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Abilene’s oldest performing arts organizations,
the Abilene Philharmonic Orchestra on De-
cember 2 of this year. This great symphony
orchestra enriches the cultural life of a city in
a unique way; it creates a place where fine
musicians want to live and teach and perform.
In the 1950-opening season, concerts were
held in the old Abilene High School with audi-
ences of less than 100 people. Currently the
Abilene Philharmonic Orchestra performs in
the Abilene Civic Center with crowds aver-
aging 2,000. I would not only like to acknowl-
edge this organization for their 50th anniver-
sary, but also the impact they have had on the
Abilene community.
f

HONORING A SPECIAL COLORADO
FAMILY

HON. BOB SCHAFFER
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 14, 2000

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to honor a hard working family from Flagler,
CO. Florence Fuller works with her daughter
and son-in-law, Sally and Mike Santala on
their farm in northeast Colorado. They survive
Florence’s husband, Eddie, who began the
family tradition of finding new ways of con-
serving natural resources on their farm. It is
that tradition that has earned the Fuller family
the Farming Conservationist Award from the
Colorado Association of Soil Conservation Dis-
tricts at its 56th annual meeting in Grand
Junction, Monday, November 13. Each year,
the association awards the title of Conserva-
tionist of the Year to landowners who exem-
plify leadership in land stewardship.

The Fullers first came to Kit Carson County
in 1948 and immediately took a leadership
role in their local community. Eddie Fuller
helped organize the Flagler Soil Conservation
District in 1951 and acted as the organiza-
tion’s Secretary-Treasurer for 16 years. The
Fuller farm now encompasses 860 acres of
cropland, 97 acres of hay meadow, and 2,500
acres of rangeland at the base of the Colo-
rado Rocky Mountains. It is because of the
Fuller family’s innovative work with rotational
grazing techniques and other conservation
methods that the Colorado Association of
Conservation Districts has bestowed upon
them such an honor, and it is because of their
contributions to their community and the envi-
ronment that I stand here to recognize them
today.
f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 4577, DEPARTMENTS OF
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. JOE BARTON
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, October 31, 2000

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to oppose this motion. It is fitting this
motion was brought on October 31, because
this is pure Halloween politics by the minority

party designed to scare Americans a week be-
fore the Presidential election. The timing of the
motion, and the study upon which this motion
is based, are questionable at best. One week
before an election, the Minority Staff of the
Government Reform Committee releases a re-
port criticizing the condition of Texas nursing
homes.

Some have tried to pass this study off as
non-partisan. I have a hard time believing
such a claim. This study was conducted unbe-
knownst to the majority staff at the Govern-
ment Reform Committee. This was not an ef-
fort to accurately gauge the conditions of
Texas nursing homes. This was purely polit-
ical. The Gore-Lieberman website posted the
study and commentary on it before it was re-
leased to Majority Members of the Govern-
ment Reform Committee. It also breeds sus-
picion that days before this report was re-
leased, the Democratic National Committee
began an advertising campaign on the state of
nursing homes in Texas.

If this was a non-partisan study then are we
supposed to believe that it was a mere coinci-
dence the study was released on the heels of
these ads being run. Even if we are to blindly
accept such a coincidence, the release of the
study to the Gore-Lieberman campaign before
it was given to Majority Members of the Gov-
ernment Reform Committee clearly dem-
onstrate that this study was nothing more than
partisan political propaganda.

More disheartening than the timed release
of this study was the facts ascertained and the
conclusions reached by the study are a clear
misrepresentation of the conditions of nursing
homes in Texas. I agree that we must take
steps to improve the care that patients receive
in nursing homes. However, as a Texan I take
great umbrage at this one-sided hatchet job
designed to embarrass my state.

If we look at the objective facts we find a
much different picture of Texas nursing homes
than painted by the Minority Staff Report. In
September 2000, the non-partisan General
Accounting Agency (GAO) issued a com-
prehensive study that directly disputes the
claims made in the partisan minority report.
The GAO concluded that the percentage of
homes in Texas cited for harm and immediate
jeopardy deficiencies were half what the par-
tisan Minority study claims.

