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Abstract 
The work environment in organizations has been associated with a number of factors that 
contribute to both their success and sustainability. Many researchers have identified the role, 
influence or the connection between the work environment and these factors such as 
productivity and creativity. However, it seems that business owners do not take their 
organization’s work environment into consideration when making major business decisions 
such as acquiring external funding. The purpose of this study is to explore the impact of 
acquiring external funding on the different social factors influencing the work environment for 
self-funded firms. We have conducted a multiple case study in which we collected data through 
conducting interviews with eight employees from five different organizations located in the 
Middle East region. We analyzed the gathered data based on a theoretical model that connects 
eleven work environment dimensions with three aspects that are accompanied by acquiring 
external funding, which are: the changes in management and goals, financial resources and new 
networks and contacts. As a result, we concluded that the changes in management and goals 
have the most complex effect on work environment when compared to the other two aspects. In 
addition, we explored how would these aspects affect the work environment, either directly or 
indirectly, and found that the individual level changes in the work environment are mostly 
affected indirectly since the employees do not tend to attribute such changes to external funding 
directly. Finally, according to our results, it doesn’t seem that having the same funding type 
would trigger similar changes in the work environment. On the other hand, having a similar 
funding objective by the financing party would trigger more similarities especially when it comes 
to the changes in management and goals. 
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1 Introduction  
We present in this introduction section a review of the existing literature about the work 
environment and funding choices in organizations. Since the work environment term is very 
vague and may contain several aspects that can relate to it, we begin this part by identifying 
the definitions that are commonly used to describe the work environment in order to 
differentiate between it and other terms that may be similar. We concluded our own definition 
of the term which was used in our research. We then move to pointing out the different 
organizational and individual factors that are believed to be connected to the work 
environment throughout the literature. In the second part of this introduction we review the 
funding choices that are used by entrepreneurs and what their impacts on the organizations 
are. Finally, we attempt to find a correlation between the work environment and funding 
choices and eventually produce a research question. 

1.1 Work Environment  

1.1.1 Understanding The Work Environment  
When we began researching the term “work environment” we found that this term holds various 
meanings that may be perceived differently. Throughout the literature there were different 
perspectives when it comes to defining work environment and what it represents. For example 
Kohun (1992) defines work environment as “an entirely, which comprises the totality of forces, 
actions and other influential factors that are currently and/or potentially contending with the 
employee’s activities and performance”. His definition has a very broad understanding of work 
environment making it difficult to consider it a tangible concept that could be researched. On 
the other hand there are definitions limited to specific contexts such as manufacturing where it 
is traditionally understood as the safety and occupational health at work (Hasle, Bojesen, 
Jensen, & Bramming, 2012). In these definitions work environment could be considered a 
tangible concept. however, it’s very limited and directly related to the context of these studies, 
making it difficult to reapply it into different contexts. We wanted to find a middle ground 
between these two perspectives in order to establish work environment as a concept that could 
be applied to various institutes or organizations. One of the definitions that could represent the 
mentioned middle ground is the one proposed by Taiwo & Akinyele (2010) in which they have 
excluded the external factors that exist outside the workplace. They identify the work 
environment as the sum of the interrelationships that exists within the employees and between 
the employees and the environment in which they work. 

These interrelationships have been represented in the literature as either the organizational 
culture or organizational climate. Svyantek & Bott (2004) suggested two definitions in an 
attempt to differentiate between these terms. Organizational culture is defined as a set of shared 
values and norms held by employees that guide their interactions with peers, management, and 
clients, while Organizational climate is more behaviorally oriented, meaning that it’s the 
employees perception of their work environment including the behaviors of others in the 
workplace, which aligns with Bommer & Jalajas’s (2002) definition. Thus it seems that the 
organizational work culture is the deep belief that drives the behaviors perceived as the 
organizational work climate (Schneider, 1990). It seems that measuring the employees’ beliefs 
culture could prove to be difficult and it could be more appropriate to try and capture their 
perception of these believes instead, which is referred to as climate. 

Throughout the literature, researchers assessing the work environment have considered a wide 
range of factors. A large number of their studies have put more focus either on the physical or 
social factors. Hoff & Öberg (2015) have focused on the physical work environment, and they 
divided perceived effects of the work environment in terms of: 

• Functional support: in which the work environment is affecting the functionality of the 
employee like ergonomic tools, lighting and adequate space. 

• Psychological support: in which the work environment is affecting the psyche of the 
employee like private, customized and stress management places. 
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• Inspirational support: in which the work environment is affecting the level of 
inspiration within the employee like creative and inspirational workplaces. 

Physical factors of the work environment can be affected by different attributes. First, the design 
and distribution of the organization’s offices, how they are connected and what their functions 
are. Second, different technology services that are used by the employees inside the organization 
including filing systems and communication technologies. Third  installing attractive and 
ergonomically shaped furniture, and finally the introduction of  ‘flexi-working’ concept - where 
individuals share their workplaces - led to better communications and generating more 
innovative ideas. It also gives the users of such offices a sense of freedom in their working place 
where the installment and usage of advanced technological aids also promotes that feeling (Vos 
& van der Voordt, 2001). However, the authors also argue that sometimes the introduction of 
such innovative workplaces can have negative effects on the work environment such as 
concentration loss, losing the sense of privacy and feeling more pressured. 

On the other hand, researchers have focused on social factors when assessing the work 
environment. Lans, Biemans, Verstegen, & Mulder (2008) tried structuring a model beforehand 
to conclude the social factors that connects work environment with learning in small businesses, 
as a result they found a number of social factors that included the following in a ranked order: 

• Support and guidance. 
• External interaction. 
• Internal communication. 
• Task characteristics. 

It seems that when studying the work environment in a general context, physical factors would 
be more sensitive to changes within this context such as the size, capital or the industry of the 
organization than the social factors, which would add uncertainty to the study findings and 
make it difficult to generalize them. In addition, the social factors are more associated with the 
above mentioned organizational climate that represents the perception of the employees 
towards their work environment. 
 
According to all the above, our definition of the term work environment should coincide with 
the following criteria: 

• It should be limited enough to be considered a tangible concept that could be perceived. 
• It should exclude external factors outside the workplace. 
• It could be applied to different contexts. 
• It would focus on the social factors in the workplace. 

The work environment definition proposed for this research is considered as “The nature of the 
employees’ interactions with their jobs in addition to the nature of their social interactions with 
coworkers which affect their behavior and job outcomes within the workplace”. 

1.1.2 Consequences of Work Environment  
Many researchers have tried to identify the role, influence or the connection between the work 
environment and several factors that contribute to the success and sustainability of 
organizations. Whether these factors were on the organizational level such as: creativity, 
productivity and lean or on the individual level such as: job satisfaction and learning. 

On the organizational level, previous research has shown a correlation between work 
environments and creativity in organizations. Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron (1996)  
argue that all management levels who wish to focus on innovation and creativity within their 
organizations should not only focus on the traits and skills of individuals that they are hiring, 
but also focus on the environments that they are creating for these potential creative employees, 
as the perceived work environment for these individuals has an effect on the creativity level in 
the organization. In addition to the studies that connect between creativity and work 
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environment in general context, Hoff & Öberg (2015) study that connection in the context of 
artistic businesses namely digital artists working in an organization. The study explores the role 
of the physical work environment for creative employees. Dul & Ceylan (2014) take the 
connection between creativity and work environment into the next level trying to explore the 
connection between a “creative-supportive work environment” and the firm's product 
innovation process. Taiwo & Akinyele (2010) argue that the quality of the work environment has 
an effect on the individual’s productivity. Their research revealed that both internal and external 
work environment as well as employment policies have an effect on the employee's labor 
productivity. Other researchers have found that the working environment’s overall quality has 
important attributes to productivity in organizations, and that companies who have high 
productivity and innovation rates usually have good working conditions (De Greef & Van den 
Broek, 2004). Finally, there has been some studies that compare the work environment in two 
different contexts for an example, Bommer & Jalajas (2002) compared between the work 
environment in Hi-Tech SMEs in both the USA and Canada, and they concluded that Canadian 
companies have similar working environments and innovation levels as American companies. 

However, on the individual level, Lans, Biemans, Verstegen, & Mulder (2008) argue that in the 
domain of entrepreneurial learning most of the literature focuses on the learning activities of the 
entrepreneur him/herself, and although this aspect is important, it’s also important to focus on 
the broad work environment where the learning activities are taking place. Furthermore, job 
satisfaction for the employees can be greatly influenced by working environments. Røssberg, 
Eiring, & Friis (2004) mentioned that reduced job satisfaction for employees can be directly 
related to the poor work environments which surround them, and this reduction in job 
satisfaction can negatively affect the workers such as having a sense of depression, burnout, 
poor performance and the promotion of negative attitudes towards colleagues.  

Although in all the above examples work environment has been the one affecting all the 
organizational or individual factors, other studies have explored how a certain factor would 
influence the work environment. For example, in a study conducted by Hasle, Bojesen, Jensen, 
& Bramming (2012) the authors argue that Lean had negative effects on the work environment 
for auto industries employees, which resulted in frustration, depression and unsatisfied workers 
with their working conditions. While in other manufacturing industries it had a mixture of 
negative and positive effects on psychosocial work environment which consists of: firstly, higher 
demands and increased conflicts as negative effects. Secondly, greater breadth in work roles, 
more variation and higher skill utilization as positive effects. 

1.2 Funding Choice  
When looking at different funding types in organizations, we examined self-funding in 
comparison with other external funding sources, as self-funding proved to be one of the most 
popular funding sources among startups, where in the initiation phase entrepreneurs usually 
start their businesses by bringing in the required funds for the company (Eilenberger, 2010). 
Taking this approach probably means that the company will start with a small number of 
employees that share close relationships, resulting in a friendly work environment. On the other 
hand the sole dependency on propitiatory financial resources won’t enable the company to grow 
in a rapid pace (Hamilton, 2001). 

However, the previous conclusion about self-funding being the most common choice for 
startups, may or may not be accurate depending on the context. For example, a certain study 
shows that the entrepreneurs in Belgium usually tend to provide funds for their companies 
either through their private accounts or by relaying on the help of their families.  On the other 
hand depending on bank loans for funding seems to be less popular due to the high required 
guarantees such as providing collateral (Manigart & Struyf, 1997). In comparison with Belgium, 
Germany has a different approach in financing. In the German economy “Mittelstands” which 
are the small and medium sized companies are very essential, since they comprise the majority 
of businesses, thus having a great impact on Germany’s economy. In this context banks are 
considered the most popular choice for these Mittelstands, as they provide business consultancy 
through being part of the company’s board in addition to providing the required financial loans 
(Audretsch & Elston, 1997). The banks in this context also think differently when it comes to 
guaranteeing the repayment of these loans. Instead of depending on collateral, they place more 
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attention on the likelihood of the business sustainability through the assessment of the business 
owner’s survival skills (Cressy, 1996). 

After the initiation of companies, business owners either choose to maintain the statuesque in 
terms of the company’s size or attempt to scale up their businesses through acquiring external 
funds.  The aim for these funds could be employed to achieve growth or to simply fill any 
previous financial needs (Joglekar & Levesque, 2009). Venture capital firms (Eilenberger, 2010) 
and corporate funding are two of the main funding sources in this stage. These two sources are 
similar when it comes to the relatively high amount of their granted funds. However, their 
financing objectives differ. While venture capital firms are interested in achieving profits, 
corporate funding tends to focus on new innovations and technologies (Hamilton, 2001). 

From what we have mentioned above, it seems that the main factor for choosing a certain 
funding type is its availability. As we noticed, venture and corporate finance tend to choose 
successfully growing companies rather than startups. Also in the German and Belgian 
comparison, when banks were supportive, entrepreneurs became more attracted to financing 
their startups with loans. 

1.3 Problem  
As demonstrated in the previous background It was shown through the examples about both 
self-funding on one hand (Eilenberger, 2010), and venture capital and corporate funding on the 
other (Hamilton, 2001), as well as in the comparison between Germany (Audretsch & Elston, 
1997) and Belgium (Manigart & Struyf, 1997), that the main factor influencing the entrepreneurs 
funding choice is the availability of such funding and they tend to neglect other aspects like 
human capital or work environment. Other literature argues that acquiring the financial needs 
for starting a business doesn’t necessarily mean that this business will survive. However, human 
capital is the essential determinant of survival. The reasoning behind this assumption is that 
investors are usually interested in funding firms that have a rich human capital and thus the 
funding itself is not essential to the survival of the firm (Cressy, 1996). Having a rich human 
capital doesn’t only include hiring people with high skill levels, but also to provide a rich work 
environment that supports their growth (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996). A 
good work environment shares positive connections with most of the qualities that contribute or 
define successful and sustainable organizations, whether it’s on the organizational level like in 
creativity (Dul & Ceylan, 2014) and productivity (De Greef & Van den Broek, 2004), or on the 
individual level like entrepreneurial learning (Lans, Biemans, Verstegen, & Mulder, 2008) and 
job satisfaction (Røssberg, Eiring, & Friis, 2004). 

