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Abstract

Gang injunctions are restrictions that prohibit gang members from certain activities intended to break a gang’s common routines in a neighborhood. There have been studies on both sides of the spectrum, those allegedly against gang injunctions and those in favor of placing them. This study measures the effectiveness of gang injunctions through the use of surveys and interviews where I compare the responses of the residents living outside the gang injunction area to those living within the gang injunction area in the city of Compton, California. This study evaluates the way a gang injunction is introduced, implemented, and what results from it from a Latino resident’s point of view focusing on neighborhood safety, police involvement in the community, and community involvement by residents. Furthermore, this study shows that reduction in crime is in no way linked to the implementation of a gang injunction, as the relationships between residents and the police have decreased. According to the responses, residents are reluctant to call the police, not due to fear but because they do not provide the safety they are looking for; therefore, the removal of gang injunctions will eliminate the invisible barrier they create between residents and law enforcement.
The Effectiveness of Implementing Gang Injunctions in Latino Communities

Introduction


This study measures the effectiveness of gang injunctions through the use of surveys and interviews that compare participants living outside a gang injunction area to those living within the gang injunction area. Previous research states the effectiveness of gang injunctions in regards to safety and gang crime statistics. However, what many studies fail to do is take residents’ perspectives into consideration. This study evaluates the way a gang injunction is introduced, implemented, and what results from it from a Latino resident’s point of view. This creates another way of seeing the issue; involving those mainly affected by the implementation of a gang injunction. Additionally, this study stresses the beginning of a new perspective: How residents perceive a gang injunction, and how residents feel about the police in their neighborhood.
Formally a gang injunction is defined as a restriction placed on alleged gang members, prohibiting them certain activities including: congregating in specific areas, having a pager, using a cell phone, standing on roofs of buildings, and whistling to other people (Alonso, 2001). Gang injunctions are also defined as community-oriented interventions intended to break a gang’s common routine activities in a neighborhood (Maxson et al., 2003). Also, gang injunctions are a form of suppression used for the criminalization of gangs that have begun interfering with the community’s residents. Gang injunctions are meant to prevent general crime by the individuals—law enforcement see as potential criminals creating public nuisance and interfering in the community—actually placed on the gang injunction. Since gang injunctions are introduced and passed by local law enforcement officials without giving the community notice until it has been implemented, defendants are given no right to a public attorney until they are arrested. The community has no say in whether the injunction should be passed or not, which often leads to protest from those who are placed in the injunction, their family, and close friends. Once gang injunctions are passed they are enforced by creating a high law enforcement presence in the community being targeted, which often creates racial profiling and great tension between law enforcement and residents of the community.
Gang injunctions have existed since December 1987. The Superior Court of Los Angeles introduced the first civil gang injunction against the Playboy Gangster Crips gang of West Los Angeles. Another gang injunction was not placed until 1993 when the City of Los Angeles Attorney’s Office filed for an injunction against 500 members of a Latino street gang called the Blythe Street Gang (False Premise, False Promise: The Blythe Street Gang Injunction and Its Aftermath, 1997). Since the passing of this injunction, the Los Angeles County District Attorney has passed many other injunctions all across the county making the gang injunction tactic part of the suppression model of gang enforcement (False Premise, False Promise: The Blythe Street Gang Injunction and Its Aftermath, 1997). 
As years pass, no one has been able to get his or her name removed from the gang injunction, holding them accountable to the special rules the injunction has placed. If these rules are not followed they are given a $1,000 fine or up to six months in jail. This in a sense puts a label on many individuals because some are not linked to gangs but reside in the area or as most called it “are at the wrong place at the wrong time”. Gang members have a constitutional right to receive a notice and a hearing before the injunctions are issued, but many times individuals are not given a notice or choose not to appear in court (Crawford, 2009). On the other hand, law enforcement prefer the use of gang injunctions, hoping the injunction will eliminate the intimidation of witnesses in the prosecution of gang crimes; this way making police officers the chief witnesses against gang members (Almeida, 1999).

Compton’s current gang injunction was passed 10 years ago in 1999; it targets the Compton Varrio Tortilla Flats, a Latino street gang bordering Alameda Street and Compton Boulevard. The gang injunction covers the entire area between Alameda Street and Wilmington Boulevard, and Compton Boulevard and El Segundo Street. The following map of Compton shows the red bordered area representing the gang injunction in place against the Compton Varrio Tortilla Flats:
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When this gang injunction was first implemented the entire Compton Varrio Tortilla Flats gang was “wiped down” and imprisoned. Today, there are less members of this gang; however the gang injunction area has about four other gangs currently in the neighborhood.

