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In the vortex of the environmental and ecological crises, it is clear that the cosmopolitan way of living is facing uncertainty

with no easing in sight. Looking beyond the horizon at what the aftermath will yield, it is quite clear that the meaning of

urbanity has to be transformed; the urban life has to support social and ecological well-being, and the city has to

intertwine more closely with nature. Therefore, wild urban woodlands (WUWs), often morphologically exclusive, culturally

contradictory, and biologically heterogeneous, are recognized together with the other informal wilderness of the city as

catalyzers of a newly constructed identity and the first line of defense when the question of the socio-ecological resilience

of the city is raised. 
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1. Introduction

The contemporary European society agenda has been built upon the notion of globalization and the fostering of the

borderless flow of people, goods, money, and information. In line with EU 2030 strategy , apart from evolving through

the harmonization of the ecological and technological paradigm of the smart society, the social initiatives of a collaborative

and open city returning to its citizens have become one of the priorities of the development of the city and society as a

whole. More than ever before, in the midst of the different environmental and ecological crises the city is faced with, the

process of Europeanization is colored by the new standards of eco-social well-being. It has revealed how fragile we are

and the fact that, once again, we have to look deep inside ourselves, to recuperate from the inside, to resonate individual

and community responsibility towards the city; to nurture the place locally is to survive globally. Instead of seeing the

current crisis as a battle, perhaps a better way is to consider how to evolve to meet the reality of a far more vulnerable city

and society. Open spaces that nurture natural characteristics, and especially wild urban woodland (WUW), are foreseen

as significant carriers of the quality of the city; on one side they are its lungs, and on the other, they are the promoters of

its urbanity and identity. The circumstances of reduced mobility on all levels and the reduced concentration of capital

actualize the connection between nature and man. Therefore, strategies for the development of urban forests go beyond

mere protection and enter the domain of everyday life and urban lifestyle. The encounter with nature has a therapeutic

significance and its proximity and presence become a physical and mental health priority. In questioning how and if we

have to provide accessibility along with protection for WUW, the discipline of architecture cannot and must not give up the

search for new environmentally friendly solutions which will improve WUW in the direction of meeting ecological and

social conditions and providing benefits for all the participants in the life of the city equally.

Therefore, in the domain of architecture and urbanism, the focus of the planning and design practices is shifting from

quantitative indicators and the representation of land use to qualitative indicators of healthy living. These changes

represent new challenges, i.e., the transformation of traditional patterns of spatial strategies and practices towards a

multidimensional and interdisciplinary field of consideration and research. In that respect, the research aims to understand

whether and how an architectural design can support a natural setting in the urban area, to place it on the cultural map of

the city, and to advance healthy living and well-being, support the intertwining of the wilderness and the built environment,

and above all promote WUW as a valuable agent of place identity in the process of urban regeneration. It is about finding

a sustainable architectural approach in which the concept of responsibility and awareness is promoted as a creative

process—a balance between protecting natural resources, enhancing biocultural diversity, and building a viable urban

way of living.
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2. Wild Urban Woodland as a Platform for Establishing an Alliance
between Nature and Culture

Worldwide, the concept of sustainable development is accepted in its full potential, and it is now widely received that to

fulfil a sustainability agenda , forestry, among other areas, should be used to deliver the three pillars of economic,

environmental, and social sustainable development. In the context of the contemporary city, the convergence of these two

themes—sustainability and forestry—means that forests are to be used to provide the maximum benefits to the urban

society as a whole. Thus, the sustainability of the city also depends on the way in which architecture understands and

resonates responsibility towards these specific urban treasures. It implies that it is necessary to build a rhizomatic

structure, a network that connects the social, ecological, and economic aspects of the place, in order to enhance the

wilderness experience  and therefore enhance biocultural diversity, i.e., the beneficial development of cities today.

It is widely accepted that during life people learn to interact with the natural environment in many different ways. They

develop a relationship between themselves and nature and establish a particular coexistence with it, with the aim of

making self-recognition possible. Various studies emphasize that the interrelationship between people and their natural

environment  enhances the diversity of life within complex socio-ecological systems such as cities . As the majority

of people nowadays live in cities, this bond, an interaction with the natural environment, declines and fades away.

Additionally, dynamic and complex urban transformations accelerate the degradation of ecosystems  on one side and

cause the alienation of urban residents on the other . The question of how to create an alliance between ecology and

culture to resonate the newly established health and leisure issues of urban transformations is raised.