Throughout the examined funding and work environment literature we noticed that there 
weren’t enough direct connections between the two. However, in the limited context of e-
commerce, Hamilton (2001) has explored funding types effect on the work environment and he 
found out that self-funded firms tend to “make do” with used furniture, a non-prime location, or 
less than state-of-the-art equipment in order to keep prices low enough to attract sales, yet keep 
salaries high enough to attract quality personnel, which has a negative influence on the physical 
work environment, which can affect the level of innovation in creative organizations (Vos & van 
der Voordt, 2001). This suggests that some types of funding may be more suitable for specific 
organizations more than other types. On the other hand, in self-funded firms there is a strong 
feeling of unity among the employees (Hamilton, 2001) and this has a positive influence on the 
work environment. Alternatively venture capital funded firms have a culture that focuses on 
stakeholders that bring profit into the company, and in such culture the employees often feel 
that they were neglected and over promised, which has a negative effect on the social aspects of 
the work environment. 

Taking the contrast shown above between self and venture capital funded firms when it comes 
to their work environment, we believe that probably a change in the work environment of self-
funded firms will occur once it has access to external funding. Furthermore, exploring the effect 
of acquiring external funding on the company’s work environment would provide the business 
owners, financing parties and the employees themselves more insights about the possible 
changes in their work environment. This in turn could prepare them to take appropriate actions 
to counter any negative effects that could harm the company’s work environment and therefore 
affect the level of success and sustainability of the organization. 
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1.4 Purpose  
The purpose if this thesis is to examine the impact of acquiring external funding on the different 
social factors influencing the work environment for self-funded firms. Thus our research 
question is “How does acquiring external funding affect the work environment of self-funded 
organizations”. 
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2 Theory  

2.1 Review of Work Environment Models  
As we mentioned in the background, assessing the work environment varied in terms of the 
considered factors. It also varied when it comes to the scale of the assessment attempts. 
Individual attempts to structure a model that can evaluate the work environment were done by 
researchers. The purpose of these attempts was mostly towards a specific context or to capture a 
specific connection. On the other hand, being a widely covered topic, there was also a number of 
collective efforts to construct an evaluation model that could be applied on various contexts or 
even applied multiple times on the same subject for comparison purposes. 

One of the individual attempts was done by Dul & Ceylan (2014) where they structured a model 
that comprises of nine social factors, which are: challenging job, teamwork, task rotation, job 
autonomy, coaching supervisors, time for thinking, creative goals, recognition for creative ideas 
and incentives for creative results. In addition to twelve physical factors, which are: furniture, 
natural plants, colors that provide either relaxing or stimulating experience, privacy, window 
view of nature if possible, lighting, physical climate, and positive sounds and odors. The study 
explored the Impact of a creativity-supporting work environment on a firm’s product innovation 
performance. 

On the collective level, several attempts to measure and evaluate the work environment have 
been executed. Examples of such measures can be categorized into either general instruments or 
situation specific instruments (Lone, et al., 2014). One example of general instruments is the 
general Nordic questionnaire for psychological and social factors at work “QPSNordic” 
(Lindström, et al., 2000). This measure was constructed by researchers from four Nordic 
countries and it aims to support the organization development and interventions, document 
work environment changes and explore the connection between work and health. The 
questionnaire included psychological and social factors, which are: job demands and control, 
role expectations, predictability and mastery of work, social interaction with coworkers and 
clients, Leadership, organizational climate, interaction between work and private life, work 
centrality and organizational commitment and work motives. In addition to focusing on 
multiple levels such as: task, individual and organizational. 

Another general instrument is the KEYS tool that was developed in order to enable managers to 
establish a clear image of the climate for innovation within the organization and to assess 
perceptions of all the work environment dimensions that have been suggested as important in 
empirical research and theory on creativity in organizations (Amabile, KEYS to Creativity and 
Innovation, 2010). The scales that have been used in the KEYS tool focus on five categories that 
affect the creativity functions in organizations. These categories consist of: autonomy or 
freedom, encouragement of creativity, resources, organizational impediments, and pressure. 
While the former three categories in the group have a positive influence on creativity, the latter 
categories have been associated with a negative influence on creativity functions within 
organizations (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996). 

Examples of specific-situation instruments include the Job Diagnostic Survey JDS (Hackman & 
Oldham, 1974), which have a similarity in purpose with the previous general instruments but it 
focused more on the individual, putting job satisfaction and motivation as the main drivers for 
changing the job related tasks. The theory behind the JDS proposes that the three critical 
psychological states, which are: experienced meaningfulness of the work, experienced 
responsibility for work outcomes and knowledge of results, are created by the presence of five 
"core" job dimensions. Experienced meaningfulness of the work is enhanced primarily by three 
of the core dimensions: skill variety, task identity, and task significance. Experienced 
responsibility for work outcomes is increased when a job has high autonomy. Knowledge of 
results is increased when a job is high on feedback. 

Another specific-situation tool is the Situational Outlook Questionnaire SOQ (Isaksen, Lauer, 
Ekvall, & Britz, 2001). This tool was designed to focus on the evaluation and changing of work 
climate and it focuses on innovation and growth, managing the organizational change, 
improving the business performance and the wellbeing at the workplace. The SOQ consists of 
fifty-three questions that include open ended ones in order to have more meaningful 
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information about the work climate and therefore apply the appropriate changes to that climate. 
This questionnaire included nine dimensions that focus on the social aspect of the work 
environment, which are: challenge and involvement, freedom, trust and openness, idea-time, 
playfulness and humor, conflict, idea-support, debate and risk-taking. 

All the collective attempts mentioned above had been validated through comprehensive testing 
and retesting on a relatively large sample of participants and they are all proven to be reliable in 
generating accurate and trustworthy results (Lindström, et al., 2000) (Amabile, Conti, Coon, 
Lazenby, & Herron, 1996) (Hackman & Oldham, 1974) (Isaksen, Lauer, Ekvall, & Britz, 2001). 

2.2 Work Environment Model Comparison  
After reviewing the above mentioned models we compared them in terms of both objectives and 
the dimensions they included while keeping in mind our research context. 

When it comes to the objective of these models, most of them assessed the work environment in 
order to capture its connection and influence over other attributes. The KEYS tried to capture its 
connection with creativity (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996), both the individual 
and the SOQ with innovation (Dul & Ceylan, 2014) (Isaksen, Lauer, Ekvall, & Britz, 2001), and 
JDS with Job satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1974). However, the QPSNordic model included 
comparing the test results in two specific periods to capture the implication of an intervention 
that occurred between them. This means that the QPSNordic was designed to assess the work 
environment in general without regarding other aspects (Lindström, et al., 2000). 

Table 2.1 Similar dimensions between QPSNordic and other tools 
  

QPSNordic Individual KEYS JDS SOQ 
Job Demand & 

Control 
• Challenging Job 
• Time for Thinking 
• Job Autonomy 
• Task Rotation 

• Challenging Work 
• Realistic Workload 

Pressure 
• Freedom 
• Productivity 

• Task 
Significance 

• Task Identity 
• Skill Variety 
• Autonomy 

• Challenge and 
Involvement 

• Idea-Time 
• Freedom 

Social Interaction 
with Coworkers 

• Team Work • Work Group Support 
• Managerial 

Encouragement 

 • Conflict 
• Debate 

Leadership • Coaching 
Supervisors 

• Managerial 
Encouragement 

• Lack of Organizational 
Impediments 

• Feedback  

Organizational 
Climate 

• Creative Goals 
• Recognition for 

Creative Ideas 
• Incentives for 

Creative Results 

• Lack of Organizational 
Impediments 

• Creativity 
• Organizational 

Encouragement 

 • Trust and 
Openness 

• Idea-Support 
• Playfulness and 

Humor 
Interaction between 
Work & Private Life 

    

Organizational 
Commitment and 

Work Motives 

    

Work Centrality     

Role Expectations     

Predictability and 
Master of Work 
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As we moved to comparing different dimensions included in the reviewed models, there was a 
total of forty-two. After examining their definitions, we tried to identify similarities between 
them in order to group them together. As a result, we found out that the most comprehensive 
model was the QPSNordic that consists of nine dimensions in which only four of them included 
thirty-one out of the remaining thirty-three dimensions from the other models with the 
exception of only sufficient resources and risk taking. The above table illustrates these links. 

In order to clarify the method we used to structure the above table, we present one example: the 
linking between “Job Demands & Control” in the QPSNordic and the dimensions related to it 
from other tools. This dimension is divided into two areas: 

• Job Demand: which is defined as “All those occurrences, circumstances and conditions 
in the workplace that require the individual to act or respond” (Dallner, 2000). This 
definition has a general nature that’s similar to dimensions such as: challenging job, 
challenging work, skill variety, realistic workload pressure and challenge and 
involvement. This definition also includes dimensions related to task nature such as: 
time for thinking, idea time, task rotation, productivity, task significance and task 
identity. 

• Control: which refers to the amount of freedom the employee has over his/her work. 
This includes job autonomy and freedom. 

Below is a table that shows the original dimension definitions and their link to job demand and 
control. 

Table 2.2: Example of original dimension definitions and their link to job demand and control 

Job 
Demand & 

Control 
Related 

Dimensions Definition Tool 

Job 
Demands 

Challenging Job “The complexity of the job, and how demanding the job is” Individual 
Challenging 
Work 

“The sense of responsibility to work on important tasks and challenging 
projects” KEYS 

Challenge & 
Involvement 

“People’s level of involvement in daily operations, long-term goals, and 
visions” SOQ 

Realistic 
Workload 
Pressure 

“The absence of unrealistic expectations or deliverables, high time 
pressure, and creativity distractions” KEYS 

Skill Variety “The degree to which a job requires a variety of different activities in 
carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number of different 
skills and talents of the employee” 

JDS 

Time for 
Thinking 

“The availability of time for idea generation without the time pressure of 
everyday work” Individual 

Task Rotation “A schedule with a set of different tasks to be performed 
simultaneously” Individual 

Productivity “Efficiently productive and an effective organization” KEYS 
Task 
Significance 

“The degree to which the job has a substantial impact on the lives or 
work of other people whether in the immediate organization or in the 
external environment” 

JDS 

Task Identity “The degree to which the job requires completion of a "whole" and 
identifiable piece of work--i.e., doing a job from beginning to end with a 
visible outcome” 

JDS 

Idea Time “The time amount that is used to generate new ideas” SOQ 

Control 

Job Autonomy “Decision latitude in the job, e.g., with respect to deciding about the 
order of work tasks” Individual 

Freedom “Deciding the type of work that is being done and how it should be 
done, the sense of control over the employer’s work” KEYS 

Autonomy “The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, 
independence, and discretion of the employee in scheduling the work 
and in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out” 

JDS 

Freedom “Level of behavioral independency, which is exerted by the people” SOQ 
(Amabile, 2010) (Hackman & Oldham, 1974) (Isaksen, Lauer, Ekvall, & Britz, 2001) (Lans, Biemans, Verstegen, & Mulder, 2008) 
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According to the above comparison, we believe that the QPSNordic has the most suitable model 
to our research because: first, our objective is to explore the implications of acquiring external 
funding on work environment, so it would be more appropriate for us to choose a model that 
assess the work environment in a general way that disregards other aspects like creativity and 
innovation. Second, using the most comprehensive model when it comes to the dimensions the 
model will allow us to gather more information and conclude more accurate results. 

2.3 Selected Dimensions  
In addition to using the nine dimensions included in the QPSNordic, we decided to add two 
more that were not (risk taking and sufficient resources). These eleven dimensions could be 
categorized into three different levels in terms of their effect scale. The below table illustrates 
these levels and their corresponding dimensions. 

Table 2.3: Work environment dimensions' levels 

Task Level Organizational Level Individual Level 

Predictability & Mastery of work Organizational Climate Organizational Commitment and 
Motivation 

Sufficient Resources Social Interactions Interaction between Work and 
Private Life 

Job Demand & Control Leadership Job Centrality 

Role Expectations Risk Taking 
 

 

Below are the descriptions of these eleven dimensions: 

Job Demand & Control  
(Dallner, 2000) have defined job demand as “All those occurrences, circumstances and 
conditions in the workplace that require the individual to act or respond”. The Job Demand 
scales in the QPSNordic include first, quantitative demands, which relates to the amount of 
work, time pressure and multitasking. Second, decision demands which relates to quick and 
complex decisions. Third, learning demands which relates to demands for education and 
training. 
While Job Control has the meaning of job autonomy, which refers to the degree of freedom that 
the employee has over his/her tasks in terms of when and how to perform them, in addition to 
the level of influence over planning and decision making. The control scales in the QPSNordic 
include: first, Control over decisions. Second, control over work pacing. Third, Positive 
challenge at work which reflect the degree that employee perceives his/her job as both 
meaningful and challenging (Wännström, 2008). 

Role Expectations 
This dimension is about how clear or ambiguous the employee feels about his/her job inside the 
organization, in addition to measuring other aspects that may be conflicting with this role such 
as personal beliefs, lack of resources or incompatible assignments. 

Predictability and Mastery of Work  
Predictability in the QPS Nordic model means how well the employee is able to anticipate 
his/her job demands in the short term, as well as anticipating the prerequisites for a successful 
career inside the organization in the long term. The scales measuring predictability in the 
QPSNordic include predictability during the next month, predictability of next two years and 
finally, preference for challenge, which identifies what would be preferably challenging for 
employees when presented with a new job situation (Wännström, 2008). 
Mastery of work indicates how well the employees feel about their work results, whether these 
results are related to deliverables such as: quantity and quality, or social interactions with other 
employees. 
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Social Interaction with Coworkers  
Since social interactions in a work environment context is mostly related to support, the 
QPSNordic tries to measure social interactions in the workplace by the amount of support an 
employee receives. The Social Interaction scales in the QPSNordic include support from 
superior, support from coworkers, and support from friends and relatives (Wännström, 2008). 

