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				Introduction


				What are urban areas made of? How do towns and cities grow and develop in the long term? Is there a relationship between urban morphology and social function? We aim to provide answers to these questions by exploring the mechanisms by which urban forms emerge: in French we refer to these as la fabrique urbaine, making urban form. We analyse urban forms from two viewpoints: how they are produced by social practice (which changes constantly), and how they influence social function.


				Urban form is an exciting, extremely rich subject when studied as something built up over the long term, a crystallisation of social practice – sometimes from long ago. This crystallisation occurs through updates, not simply through inertia. It is only because old, inherited forms are updated, reappropriated and given new meaning – transformed – that they are transmitted. Once transmitted they can be seen in the first plot plans available, from the 18th and 19th centuries onwards.


				Since we work over the long term, everything proves transitory and no society or situation can be considered stable. Yet all societies produce objects that fix their ideals in material reality. These material objects can exist independently of the initial purpose for which they were produced, and may be reinterpreted and given new meaning within new configurations of society. A society will produce a particular urban system that depends on its aims and the specific circumstances at the time. After a procedure of readjustment, societies which develop later in the same space may (or may not) adopt that urban system: as defined by the arrangement of its streets, plots and buildings. When social practices evolve, spatial structures may continue to operate as a system for new actors who adapt these to their new needs. There are observable differences between societies and periods: some are less likely to retain structures than others. They tend to destroy and rebuild rather than preserving.


				The resilience of an urban system lies in its plasticity: up to a point, it will absorb changes of use while keeping its main structure. We consider this idea of plasticity – defined as the recurrent alignment of inherited spatial structures with society’s practices – plus the ideas of re-enacting, updating or reactivating forms, to be more relevant than persistence, continuity or spatial inertia. Those last three ideas minimise the role society plays in the production of space, making it seem as if forms reproduce themselves independently. Yet if an urban area is resilient, this is not the result of its spatial models enduring for longer or being able to reproduce independently. Resilience results from the relationships that active members of society have with these spatial models, relationships which vary according to their own ways of life.


				We will examine how the choices these people make in terms of housing and travel, whether consciously or otherwise, can reactivate earlier urban forms or produce new ones. Their choices depend on managing the distance 
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				between themselves and others, and on their ability to imagine themselves being physically present in public space. Earlier forms do not endure simply because they have already existed for a long time, but because they are constantly being reused by subsequent societies.


				Sometimes there is an astonishingly long dormancy period between a form being produced and it being reused. Just as humans are social beings, so forms will disappear if they are not reused by societies. Urban forms are not artefacts to be preserved in aspic just because they are old: yet this is sometimes the position reached following nostalgic, organicist discourse such as that of Julien Gracq or Marcel Poëte. Instead, once forms have been selected and rejected, some that are inherited may be transformed, adopted and used to build a new, positive reality. These reappropriated forms are beneficial: every day they situate us in environments with a longer timescale longer than our active present tense; these enrich what we do, making it more meaningful.


				After the trauma of the second world war, M.R.G. Conzen upheld the idea that preserving older forms within the urban landscape could raise awareness of the long-term nature of our social context as human beings. Making a tabula rasa in order to create a new type of human or space is usually an impoverishment, whereas an urban polytemporality (in which forms from different eras coexist) lends society an immeasurable richness. Preserving past forms and giving them new meaning allows urban areas to retain a great formal diversity. Once destroyed, this rich mixture can never be recreated because the old knowledge and skills no longer exist; sadly from here the trend is towards a homogeneous world.


				When looking at urban morphology, the historiography has conventionally contrasted planned urbanisation – also known as consultative, organised or intentional – with development referred to as spontaneous, natural, normal, ordinary or even ‘organic’: everything that planning is not. We define a plan as something that aims to enhance urban space within a relatively short time (one generation at most), something designed by a limited configuration of actors in relation to a specific space. While we deem most urban development to be ‘ordinary’, the volume of literature available is inversely proportional to this. The vast majority of studies focus on planned urban tissue, whereas that is in fact only the tip of the iceberg. This mismatch and the disproportionately large share of studies given over to plans as opposed to ordinary, self-structuring urbanisation are due to the fact that western thought is based on the logic of planning, and not that of process.


				In reality ‘the ordinary’ and ‘the planned’, the process and the project, are not two opposite, intrinsically different modes of urbanisation. Actors need not choose one or the other, as if a space belonged to either the ordinary or the planned type. There is never a need to choose between the two because there is always something ‘ordinary’ in what is planned, and always something ‘planned’ in what is ordinary. Once any development plan is in place, it is exposed to the same processes that elicit ‘ordinary’ urbanisation. 
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				Meanwhile, ordinary urbanisation incorporates multiple plans instigated by different parties, with different timescales and spatial limits.


				The conventional way of analysing urban morphology is to consider the ordinary process and the planned project as two choices, one precluding the other. Either A or B, either a plan or a process, will explain a particular form. We believe the opposite: that it is beneficial to consider these as two different perspectives on the same object, urban form. These two perspectives are different, but both necessary: analysing A on the basis of B (considering plans as processes) and also analysing B on the basis of A (reproducing the process from the plans). We consider these two approaches to be both complementary and opposed to one another. They complement one another as neither will ‘win’, and they are opposed because in each one the relationship between the plan and the process is reversed. The first thinks of a plan as a process, and the second takes the process to be a series of plans.


				The first approach is widely valued, especially in architecture schools where the architectural or urban plan is actually analysed as a process that spans time (generally several years), with different stages between the beginning and the end of the project involving interaction between multiple stakeholders. The course these interactions take throughout the project may modify the initial plan and cause the end result to differ from what was planned. This approach is fully justified provided it is not exclusive: if another approach accompanies to emphasise that, conversely, a process also involves plans. Planned urbanisation must be put in its proper place, as the literature currently overestimates its powers to explain matters.


				The problem with absolutist ‘plan’ thinking is that it prioritises and overestimates the tabula rasa as a means of producing urban areas – as if a decision made by only one, or just a few, actors were sufficient to account for making an entire urban space. While dense, diversified occupation of a single space is meaningful in the long term, it is equally legitimate and necessary to introduce each planned project as part of the urban process. This process lasts centuries, especially in Europe. Over the long process timescale, urban forms are built from an initial plan and from all the subsequent plans. They are situated in the same sector but may affect different segments of the initial project. These subsequent plans are a sort of booster shot, re-enacting and extending the form way beyond its initial scope. As the second, ‘process’ approach is often played down and largely absent from the literature, this is the one we have chosen to develop in the present book. We argue that the process of transmitting urban form is self-structuring overall; there is no omniscient creator of urban space. Nevertheless, a series of plans make up this process and it is important to situate these precisely in time and space. We will therefore emphasise that urbanisation comprises serial plans, usually disconnected from one another (involving different stakeholders, acting at different times, each with a specific aim). This process sometimes reactivates inherited spatial structures – in terms, for example, of their orientation, density and connectivity. Unlike some schools of planning thought, we hold 
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				that a society does not so much plan urban tissue as produce it: that is what we mean when we say it the tissue is unthought.