In urban areas, forestry, the managing of forest lands, indicates public activity in wilderness settings. Urban wilderness

used to be seen as a paradox in itself as the natural and the urban have always been seen as opposed to one another.

Today, WUW is under the pressure of political and economic short-term goals giving priority to profit-based solutions.

When in the middle of the city, it is even exposed as an ideal platform for boosting the economic potential of the city and

attracting foreign capital and is viewed simply as an empty but expensive lot. It seems that today the story is changing as

cities are prone to giving priority to health and community matters and keeping city dwellers in touch with nature and

natural processes. The social, ecological, and aesthetic values of forests and other woodlands in the city are nowadays

given more consideration than ever before . They are important settings for a number of public and health-related

reasons, offering “psychological restorative experience, physical activity and social interaction” ; thus, they become

a therapeutic landscape. As the density and compactization of cities grow, urban woodland, particularly wild urban

woodland in the very heart of the city, a rare phenomenon and a contested site where different political and economic

interests challenge its welfare, is usually seen as a response and a solution to the various challenges cities are faced with.

On one side it is a perfect pollinator habitat, a highway for insects, birds, and other species, and on the other a perfect

setting for the restored human experience of nature forgotten in the contemporary urban lifestyle. Therefore, WUW has

great potential to contribute to urban biodiversity conservation  and regeneration, but it also allows people, and in

particular children, to experience nature  “offering a range of opportunities for informal recreation activities” . A few

existing studies on the subject of urban nature where traces of neglect become a valuable space resource  illustrate

the benefits of structural diversity , a sort of hedonistic recuperation strategy leading to a new kind of socio-

ecological sustainability. Therefore, a better understanding of ecological components of urban nature, i.e., urban woodland

in relation to varying types and levels of cultural interventions, would open a new perspective for the occupation and better

functioning of informal urban greenspaces.

In past decades, the concept of biocultural diversity and the holistic view of a human–nature system made valuable

contributions to science and practice, which significantly advanced people's understanding and the possibility of the

improvement of the human culture–nature interrelationship . As Winter et al. state, “biocultural practices should

be a focal point of biocultural restoration efforts in the 21st century”  In that context, “in order to foster sustainability it is

necessary to engage environmental values, ecological knowledge, and lifestyle practices in addition to the physical drivers

that cause biological diversity and ecosystem loss” . In order to improve biocultural diversity, it is certainly necessary to

develop and respect biocultural identity, as well as to understand and recognize the potential of the local ecological

knowledge and value systems that accept, respect, and engage nature.

3. Challenges, Problems, and Gaps in Establishing Biocultural Alliance

Various studies show that urban woodlands, together with formal green areas, urban wastelands, and other informal

wildernesses of the city, i.e., urban nature, are recognized as major catalyzers of biocultural diversity , and the first line

of defense when the question of socio-ecological well-being and the resilience of the city is raised . Therefore, the
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main response to this contemporary urban challenge is biocultural diversity. It builds on the longstanding interest in

understanding the relationship between nature and culture, cultural ecology, and cultural landscape. Driven by the legacy

of socio-ecological well-being, it was developed in early 1990s and further enhanced at the turn of the century with the

recognition of the cultural landscape as a World Heritage Site. The term biocultural diversity, as stated by Maffi “comprises

the diversity of life in all of its manifestations: biological, cultural, and linguistic, which are interrelated (and possibly

coevolved) within a complex socio-ecological adaptive system” . It started to be recognized in the global policy arena

after Maffi and Woodley  brought forth a valuable survey on the biocultural diversity project and when CBD and

UNESCO produced the “Joint Programme on the Links between Biological and Cultural Diversity” (JP-BiCuD). With the

aim of implementing the program on the European level, the term has been promoted to emphasize the relationship

between biodiversity and cultural practices in the context of urban green spaces . The term gradually entered the

discipline of urbanism and architecture with the aim of investigating the spatial possibilities for the phenomenon (Green

Surge) to widen its impact and scope. Eventually, the focus changed from diversity to biocultural practices aiming at

multiple, sustainable links between nature and culture  in order to develop a kind of alliance capable of mutual support

and development.

