
Urban Morphology (2011) 15(2), 155-62   © International Seminar on Urban Form, 2011   ISSN 1027-4278

   VIEWPOINTS
     Discussion of topical issues
     in urban morphology

Italian urban morphology: the geographical perspective of
Umberto Toschi

Elisa Ravazzoli, Alma Mater Studiorum-Università di Bologna, Dipartimento di
Discipline Storiche, Antropologiche e Geografiche, via Guerrazzi, 20, 40125, Bologna,
Italy. Email: elisa.ravazzoli4@unibo.it

In Italy most current research and discussion about
urban form occurs in the fields of architecture and
urban design.  However, even if the role played by
urban geography and urban history has never been
dominant, it is worth noting that, starting in the
1930s, there was also an Italian tradition of
historical-geographical studies that offered some
early contributions to the study of urban form.

Gian Luigi Maffei in his viewpoint on ‘The
historic-geographical approach to urban form’
(Maffei, 2009, pp. 133-4) notes the work of the
‘Italian school of geography’.  He emphasizes the
similarity between that school and both the
Caniggian school and the Conzenian school,
referring to Renato Biasutti and his study Casa
rurale in Toscana (1938).  He describes how the
founder of the Florentine school of geographers
constructed models of the different characteristics
of rural buildings and performed a typo-
morphological analysis, similar to that used  today
by the Caniggian School.  However, Maffei makes
no mention of an earlier geographical tradition of
urban analysis with a morphological emphasis. 

The strength of the geographical approach to
urban morphology is that it offers a comprehensive
approach to the elements of the townscape, namely
town plan, building fabric and land and building
utilization, that exist in a complex areal
composition.  Moreover, it seeks to identify the
physical and social processes that create the form
complexes and the spatial patterns they produce. 

Any consideration of a geographical perspective

on urban morphology in Italy must start by
mentioning the work of Umberto Toschi.  Regarded
as the father of Italian urban geography and the
premier representative of the Bolognese school
within the discipline, he has been described as a
paragon of Italian geography, a profession which he
lived and promoted with deep and passionate
engagement both within academia and his civilian
life (Zabbini, 2010, p. 93).  In the words of
Giacomo Corna Pellegrini and Maria Chiara Zerbi
(1983, p. 357), ‘it was the work of Umberto Toschi
that advanced the nature of Italian urban geography
most prior to 1948, which influenced the
orientation of work very considerably for a long
period (1933-1966)’.  During his career he laid the
foundation for the geographical study of cities in
Italy, giving it an explicit morphological character.
Indeed, he went so far as to equate urban geography
with urban morphology, which he considered to be
the ‘analytical branch’ of the field. 

In his first work, Studi di morfologia urbana
Toschi (1933) demonstrated his analytical
approach: he recognized such concepts as the
‘urban cell’ and its ‘building fabric’, the ‘urban
district’, the street system and the configuration of
the city’s boundaries.  In describing how the city
evolves spatially, he studied the city systematically.
In so doing he tried to identify common processes
of urban development, and the features that
characterize the city and its constituent cells in
relation to topographical, historical, economic, and
human conditions (Toschi, 1933, p. 3).  He
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introduced the following concepts: ‘ribbon develop-
ment’ (propaggini), ‘detached urban extension’
(gemmazioni), ‘dispersion’ (disseminazione) and
‘assimilation’ (assimilazione). His analysis
involved two stages: the first, analytical, in which
he identified areas occupied by a ‘single urban
object or function’ and where several objects
coexisted; the second, synthetic, in which the
various geographical quarters were defined.  The
approach he introduced was known as the
‘organization of internal urban spaces’ (organiz-
zazione degli spazi endourbani) and was based on
examination of the contemporary urban organism,
the city, and justifications in history and the land
(Toschi, 1933, p. 16). 

Contrary to his contemporary, Renato Biasutti,
Toschi never adopted the individual building and its
plot as the basic unit of analysis, nor did he develop
the concept of type within his analysis of the city’s
configuration.  The city itself, with its ‘functions’
and ‘objects’, considered historically, was the
‘only’ object of investigation.  With this orien-
tation, Toschi’s approach can be considered as a
primitive phase in the study of urban morphology,
conducted with a strong emphasis on the identifi-
cation of internal city functions.  Geographical
urban morphology, as a distinct perspective within
the overall field of urban morphology, is
particularly concerned with the systematic analysis
of the internal character and spatial composition of
the fabric of entire urban areas.  Toschi’s method
reflects this emphasis.  However, he did not really
probe the transformations of the city’s physical
fabric, far less its historical stratification, focusing
more on general processes of historical evolution.

