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Abstract


The debate between qualitative and quantitative research is still unresolved. Centre ground approach is not intended to resolve this debate. However, it is designed to provide flexibility in the adoption of methods from qualitative and quantitative research to meet investigative and methodological goals where insistence on a unilateral stance would fail in this endeavour. This combination of research methods, for research purposes, is what I have termed, ‘a trifle experience’. More importantly, this approach is intended for research identity purposes when investigations do not fit comfortably into either  qualitative or quantitative traditional paradigms. This paper will attempt to examine what is meant by centre ground approach and assess the significance of it for continued use in the future. This will be done by referring to a presently holding ESRC funded studentship on ‘Power and conflict in school sector decision making’. A satirical and jovial tone will occasionally be expressed but I regard the message of centre ground research to be a far more austere one.


  





INTRODUCTION





The existing debate between quantitative and qualitative research is a long-standing, complex and well documented one. Moreover, I believe the debate is destined to continue as long as social and educational inquiries remain. This is because the social world is unpredictable, intricate, heterogeneous and metamorphic. Whereas it is possible to rely solely on quantitative research to investigate the physical world, the changing and uncertain nature of the social world prevents this reliance. If we are to capture the various viewpoints and complexities of the social world then both approaches become needful in varying degrees and at manifold moments in time. 


According to Smith and Heshsuis (1986) the quantitative/qualitative debate has evolved through three processes. The first process is one of disdain towards and detachment from the opposite approach. Smith and Heshsuis (1986) claim that this quantitative/qualitative conflictual viewpoint has transcended through a stage of détente (the second process) and is now experiencing a period of co-operation between the two paradigms - the third process. They argue that this era of co-operation is witnessing a fusion of the two approaches at the philosophical level but they accept that differences remain at the level of procedure and methods. For Smith and Heshsuis (1986) this co-operation has in effect lead to a “closing down [of] an important and interesting conversation” (p4) between quantitative and qualitative research. To refute Smith and Heshsuis (1986), I argue that this period of co-operation has never universally existed therefore the conversation, which Smith and Heshsuis (1986) claims to have closed down, has never ceased. Furthermore, for some researchers, co-operation has meant a mixing of methods and techniques from both quantitative and qualitative divides rather than philosophical fusion. In fact, Allan (1991) claims that the best inquires are those which employ methods from both approaches.


	Although I would argue that most researchers now acknowledge that there are two different approaches to research (see Smith and Heshsuis, 1986; Bryman,1988) the increased combination of methods has meant that the need has now arisen for a third approach to research. The reasons for introducing centre ground or mid-way approach to research, as I call it, is primarily for the purpose of research identity. It is not introduced as an attempt to play the closing down conversation or philosophical amalgam games. Besides, I perceive that centre ground approach will generate more rather than less conversation. Similarly, why should attempts be made to mix the approaches at the philosophical level when this only serves the purpose of research assimilation. More times than not, this means that the epistemology and methodology of qualitative research is sacrificed for the philosophies of quantitative research. Philosophical blending also suggests that differences between the physical and social worlds do not exist therefore the need for a different epistemology, or even methodology, to investigate the social world, is not required. The conversation which I envisage will not be concerned fundamentally with attempts to justify and defend research occupancy into either quantitative, centre ground or qualitative research camps. Instead, I predict that the discussion will be concerned with, on the one hand, the employment and utilisation of methods and techniques to carry out research and, on the other, the motives underlying the employment and utilisation of selected methods and techniques. 


This paper will attempt to examine what is meant by centre ground approach and assess the significance of this approach for continued use. This will be done by referring to a presently holding ESRC funded studentship on Power and conflict in school sector� decision making. By referring to this study I will attempt to demonstrate two things. Firstly, it will show where the boundary lines of centre ground approach are situated. Secondly, it will indicate the extraction of methods from qualitative and quantitative approaches which combine to construct centre ground approach. 


Attempts to convey an important and austere message is intended but the discussion will sometimes be expressed in an informal, satirical and jovial tone. In order to create this dual effect, centre ground approach will be equated to, what I have entitled, ‘a trifle experience’, that is, the consequences of combining research methods to develop existing and alternative methodologies. 





CENTRE GROUND APPROACH TO RESEARCH - AN OVERVIEW





	I present this paper as an introductory account for further consideration and developments to follow. It should therefore not be read as a conclusive exposition. 


