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Chapter 1:           
Introduction to Policy Paper
Background to the policy paper

This paper is based on the Policy Seminar held at the National Children’s Bureau, 8 Wakley St, London on 23 June 2009 on ‘personalisation and special educational needs’.

The aim of the seminar was to examine the meaning and significance of personalisation for special needs and inclusive education. Papers will be presented by Professor Judy Sebba, University of Sussex, Alison Peacock, Head teacher Wroxham School Potters Bar, Herts, Armando DiFinizio, Principal, Bristol Brunel Academy and Martin Johnson, Deputy General Secretary, ATL. 
These were some of the key questions that were considered in the seminar:

· What does personalisation mean in the context of teachers' 21 Century roles?

· what is the balance between information dispenser and learning promoter in the information age? 
· what does this balance imply practically for the way schools operate - and the concept of the school? 
· how does personalisation relate to 'schooling' at different age phases?
· how will personalisation work out in the context of 'integrated services' ?

· how do IEPs relate to personalisation? 
· how might personalisation influence concepts of SEN and inclusive education?

Following the presentations the participants went into small groups to discuss and debate further. The afternoon came to an end with a plenary, at which group discussions were reported to the whole group. These are summarised in the final chapter. 

SEN Policy Options Steering Group
This policy paper was the fifth in the 6th series of seminars and conferences to be organised by the SEN Policy Options Steering Group.  This group organised the initial ESRC - Cadbury Trust series on policy options for special educational needs in the early 1990s. The success of the first series led to the second series which was supported financially by NASEN. (See the list of these 24 policy papers at the end of this section). The Steering Group has representatives from LEA administrators, head teachers, voluntary organisations, professional associations, universities and research. The further success of the second and third series of policy seminars and papers led to a fourth and fifth round of seminars which has also been organised with further funding from NASEN. These events are intended to consider current and future policy issues in the field in a pro-active way. They are planned to interest all those concerned with policy matters in special educational needs.

Aims of the 6th series over a 3 year period from 2006-2009:
1. To continue to provide a forum where education policy relevant to the interests of children and young people with SEN/disabilities can be appraised critically and pro-actively in the context of the development of children’s services.

2. To inform and influence policy formulation and implementation, to encourage and support an active and ongoing dialogue on SEN policy and practice between key stakeholders such as NASEN and other professional associations; schools, local authorities, parents and other agencies.
3. To examine and evaluate policy options in terms of current and possible developments and research in order to inform and influence policy formulation and implementation in the field.

4. To organise events where policy-makers, professionals, parents, voluntary associations and academics/researchers analyse and debate significant issues in the field drawing on policy and practice in the countries of the UK, and:

5. To arrange the dissemination of the proceedings and outcomes through publication and summary briefing papers.

Steering group membership
The current membership of the SEN Policy Options Steering Group is:

Professor Julie Dockrell, Institute of Education; Peter Gray, SEN Policy Consultant; Dr Seamus Hegarty, Claire Lazarus, DfES; Professor Geoff Lindsay, Warwick University; Professor Ingrid Lunt, University of Oxford; Professor Brahm Norwich, School of Education, Exeter University; Debbie Orton, National Strategies; Linda Redford, Policy Consultant; Penny Richardson, Educational Consultant; Philippa Russell, Disability Rights Commission and Adviser; Tom Kelly, Rotherham LA; Philippa Stobbs, DCSF; Janet Thompson, Ofsted; Professor Klaus Wedell, Institute of Education, London University; Dr Tom Williams EPS, East Ayrshire. 


Current series
The current series aims to organise four full or half-day events on special education policy and provision over the two years 2006-2009 which are relevant to the context of considerable changes in the education system. 

If you have any ideas about possible topics or would like to know more about the events, please do contact a member of the Group or Brahm Norwich, Co-ordinator of Steering Group, at the School of Education, University of Exeter, Heavitree Road, Exeter EX1 2LU (01392 264805; email: b.norwich@exeter.ac.uk)
i. Policy Options Papers from first seminar series 
1. Bucking the market: Peter Housden, Chief Education Officer, Nottinghamshire LEA

2. Towards effective schools for all: Mel Ainscow, Cambridge University Institute of Education

3. Teacher education for special educational needs: Professor Peter Mittler, Manchester University

4. Resourcing for SEN: Jennifer Evans and Ingrid Lunt, Institute of Education, London University

5. Special schools and their alternatives: Max Hunt, Director of Education, Stockport LEA

6. Meeting SEN: options for partnership between health, education and social services: Tony Dessent, Senior Assistant Director, Nottinghamshire LEA

7. SEN in the 1990s: users' perspectives: Micheline Mason, Robina Mallet, Colin Low and Philippa Russell

ii. Policy Options Papers from second seminar series 
8. Independence and dependence?  Responsibilities for SEN in the Unitary and County Authorities: Roy Atkinson, Michael Peters, Derek Jones, Simon Gardner and Phillipa Russell

9. Inclusion or exclusion: Educational Policy and Practice for Children and Young People with Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties: John Bangs, Peter Gray and Greg Richardson

9. Baseline Assessment and SEN: Geoff Lindsay, Max Hunt, Sheila Wolfendale, Peter Tymms

10. Future policy for SEN: Response to the Green Paper: Brahm Norwich, Ann Lewis, John Moore, Harry Daniels

iii. Policy Options Papers from third seminar series 
11. Rethinking support for more inclusive education: Peter Gray, Clive Danks, Rik Boxer, Barbara Burke, Geoff Frank, Ruth Newbury and Joan Baxter

12. Developments in additional resource allocation to promote greater inclusion: John Moore, Cor Meijer, Klaus Wedell, Paul Croll and Diane Moses.

13. Early years and SEN: Professor Sheila Wolfendale and Philippa Russell

14. Specialist Teaching for SEN and inclusion: Annie Grant, Ann Lewis and Brahm Norwich

iv. Policy Options Papers from fourth seminar series 
15. The equity dilemma: allocating resources for special educational needs: Richard Humphries, Sonia Sharpe, David Ruebain, Philippa Russell and Mike Ellis

16. Standards and effectiveness in special educational needs: questioning conceptual orthodoxy: Richard Byers, Seamus Hegarty and Carol Fitz Gibbon


17. Disability, disadvantage, inclusion and social inclusion: Professor Alan Dyson and Sandra Morrison


18.  Rethinking the 14-19 curriculum: SEN perspectives and implications: Dr Lesley Dee, Christopher Robertson, Professor Geoff Lindsay, Ann Gross, and Keith Bovair

v. Policy Options Papers from fifth seminar series 
19. Examining key issues underlying the Audit Commission Reports on SEN: Chris Beek, Penny Richardson and Peter Gray 
20. Future schooling that includes children with SEN / disability: Klaus Wedell, Ingrid Lunt and Brahm Norwich

vi. Policy Options Papers from sixth seminar series

21. Taking Stock: integrated Children’s Services, Improvement and Inclusion: Margaret Doran, Tony Dessent and Professor Chris Husbands
22. Special schools in the new era: how do we go beyond generalities? Chris Wells, Philippa Russell, Peter Gray and Brahm Norwich 
23. Individual budgets and direct payments: issues, challenges and future implications for the strategic management of SEN

Christine Lenehan, Glenys Jones Elaine Hack and Sheila Riddell

24. Personalisation and SEN, 

Judy Sebba, Armando DiFinizio, Alison Peacock and Martin Johnson.  
Copies of most of these papers can now be downloaded from the NASEN website look for SEN Policy Options public pages for downloading these past copies.

Chapter 2: 
Personalisation, Individualisation & Inclusion
Judy Sebba

University of Sussex

Introduction

This paper explores the relationship between ‘personalisation’, individualisation and inclusion. Both individualisation and inclusion have been key issues in recent debates relating to provision for pupils with SEN. The paper argues that despite substantial confusion over the term personalisation, it has been used in some public services to lever greater participation and potentially power, for the users of services. But investing power for decision-making in users, demands risk-taking and the research evidence suggests that in most schools, risk-taking is still minimised. The paper draws on five research projects in which the author and colleagues have been involved to illustrate this argument. The links to the first four of these are to the final reports of these projects. The fifth one is ongoing:

· An investigation of personalised learning approaches used by schools (DfES) http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/research/data/uploadfiles/RR843.pdf

· Personalised Learning: the learner perspective and their influence on demand (Becta)http://partners.becta.org.uk/index.php?section=rh&catcode=_re_rp_02&rid=14551

· The Portsmouth Learning Community (Portsmouth LA) http://www.sussex.ac.uk/education/documents/portsmouth_sussex_final_report_08_-_judy_sebba.pdf

· Youth-led Innovation (Nesta) http://www.nesta.org.uk/developing-a-typology-of-youth-led-innovation/
· Evaluation of UNICEF UK’s Rights Respecting Schools Programme (UNICEF UK) http://www.unicef.org.uk/publications/pub_detail.asp?pub_id=183

Examples of personalisation have been identified in each of these research projects, as all of them have explored in different contexts and through a range of means, how children and young people can have their needs met while being given greater control over their own learning and lives. Every project has highlighted the tensions for schools, families and public services in taking sufficient risks to enable this control to be exercised.  Further tensions have arisen in relation to meeting the specific needs of some young people, while ensuring maximum participation for all. Individuals and schools in each of these projects have demonstrated how these tensions can be overcome and the paper attempts to draw out common understanding and principles from these examples.

The speech by David Miliband (2004) at the North of England conference was by no means the first discussion of personalised learning (e.g. Jenkins & Keefe, 2002) but elevated its status in both the policy and practice arenas. Since then, there has been much debate and confusion about its definition, implementation and utility. 