Currently, the 2000 census shows a steady growing population of 93,493 people, from which 53,143 or 56.8% are Hispanic (“Demographic Information”). Compared to the 1990 census data, the Hispanic population has surpassed the Black population, which was once the highest population in the city of Compton (“Demographic Information”). Though the gang injunction was implemented ten years ago, violence today does not cease to continue. There are daily reports of murdering cases, and more police patrolling the streets. There are no specific tensions between African American and Latino residents, but there is racial tension between gangs that is concerned with territory representation. So why is there higher policing but crime rates are not decreasing? Are the police doing more patrolling for their own benefit or for the sake of the community residents?
This study measures whether or not Latino residents actually believe the gang injunction implementation in their community makes their living situation safer; including how safe they feel about more police patrolling their neighborhood. This study also tests whether or not the gang injunction implementation is a policing strategy that only benefits law enforcement because it makes no difference in the community’s safety—gang crime and visibility. The surveys and interviews conducted focus on three main sections: neighborhood safety, police involvement in the community, and community involvement by residents. The main goals of the study include: finding out how Latino residents feel in regards to more police patrolling their neighborhood; whether or not the gang injunction implementation is a policing strategy that only benefits law enforcement, since the community’s relationship with the police is bad; and, what contribution this research places on the study of gang injunctions.
Literature Review
According to Scott Marshall, staff writer for the online site www.StreetGangs.com, there is a study that proves gang injunctions reduce gang visibility in the community and gang intimidation of residents (2005). This study is criticized for measuring residents’ perceptions without considering whether gang injunctions prevent crime or not (Marshall, 2005). In a research study from 2005, Cheryl Maxson, Associate Professor of Criminology, Law & Society at the University of California at Irvine, and her colleagues focus on crime and delinquency, street gangs, and policing. They argue that gang injunctions are effective in lessening gang visibility, gang intimidation, and fear of gang crime for the city’s residents. Residents believe that such restrictions (gang injunctions) on gangs are necessary to decrease drug dealing, vandalism, and intimidation for everyone in the community (Almeida, 1999).
The residents’ opinions are supported by scholars who put themselves in the place of the gang members and believe their rights are violated. For Grogger, gang injunctions are effective as they decrease violent crime after imposed (2002). His study shows relevance to how an imposed gang injunction decreases violent crime in a period of a year after its implementation. Though his study served to show the effectiveness of gang injunctions as a place-based intervention strategy—programs involving directed patrols by police, which focus on small geographic areas of severe crime problems—he suggests that the effectiveness varies between interventions (Grogger, 2002). He suggests literature presented provides little or no data on either the costs or civil rights implications of gang injunctions, which serves for future research (Grogger, 2002).
On the other hand, there are those that disagree with the ability of gang injunctions to get rid of gang activity and crime. Malcolm Klein, professor emeritus at the University of Southern California, argues that gang injunctions actually strengthen gang life (Almeida, 1999). Maxson and her research colleagues give reference to Klein’s argument in their study. They also argue that suppression techniques (i.e. gang injunctions) may backfire by building cohesiveness among the gang members (Maxson, 2005). There exists advocates, including organizations such as the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), who believe gang injunctions are unfair and ineffective (ACLU: D.C. Gang Injunction Bill Unfair, Ineffective, 2009). As Ian Cooper, ACLU legal assistant, claims gang injunctions neither stop crime nor stop homicides. The ACLU also suggests how gang injunctions tend to hurt innocent people more than help them, by loosely connecting them to gangs and placing them under the injunction. Amir Jones, a resident who joined others by calling on the D.C. council to remove "gang injunctions" from proposed crime legislation, stresses that gang injunctions lead to racial profiling against African American and Latino men (ACLU: D.C. Gang Injunction Bill Unfair, Ineffective, 2009). ACLU attorney, Peter Bibring Letting also insists that by law enforcement deciding who will go on the injunction list an invitation to abuse and racial profiling arises (Altan, 2009). 

Joan W. Howarth further contends that anti-gang injunctions are class-based and racialized towards minorities, predominantly targeting Latino and African-American youth by labeling them as guilty based on group association (1999). Gary Stewart believes that although, anti-gang civil injunctions are said to be race-neutral, they overwhelmingly harm minority groups (1998). As he discusses in his article, the broad liberty of power the police is given might lead to general violations of residents’ civil liberties and oppression in minority communities (Stewart, 1998). This asserts how gang injunctions make no difference in reducing crime but they do discriminate against minority groups in low-income communities where they have been implemented. Once residents feel their rights violated or discrimination taking over their community they are more likely to retaliate against such implementation.
Since gang injunctions do not only harm minority groups in the long run (Stewart, 1998), but minority youth’s constitutional rights are burdened more than those of whites, gang injunctions violate the Fourteenth Amendment. This creates a double standard in the criminal justice system (Ludeke, 2007). Gang injunctions also implicate the three First Amendment rights—freedom of association (congregating freely on the street), freedom from guilt by association (being associated with a gang for simply “hanging out” with a member), and freedom of speech and expression (restrictions on the use of gang clothing and hand signals). And, lastly, the Fifth Amendment and Fourteenth Amendment rights to due process (Crawford, 2009).

Further literature challenges the effectiveness of gang injunctions to lessen crime and gang activity. The ACLU’s report, False Premise, False Promise, analyzes the Blythe Street gang injunction of 1993 and its aftermath concluding that the injunction failed to have an immediate decline in violent crime and drug trafficking (1997). This failure challenges the effectiveness of gang injunctions. Perhaps the fact that the experience of the community surrounding the injunction site was relatively worse than the city as a whole proves how crime activity fails to improve (False Premise, False Promise: The Blythe Street Gang Injunction and Its Aftermath, 1997). This report shows how unconstructive it is to have gang injunctions, proving that it is an ineffective policy.

Gang Injunctions’ Replacement Suggestions
Communities across Southern California have refused to follow through with the gang injunction implementation, as is the case of residents of Barrio Cypress in Orange. After holding community meetings and delegating research tasks, Yvonne Elizondo, a case manager at the Bridge—a non-profit where she works serving at-risk, low-income people—formed a group called the Orange County Youth Injunction Defense Committee (Altan, 2009). Elizondo explains that communities coming together and standing up to gang injunctions is something that the people have to see is possible (Altan, 2009). Furthermore, there are those who believe improvements to gang activity can be achieved through alternatives for both gang members and the community. Such groups as the ACLU suggest putting more emphasis on prevention and community policing (ACLU: D.C. Gang Injunction Bill Unfair, Ineffective, 2009). Stewart’s solution to the decrease in gangs would be to improve the socioeconomic conditions of inner-city communities (1998). Maxson et al. suggest that the injunction might have higher positive effects if it were to be enforced along with skill-development and treatment resources for targeted gang members (Maxson et al., 2005). 

Amongst the community organizations who disapprove gang injunctions and literature that makes replacement suggestions for gang injunctions, there is a lot of literature pertaining to the benefits and disadvantages of having a gang injunction in place. Further research suggests the removal of gang injunctions and the replacement of such with other worthwhile alternatives. In Crawford’s analysis of unofficial exit processes—which allow former gang members to petition the City Attorney directly for removal instead of going to court—one can see the effect of gang injunctions for those attempting to transition out of a gang, especially when participating in school or work activities (2009).  Problems may arise particularly when the individual is trying to apply for a job, such that the gang injunction appears in the employment background check, or when participating in school sports or activities (Crawford, 2009). According to Crawford those named in an injunction have theoretically always had a way out, meaning that such individual has a right to seek removal from the gang injunction by petitioning to the court (2009). They fail to do so because they are either uneducated, unaware, or simply may be intimidated by the process.
Theoretical Models of Criminalization
 

Researchers often use theoretical models of criminalization to explain the employment of gang injunctions. Gang injunctions are often a result of deterrence theory, where the offender’s calculation of the punishment received for committing the crime is essentially outweighed by the anticipated benefits of committing the crime (Maxson et al., 2003). Using deterrence makes it clear that gang members are the intended targets when they receive the injunction papers (Maxson et al., 2003). According to deterrence theory, severe sanctions will deter criminal behavior; therefore penalties for violating an injunction might make gang members more aware and feeling they are being closely watched and more likely to be prosecuted for violations (Maxson et al., 2005). For Alonso, if core gang members are targeted by law enforcement (i.e. gang injunction), that will influence other gang members by deterring them from engaging in criminal activity (2001). 