Centre ground approach to research aims to provide flexibility in the adoption of methods between qualitative and quantitative research. This flexibility allows methodological and investigative goals and aims of studies to be sufficiently met in cases where an insistence on methods solely from qualitative or quantitative traditions would not grant these objectives. Arguably, the adoption of methods from both paradigm has previously served this purpose. As this is believed to be the case, an expansion of this explanation is necessitated. The nature and meaning of qualitative and quantitative research must first be understood before this explanation can be developed.


There are no universally accepted propositions of qualitative and quantitative research therefore, for the purpose of this paper, quantitative research will refer to positivism and qualitative research will refer to interpretivism and their traditionally associated methods. Positivism has traditionally been premised on the notion that truth is explained only by coexisting, successive, scientific and observable physical or social phenomena. In contrast, interpretivism accepts truth as being the actors’ interpretations of the world through descriptions and explanations (see Ouitwait, 1983 for work on Comte and Winch).� In other words, positivists are concerned with scientifically proven facts whereas interpretivists seek to understand the meanings of actors’ accounts in order that translation of these accounts can occur. What counts as valid data is therefore subject to the methodological, and therefore epistemological, position accepted by the researcher and employed in the research process.


Serving the methodological aim of research is not the only aim that researchers much contemplate when designing research. Investigative goals and objectives are equally significant and invalid. Methods are chosen and employed that will attempt to achieve the investigative goals. The investigative aims of positivists are mainly concerned with hypothese-testing, cause and effect relationships and/or macro-levels of discovery. For this reason methods are selected where preparation of techniques and procedures are done prior to data collection. Also, positivist researchers remain essentially detached from inter-personal involvement with the research objects or subjects. Among the various sorts of quantitative methods the most commonly utilised are surveys, secondary analysis and experimentation. Conversely, interpretivists have conventionally attempted to avoid strategically planned, structural methods as they consider the actors’ accounts to be a valid reflection of the social world. The methods customarily associated to interpretivism are observation and interviewing and the researcher is the agent of investigation. By employing these highly unstructured methods the researcher is able to interact, at the micro-level, with ‘the researched’ so that the investigative aims can be achieved. These aims are that of understanding (verstehen) the meanings that actors give to the social world. By interacting with the social world under investigation, the researcher is better informed to accurately interpret (hermeneutics) the actors accounts. 


In instances where methodological aims are synonymous with investigative aims there will be infrequent or no dispute as to the qualitative/quantitative paradigm adopted in these studies. Similarly, in such cases, methods will also be chosen accordingly. However, a problem of research identity, that is, either qualitative or quantitative research, emanates when methodological and investigative aims do not coincide. For example, a researcher hypothesises that year 11 pupils work harder in year 11 for GCSE examinations rather than pacing their work intensity and load over two years - years 10 and 11. Survey methods are selected to achieve the proposed hypothetical problem. Surveys are sent to all schools for response by all year 11s in a particular local education authority (LEA). However, in order that an interpretivist standpoint can be applied to the data, a semi-structured questionnaire is formulated to allow respondents flexibility to present their own accounts. Given a similar problem, another researcher aims to investigate the social world at the micro-level. The research question is concerned with inquiry into year 11s’ work preparation for GCSE examination since commencement of year 10. The research is conducted at one secondary school at the end of year 11 pupils’ last examination. The researcher achieves the investigative aim through semi-structured group interviews with year 11 pupils. In this case, the findings are validated through adherence to positivist statistical calculations of occurrences and rigid, comparative measurements and judgements of variables.


In these examples it is unclear which side of the qualitative/quantitative paradigm either researcher belongs. In the first example we are initially lead to believe that the researcher is taking a quantitative approach to research. This is because the researcher aims to test a proposed hypothese, implements structured methods to perform this task, attempts a macro study and s/he remains dissociated from the social environment under inquiry. It is only at the data analysis stage, and more so at the stage of final presentation, that the reader may be confused about the approach taken by the researcher. In the second example the reverse is noticed. The investigative aim, methods employed, researcher interaction and a micro study, all suggest that a qualitative stance is being taken. Once again, this comfortable research assumption is questioned when the validity of data collected is decided by quantitative assertions. Examples such as these reveal the need for a mid-way approach to research, that is, when disparities between investigative and epistemological aims fail to unequivocally position particular studies in either of the two main approaches.


