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Abstract: In the theory of pedagogy, an uncertainty associated with the content of the term of individualization of edu-

cation has existed for a long time. Various authors define and use the term of individualization in a variety of senses, often 

having not nuanced, but fundamental differences. The situation is partly aggravated by the fact that the term is not directly 

defined in the legislation of the Russian Federation, and the term definition in the Russian Pedagogical Encyclopedia prac-

tically borrowed from the Soviet Pedagogical Encyclopedia is incomplete from a historical and methodological point of 

view. In this paper, by analyzing the stages of development of the idea of individualization of education, the author formu-

lates the content of the term of individualization to solve the problem of existing discrepancies in the definition of this term 

and the content of individualization in education. The difference in the content of the term of an individual approach and 

individualization of education is highlighted. The author considers the history of the development of the idea of individua-

lization by the method of historical periodization using the historical-genetic approach, which allows considering the trend 

towards individualization in education as a dialectical alternative to the traditional teaching system from the moment of  

the birth of the concept of an individual approach in learning. The creation of the first individualized teaching method by 

E. Parkhurst, the Dalton plan, is presented as the result of the development of the idea of individualization in education. 

Obviously, the results obtained do not create a new understanding of the term of individualization in education, but only 

substantiate scientifically the use of this term with a certain methodological content, which is already used by some educa-

tors. The content of the term of individualization in education proposed in the paper allows excluding the existing duplica-

tion and confusion of concepts in this area. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In modern pedagogy, a problem of defining the content 

of the term of individualization of learning exists, despite 

the fact that this term appeared more than a hundred years 

ago. The American educator E. Parkhurst was one of the 

first who used this term in relation to the teaching method 

she developed, which was called the Dalton plan.  

The method is based on the principles of freedom, inde-

pendence and cooperation of students. The essence of the 

method is in independent work on educational material in 

organized laboratory classes under the supervision of  

a teacher, according to an individual curriculum compiled 

by the student himself, with a general curriculum divided 

into weekly and monthly parts for monitoring implementa-

tion, and the rejection of the class-and-lesson system of 

teaching. In other words, the transfer of “ready-to-use expe-

rience” by the teacher is replaced by the acquisition of 

“personal experience” by students, and work according to  

a curriculum “oriented towards the average student” formed 

by the teacher is replaced by the implementation of a plan 

that, albeit spontaneously, is formed by the student himself. 

The main principle that distinguishes the Dalton plan from 

the traditional system of education is the adaptation of the 

parameters of education (pace, load, alternation of subjects) 

by the student “for himself”.  

However, the author herself, being the founder of the 

world’s first systematically complete method of individuali-

zation, did not give a definition of the term itself. Perhaps, 

therefore, in the pedagogical literature regarding the term of 

individualization, many versions and different interpreta-

tions have appeared which still exist today. Therefore, theo-

retical studies on the issue of individualization begin with 

large introductory parts describing the content of this term 

in the understanding of the author and various educati-

onists. The concepts of individual learning, individual ap-

proach and individualization were supplemented by  

the terms of personalization and/or personification of learn-

ing. In addition to the fact that in theoretical works, we see  

a variety of definitions characterized by different shades of 

meaning, it is not so rare we observe a mixture or duplica-

tion of concepts. In our opinion, the ambiguity of concepts 

both confuses the development of theoretical thought and 
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hinders correct and meaningful pedagogical practice, be-

cause if even in scientific papers, there is no single point of 

view, then can we hope for a correct understanding of  

the essence of concepts by teachers “on the ground”? 

Analyzing the technologies of individualized learning, 

the authors [1] report that “the technology of individualiza-

tion of learning is built directly on an individual approach, 

which can be defined as the organization of the educational 

process based on considering the characteristics of stu-

dents” [1, p. 209]. Almost the same interpretation is used in 

the study [2]: “taking into account the individual characte-

ristics of students in the learning process” [2, p. 21] and in 

the work [3]. It is evident that the authors practically equate 

the concepts of an individual approach and individualiza-

tion. However, it is wrong to blame them for this, because 

they repeat this point of view from the Russian Pedagogical 

Encyclopedia: “Individualization of learning, organization 

of the educational process, taking into account the individu-

al characteristics of students”1, which, in turn, almost re-

peats the definition of individualization from the Soviet 

Pedagogical Encyclopedia of 1965. It is not surprising that 

the majority of Soviet, and later Russian, educationists per-

ceived individualization as an individual approach, some-

times even without mentioning collective learning, although 

it is difficult to explain why the theoretical apparatus of 

science needs a second term denoting the same thing.  