Researchers usually link the “broken windows” theory, deterrence theory, and social psychological theory to criminal behavior and gang injunctions. Stewart refers to the “broken windows” theory—which claims that broad police discretion is necessary for effective crime prevention even if it leads to civil rights’ violations—literature as providing the strongest argument for gang injunctions (1998). The “broken windows” theory holds that communities that become vulnerable to criminal activity are more susceptible to social disorganization, which is linked to crime (Alonso, 2001). For social disorganization theory, gang injunctions can produce positive community change which must be measured over an extended period of time (Maxson et al., 2004). The “broken windows” theory is compared to how if a window in a building is broken the rest of the windows will soon be broken (Alonso, 2001). When comparing gang injunctions to social psychological theory—how group identity causes individuals to feel less responsible for their behavior leading them to conform to situation-specific group norms, which promote violence—gang injunctions are believed to make gang members accountable for their actions, therefore decreasing the violent behavior and weakening the gang’s identity (Maxson et al., 2005). 
Stewart makes note of the theory of “aversive racism”—the negative feelings that aversive racists harbor toward blacks rooted in cognitive, motivational, and sociocultural processes—within the context of gang injunctions, as predicting that underlying racial attitudes which conspire to oppress and stigmatize minority groups is masked by the raceless metaphor of “war” (1998). Stewart concludes that just like the Black Codes after the war, gang injunctions also stigmatize minority communities, maintaining white supremacy (1998).
Lastly, the “broken windows”, social psychological, deterrence, and “aversive racism” theories demonstrate relevance to the purpose of this research topic by providing different opinions and either supporting or opposing the effectiveness of gang injunctions in decreasing gang activity. The “broken windows”, social psychological, and deterrence theory advocate for gang injunctions, making it clear that they reduce gang members’ violent crime. The “aversive racism” theory, on the other hand, concludes the stigmatization by gang injunctions in minority communities is what draws gang members into feeling oppressed and disobeying the law. In this study, all four theories are relevant to the fact that they contribute to the welfare or destruction of the individual mindset once a gang injunction is passed.
Previous Research on Gang Injunctions

Underlying Goal

The underlying goal of gang injunctions is to suppress gangs. It is used most often by law enforcement against gang members. Crawford, law student at the University of California, Berkeley School of Law, argues gang members are not given notice that their name has been added to such gang injunctions, which often leads to the individual’s failure to appear in court (2009). In some cases suppression leads the activities under the gang injunction to backfire, causing cohesiveness between gang members in the targeted gang injunction area instead of getting rid of the gangs (Maxson et al., 2004). This is perhaps one of the short term consequences gang injunctions also cause for their communities, as the gangs become closer and harder to get rid off instead of disappearing with the implementation of the gang injunction.
Short- and Long-Term Consequences
Gang injunctions have both short- and long-term consequences to their implementation, which affect not just gang members and their families but communities as a whole. Short-term effects are present in Maxson et al.’s study of the city of San Bernardino which brought negative results in the secondary area—where there was less gang activity and social disorder before the injunction—as cohesiveness among gang members was produced (Marshall, 2005). Maxson et al. describe the cohesiveness of these gang members, as there were fewer reports of gang intimidation and less fear of confrontation with gang members by residents (2004). Long-term effects include lack of notice arising once prosecutors implement gang injunctions against unnamed members of the gang—John Does—which is constitutionally permitted by California law (Crawford, 2009). Also, gang injunctions hurt innocent people by placing family members of anyone who is in a gang or connected to a gang on the list (ACLU: D.C. Gang Injunction Bill Unfair, Ineffective, 2009). 
Lastly, Crawford (2009), Ludeke (2007), and Stewart (1998), mention how gang injunctions are discriminatory and target minority communities, violating the First, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendment. Gang injunctions implicate the three First Amendment rights—freedom of association (congregating freely on the street), freedom from guilt by association (being associated with a gang for simply “hanging out” with a member), and freedom of speech and expression (restrictions on the use of gang clothing and hand signals)—and the Fifth Amendment and Fourteenth Amendment rights to due process (Crawford, 2009). These short- and long-term consequences demonstrate the importance of implementing point gang injunctions and their effect in the community.
Limitations

