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4. GSU-UE is cut from the same cloth.  On campus, it has not only echoed 

its parent union’s rhetoric, but has added to it.  It took pains to publicly “reaffirm” its 

commitment to BDS just one week after the October 7 terrorist attacks.  And it has 

joined the “UChicago United for Palestine Coalition,” which gained notoriety for its 

protest encampment and hostile takeover of the Institute of Politics.  Through it, 

GSU-UE has joined calls to “honor the martyrs”; fight against campus “Zionists”; 

resist “pigs” (i.e., police); “liberate” Palestine from the “River to the Sea,” and by “any 

means necessary”; and “bring the intifada home.”  Jimmy Hoffa’s union this is not. 

5. Nonetheless, under a recent collective bargaining agreement extracted 

by the GSU-UE, graduate students at the University must now either become dues-

paying members of the union, or pay it an equivalent “agency fee,” as a condition of 

continuing their work as teaching assistants, research assistants, or similar positions. 

6. Constitutionally speaking, that is not kosher.  The union’s ability to 

obtain agency fees from nonconsenting students is the direct product of federal law—

i.e., it involves governmental action, subject to the First Amendment.  But if GSU-

UE wishes to wield such federally backed power, it must accept the responsibility 

that comes with it; it cannot use a government-backed cudgel, outside constitutional 

constraint.  And if the First Amendment means anything, it means students cannot 

be compelled to fund a group they find abhorrent as the price of continuing their work. 

7. The stories of Plaintiff’s members lay bare the stakes that are at issue 

here.  One member is an Israeli; another a proud Jew with family fighting in Israel; 

and some are graduate students simply horrified by the union’s antisemitism—as 
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well as its other (to put it mildly) controversial political positions, which reach well 

beyond collective bargaining to virtually every hot-button subject (e.g., abortion, 

affirmative action, policing, gender ideology, even the judiciary).  Although members 

come from different backgrounds, none can stomach sending a penny to this union. 

8. But that is the position they find themselves in—put to the choice of 

funding the union, or stopping their academic work.  Some have chosen to opt-out 

entirely, and have quit pursuing RA work so long as it comes at the cost of their values.  

Others do not have the luxury.  One student is here on a visa from Israel—something, 

of course, GSU-UE denounces under BDS—and cannot stop his work as a TA if he 

wants to stay in the country.  Another depends on his RA work to help cover cost-of-

living expenses, and cannot forgo that income if he wishes to stay at Chicago.  Others 

are deeply torn—tortured as to how to weigh their consciences against their careers. 

9. The First Amendment was adopted to prevent these sorts of choices.  

Forcing a person to associate with—let alone fund—a particular ideological 

organization is always a fraught First Amendment endeavor.  But the constitutional 

infirmity here is exceptionally stark.  Unlike a garden variety agency fee in the 

private sector, the agency fees here work as an academic toll on graduate students’ 

ability to pursue expressive activities at the very heart of the First Amendment: 

Students cannot perform certain teaching or research activities without first paying 

a kick-back to the union.  And to make an intolerable situation worse, that compulsion 

is especially problematic here, given GSU-UE’s decision to adopt a divisive political 

identity, based on issues well outside the ambit of traditional collective bargaining. 
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10. What is happening at Chicago is thus as clear an example as it gets of 

an agency-fee scheme that violates the First Amendment, by the Supreme Court’s 

own lights.  An agency fee scheme cannot “force[] men into ideological and political 

associations which violate their right to freedom of conscience, freedom of association, 

and freedom of thought.”  Harris v. Quinn, 573 U.S. 616, 631 (2014).  But that is 

exactly this case.  And for that reason, what is happening at Chicago is unlawful, and 

in violation of the First Amendment’s most basic guarantees.  It needs to be stopped. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

11. This is a suit arising under the First Amendment. 

12. This Court has subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1331.  See 

also Commc’ns Workers of Am. v. Beck, 487 U.S. 735, 742 (1988) (First Amendment 

suit against compelled private-sector union fees may proceed directly in federal court). 

