


This policy paper is intended to help shape a discussion  
much needed in Minnesota. 

The proposal for a constitutional amendment to guarantee all students a ‘quality education’ 
has raised two questions: how to define ‘quality’ learning, and how to develop the quality 

schooling to ensure that quality education can be implemented. 

In laying out ‘the Frymier strategy’ as a way to answer those questions this paper will,  
I hope, contribute usefully to the discussion. 

—Ted Kolderie, January 2021

The cover photo is of a student-centered, project-based, high school;  
Minnesota New Country School in Henderson, Minnesota.

Taken several years ago, this picture has since gone all over America.  
It shows how personalized learning changes the ‘classroom’ concept of conventional schooling.
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The Strategy To Get Us Quality  
Public Education

There’s now a real possibility that in the coming six months Minnesota can—at last—get 
public education right.

It won’t be easy. The discussion that’s required will stretch most everyone’s thinking 
about school, about teaching, about learning, about achievement and about the process 
of change.

But the Covid pandemic is doing that anyway; causing district schools and chartered 
schools to try approaches to teaching and learning they would never have tried had not the 
pandemic made it necessary.

Now into the discussion comes the proposal from Neel Kashkari, president of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, and Alan Page, former justice of the Minnesota 
Supreme Court, to make a “quality public education” a civil right for every child.1

This departs significantly from Minnesota’s education-policy discussion, which con-
sists largely of deploring problems and reaffirming objectives. They suggest Minnesota write 
the commitment to quality education into our constitution. They do not say how that objec-
tive is to be reached. 

Fortunately, a known, if surprisingly neglected, ‘how’ exists. Jack Frymier put that 
‘how’ to Minnesotans in meetings at Hamline University in 1999: 

 “Any successful effort to improve student learning will begin  
by improving student motivation.” 2

This wise counsel has gone unheeded. Accepted ‘theories of action’ went instead 
toward time and money, standards and accountability. The assumption has been that stu-
dents would learn if told they must learn.

‘Frymier’ simply says:  Strategies based on that assumption fail . . . as much as anything, 
for ignoring what is surely obvious; that the student is an essential co-worker on the job of 
learning. So motivation does matter.

Starting “by improving student motivation” will challenge conventional schooling, con-
ventional theories about improvement, and conventional notions of achievement for school 
and student. Not a problem:  We can expand non-conventional school while continuing con-
ventional schooling for those who still want that. (This ‘split-screen’ idea will appear again.)
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By following Frymier’s advice, by concentrating on motivating students, we will have got-
ten on the road to quality and equity. And in the process will have turned our public education 
into a self-improving system.

There is a complex set of issues here. An explanation is in order. The place to begin is 
with that new factor coming into the policy discussion.

The constitutional-amendment proposal, and its issues
The Kashkari-Page proposal will, and should, create powerful dynamics.

As presented it is a Brexit.3 It asks the government to put a popular objective up for 
approval—actually, asks the legislature to put the proposed constitutional ammendment to 
the public for adoption —with no clarity about how ‘quality education’ is to be defined, without 
explaining how so important a commitment is to be implemented and absent any discussion 
of the practical consequences were it to be adopted or of the political consequences were it not.

It will be important to explore these questions. Assuming that by ‘quality education’ its 
proponents mean quality learning, we’ll need to think through what changes in schooling that 
will require. Three decades of flogging the existing system to try-harder have not closed the 
gaps:  Do we believe that conventional schooling can get all children to achieve in conventional 
terms simply because the constitution is changed to say it must? If conventional school cannot, 
what other approaches to learning and teaching might be introduced? And how will that be 
accomplished?

On that ‘how’ the proponents demur:  That’s for others, they say. From their perspective 
this makes sense:  They want to keep the focus on establishing this right for children.

Legislatures respond to proposals from the outside. These come from governors, from 
court decisions, from interest-group lobbying; at times from policy groups. Major change starts 
with a strong challenge; consensus follows. Kashkari/Page is this sort of strong challenge. It 
challenges others to offer their ideas about how to define ‘quality education’ and about how to 
implement it.

In Minnesota a proposal to change the constitution must come through the Legislature; 
cannot get to the ballot by petition. Legislators this coming session could decline to put it to a 
vote in Fall 2022. And they might:  For 10 years ‘education policy’ has been mostly money and 
‘early childhood’. The Legislature has not talked much about system redesign.