Through their consequences, gang injunctions also offer limitations as they track only certain changes. In Grogger’s study, based on 8 years’ worth of data drawn from four law enforcement jurisdictions, violent crime rates declined between 1.5 and 3.0 crimes per quarter during the first year they were imposed (2002). This amounts to a decline of 5-10 percent preceding the gang injunction (Grogger, 2002). These results only show a decline in crime rate, without taking into consideration or showing the costs of the gang injunction or the potential for civil rights abuses of such (Grogger, 2002), which tracks only violent crime rates declining without showing how that decline affects the community as a whole. 
In Maxson et al.’s study, certain limitations are underlined with a variety of contexts such as injunction forms, implementation procedures, gang structures, law enforcement and venues and community environments (2004). As Maxson et al. suggest, doing the study according to the different contexts is necessary as doing any generalization of findings from one study of one injunction on one gang is premature (2004). Another limitation in Maxson et al.’s study was the fact that there was only one comparison, as they suggest it would be best to have several comparison areas for future research (2004). 
Not the Best Option
Many researchers, newspaper writers, organization leaders, and community residents agree that gang injunctions are not the best option for getting rid of gangs. As Ramona Ripston—executive director of the American Civil Liberties Union of Southern California—states for the New York Times, there is a concern for the proliferation of gang injunctions especially because crime is down in Los Angeles (Almeida, 1999). According to ACLU’s legal assistant, Ian Cooper, gang injunctions will do nothing to stop crime if at all they will serve to threaten the rights of citizens (ACLU: D.C. Gang Injunction Bill Unfair, Ineffective, 2009). Though new options have been proposed, none have replaced gang injunctions. This makes it more difficult for communities to get rid of them, because most just go along with the injunction without knowing they have a right to oppose it, or to petition to have their name removed. No questioning is done and no other options are considered to replace gang injunctions, perhaps this is a big downfall for those whose name is being placed on the gang injunction. This leads to inadequate police treatment and policy implementations.
Law Enforcement Behavior
The fact that law enforcement is the one in charge of proposing gang injunctions and enforcing them once they are implemented in the streets is perhaps a big mistake. According to Peter Bibring, an ACLU attorney, letting law enforcement decide who is and who is not subject to the injunction leads way to abuse and racial profiling (Altan, 2009). There exists authority misguided use, as law enforcement uses their power to withhold certain information or punish those that are innocent. Community leaders and others also see gang injunctions as opening the door for police harassment of innocent residents (Esquivel, 2008). As Kim Saunders, city of Compton planning commissioner states, the whole community becomes terrorized by law enforcement once gang injunctions are implemented especially since deputies are aggressive (Esquivel, 2008). Saunders also questions whether instead of making the community feel safer, gang injunctions will actually make the community feel harassed (Esquivel, 2008). These types of arguments from organization leaders and city employees often lead to the community reacting against such abuse and harassment. Also, the behavior of law enforcement is one of the main concerns for the community because it is the police whom they count on for their safety; therefore when the residents feel their rights are being threatened by discrimination and injustice this sets a trigger to retaliate against such abuse.

Neighborhood Reaction

Community leaders, such as Yvonne Elizondo—in the case of Orange’s Barrio Cypress—began holding weekly meetings for the worried parents and defendants of the gang injunction taking place in their barrio. She delegated tasks, and the Orange County Youth Injunction Defense Committee created groups that focused on outreach, research, and planning (Altan, 2009). After much debate and protests, they managed to get the names out of the injunction, though the District Attorney’s office was still going to proceed against the gang as a whole. According to Elizondo in such cases as this one, communities have to come together and stand up to these gang injunctions (Altan, 2009).  Other communities with less effort put against gang injunctions have residents resigned about the violence in their community. Residents speak of gang members as killing themselves daily without the community being able to do anything about it, but resign themselves to such violence (Esquivel, 2008). The community’s reaction varies by city and by case, but is it safe to assume that it is constructive to have gang injunctions?

Usefulness of Gang Injunctions
What is the use of gang injunctions and who do they benefit the most? There exists authority misguided use when law enforcement uses their power to withhold certain information or punish those that are innocent. Gang members have a constitutional right to receive a notice and a hearing before the injunctions are issued, but many times individuals are not given a notice or choose not to appear in court (Crawford, 2009). As Crawford concludes in her Comment, the appeal of exit processes—proposed as legislation by San Francisco’s Public Defender Jeff Adachi in December 2007 and which removes discretion from the city attorney’s office to extra-judicial, independent review boards to which gang members named in injunctions could petition for removal—is unconstitutional (2009). 
On the other hand, in Howarth’s critique, gang injunctions are critiqued through the lens of restorative justice—where any crime is injurious and the best response is to heal the injuries caused to the victim, the community, and the offender—principles (1999). The purpose of restorative justice is to restore victims, restore communities, and restore offenders in a way that is just for all involved (Howarth, 1999). Howarth points out how though restorative justice and gang injunctions both respond to crime by having the victim and members of the community involved in the process, seeing the injury as being healed, and holding the offender accountable for the injuries he has caused, both relate to law in different directions (1999). As the gang injunction seeks to punish and reduce crime by making any activity by gang members illegal, restorative justice begins with the injuries and people involved shifting away from the formal processes of law (Howarth, 1999). Crawford and Howarth both claim the injustice of gang injunctions by subtly pointing out the underlying goal of gang injunctions. Their critiques on unofficial exit processes and restorative justice give different options for replacing a gang injunction, with its benefits to the victim, the offender, and the community as a whole.
Many scholars’ literature has made great contribution to the study of gang injunctions in low-income, highly-criminalized neighborhoods, but there still remains the question of whether or not gang injunctions just benefit law enforcement or they actually make an impact in residents’ safety at home. Maxson et al. suggests, there remain a variety of questions unanswered in regards to gang injunction implementation (2003), and within these questions is the target of this paper. This study will measure the effect of gang injunctions on neighborhood life, most specifically on whether Latino residents feel safer and less fearful with the implementation of an injunction, or are they willing to intervene to reverse physical or social disorder problems in their neighborhoods and if the injunction is an effective community policing strategy (Maxson et al., 2003). 
Contribution to Study of Gang Injunctions
Much scholar literature has made great contribution to the study of gang injunctions in low-income, highly-criminalized neighborhoods, but there still remains the question of whether or not gang injunctions solely benefit law enforcement or if they actually make an impact in residents’ safety. Do Latino residents actually believe the gang injunction implementation in their community makes their living situation safer? This includes how safe they feel in regards to more police patrolling their neighborhood.  Also, whether or not the gang injunction implementation is a policing strategy that only benefits law enforcement because it makes no difference in the community’s safety—gang crime and visibility. Do Latino residents, living in the gang injunction area, believe they are racially profiled by the police? I believe that Latino residents in the gang injunction area are treated harsher by police; but is racial profiling consistent? Maxson et al. suggest that there remain a variety of questions unanswered in regards to gang injunction implementation (2003), and within these questions is the target of this paper. 
This study will measure the safety of residents in regards to neighborhood life, police involvement in the community, and the community’s involvement in gang injunctions. I believe adult females feel safer than males with a gang injunction in their neighborhood. Most specifically I believe that Latina residents feel safer with higher levels of police patrolling the gang injunction area, while most Latino men see a gang injunction as policing that only benefits law enforcement. Also, young residents (18-24 years old) are less likely to trust the police and feel that the police are not well involved in their community. Lastly, the more time residents have living in Compton, the more they are satisfied and more likely to disagree with having a gang injunction.  By testing these hypotheses, this study measures whether gang injunctions intervene to reverse physical or social disorder problems in their neighborhoods and if the injunction is an effective community policing strategy (Maxson et al., 2003).  
The study uses the layout of an existing study by Maxson et al. held in a different city in Southern California. In this study it analyzes the perceptions Compton residents have on the safety of their community and how aware they are of the implementation of a gang injunction. Their agreement to a gang injunction will be measured along with their gender, age, how long they have living in Compton, whether or not they live in the injunction area, and their responses. Although Maxson et al. current study examines the potential effects of civil gang injunctions on community residents, including the decrease in gang visibility, gang intimidation, and fear of gang crime (2005), this study focuses on Latinos only. It uses part of the questions from Maxson et al. wave 1 and wave 2 surveys. The main purpose of this study is to compare how Latino residents feel in a regards to the area with a gang injunction implementation and the area with no gang injunction implementation—according to their safety, police visibility, physical and social disorder problems, and what ethnic group is on the injunction. The following areas will be compared in the city of Compton: Compton Varrio Tortilla Flats gang injunction area versus the area of the city of Compton with no gang injunction. 
The survey collection will vary throughout the city of Compton, a city that has been highly stigmatized all across the country for gang violence, high crime rates, and drug dealing. This study is designed to find out how gang injunctions have impacted Latino residents in the city of Compton. More specifically, it analyzes the effectiveness of gang injunctions for Latino residents according to their responses through surveys, interviews, and previous research. This will be an analysis of the gang injunction area versus the entire non-injunction are in Compton, analyzing the safety of the community in terms of policing, fear tactics, and Latino residents’ concerns about safety. 
This study is important because it will serve to show the effectiveness of gang injunctions and provide alternatives for them if found to be ineffective to community residents. It will also show if low-income minority communities really need gang injunctions to make a difference in community safety with regards to gang violence or if gang injunctions just make safety worse and another source of anti-gang statute should be implemented. Overall, this study is intended to provide support and alternatives to gang injunctions in predominant Latino communities if gang injunctions are ineffective in creating a safer environment for Compton Latino residents. The surveys and interviews will focus in three sections: neighborhood safety, police involvement in the community, and community involvement. They will be testing the following hypotheses: (1) Residents perceive gang injunctions as not being a good way to help make their neighborhood safer; and (2) Residents living in the injunction area are less likely to trust the police, and more likely to believe the police in their neighborhood is too tough on people or uses more force than needed.
Methodology

