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Abstract This article showcases zoological garden
preservation as a concept caught in a continuing clash of
ideals. Zoos are human-made interpretations of one’s
expectations and experiences with the natural environment.
The dual roles that zoological gardens play, serving as
preserves for both nature and culture, creates conflict
regarding how to perceive them. It is unclear where the zoo
falls in terms of preservation. The decision could be driven
by architecture preservation, garden preservation, or
animal conservation. The conflict is deepened by
differences in values and attitudes regarding zoological
gardens. The debate pertaining to the relocation of the only
zoo in Kuwait in the Al-Omariya area exemplifies this, with
discussions about whether we should regard it as a natural
monument or a historic one. In this study, we conducted a
questionnaire and an image survey at Al-Omariya
residential community using an aesthetic theory approach
to measure the residents' levels of attachment to several
features of the zoo; to support the argument for or against
its removal. We considered the respondents' opinions
regarding changes at the zoo, the frequency of their visits
there, and their residence proximity. Our findings indicate
that there is a stronger level of attachment to the natural
features in the zoo than that of the built environment.

Keywords Zoo, Kuwait, Garden Preservation, Natural
Monument, Sense of Place, Value Conflict

1. Introduction

This study examines the archetype of zoos and explores

the motives for their preservation. The zoo in Al-Omariya
is adopted as a case study to examine the points of view and
sentiments of residents living in its immediate
surroundings. A questionnaire and an image survey were
conducted to assess the affinity of the community to the zoo
amidst the threat of its relocation and demolition. The study
uncovered that the appreciation for the zoo came mainly for
its natural features of plants then animals, and the least
value was given to its architecture.

The zoo as an archetype is understudied from an
architectural perspective, constituting a gap in research.
Moreover, zoo preservation has not been researched
independently but instead has always been grouped with
animal preservation or natural preservation arguments.
Therefore, it is a unique topic that deserves to be explored
in its own right.

2. Demystifying the Zoo

The key speculative issues pertaining to zoos regard their
interpretation as manifestations of the intentions of
landscape architects. It is this interpretation that causes us
to seek to protect zoos from change to avoid distorting the
shape and meaning accorded to zoo spaces by their
architects. However, the dynamism of nature also works to
disprove the ideological rigidity of zoo spaces. These
spaces might accurately represent changes in environments
caused by seasonality, as experienced by the animals, and
our human interpretation. However, it is unclear whether
we are truly convinced that these environments are reliable
depictions of the natural living conditions of the animals.
Discussions between different schools of thought are
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necessary to understand zoological gardens as describable
in more ways than one [1]. Here, we focus on the conflict
between the concept of zoos as timeless spaces and that of
animal enclosures as living spaces. The concept of
timelessness considers that every animal enclosure has an
authentic shape in need of conservation and preservation.
It focuses on the aesthetics of the enclosure that
encompasses the curation of non-human elements to
engender its timelessness. Regarding the second concept,
the meaning attached to a habitat, as well as its shape, is the
result of the habitat’s natural and cultural history. Here, an
enclosure’s social importance stems from an appreciation
of its natural value. The concept of timelessness treats zoos
in a similar manner to classical architecture, which opposes
any idea of change even if inevitable, and less like the
living performances that they are. The concept of living
spaces adopts a more ecological approach; it welcomes the
concept of change due to natural events and calls for the
mitigation of such changes, rather than avoiding them. Is it
thus possible to create a habitat design that borrows from
both ideologies?

Zoos express the aesthetic attitudes of their creators
regarding their environments while incorporating
additional practical and/or scientific interests. Regardless
of the humanization of zoos, the animals, as well as the
natural elements, cannot be disregarded. The process of
analyzing zoos should incorporate both natural and
architectural aesthetics. Failure to do so translates into
failure to fully comprehend the essence or idea of zoos.
Similarly, the concept of gardens has been acknowledged
as one that is a hybrid between the concepts of nature and
art [2]. The definition of a landscape may differ depending
on the school of thought to which one subscribes. However,
the various definitions have been a common factor of
people’s influence in shaping and defining landscapes [3].
Landscapes are made possible by the intentional or
otherwise material actions of humankind or our aesthetic
attitudes, which dictate the way, in which we experience
and appreciate the environment [4]. These sentiments are
also shared by the European Landscape Convention, which
defined a landscape as an area as it is perceived by humans
based on the actions and interactions of natural and/or
anthropological factors [5]. It is against this backdrop that
zoos are viewed as landscape tokens caused primarily by
the intentionality of humans in shaping nature. Zoos share
some general landscape characteristics, especially those of
a temporal nature. Challenges posed by the concept of zoos
in the theoretical realm, as well as the general practice of
zoo design, may be beneficial in our aim to understand
similar landscape challenges.

3. The Kuwait Zoo

3.1. Context and Conflict
To further our argument, we draw from the example of
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the Kuwait Zoo in the Al-Omariya residential area —
Kuwait’s only zoo that has been subjected to numerous
changes over the years (Figure 1). Before delving into the
debate, we should briefly review the zoo’s history. It was
initially established as a sheikh’s royal garden in the 1950s
[6]. It underwent a number of changes and achieved a near
final form when the Public Authority of Agriculture Affairs
and Fish Resources took over its management in 1983. The
z00 was the first in Kuwait to be open to the public. The
Gulf War (1990-1991) caused severe destruction to the zoo,
with many animals dying of starvation or being shot, with
some eaten by Iraqi soldiers [7]. Having been neglected for
a long time, municipal authorities sought to restore the
garden — a process that began after the Iragi invasion and
had continued over the years. In its current form, the zoo is
divided into halves, with the front half used as a
recreational space and the other half used for housing
animals.

