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The paper discusses the researcher’s experience on how mixed method approach via sequential 
procedure investigates the association between corporate governance in corporate entrepreneurship 
activities among the 100 U.K financial times stock exchange (FTSE) companies. The research design 
comprises of three phases. Phase I conducts an exploratory study to determine the level of 
understanding and viewpoints on issues relating to corporate entrepreneurship through questionnaire. 
Phase II entails quantitative data collection through a questionnaire survey and secondary data. This 
phase is important in terms of testing propositions and examining the statistical relationship between 
corporate entrepreneurship and corporate governance. Phase III involves qualitative case studies 
conducted through in-depth interviews with six companies that were selected using a scatter graph. 
This approach is used to triangulate the research findings. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The main aim of this paper is to discuss my experience of 
conducting a mixed method research. The purpose of this 
paper is not to argue for or against any particular 
research method as I believe like others that each 
research method (quantitative and qualitative) has its 
strength and weaknesses (King et al., 1994). Mixed 
method is a term increasingly used in social sciences to 
describe “the class of research where the researcher 
mixes or combines quantitative and qualitative research 
techniques, methods, approaches, concepts or language 
into a single study” (Jonson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 
There are various definitions proposed by leaders in the 
field of mixed methods which varies in the level of 
specificity   (Johnson  et   al.,  2007).   Majority   of   them 
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suggesting that mixed method is the quantitative and 
qualitative methods in a single or multiphase study 
(Tashakkori and Teddlie, 1998) or many research stages 
(Creswell, 1995) including sampling strategies, data 
collection and analysis, findings synthesis and integrating 
and reporting. Tashakkori and Creswell (2007) find that 
mixed methods can be found at different research stages 
where the investigator collects and analyses data, 
integrates the findings and draw inferences using both 
qualitative and quantitative approaches in a single study. 

This paper is based on a research project that explored 
the relationship between corporate governance and 
corporate entrepreneurship activities in firms. The 
primary focus of this paper is to discuss the following 
questions in relation to my research: 
 
i) Why choose a mixed method research approach? 
ii) A   reflection   on  how  mixed  method  is  used  in  this  
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research? 
 
 
RESEARCH BACKGROUND 
 
Practicing corporate entrepreneurship has become an 
important element to compete successfully in today‟s 
competitive environment (Thornberry, 2001). However, 
an over emphasis of entrepreneurship could also lead 
towards negative implications such as high risk as the 
outcome is unknown and involves an element of 
uncertainty which could have negative implications on the 
company (Taylor, 2001). On the other hand, 
organisations are also required to practice robust 
corporate governance in order to enhance greater 
transparency and accountability. Although, the benefits of 
corporate governance are well acknowledge, there is the 
potential for a tension to arise between these two 
corporate imperatives; an organisation is required to 
practise governance and control whilst simultaneously 
engaging in entrepreneurial activities. It is argued that by 
placing emphasis on control and accountability, an 
organisation‟s entrepreneurial activities may be curbed 
(Short et al., 1998). It is in this context that the 
relationship of corporate governance and 
entrepreneurship is examined. Using the U.K FTSE 100 
companies, this study addressed the impact of corporate 
governance internal control mechanisms on 
entrepreneurial activities to determine whether it have 
been affected (adversely or otherwise) by the mandatory 
requirements of corporate governance. The research 
used data from surveys, interviews and secondary data 
to investigate the relationship between corporate 
governance and corporate entrepreneurship. 
 
 
Why choose a mixed method approach? 
 
