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The opening premise of this paper is that education must change but that the nature and
direction of that change is uncertain. In England, but not necessarily the UK as a whole,
the policy is to produce a more personalised learning experience for all pupils. The
policy of personalisation is to be delivered in part by increased use of digital
technologies in our schools. While few would disagree with this educational aim, to
deliver on that aim there needs to be a level of agreement as to the meaning of
personalisation. The personalisation of learning and self-regulated learning are
overlapping concepts. While the former acts at the operational level, that is it is the
support provided by others to the learner, self-regulation and metacognitive awareness
are subsumed under the individual. The Impact 2007 study explored the understanding
of personalisation by key educational stakeholders, that is policy makers, schools
managers, teachers and of course the pupils. The study found disparities in the
perceptions of the nature and level of personalisation by these key groups, which
question the delivery of this core government policy.

Keywords: primary; secondary; self-regulated learning; personalised learning; ICT

Learning in the twenty-first century

It is only in the last couple of decades that electronic speed has overtaken real time, as technol-
ogy has invaded every aspect of our life and work. PCs, the Internet, the web and mobile
phones mean that the (Marshal McLuhan’s) electronic (global) village is around us 24/7,
whether we like it or not. (Palmer, 2006, p. 253)

In those societies whose core product is information rather than manufactured goods there
is considerable questioning of the current educational policy and practice. Is it fit for
purpose? Many would say not. For example, in the United Kingdom (UK), the Royal Society
of Arts (2008) has argued that the way young people are being educated has become increas-
ingly distant from their real needs, with the National Curriculum focusing on content rather
than the life-skills necessary for the next generation to function efficiently, effectively and
happily in tomorrow’s world.

So our opening premise is that education must change, but in what ways must it change?
One driver underpinning this unease about the current UK educational model is the

disturbing number of adolescents who leave school with insufficient skills to take their
place in the workforce. These are generally 16–18 year-olds who are not in education,
employment or training and are called NEET adolescents. The drive to minimise NEET
adolescents is one of the ambitions of the UK government’s policy outlined in the White
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Paper Every Child Matters: Change for Children (Department for Education and Skills
[DfES], 2004). The policy is an integrated approach to ensure the well-being of children and
young people from birth to age 19, and support through the educational system is axiomatic
to this initiative. Central to this commitment to change in education is the concept of person-
alisation of learning. The research presented here monitored the impact of this policy on
67 primary and secondary schools in England.

Educational initiatives are set in a context of societal change. One major societal shift is
the rise of digital technologies. Computing and the World Wide Web are permeating
people’s lives, including all aspects of the learner’s life. It is estimated that there are
in excess of 27.2 million weblogs and the blogosphere continues to double about every
5.5 months. There are about 75,000 new weblogs created every day and 1.2 million posts
per day on average or 50,000 posts per hour (Sifry, 2006). People are changing patterns of
communication and self-presentation, allowing more personal control over their lives and
of the way they interact with knowledge (Banyard, Underwood, & Twiner, 2006). The
current generation of students are able to work with technologies in ways unthought of by
even their elder siblings. The Test Bed project has shown children as young as five years of
age working happily with digital cameras and editing photos to produce their own webpages,
while in the secondary sector students are producing home movies and composing and
recording music (Underwood, Dillon, & Twining, 2007).

Two questions arise from these educational and societal shifts. In what ways do digital
technologies shape learning? Are the changes brought about through technological develop-
ment supportive of, or orthogonal to, the personalisation of learning? These two questions
were core to the Impact 200712 project (Underwood et al., 2007) from which the data
presented here are drawn.

Personalising of learning is a controversial concept

The interrelationships between personalised learning, metacognition and self-regulated
learning are discussed at some length in the Introduction to this special issue (Steffens &
Underwood, 2008). Here our opening position will be to assume that the personalisation of
learning and self-regulated learning are overlapping concepts. While the former acts at the
operational level in that it is concerned with providing opportunities for the learner, self-
regulation and metacognitive awareness are subsumed under the individual’s ability to take
advantage of those opportunities.

However, personalising of learning is a controversial concept. For the DfES (2006)
personalised learning is the tailoring of education to individual need, interest and aptitude
so as to fulfil every young person’s potential. This is not just a matter of readjustments to
curricula or pedagogic practice, important though these may be, but requires a shift in the
social dynamics and practices of all partners including learners (see Pollard & James, 2004).
This conceptualisation of personalised learning is consistent with Vygotsky’s cultural-
historical theory of learnng: the belief that thinking is influenced primarily by the social
environment (Graham, 1987) and individuals raised in different cultural environments will
differ both in the content and their ways of thinking (Gredler & Shields, 2008).

