Congressional Authority to Interpret the Thirteenth Amendment
Alexander Tsesis, Loyola University School of Law-Chicago1

Most scholars of the Thirteenth Amendment have argued that Section 2 grants Congress
broad powers to pass civil rights legislation.2 In a welcome contrarian article, Jennifer Mason
McAward has taken the opposite tact. She argues for a more constrained perspective of
congressional enforcement power.3 There have been few recent Supreme Court decisions on the
Thirteenth Amendment for her and other scholars to draw upon; therefore, McAward’s
understanding is informed by the Rehnquist Court’s Fourteenth Amendment jurisprudence.4 This
article investigates the validity of McAward’s claims about the historical lessons of the
Amendment and the possibility that the Court will superimpose its Fourteenth Amendment
conservatism unto the more liberal Thirteenth Amendment jurisprudence.
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McAward’s argument is based on two claims. First, she claims that the Thirty-eighth
Congress, which passed the proposed amendment for ratification unto y the states, never intended
for the Thirteenth Amendment to grant Congress open-ended power to pass civil rights laws.5
Further, McAward infers that the Warren Court’s expansive understanding of the Amendment in
Jones v. Alfred H. Mayer,6 has been substantially narrowed by Rehnquist Court’s narrow
expostulation on Congress’s enforcement power under the Fourteenth Amendment.7

Historical Argument
The Thirteenth Amendment was the first of three Reconstruction Amendments.8 Its
primary purpose to grant Congress the power to protect freepersons against any effort to bind
them to slavery or involuntary servitude. The concept of “freeperson” was broadly understood to
include any of the privileges and immunities not enjoyed by persons in bondage.9 Congress only
realized more explicit protections for equal rights would be needed when President Andrew
Johnson tried to derail Reconstruction. At the time of Thirteenth Amendment’s passage there
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was no conversation about the need for any further amendments. From the debates, it appears
clear that members of Congress were confident that the Thirteenth Amendment would allow it to
eliminated the lingering vestiges of slavery and all forms of labor exploitation.1 0 Radicals
proceeded with the proposed Fourteenth Amendment only after their proposals for rebuilding the
Union were met by President Andrew Johnson’s repeated vetoes.1 1 And the disfranchisement of
blacks ultimately lead to passage of the Fifteenth Amendment, which was meant to provide
blacks with the full scope of political citizenship.1 2
Debates on the Civil Rights Act of 18661 3 demonstrate how Congressmen regarded their
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power under Section 2 of the Amendment.1 4 Many of them had been in Congress the year before
when the proposed amendment had been passed.1 5 During debates about the Thirteenth
Amendment at the Thirty-Eighth Congress, repeatedly spoke of how changes to the Constitution
would allow the legislative branch to pass laws for protecting individual rights.1 6 Many of the
congressional speeches on the proposed Thirteenth Amendment evidence a clear understanding
that the enforcement clause would expand legislative authority into matters that had previously
been reserved to the states. Senator Reverdy Johnson expressed the hope that the Amendment
would give practical application to the self-evident truths of the Declaration a practical
application.1 7 His sentiment was representative of the supermajority in Congress, which expected
the Amendment to provide Congress with the power to protect each citizen’s life, liberty, and
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pursuit of happiness.1 8
Iowa Congressman James F. Wilson, who was the chairman of the House Judiciary
Committee, emphasized that by conferring Congress with the power to pass laws even after the
abolition of slavery, the Amendment had fundamentally altered the structure of government. He
believed that the Amendment would give Congress the power to pass laws securing “human
equality” by treating persons of all races as “equals before the law.”1 9 Federal laws passed
pursuant to Section 2 would displace any contrary state laws by operation of the Supremacy
Clause.2 0 Wilson believed Section 2 provided Congress the authority to pass laws guaranteeing
that “equality before the law” would “be the great corner-stone” of American governance.2 1
When Senator Charles Sumner recommended including a phrase in the proposed
Thirteenth Amendment stating that “all persons are equal before the law,”2 2 other senators talked
him into withdrawing the language. While explicit mention of “equality” was contentious
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because it threatened to alienate the already sparse Democratic support for the measure, there was
a general consensus that slavery infringed on natural rights intrinsic to all humans.2 3 That is not
to say that the Thirty-eighth Congress held a modern conception of fundamental rights but that by
including the Enforcement Clause they anticipated federal legislation would be necessary to
punish any private and public infringement against inalienable freedoms. In this way, the
Thirteenth Amendment was the first necessary step to achieving constitutional protections
against racial inequality.2 4
The far-reaching implication of the legislative powers implied by Section 2 have not gone
unrecognized: “This Court recognized long ago that, whatever else they may have encompassed,
the badges and incidents of slavery–its ‘burdens and disabilities’–included restrations [sic] upon
‘those fundamental rights which are the essence of civil freedom, namely, the same right . . . to
inherit, purchase, lease, sell and convey property, as is enjoyed by white citizens’”2 5 This
interpretation of the Amendment’s scope is born out by its post-ratification history.
A year after the states ratified the Amendment, Congress a bill entitled, “An Act to
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protect all persons in the United States in their civil rights and furnish the means of their
vindication.”2 6 After an extensive period of debate, Congress passed the law, which became
known as the Civil Rights Act of 1866,2 7 over President Johnson’s veto.2 8 Enacted just a year
after the Amendment had been ratified, the statute is a telling indicator about what the
Amendment’s framers understood of the congressional prerogative to pass civil rights legislation.
The statute went far beyond the abolition of slavery, securing the equal right to sue, execute and
enforce contracts, testify in court, and purchase and alienate property.2 9
McAward takes issue with the claim that Congress passed the proposed Thirteenth
Amendment to alter federalism substantially enough to make civil rights a national rather than
state prerogative.3 0 But her claim is belied by the debates on the bill. In the words of the Senate