The mixed research method is considered to be very 
efficient in answering research questions compared to 
the quantitative and qualitative approach when used in 
isolation (Creswell, 2003). The disadvantage of using 
solely quantitative approach is that it would idolise 
numbers and emphasise precision but it is not particularly 
useful in revealing the meanings that people ascribe to 
particular events or activities and not well suited to 
understand complicated organisational processes in 
context (Neuman, 2000). Also, it is unable to reveal the 
underlying details and depth in the area researched 
(Miles and Huberman, 1994). Often, the quantitative 
research approach has been criticized for failing to 
incorporate a broad range of information, such as 
unstructured responses in the analysis (Miles and 
Huberman, 1994). Even when data is collected, it is often 
reduced to simple categories through quantification. 
Nevertheless, the qualitative approach has also often 
been  criticised  as it   tends   to   be   stronger   on   long  

 
 
 
 
descriptive narratives rather than on statistical 
categorizing events or activities and this has raised the 
problem of reliability (Kirk and Miller, 1986; Silverman, 
2000). In addition, qualitative researchers are criticized 
for their selectivity in reporting the results and not 
providing alternative perspectives on how to increase the 
credibility of findings. Also, it tends to express personal 
opinions instead of accurately reflecting the perspectives 
of the informants. Silverman (2000) criticized qualitative 
research in terms of how sound qualitative explanations 
were made which could create the problem of 
“anecdotalism”. This is revealed in how research reports 
sometimes tend to describe a particular phenomenon 
without making any attempt to analyse the less clear or 
contradictory data. These create doubts on the reliability 
and validity of qualitative research that has led many 
quantitative researchers to underestimate its value.  

Therefore, by using a mixed method approach it is able 
to capitalise the strength of quantitative and qualitative 
approach and remove any biases that exist in any single 
research method (Creswell, 2003). One of the strengths 
in conducting data analysis in mixed method research is 
the series of steps taken to check the reliability and 
validity of the quantitative data and rigor of the qualitative 
findings. Also, the results from one method can help 
develop or inform the other method (Greene et al., 1989). 
Furthermore, by using a mixed method approach at 
different stages of research, any bias that exists in any 
single method can neutralise or remove the biases of 
other methods (Creswell, 2003). In addition, mixed 
method design can be used to generalize findings to a 
population and develop detailed views of the meaning of 
a phenomenon or concept for individuals (Creswell, 
2003). Therefore, in this situation the advantages of 
collecting close-ended quantitative data and the open-
ended qualitative data by conducting interviews proved to 
be advantageous to better understand the research 
problem (Creswell, 2002). Much has been said about 
combining qualitative and quantitative research which is 
found to be inherently superior compared to those based 
on a single method. However, Brannen (1992) argues 
that a research strategy that combines two approaches 
are not necessary superior at all times. It is important for 
the researcher to judge whether any important aspect of 
the research problem would be ignored if there is a total 
reliance on one research approach. It is important to 
ensure that the use of the additional research approach is 
there much more than a cosmetic purpose. When it is 
properly combined, one research approach enhances the 
other (Brannen, 1992). 

The business management research possesses the 
nature of being trans-disciplinary, diverse in scope, range 
and complexity which has contributed to the utilization of 
mixed method. The main premise behind the usage of 
mixed methods is that it can provide more insight and a 
deeper understanding of the phenomenon being studied 
than a single method. Due  to  this,  the  usage  of  mixed  



 
 
 
 
method in business research has increased. A study was 
conducted by Hurmerinta-Peltomaki and Nummela 
(2006) and Cameron (2008) on the extent and current 
role of mixed method research played in the business 
and management fields and it was found the usage of 
mixed method has increased. Based on the advantages 
discussed above this research has adopted the mixed 
method approach.  
 
 

A reflection on how mixed method is used in this 
research?  
 