Flowing from Vygotsky’s cultural-historical theory of learning, personalisation is a
desirable state which should be available to all students, giving them a degree of autonomy
and ownership of their learning but within the local and national educational framework
from which core learning goals emerge. The Gilbert Review of Teaching and Learning by
2020 (Gilbert et al., 2006) argued that there is a need to ensure that personalised learning is
a reality in every classroom and the report sets out a vision for how teaching and learning
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should develop between now and 2020. Thus the personalising agenda is about providing
opportunities for the learner which the latter may or may nor avail themselves of, as was
demonstrated in Impact 2007 research (see Underwood et al., 2007).

While this is seemingly a rather passive view of personalisation, this conceptualisation
does not preclude, and indeed would encourage, the development of learning environments
in which learners can shape their experience working in diverse locations, with diverse
groups and cultures while monitoring their own learning. Green, Facer, and Rudd, with
Dillon and Humphreys (2005) argue that the Gilbert Review vision and the challenges
posed by the personalising learning agenda may prove difficult to meet without digital
technologies as it will explicitly require ‘the communication, archiving and multimedia
affordances of digital resources’ (Green et al., 2005, p. 5).

This move to greater personalisation of learning is predicated on the assumption that
choice is good but more choice is better. This is a powerfully attractive idea, which has
always been possible for the few such as Cambridge undergraduates in their one-to-one
tutorials, but how can it be achieved for the many? It is to digital technologies that many
countries have turned. They are seen as an important mechanism that will allow the scaling-
up of opportunity to meet the needs of the many.

While the need to identify and evaluate the role of digital technologies in supporting a
more personalised learning experience is stimulated by concerns about the performance of
the current educational system, it is also stimulated by an awareness that many learners
today are already creating personalised learning environments for themselves outside school
using digital resources. In so doing these learners are redefining what we mean by learning
(Underwood et al., 2008). Learners are becoming adept at using the digital toolkit to support
both their internal mental space or thinking (Mayer, Dow, & Mayer, 2003) and also the
public and external world of tools and artefacts (diSessa, 2001).

In this paper we investigate school managers’, teachers’ and learners’ perception of
personalised learning in schools in England. Is there an agreed concept of personalisation
or do these key players in the educational system diverge in their views?

The Impact 2007 study

The Becta-funded Impact 2007 project (Underwood et al., 2007) investigated relationships
between levels of e-Maturity, personalising learning (p-Learning) and school performance.
In this paper we focus on the diverging perceptions of personalisation as articulated by
school leaders, teaching staff and pupils.

Personalisation of learning: expert perceptions

At the start of this project we conducted a literature review and held a seminar of experts
(practitioners, policy makers and researchers) from which three levels of personalisation
emerged:

Personalisation: a political aspiration

The political aspiration for personalisation is that it will be a strategy for ensuring over time
that: 

● every pupil experiences success appropriate to their age and ability;
● all pupils are engaged and excited by learning;
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● every pupil will have high aspirations for their work;
● every pupil feels supported in making progress;
● pupils know that they are valued;
● parents know that their child is valued.

Personalisation: objectives for education

As applied to schools this will offer learning which: 

● reflects the most appropriate ways of learning;
● takes account of any past performance or prior learning;
● is presented in a way which is engaging and effective for that individual;
● encourages learning anytime, anyplace, anywhere;
● facilitates more ways to learn;
● recognises the learner’s short-term needs and longer term aspirations;
● encourages the learner to reflect on and self-regulate their learning;
● helps the learner to achieve recognition for their achievements that enables them to

progress within the wider community.

Personalisation: a set of operational measures

Our experts agreed that personalisation can be observed in schools when they carry out
some or all of the following activities: 

● agree targets with pupils;
● help pupils to understand their own learning;
● give pupils appropriate responsibility for their own learning;
● allow the learner voice to be heard;
● relate learning to pupils’ out-of-school experience;
● relate learning to contexts unfamiliar to pupils;
● provide ‘enrichment’ activities beyond the core curriculum;
● give appropriate feedback to pupils to enable them to make learning choices;
● are flexible in the way teachers present the curriculum in order to meet pupils’ indi-

vidual needs;
● get to know their pupils well as individuals;
● offer their pupils pastoral care;
● accommodate pupils’ individual learning needs appropriate to their age and ability.

