
For nearly two hundred years, publications have 
received preferential treatment in the mails. This 
concept was a mainstay of our democracy until 
five years ago, when the misguided notion came 
into being that the post office could be run as a 
business. To call the current Postal Service a bus- 
iness is, at best, an illusion. If true business prin- 
ciples were followed, for example, mail would be 
priced not only by weight and delivery speed, but 
by distance traveled. A letter sent from Madison 
Avenue to Wall Street might cost five cents; from 
Wall Street to Sunset Boulevard in Los Angeles, 
fifty cents. 

It is also clear that a number of the 31,000 local 
post off ices could be consolidated. My colleague, 
Warren Phillips, who is president of Dow Jones, 
reported the following: “Within a radius of a ten- 
minute drive of the vacation home of Dow Jones 
Board Chairman William F. Kerby there are one 
supermarket, one hardware store, one liquor store, 
one bank-and five post offices.” So we have a 
system that is neither a business nor the public 
service our Founding Fathers intended it to be. 

But, as I said, there exists a simple remedy for 
the postal problem. It lies within easy reach of the 
Congress. For, despite the break-even economic 
goal of the new Postal Service, the Congress ap- 
propriated $1.6 billion for its operations in the cur- 
rent fiscal year. 

If we must have such a questionable system, 
and i f  the Postal Service believes it must boost 
rates for books and magazines, then, I believe, the 
Congress should increase the public service ap- 
propriation to cover those rate increases. Or at 
least i t  should cover the portion of the rate in- 
creases not directly attributable to normal cost in- 
flation. The result would be nothing less than a 
reaffirmation of the principles upon which our 
democracy was founded. 

Chairman of Time Inc. Remarks to the lnstitute on 
Man and Science award dinner, April 29. 
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EXCURSUS 111 
Education Vouchers: Not the End of It 

Denis Doyle works for the National Institute of 
Education. His boss, HEW Secretary Caspar 
Weinberger, is keenly interested in education 
vouchers. Mr. Doyle’s job is to fight off teachers 
unions and others who wish to see education 
vouchers discarded once and for all. In June, 
with two new voucher experiments coming up this 
fall, Mr. Doyle pleaded for understanding. “We are 

talking about a carefully controlled demonstration 
project,” he said. “If it does not work, that’s the 
end of it.” 

Education vouchers, a plan whereby parents 
would be able to send children to the school of 
their choice, is one of the most promising public 
policy proposals to surface in many years. It dare 
not be discarded after a handful of fumbled exper- 
iments. In fact, out of the six experiments originally 
proposed by HEW, only one has been put into 
effect (in the Alum Rock School District, San Jose, 
California). The other five failed to get off the 
ground largely because of intensively organized 
opposition from unionized teachers, who are ac- 
customed to running “their” schools without any 
troublesome nonsense about parental choice. Al- 
bert Shanker, President of the American ‘Federa- 
tion of Teachers, last year denounced the Alum 
Rock experiment as a “washout” on the basis of 
achievement test scores that had come to his at- 
tention. It turns out his information was in error, 
but Mr. Shanker has yet to apologize in his regular 
column that carried his denunciation. 

A flaw in voucher experiments conducted to date 
is that they have included only public schools. 
Education vouchers should give parents a real 
choice, including the choice of schools that repre- 
sent the philosophical, political, and religious 
commitments in which they wish their children 
educated. Opponents of education vouchers con- 
tend, among other things, that such a plan may be 
used to advance racial segregation. The objection 
is patently spurious. Every voucher plan put for- 
ward contains the clear prohibition of racial dis- 
crimination and, it might well be argued, would 
further racial integration more effectively than 
other devices now being pressed against the clear 
desire of parents and communities, both black and 
white. 

At the heart of opposition to vouchers is the 
understandable protective instincts of teachers un- 
ions and a deep-seated fear of genuine pluralism 
in education. Mr. Shanker recently told the New 
York Times that his union opposed a “national 
sales campaign” for v chers because ”We op- 
pose any public funds for non-public schools.” 
That is the heart of the 1 m er. Those who have a 
virtual monopoly on edu FQ1 tion are not about to 
give it up without a fight. Those who can and do 
send their children to private schools are not pre- 
pared to extend the same right to those who can- 
not for economic reasons. 

