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Abstract 
 

The analysis of city from a perspective of safety is a significant characteristic of 
urban planning culture in contemporary society. Urban safety is becoming a 
managerial concept that has rooted itself into how private companies and public 
local governments operate.  
Urban landscape is impoverished leading into a defensive shell: the crescent 
number of gated communities; new forms of privatization of traditional public 
space such as malls but also airport stations, museums, galleries (quite similar) 
with shops, police surveillance and cctv systems; large public spaces designed 
without attention in new developments which rapidly decline are only some 
examples.  
Nowadays, a fracture between user and public space is amplifying caused by 
new feelings of unsafety towards crime, physical degrade, migrant populations 
and consequently new barriers (mental and physical) are rising in new urban 
landscape.  
In the paper we’ll present a methodology applied to analyse contemporary urban 
landscape giving particular attention to safety and planning design in two 
experiences from city of Naples.  
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1. Forms of urban insecurity: incivilities, misdemeanours and crimes against 
space 
 Angelino Mazza 
 
What are the elements fuelling a sense of insecurity in those who live in cities? 
Let us make it clear that not all kinds of urban fear may be ascribed to criminal 
phenomena, as assumed by the crime – fear – demand for security scheme. 
Many studies have shown how, despite the overall decrease of criminality, the 
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sense of uneasiness experienced by citizens and the social demand for security 
stay unvaried; quite the opposite, they tend to grow1. The “assumptions on 
incivilities” 2 help us understand such trend in the light of the decrease in the 
number of crimes. Clearly every model suffers from some shortcomings, and it 
only provides partial explanations for the factors related to demands for secu rity. 
 
1.1 The “Public space crisis” and the issue of security 
We are nowadays facing a privatization of cities: big shopping malls tend to 
serve several urban functions, residential areas are closed to public access, 
public services are privatized (the most impressive case being the privatization 
of public security forces).  
Such trends aim to replace in certain areas the objective relationship between the 
Government and citizens (security-based relationship in a bureaucratic contest) 
with a personal confrontation between social groups (blurred, unforeseeable, 
stifling relationship). In big cities shopping centres display signs reading “right 
of admission reserved”, and in residential areas streets have lost their public 
nature due to the presence of private police forces.  
Privatization of public space might entail denying the right to citizenship, as 
well as disrupting the social structure; it must be remembered that public space 
is vital to socialization processes in urban life (Borja, 2003). Projects for 
managing public spaces as well as collective structures provide a great 
opportunities both for citizenship and development.  
The distribution and the fragmented vision of the urban structure, accessibility 
or potential centrality, symbolic value, polyvalen ce, intensity and social role, job 
opportunities, enhancement of a new “public” dimension, self-esteem and social 
acknowledgement, provision of a new sense to urban life: all these elements 
constitute opportunities to promote rights and duties and as such they should 
never be neglected. A denying attitude towards the city entails isolation, 
exclusion from public life, segregation of those who are more in need of public 
space (Donzelot, 2006), namely children, women, the poor, immigrants.  