Contribution of an Existing Study

This study uses the layout of an existing study by Maxson et al., which examines the potential effects of civil gang injunctions on community residents, including the decrease in gang visibility, gang intimidation, and fear of gang crime (2005). This study focuses on the perceptions Latino residents have on their safety and the safety of their community, and how aware they are of the implementation of a gang injunction. Part of the questions from Maxson et al.’s wave 1 and wave 2 surveys are used in this study. The main purpose of this research study is to compare how Latino residents feel in a community where a gang injunction has been implemented according to their safety, police visibility, physical and social disorder problems, and what ethnic group is on the injunction. This study compares two areas in the city of Compton: Compton Varrio Tortilla Flats gang injunction area versus the area of the city of Compton with no gang injunction. This comparison will serve as a sample to find out how gang injunctions have impacted Latino residents in the city of Compton, a city that has been highly stigmatized all across the country for gang violence, high crime rates, and drug dealing. 

Research Design
This study is designed to obtain the perceptions of Compton residents on the safety of their community, in regards to the gang injunction and police patrolling. Compton was selected because there is an injunction against a Latino gang—Compton Varrio Tortilla Flats. The study analyzes the safety of the community in terms of policing, fear tactics, and Latino residents’ concerns about safety. This took into consideration the residents’ agreement to a gang injunction and how long they have been living in Compton. 
Participants
Participants were chosen based on the following criteria: Latino, current residents of the city of Compton, and 18 years or older. There were a total of 41 survey participants and three informal-interview participants, whose personal information was kept in anonymity.

Surveys
The surveys were anonymous; no personal information other than gender, nationality (i.e. Mexican, Salvadorian, Guatemalan, etc.), and age was collected from the participants. The study is a replica of 47 of the questions in Dr. Maxson’s and her colleagues’ study (Maxson et. al. 2004), along with a map of the city of Compton. The surveys (found in Appendix) were printed in both English and Spanish. They were administered in a random order to 41 participants at shopping centers, laundromats, and schools in Compton. I approached the participants by asking them if they were residents of the city of Compton. Then I gave them a brief description of the study and asked them if they would be willing to participate. They began by answering the demographic questions and marking the area they live in with an ‘X’ or a circle in the map of the city. I first went to Plaza Mexico (a shopping center in the city of Lynwood, California), which is about a five-minute drive from Compton. I was unable to get many surveys done. The following weekends I decided to go to a laundromat, where I actually received a lot of responses; after that I headed to businesses and lastly to residential homes on a random street located within the gang injunction area.
Interviews
I conducted four anonymous informal interviews, extracting some of the questions from the survey but mainly conversing with the participants and using the survey questions as a guide. After completing the survey I interviewed four Latino residents: a resident in the non-injunction area, the owner of an auto shop, the owner of a bike shop, and the owner of a mini store.

Analysis

The data was measured using coding for the responses. Most questions included responses of 1 through 5, or 0 if left blank. Neighborhood safety—including violent and property victimization, perceived social disorder, and general fear of crime—was measured using questions 3 and 4. Police attitude and involvement was measured using question 8. Lastly, community involvement—including residents’ knowledge and attitudes toward gangs and injunctions—was measured using question 12.

Frequencies

For the testing of the hypothesis, since the questions had four or five choices, the responses were classified as 0 or 1 according to the average of the corresponding answers for the question. For hypothesis number one, if the average of the responses to questions 3 and 4 was 2.4 or less the classification was ‘0', and if the average was 2.5 or more the classification was ‘1’—since the breaking point was between “somewhat safe” and “somewhat unsafe”. For the second hypothesis, where different parts of question 8 were taken into consideration, the responses were classified according to ‘0’ if the responses were from “disagree” to “neither agree nor disagree” and as ‘1’ if the responses were from “somewhat agree” to “agree”. Question 12 served to come up with how much participants agreed to have a gang injunction or not placed on their neighborhood, taking into consideration how much the community was aware about gangs and their attitudes towards them.
Results


After the collection of the surveys, three tables were generated to demonstrate the following: table 1 represents whether or not a gang injunction is perceived as being a good way to make neighborhoods safer, table 2 represents whether or not the police in the neighborhood can be trusted, and table 3 represents whether or not residents agree with the police treating people fairly and respectfully. Afterwards, percentages were calculated for the demographics and frequencies were calculated to measure the two hypotheses.