Definitions of personalised learning
In our research on personalised learning approaches used by schools (Sebba et al, 2007), the 347 schools who completed the questionnaire and the 13 case study schools (5 secondary, 5 primary, 1 middle and 2 special) expressed widespread uncertainty as to what was meant by ‘personalised learning’. This uncertainty was often interpreted positively as enabling flexibility and creating a stimulus for debate, or a license or opportunity for schools to pursue their own development. The project brief adopted the (then) DfES definition which encompassed 5 areas: assessment for learning, effective teaching and learning, curriculum entitlement and choice, school organisation and partnership beyond the classroom.

The definitions that the schools in the study adopted, or in some cases were developed by them, were wide-ranging but often emphasised curricular flexibility, pupil voice, school organisation and ‘beyond the school’, broadly reflecting the DfES areas.  In national policy documentation, the definition of personalised learning has changed since the 2004 Miliband speech, though not substantially so. The current (2009) DCSF website provides a practical guide to personalised learning
 that states:

The pedagogy of personalisation is distinguished by the way it expects all children and young people to reach or exceed national expectations, to fulfil their early promise and develop latent potential.
The emphasis in this definition is on expectation. This is realised, according to the DCSF, through 9 features that include focused assessment, high quality teaching and learning, curricular organisation, the extended curriculum and supporting children’s wider needs. These seem to have replaced the earlier 5 areas. The earlier documents also suggested that personalised learning was about reaching as many pupils as possible, for as much of the time as possible, thus emphasising participation. Leadbeater (e.g. 2005), Johnson (2004) and others have proposed definitions that focus much more centrally on personalised learning as participation. Ainscow (2006, p.2) for example, suggested:

Learning is a personal process of meaning-making, with each participant in any activity ‘constructing’ their own version of that shared event....each pupil defines the meaning of what occurs in relation to their previous experience.  In this way, individuals personalise the experience and, in so doing, construct forms of knowledge that may or may not relate to the purposes & understandings of the teacher 

This emphasis on participation is key to distinguishing between individualised and personalised learning and is returned to below.

Personalised learning in practice

Despite the confusion over its definition, school leaders are able to identify improvements in practice which they consider to exemplify personalised learning.  Drawing on practice in schools, Hargreaves (2006) reported that 40% of those attending the Specialist Schools and Academies Trust conferences, (mainly headteachers who were self-selected), rated ‘assessment for learning’ as the most developed aspect of personalised learning in their schools. The schools in both the personalised learning research projects we have completed (Robinson et al, 2008; Sebba, et al 2007), more often identified examples of personalised learning that they considered to have improved practice in the areas of assessment for learning, student voice (part of effective teaching and learning in the earlier DfES definition), workforce remodelling and curricular flexibilities.  These flexibilities included workplace learning and accreditation opportunities on and off the school site which were often reported to have reduced disengagement and enabled more pupils to leave school with recognised qualifications. For example, one senior manager in Millom School in Cumbria reported:

‘Out of the box’ activities are introduced for one week at the end of each year. A year group is given to a dept for the day to do cross-curricular activities. The science department devised an activity in which it was reported that the headteacher had been kidnapped and the pupils had to plan research, interviews, recording, using DNA related activities and detective work …to find him. A head of year said ‘I had no idea that these kids could do that...’. What she had identified was that the kids had hidden talents that the normal classroom structures weren’t giving them the chance to exhibit. The discussion then went to how you could capture that back in the daily classroom. (my bold)

This making explicit of hidden talents need not be attributed to personalised learning but it seems that the policy challenged some schools to consider possibilities they might not otherwise have done. This same school had successfully redeployed learning mentors as part of its workforce remodelling, who were well established members of the local community, to liaise with families in order to increase attendance significantly which staff also attributed to the personalised learning developments. 

Special schools and learning support in mainstream have extensive and well-established experience in workforce remodelling issues, in particular of teachers working as part of multi-professional teams that can support personalisation.  Johnson (2004, p. 13, pre ECM) noted:

Teachers are a minority of the staff of a special school. A large range of other staff support pupils ... All work together within teams in classrooms to meet the educational and care needs of each pupil, with different but complementary roles. Special school teachers…are relaxed about staff with other skills making complementary contributions in the classroom.
In order to develop greater participation, in particular of the pupils regarded as ‘hardest to reach’, Birley Spa Primary School in Sheffield, set up a ‘job squad’ to promote citizenship.  Many roles in the school, for example, older children listening to younger children read, are undertaken by pupils who have to prepare a written application for the job. Each job has an adult ‘mentor’ drawn from the staff and all jobs involve initial training. The first group targeted were those children finding playtimes before & after school difficult, which are times when many of these jobs are performed. For a number of children, having a job to do at playtime became a positive experience. The extent of involvement and engagement from both older job-squad volunteers and younger tutees was impressive. The staff suggested that this opportunity had personalised learning for a number of pupils by allowing them to self-select responsibilities and increase their participation without being individually targeted by staff.

Is personalised learning a special educational needs policy?
Many respondents in our survey regarded the personalised learning policy as an SEN policy or focused on specific groups such as gifted and talented pupils, rather than aimed at the whole school. This targeting of specific groups, and interpretation of the policy as about individualisation (see next section) led to some suggesting that the policy constituted or reflected, good special needs practice. Staff responsible for pupils with SEN acknowledged this themselves:
As a special school for youngsters with severe/profound learning difficulties,

our entire ethos is concerned with personalised learning. It is our jobs to cover

the individual needs, strengths, preferences of all children and then provide an

appropriate curriculum and individualised timetable, within the context of ECM.

(Questionnaire, special)

As a PRU we have always had a large element of personalised learning to try

and re-engage our pupils in learning. Every pupil is complex and has diverse

needs (Questionnaire, PRU)

Personalised learning may be seen as a means of addressing special needs and in this sense, more relevant to ‘specialised’ provision:

We regard all our pupils as being in need of personalised learning as they have

usually had a negative school experience. (Questionnaire, special)

A more positive feature of this relationship between SEN and personalisation was the way in which schools sometimes used the experiences of personalised SEN provision to extend a programme initially designed for a particular group, to the rest of the school, promoting inclusion through the ethos that everyone is special:

…the Awareness, Balance and Concentration (ABC) programme was developed by one of the teachers then adopted by many others. It started for the pupils with hearing impairments but has now been adopted by the whole school as an approach to multisensory teaching (Park Road Junior, Infant and Nursery School in Batley)

The relationship between personalisation and individualisation

The Miliband speech was at pains to point out that personalised did not mean individualised:

High expectation of every child, given practical form by high quality teaching

based on a sound knowledge and understanding of each child’s needs. It is not

individualised learning where pupils sit alone at a computer. Nor is it pupils left to their own devices – which too often reinforces low aspirations. (Miliband, 2004, p.3, my bold)
But some subsequent policy documents have contradicted this, suggesting that a personalised learning approach to supporting children is about:

... tailoring education to individual need, interest and aptitude so as to

ensure that every pupil achieves and reaches the highest standards possible,

notwithstanding their background or circumstances, and right across the

spectrum of achievement.

This again implies individual plans and programmes. More recently the Gilbert review further reinforced the individual nature of personalised learning, but aligned this with participation, by defining it as:

…taking a highly structured and responsive approach to each child’s and young person’s learning, in order that all are able to progress, achieve and participate. It means strengthening the link between learning and teaching by engaging pupils – and their parents – as partners in learning. (Teaching and Learning in 2020 Review Group, 2006, p.6)
There was considerable evidence in both the case studies and survey that ‘personalised’ was often interpreted as ‘individualised’, either in the description of provision made (for example: individual curricular pathways, individual timetables, special arrangements for work experience or accreditation) or in explicit use of the term ‘individual’ or ‘individualised’ in responses given to questions. Half the primary schools, two thirds of the secondary schools and more than ninety per cent of the special schools thought personalisation was about individualisation. The special schools in particular, claimed that they had been using personalised learning for years because they individualise everything:
Due to the nature of our cohort, all our work involves personalised approaches and a flexible and individualised curriculum (Questionnaire, special school)

Within the case studies in this research, were examples of teaching assistants in mainstream schools withdrawing pupils for separate sessions without curricular continuity with the mainstream subject lessons. Further examples were reported of teaching assistants without training, planning the curriculum for individual pupils in special schools.  Hence, each activity needs evaluating on its own terms and no assumptions can be made that ‘individualising’ per se, will provide effective personalisation. 

Individualisation, even if desirable, is unlikely to be achievable for all students. SEN provision has been characterised by structures designed to ensure that the needs of individual children are met (e.g. statements of special educational need, Individual Educational Plans, withdrawal groups for intensive language input, etc). This has always been in potential conflict, in particular for resources, with the emphasis on inclusion which seeks to maximise the participation and learning across groups and indeed whole school cohorts. The focus on individualised provision has not served the education community well as the resources are not sustainable in the longer term. Support for individual educational plans runs out whether at the school or local authority level. A strong focus on individual needs puts excessive pressure on teachers and sets them up to fail. Johnson (2004) noted further that it limits resources and encourages support to be directed exclusively at individual children rather than supporting the teacher to create effective pedagogy for the whole class. One primary school in the survey noted that:

We always do our best to provide opportunities for individual children but time /

staffing means it is difficult to cater for each individually all the time – it has to

be manageable. (Questionnaire, primary)
The history of provision for pupils with special educational needs understandably emphasised the meeting of individual needs. Many writers reviewing models of SEN provision (e.g. Barton, 1996; Norwich, 2008), have noted that traditional ‘medical’ models of SEN, failed to acknowledge adequately the social aspects of disability and social dimensions of learning. The ‘social’ model of disability advanced by Barton (e.g. 1996) and others emphasised that difference should be promoted and celebrated, though failed to address how adaptations or specialist input should be provided. Hart (1996) took the social model further, arguing that learning difficulties experienced in mainstream classrooms are a ‘source of insight into possibilities’ rather than a problem.  In the Dilemmas of Difference, Norwich (2008) notes the conflict between the dangers of stigmatisation from the labelling associated with identification on the one hand and the need for additional resources on the other. He argued that ‘individual’ and ‘social’ need not be mutually exclusive, a position strongly supported in this paper. Personalisation can be a lever for increasing participation and thereby inclusion, while attempting to make learning more meaningful for more pupils, more of the time, for instance through the curricular flexibilities illustrated in the examples in this paper. 