13. Plaintiff has Article III standing.  Its members have suffered injuries-

in-fact as a direct result of Defendants’ actions, and those injuries can be redressed 

by this Court; the First Amendment interests at stake are germane to Plaintiff’s 

organizational purpose; and neither the asserted claim nor the requested relief 

requires Plaintiff’s members to participate directly in this suit.  See Students for Fair 

Admissions, Inc. v. President & Fellows of Harvard Coll., 600 U.S. 181, 199-201 (2023); 

see also Janus v. Am. Fed’n of State, Cnty. & Mun. Emps., Council 31, 585 U.S. 878, 

890-91 (2018) (individual has standing to bring constitutional challenge against 

union regarding agency fees).  As for redress, this Court has authority to provide 

declaratory relief under the Declaratory Judgment Act (28 U.S.C. §§ 2201, 2202), and 
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Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 57; injunctive relief under its inherent equitable 

powers (Grupo Mexicano de Desarrollo, S.A. v. All. Bond Fund, Inc., 527 U.S. 308, 

318 (1999)), and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65; and nominal damages under the 

same inherent authority (Bayer v. Neiman Marcus Grp., Inc., 861 F.3d 853, 874 (9th 

Cir. 2017); see also, e.g., Uzuegbunam v. Preczewski, 141 S. Ct. 792, 799-800 (2021)). 

14. Venue is proper in this District, because a substantial part of the events 

or omissions giving rise to this action occurred in Chicago.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b)(2). 

PARTIES 

15. Plaintiff Graduate Students for Academic Freedom, Inc. (GSAF) is a 

Virginia 501(c)(4) non-profit membership organization founded to promote academic 

freedom, and combat compelled speech and association across American campuses. 

16. Defendant United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America 

(UE) is a national union based in Pittsburgh, PA.  It is the parent union of Graduate 

Students United (GSU), and signatory to the collective bargaining agreement at issue. 

17. Defendant United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America 

UE Local 1103 – GSU (GSU-UE) is a local affiliate of UE based in Chicago, IL.  It is 

also a signatory to the collective bargaining agreement at issue—under which, it is 

the sole and exclusive bargaining agent of University of Chicago graduate students. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

The National Labor Relations Act 

18. “The NLRA governs federal labor-relations law.”  14 Penn Plaza LLC v. 

Pyett, 556 U.S. 247, 255 (2009).  Enacted in 1935, the Act was designed to facilitate 
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and encourage collective bargaining.  Glacier Nw., Inc. v. Int’l Bhd. of Teamsters Loc. 

174, 598 U.S. 771, 775 (2023); see 29 U.S.C. § 151.  And it does so by “creat[ing] a 

regulatory framework governing collective bargaining agreements that differs 

significantly from the system that would otherwise exist.”  David Topel, Union Shops, 

State Action, and the National Labor Relations Act, 101 YALE L.J. 1135, 1146 (1992). 

19. Three parts of this governing framework—all discussed later too—are 

helpful to understanding what happened at the University, and this challenge to it. 

20. First, Section 9(a) says a union “designated or selected for the purposes 

of collective bargaining by the majority of the employees . . . shall be the exclusive 

representative[] of all the employees in such unit.”  29 U.S.C. § 159 (emphases added). 

21. “As the employees’ exclusive bargaining representative, the [u]nion 

enjoys broad authority in the negotiation and administration of the collective 

bargaining contract.”  14 Penn Plaza, 556 U.S. at 255-56.  Most of all, the union is 

empowered to set the “terms and conditions of employment” for all workers, and 

“b[i]nd” them to one agreement.  NLRB v. Allis-Chalmers Mfg. Co., 388 U.S. 175, 180 

(1967); see Steele v. Louisville & Nashville R.R. Co., 323 U.S. 192, 208 (1944) (Murphy, 

J., concurring) (“While such a union is essentially a private organization, its power to 

represent and bind all members of a class or craft is derived solely from Congress.”). 

22. Second, Section 8(a) of the NLRA specifically authorizes “union-security” 

clauses.  29 U.S.C. § 158(a)(3).  A union-security clause is a provision that requires a 

worker—as a condition of employment—to financially contribute to the union, either 

by becoming a dues-paying member, or by paying what is called an “agency fee.”  See 
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Marquez v. Screen Actors Guild, Inc., 525 U.S. 33, 38 (1998).  An agency fee is “a fee 

on employees who are not union members but who are nevertheless represented by 

the union in collective bargaining.”  Davenport v. Washington Educ. Ass’n, 551 U.S. 

177, 181 (2007).  It is by law limited to those costs germane to collective bargaining.  