There are different ways of conducting research using 
mixed method approach where according to Creswell 
(1994, 2003), there are three models for combining 
research designs: i) Two phase design, ii) dominant less 
dominant and iii) mixed methodology. In a two-phase 
design the researcher proposes to conduct a qualitative 
phase of study and a separate quantitative phase of 
study. The advantage of conducting this approach is that 
it enables the researcher to present thoroughly the 
paradigm assumptions behind each phase. However, the 
disadvantage of this approach is that the researcher 
might not discern the connection between the two 
phases. On the other hand, the less dominant design 
allows the researcher to present the study within a single 
dominant paradigm with one small component of the 
overall study drawn from the alternative paradigm. The 
advantage of this approach is that it presents a consistent 
paradigm picture in the study and still gathers limited 
information to probe in detail one aspect of the study. The 
disadvantage of this paradigm is that the qualitative purist 
(Guba, 1990; Denzin and Lincon, 1998) would argue that 
this approach was misusing the qualitative paradigm 
because the central assumptions of the study would not 
be able to link or match with the qualitative data collection 
procedure. 

The third model, mixed methodology design represents 
the highest degree of mixing paradigms of the three 
designs. The researcher mixes aspects of the qualitative 
and quantitative paradigm or many methodological steps 
in the design. The strength of this approach is that it has 
the advantage of both qualitative and quantitative 
paradigms. However, the down-side is that it requires 
sufficient knowledge of using both paradigms to provide 
the necessary link between them. This approach might 
not be acceptable to some as it requires the researcher 
to convey a combination of paradigms which may prove 
to be unfamiliar (Creswell, 1994).  

Morse (1991) suggests that methodological 
triangulation can occur between qualitative and 
quantitative approaches in two ways: Simultaneous or 
sequential triangulation. The sequential procedure seeks 
to elaborate the findings of one method with another 
method for exploratory purposes and this is then followed 
by a quantitative method. This might begin with a 
qualitative method for exploratory purposes which is  then  
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followed by a quantitative method with a large sample in 
order for researchers to generalize results to a 
population. Alternatively, it could begin with a quantitative 
method followed by a qualitative method which involves 
detailed exploration with a few individuals or cases. On 
the other hand, the simultaneous procedure converge the 
quantitative and qualitative data to provide a 
comprehensive analysis of the research problem. The 
researcher collects both forms of data at the same time 
and then integrates the information in the interpretation of 
the overall results. The data collected in different phases 
either the quantitative or qualitative method would come 
first very much depends on the intent of the researcher 
(Creswell, 2002).  

This study adopted a sequential approach which 
involves three phases (Creswell, 2003). Phase one 
begins with an exploratory study using a qualitative 
method at the first stage of the research in order to 
determine the gap of knowledge that needs to be 
addressed. In the next phase, the quantitative approach 
is used to measure and analyse the relationship between 
corporate governance and corporate entrepreneurship 
using survey and secondary data in the form of written 
documents that is annual reports of public listed 
companies. However, at this stage the information 
obtained was not able to provide the underlying issues. 
Therefore, case studies were then used at the third 
phase of the research. This phase utilises the qualitative 
approach by interviewing individuals to obtain the 
underlying details that the quantitative approach on its 
own is unable to do. Figure 1 shows all the three phases 
that are involved in conducting this research. According 
to Creswell (2003), sequential strategy seems to be the 
most straightforward method compared to the six major 
mixed method approaches as outlined above. Most of the 
sequential approach involves the collection and analysis 
of quantitative data followed by the collection and 
analysis of qualitative data. However, in this study priority 
was given to the qualitative data and the two methods 
were integrated during the interpretation phase of the 
study (Figure 1). The purpose of the sequential design is 
to use the qualitative results to assist in explaining and 
interpreting the findings of the quantitative study in further 
detail (Creswell, 2002). This approach can prove useful 
when unexpected results arise from a quantitative study 
(Morse, 1991).  
 
 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND STRATEGY 

 
Phase one - Exploratory study  

 
This research begins with an exploratory study conducted among a 
total of 39 selected government agencies, organisations and 
academics on the concept of corporate entrepreneurship. The main 
objective of this exploratory study was to obtain participants‟ 
perception of corporate entrepreneurship and to determine their 
understanding and familiarity with this concept. This exploratory 
study   compared  the  findings  within   the   existing   literature   on  
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Figure 1. Three phases involved in conducting research. 
 
