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spect to immunity under the statute.  Second the Court eites
Senator Stevenson's remark that frequently “a statutory |-
ability has been created against municipal corporations for
injuries resulting from s neglect of eorporate duty.”  Ante, st
19, eiting Cong. Globe, 42d Cong., Ist Sess 762 (I871). The
Senator merely states] the unohjectionable proposition that
municipal snmunity eould be qualified or abolshed by statute
This fragmentary observation provides no basis for the Court's
version of the legslative history.

Finally, the Court emphasizes the lack of comment on
municipal immunity when opponents of the bl dud dmeyss
the immunities of government officers. “Had there been a
similar common-law immunity for municipalites. the bill's
opponents doubtless would have rass] the spectre of its de-
struction as well” Anfe, at 20-21. This s but another
exmmniple of the Court’s continuing willingness to find meaning
in silence. This example s particularly noteworthy because
the very next sentence in the Court's opinion concedes, “To
be sure. there were two doctrines that afforded municipal
corporabions some ineasure of protection from et labality ™
Id., st 21. Sinee the opponents of the Sherman amendment
repeatedly expressss] their convetion that stret municipal

1llhlill‘i' W As Llllimirnhhl and unwise the fallure to recite

the theorws of |:|||n|r-“ml nmunity w of no relevance here
In any event that silener cannot contradict the many oo
temporary judicial decimons applying that mmmunity, Ses
nfra, sl 20-21, aowl um, 16, 17
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law in the loth eentury. which recognized substantal ot
immunity for municipal sctions. E. g 2 J. hillon, The Law
of Munieipal Corporations §1 753 TR ai RN RTA-R7W
(2] =l INTR): W, Williasns, The Liability of Munscipal Cor

porations for Tort U 18 ( 19E0] e teenth -orn lury  mosirts
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