Another confusion of concepts sometimes occurs be-

tween differentiation and individualization of learning [4], 

which ideologically goes back to the point of view of 

I.M. Osmolovskaya: “Individualization is an extreme case 

of differentiation” [5, p. 7] defining the differences between 

approaches only as quantitative. 

Since individualization of learning in the interpretation 

of the Soviet, and later Russian, encyclopedia was reduced 

to an individual approach, a separate concept was needed to 

describe the active role of the student in the process of 

forming learning parameters. Zh.A. Abalyan, considering 

the genesis of the term of personalization in education, 

points to its coming from psychology, as well as to the use 

of the term of personalization of education by A.V. Khu-

torsky (possibly for the first time. – note by author), 

N.N. Surtaeva, P.V. Sysoev, S.A. Vdovina, and the term of 

personification of education – by N.E. Ogarev [6]. In 2005, 

V.V. Grachev wrote, “The idea of personalization runs like 

a golden thread through the formation of many innovative 

educational models… a personality-oriented approach, sub-

ject-subject interaction” [7, p. 15]. 

Gradually, a version has emerged in the theoretical peda-

gogical space that individualization of learning is the adap-

tation of learning parameters “for the student” carried out 

by the teacher, and personification (personalization) of 

learning is the adaptation of learning parameters carried out 

by the student [8; 9]. 

Considering the idea of developing individualization  

as a historical prerequisite for personalized learning,  

the authors [10] supplement the concept of personification 

                                                            
1 Davydov V.V., ed. Rossiyskaya pedagogicheskaya entsi-

klopediya [Russian Encyclopedia of Pedagogics]. Moscow,  

Bolshaya Rossiyskaya entsiklopediya Publ., 1993. Vol. 1, 607 p. 

P. 358–607. 

with essential characteristics, such as the tutoring role of  

the teacher and the personally significant goals of the stu-

dent. In [11], analyzing higher education in modern condi-

tions, the authors clearly demonstrate an example of confu-

sion between the concepts of personification and individu-

alization. First, they assert that individualization, like per-

sonification, “positions the student as the main subject of 

educational activity” [11, p. 111], and then provide a table 

of differences between personalization and individualiza-

tion, from which, it follows that with individualization of 

education, the student is an object in the educational pro-

cess, and with personalization, he is an active subject. 

Defining the essential characteristics of personification, 

the authors of the study [12] highlight among them the for-

mation of a personalized educational environment ad-

dressed to the interests and needs of an individual student. 

Developing this approach in [13], they consider personali-

zed learning as a new didactic principle in the postnonclas-

sical understanding, when the subjectification of the stu-

dent’s role in the pedagogical process is supplemented with 

the axiological content of the value of interaction in  

the educational environment. 

However, when describing pedagogical innovations, not 

all authors use the personalization-personification termino-

logy to describe subject-subject relations in the pedagogical 

process. Many of them do with the term individualization, 

considering it exhaustive, for example, when analyzing the 

practice of individualization in modern pedagogical educa-

tion [14]; when considering the psychological aspects of the 

relationship between the mechanisms of consciousness and 

individualization of learning [15]; when studying the prob-

lem of subjectification in the individualization of learning 

[16]. The examples given demonstrate the conceptual du-

plication in the individualization and personification terms 

used by researchers. This duplication of terms is recorded 

in the models of R.V. Komarov and T.M. Kovaleva [17]. 

Summarizing the review of studies, we see that  

the problem of confusing the concepts of an individual ap-

proach and individualization of learning, on the one hand, 

and individualization of learning and personification (per-

sonalization) of learning, on the other, requires resolution.  

The aim of this study is to show that from a historical, 

essential and axiological point of view, the exclusion of  

the active subjective role of the student from the concept of 

individualization of learning is unreasonable, as is the re-

duction of the concept of individualization of learning to  

an individual approach. 