Towards a model of personalisation as student led participation

The central role of participation in personalisation is embedded in Ainscow’s definition above and stressed by Leadbeater who suggests going further than participation to co-investment, that implies a more active role in the provision of education by children and their families:

The biggest gains in terms of learning productivity will come from mobilising as 

yet under-utilised resources available to the education system: children, parents, families, communities. That is the ultimate goal of personalised learning: to encourage children to see themselves as co-investors with the state, in their own education (Leadbeater 2005, p.4).

By ‘investment’, Leadbeater was not implying financial transactions but rather the investment of time, commitment, hope and aspirations by children and their families in their education. There were many examples of this in practice throughout the five research projects.  In schools that had made personalisation an underlying value for their policies, strong and genuine pupil voice was not limited to the most articulate pupils but was inclusive. Pupil involvement in decision-making was built into the culture and ethos, not limited to the formal structures such as school councils. In some of these schools pupils initiated curricular changes, were involved in the appointment of staff, participated in meetings of the governing body and observed and evaluated teaching. There was strong evidence that these activities were increasing self esteem, confidence, pupils taking greater responsibility for the school and wider participation. For example, building on work at Wroxham Primary School whose headteacher had provided input to a conference in Portsmouth, City of Portsmouth Girls’ School set up a radio station which the pupils ran themselves with Mayfield, another secondary school. A pupil from City of Girls’ School commented: 

First up, I wasn’t very confident and when I got up there I couldn’t really say much, because I was nervous. But when you do it your confidence goes up. So it helps with confidence. I can now speak out and make myself heard, and I couldn’t before. (Fielding et al, 2008, p.24)

Bridport Primary School in Dorset, involved in the UNICEF UK’s Rights Respecting Schools Award has gone one step further than most schools in involving pupils as evaluators of teaching and learning. Twelve pupils have been identified as Pupil Improvement Partners (PIPs), drawn from years 4, 5 and 6 and have been trained to undertake lesson observation using a clearly defined set of criteria. The group has drawn together their findings to feedback to staff. Their first day’s observations included a lesson taught by a supply teacher noted to have ‘wagged her finger in pupils’ faces which we don’t do in this school’. This led to a discussion with the head from which the pupils decided to write a short guide for supply teachers and visitors on what it means to be a Rights Respecting School.

These examples illustrate the potential for genuine pupil voice in which risks are taken in order to give pupils real responsibility for their learning, arguably the ultimate step in personalisation. However, there is evidence that the perceived risks involved may inhibit the development of genuine student voice in some contexts. For example, in the Becta-funded personalised learning project, many schools operated blanket restrictions on internet use which pupils felt indicated a lack of trust in them: 

It’s almost like, they shouldn’t filter everything, they should filter people who are using it because people like us, we’re not trying to look at weird stuff, we’re just trying to do our work whereas, it’s better to filter the people who are doing it rather than the sites…  (Year 9 student, Robinson et al, 2008)

Acknowledging the limitations this placed on their learning, they instead sought to use the internet out of school. Underwood et al (2008), in a linked research project suggested that pupils needed to be treated as ‘discerning consumers not naive victims’ in the realm of internet use, a view later confirmed in the Byron report (DCSF, 2008) on internet safety.  

Lack of willingness to take risks also emerged in our literature review and focus groups on youth-led innovation (Sebba et al, 2009).  There were many references in the literature to ‘containment’ or restrictions to young people’s creativity, imaginative ideas and innovations, in schools but also in public services more broadly. Within the school context the TACSI (2002) report in Canada identified that teachers are sometimes too helpful, stifling students' ability to think for themselves. New ideas are often ridiculed or ignored and many creative thinkers are persuaded, by the educational system, to maintain the status quo. Most of the respondents, who themselves were successful innovators, displayed a surprisingly weak attachment to the educational system.

It is not only the perceived risks that inhibit the development of pupils taking greater responsibility for learning. The formal structures explicitly set up to further pupil involvement in governance and decision-making, such as school and youth councils, appear to separate these functions from the general work of the school or service, thus unintentionally inhibiting genuine embedded student voice from developing. Whitty and Wisby (2007) noted that while 95 per cent of schools have councils, most limit their focus to the immediate school environment and facilities. In all of our own research this issue emerged frequently, with school councils focusing on playgrounds, toilets, lunchtime arrangements and fund-raising activities, all important and credible foci, but rarely linked directly to the core issues of teaching and learning.  

The existence of these formal structures appears to encourage school communities to regard student voice as being addressed (elsewhere), rather than seeing it as ‘a way of life’ throughout school. The schools who have been undertaking the UNICEF UK’s Rights Respecting Schools Award for a year or more are amongst those where student voice appears to be most embedded. In some of these schools, pupil involvement in staff (including headteacher) appointments, meetings of school governors and evaluation of teaching and learning tends to be more advanced. Whitty and Wisby noted that less than half the teachers in their research on school councils wanted pupils to be involved in appointments and less than a third considered representation on governing bodies to be appropriate, suggesting attitudinal change is a priority.  They also noted the importance of students receiving appropriate training and support if their involvement is to become beneficial. 
Concluding comments

The idea of children and families co-investing in education seems complementary to the capability approach to SEN provision proposed by Terzi (2005). This draws on the theoretical framework proposed by Sen (1985) which regards capabilities as the freedoms people have to achieve the activities that they value. Terzi suggests that this allows for the interplay between defining SEN in terms of needs, and determining an educational entitlement based on rights and justice. In this model, provision of resources becomes a matter of justice and special educational needs are evaluated in terms of the freedom children have to achieve what they wish and that contribute to their well-being. 

This paper has proposed that while much confusion exists over the term ‘personalised learning’, it has been successfully used as a lever by some schools to pull together their efforts on promoting participation and student responsibility for their own learning. Furthermore, the limitations of attempting to provide an individualised education for all children have been rehearsed in the context of developing SEN policy.  Focusing on ‘personalised’ rather than ‘individualised’ creates the potential to recognise the 'personal' in teaching, learning and schooling so that all pupils experience and are motivated by a sense of belonging and view the learning as relevant to them. 

Encouraging participation rather than individualisation, provides a more positive way forward. If personalised learning is about maximising participation and involvement in decision-making as co-investors in education, then addressing the needs of all pupils through a rights and justice approach (drawing on capability theory), could provide the means for this to happen. The UNICEF UK’s Rights Respecting School scheme offers this opportunity and the interim evaluation (Sebba and Robinson, 2009), has noted that the schools involved are characterised by a high level of inclusivity, collaboration and participation. Rights-based schooling emanating from the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC), offers a clear value-base to develop a culture in which pupils are trusted, listened to and given responsibility for learning and decision-making. This resonates with Terzi’s application of the capability approach and offers a real opportunity to develop inclusive and effective education which targets all children.
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Chapter 3: 
Exploring the art of the possible: an irresistible invitation to all learners.

Alison Peacock
The Wroxham School, Potters Bar, Hertfordshire

The Wroxham School is a one form entry primary school with nursery on the outskirts of London.  I joined the school in January 2003 when the school had been in special measures since May 2001.  At that time the school was in the ‘bottom set’ and was characterised by exhaustion, anger and apathy.

The term ‘personalised learning’ had not been coined at that time.  However, looking back at the development of the school from a failing institution to a school which has gained national recognition, it is clear that the story of individual school improvement experienced at Wroxham mirrors the process and anticipated outcomes of the personalisation agenda.

The school needed leadership.  It needed hope; a sense that the future was in our hands.  Most importantly, each and every member of the school community needed to believe in the art of the possible.  Prior to taking up post as head teacher, I had participated in a research project at the University of Cambridge led by Susan Hart (2004).  I was one of nine teachers whose classroom practice was observed and analysed for Learning without Limits which aimed to explore pedagogy that was not based around notions of fixed ability. Each teacher was found to have three core principles in common. These principles were trust, co-agency and inclusion for all.  Hart et al discuss the notion of what they term ‘transformability’; an approach to teaching that celebrates individuality and fosters opportunities for learners to surprise themselves and others. Each researched teacher recognised these guiding principles in their own classroom practice.  These driving principles were centred on the notion that ability is not a fixed commodity and that every learner can make progress if the right conditions and approaches can be discovered.

On reflection, I realise that my decision to lead a school out of special measures was an unconscious attempt to explore the notion of transformability as a concept that could be applied to a whole school.  What is a school?  It is simply a group of learners (both children and adults) who need a sense of self belief and a vision that transformation is within reach.  What is involved in school improvement?  In my view we make it too complicated. From my perspective as a new head teacher, I embarked on the exciting process of working with the school community to create the mindset that through lifting limits and working together we can achieve wonderful things.