				The present book also adopts a resolutely interdisciplinary and cross-chronological approach, with all the advantages and disadvantages this entails. Our institutions repeatedly state the need to be interdisciplinary, but studies rarely are: because it is both hard to achieve and always disruptive. Indeed the gestation period for the present book was a long one, illustrating the difficulty of being truly interdisciplinary. The two authors are from two different academic environments which generally communicate little with one another: medieval history and the history of contemporary architecture and urban form. For the first few years, we shared our knowledge of the literature, in collaboration with Gérard Chouquer.


				The work of assimilating historiography from multiple areas outside one’s own discipline (geography, history, archaeology, archaeogeography, history of art, architecture) and one’s preferred period (protohistory, antiquity, the middle ages, the modern and contemporary periods) takes time. What first appeared to be many points of disagreement were essentially revealed to terminology issues. Each specialist discipline uses specific terms – but these often describe the same reality. Before we were ready to write this book, we needed to take the time to explain these to one another. As each of us entered the other’s intellectual universe, we were able to agree upon a shared culture and establish an original theoretical position. While Anne-Sophie Clémençon mainly wrote the first draft of the first chapter and Hélène Noizet the others, each chapter is the result of us pooling our ideas. We hope to have written as lucidly as possible; the words are truly shared, as each of us has approved the other’s text.


				This exercise took both of us out of our comfort zones. Whether writing or reading, we found ourselves out on a limb and far from the familiar, reassuring commonplaces of our particular academic specialism. Specialists in a particular subject, period or region will no doubt spot lacunae. We would like to take responsibility for these imperfections in our attempt to move beyond disciplinary silos, in the hope that our shared understanding of how urban form is made will benefit. This interknowledge of urban morphology, which maintains that all social activity helps to shape urban form (and vice versa), is a blind spot in the historiography.


				This helps explain why the present book is more of an exploratory essay than an instruction manual. The experimental side arises from the two authors’ need to build a common culture. This in turn explains why – unlike a manual – we do not provide a methodological statement on morphological grammar that would describe the indices relevant to analysing urban forms on plans. While that would have suited one of us, the other would rather have focused on analysing the volume of urban space. What is more, outlining our methodological approach would in itself have taken up significant space, thus unbalancing the book’s overall structure. Yet although we do not properly describe the method of morphological analysis for plot plans, the book does cover several methodological aspects, depending on the analysis applied.
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				Our work does start from the position that the plan dimension of urban objects is fundamental, and that it is not sufficient to describe these objects in words without depicting them – either as a flat shape or a volume. We therefore take particular care with the plans we present; most were produced by the authors themselves and relate to Paris and Lyon. These cities are our respective research areas, for which we implemented spatial analysis protocols using Geographic Information Systems (GIS): ALPAGE for Paris, and for Lyon one created while writing this book for the area on the left bank of the Rhône. Hélène Noizet produced the plans of Paris and Lyon using these different GIS data sets, fully exploiting their potential with regard to urban morphology. We refer back most often to these two cities; we did not have similar geomatic data for other towns or cities. That does not mean we are merely juxtaposing monographs on these two subjects: the idea is for an in-depth study of these two areas to elicit general theories, which can then apply to all historical and geographic contexts. We therefore also describe several other, very varied urban areas: from Lattara, Nice, Dieppe and Le Havre (in France) to Beja (in Portugal) and Megara Hyblaea (in Sicily). In each case, our work focuses on examining European cities, although we do occasionally incorporate examples from further afield, such as Jaipur in India.


				Besides the care we have taken with our mapping, we have chosen a very long timescale. We offer examples ranging from protohistory to the present day, passing through the ancient, medieval and modern periods. This illustrates one of the risks we are taking with this book. We have stepped outside our usual time frames, proposing concepts that apply to all – or almost all – periods, without applying chronological order. The concepts as we understand and apply them are set out in a glossary at the end of the book.


				We have chosen not to adopt one particular perspective, although it is considered the convention for urban morphology manuals: that of separating the three components of the urban system – streets, plots and buildings. We would argue that, because they form a system, it actually imperative to emphasise their interactions, measure the extent of synchrony, and analyse the effects of any disparities between them. This all goes to show that the present work is resolutely interdisciplinary. It may be disconcerting at times, but this represents a real attempt to break down barriers between disciplines in the field of urban study.


				We have divided this book into three pairs of chapters. Chapters 1 and 2 lay the foundations for our work by setting out the state of the art and current theory. Since the historiography is fragmented and divided into silos, we have drawn fundamental principles from various disciplines: geography, archaeology, archaeogeography, history of art and architecture. We have then stated these in more detail or rearranged them to suit our study: urban and rural, synchronic or diachronic, transformission (transformation+transmission), project vs process, resilience, making urban form and the unthought production of urban morphology.


				Chapters 3 and 4 focus on the way urban systems are produced and evolve, with their three interdependent components: streets, plots and buildings. 
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				From among a very wide collection of objects that normally constitute urban morphology, we have retained those that allow our cross-cutting analysis over the long term: modes of urban expansion; morphological techniques for appropriating land (street grids and chequerboard plot systems), and lotissement (lot division/development) as a driver of urbanisation. Asynchrony between the components of the urban system underpins the urban process. This is because the block boundary streets, plot and building edges do not change at the same pace as the shape of the urban tissue, which is updated in the long term.


				Chapters 5 and 6 explore the relationship between urban morphology and social function. All practices affect morphology: the ways actors live in society, whether they create contact or distance between themselves and others. It is therefore worth accounting for social facts that are not at first sight directly linked to urban morphology, such as work and residence occupying the same space (or being separate), different generations all living within the same spatial unit, our ideas of personal space and different modes of transport: human, animal or automotive. Finally, among other ordinary social facts, the mechanisms of land management in particular are examined from the point of view of their morphological effects.


				NB The numbers in brackets [1] refer to the illustrations bearing those numbers.
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				Chapter 1. The historiography: 


					Fragmented and 	compartmentalised


			


		


		

			

				1. Venice, Italy.


				Although often considered to be the archetypal historic city, Venice has in fact been the site of major experiments by the Italian typo-morphology school. This photo shows how the small building in the centre, which has been inserted into a hybrid group of vernacular buildings, intentionally creates symmetry.