Wegscheid v. Loc. 2911, Int’l Union, 117 F.3d 986, 987 (7th Cir. 1997) (Posner, J.). 

23. Section 8(a) bars an employer from making an employment decision that 

may “encourage or discourage membership in any labor organization.”  29 U.S.C. 

§ 158(a)(3).  But Congress carved from this any decision to include a union-security 

clause within a collective bargaining agreement.  Wegscheid, 117 F.3d at 987.  It thus 

“empowers the union to coerce the members of the bargaining unit” to either become 

a dues-paying union member, or pay the union an “agency fee.”  Id. at 987-88. 

24. Third, the Act significantly encourages and facilitates the inclusion of 

union-security clauses within collective bargaining agreements.  Sections 8(d) and 

8(a)(5) of the NLRA make union-security clauses a mandatory subject of bargaining, 

and thus impose an obligation on employers to negotiate over such clauses in “good 

faith.”  See NLRB v. Gen. Motors Corp., 373 U.S. 734, 738, 744-45 (1963); see also 29 

U.S.C. §§ 158(d), 158(a)(5).  Meaning, employers commit an unfair labor practice—

subject to sanction by the National Labor Relations Board—unless they exhibit a 

“serious intent to adjust differences and to reach an acceptable common ground.”  

NLRB v. Ins. Agents’ Int’l Union, 361 U.S. 477, 485 (1960); see also NLRB v. Overnite 

Transp. Co., 938 F.2d 815, 821 (7th Cir. 1991).  The NLRB has explained that this 

requires an employer to present a “legitimate business purpose” for rejecting the 
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inclusion of a union-security clause.  CJC Holdings, Inc., 320 N.L.R.B. 1041, 1046 

(1996).  And as discussed later, this is a cabined ground: For instance, a “philosophical” 

objection to an agency fee, however fundamental, is not sufficient.  The upshot is that 

under the federal labor laws, something like the agency-fee arrangement here is the 

strong default, and can only be displaced by the employer in defined circumstances. 

Unionization at the University of Chicago 

25. The University of Chicago was founded in 1890.  It now boasts over 7,500 

undergraduates, and over 10,000 graduate students, spread across a host of programs. 

26. Since its first days, a defining trait of the University has been its zealous 

commitment to academic freedom.  Its first President, William Rainey Harper, 

proclaimed “complete freedom of speech on all subjects” is “fundamental” to the 

University.  And its current President, Paul Alivisatos, has echoed that, remarking 

how the University is “built upon principles of academic freedom and free expression.” 

27. This commitment is perhaps best captured by the University’s adoption 

of the Kalven Report—the canonical 1967 report authored by the Kalven Committee 

(led by Professor Harry Kalven Jr.), offering “a statement on the University’s role in 

political and social action.”  The Report underscores that a university must preserve 

“freedom of inquiry” and safeguard “independence from political fashions, passions, 

and pressures.”  And it recognized that dragooning faculty or students into “collective 

action” will necessarily come “at the price of censuring any minority who do[es] not 
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agree with the view adopted.”  In a word, universities ought to be committed to 

“neutrality” as an animating principle—be it within the classroom, or on the campus.1 

28. Nonetheless, in 2007, a collection of graduate students took the first step 

toward creating a union—and later compelling all graduate students to support it. 

29. In 2007, Graduate Students United (GSU) was founded at Chicago to 

advocate for graduate student workers (e.g., teaching and research assistants). 

30. From 2007 to 2016, GSU campaigned on a number of issues related to 

graduate student work—from wages, to healthcare, to fees, and the like.  But GSU 

did not engage in any effort to unionize; it was a voluntary association of students. 

31. In Summer 2016, however, GSU decided to go a step further, and made 

its first attempt at formally unionizing.  A majority of graduate students (about 70%) 

voted to unionize—but at the time, the University opposed the effort.  GSU eventually 

withdrew its unionization petition from the NLRB.  And in 2019, GSU ultimately 

tabled its effort to unionize graduate students—following a three-day strike. 

