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Facts:

James Freed, the city manager of Port Huron, Michigan, utilized a Facebook page for both personal and
job-related posts. Kevin Lindke, a user, criticized the city's COVID-19 response on Freed's posts. Freed
deleted Lindke's comments and blocked him. Lindke sued under 42 U.S.C. §1983, alleging First
Amendment rights violations.

Procedural History

The District Court granted summary judgment to Freed, finding he acted in a personal capacity. The Sixth
Circuit affirmed, focusing on the distinction between personal and official actions on social media. The
Supreme Court granted certiorari due to differing approaches in circuit courts regarding public officials'
social media use.

Issues:

Does a public official's action of blocking a user from a social media page constitute state action under
§1983 when the page is used for both personal and official purposes?

Holding:

The Supreme Court held that a public official's social media activity constitutes state action under §1983
only if the official (1) had actual authority to speak on the State’s behalf on the matter, and (2) purported
to exercise that authority in the relevant social media posts.

Rationale:

Justice Barrett, delivering the opinion of the Court, emphasized the necessity of distinguishing between
personal and official capacities in social media use by public officials. The Court established a
two-pronged test focusing on the official's actual authority and the exercise of that authority in specific
posts. This approach respects the dual roles of public officials as both private citizens with personal rights
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and state actors with potential to engage in state action. The decision underscores the importance of
context, including the content and function of the posts, in determining state action.

Disposition:

The judgment of the Sixth Circuit was vacated, and the case was remanded for further proceedings
consistent with the Supreme Court's opinion.

Concurring and Dissenting Opinions:

The opinion was delivered for a unanimous Court, indicating no dissenting or concurring opinions
diverging from the primary analysis provided by Justice Barrett. The unanimity suggests a consensus on
the importance of a nuanced approach to state action doctrine in the context of social media, reflecting the
evolving nature of public discourse in the digital age.

Analysis:

The Supreme Court's decision in Lindke v. Freed addresses the complex interplay between First
Amendment rights and the personal use of social media by public officials. By establishing a specific test
for determining state action in this context, the Court navigates the challenges posed by digital platforms
in public discourse. The unanimous decision underscores the Court's recognition of the need for clear
guidelines that respect both the personal freedoms of public officials and the public's right to engage in
discourse on matters of public concern. This case sets a precedent for future disputes involving public
officials' use of social media, highlighting the Court's adaptability to new forms of communication while
adhering to foundational constitutional principles.