 
 

corporate entrepreneurship and analysed whether there existed a 
gap in knowledge that needed to be explored. In addition, this 
phase was used to reshape the research questions and to 
crystallize the scope of study for the next phase. Four questions 
were designed to obtain the perspective of the respondents on 
corporate entrepreneurship. The questions are as follows: 
 
Question 1: If someone were to ask you to describe an 
entrepreneurial organisation what are the first three (3) 
characteristics that would spring to mind? 
Question 2: What, in your opinion, are the three (3) main benefits 
obtained from being entrepreneurial? 
Question 3: In your view, what are the three (3) factors that would 
most assist an organisation to be entrepreneurial? 
Question 4: Similarly, what are the three (3) most significant 
challenges/constraints to the development of an entrepreneurial 
culture? 
 
Prior to data collection an outside perspective was obtained from 
the Regional Manager, Bank of England to evaluate and validate 
the questionnaires. The questions were found to be appropriate in 
gaining an understanding and familiarity of the participants on the 
concept of corporate entrepreneurship. The findings from this 
preliminary study indicated that the government agencies, 
academics and organisations substantially share similar views on 
what constitute an entrepreneurial organisation within the existing 
literature of corporate entrepreneurship. More interestingly the 
findings that, as highlighted by some of the participants, some less 
cited characteristics, benefits, factors and constraints appeared to 
be equally important in creating a successful entrepreneurial 
company. Based on these initial findings the scope of study was 
refined by linking corporate entrepreneurship with corporate 
governance, which had not been sufficiently explored by other 
researchers. To explore further a quantitative approach was then 
used to measure the level of corporate governance and corporate 
entrepreneurship and the impact it as on one another. 
 
 
Phase two - Quantitative method 
 
The second phase of this study used the quantitative approach to 
measure the entrepreneurial and governance levels of the 
companies. Two indexes were developed to measure the corporate 
entrepreneurship and corporate governance levels of the FTSE 100 
companies. The corporate entrepreneurship index was adapted 
from the previous measurements developed by Morris (1996) and 
Kuratko et al. (1990, 1997) to measure the level of entrepreneurial 
activities in the organisations. Also, references was made to the 
research of Moerloose (2000) to include additional questions in the 
area of new product and service innovation with the intention of 
ensuring that there would be a comprehensive coverage in this 
aspect. After designing the questions for the corporate 
entrepreneurship Index, opinions from experts in the  industry  were 

obtained to validate the index. After seeking the opinions of experts, 
these questions were further improvised before distributing to the 
FTSE 100 companies. The survey method was then used to 
distribute the questionnaires which provide the breadth to the 
results compared to the qualitative study which provides depth to 
the study. 

In conducting this research, there were several approaches that 
were considered including using questionnaire interviews by 
telephone but this was found to be impractical because of the 
length of the survey and the number of options available for the 
respondent to answer. Also, the interviewer would not be able to 
observe the non-verbal responses of the respondents and the 
interviewee could also block the call (Sekaran, 2000). Another 
approach considered was the mail survey which seemed to offer 
many advantages to the market research, including wider 
distribution, less distribution bias, better likelihood of generating a 
thoughtful reply, no interview bias and cost savings (Cavusgil and 
Elvey-Kirk, 1998). However, the negative side of a mailed 
questionnaire is that it usually tends to have a low response rate 
(Benson, 1946; Phillips, 1941; Robinson, 1952). Low response rate 
would then affect the statistical analysis, and it can then create 
lower confidence in the results. Also, it is natural to assume that the 
respondent of the mailed questionnaires is the same person whom 
the questionnaire was sent to. A number of researchers have 
reported that this may not be the case (Clausen and Ford, 1947; 
Frazen and Lazersfeld, 1945; Moser and Kalton, 1971; Scott, 
1961). More often than not business questionnaires get handed to 
other employees for completion (Walonick, 1993). 