The Minority Staff study claims that over 50
percent of the nursing homes in Texas had
violations that caused actual harm to residents
or placed them at risk of death or serious in-
jury. According to the September GAO report,
the percentage of homes with actual harm and
immediate jeopardy deficiencies from January
1997 to July 2000 were only 25 percent—half
what the Minority report stated. We must work
to reduce this number, but it also clearly dem-
onstrates how the Minority report attempted to
overstate the problem in a partisan effort to
embarrass Texas.

The University of California San Francisco
Department of Social and Behavioral Sciences
conducted a nationwide study of nursing facil-
ity deficiencies in which Texas nursing homes
rated better than most other states. The study
examined the percentage of nursing homes
with deficiencies in ten different areas; Com-
prehensive Assessments, Accident Prevention,
Housekeeping, Dignity, Physical Restraints,
Food Sanitation, Accidents, Quality of Care,
Pressure Sores, and Comprehensive Care
Plans. In Calendar Year 1998, the last year of

the study, Texas nursing homes had lower in-
dices of deficiencies than the normal average
in eight of these categories.

In the percentage of Quality of Care defi-
ciencies, Texas nursing homes are below the
national average, while a state like Con-
necticut is a staggering 19 percent above the
national average, and above the national aver-
age in four of ten categories. In the percent-
age of Food Sanitation deficiencies, Texas is
half a percentage point above the national av-
erage. However, Tennessee is over eight per-
cent above the national average in Food Sani-
tation deficiencies. Instead of attempting to
misrepresent the Texas record for political
gain, the Gore-Lieberman ticket should be fo-
cusing their efforts on improving nursing home
conditions in their home states.

In Texas we understand there are problems
within our nursing home system, and we have
taken steps to correct them. In 1995 and
1997, Texas passed legislation that instituted:
new requirements for background checks on
nursing home operators, new enforcement
measures on non-compliant nursing homes,
and mandated standards for quality of life and
quality of care. A facilities compliance with
these standards must be made available to
the public and explained to nursing home resi-
dents as well as their next of kin.

According to a March 1999 GAO report on
nursing homes, Texas spends more than other
states on compliant expenditures per home. It
also shows that the only state with more com-
pliant visits per 1,000 beds is Washington.
Many experts believe that compliant investiga-
tors are more important than the standard sur-
veys required not less frequently than every
15 months. This is believed to be this case
because complaints can be a good indicator of
a current problem in a facility, that a compliant
visit comes as a surprise and thus gives sur-
veyors a more accurate picture of what is
going on in a facility.

We passed the Boren Amendment in the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 to remove states
Medicaid spending from the crippling effects of
court mandated reimbursements. The Boren
Amendment was enacted to provide more fis-
cal discipline in the Medicaid program. How-
ever, the vague wording of the amendment
subjected states to numerous court orders that
led to Medicaid spending spiraling out of con-
trol. A major proponent of eliminating the
Boren Amendment was President Clinton. The
President, in an August 1999 speech to the
National Governors Association, stated,
‘‘We’ve waived or eliminated scores of laws
and regulations on Medicaid, including one we
all wanted to get rid of, the so-called Boren
Amendment.’’ Eliminating this provision was a
bipartisan effort which both parties agreed to.

If the Boren Amendment is not working, and
the proof is not there that it isn’t, then let’s fol-
low the procedures dictated by the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997. In this statue a provision
was included that asks the Secretary of the
Department of Health and Human Services to
conduct a study on access to, and quality of,
the services provided to beneficiaries subject
to the rate setting method used by the states.
That report is due 4 years after the enactment
of B.B.A. 97 which puts us in August of next
year. This report will give accurate information
on the effects on repeal of the Boren Amend-
ment, and if there is a need to have it rein-
stated.

This is Halloween, but don’t be fooled. If we
need to reexamine the repeal of the Boren
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Amendment lets wait until the Secretary is
done with the report. This motion is not about
patient care. This is about election year poli-
tics, and I urge all my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’
f

THE SKELETON IN THE CLOSET

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, November 14, 2000

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, the following
is an article which appeared in the November
2, 2000 edition of The New York Review of
Books, which considers the differences among
African-Americans and historians as to how
slavery should be most accurately remem-
bered.

