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 Comment

 The Prince and the Faceless,
 Nameless Child

 by Roger Kaufman

 Once upon a time, in a strange and wonderful land called America,
 there lived a Prince who was handsome. He was also ugly. His name
 was "Education," and he lived in every town, hamlet, ghetto, and
 city in this prosperous and depressed land. He was loved and hated
 by all who knew him. He was also loved and hated by all who didn't
 know him. Knowing him or not knowing him made little difference
 in people's judgments of him. They all had experienced the Prince,
 even if they couldn't define him or tell him what he was doing right
 or doing wrong. They all talked about him the way they remem-
 bered him-in their minds he was never to change. People felt
 strongly about the Prince. Young people were sent to pay court to
 him and worship him, although they didn't know any more about
 him than their parents. Parents wondered why he didn't do for their
 children what they remembered his having done for them.

 Everyone in the land continually carried on great debate about the
 Prince. Some said he should be slain and everything turned back to
 the parents of the land or to private industry. Others (especially
 those who carried his spears and trappings) argued that the Prince
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 should be made larger than ever and never questioned; they were
 he, and he was they. His spear-carriers considered him beautiful,
 handsome, effective, and efficient. Those who argued for his demise
 thought him ugly, inefficient, and certainly ineffective. Both sides
 argued about the way the Prince did things. In fact, they argued only
 about the processes he used, never about the results he wrought-
 only about the means he employed, never about the ends.

 It was almost as if they had an agreement: those who argued about
 the Prince would talk only about the means and never about the
 results of his efforts. They wanted to reduce his annual budget, or
 they wanted to increase it. They wanted him to stick close to the
 three Rs, or they wanted him to spend more time on self-concept
 and love. They wanted him to enforce strict discipline, or they
 wanted him to bus some of the children. They argued and argued,
 apparently conspiring to talk only about how the Prince conducted
 his business and never about the results.

 Now both sets of the combatants-and this included all the

 people, for no one was indifferent to the Prince-continued the
 argument. They argued long and hard about the Prince's ways, and
 some even went to the extreme of passing new laws making the
 Prince accountable for..,. well, for the processes he used. They made
 the Prince accountable for hours in the classroom, for numbers of
 learners in each classroom, for the books to be used, for the numbers

 and kinds of pencils, for the spear-carriers' degrees and hours of
 training-for a host of processes having little or nothing to do with
 that which the Prince accomplished each June at graduation and
 promotion time.

 Others, especially the spear-carriers, took to the streets. They pro-
 claimed that the Prince was in jeopardy. These new laws would limit
 the processes and techniques the Prince could use and thus would
 tie him hand and foot, making all the little children sterile, mechani-
 cal, dull, and unwholesome. They talked about other processes they
 thought critical-open classrooms and schools, individualized in-
 struction, smaller classes, differentiated staffing, community partic-
 ipation, love, caring, creativity, and motherhood.

 The argument raged, and the people's alignments with one side or
 the other became firmer. The Prince was either beautiful or ugly,
 depending on whom you talked to in this strange and wonderful land.

 And still the little children were sent to the Prince. And still he

 spent time and money on them. And it seemed to make little dif-
 ference how much or how little time or money was spent, or how
 accountable or nonaccountable the Prince was held. The children's

 interaction with the Prince commenced according to their astrologi-
 cal signs; they also left him according to their astrological signs.
 While the argument raged, the Prince went about his work in much
 the same way he had before the argument began, but each year he
 spent more money, the numbers of spear-carriers increased, and he
 wrote more objectives concerning the procedures he was to use-
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 and no one on either side ever bothered to see whether the objec-
 tives, regardless of their validity, were met.
 One day, in the middle of the argument, a little child appeared,

 faceless and nameless. The child had the gall to suggest, in a weak
 and wan voice, that s/he represented all children-past, present,
 and future. The spear-carriers and their enemies were aghast. The
 very idea!

 The little child made this request: Please determine what skills,
 knowledge, and attitudes would be necessary for survival and con-
 tribution in the world outside the Prince's, and please make the
 Prince teach all little children how to live in that place in peace and
 security and equality. Renounce, the child said, the ways of arguing
 about the means of doing things. Let us first agree upon the ends.

 Renounce the argument about the means of the Prince? State the
 outcomes, the results of the Prince? Be responsible and responsive to
 Product and not to Process? UNTHINKABLE! UNPATRIOTIC!
 LEFT-WING! UNREALISTIC! UNTRIED! RIGHT-WING!

 The people buzzed in small circles; they wrote long articles for
 journals and magazines dedicated to the Prince. They never re-
 sponded to the little child who was nameless and faceless. They kept
 arguing about means and techniques and continued to ignore out-
 comes. Results were eschewed by all but the nameless, faceless
 child.

 Without formal agreement or fanfare, they killed the nameless,
 faceless child who wanted to talk about results, about outcomes,
 about survival of the little children in the world external to the Prince
 and all of his friends and his adversaries.

 The argument continued to rage. There wasn't even a funeral or
 wake for the nameless, faceless child. It wasn't in anyone's book of
 procedures, and nobody cared about the result.
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