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The Intension and Values of Urban Wildscapes
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ABSTRACT

The process of urban sprawl, restructure, and shrinkage
provides the possibility for the formation and evolution of
urban wildscapes. Physically, urban wildscapes refer to the
urban spaces where the ecology is basically dominated by
natural processes and similar to the natural wilderness in
appearance and functions. The existence and persistence
of wilderness fragments in cities often result from the
reduction of human management and with minimal
intervention on the nature. Due to the different interactions
and confrontations between natural processes and social
processes, the wildness of urban wildscapes varies. The
unique and irreplaceable values of urban widlscapes in
ecology, culture, aesthetics, economy, and well-being
have gained multi-disciplinary attention and been widely
recognized. This paper defines the concept of urban
wildscapes, reviews the conceptual development of its
connotation, and analyzes the multiple benefits of urban
wildscapes on the basis of value recognition research.

It hopes to provide a value recognition framework for
empirical studies, helping urban residents, planning
designers, and managers identify, appreciate, experience,
and sustainably manage natural resources and urban
ecological network, and providing scientific guidelines for
ecological urban development.

KEYWORDS
Wilderness; City; Urban Nature; Urban Wildscapes;
Rewilding
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1 Introduction

The global issues on complex ecological crisis and human health and well-beings,
such as the structural and functional defects of urban ecosystems and the extreme
lack of opportunities for natural experience, result from urbanization and the
aggressive urban construction'". The conversation and utilization of urban natural
resources, and the enhancement of urban resilience through the power of nature are
essential to human beings’ survival and long-term development™”. As an important
part of urban nature, urban wildscapes, as well as their intension and unique values,
urban planning

have attracted great attention in the fields of ecology", sociology',

and landscape architecture!,

The concept of “urban wildscape” is contradictorily complex and traditionally
dichotomous—*“urban,” the symbol of civilization and safe haven; “wilderness,”
the symbol of frightening and unknowable world"”’; and ”landscape,” manifesting
the human-land relationship. This term denies the existing contradiction between
nature and civilization, and suggests the re-thinking and re-construction of the
return to nature. In fact, urban wildscape existing in the city as fragments is urban
space dominated by natural processes, with similar forms as natural wilderness and
functions such as preserving biodiversity and providing recreational opportunities'™.
As Anna Jorgensen et al.” argued in Urban Wildscapes, they are urban spaces of
a continuum ranging from “wilderness” to apparently ordered spaces, rather than
the natural fragments in cities, which extended this concept to a new cognition of
urban nature that reflects the revolution of human-land relationship.

An in-depth exploring on the intension and values of urban wildscape may
provide an important cognitive lens for related empirical studies, and provide
scientific guidelines for urban residents, planners, and governors to discover,
appreciate, experience, and sustainably manage natural resources and ecological
network in cities. This paper reviews the emergence, evolution, and conceptual
development of urban wildscape to summarize and characterize its intension.

Based on literature review of multidisciplinary studies, the paper also highlights
the multiple values and benefits of urban wildscape, and then develops a value
recognition framework to promote the academic and public understanding of urban

wildscape.

2 The Emergence, Evolution, and Conceptual Development of Urban
Wildscape

2.1 The Emergence and Evolution of Urban Wildscape

An urban wildscape is characterized by 1) the evolution and changes of the
flora and fauna communities, which are dominated by the nature and similar to the
disordered wild forms of natural wilderness, with high landscape vitality; and 2) its
services in preserving wildlife communities and providing natural experience that
is scarce in cities but vulnerable to human disturbance. These characteristics define

the emergence, maintenance, degradation, and regeneration of urban wildscape.
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The emergence of urban wildscapes is highly involved with the processes of