In my first week of headship, I met with all children and teachers through class circle times, provided two open meetings for parents and led a staff meeting.  In all these meetings I presented my vision for the school (Figure 1) and also asked the community how the school could begin the journey towards achieving this vision.  It rapidly emerged that members of this community were not used to being consulted.  A consequence of being labelled as ‘failing’ is that your opinion is not valued.  School improvement was deemed necessary and external expertise was judged to be the solution.  Consequently the participants had become pawns in a game where quick wins were the priority. The behaviour of children described by Ofsted in 2001 as ‘unteachable’ had become suppressed, lessons were characterised by a lack of interaction.  There was a ‘boffin’ culture amongst the older children which meant it was not cool to show any enthusiasm for learning.  Children did not ask questions.  On the playground, behaviour was appalling.






FIGURE 1
The environment of the school was tired and unappealing.  Teachers obediently followed the advice of the interim head teacher not to put up displays until HMI had confirmed visit dates.  The rationale for this was that displays would ‘get tatty’ prior to inspection if put up too soon.  Decisions about resources such as classroom furniture, books and teaching resources had been made with economy and security in mind, instead of learning.  Consequently, cupboards were inaccessible and often locked.  There was no network of computers and the library had been dismantled.  Curtains made from old bedspreads ensured that classrooms were dark and off putting to intruders.

However, every new head teacher will regale colleagues with stories of how many skips he or she needed to fill before the school could begin to change.  Although the learning environment is important, the most crucial aspect of school change is the creation of a shared vision about learning.  Achieving this requires every adult and every child to engage in a process of discovery about themselves as learners. Our way forward was to create a culture of self belief with the encouragement to dare.

In addition to the obligatory literacy and numeracy consultants our school began to be visited by a wide range of artists, dramatists, scientists, historians.  I invited anyone into school who I felt would be able to lift our spirits and remind us of the excitement of learning.  Suddenly we rediscovered laughter, inspiration and the wonder of the unexpected.  Children engaged joyously in activities such as dance, archaeology, sculpture, poetry writing, maths challenges.  Staff were given quality time to participate in these sessions and as head teacher I helped to scaffold and encourage their own learning so that these new experiences could be built on in the classroom. 

An atmosphere of excitement about learning rapidly began to develop.  Five teaching assistants embarked on programmes of study that have subsequently led to all of them achieving an honours degree with two of them achieving qualified teacher status this year.  One teacher studied for an MEd and became an Advanced Skills teacher, two other staff became leading teachers for the local authority.  A new confidence and commitment to life long learning now permeates the culture of the school.  

In the second term of my headship we established circle meeting groups. Each week children from Year One upwards meet in mixed age circle meetings.  These meetings form a whole school democracy and provide an opportunity for every individual, child or adult, to make suggestions, comment on developments and participate in forward planning.  Initially these sessions were led by teachers.  However, by September 2003 we agreed that the Year Six children should lead the groups with staff in attendance.  The impact of our circle meetings has been far reaching (Moggach 2006).  Children and staff have a weekly formal opportunity to listen to each other and share ideas.  Older children listen keenly to the ideas of younger children and vice versa.  Behaviour on the playground has improved rapidly as empathy and understanding has grown between groups.

Children’s behaviour and attitudes improved through a range of strategies.  We introduced incident forms for both children and play leaders to complete.  These forms enhanced communication and provided teachers with information about what happened beyond the classroom.  I began analysing the forms on a termly basis.  Through the use of a spreadsheet which included details such as the ethnicity, age and gender of both victims and perpetrators we were able to identify particular children who we needed to keep safe and others who we needed to catch being good.  This aspect of individual support has meant that children and parents know that if an adult is made aware of an incident it will always be followed up.  We have appointed two members of staff as friendship mentors.  These staff also offer support to families.  The consequence of this has been that children are happy in school and know who they can talk to if they are worried.  Behaviour at our school is now judged by Ofsted to be outstanding.  Most importantly, children tell us that they can trust us and know that we trust them.

In my first term at The Wroxham School we began holding Learning Review days.  Initially this began with our Year Six class and now extends to all of KS2.  The premise behind Learning Review meetings is that the child should be the most important participant and should lead the review through their own self evaluation supported by the adults.  The meetings comprise the child, parents, head teacher, class teacher and any support staff.  Notes are taken and agreement is reached about how the school and home can support the child with the next steps in his learning.  We rapidly found that children were very honest about their achievements and areas for improvement.  Parents were happy to work in partnership with us because we consistently delivered on our promises.  If a child expressed anxiety about a particular area of his learning we all agreed a way forward, noted it and ensured that we acted on this.  Similarly, children who during a meeting made a commitment to an action took this seriously and updated us on their progress when we met the following term.  Families felt able to share concerns about issues such as homework and attendance and we were collectively able to think of strategies that may help the child.  These meetings have provided the cornerstone of our approach to supporting each individual child.  Detailed records are kept and enable our quantitative tracking systems to contribute to the process of individual support. The lead inspector during our recent Ofsted inspection (March 2009) commented that ‘in this school the mesh is very fine ensuring that no child falls through the net’.

Crucially, Learning Review meetings are also very supportive of teaching teams.  Each child in the school is viewed as our collective responsibility.  If a child is finding an aspect of his life in school difficult we all try to help.  This avoids the common situation of teachers feeling isolated and beleaguered in their attempts to work miracles for a year with children who are challenging or with families who are difficult.  Individuality at Wroxham means being a unique member of a large supportive team.  Termly Learning Review days are symptomatic of a culture that refuses to compromise and where expectations are extremely high.  A teacher who did not value the children in his class would have no hiding place in these meetings.  There is no room for a rhetoric reality gap.  Consequently all members of teaching teams at our school are now highly committed, inspirational innovators.

We were removed from special measures in October 2003 and by the time Ofsted returned in February 2006 we were judged to be an outstanding school.  This was reaffirmed in November 2007 and again in March 2009.  Including HMI inspections we have experienced seven Ofsted inspections and a visit from Christine Gilbert HMCI, since 2003.  We have also been visited twice by the Prime Minster’s Delivery Unit.  Interestingly, the feedback that has characterised all of these visits has been one of encouragement to maintain the professional courage to innovate.  There has also been widespread recognition of the unusual strength of the school wide shared vision about learning.

In my opinion, achieving a school wide culture is achieved through paying attention to individuality.  The opposite approach is to insist that so called ‘in school variation’ should be eliminated.  At Wroxham, each individual makes up part of the overall team.  It is the collective principles that underpin team decisions that enable a feeling of ‘this is how we do things around here’ that is understood by everybody.  One of our guiding principles is the belief that each learner should discover their own identity.  We refuse to label by ability and our classrooms offer choice about learning tasks.  Children make decisions about who to work with, the tools that they need and the degree of challenge that they can cope with on a daily basis.  They also learn to self assess rigorously and to adopt a positive attitude towards making mistakes.  We offer support groups and intervention groups throughout the school.  However, the crucial difference in our approach is that children decide whether or not they wish to join these groups.  The result is that children have a strong sense of agency about their own learning and when they ask for support it is on their terms and is consequently highly valued.

We are an inclusive school and apply all our principles of learning to every child.  At the present time we have two children with statements of special educational needs and another three children who are going through statutory assessment.  We have children with a wide range of specific needs in school and we aim to support each child and family individually.  We hold Special Needs Review days termly, the format of which is very similar to Learning Reviews. I attend most of these meetings and consequently there is no room for children to ‘dip’ between year groups.  Additionally we have a Focus Children list which we review annually.  Focus children are those who for any reason have not progressed as we had expected, or who are exceeding expectations dramatically.  Looked after children, those who have experienced family bereavement or trauma are also included on this list which at any one time typically comprises 25% of the school population.  Regular assessment meetings with teaching teams provide a forum for discussion about the progress of all children with a particular emphasis on ways that we can support our focus children. We work closely with multi agency teams where possible to support both children and families. Our Inclusion Leader supports teaching teams by creating and monitoring individual and group learning programmes that the children choose to opt into.  Where children prefer not to join groups their wishes are respected and they have access to support in class if they seek it.  

We have moved from a curriculum dominated by safe options and QCA schemes of work, to one planned and reviewed by teaching teams with direct reference to the national curriculum.  Children and teachers work together to mind-map units of work and to share ideas.  Teachers have been enabled to become increasingly creative and they appreciate the rich sense of freedom that has developed.  We are very keen to provide opportunities for learning through first hand experience. In the early days of my leadership this principle was modelled through actions such as gathering colleagues together to build a massive cardboard tree in the Year One classroom so that children could go inside with torches and explore light and dark.  Our most recent acquisition on the playground is a jeep and we are probably the only school in the country that has a vintage motorcycle and sidecar mentioned in its Ofsted report!  Our aim is to provide an educational experience that is irresistible. Primary school success could be reliably measured by the number of children that skip into school each morning.

We encourage our children to develop a language for learning through sharing their ideas and thoughts in a learning journal.  In some classes these journals take the form of written note books but increasingly we are using online journals through individual blogs.  Our Year Six class has taken part in a pilot project with QCA this year as part of a transition study.  Each child has kept an online learning diary which has been responded to by the Year Six teaching team and by colleagues from QCA.  Families have also had access to the blogs and some parents have contributed to the learning conversations. Next year we aim to extend this model across the school as a vehicle for children to create their own learning portfolios to share with their families throughout the year.

Our end of year reports are written as learning conversations.  All children from Year One upwards write their reports electronically and their comments are then responded to directly by the teacher.  The younger children work with older children as learning partners to help them express their ideas on the word processor.  This year for the first time the reports include colour photographs.  I comment on each child’s learning and families are encouraged to respond in writing as well.  Parental comments are added to the document and during the summer, I create individual record sheets for each child by cutting and pasting the child’s comments about their future challenges in order that the new class teacher can build on this in September.  This rigorous process ensures that we respect and respond to the children’s voice about their learning.  It also ensures that as lead learner, I am aware of the children’s priorities in their future learning.