On what basis, though, would legislators decline to act? This initiative is coming at the 
state with considerable strength. Its proponents are serious and responsible individuals. They 
have strong (and experienced political) staffing. They are getting nods of endorsement. It will 
be a tougher decision for the Legislature than perhaps legislators currently think. Tough also 
for Governor Walz:  What will he advise?
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There are, or are likely to be, objections of several sorts.

• One serious concern has to do with the way the draft now defines ‘quality public edu-
cation’; with the language saying it would be “measured against uniform achievement 
standards set forth the by the state”. A better definition is essential for the proposal to 
get serious consideration. Certainly to put Minnesota’s current state assessments into 
the constitution would be a disaster.

• The state teachers union, Education Minnesota, opposed the amendment early (per-
haps to stake out a bargaining position), noting as others have that the amendment is 
silent about state financial responsibility.4

• The associations of school boards and superintendents might urge the Legislature 
not to put the proposal out for public vote, likely fearing its adoption would cause 
districts to be sued for failure to provide quality education. But how would they ex-
plain such opposition to legislators and to the public? Were the Legislature to put the 
proposal on the ballot, would they urge the public to vote ‘No’? If so, on what basis?

Possibly in an effort to deal with the objections, Kashkari and Page have in recent pre-
sentations seemed open to rethinking their proposal; particularly its definition of quality 
education. In a discussion October 21st with Achieve Minneapolis and the Citizens League, 
Page cited the importance of developing civic capacity and critical thinking; Kashkari sug-
gested achievement means students reaching their full potential.

A different definition, especially one keying on maximizing student potential, would 
considerably enlarge the consensus:  Focusing on student potential takes us to student-
centered learning, and the opportunity to personalize learning enlarges the professional role 
of teachers.

This takes us back to Frymier’s insistence that any successful effort to improve learning 
must start by freeing teachers to motivate students. ‘Realizing potential’ opens a larger dimen-
sion of ‘quality education’.

Net:  The major effect of the Kashkari/Page initiative might be to prompt the policy 
discussion Minnesota has needed for some time. Which is, to go beyond deploring and prom-
ising-again-to-close ‘the achievement gap’ as conventionally defined . . . and to start talking 
realistically about what achievement is, why it is low, and how it can be improved.

Motivation as the key to improving student performance
Jack Frymier was in curriculum and instruction while at the College of Education at The Ohio 
State University and later in his time with Phi Delta Kappa, the educators’ professional associ-
ation. His work was always in schools, with teachers and students.
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• In policy terms his simple central message was that the system problem in public 
education is not where we’ve assumed it to be. It lies, he said, in the unsuccessful re-
lationship that conventional schooling imposes between teachers and their students.5

It is a powerful analysis of that failing relationship. Listen:

“Young people learn when they’re motivated to learn. If they want to learn, 
they will; if they don’t, you probably can’t make ‘em. So any successful effort to 
improve student learning will begin by improving student motivation.

“Motivation is individual. Young people differ; in personality, in background 
and experience, in sociability, in creativity, in intelligence, in their interests 
and aptitudes. No effort at motivation will succeed unless it works with these 
differences.

“School is not well tuned to the differences among students . . . Curriculum 
materials are not often adapted to individuals . . . Teaching methods are not 
often varied according to the needs and interests of the individual student. 
Teachers work mostly with groups; most are obsessed with ‘classroom 
management’.

“Adapting materials and methods to individual student needs is a teachable 
skill:  It just isn’t very often taught where teachers are trained . . . Teachers 
aren’t given much opportunity to modify ‘instruction’; not encouraged to 
change the order in which things are taught, or how much time is spent 
on what . . . Students are not free to pursue a topic that interests them:  The 
schedule calls for the course to move on . . . There are no rewards and few 
opportunities for teachers trying to modify ‘teaching’ so that learning 
becomes interesting to the student and becomes the responsibility of the 
student . . .

“Because ‘school’ takes this form most academic subjects are not of interest 
to most students. If it weren’t for the extra-curriculars there would be a 
revolution by young people in school.”

• Frymier’s conviction that success is achieved by freeing those ‘on the front lines’ to 
innovate is supported by others’ experience.

