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3 L4 (shared values) 62 0.792 2013
4 37 A th 3 X (neoliberalism ) 43 0.884 2008
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6 ML= (land sharing) 38 0.893 2008
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1 399 ecosystem service 2005
2 256 biodiversity 2004
3 244 conservation 2004
4 241 management 2005
5 138 valuation 2007
6 115 framework 2006
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8 108 cultural ecosystem service 2012
9 88 climate change 2006
10 85 value 2010

T2 4 3% B R U OC S 1) e L R B AR 0 4 i R
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BRI R, TIN5 Ik 55 =2 [A) 35 852 EAH G
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Keywords Year Strength Begin End
ecosystem 1992 7.0584 2003 2010
ecosystem function 1992 39693 2003 2012
ecology 1992 6.5632 2005 2007
contingent valuation 1992 4.0014 2006 2012
classification 1992 6.1097 2009 2013
future 1992 4.8061 2009 2013
good 1992 4.7934 2010 2014
land 1992 42861 2010 2014
vulnerability 1992 3.5327 2010 2013
carbon 1992 39269 2012 2014
stakeholder 1992 4.7626 2013 2015
protected area 1992 3.5647 2015 2019
trade off 1992 7.7002 2015 2017
cultural ecosystem service 1992 152926 2016 2019
challenge 1992 44266 2016 2019
decision making 1992 6.1975 2016 2019

1992—2019
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Research progress in cultural ecosystem services

LU Yunjing TANG Haiping'

( College of Natural Resources, Faculty of Geographical Science, Beijing Normal University, 100875, Beijing, China)

Abstract As an important ecosystem service, cultural ecosystem services ( CES) bridge social and natural
systems. In this paper we summarize the knowledge structure and major research topics in cultural ecosystem
services. CiteSpace software was used to analyze 3229 papers in the core series of Web of Science, with focuses on
conceptual framework, value assessment and mapping, landscape management applications. This field was divided
into two stages: embryonic stage ( 1997-2005) and development stage (2006-2019), with 2006-2012 being slow
development and 2013-2019 being rapid development stages. Researchers were found to show large geological
dispersion with some local communities, and mainly concentrated in Europe. Value assessment was found an
unchanging theme in CES research. However, increasing attention is now paid to preference and decision-making
orientation of stakeholders. Trade-off between cultural ecosystem services and other services is now a major topic.

Keywords cultural ecosystem services ; knowledge maps; information visualization; CiteSpace
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