 

METHODS 

The logic of the study is based on the analysis of  

the evolution of the idea of individualization of education 

from the moment of its origin in the ancient period in  

the form of the idea of an individual approach to education 

to the moment of its implementation in the first individuali-

zed method of teaching – the Dalton plan, through periods 

of regression in the Middle Ages, revival through human-

ism in the Renaissance, development of naturalistic prefer-

ences in the Enlightenment, and proclamation of pedagogi-

cal ideas of “free development” and “personal experience” 

as a condition for the formation of an individual  
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in the industrial era. The study was conducted using  

the historical-genetic method and the method of historical 

periodization, guided by the principles of objectivity and 

relying on historical sources. The evolution of the idea of 

individualization is considered as the development of an 

alternative branch of pedagogy in its dialectical opposition 

to traditional views on pedagogy at all stages. 

 

RESULTS 

The ancient period 

The term of individualization of learning appeared only 

about a hundred years ago, but an individual approach in 

education and upbringing has occupied the minds of educa-

tors since the origin of pedagogy. Even the ancient Roman 

theorist of oratory and educator Marcus Fabius Quintilian 

(1st century AD), devoting Chapter IX of his Rhetorical 

Instructions to an individual approach to students, spoke of 

the need to “charge the teacher with a virtue… to distinct 

the natural abilities of students.”2.  

Many thinkers addressed the topic of an individual ap-

proach in education, although they intended different mean-

ings and content of this concept. The idea of individualiza-

tion in education itself was formed in several stages before 

it acquired its current content. One of the first meanings on 

the path to individualization in education was the necessity 

of seeing in the student, first, an individual with his own 

rights and dignity. Even this was not obvious in the era 

when the rod was considered the main means of persuasion 

and punishment of the student. In the ancient period of his-

tory, physical punishment was also a common thing. It is 

not surprising that M.F. Quintilian, who proclaimed  

the principle of an individual approach, unequivocally re-

jected physical punishment of pupils, “I do not approve of 

the custom of punishing children physically, although this 

is accepted by almost everyone... Such punishment seems 

to me vile and is characteristic only of slaves.”3. Thus,  

the humanization of education is the first stage, the prere-

quisite for an individual approach to the student. 

Middle Ages. Renaissance 

In the Middle Ages that followed the ancient period, 

with its dominant religious content in all spheres of society, 

including education, the idea of humanizing education was 

initially rejected. This was primarily due to the dogmas of 

the Old Testament, which is the canonical origin of a belief 

for Christians. For example, in the Solomon’s Proverbs, 

“Whoever spares the rod hates his son, but he who loves 

him is diligent to discipline him” (Proverbs 13:25). Many 

Christian thinkers up to the beginning of the 20th century – 

Augustine Aurelius (5th century AD), Ambrose of Milan 

(4th century AD), Peter Damascene (12th century AD), 

A.P. Lopukhin (1852–1904) in the Explanatory Bible, and 

                                                            
2 Kvintilian M.F. Dvenadtsat knig Ritoricheskikh nastavleniy 

[Twelve books of rhetoric guidelines]. Sankt Petersburg, 

 tipografiya Imperatorskoy Rossiyskoy Akademii Publ., 1834. 

486 p. P. 117. 
3 Kvintilian M.F. Dvenadtsat knig Ritoricheskikh nastavleniy 

[Twelve books of rhetoric guidelines]. Sankt Petersburg, 

tipografiya Imperatorskoy Rossiyskoy Akademii Publ., 1834. 

486 p. P. 29. 

Vissarion Nechaev (1823–1905) repeated subsequently this 

idea, and only with the advent of the Renaissance, the idea 

of humanizing education returned to pedagogical thought 

and practice. Anthropocentrism was proclaimed the ideal of 

the Renaissance, man and human life – the main value, and 

although, of course, several more centuries had to pass be-

fore this ideal was implemented, in the pedagogical ideas of 

the Renaissance, along with art, this was reflected. Vittori-

no da Feltre founded the House of Joy School (1423),  

the activities of which were based on the principle of re-

spect for the personal dignity of students; Francois Rabelais 

(1494–1553) came out with the idea of comprehensive 

harmonious development of a child and criticism of  

the existing system of education described in the Gargantua 

and Pantagruel novel.  