• From his work in opinion research Daniel Yankelovich drew the concept of ‘discre-
tionary effort’. There’s a certain level of effort people will give you because it’s their 
job, he said. There’s an additional level of effort they will give you if motivated to do 
so. Your job in running an organization, or in designing an organization, is to elicit that level 
of discretionary effort.6

• Chester Barnard came to the same conclusion from his experience in business. 
Authority, he famously wrote in The Functions of the Executive in 1938, resides in the 
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person to whom an order is given. For those ‘in positions of authority’ success depends 
on securing the cooperation of others in the organization.7

• Paul Kennedy, a historian at Yale, explains in Engineers of Victory that it wasn’t top 
leadership that solved the problems that had to be solved to win World War II; it was 
people in obscure positions in the organizations, motivated when leadership created for 
them “a climate of encouragement for innovation”.8

Minnesota has been changing its teaching and learning
Most of us might not realize how far our state has already moved to open the way for teachers 
and students to do-differently.

 ǯ Here are the major steps toward creating the capacity for change:

Into the 1980s public education was a public utility, districted so that where you lived 
there was one organization offering public school, to which your children were as-
signed. Public education offered choice, but only for those who could afford to move 
to another district. 

Forty years later Minnesota public education has been transformed. It now offers, along-
side its conventional schooling, a broad array of non-conventional public options: dif-
ferent ways for students to finish high school; different ways for students to learn and 
different ways to organize school that are more motivating for teachers.9 

Initially ‘alternative’ schools were for students who had quit (or been pushed out of) 
district schools. First came the street-front schools in Minneapolis in the l960s. Then 
in 1987, out of Governor Perpich’s ‘discussion group’, the Graduation Incentives pro-
gram allowing districts to contract with nonprofits to enroll young people ‘not doing 
well’: parent, pregnant, behind in age- or grade-level, chronically truant, etc. Also in 
1987 the Area Learning Centers legislation, allowing districts to create alternative pro-
grams for students in their own and nearby districts.

Subsequent legislation began to create alternative ways of attending school: In 1985, 
Rep. Connie Levi’s post-secondary option; allowing juniors and seniors to finish high 
school in college; two years later, inter-district enrollment, urged by Governor Perpich, 
allowing students to enroll in a district other than the one in which they live. 

In 1991 the Legislature adopted Senator Ember Reichgott’s proposal to create a new 
program for ‘chartering’ schools, establishing something like an R&D sector for 
public education. Those organizing schools could propose the kind of school they 
wished. Some wanted to do conventional school better. Others wanted to ‘try things’, 
to innovate. 
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 ǯ The concept of enlarging teachers’ professional role is now developing in Minnesota 
in two different ways.

• The first version is developing from an organizational innovation that appeared in 
the charter sector: the idea of organizing a public school as a partnership of teach-
ers. ‘Partnership’ is the model we see in most vocations we think of as professional. 
It is important for the Frymier strategy because it gives teachers full opportunity to 
maximize student motivation.

The model appeared in 1994 in a school authorized by the LeSueur-Henderson board. 
It involved creating a (workers) cooperative, EdVisions, for the teachers. In their 
new high school, Minnesota New Country School, the teachers then installed proj-
ect-based learning as the learning model; personalized, with all students in effect on 
an individual learning plan. (MNCS soon became noted for its students’ discovery 
of the deformed frogs; a matter of serious interest in the adult scientific community.)

A former Minnesota teacher-legislator, Joe Graba, brought this model to the attention 
of the Teacher Union Reform Network. Teacher unions had long been frustrated by 
their inability to win their members a larger voice in professional issues. TURN was 
intrigued, and when it met in Minneapolis in 2012 it invited-in teachers from part-
nership-model chartered schools. A national effort now works to expand this ‘teach-
er-powered’ arrangement; an initiative of Education Evolving, a non-profit based in 
Saint Paul.10 Three-quarters of the 600 teachers at its most recent (fourth, virtual) na-
tional conference late in 2020 were teachers from public districts, in about 22 states. 

• The second approach to enlarging teachers’ professional autonomy has appeared, 
significantly, in Minnesota’s district sector; in the Spring Lake Park and Farmington 
districts. 