Personalised learning promotes the concept that each learner should receive tailored support as a way of optimising measurable outcomes.  It has thus been introduced as a vehicle for ‘raising standards’. The story outlined here of individual and collective dramatic improvement did not take place with ‘personalisation’ as a driver.  However, the notion that individuality is key is one that provides exciting possibilities for all schools. If we take the idea of personalised learning and use it to extend an inclusive vision that invites all of our children to explore their own developmental path it could influence school organisation to ensure that no child is over-looked or written off.

We all gain so much from a genuine invitation to learn in an environment that celebrates individuality and creativity.  Humans have a tremendous capacity to learn and do so most effectively within a supportive, enquiry based community. We owe it to our children to put learning at the heart of our schools, for at no time does learning take place as rapidly as within childhood.  Each and every child has the capacity to surprise us - we must make sure that we notice.
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Chapter 4: 
Personalising learning in a 21st Century Context
Armando DiFinizio

Principal, Bristol Brunel Academy
Introduction

Personalised learning is a much touted term in schools across the country and for every school there is a different interpretation.   Perhaps this is due to the multitude of well meaning, but not always helpful definitions which various government agencies produce with amazing regularity.    If we take one such quote by Christine Gilbert (2007) in the Teaching and Learning in 2020 review (DCSF) she defines personalised learning as:

“Taking a highly structured and responsive approach to each child's and young person's learning, in order that all are able to progress, achieve and participate. It means strengthening the link between learning and teaching by engaging pupils – and their parents – as partners in learning”. 

How should schools interpret this? An individual curriculum for all?  Personal Action plans? Excellent differentiated resources and scaffolding for all students in all lessons?  A new pedagogy in the classroom?  A focus on SEN students only?   The list of possible interpretations and permeations is endless.  

Perhaps this can be read as a cynical start to this paper, but fortunately out of all the jargon buzzwords and spin that confronts us at every turn in the world of education, the term ‘personalised learning’ is the one term I and the team I work with believe in the most.  It is a term I want to work in schools and believe it our duty as educators to make it happen.   However, ensuring we really do what the term says will involve a long and arduous journey for schools across the country and a complete paradigm shift in relation to the way we structure schools and decide on our curriculum.   In this paper we will explore the first tentative steps we are taking on this journey and discuss how this can be managed yet still remain on the right side of legislation, parental pressure and worried staff.     

Like every school across the country, at Bristol Brunel Academy we have a Vision:

Our students will

enjoy the journey through our Academy,

being ready and equipped

to face 21st century challenges

and flourishing

in an ever changing environment.

We aim to provide a personalised curriculum within a 21st century context, developing flexible, adaptable, independent learners who will flourish in later life, but how do we ensure our vision does not simply become just another collection of sound bites?    

There are some pretty daunting barriers to overcome if we are to be successful.  Challenging an established National Curriculum still based on 19th century ideals and a model for teaching which can restrict growth to name but a few.     

Barriers to change

The standards agenda, National Curriculum, League Tables and OFSTED, although bringing a sharper focus on the accountability of schools have also mitigated against the development of effective learning for many pupils, and introduced constraints and restrictions on the growth and development of professional practice with regard to learning and teaching.    

In responding to their external context schools, particularly secondary schools, have become increasingly expert at teaching many of their pupils to pass exams. This has resulted in a shift in the balance of expectations away from the responsibility of the pupil as learner to the teacher as the ‘pedagogical wizard’ who can come up with a never ending range of strategies to ensure that the target number of pupils achieving A*- Cs can be reached.   Unfortunately, spoon feeding can all too often be one of these strategies.   

There is nothing wrong with trying to enable as many students as possible to gain good grades – it will enhance their life chances and that is a key aim for us. However it is not a ‘sufficient’ aim.   The “passport” to life opportunities certificates bring means nothing to a child with low aspirations or confidence.   

Our assessment systems of course also conspire against any shift in the focus on Learning.   For example, the student arriving home with 95% in their History test will be celebrated and told how clever they are, but will the student who comes home and tells their parents that their collaborative and interpersonal skills are really improving be celebrated in the same way?    What will be more useful to the student in later life or even the week after?   The emphasis which is still present in the national curriculum on the acquisition of subject knowledge still reflects the powerful influence of universities and other influential groups. 

Education reform and developments have tried to address some of these issues.   The mid 70’s and early ‘80s saw the development of cross curricular models such as the Integrated Humanities Project acknowledging the importance of skill transference and relevance in the curriculum.   These lost favour (perhaps through the lack of pedagogical research at the time) during the 80’s.  The late 80’s and 90’s saw a growth in research into how we learn, resulting in the introduction of Thinking Skills and Learn to Learn programmes of study.   Taught in a discrete way (still in some schools today), although on the whole containing sound theory, these programmes have not been as effective as schools would like.   Perhaps due to the focus on developing a particular skill, “ticking a box” and moving on to the next skill.   Competency programmes have grown to prominence in this century, bringing back a cross curricular approach and combining this with the development of particular competencies.  In most cases these work well, however students are still ‘taught’ within a similar framework; in classes, with the ever present danger of the competencies becoming neo-subjects, outcome driven and not returned to when ‘achieved’.

If we are going to begin personalising the learning for students, we must enable them to develop habits of learning which are sustainable.   It is not enough to develop skills in our students, we must attempt to shift this emphasis and, to quote Guy Claxton, allow them the space to “flex their learning muscles”
 in order to develop good habits.   At the same time we must help our teachers shift their perception of their role to understand that it is their expertise in pedagogy, rather than the expertise in their subject area that is the source of their professionalism.    In this way we can really begin to focus on the individual needs of our students.   

Re-examining our Principles

At BBA we have struggled to reconcile the competing demands on schools and their learners.  Our challenge has been to analyse ways in which individual students can develop good habits of learning or learning characteristics, which will become valuable tools in later life.  Our conclusion is that they have to be given the freedom to develop them, test them out and practice them until they are unconscious parts of their daily lives.  This is what we are seeking to do at BBA, but take this to its conclusion and there are huge implications in terms of the way we structure schools.   

If students are to develop good habits of learning throughout their whole school experience, it is essential that we ensure the curriculum model and the ethos of the school are congruent.  

At BBA we are very lucky to be housed in an excellent new building which opened in September 2007. There are quite a few ‘green’ features around the building including recycling bins scattered throughout.  If we were to create a specialism which focused on developing students who leave with an understanding of the issues around sustainability and the wherewithal to drive them forward, then it would not be enough to teach students about green issues, throw a few recycling bins around the place, perhaps a solar panel or two, and expect the students to become ‘green’. This is only one part of the picture. It is also essential that we develop learners who understand and are able to develop sustainable habits of learning and who are aware of how to look after their bodies and mind (in terms of health, fitness, mental health).  If we address these aspects of sustainability with our students then we bring the concept of sustainability closer to them and encourage them to consider it in all aspects of their school lives and their own lives.
In other words what we are doing is embedding the concept of sustainability into our school curriculum and ethos, applying the same principles to both. Putting it another way, how can you have a school which encourages independence, adaptability etc, if it confines students to classrooms and subjects led by teachers?  The ethos and curriculum don’t match. 

This chain of thought has led us to re-examine our beliefs and principles underlying our vision statement. We have come up with a set of 5 principles or statements of belief which inform the way our Academy operates.   

1.  Accept that students are children who are still developing.   We are working with young people who are not fully developed.   To put it crudely, their hormones are all over the place and we know their neurons are still not making all the connections that adults do. In short, they are not fully emotionally literate and will make errors of judgment and mistakes. Our job as educators is to help and support students through this difficult period in their lives.   

Take this to its conclusion and you begin to question previous features of schools.   For example, why is there a need for fixed term exclusions?   Surely if we want to personalise the education of all our students we should be educating the student who has needs around, for example, anger management.   This leads us to our next belief.

2.  As educators it is our role is to educate the whole child.   

Following on and closely linked to the first belief is one which remains at the core of the value system for many schools. If a teacher covers a Maths lesson and sees a child stuck with a mathematical problem the teacher helps them (or tries to)  without question. In contrast if a child turns up late to a lesson or is out without permission then they are reprimanded or given some sort of sanction.  Aspects of a child’s development such as time management, personal responsibility, or empathy (“how do the others feel when you disrupt their lesson turning up late?”), may be discussed with them as well, but there is often insufficient time for these to be seen as real learning opportunities for the student in a sustained way. Again, if we are to personalise learning for all students, then surely we should be addressing every aspect of a child’s development.   

If a student is late to class, this is an ideal opportunity to work with them. We are working with our staff and students to ensure these behaviours are seen and addressed as a learning opportunity.  But  while we have a system which does not give parity to these aspects of a child’s development, as it does to the traditional subjects, then little space or time can be given over to focusing on these areas effectively.     

3.  The teacher’s expertise lies in their understanding of Pedagogy.  They no longer have a monopoly on information.   

The implication of this has been explored in previous papers, and in particular the work of Bob Pearlman the director of the New Technology Foundation in Napa California.     In our experience, it remains difficult for a lot of teachers to really take on board the full implications of this fact.  Most students, if they have the wherewithal, in today’s 21st century can access most of the curriculum information independently.   If they have learning needs they can, in theory though not always in practice, access this information with support and scaffolding and guidance.   If we accept this then we also have to accept that much of the curriculum does not require a teacher to be in a traditional role.  It raises the big question as to where a teacher’s professional status has its roots.     Is it in their subject expertise or their understanding and application of pedagogy?   We believe the latter is where the teaching profession should be refocusing its conception of its role.   If we accept this then we must explore and develop structures which allow the student to progress at their own pace with the teacher as a facilitator first and foremost.   