Demographics
To portray the demographics the following variables were taken under consideration: gender, age, time living in this neighborhood (city of Compton), and whether or not the respondent lived in the gang injunction area. For this last variable, the map of the city of Compton was divided into two areas, one area representing the non-injunction population and the other area representing the injunction population. I had spoken to two different police officers from the Compton Sheriff’s Station at different times, and both gave me the same answer to where the gang injunction is implemented in the city of Compton. The gang injunction borders Compton Boulevard, Alameda Street, Willowbrook Avenue, and El Segundo Street.


The demographical percentages were first calculated by gender and the other variables as subgroups, but there were many numbers; therefore I opted to calculate the percentages of the 41 respondents as a whole. Out of the forty-one respondents, twenty (49%) were male and twenty-one (51%) were female. Gender demographics were quite proportional even though I did not plan it that way. For age: 34% were 18-24 years old, 12% were 25-34 years old, 27% were 35-44 years old, 17% were 45-54 years old, 7% were 55-64 years old, and there was 2% for 65 or more years old. Most respondents were 44 years old or younger. When asked how much time they have living in the city of Compton, 5% have been living less than 6 months, 5% have been living 6 months-2 years, 15% have been living 2-5 years, 24% have been living 6-10 years, 34% have been living more than 10 years, and 17% have been living in Compton all their life. More than half of the participants have been living in Compton more than 10 years, and the gang injunction was actually implemented 10 years ago. This is quite interesting because they all seemed unaware of the gang injunction implementation. For the last question, on what part of Compton they lived in, 44% live in the gang injunction area and the other 56% live in the non-injunction area. This is the final breakdown of the people surveyed according to place of residency in the city of Compton.
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Analysis
When analyzing the responses to conclude my data and research, I combined the frequencies found in the surveys along with the responses from the informal interviews. Table 1 shows how most people agree that a gang injunction is a good way to help make neighborhoods safe. Only 50% of those that disagree live in the non-injunction area. The auto shop owner, who has been working in his business for nine years, agrees with having a gang injunction; he believes that “we should be harsher on delinquents”…“that they should spend more time in jail, because they just give them six to seven months and let them go.” On the other hand, the mini store worker, who has been working there for five years, disagrees because he believes the gang injunction is not the best option against a gang.
· Table 1. Do you agree or disagree with the following statement: “A gang injunction a good way to help make neighborhoods safer.”
[image: image2.emf]

Table 2 shows that the results for both areas were proportional—about trusting the police and not trusting the police the gang injunction area and non-injunction area. The auto shop owner does not trust the police; he says that he sees them and starts trembling. He also says that “whenever they want they stop you,” referring to the police as ‘they’. The bicycle shop owner, who has been having the business for three years now, believes that “the police instead of helping you gives you more problems”…“that’s why it is better not to trust them anymore”…“the police does not help” so she has not called them because they “do not do anything, they only pretend to help, especially if they are gangs.” On the other hand, the mini store owner believes that one can trust the police, especially since he says he [has] seen when there have been problems and the police respond well.”
· Table 2. How much do you agree or disagree with the statement below? :                    “The police in my neighborhood can be trusted.”
[image: image8.emf]
Lastly, table 3 below shows that residents in the gang injunction area are more likely to

treat other people fairly, and to be respectful of people. Both the auto shop and the mini store

owners disagreed when interviewed. The mini store owner believes that the police does not treat people fairly and that only some of the officers actually respect the people.
· [image: image9.emf]Table 3. How much do you agree or disagree with the statement below? :                         “ The police in my neighborhood treat people fairly and are respectful of people.”
Unexpected Results 


Some unexpected results included the fact that only 2 out of 41 respondents agreed to be afraid of the police in their neighborhood. Coincidentally both were in the non-injunction area. Also, a woman told me her story about how her son got killed and the police took a long time to arrive at the scene of the crime, she was very upset. A participant mentioned how the city is getting better, but that they should eliminate the name of ‘Compton’ to take away the stereotype the city has and the bad impression it makes. Another participant suggested that the sergeants’ “put more attention to their own law enforcement”…“that just because they have a badge they should feel with the power for them to cover up what they do amongst each other.”
Conclusion

This study shows that though the police are committing to keep the neighborhood safe, gang injunctions in no way transmit this message to the residents. Reduction in crime is in no way linked to the implementation of a gang injunction, as the relationships between residents and the police have decreased. Residents admit they do not trust police anymore and are not willing to call them when there is crime or gang violence in their neighborhood. Also, gang injunctions do not alert residents as they are not emphasized or spread across the community. According to resident’s responses, we can see that gang injunctions lead nowhere but in fact restrict others from certain activities.