                                                
1 It may be convenient to verify surveys on victimization and insecurity provided by ISTAT over the last years. 
2 A definition of “incivilities “ is provided by L. Chiesi: “… In every culture, in every community there are some shared 
performative standards: several criteria, habits and norms that have to be respected in order not to run into sanctions (formal 
and informal).In particular, for every social group who has settled on a territory, there are standards of cohabitation in the 
public space and standards of care and maintenance of the territory. An incivility act belongs to one of the following 
categories: a) violation of standards of cohabitation in the public space (social incivilities); b) violation of the standards of 
care and maintenance of the territory (environmental standards). Incivility acts are thus transgressions of shared norms 
regarding public spaces; signs of incivilities are the traces they leave. “Behaviours violating such shared norms (called 
incivilities in the English world, incivilités in French), although being minor violations of the norms or mere cases of 
misdemeanour and lack of respect towards other people, are perceived by citizens, especially by the weakest ones such as 
elderly people, as a breaking of cohabitation order and  as a lack of control on the part of institutions.” Chiesi 2003, 
“L’ipotesi delle inciviltà. La non ovvia relazione tra manutenzione e sicurezza urbana”; in Amendola G. (eds.), Il governo 
della città sicura, Liguori Editore, Napoli. 
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Public spaces are places for expressing diversity, producing exchanges, learning 
tolerance (Amendola, 2000); besides, the concept of citizenship is mainly 
defined by quality and accessibility of such spaces.  
Polyvalence, centrality and quality produce different uses that, despite being 
opposite (as to time, space, respect and non-respect of street furniture) may 
function as a school of civilization. 
The crisis of public space seems to be somehow “expected” (Virilio, 1992). 
Facing the incapability and neglect on the part of several big cities of solving 
their socio-economic problems and also the constant media overexposure of 
those who live in the aforementioned public spaces, the solution envisaged is to 
practice a so called “social hygienism” in order to reclaim the city. Such 
solution also entails “cleaning up” of others by replacing public spaces with 
private areas, which are regarded as protected areas for some people and to 
whom access is denied for some others. The result is the creation of hyper-
controlled places where everything seems real but actually it is not.  
This attitude entails the risk of creating a society incapable of interacting with 
“others”, incapable of facing the unexpected and of deciding for its own sake, 
which in turn may lead to lose that urban wealth that stems precisely from 
diversity. Risk and adventure are as necessary as protection and safety. The 
demand for safety leads to closing public spaces as if they were the very cause 
of insecurity and urban fears.  
This constant effort entails several formal elements (such as the attempt to 
recover a lost paradise) resulting from the merging of architectural images from 
the past. The myth of establishing personal, close relationships with one’s 
neighbours may only come true through the “recovery” of urban tools which are 
controlled, safe and, above all, unreal. 
In this new city, communication infrastructures neither create centrality nor 
strong bonds; on the contrary they cause further rifts at the local level and the 
atomization of social relationships. The new theme parks with their 
play/commercial/excluding nature create reproductions of “old towns” targeted 
at medium and high social classes; a phenomenon that many authors have 
already defined “urban agoraphoby”3. 
Urban agoraphoby is the result of imposing a mainstream socio-economic model 
which translates into a sanitized perception of the city, its main function being 
the profit. Those who experience the city as an opportunity to survive do not 
have many options: the poor are often the intended victims of urban violence as 
they can not leave aside public spaces and, although taking shelter in their own 
ghettos, they need to go out of them to survive. Their need to live the public 
                                                
3 Urban agoraphoby is a feeling creating strong contrasts and causing moments of alienation and trance. It is perceived after 
the short, sudden sight of urban landscapes. Such perceived uneasiness is not necessarily displayed through graphic 
reproductions of local spaces suffering a state of decay. The concept is referred to by several authors, such as Calvino (1996), 
Davis (1999), Castel (2003), Bauman (2007). 
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space and the quality of the latter contributes to increasing social injustice 
(Courbet, 2005). 
The vicious circle of abandonment, growth of fears and sense of insecurity 
related to the use of public spaces may be broken not only through safety 
policies (be them preventive, dissuasive or repressive) but also through an 
ambitious policy that may rely on a safety-centred approach. 
Public policies, especially urban planning policies, play a crucial role in creating 
a safe environment. They have, in fact, two aspects as to safety issues. The first 
concerns policies on social, economic and cultural issues affecting urban 
violence in a direct way (employment, education and culture, poverty, ethnic 
minorities, etc.). 
The second aspect refers to urban planning policies aimed at creating or 
reclaiming habitats, public spaces and collective facilities, social and physical 
contests with purposes of integration or prevention towards high-risk violent 
groups.  
In this light, it must be underlined that public spaces are particularly important 
when it comes to safety and inclusion issues: qualifie d public space is, in fact, a 
crucial tool in order for the city to enhance the inclusion of marginalised, weaker 
groups – traditionally regarded as “at risk”. 
We face today the growing trend of assuming a negative dialectics between the 
public space, a widespread perception of insecurity and the social exclusion of 
youngsters. A valid urban policy may reverse such trend, as social cohesion is as 
important to a city as its planning: both principles affects its functionality. Urban 
planning can not avoid enhancing everyone’s right to security in the cities, that 
is the right for each and everyone to use protected public spaces.  
Understanding these phenomena will neither repress nor prevent violent 
behaviours excluding citizens who are more or less integrated in the social 
culture. Action must be taken to guarantee the greatest concentration of different 
collective uses: “public spaces must become places for including the excluded 
ones” (Sennett, 1999). 
Diversity (both in terms of functions and users) is crucia l in guaranteeing that all 
of the population uses public spaces. This way security will be guaranteed in 
spite of the multiplicity of users, as only if a single group takes hold of a public 
place the rest of the population will experience a fearful use of it. 
Diversity favours multiplicity of functions and it has a great potential as far as 
development is concerned (Borja, 2003). The space of everyday life is the space 
of games, of casual or habitual relationships with other people, of daily routines 
and meetings. As such space is the very public space of the city, guaranteeing 
the quality of its appearance and of the arrangement of its forms allows 
everyone to use it without any exclusion, while also remembering that taking 
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over such public areas on the par t of certain social groups is a part of the right to 
live in the city. 
 