4. Hierarchies stifle independence, creativity and decision making.  

As a Head Teacher allow a good deputy the freedom to run your school for two weeks and you will come back to a deputy who has grown professionally. This is because they will have begun to make decisions for themselves without asking permission, their way of thinking becomes more independent and confident.   The same applies to a teacher - student relationship.   The more autonomy and freedom a student has in the learning process, the more chance they have to grow and fly at their own pace independently.   

5.  A sense of belonging will encourage growth.    
If students do not feel part of the school or not part of the decision making process, then they won’t feel cared for. Students who do not feel cared for will not have the courage to take risks and they will not feel encouraged to have high aspirations.   A learning environment which is built on trust and trust and confidence in the students and concern for their well-being, including their intellectual well-being, will encourage growth and give students the confidence to experiment.   

The 5 principles mentioned above raise three questions which we have tried to address at BBA:

· How do we create more space in the curriculum to cover all aspects of a child’s development?

· How do we create more space and time to personalise learning through individual tuition and small group work?

· What conditions do we need to develop in a school which will enable students to fully develop good habits of learning?

In addition to this, from what has been discussed so far, I would propose that if we are to personalise learning for students, we need to acknowledge the wider learning needs of our students.   In the 21st century we must accept that the emphasis on what we teach students must shift towards developing a more adaptable, ‘sustainable’ learner.   Indeed the use of the word ‘teach’ in most cases should be substituted with ‘facilitate’, if we are to enable students to explore and develop their potential fully.  Finally, how can we flex learning muscles and develop good habits if we continue to enclose students in classrooms?   Perhaps we should be giving them the freedom to climb on the sports centre roof, but ensure we have the time to be there to educate them through the error of their ways, when they come down.   Huge implications for schools, but I believe possible to overcome.   

The curriculum structure at BBA

Before I go on to describe the day to day activities our students take and how we try to structure personalised programmes, it is worth describing the way we attempt to personalise progression through the Academy.   At BBA we have a 3 phase curriculum which is designed to allow students to progress when they are ready and to ensure they can access the curriculum effectively when they do progress. 

Phase 1 - The students begin in Year 7 at this phase and do not move onto the next phase until they have achieved a Level 1 (grade D equivalent) qualification in English and Maths and exhibit good habits of learning.  The students follow Project Based Learning (PBL) Literacy and Numeracy programmes (see below).   When they have attained Level 1 they will be ready to move on to . . .

Transition 1 -This is a half a year programme which gives the students the opportunity to sample discrete subject taster programmes in order to enable them to make informed choices for Phase 2.   They will also continue to study Maths and English and take part in an extended project.   The aim is to re-timetable the whole school twice a year.   This means some students by February Year 8 will be ready to progress to the transition stage.   There will also be some Year 9 and 10s progressing with them.   

Phase 2 - At this phase the students (now working in mixed age groups) will begin the more traditional GCSE, BTEC and new Diploma programmes of study.   We still intend to teach these in a PBL fashion.   By now the student should have the necessary literacy and numeracy skills to easily access the curriculum, and hopefully gain their Level 2 qualifications, especially in English and Maths.   For those students who have struggled with mainstream education we will have alternative pathways from Year 10.   

Transition 2 - At this stage some students from Year 10 and some in Year 11 will begin a half year transition to the Phase 3 course.   This is much needed where the gap between GCSE and A Level is a shock to most students.   This stage will involve taster programmes and study skills.   It is hoped that by doing this we will also reduce drop-out rates at this level

Phase 3 - This involves Level three qualifications.

Creating Space in the Curriculum

At BBA we have been developing a comprehensive approach to (PBL) as our framework within which to address the challenges posed by the questions mentioned earlier. There are two reasons for creating space and time to deliver the curriculum. The first reason is because we need space to be able to focus on all the other aspects of a young person’s development which are not included in our subject/knowledge dominated curriculum. The second reason is because we need time and space to enable us to personalise the curriculum and ensure quality standards. This requires far more ‘tutor’ time for teachers.    

We have found ‘space’ in the following two ways:

i)
 Identifying difficult concepts in the curriculum.    

If we go back to the third belief statement above and accept that the teacher no longer has a monopoly on information, then it begs the question: what if students are able to access the curriculum through effective collaboration with other students or through use of new technologies?  How much time would specific subjects need if you removed everything except the really difficult concepts, where even a podcast is not enough; where the teacher as an expert in their field is required to develop understanding? Leave behind and you wipe out most of the curriculum time required by most subject areas.   Some subjects obviously have more difficult concepts than others, but on the whole a lot of space is created.  

Mapping the curriculum

At BBA we mapped out much of the National Curriculum and identified the difficult concepts within it. What remained was developed into ‘seminars’ for students, where these difficult concepts were covered.  This creates space (and staff) to enable students to carry out research, work independently on their projects, attend more tutorials and spend more time reflecting on their work.    

ii)
Creating a structure which allows the motivated to fly – Graduation Stages.   
How many of us have felt the pressure when dealing with a demotivated student who is distracting the class. This pressure is heightened when we notice out of the corner of our eye a motivated student, gradually switching off because a disproportionate amount of time is being spent on the demotivated? The system of Graduation Stages we have introduced at BBA allows the motivated students the opportunity to leave (or not enter into) the scenario described above.    

When they show the relevant behaviours for their current Graduation Stage then they graduate to the next level which allows them more freedom. The graduation system we use has 4 stages. At each stage students carry out self assessment and provide evidence they are working at that specific stage. The evidence is taken from a number of dispositions which again are identified in the work of Guy Claxton.   

The four stages are as follows:

· “Asteroid” - This is a very didactic, teacher led stage.   The teacher makes the majority of decisions for the student allowing them little freedom to work independently.   However during this stage the student is tested from time to time by the teacher by being given some responsibility. Here are some examples:  

· Collaboration: the student will be placed in a team to work with  

· Planning:  the student is told what they will do and when they will do it in a project

· Perseverance:  the student puts their hand up when stuck

· Moon - This stage involves more dialogue and agreement between the student and the teacher. The teacher negotiates with the student and compromises are reached.   Here are some examples:  

· Collaboration: the teacher agrees with the student who they should work with in a team

· Planning:  the teacher agrees timelines with the student and possible priorities

· Perseverance: The student knows what to do when stuck and does not give up easily

· Planet - This involves much more independence where the student takes more control over their learning and prioritises work.   At this stage they are trusted to work independently and make decisions.   Here are some examples:

· Collaboration: the student decides what team they will work in

· Planning:  the student decides deadlines within a project and prioritises their use of time

· Perseverance: The student stays confident when stuck and seeks their own solutions

· Star - In a sense this is the educational utopia we are all striving for with our students.    At this stage the student is trusted fully and will take responsibility for leading others.   The student at this stage will almost have total control over their learning.  Please note that we are not as naive to think that we will get many or even any students working at this stage, but it is something to aim for.  Here are some examples:
· Collaboration: the student allocates tasks to their team based on the strengths and weaknesses in the team

· Planning:  the student sets their own learning objectives in the project and plans work accordingly

· Perseverance: The student helps others in their group to become unstuck

At each of these stages we have devised sub stages which allow the students to gain a sense of progression (it takes quite a while to graduate through a whole stage).    

This structure carries with it a number of benefits:

· The development good habits of learning is embedded into the day to day structure of the school.  Essentially we are giving students some rope so to speak, but are there to pull them back in if things do not go to plan

· Motivated students given the chance to fly 

· Personalised agenda

· More space to work with students in need

· Students will access the National Curriculum more effectively

· Adoption of 21st Century practices to learn
There are some issues to be considered:

· ICT facilities and on-line curriculum resources – naturally this is reliant on accessing the internet. Students using their own portable devices is the ideal scenario   

· Other scaffolding resources – it is important to note that scaffolding or differentiated resources should be used only for those who have real learning needs.    The more we use such resources to motivate students the less chance they have of taking responsibility for their learning 

· Consistency – Tutors must be sure they are consistent in who they allow to graduate    

· Student ‘bullying’ tutor to graduate. Evidence is vital

· Students who never graduate. Breaking the stages into smaller steps helps motivate students 

How does PBL look on a day to day basis?   

At present students in Year 7 carryout all their learning, apart from discrete Languages and PE, within a project based structure. Each project has a literacy and numeracy focus. Subjects only exist in so far as providing contextual knowledge for projects. The aim of these projects is to develop good standards of literacy and numeracy and to provide a vehicle within which good habits of learning can be developed.  

Focus on the learning process

Successful PBL is where teachers focus on the process. Where it has not worked for us is when teachers rush students through activities because they want students to have a completed piece of work to show at the end.  As teachers, on the whole we tend to place more value on the final outcome.   

The ‘driving question’

At the core of the approach is the ‘driving question’. By building your project around driving questions you bring relevance to the project and encourage deeper thinking.   For example, by asking the question: “What is global warming?”, students are asked a question which is pretty constrained in terms of the range and quality of answers which can be given. It is also removed from the student’s life. Change this question to: “should we be concerned about global warming in our town” and we have a far more pertinent question which encourages thinking which will get to the heart of the matter. Questions are used to kick off every project and have been found to be very effective.   

Tutoring

Tutoring plays a major part in the programme. Students are organized across the Academy into Learning Families (which are made up of roughly 16 students).   Within the PBL curriculum, the tutors in these learning families meet with their learning family individually or in teams regularly throughout the week. The purpose of this time is to discuss progress and help the student individually with any issues. (This is achieved through the extra time & space we have created as discussed previously)  

Focus Sessions

Focus sessions are where the students have the opportunity to work more independently.   These often take place in big rooms where several teachers or LSAs facilitate learning by working with students in small groups. During this time the students are either working on projects, reflecting, or carrying out research.   

