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 Plaintiff brought civil rights action against city, seeking

damages, injunctive relief and declaratory relief.   On

remand after an app eal, 615 F .2d 124 3, the Unit ed

States District Cou rt for the Centra l District of

California  granted pr eliminary injunc tive relief, and the

Court of Appe als, Ninth Cir cuit, affirmed, 656 F.2d

417.   On grant of certiorari, the  Suprem e Court,  Justice

White , held that:  (1) that plaintiff might have been

illegally choked by police did not establish real and

immediate  threat that he would again be stopped for

traffic violation or for any other offense by officer or

officers who would illegally cho ke him into

unconsciousness  without any provocation or resistance

on his part, and additional allegation that Los Angeles

police routinely app lied choke holds in  situations where

they were not threatened by use of deadly force fell far

short of allegations necessary to establish case or

controve rsy, and (2) because p laintiff did not allege that

all police officers in Los Angeles always choked any

citizen with whom they happened to have encounter,

whether for purpo se of arrest, issuing citation or for

questioning, nor did  complaint allege that city ordered

or authorized police officers to act in such manner,

there was failure  to allege case  or contro versy.

 Reversed.

 Justice Marshall dissented and filed opinion in which

Justice Brennan, Justice Blackmun and Justice Stevens

joined.

 Justice W HITE  delivered th e opinion o f the Court.

 The issue here is whether respondent Lyons satisfied

the prerequisite s for seeking inju nctive relie f in the

federal district c ourt.

I

 This case began on February 7, 1977, when

respond ent, Adolph  Lyons, filed a complaint for

damages,  injunction, and  declarato ry **1663 relief in

the United States District Court for the Central District

of California.   The defendants were the City of Los

Angeles and four of its police officers.   The complaint

alleged that on October 6, 1976, at 2 a.m., Lyons was

stopped by the defendant officers for a traffic or vehicle

code violation and that although Lyons offered no

resistance or threat whatsoever, the officers, without

provocation or justification, seized Lyons and applied

a "chokehold"  [FN1]--either *98 the "bar arm contro l"

hold or the "carotid-artery control" hold or

both--rendering him unconscious and causing damage

to his larynx.   Counts I through IV of the complaint

sought damage s against the office rs and the City.

Count V, with which we are princip ally concerned here,

sought a preliminary and permanent injunction aga inst

the City barring the use of the control holds.   That count

alleged that the city's police officers, "pursuant to the

authorization, instruction and encouragement of

defendant City of Los Ang eles, regularly an d routinely

apply these choke  holds in innum erable situations

where they are not threatened by the use of any deadly

force whatsoever," that numerous persons have been

injured as the result o f the application of the

chokeholds,  that Lyons and others similarly situated are

threatened with irreparab le injury in the form  of bodily

injury and loss of life, and that Lyons "justifiably fears

that any contact he has with Los Angeles police officers

may result in his being c hoked an d strangled to  death

without provocation, justification or other legal

excuse."    Lyons alleged  the threatened impairment of

rights protected  by the First, Fo urth, Eighth and

Fourteen th Amend ments.   Injunctive relief was sought

against the use of the control holds "except in situations

where the proposed victim of said  control rea sonably

appears to be threatening the immediate use of deadly

force."  Count VI sought declaratory relief against the

City, i.e., a judgment that use of the chokeholds absent

the threat of imme diate use of d eadly force is a per se

violation of various constitutional rights.

FN1. The police control procedures at issue in

this case are refe rred to as " control ho lds,"

"chokeholds, " "strangleholds," and "neck

restraints."  All the se terms refer to  two basic

control procedures:   the "carotid" hold and the

"bar arm" hold.   In the "carotid" hold, an

officer positioned behind a subject places one

arm around the subject's neck and holds the

wrist of that arm with his other hand.   The

officer, by using his  lower forearm and bicep

muscle, applies pressure concentrating on the

carotid  arteries located on the sides of the

sub jec t's neck.   The "ca rotid" ho ld is capab le

of rendering the subject unconscious by

diminishing the flow of oxyg enated blo od to

the brain.   The "bar arm" hold, which is

administered similarly, applies pressure at the

front of the subject's neck.  "Bar arm" pressure

causes pain, reduces the flow of oxygen to the
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lungs, and may re nder th e subject

unconscious.