			


		


		

			

				Photo A.-S. Clémençon, 2016.


			


		


	

		

			

				Before we can look afresh at urban morphology, we need to take stock of the knowledge acquired to date. This is not an easy task, given that so many different disciplines are involved – and that these are often found in separate silos. Where, when and in which fields has urban morphology appeared? Has this new knowledge travelled within Europe, and if so: how? How has the new subject been received in France; has it been applied there? And finally, how have the key ideas for our work – the ‘ordinary urban area’ and ‘making urban form’ – become established since the early 2000s? This chapter is an attempt to answer these questions.
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				1. The history of urban form


				Although numerous works have been written on towns and cities, and indeed on urban areas more generally, many fewer have been written about the shape of towns and cities. Any such works vary widely in their theory and methods. Hence there are some gaps in the history and analysis of urban form: blind spots have arisen due to compartmentalisation, and differences between the different disciplines’ approaches. It is certainly possible to describe a group of urban forms – be they past or present – precisely at a given point in time. Yet little is known about how these were made, about their production processes. This is particularly true if we set aside the history of major urban and architectural models arising from plans that actors have thought through in the short term: major developments, cutting-edge initiatives, particular schools of thought and big-name architects. Instead, we will be looking at ordinary urban areas and the process of making urban form, which extend over the long term. This process actually accounts for a large proportion of cityscapes, yet little is known about how it makes them.


				We must stress that there is no ‘great divide’ between major plans and models on the one hand, and ordinary urban form on the other. Both intersect with and depend on one another in many ways. A whole range of situations may unfold, beginning with interventions which manifest as: breaking with current processes, adapting a model to the local context, rejecting a model imposed from outside, and original solutions emerging. Indeed we shed new light on these models by focusing on something which they do not necessarily capture. By finally recognising the ongoing processes within which these models operate, we should be able to place them in their proper context.


				It is hard to take stock of urban morphology in France and abroad, precisely because the disciplines involved are so compartmentalised. This investigation must therefore concern itself with each of the individual disciplines; not all disciplines in all countries are at the same stage of research into this subject, or have explored the same themes. Translating the vocabulary of morphology from one language to another also increases the difficulties involved. Some expressions may be considered equivalent when they do not refer to exactly the same realities; this can cause ambiguities when conducting research across multiple languages (Merlin 1988). Where a work’s title includes the name of a town, city or area coupled with terms like ‘urban study’, ‘urban development’, ‘urban structure’, ‘architecture’, ‘town plan’, ‘city plan’, ‘urban plan’ or even ‘urban form’, this is not sufficient to determine either the general approach or the method employed. It is not even sufficient to establish whether or not a work is in the field of urban morphology, or for example sociology, anthropology or urban economics. In terms of knowing which approach was employed, researchers perusing books or articles must venture beyond the title and the abstract or summary. They need to get right to the heart of the text, make sure it contains maps and representations, and know which discipline the author works in, although the latter is of course not always enough to know what the text contains. 
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				For example, many studies on urban morphology are referred to as ‘urban landscapes’ in English, while the same sort of research in French focuses on ‘urban form’ (la forme urbaine). These are all reasons why, although we cite the major works from outside France, this book concentrates on the French literature. This is certainly no reflection on how plentiful or interesting the literature is in other languages.


				One further reason justifies the special emphasis we place on French works: these are not well known internationally. Most writing gives the impression that the bulk of urban morphology work is done in Italy or the United Kingdom, which is not the case. An international association, International Seminar on Urban Form (ISUF), was established in the 1990s and created links between researchers. Yet it has done little to acknowledge work written in French. Its focus is broadly based on Conzen, who worked in Germany and the UK and is considered to be the founding father of the discipline. One reason why French work is not widely known is that not much is published, although it is certainly circulated and has a profound influence on researchers who read it. This ‘grey literature’ – research reports, theses and students’ dissertations – has often been produced at French architecture schools, which have only recently been integrated into the country’s academic, university world. We will therefore often be referring to this type of literature.


				Since the present book will focus on the processes by which urban form emerges, we have decided to cut certain lines of enquiry out of our scope because they are too far removed from this. These mainly relate to the times before or after towns and cities emerge. The main themes will not include an inventory or systematic description of the forms which result from the processes: these are not among our core concerns. Because we focus on the processes, we will only describe the physical reality of the town or city in order to illustrate the outcome of a mechanism; the resulting forms themselves will not be logged. Much work has already been done in this area and the tools used for analysis are well known. These include the tools used by the typo-morphological school and the French general inventory of cultural heritage. We will not cover research which prioritises perception, or the sociology of practices in a town or city once it is built – such as what its inhabitants do. We will not include research which considers an urban area to be an objet d’art, an image or a linguistic structure. Finally, we will not present those studies that, although based on historic processes, do not directly address the shape of towns and cities. Philosophical, aesthetic, linguistic or sociological approaches will not therefore make up a significant part of this book, unless they shed light on mechanisms relating to shaping urban spaces. Nor do we claim to present an exhaustive overview here. Our overview is included because of the need to specify for each discipline the contributions it has made to theory, and its limitations, in relation to the history of urban morphology. In so doing, we determine the issues that have been involved in the past and address new trends that show how this field of knowledge is becoming accepted more widely.
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				2. The founding disciplines in the second half of the 20th century


				The morphological approach originates from Europe. It emerged in the 19th century and developed between the first and second world wars thanks to historians and geographers – mainly German (Walter Geisler, Eduard Jobst Siedler) and French (Marcel Poëte, Pierre Lavedan). After the second world war, two major schools of thought also adopted this initial path. From the 1960s onwards, Italian architects called it ‘typo-morphology’ (Saverio Muratori, Carlo Aymonino and Gianfranco Caniggia), and geographers in Britain followed suit (M.R.G. Conzen, originally from Germany, then J.W.R. Whitehand). Conversely in French geography, in the 1970s and 1980s the proponents of La nouvelle géographie left morphology to the rural historians; this prompted architects, town planners and art historians to take it up in their stead. Thus the history of urban morphology as we define and delineate it has received input from several different disciplines. We group these into two main families: geography and history, and architecture and town planning (later known as urban planning). The input from history and geography was knowledge established in conventional academic and research circles, while the input from architects and planners came from the world of work – although at architecture schools they did also train researchers working full-time on urban morphology.