In this model no new school is created and no one is required to change anything. 
All teachers are given ‘agency’ to change whatever they wish, if they wish, in order 
to graduate students with the knowledge, abilities and character the school board 
wants. Charles Kyte interviewed the teachers and administrators involved; has de-
scribed the resulting experience. Jay Haugen, the Farmington superintendent at the 
time, has now moved to the EdVisions nonprofit in order to spread this model 11 

So Minnesota has the know-how to close the loop. Enlarging their professional role lets 
teachers make schooling more student-centered, motivating students to become more engaged 
and so better learners. 

Enabling and encouraging teachers to motivate students is the strategy for improvement 
most conspicuously not yet tried. That can be the strategy for getting quality education. If we 
can implement the ‘how’ of student-centered learning, that will carry the goal of quality learn-
ing with it.  
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There is a way to implement so dramatic a change
In all this we are clearly talking about radical departures from conventional education; chang-
es in strategy, in schooling, in the way teachers work and students learn, and in the concept of 
achievement and the way by which it is currently measured.

The overriding question is how this can be done—when so many efforts at ‘school reform’ 
have failed. There is, in fact, an answer; a way to move from the old order to the new.

To understand the transition under way, from the old order to the new, we need first 
to get a perspective on our conventional system. To understand anything, it helps to know 
where it came from.

• Our education system was brought to America from Prussia, almost 200 years ago. 
Visiting Europe in 1843, Horace Mann admired the centralized bureaucratic model 
in that rising North German state.12 Installed in Massachusetts, it then spread; was 
written into the constitutions of the new western states. Including Minnesota. That 
‘uniform’ (i.e. standardized) system remains our public education.

• In America it did take a distinctive form; a state system removed from local politics 
and (with few exceptions) placed in a separately-elected body whose sole responsibil-
ity was to ‘run the schools’. The ‘school board’ operated essentially a public utility, 
and behaved like most public utilities. It was, as Albert Shanker, when president of 
the American Federation of Teachers, said at the Itasca Seminar in 1988, “a system 
that can take its customers for granted”.

The schools operated in a public-bureau arrangement; physically decentralized but 
centrally controlled; teachers working for administrators named by the board. Mainly still, 
students are grouped by age, sit in classrooms, take courses, change teachers from year to year 
as they move through a prescribed curriculum. “Batch processing”, Ted Sizer called it. It has 
been a system in which adults decided what young people should learn:  Early, the Committee 
of Ten, presidents of leading universities, set the high school curriculum.13 State law translates 
this into Graduation Requirements. Some school people still talk of this curriculum, even of 
learning, as something adults ‘deliver’ to students. Look at these statutes; think how much of 
it you learned and remember.

• This “one best system” is almost everyone’s experience. It became ‘real school’. Deeply 
implanted in the public consciousness, it has resisted almost all efforts at change:  
One former legislator likes to say, “While almost everybody wants school to be better, 
almost nobody wants it to be different”.

It worked well for a proportion of its students (about 20 per cent, Shanker thought)14 That 
seems low; others thought the proportion higher. Even so, it is clear that in today’s society and 
economy conventional school is failing with the students we now say we most want to help. Its 
concept of achievement, especially, holds curriculum and assessment in the old model, frus-
trating efforts to create different approaches better suited to these students.
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Over the years control has centralized; moving from school to district to state capital to 
Washington, in ways Charles Kerchner describes.15 With the system existing in state law, the 
national government role is limited:  essentially consists of giving money with rules attached; a 
strategy Joe Graba describes as “Excellence Through Regulation”. With centralization comes 
standardization:  From the national level it is not easy to see the differences among students 
that today shapes the need for a different kind of schooling.

The essence of the desire to personalize, now spreading in this country, is captured per-
fectly by the superintendent at Belgrade-Brooten-Elrosa, Patrick Walsh:  “Today we tell students 
they have to work harder at what they’re least interested in and least good at. Why aren’t we helping 
them to work harder at what they’re most interested in and are best at?” And by John Merrow, for years 
covering education for PBS:  He suggests assessing young people by asking not ‘How smart are they?’ 
but ‘How are they smart?’

So, what should guide Minnesota’s new approach?
It should be the ‘split-screen’ idea. Here are its key principles.

1.  To get to a new and different form of school and schooling, arrange for the change to 
proceed as a gradual transition.

• Beware the temptation to mandate ‘scale’. Over the years both reformers and regu-
lators have been obsessed by the desire to change everything at once. It is a predict-
able impulse:  If you see what is not right, surely that wrong should be stopped; if you 
know what is right, surely everyone should now do what is right.