 The District Court, by order, granted the City's motion

for partial judgment on the pleadings and entered

judgment for *99 the City on Count V and VI.  [FN2]

The Court of Appea ls reversed the judgment for the

City on C oun t V a nd V I, ho ldin g ov er th e Ci ty's

objection that despite our decisions in O'Shea v.

Littleton, 414 U.S. 488, 94 S.Ct. 669, 38 L.Ed.2d 674

(1974), and Rizzo v. Goode, 423 U .S. 362, 9 6 S.Ct.

598, 46 L.Ed .2d 561  (1976) , Lyons had  standing to

seek relief against the application of the chokeh olds.

615 F.2d 1243.  The Co urt of Appeals held that there

was a sufficient likelihoo d that Lyons w ould again  be

stopped and subjected to the unlawful use of force to

constitute  a case or controversy and to warrant the

issuance of an injunction, if the injunction was

otherwise authorized .   We de nied certior ari.  449 U.S.

934, 101 S.Ct. 333, 66 L.Ed.2d 158.

FN2. The order also gave judgment for the

City on Count II insofar as that Count rested

on the First and Eighth A mendm ents, as well

as on Count VII, which sought a declaratory

judgment that the City Attorney was not

authorized to prosecute misdemeanor charges.

 It appears from the record on file with this

Court that Counts III and IV had previously

been dismissed o n motion, alth ough they

reappeared in an amended complaint filed

after remand from the Co urt of Appeals.

 **1664 On remand, Lyons applied for a preliminary

injunction.   Lyons press ed only the Count V claim at

this point.   See n. 6, infra.   The motion was heard on

affidavits, depositions and government records.   The

District Court found that Lyons had been stopped for a

traffic infringement and that without provocation or

legal justification the officers involved had applied a

"department-authorized chokehold which resulted in

injuries to the plaintiff."  The court further found that

the departm ent authorize s the use of the ho lds in

situations where no one is threatened by death or

grievous bodily harm, tha t officers are insufficie ntly

trained, that the use of the holds involves a  high risk of

injury or death as then employed, a nd that their

continued use in situations where neither death nor

serious bodily  injury is threatened " is unconscio nable in

a civilized society."   The court concluded that such  use

violated Lyons' substantive due process rights under the

Fourteen th Amend ment.  A preliminary injunction *100

was entered enjoining " the use of bo th the carotid-artery

and bar arm holds under circumstances which do not

threaten death or serious bodily injury."   An improved

training program and regular reporting and record

keeping were also ordered. [FN3]  The Court of

Appea ls affirmed in a brief per curiam opinion stating

that the District Co urt had not a bused its disc retion in

entering a preliminary injunction. 656 F.2d 417 (198 1).

 We granted certiorari, 455 U.S. 937, 102 S.Ct. 1426,

71 L.Ed.2d 647 (1982), and now reverse.

FN3. By its terms, the inj unction was to

continue in force until the court approved the

training program to be presented to it.   It is

fair to assume that such approval would not be

given if the program did not confine the use of

the stranglehold s to those situations in which

their use, in the view o f the District Co urt,

would  be constitutional.   Because of

successive stays entered by the Court of

Appea ls and by this Court, the injunction has

not gone into  effect.