1.2 Conflict and the decline of public spaces  
Public spaces are nowadays experiencing a decline in our cities. Although public 
spaces have always been privileged in the history of urban planning and 
urbanization, they are now experiencing a lethal condition.  
Allegedly the reason for that lies in the enormous expansion of urban 
population, that concentrates in areas where urban quality and values are higher. 
This generates a new demand for both centrality and public spaces, which has 
not been accompanied by a corresponding expansion of the latter (not envisaged 
nor scheduled). This imbalance between demand and offer has generated an 
overload of pre-existing public spaces, which deformed them due to improper 
use and overcrowding.   
The expansion of urban population in bigger cities coupled with the 
aforementioned overload have been accompanied by two sub -factors: 
 

· the prevalence of the “zoning” planning method; 
· traffic engineering. 

 
The first sub-factor constitutes a proper method when applied to certain 
dimensional levels of the city and within certain thresholds of the “city-effect”. 
However, in case such dimensions and thresholds change, this method increases 
the imbalance between demand and offer of public spaces as it tends to overload 
traditional centres. 
The second sub-factor, which is strictly related with the first, is the final result of 
traffic planning. The adhesion to a  sort of  “hydraulic” conception of the city 
(Lynch, 1990) with the goal of maximizing accesses while reducing travelling 
time gave rise to the creation of one-way streets, green bands, slip roads, 
underpasses, urban highways with privileged, non-stop directions and many 
other similar infrastructures that have turned our cities into racetracks 
(irrespective of the real speed experienced, which is generally very low). Our 
squares have now become parking lots. What kind of centrality, and 
consequently what kind of socialization can be obtained under such conditions?  
The inevitable degradation of the concept of centrality makes traditional public 
spaces (that is places to stay, talk, learn and have fun) totally obsolete 
(Archibugi, 2002). Moreover any adding of street furniture or pedestrianization 
of single areas, although strongly recommended, would be deceptive and 
insufficient if not accompanied by the removal of the elements causing such 
degradation of centrality, namely the overload experienced by old towns and the 
imbalance between demand and offer of public spaces. Centrality is no longer 
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meaningful to bigger or smaller cities, in spite of their high quality of life. Those 
are cities lacking a modern threshold of urbanity. In fact, urbanity is here 
regarded as the most important urban dimension towards which the average 
European citizen is nowadays oriented. 
On the other hand there is a risk intrinsic to the conventional approach to the 
refurbishment of urban public spaces, that is believing in a simplistic restoration 
of an old -fashioned way of life to oppose the modernization of life in the cities. 
Such belief, such “wishful thinking”, may lead to misunderstanding and 
underestimating the tough requirements of a modern city (Archibugi, 2002).  
It must be said that defining public space is nowadays a difficult task. The 
decline of traditional meeting occasions, which have been replaced by virtual 
meetings of thousands of people in front of the same video or on the Net, seems 
to be an irreversible phenomenon (Lynch, 2004).  
At the same time real public space has lost its identity having become an 
extension of the commercial space or a mere expansion of  the domestic space. 
Nonetheless the objective crisis of the concept of public space is opposed to a 
renewed rise of it: despite being marginalised or neglected by theoreticians, it 
has gone through a remarkable development both in Italy and abroad. The 
concept of public space coincides with that of void and at the same time it 
differs from it. Maybe due to a certain semantic consumption experienced by 
this notion (Mazza L., 2005) which currently refers only to a functional aspect, 
the idea of void better conveys the aesthetic and symbolic meaning that each 
urban place should transmit (aside from its intended functions).  
As to the functional and morphological identity of the public space, one can 
detect three main concepts. The first can be defined as the neofunctional 