A spatial approach pulling conceptual roots from the biocultural diversity framework thus has to fit in and balance two

dimensions: the identification of the key elements of naturalness to trigger social and cultural understanding and the

rebuilding of the indigenous values of urban wilderness to trigger the diversity of the place. Therefore, a physical and

mental accessibility and attractiveness, i.e., the identity of the place, has to be supported with a set of values, beliefs,

attitudes, and behaviors for both culture and nature. The creative potential of this nature–culture alliance from a spatial

point of view sees architecture as a responsible agent with knowledge and skills that comprehensively target the creation

of the purposeful, responsible, and collaborative sustainable setting. WUW is recognized as a platform for reconciling the

alliance between cultural and biological diversity, in line with a postindustrial, creative urban society inclined towards

divergent living dynamics and styles as important components in enhancing human well-being via ecosystem services .

Although the framework of biocultural diversity  has been repeatedly emphasized at the multidisciplinary level , and

the connection between people and the natural environment has been placed in the priority framework of urban

development, there is still a lack of research that goes deeper into the method and approach of establishing the

connection between culture and nature within architecture and urban design, i.e., establishing productive connections of

cultural and natural ecosystems in finer scales closer to man.

Therefore, the problem lies in the scale. While the ecological system is perceived on a regional scale, the cultural system

resonates with human habitats on a local community scale. Therefore, urban woodland is, at the same time, a part of the

ecosystem and a complex setting for a cultural system. Hence, it is perceived from a different perspective and usually has

a different role. While landscape urbanism recognizes the intertwining of ecological matters on various scales it usually

only allows man to be a visitor, a sort of viewer and spectator, but not a productive component, of the econiche. The

element that could unite those two diametrically different scales is architecture. Architecture provides the overlapping

between what is ecologically possible and what is societally desired by the current generation. Architecture has the ability

to integrate social, environmental, ecological, economic, political, and aesthetic factors, overlapping through mutual

attachment and the participation of people in all these processes. The researchers are looking through the lens of urban

ecology, through an ecological paradigm ; therefore, the researchers might recognize the ways in which citizens benefit

from, and forests add value to, the city and community (water, air, sunlight, shade, shelter, and local climate), making a

place with a social and an ecological meaning. It is an ecosystem of natural, seminatural, postindustrial, and manmade

origins, used for a variety of purposes, including recreation, relaxation, nurture, education, protection, and sometimes

production. The researchers are talking about architecture that can provide flexible interconnectivity and adaptable

structure and can accommodate both social and ecological activities at the same place in a complementary system. It can

help in facing up to the identity of WUW, as mixed feelings always occur. On one side, it is perceived as ugly and

offensive, unsecure and unclean, and ready to be wiped away and reshaped entirely. On the other, there is a group of

people for whom the wilderness effect of the woodlands provokes overwhelming feelings and evokes a rich environment.

Relying on the results of the Green Surge, the question of how people react and act in such places was the main topic

discussed and performed with the students through their design project on resonating the alliance between nature and

culture in the case study of War Island in Belgrade.

The biocultural alliance is addressed in various disciplines on the level of the ecosystem and mainly on the urban scale,

while at the community level, on the architectural scale, it is not yet apparent . It is not a question of whether nature

benefits from culture, but how and in what way it does so, on all spatial scales. As Lawson says, “The task of any designer

is to develop solutions that are aesthetically pleasing, practically useful and well-functioning”, and he further explains that

modern education is not ready and is unable to grapple with today’s multidimensional problems. Traditional education is

based on one discipline, in which cultural and ecological, technological, and biological backgrounds are different,

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33] [32]

[34]

[5]



inevitably creating a different approach to thinking about solutions and taking action. Thus, if architecture is to produce a

good design, an integrative approach is necessary, a different kind of thinking that includes awareness and responsibility

towards the other sciences involved in the development of the city and society .

Therefore, further research will be based on the idea of environmentally responsible design. The new concept supports

and helps the environment to develop its potential. It is aimed at establishing a harmonious and interdependent

relationship between nature and culture, which thereby mutually support and protect each other. The architecture in

question is not an object, but a network of elements, a system that integrates with nature, i.e., a unique eco-system.

Confirmation of this view can be seen in the presentation of Soria-Lopez; when speaking about the establishment of a

solid connection between man and nature, she talks about the importance of the interpretation and evaluation of the

experiences and perceptions that residents achieve through the daily use of architectural space (bodily appropriation of

space) . Therefore, the landscape is not a scenography for architecture, it is a tool for thinking about the processes that

affect it and, vice versa, how it affects them .