				Geography and history


				Urban and rural geography


				Contemporary urban geography most often directs its attention towards the socio-economic sides of today’s towns and cities. This involves their transport and networks, population movements, commercial and industrial facilities. Just like history, geography overlooked urban form for a long time, with the notable exception of Marcel Roncayolo’s work on Marseille. Geography is now increasingly considering them, especially due to influences from planning theory (Rémy Allain) and on environmental transition (Thierry Paquot). Pierre Pinon has also shown that, in France, the indirect route to urban morphology passed through rural geography, to the same extent, if not more than through historians of town planning such as Lavedan or Poëte (Pinon 1988). He explains how beneficial it is to adjust our perspective on urban morphology using the extensive, sometimes extremely long-established knowledge of rural geographers. Fruitful parallels may be drawn between urban structures and rural plot series, especially as studied by Michel Philiponneau, André Meynier, René Lebeau, Jacqueline Peltre and Henri-Jacques Callot. Equally, it is beneficial to link the typology of the built environment to the long-standing work of Jean Brunhes, Albert Demangeon and Pierre Deffontaines on rural settlements.
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				Yet although physical geography – mainly of rural areas – dominated French geographic research until the 1950s and 1960s, from the 1970s onwards it was abandoned. At that time, La nouvelle géographie resisted the primacy of the overly formalist, conventional approach represented by Vidal de la Blache, preferring human geography which was close to sociology. Meanwhile, rural historians increasingly favoured morphology as a research topic. Anthropologists had also begun analysing settlements, using rural plot series and architecture as a basis. However, French anthropology (as represented for example by Jean Cusenier, André Leroi-Gourhan, Christian Bromberger and Georges Ravis-Giordanni) came up against a brick wall. This was partly because it was using analysis tools borrowed from linguistics, which presupposed that architecture was a language. Although the contribution geography has made to urban morphology is small, it is far from negligible. Its stance involves taking a town or city as a whole, but not ranking the objects within it hierarchically. This cannot capture the complex historic processes which engender urban form. Other disciplines are better equipped to uncover the long-term factors behind the forms.


				Urban history


				The outlook and toolkit for the historical approach were broadened considerably thanks to the major renewal that occurred in history during the 20th century. In France, this was triggered by the Annales school and the work of Marc Bloch, Lucien Febvre and Fernand Braudel. A strict historical approach, covering politics and events, was largely superseded; the discipline opened up to encompass the history of the economy, society and ideas. With industrialisation, urban phenomena had grown to such an extent that they were naturally central to many researchers’ concerns. These included Poëte and Lavedan, and from the 1970s also Jacques Le Goff, Jean-Claude Perrot, Bernard Lepetit and Jean-Luc Pinol. They named the field ‘urban history’, and it would make a crucial contribution to the history of urban form. This contribution remained limited however, because at least until the 2000s historians’ work never looked at the form of a town or city in itself; morphology was mainly focused on rural history. One of the main reasons for overlooking form is that the tools used to analyse space in general – and urban form in particular – were missing from this discipline. Conversely, they were right at the heart of other disciplines such as geography, art history and archaeology.


				Art history


				The history of art is a specialist area that developed tools to analyse form. The histories of architecture and of planning both attempt to record the processes by which urban forms are made, because the main thrust of their research is precisely that point at which history and forms intersect. Yet these disciplines have significant shortcomings when dealing with a town or city as a whole. Looking at the way in which these two branches of art history were formed helps to illustrate their limitations. The history of architecture was born in the 
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				Renaissance and that of town planning at the end of the 19th century: each emerged in parallel with the relevant profession. As a result, they implicitly espouse a reference framework drawn from their profession; this can distort their analysis. Thus architectural history chose to focus on studying dominant figures in various stylistic schools, producing monographs of architects whom it considered with regard to their artistic activity.


				In the same way, seminal works in the history of town and city planning (by Pierre Lavedan, Lewis Mumford and Leonardo Benevolo) focused on the birth and spread of the major urban models and on centralising policies. This was accompanied by an essentially formalist approach, close to that of geographers. These planning historians found and described homogeneous urban systems largely in terms of how their street networks were organised: for instance as a chequerboard, or in concentric circles. Their approach favoured studying intentional, large-scale operations, new towns or planned parts of town. They then situated these within a historical chronology and linked them to the history of models for towns and cities.


				In fact, towns and cities began to emerge long before architects and planners intervened, and most continue to evolve without them taking any action. It is important to understand these phenomena as a whole, and not merely by applying a few criteria – however important. Art historian Françoise Boudon certainly understood this, because she proposed that architects be temporarily removed from centre stage in order to better capture “the system of minor architecture” (Boudon 1988, p. 68).


				For a long time, the history of art operated independently, seeking an explanation for forms within the artistic process itself. In the 1970s, it developed beyond this and engaged with more general history, such as the work of Manfredo Tafuri from Italy. Tafuri connects the production of architectural forms with their political and ideological context, which gives him a better understanding of how formal models emerge and spread1. However this essential contribution was not widely disseminated within the discipline – which in France remained very traditional and based above all on stylistic criteria, disregarding the social contexts that produce forms. François Loyer criticised this, describing “the extreme formalism of a discipline that tends to overlook the socioeconomic implications of artistic production and isolate the individual work within a trivial aesthetic debate.” (Loyer 1988).


				Besides these limitations relating to the tools used for analysis, others arose relating to the subject being studied. History of art, as a discipline based on studying art forms which prioritise creativity and originality, focuses on analysing major aesthetic models. This means it has favoured avant-gardes, stylistic schools, urban plans and, more recently, major projects. Questions do arise about how to apply these models and adapt them to the local circumstances, but always from the same angle: the history of such models. Until the 1990s, few researchers had investigated the resistance 


				

					1.	Manfredo Tafuri, Francesco Dal Co (1979). Modern Architecture. New York: H.N. Abrams, translated by Robert Erich Wolf.
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				these models face, and even fewer had investigated any other ways in which towns and cities might be produced. So we now have a better idea why the conventional histories of architecture and urban planning, as sciences of how forms emerge, neglect the commonest aspects of towns and cities. It was only with the influence of studies from the worlds of architecture and planning that art history truly embraced the making of ordinary urban areas.


				Archaeology


				Archaeology is another of the traditional disciplines to have developed both spatial and historical knowledge about landscape forms. In France, this developed in particular following the expansion of preventative archaeology introduced by the law of 2001-2002 that obliged developers to fund prescribed archaeological excavations before a new building was constructed. However, this fresh knowledge – which was highly significant for periods with no written documentation such as protohistory – mainly relates to forms in rural landscapes (see for example work by Isabelle Catteddu) rather than urban forms. In the archaeology of buildings, an area which Catherine Arlaud helped shape from the 1980s onwards, archaeologists only occasionally address the issue of the built environment at whole-town or city scale.