concept, according to which the space is regarded as performing multiple 
functions. The traditional square is intended as a complex environmental system 
in which every element (business activities, leisure time, information, green 
areas, water, etc.) create a hybrid artificial scenario (Ascher, 2006). As a 
paradoxical consequence, the activities of staying in a place and meeting other 
people, which are simple a nd unchanging, become much more complicated. The 
aforementioned void does not subvert such systems, that are defined as urban 
places immersed in a conventional condition and deeply marked by their 
immediate and instantaneous usability. 
The second concept of public space, instead, adopts a morphological standpoint 
and entails regarding the space as a pondage (Busquets, 2004), a well defined 
place, a reversed sculpture, an immaterial solid that can be viewed as a cast 
taken out of the outlines of the surrounding buildings. It is a meaningful void 
that can be filled with references to particular urban memories, in the framework 
of a layered portrait of the city identity.  
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The third concept of public space could be defined as heteropic (Foucault, 
1998), that is space is neither defined by its functions nor by its morphology. It 
is antipolar to the city, an absolute space that intends to reverse and deny urban 
schemes disclosing a different order of the city (Borja, 2003). In relation with 
the present, that the first concept intends to return, and with the historic past, 
that is contained by the second concept, heteropic space is a device measuring 
gaps and differences. It is irreducible, somehow external to the city yet 
contained by it (Amendola, 2005). It is the space of opposition, the place of the 
conflict that generates the city itself. The heteropic nature of public space affects 
its own morphology through this allusion. A square is rarely inspired by just one 
of the above described concepts; in fact, any public space derives from a 
nuisance of them all, although with different marks and in spite of the 
prevalence of the first concept. 
Conflict is thus the very essence of public space, the dimension in which it 
displays its real nature, its beginning and its final purpose at the same time 
(Chiesi, 2005). 
 
1.3 Interpretations: models and assumptions on the forms of urban insecurity  
A widespread and common demand for security is allegedly accompanying the 
increased perception of decay, that to some extent depends o n criminality trends. 
We would like to use some patterns in order to suggest a collateral assumption 
that helps explain some discrepancies (some of them quantitative) between the 
perception of the decay and the related public behaviour. Starting from the 
definition of incivility, it is necessary to modify the casual sequence:  
 

 
 
into a more complex relationship entailing also incivilities phenomena, that is:  
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While there is an allegedly direct relationship between crime and the fear of it, 
the connection with incivilities is mediated by the accumulation f the uneasiness, 
which in turn triggers fear and demand for security4. The causal role of 
incivilities towards security demands became asserted since the second half of 
the ‘80s. It has been underlined how (physical) decay of public space is 
accompanied by the decay of the correspondent social structure. The well-
known model by Wilson and Kelling (the authors of the “broken windows” 
theory) inserts social disorder and the reduction of social control into the fear 
circuit. The disorder, as opposite to the order, corresponds to certain moments 
when the crisis of rules and behaviours within the social structure occurs. Some 
of the individuals belonging to the social system break the deal that connects 
them to the others by adopting deviant behaviours (social incivilities such as 
talking and acting in contrast with good manners). Also, they enact behaviours 
that entail physical alterations of common space and goods (physical incivilities 
such as  defacement). 
Obviously such moments of crisis are endemic to society undergoing constant 
transitions. According to Wilson and Kelling, the “marks” left by incivilities on 
those who are subjected to them strengthen the fear of criminality, entailing a 
(further) reduction in social control and providing criminality with new 
occasions. This constitutes the closing of the circuit.  
 

