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Research Progress and Evolution Trends of Economic Valuation of Green

Space

Abroad Based on Knowledge Map

BRFIE  RERIE  BBAfE  SHAO Liting, WU Dianming, SHAO Dawei
B EBERZFNEAEATHEETHRTEN, FEMFIFE RS RAAELEZE R E TR Ak fa il 42, A
552 [ 98 4% 3 2 A IR AE SBK A BT AT %, #) A CiteSpace Xk # & T B, £ WLIB 7 4o in Lok & SHEIL AT 7 4 5
Folg TR EREN: (1) FARCH RN TG M LAELR, A X R GRS 2 FNALIRE R ERAL IR S R 4R
R R B B AR AE M R T AR W &89 kiRt A ah; (2) AR B0 AR K G 69 B ML IR T AL 3 K 4530
ZFMARRAE S & R R 09 B LR e SR B ML RS T kAN | (3) AMRERARAL, XiEN £ d
BARMMA ARERAF TR, MABRA T H A FER PO EGES ASRARRNERFETHEMNMLES,
PRAE kW R R E ) A AT R T AR R AL AR AR G AR ) A B BAR SRR AR B A
A 36 B WA TR R B 5 R IRBEF S A
Abstract The economic value of green space has the characteristics of complexity and particularity. Scientific evaluation is the basis and

premise of giving full play to the benefits of green space and optimizing the allocation of green space resources. This paper takes
552 foreign papers on the economic valuation of green space as the research object, and uses CiteSpace to objectively reveal
their knowledge base, post profiles, hot spots and evolution trend. The results show that: (1) The research system has a relatively
complete literature network. The ecosystem service value, social service value, and leisure and entertainment value constitute
the knowledge base of the literature network. (2) The research hotspots are the economic valuation of green space in protected
areas, urbanized areas, green infrastructure and the valuation methods. (3) The trend of research is obvious, for the focus of the
object changes from nature to towns, or attach equal importance to nature and towns. The study of value attributes has shifted
from directly evaluating monetary value to non-market values such as ecology, society and recreation. The evaluation method
is transformed from simple quantitative models to complex mathematical models and space-time count models. The subject of
valuation is transformed from green space subject to crowd objects and special groups. This paper aims to provide scientific
references for further expanding the domestic research system and planning practice.
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Tab.1 Highly-cited references on the economic valuation of green space abroad (top 10)

ETS

7 ik EfrE  REEH oD
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Urban green space, public health, and environmental

1 justice: the challenge of making cities 'just green WOLCH JR 2014& 16
enough'

2 Changes in the global value of ecosystem services COSTANZAR 2014 15

3 Deﬁ'n.mg onq classifying ecosystem services for FISHER B 20094 10
decision making

4 Classifying and valuing ecosystem services for urban GOMEZ- 20134 9
planning BAGGETHUN E
An evaluation of monetary and non-monetary

5 ‘rgchmqges for assessing the.lmporfcmce Qf CHRISTIE M 20124 8
biodiversity and ecosystem services to people in
countries with developing economies

6 A ologblfa—hur.dle model of urban green areas DEL SAZ-SALAZAR S 20084 8
valuation: dealing with zero responses

7 The yolue of Urbqn open space: m.efo—onolyses of BRANDER L M 20114 8
contfingent valuation and hedonic pricing results

8 Benefits of restoring ecosystem services in urban areas ELMQVISTT 20154 7
The recreational value of gold coast beaches,

? Australia: an application of the fravel cost method ZHANGF 2015% /

10 Ecosystem services in decision making: fime to deliver DAILY GC 20094 6
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Fig.5 Time-line knowledge map of keywords clusters
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Top 5 Keywords with the Strongest Citation Bursts

Keywords Year Strength Begin End 1978 — 2021

wildhife 1978 403 200 NN e ———————————— e ——————————————————
management 1978 387 003 2008 — — — -
attitude 1978 551 2006 2012 — — —— R——
recreation 1978 436 2008 2010 — — —— ————————————————
tourism 1978 TN ] s ———————————————————— S —— E—

Elo Xiiaz=E
Fig.6 Top 5 keywords with the strongest bursts
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