Figure 1.  Ticket booth entrance of the Kuwait Zoo (image courtesy of
Meshari Al-Khaled).

When it was under way, the restoration of the zoo proved
difficult due to criticism from some dissenting individuals.
The resulting controversies saw requests to move the zoo
elsewhere being expressed in newspaper articles [8]. The
Governor of Al-Farwaniya, Sheikh Faisal Al-Hamoud,
continued to follow up with the residents' complaints
related to the zoo in the Al-Omariya area. He telephoned
the head of the municipal council, Mohalhal Al-Khaled,
and discussed with him all matters related to the possibility
of transferring the zoo from the Al-Omariya area to outside
the Al-Farwaniya governorate. Al-Khaled expressed his
absolute support for the need to move the zoo from its
location at the time, which was not compatible with its
needs; in addition, it had become a nightmare haunting the
surrounding residential community. Many problems
resulted from its presence in this residential area, and there
was an alternative location allocated to it in the desert area
of Al-Mutlaa, based on a letter from the Public Authority
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of Agriculture Affairs and Fish Resources.

Mohammad Al-Khaldi [9], a writer in the newspaper Al-
Anbaa, was one of many calling to close the zoo. He argued
that the weather in Kuwait is hot most of the year, and
indoor commercial complexes are crowded with visitors,
while most open-air tourist facilities, such as the zoo, are
empty. The zoo in Kuwait was expensive to maintain and
often devoid of visitors, and it always saw increases in the
costs of managing, operating, and maintaining it, as well as
caring for the animals in it. He wrote, “Who among you has
seen the lion walking in the zoo? The poor thing is
crouched 24 hours a day and does not move, and the tiger
has shrunk into a housecat.” In his opinion, the animals
were suffering, most of them were old, and visitors rarely
saw them move, with the exception of the monkeys. Cheap
decorations at the zoo entrance gave the deceptive
impression that the place had been restored and
reconstructed. In short, he saw the zoo, in its state at the
time, as quite miserable and not offering visitors any
unique tourist experience, nor was it considered a source of
knowledge of the animal world for those wishing to acquire
this type of information, especially young school students.
Al-Khaldi viewed the zoo as a great burden on the state’s
budget without revenue and with misery for the animals
“locked up” there: “How successful a project would be if it
was replaced by a modern scientific center that would
reshape things correctly so that it would be a source of
income, investment, and knowledge and a distinctive
tourist experience worth visiting?”

3.2. The Zoo as a Natural Monument

Principles of architecture, coupled with historical
philosophies, have played the most substantial role in
shaping garden studies. Gardens are viewed as architectural
works with multiple meanings attached to them [10];
however, a universal meaning of gardens is lacking [11].
Gardening in some instances may be simply intended to
shape nature without attaching any meaning to it. There
exists an air of skepticism with regard to the readability of
a garden’s original meaning and its totalistic nature
compared to the meanings generated by works of
architecture. Our perceptions of gardens, while differing,
cannot be deemed less authentic than our perceptions of
concrete structures, because zoological gardens allude to a
meaning that may be emotional in nature, resulting from
interactions between people and nature or stemming from
one’s experience in a garden [12]. The attachment of
multiple meanings to zoological gardens is undeniable.
This fact was rightly described by the British philosopher
Roger Scruton [13]:

The garden is a surrounding space, not an open
space. And that which grows and stands in it, grows
and stands around us. Trees, for instance. A tree in a
garden is not like a tree in a forest or a field. It is not
simply there, growing from some scattered seed,
accidentally. It stands and watches, as | stand and
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watch. And although it does not move, the tree
converses, in a sense, with those who walk beneath it.

Regardless of the value attached to Al-Omariya Zoo, the
consensus is that the place is meaningful. Those arguing for
its continuity place historical value on it and thus promote
its preservation. Those who view it as a place to primarily
commune with nature will welcome some aspects of
change. Approaching either of the concepts from a purist
perspective could cause one to miss important elements of
the other’s argument. However, it is impossible to
smoothly merge the two concepts, as articulated by the
Austrian art historian Alois Riegl [14], one of the
originators of the modern theory of restoration of historical
monuments. According to Riegl’s argument, reconciliation
of the two concepts is only possible through the creation of
a logical relationship that accommodates aspects of both
nature and architecture that are important to gardens.
“Garden intentionalism” is somewhat justifiable since the
driving force behind it is the creator’s purpose. Gardens are
created to provide people with a platform to perform given
tasks or express given behaviors, and they are fashioned to
communicate various meanings, whether social in nature,
political, or otherwise. For a garden to exist, someone must
have intended it. This intention may have been alluded to
Scruton when he stated that “a tree in a garden is not like a
tree in a forest.” As such, it is natural to think of zoological
gardens purely in terms of architectural aesthetics. The
regard for natural occurrences within a garden as
unintentional acts as counterpoint to garden intentionalism,
both conceptually and practically. The unruly botanical and
animal dimensions that are characteristic of zoos detract
from the argument of zoological gardens as traditional
architectural works. Zoos are therefore not only simple
architectural pieces, regardless of the role of art in
informing our aesthetic appreciation of nature [15] and
more specifically zoos.