The current Internet and online communication has provided an 
additional means for researchers to conduct their research. It has 
provided several advantages in comparison to using telephone or 
mailed questionnaires (Dill, 2000; Bryman and Bell, 2003). Also, it 
can potentially reach a larger number of people very easily and the 
distance does not cause any problems as the research participants 
needs only to be accessible by computer and it does not matter 
whether he or she is in the same building as the researcher or 
across the world. Most importantly the data can be collected and 
collated very quickly (Hewson et al., 2003; Dill, 2000; Bryman and 
Bell, 2003). On the other hand, there are several disadvantages in 
using this approach as recipients might view the questionnaire as 
just another nuisance or junk mail; the lack of „personal touch‟ 
owing to lack of rapport between interviewer and interviewee to pick 
up auditory cues. Also, it raises concerns among research 
participants about confidentiality of replies due to the wide spread 
anxiety about fraud and hackers (Hewson et al., 2003; Dill, 2000; 
Bryman and Bell, 2003). Nevertheless, this approach has been 
found to reach individuals much more easily, faster and cheaper 
than ever before across geographical borders and even continents 
as compared to the mailed and telephone questionnaires (Hewson 
et al., 2003; Dill, 2000; Bryman and Bell, 2003). Therefore, this 
approach was adopted when conducting the survey and was found 
to be the most convenient, economical and fastest way of 
distributing the questionnaires. 



 
 
 
 

There are two approaches to conducting e-mail surveys and 
these can take the form of an embedded or an attached 
questionnaire. The embedded questionnaire has the questions in 
the body of the e-mail and there is an introduction to the 
questionnaire followed by a marking that partitions the introduction 
from the questionnaire itself (Bryman and Bell, 2003). On the other 
hand, an attached questionnaire has the questionnaire as an 
attachment to the e-mail. This study adopted the attached 
questionnaire option as this was deemed to look better, be easier to 
complete, clearer in appearance and better organised compared to 
the embedded format that appeared to be rather dull and 
featureless (Bryman and Bell, 2003). 

Concurrently, companies that responded to the survey 
questionnaire were also measured in terms of their governance 
level by using the corporate governance index. This index used 
secondary data from annual reports to gauge the governance level 
of the companies. In developing the corporate governance index, 
references were made to the several governance reports: 
Combined Code July 2003, Cadbury Report and Hampel Report. 
After formulating this index, opinions from the experts were 
obtained in the area of governance to evaluate and validate the 
instrument. There has been a trend in these recent years towards 
using secondary data in the form of written documents to conduct 
research in the field of social sciences. This study employs this 
instrument as part of the data collection process. There are several 
forms of document analysis which includes studying excerpts, 
quotations or entire passages from organisations, clinics or 
program‟s records, memorandum and correspondence, official 
publication and reports, personal diaries and open-ended written 
responses to questionnaires and surveys (Patton, 2002). The 
advantages of adopting this method is that researchers lacking in 
financial funding can make financial savings by eliminating the time 
required for travelling to conduct data collection since an 
established database already exists to extract information However, 
the drawbacks of using secondary data as the sole source of 
information occurs when the data might become obsolete or is not 
able to meet the specific needs of a particular situation or setting 
(Sekaran, 2000). 

This study used annual reports produced by the FTSE 100 
companies, which represents quality data that has been widely 
used amongst economists for many years for trend analysis and 
now being used more extensively in other disciplines of social 
sciences. In addition, it is a mandatory requirement for 
organisations to disclose their governance practices in annual 
reports for the perusal of shareholders and stakeholders. Due to the 
reasons stated above, this approach has been selected as one of 
the most appropriate methods to investigate and measure the level 
of governance practices in organisations. 