    II

 Since our grant of certiorari, circ umstances p ertinent to

the case have changed.   Originally, Lyons' complaint

alleged that at least two deaths had occurred as a  result

of the applicatio n of choke holds by the p olice.   His

f i rs t a m e n d ed  compla in t a l l eged  that  1 0

chokehold-related deaths had occurred .   By May, 1982,

there had been five more such deaths.   On May 6 ,

1982, the Chief of Police in Los Angeles prohibited the

use of the bar-arm ch okehold  in any circumsta nces.   A

few days later, on May 12, 1982, the Board of Police

Commissioners imposed a six-month moratorium on the

use of the carotid-artery chokehold except under

circumstances where deadly force is authorized. [FN4]

FN4. The Board of Po lice Commissioners

directed the Los Angeles Police Department

(LAPD) staff to use and assess the

effectiveness of alternative control techniques

and report its findings to the Board every two

months.  Prior to oral argument in this case,

two such reports had been submitted, but the

Board took no  further action.   On November

9, 1982, the Board extended the moratorium

until it had the "opportunity to review and

evaluate" a third report from the police

departm ent.   Insofar as we are advised, the

third report has yet to be submitted.

 *101 Based on these events, on June 3, 1982 , the City

filed in this Court a Memorandum Suggesting a

Question of Mootness, reciting the facts but arguing

that the case was not moot.   Lyons in turn filed a

motion to dismiss the writ of certiorari as improvid ently

granted.   We denied that motion but reserved the
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question of mootness for later consideration.

 In his brief and at oral argument, Lyons has reasserted

his position that in light of changed conditions, an

injunctive decree is now unnece ssary because he is no

longer subject to a threat of injury.   He urges that the

preliminary injunction sho uld be vac ated.   The City, on

the other hand, while acknowledging that subsequent

events have significantly changed the posture of this

case, again asserts that the case is not moot because the

moratorium is not permanent and may be lifted at any

time.

 [1] We agree with the City that the case is not m oot,

since the moratorium by **1665 its terms is not

permane nt.   Intervening events have not "irrevocably

eradicated the effects of the alleged violation."  Coun ty

of Los Angeles v. D avis, 440 U .S. 625, 6 31, 99 S .Ct.

1379, 1383, 59 L.Ed.2d 64 2 (1979).   We nevertheless

hold, for another reason, that the federal courts are

without jurisdiction to  entertain Lyo ns' claim for

injunctive relief.

III

 [2] It goes without saying that those who  seek to

invoke the jurisdiction of the federal courts must satisfy

the threshhold  requirement imposed by Article III of the

Constitution by alleging an actual case or controver sy.

Flast v. Cohen, 392 U.S. 83, 94-101, 88 S.Ct. 1942,

1949-1953, 20 L.Ed.2d 947 (1968 );  Jenkins v.

McKeithen, 395 U.S. 411, 421-425, 89 S.Ct. 1843,

1848-1850, 23 L.Ed.2d 404 (1969) (opinion of

MARSHALL, J.).   Plaintiffs must de monstrate a

"personal stake in the outcome" in order to "assure that

concrete  adverseness which sharpens the presentation

of issues" necessary for the proper resolution of

constitutional questions.  Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186,

204, 82 S.Ct. 6 91, 703 , 7 L.Ed.2d 66 3 (1962 ). 

Abstract injury is not eno ugh.   The plain tiff must *102

show that he "has sustained or is immediately in danger

of sustaining some direct injury" as the result of the

challenged official conduct and the injury or threat of

injury must be both "real and immediate," not

"conjec tural" or "hypo thetical."   See, e.g., Golden v.

Zwickler,  394 U.S. 103, 109-110, 89 S.Ct. 956, 960, 22

L.Ed.2d 113 (1969);  United Public Workers v.

Mitchell,  330 U.S. 75, 89-91, 67 S.Ct. 556, 564-565, 91

L.Ed. 754 (1947);   Maryland C asualty C o. v. Pacific

Coal & Oil Co.,  312 U.S. 270, 273, 61 S.Ct. 510, 512,

85 L.Ed. 82 6 (1941 );  Massachusetts v. Mellon, 262

U.S. 447, 488, 43 S.Ct. 597, 601, 67 L.Ed. 1078

(1923).

 In O'Shea v. Littleton, 414 U.S. 488, 94 S.Ct. 669, 38

L.Ed.2d 674 (197 4), we dealt with a case brought by a

class of plaintiffs claiming that they had been subjected

to discriminatory enforcement of the criminal law. 