Let us shift our focus to the question of the architectural
status of zoos [16]. Most arguments hold natural aspects in
high regard. Our ability to physically immerse ourselves in
a zoo space sets the zoo apart from other conventional
works of architecture. The original form of a zoo, and more
specifically an animal enclosure, is difficult to discern due
to its ever-changing nature, influenced by time, the seasons,
and biological processes. Other factors, such as weather
conditions, light, and sound, are integral, internal factors
that contribute to the evolution of the space. It is therefore
impossible to have the same zoo experience more than once
owing to changes that occur among the plants and animal
inhabitants. The right to afford meaning to a zoo is also not
clearly defined. Does it belong solely to the architect’s
intention or to the resulting interactions of the zoo visitor
with nature? Unlike other designed spaces, with zoos, the
architect has minimal control over the experience. There
are other arguments that borrow from architectural
considerations, as well as those pertaining to landscape
restoration [17]. The replacement of all the animals and
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plants within a zoo affects its continuity and takes away
from its authenticity. This observation assumes that zoos
are unstable, temporal, and dynamic objects owing to their
cultural, as well as biological, backgrounds [18]. Zoos can
therefore be defined as “dynamic open aesthetic objects”
lacking logical structures within which their meaning, as
well as the way to appreciate them, can be defined [19].
They also lack static forms intended for longevity.

Although zoos can be viewed as historical monuments,
they can also be seen as living spaces from a cultural and
biological standpoint. A combination of both concepts can
result in the romanticizing of zoos as living architectural
works. Zoos are composed of horticultural and
architectural elements that are aimed at satisfying the
public, making them monuments. Historical zoos are
architectural compilations that consist primarily of animals
and vegetation, making them alive, renewable, and
perishable. Their appearances are therefore reflections of
the delicate balance of temporal changes caused by
seasonality and the animal and plant life cycles with the
architect’s desire to preserve them in their original states.
Zoos represent a space from which humankind derives joy,
and they are considered a paradise of sorts. They are an
expression of the culture, style, era, and authenticity of the
architect. They also are peaceful spaces suitable for human
interactions, silence, and communing with nature. Interest
in zoos should be fostered because they aid in creating
awareness of the importance of respecting nature. Zoos are
also spaces within which we derive joy, and they are
suitable for meditation and tranquility.

The concept of a zoo as a living monument is seemingly
contradictory. Riegl [20], in his essay, “The Modern Cult
of Monuments: Its Essence and Its Development”, pointed
out similar contradictions pertaining to monuments and
ruins. While his works are primarily architectural in nature,
they provide useful insights into matters related to
landscapes and zoos. Riegl categorized monuments as:
“deliberate monuments” and “unintentional monuments.”
Deliberate monuments were created for the purpose of
celebrating a given event, person, or act. Unintentional
monuments are defined as being more subjective than
objective in nature. Here, the intention is to fulfill a given
ideological or practical objective without necessarily
leaving artistic or cultural evidence for future generations
to enjoy or from which to learn. It is the present-day
audience that gives meaning to monuments. Regardless of
the intention, both categories of monuments hold
commemorative value, causing them to be viewed as
monuments. The emphasis here is on the unadulterated
form of the monument as intended by its creator. We
therefore choose to view it and restore it from this point of
view [20].

Both these categories of monuments, as with zoo
concepts, derive their value from their temporal
significance. They allow us to interact with a past and the
generations that inhabited it. Riegl [20] argued that the
value attached to a past era is key to attaching historical
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significance due to the impression that it has. He stated that
present-day aesthetic principles are derived from older
values formulated in the following way: “from the hand of
man we expect complete works as symbols of necessary
and lawful production; from nature working overtime, on
the other hand, we expect the dissolution of completeness
as a symbol of an equally necessary and lawful decay.”
Additionally, Riegl stated that “modern man at the
beginning of the twentieth century particularly enjoys the
perception of the purely natural cycle of growth and decay”
[20]. He attributed present-day attitudes pertaining to
landscapes and the concept of according specific natural
phenomena monument status to this perception [20]. Based
on this argument, the value attached to time cannot
transcend historical value. For a monument to gain
historical value, it must conserve its original form to the
slightest detail. Where zoos are deemed to be by-products
of natural, rather than human forces, they are considered
natural monuments that tell nature’s history devoid of
human or cultural elements. Restoration of such a
monument will detract from its historical value since doing
so changes its original form. We are therefore faced with a
peculiar challenge. To what extent do the unpredictable
natural processes that tend to govern the evolution of a zoo
remain undirected and spontaneous? At what point does a
z00 cease to be a zoo and transit into a wild landscape?
Many believe that when the natural processes of vegetative
growth are not intervened against, thereby escaping human
hands, zoos can be considered wild spaces [21].