32. In Spring 2022, GSU began preparing a new unionization campaign.  As 

part of this, GSU voted to formally affiliate with United Electrical, Radio and 

Machine Workers of America (UE).  According to GSU’s website, it only made this 

 
1  For the full Kalven Report, see https://perma.cc/N387-KGNN, attached as 

Exhibit 8. 
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decision after “thorough research” into UE’s history.  And it stressed it was drawn to 

UE’s “issue-oriented” work—something that, as explained soon, is no small remark.2 

33. In Winter 2023, GSU began organizing graduate students.  At first, the 

“bargaining unit” that GSU sought to represent did not include every graduate 

school—most notable, it did not include the Law School.  That February, a majority 

of the covered graduate students (i.e., those who were within the defined bargaining 

unit, and voted) decided to unionize.  The NLRB soon certified the results of that 

election; and the University said that it would agree to recognize the graduate union. 

34. Given GSU’s decision to affiliate with UE, this union was named the 

“United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America UE Local 1103 – GSU” 

(GSU-UE).  UE is the “parent union” of GSU; and GSU-UE is a local chapter of UE. 

35. Over the next year, GSU-UE and the University bargained.  And on 

March 6, 2024, the parties reached a tentative collective bargaining agreement. 

36. Around this same time, GSU-UE was recruiting research assistants at 

the Law School to join the bargaining unit.  GSU-UE quickly announced a vote for 

that March, which caught many law students by surprise.  And while a number of 

law students strongly opposed this effort, they had little time and even fewer 

resources to coalesce a meaningful response.  On March 19, the law students voted 

59-29 to join GSU-UE.  For reference, the Law School has about 600 JD students. 

 
2 About GSU-UE Local 1103: FAQs, GSU-UE, https://perma.cc/WDK9-JLGM, 

attached as Exhibit 9. 
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37. On March 28, the GSU-UE’s membership voted to ratify the collective 

bargaining agreement. It took effect April 1, and is effective through March 31, 2027. 

The Collective Bargaining Agreement 

38. The parties to the agreement are the University, UE, and GSU-UE.3 

39. Article 2 of the agreement recognizes GSU-UE as the “sole and exclusive 

bargaining agent” for graduate student workers at the school—defined to include all 

TAs, RAs, etc.  But the agreement does not cover undergraduates, or “graduate 

students who are not employed to provide instructional or research services.” 

40. As previewed above, Article 2 follows directly from the NLRA.  29 U.S.C. 

§ 159(a).  Once a majority chooses a union, “only [that] union may contract the 

employee’s terms and conditions of employment. . . .  The employee may disagree with 

many of the union decisions but is bound by them.”  Allis-Chalmers, 388 U.S. at 180; 

see also, e.g., Steele, 323 U.S. at 198-99 (observing that the “representative is clothed 

with power not unlike that of a legislature” and “the authority to act for [workers] is 

derived not from their action or consent but wholly from the command of [Congress]”). 

41. More, under the terms of this agreement, GSU-UE does not simply have 

the power to represent all graduate students—it also has the power to tax their work. 

42. Article 3 provides that all graduate students covered by the contract 

must “as a condition of employment (i.e., assignment) . . . become and remain 

 
3 For the full collective bargaining agreement, see https://perma.cc/J64T-QCBB, 

attached as Exhibit 10. 

Case: 1:24-cv-06143 Document #: 1 Filed: 07/22/24 Page 11 of 42 PageID #:11



12 

members of the Union in good standing insofar as the payment of periodic dues and 

initiation fees, . . . or in lieu of such membership, pay to the Union an agency fee.” 

43. In other words, to remain a TA or RA (or some similar role), a graduate 

student must either become a dues-paying member of the union, or pay an agency fee 

(which is set to the same amount) drawn from a percentage of their regular earnings. 

44. This provision too follows from the NLRA.  29 U.S.C. § 158(a)(3); see also 

Int’l Union of Operating Engineers Loc. 399 v. Vill. of Lincolnshire, 905 F.3d 995, 1001 

(7th Cir. 2018) (noting union-security clauses are mandatory subjects of bargaining). 

45. Article 3 also states the “amount of such agency fee shall be established 

by the Union in accordance with applicable law, but in no event shall such fee exceed 

full union dues.”  As a statutory matter, the “applicable law” is that the NLRA only 

allows a union to charge an agency fee “necessary to finance collective-bargaining 

activities.”  Beck, 487 U.S. at 759.  The NLRA does not permit a union to “expend 

compelled agency fees on political causes.”  Id. at 745.  (But the line between such 

“chargeable” and “nonchargeable” has proven fuzzy at best.  Janus, 585 U.S. at 922.) 