Michel de Montaigne (1533–1592) both continued  

the ideas of humanism in education, “Go into such a college 

during classes: you will hear nothing but cries – the cries of 

schoolchildren being flogged, and the cries of teachers…  

Is it possible to awaken in children a desire for study in this 

way…? A false and destructive method!”4, and, perhaps for 

the first time, proclaimed the principle of the subjectivity of 

the pupil, which is today included in the concept of individu-

alization. Montaigne calls for giving a child the opportunity 

to show his inclinations, “allowing him to find the road 

himself,” and for the mentor “to also listen to his pupil”5. 

The Renaissance humanists, paying attention to the in-

dividuality of students, called for the need to consider their 

characteristics in the process of education, rejecting the 

medieval impersonal, often cruel methods of influencing 

students. The romantic perception of a student as an indi-

vidual in the Renaissance was the first step towards realiz-

ing the value of an individual approach in education and 

upbringing and was an alternative branch of the established 

view of the educational system. 

Pedagogy began its development with individual teach-

ing, when a teacher worked with one or several students, 

but an individual approach was usually not used. It was 

naturally believed that there is knowledge that must be mas-

tered by a student, and there are some methods that convey 

the essence of this knowledge to the student, and how  

the student will be able to perceive this knowledge is exclu-

sively a problem of his abilities and hard work. First of all, 

this was a consequence of the inaccessibility of education 

and the limited demand for the level of education in  

the Middle Ages. Human intellectual resources had limited 

use: to satisfy the intellectual needs of that time, it was 

enough to educate the capable and rich, so education co-

vered mainly the elite and the clergy. 

In the Middle Ages, as the production forces developed 

in Europe, the demand for education grew. At the same 

time, two opposing religious movements, Catholicism and 

Protestantism, opened schools to expand their influence. 

The increased demand for education gave rise to new trends 

in pedagogy aimed at organizing mass flow education in 

the form of a class-and-lesson system, which were  

                                                            
4 Montaigne M. Opyty. Izbrannye glavy [The Essays. Selected 

chapters]. Moscow, Pravda Publ., 1991. 656 p. 
5 Montaigne M. Opyty. Izbrannye glavy [The Essays. Selected 

chapters]. Moscow, Pravda Publ., 1991. 656 p. P. 121. 
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generalized and formulated by Jan Amos Comenius 

(1592–1670), who laid the foundation for mass school 

for several centuries to come. Despite the fact that 

J.A. Comenius, being a son of the Renaissance, conti-

nued the humanization of pedagogy, proclaiming the slogan 

“Children are the most precious heritage of God and  

an inestimable treasure”6, education in the class-and-

lesson system itself in most cases deprived teachers of 

the opportunity of individual approach to the education 

of students. The class-and-lesson system primarily 

solved the problem of maximizing the volume of educa-

tion with limited pedagogical resources and opened  

the prospect of mass universal education for centuries to 

come. Moreover, the class-and-lesson system to a signifi-

cant extent systematized the learning process and  

the knowledge acquired by students, and thanks to this it 

later became the main classical, subsequently recognized 

traditional, direction of education. 

The Age of Enlightenment 

A dialectical alternative to education according to  

the class-and-lesson system with the help of formed pro-

grams that do not differentiate between students arose 

thanks to the adherents of the “romantic” trend, who be-

lieved that education and upbringing should be adapted to  

a specific student. During the Age of Enlightenment,  

a prominent representative of this trend was Jean-Jacques 

Rousseau (1712–1778). He laid the foundation for romantic 

naturalism, which proclaimed that children develop in ac-

cordance with a special natural plan created by nature, and 

the task of the teacher and educator is not to interfere with 

the implementation of this plan, creating the conditions and 

prerequisites for its maximum embodiment. He proclaimed, 

“Childhood has its own, inherent ways of seeing, thinking 

and feeling; there is nothing more absurd than the desire to 

replace them with ours.”7.  