Leadership  
Leadership in the QPSNordic model consist of two different scales: first, “Empowering 
leadership” having a transformational leadership style would influence the level of the 
employees’ creativity and productivity, so this scale captures the perceived level of 
transformational leadership by the employees themselves. Second, “Fair leadership” since 
justice is important in the work environment, this scale captures the employee’s perception of 
fairness in the decision making process (Wännström, 2008). 

Organizational Climate  
As previously mentioned, the organizational climate refers to the employees’ perception of 
organizational culture (Bommer & Jalajas, 2002). In the QPSNordic this dimension also 
includes the organizational reward system, The Organizational Culture and Climate scales in the 
QPSNordic include: first, social climate. Second, innovative climate, which measures innovation 
in terms of initiatives and proposals for improving the work processes and environment in 
addition to having a transparent communication between the employees. Third, inequality, 
which measures the degree of fair treatment of different genders and different ages. Forth, 
human resource primacy is related to the organization focus on human resources in terms of 
rewards, respect and concern for the employee’s well being (Manigart & Struyf, 1997). 

Interaction between Work & Private Life  
This dimension is about the balance between work and family lives and in which direction this 
balance could sway. 

Work Centrality  
This dimension answers the question of how important is work for the individual as well as how 
it compares to other dimensions in his/her life such as leisure, family, friends, politics and 
religion. 

Organizational Commitment and Work Motives  
When it comes to organizational commitment, the QPSNordic model focuses on the attitudinal 
as well as behavioral perspectives in terms of emotional attachment to the organization, 
involvement with its values and the amount of inspiration received from it. In addition to 
commitment the QPSNordic model measures the flexibility, cohesiveness and abilities of a 
group which is driven by a common goal. 
When it comes to motives, the QPSNordic model has two scales: the first scale is the intrinsic 
motivations, which includes items that would benefit the employee that will fulfill his/her 
personality. The second scale is extrinsic motivations, including financial and social benefits. 

Risk Taking:  
This dimension is defined as the level of tolerance for uncertainty in workplaces (Isaksen, Lauer, 
Ekvall, & Britz, 2001). 

Sufficient Resources  
The ability of the organization to access the required resources, whether it is funding, 
equipment, facilities or information (Amabile, KEYS to Creativity and Innovation, 2010). 
 
The pervious dimensions are not separate entities that don’t affect each other as some of them 
are connected either directly or indirectly. For example, organizational climate affects the level 
of commitment and motivation for employees through either the transactional reward system or 
the core values of the organization. Consequently, commitment and motivation influences the 
importance of work for the employee and thus affecting the work centrality. In addition any 
change in the social interactions between employees would change how they would perceive the 
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organizational culture thus affecting the organizational climate. Furthermore, modifications in 
leadership could trigger a change in a number of other dimensions such as: job demands, role 
expectation or the level of risk taking. The below graph illustrates these examples. 

 

Figure 2.1 Example of connections between work environment dimensions 

2.4 Effect of External Funding  
In this section, we’re going to mention the main aspects that external funding introduces to 
organizations. Next we suggest probable examples of how these aspects would affect work 
environment dimensions. Finally, we will introduce our final model that is used in this study. 

One of the most important aspect of acquiring external funding is access to additional financial 
capital. This capital is usually used by the company to either fill out its financial gaps or to 
simply grow and expand its business (Joglekar & Levesque, 2009). Filling the financial gaps 
could have a positive influence over sufficient resources that the company couldn’t acquire 
previously. On the other hand, organizational growth usually includes introducing new products 
or entering new markets. These activities usually entail uncertainty thus increasing the level of 
risk taking for the organization. 

Other aspects that external funding introduces are: the changes in the company’s management 
style and its goals  in addition to new networks and contacts that the external stakeholders 
provide (Davila, Foster, & Gupta, 2003). When it comes to the changes in management and 
goals, this aspect includes the required strategic changes such as hierarchy restructure or the 
introduction of new processes and regulations. This aspect could accordingly influence almost 
every dimension in the work environment especially the organizational leadership style and the 
organizational climate and as illustrated previously these two dimensions consequently affect 
other dimensions in the work environment. 

The final aspect is the new networks and contacts introduced by the external stakeholders. 
These contacts would provide access to new knowledge and information, which is considered a 
part of the sufficient resources dimension. Also having new contacts would require the 
employees to widen their interaction circles and influence their job demands accordingly. 
Finally being a part of a relatively bigger partnership (including the original organization in 
addition to the new stakeholders) could provide the employees with a sense of achievement, 
thus affecting their organizational commitment and work motives. The figure below illustrates 
the final model used in this study including the work environment dimensions and the aspects 
introduced by external funding. 

Organizational 
Climate

Commitment and 
work motives Work Centrality

Social 
Interactions

Leadership

Risk TakingRole 
ExpectationJob Demands
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Figure 2.2: Study model 

Our objective for the remainder of this study is to explore the relationships between all the 
different elements of the above model. These relationships would be concluded by the results 
provided from the empirical data only. Despite the above mentioned probable connections and 
relationships between the aspects provided by external funding and work environment 
dimensions, the objective behind these connections was merely to construct a logical model 
rather than presuming any conclusions beforehand. 
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3 Method  

3.1 Research Approach 
We believe that the reality of the world is perceived differently by each one of us and that the 
thoughts, feelings and opinions of the observer determine his/her definition of truth. This 
believe matches the definition of a relativist ontology, which suggests that scientific truth is not 
there to be discovered but created by people themselves (Easterby, Thorpe, & Jackson, 2015). 
Our aim from this research is to explore the changes that happened in the work environment 
after receiving external funding. We believe that this exploration process of a complex 
relationship combined with our relativist ontology should be approached from a social 
constructionist epistemology in which the truth is derived from the participant’s negotiations 
and interaction (Shenton, 2004). 

In this research we focused on exploring the changes in the work environment from the 
employees’ point of view since they are the ones affected by these changes. Thus it’s important 
to explore the different subjective truths seen from their perspectives. These truths then should 
be analyzed without previous assumptions in order to inductively locate patterns that provide 
more understanding and insights about the connection between external funding and work 
environment. Both the subjective and inductive nature of this study in addition to the fact that 
the connection between external funding and work environment have not been thoroughly 
researched led us to adopt a qualitative approach. 

3.2 Research Design 
As mentioned above, we have chosen the QPSNordic as the basis of our model due to its 
comprehensiveness and the consistency of its objective with our purpose. Due to this fact we 
decided to examine the process in which the QPSNordic is implemented and assess if this 
process would fit our research purpose. The QPSNordic tool is designed to capture the effects of 
organizational changes and interventions on the work environment. In order to do so, the 
process starts by identifying an organization in need of such change followed by an initial 
application of the QPSNordic tool to make a baseline that illustrates the current work 
environment and identify the worst and best dimensions. According to these results the 
intervention is planned to enhance the worst work environment dimensions without affecting 
the others. After the implementation of the intervention the QPSNordic tool is applied again to 
validate and measure its effects (Lindström, et al., 2000). The figure below show this process. 

 

Figure 3.1 The feedback process in the QPSNordic 

22

frustrate participants. Intervals shorter than one year cannot be cost-effective and may
even frustrate participants, lowering the response rate.

Resources needed
The questionnaire can be reproduced from Appendix 1 of this User’s Guide. You can
create a PC-based system for data entry, statistical analyses and the reporting of results
or the standard statistical packages to be used.

A Nordic database will be established with reference data from a variety of
organizations. You should contact one of the authors or their institution for more
information. Appendix 2  contains reference data collected during the development
process.

3.3. Carrying out a QPSNordic survey-feedback procedure

Planning the survey feedback process
For planning and carrying out the survey feedback process, a joint steering group at the
workplace level is needed. This is a joint forum consisting of representatives of the
employer and employees. Its primary task is to ensure the involvement of all main
interest groups and keeping the employees informed during the process.

When the QPSNordic has been selected for the survey-feedback method, the
development of the project plan should focus on the following issues and tasks: data
collection, data analysis and writing of reports, organization of the feedback of results to
the management and employees, continuous follow-up and the final evaluation (Fig. 1).

Practical issues to be attended to in the feedback procedure are the time and
place of feedback meetings, the number and composition of the feedback groups, the
techniques to be applied to facilitate discussions, and the formulation of practical
conclusions. It should be determined how feedback is to be given and who will be
responsible for various issues in the feedback meetings.
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(Lindström, et al., 2000) 

 

In our case the change or the intervention is acquiring external funding, and since this change 
was not planned as a part of a process to enhance the work environment but it was rather 
triggered by different reasons. Therefor we decided to alter the above process to fit more 
appropriately with our research and we arrived at the process illustrated in the figure below. 

 

Figure 3.2: Used method steps 

The first step is case selection. In this step we have decided on the criteria that we used to 
choose the appropriate organizations and the participants themselves. In the second step we 
developed an interview question guide based on our model dimensions. The third step was the 
interviews with the participants in which we gathered our empirical data. In the final step we 
analyzed this empirical data in order to extract our conclusions. 

3.3 Data Collection  

3.3.1 Case Selection  
As we mentioned above our case selection strategy focuses on both the organizational and 
individual levels. When it comes to the organizational criteria, we decided to include 
organizations from different industries that had started off as self-funded and remained so for at 
least one year. In that period the work environment structure would have been established and 
would be relatively stable. After that, those organizations had gained access to different sources 
of external funding and had an appropriate period of time - also at least for one year - for the 
effects of the external funding to take place. 

As for the individual level, we decide to choose ordinary employees that usually are not a part of 
the decision making in the organization’s strategy, because they are the most affected element 
by the changes in the work environment. The changes in the employees’ job positions and 
responsibilities should be minimal in order to exclude this change effects on their perception of 
the work environment.  In addition, they should also be a part of the organization before it 
acquired the external funding and remained so until the present time, so they could provide us 
with a deep perception of the changes that occurred within the organization timeline. 

We contacted several organizations that fit the above mentioned organizational criteria and we 
received responses from five organizations located in the middle east region specifically in Syria 
and Saudi Arabia. During the initial contact, the purpose, method and ethical considerations of 
the study were presented to the organizations. Then they introduced us to one or more contacts 
within the organization that both fit the individual criteria and are interested in participating in 
the study. Finally we scheduled the interviews with the participants. 

3.3.2 Question Guide  
In our question guide we focused on the eleven dimensions that are mentioned in our theory. 
Since nine of these dimensions are included in the QPSNordic tool, we derived our questions 
regarding those dimensions using the QPSNordic questionnaire. However, noting that the 
QPSNordic questionnaire is a quantitative tool used to accurately measure and locate changes in 
the work environment, while our aim in this study is to explore the subjective perspectives of the 
participants following a social constructionist epistemology, we decided to modify and 
restructure the questions into open-ended ones in order to enable the participants to reflect and 

Case	Selection
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illustrate meaning about their work environment, which may not be achievable if the original 
quantitative questionnaire was used. 

After reviewing the QPSNordic questionnaire and going through the definitions of each 
dimension and what they represent, we came up with a total of 43 questions, in which 39 of 
them reflect the dimensions mentioned in the QPSNordic, and the remaining 4 reflect the other 
dimensions. These 4 questions were also developed as open-ended ones from their original 
tools, which were KEYS and SOQ. 

The 11 work environment dimensions were broken down into 28 sub-dimensions. The table 
below illustrates both the work environment dimensions and their corresponding sub-
dimensions. 

Table 3.1: Work environment sub-dimensions 

Dimension Sub-Dimensions 

Job demand & Control 

Workload Meaningfulness 

Autonomy Challenging 

Contribution Learning 

Mental Effort 
 

Role Expectation Work Conflicts Role 
Understanding 

Sufficient Resources Physical Resources Information 
Resources 

Predictability & Mastery 
Predictability Experience 

Mastery Quality 

Social Interactions 
Conflicts Co-Workers 

Support 

Superior Support 
 

Leadership Leadership Perception Leadership 
Fairness 

Organizational Climate 
Organization 
Orientation Innovation 

Reward System 
 

Job Centrality Job Centrality 

Interaction Between Work and Private Life Balance Between Work and Private Life 

Organizational Commitment & Motivation Commandment Motivation 

Risk Taking Risk Taking 

 

The general aim of these questions was to capture the change that occurred in the work 
environment after gaining external funding. Therefore, most of the questions were structured in 
a format that encourages the participants – which we mentioned earlier were involved with the 
organization since the beginning – to trace back and reflect upon the previous conditions of the 
work environment and compare them with the present ones. 

In certain situations, we had to ask follow up questions during the interviews depending on the 
context and progress of each one of them, in order to draw more specifics out of the participants 
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answers to provide more insights on the examined dimensions. For the full list of questions 
please refer to our question guide in the appendix section. 