Toschi’s approach was followed by most Italian
urban geographers for decades, and gave rise to
many monographic studies of Italian towns and
cities.  But it was seriously challenged in the 1960s
owing to the importance it gave to historical
description, and the insufficient attention given to
emerging problems.  As a result, the production of
monographs on the city slowed down considerably
and new approaches appeared, treating different
spatial patterns in the explicitly functional
organization of cities.  Toschi himself ‘redirected’
the discipline towards an ‘active geography’, able
to understand the complex issues related to new
processes of urbanization that were becoming
evident after mid-century (Toschi, 1956).
    It was in his article on ‘La città regione e i suoi
problemi’ (Toschi, 1962) that he showed his new
approach to the study of the city.  Here the ‘city’ is
considered as a ‘geographical organism’ that
originates and develops according to its own laws.

Because this organism is situated within a territory
it can be considered a ‘geographical region’
(Toschi, 1966, p. 183).  The ‘geographical region’
refers to a spatial unit, a part of the earth’s surface,
an area within which there are identifiable elements
that give the urban landscape a particular
geographical character.  Toschi applied this concept
to the city, introducing the definition of city-region
to Italian geography as made up of heterogeneous
elements and a number of ‘urban districts’, a spatial
unit identified according to specific functional and
formal characteristics.  The same concept of ‘geo-
graphical region’ was also used by the British
geographer M. R. G. Conzen to describe at some
length the very different urbanization histories of
northern and southern Italy in the context of the
many distinct ‘historical urbanization regions’ of
Europe and their consequently differing morph-
ological expressions.  An historical urbanization
region (Städtelandschaft) is any area in which some
or all towns have experienced similar historical
development in one or several systematic aspects
within that area’s historical context and
geographical situation (Conzen, 2004, p. 203).
While Conzen offered an interpretation of
historically-derived differences in urban
morphological character in Italy at the grand scale,
Toschi investigated the concept of city-region at a
small scale, the scale of the geographical organism.

In summary, the urban morphology of Toschi,
which he conceived as the study of the geography
of the city as a whole, was fundamental in
establishing a set of concepts and principles that
inspired subsequent Italian geographers to explore
new directions and analyse new aspects of the city.
Moreover, his works contributed to the long-
established tradition of geographical urban
morphology outside Britain.  He deserves
recognition for giving voice to an urban
morphological strand in Italian studies of the city
well before the contributions of the
Muratorian/Caniggian school.

 
References

Biasutti, R. (1938) Casa rurale in Toscana (Forni,
Bologna).

Conzen, M. R. G. (2004) Thinking about urban form.
Papers on urban morphology 1932-1998 (Peter Lang,
Oxford). 

Corna Pellegrini, G. and Zerbi, M. C. (1983) ‘Urban
geography and urban problems in Italy, 1945-1981’,
Progress in Human Geography 7, 357-69. 

Maffei, G. L. (2009) ‘The historico-geographical



Viewpoints 157

approach to urban form’, Urban Morphology 13, 133-
4.

Toschi, U. (1933) Studi di morfologia urbana (Stabil.
Tipogr. Riuniti, Bologna). 

Toschi, U. (1956) ‘Esame di coscienza di uno studioso di
geografia urbana’, Bollettino della Società
Geografica Italiana 93(1), 507-13. 

Toschi, U. (1962) ‘La città regione e i suoi problemi’,
Rivista Geografica Italiana 69(2), 117-32.

Toschi, U. (1966) La città: geografia urbana (UTET,
Torino).

Zabbini, E. (2010) ‘Il mestiere di geografo: Umberto
Toschi’, AlmaTourism 1, 93-6.  

Urbanism, politics and language: the role of urban morphology

Karl Kropf, Urban Morphology Research Group, School of Geography, Earth and
Environmental Sciences, University of Birmingham, Birmingham B15 2TT, UK and Built
Form Resource Ltd, UK.  E-mail: karl.kropf@builtformresource.com

Urbanization is a social and political act.  From the
building of new towns, urban extensions and
suburban sprawl to squatter settlements, gypsy
camps and back through de-urbanization of various
kinds, building or clearing settlements is essentially
taking or losing territory.  Even if we are looking at
a sanctioned process within a single state or
authority, urbanization (or the production of
‘housing’) remains politically charged and driven
primarily by economic concerns.