Among other things, a county magistrate and judge

were accused of discriminatory conduct in various

respects, such as sentencing members of plaintiff's class

more harshly than other defendants.   The Court of

Appea ls reversed the  dismissal of the su it by the

District Court, ruling that if the allegations were

proved, an appropriate injunction could be entered.

 We rev ersed for failur e of the com plaint to allege a

case or controver sy.   414 U.S., at 493, 94 S.Ct., at 674.

 Although it was claimed in that case that particular

members of the plaintiff class ha d actually suffered

from the alleged un constitutional practices, we

observed that "[p]ast exposure to illegal conduct does

not in itself show a present case or controversy

regarding injunctive relief ... if  unaccompanied by any

continuing, present adverse  effects."  Id., at 495-496, 94

S.Ct., at 675-676.   Past wrongs were evidence bearing

on "whether there is a real and immediate threat of

repeated injury."   Id., at 496, 94 S.Ct., at 676.   But the

prospect of future injury rested "on the likelihood that

[plaintiffs] will again be arrested for and cha rged with

violations of the criminal law and will again be

subjected to bond proceedings, trial, or sentencing

before petitioners."  Ibid.  The mo st that could b e said

for plaintiffs' standing was "tha t if [plaintiffs] proceed

to violate an unchallenged law and if they are charged,

held to answer, and tried in any proceedings before

petitioners, they will be subjected to the discriminatory

practices *103 that petitioners are alleged to have

followed."   Id., at 497, 94  S.Ct., at 676 .   We could not

find a case or controversy  in those circumstances:   the

threat to the plaintiffs was no t "sufficiently real and

immediate  to show an existing controversy simp ly

because they anticipate violating lawful criminal

statutes and being tried for their offenses...."  Id., at

496, 94 S.Ct., at 6 76.   It was to be assumed "that

[plaintiffs] will conduct their activities within the law

and so avoid prosecution and conviction as well as

exposure to the challenged course  of conduc t said to be

followed by petitioners."  Id., at 497, 94 S.Ct., at 676.

 **1666 We furth er observed that case or c ontroversy

considerations  "obviously shade into those determining

whether the complaint states a sound ba sis for equitab le

relief," 414 U.S., at 499, 94 S.Ct., at 677, and went on

to hold that even if the complaint presented an existing

case or contro versy, an ade quate basis  for equitab le

relief against pe titioners had n ot been d emonstrate d: 

"[Plaintiffs] have failed, moreover, to establish the

basic requisites of the issuance of eq uitable relief in

these circumstanc es--the likelihood  of substantial and

immediate  irreparable injury, and the inadequacy of

remedies at law.   We have already canvassed the

necessarily  conjectural nature of the threatened injury

to which [plaintiffs] are allegedly subjected.   And if

any of the [plaintiffs] are ever prosecuted and face

trial, or if they are illegally sentenced, there are

available  state and federal proced ures which could

provide relief from the wr ongful cond uct alleged."
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414 U.S., at 502, 94 S.Ct., at 679.

 Another relevant decision for present pu rposes is  Rizzo

v. Goode, 423 U.S. 362, 96 S.Ct. 598, 46 L.Ed.2d 561

(1976), a case in which  plaintiffs alleged widespread

illegal and unconstitutional police conduct aimed at

minority citizens and against City resid ents in genera l.

 The Court reiterated the holding in O'Shea that past

wrongs do not in themselves amount to that real and

immediate  threat of injury necessary to make out a case

or controver sy. The claim  of injury rested upon "what

one or a small, unnamed minority of policemen might

do to them in  the future *104 because of that unknown

policem an's  perception" of de partmental proced ures.

423 U.S., at 372, 96 S.Ct., at 604.   This hypothesis was

"even more attenuated than those allegations of future

injury found insufficient in O'Shea to warrant [the]

invocation of federal jurisdiction."  Ibid.  The Court

also held that plaintiffs' showing at trial of a relatively

few instances of violations by individual police officers,

without any showing o f a deliberate  policy on behalf of

the named defendants, did not provide a basis for

equitable re lief.

. . .