26

CONG. GLOBE, 39th Cong., 1st Sess. 129 (1866).

27

Civil Rights Act of 1866, ch. 31, §1, 14 Stat. 27 (1866) (codified as amended at 42
U.S.C. §§1981-1982 (2006)).
28

ALEXANDER TSESIS, WE SHALL OVERCOM E: A HISTORY OF CIVIL RIGHTS AND THE
LAW 99 (2008) (elaborating on Johnson’s veto).
29

Ch. 31, 14 Stat. 27 (1866) (Civil Rights Act of 1866).

30

McAward, supra note —, at 83 (“although it is possible to argue that placing
substantive definitional power in Congress’s hands is uniquely appropriate in the Thirteenth
Amendment context, this approach raises red flags with respect to federalism”). But see
Alexander Tsesis, Principled Governance: The American Creed and American Authority 41
CONN. L. REV. 679, 715 (2009) (concluding on the basis of congressional debates that
“immediately after ratification of the Thirteenth Amendment” Congress believed it was “no
longer to be hamstrung by the federalism of a bygone era when the racist administration of
criminal law was a state prerogative”); Norman W. Spaulding, Constitution as
Countermonument: Federalism, Reconstruction, and the Problem of Collective Memory, 103
COLUM . L. REV. 1992, 2046 (2003) (asserting that in 1865 and 1866 a far reaching understanding
of federalism was at play that connected the Thirteenth Amendment to substantive equality).
Calvin Massey also shares the view that the Thirteenth Amendment granted Congress broad civil
rights authority. See Federalism and the Rehnquist Court, 53 HASTINGS L.J. 431, 482 (2002)
7