‘Comprehensive transformation’ does not work. So, the first rule of winning being 
not to lose, do not start with that idea again. Accept:  There’ll be no comprehensive 
transformation politically engineered.

• Accept, too, that major change comes gradually. Everett Rogers showed in Diffusion 
of Innovations how the process works.16 Start with those ready and willing, the “early 

adopters”. Others will join in their 
own good time. At some point 
even ‘the laggards’ will have come 
along, and the transition will be 
complete.16

Starting with those now ready is 
better, anyway. At the start only 
a few will be ready for something 
fundamentally different. With the 
change voluntary, it can be more 
radical. It is a mistake to try to im-
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pose something very different:  Those not ready will resist. Telling people they ‘must’ 
results in watering-down the change:  You end with modest adjustments to the exist-
ing model.

Leaving it for teachers to do-different if they wish is the ingenious feature of that effort 
toward personalizing learning in Spring Lake Park and Farmington:  innovation vol-
untary; diffusing gradually.

• Recognize that ‘gradual’ does not necessarily mean slow. Transitions from the old 
way to the new often do take time. But they can also move rapidly:  as from hard-line 
phones to cell phones; from on-paper to on-line. How rapidly school changes and 
learning improves will depend on how purposely we move to develop the strategy of 
student-centered + teacher-centered.

• Understand it’s critical teachers know how to use their ‘agency’. The strategies for 
change first create the capacity for schools and teachers to do-different. Chartering 
does that; ‘teacher-powered’ does that. The need then is to be sure the teachers know 
how best to motivate students. Many do, now; have just been waiting for the opportu-
nity. Some, perhaps many, will want to learn how to do better. 

Doing-different certainly does not mean letting the student do whatever s/he wishes: 
There are competencies to be mastered. So it will be important for teachers to have 
access to proven ways, for example, to ensure that children can read well by the end 
of third grade. And do math. 

And, beyond the academics, that students develop the other competencies the school 
board wants to see developed: in critical and creative thinking; in communication 
and cooperation, and in the close, tolerant, non-racist relationships to which public 
education is committed. 

2.  An important consequence of the gradual transition is that ‘the system’ will for some 
time be a dual system; the old and the new running side by side.

• With both kinds of school available, conflict will be reduced. The strategy of do-
ing-both is positive. Young people who found conventional school unhelpful will now 
have different ways of learning available to them. And, those deeply attached to con-
ventional schooling will be able to stay with that if they wish.

The latter will worry that as new definitions and measure of achievement appear the 
emphasis on traditional subjects will be lost. But are ways to have both. Elementary 
school should teach children to read and to do basic math. It is mainly in secondary 
school that ’non-conventional’ will appear, with the effort to maximize motivation 
and to add critical thinking, creativity, collaboration as essential to a quality educa-
tion aimed at realizing potential. Conventional and non-conventional can each ap-
proach learning and evaluate achievement in its own way.
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Conventional testing is already in question among parents, among teachers and with 
some in political leadership. “I’ve seen too many people who passed tests and failed 
life’, Governor Perpich told associates at the time he disappointed a business group 
seeking his support for assessment, “and too many people who failed tests and passed 
life. I’m not going to make testing that important.”

The most telling critique of ‘high-performing’ schools, ‘good schools’, was made by 
John Goodlad in 1994. Our current measures of student and school performance, he 
wrote, reflect nothing so much as the educational level of the school’s parents. This 
means, he wrote, “that only a few schools can be good”.17

We have created our achievement gap by the way we have defined achievement. The 
‘gap’ we deplore is the visible symptom of a definition that does not look for achieve-
ments beyond the conventional. It’s hard to believe that Minnesotans today would 
be comfortable accepting the educational level of the parents as an equitable way to 
define the performance of a school.

• The strategy of transitioning gradually should appeal equally to the teacher 
unions. It makes room for those ready for change and for those who are not.

Not all in the unions will be comfortable with student-centered learning and its larger 
professional role for teachers. Some will, but the leadership will find the membership 
divided. For union officials who do the work of representation, from grievances to 
bargaining, moving away from the boss/worker model might seem threatening. But 
the union will be able to continue to represent teachers in traditional school while 
supporting, in other ways, members freed up in partnership schools or in districts to 
take charge of learning.

