlations 

among predictors, we also tested the effect of each predictor individually via running several 

more parsimonious models. The corresponding results corroborated the findings of our main 

model (i.e. all hypotheses (non) supported in the full model were also (non) supported in the 

smaller models). As such, it can be concluded that our results do not stem from cross-

correlations among constructs. 

We provide a visual depiction of the moderating results found in the appendix. 

Specifically, the appendix illustrates the link between job complexity and affective 

organizational commitment (under high and low levels of perceived organizational valence), 

and the relationship between cross-cultural work and affective organizational commitment 

(also under high and low levels of perceived organizational valence).  

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Interpretation of findings 
Our research explored how perceived offshoring-related changes in onshore managers’ 

work characteristics are related to their affective organizational commitment. To create a 

foundation for our study, we combined recent insights into offshoring with long-standing 

evidence on work design. This combination allowed us to single out offshoring-induced 

increases in specific work characteristics (namely in job complexity and cross-cultural work) 

and to hypothesize their relationship with affective organizational commitment. Drawing on 

the organizational change literature, we further hypothesized moderating and direct effects 

of organizational valence. 

The results confirm four of our five hypotheses. We found that a perceived increase 

in job complexity on its own was not significantly associated with greater organizational 

commitment, disconfirming Hypothesis 1a. However, we found that job complexity was 

positively associated with greater affective organizational commitment if individuals believed 

that the offshoring was beneficial for the organization, thus confirming Hypotheses 2a on the 

positive moderating effect of organizational valence. The effect of job complexity on 

commitment became stronger the greater the perceived organizational valence. Our results 

also confirm Hypothesis 1b and 2b. A perceived increase in cross-cultural work was 
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associated with higher levels of organizational commitment, and this association was 

stronger the more individuals perceived offshoring to be beneficial for the organization.  

We interpret these findings as follows. Firstly, our results on job complexity in relation 

to commitment contradict tenets by the work design literature, but underscores findings from 

the offshoring literature that indicate mixed employee responses to offshoring. For some 

managers, having to ‘multi-task’ to a greater extent and complete more complicated tasks 

after offshoring (i.e., greater job complexity) may be a welcomed challenge, whilst others 

perceive it as stressful. Overall, the extent to which job complexity increased after offshoring 

did therefore not make a difference for the levels of affective organizational commitment. 

However, perceived organizational valence changed this relationship. If individuals believed 

that their efforts served a good purpose by being beneficial to the organization (i.e. 

perceived organizational valence), they did indeed feel greater organizational commitment. It 

seems that the challenge of job complexity was, for managers who believed their effort was 

worth it, a motivation to exert effort on behalf of the organization and maintain membership 

in the organization, which are two core components of organizational commitment (Mowday 

et al., 1979: 226).  

The finding of a positive association between an increased extent of cross-cultural 

work and affective organizational commitment concords with Nurmi and Hinds’ (2016) 

observation that global working entails positive outcomes, namely increased job satisfaction, 

work engagement, and innovative performance. We clearly complement this line of 

reasoning by demonstrating how cross-cultural work, described more specifically as 

coordinating work across national boundaries and dealing with cross-cultural differences in 

work practices and communication styles, also has a positive effect on affective 

organizational commitment. As observed by Nurmi and Hinds (2016), this emphasis on the 

positive effects of global work is in contrast to the wealth of studies that stress the 

challenges and stressors of international interactions at work. As mentioned, there are 

reports on employees who regard increased cross-cultural work after IS offshoring as an 

additional burden (Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2011). In the same vein, cross-cultural 

work in general has been seen to cause process losses (Stahl et al., 2010) and thereby 

create hidden costs in IS offshoring (Dibbern et al., 2008). In our study, some managers may 

have experienced cross-cultural work as a challenge, but overall this work characteristic 

enhanced rather than hampered managers’ organizational commitment. It thus seems that 

increased cross-cultural work was an accepted or even welcomed challenge, rather than a 

distressing challenge.  

With regard to job complexity and cross-cultural work, our findings clearly support our 

argument that perceived organizational valence is a moderator of the relationship between 

offshoring-related changes in work characteristics and organizational commitment. 