3.3. The Zoo as a Garden

Buildings, like gardens, gain their age value due to time
[22]. This temporal dimension and its influences cannot be
ignored in the context of preservation. Time in the concept
of gardens not only represents death and decay but also the
emergence and development of new life. Time for gardens
holds more meaning than deviating from the original form.
The conflict between age values and present-day values is
inherent to the concept of gardens compared to
architectural concepts. For gardens, the age value is based
on our ability to interact with earlier versions of the garden
by noticing and appreciating the various changes that the
plants have undergone over time. Here, the age value cuts
across temporal, cultural, and natural history, as well as
continuity dimensions. Gardens are thus hybrids of natural
and architectural monuments.

One can see traces of zoos in almost every garden [23]
Nurseries have plastic tags that provide information about
the nomenclature and cultures of plants found within the
gardens. Some tags are similar in size and visibility to the
actual plants, while others are larger than the plants that
they represent. The predilection for labeling merges the
garden with the categorization motifs seen in zoo exhibits,
thus embodying scientific taxonomy. If one has been to a
z00 within a city space, then it would be relatively easy to
envision the zoo as a garden. Zoos have for a long time
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maintained that their floral displays are equal to their fauna
displays with regard to their significance, exoticism, and
diversity. Even those zoos with landscapes that play a more
functional role, rather than an exotic one, pay attention to
their floral exhibits, and they label them similarly to the
attention and labelling given to the fauna exhibits. There
are zoos that have dedicated entire sections to horticultural
exhibits. One such zoo is the San Diego Wild Animal Park
in Escondido, California.

Defining a zoo as a garden is an interesting concept since
animals are not usually welcome in the basic concept of
gardening. Michael Pollan [24] expressed his “liberal
position” on this matter in his book Second Nature. He
stated, “To make a garden with insecticide, to level a rifle
sight at the back of a woodchuck in flat- footed retreat, to
erect an electrical barricade around a vegetable patch: such
measures, | felt, were excessive, even irresponsible.” He
furthered his point by claiming, “Animals had arrived long
before the gardener, so who was the interloper here? And
what was gardening about if not working out a more
harmonious relationship with nature?” Publications on
gardening are brimming with tips on how to keep away or
eradicate animals, such as woodchucks, moles, gophers,
and voles, from one’s garden [23]. Even pets, such as dogs
and cats, are not spared. They are seen as elements that are
potentially damaging to gardens due to their love of
scratching and digging, which could potentially damage the
plants. It is common to find gardeners keeping panther scat
and coyotes as deterrents against deer. Some gardeners
resort to bedecking their orchards with swaths of floral-
scented bar soaps, or they encircle their trees with fishing
line. Others, including local zoos, have installed seven-
foot-high deer fences, over which deer still manages to leap.
It seems rather counterproductive to go to such great
lengths to keep animals out of gardens, only for us to curate
our gardens to attract specific species, such as
hummingbirds or butterflies, back into them. We further
compensate for the absence of animals in the garden by
installing carvings of the very animals that we have
endeavored to keep out, such as deer, toads, and rabbits.
This compensation is a convenience for most gardeners,
who want to enjoy the aesthetic appeal of nature but would
rather avoid the consequences.

Marc Treib [25], in a bid to foster a harmonious
relationship between gardens and animals, proposed that
we view the “garden as pet.” He argued that, unlike farming,
in which cultivation is primarily for crop production, in
gardening, cultivation is primarily for grooming purposes.
He likened the process of gardening to that of caring for a
pet. In the same way that we enjoy having a pet due to the
control that we have over it, “we value the garden because
it allows us to maintain control over a piece of land, to
shape it, foster it, nurture it, and even punish it, according
to our feelings, ideas, and whims.” Treib failed to consider
the power tradeoffs that occur between pets and gardens
and their owners. In the same way in which we control pets
and/or gardens, they equally control us. To control our pets’
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diets and feeding times, we must be physically present at
those times. Similarly, we must be present to control our
pets’ movements. It is this interdependence between pets
and their owners that inspires the concept of “pet gardens.”
The more that we emphasize shaping the various elements
within the garden, the more driven that we are to see the
imperfections in our gardens, which others consider to be
perfect.

Animals within zoological gardens should not be viewed
as pets. However, it is important to exercise a level of
control over the animals, as well as their landscapes, to
provide necessary care. To protect both the humans within
the zoos and the zoo animals, caging is necessary due to the
latter’s wild nature. Animals within the zoo are also used
to entertain and evoke the curiosity and emotions of human
beings. Clear structural similarities can therefore be found
between gardens as zoos and gardens for horticultural
undertakings. There is a need to control various aspects of
gardens and create order to achieve the desired aesthetic
appeal. A perennial garden maintained by a gardener may
appear messy; however, it is a testament to the programmed
plant organization, based on bloom color, leaf color,
character, times of sprouting and budding, and height.

Modern-day zoos have moved away from imposing
cages and other barred enclosures, which were common in
the past, and have embraced more naturalized settings [26].
However, animal displays within zoos still employ rather
obvious subterfuges. The fulfillment of specific
pedagogical desires, as well as spectatorship, is the driving
force behind the taxonomical categorization of animals
within the zoos. Similarities between gardens and zoos can
also be drawn from the practice of eliminating individuals
and species that are considered to be undesirable. For
gardens to achieve their beauty, death and exclusion must
occur. The only difference between the two gardens is that
undesired or dead plants are often used to recycle nutrients
within gardens, while undesired animals are likely to end
up on sports hunting grounds, euthanized, or in lowly
menageries and z00s.