urban sprawl, transformation, and shrinkage. During the “explosion of the city,”
artificially built areas gradually enclose peripheral rural and wild lands"”. Some
natural areas are preserved as urban wildscape patches due to reasons such as
terrain complexity, the needs for vegetation conservation, or development funding
shortage. Due to the congestion and tight land use resulting from urban sprawl,
the relocation of industrial land-use from central urban areas is often necessitated
in the urban industrial and spatial restructure and transition'""!. A large number of
“left-over” post-industrial lands, including the brownfields to be restored and the
lands to be redeveloped, would be occupied by spontaneous vegetation after being
void or derelict for several years to decades, resulting in urban wildscapes under
secondary succession'”, When a city shrinks, economic crisis and other reasons
often lead to the disinvestment and the insufficiency of urban space management.
Some urban spaces would then be dominated by natural processes again,
transforming towards the wilderness'"’"™"*!. In addition, degraded urban landscapes
may be rewilded by means of benign neglect or by conserving spontaneous
vegetation and introducing keystone wildlife species'®. Urban wildscape is
usually temporary and changing'”, since they may either be reclaimed for urban
development (degradation of wildscape), or return to wildscapes after being void

(regeneration of wildscape).

2.2 The Conceptual Development
The unique physical perception, spatial features, aesthetic forms, and ecological
characteristics of urban wildscapes have become the research interests to many

[18]

disciplines such as ecology", sociology, planning and design"®!, psychology

and literature!"”. On the one hand, the multidisciplinary theoretical studies have
laid a foundation for revealing the characteristics and multiple values of urban
wildscapes; On the other hand, a variety of terms similar to ”urban wildscape”
proposed from various disciplinary perspectives has caused the conceptual
confusion (Table 1).

The concept of urban wildscape derives from the spatial and cultural
implications of “wilderness.” Originally, wilderness exclusively refers to a place
on the earth that no one had reached"””. In both eastern and western traditional
cultures, wilderness was considered unknown, dangerous, and inaccessible, as
a rigid dichotomy against human settlements"”*'**, However, with the advance
of modern technology, especially the leaps in firearms and transportation, the
danger, ambiguity, and inaccessibility of wilderness is not true anymore'’’. The
modern environmentalism movement and vigorous developments in ecology
since the 1960s have brought a broader recognition on wilderness ecosystems'”’’
as an important and endangered resource under urbanization. Wilderness was
widely accepted as a romantic idea of beauty, abundance, and freedom, and often
celebrated in eco-critical literature!"”'**, Contemporary cities are faced with severe
challenges such as biodiversity loss, defect in delivering ecosystem services, and

declining food productivity. Wildscapes have been unprecedentedly important
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Table 1: Related terms about “urban wildscape” from different disciplinary perspectives

B (RJF: S%XHk[20]) Ruins (source: Ref. [20])
Feth ( SRIE. S%3CHk[21]) Wasteland (source: Ref. [21])

hok=sa) ( RiR: % 3Hk[22]) Lost space (source: Ref. [22])