 We note also our per curiam opinion in Ashcroft v.

Mattis, 431 U.S. 171, 97 S.Ct. 1739, 52 L.Ed.2d 219

(1977).   There, the father of a boy who had been killed

by the police sought damages and a declaration that the

Missouri statute which authorized po lice officers to use

deadly  force in apprehending a person who committed

a felony was unconstitution al.   Plaintiff alleged that he

had another *105 son, who "if ever arrested or brought

under an attempt at a rrest on susp icion of a felony,

might flee or give the a ppearan ce of fleeing, an d would

therefore be in danger of being killed by these

defendan ts or other police officers ..." 431 U.S., at

172-173, n. 2, 97 S.Ct., at 1740, n. 2. We ruled that

"[s]uch speculation is insufficient to establish the

existence **1667 of a present, live controversy."  Ibid.

IV

 [3] No e xtension of O'Shea and Rizzo is necessary to

hold that respondent Lyons has failed to demonstrate a

case or contro versy with the City that would justify the

equitable  relief sought. [FN6]  Lyons' standing to  seek

the injunction requested depended on whether he was

likely to suffer future injur y from the use of the

chokeholds by police officers.   Count V of the

complaint alleged the traffic stop and choking incident

five months before.  That Lyons may have been

illegally choked by the police on October 6, 1976,

while presumab ly affording Lyo ns standing to c laim

damages against the individual officers and perhaps

against the City, does nothing to establish a real and

immediate  threat that he would again be stopped for a

traffic violation, or for any other offense, by an officer

or officers who w ould illegally cho ke him into

unconsciousness  without any provocation or resistance

on his part.   The additional allegation in the complaint

that the police in Los Angeles routinely ap ply

chokeholds in situations where they are not threatened

by the use of deadly force falls far short of the

allegations that would be necessary to estab lish a case

or controversy betwee n these parties.

FN6. The City states in its brief that on

remand from the Co urt of App eals' first

judgment "the parties agreed and advised the

district court that the respondent's damages

claim could be  severed fro m his effort to

obtain equitable relief."   Brief for Petitioner

8 n. 7.   Respondent does not suggest

otherwise.   This case, the refore, as it cam e to

us, is on all fours with O'Shea and should be

judged as such.

 [4] In order to establish an  actual contro versy in this

case, Lyons would have had not only to allege that he

would  have *106 another encounter with the police but

also to make the inc redible  assertion either , (1) that all

police officers in Los Angeles always choke any citizen

with whom they happen to have an encounter, whether

for the purpose of arrest, issuing a citation or for

questioning or, (2) that the City ordered or authorized

police officers to act in  such manner.   Although Count

V alleged that the City authorized the use of the control

holds in situations where deadly force was not

threatened, it did not indicate why Lyons might be

realistically threatened by police officers w ho acted

within the strictures of the City's policy.   If, for

example, chokeholds were authorized to be used o nly to

counter resistance to an arrest by a suspect, or to thwart

an effort to escape, any future threat to Lyons from the

City 's policy or from the conduct of police officers

would  be no more real than the possibility that he would

again have an encounter with the police and that either

he would illegally resist arrest or detention or the

officers would diso bey their instructio ns and aga in

render him unconscious without any provocation. [FN7

omitted]

 **1668 *107 [5] Under O'Shea and Rizzo, these

allegations werean insufficient basis to provide a

federal court with jurisdiction to entertain Count V of

the complaint. [FN8]  This was apparently the

conclusion of the District Court in dismissing Lyons'

claim for injunctive re lief.   Although the District Court

acted without opinion or findings, the Court of Appea ls

interpreted its action as based on lack of standing, i.e.,

that under O'Shea and Rizzo, Lyons must b e held to

have made an "insufficient showing that the police were

likely to do this to the  plaintiff again."  615 F.2d, at

1246. For several reasons--each of them infirm, in our

view--the Court of Appeals thought reliance on O'Shea
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and Rizzo was misplaced and reversed the District

Court.