For our experts, p-Learning is essentially the tailoring of pedagogy, curriculum and
learning support to meet the needs and aspirations of individual learners irrespective of abil-
ity, culture or social status in order to nurture the unique talents of every pupil. Under this
definition personalisation is a desirable state that should be available to all students, giving
them a degree of autonomy and ownership of their learning but within the local and national
educational framework from which core learning goals emerge.

Research sample

Data were collected from schools in two phases. In the first phase we collected data from
school managers on the institutional view of personalising learning and e-Maturity. We also
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piloted our survey instruments on teachers and learners for use in the second phase of the
data collection. For Phase One, 36 schools from an initial contact list of 133 agreed to take
part. The list was developed from personal contacts, previous research collaboration and
recommendations from Becta (Table 1). Primary classification criteria were age phase
(primary: secondary school) and level of e-Maturity (high: low) as defined by the DfES.
This measure of e-Maturity is based on level of resource. It proved to have no predictive
power and a new measure of e-Maturity, based on both level and use of the resource, was
used in subsequent analyses (see Underwood & Dillon, 2004; Underwood et al., 2007 for a
fuller description of this metric).

In Phase Two we continued to collect data from 29 of the Phase One schools and
recruited a further 38 schools (Table 2). Data were collected through online surveys from
teachers, learners and managers. Schools with 10 staff or less were asked to submit
responses from all staff and schools with more than 10 staff were asked to encourage a
sample of teachers to respond. Although pupils at Key Stages 1, 2, 3, and GCSE were the
targets for the online surveys, pupils contributed across the primary/secondary age range.

Personalisation of learning: institutional perceptions

In Phase One we were able to assess the extent to which senior staff within our partner
schools ascribed to the description of p-Learning (see Figure 1) that emerged from the
experts’ seminar. The heads were asked to select which of 26 descriptors best reflected their
understanding of p-Learning. The descriptors were based on the work of Sebba, Brown,
Steward, and Galton (2006).
Figure 1. Head teachers’ ranked selection of descriptor terms of personalised learning.The majority of senior managers were aware of the government policy of enhancing
personalisation and thought that the policy was both educationally worthwhile and achiev-
able within their own institutions. While most heads were working towards embedding
personalisation into the fabric of their everyday school activities, there were differences
across institutions as to the meaning, level and, to some extent, the need to foreground this
concept. The 31% of head teachers who equated the p-Learning agenda with the need to

Table 1. Distribution of Phase One sample schools by level of e-Maturity, age phase and location.

Schools Primary Secondary Total

High e-Maturity 9 14 23
Low e-Maturity 8 5 13

Total 17 19 36

Table 2. Distribution of Phase Two sample schools by level of e-Maturity, age phase and location.

Primary Secondary

Rural Urban Rural Urban Total

High e-Maturity 5
(2/3)

10
(8/2)

6
(6/0)

20
(15/5)

41

Low e-Maturity 4
(3/1)

12
(8/4)

4
(3/1)

6
(5/1)

26

Total 9 22 10 26 67

Note. Schools providing (full data/partial data).
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provide individualised support for pupils with special educational needs tended to fore-
ground the agenda. However, many heads saw personalisation as a basic tenet of their
educational philosophy that should emerge from good pedagogic practice throughout their
school. That is, personalisation was seen as part of the very fabric of education and not an
addition.

Whilst policy makers (DfES, 2006) assert individualisation of learning is not the same
as p-Learning, this was one of the most frequently chosen keywords by head teachers. A
second dichotomy arose in that policy makers and our experts saw p-Learning as integral
to widening provision, but this was not integral to school senior managers’ perceptions of
p-Learning either at primary or secondary level. While processes to support individualisa-
tion such as better target setting were identified as important, senior staff focused on an
overlapping set of descriptors relating to pupil choice, voice and ownership of learning in
defining personalisation rather than on the processes to achieve personalisation.

Personalisation of learning: teachers’ perceptions

Having established senior managers’ understanding of p-Learning we turned, in Phase Two,
to the class practitioners. Four hundred and twenty-five teachers completed an online ques-
tionnaire as part of this study. The questionnaire was designed to capture teachers’ percep-
tions of support for and attitudes towards use of ICT (information and communications
technology) in their school and also the degree to which they were encouraged and had
responded to the personalisation of teaching and learning. The questionnaire had seven sub-
scales and responses were via a five-point Likert scale, which included both positive and
negative anchoring.
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Figure 1. Head teachers’ ranked selection of descriptor terms of personalised learning.
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Impact 2007 teacher questionnaire

Areas of interest and sample questions: 

● School intranet (the school’s internal network) 
� I use the intranet extensively.