3.3.3 Interviews  
The participants of the interviews were selected from our connections network in various 
countries overseas. Although initially we preferred to conduct them face to face but they had to 
be conducted through video conference due to the geographical constrains that prevented us 
from meeting the participants personally. Each interview took between 1.5 to 2.5 hours and was 
conducted with each participant on their own, where the purpose of the study was explained 
beforehand so that the participants would provide more detailed answers on the questions being 
asked and to link their answers with the effects of external funding. 

The participants were encouraged to elaborate their answers on some of the questions that they 
felt had a noticeable effect of change in their work environment. All the answers were recorded 
on a voice-recording device along with written notes on some of them that had interesting 
feedbacks. 

3.4 Data Analysis  
As mentioned in the theory section, we have already set a model that consists of eleven work 
environment dimensions and three aspects related to external funding. Therefore,  when it came 
to choosing the data analysis method we have chosen to apply content analysis, because this 
technique will enable us to draw systematic connections from qualitative data that have been 
structured by a preset model (Easterby, Thorpe, & Jackson, 2015), therefore allowing us to setup 
a matrix that connects between the aspects brought up by the external funding on one hand and 
their corresponding changes in the work environment dimensions on the other, which in return 
will help us in getting more insights and a deeper understandings of the causal relationships in 
our theoretical model. Thus consequently enabling us to conclude the answer of our research 
question. 

After conducting the interviews, we started out by transcribing all the recorded interviews and 
aligning them with the observation notes we made on both the work environment and the 
participants behaviors during the interviews. 

We divided our analysis into two stages: First we assessed each case individually and then we 
conducted an integrated analysis that included all the cases. We adopted this approach due to 
the overwhelming complexity of our empirical data and theoretical model. This was an attempt 
to gradually extract more useful insights in each one of these stages. The below figure illustrates 
these two stages. 

 

Figure 3.3: Analysis stages 
We started the individual analysis by constructing the below table for each one of our case. This 
table connects between the external funding aspects and the work environment changes on the 
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sub-dimension level. These connections were derived from the participants’ responses when 
asked about the reasons behind the changes. 

Table 3.2: Analysis matrix 

Work Environment 
Dimension 

Work 
Environment 

Sub-dimension 
Change 

Change Cause 
Causal 

Relationship 
Type 

External 
Funding 

aspect 

Job Demand & 
Control 

Workload    

Autonomy 
  

 

Contribution 
  

 

Mental Effort    

Meaningfulness    

Challenging 
  

 

Learning 
  

 
 

   
 

Risk Taking Risk Taking    
 

In addition, the above table also illustrates the type of causal relationship between a certain 
external funding aspect and a certain work environment change. These causal relationships have 
two types: either direct or indirect relations. When the participants attribute a change in the 
work environment to one of the external funding aspects, the relationship is considered a direct 
one. For example, a change in the company’s management and goals triggers an increment in 
the amount of workload, while when they attribute a change in their work environment to 
another work environment change, which in turn is caused by an external funding aspect, the 
relationship is considered an indirect one. For example, a change in the company’s management 
and goals could decrease the employees’ autonomy over their task and in return lower the levels 
of the allowed risk taking. In this example the relationship between the changes in management 
and goals and autonomy is a direct one, while its relationship with risk taking is an indirect one. 

The final step in the individual analysis was to identify all the work environment changes caused 
by each one of the external funding aspects, whether the causal relationships between them 
were direct or indirect. After analyzing each one of our cases individually, we started the next 
stage of our analysis, which is the integrated analysis. In this stage we compared the extracted 
causal models from the previous stage in terms of: 

• The complexity of each model. 
• The similarities in the causal relationship types. 
• The effects on different levels of the work environment dimensions (individual, 

organizational and task levels). 
• The internal changes in the work environment. 

Finally, we compared cases with the same funding sources in order to conclud if a similar 
funding source would trigger similar changes in the work environment. 

3.5 Research Trustworthiness 

3.5.1 Credibility  
Throughout this research we have adopted well known research approaches when it came to 
philosophy (Shenton, 2004) research design, methods and techniques (Easterby, Thorpe, & 
Jackson, 2015). We provided a comprehensive background on the concepts included in this 
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research, as well as a defined problem and clear purpose. Our empirical data included five 
different cases, which allowed us to use triangulation during our analysis in order to limit the 
effect of any external factors. Our conclusions were positioned against both previous work 
environment and external funding literature. Finally, throughout the work in this study we have 
received multiple superior and peer reviews and we used these reviews in order to enhance the 
overall research quality. 

3.5.2 Transferability  
We have presented the importance of the connection between acquiring external funding and 
the corresponding changes in the work environment. In addition, we provided all the details 
related to different situations such as the sources of the data, the number of participants and the 
companies’ backgrounds. We believe that would help the reader to understand the whole picture 
and compare our context with his/her to be able to apply the concepts used in this research to 
that new context. 

3.5.3 Dependability  
We have improved the dependability of this research as we ensured the quality of the empirical 
data through: first, having only consented employees participate in this study. Second, the 
interviews’ atmosphere was friendly and we have tried to encourage the participants to provide 
their honest opinions. Furthermore, we have avoided unnecessary interruptions or trying to 
influence their answers in any way. 

In addition to the quality of the empirical data, we have been transparent in describing our 
method in this study. For example, the case sampling criteria, how the interview guide was 
constructed and how did we conduct our analysis. 

3.5.4 Confirmability  
After reviewing the previous literature, we tried to conduct this research without having any 
previous assumptions regarding its conclusions. We did that in order to ensure that our findings 
will be derived from the empirical data only and won’t be biased by us. We have also listed the 
limitations of this study and how we treated them to minimize their effect on our conclusions. 

3.6 Ethical Considerations 
Throughout this research, ethical considerations and practices have been kept in mind. Whether 
they were related to the participants themselves or to the purpose and findings of this research. 
The participants and the organizations, which they work at, were fully informed of the design 
and purpose of this research in a transparent and honest manner that does not involve any 
deception or misleading information about the structure of the research and the required data to 
gather. There were also no misleading questions or issues presented during the interviews to 
capture specific information that the participants may not want to share with the interviewers. If 
the participant was presented with a question that he/she did not fully understand, further 
elaboration of the question was presented and the specific area, which we as researchers wanted 
to examine was further explained. Anonymity, confidentiality and privacy of the participants 
were highly prioritized when conducting this research. No direct information about the 
participating organizations that could reveal their identity were mentioned in this research such 
as their names, number of employees, cities that they operate in and the amount of funding that 
they received during their active years. Therefore to differentiate between different companies 
in this research, the original company names have been substituted with alphabetical aliases (for 
example: company A, company B, etc.…). Also, no personal information about the employees 
participating in this study were revealed to protect their identity and ensure that their dignity is 
protected and that no harm shall come to them for participating in such a study, specially that 
most of the data gathered in this research is related to the participants’ work environment, 
which in this sense can be considered private and even personal information to some extent. In 
addition, and in order to fully protect the participants’ identity and insure that they are not 
harmed by their employers by giving out such private information about their work 
environment, in the research papers that will be shared with the participating organizations, the 
company's background will be separated from the participants’ results and each one of them will 
have a different coding and will be presented in a different order, so that they won't be able to 



 

 19 

identify their employees answers through the organization's descriptions which are mentioned 
briefly before the participants answers. 
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4 Results  

Our empirical data were collected through open ended interviews that were conducted with 
eight participants from five different companies located in the middle east region. The 
companies’ life span ranged between six and fifteen years, in which they received different types 
of external funding such as: venture capital, corporate funding and individual investors during 
this span. The below table summarize general information about both the companies and the 
participants. 

Table 4.1: Companies and participants summary 

Company Life Span Funding Type Funding Received on 
Number of 

Participants 
A 15 years Investors 2012 1 
B 9 years Venture 2012 1 
C 7 years Invertors 2013 1 
D 9 years Corporate 2014 1 
E 5 years Corporate 2014 4 

4.1 Company A  
Company A was first established in year 2002 as a private contracting company mainly 
specialized in building and construction. Further on, the company wished to expand its business 
and to take part in several major projects that were being developed in its area and country. In 
2012 the organization received external funding from multiple investors, which increased the 
company’s number of employees and scale of businesses. Many of the investors who contributed 
to the funding became stakeholders in the organization and they also had multiple connections 
with various governmental authorities, which resulted in the company signing several 
governmental contracts for the construction and finishing of major buildings and airports. The 
participant from this company is an architectural engineer who has been working with the 
company since 2010 as a project architect responsible for material installments and finishing 
executions for multiple projects within the organization and has been working under the same 
management team ever since. 

The participant expressed a change in the workload assigned to him after the external funding, 
as his number of tasks became excessive resulting in work piling up. The employee mentions 
that this increase in his workload had affected the quality of his work and often created conflicts 
with many contractors, which the company is working with, and that his tasks types required 
more mental efforts compared to before it acquired the funding. 

“In the construction business you need to be able to manage the different contractors that are 
executing different parts of the building structure, and there can be a lot of contractors that 
want to get in site, do their job and leave, which can create a lot of conflicts on site because site 
conditions sometimes cannot let you do everything all at once” 

The job requirements after the funding required less efforts towards learning new skill and 
ultimately after the funding the participant expressed that he is not gaining new knowledge, but 
the only experience that he is gaining is from conflicts that occur on site and the approaches 
used to solve such conflicts, which according to the participant made his job more meaningful to 
the company as a problem solver. 

When the participant first joined the organization, the responsibilities and objectives of his job 
were not straightforward and clear; he felt that there were many tasks that were supposed to be 
the responsibility of his colleagues but instead in many situations he was confronted with these 
tasks as part of his job, which created incompatibilities and conflicts between the participant 
and his managers and also affected the participant’s private life negatively. However, after the 
funding the participant noticed a change in this aspect, as the company became more structured 
and the responsibilities for his job were defined at a specific meeting clearly, which resulted to a 
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better relationship with his managers. In addition, this had affected the participant’s 
predictability and mastery of his work compared to when he began working with the company, 
since he now knows in advance which tasks he will be assigned to and the colleagues that he will 
be working with. 

“When I first started it was a mess, I was being blamed for delays in specific tasks that were 
not my responsibility, but at that time the management expected everyone to be responsible 
for everything, and there were a lot of matters that other engineers were supposed to take care 
of, so when there was a delay, I would be the one to blame and our management didn’t like 
that, but It all changed when the company grew and expanded” 

Accessing resources – whether they were physical or information resources – became easier for 
the participant after the external funding. For example, he mentioned that there was a number 
of building materials that are required to finalize the construction, and there were many 
situation where the procurement of such materials was being delayed due to liquidity problems 
with the company, however that changed after the external funding as the company had access 
to additional capital, which made the procurement of the mentioned materials much easier and 
always ahead of time so that it does not delay the work. Furthermore, in regards to information 
resources after the external funding, the company strengthened its relationship with its 
suppliers providing more information access, for example, previously the participant had to go 
through a round of communications with the design company in order to obtain material 
specifications, but now, the design company allowed the participant to directly access their 
internal database and get a hold of this information. 

Due to previous conflicts with the management regarding the participant’s tasks, there was a 
low level of support from the participant’s immediate superior, but that changed after the 
external funding, after the restructuring of the organization, the level of support increased. 
However, after the restructuring took place, employees became more competitive especially that 
the salary increase that is associated with job promotions became substantial, making most of 
the employees extremely competitive and unwilling to help in specific situations where the 
employee gets stuck on a job task. 

“Sometimes it can reach to a point where people would step on other people for a promotion or 
a salary raise” 

The participant believes that leadership traits became more visible after the company acquired 
the funding and managers in the company started paying attention more to fairness between the 
employees, which affected the employee’s motivation and commitment towards the organization 
and made him generally satisfied with his work. 

Although the participant mentioned that the company encourages innovative solutions to 
specific problems, however it does not encourage solutions that include uncertainties or 
financial risks, however this concept was present since he started working in the organization 
and it did not change after the funding.  

4.2 Company B  
This company was first founded in the year 2007. It started off as a family enterprise that is 
focused on the trading industry, specifically in the division of FMCJ (Fast Moving Consumer 
Goods). The company was primarily working with local super markets and grocery stores within 
its region, and its organizational goal was to expand its business to include key supermarket 
chains across the country, therefor in order to do so, it received its external funding through an 
international venture capital firm to grow its business according to its mentioned goal, and with 
this funding, many new stakeholders were introduced as new members in the board of directors 
who had an effect on the decisions made by the company in many situations. The participant 
from this company was a key account manager who was responsible for the sales and 
development of sales for key customers and has been working for the company in the same 
position since 2010, which was two years before the company received its external funding.  

The participant’s answers presented a change in most of the dimensions related to work 
environment. He expressed a noticeable increase in the amount of workload assigned to him, 
which resulted in decreasing the quality of his work, as having too many tasks can make the 
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work pile up to a degree forcing him to sacrifice some of the quality in order to accomplish all 
the assigned tasks or to have a delay in delaying his tasks.  

“When I am working on a specific task, sometimes I receive an email that I have to answer and 
provide feedback to, which can take an hour or maybe a day, and this delays the current task 
that I am working on for at least a day” 

The type of his assigned tasks also shifted from requiring physical efforts to more mental efforts, 
as his job became more of an office job compared to some of the previous fieldwork that he had 
before the funding. This has had an effect also in making the employee’s job more challenging 
and in result it made the employee feel that his job is now more meaningful, however, the 
employee also expressed that this increase in his perception towards his jobs meaningfulness is 
also attributed to the amount of budget – which has increased by approximately 10 times - that 
he has access to compared to his job before the company acquired the external funding. 