FN8. As previo usly indicated, supra, p. 1663,

Lyons alleged that he feared he would be

choked in any future encounter with the

police.   The reas onablene ss of Lyons' fear is

dependent upon the likelihood of a recurrence

of the allegedly unlawful conduct.   It is the

reality  of the threat of rep eated injury tha t is

relevant to the standing inquiry, not the

pla intif f's subjective apprehensions.   The

emotional consequences of a prior act simply

are not a sufficient basis for an injunction

absent a real and immediate threat of future

injury by the defend ant.   Of course, emotional

upset is a relevant consideration in a damages

action.

 First, the Court of Appeals thought that Lyons was

more immediate ly threatened th an the plaintiffs  in those

cases since, according to the Court of Appeals, Lyons

need only *108 be stopped for a minor traffic violation

to be subject to the strangleho lds.   But even assuming

that Lyons would again be stopped for a traffic or other

violation in the reasona bly near future, it is  untenable to

assert, and the complaint made no such allegation, that

strangleholds are applied by the Los Angeles police to

every citizen who is stopped or arrested regardless of

the conduct of the person stopped.   We cannot agree

that the "odds," 615 F.2d, at 1247, that Lyons would

not only again be stopped for a traffic violation but

would  also be subjected to a chokehold without any

provocation whatsoever are sufficient to m ake out a

federal case for equitable relief.   We note that five

months elapsed between October 6, 1976, and the filing

of the complaint, yet there was no allegation of further

unfortunate encounters between Lyons and the police.

 Of course , it may be that am ong the co untless

encounters between the police and the citizens of a

great city such as Los Angeles, there will be certain

instances in which strangle holds will be illegally

applied and injury and death unconstitutionally inflicted

on the victim.   As we have said, however, it is no more

than conjectu re to suggest tha t in every instance  of a

traffic stop, arrest, or other encounter between the

police and a citizen, the police will act

unconstitution ally and inflict injury without provoc ation

or legal excuse. And it is surely no more than

speculation to assert either that L yons himself will  again

be involved in one of those unfortunate instances, or

that he will be arrested in the future and provoke the use

of a chokeho ld by resisting arr est, attempting to  escape,

or threatenin g deadly for ce or seriou s bodily injury.

 Second, the Court of Appe als viewed O'Shea and Rizzo

as cases in which the plaintiffs sought "massive

structural"  relief against the local law enforcement

systems and therefore that the holdings in those cases

were inapposite  to cases such as  this where the p laintiff,

according to the Court of Appe als, seeks to enjo in only

an "established,"  "sanctioned" po lice practice a ssertedly

violative of constitutiona l rights.  **1669 O'Shea and

Rizzo, however, c annot be so  easily confined to their

*109 facts.   If Lyons has m ade no sho wing that he is

realistically threatened by a repetition of his experience

of October, 1976, then he has not m et the requirem ents

for seeking an injunction in a federal court, whether the

injunction contemplates intrusive structural relief or the

cessation of a discrete practice.

 The Court of A ppeals also asserted that Lyons "had a

live and active c laim" again st the City "if only for a

period of a few seconds" while the stranglehold was

being applied to him and that fo r two reason s the claim

had not becom e moot so  as to disentitle Lyo ns to

injunctive relief:  First, because under normal rules of

equity, a case do es not beco me moo t merely because

the complained of conduct has ceased;  and second,

because Lyons' claim is "c apable  of repetition but

evading review" and therefore shou ld be heard .   We

agree that Lyons had a live controversy with the City. 

Indeed, he still has a claim for damages against  the City

that appears to  meet all  Article III requirements.

Nevertheless,  the issue here is not whether th at claim

has become moot but whether Lyons meets the

preconditions for asserting an injunctive claim in a

federal forum.   The equitable doctrine that cessation of

the challenged conduct does not bar an injunction is of

little help in this respect, for Lyons' lack of standing

does not rest on the termination of the police practice

but on the speculative nature of his claim that he will

again experience injury as the result of that practice

even if continued.