22 
 

Concerning job complexity, our findings even suggest that organizational valence 

determines whether there is an effect on organizational commitment at all. Notably, we also 

found a very strong (t-value = 6.98) direct association between perceived organizational 

valence and affective organizational commitment (see Figure 2, arrow linking perceived 

organizational valence with affective organizational commitment). This supports our 

assumption that employees who believe that the organization’s decision to offshore makes 

sense are likely to develop stronger affective organizational commitment. This finding further 

strengthens the point that organizational valence is an important factor that should not be 

neglected when managing the psychological consequences of offshoring.  

 

Research contributions 
When looking at IS offshoring research, we see some rich evidence on the effect of 

IS offshoring on onshore individuals’ work (e.g. Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2016) and 

attitudes (Metiu, 2006; Zimmermann et al., 2013, Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2011; 

2016). However, this research has not applied the well-developed constructs and measures 

of work characteristics and organizational valence. By importing these constructs into IS 

offshoring research, we are able to compare our offshoring-related findings in more detail to 

the literatures on work design and organizational change, thereby adding new explanations 

to prior findings on offshoring, extending work design theory, and opening avenues for new 

research.  

Firstly, our study suggests that the reactions of onshore employees to increased job 

complexity and cross-cultural work requirements through offshoring  may result not only in 

varied efforts to support the IS offshoring operation (e.g. Metiu, 2006; Zimmermann and 

Ravishankar, 2011; 2016), but also affects individuals’ affective organizational commitment, 

a relationship suggested by the work design literature. This effect is fundamental not only for 

the success of particular IS projects, but also for the organization more widely, given that 

individuals’ organizational commitment plays a central role for organizational level outcomes 

such as employee turnover and firm performance (Meyer et al., 2002). Future offshoring 

research should therefore include organizational commitment as an outcome variable. More 

broadly, we recommend exploring whether offshoring yields individual level attitudinal 

outcomes that concern not just the offshoring operation, but the organization more widely.   
Secondly, we contribute to offshoring and work design research by demonstrating the 

importance of organizational valence as a moderator. Our finding that increased cross-

cultural work is a welcomed challenge that is associated with increased affective 

organizational commitment is somewhat in contrast to prior findings suggesting that 

managers sometimes do not appreciate increased cross-cultural working requirements, and 

may react by withdrawing their support for the IS offshoring operation (Metiu, 2006; 
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Zimmermann et al., 2013, Zimmermann and Ravishankar, 2011; 2016). However, our results 

also indicate that the variation in employees’ reactions to offshoring-induced changes 

depends on employees’ perceptions of organizational valence. Regarding increased cross-

cultural work, perceived organizational valence increases resultant organizational 

commitment.  

Regarding increased job complexity in turn, organizational valence even makes a 

crucial difference. Our findings suggest that increased job complexity strengthens 

organizational commitment only if individuals believe that offshoring is beneficial for the 

organization. By adding perceived organizational valence as a moderator, we hence offer an 

explanation for the varied employee reactions to offshoring-related changes to their work. 

Demonstrating the importance of this moderator also contributes to the work design 

literature, as it contradicts its tenet that increased job complexity is generally associated with 

positive attitudinal outcomes. We differentiate this tenet by adding that, at least in the 

offshoring context, increased job complexity on its own does not enhance organizational 

commitment, but it does so only in the presence of perceived organizational valence.  

As offshoring is a relatively recent phenomenon that is still controversial in public 

debates, employees may in this context be particularly alert to consequences for themselves 

as well as the organization including organizational benefits (such as potential cost savings) 

as well as disadvantages (such as efficiency losses). Contextualizing JCM within offshoring 

thus allowed us to surface the importance of perceived organizational valence as a 

moderator. Further research is needed to examine whether organizational valence has the 

same effect in other contemporary work contexts. Our findings suggest that in any case, 

organizational valence should be included as a variable when examining the link between 

work characteristics and attitudinal outcomes. Omitting this variable may yield contradictory 

results at least in the offshoring setting, but possibly also beyond.  