Its author, George M. Fredrickson has ob-
served that there is indecision among African-
Americans as to how slavery should be re-
membered, which is brought about because
some believe that the best course of action is
not to act at all, in other words to forget it.
They wish to simply neglect any detailed
recollection of slavery because the pain of its
memory is too difficult to bear. But others are
convinced that everything about this peculiar
institution should be brought to light. To them
it seems the better course of action to emulate
the strategy of the one ethnic group in the
twentieth century, that was severely per-
secuted, but who remained determined not
only to discuss their persecution, but to docu-
ment and publicly display it by way of muse-
ums and oral histories and confirm for all time
the incredible atrocities to which they were
subjected.

Over the last six years, there has been an
amazing outpouring of literature and research
concerning the enslavement of African people
in the United States and it appears that there
is still more to come. In the article that follows,
it is made clear that the perspective of the his-
torian often affected his work and made the
relationship between the slaves and the
slavemaster a matter of his, the historian’s,
subjective interpretation. It also showed how
many of the attitudes that buttressed the insti-
tution of slavery lived beyond the reconstruc-
tion era and persisted not only into the post
reconstruction era but into modern times. Be-
cause of the growing number of legislators
who are becoming attracted to this subject
and the unresolved questions that swirl around
it, this essay and other materials that it ref-
erences continue to illuminate this terrible part
of American history. Of growing concern is the
challenge that this new information may help
us in a constructive way to move forward as
a nation that honors diversity rather than lead-
ing to finger pointing and accusations that will
divide us further. There is a growing hope that
the spotlight of truth can lead to constructive
solutions and a new appreciation of the signifi-
cance of a diversity which is uniquely Amer-
ican.

THE SKELETON IN THE CLOSET

(By George M. Fredrickson)
1.

One hundred and thirty-five years after its
abolition, slavery is still the skeleton in the
American closet. Among the African-Amer-
ican descendants of its victims there is a dif-
ference of opinion about whether the mem-
ory of it should be suppressed as unpleasant

and dispiriting or commemorated in the
ways that Jews remember the Holocaust.
There is no national museum of slavery and
any attempt to establish one would be con-
troversial. In 1995 black employees of the Li-
brary of Congress successfully objected to an
exhibition of photographs and texts describ-
ing the slave experience, because they found
it demoralizing. But other African-Ameri-
cans have called for a public acknowledg-
ment of slavery as a national crime against
blacks, comparable to the Holocaust as a
crime against Jews, and some have asked
that reparations be paid to them on the
grounds that they still suffer from its leg-
acy. Most whites, especially those whose an-
cestors arrived in the United States after the
emancipation of the slaves and settled out-
side the South, do not see why they should
accept any responsibility for what history
has done to African-Americans. Recently,
however, the National Park Service has
begun a systematic review of exhibits at
Civil War battlefields to make visitors aware
of how central slavery and race were to the
conflict.

Professional historians have not shared the
public’s ambivalence about remembering
slavery. Since the publication of Kenneth
Stampp’s The Peculiar Institution in 1956 and
Stanley Elkins’s Slavery in 1959, the liveliest
and most creative work in American histor-
ical studies has been devoted to slavery and
the closely related field of black-white rela-
tions before the twentieth century. In the
1970s, there was a veritable explosion of large
and important books about slavery in the
Old South. But no consensus emerged about
the essential character of anti-bellum slav-
ery. What was common to all this work was
a reaction against Stanley Elkins’s view
that slavery devastated its victims psycho-
logically, to such an extent that it left them
powerless to resist their masters’ authority
or even to think and behave independently.
If slaves were now endowed with ‘‘agency’’
and a measure of dignity, the historians of
the Seventies differed on the sources and ex-
tent of the cultural ‘‘breathing space’’ that
slaves were now accorded. For Herbert
Gutman, it was the presence among slaves of
closely knit nuclear and extended families;
for John Blassingame, it was the distinctive
communal culture that emanated from the
slave quarters; for Eugene Genovese, it was
the ability to maneuver within an ethos of
plantation paternalism that imposed obliga-
tions on both masters and slaves.