				There are of course some notable exceptions, such as the systematic building archaeology work done in Orléans under the supervision of Clément Alix. Yet researchers do encounter problems with scale, since it is not sufficient to analyse building procedures for a few houses if you later want to look at how ordinary urban form is produced at the scale of an entire conglomeration – or even just a district. One further feature specific to archaeology lies in its stratigraphic way of thinking: the linear chronological idea that forms develop over the long term, described as a succession of layers with different dates, the most recent ones erasing the oldest. It does not demonstrate how forms alter in a non-linear fashion over time – appearing, disappearing and being adopted again. This idea was proposed by archaeogeography, a recent school of thought led by Gérard Chouquer (Chouquer 2012). Although it initially focused on rural form, this school later expanded to include urban form. We will see this in more detail when we look at developments in the historiography from the year 2000 onwards.


				In France, urban morphology has been tackled by several different disciplines, all arising from different traditions, and each from its own unique angle. Urban morphology did not arise out of a single academic field – as was for example the case with geography, which addressed these issues in the United Kingdom. Yet however varied the knowledge base was in France, it was still established within the usual academic circles: universities and research laboratories. Since the 1960s, this knowledge base has been influenced by new learning drawn from architecture and urban planning.
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				Architecture and planning contribute from 1960


				As urban practitioners, architects and planners have knowledge and skills that focus specifically on urban morphology. From the 1960s onwards, they constructed knowledge networks beyond the usual academic circles, mainly in specialist architecture schools. These new contributions were belatedly integrated into the world of urban morphology research, helping to refresh its knowledge.


				Typo-morphology


				We choose the term typo-morphology to describe work from Italy, as it was received in France. It was considered to form a school of thought, even though the initial literature was very varied. Cristiana Mazzoni translated some of the first texts into French and conducted research into the relationships between the various authors. She states that the term typo-morphology was invented in French circles and does not exist in these original Italian works (Mazzoni 2013, p. 81). Instead, she defines this grouping of Italian architects as a ‘tendency’ (La Tendenza), since the concepts they evoke are far from being universally shared or consolidated. Mazzoni analyses the critical reception of these texts in the 1970s and 1980s, showing that it was French researchers who transformed a tendency into a coherent school of thought.


				Thus a Franco-Italian school created a real method for analysing urban forms. It emphasised fundamental elements that make up urban tissue. In particular, it emphasised the three components of a town or city: the street network, the plots and the buildings; we would add underground networks to that list. Much of the existing knowledge was improved on the basis of this. In contrast with conventional geography, the new school focused on urban areas straight away, and when analysing urban and architectural forms it added architects and planners’ tools to the geographer’s toolkit. Typo-morphology is based on a collection of concepts defined by Saverio Muratori (Muratori 1959). It was developed – in particular by Carlo Aymonino – around two fundamental ideas: architectural typology and urban morphology. “One comprises classifying buildings according to the similarities in form observed on the ground that can lay the groundwork for defining a settlement […]. The other arises from the third component, buildings, and from the urban area as bringing different architectures together under the same umbrella.”2


				Besides its strictly methodological qualities, there is another advantage to this school of thought. Since the 1970s, it has reached beyond the Italian border and gained widespread acceptance in architecture schools in France, both in teaching and the research undertaken alongside this. Accordingly, academics both teaching and researching at these schools – many of whom based their work on typo-morphology – were the only people to form a network and truly work collectively, especially in the 1980s and 1990s. For years, their 


				

					2.	Alain Charre (1983). Art et urbanisme. Paris: PUF, ‘Que sais-je?’ , p. 122.
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				plan was to create an atlas for each of the main French urban areas (such as Bourges, Le Creusot, Grenoble, Toulouse, Lyon, Paris, Saint-Étienne and Marseille). This required regular and extensive discussion between members of a group mainly comprising architects teaching in architecture schools, plus a very few university researchers. Unfortunately this shared thought process generated little in the way of publications. Indeed historians, art historians and geographers whose work touched on urban form remained isolated within their own disciplines.


				A wealth of valuable studies did emerge from typo-morphology. These varied according to their author’s background and the characteristics of the terrain being studied: they either adopted a strict typo-morphological method or were open to other disciplines. Such studies therefore encountered issues and tools belonging to socio-economic history or legal history – or to geography, with their particular sensitivity towards topography, sites and landscapes. A rich seam of monographs still formed the foundations for these works, whether on a whole town or city, a large part of town, a district or a specific typological unit. Since these monographs are firmly anchored in regional diversity, they showcase a hitherto-unknown variety and complexity in the urban tissue while at the same time uncovering some constants.3 These works are difficult to track down, as the majority have not been published and still only exist as research reports or architecture dissertations. Where works have been published, this was often long after the original study came out as a photocopy. In the meantime, that original study will often have been circulating among academics and generating further research.


				The key French works that laid the groundwork on the path cleared by the Italian tendency date from the 1970s. We have included in our bibliography a selection of studies we consider to have been the most influential; where possible we give the date of the initial text. The work De l’îlot à la barre by authors Jean Castex, Jean-Charles Depaule and Philippe Panerai – along with Principes d’analyse urbaine which the same authors wrote in parallel – develops the method for French typo-morphology and its application of tools (Castex Depaule Panerai 1975, 1977). In 1971 the same authors had produced a study of north-east Paris for APUR, the Paris Urbanism Agency (an acronym for Atelier Parisien d’Urbanisme).


				Around the same time, Christian Devillers and Bernard Huet edited monographs on Le Creusot (Devillers Huet 1981) and Bourges (Huet et al. 1975) that applied this new method. This is significant because these were the first times this type of analysis had been applied to whole towns or cities in France. In the wake of these studies and the associated, rapid developments in teaching at French architecture schools, a movement was born. A large number of studies were produced, especially within public institutions in 


				

					3.	The research to come out of these architecture schools was refreshing and inventive. It benefited in particular from action taken by the French state – through structures such as the Bureau de la recherche architecturale, the Plan urbain, the Plan construction and the research network Formes urbaines – and through bodies that distribute research: Ville Recherche Diffusion and Ville, Recherche, Architecture. These long-unpublished works have now been published.
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				charge of heritage, although they were not widely distributed in the world of universities4 (Borie Denieul 1984, Yedid 1989). Later on, typo-morphology looked inwards, asking more theoretical and methodological questions. For example, it looked at its relationship with the Italian scholars who founded it, or explored lesser-known aspects like ‘urban and plot morphology’ or ‘morphological analysis and urban heritage’.5


				We turn next to the work of Bernard Gauthiez, first a practising architect and planner then a geography researcher and university teacher. From 1990 he turned towards studying the urban morphology of medieval cities like Rouen and Lyon, or towns in Normandy (Gauthiez 1991, 1994, 1999). The maps he produced are of a very high quality. His historical interpretation of developments in urban forms focused on the political history of major individuals (such as monarchs, bishops and counts) whom he considered to be the main producers of such forms. He usually attributed a date and a ‘big name’ to each form, but did not discuss the dynamics of their transmission – the topic at the heart of the present book. That is why we do not often refer to these works of his. However, more recently he has worked to spatialise socio-economic activities – and his book on the vocabulary of urban morphology is now a must-read classic (Gauthiez 2003).