SWRITF
Landscape WS (KE: $%3Ck[23]) Urban wilderness (source: Ref. [23])
REEEE BmER (F: S%3H24]) Fourth nature (source: Ref. [24])
EHEW (K. %Hk25]) Derelict landscape (source: Ref. [25])
SEzsia) (SkiR: S%XHR[26]) Dead space / zone (source: Ref. [26])
AR (Z=08)) (RR: S%3CHR[27]) Terrain vague (source: Ref. [27])
LSRG (KR 5% XHK28]) Novel ecosystem (source: Ref. [28])
TAH (SKIE: $%3X#R[29]) No-man’s land (source: Ref. [29])
Eés i?y ATHE (SRIR: SEHR30]) Post-it city (source: Ref. [30])
SREW (FF: BEXHB1]) Superfluous landscape (source: Ref. [31])
FethiE e (SKJE: $%CHR[32]) Ruderal site (source: Ref. [32])
WA SRG: (RJE: SEXHB3]) Emerging ecosystem (source: Ref. [33])
=i (SRIR: S HK[34]) Vacantland / lot (source: Ref. [34])
. B EFEE (RE: $%3HR[34]) Temporarily obsolete, abandoned, or derelict site (source: Ref. [34])
Urban WEhEZiE) (SRIE: S%XHR[34]) Disturbed space (source: Ref. [34])
Planning AL (%F: SEXHM36]) Indeterminate space (source: Ref. [35])
WmE (KE: 2% HRB6]) Urban void (source: Ref. [36])
Wi EARB (KF: S%3XHR[B7]) Urban remnant natural area (source: Ref. [37])
FENSEN (SRE: SEXWAB]) Ambivalent landscape (source: Ref. [8])
Arfif:f:—ure EzE (RIE: 2% CHR38]) Loose space (source: Ref. [38])
BREW (KR SEH39]) Accidental landscape (source: Ref. [39])
IELMBEEE (SRF: $%3CHR40]) No-analog community (source: Ref. [40])
KEBR (KB $ECHM41]) Second nature (source: Ref. [41])
3B jElpgzsla) ( kIR: S%3CHR42]) Spaces in-between (source: Ref. [42])
Geography /AN (&8, S£3CHR43]) Urban common (source: Ref. [43])
Wi E =W (RIE: S%XHR[9]) Urban wildscape (source: Ref. [9])
Bl EM ( SIE: SE3ER21]) Interstitial landscape (source: Ref. [21])
IRESZsiE) (SKiR: ZE3CER[21])  Interim space (source: Ref. [21])
Ps';‘;iigy h# (9E: SEXMR21]) Edgeland (source: Ref. [21])
sA%E (KR $%XH[12]) Blank space (source: Ref. [12])
EERGM (KR: S%3CH44]) Informal green space (source: Ref. [44])
Rt ( kR S%CH45]) Vague site (source: Ref. [45])
WATE I ( RJE: SE3HR46]) Urban wild (source: Ref. [46])
Szﬁiy FE=8W (KFE: SEH47]) Third landscape (source: Ref. [47])
iheg=sa) ( RiR: $%3CHR[14]) Marginal space (source: Ref. [14])
RSN (SKFE: SE3HR[14]) Unintentional landscape (source: Ref. [14])
BAMAESRG (RIF: SEH48]) Degraded ecosystem (source: Ref. [48])
e TENEW (SRR S%3CH[49]) Nomadic vegetation (source: Ref. [49])
Literature BT %50 (5E: S&X#50]) Postindustrial latent space (source: Ref. [50])
BHA (BRR) (KFE: %XHBG1]) Rewilding (source: Ref. [51])
LB =% EES
Physical perception Aesthetic form
=R HEZSHHE
Spatial distribution Ecological characteristic
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as habitats and assets to the health and stability of urban living
environments and ecosystems'®. As the human-nature relationship
is entering an era of synergy, wilderness is increasingly identified
and widely discussed, and the wildscapes co-existing with human
beings are also frequently sought in urban settings"”’.

Similarly, the concept of “urban wildscapes” initially referred
to areas that remain intact fragments of natural wilderness (e.g.,
wild plots and wilderness parks incorporated in urban sprawl”®),
or that simulate natural wilderness in cities (e.g., wilderness-
like landscapes in zoos"™). Urban wildscape was stereotyped as
occasional enclaves between the urban development, until the
study on the wasteland of Stidgeldnde in Berlin, Germany, in 1988
by Fay Duffner et al.””!, which suggested that urban wildscapes
were the results of the natural dominance and the absence of
artificial interventions. Urban informal green spaces occupied
by spontaneous vegetation (e.g. brownfield, street verges, and
rail tracks) are considered parts of urban wildscapes'®”. In fact,
currently the term of urban wildscape refers to a wider variety
that ranges from the natural plots away from the impact of
urban development to the wilderness under natural processes
due to human neglect or through rewilding. The scale of urban
wildscapes varies—from large natural parks in cities to the
“spontaneous-vegetation—animal” guilds at street verges due to
the absence of management. Urban wildscapes are part of urban
residents’ daily life.