Zoos, similar to gardens, are established for viewing
purposes. Designs for all gardens consider the garden’s
vantage points, perspective, and visual experience. Views
within landscape gardens offer a long and broad expanse
into nature, while those within zoo spaces are tapered and
direct. Zoological gardens are designed to draw visitors to
every aspect of the space. In contrast, landscape gardens
may offer their visitors’ hidden views that act as sources of
excitement upon discovery. The concepts of elusiveness
and spectatorship are constantly in conflict when it comes
to zoological gardens. Within the zoo, it is considered a
design flaw that animals are often hiding within their
enclosures. While the design of modern-day zoos is highly
naturalized, in nature, animal traces are more common than
actual animal sightings.

It is interesting that zoo visitors fail to stand out as the
garden’s dominant species. This fact is attributable to one
being required to walk a great deal to fully explore
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zoological gardens — something that does not sit well with
a majority of today’s population. Despite the various forms
of transportation provided within zoo spaces, to fully
experience the zoo, one is still required to walk. If one were
to watch the visitors from the animals’ perspective, one
would see many tired individuals suffering from sore feet.
Visitors tend to be more bewildered and captivated in zoos
than in any other tourist attraction. Animals captivate zoo
visitors. The visitors marvel at the animals as they extend
their gazes toward the animals. They are seemingly
engrossed in the experience, becoming completely
unaware of that which is around them.

3.4. Aesthetic Appreciation as a Value for Zoo
Preservation

David Fenner [27], a researcher in aesthetics and the
philosophy of art, investigates differences and parallels
between architecture-driven aesthetic appreciation and that
which is driven by an appreciation for natural objects
according to three themes. The first approach focuses on
the suitability of systematic engagement for environmental
aesthetics. The second approach focuses on preservation
with an aim to determine the suitability of dynamic or static
models. The last approach focuses on the appropriateness
of aesthetic theory when considering preservation in the
context of environmental criticism. In this study, we
designed a survey for Al-Omariya’s residents based on
Fenner’s approach to aesthetic theory to measure their
attachment to the natural and built features of the zoo to
support the arguments for or against its preservation.
Therefore, we examined Al-Omariya Zoo from the
perspective of these themes.

The zoo is a humble one with a few trees. Numerous
hours are spent walking in the heat in search of animals
within their enclosures. Monkeys are swinging from one
branch to the another, birds are screeching at each other,
crocodiles are sunning themselves, and a dead end is
bounded by leftover building materials. Dry leaves have
fallen to the center of the flamingo pond at the slightest
provocation by the wind.

Theme 1: Systematic Engagement and Environmental
Aesthetics. Systematic engagement with the zoo’s features
is depicted in the experiential walk described above. Based
on Fenner’s elaboration, these experiences are the type of
high aesthetic experiences referred to as “an experience”
by the educational reformer John Dewey [28]. It is not
uncommon for people to relate to experiences in their
childhood that featured encounters with nature; therefore,
it makes sense that the same group of people who relate
nature to beauty will be at the forefront of advocating for
the preservation of these natural contexts. Artifactual
aesthetic experiences, in contrast, usually engage a
minimum or one of our senses, and contemporary
architecture  encourages more  engagement and
involvement by aesthetic attendees.
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Theme 2: Preservation of Dynamic vs. Static Models.
Fenner focused on some differences and parallels between
architecture-focused aesthetic appeal and that which is
focused on appreciation for natural objects. Generally
speaking, architecture falls under static models that aim to
ensure that the resulting creation remains as close to its
original form for as long as possible despite the
inevitability of change. In the case of Al-Omariya Zoo, we
must examine the issue of permanence regarding land
preservation. Nature, when undisturbed, gravitates toward
diversity and variety. Human actions, however, gravitate
toward permanence. Zoos are constructed with longevity in
mind, given that they are profit oriented. Human housing is
also designed and built to outlast even the owners. In
comparison, birds’ nests are built with seasonality in mind,
depending on the creatures’ needs and movements. For
preservation to be achieved, a sense of permanence is
required. However, permanence within this context does
not seek to maintain things as they are. It focuses more on
maintaining the integrity of natural areas and objects. By
preserving nature’s dynamism, we in turn preserve its
integrity [27]. The two things, dynamism and nature, go
hand in hand, and one simply cannot exist without the other
in this context.

Theme 3: Aesthetic Theory for Environmental Criticism.
Lastly, Fenner’s paper focused on the appropriateness of
aesthetic theory when considering the preservation and
conservation of natural areas and/or objects in the context
of environmental criticism. To provide a basis for
environmental criticism, he presented three arguments
exploring the dissimilarities between nature and
architectural appreciation within the context of
environmental aesthetics. First, there is a difference
between the appreciation of nature as an immersive
experience with the object of appreciation surrounding the
appreciator and changing and moving as the appreciator
moves, making him/her as much a part of the natural
appreciation experience as the object of appreciation.
Conversely, in architectural appreciation only one, perhaps
two, senses are engaged when appreciating an object. In
appreciation of nature we engage almost all our senses
during any given experience. Second, with architectural
appreciation, it is possible to point out formally defined
qualities on which to focus, as well as justify, our
judgments. This goal is not easily achieved with the
appreciation of nature, partly because the only way to
frame nature is to do so artificially: “Without imposing a
frame on the natural environment, it is not possible to see
it as having formal qualities.... The natural environment...
has certain openness and indeterminateness that make it an
unlikely place to find formal qualities” [27]. Third, when
we appreciate architecture, we focus on the design and its
execution, as well as the organization and the order of the
actual works. The correlation between design appreciation
and natural appreciation is rather unclear [27]. Unless we
consider a divine creator, nature lacks a designer.
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4. Methodology