Of course, this message is quite idealistic, even to-

day, its implementation looks fantastic for mass applica-

tion, but it set a certain alternative trajectory for the de-

velopment of pedagogy. The followers of traditional  

education were improving programs and teaching me-

thods and formulating general goals of education that 

were in demand by society, scaling education to various, 

new layers of the population. The followers of the indi-

vidual approach were formulating concepts that would 

be in demand when pedagogy would begin to move from 

the slogan of universal education of the population 

(which was proclaimed by the Renaissance humanists 

and which would be implemented in developed countries 

at the beginning of the 20th century) to the modern idea 

of revealing the abilities of each student8.  

                                                            
6 Comenius J.A. Materinskaya shkola [School of Infancy]. 

Moscow, Gosudarstvennoe uchebno-pedagogicheskoe izdatelstvo 

ministerstva prosveshcheniya Publ., 1947. 103 p. P. 35. 
7 Rousseau J.-J. Emil, ili O vospitanii [Emile, or On Educa-

tion]. Sankt Petersburg, Izdatelstvo gazety Shkola i Zhizn Publ., 

1912. 491 p. P. 68. 
8 Medvedev D.A. Address of the President of Russia to Federal 

Assembly of the Russian Federation dated November 12, 2009. 

Prezident Rossii. URL: 

http://www.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/5979. 

Industrial era 

The followers of romantic naturalism, and later of 

“free development” were not only theorists, like  

J.-J. Rousseau. A bright practical implementer of this 

idea was the Italian educator Maria Montessori (1870–

1952). She embodied these ideas in specific methods of 

development and education of children, the main provi-

sions of which were based on the fact that each child is  

a unique, inimitable personality with its own plan of de-

velopment, and it is necessary to adapt the process of 

education to the process of self-development. She wrote, 

“A child can reveal himself to us only by himself, freely 

implementing his natural plan of construction”9; “Free-

dom is the only means that always leads to the most com-

plete character development”10. 

In Russia, a bright representative of the “free develop-

ment” direction in pedagogy was the great Russian writer 

Lev Nikolaevich Tolstoy (1828–1910), who developed 

these ideas in the school he opened for peasant children in 

Yasnaya Polyana. L.N. Tolstoy proposed to provide the stu-

dent with complete freedom “to perceive the teaching that 

corresponds to his demand, which he wants, and to perceive 

as much as he needs, as much as he wants, and to avoid  

the teaching that he does not need and which he does not 

want”11. Of course, such a radical understanding of “free 

development” can hardly be considered rational; rather, we 

evaluate it as a dialectical challenge, the extreme opposite 

of the conservative traditional approach in pedagogy, where 

every action of the student is prescribed and controlled by 

of the educational and upbringing process. 

It took many centuries for human society to reach  

the level at which the state guaranteed compulsory educa-

tion. This goal was achieved in the leading countries of  

the world at the turn of the 19th and 20th centuries, but  

the scientific and technological revolution required a higher 

level of education. Civilization gradually came to the idea 

that the most valuable economic resource is human capital, 

an integral part of which is the level of education [18].  

The task of not just giving some education to everyone be-

came relevant, but trying to use the existing human poten-

tial as efficiently as possible, giving the maximum possible 

education to those capable, striving to fully use those indi-

vidual gifts and abilities that each member of society has. 

This means that education should be built in such a way  

as to reveal these individual abilities. Maybe, this idea itself 

is not new, but earlier in its history, humanity did not expe-

rience a deficit of intellectual resources, which began to 

arise everywhere in the 20th–21st centuries, especially in  

the post-industrial era, even despite the rapid growth of  

the planet’s population, which, moreover, no longer affect-

ed developed countries. 

                                                            
9 Montessori M. Deti – drugie [The Secret of Childhood]. 

Moscow, Karapuz Publ., 2004. 334 p. P. 28. 
10 Montessori M. Samovospitanie i samoobuchenie v na-

chalnoy shkole [Self-improvement and Self-education at Elemen-

tary School]. Moscow, Karapuz Publ., 2009. 200 p. P. 36. 
11 Tolstoy L.N. Polnoe sobranie sochineniy. Pedagogicheskie 

stati 1860–1863 [Complete collection of works. V. 8. Pedagogical 

articles 1860–1863]. Moscow, Khudozhestvennaya literature 

Publ., 1936. Vol. 8, 664 p. P. 155. 
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The response to this challenge was the progressive 

trends in pedagogy striving for qualitative shifts in the level 

of education. One of such approaches in pedagogy was  

the focus on the “personal experience” of a student as op-

posed to the “ready-to-use experience” that dominates in 

traditional schools, transmitted by a teacher to a student. 

