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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

An Arlington County police officer, John Donaggio, brought this
action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 against the County and its police
chief, William Stover, asserting violations of the First and Fourteenth
Amendment. Donaggio alleged that the defendants forced him to par-
ticipate in a demonstration of uniformed officers at the Capitol build-
ing in Washington, D.C., to support legislation banning assault
weapons, legislation that Donaggio opposed. The district court
granted summary judgment to the defendants. Donaggio v. Arlington
County, 880 F. Supp. 446 (E.D. Va. 1995). We affirm.

As Donaggio concedes, Appellant's Brief at 3, the district court
"correctly stated" the undisputed material facts. See, Donaggio, 880
F. Supp. at 450-53. Accordingly, thereis no need to restate them here.
After setting forth the facts, the district court held: (1) "[i]t was not
unconsgtitutional for the County, through Chief Stover, to organize and
pay its police officers to demonstrate in favor of the bill if the officers
voluntarily and knowingly agreed to do so" id. at 457; (2) because
Donaggio "was not compelled to take part in the demonstration at the
Capitol, his constitutional right to refrain from speaking was not
infringed," id. at 459-60; (3) even assuming that Donaggio was com-
pelled to "speak” by being required to attend the demonstration, the
defendants were not liable to him because "they were not the authors
of the compulsion,” id. at 460-61; and (4) in any event, qudified
immunity barred Donaggio's claim against Chief Stover. |d. at 463.

Donaggio appeals only thefirst holding.* He asserts that the dis-

*Thus, Donaggio specifically disavows any appeal of the district

court's other holdings, including its conclusion that he was not forced to
attend the demonstration. Although Donaggio concedes that he was not
compelled to demonstrate, he nonethel ess insists that his participation
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trict court erred in concluding "that no First Amendment issue [was]
raised" if Donaggio's participation in the demonstration was not com-
pelled. Reply Brief at 4. We have carefully considered the briefs and
arguments of the parties and the authorities cited therein, and con-
clude that the district court properly rejected this argument. Accord-
ingly, we affirm for the reasons stated in the district court's thorough
opinion. See Donaggio, 880 F. Supp. at 453-57.

AFFIRMED

was not voluntary because he objected to the speech. Relying on severa
Supreme Court cases, e.0. Abood v. Detroit Bd. of Educ., 431 U.S. 209
(1977), Donaggio asserts that a plaintiff need not"stand pat and fight"
compelled speech in order to challenge it, but must merely object to it.
Even if Donaggio is correct--a question we need not decide here--this
argument does not assist him. The critical flaw in Donaggio's reasoning
isthat whether the plaintiff merely objects or fights, the speech must be
compelled in order to be actionable. Based on Donaggio's earlier conces-
sion and on the undisputed facts, Donaggio can at best claim that he
objected to speech that was not compelled. In contrast, each of the free
speech cases on which Donaggio reliesinvolves a challenge to com-
pelled speech. See e.q. Abood, 431 U.S. at 235-36.
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