Seminars

The placement of seminars during the week is a key to enabling students to take more control of their learning.  If,  for example there is a tutorial on persuasive writing and we timetable four seminars on this topic (assuming a half Year group) at the same time, then the students will all tend to be doing the same things at the same time.  By throwing a spanner in the works and placing seminars on at different times it allows for students to choose when they go to seminars (when they reach an appropriate level of graduation). We have trialled this using an online booking system for seminars, where the student chooses the seminar online. If it is full they then have to choose another time. A register for the seminar is automatically created.   With the seminars we have created some which are compulsory, others which must have someone from the team attending and some which are voluntary enrichment seminars.    

We have emphasised to the students that much of the time during the week is independent learning, but in seminars, they must be prepared to focus on a difficult concept for a short time (we try to keep seminars to around 30 – 40 minutes). This means the teacher is required to design a highly focused, well paced learning session, and to be absolutely clear what the learning points are for the session. For that 30 minutes the onus is on the student to learn.   We have found that in seminars students are far more motivated because:

· They need to understand the topic for their project (relevance) 

· They meet different members of staff

· They have an element of choice

The structure of the week for students is very different. During the course of a week, students will be involved in the following:
:









This has implications on how we timetable teachers.   A teacher will do one of the following:

· Run a tutorial session for the whole Learning Family

· Run individual or team tutorials

· Take a seminar (or cover for another  teacher to take a seminar while we are going through the change process)

· Facilitate learning in rooms where students are researching, working on projects or reflecting.   

Enlisting the support of staff and training implications

The model we have presented to staff, makes clear that we are putting into place a structure which will readdress the balance; shifting away from the teacher performing and doing all the work to the onus being on the student taking control of their own learning.    The facilitation of learning becomes more of a collaborative effort.  Staff on the programme have been excited by the experience and want to continue. 

PBL has enabled us to take a highly personalised approach to learning. Harnessing all the potential of ICT teachers take on a facilitation role and become the experts in terms of their ability to enable students to learn in the way which bests suits them. PBL and the Graduation Stages mentioned above provide the space and time to do this effectively.   Within the programme students can be given the scaffolding when required and have far more access to individual help.   They have the freedom to exploit the system, but the structures are in place to ‘rein them in’ and educate them when things go wrong.  In this way we are embedding the development of good habits into the whole life of the Academy.   We are also allowing students to fly at their own rate, but at the same time have the time to help the individual when in need.    Finally, it is worth mentioning we have normal young people in an inner city, deprived area.   They do the things young people do, but we have had no exclusions, fixed or permanent, since developing this philosophy and approach twenty months ago.  

Chapter 5:

Personalisation and Special Educational Needs

Martin Johnson, Deputy General Secretary, ATL

Introduction

The ‘Teaching and Learning in 2020 Review Group’ (the Gilbert review) reported in December 2006 to the Secretary of State. It had been asked to establish a clear vision of what personalised teaching and learning might look like in 2020. Paradoxically, perhaps, the publication of this report marked the end of the Government’s flirtation with the concept of personalisation. The report quite obviously failed to define or describe the concept; instead, it analysed a range of policies and practices which the group considered would be effective in raising achievement by a range of pupils. The coffin was subsequently nailed down by David Hargreaves, adviser to the group, the same David Hargreaves who had been instrumental in putting personalisation on the policy map. He opined that, in effect, the concept was impossible to define and was interpreted in many ways.

It would be difficult to dissent from Hargreaves’ conclusion. Personalisation has joined that collection of buzz words which sweep across the policy world at high speed and disappear equally quickly. The speed is partly connected with the tiny size of that world and its very limited horizons. Policymakers usually forget the substantial cultural lag between their world and the classroom practices of school staff, and it is hardly surprising that staff meetings and training days continue to feature personalisation on their agendas.

This paper attempts to introduce some issues arising from the debate on personalisation.

Personalisation, individualisation and the collective

The practitioners’ papers for this seminar well illustrate ‘weak’ and ‘radical’ interpretations of personalisation at school level. Alison Peacock describes a range of good practices in which the pupil, who has a voice, is at the centre. Monitoring of progress at individual level is also a central feature. This approach is very much in line with (and predating) the Gilbert report. The school remains organised in traditional ways and, while individual monitoring is used, formatively pedagogy is based on the class lesson.

Armando DiFinizio describes a radical approach to both curriculum and pedagogy, built on an analysis of the individual’s needs. It is arguable that it is better described as individualisation rather than personalisation, since each pupil has their own learning programme, pursued largely through individual project work and intensive tutoring.

DiFinizio emphasises the social aspects of learning, but his radically individualistic approach raises questions about how the social organisation of such a school encourages the thousands of informal group interactions which constitute the main way in which children learn to fit into the social world outside their families. It may be that a school which takes pupil voice seriously not only spends a lot of money on toilets but also promotes contact between best friends. See also the discussion of ‘Individual and Social Learning’ in my 2004 (and dated) paper also circulated for this seminar (p14-15).

Another difficulty in principle, which may well not be reflected in practice, is the ideological implication of individualising learning. If schools convey the message by their form of organisation that they are about the individual, they join in the tendency towards privatising or atomising society. To repeat the contention within my earlier paper, ‘…to use …the principle of personalisation in public services is to extend commodification. It seriously underplays the importance of schools as binding constituents of society, as agents for stability, security, and collective consciousness. The more schools are described as agents of individual academic success, the less they will be perceived as community assets.’ (p16)

Leadership of learning

Radical interpretations of personalisation also raise questions about the role of teachers, perhaps encapsulated within the term ‘facilitator’. Ultimately, there is a simple question: should teachers exercise authority by virtue of being skilled adults whose judgement is more reliable than that of children? In DiFinizio’s example, if they judge that climbing on the sports centre roof is dangerous, should they then permit it as a learning experience? Some accounts of teaching are shy about the authority, and hence the power and control, exercised by teachers, but practice almost universally carries those assumptions. 

Clearly children know more than their teachers in the www age. But this statement is true only in specific and limited ways. ‘Know’ is used here in the sense of having discovered information, or in some cases being able to do things, often with new technologies. On the whole, teachers continue to have greater ability to transform information into knowledge, to analyse and categorise it, to fit it into frameworks of understanding: to make sense of the world.

Very few people of school age have the capability to be completely ‘independent learners’. This applies particularly to pupils currently defined as having SEN. Those who emphasise the (approaching?) demise of the teacher’s role in knowledge transmission recognise this in their descriptions of teachers as tutor and mentor. Once this is accepted, the debate then should be about the most efficient and effective means of providing the guidance and leadership of learning. Teachers must lead that debate.

Resources for learning
The debate must necessarily have regard for resource issues. Staffing levels in England’s schools have increased unprecedentedly over the last decade, but that party looks to be over. The organisation of pedagogy in state schools must always be determined on the basis that there are a lot more pupils than adults.

This paper does not aspire to conduct the debate, but here are some pointers. It is clear that imaginative organisation can create space for more one-to-one teacher-pupil interactions than is currently common. A question for practitioners is whether many of those interactions are likely to be repetitive, and therefore just as well carried out as a group activity.

Another question seldom asked in schools, but increasingly coming to the attention of policymakers, is about the equity of resource allocation between different pupils, or at least between different kinds of pupils. For most of the history of state education the practice has been to allocate much more resource to socially advantaged and high achieving pupils, taking their whole educational career into consideration. If provision is to be individualised, the salience of giving each individual a fair and proportionate allocation of staff time is increased.

The current funding system for schools in England is based on an assumption that pupils with ‘Additional Educational Needs’ (AEN: broadly the socially disadvantaged) and those with SEN attract more funding than others. However, the system mechanics do not produce the desired policy outcome. Whereas the national formula for distribution to local authorities contains a substantial element for AEN, so producing wide variations in per pupil funding between authorities, the local authorities’ formulae for distribution to their schools then flatten out the differentials between schools in each authority. This much is known. In a system of financially independent schools, what is unknown is how resources are allocated between different kinds of pupil within each school. To what extent are pupils with AEN taught in smaller groups, or receive more one-to-one interventions, or receive the attention of the most qualified staff? 

Few schools plan with such questions in mind, but schools moving to, for example, a radically individualised approach to learning should consider the equitable application of staff resource. Presumably pupils with AEN ought to be given more adult support than others; how can the school be organised to ensure that input?

Personalisation and SEN
Throughout the life of ‘personalisation’, its links with SEN were debated. There is obvious linkage between personalisation and a system in which individual pupils’ needs are assessed and an individualised learning plan follows. Those within the SEN community who believe that ‘SEN’ has outlived its utility could support the implied support for inclusion within the personalised school. If the needs of each pupil are to be considered, then the practices required for pupils with SEN would become an entitlement for all. Indeed, orthodox good practice in all schools now involves a very high level of monitoring and intervention at individual pupil level, on a par with the treatment of IEPs; that is to say ‘good practice’ is personalised practice. 

As usual, ‘good practice’ is far from universal practice. However, if or when it does become generally embedded, it is certainly likely to call into question the continuation of the category SEN. After all, personalisation proposes that every pupil is special.

To return to the earlier discussion, such considerations give rise to questions about the equity of the present funding arrangements for pupils with SEN. As is well known, the statementing process often results in the allocation of resource without reference to competing claims of all other pupils, or indeed to available budget. If increasingly personalised schools give more attention to prioritising resources, particularly staff resources, then the separate funding stream for SEN is likely to come under scrutiny.