floor leaders of the Civil Rights Act, the law was meant to “declare that all persons in the United
States should be free.”3 1 Indeed, the notion that the Union had just won the Civil War in large
part to end all the horrors associated with slavery and then simply returned the power over civil
rights to the very states whom they had vanquished seems illogical. The breadth of power
Congress defined for itself through the Civil Rights Act of 1866 unequivocally signaled the
creation of congressional plenary power over human rights safeguards.3 2
Speakers who supported passage of the bill demonstrated an expansive understanding of
Congress’s power to identify civil rights and pass laws to protect them. Senator Lyman Trumbull,
the bill’s floor leader bespoke the absurdity of the claim that the Amendment was meant to do no
more than to allow Congress to end specific instances of forced, hereditary labor. Broad-ranging
federal legislation was necessary. Unless they were “carried into effect,” Trumbull pointed out,
the notions of equal and inalienable rights would be merely “abstract truths and principles.”3 3
Even though the Fourteenth Amendment with its Equal Protection Clause was still two years
from ratification, Representative William Windom believed Congress could pass laws consistent
with the “the absolute equality of rights” the United States professed at that time of its
independence even though it had then “denied to a large portion of the people equality of
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rights.”3 4 According to Windom’s statement, Congress’s authority to pass laws to be coequal
with the nation’s founding principles.
Many of the Congressmen who voted for passage of the 1866 statute regarded it to be
only an installment of protections that would be necessary to protect freedpeople’s ability to live
as free citizens.3 5 Even an opponent of the civil rights bill understood that Section 2 granted
Congress the power to “exercise power” needed to pass a law to protect the “civil rights,
fundamental rights belonging to every man as a free man,” including those “to make and enforce
contracts, to sue, be parties, and give evidence, to inherit, purchase, lease, sell, hold, and convey
real and personal property.”3 6
McAward provides a detailed narrative of debates on the Thirteenth Amendment
ratification and the most important statute passed the year thereafter. She ultimately concludes
that while the debates are inconclusive, “there was no suggestion that Section 2 granted Congress
any substantive power to define or expand its own vision of the Amendment’s ends.”3 7 To the
contrary a close read of the Congressional Globe of the period leaves no doubt that in passing the
Civil Rights Act of 1866, the Thirty-ninth Congress regarded its Section 2 power to grant it the
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authority to define rights essential to all free citizens and the ability to created a criminal remedy
against their infringement. Passage of this statute signaled a revolutionary change to federalism;
allowing Congress to affect behavior that had previously been at the sole discretion of the states.
Anti-discrimination policy became a national rather than solely a state or local matter. Ten years
after Congress found that blacks could not be citizens,3 8 the Reconstruction Congress included
the enforcement provision in the Thirteenth Amendment to remove any judicial discretion to
abridge inalienable or congressionally created rights.
In the immediate aftermath of the ratification, it was Congress not the judiciary that took
the lead in both identifying the rights of free-people and promulgating a statute to protect them.
The notion that Congress lacks the authority to discern what violations are closely related to the
incidents of slavery and involuntary servitude never entered the 1866 debate. Simply put, during
the 1864, 1865, or 1866 debates congressmen debating passage of the Amendment and Civil
Rights Act, respectively, did not so much as mention the possibility that the Court could overturn
Congress’s codification of rights and penalties.3 9 Senator Trumbull, who as floor leader of the
bill and represented the dominant viewpoint in the senate, asserted that Congress could secure
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liberties for all free persons, including the rights to travel, bring law suits, enter into contracts,
and to own, inherit, and dispose of property.4 0 Opponents of the bill adamantly protested that so
sweeping a law would infringe on states’ internal affairs in matters like contract formation and
real estate transaction.4 1
Trumbull responded that the Civil Rights Act would not destroy federalism but provide
“that all people shall have equal rights.”4 2 Among these essential interests, he asserted, are “the
right to life, to liberty, and to avail one's self of all the laws passed for the benefit of the citizen to
enable him to enforce his rights . . . .”4 3 The reconstructed version of federalism granted Congress
the role of safeguarding individual interests. This was not to the exclusion of the judiciary but in
concert with it. States retained the exclusive power over ordinary legal matters, like contract
formation and civil liability for tort claims, but the Thirteenth Amendment nationalized the
protection of individual rights and granted Congress the principle responsibility of protecting
them.4 4 Trumbull’s summary of the bill’s intent mirrored the full force of the Amendment’s
guarantee of freedom: “If the bill now before us, and which goes no further than to secure civil
rights to the freedman, cannot be passed, then the constitutional amendment proclaiming freedom
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to all the inhabitants of the land is a cheat and a delusion.”4 5 Trumbull was perhaps the best
person for explaining the meaning of the Thirteenth Amendment because he had been the
chairman of the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, which had reported the language that
Congress adopted and states ratified.4 6 Congressman James Garfield, who would eventually
become President of the United States, declared in similar terms that if “freedom” meant no more
than the abolition of slavery, then it was “a bitter mockery” and “a cruel delusion.”4 7 The
provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1866 indicate that, less than half a year after the Thirteenth
Amendment’s ratification, the dominant political view regarded Section 2 of the Amendment as a
grant of congressional power to identify what rights to protect, to establish a rational policy for
combating discrimination, and to promulgate legitimate laws to achieve that end.4 8

