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Dear Mr Clark
Comments on ‘School Organization Review’
Thank you for sending me this report. I found it very interesting. You asked me to
subject it to rigorous peer review using the same criteria as I would employ for any other
piece of research.
I have prepared a fuller report, but I am afraid that an unexpected visit to hospital has
delayed its completion.
My overall conclusion is that this is a very comprehensive and thorough piece of work. It
brings together a wide range of relevant sources of data and subjects them to detailed
scrutiny. Some of these sources (Ofsted and the Fischer Trust) are entirely
independent. The range of methods used for the analyses minimises the risk that the
findings are not robust. The controls for the social contexts of the communities served
by the two systems, in combination with the extensive use of value added data, increase
ones confidence that like is being compared with like.
The overall findings are very interesting. They indicate that for most of the comparisons
pupils in the two-tier system were ahead of those in the three-tier one. There is little
previous research against which to compare these conclusions, but the findings are
consistent with other insights available about factors affecting pupils’ progress. They
deserve serious attention as a contribution to knowledge.
Yours sincerely

Professor John Gray

184 Hills Road, Cambridge CB2 2PQ

http://www.educ.cam.ac.uk/

Summary comments on Suffolk’s School Organisation Review
Location of pupils in ‘Types’ of school
On a brief review of the physical progress of pupils in Suffolk schools it appears that
relatively few pupils in Middle schools left to join 11+ entry schools (around 50 in the
.GCSE 2005 cohort) This is probably because in a large county such as Suffolk there
are ‘zones’ in which the natural progression is either from Junior school to 11+ entry
secondary school or Middle school to 13+ entry secondary school.
There were, however, a substantial number of pupils (around 460) who were
originally in Junior schools (either in the county or from ‘elsewhere including
independents) but who transferred into 13+ entry schools. Of these only 36 were in
Suffolk LEA Junior schools, - some 310 of these entrants had been at primary schools
in other LEAs. There was missing information on the primary school location of a
further 120 of these pupils. The GCSE outcomes of all of these pupils is substantially
below that of other pupils and one has to wonder whether this might be as a result of
other factors than ‘merely’ the types of school that they have attended.
Thus it is not straightforward to assess the contribution of each ‘type’ of schooling
system as unambiguously as one might wish.
Comments on the data in the Suffolk School Organisation Review
The key issues are well presented – and constitute a fairly clear indictment of the role
of the three tier system in terms of Key Stage 2 performance. Whatever way the
analysis is carried out there appears to be a ‘deficit’ attached to pupils who have been
educated in the 3-tier system compared with those in the ‘conventional’ 2-tier. The
Report rightly attached less importance to issues of ‘value-added’ (particularly
between Key Stage 2 to Key Stage 3), since, where one tier’s absolute level is lower
than the other, greater ‘added value’ may simply be the result of secondary schools
helping pupils ‘catch up’ on the gaps that have been present in their previous
educational experiences.
One explanation - that relating to the ‘drop’ in performance occurring on transfer
between schools - seems less likely to be the main issue – since at Key Stage 3, pupils
from the 3-tier system (who have, by then, only been one year in secondary school)
do almost as well as those from the 2-tier system who have had three full years in the
secondary schools. In fact pupils from the most disadvantaged backgrounds in the 3tier system actually did slightly better at Ks3 than their peers from the 2-tier group.
The differences at Key Stage 2 are surprisingly large, and when I carried out an earlier
investigation comparing ‘Middle School’ provision compared with Junior Schools
(for QCA) some years ago this was the one uncontestable result from that analysis.
Where a performance indicator is a ‘terminal’ one for a school (such as Ks2 for Junior
schools) it is likely that greater emphasis is placed on pupils’ performance by all
teachers of Years 5 and 6. Such attention may be less common as a whole school
focus in ‘Middle schools’ simply because pupils remain within the same school and
‘deficiencies’ in performance may be seen as ‘repairable’ over the longer term

through which such schools have responsibility for their pupils. (This could, in fact,
be an argument for the maintenance of the 3-tier system for such pupils were it not for
the equally tenable hypothesis that if attention to such ‘deficits’ had been given earlier
such pupils may well not have ‘fallen behind’ by the end of Key Stage 2.)
Subject areas
The emergence of systematic differences between pupils’ outcomes at Key Stage 2 is
particularly noticeable in Mathematics at both Levels 4 and above (74% vs 68%) and
5 and above (30% vs 23%). There are some worrying signs also about lower
performance at Level 5 or above in Science (44% vs 36%).
The Mathematics comparison is of particular concern since the new indicator of
secondary school performance (%5+ A*C passes including English & Maths) places
much greater emphasis on pupils’ outcomes in GCSE Mathematics than heretofore.
Final comments
Comparing GCSE performances of pupils from the ‘straightforward’ transfers (from
Junior to 11+ entry, and Middle schools to 13+ entry) proves less of a outcome
contrast than overall comparisons (mainly due to the presence of the ‘unusual’ pupils
described at the outset of this report). The table below gives the average outcomes of
pupils educated totally within the Suffolk 2 and 3 tier system.

Transfer
Junior – 11+
Middle – 13*

No’s
3412
4028

Ks2 Pts
27.1
26.8

%5+
60%
59%

Inc EnMa
48%
46%

Eng
63%
62%

Maths
55%
54%

Sci
62%
57%

Conclusion
Whilst accepting that there are severe differences in the Ks2 outcomes of pupils
within the 2- and 3-tier systems, it is suggested that further attention be given to the
impact of ‘cross-border’ pupils who form a small, but possibly influential, minority of
pupils in 13+ entry schools.
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