 
     Wilson and Kelling model (1982) 
 
Already in the ‘70s (Hunter, 1978) the literature concerning “social 
disorganization” assumed a relationship between incivilities and fear of 
criminality, suggesting in a similar model that such disorganization was the 
primary cause of the relevant phenomena. According to Hunter’s model, though, 
the two forms of deviance are independent: on one hand social disorganization 
causes misdemeanour, minor violations, etc. (the so -called incivilities), while on 

                                                
4 Wilson J.Q., Kelling G.L., New York 1982, “Broken Windows. The Police and Neighbourhood Safety”, in The Atlantic 
Monthly; see also Hartcourt A., 2001, “Illusion of Order: The False Promise of Broken Windows Policing”, Harvard 
University Press. 
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the other hand it generates criminality. Incivility and criminality can interact, but 
they produce fear of criminality in an independent fashion. As the two causal 
processes can be given different weights, the model could explain situations 
marked by low criminality rates accompanied by high rates of fear.  
 

 
 Hunter model (1979) 

 
A further interesting insight is provided by Taylor and Covington’s model 
(1993), that has been confirmed by the outcomes of a complex research 
conducted on neighbourhoods undergoing dramatic social changes. The 
“disorder” is resolved into its measured components of  “changes in the previous 
social order”. Social mobility and gender variable, regardless of incivilities, are 
included into the fear-generating factors, such as an entrepreneur who has 
increased his wealth or a woman happening to be alone in a parking lot at night.  
 

 
Taylor and Covington model (1983) 

 
Behaviours on the part of youngsters or minorities, instead, subvert social 
balances (particularly the ethnic-based ones, according to Taylor and Covington) 
and disorganize the system of rules governing the neighbourhood so far. Fear of 
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criminality and incivilities (the first is reinforced by the second through the 
presence of gangs) emerge from the disorder or, so to speak, from the new non -
ordered order.  
All of the literature, then, includes incivilities within its explanatory models, 
connecting physical and environmental decay of public space with social decay. 
The permanence of the signs and of decayed elements causes, over a long period 
of time, serious damages to the social structure. Spontaneous healing reactions 
do not take place any longer, and the same can be said of interventions on the 
part of “normal” users of space and goods as well as of their immediate 
complaints.  
Gradually, the sense of belonging decreases, weakened by the indifference 
towards incivilities and by the vagueness of the institutional response, as if it 
was a “silent acknowledgment of the abuse”: “(…) it is the failure of the 
community, considered as the wish to have the code of conduct respected in all 
the public places where one lives, in compliance with the values and lifestyles of 
people”5. This concept is exemplified by the following scheme.  
 

 
Scheme no. 1: Durable incivility warnings 
 
When signs of incivility persist, three effects arise: external weakness, the sense 
of neglect and the destabilization of the community (Chiesi, 2004). Residents 
view their space marked by incivilities and they note the lack of maintenance, 
connecting gradually the physical decay to the lack of security and spreading 
this fear within the community. This typical diffusive social effect enhances the 
                                                