				Although the typo-morphology school has made major contributions, it also has weaknesses. It soon acknowledged the need to adopt a historical perspective to run alongside the purely spatial approach. Unfortunately this new perspective developed using two methods that were significantly flawed. The first was recreating the successive forms towns and cities had taken over their histories – by studying old images, dating buildings, and creating a building typology. Yet this only shed light on successive results of urban evolution, as fixed chronological states: it did not clarify the processes at play. The second method attempted to relate general ‘history’ (political, economic and social history and the history of ideas) to these successions of urban forms, seeking to establish a cause-and-effect relationship between history and form. While this is a vital parallel to draw, it is not in itself sufficient to capture how urban form is made. For instance, although surging population growth plus economic prosperity might explain rapid urbanisation, it does not explain the form this takes.


				Thus this method does not explain the mechanisms for making urban form; it is content to tack knowledge of history onto urban forms in a somewhat artificial way. Although they are closely coupled to history in general, the processes by which urban form is made are specific. Ultimately, even though this school of thought has been criticised – especially for its historical analysis of forms constructed over the long term – it remains a precise, effective tool. We are obliged to continue using it, even if it cannot capture the more progressive aspect of urban form.


				

					4.	Translator’s note: Until recently, French architecture schools were not attached to universities, hence the distinction we make here.


					5.	For example Merlin (1988); Borie, Micheloni, Pinon (1978).
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				The history of architecture and urban planning


				Academic art history – which had seen the emergence of architectural and then town planning history – opened up to works from the world of building development from the 1980s onwards. Thus the work of art historians filtered through into that of architects and urban planners, and vice versa: unsurprisingly, given the link between art history and those professions. For example, a team of art historians formed to follow in the footsteps of Italian typo-morphology: André Chastel imported the tendency’s methodology and applied it to the Les Halles district of Paris. This work, led by Françoise Boudon, produced a rare collaborative study and signalled a turning point in the history of art.


				Although conventional architectural history restricted itself to studying great architects, many other avenues opened up for research, exploring in particular the profession’s history and the conditions in which it was exercised, as well as ‘lesser-known’ architects and regional trends. Recent architectural history has investigated many other sources and topics. Architecture-related texts such as industry journals and catalogues have posed broader, more objective questions and provided fuller information. The history of construction materials and techniques overlaps with the history of technology in general, and has supplied lots of information on urban form. It is linked both to stylistic issues – moving from stone to concrete, from load-bearing to curtain walls – and to typology, such as buildings being made of rammed earth or stone. Themes that are more cross-cutting have emerged beyond pure monographs of architects or projects; these include heritage.


				Heritage looks at urban areas after their construction phase, from the point of view of conservation. Not only is this late-19th-century concept essential if we are to understand forms inherited from the past and preserved until today, but it also influences the way towns and cities are developing now: just think of gentrification, ‘museum cities’ and heritage destruction.


				In the history of town planning from the 1980s onwards, monographs of planners have appeared,5 and the most-studied period has been from the end of the 19th century to the second world war. This period corresponds both to the rapid development of town planning as a profession and to the implementation of plans based on centralising and institutional planning. Researchers have been trying to understand the birth of legal planning instruments, the origins of modernism – which made such a break from urban tradition – and the establishment of administrative structures that now contribute to producing towns and cities.


				There has therefore been a growing interest in major developments, which can be defined as: a strong model being implemented within a limited space and time. Such developments are studied both within the architectural and urban planning disciplines.6 Yet studying them remains rooted in a logic that favours major models, whether from architecture or planning. Major 


				

					6.	One of the first was Bernard Marrey (1988). Louis Bonnier, 1856-1946. Liège, Mardaga.
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				operations involve the authorities intentionally implementing such models. Castex, Depaule and Panerai analyse several major operations typical of the 19th and 20th centuries, such as Haussmann’s Paris and garden cities in the London area (Castex Depaule Panerai 1977). They take a very broad-brush approach which covers organisation and social practice, and considers not only how models are created, but also how they are transmitted and distorted. Much subsequent research and many joint publications have looked at the idea of cutting straight streets out of the urban tissue, as in work by Michaël Darin and the team around Bernard Huet; they have also studied Haussmannian operations. Lots of studies have dealt with the major building developments in 1950s, 60s and 70s, which can also be defined as major operations.


				At times during the 20th century, architects and planners adopted a twin-track approach to morphology. Depending on their school of thought, they used morphology either as the basis for defending modernism or a toolkit to counter it, and to defend the historic city in all its complexity. The 1978 Brussels Declaration7 is a good example of this; it was made by the typo-morphology school and brought together many international architecture and urban planning experts, who defended the European city and pledged to ‘repair’ it as a way of resisting modernism.


				3. The scale for analysis


				When deciding how relevant a particular work is to urban morphology, besides considering which discipline produced it we also consider the scale it adopts for analysis. Because the nature of the information considered changes depending whether the analysis is on a building scale, a town or city scale, or (somewhere between the two) a district scale, the resulting perspective can also change radically.


				Many studies focus on architectural objects in themselves. In France, the first inventories of 19th and 20th-century buildings were taken in the mid-1970s in cities such as Nancy, Paris and Lille.8 More followed, and the factual information they contributed really helped draw attention to that period. A settlement may be seen as a ‘basic unit’ of urban history; here we have taken an expression which Boudon applies to a building, and broadened it (‘l’unité de base’, Boudon 1988, p. 64). As the settlement is connected with the next-largest spatial scale, which includes areas of lot division and housing estates, it encourages researchers to launch their analysis and lies at the heart of town and city matters. The issues addressed include in particular social housing, 


				

					7.	Barey (1980).


					8.	Jean-Claude Groussard, Francis Roussel (1975). Nancy, architecture 1900. Nancy: Office du tourisme de Nancy; Paul Chémétov, Bernard Marrey (1976). Familièrement inconnues… Architectures, Paris 1848-1914, Exhibition catalogue. Paris, CNMHS (reprinted 1980, Dunod); Maurice Culot, Lise Grenier (1979). Lille 1830-1930. Le siècle de l’éclectisme. Brussels, AAM.
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				whole buildings and individual detached homes – ranging from the suburban home to the mansion. Although this research was rich and diverse, where its analysis was at building scale this posed a major obstacle to understanding urban phenomena. Architectural objects are isolated within their own set of issues; they are rarely connected up with the two next-largest scales: district, and town/city. The typo-morphological school took connecting them as its starting point, but it was alone doing so.