“I am currently working on a scale bigger than the scale that I used to work with, previously I 
used to work with a budget of 4 million riyals and now I am working with a budget of 100 
million riyals” 
Although the employee’s job requires access to less physical resources and more information 
resources, the employee expressed a change in accessing these resources in becoming easier to 
obtain than before through the various connections that the company obtained, making the 
incompatibilities less at his work. The employee also mentioned that this made the knowledge 
that he is learning and the experience that he is gaining more relevant and important to his 
career.  

“My job doesn’t require much resources other than information from the markets and analysis 
for previous activities, the mechanism in accessing these information was present but now it is 
easier to access them” 
There was also an increase in the level of support from the employee’s immediate supervisor and 
managers but there was a decrease in the appreciation of the employee’s work achievement. This 
decrease has altered the employee’s perception towards leadership in his company, as he 
believes that the company does not pay attention to fairness between the workers, and 
consequently this decreased the employee’s desire to work with the company in the future. 

On the social interaction level, there was an increase in the occurrence of conflicts between the 
employee with his coworkers, and between the coworkers themselves. Competition has risen 
after the external funding, and employees need to demonstrate their competence and 
achievements in order to be assigned to desired positions in the organization, in addition, a new 
reward system was established after acquiring the external funding which links the employees 
performances to financial bonuses and salary increases, and that resulted in the employees 
being more competitive, which led to conflicts in some situations as the participant mentioned, 
and also this made the employee more cautious when it came to working with new people or 
colleagues as he believes it sometimes can be risky. However, this new reward system had also 
affected the employee’s motivation and linked it to financial rewards and acquiring a bigger 
position within the company. 

“One key change that we had in the organization was the changing of the bonuses for the 
employees and it became linked with their performance, whoever achieved more, received a 
bigger bonus”  
Regarding the employee’s predictability & mastery of work, the employee expressed that from 
the experience and level of work that he is working on he currently knows what has to be learned 
and achieved to obtain a position that he finds attractive two years from now, which he 
attributed to the amount of knowledge and contacts that he has access to at the moment, and 
the importance of this information in relation to the positions that he desires. 

The company’s values did not change after acquiring the external funding as it focuses on the 
customer experience value through the employee’s cooperation, therefor the participant believes 
that the company is more people oriented and it emphasizes on innovation and the development 
of its workers’ skills and knowledge, and there was also no change of how his work impacted his 
private life and vice versa. 
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4.3 Company C  
Company C was founded in the year 2009 by an individual construction contractor who started 
the company specializing in the construction industry and the works of waterproofing for 
building structures. By the year 2013, and in order for the company to bid for a number of 
subcontracting projects for government universities, the company acquired additional funding 
from new investors in return for a number of shares for new stakeholders. Later on the company 
was able to expand its business through a number of contacts to execute projects associated with 
private schools and other teaching institutions. The participant from this company was a site 
engineer who has been working with the company since 2011, two years before the company 
acquired the external funding and is responsible for quantity surveying and supervising the 
workers and the workflow on site. 

The participant expressed a significant change in the amount of work assigned to him compared 
to the time before the company acquired the external funding. The tasks pile up a lot of times 
resulting in the employee having to stay additional time at work in order to finalize the assigned 
tasks, and this in return had affected the employee’s content with his work and his interaction 
between work and private life and it negatively affected the overall satisfaction with his job. The 
participant also expressed that his tasks type changed from being more physically demanding to 
more mentally demanding. However, he believes that his tasks now are more meaningful and 
contribute more to the company’s success and profitability. The participant also mentioned that 
he has currently more control over how he performs these tasks. 

“Many times the work increases depending on the amount of work we are handling, but when 
I have a lot of work it piles up and often I end up staying at work for very late hours until I 
finish it” 

Accessing resources became easier for the participant after the company acquired the external 
funding, especially the physical resources, which made the participants tasks easier to 
accomplish. Also, the participant mentioned that working in construction requires you to have 
multiple connections and suppliers that can help you if a certain conflict occurs on site or if you 
urgently require a specific material or equipment for the work, and the number of connections 
and suppliers have increased after the company acquired the external funding. 

“I had access to the resources that I required previously but not as smooth as now, this has to 
do with the number of connections that I obtained from the organization which made my job 
easier at some points” 

The social interaction in the company witnessed some changes after gaining the external 
funding. For example, there was an increase in the level of support from the immediate 
manager, but there was also a decrease in the support level from the coworkers, which affected 
the social relationship of the employees with each other. The amount of conflicts occurring 
escalated and the management did not appreciate the employees’ achievements. This had also a 
negative impact on the participant’s perception of leadership in his organization, which 
according to him, most of the leadership qualities in his opinion were not present since the 
beginning. 

“A leader is a person who is humble, team worker, comfortable to work with and gives an 
impression that we are all working on this as a team in way that does not make you feel the 
differences in employee’s positions. Most of these qualities were present previously but are 
decreasing more and more nowadays” 

The organizational climate in the company has shifted after the external funding. The company’s 
culture now focuses on generating profit, a concept that the company had before but it was 
combined with achieving quality and making the employees more satisfied with their jobs. The 
organization has established a new reward system through an annual meeting with all the 
employees where they measure each employee’s contribution to the company during the last 
year and allocate bonus salaries accordingly, this initiative has increased the employee’s 
motivation to work harder in the company, in addition to the management paying more 
attention to being fair between all the employees. 
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The organizational commitment for the employee became more concrete after the company 
acquired the external funding, as he was excited to work with the organization in the beginning, 
but after the funding this concept or feeling became more present for the participant as he felt 
that the level of work and the experience that he is gaining from the company is much more 
relevant to his career at the moment and for that reason he showed a strong commitment 
towards continuing to work with his company in the future. 

“I was excited at the beginnings of my work here, it was an excellent learning experience for 
my career and this feeling is growing more by the days”  

The participant mentioned that the company has always encouraged innovative solutions, 
however it never encouraged risk taking since the losses in uncertain cases can be significant 
and might have a big impact on the company’s profitability. 

4.4 Company D  
Company D began working in the year 2007 as a private institution mainly specialized in IT 
solutions and technologies. The company received corporate funding from a contracting 
organization in the year 2014 in return for a number of shares in the company. After the funding 
the company was able to expand its business and networks through the financing corporation, 
and started working for a number of projects involved in high security systems for government 
authorities. The participant from this organization is an employee who has been working with 
the company since 2013 as an IT engineer specialized in T&A systems (Time & Attendance 
Systems). 

The workload for the participant increased after the company gained the funding, however it 
does not reach to a point where it piles up and he has too many tasks to execute. The tasks type 
shifted to being more mentally demanding and required high levels of concentration, which 
made the employee’s job more challenging but it also made it more meaningful as he expressed. 
The employee’s responsibilities were not always as clear as before the company gained the 
corporate funding however he mentioned that after the funding his responsibilities became 
more clear and structured. 

“The work was piling up in the beginning more than it currently is, but now we became more 
experienced in solving our problems” 

Organizational resources have also been affected by the corporate funding, as the need for some 
physical and information resources grew, and accessing these resources became easier after the 
funding, which have affected the employee’s predictability and mastery of work as he usually 
anticipates what kind of problems he might be facing in the near future and requests the 
convenient resources that enable him to solve these problems ahead of time. 

On the social interaction level, the participant mentioned that the level of support from his 
immediate supervisor grew, and management started appreciating the employees achievements 
more after the corporate funding, and although the support from the employee’s coworkers 
slightly decreased, conflicts between coworkers did not occur since the beginning and this made 
the participant very content with his relationship with his colleagues. 

According to the participant’s perception of leadership, he believes that this concept was present 
in the organization since the beginning and it grew after the corporate funding, although he also 
believes that the concept of fairness is not very well established in the organization but this did 
not change when the company received the external funding. 

“Being a leader means that you have to dedicate your mind into understanding your 
responsibility as a leader to your followers and your role in their success, and make your 
followers believe in the success that you will bring to them” 

The company’s culture focuses on obtaining and providing advanced technologies and 
innovative solutions, this culture did not change but it did improve as the external funding made 
it possible for the company to access new technologies that provided new innovative solutions 
for their customers, however the company’s focus on being profit oriented began to appear more 
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after the company acquired the external funding as before it did so the organization was more 
people oriented as the participant expressed. 

“We have a culture that emphasizes on acquiring new advanced technologies into our offices 
and clients, and now this culture has seen more maturity than ever before” 
Since the organization focuses on creativity and innovation, the participant’s private life have 
had a good impact on his career, since the participant himself mentioned that he also is very 
much interested in the same culture that his company works by, and after the external funding 
this culture grew more within the organization, which in return made the participant’s private 
life impact his work positively as expressed by the employee. 

Although the participant believes that his organization was slightly negatively affected by the 
external funding, the participant showed a strong organizational commitment and work motives 
to continue working with the organization, and pointed out that after the company grew with the 
external funding, he became inspired in becoming a developer for the T&A systems that he is 
currently working with and manage such systems on his own. 

“In the early days I didn’t feel much motivated at work, but nowadays the work type that we 
are handling in addition to my interests inspire me to become a developer for the security 
systems that we manage” 

The participant mentioned that since the company is very innovative it encourages 
experimentation and trying out new things at work, however, because the company wasted a big 
share of its budget before due to uncertain investments, the organization now only encourages 
the experts and senior decision makers to experiment with a low level of uncertainty within 
these experiments. 

4.5 Company E  
Company E is a telecom consultancy company that outsources contracts for both civil site 
constructions and equipment installations, the company was founded in 2011. The company 
started out small with five construction workshops, at first they relied on the co-founders’ 
contacts and reputation in addition to competitive price bidding to sign their first contracts, 
over the following two years the company illustrated high standards when it came to work 
quality as well as tight commitment to deadlines, it also versified their services to include 
equipment installation and maintenance in addition to their original construction core services, 
which led to relatively huge growth in both their revenues and market share. On 2014 company 
A signed a strategic partnership agreement with one of the two mobile operators in the country, 
the agreement granted the company with financial funds in return to managing most of the 
operator construction and equipment installation all over the country. Following the 
partnership, the company widened its service coverage to include new regions and went through 
a restructure phase to fully integrate its service chain with the new partner.  

We have held four interviews with participants from company E, three of them were with 
technical engineers and the fourth was part of the marketing team, all the participants have 
joined the company at least a year before the partnership was signed. After conducting all four 
interviews and summarizing the data collected we can say that company E had gone through the 
below changes perceived by the employees themselves after the partnership. 

Before the partnership the employees described the workload as “relatively big” and “fluctuates 
a lot” but that changed after the partnership due to the fact that the number of employees have 
increased and despite the increased overall work volume the employees’ individual workload has 
been perceived to be “less” and “more consistent” than before the partnership. The newly 
introduced processes have limited the employee’s freedom over their tasks as the company 
made it clear that everyone should uphold these processes. The employees felt that their 
contribution and work value to the company have decreased, they also felt that the job was less 
challenging than before the partnership took place. Some changes were introduced to the 
working hours after the partnership, the company increased break time and encouraged the 
employees to take them in order to recharge their energy, at the same time the company became 
stricter about upholding starting and leaving hours. 
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As the hierarchy of the company expanded vertically some of the participants felt that their 
understanding of their roles and responsibilities decreased, before they had a “higher level of 
understanding” this understanding mainly meant that they had an idea about how would they fit 
in the strategy of the company, after the partnership they only had a “low level of 
understanding” about their tasks and how they are supposed to handle them. Part of the 
introduced processes was to allocate the employees to one project only, before it was very 
common that one employee would be working on several projects, which created a conflicts 
between tasks under different projects and the employees used to spend a lot of time to 
prioritize their tasks but after this process was introduced these conflicts were only limited to 
the transition time between the end of one project and the start of the next one.  

The employees felt they had enough physical resources to perform their jobs and that was 
consistent throughout their whole employment period. As for the information required to 
perform the tasks, before the partnership the employees often needed to research them 
especially when they faced “uncertainty” while performing a task, after the partnership the 
employees were mostly provided with enough information before they were required to perform 
their tasks. 

Since most of company E’s work was directly connected to customers requirement employees 
couldn’t predict their activities and tasks far ahead of time, in most cases they had a rather 
general plan that got changed and tuned according to the customer’s requests, before the 
partnership the technical employees had a lot of interaction with both the marketing and sales 
teams which provided them with more information about what to expect their job would be and 
what contracts are being signed but as the company restructured the hierarchy the inter-division 
interaction became minimal cutting out that source of information and making it even harder 
for the employees to predict their job related activities. As mentioned before employees used to 
be assigned several projects before the partnership however, afterwards they mostly handled 
only one, this allocation helped the employees focus their time and energy and become more 
efficient but at the same time it meant that employees sometimes had to work only on activities 
that wasn’t “fulfilling” for them, thus in order to change that they felt obligated to show their 
qualifications and experience to get to do the “desired tasks”. When it comes to the balance 
between the quantity and quality of work, the employees were more satisfied with that balance 
before the partnership took place, they felt the the freedom and challenge to face uncertainty 
motivated them to be “creative” and give their best, on the other hand the strict processes and 
instructions after the partnership increased the efficiency but left the employees feeling 
“limited” and restricted from being creative. 

