
Running the Numbers on the Injunction:
Effects on youth and the community

Bottom line
Information collected in 
seven California cities 
(Los Angeles, Long Beach, 
Inglewood, Oxnard, San 
Bernadino, San Jose, and 
San Francisco) show that 
injunctions often have 
detrimental effects on 
the communities where 
they are implemented.

Effects on youth:
While the North Oakland injunction is not supposed to affect 
youth, our research and outreach efforts in the streets have proven 
that youth are experiencing increased police harassment.  

There are no guarantees in the legal documents that youth will not 
be enjoined in the future.  In other jurisdictions, once injunctions 
are approved for adults, minors start being enjoined as well.   

Injunctions in other cities have disproportionately affected young men 
of  color.  While the injunction doesn’t currently name young men 
under 18, many definitions of  youth include an age range of  up to 21 
years of  age (including Oakland’s own Oakland Youth Commission). 

Effects on community:
City Attorney Russo has been quoted as saying that this injunction 
is being implemented at the behest of  the community.  In our 
community outreach, most North Oakland residents have 
not heard about the injunction.  Additionally,  community 
statements have not been allowed submission to the court.

Research shows that across the board, communities have 
not been informed about the civil gang injunctions 
(CGIs) coming to their neighborhoods in any 
meaningful way1, 9, 6, 10, 3 such as being asked to participate in 
city-sponsored forums to discuss what might actually work 
to reduce harm in their neighborhoods and to make them 
less afraid of  “gang” activity.  Similarly, the vast majority of  
law enforcement agents suggested that the community plays 
little to no role in addressing harm in their neighborhoods, 
despite research showing that community-led 
efforts of  prevention and social programs that create 
stability have real effects on reducing crime.4, 5, 9, 10, 6, 11, 13

Effects on the enjoined:
Few injunctions have an opt-out clause, and 
of  those that do, it’s very difficult to opt-
out.  Research shows that “people who are 
incarcerated are more likely to report having 
had extended periods of  unemployment 
and lower wages than people in the general 
population”.8  Because this injunction 
makes it easier for those enjoined to be 
imprisoned, their alternatives are narrowed 
significantly.14, 13, 7, 2, 12 Being labeled a gang 
member carries serious implications, such as 
creating harsher sentences - along the lines 
of  five to ten years longer.  However, this 
“gang member” label is nearly impossible 
to overcome once in place, and the criteria 
for labeling someone a “gang member” is 
shockingly loose (for more information 
download our Know Your Rights guide).

(over)

As a group of  neighbors, lawyers, and organizers, the Stop the Injunction Coalition lacks the power that Police Chief  Batts or City 
Attorney Russo have to make decisions for Oakland.  However, we do have the numbers on our side.  Despite Russo’s claim that 
“Sometimes numbers lie,” (Manzanita Neighborhood Crime Prevention Meeting, 5/12/10), the taxpayers whose city services are 
being cut while a costly and ineffective injunction is being pushed through, beg to differ, as do those of  us who are experiencing increased 
police harassment, surveillance, and displacement as a result of  injunctions across California.



1. ACLU Foundation of  Southern California. “False Premise, False Promise: The Blythe Street Gang Injunction and Its Aftermath.” May 1997.
2. Allan, Edward L. Civil Gang Abatement: The Effectiveness and Implications of  Policing by Injunction. 2004. New York: LFB Scholary Publishing, LLC.
3. Barajas, Frank P. “An Invading Army: A Civil Gang Injunction in a Southern California Chicano/a Community,” Latino Studies, 2007, 5(393-417).
4. Decker, Scott H. 2003. Policing Gangs and Youth Violence. Los Angeles, Thomson.
5. Decker, Scott H. and G. David Curry. 2003. “Suppression without Prevention, Prevention without Suppression: Gang Intervention in St. Louis.” In Policing 
Gangs and Youth Violence. ed. Scott H. Decker, 191-213. Los Angeles, Thomson.
6. Greene, Judy and Kevin Pranis. “Gang Wars: The Failure of  Enforcement Tactics and the Need for Effective Public Safety Strategies.” 2007 A Justice 
Policy Institute Report.
7. Grogger, Jeffery. “The Effects of  Civil Gang Injunctions on Reported Violent Crime: Evidence from Los Angeles County.” 2002. Journal of  Law and 
Economic 45: 69-90.
8.  Lyons, Sarah and Nastassia Walsh.  “Money Well Spent:   How positive social investments will reduce incarceration rates,  improve public safety, and pro-
mote the well-being of  communities.” September, 2010.  A Justice Policy Institute Report.
9. Maxson, Cheryl L., Karen M. Hennigan, and David C. Sloane. “’It’s Getteing Crazy Out There’: Can A Civil Gang Injunction Change a Community?” 
August, 2005. Criminology and Public Policy 4(3): 577-605.
10. Maxson, Cheryl L., Karen Hennigan, David Sloane, and Kathy A. Kolnick. “Can Civil Gang Injunctions Change Communities?: A Community Assess-
ment of  the Impact of  Civil Gang Injunctions.” April 2004.  Final Report Submitted to the National Institute of  Justice, U.S. Department of  Justice.
11. Singer, Matthew. “A Tale of  Two Oxnards,” 2006. VC Reporter, November 2.
12. Sklansky, David A. and Stephen C. Yeazell. “Comparative Law withouth Leaving Home: What Cilit Procedure and Teach Criminal Procedure, and Vice 
Versa.” 2006. Georgetown Law Journal. 94:683.
13. Stewart, Gary. “ Black Codes and Broken Windows: The Legacy of  Racial Hegemony in Anti-Gang Civil Injunctions.” 1998. The Yale Law Journal 107(7): 
2249-2279.
14. Werdegar, Matthew Mickle. “Enjoining the Constitution: The Use of  Public Nuisance Abatement Injunctions against Urban Street Gangs.” 1999. Stanford 
Law Review. 51(2): 409-445.

www.stoptheinjunction.wordpress.com
stoptheinjunction@gmail.com
hotline to report police injunction activity/harassment: 510.213.8135

Are “gang” injunctions effective?

There is consistent evidence 
that CGIs have no demonstrated 
statistical impact on “violent crime” 
or drug trafficking even though 
those are the kinds of  activities 
they are meant to address.9, 2  

For those communities that have been 
studied, the short-term  impacts of  all 
kinds of  policing, including CGIs, show 
some change in surveyed neighbors 
perceptions of  gang intimidation and 
general fear.  However, research shows 
that even though some neighbors 
living in areas under CGIs expressed 
decreased fear of  gang intimidation, 
no solid connection could be made 
CGIs leading to that shift.10, 1, 3, 6, 5

What does work?
We can agree that investing in our 
neighborhoods instead of policing 
creates the best long-term outcomes 
for our communities.  A study by 
the Justice Policy Institute shows 
“that investing in services and 
programs that keep people out 
of the justice system is more 
effective at improving public 
safety and promoting community 
well-being than investing in 
law enforcement.”  For example, 
“The likelihood of criminal justice 
involvement decreases as education 
attainment increases.”6 Stable 
housing, after-school activities and job 
training are also effective at making 
neighborhoods safe for everyone.


