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implement individualized learning for students.
From another Perspective, it shoulq be noted that
nearly al instructional Strategies and models are
simply not designed for individual instruction,
and they are able to give only well-intendeg but
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CHAPTER 9
ns of over 300 students, Keller immediately realized that the traditional lecture
eller had come from the

eet the needs of those students. K
bserving and teach-

lied behavior analysis, which focused on O
ing as few as one subjectat a time, so he set out to design an instructional model that
arning program for all students. The educational world

would provide an individual le

was introduced to PSI in the provocative article “Goodbye, Teacher!” (Keller, 1968)

in the Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis. You can imagine how readers, especially
feachers, would have reacted to just the title of the article. Now imagine the reactions
of those same people reading Keller's design for instruction, which placed the teacher at
the periphery of the instructional process and suggested that students could learn more
if the teacher were less involved in the direct transmission of content!

After the initial article (Keller, 1968), Keller modified his pian a bit, recognizing that
derestimated the role of context and student motivation (Keller & Sherman,
roblem with his original plan was that he considered time (for
ounded. That is, the PSI plan was first designed 0 give students

unlimited time 0 learn. Eventually accepting that time is rarely untimited in education,
claims for PSI's learning effects. Notice that he did not

he modified some of the radical
ty to provide individualized instruction for every learner—

change his claim for PSP's abili

he acknowledged only that some students would simply “run out of time” in the term
before they achieved all that was intended. The very strong research history examining
the effectiveness of PSl in every subject among nearly all age groups of learners bears

this out. Lowry and Thornburg (1988) published a summary
included more than 1,500 references just from 1968 to 1988.
Though the use of PSIin physical educ
as an effective instructional model for nearly all movement conte
grades, particularty at the secondary levels. Siedentop (1973) was
the possibility of using PSI as an instructional model for physic
his suggestion referred mostly fo cognitive content for college students. The
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