References

1. European Commission; Directorate-General for Communication. Towards a Sustainable Europe by 2030: Reflection
Paper; Publications Office: Luxembourg, 2019.

2. United Nations. The Future We Want: Final Document of the Rio+20 Conference. In Proceedings of the Rio20 United
Nations Conference Sustainable Development, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 20–22 June 2012.

3. Kowarik, I. Urban Wilderness: Supply, Demand, and Access. Wild Urban Ecosyst. Chall. Oppor. Urban Dev. 2018, 29,
336–347.

4. Keniger, L.; Gaston, K.; Irvine, K.; Fuller, R. What Are the Benefits of Interacting with Nature? Int. J. Environ. Res.
Public Health 2013, 10, 913–935.

5. Shanahan, D.F.; Fuller, R.A.; Bush, R.; Lin, B.B.; Gaston, K.J. The Health Benefits of Urban Nature: How Much Do We
Need? BioScience 2015, 65, 476–485.

6. Urban Green Infrastructure. Connecting People and Nature for Sustainable Cities. Urban For. Urban Green. 2019, 40,
1–344.

7. Gorenflo, L.J.; Romaine, S.; Mittermeier, R.A.; Walker-Painemilla, K. Co-Occurrence of Linguistic and Biological
Diversity in Biodiversity Hotspots and High Biodiversity Wilderness Areas. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2012, 109, 8032–
8037.

8. Grimm, N.B.; Foster, D.; Groffman, P.; Grove, J.M.; Hopkinson, C.S.; Nadelhoffer, K.J.; Pataki, D.E.; Peters, D.P. The
Changing Landscape: Ecosystem Responses to Urbanization and Pollution across Climatic and Societal Gradients.
Front. Ecol. Environ. 2008, 6, 264–272.

9. Miller, J.R. Biodiversity Conservation and the Extinction of Experience. Trends Ecol. Evol. 2005, 20, 430–434.

10. Konijnendijk van den Bosch, C.; Nilsson, K.; Randrup, T.; Schipperijn, J. Urban Forests and Trees: A Reference Book;
Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2005; ISBN 978-3-540-25126-2.

11. Nilsson, K.; Sangster, M.; Gallis, C.; Hartig, T.; de Vries, S.; Seeland, K.; Schipperijn, J. Forests, Trees and Human
Health; Springer: Dordrecht, The Nerthlands, 2011; ISBN 978-90-481-9805-4.

12. Beatley, T. Biophilic Cities: Integrating Nature into Urban Design and Planning; Island Press: Washington, DC, USA,
2011; ISBN 978-1-59726-715-1.

13. Home, R.; Bauer, N.; Hunziker, M. Cultural and Biological Determinants in the Evaluation of Urban Green Spaces.
Environ. Behav. 2010, 42, 494–523.

14. Bonthoux, S.; Brun, M.; Di Pietro, F.; Greulich, S.; Bouché-Pillon, S. How Can Wastelands Promote Biodiversity in
Cities? A Review. Landsc. Urban Plan. 2014, 132, 79–88.

15. Pyle, R.M.; Louv, R. The Thunder Tree: Lessons from an Urban Wildland; Oregon State University Press: Corvallis,
OR, USA, 2011; ISBN 978-0-87071-602-7.

16. Robert Michael, P. Eden in a Vacant Lot: Special Places, Species and Kids in the Neighbourhood of Life. In Children
and Nature: Psychological, Sociocultural, and Evolutionary Investigations; The MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2002;
pp. 305–327.

17. Sanson, H.; Carlsen, J.; Newitt, M. Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation. Supplementary Planning
Guidance. Lond. Plan 2011, 2011. Available online: https://www.healthyurbandevelopment.nhs.uk/wp-

[35]

[36]

[37][38][39]



content/uploads/2013/03/Shaping-Neighbourhoods-Play-and-Informal-Recreation-SPG-Low-Res.pdf (accessed on 1
August 2022).

18. Corbin, C.I. Vacancy and the Landscape: Cultural Context and Design Response. Landsc. J. 2003, 22, 12–24.

19. Rupprecht, C.D.D.; Byrne, J.A. Informal Urban Greenspace: A Typology and Trilingual Systematic Review of Its Role
for Urban Residents and Trends in the Literature. Urban For. Urban Green. 2014, 13, 597–611.

20. Hofmann, M.; Westermann, J.R.; Kowarik, I.; van der Meer, E. Perceptions of Parks and Urban Derelict Land by
Landscape Planners and Residents. Urban For. Urban Green. 2012, 11, 303–312.