				At the other extreme, there have been many studies of whole cities.9 As we saw earlier, limitations are imposed on this type of work by the scale used for analysis. Either a method fails to take account of anything besides formal outcomes, or – where it incorporates historical processes – it only retains information that a large scale can highlight: the implementation of street networks, major projects and centralised urban policies from central government or local authorities. Furthermore, few studies have compared multiple cities from a single perspective.


				We would however like to mention two studies from France: one by Alain Borie, Pierre Micheloni and Pierre Pinon in 1978, which deals with the morphological development of some 15 conglomerations both in France and further afield,10 and a study some ten years later about three major cities in the Rhône-Alpes region: Grenoble, Lyon and Saint-Étienne. The latter study was conducted by a multidisciplinary team comprising architects, art historians and geographers.11 It is hard to compare monographs by different authors due to the difference in their approaches. Distinguishing between general rules and local specificities certainly requires methods to stay consistent.


				As mentioned above, there is an intermediate stage between analysis at building scale and at town/city scale: district scale. We find the term ‘part of town’ to be more neutral and therefore more appropriate than ‘district’. The expression ‘urban fragment’ is often used by spatial researchers, but implies an urban fragmentation which we do not accept as inevitable. However, we will keep using ‘district’ here because this is the most commonly-used term. This scale is best for investigating towns and cities in terms of how they are made, because it links both to the architectural-object scale and to the whole-town or city scale, thus conveying essential information. It is particularly useful for shedding light on complex mechanisms such rebuilding towns and cities in situ, long term mutations and the role played by lotissement.12 Many works 


				

					9.	Among the first towns and cities to feature in their own monographs were: Bourges, Lille, Caen, Versailles, Saint-Étienne, Grenoble and Dunkirk. The French general inventory of cultural heritage also keeps systematic inventories of towns and cities.


					10.	Alain Borie, Pierre Micheloni, Pierre Pinon (1978). Formes urbaines et sites de méandres. Rueil-Malmaison: GEFAU, photocopy.


					11.	The study was conducted in the context of a multiannual humanities programme (known as PPSH, see Bertin et al. 1990). The researchers involved were: Dominique Bertin, Bernard Bonhomme, Mario Bonilla, Anne-Sophie Clémençon, Bruno Dumétier, Xavier Malverti, Murielle Saillard and François Tomas.


					12.	For example: collaborative study on the district of Les Halles in Paris, Boudon et al. (1977); the Bastides of Marseille, Borruey (1983); a district of Issy-les-Moulineaux, Carrié et al. (1992), and many more.
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				at this scale have focused on little-studied spaces such as outlying banlieue and more central faubourg suburbs, the outskirts of urban areas, and areas of fortifications. These have revealed little-known processes. Often they apply to all urban areas, but are easier to decipher here as they are more recent and occur in less-congested spaces.


				This sector-based approach has benefited from impetus and input via the trend towards protecting ‘minor’ areas of urban tissue. The precursors to this trend can be seen in how the areas surrounding historic monuments were handled in 1943 and in the ‘safeguarded sectors’ Malraux established with his 1962 law; later, the concept of heritage developed into something radically different. Very in-depth preparatory studies were conducted on particular districts when some Plans d’Occupation des Sols in France were revised13, and when Zones de Protection du Patrimoine Architectural, Urbain et Paysager were put in place14. Some of these were particularly innovative in terms of their scope, the area targeted, and/or the methods implemented. Paris and Lyon were first places where districts were studied in this way. Paris’ Plan d’Occupation des Sols was revised in view of destructive impacts from action which began in the early 1960s, in anticipation of the 1967 land-use plan15. The revised Plan d’Occupation des Sols was adopted in 1977, and was based on a study of the urban tissue which art historian François Loyer had begun in 1974. The most novel choices it made were valuing the idea of a coherent whole and rehabilitating the 19th century (Paris-Projet 1975). In the early 1990s, measures to protect minor areas of urban tissue multiplied. At the time, the underlying legal framework of ZPPAUP protection zones was more flexible and better suited to each individual case than Plans d’Occupation des Sols were. One of the first times this type of protection was applied to a central district with high urban density was in Lyon in 1994, on the slopes of the Croix-Rousse hill. The study was conducted by a multidisciplinary team that established the protection criteria, both in terms of period and typology. It also introduced new concepts, extending the protection afforded to the urban landscapes so it included viewpoints and empty spaces.16


				One final intermediate-scale analysis is available, either smaller than or the same size as the district (depending on the individual circumstances): the lotissement, a lot division or development. Lot division is fundamental for urban morphology and has been the subject of multiple studies, although 


				

					13.	POS: these became Plans Locaux d’Urbanisme (PLU) in 2000.


					14.	ZPPAUP; these changed to Aires de Valorisation de l’Architecture et du Patrimoine or AVAP in 2010, then again to Sites Patrimoniaux Remarquables or SPR.


					15.	Plan d'Urbanisme Directeur or PUD.


					16.	A team of archaeologists, art historians, architects, planners and local organisations undertook this study under the leadership of Georges Boichot from Lyon’s planning authority (Agence d’urbanisme de Lyon). On the diagnosis from the art history team, see: Bénetière, Clémençon, Mathian (1992); Anne-Sophie Clémençon (1996). Concilier mémoire et modernité. La protection des pentes de la Croix Rousse : l’apport de l’histoire. Monuments Historiques, 202, May-June, pp. 63-67.
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				too few of these directly address the issue of urban form (Clémençon 2015).17 Pinon was one of the first to tackle urban form, and his work was foundational (Pinon 1994, 1996, 1998; Pinon Boniface Gullon 1986). In the 1980s and 1990s, the concept of lotissement was examined in two joint publications. In 1989 a special edition of the journal Villes en parallèle featured authors such as Annie Fourcaut, Aleth Picard-Malverti, Françoise Hamon and Michel Coste (Villes en parallèle 1989). In 1996, a book edited by Jacques Lucan was published to mark the exhibition Paris des faubourgs; it brought together contributors including Bernard Rouleau, Pierre Pinon, Catherine Bruant, Jean-Christophe Tougeron, Éric Lapierre and David Mangin (Lucan 1996). These two publications showcase the great benefit in examining the idea of lotissement outside a dedicated monograph: by trying to define what it is and by encouraging comparative studies. Although this approach contributed a great deal to urban morphology, it did not look any further back in time than the 18th century.


