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would become a tool to increase partici-
pation rather than to invite suppression.
But the commission could not agree on
how to assure that result and gave only
the blandest endorsement to the exten-
sion of the Voting Rights Act. In its ID
proposal, the commission gave exagger-
ated credence to the standard Republi-
can change of ballot fraud to justify 1D
requirements that just happen to disad-
vantage historically suppressed groups.
The cornmission, diplomatically, does
not discuss the elephant in the room (pun

_intended), namely, systematic Republi-

can efforts to suppress turnout and rig
vote counting. It is too tactful to mention
the partisan election abuses in Florida
and Ohio, the racially targeted purges of
voting rolls, the intimidations of “ballot
integrity” programs, the invitations to
abuse by flawed electronic voting systems
produced by companies closely aflied with
Republicans, or the politicization of the
Civil Rights Division of the Justice De-
partment. Its posture, that the threats to
American democracy are symmetrical
and technieal, is intended to rekindle bi-
partisan support for reform.

Despite this tactical courtesy and the
immense goodwill toward the idealism of
former President Carter, the commission
has not been able to jump-start a good-
government movement to remedy the me-
chanical threats to cur democracy, much
less the partisan ones. Today’s pelitical
mood is even less receptive to reforms that
transcend partisan self-interest than when
HAvVA was enacted in 2002. Even without
deliberate partisan interference, the 2006
election is likely to be more flawed than
the elections of 2004 and 2000.

ICHARD VALELLY'S WORK DEMON-
Rstrates the fragility of coalitions that
have periodically formed to safeguard the
full participation of racial minorities. He
correctly identifies this effort as a politi-
cal enterprise, not a technical one. Demo-
cratic rights are enlarged and protected
when cealitions committed to their en-
forcement form and persevere. In con-
trast to the civil rights coalition 0f 1961-65,
the currently dominant racial coalition
began to take shape with Richard Nixon's
southern strategy in 1968 and culminated

with the tainted presidential elections of
2000 and 2004. This governing coalition
includes business elites, cultural conser-
vatives, and southern whites, and it has
been willing to use a variety of means to
suppress black voting, and increasingly to
tamper with voting generally.

It is no accident that the suppression
of black voting in the late 19th century co-
incided with elite measures to depress
white working-class and immigrant vot-
ing, and to substitute supposed expertise
for democratic deliberation. "Disenfran-
chisers { of blacks],” Valelly writes, “wanted
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to obstruct the electoral participation of
poor whites as well as end black voting."
Indeed, just as racial suppression is heav-
ily implicated in America’s general cul-
ture of violence, it is implicated generally
in our stunted democracy. If and when a
new coalition arises to restore effective
voting rights and to enrich democratic
participation, it is unlikely to be the con-
sequence of high-minded, nonpartisan or
technical reform, but rather of a partisan
victory that throws the rascals out. That,
in the spirit of Schumpeter, will be how we
know American democracy still lives. rap
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BY PRESIDENT'S COUNCIL ON BIOETHICS 309 pages, free at www.bioethics.gov

BY DEBORAH STONE

HEN GEORGE W. BUSH AP~
‘ ;‘ ; pointed the President’s Coun-
cil on Bioethics in 2001, he

stacked it with conservatives who had
already taken stands against abortion,
embryonic stem-cell research, euthana-
sia, and assisted suicide. Nonetheless, I
approached the council’s sixth report,
Taking Care, with an open mind after
reading a column in-The New York Times
by David Brooks, who described the re-
port as “a rebuke to the economic indi-
vidualism of the right and to the moral
individualism of the left,” and an asser-
tion of “mutual obligation.” For once, 1
thought, conservatives and liberals might
find common ground.

The report opens with a rich account
of the “caregiving crisis” in America, and
it was in these passages that Brooks
found what he called a “declaration of
dependence.” A healthy old age filled with
tennis and travel, the council warns, is
more likely to occur in advertisements
for assisted living than in real life. In fact,
“the most common trajectory toward
death is the path of ‘dwindling, of pro-
gressive debility, enfeeblement, and de-
mentia, often lasting up to a decade.” As
a result, most of us will eventually de-
pend on others for care. And if we think

were going to be able to count on paid
caregivers to make up for our smaller,
scattered extended families, think again.
Home health care is an unattractive
field —-strenuous work, very low pay, and
rarely with health benefits.

But after portraying the rise of depend-
ence and the lack of care providers, the
council declares ali the related policy issues
“beyond the scope of this report” and rec-
ommends that the president appoint an-
other commiission to study thent. Instead,
Taking Carefocuses on choices at the end
of life and not surprisingly opposes eu-
thanasia, assisted suicide, and anything
that smacks of hastening death for termi-
nally ill patients. What is surprising, how-
ever, is just how reactionary the report is.
It opposes living wills and aims to reverse
the trend toward giving people greater
control over their end-of-life care.

That trend goes back to the 1960s,
when clinicians and laypeople began to
question medicine’s drive to keep patients
alive as long as possible, even at the cost
of painful and ultimately futile treat-
ments. The movement for hospice care
as an alternative to dying in hospitals
grew from this impetus. In the 1970s,
Derek Humphrey's suicide manual, Final
Exit, became a bestseller because it
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