Having established when and why centre ground approach to research is necessary, the nature and characteristics of such a stance can be deliberated in more depth. The explanation provided above suggest that mid-way approach to research is positioned at certain points between qualitative and quantitative research. A crucial characteristic of centre ground viewpoint accepts epistemological differences between research approaches. This acknowledgement is paramount as, without its recognition, all research can be treated in the same way and the need for a mid-way approach to research would not arise. In terms of methodology, centre ground researchers would either take a pseudo-positivist stance or, as Miles and Huberman (1984) put it, a ‘soft-nosed positivist’ (p21) stance or, at the other side of the spectrum, a right-wing interpretivists or ‘right-wing qualitative inquiry’ (Ibid.) stance. As regarding methods, mid-way researchers are concerned with adopting methods, in varying degrees, from either qualitative and quantitative positions, subject to the research aims. The establishment of research aims is essential to all studies whatever approach is applied as this determines the methods to utilise for the research. However, the temptation to adhere to methodological aims alone has lead researchers to select methods which conform mainly to methods from either quantitative or qualitative research distinctions. Obviously, researcher preference, skills and training are apt to play a significant part in the adoption of certain methods over others. However, assuming these factors are considered, mid-way researchers are less concerned with adhering to the paradigmatic status quo for its own sake, if by doing so research aims are not sufficiently fulfilled. Stated differently, the boundaries of mid-way approach therefore lie at a juncture where differences between methodological and investigative aims combine with methods employed from both qualitative and quantitative research. The effects of this combined notion is what I have termed a ‘trifle experience’. A combination of methods and methodologies is intended as opposed to a mixture of methods and methodologies. Mixing, as stated above, only serves the end of research assimilation. This trifle experience consist of three main layers. Layer one is the investigative aims. Employment of relevant methods, from qualitative and quantitative research, is layer two. Layer three comprise the research findings which are based on methodological aims. 


Before attempting to illustrate this research position with the afore-mentioned study it must be said that work on middle range thinking� by Broadbent et al (1993) and Laughlin (1995) should not be confused with the mid-way approach identified in this article. Broadbent et al’s (1993) and Laughlin’s (1995) works are examples of centre ground studies since they refer to research positions that are situated between qualitative and quantitative research. However middle range thinking, as used by Broadbent et al (1993) and Laughlin (1995), refer to a mid-point relationship between particular theoretical and methodological positions rather than mid-point between qualitative and quantitative research. Other studies which are examples of centre ground research are Maychell (1994) on “the effect of LMS on schools’ patterns of spending” (pp4-5) and Pugh (forthcoming) on Habermas and education. 


Having presented this overview, I now turn to consider centre ground approach in more detail by referring to McCalla-Chen (forthcoming) as mentioned above. 





AN ILLUSTRATION OF A TRIFLE EXPERIENCE


	


The Investigative Aims (layer one)


Six main investigative aims are identified for inquiry into power and conflict in school sector decision making (see Chen, 1995; McCalla-Chen, 1996). These aims are influenced by development of a prior conceptual framework which underpins the research.� This model was formulated from theories on the ‘community power debate’, commonly associated with work by American political scientists, Dahl (1961) and Bachrach and Baratz (1970), and from personal advancements - the benign definition of conflictual power.� This prior theoretical orientation suggests that a quantitative research approach is intended as theory-testing, like hypothese-testing, is attached to positivism. Even on examining the way the investigative aims are expressed (see the list below), the reader may be inclined to believe that the approach is quantitative research. The comparative nature of the sixth objective is particularly telling. However, as mentioned above, this assumption is based on only a partial knowledge of the aims and methods of the study. A fuller picture may lead one to arrive at a different conclusion. 