 [6][7] The rule that a claim does not become moot

where it is capable o f repetition, yet evad es review, is

likewise inapposite .   Lyons' claim that he  was illegally

strangled remains to b e litigated in  his suit for damages;

in no sense does that claim  "evade"  review. 

Furthermore, the capable-of-repetition doctrine applies

only in exceptional situations, and g enerally only where

the named p laintiff can make a reasonable showing that

he will again be subjected to the alleged illegality.

DeFu nis v. Odegaard , 416 U .S. 312, 3 19, 94 S .Ct.

1704, 1707, 40 L.Ed.2d 164 (1974).   As we have

indicated, Lyons has not made this demonstration.

 *110 The record and findings made on remand do not

improve Lyons' position with respect to standing.   The

District Court, having been reversed, did not exp ressly

address Lyons' standing to  seek injunctive  relief,

although the City was careful to preserve its position on

this question.   There was no finding that Lyons faced

a real and immediate threat of again being  illegally
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choked. The City's policy was described as authorizing

the use of the strangleholds "under circumstances where

no one is threaten ed with dea th or grievou s bodily

harm."    That policy was not further described, but the

record before  the c our t contai ned  the d epa rtme nt's

existing policy with respect to the employment of

chokeholds.    Nothing in that policy, contained in a

Police Department manu al, suggests that the

chokeholds,  or other kinds of force for that matter, are

authorized absent some resistance or other provocation

by the arrestee or other suspect. [FN9]  On the co ntrary,

police officers were instructed to use chokeholds on ly

when lesser degrees of force do not suffice and then

only "to gain contr ol of a suspe ct who is violen tly

resisting the officer or trying to escape."   App. 230.

FN9. The dissent notes that a LAPD training

officer stated that the police are authorized to

employ the control holds whenever an officer

"feels" that there is about to be a bodily attack.

 Post,  at 1673 .   The dissent's emphasis on the

word "feels" appar ently is intended to  suggest

that LAPD  officers are auth orized to a pply the

holds whenever th ey "feel" like it.  If there  is

a distinction between permitting the use  of the

holds when there is a "threat" o f serious bod ily

harm, and when the officer "feels" or believes

there is about to be a bodily attack, the dissent

has failed to mak e it clear.   The dissent does

not, because it ca nnot, point to any written or

oral pronouncement by the LAPD or any

evidence showing a pattern of police behavior

that would indicate that the official policy

would  permit the application of the control

holds on a suspect that was not offering, or

threatening to offer, physical resistance.

 Our conclusion is that the Court of Appeals failed  to

heed O'Shea, Rizzo, and **1670 other relevant

authority, and that the District Court was quite right in

dismissing Count V.

*111 V

 [8] Lyons fares no better if it be assumed  that his

pending damage s suit affords him A rticle III standing  to

seek an injunction as a remed y for the claim  arising out

of the October 1976 events.   The equitable remedy is

unavailable  absent a showing of irreparable injury, a

requirement that cannot b e met where there is no

showing of any real or immediate threat that the

plaintiff will be wronged again--a "likelihood of

substantial and  immediate  irreparable injury."  O'Shea

v. Littleton, 414 U .S., at 502, 94 S.Ct., at 679.   The

speculative nature of Lyons' claim of future injury

requires a finding that this prere quisite of equ itable

relief has not been fulfilled.

 Nor will the inju ry that Lyons alleg edly suffered in

1976 go unreco mpensed ;  for that injury, he has an

adequa te remedy at law .   Contrary to the view of the

Court of Appe als, it is not at all "difficult" under our

holding "to see how anyone can ever challenge police

or similar administrative practices." 615 F.2d, at 1250.

 The legality of the violence to which Lyons claims he

was once subjected is at issue in his suit for damages

and can be determined there.

 [9] Absent a sufficient likelihood that he will again be

wronged in a similar way,  Lyons is  no more  entitled to

an injunction than any other citizen of Los An geles;

and a federal court may not entertain a claim by any or

all citizens who n o more tha n assert that certain

practices of  law enforcement off icers  are

unconstitution al.   Cf. Warth  v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490, 95

S.Ct. 2197, 4 5 L.Ed.2 d 343 (1 975);  Schlesinger v.