46. Importantly, Article 3 makes clear that collecting dues and fees is the 

prerogative of the union, and the union alone.  The agreement allows graduate 

students to consent to have their dues or fees deducted directly from their paycheck 

(and transferred); or students can pay the union directly.  But either way, what is 

plain—under both the agreement, and federal law—is the payments are made from 

the students to the union, to satisfy an obligation running from the students to the 

union (so long as they wish to work).  29 U.S.C. § 186(a)(2) (making it “unlawful for 
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any employer . . . to pay, lend, or deliver, or agree to pay, lend, or deliver, any money 

or other thing of value . . . to any labor organization”); Article 3, Section 4 (“The 

University assumes no obligation, financial or otherwise, as a result of complying 

with the terms of this Article. . . . Once the funds are transmitted to the Union, their 

disposition will be the sole and exclusive obligation and responsibility of the Union.”). 

47. GSU-UE announced on May 30, 2024, that it will start to calculate dues 

and fees on July 1—with actual funds collected starting by the end of the month.4 

The GSU-UE Constitution 

48. On May 10, GSU-UE’s membership ratified the union’s constitution.5 

49. Article 3 of the constitution states GSU “shall be affiliated with” UE. 

50. Article 7 details how GSU-UE—as an affiliate and local chapter of UE—

is supposed to forward UE regular payments, including from dues and initiation fees. 

51. Article 7 also sets the amount of the agency fee to be charged by the 

union.  According to Section VIII, “[a]gency fees shall be set to an amount equivalent 

to union dues.”  This is so even though federal law requires that agency fees constitute 

only a portion of member dues—those germane to collective bargaining, and no more. 

 
4 While not expressly provided, GSU-UE and the University have represented 

that there is an exception to this dues-or-fees arrangement for religious objectors, 
who hold general “religious objections to joining or financially supporting a union.”  
Office of the Provost, Graduate Student Unionization, U. CHI. (May 16, 2024), 
https://perma.cc/EA5V-9VFW, attached as Exhibit 11. 

5 For its full constitution, see About GSU-UE Local 1103: GSU-UE Constitution 
and Officers, GSU-UE, https://perma.cc/E72U-HHL9 (providing link to the 
constitution), attached as Exhibit 12. 
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The GSU-UE’s Antisemitism Problem 

52. When they are not negotiating collective bargaining agreements, UE—

and following its lead, GSU-UE—spend an awful lot of time talking about Israel. 

53. In 2015, UE became the first national union to join the “Boycott, Divest, 

and Sanction” movement.6  And it has repeatedly “reaffirmed” its commitment since.7 

54. Indeed, UE publishes a regular “policy book,” collecting local chapters’ 

“fundamental agreement” on a host of political issues. Chief among these “policies” is 

a diatribe on Israel, and a call for the “union at all levels to become engaged in BDS.”8 

55. UE is very proud of its support of BDS.  But it shouldn’t be.  BDS is a 

“campaign aimed at delegitimizing and pressuring Israel, through the diplomatic, 

financial, professional, academic and cultural isolation of Israel, Israeli individuals, 

Israeli institutions, and, increasingly, Jews who support Israel’s right to exist.”  It is, 

in a word, “antisemitic”—geared to the “eradication of the world’s only Jewish state.”9 

 
6 Press Release, UE Endorses BDS Movement for Peace and Justice in Israel 

and Palestine, UE (Sept. 1, 2015), https://perma.cc/7AZR-S8XM, attached as Exhibit 
13. 

7  See, e.g., UE Condemns Attacks on Palestinian People, Demands Biden 
Pursue Peace, UE (May 15, 2021), https://perma.cc/J6BD-AY65, attached as Exhibit 
14. 

8  UE Policy, UE, https://perma.cc/6HQX-BKND (providing link to the UE 
Policy Book), attached as Exhibit 15. 

9  The Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions Campaign (BDS), ADL (May 24, 
2022), https://perma.cc/FT5F-99NX, attached as Exhibit 16. 
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56. BDS is so obviously antisemitic that both Joe Biden and Donald Trump 

have condemned it as such;10 so too J-Street and AIPAC (perhaps an even broader 

gap to bridge). 11   Thirty-eight U.S. states (including Illinois) have adopted laws, 

executive orders, or resolutions castigating BDS as antisemitic.12  Foreign countries, 

too, have issued statements or taken acts denouncing BDS as bigoted toward Jews.13 

57. But not GSU-UE.  In fact, GSU-UE is so committed to BDS that it made 

a point of publicly reaffirming (again) its support on October 16, 2023—when the 

slaughtered were still being pulled from the site of the Nova Musical Festival in Israel. 