The study group for our survey was selected from Al-
Omariya, a residential area in Kuwait. Al-Omariya
encompasses five blocks, consisting largely of houses
(Figure 2). A survey was distributed to 245 residents of Al-
Omariya to measure their relationship with the Kuwait Zoo,
which is located in the same area, i.e., block 1. The survey
aimed to analyze the relationship between the residents and
the zoo, including its natural and built features. It included
questions related to demographics, block of residence, and
duration of residence in Al-Omariya. The second type of
questions addressed the residents’ opinions regarding the
constituents of aesthetics in residential areas, the
importance and priority levels of preserving natural and
built features, and the possible relocation of the zoo. Third,
some questions addressed the residents’ frequency of
visiting the zoo and the changes that they noticed.

514 m

Figure 2. A map of Al-Omariya, showing the area blocks in proximity
to the zoo (image taken from Google Maps and processed by the authors).

Finally, the last set of questions, constituting a large part
of our survey, relied on photographs and imagery,
triggering buried memories and helping people to recall a
precise moment in time much more rapidly than words.
This part of the survey was an image-based questionnaire
based on photographs taken at the Al-Omariya Zoo. Nine
sets of images were presented to the participants to select
the images to which they felt most attached. Each set
included three shuffled colored photographs, and each
question allowed for one photo to be selected as the answer
from three visual options: one option with an animal
dominating the shot, one option with an architectural
feature dominating the shot, and one option with greenery
dominating the shot (Figures 3 to 5). Once the level of
attachment was established, the frequency of visiting the
z00, and the changes that they noticed, the residents’
opinions about relocating the zoo were captured and
analyzed.
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Courtesy of Samira Zaman, 2011; black and white
diagrams by authors.

Figure 3. Black and white diagram depicting the dominant features in
the images of the photo survey. The top photo is displayed in color as
presented in the survey, and the lower photo is displayed in black and
white in contrast to represent the dominant element: animals, in this case.

Courtesy of Samira Zaman, 2011; black and white
diagrams by authors.

Figure 4. Black and white diagram depicting the dominant features in
the images of the photo survey. The top photo is displayed in color as
presented in the survey, and lower photo is displayed in black and white
in contrast to represent the dominant element: buildings, in this case.
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Courtesy of Samira Zaman, 2011; black and white
diagrams by authors.

Figure 5. Black and white diagram depicting the dominant features of
images used in the photo survey. The top photo is displayed in color as
presented in the survey, and the lower photo is displayed in black and
white in contrast to represent the dominant element: plants, in this case.

We chose a survey for this study because surveys allow
for quantifiable results from a large group of people from
different backgrounds, as opposed to interviews. The
disadvantage of interviews is that they are time-consuming,
can be expensive and impractical to arrange, and result in
fewer responses than with surveys. Therefore, surveys help
to attain more accurate responses and overcome language
barriers. Furthermore, the information obtained with a
questionnaire is factual, whereas in an interview, the
answers are more analytical than factual. Finally, with
questionnaires, the respondents have plenty of time to think
before they mark the final answers, while interviewees
must give immediate and specific answers and have less
time to think before responding.

We did not survey local authorities or administrators.
The Kuwait Zoo is under the jurisdiction of the Public
Authority of Agriculture Affairs and Fish Resources, which
operates on a national level and is located outside the Al-
Omariya area. Therefore, the relocation of the zoo, which
is the essence of this study, would not affect these
administrators’ day-to-day lives since they do not live in
close proximity to the zoo.

To precisely measure the perception that different
groups of residents of Al-Omariya have of the zoo, the
residents of Al-Omariya were segmented in two ways;
based on their block of residency and on their duration of
residency in this area. Residents of block 1 (16%), where
the zoo is located, were compared to the others to determine
whether being close to the zoo affected their answers.
Regarding the duration of residency, long-term residents
(10+ years) (52%) were compared to short-term residents
(10- years) (48%). The chi-square test of independence and
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homogeneity was used on the results of the survey to
determine whether the residents’ preferences of pictures,
length of residency, and block location affected their
opinions about relocating the zoo outside Al-Omariya.

5. Results

5.1. Frequency of Visiting the Zoo

In the survey, the residents were asked to indicate how
often they visit the zoo throughout the year. The results
showed that more than half of the residents in Al-Omariya
visited the zoo once or twice per year (61%). This
proportion was consistent across all blocks, including block
1 (63%). Additionally, and surprisingly, 34% of the
residents of block 1 had never visited the zoo, which is
higher than the average percentage in Al-Omariya (28%)
and the percentage in other blocks (27%). Therefore, being
close to the zoo does not correlate with the number of visits.