The first of the six aims is to discover significant decisions and decision makers in the school sector. Reference to Dahl (1961) on decision making arenas� and the power of decision makers, is revealed by this aim. This aim also attempts to refer to features of the benign model, such as, extracts about decision making for the collective or altruistic good. The second goal is concerned with identifying individual or group concerns therefore allowing for investigation into issues (identified by respondents) that fail to surface in arenas of decision. Attempts to reveal reasons for non-decisions (the mobilisation of bias, opportunity cost, the index of incompetence or others)� and types of issues that become non-decisions, relates to work by Bachrach and Baratz (1970). The third aim pertains to inquiry into ‘conflictual interest power’ and ‘non-conflictual interest power’. Conflictual interest power can first be identified when the system operates to prevent individuals from reconciling differing personal interests and values and second, when individuals become enslaved to the system hence pursue a non-interest or a thing they do not value. In the case of non-conflictual interest power, power is not exercised over individuals. This is because individuals are either able to recognise and reconcile differing personal interests and values or individuals recognise a change in interest and values from that originally held but have willingly accepted the change. Hence, the third objective attempts to investigate individuals’ or group’s differing interests (in terms of educational matters) and whether these interests are reconcilable or conflictual. In the fourth aim attempts are made to identify locations of power, its extent and how it is obtained. This aim serves the purpose of exhibiting typologies of power in the school system. In terms of the model, power will either be malign, as in the case of Dahl (1961) and Bachrach and Baratz (1970), or benign. The fifth objective intends to trace power-shifts in the school system over time, since the 1988 Education Reform Act (ERA). Two domains of power-shifts are focused on. The first domain is institutional power-shifts, that is, between the school and its external organisations (Local Education Authority (LEA), careers service and the like) and between sub-divisions/groups within the school. The second domain relates to issue-areas, that is, whether or not interests or concerns change over time. Although not an aim, by attempting to discover power-shifts over time, the impact of past and present political regimes (for example, government policy matters) are unavoidable in the investigative framework. The six and final aim is to compare and contrast findings (on power) between schools.


 	Although a structured theoretical framework is presented here, it is not designed as a rigid model that cannot be altered in view of empirical evidence. This flexibility is what Laughlin (1995) would possibly term as a medium level of prior theorising. Aside to this, this theory-pliability may, at this point, lead to questions regarding the research position between qualitative and quantitative approach. The methods and techniques employed to execute the investigative aims, may further add to this qualitative/quantitative paradigmatic confusion.  





Methods employed to serve the research aims (layer two). 


	The second layer of this ‘research trifle’ would possibly imply a qualitative research approach, which would counter previous assumptions predicated on the investigative aims. Whereas the first layer (the investigative aims) and base from which the study develops, is derived from adoption of studies in political science, the second layer (the research methods) are adopted from interpretative sociology. These methods are utilised for empirical inquiry in school level education. This disciplinarian concoction is, in itself, an intriguing combination. Traditionally, political research has had limited dealings with interpretative sociology and educational inquiry. However, in order to fulfil the research agenda, these conventional disciplinarian boundaries are crossed. Here again, the ‘trifle experience’ of a distinctive kind, is perceived. 


In this study the researcher is the agent of inquiry and is engaged ‘in the field’ for a year (December 1995 - November 1996) intermittently. Small-scale research in four case study schools, two pilot schools, a main school and a minor school,� is conducted over this period in three different geographical locations of England - the North West, the Midlands and Inner-London. At the completion of the fieldwork a total of fifty to fifty five semi-structured interviews will have been carried out with a cross-section of the entire school population including personnel from outside organisations related to the school. Twenty to thirty different meetings will have been observed plus relevant school documents, five to ten people would have been ‘work-shadowed’ and several conversation interviews will have taken place through the process of researcher interaction and participation with the people in the settings under investigation. 


Although these methods clearly point towards qualitative research, again, the question is begged, what approach (qualitative or quantitative) is being practised? This is because the researcher is required to ‘focus’ directly on the selection of data for theory purposes rather than collecting data for intrinsic use. This need to ‘focus’ would propound that quantitative research is used. Centre ground research would therefore be the appropriate resolution to this problem. 





Methodological Aims (layer three)


	The third and final layer, the methodological aim, is based on researcher epistemological acceptance of what counts as valid data.� In this study valid data is determined by researcher interpretations and judgements of responses from field inquiry rather than quantified correlations and measurements or the like. However in this case, these responses are contingent to concepts derived from the conceptual framework. Data analysis schemes (see appendix) are constructed to aid in the analysis process and as a guide from which judgements are made. Here coding down (Fielding, 1993), that is, the use of predefined codes to classify data, is used rather than coding up in which categories are generated from raw data. Pre-defined categories would imply a positivist stance to research. However as interpretative judgements are paramount to data analysis, this suggests a qualitative approach. The problem of research identity, between qualitative and quantitative research, may become apparent according to the mode in which the findings are presented. Even here presentation may not be reliable in determining research approaches as researchers often present findings in variety of ways throughout the study that are congenial with and applicable to the issues being addressed. Once more, the conflictual message regarding approaches, is heralded and mid-way approach is necessitated as an answer in the debate.	 


	Having presented a basic account of centre ground approach to research I will now attempt to concentrate on assessing the significant of this approach for future use.





