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America and Europe, to put the project into a broad
contemporary perspective.  Several other regions
have been identified, in Japan, China and Brazil,
taking advantage of existing collaborations with
local researchers.

The project and discussions emanating from it
among researchers and practitioners will provide
the basis for both enriching and shaping the public
debate on the impact of towers and tall buildings on
the urban landscape.
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The debate on urban morphological education is
regaining interest.  Within ISUF this has been
evident in a recent viewpoint in this journal
(Oliveira, 2012), a number of papers presented at
the conference in Delft (Larkham, 2012; Marat-

Mendes et al., 2012; Slater, 2012) and the report of
the Task Force on the relation between urban
morphological research and planning practice
(Samuels, 2012).  In addition, the organizing
committee of ISUF 2014 has already announced
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that the Porto conference will include a number of
sessions on ‘Teaching urban form’.

Surprisingly, there are not many books on urban
morphology offering students an introduction to the
different morphological approaches, theories,
concepts, methods and techniques (for an
exception, see Allain, 2004).  A manual is needed
to support the study of urban form in higher
education.  Seven fundamental contents are
suggested. 

First, it is necessary to include an introduction to
the main components of urban form: urban tissue,
streets and street blocks, plots and plot series,
buildings, rooms or spaces, structures (such as
walls and roofs), and materials.  This need arises in
part because the education of students tends to
promote disciplinary perspectives (architectural,
geographical and planning), emphasizing particular
elements of the urban landscape rather than
integrated approaches.  For example, the education
of architects focuses almost exclusively on
buildings.  Furthermore, it is usually centred, not on
the production of the ordinary buildings in which
most people live, but on the design and construc-
tion of exceptional objects of architecture.

Secondly, a manual should offer insight into the
main agents and processes responsible for the trans-
formation of urban landscapes.  Students must be
able to understand not only the physical form of the
city but also how politicians, planners, property
owners, architects and developers act on and
transform it.  Both ‘public’ and ‘private’ activities
must be covered.

Thirdly, an outline should be provided of the
long-term evolution of the physical form of cities. 
This should include consideration of the various
elements of urban form in different historical
periods, and how each of these has changed over
time. 

Fourthly, there should be descriptions and
explanations of both inherited and emerging types
of urban forms, including not only Euro-America
but also Asia, South America and Africa. 
Considerations of different parts of the world
should be linked to wider frameworks of thinking.

Fifthly, attention should be given to how urban
morphologists describe, explain and prescribe
urban form.  This would include a review of the
main approaches to the study of urban form.  Here
there would be introductions to the classics in urban
morphology; the main morphological approaches
that exist – from the Conzenian school to the
Muratorian school, from space syntax to spatial

analysis (including cellular automata, agent-based
models and fractals) and shape grammars; and, not
least, examples of comparative studies.

Sixthly, the link should be explored between, on
the one hand, morphological description and
explanation, and on the other the prescription of
urban forms.  Evidence should be provided on the
incorporation of morphological concepts and
methods in planning proposals and on the effective
results on the ground of morphologically-based
professional practice.  There should be an explan-
ation of what is a successful application of urban
morphological research in practice, and what
criteria and what measurements can be used to
judge success.  Especially in this regard, education
is crucial in raising the level of understanding and
application of urban morphology in a range of
professions (Samuels, 2012). 

Finally, the manual should identify and
characterize the most relevant contributions of
urban morphology to a wider knowledge of
contemporary cities and societies.  This process of
building bridges towards an effective multi-
disciplinarity should embrace the social, economic
and environmental dimensions of the city. 
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