● Teachers and teaching 
� ICT has changed the way people teach.

● Learners 
� In this school ICT has a positive effect on student motivation.

● Personalisation in school 
� In my school I am encouraged to agree targets with pupils.

● Personalisation and ICT 
� In this school ICT supports a wider range of learning tasks.

● Potentialities 
� ICT is a major driver of quality in the school.

● Outreach 
� ICT has been used to develop closer links with parents and the community.

Eight questionnaires provided incomplete data, which left 417 usable responses, 57.8%
from female and 42.2% from male teachers (Table 3). The sample in balance between male
and female primary teachers reflects the distribution of the sexes teaching this group nation-
ally. There were no measurable differences in the responses of male and female teachers.

Teachers had between 0 and 38 years of service with an average service of 11.9 years
(median = 9) and had been in their current school between 0 and 35 years with an average
of 7.3 years (median = 5). No relationships were observed between teaching experience and
any of the other variables. However, there were several measurable differences between
primary and secondary teachers with the largest effects being: 

● Primary teachers (mean = 17.4, SD = 2.3) estimated the effect of ICT on learners as
being greater (F = 7.4, df 1,404, p = 0.007) than their secondary counterparts (mean
= 16.6, SD = 2.4).

● Primary teachers (mean = 11.9, SD = 2.1) were more positive about the potentialities
of ICT in their schools (F = 66.9, df 1,395, p < 0.001) than their secondary counter-
parts (mean = 9.8, SD = 2.4).

● Primary teachers (mean = 78.2, SD = 8.3) perceived much more personalising of
learning in their schools (F = 30.2, df 1,351, p < 0.001) than their secondary counter-
parts (mean = 72.7, SD = 8.7).

The correlational analysis showed that teachers who were positive about the ICT
resources in their school were also positive about the impact of ICT on teaching (r = +0.49,
p < 0.001), the impact on learners (r = +0.34, p < 0.001) and the outreach of ICT from the

Table 3. Sample teachers by phase and sex.

Primary Secondary Total

Male 31 149 180
Female 94 151 245

Total 125 300 425
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school (r = +0.45, p < 0.001). The level of ICT resource score also associated strongly with
the full personalisation scale (r = +0.53, p < 0.001). In the teachers’ perceptions, it is clear
that ICT is strongly associated with personalising learning.

Teachers identified their specialism and this was coded to include around 80% of the
responses in 9 categories. These categories showed a number of measurable differences on
the sub-scales, the most notable being: 

● Perceived levels of personalised learning in the school, where ICT teachers, sports
teachers and arts teachers reported the highest levels of personalisation while mathe-
matics teachers reported the lowest (F = 2.9, df 13,370, p < 0.001) (see Figure 2).

● Perceived positive impact of ICT on the learner where ICT teachers and sports teach-
ers perceived the greatest impact, and design and technology teachers the least (F =
15.8, df 13,386, p < 0.000) (see Figure 3).

In summary, while teachers were positive about both the personalisation agenda and the
role of ICT in delivering that agenda, there were significant intersubject differences with
mathematics teachers seeing the least value of the personalisation policy and design and
technology teachers being unconvinced by the value of ICT.
Figure 2. Levels of perceived personalisation in school by subject specialism of the teacher.Figure 3. Perceived impact of ICT on learners by subject specialism of teachers.

Personalisation of learning: pupils’ perceptions

The study now turned to pupils’ perceptions of the degree to which ICT was used in their
school and they felt they had some measure of a personalised learning experience. In addi-
tion we asked pupils to self-assess their approach to learning including their ability to perse-
vere and their self-efficacy. The questionnaire had 11 sub-scales and responses were via a
five-point Likert scale, which included both positive and negative anchoring.
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Figure 2. Levels of perceived personalisation in school by subject specialism of the teacher.
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Impact 2007 primary and secondary learner questionnaire

Areas of interest and sample questions: 

● Support and Assistance at School 
� The teachers in this school understand me and support me.

● Attitudes towards Computers 
� I enjoy doing school work on the computer.

● Computer Use 
� How often do you use the school computers in lunchtime or after school?

● Modes of working 
� In lessons I can choose whether I work by myself or in a group.