 
10  Biden draws ire of Palestinian activists for shunning BDS efforts, AL 

JAZEERA (May 21, 2020), https://perma.cc/W8XA-VU7H, attached as Exhibit 17; BDS 
Israel boycott group is anti-Semitic, says US, BBC (Nov. 19, 2020), 
https://perma.cc/N36K-E4AA, attached as Exhibit 18. 

11  J Street policy principles on the Global BDS Movement and boycotts, 
divestment and sanctions efforts, J STREET, https://perma.cc/QH8M-2LEG, attached 
as Exhibit 19; The BDS Campaign Against Israel, AM. ISRAEL PUB. AFFS. COMM. (May 
5, 2019), https://www.aipac.org/resources/bds-campaign-against-israel-lxsyw-78xry-
bn97z, attached as Exhibit 20. 

12  Anti-Semitism: State Anti-BDS Legislation, AM.-ISRAELI COOP. ENTER., 
https://perma.cc/33LH-LA6K, attached as Exhibit 21. 

13 See, e.g., Germany labels Israel boycott movement BDS anti-Semitic, BBC 
(May 17, 2019), https://perma.cc/CZC7-PV8R, attached as Exhibit 22. 
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58. It might not be surprising that the union’s commentary on Israel does 

not end there.  The union has long accused Israel of running an “occupation”;14 has 

branded it an “apartheid regime”;15 and has charged it with “ethnic cleansing.”16  All 

 
14 UE Receives “Thank You” from Over 3,000 People for Palestine Resolution, 

UE (Sept. 25, 2015), https://perma.cc/TH8N-SKUX, attached as Exhibit 23. 

15  Carol Lambiase, Connecticut Unionists Visit Palestine To See Sources of 
Conflict, Build Solidarity, UE (Nov. 20, 2015), https://perma.cc/6LQ5-CEFG, attached 
as Exhibit 24. 

16 UE, supra n.7. 
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of this, for what it is worth, was years before October 7; the union has loathed Israel 

well before campus protest encampments were even a flicker in a radical eye. 

59. But speaking of which, GSU-UE was involved in those too.  Right after 

the October 7 terrorist attacks, UE called for an immediate ceasefire and complete 

cessation of military aid to Israel—calls it was quick to make again and again (and 

again).17  On campus, GSU-UE joined those calls, and mirrored its parent union’s 

rather charged rhetoric about Israel—e.g., “genocide,” “apartheid,” and “occupation.” 

 

 
17 Labor Calls for Ceasefire in Israel and Palestine Grow, UE (Nov. 21, 2023), 

https://perma.cc/U6CV-MXHZ, attached as Exhibit 25; UE Members Take Action for 
Palestine Ceasefire, UE (Dec. 15, 2023), https://perma.cc/5LGD-HWVK, attached as 
Exhibit 26; UE, Six Other National Unions Launch Ceasefire Effort, UE (Feb. 16, 
2024), https://perma.cc/D8UW-GRG5, attached as Exhibit 27. 
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60. GSU-UE went further, and decided to join the “UChicago United for 

Palestine Coalition”—the same Coalition that lead the protest encampment on 

campus (something GSU-UE student leadership was already involved in), and the 

same Coalition that also occupied (or in its words, “liberated”) the Institute of Politics. 

Case: 1:24-cv-06143 Document #: 1 Filed: 07/22/24 Page 18 of 42 PageID #:18



19 

       

61. As noted in the left photo, GSU-UE’s partnership with the Coalition was 

announced on May 8, 2024.  And that is as revealing as anything—because the 

Coalition had built up quite the track record to this point.  It had occupied the 

admissions office; installed a “memorial” on the quad for the “Palestinian martyrs 

killed by Israel”; branded all those opposed to their antics as secret “Zionists” among 

them; and urged a “ceasefire is not the end goal”—but instead, that “liberation is.” 
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