Because this process is political, it is perhaps
naïve to think it would not involve the language of
politics; a ‘discourse’ in which it is more important
to be persuasive and get the desired result than to
be fastidiously accurate.  Which politician, at least
in public, would even use the word ‘discourse’?
Which politician would use the discourse of urban
morphology?  Would discussion of fringe-belt
alienation or repletive absorption help win the
argument for pursuing an act of urbanization?
Where does urban morphology fit into the bruising
realpolitik of territorial claims and urban land
economics?

Putting the questions in these extreme terms
helps to highlight a quandary faced by urban
morphology.  The discipline may provide insights
into how to plan and manage urban growth and
regeneration but does it have a clear and
communicable conception of what those insights
are?  Does it have a language that can engage with
people involved in the process of planning and
regeneration?  At what level is it most appropriate
to engage?

Looking a little more closely at a specific
example might help shed light  on  these  questions.

Urban growth in the United Kingdom

The combination of an ageing population, a
tendency for smaller households, continued in-
migration and structural limitations in the existing
housing stock means there is significant pressure in
the UK for urban growth.  There is also a publicly
acknowledged desire for economic growth and a
professional understanding that economic growth
involves not just housing but employment,
commercial development, social and service
infrastructure, and ‘green infrastructure’. 

The process of bringing land forward for
development is driven by a combination of land
interests (landowners, promoters or developers) and
local government planning.  On the one hand, local
authorities seek to quantify the demand for the
different uses and find the best locations for
development.  They exclude areas that are
significantly constrained (for example land liable to
flooding) and invite expressions of interest from
landowners/promoters who are willing to put their
land forward.  

On the other hand, landowners and developers
are actively seeking to put land forward into the
process, in some cases irrespective of the merits of
the land in planning terms.  In general, more land is
put forward than is required to meet the quantified
need so there is competition between landowners,
who are all seeking to maximize the value of their
land through development.  

Over the past 15-20 years, the positive drive for
development, in particular housing, has been met
with increasing resistance on the part of local
residents and  their  elected  representatives  at  the
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local and national levels.  Complaints tend to focus
on increasing traffic congestion, overstretched local
services and the visual degradation of towns and
countryside by ‘inappropriate’ development.  The
complaints tend to be levelled at both the planners
and the developers.  If there is any acceptance of the
need for development on the part of the public, it is
often only grudgingly so, on the basis that it should
provide benefits for the local community in the
form of services such as hospitals, leisure centres
and community facilities.  In fact, the government
is currently seeking to address these issues with
legislation to give more planning powers to local
communities.

The design professions sit at the nexus of these
three main interested bodies: the local authority
planners, the developers and the public.  Paid either
by local authorities or landowners/developers, the
designers’ job is to try to satisfy all three.  In
caricature, this means providing ‘sustainability’ for
the planners (who are driven by policies demanding
it), profitability for the landowners and developers
(often tied to very rigid business and physical
models for housing development) and appropriate
development and community benefits for the public
(who often expect more than can be delivered by
the scale of development).  

For the designer, the process involves the
seemingly impossible task of translating all three of
these positions into specific designs.

Registers of language

Because the three different groups have different
sets of interests, they focus on different aspects of
what is plainly a multifaceted ‘subject’, the built
environment.  Each speaks in a different ‘register’
(parole or language game) about the same thing.

What is the most appropriate way to convince
planners that your proposed development is
sustainable?  Generally, it is to set it in terms of the
policies and objectives they themselves have
identified from the wider conception of ‘sustainable
development’.

How do you persuade house builders to build
differently when they have, in their view, a
successful and tested, profitable business model?
Again, the most persuasive arguments are likely to
focus on the terms and ideas the house builders use
themselves: maximizing gross-to-net ratios of
developable   land,   speed   through   the   planning
system,  standard   types,   cost  engineering,  ‘kerb

appeal’, sales performance and profit.
Standing in front of a local community, what do

you say to engage with the residents and work out
the best options for growth?  What arguments do
you need to use to persuade communities to accept
development when, in general, they do not seem to
want it?  What are their concerns?  To persuade
people, as the saying goes, you need to speak their
language.  You need to talk about community,
neighbourhoods, services, aspiration, security,
safety, status (and traffic).  They want to know
where the heart of the neighbourhood will be, what
the schools will be like, where they can meet
people, get the things they need and do the things
they want to do.  This characterization leaves out,
of course, the academic register and the
professional register (for example architects, urban
designers or housing professionals).