As this is written, a majority of the Supreme 
Court has again-using what the minority rightly 
recognizes as contorted logic-narrowed the ways 
in which private schools can receive public sup- 
port. Churches and other proponents of educa- 
tional diversity now see that the door to public aid 
is almost completely closed. Education vouchers 

6 



remain as one last possibility before a constitu- 
tional amendment is needed to restore sanity to 
our thinking about citizens' rights in education. The 
principle is clear: Every child has a right to educa- 
tion at public expense; the form that education 
takes-apart from a core curriculum and the pro-, 
hibition of racial discrimination-is up to the pa- 
rents. Mr. Doyle is wrong. The voucher debate will 
not be settled by two or a dozen more demonstra- 
tion projects. It will, we hope, be settled as such 
issues should be settled, through the democratic 
processes by which the people decide the kind of 
society they wish for themselves and their chil- 
dren. 

RJN 

EXCURSUS IV 
A Fair Shake for the Kids 

Back when the economy was still shining, hosts of 
people's advocates were pressing forward with big 
solutions to the medical care crisis. The concern 
wasn't to save patients but to save money. Medi- 
cal care was leading the procession of inflation 
and had to be controlled. Now that all wices are 
zooming, the medical care saviors have turned 
their attention elsewhere. Pity. 

Sensible folk knew that if there was going to be 
less money spent on medical care, the cashiers 
raking it in would have to take less. None of the 
bills proposed said the doctors were going to be 
paid less, or less often. So it was hard to take the 
talk about cost control seriously. Sensible folk 
didn't..But there was some prayerful hope that in 
some mysterious way the people who weren't able 
to get at good medical care now might be able to if 
there were some systematic "right" legislated by 
the Congress. 

I was chiefly hoping there might be a better 
shake for children in the USA. We have, to put it 
bluntly, a pretty bad record in child health services 
in this country. For a country that sounds off so 
much about its concern for future generations, the 
USA does little enough. One of those visitors from 
Mars, so frequently consulted for objective evalua- 
tion, might see fairly convincing evidence that we 
really hate our kids. 

Child abuse is a national pastime. It seems to be 
the principal cause of death in children under five. 
We keep hundreds of thousands of children in 
preventive detention-euphemistically described 
as "residential treatment" or "juvenile correction." 
At times we've shot and killed college students for 
parading. In order to "save face" (curious Oriental 

phrase) and hand on the "democratic heritage" we 
sent thousands of our own young people and un- 
counted numbers of other nations to their deaths. 

Permissiveness is our national euphemism for 
neglect. 

About fifteen million children get little or no med- 
ical care; a third or more are not immunized 
against murderous diseases that have been wiped 
out in less developed countries. Ten million chil- 
dren are inadequately fed; then go to school and 
to bed hungry. We do not know how many million 
hard-of-hearing or deaf children are without hear- 
ing aids and will end up as academic failures, a 
social and occupational lumpenproletariat. We do 
not know because we do not do countrywide hear- 
ing. tests. We do vision tests, though, so we know 
that three million kids who need glasses don't 
have them, can't see the blackboard, and will also 
wind up at the academic, social, and occupational 
bottom of the ladder. 

We hear a lot about the poor babies and about 
the black, brown, and red babies who die in in- 
fancy at a rate 50 per cent higher than white 
babies. We are told that is a "special" problem. 
What about the fact that our best infant mortality 
rate is 50 per cent higher than the average 
Swedish, Danish, or Dutch infant mortality rate? 
Rich or poor, black or white, babies are worse off 
in the USA. 

Adults are tenacious. Even if there is no good 
medical care system, they find their way in some- 
how. They know they have to get rid of the pain, 
the bleeding, the inability to work. They get 
through the maze. Kids turn to their parents. 
Sometimes their parents will fight the same sav- 
age way to get to medical care for their kids. 
Sometimes. Other times, what can they do? They 
nestle the little one in their arms, comfort it, and 
wait. 

We have no child health system in this country. 
We have "parental responsibility." If there is no 
system, what can the parents be responsible for? 
It's catch-as-catch-can. Of course, you do better if 
you have money, but even then, getting protection 
for the child against infectious disease, as well as 
proper and prompt care for illness, is achieved 
only with difficulty. There is a bland commercial 
indifference to the needs of the children. There is 
no school health service worthy of the name, and 
only rare and dwindling publicly supported child, 
health centers. Everywhere we find fragmentation, . 
lack of coordination, inaccessibility. The kids can 
turn to their parents. Where shall the parents turn? 

For a while it  seemed we were going to have a 
medical care system. There was talk about it. 
Then it got to be a catfight. Should the money 
come out of social security or taxes? Would the 
doctors continue to make $65,000 a year or would 
it go down to $50,000? Would Blue Cross get in or 
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