Clearly there was a difference of opinion
between Blassingame and Gutman, on one
hand, and Genovese on the other, about how
much autonomy the slaves possessed. Geno-
vese conceded a ‘‘cultural hegemony’’ to the
slaveholders that the others refused to ac-
knowledge. But even Genovese celebrated
‘‘the world that the slaves made’’ within the
interstices of the paternalistic world that
the slaveholders had made. At the very least,
slaves had their own conceptions of the du-
ties owed to them by their masters, which
were often in conflict with what the masters
were in fact willing to concede. Although all
the interpretations found that conflict was
integral to the master-slave relationship, the
emphasis on the cultural creativity and sur-
vival skills of the slaves tended to draw at-
tention away from the most brutal and vio-
lent aspects of the regime—such as the fre-
quent and often sadistic use of the lash and
the forced dissolution by sale of many thou-
sands of the two-parent families discovered
by Gutman.

There was also a tendency to deemphasize
physical, as opposed to cultural, resistance
by slaves. Relatively little was said about re-
bellion or the planning of rebellion, running
away, or sabotaging the operation of the
plantation. From the literature of the 1970s

and 1980s, one might be tempted to draw the
conclusion that slaves accommodated them-
selves fairly well to their circumstances and,
if not actually contented, found ways to
avoid being miserable. Out of fashion was the
view of Kenneth Stampp and other neo-aboli-
tionist historians of the post-World War II
period that the heart of the story was white
brutality and black discontent, with the lat-
ter expressing itself in as much physical re-
sistance as was possible given the realities of
white power. Interpretations of slavery since
the 1970s have tended to follow Genovese’s
paternalism model when characterizing the
masters or analyzing the master-slave rela-
tionship and the Blassingame-Gutman em-
phasis on communal cultural autonomy
when probing the consciousness of the
slaves. Tension between the cultural-hegem-
ony and cultural-autonomy models has been
the basis of most disagreements.

Beginning around 1990, however, a little-
noticed countertrend to both culturalist ap-
proaches began to emerge. The work of Mi-
chael Tadman on the slave trade, Norrece T.
Jones on slave control, and Wilma King on
slave children brought back to the center of
attention the most brutal and horrifying as-
pects of life under the slaveholders’ regime.
Tadman presented extensive documentation
to show that the buying and selling of slaves
was so central to the system that it reduces
any concept of slaveholder paternalism to
the realm of propaganda and self-delusion.
‘‘Slaveholder priorities and attitudes sug-
gest, instead, a system based more crudely
on arbitrary power, distrust, and fear,’’ he
wrote.

What kind of paternalist, one might ask,
would routinely sell those for whom he had
assumed patriarchal responsibility? Building
on Gutman’s discovery of strong family ties,
Jones maintained that the threat of family
breakup was the principal means that
slaveholders used to keep slaves sufficiently
obedient and under control to carry out the
work of the plantation. There was no pater-
nalistic bargain, according to Jones, only
the callous exercise of the powers of owner-
ship, applied often enough to make the
threat to it credible and intimidating. Like
Jones, Wilma King likens the master-slave
relationship to a state of war, in which both
parties to the conflict use all the resources
they possess and any means, fair or foul, to
defeat the enemy. She compared slave chil-
dren to the victims of war, denied a true
childhood by heavy labor requirements, abu-
sive treatment, and the strong possibility
that they would be permanently separated
from one or both parents at a relatively
early age. She presented evidence to show
that slave children were small for their ages,
suffered from ill health, and had high death
rates. The neo-abolitionist view of slavery as
a chamber of horrors seemed to be re-
emerging, and the horror was all the greater
because of the acknowledgment forced by
the scholarship of the Seventies that slaves
had strong family ties. What was now being
emphasized was the lack of respect that
many, possibly most, slaveholders had for
those ties.

A recent book that eschews theorizing
about the essential nature of slavery but can
be read as providing support for the revision-
ists who would bring the darker side of slav-
ery into sharper relief is Runaway Slaves:
Rebels on the Plantation by John Hope Frank-
lin and Loren Schweninger. This relentlessly
empirical study avoids taking issue with
other historians except to the extent that it
puts quotation marks around ‘‘paternalist.’’
It has little or nothing to say about slave
culture and community. Its principal sources
are not the many published narratives of es-
caped slaves, such as the ones now made
available by the Library of America, but
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