Doctrinal Argument
McAward also presents a second argument for increased restraint in interpreting the
Thirteenth Amendment. She points to recent limitations the Supreme Court placed on Congress’s
exertion of power under Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment and extrapolates that because
Section 2 of the Thirteenth Amendment is similarly worded, the current Court would likely
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interpret them both similarly.4 9 The upshot of her argument is that while the rational basis
standard of review that the Court established in Jones has not been overturned, “[i]n light of City
of Boerne, Jones is arguably a remnant of the past.”5 0 McAward believes that the holding in
Boerne should be extrapolated to prohibit Congress from defining what forms of subordination
constitute the badges and incidents of slavery and involuntary servitude.5 1 If adopted such an
interpretation could threaten recently enacted statutes, most notably the Victims of Trafficking
and Violence Prevention Act of 20005 2 and Matthew Shepard and James Byrd, Jr. Hate Crimes
Prevention Act,5 3 that were passed pursuant to congressional Thirteenth Amendment authority.5 4
According to McAward’s interpretation, the constitutionality of these two statutes is questionable
because they “target discriminatory and violent conduct far removed from coerced labor.” Her
position implicitly consents to the Court’s rejection of Congress’s ability to identify, prevent, and
punish civil rights violation through its Section 5 authority. Based on her approval of the
Rehnquist Court’s exertion of exclusive authority to interpret Section 1 of the Fourteenth
Amendment, McAward urges that the Court be consistent by also diminishing Congress’s ability
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to rely on Section 2 to identify and wipe out all existing forms of legal, social, civil, and
economic forms of subordination that lawmakers can reasonably link to the incidents of slavery
or involuntary servitude.
With so much at stake, essentially facing the possibility that unelected judges rather than
the people’s representatives identify the essential components of civil and social freedom, it is
worth assessing the validity of McAward’s claims about Boerne and its implication to Thirteenth
Amendment interpretation. An unfortunate feature of McAward’s article is that she fails to
critique Boerne itself. So, while she accepts that the opinion constrains congressional Thirteenth
Amendment authority she has not assessed whether the majority in that case correctly interpreted
Congress’s Fourteenth Amendment authority.5 5 Many commentators have faulted the Court for
its judicial infringement on congressional authority,5 6 which has thus far not directly affected
Thirteenth Amendment precedents. But McAward’s claim is that it should do just. If she is
correct, federal legislators can no longer identify the badges and incidents of involuntary
servitude absent prior judicial guidance.5 7 All Congress could do under Section 2 would be to
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pass “prophylactic legislation” when “the badges and incidents of slavery arguably threaten to
interfere with judicially recognized rights.”5 8
As I discussed earlier in this essay, one of the clearest indicators that Section 2 was a
sweeping grant of constitutional power to Congress was that the Civil Rights Act of 1866, which
Congress initially passed pursuant to Section 2, extended the reach of federal governance far
beyond the enumerated provisions of Section 1 of the Thirteenth Amendment.5 9 Congress needed
no hearings to know that the rights protected under the 1866 act–which included protections for
property ownership, testimonial privilege, and contractual empowerment–were fundamental to
the nature of free citizenship. Neither did it need the Court to identify which rights were
fundamental to freedpeople. In more than 140 years of hearing cases arising from that statute, the
Court has never required any such congressional statement of proof to justify the statute’s
provisions. This fundamentally contrasts from Boerne, where the Court required Congress to
provide extensive congressional fact-gathering to show more than anecdotal evidence of
violations of a fundamental right.6 0
McAward might have reflected on the important difference between Sections 1981 and
1982, on the one hand, both of which were passed pursuant to the Court’s Thirteenth
Amendment Authority, and the law struck down in Boerne, on the other, which Congress passed
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pursuant to the Fourteenth Amendment. Boerne and its progenies deal with Congress’s efforts to
prohibit state actions that infringe on constitutional or statutory rights.6 1 In Boerne, the Court
held that Section 5 does not grant Congress the authority to place conditions on state and local
authorities pursuant to the Religious Freedom and Restoration Act.6 2 Consistently with that
decision, Kimel v. Florida Bd of Regents held that Congress lacked authority to pass a provision
of the Age Discrimination in Employment Act that abrogated state sovereign immunity.6 3 Later,
in University of Alabama v. Garrett, the Court found that the Fourteenth Amendment did not
grant Congress the power to enforce provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act against
the states. In an unexpected turn of events, Nevada Department of Human Resources v. Hibbs
found that Congress properly relied on Section 5 to prohibit gender based discrimination in the
workplace.6 4 And Tennessee v. Lane allowed Congress, pursuant to its power under the Due
Process Clause, to abrogate the immunity of a state that failed to provide the disabled with
adequate access to courtrooms.6 5 All five of these decisions have been predicated on the state
action requirement, which is completely inapplicable to the analysis of Thirteenth Amendment
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enforcement authority. Thus, the entire line of cases arising from Boerne is irrelevant to Jones v.
Alfred H. Mayer, which dealt with private and not state discrimination.
The Court has long contrasted Fourteenth Amendment state action requirements from the
Thirteenth Amendment authority to pass legislation directly affecting private conduct. The
Court’s earliest contrast between the two came in the Slaughterhouse Cases in 1873.6 6 The
majority’s analysis in that case clearly distinguished clauses of the two amendments. The
majority narrowly construed the Privileges and Immunities Clause,6 7 the Equal Protection
Clause,6 8 and the Due Process Clause.6 9 Its rationale for upholding the state law against the
Thirteenth Amendment challenge issue was on entirely separate grounds related to the conditions
of involuntary servitude and the abolition of slavery.7 0 In his dissent to Slaughterhouse, Justice
Field also differentiated between the two amendments.7 1 McAward thus presumes away what the
Court has always taken for granted: the analytical distinction between the Fourteenth and
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Id. at 81 (“We doubt very much whether any action of a State not directed by way of
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held to come within the purview of this provision. It is so clearly a provision for that race and
that emergency, that a strong case would be necessary for its application to any other.”).
69