While the house builders and developers are
relatively adept, out of necessity, at talking the
language of both planners and the public (with
varying degrees of sincerity), the other three groups
are not always so versatile.  In general, the planners
are comfortable in the public register but are
suspicious of and not fully versed in the developer's
register; the public are suspicious of the jargon used
by both the planners and the developers and the
academics tend to keep to themselves.

Moving into or out of the academic register can
be problematic.  On an anecdotal basis, one of the
common problems faced by editors when
considering articles for publication that cross from
built environment practice to ‘research’ is the
translation of terms and language from one register
to the other.

Within the sphere of urban morphology, the
difficulty – which is true of even the most well-
known contributors – is that there is often a
disjunction between the academic discourse and the
design discourse.  The connection is not made clear
enough.  Driven by the imperatives of their
professional practice, there is a seemingly
inescapable desire on the part of designers to invent
new terms and concepts.  There is also a need,
when seeking to convince clients and planners, to
‘tell the story’ and sell the idea, setting it out in
terms that engage that audience.  That language of
design and persuasion does not immediately fit into
the more finely tuned academic register.  An
academic pursuit needs a relatively consistent set of
concepts and terms while the design professions
thrive on diversity, invention and analogy.
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Translations

But if analogy can be an enemy of ‘academic’
coherence because it is too loose and variable, it
also has the potential to act as a bridge between
different groups.  There is a distinct advantage in
combining ‘loose’ analogical thinking and ‘strict’
systematic thinking.  Combining different kinds of
description provides a richer and more accessible
body of knowledge.  The analogy provides a
familiar starting point for people unfamiliar with the
specialist language.  Most fields of study make use
of both technical and common names.  This
suggests that anyone interested in the application of
urban morphology in practice needs to engage in
translation from one register to the other.
Difficulties do arise, however, when the term one
seeks to translate has no corresponding common
name or the likely candidates already have an
established meaning that obscures the new concept.
Examples include the terms ‘plot series’ and ‘plan
unit’ used by M. R. G. Conzen or fascia di perti-
nenza and tessuto urbano used by Gianfranco
Caniggia.  In the case of Conzen’s terms the
individual words are common enough but the
precise meaning will not be obvious to the ‘lay
reader’.

A similar issue arises when talking about urban
morphology as a whole.  The name of the discipline
is itself unfamiliar to many people.  And the lack of
familiarity is not helped by the fact that there are
many different names that people use (typology,
morphology, typo-morphology, process typology,
morphogenesis).  There is also a tendency for
people in the field (the typologists and morph-
ologists) to highlight the fact that it is a complex,
multifaceted combination of ideas that can only be
fully understood together.  If we want people, in
particular practitioners and the people who make
decisions about urban development, to take up the
ideas, we need to break the field down into
digestible parts and not force people to swallow it
whole.

One way to do that without losing the coherence
of the ideas is to identify distinct branches of the
study.  It is then easier to summarize the field as a
whole without feeling the need to complicate the
summary with all the different aspects it covers.
Rather, the summary can focus on what gives the
field its coherence: the study of the structure,
growth and diversity of human settlements.  The list
of sub-fields or branches then itself serves to
summarize the range of aspects and highlight what
the field has to offer.

Structure and diversity

The primary task of urban morphology is to
identify and describe the common elements and
generic structure of urban form.  A parallel primary
task is distinguishing the diversity of specific forms
that develop in different locations and cultures.
What are the pieces of urban form and how do they
fit together?  What is the range of ‘real objects’ that
make up a town and help to explain the
development and regeneration of settlements?
What are the specific forms that give places their
physical identity?  These questions are a matter of
urban systematics, typology and taxonomy.  In
most cases, the identification of form is not
sufficient in itself but is a means to further
investigation, explanation, interpretation and
application in practice.  Recent papers within this
sub-field include Davis (2009), Kropf (2009),
Noizet (2009), Osmond (2010) and Whitehand
(2009).

