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A School District Lawyer and
NEA-Alaska Uniserv
representative together?
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“I'm your best friend, I’'m your worst enemy,
I’'m Janus, God of Doorways,
Beginnings, Endmgs Choices.”
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Janus to Annabeth in the Labyrinth
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8 JANUS v. STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES

Opinion of the Court

freedom of speech. We have held time and again that B\ n O Com e[
freedom of speech “includes both the right to speak freely p
and the right to refrain from speaking at all.” Wooley v. =

Maynard, 430 U. S. 705, 714 (1977); see Riley v. National f rnl hf ,
Federation of Blind of N. C., Inc., 487 U. S. 781, 796-797 U S U
(1988); Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc. v. Nation Enter-

prises, 471 U. S. 539, 559 (1985); Miam:i Herald Publish- j 3 propagatl(

ing Co. v. Tornillo, 418 U. S. 241, 256-257 (1974); accord,

Pacific Gas & Elec. Co. v. Public Util. Comm'n of Cal., 475 h d < b [
U.S. 1, 9 (1986) (plurality opinion). The right to eschew e IS e |
association for expressive purposes is likewise protected. '

Roberts v. United States Jaycees, 468 U. S. 609, 623 (1984) \ abhorsl is !

(“Freedom of association ... plainly presupposes a free-

dom not to associate”); see Pacific Gas & Elec., supra, at
I

12 (“|Florced associations that burden protected speech tyran

are impermissible”). As Justice Jackson memorably put it:

“If there is any fixed star in our constitutional constella- g7
tion, it is that no official, high or petty, can prescribe what = ’?§7””JJ
shall be orthodox in politics, nationalism, religion, or other
matters of opinion or force citizens to confess by word or

act their faith therein.” West Virginia Bd. of Ed. v. Bar-

The Problem with
Compelling Contributions



The Free Rider Problem




Holding:

18 JANUS v. STATE, COUNTY, AND MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES
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of majorities ¢ legal principles to be
applied by the courts.” West Virginia Bd. of Ed. v. Barnette, 319 U. S.
624, 638 (1943).



State of Alaska v. Alaska State
Employees Association

* The court
issued a
Temporary
Restraining
Order and
Preliminary
Injunction in
favor of the
union.

* Litigation
continues




How has
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affected
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Memorandum of Agreement

to address deduction of union
dues

New language for Negotiated
Agreement

Union perspective

District perspective