● Personalisation 
� My teacher tells me how well I am doing in my work.

● Self-efficacy 
� I expect to do well in school this year.

● Personalised challenge 
� Once I have solved a problem my teacher gives me a harder task.

● Value 
� It is important to me that I do well in school.

● Persistence 
� I always try to understand what the teacher is saying even when it doesn’t

make sense.
● Disengagement 

� I do not think that what I learn at school will help me with my future dreams.
● Learning goals 

� I prefer to do classwork that is familiar to me rather than new work that I have
to learn how to do.
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Figure 3. Perceived impact of ICT on learners by subject specialism of teachers.
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Primary pupils. Over 1200 primary pupils completed or partially completed the online
forms of which 1056 were usable entries. There was a roughly even sex split across the
sample with 507 girls and 533 boys submitting data. Sixteen pupils failed to record their sex.
Number of respondents by school year is shown in Table 4.

Although perceived personalisation (scale range 0 to 42) reaches a peak in Year 4
(Figure 4), this peak does not reach statistical significance; overall there was a decline in
pupils’ perceptions of personalisation as they moved through the primary school (F = 8.9,
df 3,994, p < 0.001). Other scales also show changes over the years but the largest effect is
found in personalisation. We speculate whether it is significant that Year 4 is a school year
in which national attainment targets are not at the forefront of teachers’ and schools’ goals,
thus allowing for more child-focused rather than content-focused teaching.
Figure 4. Primary pupils’ perceptions of level of personalisation by school year.Perceived personalisation showed a positive relationship to measures of self-efficacy
(r = +0.48, p < 0.001), the value pupils placed on their learning (r = +0.52, p < 0.001) and
pupils’ persistence in completing any task (r = +0.48, p < 0.001). Thus those children self-
reporting key skills of self-regulation, that is, the willingness to invest in their own learning
and perseverance, also recognised that their schools were delivering on the personalisation
agenda. There were no observable sex differences with the one, unsurprising, exception of

Table 4. Primary pupils’ respondents by school years.

School Year Number of pupils Percentage of sample

Year 3 223 21.1%
Year 4 216 20.4%
Year 5 251 23.7%
Year 6 366 34.6%

All years 1056 100%

Personalisation Score by School Year

20
year 3 year 4 year 5 year 6

22

24

26

28

30

32

34

36

Primary School Year

Figure 4. Primary pupils’ perceptions of level of personalisation by school year.
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disengagement where boys (mean = 8.0, SD = 2.8) showed more disengagement than the
girls (mean = 7.5, SD = 2.6) (F = 8.5, df 1,998, p < 0.004).

Secondary pupils. Over 1900 secondary-aged pupils completed or partially completed
online forms of which 1822 were usable entries. There was a roughly even sex split across
the sample with 887 females and 880 males submitting data. Fifty-five pupils failed to
record their sex. Number of respondents by school year is shown in Table 5.

As for the primary pupil data, we observed a change in personalisation scores with
school year (Figure 5). The data show that perceived personalisation declines over time in
school time (F = 3.4, df 6,416, p < 0.002).
Figure 5. Secondary pupils’ perceptions of level of personalisation by school year.Again, as for the primary pupils, perceived personalisation was positively related to self-
efficacy (r = +0.43, p < 0.001), but also to level of ICT use (r = +0.35, p < 0.001). There
were observable sex differences with males (mean = 48.1, SD = 10.5) perceiving more
personalisation of their learning experience than girls (mean = 46.1, SD = 10.1) (F = 14.0,
df 1,387, p < 0.001). There was confirmation of previous research (e.g. Broos, 2005) in that
female pupils reported lower self-efficacy (mean = 15.3, SD = 3.0) (F = 13.0, df 1,459,

Table 5. Secondary pupils’ respondents by school years.

School year Number of pupils Percentage of sample

Year 7 226 12.4%
Year 8 748 41.1%
Year 9 272 14.9%
Year 10 509 27.9%
Year 11 to 13 67 3.8%

All years 1822 100%
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Figure 5. Secondary pupils’ perceptions of level of personalisation by school year.
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p < 0.001) and less positive attitudes to ICT (mean = 12.0, SD = 2.2) (F = 32.0, df 1,608,
p < 0.001) than their male peers (mean = 15.8, SD = 2.9; mean = 12.5, SD = 2.1).

The higher proportion of male disengaged pupils found at primary level was not appar-
ent in these secondary schools.