Our third contribution concerns the interaction between individual and organizational 

level consequences of offshoring. Our finding that perceived organizational valence 

moderates the relationship between changed work characteristics and organizational 

commitment implies that individuals are concerned not only about the consequences that 

organizational changes have directly for themselves, but also whether these changes benefit 

the organization. This contradicts previous claims that messages about organizational 

benefits are not salient to individuals unless their own job requirements are affected (Burke 

and Litwin, 1992; Caldwell, 2013). In our IS offshoring scenario, we capture the relevance of 

organizational level change to the individual by examining resultant changes in individuals’ 

work characteristics. In addition, we demonstrate that individuals react to these changes in 

work characteristics differently depending on the extent to which they believe that offshoring 

benefits the organization. We thus show that organizational level benefits do matter to 
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individuals and affect their reactions to individual level changes. We thereby concord with 

recent observations that organizational and individual level changes interact (Vakola, 2013). 
Whilst this idea has been claimed by the organizational change literature for some while 

(Holt et al., 2007), it has (to our knowledge) not been included in work design models and 

offshoring research.  

Assuming an interaction between organizational and individual level changes has 

important implications for our understanding of work design, not only in the context of 

offshoring but also more generally. It implies that we cannot satisfactorily explain the effect 

of changes in work characteristics on individual’s attitudes by looking at work characteristics 

alone, but that we also need to factor in how individuals evaluate the associated 

organizational level changes. We therefore argue that work design research should take a 

combined look at individual level work characteristics and their perceived relation to 

organizational outcomes, to better understand attitudinal outcomes.  

Fourthly, our study adds to previous IS literature that has, independent of the 

offshoring setting, underscored the significance of work design aspects and respective 

attitudes, behaviors and performance implications for IS professionals (Dinger et al., 2015; 

Thatcher et al., 2002; Thatcher et al., 2006; Tripp et al., 2016). This stream of research has 

used work characteristics concepts to investigate IS professionals’ job satisfaction (Tripp et 

al., 2016) turnover intention (Dinger et al., 2015; Thatcher et al., 2002; Thatcher et al., 2006) 

and work exhaustion (e.g., Moore, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2020) amongst other outcomes. 

We add to this literature by investigating how changes in work characteristics induced by a 

major organizational change such as offshoring influence onshore managers’ affective 

organizational commitment. Our findings point to additional ways in which work design 

theory can be used to yield relevant insights for the IS field. We have highlighted that 

increased job complexity and cross-cultural work are current phenomena induced by IS 

offshoring, and have explained their varied effects on organizational commitment as 

attitudinal outcome. IS work is however evolving continuously also outside the offshoring 

context, and many of these changes could be captured using work design concepts, lending 

categories to describe changing IS work characteristics, and explanations of their relation to 

attitudinal and behavioral outcomes.  

In line with this approach, a recent focus on new work characteristics in the IS 

context has been on agile software development methods. Agile methods have been found 

to be positively related job satisfaction (Tripp et al., 2016), to job autonomy, supervisor 

support, and affective organizational commitment (Prommegger et al., 2019), and clearer 

and more congruent role perceptions, which can reduce work exhaustion (Venkatesh et al., 

2020). Our findings suggest that software development methods may also be related to 

other job characteristics and additional outcomes. For example, given that agile 
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development methods are particularly useful for complex projects (Venkatesh et al., 2020), it 

is worth examining whether they are also tied to high job complexity, and thereby affect 

organizational commitment. In the offshoring context, future research could examine whether 

offshoring-induced changes to job complexity or cross-cultural work vary with different 

software development methods (such as agile versus non-agile methods) and yield different 

outcomes concerning organizational commitment or other employee attitudes. 

Taking a wider outlook, our study has addressed IS offshoring as a particular, 

important context of global working, demonstrating that IS offshoring affects not only the 

nature of contemporary work of onshore managers (as described in prior research), but also 

their resultant organizational commitment. As mentioned before, we thereby answer recent 

calls for more insights into the changing nature of work and for taking into account today’s 

global work environment (Barley et al., 2017; Grant and Parker, 2009; Oldham and 

Hackman, 2010; Parker, 2014; Parker et al., 2017). Through our combined attention to IS 

offshoring and work characteristics, we thus help widen the scope of work design and IS 

offshoring research. 