Neighborhood Safety. Most respondents feel somewhat safe when being out alone either at night or during the day in their neighborhood. On the other hand, most believe it is very unsafe for children to walk home from school through their neighborhood in the afternoon. Most respondents demonstrated concern and attributed this lack of safety to cars speeding or not giving the pedestrian the right to pass at intersections. Fear was proportionate in regards to fearing that they or a member of their family will be hurt by someone in the neighborhood. Not one response became more prevalent than the other. Surprisingly, when asked how much they feared that they or someone of their family will be confronted by a gang member out in the neighborhood, almost half of the participants said they were not fearful. Many mentioned that as long as you respect them, they will respect you. 
Community Involvement. When asked about their satisfaction living in their neighborhood, 74% are either satisfied or very satisfied. Though most respondents are satisfied, about 70% of respondents agree that there are not enough organized activities for youth in their neighborhood. The respondents were given a brief description of what is a gang injunction. Once asked about whether or not they agree with a gang injunction helping to make neighborhoods safer, about 67% agreed. This compliments their opinion on whether they agree or disagree with a gang injunction not being fair to gang members; only 19% think it is not fair, while 41% neither agree nor disagree. This puts the other 50% agreeing that a gang injunction is fair to gang members. Lastly, more than half of the respondents are unaware of the implementation of a gang injunction in their neighborhood.
Police Involvement. About half of the respondents said they would call the police if a gang member was threatening someone outside their home. When asked if calling the police to report a crime could put them or their family in danger of retaliation, about 85% agree that it could. About 74% of the respondents disagree with being afraid of the police in their neighborhood; they believe that the police are doing a good job in responding to people after they have been victims of crime. Most respondents also agree that the police are doing an okay to very good job working together with people to solve local problems. Overall, more than 80% agree that the police in their neighborhood are doing an okay to very good job in preventing crime.
According to the surveys, while gang violence is increasing and gang members terrorizing the residents is augmenting, Latinos fear for the their family and themselves. They attribute this fear to what should change in their community. Most residents surveyed did not know what a gang injunction was before the study, or that there exists a gang injunction in their community. This unawareness portrays what kind of job is being done to serve the community as a whole, and how residents see no change happening in their own barrios.
Furthermore, some of the most insightful interactions when undertaking this research, both survey collection and conversations with residents was the way the Latino community opened up to telling me their stories. There was a little bit of hassle from the residents at the beginning, but as I went further into my research the residents became more flexible and cooperative with me. I felt that many of the residents felt they had a voice and someone was listening to them. This was the key factor in obtaining most of my surveys and interviews.
Limitations


Though everything went quite well, there were a few limitations to how to improve this study in the future. It would perhaps help to have a bigger sample size for the surveys and more interviews in the future. This will bring in more respondents and more perspectives on this issue especially since the city of Compton has just announced that they are replacing the Compton Sheriff’s Department with the Compton Police Department, after ten years of service, the city is going back to the police department.
In conclusion, less percent of women living in the gang injunction area feel safer than in the non-injunction area, but female residents tended to react in a more nurturing and motherly way towards not having a gang injunction. Male residents, on the other hand, were more punitive and were thinking more about their own safety with less regard for the future of gang members and their families. Also, residents that have been living more time in Compton felt more satisfied living there, but most neither agree nor disagree (are unsure) with having a gang injunction. According to age, 18-24 year old individuals neither agree nor disagree (are unsure) about trusting the police, most of them think the police are not well involved in the community.


Overall, gang injunctions lead to prisons getting full, but not preventing crime. One thing to keep in mind: are the police that pass these gang injunctions looking after their own interests or do they actually take into consideration how the residents feel and what they think? Or are they using these restrictions to serve their quota of the day purpose and making the city’s patrolling “look good”? According to the responses, residents are reluctant to call the police, not due to fear but because they do not provide the safety they are looking for. It is up to the police to interact more with the community and let residents know that they do take into consideration their safety. This can be achieved by eliminating the implementation of gang injunctions and asking for the community’s input in creating more recreational activities for youth. Also, the removal of gang injunctions will eliminate the invisible barrier they create between the residents and law enforcement.
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Appendix

A. Spanish Survey

ENCUESTA

   


           (MARQUE UNA RESPUESTRA EN CADA LÍNEA)
               Hombre         Mujer

¿Es usted hombre o mujer? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .       1                2.
¿Cuál es su etnicidad? (Marque una o dos que lo describan bien)




                            Sí            No

a. Mexicano/Mexico-Americano. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .
    1            0.
b. Salvadoreño/Salvadoreño-Americano. .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .    1            0.
c. Guatemalteco/Guatemalteco-Americano . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . .   1            0.
d. Otro grupo étnico (Por favor llene el espacio_______________________ )




18 a 24     25 a 34      35 a 44      45 a 54      55 a 64      65 o más




                               años          años         años           años          años           años

¿Cuántos años tiene usted?

        1                 2             3                4                5                6.









           Rentario/







            Inquilino       Propietario        Otro

¿Renta su casa o es suya?  



     1                     2                 3.
             


 Menos de       6 meses      2 a 5         6 a 10         Más de      Toda mi




                       6 meses         a 2 años       años          años        10 años         vida

¿Cuánto tiempo ha vivido en los 
Estados Unidos?                                       1                   2                3               4                 5                6.

Por favor circule la zona en donde vive: 

[image: image3.jpg]



 



Menos de    6 meses      2 a 5         6 a 10       Más de     Toda mi         
     




    6 meses     a 2 años      años          años        10 años         vida

1. ¿Cuánto tiempo ha vivido en este 
vecindario?
     


         1                 2              3               4                5                6.





      Muy 

   Ni satisfecho ni       
               Muy 




               Insatisfecho   Insatisfecho   insatisfecho   Satisfecho   Satisfecho

2. ¿Qué tan satisfecho está viviendo 
en este vecindario?                                          1                  2                    3                  4                 5.
3. ¿Qué tan seguro se siente usted en su vecindario. . . 






Muy inseguro     Algo inseguro     Algo seguro      Muy seguro

a. cuando está solo afuera durante la noche? . . . .    1                       2                      3                      4.
b. cuando está solo afuera durante el día? . . . . . .     1                       2                      3                      4.
4. ¿Qué tan seguro es para...






Muy inseguro     Algo inseguro     Algo seguro      Muy seguro

a. los niños del vecindario jugar afuera en la tarde?        1                        2                       3                      4.
b. los niños caminar a casa de la escuela en la tarde?    1                        2                       3                      4.
c. la gente trabajar en su jardín los fines de semana?     1                        2                       3                      4.
5. ¿Cuánto temor siente usted de . . .



                                                                                                     Nada         Un poco       Temeroso       Muy





                                              temeroso     temeroso
           temeroso

a. que alguien se introduzca o le haga daño a su casa 
cuando usted salga?                                                                        1                  2                 3                4.
b. que alguien le robe o haga daño a su carro?                               1                  2                  3               4.
c. que alguien le lesione con violencia a usted o a un miembro 
de su familia cuando esté en su vecindario?                                    1                  2                  3                 4.
d. que alguien le lesione con violencia a usted o a un miembro 
de su familia a pesar de estar adentro de la casa?                          1                   2                 3                4.
e. que un pandillero se le enfrente a usted cuando esté en su 
vecindario?                                                                                       1                   2                 3                4.
6. ¿Qué tan probable es que usted llame a un policía si ...