THE SIGNIFICANCE OF CENTRE GROUND APPROACH TO RESEARCH


	In previous sections the nature of centre ground approach was discussed. Given the changes which the research community is experiencing (due to cuts in research funds), enforced pressures on departments to publish and increase competition in the academic market, how significant is centre ground approach for continued  use in the future? This question will be explored through concentrating on three main areas. 


In examining the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) Studentship handbook (1995), it  appears that there is a drive towards producing all-round researchers, that is, researchers who can demonstrate a level of competence to undertake different types of studies, qualitative and quantitative, within their specialised field. 


“The ESRC requires all its PhD award holders…to have broadly based social science research skills…It is vital that you have the knowledge, skills and understanding of research methodology which will enable you to practise as a social scientist” (Ibid., p61). 


The introduction of the research training programme for research students, is the ESRC’s attempt to produce future all-round researchers who will, as expressed in the ESRC mission statement, “[contribute] to the economic competitiveness of the United Kingdom, the effectiveness of public services and policy, and the quality of life;” (Ibid.). 


	This appeal to relativism may, arguably, equip research students and future researchers to respond to the market. However, in terms of centre ground approach, it can serve a different end. Increased knowledge, skill and training, in a variety of research methodologies and methods, enables researcher- flexibility to design studies which will accurately meet the researcher intended research goals and objectives. The researcher intended goals may require the use of combined methods to respond to investigative and methodological aims which may differ. However, this ability to engage with numerous research positions does not necessary mean that researchers will seize the opportunity or will be as competent in certain methods and approaches as they are in others. Even when researchers take a centre ground position to carry out a specific study, they are apt to employ methods and methodologies which veer closest to their preferred  approach (qualitative or quantitative research) and where their skills and knowledge, in research methods, are maximised. Along the centre ground spectrum, these researchers are prone to always be right-wing interpretivists or pseudo-positivists and will therefore not interchange their positions between the two polarities. Even if researchers change their positions for different studies or at different moments in time, the effect of this could be that of producing researcher who are ‘jacks-of-all-trades and masters-of-none’. Researcher preference and their competence in one research position over the other, is likely to have serious repercussions for the employment market. As in the case of school leavers, who are predominately qualified in the humanities fields rather than science and mathematics despite market appeal for increased scientists and mathematicians, researchers are likely to gratify their research preferences and skills despite market forces. The effect of this is a over-supply of researchers in one approach over the other. 


Given this afore-gone supposition, the use of centre ground approach may increase as researchers become  more knowledgeable and skilled in research methods and approaches. However, it must be born in mind that centre ground approach is not introduced for its own sake but for the sake of research identity, that is, when a study fails to sufficiently fit either quantitative or qualitative research criteria. In other words, the mid-way position is adopted by positivists or interpretivists who have deviated from conventional positivist or traditional interpretivist stances to fulfil research aims.


The second area in this discussion relates to academic mobility across disciplinarian boundaries. Educational inquiry has traditionally been the domain of educationalists of various kinds, psychologists and sociologists. However recently, policy and political scientists, economists, and to a lesser extent, accountants and historians are increasingly being attracted to educational research as education is now a focal issue in political, social and political-economic debates. For example, see Knight (1990), Raab (1992; 1995), Bullock and Thomas (1993), David (1993), David et al (1994), Edwards et al (1994), Taylor-Gooby (1994), Glennerster (1996) and Pugh (forthcoming). This usurp of interest in educational inquiry by academics from disciplines other than education, has meant that education is being investigated in ways commonly associated to those disciplines. If this trend continues, the use of centre ground approach to research could increase as researchers modify methodological approaches and methods, from their disciplines, to apply to educational inquiry. The difficulty of research identity between qualitative and quantitative research, is already seen in works carried out by historians (see Knight, 1990) who engage in educational inquiry by using documentary and/or discourse analysis. 


Finally in view of cuts in research budgets and refusal by some organisations to continue funding certain qualitative research because they claim they lack valid and reliable evidence, centre ground approach attempts to, in some way, increase the validity and reliability of qualitative studies. This is achieved because a certain level of  generality and structure is introduced to the study by the employment of methods from quantitative research. 





CONCLUSION


 Centre ground approach can be regarded as the third point in the research ‘isosceles triangle’. Qualitative and quantitative research are the two main base points of the triangle and mid-way approach is the vertical point that lie between them. Although it may be regarded as less significant to quantitative and qualitative research, its importance becomes apparent when studies fail to occupy either quantitative or qualitative distinctions. Mid-way approach attempts to combine research methods in order that methodological and investigative objectives can be met. It therefore serves a dual end: first, to meet research aims by connecting methods from qualitative and quantitative research and second, to establish research identity. 