The social interactions between co-workers especially in the same divisions were described as 
“open and fun” and “supportive” and that remained for the most part consistent throughout the 
participants’ employment period in company E, but as mentioned before the inter-department 
relationship became “slightly competitive” due to the structured hierarchy. When asked about 
their supervisors support the participants distinguished between two terms first, “support” 
which meant the likelihood of their supervisors hearing their problems and acting to solve them, 
second “guidance” which meant the likelihood of their supervisors providing advises regarding 
their work and position in the company. According to the employees the levels of both support 
and guidance have increased after the partnership took place. 

The employee’s perception of the word leadership varied between the participants: 

“leadership is being a role model for your team not only by saying the words but by taking 
action to back them up as well” 

“leadership is to know your followers and to interact with them accordingly” 

“leadership is about sharing your knowledge and experience with your team” 

“leadership is to be loyal to your team, it’s about taking responsibility not only for their 
achievements but also for their mistakes” 

When asked if their definition of leadership could be applied to their managers, all the 
participants replied that there were individuals who fulfilled that definition whether before or 
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after the partnership took place. When it came to fairness some of the participants had some 
negative perceptions; 

“There’s not a lot of fairness in the company, having internal contacts had a big role on how 
the employee was treated” 

“the employees can gain benefits from having a personal relationship with their superiors 
more than having a good work performance” 

In addition to the previous comments after the partnership in order to fill up some of the 
positions temporary employees were hired and the company treated them badly and took 
advantage of the “very slow employment market” which prevented them from quitting. 

For most parts the employees’ descriptions of company E culture was similar. First being a hard 
worker was a must second, self-development is highly encouraged although one participant said 
that the development was rather “vertical than horizontal” meaning that he was always required 
to gain more knowledge and experience in his own activities rather than knowing more about 
totally new ones third, openness and knowledge sharing through communication, case studies 
and training sessions. When asked if they perceive the company as profit or people oriented, all 
the participants answered with the former, in addition they felt that this orientation has been 
tilting more in to the profit side since the partnership. As for innovation and generating new 
ideas most of the participants felt that they had more “space to think” before the partnership in 
addition, their suggestions were immediately taken into consideration but “nowadays it takes a 
lot of time to get a respond”. The companies reward systems included both financial rewards 
and motivational awards, both of them were perceived by the participants to be vague in the 
sense that they didn’t know exactly how the reward system really worked, after the partnership 
some improvement were made to that system as a part of the newly introduced process, these 
improvements made it a bit clearer for the employees but not quite enough. Most of the 
participants stated that the importance of their jobs as part of their lives is decreasing mainly 
because of the lack of fairness in the way the company treated them. 

When it comes to the balance between the employees’ work and private life, most of the 
participants feel that after the partnership they had more time to focus on their private interests 
than before, mainly because of the decreased workload that previously required them to work 
after hours and on weekends “nowadays I have enough free time to work on personal projects 
that I have neglected before”. 

The participants find that their commitment and loyalty to the company is decreasing as time 
passes by, they describe company E as a great “short term” work environment, a place where 
you can learn a lot and develop yourself quickly, one of the participants stated that he thinks 
that newly appointed employees are even less committed to the company. Same as the 
commitment, the participants found that their job motivation was decreasing over time, the 
reason behind that is attributed to their feeling that now they contribute less than before and to 
the facts that they are no longer free to be as creative as they want within the boundaries of the 
new regulations. 

The employees had two different perceptions about risk taking, the technical employees were 
supposed to avoid risk taking at all costs, all services and solution had to be perfectly executed, 
after the partnership quality and assurance processes were introduced to emphasize this. On the 
other hand, business employees in the marketing team were encouraged to do “calculated risk 
taking”, as long the employee find that the benefits are worth the risks, and that fact didn’t 
change after the partnership. 
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5 Analysis  

In this section, each one of the five cases is analyzed individually at first, in order to draw out 
conclusions about how external funding related factors affect the work environment 
dimensions. Afterwards a comparison between the cases is conducted in order to identify 
similarities as well as unique case patterns. 

5.1 Company A  
The below table summarizes the changes in the work environment and relate them to the cause 
behind these changes as perceived by the participants from company A, then connect these 
causes with the external funding aspects and specify their relationship type with the work 
environment as either direct or indirect effect. 

Table 5.1: Company A results summary 

Work 
Environment 
Dimensions 

Work 
Environment 

Changes 
Cause of 
Change 

External 
Funding 

Effect 
External Funding 

Aspects 

Job Demand & 
Control 

More workload Increased work 
volume Direct Financial resources 

More mental effort More conflicts Indirect  
More meaningful job More conflicts Indirect  

Role 
Expectations 

More conflicts Increased 
project scale Direct Financial resources 

More role 
understanding 

Organization 
restructure Direct Changes in 

management and goals 

Sufficient 
Resources 

More physical 
resources 

Financial 
resources Direct Financial resources 

More information 
resources 

Organizational 
relationships Direct Networks and contacts 

Predictability 
and Mastery of 

Work 

Less quantity VS. 
quality balance More workload Indirect  

More predictability Organization 
restructure Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Social 
Interactions 

More support from 
superior 

Organization 
restructure Direct Changes in management 

and goals 
Less support from 

co-workers 
Financial 
rewards Indirect  

Leadership More fairness More role 
understanding Indirect  

Organizational 
Climate 

More financial 
rewards 

More financial 
resources Direct Financial resources 

Reward system 
restructure  

Changes in management 
and goals 

Job Centrality No change    
Interaction 

between Work 
and Private Life 

No change    

Organizational 
Commitment 

and Motivation 

More commitment 
More fairness 

Indirect  More support 
from superior 

More motivation 
More fairness 

Indirect  More financial 
rewards 

Risk Taking No change    
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The changes in company A’s management and goals included some modifications and 
restructure of the management style, which was perceived by the participants through the 
increased support from his superiors. In addition, the employees were more involved in the 
decision making process and they had a better understanding of their role inside the company. 
This understanding made it easier for the participant to comprehend and predict his tasks. 
Furthermore, the clear role understanding solved many of the responsibility issues and 
problems between the employees that company A had to deal with in the past, which led to an 
increment in the fairness perception by the participant. In turn this perception affected both the 
commitment and motivation of the participant positively. The figure below illustrates the 
changes in company A work environment due to the changes in management and goals. 
 

 
Figure 5.1: Company A changes due to management and goals 

The main reason behind company A seeking additional funding was the lack of the required 
financial resources for handling bigger projects. Once the funding was acquired, company A 
signed several major contracts, which resulted in more workload and more work conflicts. In 
order to handle these conflicts, the participant had to prioritize and plan his activities, which 
increased the amount of mental effort in his job. As a result, the participant felt that the 
meaningfulness of his job towards the company had increased as he became experienced in 
problem solving. Furthermore, the additional financial resources allowed company A to 
restructure the reward system which included more benefits and motivated the employees. 
However, these rewards created a competitive atmosphere in the company, which worsened the 
social interactions between coworkers in terms of the amount of support they extend to each 
other. The figure below illustrates the changes in company A work environment due to the 
financial resources. 

 
Figure 5.2: Company A changes due to financial resources 

Finally, the new networks and contacts provided by the new board members/stakeholders also 
contributed to signing some of the contracts mentioned above, thus it also had an effect on both 
the increased workload and work conflicts. Furthermore, the new contacts granted the 
participant access to additional resources through inter organizational relationships. 

5.2 Company B  
The below table summarizes the changes in the work environment and relate them to the cause 
behind these changes as perceived by the participants from company B, then connect these 
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causes with the external funding aspects and specify their relationship type with the work 
environment as either direct or indirect effect. 

Table 5.2: Company B results summary 

Work 
Environment 
Dimensions 

Work 
Environment 

Changes 
Cause of 
Change 

External 
Funding Effect 

External Funding 
Aspects 

Job Demand & 
Control 

More work load Organization 
expansion Direct Changes in management 

and goals 
More mental 

effort 
Organization 

expansion Direct Changes in management 
and goals 

More 
challenging 

More mental 
effort Indirect  

More 
meaningfulness Business scale Direct Financial resources 

More learning More access to 
information Indirect  

Role 
Expectations Less conflicts More access to 

information Indirect 
 

Sufficient 
Resources 

More access to 
information 

Organizational 
networks Direct Contacts and networks 

Predictability 
and Mastery of 

Work 

More 
predictability & 

mastery 

More 
experience Indirect 

 

More experience New learning Indirect  
Less quality More work 

load Indirect  

Social 
Interaction 

More conflicts More financial 
Rewards Indirect 

 
More 

managerial 
support 

Leadership 
style Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Less 
appreciation 

Leadership 
style Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Leadership 

Worse 
leadership 
perception 

Less 
appreciation Indirect 

 

Less fairness Less 
appreciation Indirect 

 

Organizational 
Climate 

More financial 
rewards 

Organization 
expansion Direct 

Changes in management 
and goals 

Financial resources 
More people 

oriented 
Leadership 

style Direct Changes in management 
and goals 

Job Centrality No change 
   

Interaction 
Between work 

and Private 
Life 

No change 
   

Organizational 
Commitment 

and 
Motivation 

More 
motivation 

More financial 
rewards Indirect  

Risk Taking No change    
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Similar to the previous case, most of the changes in company B’s work environment were due to 
the reason behind the funding, which in this case was the company’s desire to expand its 
activities both in coverage and scale, thus affecting its management style and goals in several 
ways. 

The expansion had a negative effect on the workload, which increased a lot and in turn this 
increase affected the participant’s quality of work. On the other hand, the participant had to put 
more mental effort in his work in order to adapt with the company’s new business scale, which 
made his job more challenging. Finally, according to the participant, although the managers 
were more supportive than before, they became less appreciative and took the participant 
achievements for granted making his leadership perception worse. The figure below illustrates 
the changes in company B work environment due to changes in management and goals. 

 

Figure 5.3: Company B changes due to management and goals 

The new added contacts and networks also had an effect, mainly because of the additional 
information access and insights that the employees’ acquired after the funding. This surge of 
information motivated the participant to learn more about organizational communication and 
granted him more experience and knowledge. In addition, the added information made it 
possible for the participant to avoid errors and predict work conflicts, thus providing him a with 
a better mastery over his work. The figure below illustrates the changes in company B work 
environment due to contacts and networks. 

 

Figure 5.4: Company B changes due to contacts and networks 

The increased financial resources of company B led to the participant having more budget 
resources under his control, which boosted his sense of contribution and work meaningfulness. 
Furthermore, the increased financial resources enabled the company to establish a better 
reward system with more structure and better benefits, which increased the participant work 
motivation. However, this new reward system created a competitive atmosphere between the 
employees, which in turn led to some conflicts between them. The below figure illustrates the 
changes in company B work environment due to financial resources. 

 

Figure 5.5: Company B changes due to financial resources 
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5.3 Company C  
The below table summarizes the changes in the work environment and relate them to the cause 
behind these changes as perceived by the participants from company C, then connect these 
causes with the external funding aspects and specify their relationship type with the work 
environment as either direct or indirect effect. 

Table 5.3: Company C results summary 

Work 
Environment 
Dimensions 

Work Environment 
Changes 

Cause of 
Change 

External 
Funding 

Effect 

External 
Funding 
Aspects 

Job Demand & 
Control 

More workload Increased 
business scale Direct 

Changes in 
management and 

goals 

More mental effort Increased 
business scale Direct 

Changes in 
management and 

goals 

More meaningful More mental 
effort Indirect  

More learning Increased 
business scale Direct 

Changes in 
management and 

goals 

Role Expectations Less conflicts Organizational 
networking Direct Network and 

contacts 

Sufficient 
Resources 

More access to physical 
resources Financial capital Direct Financial 

resources 
More access to 

information 
Organizational 

networking Direct Network and 
contacts 

Predictability & 
Mastery of Work More mastery of work More access to 

information Indirect  
Social Interaction More conflicts More workload Indirect  

Leadership 

Less appreciation Leadership 
traits Direct 

Changes in 
management and 

goals 

More fairness 
Additional 
financial 
rewards 

Indirect  

Organizational 
Climate 

Less people oriented Organization 
strategy Direct 

Changes in 
management and 

goals 
Additional financial 

rewards Financial capital Direct Financial 
resources 

Job Centrality Less job satisfaction Private life 
affected Indirect  

Interaction 
between Work & 

Private Life 
Private life affected More work load Indirect  

Organizational 
Commitment and 

Motivation 

More motivation 
Additional 
financial 
rewards 

Indirect  

More commitment More learning Indirect  
Risk Taking No change    

 

The goal for acquiring the external funding for company C was to be able to bid for larger 
construction contracts in order to expand its business scale. This goal had several implications 
on the company’s management style and goals. First, the participant workload had increased a 
lot, forcing him to stay after hours to finish his tasks, which affected his private life negatively. 
Furthermore, the additional workload created social conflicts between the company’s employees 
about work roles and responsibilities. Second, the participant felt the need to exert more mental 
effort in order to deal with his activities, thus making his role in the company more meaningful. 
Third, the bigger business scale presented a challenge for the participant forcing him to learn 
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and acquire new skills and. Although this was difficult at the beginning, but as the experience he 
was gaining from working in the company increased so did his commitment. Finally, there was a 
shift in the company’s orientation from people to profit, which was apparent in the lack of 
appreciation of the participant’s work achievement. The below figure illustrates the changes in 
company C work environment due to changes in management and goals. 

