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A The Court notes only three features of the legislative
history of the Civil Rights Act. First, it reproduces statements
attesting to the broad remedial scope of the law. Ante, at 13 &

A.17. 1In view of our many decisions recognizing m-umw of officers
i, At
under § 1983, those statements plainly have-no inlmatw- impact on
bae faant inibh Ateges)
the immunity determination. Second, the Court cites Senator

Stevenson's remark that frequently "a statutory liability has been
created against municipal corporations for injuries resulting from a
neglect of corporate duty.® Ante, at 19, citing Cong. Globe, 424
Cong., 'st Sess. 762 (1871). The Senator stated the unobjectionable

proposition that municipal immunity could be qualified or abol ished
oy o @ -
by statute, Hin nhlfr'-'n"lr'-l". offera as support for the “ourt's
i #T Fha
““-'"Wl" e Foh'!u- shtiot m;nmi Hebility froma Lhe milence of €

19813,

Finally, the Court is imspresssd by the
Bunicipal imBunity when opponents to the hill
immunities of government officers. *Had *there besn a

law immunity for municipalitisn the Bill's opponents Aoubt lsas

have raised the ‘“"‘”'T" of its destruction as well.® Ante, at 20=21.

ad
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find meaning in silence part i cul \ very next ssntence

the Court's opinion conceden

s, there were




ten doctrines that afforded municipal corporation

protection from tort liabiliey." 1d., at 11.

FFeEre -
the Sherman amendment vigoreeely ecxpressed the|
strict municipal liability was unprecedented and un
to recite the theories of municipal immunity canndl sven —=stgittal

T™ar

that Congrasse  doubted the eniatence ol aunicipal imsunity,

enatg dabdesd .,
fllence cesbhaldaly cannot contradict the many court decisi
&

time applying that immunity. At
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