Reservists  to Stop the Wa r, 418 U.S. 208, 94 S.C t.

2925, 41 L.Ed .2d 706  (1974) ;  United States v.

Richardson, 418 U .S. 166, 9 4 S.Ct.  2940, 41 L.Ed.2d

678 (1974).   This is not to sugge st that such

undifferentiated claims should not be taken seriously by

local authorities.   Indeed, the interest of an alert and

interested citizen is an essential element of an effective

and fair government, whether on the local, state or

national level. [FN10]  A federal co urt, howeve r, *112

is not the proper forum to press such claims unless the

requireme nts for entry and the prerequisites for

injunctive relief are satisfied.

FN10. The Ci ty's Memorandum  Suggesting a

Question of Mootness informed the Court that

the use of the control holds had become "a

major civic controversy" and that in April and

May of 1982 "a spirited, vigorous, and at

times emotional debate" on the issue took

place.   The result was the current moratorium

on the use of the holds.

 [10] We decline the invitation to slight the

preconditions for equitable  relief;  for as we have held,

recognition of the need fo r a prope r balance b etween

state and federal authority counsels restraint in the

issuance of injunctions against state office rs engaged  in

the administration of the  states' criminal laws in th e

absence of irreparab le injury which is both great and

immediate.  O'Shea, 414 U.S., at 499, 94 S.Ct., at 677;

Younger v. Harris, 401 U.S. 37, 46, 91 S.Ct. 746, 751,

27 L.Ed.2d 669 (1971) .  Mitchum  v. Foster, 407 U.S.

225, 92 S.Ct. 2151, 32 L.Ed.2d 705 (1972) held that

suits brought under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 are exempt from

the flat ban against the issuance of injunctions directed

at state court proceedings,  28 U.S.C. § 2283.   But  this

holding did not displace the normal principles of equity,

comity and federalism that should inform the judgment

of federal cou rts when asked  to oversee  state law
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enforcement authorities.   In exercising the ir equitable

powers federal courts must recognize "[t]he special

delicacy of the adjustment to be preserved between

federal equitable  power an d State adm inistration of its

own law."  Stefanelli v. Minard, 342 U.S. 117, 120, 72

S.Ct. 118, 120, 96 L.Ed. 138 (19 51);  O'Shea v.

Littleton, 414 U.S., at 500, 94 S.Ct., at 678.   See also

Rizzo v. Goode, 423 U .S., at 380, 96 S.Ct., at 608;

Cleary v. Bolger,  371 U .S. 392, 8 3 S.Ct. 385, 9

L.Ed.2d 390 (1963);  **1671Wilson v. Schne ttler, 365

U.S. 381, 81 S.Ct.  632, 5 L.Ed.2d 620 (19 61);  Pugach

v. Dollinger,  365 U.S. 458, 81 S.Ct. 650, 5 L.Ed.2d 678

(1961).   The Court of Appeals failed to app ly these

factors properly and therefore erred in finding that the

District Court had not ab used its discretion in entering

an injunction in this case.

 [11] As we noted in O'Shea, 414 U.S., at 503, 94 S.Ct.,

at 679, withholding injunctive relief does not mean that

the "federal la w will exercise *113 no deterrent effect

in these circumstances."   If Lyons has suffered an

injury barred by the Federal Constitution, he has a

remedy for damages under § 1983.   Furthermo re, those

who deliberately deprive a citizen of his  constitutional

rights risk conviction under the federal crim inal laws.

Ibid.

[12] Beyond these  considerations the state courts need

not impose the same stand ing or reme dial require ments

that govern federal court proceed ings.   The individual

states may permit their co urts to use injunc tions to

oversee the conduct of law enforcement authorities on

a continuing b asis.   But this is not the role of a federal

court absent far more justification than Lyons has

proffered in this case.

 The jud gment of the C ourt of Ap peals is acco rdingly

 Reversed.

[Dissent by Justices Marshall, Brennan, Blackmun and

Stevens om itted.]