 

 

Figure 5.6: Company C changes due to management and goals 

The additional financial resources provided by the new stakeholders allowed company C to offer 
its employees a new reward system, which led to higher motivation levels among them and 
consequently improving their fairness perception about the company's leadership. In addition to 
that the new financial resources granted the participant access to more resources about his 
tasks, which made it easier to finish them and partly led to increasing his level of mastery over 
his work. Another factor that had a positive effect on the participant mastery of work was the 
additional access to information, which was provided by the new stakeholders’ wide array of 
contacts. The below figure illustrates the changes in the work environment of company C due to 
both the financial resources and contacts and networks. 

 

 

Figure 5.7: Company C changes due to financial resources and networks 

5.4 Company D  
The below table summarizes the changes in the work environment and relate them to the cause 
behind these changes as perceived by the participants from company D, then connect these 
causes with the external funding aspects and specify their relationship type with the work 
environment as either direct or indirect effect. 
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Table 5.4: Company D results summary 

Work 
Environment 
Dimensions 

Work 
Environment 

Changes 
Cause of 
Change 

External 
Funding 

Effect 
External Funding 

Aspects 

Job Demand & 
Control 

More workload Increased 
project scale Direct 

Networks and contacts 

Financial resources 

More mental 
effort 

Increased 
project scale Direct 

Networks and contacts 

Financial resources 

More 
challenging 

More mental 
effort Indirect 

 
More 

meaningful 
More mental 

effort Indirect 
 

Role 
Expectations 

More clear 
responsibilities Leadership style Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Sufficient 
Resources 

More physical 
resources 

Access to new 
technologies Direct Financial resources 

More 
information 

resources 

Organizational 
relationships Direct Networks and contacts 

Predictability & 
Mastery of 
Work 

More 
predictability 

More 
information 

resources 
Indirect 

 

Social 
Interaction 

More superior 
support Leadership style Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Leadership Improved 
leadership Style 

Organizational 
goals & 

strategies 
Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Organizational 
Climate 

More innovation More physical 
resources Indirect 

 

More profit 
oriented 

Organizational 
goals & 

strategies 
Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Job Centrality More job 
centrality 

Participant’s 
interests External 

 

Interaction 
Between Work 
& Private Life 

Positive effect 
on private life 

Access to new 
technologies Direct Financial resources 

Participant’s 
interests External 

 
Organizational 
Commitment & 
Work Motives 

More motivation 
& Commitment 

Participant’s 
interests External 

 

Risk Raking Less risk taking Goals & 
strategies Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

 

Changes in management style in company D were focused on the management level, where 
managers were supposed to provide more support for their employees and define their 
responsibilities and work scope more clearly, which led the participant to perceive that the 
leadership style in the company has improved. On the other hand, the participant also perceived 
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that the company was shifting more towards profit due to its focus on achieving more efficiency 
and eliminating as much uncertainty as possible by restricting the allowed risk taking levels. The 
below figure illustrates the changes in company D work environment due to changes in 
management and goals. 

 
Figure 5.8: Company D changes due to management and goals 

Both the additional financial resources and the new networks and contacts were required by 
company D in order to improve its business scale and be able to sign bigger contracts, this new 
business scale increased the participant workload and required him to exert more mental effort 
while dealing with his tasks and this in return had a positive effect on both the challenging and 
meaningfulness of his job. Furthermore, the financial resources and the new networks and 
contacts affected company’s D resources, on one hand the new networks and contacts allowed 
more access to information which improved the participant’s mastery over his work. On the 
other hand financial resources made it possible to access new technologies leading to more 
innovation within the company. The figure below illustrates the changes in company D work 
environment due to both financial resources and contacts and networks. 
 

 
Figure 5.9: Company D changes due to financial resources and networks 

Another aspect that affected the perception of work environment was the participant’s interests 
and their compatibility with his tasks. Although this aspect was not included in our model, some 
of the changes in company D’s work environment like accessing new technologies improved the 
compatibility between the participant’s work and interest, which in return led to more 
motivation and commitment, more job centrality and a better balance between work and private 
life. 

5.5 Company E  
The below table summarizes the changes in the work environment and relate them to the cause 
behind these changes as perceived by the participants from company E, then connect these 
causes with the external funding aspects and specify their relationship type with the work 
environment as either direct or indirect effect. 
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Table 5.5: Company E results summary 

Work 
Environment 
Dimensions 

Work 
Environment 

Changes 
Cause of 
Change 

External 
Funding 

Effect 
External Funding 

Aspects 

Job Demand & 
Control 

Less workload 

New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Increased 
employees Direct 

Financial resources 
Changes in management 

and goals 

Less autonomy New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Less contribution 

Strategy and 
goals and 

leadership style 
Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Increased 
employees Direct 

Financial resources 
Changes in management 

and goals 

Role 
Expectations 

Less understanding More structured 
hierarchy Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Less work conflicts New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Sufficient 
Resources 

More access to 
information 

New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 
Decreased 
customers Direct Contacts and networks 

Predictability 
and Mastery of 

Work 

Less predictability More structured 
hierarchy Direct Changes in management 

and goals 
More competition Less autonomy Indirect  
Less quantity VS. 

quality balance Less autonomy Indirect  

Social 
Interactions 

Slightly more 
competitive inter 

department 
competition 

More structured 
hierarchy Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

More support and 
guidance 

New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Leadership style Direct Changes in management 
and goals 

Leadership Less fairness Organization 
orientation Indirect  

Organizational 
Climate 

More profit oriented 
Strategy and 

goals and 
leadership style 

Direct Changes in management 
and goals 

Less innovation New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 
Clearer reward 

system 
New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 

Job Centrality Decreasing job 
centrality Less fairness Indirect  

Interaction 
between Work 

and Private 
Life 

Better balance 
between work and 

private life 
Less workload Indirect  

Organizational 
Commitment 

and Motivation 

Less commitment Less fairness Indirect  
Less motivation Less 

contribution Indirect  

Risk Taking Less risk taking New processes 
and regulations Direct Changes in management 

and goals 
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In this case, most of the changes in company E were triggered by the attempts to fulfill its 
partnership agreement. Several modifications in both the management style and company’s goal 
were executed in order to do that. These modifications included the introduction of new 
processes and regulations, a more structured and vertical hierarchy, changes in leadership style 
and changes in the company’s goals and strategies. 

First, the company introduced several processes and regulations in order to coupe with its new 
scope and achieve more efficiency, which resulted in both positive and negative outcomes. 
Positive outcomes included less task conflicts which decreased the workload and improved the 
employee’s balance between work and private life. In addition, managers were required to offer 
more support and guidance for their employees and provide them with enough information to 
complete their tasks. On the other hand, negative outcomes included limiting the employees’ 
freedom over their work and thus affecting their creativity and innovation, which resulted in a 
decreased mastery of their work according to them. 

Second, the company restructured its hierarchy in order to comply with the increased number of 
employees. This restructuring mainly had negative effects that included worse role 
understanding due to the increased vertical distance between the employees on one hand and 
the strategy and decision makers in the company on the other. Furthermore, the restructuring 
decreased the inter department interaction, which resulted in both more conflicts and less 
information flow between these departments. 

Third, the management style in the company changed as managers focused on following up the 
employees’ tasks more than conveying the goals behind them, this made the employees perceive 
their contribution towards the company to be less than before because they felt more like task 
performers instead of goal achievers, which consequently affected their work motivation. The 
change in the management style was also perceived by the employees to be the main cause 
behind the shift in the company’s orientation toward profit rather than people. This fact 
combined with the lack of fairness resulted in a decreased job centrality and organizational 
commitment. The below figure illustrates the changes in company E work environment due to 
the changes in management and goals. 

 

Figure 5.10: Company E changes due to management and goals 

Another external funding factor was the additional financial resources, which enabled the 
company to hire more employees and thus partly decreasing the workload of existing employees 
and also decreased their perceived contribution towards the company. Finally, the partnership 
itself granted the company a strong strategic relationship with a large corporate, which granted 
access to a lot of new information. On the other hand, as this corporate became the main 
customer for the company, therefore decreasing its total external network and contacts. The 
below figure illustrates the changes in company E work environment due to financial resources 
and the changes in the contacts and networks. 
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Figure 5.11: Company E changes due to financial resources and networks 

5.6 Integrated Analysis  
Throughout all the above five cases, we have encountered different changes in the work 
environment dimensions. We present below our attempt to extract the similar direct and 
indirect causal patterns between the external funding aspects and the work environment 
dimensions, then discuss the implications of the funding type and funding reason on the 
external funding aspects and consequently the work environment dimensions. The below table 
illustrates how many times a certain funding aspect has affected each work environment 
dimension throughout our cases. 

Table 5.6: Total causal relationships in the five cases 

 

 
As we can see from the above table, changes in management and goals has affected all the work 
environments dimensions at least once making this aspect the most comprehensive when it 
comes to its effect, followed by financial resources, which has affected nine out of the eleven and 
lastly contacts and networks which only affected four. 
The changes in management and goals have affected the organizational related dimensions 
more frequently in our cases, especially Social Interactions, Organizational Climate and 
Leadership. On the other hand, both the task level (e.g. Sufficient Resources) and the individual 
level (e.g.  Job Centrality) were affected less frequently. This frequency difference between the 
organizational, individual and task levels was not as apparent when it came to financial 
resources as it frequently affected dimensions from all levels such as Organizational Climate and 
Social Interactions on the organizational level, Job Demand & Control and Sufficient Resources 
on the task level and finally Organizational Commitment and Work Motivation on the individual 
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level. Finally, the effect of the new contacts and networks acquired by the external funding was 
limited to the task level dimensions, especially Sufficient Resources and Predictability and 
Mastery of Work. 

After we examined the causal relationships and their patterns in general, we decided to take a 
further step and examine both the direct and indirect causal relationships separately. The two 
tables below illustrate how many times a certain funding aspect has affected each work 
environment dimension either directly or indirectly. 

Table 5.7: Direct causal relationships 

Work Environment 
Dimension 

Changes in 
Management 

and Goals 
Financial 

Resources 
Contacts 

& 
Networks 

Total Level 

Sufficient Resources 1 3 5 9 Task 
Job Demand & 

Control 3 3 1 7 Task 

Organizational 
Climate 4 2 0 6 Organizational 

Role Expectations 3 1 1 5 Task 

Social Interactions 4 0 0 4 Organizational 

Risk Taking 2 0 0 2 Organizational 

Leadership 2 0 0 2 Organizational 
Predictability & 
Mastery of work 2 0 0 2 Task 

Interaction between 
Work and Private Life 0 1 0 1 Individual 

 

Table 5.8: Indirect causal relationships 

Work Environment 
Dimension 

Changes in 
Management 

and Goals 
Financial 

Resources 
Contacts 

& 
Networks 

Total Level 

Predictability & 
Mastery of Work 2 2 3 7 Task 

Organizational 
Commitment and 

Motivation 
3 3  6 Individual 

Social Interactions 3 2  5 Organizational 

Leadership 3 1  4 Organizational 

Organizational Climate 1 2  3 Organizational 
Interaction between 

Work and Private Life 2 1  3 Individual 

Job Demand & Control  1 1 2 Task 

Job Centrality 2   2 Individual 

Role Expectations   1 1 Task 
 

The direct causal relationships have affected all the dimensions except Job Centrality and 
Organizational Commitment and Work motives, which are both on the individual level. 
Similarly, the indirect causal relationships also affected all the dimensions expect for Sufficient 
Resources on the task level and Risk Taking on the organizational level. 

As we can see from the above tables, the direct relationships have only affected the 
organizational and task levels with the exception of only one relationship, therefore the 
individual level dimensions such as Organizational Commitment, Interaction between Work and 
Private life and Job centrality have been affected by the indirect relationships mainly. We’ve 
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mentioned previously that the financial resources affected dimensions from all levels generally. 
However, when it came to the direct relationships it mainly affected the task level dimensions 
like Job Demand and Control and Sufficient Resources. 

Indirect relationships entail internal relationships between the work environment dimensions 
themselves. Throughout our cases there were seven dimensions that affected the others. The 
most frequent affecting dimensions in our cases were Job Demand and Control, Sufficient 
Resources and Organizational Climate, followed by Leadership, which had a slightly less 
frequent effect. Finally, dimensions like Social Interactions and Role expectations had an effect 
only on one or two instances. The below table illustrates these seven dimensions and their 
corresponding affecting instances throughout our cases. 