The data collected from both indexes was then analysed using 
bivariate correlation analysis and exploratory regression. The 
finding using bivariate analysis revealed that there was an 
insignificant correlation between corporate governance level and 
the level of corporate entrepreneurship. However, there were 
aspects of corporate governance that indicated a significant 
correlation with the level of corporate entrepreneurship. The results 
revealed significance at the 5% for 3 variables: Percentage of 
shares held by block holders (0.011), detail bonus performance 
criteria (0.045) and number of board meetings (0.026). Three 
variables revealed significance at the 1% level: Board size (0.008), 
number of audit committee meeting (0.004) and number of 
nomination committee meetings (0.007). The exploratory regression 
analysis also indicated that the corporate governance level was not 
affected by the corporate entrepreneurship level or vice versa. 
However, there were four aspects of corporate governance that 
affected entrepreneurial level: The number of board, audit and 
nomination committee meetings and CEO attendance at any of the 
board committee meetings. However, the finding obtained at this 
stage   was   still   considered   insufficient,  which  requires   further  
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clarification and elaboration which only interviews could provide. 
Therefore, semi-structured interviews were used to explore further 
the findings obtained using the quantitative approach. This 
approach was considered important because of the relative novelty 
of the research topic. The findings from this phase then utilised the 
scatter graph (Graph 1) to select companies for case studies which 
was conducted in the next phase (Figure 2).  
 
 
Phase three – Qualitative method 
 
In this phase, the qualitative approach is used to ascertain 
consistent patterns in the results identified earlier as well as to 
elaborate the quantitative findings. The selection of six companies 
for the case studies is based upon the development of a scatter 
graph (Graph 1) that selects 4 companies situated at the extreme 
ends and 2 in the centre. The findings of this stage were used to 
obtain the underlying details, where the quantitative approach was 
unable to do so. In general, there are three types of interviews: 
Structured, semi-structured and unstructured. Structured interviews 
are mostly used for survey research, telephone interviews, market 
research and political polling. It employs a sequence of questions 
and the pace of the interview tends to be pre-established. 
Bechhofer (1994) found that structured interviews define situations 
in advance and do not allow the researcher to follow up further on 
any interesting ideas (Burgess, 1982). The strength of structured 
interviews is that it allows the researcher to gain a great deal of 
control over the interview process. However, qualitative scholars 
find that this can be a drawback because structured interviews 
grant too much control to the interviewee and issues that might be 
considered important to the interviewer may be overlooked. Also, 
criticisms have been made on structured interviews where 
interviewees tend to give responses that they thought the 
interviewer would want to hear which is known as “social desirability 
bias” (Esterberg, 2002). 

On the other hand, semi-structured interviews, also known as in-
depth interviews, are less rigid than structured interviews. This type 
of interview falls in-between these extremes, which enables the 
participant to take any direction he or she wants and does not 
presume the answer (Seidmen, 1998). Qualitative researchers 
prefer to choose semi-structured or unstructured interviews to 
obtain greater insight into the lives of their research participants. 
The objective of semi-structured interviews is to explore a particular 
topic more openly by allowing interviewees to express their 
opinions and ideas in their own words (Patton, 1990; Sedimen, 
1998; Esterberg, 2002). Patton (1990) argued that it is not possible 
to observe everything we wish to know, therefore, by interviewing 
people it is possible to understand what life is like from the 
perspective of another. The strength of semi-structured questions 
tends to move the interviewer beyond his/her own experiences, 
ideas and ability towards an understanding of the other person‟s 
point of view (Esterberg, 2002). This approach is particularly useful 
for exploring a topic in detail or in constructing a theory. 

The least structured interviews are the unstructured interviews 
that are often conducted in a field setting and the questions posed 
to the interviewees tend to be more spontaneous and free flowing 
with topics arising from the situation or behaviour at hand 
(Esterberg, 2002). The interviewer does not have a set of questions 
prepared in advance; instead the questions arise more naturally. 
Compared to all types of interviews the unstructured interviews tend 
to be the most “real life conversation” (Esterberg, 2002).The 
strength of conducting unstructured interviews is that it provides 
greater breadth when compared to other types of interview. 
However, one of the drawbacks is that if it is not managed well 
enough the interviewer might not be able to get out of the 
interviewee what he or she is looking for. Also, unstructured 
interviews consume more time in comparison to the other two 
interview methods. 
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Graph 1. Scatter graph. 
 