Chapter 6:

Summary of discussion in small groups
There were four groups. Discussions in each group are summarised below:
Group 1:

This group started by looking at differences between primary and maybe special versus secondary schools. They suggested that in relation to primary and the personalisation agenda within primary there was a link to some quite traditionally sought after child-centred traditions. Within primary schools that made the context slightly different. The group then moved on from that to secondary schools and were asking the same questions. As Armando was not in this group, they could not ask him directly about what a personalised secondary school looked like. They felt that it was a bit similar to asking the question about what an inclusive secondary school looks like, as there were not that many models around for people to learn from. So, when one talked about inclusion in the past people have rolled out primary schools as being very inclusive. Secondary schools are fewer, so clearly there is a need to get some understanding about that. Instead of thinking in deficit language about secondary schools, the group was starting to think more about the barriers to change within the secondary sector? What are the things that need to be overcome? Members of this group felt that there were some things around risk, risk for secondary school teachers and defensiveness. Levels of defensiveness in secondary were different to primaries. We were trying to understand that difference. One of the questions that was asked was in terms of the Learning Without Limits project; how did secondary schools involved in that project work?  Are they able to learn without limits or do you have to have some form of categorisation within secondary schools? One of the people in the group had worked in a secondary school where Year 7 and 8 was organised very much on the primary model; it had an integrated curriculum and one teacher. It was felt that that approach could be extended to Year 8.

The second area that was looked at was really around the difference between individualisation and personalisation, which was seen as interesting, but they all had different takes on what the difference was.  They seemed to come to a conclusion was that it was as Judy Sebba mentioned, about personalisation being about a greater degree of consumer, ie. child choice. Then they started getting into discussion about really what were the limits to that choice, because as Martin said in his presentation, it is a principle like parental choice. There are some barriers and boundaries to it.  Does personalisation offer the choice of children opting out of education altogether; is choice therefore to some extent constrained by what adults want and think is right.  This group briefly touched on Judy’s example of a secondary age pupil, Key Stage 4, from a traveller’s family. To what extent was this really about consumer choice and a child opting for their own pathway; and whether it was really extendable and sustainable as an approach right across the school.  In other words, how far is it peripheral or embedded in the way that the school thinks about the choices that are available for young people at that stage. This group debated whether most secondary heads would look at young people on alternative pathways at Key Stage 4 in the same way as young people who might be more visible to them on the usual pathways. The group wanted to ask Armando a question about the degree to which the structuring of access to learning through these phases and transitions meant that some young people were going up the age group, but being held back in terms of their access to broader curriculum entitlements. 

Group 2:

This group did not stick to the questions, but they covered quite a broad range of different issues. To start, nobody in this group said ‘Oh dear, personalisation is the wrong thing to be doing’.  The group was actually interested in were the things that actually had made a difference. So, the group did not get into any of the philosophical issues. There was quite a lot of discussion about culture and vision. If you do not start to get that in the right place in one institution then you will not actually get change. This group thought that this point was ably demonstrated by Alison Peacock. Once you have got that you are able to build and move forward; then people will be able to work within the structure and frameworks and scaffolding that you provide them to be able to get where you want.  
There were, though, a number of issues that people were concerned about in this group. There 
are a lot of tensions hiding in the notion of assessment. One was how do you make certain you 
have a more rounded and more effective understanding of children’s progress? But, it is not 
just about making progress but about the area or aspect of progress itself. There were also 

issues to do with language.  A couple of people mentioned that if we are talking about 
inclusion, particularly in the SEN area, there is a need to be very careful about the words used, 

so that we are using appropriate language. This means not identifying particular groups; you 
can only talk about children by their names, you’re not allowed to say it’s the X-type group or 
the Y-type group.  Someone suggested that it was quite an interesting thing is to test yourself 
to see whether you can actually do that for a length of time. 
The group thought that there is a big issue here about schools. Everybody needs to be able to 
learn and be able to make progress themselves together as a group, to be able to head 
towards personalisation. The words used were courage and leadership. Some in schools are 

not there; those who support schools have got to be able to give the right sort of support to be 
able to allow them to make progress. Finally, the groups discussed that often good schools get 
given the opportunity to have greater freedom, whereas maybe the schools that have got the 
biggest problems need the opportunity to step out of where they are, to find a different place to 
move forward. 

Group 3:
This group spent most of the time trying to discuss what personalisation was; and recognised that it was not a clearly defined concept. They started off by talking about what sort of teachers are needed to realise personalisation in schools; it was not teachers who felt devalued or unvalued by the system. This is a time when knowledge is easy to come by; so the role of teachers is likely to be synthesizers who can help young people to work out how to learn together and how to make use of learning. Someone commented that there was some experience of this before the national curriculum. Recently many teachers have felt that they are constrained by both national curriculum and national strategy approaches. But it was agreed that there was never an ideal time. Behaviour for learning, it was felt, needed teaching. There was talk about early years’ teachers who now spend much longer helping children to become a cohesive social unit. It also is part of the UNICEF rights education approach. Someone else noted that prior to national curriculum there was a very narrow curriculum for children with special educational needs. Now it is recognised that there are great opportunities for young people with special needs to develop.  The hope was expressed that current curriculum reviews are taking us back to greater autonomy for teachers, but there was a question of whether it will actually lead to a change in pedagogy.  Someone also wondered whether children who left Alison’s school would easily fit into Armando’s school, and what they shared in common. 

Is personalisation applicable to ‘lifelong learning’? An example was given by someone who works in a special school, of young people who did not achieve well in the standard terms at age 16. But, because of what the school has supported them to do, by age 25 they had become mature young adults who have security and a sense of self-esteem and confidence in their ability to go forward, as well as having employment, which some others may not have.  
The group then examined ‘what is education for?’ which was seen as at the heart of this matter. There was talk about parity of esteem among different pathways that are developing.  Though it was recognised that they were not equal at the moment, but in the longer term that was the intention, and if people, young people, are encouraged to follow the appropriate pathway that could be a sense of personalisation. There needs to be confidence in staff, so that they can allow young people to express their ideas. The discussion moved on to teachers as learners. Many teachers have recently been sent on training, again rather constrained by national strategies, but nevertheless, they need time to develop their understanding, time to let their thinking be challenged, before they can perhaps allow that in the children they are working with. Whether the Masters in Teaching & Learning has the potential to enhance their reflection on practice was also considered. The group also talked about school as learning communities and how personalisation might be happening at present in special schools. There are some special schools which are creative and not bound by the expectations on mainstream schools. This was countered by the view that there is a lot of teacher control in some special schools. At the end there was a brief comment on Beedale’s, which Judy Sebba had visited, which had had a school council since 1915, and thinking perhaps nothing is new.
Group 4:
This group spent the time with Armando. Questions were fired at him to which were given fulsome and really interesting answers. One of the first messages to get across to colleagues is to go and visit, to make more sense of what he had only a short time to talk about earlier. There is clearly some very interesting and innovative work taking place at the Bristol Brunel Academy.

Another issue that was discussed was what the provision might be like there for students experiencing difficulties in learning, or feeling a sense of vulnerability for a range of other reasons. It emerged that the Academy does have some, relatively speaking, discreet provision for learners, but that is not entirely isolated and it connects into project activities, etc.  The setting also invests a lot in careful support for all learners, including those experiencing difficulties in learning of one kind or another. A small SEN staff team works hard at trying to support colleagues across the setting.  And the Academy also has a personalised learning centre, despite Armando not being that keen on the phrase, again operating in ways that can actually provide important support to staff, not all of whom are raring to go with the kind of new challenges that Armando is leading on. There was a strong sense of the power of this project-driven approach to learning, and there’s an interesting parallel here with Reggio Emilio’s approach in early years education. The parallels were in terms of the pedagogy and the roles of teachers. We also touched upon staffing in the Academy setting and the issue of who does what.   There is an expanded workforce with a myriad of people with fascinating skills to bring to bear on the education of children and young people, and so the discussion then focussed on the teachers who have got a sharp role to play with regard to leading on pedagogy. But actually other people have important roles to play in the Academy and in the personalisation of learning, by mediating that learning for children and young people.  
Some tougher issues about learners who actually are not that well motivated, who find life more exciting outside the building than inside the building, who get stuck with the learning, etc.  Do they end up being only at phase one, in a setting like the Academy?  And what is it that helps to motivate those young people and move them onwards and upwards – and how does one encourage youngsters to practise things that are difficult?  Armando gave us examples of how people could practise skills that were tough in a range of different settings, following different old-fashioned subject areas within the Academy.  And clearly in relation to that kind of tougher-edged issue, there continue to be issues around the training of teachers within initial teacher education. So lots being done, but there is still perhaps not enough space to focus upon the issues of pedagogy.  
The group also discussed the issue of resources.  Again raised as a kind of a tough nut to crack earlier in the afternoon, and interestingly, and notwithstanding some of the challenges there are around equitable resource provision, it was interesting in discussion that in Armando’s setting it is not necessarily always more expensive. This group also touched upon special schools, and whether or not they are by definition more personalising. The view was that maybe yes some are, but not necessarily, so. But, certainly in the instance of settings that specialise in the education of children with severe intellectual impairments, there probably is quite a strong argument to the effect that actually the best of those provisions really do personalise. Perhaps there is a need to bring this to the surface more, evidence of it could be more widely available for people.  
A few final points were made in this group. Personalisation as they discussed it was very much focussed upon particular places or spaces known as schools. They also very briefly touched upon building schools for the future and the way in which the Building Schools for the Future (BSF) projects might open up the world in terms of creating better learning spaces. Last week there was a fascinating new report published on home education.  There is a massive challenge about where children undertake their learning; we need not necessarily always view it in terms of schooling or colleges.  If anyone has not come across a paper by someone, David Hartley, on personalisation a couple of years ago, I recommend it. This contains a very strong critical appraisal of what David Miliband and colleagues were up to. It is a stunning analysis. 
Reference:
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