Growth and development

Probably the most active and familiar sub-field in
urban morphology is concerned with describing and
explaining the common developmental regularities
or repeating processes in the growth and
transformation of individual settlements (or indi-
vidual elements).  The aim is to identify processes
that are likely to recur and so provide some vaguely
predictive insights into what is more or less likely
to occur (and succeed) – this is the subject of
developmental urban morphology, urban
morphogenetics and urban ontogeny.  Examples of
work in this area include Conzen (2009), Griffiths,
Jones, Vaughan and Haklay (2010), Kirfan (2011)
and Lin, De Meulder and Wang (2011), 

Evolution

A core sub-field that builds on both systematics and
developmental urban morphology is concerned with
describing and explaining the diversification of
urban forms over time as a coherent process in
relation to human purposes and specific locations
and situations.  How have the different specific
types – the diversity – of forms we find in different
places come about?  What is the root of different
building traditions?  Why do some types persist or
spread?  These questions appropriately fall under
the headings of evolutionary urban morphology and
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urban phylogeny: see, for example, Barke (2011),
Davis (2009), Noizet (2009) and Rego and
Meneguetti (2010). 

Performance

Another active branch seeks to describe and explain
the performance characteristics of urban forms or
their characteristics in use.  A range of different
methods is used within this sub-field, including
spatial and configurational analysis, patch analysis,
network analysis, statistical analysis, capacity
assessment and valuation.  Labels that may be
applied to this range are quantitative urban
morphology, urban mechanics and dynamics,
environmental performance and configurational
dynamics.  Examples published recently in this
journal include Kirfan (2011) and Osmond (2010).

Culture and meaning

Perhaps one of the broadest sub-fields of urban
morphology involves investigating the cultural
meaning of urban form and how people respond to
it, exploring what specific forms reveal about the
people who created them and their effect on us now.
This sub-field embraces socio-cultural urban
morphology, ethno-morphology, heritage signifi-
cance, and the semiotics and phenomenology of
urban form: for examples see Cooper (2005),
Gauthier (2005), Groth (2004) and Reeve, Goodey
and Shipley (2007).

With clear justification this last ‘sub-field’ of
urban morphology might be better termed a form of
human geography, which is to say that urban
morphology itself can be, and is, seen as a sub-field
of other, broader fields of study such as cultural
anthropology, archaeology and environmental
psychology.  

One way of looking at these relationships is to
suggest that the common conceptual core of urban
morphology that focuses on identifying the
structure, diversity and genesis of urban form can
serve as a tool within other fields and disciplines.
In this respect urban morphology is a ‘service
discipline’.  The central core is not enough on its
own.  It needs an application.

Providing a focus

That need for an application should be a significant
motivation to meet head on the challenge of

translating the different registers of language used
by different groups involved in the development
process.  Urban morphology should be a service
discipline to not only other academic fields but also
professional planners, developers and the interested
public.

In this regard one form of translation whose
power should not be underestimated is illustration.
People are often much better able to get an intuitive
grasp of an idea from an image than from pages of
text.  

There is, I believe, a core concept in urban
morphology that is particularly amenable to
illustration that could provide a clear central focus
and pivotal link between different groups.  That
concept is urban tissue.  It is both a concept and
identifiable object, making it much easier for a
wider range of people to grasp.  As both concept
and object, urban tissue is in many ways
emblematic of urban morphology.  It is the
principal constituent or unit of urban growth and
transformation.  It embodies the idea of different
scales, referring up to patterns of settlement and
referring down to the commonly identified
elements of streets, plots and buildings.  As an idea
it also embodies the key morphological concepts of
type, social process and performance.  

More can and should be made of urban tissue as
a tool within urban morphology and as the gateway
between the discipline and the outside world –
notably the domains of planners, designers,
developers and the public.  It can and should
contribute more directly to the decision-making
process of urban growth and development.  In
many ways the power and strength of urban
morphology is dissipated because it lacks the kind
of central focus that urban tissue could provide.
The common points are there but they are not
evident to most people.  We need to make them
more evident.
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It is 25 years since Pierre Merlin and Françoise
Choay (1986) undertook their report on urban
morphology in France, Italy, Great Britain and the
United States on behalf of the French Ministère de
l'Equipement et du Logement.  Contributed to by a
number of international experts, the report was later
published as the Dictionaire de l’urbanisme et de
l’aménagement (Merlin and Choay, 1988), making
it available to a larger French-speaking readership.
In celebrating the anniversary of Merlin and
Choay’s work, it is timely also to reflect on
dictionaries, glossaries and similar works covering
the field of urban morphology that have
subsequently been produced. 