However, it is difficult to identify urban wildscape due to its
liminality and betweenness of the highly artificial and nature'®”.
Jorgensen et al.”! considered the essence of urban wildscapes a
continuum between natural and social processes. The degree of
confrontation between human interventions and natural forces
of an urban space can be measured by its wildness level, which is
an effective way to identify urban wildscapes from urban nature
(Fig. 1). Anke Miiller et al.”®"! proposed 4 indicators to quantify
wildness: 1) perceived naturalness of land cover; 2) challenging
terrain; 3) remoteness (which can be measured by the level of

traffic noise); and 4) visibility of built modern artefacts.

3 Recognition of the Multiple Values of Urban Wildscapes

3.1 Multiple Values of Urban Wildscapes

3.1.1 Multi-disciplinary Research on Urban Wildscapes
Existing studies regard urban wildscape as an irreplaceable

part of the urban ecosystems, explore its ecological and

recreational values that are different from the manicured
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landscapes, and examine new paths of sustainability under the mechanism of
natural-social interactions to maximize the multiple values of urban wildscape. For
example, new naturalistic planting design that adopts the rewilding concept has
been promoted in the field of landscape architecture in recent years; these rewilded
sites have a higher diversity of species and community structures, richer wild forms,
and a greater performance in biodiversity conservation'***?,

Ecologists investigated the distribution, diversity, and status of wildlife in
urban wildscapes to identify the ecological values of urban wildlife habitats
and the approaches of construction, protection, and management”!**"1%¢_ A
representative ecological finding on novel forest patches in city is the book Wild
Urban Woodlands: New Perspectives for Urban Forestry edited by Ingo Kowarik
et al., which argued the ecological role of secondary woodlands in providing
habitats for species and connecting urban ecological networks'®”. There are also
some studies that compared the different values between the secondary and
primary ecosystems, and between the managed and unmanaged ecosystems. For
example, a survey on unmanaged forested areas in Singapore by Hwang Yun Hye
highlighted the joint importance of biodiversity, environmental function, and
aesthetics of urban wildscapes'®®. Animal ecology focuses on the keystone species
that conflict with human activities are beneficial to urban ecosystems, such as boars

[691170] 71721 Studies have also

in urban wildscapes , and bees and other pollinators
demonstrated the role of urban wildscapes as important wildlife habitats, which
improve the functions of urban ecosystem.

Medical and psychological studies have proven the restorative benefits of
various urban natural spaces and the relatively high effect in urban wildscapes.
For example, in her interdisciplinary publication, Wildness and Wellbeing: Nature,
Neuroscience, and Urban Design, Zo€é Myers discussed the benefits of roadside
vegetation and verges on mental health upon the interaction between urban

residents and nature'"*’. The metaphor of “city” as ”wilderness” has been traced

VOLUME 9/ISSUE 1/ FEBRUARY 2021



TESRAE DRI . R T A 25 I 2% A5 T T T i — S
X T WAES A AT S R ESRENNHES,
ELAE N GE S IR S AR B SE , IE T HAE AR 2R BRI
IIRERSEZIE T M E . S A2 NI EHR 5 A0S S P AE
OB A S R G R OGS W SRS A R
WSS SRR, KA A SCHIF SR R T T S UL A B A
P 2 BT A S R G RE R T B

PR S0 BREARTTE 1 I A A A AR ZS 18] BT Bk RE, AT SR
SO EAT R B A (. AN DT IR0 - KT BB A R 25
fE CHFPES R A0k MERASTEatT) |, AT s RS A
KB BRFR M R, BRVT T 138 100 G A 25 30 Se B8 0 B R ) £
AR AR RS SCHEVP SO AR X <SRBT VR IR BRI T
WA AR RIE T, S TR SO N, E T S TR O
BT o SCRAE AT T M2 S 130 5 T S A R A SCAE
PERAISC R TS, e “RmEHZY” ASCH ATz 0
PETARIE . BAh, A GO ST S B b A T R R ik
ST W B AR IR A T O T TS, B R T T S SO AR
B S SRR T M E