The main initiator of this idea was the American educator 

John Dewey (1859–1952), “Experience, even the smallest, 

is capable of generating and supporting even the most com-

plex theory, but theory, unlike experience, cannot even be 

formulated properly.”12. J. Dewey speaks not simply about 

experience, but about “active” experience, in which the 

student must actively act, and not just passively experience, 

“Experience inextricably combines attempts to act and liv-

ing through the consequences of these attempts. Separating 

the stage of active action from the stage of passive living 

through its consequences, we destroy the vital meaning of 

experience.”13. This approach in pedagogy, in addition to 

the well-known focus on the labor school, also laid the foun-

dations for perceiving the student as a subject of the educa-

tional process, a paradigm that is today officially accepted 

as a standard of education in the world and in Russia within 

the framework of the system-activity approach14. The same 

principle of active personal experience, as we will see be-

low, was the basis for the creation of the world’s first sys-

tem of individualized learning. 

Dalton plan 

The first implementations of the pedagogical idea of  

an individual approach in collective learning historically 

took place in America during the life of J. Dewey. Several 

similar teaching methods were proposed, which attempted 

to introduce individualized principles into school education 

with the class-and-lesson system. These are the Pueblo Plan 

(1888–1893) of the American educator P. Search in the city 

of Pueblo, the North Denver Plan (1898) of D. Van Sinkel, 

and the most famous systematically developed method of 

individualization of education was the teaching method 

called the Dalton Plan (1919). It was created and imple-

mented by the American educator Elena Parkhurst and is 

still used in many schools around the world today. Justify-

ing her teaching system, E. Parkhurst pointed to two princi-

ples underlying it: freedom in educational activity, realized 

by the student, and the construction of education based on 

individual and social experience15. These principles reflect 

the history of the development of the ideas of individualiza-

tion – from the perception of a student as an individual and 

a person to the free self-realization of their individuality by 

students in the learning process. E. Parkhurst herself was  

                                                            
12 Dewey J. Demokratiya i obrazovanie [Democracy and  

Education]. Moscow, Pedagogika-Press Publ., 2000. 382 p. P. 138. 
13 Dewey J. Demokratiya i obrazovanie [Democracy and  

Education]. Moscow, Pedagogika-Press Publ., 2000. 382 p. P. 144. 
14 Federal State Educational Standard. Approved by order  

of the Ministry of Education of the Russian Federation dated  

May 31, 2021 No. 287 par. 4. Garant.ru: Legal information  

system. URL: https://www.garant.ru/products/ipo/prime/ 

doc/401333920/. 
15 Parkhurst E. Vospitanie i obuchenie po Daltonskomu planu 

[Education on the Dalton Plan]. Moscow, Novaya Moskva Publ., 

1924. 232 p. P. 19–20. 

a student of courses and assistant of M. Montessori in Italy 

in 191416 and a follower of the ideas of J. Dewey17. 

Analyzing education on the Dalton plan in terms of  

the content of the individualization principle embedded in 

it, we come to the conclusion that individualization, accord-

ing to E. Parkhurst, contains an individual approach when 

studying in a general (or differentiated by levels) program 

through the independent construction of an individual cur-

riculum by the student. In other words, the active subjective 

role of the student in the process of formulating the parame-

ters of his/her training is an obligatory component in indi-

vidualized education. What else is necessary for the term 

voiced by E. Parkhurst and implemented in practice by her 

in the principles described above to become a generally 

accepted definition of individualization of education?  

In addition to the fact that this is logical, it is also fair in 

relation to the merits of the great educator. At the same 

time, we see that the idea of individualization of educa-

tion has gone through several stages in its evolution from 

the idea of an individual approach, and it is historically 

unreliable and essentially incorrect to draw an equal sign 

between them. 