Examining the length of residency in Al-Omariya, the
results showed that 68% of long-term residents indicated
that they visited the zoo once or twice per year, and 17% of
them visited the zoo more than twice per year. In contrast,
only 6% of short-term residents visited the zoo more than
twice per year. Notably, the proportion of short-term
residents who had never visited the zoo (40%) was larger
than the overall proportion (28%) of all residents who had
never visited the zoo. These statistics showed that the
residents who visit the zoo more often are long-term
visitors living in blocks far from the zoo, apart from block
1 residents. Nevertheless, the frequency of visiting the zoo
was considerably low in all segments since very few people
visit the zoo more than twice per year.

5.2. Perception of Changes in the Zoo

Regarding the question about noticing any changes in the
700, less than half of Al-Omariya residents indicated that
they saw changes in the zoo (35%). Many long-term
residents indicated that they noticed changes to the zoo
(44%), and a notable number of residents living in blocks
other than block 1 also noticed changes in the zoo (33%).
Another question asked the residents to specifically
indicate what was changed in the zoo among plants,
animals, and the design of spaces. Most residents did not
notice any specific changes (58%). The largest proportion
among the groups was among the long-term residents, with
52% of them noticing specific changes, while the smallest
was among short-term residents (31%) and residents living
in blocks far from the zoo (41%). Overall, very few
participants saw changes in the plants (2%), some noticed
changes in animals (21%), and some noticed changes in
buildings (19%). These statistics indicated that there were
changes that happened at the zoo, and mostly long-term
residents noticed them and specified these changes. Overall,
these changes were more in animals and the design of
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spaces, which may indicate that the zoo development is
more directed toward building design and animals than
green spaces.

5.3. Level of Attachment to Pictures

Nine sets of three pictures were presented to the residents
to measure their attachment to green spaces, buildings, and
animals. The same segmentation used in the previous
analysis was applied to the residents’ responses to the
pictures. The choice of residents from these sets was made
to measure the level of residents’ attachment to better
understand the residents’ acceptance of changing the
current location of the zoo. Overall, the results were similar
across all segments, showing the highest attachment to
plants, then to animals, and finally to buildings, with the
related percentages for the total population being 50%,
33%, and 17%, respectively (Figure 6 and Table 1). In
terms of duration of residency, long-term residents have
greater attachment to animals (35%) and less attachment to
plants (46%) than short-term residents (animals: 30%,
plants: 54%). Additionally, residents of block 1 have a
greater attachment to plants (58%) and animals (34%) than
residents of the other blocks (plants: 49%, animals: 33%)
and significantly less attachment to buildings then the rest
of the blocks (block 1: 8% and others: 19%).

Table 1. Levels of Attachment to Animals, Plants, and Buildings Based
on Photo Survey
Segment Animals | Plants | Buildings
Types
Duration of Long-Term 35% 46% 18%
Residency Short-Term 30% 54% 17%
. Block 1 34% 58% 8%
Location
Other Blocks 33% 49% 19%
Total 33% | 50% 17%
Population

5.4. Opinions about Moving the Zoo

The residents of Al-Omariya were asked to state their

Preservation of Zoological Gardens: Natural vs. Built Features

opinions regarding moving the zoo from its current location
of block 1 in Al-Omariya. The same segmentation of the
residents was used in this analysis (long-term vs. short-
term and location-based segmentation; block 1 vs. the rest).
The analysis of this question occurred after analyzing the
residents’ responses to other questions, allowing us to
measure the level of awareness of the zoo and its changes.
Among all the residents, the majority believe that the zoo
should be moved from its location (74%) (Figure 7 and
Table 2). In terms of long-term and short-term residencies,
a similar proportion of both segments prefer relocating the
z00 outside Al-Omariya (74% short term and 73% long
term). The chi-square test of homogeneity was conducted
to verify whether the length of residency affected opinions
about whether the zoo should be moved. Therefore, we
rejected our hypothesis that the length of residency affected
residents’ opinions about moving the zoo. Another chi-
square test was conducted to determine whether living in a
specific location affected residents’ opinions about
relocating the zoo. The proportion of residents from block
1 was larger than the population (79%), indicating that
more residents close to the zoo prefer moving the zoo from
its current location. Furthermore, the chi-square test of
homogeneity test was conducted to measure whether
residents’ choices of pictures were related to their opinions
about moving the zoo, and the results did not show a
correlation between residents’ choices of photos and their
opinions about relocating the zoo.

Table 2. Residents’ Opinions about Moving the Zoo

Segment Types Stay | Relocate
. . Long-Term 27% 73%
Duration of Residency
Short-Term 26% 74%
. Block 1 21% 79%
Location
Other Blocks | 27% 73%
Animals 27% 73%
Selection of Images Buildings 38% 62%
Plants 24% 76%
Total Population 27% 73%
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Figure 6. Levels of attachment to animals, plants, and buildings based on photo survey
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Figure 7. Opinions about moving the zoo
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6. Discussion

To summarize, the survey administered to the residents
of Al-Omariya showed a weak attachment of the residents
to the zoo across all segments: long-term and short-term
residents, residents of block 1, and those from the other
blocks. This outcome is demonstrated by the considerably
low frequency of visiting the zoo and the majority of
residents preferring to move the zoo outside Al-Omariya.
Looking closer at the relationship between Al-Omariya
residents and the zoo, they indicated a strong attachment to
plants (50%), then to animals (33%), and finally to the
buildings (17%). Although it is a zoo dominated by animals
and plants, could we increase the attachment to it as a place
by increasing the attachment to buildings through well-
considered architectural design of animal exhibits,
commercial zones, and amenities?