FEFP I, ST B RO AT S AR T B, — SRS R R T
Tre S LAY BRI K AR AR AT REVETF I TS Bildn, R H 28 A
T ST ST P O AR R R, AT MR A Pl DAy S U 5 9 PR R T T e st
WL (E RN RV I AR AN FUE T SR IR I B
PR R R ARNIRAR s A S I T AR 22 5, The TR ES
 SEAE T PR b SR

3.1.2 W R SOUL I 2 AN

AR SCARAE 30 1 57 B S5 UL T A 3 R G N R BT R AR R B g
SR, I EIRGCSFRRI (E2) , A58 1) ESMNE, a5
SR YR b . AR . IR L AR T P A SR R R
G5 2) ASUMME, SRBEEFIKR NS AW ST, Rt

AEWERAZS ), R MR SRRSO EHIIGE; 3) FEME, =2

BER, BA CTLPAEET RAESREE SRR, 4) BENE, 2
PR A TR S ALK 5 5) AP, FRAMEEA L R
o W2 P 2 (0 LA 5t

ST S B SOOI 2B A A (E RSO AE F 2R — N TS50 R Bl =5
[ RIS o A s, — T, AR RN & LR
A T HAE B S S A B S BB M i A E
T A 9 2 (1 488 T T S R 2R ) 2 R B TS A T N T
HOTI R A ) R N TR AR R R 7 O T S BT SO RE RS R SR
BB MY I IS RS . IR SRR SS . LA R AR
T RBE IS B A AE AL R IS5 S 2R E R R GRS AT R R )
— D5, SRS U B 5 AR AE 5 P A S5 A% (e 30 7l 7 B e
AT B SR A M I A RERR AL 0 A SRR S0 5 AR B R L AR E 2 1 5
R Al RETESY,

=

SWHZiTE /16X LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE FRONTIERS / PAPERS

7741 " expanding

and logically debated in the ecological criticism for a long time

cultural intension of wildscapes and recognizing the juxtaposition of city and

wilderness. Studies in cultural sociology have explored cultural intension of the

city and the wilderness, as well as the evolution of their interactions, proving

the cultural values of urban wilderness as the “intrinsic worth of the ostensibly

useless”*"!, In addition, anthropological scholars have recognized the social and

cultural significance of urban wildscapes by studying the behaviors observed

within such as urban exploration”, guerrilla gardening”®, and urban foraging'.
In China, urban wildscape has been an emerging research topic in the past

5 years. Scholars have been concentrating on the theory and the possibilities

of conservation and utilization. For instance, Wang Xiyue et al.”” reviewed

the conceptual development of urban wildscapes, illustrating the values and

development trends of urban wildscape with the case of Jiangyangfan Eco-

Park; Cao Yue et al.' defined the concept of “urban wildness” and proposed 4

approaches to its protection and construction; Xie Mengyun compared the views

on wilderness between China and the West, and reasoned the inevitable revival

of wilderness aesthetics in China””..

3.1.2 Multiple Values of Urban Wildscapes

According to the varied functions in urban ecosystems and human
settlements, the authors summarize the values of urban wildscapes into 5
types (Fig. 2): 1) ecological values, including providing habitats, regulating
microclimate, conserving water sources, and wild flora and fauna in the city,
etc.; 2) cultural values, by serving as physical and spiritual places re-connecting
humans and nature, and providing multi-functional spaces for recreation and on-
site ecological education; 3) aesthetic values, by providing sensory stimuli in the
“order in chaos” form of ecological ethics; 4) value of health and well-being, by
facilitating stress release and mental health restoration; and 5) economic value,
by providing green infrastructure with low investment, minimal management,
and high yield.