5 Selmini R., (a cura di), Bologna 2004, “La Sicurezza Urbana”, Il Mulino. 
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deterioration of social cohesion in the neighbourhood, causing the consequent 
decline of urban vitality. This, in turn, is coupled with a progressive withdrawal 
from public spaces; one’s own places become less appealing, perhaps more 
dangerous, as they are populated by those who do not respect them. Residents 
drift away from their own space as social bonds and the sense of community 
weaken. Social control on places decreases and fear of criminality increases. 
The “eyes on the road” fail, as put by Jacobs, who also underlines how: 
“…public order on the city streets and pavements is not kept by police, although 
it is very necessary; it is especially kept by a complex and almost unaware 
network of spontaneous controls and shared norms. It is residents themselves 
who have such norms respected”6. 
However, incivility is also regarded as a sign of dramatic indifference on the 
part of authorities, or at least as the failure of the bodies in charge of exerting 
control: in both cases the sense of isolation, already intrinsic to living in a big 
city, is strengthened (Cornelli, 2007). 
The decay of the environment, moral disorder and insecurity damage the 
cohesion of  the local community, as well as the sense of stability and continuity 
that it is normally capable of guaranteeing to its members.  
When this happens, a vicious circle arises, a so called decline cycle (Chiesi, 
2005) that compromises the very ability of the community to handle its 
problems. 
Residents tend to withdraw both physically (those who attend public places or 
walk the streets are few) and mentally from social life. Their sense of 
responsibility towards the community fails; devices of social control jam; the 
sense of isolation increases, reactions to crime are inhibited and the area subject 
to their responsibility becomes narrow. The ability of the residents  to identify 
themselves with the victims decreases as well as the sharing of values and norms 
of behaviour; the local political skills declines; those who can move to safer 
areas and they are replaced by people who do not easily get involved in 
community life (youngsters, tenants, singles, immigrants, less privileged, less 
educated). 
 
1.4 The weight of incivilities in the forms of urban insecurity  
Who are, thus, the authors of the” decline cycle”? To what extent are criminality 
or other forms of violation to blame? How many deviant behaviours are 
endogenous or exogenous? 
The previous scheme (scheme no. 1) exemplifies the assumption that persistent 
signs of incivility give rise to both new occasions of criminality and to the fear 
of it; from such fear stem, consequently, internal weakness, sense of neglect and 
the destabilization of the community. Let us also assume the rise of further signs 
                                                
6 Jacobs J., Torino 2000, "Vita e morte delle grandi città", Saggio sulle metropoli americane, Giulio Einaudi Editore. 
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of incivility, capable of increasing the aforementioned phenomena. We have 
already underlined the centrality of the question “who is to blame for 
incivilities”, with the goal of setting the institutional response not only in terms 
of repression/sanctions and restoration/ maintenance, but also in terms of 
education/prevention. 
In this new scheme (scheme no. 2) we highlight criminality, including in this 
category all those who have crimes as their main activity and revenue and who 
tend to seek the most favourable conditions for such activities. These people 
allegedly regard signs of incivility as a collateral effect that, even if absent, 
would not at least damage their activities; quite the opposite, some sector could 
even benefit from their absence.  
 
 

 
Scheme no. 2: ineffective public policies. 
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A different evaluation is to be given to fear that, in certain cases, is functional to 
criminal activity (extortion, robbery and all those crimes entailing the threat of 
violence) while it is dysfunctional in other cases (thefts, pickpocketing, frauds 
and all those crimes favoured by the lack of preventive measures enacted by 
potential victims). Let us then examine the ineffectiveness of public 
intervention7, incapable of eliminating the signs of incivility and of affecting 
criminality or its favourable environment, thus nurturing the sense of neglect. 
Such intervention can be enacted according to three couples of criteria: 
repression/sanctions, restoration/maintenance, but also education/prevention. 
While it is relatively easy to define public intervention as repressive/ 
sanctionatory against criminals and as pursuing restoration/maintenance  as for 
the territory and its infrastructures, it is far more difficult to enact interventions 
of prevention/repression/sanctions  and of education/prevention  towards habitual 
and occasional violators, who are responsible for the majority of incivility signs. 
The local authority, largely delegated to enact almost all of the required 
interventions much more than any other authority, is called upon to deploy 
considerable resources in the face of many contradictions, neglecting the fact 
that the reduction in national transfers and the outflow of residents put at risk the 
already limited resources. 
A municipality may find it very difficult to handle a situation like the one 
described in scheme no. 2.  Let us think, for example, to the actions of police 
forces. While the actions to be taken by Ministry agencies  are better defined, 
even as for figures, and they are targeted at “others”, the actions of local police 
forces must be directed at thousands people who are basic ally law-abiding but at 
the same time they are responsible for many sanctionable violations. Such 
violations generate the majority of incivility signs and they always derive from 
uncivilized behaviours. 
Other possible strategies are as expensive as the afo rementioned ones. However, 
while the actions aimed at education/prevention tend to have a soft impact over 
a medium and long period of time, restorative and maintenance interventions 
(targeted at the local area) have immediate effect, relieving the sufferi ngs of the 
victims but requiring considerable management skills and money from the local 
authority. Incidentally it could be said that public opinion tends to provide over 
simplistic explanations of the facts, altering the logical sequence of events. In 
fact, the most common comment referring to decayed public spaces is “Why 
municipality does not clean up the area?”. Such comment requires immediate 
restoration/maintenance, but it neglects to examine the reasons behind the dirt 
(on which opinions are not as common) by focusing on its removal instead. 
The following scheme (scheme no. 3) highlights the actions entailed by public 
intervention. The green line (1) highlights actions aimed at opposing causes: 
                                                