 
 

Drawing from the above discussion on the different types of 
interview methods, this study adopts the semi-structured interview 
which is considered to be the most appropriate method for 
exploring further the research questions. It is able to provide depth 
and underlying information. The main theme of these semi-
structured interviews is to work along with the survey and 
secondary data approach in examining further the propositions that 
have been developed. It is concerned with trying to understand how 
people in the organisations think and feel about the topics of 
concern as identified in the research. 

As mentioned earlier, while the questionnaire data was intended 
to elicit answers to „what‟ questions, answers to „why‟ and „how‟ 
questions necessitated face-to-face interviews. Therefore, the key 
questions are specified whilst at the same time consideration is 
given to seeking clarification and elaboration on the answers. The 
purpose of conducting the semi-structured interviews is to explore 
further the findings obtained using the quantitative approach. This 
was especially so in view of the relative novelty of the research 
topic. 
 
 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The findings from the interview indicated that most of the 
respondents expressed the view that corporate 
governance may inhibit entrepreneurial activities if 
individuals were required to spend more of their time on 
compliance activities rather than on the development of 
the business. Companies that were required to comply 
with the Sarbanes-Oxley Act 2002 due to dual listing 
expressed their dissatisfaction, as it was considered to be 
too stringent and required compliance in every aspect. 
This in turn took up a huge amount of time and resources 
that could have been channelled towards more  beneficial 

activities within the firm. However, the U.K Combined 
Code has been regarded as being more flexible and 
provided a certain degree of leeway if companies were 
unable to comply by providing the necessary reasons to 
it. These findings have supported this study‟s expectation 
that rigidity in compliance with corporate governance 
codes can have negative implications on enterprise 
growth which the quantitative analysis was not able to 
reveal. The following quotes illustrate empirical support 
for the foregoing argument. 
 
Case A: “… to a certain degree it does. We are very 
aware that it could be doing that. I think overall it is not 
having a very great effect. I think there is the risk at 
individual role because they are spending so much time 
on complying rather than not doing what they are 
supposed to be doing. It has certainly put the cost of the 
business up. So, it could inhibit corporate 
entrepreneurship to a certain degree. It can force you to 
comply on every aspect and this can inhibit corporate 
entrepreneurship where you become so obsessed in 
meeting criteria”. 
Case A: “… Corporate governance is needed but where it 
becomes so inflexible that it forces you to comply 
everywhere and it is then going to inhibit corporate 
entrepreneurship and then it is going to inhibit the 
progress of the business because you become so 
obsessed with meeting criteria”.  
Case D: “… Corporate governance by nature it tends to 
break into several activities and I think it is a question of 
balancing the requirements of governance.  I  think if it  is  
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Figure 2. Research design and strategy. 

 
 
 
taken to extremes then corporate entre-
preneurship can go against the interest of the 
shareholders because you take some outrageous 
risk and, by the same token, if you have too much 
of constraint put on corporate governance issues 
then that is going to inhibit you in being 
entrepreneurial. But I think it is the question of 
creating the right balance”. 

Case E: “… it would increase the burden on 
overheads and the amount of work. It has been 
discussed within the company where it stops us 
from doing something. We are running the 
company and not the regulators. We decide what 
we think as the right strategy to go forward, there 
is a whole complicated environment that we exist 
in, including Sarbanes Oxley. We might run a little 