The changes introduced in the research and academic world could lead to the increased use of mid-way approach. However, this is subject to other factors. First, it is subject to researcher preferences and competence in regards to the use of different research methods. The second factor relates to the involvement of researchers or academics, from other disciplines, in educational inquiry. This could mean that methods are combined to perform educational studies in ways customary to that performed in other disciplines other than traditionally used in education. The third factor concerns attempts to respond to the criticisms of research financiers who claim that some qualitative studies fail to produce valid or reliable findings. By employing some quantitative methods with established qualitative methods the validity and reliability of qualitative research is, invariably, increasing.  
















































































APPENDIX








Sub-section from the Explanation of the Data Analysis Scheme.




















Interest Areas and reasons for interests


Two major categories:


Conflictual Interest


a) individuals’ recognition of differing and irreconcilable personal interests or values or                


b) individuals’ recognition of his/her interest but performing something that is not valued nor in his/her interest. Conflictual Interest Power will be identified when 


a) the system operates to prevent an individual from reconciling differing personal interests and values or 


an individual becomes a slave to the system hence pursuing a non-interest or a thing they do not value against their interests and values.   


Non-Conflictual Interests


a) individuals’ recognition of differing but reconcilable personal interests and values or 


b) individuals’ recognition of a change in interest and values from that originally held but has willingly accepted the change. Power is not exercised over an individual in these cases.





NB. Attempts to discover whether LMS has, has not or other factors have had an impact on the interest-areas identified will be made.





2. Concerns/grievances and preferences and their reasons


Ten major categories:   


Location of Decisions/Decisionmakers - explicit or implicit identification of decisionmakers and decision making arenas in the social setting under investigation.





Decisions - an identified concern/grievance or preference that has actually been pursued in decision making arenas or with decisionmakers; that is, issues that are not only raised or aired. 





 Non-decisions - identified concerns/grievances or preferences that are not pursued with decisionmakers or in arenas of decision. Reasons for non-decision can be a)the mobilisation of bias, b) opportunity cost and/or c) the index of incompetence.
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� This paper may be quoted or cited without seeking approval from the author.


� School sector here refers to all activities of schools plus pursuits of associated organisations to the school, that is, the Department For Education (DFE), Local Education Authorities (LEAs), Funding Agencies for Schools (FAS), career service, Business and Educational Partnership (BEP) and so forth.


� These definitions are oversimplified as there are various typologies of both positivist and interpretivist methodologies. This account does not warrant an explanation of the numerous forms beyond that outlined here. 


� The original definition of middle range thinking, advanced by Merton (1968), differs from that propounded by Lauglin (1995) and Broadbent et al (1993). According to Merton (1968) “middle range thinking refers…to an initial limitation of the social focus for the discovery process…His alternative was to undertake more modest theorising…in the hope that these limited discoveries would lead to grand theories (Lauglin, 1995, p79). 


� The account presented here is an oversimplified version of the conceptual framework. Attempts have been made to provide a coherent explication within the confines of the space given. However, the author accepts total responsibility for any inconsistencies of ideas and lack of understanding (by the reader) that has emanated from failings on the author’s part to present a simplify version of, what is in fact, a substantive and comprehensive conceptual framework.


� Succinct explanations of the benign model are born out below.   


� The term decision making arena and the political arena  will be used interchangeably


� Bachrach and Baratz (1970) affirmed that ‘the mobilisation of bias’ is manifested when certain dominant persons are able to prevent issues, expressed by others, from penetrating political arenas through manipulation. ‘Opportunity cost’ is the failure of individuals to pursue interests in relevant locations of decision because it means sacrificing a valued thing, for example, time or happiness. ‘The index of incompetence’ is revealed when individuals are unable to enact their concerns due to ignorance of institutional procedures or absence of essential skills or training. ‘Opportunity cost’ and the ‘index of incompetence’ are concepts which I have adopted from Morriss (1987). He does not relate these terms to non-decision making as I have done here because Morriss (1987) uses these concepts in their own right. However, I am forwarding two further reasons for non-decision making.


� The main, minor and pilot strata is derived from the duration of time spent in the school within the year. This strata distinction is therefore not based on degrees of importance given to any school in the study or the data generated from any school.      


� As the study is still on going empirical evidence will not be provided in this account.
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