The ecological and cultural values of urban wildscape are mostly manifested
in the urban spaces influenced by the natural-social processes. On the one hand,
community succession dominated by natural processes provides suitable and
heterogeneous habitats and stepping stones for native wildlife®"**, The reduction
of human interventions makes the biodiversity of urban wildscapes significantly
higher than carefully managed green spaces”*"””. The high biodiversity and
self-sustainability of urban wildscapes make them capable to continuously
provide various ecosystem services, including provision services (e.g., food and

[81]) [831)
b

medicine source™"), cultural services (e.g., urban wild nature experience

and regulatory services (e.g., promoting the adaptation to climate change of

BI83)) "On the other hand, the wilderness-like appearance

urban environments
and internal community structure shaped by natural processes lead to more
possibilities of natural experience and more connections with natural elements

that the intensively managed green spaces cannot provide®'.
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In addition, the special aesthetic values of urban wildscapes are usually closed
to their ecological value, due to the broader recognition of ecologism. Ecological
aesthetics make people pay more attention to the “perceived biodiversity”!**;
In urban wildscapes, the array of sensory stimuli (e.g. the sights, sounds, and

smells) strengthens people’s perception of biodiversity'™, which brings about a

unique aesthetic experience of wilderness. At the same time, urban wildscapes also

contribute to the increase of green spaces and visible greenness'*"

, creating urban
landscapes of visual pleasure, and the diversity of urban landscape.

Since the interaction with wildlife and other natural elements helps relieve
stress, urban wildscapes can significantly affect human physical and mental

[18]

recovery' ', promoting positive emotions so as to improve human well-beings.

At present, urban wildscapes also see a potential of “wilderness therapy,” which

allows patients to get recovered through multisensory experience in the wilderness,

has developed a potential function of urban wildscapes”. A number of evidence-
based studies proved the value of health and well-beings delivered by urban
wildscapes.

Economically, urban wildscape allows for low maintenance cost due to
its capacity of self-organization and self-maintenance®. Moreover, urban

wildscape can provide recreational spaces for various daily uses of different
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social groups™**!. It avoids the gentrification of urban natural spaces, which is

conducive to the justice of urban landscape.

3.2 The Value Recognition Framework

Evidence-based research on the multiple values of urban wildscapes can
promote the application of related findings. However, the application depends on its
evaluation, which is defined by its value recognition. Only by deeply understanding
the value recognition of real stakeholders, their consciousness and awareness could
be developed, so as to improve urban wildscape and maximize the multiple values.
The main goal of value recognition studies is to reveal users’ perception mechanism,
as well as their aesthetic preferences and willingness to use. The perception process
and results are affected by the social attributes of different groups. General surveys
usually collect users’ experience at first, and then integrate across-scaled studies to
support city- or region-scale evaluation. The evaluation standards and results can
provide a reference for the application of multiple values and overall benefits of
urban wildscapes.

Some early studies had underestimated or denied the use of urban wildscapes
by urban residents. Typical misunderstandings included that 1) the public are not
able to distinguish the difference between urban wildscapes and formal landscapes;
2) urban wildscapes are negative spaces with poor recreational value; 3) the
disadvantaged such as low-income people do not appreciate or support urban
wildscapes®. These arguments often came from scholars’ negative preconception
of the wilderness, or unscientific even incorrect investigations or statistical analyses.