Over the past 25 years the major growth of
urban areas and the great changes in their character
have had significant implications for the way in
which urban morphologists analyse and reflect
about cities.  There has also been recognition of the
advantages conferred by the multidisciplinarity of
urban morphology as a field of study at a time of
growing compartmentalization of knowledge.  But
at the same time a number of problems of the field
have become evident.  Basic sources of information
have become dated and, partly as a consequence of
being a field of knowledge approached by several

disciplines, in many different cultures, languages
and countries, the lack of widely accepted
terminology has become an impediment.
Information needs to be updated and made
accessible to the variety of scholars, researchers
and practitioners interested in urban morphology.
In particular this is needed by young researchers,
but also by people in mid-career who are on the
periphery of urban morphology or moving into it
from other fields.  Much of what is currently
available on the Internet lacks quality control and
much of what is in print is out-of-date or covers
only a fraction of the field.

Newcomers to the field searching for ready-
made solutions might, from the title and recent date
of publication, be attracted by Urban Morphology
(Surhone et al., 2010), but this turns out to be a
miscellany of Wikipedia articles, lacking editorial
input or justification for their selection: as an urban
morphology collection it lacks substance, rigour
and logic.  It could scarcely be more remote from
fulfilling the need for an up-to-date coherent index
of terminology that would help to provide the basis
for organizing conceptual frameworks and
connecting individual studies to those frameworks
for which Whitehand (2006) has argued.
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Most of the dictionaries and glossaries of urban
morphology or closely related fields are out-of-date
or not available in English.  In addition to Choay
and Merlin’s (1988) Dictionnaire, there are John
Henry Parker’s (1989) A concise glossary of
architectural terms (a reprint of the first edition of
1896), Larkham  and Jones’s (1991) A glossary of
urban form and the glossary of technical terms in
urban morphology annexed to Conzen’s (2004)
Thinking about urban form.  The latter, despite its
relatively recent date of publication, largely relates
to much earlier work.  Robert Cowan’s (2005) The
dictionary of urbanism contains a number of urban
morphological terms but lacks the advantage of
having the rich selection of information provided
by numerous contributors, such as is available in
Merlin and Choay (1988), the online glossary of
Larkham and Jones that is available on the ISUF
website (http://www.urbanform.org/glossary.html)
and the French glossary available at the Séminaire
Robert Azuele online resource (http://www.
arturbain.fr/).  In Portuguese, there is Vocabulário
Técnico e Crítico de Arquitectura (Rodrigues et al.,
2005) and, in Italian, German, English and French,
Town-planning glossary (Venturi, 1990).

This ‘viewpoint’ does not purport to itemize all
the available glossaries and dictionaries that include
urban morphology, but it does suggest some of the
main problems and opportunities faced by glossary
compilers in this field.  Ideally future glossaries
should reconcile terminology with the cultural
context and historical period in which it occurs, but
at the moment this must seem like a counsel of
perfection.  As we take stock of Merlin and
Choay’s achievement 25 years ago, we need to be
sensitive to the major changes in urban morphology
that have taken place in the interim. 
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Cities, nations and regions in planning history

The proposed theme for the Fifteenth International
Planning History Society Conference is ‘Cities
nations and regions in planning history’.  The
conference will take place in São Paulo, Brazil
from 15 to 18 July 2012.   It will explore connect-
ions, discontinuities, tensions and superimpositions,
both in the processes of urbanization and in
planning.  Proposals of papers and sessions should
preferably address one or more of the following
sub-themes:

1. Planning history and the geographic, political
and institutional scale

2. Planning cities and urbanization processes:
tensions, convergences and social issues

3. Cities, modernization and cosmopolitanism
4. Urban networks in world processes
5. Cities and the symbolic representation of the

nation
6. Architecture and the city

The deadline for the receipt of proposals of
papers and sessions is 31 October 2011.  Further
information is available from the Conference
Convener, Professor Dr Maria Christina da Silva
Leme (e-mail: crisleme@usp.br).
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