Clearly it is possible to arrange this professional role so teachers can if they wish 
remain in district employment. That was the arrangement in Milwaukee; a variation 
on the ‘partnership model’ in which autonomy for the workers-cooperative was pro-
vided through agreements waiving provisions of the master contract especially on 
the use of time and on teacher-evaluation. Teachers of course remain employees in 
Minnesota’s ‘district approach’.

There is now a collaboration among the American Association of School 
Administrators, the AFT, the National School Boards Association and the NEA aim-
ing to work out agreement on larger roles for teachers. The NEA has Harvard Law 
School helping it think about “the future of theachers’ work life”. The AFT, insiders 
say, is further along; “is there”.

And the public is ready for this transition. Polls by The Kappan18 show Americans 
wanting a new and broader concept of learning and a different kind of schooling. 
Today eight in 10 Americans would prefer success to be defined not by ‘scores’ but by whether 
schools are successfully engaging children in learning.
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The new order is emerging. Minnesota is simply ahead of the curve.

3.  The course for state leadership, especially for the Governor, is to keep developing that 
“climate of encouragement for innovation”, enlarging in every way possible the teacher’s 
ability to motivate students.

Specifically:

• Encourage efforts both to create more teacher partnerships and to expand teach-
er ‘agency’ in the districts. The latter can be done now by supporting the effort 
now being undertaken by EdVisions to get districts to replicate the initiative taken 
in Spring Lake Park and Farmington. Get the superintendents’ association and the 
school boards’ association behind it.

• Improve the ‘innovation zone’ legislation, and persuade the Department of 
Education to allow districts flexibility rather than—as too often in the past—to deny 
their requests to do-different.

• Keep the chartered sector functioning as an R&D program; innovating, ‘letting 
people try things’.

• Develop ways for conventional schooling to get serious feedback about how well 
it is doing. Nudge, push, districts to be asking parents and students what is working 
and not-working. They should regularly be asking, “How satisfied are you that you 
are getting the education we promised?” (Satisfaction can be quantified.) Few dis-
tricts now appear to be doing this:  A recent literature search found 18 surveys nation-
ally over the past decade.

• Help modernize district structure. The school district is almost the only govern-
mental institution in Minnesota still trying to operate under its original standard 
plan. The Legislature could usefully do what it did for general local government. 
Years ago, stimulated by a request from the League of Municipalities, it put into law 
alternate plans of organization that cities could adopt if they wished. Both cities and 
counties have since changed their structures in order to strengthen their political 
leadership and/or management capacity. Nothing comparable has been done for (or 
requested by) school districts. An important effect is that school boards struggle to 
operate without political leadership.19

• Bear in mind that if public education does not become a successful system, learn-
ing can go around school. Three things only are needed for that bypass:  (a) new 
ways to learn; (b) some entity to validate what’s learned, and (c) a willingness to ac-
cept that validation by whatever organization the student wants to enter next. All 
three are appearing. An industry based on digital technology is developing rapidly, 
looking for just that opportunity.
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Such a bypass would truly privatize education. But deploring that outcome would not 
necessarily stop its happening. Public education cannot risk standing pat.

It is time to act. The politics of ‘Frymier’ are right
Jack Frymier’s recommendation, remember, is predictive:  Learning will improve only when we 
improve student motivation. The strategy for quality education, in other words, means changing 
what teachers and students do together, to realize the individual student’s potential.

The difficulty, of course, lies in what Albert Hirschman wrote:  “We dare not believe in 
creative discoveries until they have happened”.

Those not yet ready to accept the appearance of a creative discovery commonly challenge 
it by asking, “How many?”—as if the importance of an idea depends on how widely the inno-
vation has so far diffused.

It doesn’t. What is important is the idea, the innovation, itself. Once discovered, it has 
happened. It needs only to be recognized, replicated, and improved as it spreads.

The strategy emerging in Minnesota is pro-student, pro-district and pro-public educa-
tion. Its discovery validates chartering; its implementation will validate public options, choice. 
It can make Minnesota the only state in which the challenge to ensure ‘quality education’ will 
be met by the teachers.

Surely that gets the politics right. So, with the dynamics that will be created in the debate 
over the proposal for a constitutional amendment, the Frymier strategy can become, needs to 
become, Minnesota’s strategy.
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