Table 5.9: Internally affecting work dimensions 

Affecting Dimension 
Number of 
Affecting 
Instances 

Job Demand & Control 9 
Leadership 4 

Sufficient Resources 6 
Organizational Climate 6 

Social Interactions 2 
Interaction between 

Work and Private Life 1 
Role Expectations 1 

 

We compared the cases that had similar external funding sources in terms of work environment 
changes in order to establish if a similar change was triggered in those cases. Company A and C 
both had individual investors as the external funding source. These two companies had a lot of 
similarities in the work environment changes that occurred after the funding took place. 
However, when we compared company D and E, which both acquired corporate financing, we 
found more differences than similarities in the changes of work environment. After cross-
examining these two cases together we noticed that the reason behind these differences was 
most likely to be the financing corporate objective when they granted funds to these companies. 
In company E’s case, this objective was to gain a partner to handle a portion of the corporate 
operations. This objective has changed company E’s strategies and goals completely from 
increasing the market shares and profitability to achieving the most effective integration with 
the new partner. On the other hand, in company D’s case, the objective was to gain profit 
through investing in a growing company. Thus this objective didn’t change the goals and the 
strategies of company D as much, resulting in a different change in the work environment. 
Looking back at the similar change in both company A and C, these two companies didn’t only 
share a similar funding source, but their financing parties also shared a similar goal which was 
to gain profit through investing in a successful company. 

Finally, we examined whether the outcomes of certain changes in the work environment 
dimensions were positive or negative and attempted to draw out similarities from our cases. 
However, the results were not conclusive due to a number of reasons. First, the participants’ 
responses regarding the matter was on the sub-dimension level, which resulted in the 
dimensions themselves having both positive and negative outcomes at the same time in many 
instances. Second, the perspective of having a positive or negative outcome is not related to the 
sub-dimension itself but to the change in that sub-dimension. For example, we can’t relate 
positive or negative outcomes to workload, however, we can do so to the change in workload i.e. 
having more or less workload. Third, the changes in the sub-dimensions may affect other sub-
dimensions indirectly and thus have outcomes that differ in terms of having positive or negative 
outcomes. Lastly, the number of cases in our study was not enough to generalize and extract 
results on the matter given the complexity of the required analysis. 
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6 Conclusions 
The purpose of this thesis was to answer the following question: “How does acquiring external 
funding affect the work environment of self-funded organizations”. In order to achieve the 
purpose, we constructed a theoretical model that includes elements related to both work 
environment and external funding. The work environment elements were based on a review of 
several previous assessment tools in terms of both their comprehensiveness and the level of 
alignment between their purpose and ours. As a result, we ended up with eleven work 
environment dimensions that can be categorized into three levels in terms of the scale of their 
effects. These levels are: organizational, task and individual levels. Regarding the external 
funding part of our model, through reviewing previous funding literature we identified three 
aspects that are usually accompanied by receiving external funding. These aspects are: the 
changes in the management style of the company and its goals, the added financial resources 
and the introduced contacts and networks. After establishing the model elements, and through 
our analysis, we constructed causal relationships between these elements drawing on the 
collected empirical data from five different self-funded firms that recently received external 
funding. These causal relationships can be categorized into relationships that are attributed 
directly to the funding aspects and others, which are attributed indirectly. This type of causal 
relationships take place when a funding aspect affects a certain work environment dimension, 
and in turn this dimensions affects a second one. In this case the relationship between the 
funding aspect and the second dimension is considered to be an indirect one. 

When it comes to external funding aspects, changes in management and goals seemed to 
relatively have the most complex causal relationships, which affected a lot of the work 
environment dimensions. This complexity can be attributed to the fact that the employees can 
perceive the full effect of this aspect on their work environment, since they can interact 
immediately with the implications of these changes such as hierarchy restructuring, the amount 
and nature of tasks and the introduction of new process and regulations. On the other hand, the 
employees in our cases didn’t perceive the full effect of the additional financial resources. This 
aspect can influence most of the major business decisions such as expanding the projects’ scales 
of the company or entering new markets. However, the participants mostly perceived the effect 
of this aspect to be related to having sufficient resources or receiving more financial benefits, 
resulting in this aspect having a relatively simpler causal relationship. The effect of the 
introduced networks and contacts depends on the amount of these contacts and the value they 
can provide for the company. In our cases, this value and its effect was limited to the work 
environment dimensions within the task level. 

When we examined the different work environment levels and their causal relationships types, 
we noticed that the changes in the individual level were all caused by indirect relationships in 
our cases, which would suggest that the participants did not attribute personal related changes 
to the external funding aspects but instead to other work environment dimensions which were 
affected by the funding aspects. 

As we examined the internal causal relationships between the work environment dimensions 
themselves, we found that job demand & control on the task level and organizational climate as 
well as leadership on the organizational level have the most complex causal relationships 
internally. 

After examining the cases sharing the same funding source, we found that the changes were not 
consistent across these cases, which suggests in return that similar funding sources do not 
necessarily trigger similar changes in the work environment. While on the other hand having a 
similar funding objective by the financing party triggered more similarities in the occurred 
changes within the work environment, especially the effects of changes in management and 
goals, since these changes are usually aligned with the financing party’s funding objective. 

Finally, regarding whether the changes in the work environment had positive or negative 
outcomes from the participants’ perspective, the results were not conclusive due to several 
reasons related to the complexity of the analysis. 
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7 Discussion 
Within the work environment literature, there is a number of studies that are connected to 
different factors relating to the success and sustainability of organizations such as: creativity 
(Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996), productivity (De Greef & Van den Broek, 
2004) and lean (Hasle, Bojesen, Jensen, & Bramming, 2012). In this context there are a limited 
number of studies that have touched up on the connections between work environment and 
specific funding sources within certain industries (Hamilton, 2001). In this study we attempted 
to explore the effect of acquiring external funding on the work environment of self-funded firms 
in a more comprehensive manner by including different funding sources and not limiting the 
study to a specific industry. 

Previously, when exploring or confirming the connection between the work environment and 
other organizational attributes such as creativity or productivity, in most cases work 
environment was considered to be the affecting factor in these connections, which meant that its 
assessment was conducted in an attempt to change and modify the work environment in order 
to enhance the other organizational attributes. In our study we take a different approach by 
focusing on the employees’ perception of the work environment instead of the organizational 
perspective. This approach could be adopted in future research, since the focus on the 
employee’s perception wouldn’t only assure their job satisfaction but also help organizations 
maintain their human capital, which is considered one of the most essential factors contributing 
to the sustainability and survival of organizations (Cressy, 1996). 

There were several theoretical models to assess the work environment, these models were the 
result of either individual efforts (Dul & Ceylan, 2014) or collective ones such as KEYS tool 
(Amabile, KEYS to Creativity and Innovation, 2010) and SOQ tool (Isaksen, Lauer, Ekvall, & 
Britz, 2001). In this study, we constructed an assessment model based on a review of existing 
work environment assessment tools, especially the QPSNordic tool (Lindström, et al., 2000). In 
addition to work environment dimensions this model also includes main aspects that are 
attributed to external funding (Joglekar & Levesque, 2009) (Davila, Foster, & Gupta, 2003), and 
it is used to provide further insights about the relationships between them. This model could set 
the stage to further explore this connection in the future. 

7.1 Implications for practice 
This study could provide business owners of self-funded firms with insights about how their 
work environment could be affected when choosing to acquire funding from an external source. 
It also highlights the importance of considering the objectives behind the funding from the 
financing party’s point of view and reflect on how much this objective would align with their 
company’s work environment as well as incorporating that in their decision making process 
regarding that funding. Furthermore, this alignment should also be considered by the financing 
party as they make their funding decision and reflect about how would their objective affect 
different dimensions in the financed firm. 

Some of the work environment dimensions in this study are driven by the employees 
themselves, especially organizational level dimensions such as social interactions and 
organizational climate, thus this study could provide the employees with additional 
understanding about these dimensions and how would they be affected by external funding 
while affecting other work environment dimensions. 

7.2 Limitations 
This study is not without limitations. First, in this study we wanted to include different 
industries in our case selection and thus have a number of different cases, and although this 
approach limited the number of participants to one in most cases and thus limiting the insights 
taken from each of them. However, it provided us with a much wider perspective and allowed us 
to derive several conclusions by comparing these cases. Second, the participants were required 
to answer questions and reflect upon issues that occurred in the past and compare them to the 
present situation. Consequently we focused in our case selection on organizations that recently 
received external funding in order to insure the accuracy of their responses about their past 
events. Finally, we designed our theoretical model to only include work environment social 
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factors without taking the physical factors into consideration, because both the social and 
physical factors would require different research approaches in order to explore how would they 
be affected. Thus we chose to focus on the social factors since their concept is much wider when 
it comes to the work environment. 

7.3 Further Research 
Further Research in this context could include studies that would further reduce some of the 
above mentioned limitations such as the timeframe in which the data is gathered, for example 
the research could follow the cases during the funding period and collect the data in two 
different stages i.e. before and after the funding took place. 

Determining whether the changes in the work environment dimensions had positive or negative 
outcomes due to external funding couldn’t be concluded using a qualitative approach that 
includes a limited number of cases and participants, thus future research could include more 
cases and participants using a quantitative approach to achieve better results in that aspect. 

Another research opportunity could be to directly explore the connection between the financing 
party’s funding objective and the work environment, and whether similar funding objective 
would trigger similar changes. 
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Appendix  
Interview Question Guide 
 

Personal Information  

• What is your name? 

• Could you tell us more about your position? 

• How long have you been working with the company? 

• Can you tell us more about your academic life and your professional life? 

 

Jobs Demand & Control  

• Comparing to when you started working at the company and up until now, did you 
notice an increase in your workload? Does it reach to a point where you have too many 
tasks and your work piles up?  

• Did you work type/tasks change since you started working here? Do your current tasks 
require more or less physical/mental efforts than when you first started? 

• Do you think your current work compared to when you started is more meaningful and 
contributes to the company? Do you think it is challenging?  

• Does your current job require you to learn new skills and knowledge more than when 
you started? Do you consider that you are now learning more than when you started? 

• Was there a predefined procedure on how to perform your tasks since you started to 
work here? Did that change from the beginning and until now? 

• Considering when you first started working at the company, do you believe that you 
have more control on how you perform your tasks? Can you influence the tasks that you 
are assigned to? 

• Do you decide your working hours including your breaks and the length of your breaks? 
Did this change from the beginning?  

 

Role Expectations  

• Do you have clear defined responsibilities & objectives for your job? Was this from the 
beginning of your work or did it change?  

• Does your job have situations where there are incompatibilities or conflicts? Was it like 
this from the beginning or did it evolve to that? 

 

Sufficient Resources  

• Did you have assignments that need adequate resources? Was there a change in 
accessing the resources since the beginning of your work? 

• Do you usually receive the physical resources that you ask for(such as equipment)? Was 
this always the case? 
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• Do you have access to information related to work? Has this been always the case? 

 

Predictability & Mastery of Work  

• Do you know in advance what kind of tasks and who will be working with you on these 
tasks a month from now? A year from now? Have this been since the beginning or did it 
change at a certain time? 

• Compared to when you first started working here, do you believe that it is necessary to 
demonstrate your ability and competence to others to be assigned to specific tasks that 
you desire? 

• Do you know what is required or has to be learned so that you maintain a job that you 
consider attractive in two years from now? Was this your view since you started to work 
here? 

• Do you prefer being presented with challenging jobs or working with new workers? Was 
this your opinion from the beginning? 

• Are you content with the amount and quality of your work? Has this feeling been 
different before?  

• Are you satisfied with your relationship with your colleagues? Have this been since the 
beginning or did it occur over the last period? 

 

Social Interaction  

• Comparing to when the company was first founded, was there an increase/decrease in 
the level of support that you receive from your coworkers? Immediate superior?  

• Comparing to when the company was first founded are you able to talk about your work 
problems to your coworkers or supervisor? Do you believe they are willing to listen and 
give you feedback on your problem? 

• Does your immediate superior appreciate your work achievements? Was this from the 
beginning or did it change with time? 

• Do conflicts often occur between you and coworkers? Between coworkers themselves? 
Was this from the beginning? 

 

Leadership  

• How do you perceive the word leadership what is leadership for you?  

• According to your perception of leadership do you think that it is present in your 
organization? 

• When it comes to leadership have anything changed after your company acquired 
external funding? 

• Do you think that the employees in managerial position in your company pay attention 
to fairness between employees? 

• Do you think that the company has change when comes to fairness after acquiring 
external funding?  

 



 

 48 

Organizational Climate  

• Do you think that your organization has unique culture, please describe the values 
behind that culture 

• According to your description of your company culture did you notice any changes after 
acquiring external funding?  

• Do you believe that your organization is profit oriented or people oriented? 

• After acquiring external funding did that orientation shift in any way? 

• Does your company focus on innovation and generating new ideas? 

• Did the company have the same focus on innovation before acquiring external funding? 

• What kind of rewards the employee receives when doing their job properly? 

• Did the reward system change after acquiring external funding? 

 

Work centrality and interaction between work and private life  

• Can you tell us what is the most important aspect in your life is it work family or 
something else? 

• Did your work ever influence your private life? 

• Did your private life ever Influenced your work? 

• What about before when the company was founded? 

 

Organizational commitment and what motives  

• Did you think that your organization was a good place to work in when it was founded? 

• Did that change for you after acquiring external funding? 

• Does the work in your organization inspires you in any way if so how come? 

• Did that inspiration change in anyway after the funding? 

• How did you used to describe your organization and how would you describe it now? 

• What motivates you to go to work each morning? 

• Did you have any different motivation when the company was first founded? 

 

Risk Taking  

• Does your organization encourage experimentation in the work context? If it does, how 
much uncertainty would be appropriate? Was this the case since the beginning? 

 

 