From the given historical insight on the development of 

the idea of individualization, it is clear that individualiza-

tion of education itself is an alternative paradigm in educa-

tion and is probably a reflection of the trend towards indi-

vidualization of a person in society [18]. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Based on the results of our study, we conclude that 

the definition of individualization of learning given in 

the Russian and Soviet Pedagogical Encyclopedias is 

incomplete. It is advisable to supplement its content with 

the need for an active subjective role of the student or 

the need for a systemic-activity approach enshrined in 

the Federal State Educational Standards of General Edu-

cation. The reasons for the disappearance of this content 

from the concept of individualization of learning in  

the Soviet encyclopedia may lie in the unsuccessful at-

tempt to introduce the Dalton plan in Soviet Russia in 

the 1920s and the negative attitude of Soviet ideology 

towards individualism, but this is a topic for a separate 

study. As a result of the restriction of the concept of in-

dividualization of learning, the term of personification 

appeared. It was borrowed from psychology and filled 

with the content lost by the term of individualization, 

which we saw in the works [8; 9; 11], and the term of in-

dividualization of learning itself was devalued to the con-

cept of an individual approach, as was done in studies  

[1–3]. With our research, we call not to replace the concept 

of individualization with the concept of personification, but 

to fill the term of personification with new pedagogical 

principles complementing or separating it from the term of 

individualization. We have observed such attempts in  

                                                            
16 Parkhurst E. Vospitanie i obuchenie po Daltonskomu planu 

[Education on the Dalton Plan]. Moscow, Novaya Moskva Publ., 

1924. 232 p. P. 15. 
17 Parkhurst E. Vospitanie i obuchenie po Daltonskomu planu 

[Education on the Dalton Plan]. Moscow, Novaya Moskva Publ., 

1924. 232 p. P. 20. 
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the works [12; 13]. Otherwise, it is necessary to abandon 

the practice of using it, as the authors of [14–16] did. With 

our work, we do not simply state the mutual intersection of 

the content of concepts, as the authors of [17] did, but we 

provide arguments contributing to the ordering of the basic 

terminology, which should have a positive effect on  

the theoretical basis of science and facilitate its meaningful 

application by practicing teachers. We believe that clutter-

ing up the science with new terms instead of filling it with 

new entities does not contribute to the development of  

the theoretical base even in the conditions of postnonclassi-

cal rationality, but turns theory into a table littered with 

papers, where it is impossible to find an important docu-

ment at the right moment. 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

The results of the conducted research show that the term 

of individualization of learning has historically grown from 

the concept of an individual approach, supplemented with  

a new meaning, in particular the active subjective role of 

the student, and should not be confused with it. At the same 

time, in this meaning, the term of individualization of learn-

ing is meaningfully duplicated by the term personification 

(personalization) of learning, which came into use much 

later and, therefore, has no historical right to replace it.  

The content of the term of personification should be filled 

not with shades of meaning of the concepts of individuali-

zation, but with qualitatively new entities. 
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Аннотация: В теории педагогики продолжительное время существует неопределенность, связанная с содер-

жанием термина индивидуализации образования. Различные авторы определяют и употребляют термин индиви-

дуализации в разнообразных смыслах, зачастую имеющих не оттеночные, а принципиальные расхождения. Ситу-

ация отчасти усугубляется тем, что в законодательной базе Российской Федерации термин прямо не определяется, 

а определение термина в Российской педагогической энциклопедии, практически заимствованное из Советской 

педагогической энциклопедии, является с исторической и методологической точки зрения неполным. В работе 

путем анализа этапов развития идеи индивидуализации образования формулируется содержание термина индиви-

дуализации для решения проблемы существующих разночтений в определении этого термина и содержании инди-

видуализации в обучении. Выделено различие в содержании термина индивидуального подхода и индивидуализа-

ции обучения. История развития идеи индивидуализации рассматривается методом исторической периодизации  

с использованием историко-генетического подхода, позволяющего рассматривать тренд на индивидуализацию  

в образовании как диалектическую альтернативу системе традиционного обучения с момента зарождения понятия 

индивидуального подхода в обучении. Создание Е. Паркхерст первого индивидуализированного метода обучения, 
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