7 Public policies generally aren’t effective/ineffective. In a decline cycle we refer to ineffective actions of the Institutions.  
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actions against violators, both habitual and occasional, serving both prevention 
and repression purposes, as well as actions to fight criminality. The blue line (2) 
highlights the actions concerning the effects: material interventions for 
removing incivility signs from the territory and from goods in general, other 
actions aimed at softening/removing the damages affecting the social structure. 
The greater the stability, or the non-worsening, of the causal relationships, the 
more ineffective the public intervention will be. Going back to the question of 
“who is to blame for incivilities”, which is crucial in measuring the institutional 
response (with reference to the three aforementioned couple of guidelines), this 
interpretation suggests to split the “production circuits” of criminality and 
incivility.  
 

 
Scheme no. 3: public policies actions.  
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Leaving aside the factors concerning criminality, we address the elements 
concerning violators instead, who constitute a real danger when it comes to the 
production of incivilities.  
We have distinguished between habitual violators and occasional violators. By 
habitual violators we mean those who commit incivilities habitually and not 
incidentally. 
Incivility signs, both permanent and temporary, that may be seen on the 
territory, are so numerous that it is reasonable to ascribe them to occasional 
violators. By this term we mean those who commit incivilities habitually or 
occasionally, although incidentally, that is with no premeditation, 
methodicalness or malice. They drop litter if they happen to do so; they park on 
the pavement if they do not find any space; and so on. 
The occasional violator is thus a common man or woman, whose conception of 
public good is conveniently blurred while he/she commits the violation. We 
shall provide a single example: the street, that is the most typical public place 
and the most common of its functions, that is circulation of men and goods.  
Choosing private transport becomes inevitable. Violations of speed limits when 
the road is clear is just a necessary saving of time while expecting the imm inent 
jam, parking on the pavement is inevitable along roads that were conceived 
during Renaissance and that therefore do not allow parking on both sides. The 
list could continue to expand all the possible interpretations of the traffic norms 
with the goal of recovering one’s freedom of movements. Norms, as well as 
spaces, becomes a mere function of the movement, although nobody denies their 
theoretical regulatory functions. Sennett argues that “…the majority of the 
opinions about social life do not affect behaviours. This passive ideology can be 
observed in modern opinion polls…people behave differently than what they 
say…”. Sometimes the norm is accompanied by some sort of advertising, aimed 
at stigmatizing negative behaviours and at praising positive ones, trying to 
strengthen in us the reasonableness and necessity of the positive right. However, 
we indulge in our more or less occasional violations due to the insurmountable 
difficulty of implementing the norm in the real life.  
Going back to institutional guidelines, we saw that the response on the part of 
institutions can be developed according to three criteria: repression/sanctions, 
restoration/maintenance, education/prevention. 
With reference to table 1, the repressive/sanctionary measures will be targeted 
at criminals, habitual violators and occasional violators. Restoration 
maintenance will be directed at the territory and its structures, but also (and 
hopefully) to the social structure, in order to fight fear, sense of neglect and 
destabilization of communities. As for educational/preventive  measures, they 
will be directed at those points in the social structure that are more likely to 
interact with institutions. It should be notice how the options available to local 