 

Implications for practitioners 
Our findings suggest that senior managers who are responsible for designing IS offshoring 

operations have to consider carefully how offshoring affects onshore managers’ work. Whilst 

they can assume that increased job complexity and cross-cultural work requirements can 

enhance onshore managers’ organizational commitment, they will at the same time have to 

ensure that employees perceive the organizational benefits of offshoring. This is important 

for supporting employees’ affective organizational commitment after offshoring. As often 

stressed in the organizational change literature, organizational change such as offshoring 

needs to be informed by, and communicated clearly to, employees at all levels. The 

consequences of offshoring for individuals’ work characteristics need to be made clear (see 

Caldwell, 2013), and the benefits for the organization need to be explained in detail. 

Importantly, employees at lower levels may experience inefficiencies in their collaboration 

with offshore sites (e.g. due to additional coordination and intercultural interaction costs, see 

Dibbern et al., 2008) that higher level managers may not be aware of. A participative 

approach to designing the IS offshoring strategy will therefore be valuable, allowing 

employees to contribute their experience to the design of the strategy, helping to avoid 

inefficiencies, and achieve greater organizational benefits. This participative approach could 

set the ground for employees’ belief in the organizational benefit of offshoring, and would 

encourage employees to react to increases in job complexity and cross-cultural work by 

increased organizational commitment.  
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Limitations and future research 
Our study has several limitations which set directions for future research. Using retrospective 

accounts is a common method in IS and Management research (e.g. Weber and Pliskin, 

1996; Weigelt, 2009), but it is also well known to create potential response biases. Due to 

limited information processing capacity, people imperfectly recall past events, and their 

recalls can be influenced by their implicit or espoused theories when they reconstruct the 

past (see Huber and Power, 1985). Following the recommendations by Huber and Power 

(1985), we therefore framed the survey questions in a way to minimize these biases. Where 

available, we used highly structured, pre-tested questions which inhibit misinterpretation of 

questions and the imposition of respondents’ theories. Moreover, we asked our respondents 

explicitly to indicate changes that were due to the instance of offshoring. Irrespective of 

these safeguards against biases, future research would benefit from a longitudinal design 

that uses before and after measures at certain intervals to assess changes and 

consequences in real time. 

The cross-sectional nature of our data did not allow us to assess causality empirically 

(see Antonakis et al., 2010; Van der Weele, 2015). As discussed before, we circumvented 

this problem by differentiating between the particular times that respondents should refer to 

in their answers concerning different variables. For example, we measured participants’ OC 

after offshoring, but perceived organizational valence at the time when offshoring was first 

implemented. This temporal differentiation served to tap on the direction of causation. 

Nevertheless, future research would benefit from collecting data on independent variables 

and on the dependent variable at different points in time to empirically test for the direction of 

causality. 

Our sample was restricted to UK managers involved in IS offshoring. Whilst the UK is 

a prime country involved in offshoring, additional factors may come into play in other country 

contexts. For example, general attitudes towards offshoring may be more negative in the 

USA, which could impinge upon resultant organizational commitment. Public 

denouncements of offshoring and massive concerns regarding job losses indicate a negative 

attitude prevailing in the USA (Khan and Lacity, 2014).These concerns about offshoring 

effects on US employment and salaries is vividly reflected in the words of Paul Krugman: ‘It’s 

hard to avoid the conclusion that growing U.S. trade with third world countries reduces the 

real wages of many and perhaps most workers in this country’ (The New York Times, 2007).  

Our findings on changes in work characteristics also need further consolidation. 

Particularly our results regarding cross-cultural work need to be replicated in other studies, 

as they relied on our new scale. It is also worth examining whether non-managerial 

employees compared to managers experience other changes in their work characteristics 

and react to them differently, for example if they are less attracted to increased job 
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complexity and less used to cross-cultural work. A similarly interesting avenue of research 

would be to investigate effects on other outcomes in the JCM. Whilst individuals’ 

organizational commitment is paramount for organizations, offshoring may also have 

consequences for outcomes such as job satisfaction or individual performance, as 

mentioned before. In addition, there is still a need to explore the role of psychological states 

(e.g. experienced meaningfulness) in the link between changed work characteristics and 

affective organizational commitment. By examining other offshoring-induced changes in 

work characteristics, consequences for other outcomes, and the role of psychological states, 

future research could arrive at a more complete understanding of how managers react to 

offshoring-related changes to the nature of their work. 
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