				Besides these publications, comparative studies on making urban form have not concentrated to any great extent on this idea of lot division and development – yet it is fundamental. Indeed, where recent geographic dictionaries in French do feature the term ‘lotissement’, this is frequently only in its narrowest sense – the individual housing lot. We note in particular that few questions have been asked about the chronology through which the process of division into lots operates, or the many forms it can take. Looking up the term ‘lotissement’ briefly in specialist French-language dictionaries of geography, planning and urban form gives us an idea of the way this reality is perceived and how important their authors consider it to be. Jacques Lévy and Michel Lussault do not have an entry for the term (Lévy Lussault 2013). Thierry Paquot, Denise Pumain and Richard Kleinschmager limit themselves to this sense of ‘an individual housing lot’ and refer neither to the long-established process of lot division nor to the fact that different types of lot division and development exist (Pumain Paquot Kleinschmager 2006). Yves Lacoste18 adopts roughly the same position, but proposes a distinction between two actions: making building lots viable when laying them out and commissioning large-scale construction works. Marion Segaud, Jacques Brun and Jean-Claude Driant19 are the only contemporary specialists to consider lotissement as an intrinsic, urban and therefore long-established process – which has existed since at least the 16th century. In relation to the classical era, they mention volume constraints imposed on lot developers. They do not expand much further on the idea, but they do thereby signal that lotissement takes different forms, some more and some less planned.


				

					17.	See also the conference Le lotissement en héritage of 30 April 2015 organised by Conseil d’architecture, d’urbanisme et de l’environnement (CAUE) for Rhône Métropole in partnership with Les Archives municipales de Lyon. Interviews with the team are available (in French) on the CAUE website. Online [http://www.caue69.fr/modules/news/ article.php?storyid=425].


					18.	Yves Lacoste (2003). De la géopolitique aux paysages. Dictionnaire de la géographie. Paris: Armand Colin.


					19.	Marion Segaud, Jacques Brun, Jean-Claude Driant (ed.s) (2002). Dictionnaire de l’habitat et du logement. Paris: Armand Colin.
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				Finally, we have a large number of historians and archaeologists of the ancient and medieval eras such as Étienne Hubert (Hubert 1990, 2004), Bernard Gauthiez (1994, 1999, 2003), Gérard Chouquer (1994, 2012, 2015), Ezéchiel Jean-Courret (2006, 2019), Michel Py (2008), Henri Tréziny (1999) and Marc Bouiron20, who state that lot division dates back a very long way. They give many examples from the middle ages, antiquity and even protohistory. Jean-Courret and Gauthiez describe their examples precisely, and are the only writers to describe lotissements with different degrees of planning. They state that the constraints imposed by the lot developer may affect one or more of the streets, plots and buildings; they classify some lotissements as developments a maxima (with most constraints) and some as lot divisions a minima (with fewest constraints). Gauthiez writes small, highly technical notes in his dictionary to tackle a variety of concepts like the lot with obligations, or lot sub-division (dividing a larger lot into micro-lots). Such concepts are also addressed by Annie Fourcaut (Fourcaut 2000) and Anne-Sophie Clémençon (Clémençon 2011). Gauthiez’s entries include the terms: lotissement concerté, lotissement d’accompagnement, lotissement d’extension, lotissement de comblement, îlotissement and cité pavillonnaire (lot divisions for planned development, ancillary, extension and infill developments, block developments and low-rise estates or tract housing).


				Many monographs have been written about particular lotissements, from very diverse points of view. Each focuses on a specific case, and few raise the issue of lotissements in general; yet it is possible to conduct comparative studies based on these monographs. Earlier works by Rouleau, Pinon and the team around André Chastel investigated Paris. From the 1970s onwards, a large number of monographs on lotissements in French regions were produced in architecture and art history establishments. In line with these two disciplines’ aims, they often researched the logic of the building project and of planning: in other words they researched developments a maxima. They skated over both other, less-planned lot divisions and over the long-term aspect. Yet we find that the greatest contributions were made by works with a different, or more comprehensive approach. These are works on lot divisions with lower levels of planning, observed over a longer timescale (Clémençon 1999 on Lyon; Vorms 2012 on Madrid), and even works that consider groups of lotissements in a single area (Pinon 1980; Pinon Boniface Gullon 1986 on central Paris; Fourcaut 2000 on the outskirts). Yet there are relatively few studies that have emphasised both the processes of urban production and their morphological results.


				

					20.	Marc Bouiron (2012). Le lotissement de l’abbaye Saint-Sauveur de Marseille: de la reconquête de l’espace urbain à la création du palais communal (xie-xiiie siècle). Mélanges de l’École française de Rome, 124(1) (Moyen Âge), pp. 39-68.
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				4. Between two silos: Dissident writing in the 1960s


				As we take stock, we see a large lacuna in the history of urban morphology. Few authors place the processes by which ordinary urban development occurs at the heart of the matter, or link them to the issue of planning (on which many expand excessively). As we have seen above, the ordinary urban area is often viewed as peripheral, lying outside the overall approach to planning towns and cities. Yet even earlier than Clémençon in 1999, some researchers did identify the need to prioritise ‘ordinary’ development. In France, the relevant researchers were André Chastel and Françoise Boudon, Marcel Roncayolo, Pierre Pinon, Olivier Zunz, Bernard Rouleau, and later Michaël Darin, Jacques Lucan, Xavier Malverti and Aleth Picard.


				Most of these researchers were dissidents, outside the conventional approach in their respective fields. Researchers in geography opened it up to a historical perspective, and researchers from history shifted their focus to include the idea of the ‘ordinary’. It therefore comes as no surprise that several of these researchers have skills and training that run along twin tracks: in geography and history, in architecture and art history, or in law and history. All of these researchers recognise the relationship between history and form, and all steadfastly refuse to give precedence to emerging artistic models, or to planning in isolation. Yet their subject matter remains very varied. Each researcher addresses one or more of the subjects that make up this vast area of research. Perhaps the street network, stakeholders, plot series, lot division or urban regulations. Nevertheless, no researcher combines all the processes that generate ordinary urban areas, along with the interrelations between these. Even work on lotissements, a subject that would cover many processes, is skewed because studies mainly look at the most-planned developments.


				While the above researchers do discuss many topics, they identify and expand on one in particular: the history of regulations. This is a significant parameter in the emergence of urban forms. Early planning work from the first half of the 20th century showed the benefit of studying this regulatory history, as illustrated by studies on land use, improvement and extension plans from the interwar period. However, the points of view we are interested in are those that broaden our perspective, either chronologically – in particular into the 19th century as this was an important time – or thematically, since our scope is not restricted to urban areas in two dimensions but also extends to three-dimensional built volumes.
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