These misunderstandings have been continuously eliminated by evidence-
based studies, and the academic’s and the public’s awareness of urban wildscapes
has increasingly reshaped. More and more studies have proved that the public
can distinguish urban wildscapes from formal landscapes™”, and have an obvious
recognition and preference of wildscapes if their primary needs for recreation and
accessibility are met. Instead of aesthetics, cultural values wherein influence the
users’ preferences of urban wildscapes the most”'"”?, Compared with manicured
park settings, the cultural values of urban wildscapes are widely recognized,
especially for the wild and multiple recreational experiences””. The recreational
uses of urban wildscapes are increasingly recognized (Fig. 3), such as exploration

P4 and art exhibition and ecological

and graffiti in post-industrial derelict sites
education in urban natural woodland”!. Preferences for recreational activities
vary by social groups and their views to nature”. For example, scholars and
practitioners in Landscape Architecture and Ecology tend to prefer natural areas
with low accessibility and high species richness, compared with ordinary urban
residents'””. Disadvantaged groups such as the elderly and children are often
benefited more from urban wildscapes, therefore seeing a greater recognition'®,
Western scholars have also found that different ethnics (such as white and non-

1 Urban wildscapes

white groups) varied in the ways to use urban wildscapes
become multi-cultural spaces that can meet the diverse recreational needs of

different groups.
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In addition, cross-regional differences pose another challenge to the research
on the value recognition of urban wildscapes. Studies in recent years shown urban
residents in Sheffield, UK, Beijing, China"”, Singapore”", Brisbane, Australia,
and Sapporo, Japan”® have witnessed a general value recognition and acceptance
of urban wildscapes. While two studies from 4 cities in Germany showed opposing
findings: residents of Berlin and Cologne had a high acceptance of spontaneous
vegetation by roadside and considered the vegetation’s ecological and economic
values greater than orderly visual aesthetic”®; residents of Dresden and Leipzig
tended to uproot spontaneous vegetation on urban brownfields and prefer park-like
landscapes due to their “ideas of orderliness”"””. Studies above show the disparity of
local residents’ awareness of urban wildscapes, yet there is still a lack of systematic
research on the recognition of a broader public. It is necessary to conduct targeted
surveys for people in different regions and with varied social-cultural contexts to
enrich the research samples.

Regarding the value recognition of urban wildscapes by Chinese urban
residents and the difference from Western countries, few evidence-based studies
have conducted by Chinese scholars, and surveys on the distribution, usage, public
preference of urban wildscape are extremely insufficient, barely supporting the
reliability of findings. Urban wildscape identification and value recognition surveys
in Chinese cities with specific development status are expected to provide necessary
support and guidance for the related value evaluation and the promotion of public
awareness.

In summary, the rich recreational opportunities by urban wildscapes are key
to attracting a variety of social groups. The disparity of the regional and cultural
contexts of urban wildscape leads to various use preferences and willingness, and
also results in bottlenecks to the research on the recognition and evaluation of
urban wildscapes. Only by investigating the value recognition of researchers and
users and using scientific methods to comprehend the value and people’s preferences
of urban wildscapes, can they be clearly and scientifically understood, and then be
appropriately used and conserved. This paper reviews the values and utilization
process of urban wildscapes, and proposes a value recognition framework (Fig. 4) to

guide public education and support further research.
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4 Conclusion

Urban sprawl and disordered exploitation of natural resources have intensified
the disconnection between urban residents and nature, where urban wildscapes have
become a rare and endangered natural resource in cities, fragments of wilderness
in urban settings, and an important channel for urban residents to interact with
nature. The conservation, reconstruction, and utilization of urban wildscapes
still need burgeoning development in theory and practice, including integrating
advanced methods (such as semantic image segmentation and deep learning) into
the systematic identification of urban wilderness, and valuation methods (such as
contingent valuation method) to quantify their multiple values and to explore the
mechanism of value recognition. It needs necessary bottom-up guidance for urban
residents and governors to rethink of the urban nature and promote on-site public
education of urban wildscape, appreciate the unique aesthetic forms, and embrace
the changes in social awareness and cultural perception by urban wildscape, so as
to make people truly benefit from the ecological, cultural, aesthetic, health, and
economic values. Along the development of territorial ecological restoration and
nature-based solutions, the awareness promotion, in-depth cognition, and effective
utilization of urban wildscape would propel the ecological civilization construction
in Chinese cities, helping create a more livable urban living environment and the

harmony between human civilization and nature. LAF
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