    Muy         Improbable    Ni probable    Probable      Muy







                     improbable                       ni improbable                    probable

a. viera a unos jóvenes peleando frente a su casa?     1                   2     
        3                  4              5.
b. escuchara disparos frente a su casa?                       1                   2   
        3                  4              5.
c. viera un grupo de jóvenes ruidosos o molestos 
frente a su casa?                                                           1                   2   
        3                  4              5. 
d.  un pandillero estuviera amenazando a alguien 
afuera de su casa?                                                        1                   2     
        3                  4              5.
e. un pandillero amenazara a alguien en su familia?    1                   2   
        3                  4              5.






    Muy        Improbable   Ni probable   Probable     Muy






improbable                     ni improbable                  probable

7. ¿El llamar a la policía para reportar un crimen 
lo pondría a usted o a su familia en peligro de 
una venganza? . . . . . . .


        1                2                    3                 4             5.
8. ¿En cuánto está usted de acuerdo o no con          



          

cada uno de estos comentarios?                                                             Ni en
Desacuerdo   Desacuerdo   acuerdo ni en   De acuerdo    Acuerdo
                                                                         total                                desacuerdo                              total
a. La policía en mi vecindario es de 
confianza. . . . . . . .
                                      1                  2                    3                     4                 5.
b. La policía en mi vecindario es muy 
ruda o grosera con la gente. . . . . . . . . .
            1                  2                    3                     4                 5.
c. La policía en mi vecindario usa más 
fuerza física de la necesaria. . . . . . . . . .              1                  2                    3                     4                 5. 

d. La policía en mi vecindario trata a la gente 
con justicia. . . . . . . . . . . . .                                   1                  2                    3                     4                5. 

e. La policía en mi vecindario respeta a la 

gente. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                                1                  2                    3                     4                5.
f. Le tengo miedo a la policía en mi 
vecindario . . . . . . . . . .                                          1                  2                    3                      4               5.
9. ¿Hay algo más de su vecindario que a usted le gustaría que nosotros supiéramos?

10. ¿Con qué grado de firmeza está usted de acuerdo 


              

o en desacuerdo con los siguientes comentarios           

sobre su vecindario?                                                                                   Ni en
Desacuerdo    Desacuerdo     acuerdo     De acuerdo    Acuerdo

                                                                            total                                      ni en                              total

 
                                                                                                      desacuerdo
a. La gente de aquí desea ayudar a sus 
vecinos . . . . . . . . . . . .                                           1                   2                      3                 4                5. 

b. Este es un vecindario bien unido . . . . . . . . .     1                   2                      3                 4                5.
c. La gente en este vecindario es digna de 
confianza . . . . . . . . .                                              1                    2                     3                 4                5.
d. La gente en este vecindario generalmente 
no se lleva bien entre si. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   1                    2                     3                 4                5.
e. La gente en este vecindario no comparte los 
mismos valores. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                     1                    2                     3                 4               5.

f.  Aquí no hay suficientes actividades 
organizadas para  la juventud  . . . . . . . . . . . . .       1                    2                     3                 4               5. 

11.  Ahorita, qué tan buen trabajo está haciendo la policía en su vecindad en…




                                      Muy

         Ni bien,
                   Muy





                    mal
               Mal           ni mal           Bien        bien

a.  haciendo algo por los problemas que a usted y su 
vecinos les importa mucho. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .      1               2                3                 4            5.
b.  respondiéndole a la gente que han sido víctimas de 
algún crimen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                           1               2               3                 4            5.
c.  manteniendo el orden en las calles y banquetas  . . . .   1               2               3                 4            5.
d.  protegiendo la vida y propiedad de la gente . . . . . . . .   1               2               3                 4            5.
e.  trabajando juntos con la gente para resolver 
problemas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
               1                2               3                 4            5.
f.   previniendo crimen en su vecindad . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .   1                2               3                 4            5. 

12. En algunos vecindarios en Compton, la policía ha ido a corte para obtener una orden de restricción civil (injunction) contra una pandilla. Esto significa que los miembros de esta pandilla serán dados un toque de queda, y son prohibidos juntarse con si mismos en público y deben permanecer lejos de ciertos lugares donde han causado problemas en el pasado. Qué tan de acuerdo o desacuerdo está usted con lo siguente. Yo pienso que…









           Ni en 
Desacuerdo   Desacuerdo   acuerdo ni en     De acuerdo   Acuerdo
                               


    total                                  desacuerdo                               total

a. La orden de restricción civil (injunction) contra la 

    pandilla es una mejor manera para hacer más segura la 

    vecindad. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .    1                   2                       3                     4                 5.  
b. La orden de restricción civil (injunction) contra la pandilla

    no es justa para los miembros de la pandilla. . . . . . . . . . .  
                                                                         1                   2                       3                     4                 5.  
Sí              No          No sabe

13. ¿Se ha obtenido una orden de restricción civil (injunction)

en su vecindad?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .                 1               0.                9  
¿Si contestó sí, contra cual pandilla fue?  _________________________________________________________________

14. Alguna orden de restricción civil (injunction)       



                       No hay un
contra las pandillas en su vecindario… 

                                                                mandato
Un poco    
     Ninguna    Un poco                   pandilleril
                                                                               mas        Mas    diferencia    menos      Menos         aqui
a.
ha hecho alguna pandilla más o menos activa?    1            2              3           4              5.             9.  
b.
ha hecho alguna pandilla más o menos visible?    1           2              3           4              5.             9.  
c.
ha hecho este vecindario más o menos seguro?  . . .   1            2               3             4               5.               9.  
d.
ha hecho la policía más o menos visible? .. . . . . . . .    1            2               3             4               5.               9.  

15. Si hay ahora, o alguna vez hubo, una orden de restricción civil (injunction) contra las pandillas en su vecindario, ha mejorado o empeorado su vecindario? Por favor escriba ejemplos específicos sobre los cambios. 

16. Anote abajo los nombres de todas las pandillas que estén activas en esta vecindad, si es que hay pandillas aquí?
17. ¿Hay algo mas que a usted le gustaría comentarnos sobre la seguridad, el crimen, o la calidad de la vida en su vecindario?
¡Gracias por sus opiniones!






� Criminalization: making of activities illegal.