Id. at 80-81 (rejecting a substantive due process claim that a business monopoly
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criticizing the majorities interpretation of the Fourteenth Amendment).
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Thirteenth Amendments.
Despite narrowly construing the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments in the Civil
Rights Cases, in a manner similar to the Slaughterhouse Cases, the Court nevertheless drew very
clear distinctions between them. The Court regarded the state action requirement of the
Fourteenth Amendment to be an essential contrast between the two. The Civil Rights Cases held
that the 1875 Civil Rights Act, with its provisions against public accommodations
discriminations, was beyond the scope of Congress’s state action empowerment.7 2 The Court’s
rationale for finding the law to be an unconstitutional use of Thirteenth Amendment power was
different, even though its ultimate judgment about the statute’s unconstitutionality was the
same.7 3 Thus even in one of the Supreme Court’s most formidable attacks on civil rights
legislation, it nevertheless differentiated between Congress’s enforcement powers under Section
5 and Section 2, in large part because it held that the Thirteenth Amendment applies to private
contracts but that the Fourteenth Amendment does not.
While the Court has to this day retained the literalist construct of the Fourteenth
Amendment’s state action provision,7 4 it has never transplanted it into its Thirteenth
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Civil Rights Cases, 109 U.S. 3, 17 (1883) (“[C]ivil rights, such as are guaranteed by the
Constitution against State aggression, cannot be impaired by the wrongful acts of individuals,
unsupported by State authority in the shape of laws, customs, or judicial or executive
proceedings. The wrongful act of an individual . . . is simply a private wrong . . . .”).
73

Id. at 20-23 (conceding that Congress has the power to pass necessary and proper laws
for ending privately perpetrated incidents of involuntary servitude, but finding that public
accommodation law went beyond that grant of authority because it regulated social not civil
conduct).
74

United States v. Morrison, 529 U.S. 598, 621 (2000) (citing to the Civil Rights Cases as
an early example of the Court’s adopted “state action” requirement). It is interesting to note that
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jurisprudence. While in his dissent to the Civil Rights Cases, Justice Harlan disagreed with the
judgment of the Court, like the majority he differentiated between the purposes, language, and
meaning of the two amendments.7 5 The Court’s and dissent’s distinction between the two
amendments leads to the conclusion that the entire line of cases following Boerne, which
constrain Congress’s use of its power to regulate the conduct of state actors, is entirely
inapplicable to Jones, which upheld congressional regulation of private discrimination.7 6 If the
Court were to follow McAward’s suggestion that it narrow Jones based on its rationale in
Boerne, it would be deviating from over a hundred years of precedent.
McAward might ultimately be correct that the Court will overturn long established

