Slaughterhouse Cases


Facts: La. passed a law giving a monopoly to Crescent City Slaughterhouse in New Orleans area, on the face for sanitary purposes.  Some butchers say such a monopoly keeps them from practicing their trade and violates the Constitution.  

Procedural History  This case is part of several cases involving a group of butchers, a group of livestock dealers and a monopoly called Crescent City Slaughter House.  The various parties sought injunctions again each other.  Eventually, a federal district court held the monopoly violated the 14th Amendment, but it could not  stop the injunction the monopoly got against the butchers and livestock dealers.  The livestock dealers settled and the butcher’s group took  an appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court

Arguments

 Butchers





Monopoly







1. 14th P or I-right to labor
1. P or I added nothing

 and enjoy fruits of it.

new.  Act 118 const’l before







14th, Const’l after. 

2. Equal Protection  E/P

2. 14th for newly freed slaves only

All treated =lly, not

just race and class

3. D/P-property of butchers
3. States with constitutions  

 was destroyed



supporting inalienable








rights allow this

4. Not a valid exercise of

4. Leg is sole judge if statute is  
state pol/pow



  reasonable.  Federal government


  recognizes state right to  grant 

  exclusive franchise
Issues:

1. Does La law violate P or I(privileges and immunities of 14th?

2. Does La. law violate D/P(due process) of 14th?

3. Does La. law violate =prot (Equal protection)of 14th?

Holding:

1. No.  P or I of state citizenship not given to Fed gov to protect


and besides claim here is not one of traditional P or I of


citizenship

2. No. Monopoly grant not a deprivation of property w/o d/p

3. No.  Applies only to race. 

Judgment: Affirmed

Opinions: Justice Miller for majority with Davis, Clifford, Nelson,


 and Strong

Dissent  Justice Field with Chase, Swayne and Bradley

Dissent  Justice Bradley alone

Dissent Justice Swayne alone

Legal Reasoning:

Majority by Justice Miller

A. P and I Issue.  (Rights claim P and I of state not national citzs.)


1. Sec 1 of 14th overturns Dred Scott


2. Persons citizens of U.S. W/o regard to state citizenship


3. Citizen of U.S. And State



a. Born  or naturalized to be U.S. Citizen



b. Reside in state to be state citizen


4. Only P and I of national citizens protected by Fed/Gov



State P and I not protected by Fed/Gov


5. State P and I must be granted to other state's citizens
 

within a state's j/d 


6. See no intent to transfer security and protection of all civil rights from state to fed/gov


7. Examples of P and I of national citizenship



a. Come to seat of government to assemble & petition


b. Demand federal protection on high seas



c. Rights secure by 13 and 15 Amendments

B. Due Process Argument


1. Restraint posed by La not held to be a deprivation of 



property w/i due process

C. Equal Protection


1. Designed to protect "newly emancipated Negroes."


2. "We doubt very much whether any action of a State



not directed by way of  discrimination against Negroes 



as a class, or on account of their race, will ever be held 



to come within the purview of this provision...It is so 



clearly a provision for that race ..."

D. Reviews history relative to federal state power and concludes


14th not intended to upset that balance

Dissent: J Field with Chase, Swayne and Bradley

A. P and I Clause protects citizens from disparagement of their "common rights" by their own state.

B. Here "right of Free labor, one of the most sacred and imprescriptible rights of man is violated."

Dissent J.Bradley

“In my view, a law which prohibits a large class of citizens from adopting a lawful employment, or from following a lawful employment previously adopted, does deprive them of liberty as well as property, without due process of law. Their right of choice is a portion of their liberty; their occupation is their property. Such a law also deprives those citizens of the equal protection of the laws, contrary to the last clause of the section.”
Relation To Other Cases
First interpretation of Section 1 of the 14th amendment  Upholds a government policy
Source of Law
14th Amendment

Interpretation Style
From excerpt in casebook, Miller seems to be a textualist, but not an originalist.  However, his reference to what everyone knows about the meaning of the 14th  has some originalist overtones.  
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