It is worth noting that the issues unique to the restoration,
preservation, and conservation of zoological gardens are
based on the realization that, while zoos are viewed as
artifacts and should be managed and maintained in similar
ways to works of architecture, they still have a natural
element to them, rendering debatable the perspective of
zoos as being primarily art centered. Managing and
maintaining  zoological gardens should be a
multidimensional affair. The focus should be on finding
answers that cut across architectural, as well as ecological,
concerns. The ecological dimension of zoological gardens
is important because it gives us the theoretical and practical
tools to manage plants and animals and thus appropriately
value the natural dimension. It also directly addresses
concerns pertaining to the originality of restored
ecosystems. Answers provided by this dimension could be
incorporated into zoo design, as well as the analysis of
themes pertaining to the idea of place in relation to identity
and authenticity. Successful zoo designs are able to
maintain the logical tension between architectural and
ecological issues without grossly oversimplifying them.

Interestingly, an endangered zoo saw the creation of
defenders whose primary focus was ecological in nature,
and the effectiveness of their defense has yet to be matched
by any architectural campaign. Here, the ability to
experience and appreciate plant life takes precedence when
it comes to zoos over the interest in improving the living
situations of the animals, or architectural value. Judging
from Al-Omariya, zoos need not be pristine for one to
appreciate their beauty. Residents likened this lack of
pristineness to the wildness of nature, and as such,
interventions are seen as a form of destruction and should
therefore be undertaken only when absolutely necessary.
Arguments that are nature focused not only appreciate the
day-to-day value gained by the zoo’s users but also the
historical significance that has been engrained into the
plants throughout their growth cycles. Conservation of the
plants is therefore important to the natural and historical
continuity of the zoo.
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7. Conclusions: The Zoo as a National
Monument

Al-Omariya Zoo is not devoid of historical value.
However, this value only pertains to the zoo’s original form.
However, had the wishes been granted of those who sought
to preserve, rather than extensively restore, the garden, it
would have resulted in an unintentional monument created
by the needs of 21st-century actors. With this approach, the
zoo would still only be distantly related to its original form.
Conflict also exists due to arguments over letting the
garden’s green value take precedence over the animals and
built forms. Such is the fate of the Al-Omariya Zoo. From
this conflict, we learn the importance of public gardens as
a medium for communing with and experiencing nature. It
also indicates the complexities involved in defining and
understanding the concept and meaning of a zoo.
Ecological art or land art can provide suitable models that
could be used to understand the concept of zoos, as well as
the “dialectical” relationship between nature and art [29].
Attempting to understand zoos while excluding natural or
artistic considerations will lead to the omission of
fundamental elements of the garden concept.

Since the Covid-19 pandemic, Al-Omariya Zoo has been
closed to visitors due to the weak and unsafe conditions of
its buildings; however, the animals are still living in the zoo
under the care and supervision of the staff. There is still no
news from the Public Authority of Agriculture Affairs and
Fish Resources on the fate of the zoo and whether it is ever
going to reopen to the public.

The extensive restoration of Al-Omariya Zoo is
primarily promoting the zoo’s visual value. By doing so,
the ecological issues, as well as those pertaining to its
genius loci, are stifled. A better approach, in our opinion,
would have been conserving and preserving the garden’s
natural resources and thus improving its form.
Interventions in the garden should be kept to a minimum to
allow visitors the opportunity to interact with its earlier
versions. Architectural interventions are recommended to
improve the quality of the built part of the zoo for the use
of animals and people. Visitors should also be educated
about the garden’s history. In doing so, the garden’s
authenticity would remain intact regardless of changes in
its shape.

Our study has limitations. There is only one zoo in the
country, so a comparative study was not possible. However,
this particular case could be compared to cases in
neighboring countries, such as Saudi Arabia, Qatar,
Bahrian, or the United Arab Emirates. Moreover,
comparisons to countries in the Middle East and North
Africa region could be fruitful given the cultural
similarities that Kuwait shares with these countries. Also,
the Kuwait Zoo has been closed since Covid, so the
participants did not have immediate memories of visiting
the zoo, constituting a final limitation.

In conclusion, restoration efforts are often viewed as
attempts to freeze time or reverse the effects of time on an



Civil Engineering and Architecture 11(5A): 3024-3035, 2023

object. However, arguments can be made that conservation,
preservation, and restoration are constructs that convert
natural objects into art-like objects and thus deny these
objects the effects of the temporal dimension, whether
geological or biological. However, consideration of only
this approach by selecting a specific moment in time
renders the others inadequate [27]. The survival of
landscapes and zoos alike is made possible by the changes
to which they are subjected by various forces. These
changes are what make them difficult to restore. Their
restoration is discouraged by the difficulty in finding a
balance between present and historical values. Preservation
of nature therefore means maintaining its ability to achieve
variety and diversity. Our motives when it comes to the
preservation of nature, while noble, are fueled by our need
to preserve the aesthetic experiences that we previously
enjoyed and the pleasure that we derived from them.
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