bit more slowly as we have to make more 
disclosure”. 
Case E: “… Yes, I think it is an additional cost and 
affects the decision making process”. 
Case F: “… I think that corporate governance can 
sometime involve an additional level of 
bureaucracy in terms of process, which can some-
time slow down the responses of the  business  to 
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the market etc”. 
Case A: “I think that is one of the big differences with the 
Combined Code and the Sarbanes-Oxley Act 2002. The 
Combined Code you are much more flexible on the way-
how you do your things, it provides guidance although 
you have to have very good explanation on why you do 
not comply, and at least you have that as an alternative. I 
think people have got very much in their mindset of the 
spirit of the combined code. In the U.S we have to comply 
for better. I think people are always looking for ways 
around it rather than getting into the spirit of what it is 
trying to do”. Case A: “Yes, we have to comply with the 
Sarbanes-Oxley section 404, which is practically looking 
at the detail control and that is taking huge resources in 
terms of cash and peoples‟ time. As a result of that, a lot 
of the U.K and European companies which have dual-
listing are trying to meet the absolute minimum 
requirement of Sarbanes-Oxley act, or they are delisting 
themselves from the U.S as a result of that and there is a 
constant pressure on the U.S to change and modify the 
regulation to make it less stringent”.  

Also, the interview findings indicated there was no one 
particular consensus given by the respondents on the 
impact of corporate governance on corporate 
entrepreneurship activities. However, the findings 
indicated results according to what has been expected. 
This was due to two assumptions: (a) Answers given in 
interviews reflected the interviewee‟s own experience and 
(b) respondents provided answers that showed their own 
actions in a good light. Therefore, we could expect Case 
A categorized as being highly entrepreneurial but low in 
governance to give strong support to the propositions. 
This confirmed that a company which was highly geared 
towards entrepreneurial activities and faced tough 
competition in the business market would find that the 
rigidity inherent with governance may tend to stifle the 
progress of their business. On the other hand, it was 
expected that the respondent Case C, categorized as 
being high in entrepreneurship and governance, did not 
indicate strongly that governance would prevent them 
from stimulating enterprise activities within the firm and 
therefore did not agree with the above propositions. Also, 
it was expected that respondents from the middle to give 
mixed responses and that was born out in the findings.. 

This is followed by an analysis and interpretation of the 
entire study by establishing the link between the 
qualitative and quantitative results in relation to the 
propositions development. The findings did not indicate a 
definite clear consensus except on four aspects relating  
to the ratio of outsiders on the board, providing non-
executive with ownership, providing executive with 
ownership and awarding annual bonuses to executives. 
However, these four aspects failed to indicate any 
significant results in both of the analyses (quantitative 
and qualitative) and this did not meet with the study‟s 
expectation. Also, the findings indicated that none of the 
quantitative    findings   that  obtained  significant   results  

 
 
 
 
showed any similar findings with the qualitative results 
except for practising performance criteria in awarding 
annual bonuses to executives. These results seemed to 
indicate that practising corporate governance tended to 
be very subjective and varied according to the 
organisation‟s practices, size and the industry to which it 
belonged which quantitative analysis was not able to 
reveal. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
In this paper, the study have discussed on the mixed 
method approach used for my research design and 
presented the various research instruments that help 
reduce any biases that exist in any single research 
method. A three phase study using the sequential 
approach was used in data collection. Phase one begins 
with an exploratory study to determine the scope of the 
study. In the next phase, the quantitative approach was 
undertaken on the financial times stock exchange (FTSE) 
100 companies in the U.K to measure and analyze the 
relationship between corporate governance and 
corporate entrepreneurship using survey and secondary 
data. At this stage two indexes were developed to 
measure the entrepreneurship and governance level. To 
ensure the validity of both indexes the opinion of 
academics and experts from the industry in the field of 
entrepreneurship and governance was obtained. This is 
to ensure that the coverage and content of the 
questionnaire was appropriate and sufficient. The 
judgmental validation has been used for determining the 
validity of the instrument that measures the level of 
corporate entrepreneurship and governance. Lastly, the 
third phase qualitative case studies were then used 
through an interview process to gain deeper 
understanding of the issues involved that the quantitative 
approach on its own is unable to do. 
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