Matching the perceptions of managers, teachers and learners

In collecting the data from the managers, teachers and learners from our primary and
secondary schools we were able to investigate how much agreement there was between
them on the level of personalised learning in the school. In primary schools we found no
agreement between the three groups in their perceptions of personalised learning in the
school. The correlations were all weak for measures of p-Maturity (the level of personalised
maturity in the school) and also e-Maturity and none reached a level of statistical signifi-
cance (see Table 6a).

In secondary schools there was a similar lack of any relationship, but with one interest-
ing exception (see Table 6b). Although managers did not show agreement with teachers nor
teachers with learners, there was some agreement between the perceptions of the managers
and the learners as to the level of personalisation within these secondary schools (r = +0.42,
p < .01).

In summary: the differing views of personalisation

The understanding of the personalisation of learning agenda, a key part of the DfES (now
the DCFS) drive to improve education in English schools, varies across key stakeholders.
While p-Learning for our experts was essentially the provision of a framework in which
pupils can flourish, school managers focused on pupil choice, voice and ownership of learn-
ing rather than on the processes to achieve personalisation. In this they were much closer in
their thinking to that of their staff than they were to policy makers, although there were vari-
ations in perceptions of personalisation between subject specialists.

Table 6a. The relationships between managers’, teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of personalised
learning in their primary school.

p-Maturity (school) v. p-teacher r = .01 (p = .98, n = 23)
p-Maturity (school) v. p-learner r = −.06 (p = .78, n = 23)
p-teacher v. p-learner r = .07 (p = .77, n = 23)
e-Maturity (school) v. p-teacher r = .18 (p = .39, n = 23)
e-Maturity (school) v. p-learner r = .17 (p = .44, n = 23)

Table 6b. The relationships between managers’, teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of personalised
learning in their secondary school.

p-Maturity (school) v. p-teacher r = .19 (p = .36, n = 24)
p-Maturity (school) v. p-learner r = .42* (p = .03, n = 28)
p-teacher v. p-learner r = .08 (p =.70, n = 26)
e-Maturity (school) v. p-teacher r = .31 (p = .15, n = 24)
e-Maturity (school) v. p-learner r = .09 (p = .66, n = 28)

*Denotes a significant agreement.
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However, when the perceived personalised learning scores of teachers and learners
were compared at a school level there were no observed relationships between the percep-
tions of teachers and learners in the same school. Pupils tended to strongly see personalisa-
tion as individualisation, that is ‘What freedoms do I have?’ While teachers and heads
expressed the need to recognise pupil voice and autonomy, the main thrust of their support
for personalisation was through better record keeping for the teacher and better feedback to
the pupil.

At pupil level, primary pupils felt they had a personal education compared to their older
peers although in both age phases perceptions of levels of personalisation declined across
the age range and were particularly low in years in which national tests were undertaken.
Secondary male pupils recorded higher levels of personalisation of learning compared to
their female classmates. It may well be that boys are fully aware that they receive more
teacher attention than their female peers.

At the heart of the agenda for educational change there is a problem for teachers and
managers as they try to deliver the UK government’s agenda on Harnessing Technology and
providing a personalised education for all learners. Personalised learning is perceived to be
a ‘good thing’ by managers, teachers and learners but they do not have a common under-
standing of the concept nor an agreement on how it is being delivered in their schools.
Added to this is the different perception of personalised learning held by learners. There is
no evidence that these three constituent groups are aware of the disparity in their perceptions
of personalised learning.

Further, teachers do not have a shared value of the personalising of learning; some
subject areas are more sympathetic to it than others. Their acceptance of the value of person-
alisation is predicated on the perceived effectiveness of the approach in delivering key goals
such as effective performance by learners in the UK national tests at 7, 11, 14, and 16 years.
Our data show that for some schools the most effective way of boosting performance in
these restricted tests is to operate a traditional, ‘didactic’ approach to teaching and not to
personalise learning even though other valuable educational outcomes may be inhibited in
the process.

To resolve these tensions it will be necessary to define clearly what is meant by person-
alising learning, to be clear on the desired outcomes of education at the various levels and
to use a range of outcome measures beyond national tests.

Notes
1. The Impact 2007 Team: Jean Underwood, Thomas Baguley, Phil Banyard, Emily Coyne, Lee

Farrington-Flint (Nottingham Trent University) and Ian Selwood (Birmingham University).
2. Impact 2007 is a research project funded by the British Educational Communications and

Technology Agency (Becta).
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