Amendment, its interpretations of some other constitutional provisions have not followed that
method of interpretation. For instance, the first Amendment can be read to govern Congress
alone, but the court has found that it applies to the state. Cantwell v. Connecticut, 310 U.S. 296,
303 (1940). The Court has also filed a non-literalist approach with the Eleventh Amendment; an
area where the majority has turned a constitutional provision related to diversity jurisdiction into
a statement of sovereign immunity. Tenn. Student Assistance Corp. v. Hood, 541 U.S. 440, 446
(2004) (recognizing that “we have recognized that the States’ sovereign immunity is not limited
to the literal terms of the Eleventh Amendment”); Blatchford v. Native Vill. of Noatak, 501 U.S.
775, 779 (1991) (“we have understood the Eleventh Amendment to stand not so much for what it
says, but for the presupposition of our constitutional structure which it confirms: that the States
entered the federal system with their sovereignty intact; that the judicial authority in Article III is
limited by this sovereignty”).
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upon, at least, such individuals and corporations as exercise public functions and wield power
and authority under the state”).
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decisions; although, even here there is room to doubt her conclusion because both liberal and
conservative courts have retained and, indeed, bolstered the broad reading of the Thirteenth
Amendment.7 7 What makes McAward’s argument plausible is the Rehnquist and Roberts Courts’
willingness (and in the case of Citizens United downright eagerness) to strike precedents and
federal statutes, leaving a high degree of uncertainty about whether controversial laws can
survive judicial fiat.7 8 Political motivations clearly influence judicial outcomes,7 9 with Bush v.
Gore is the crowning achievement of judicial politicisation.8 0 The conservative composition of
the Roberts Court might lead it to overturn one of the jewels of the Warren Court, Jones v. Alfred
H. Mayer. But such a possibility is only speculative. In any case, the legal realist perspective on
the Court, recognizing that individual proclivities play an important role in how cases are
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decided, is different from the one for which McAward argues. Hers is an argument predicated on
transplanting Fourteenth Amendment precedents, which as I pointed out earlier have been
predicated on the state action requirement, onto the Thirteenth Amendment corpus of private
rights discrimination, not on a legal realist perspective.
I am an optimist and there’s reason to hope that the Court will not ingraft its
interpretation of Section 5 onto Section 2 cases. One reason that bears mention, is that the Court
appears to have stepped back from the forcefulness with which Boerne hamstrung Congress’s
ability to identify constitutionally protected rights. While soon after creating the “congruent and
proportionality” test for prophylactic legislation the Court further eroded Congress’ Section 5
authority when it overturned provisions of two civil rights laws in Garrett and Kimel, the Court
finally slowed its incursion into legislative powers in Hibbs and Lane. This new twist on its
interpretation might indicate that the Court is looking for a way of avoiding the potential
consequences of striking an unpredictable number of other civil rights laws on politically charged
grounds.
Furthermore, the Court’s prior history indicates that where it has constricted legislative
powers under the Fourteenth Amendment it found alternative means of upholding statutes. For
instance, rather than overturning its holding in the Civil Rights Cases, which had found that
Congress lacked the authority to pass laws prohibiting public accommodations segregation, the
Court upheld a closely related law under an alternative grant of power. Congress had relied both
on the Fourteenth Amendment and Commerce Clause to justify passage of Title II of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimination in public accommodations whose “operations
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affect commerce, or if discrimination or segregation by it is supported by State action.”8 1 But in
upholding that law in McClung and Heart of Atlanta the Court only justified Congress’s use of
its power to regulate interstate commerce.8 2 Likewise, whereas Boerne limited Congress’s power
to enforce Section 1 of the Fourteenth Amendment, Congress’s mention of the Thirteenth
Amendment in Victims of Trafficking and Violence Prevention Act and Matthew Shepard Act
might suffice for the Court to uphold them on the basis of its broad interpretation of the badges
and incidents of involuntary servitude.

Conclusion
The history of the Thirteenth Amendment and the Court’s long-established interpretation
of Congress’s power to enforce its provisions raise significant doubts about Jennifer Mason
McAward’s argument. Congressional debates at the time of the Amendment’s ratification and
statements about the Civil Rights Act of 1866 demonstrate that it was meant to drastically alter
federalism by granting Congress the supreme power to identify and protect civil rights. Neither
does the recent line of cases that have narrowly interpreted the Fourteenth Amendment’s
Enforcement Clause place in doubt the continued vibrance of legislative efforts to combat
existing incidents and badges of involuntary servitude. The Court has always compartmentalized
its interpretation of the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments, and there is no indication that it
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appropriate exercise of the commerce power to a public accommodation serving interstate
travelers).
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would deviate from that pattern.
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