21. Lafortezza, R.; Davies, C.; Sanesi, G.; Konijnendijk van den Bosch, C. Green Infrastructure as a Tool to Support Spatial
Planning in European Urban Regions. IForest Biogeosci. For. 2013, 6, 102–108.

22. Maffi, L. Linguistic, Cultural, and Biological Diversity. Annu. Rev. Anthropol. 2005, 34, 599–617.

23. Franco, F.M. Ecocultural or Biocultural? Towards Appropriate Terminologies in Biocultural Diversity. Biology 2022, 11,
207.

24. Cocks, M.L.; Wiersum, F. Reappraising the Concept of Biocultural Diversity: A Perspective from South Africa. Hum.
Ecol. 2014, 42, 727–737.

25. Winter, K.B.; Lincoln, N.K.; Berkes, F. The Social-Ecological Keystone Concept: A Quantifiable Metaphor for
Understanding the Structure, Function, and Resilience of a Biocultural System. Sustainability 2018, 10, 3294.

26. Tauro, A.; Ojeda, J.; Caviness, T.; Moses, K.P.; Moreno-Terrazas, R.; Wright, T.; Zhu, D.; Poole, A.K.; Massardo, F.;
Rozzi, R. Field Environmental Philosophy: A Biocultural Ethic Approach to Education and Ecotourism for Sustainability.
Sustainability 2021, 13, 4526.

27. Jorgensen, A.; Gobster, P. Shades of Green: Measuring the Ecology of Urban Green Space in the Context of Human
Health and Well-Being. Nat. Cult. 2010, 5, 338–363.

28. Maffi, L. Biocultural Diversity and Sustainability. In The Sage Handbook of Environment and Society; Sage: London,
UK, 2007; pp. 267–277.

29. Maffi, L.; Woodley, E. Biocultural Diversity Conservation. A Global Sourcebook; Routledge: London, UK, 2010.

30. Agnoletti, M.; Rotherham, I.D. Landscape and Biocultural Diversity. Biodivers. Conserv. 2015, 24, 3155–3165.

31. The Sharm El-Sheikh Declaration on Nature and Culture 2018. Available online:
https://www.cbd.int/doc/c/8b76/d85e/c62f920c5fd8c4743e5193e1/cop-14-inf-46-en.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).

32. Gómez-Baggethun, E.; Gren, Å.; Barton, D.; Langemeyer, J.; McPhearson, T.; O’Farrell, P. Urbanization, Biodiversity
and Ecosystem Services: Challenges and Opportunities: A Global Assessment; Springer: Dordrecht, The Netherlands,
2013.

33. Buizer, M.; Elands, B.; Vierikko, K. Governing Cities Reflexively—The Biocultural Diversity Concept as an Alternative to
Ecosystem Services. Adv. Urban Environ. Gov. Underst. Theor. Pract. Process. Shap. Urban Sustain. Resil. 2016, 62,
7–13.

34. Hahn, J. The Ecological Paradigm in Architecture Comparative Study of Descartes and Ecological Paradigm and Their
Influence in Architecture. Archit. Res. 2006, 8, 85–92.

35. Lawson, B. How Designers Think, Fourth Edition: The Design Process Demystified; Routledge: London, UK, 2005;
ISBN 0-7506-6077-5.

36. López, S. Architecture and Nature at the End of The 20th Century: Towards A Dialogical Approach For Sustainable
Design In Architecture. In Proceedings of the WIT Transactions on The Built Environment; WIT Press: Ashurst, UK,
2006; Volume 86.

37. Nikezic, A.; Marković, D. Place-Based Education in the Architectural Design Studio: Agrarian Landscape as a Resource
for Sustainable Urban Lifestyle. Sustainability 2015, 7, 9711–9733.

38. Nikezić, A.; Janković, N. “Eco-Infill” as an Alternative Strategy for Postindustrial Landscape in the Light of Climate
Change: The Case of Belgrade Shipyard. Facta Univ. Ser. Archit. Civ. Eng. 2012, 10, 327–334.

39. Djokic, V.; Nikezic, A.; Jankovic, N. Learning from the Landscape: Toward Socially Responsible Architectural Education.
In Proceedings of the 2013 International Conference on the Modern Development of Humanities and Social Science,
Hong Kong, China, 1–2 December 2013.

Retrieved from https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/history/show/67274




