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Research advances in cultural ecosystem services: An analysis based on Web

of Science

DAI Peichao, ZHANG Shaoliang* , LIU Run, YANG Yongjun
School of Environment Science and Spatial Informatics, China University of Mining and Technology, Xuzhou 221116, China

Abstract: With the development of society and economy, human beings have shown a fervent desire for spiritual products.
Given that ecosystems have cultural services, the research interest on this aspect has been increasing in recent years, which
is reflected in the number of published papers. This paper attempts to clarify the research context of international cultural
ecosystem services by compiling literature and materials related to ecosystem services and applying statistical analyses. Using
the Web of Science core collection database, 1530 papers were analyzed. This analysis led to the identification of research
trends, time period characteristics, author distribution, institutional distribution, and periodical distribution of these sample
papers. The results show that the research of cultural ecosystem service gradually evolved from the discipline of ecology to an
interdisciplinary research field, including ecology, geography, management science, and sociology. In the near future,
research work on cultural ecosystem services will focus on six major directions, which are monetary evaluation, management

and application, index system, value mapping, recreation function, and aesthetic function of cultural ecosystem services.
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Fig.1 The change of number of literature in different years
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Table 1 Quantity characteristics of hot key words in each stage
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Table 2 The world’s top 10 institutions have published more papers and the number of citations
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Table 3 The world’s top 10 journals have published more papers about cultural ecosystem service
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5 Landscape and Urban Planning 42 2.75 8 19.05 34 80.95
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10 Urban Forestry & Urban Greening 26 1.70 2 7.69 24 92.31
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Table 4 Methods for quantitatively evaluating the cultural ecosystem services
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Table 5 Management and applications of cultural services
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Table 6 Indicator system of cultural ecosystem services
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Functional classification Cultural service category Cultural service products Source
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Table 7 The contents, regions, scales, and methods for mapping cultural ecosystem services
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Table 8 Main research objects and contents of recreation service

WSk i) W4 oS he Y] WFoE ik SCHRSR I
Research time Research object Types of research Method Source of literature
1999 T M E i ik AR T ik Costanza %)
2005 {33: S TR AT B Rk Soderqvist 2542
2006 231,23 ] R (B L ENIERS Jim % 030]
2007 TR X il N P S (IR Petrosillo 25143
2008 AR i U T s x ek Hermy 45 (70]
2010 e S W RUATS AE ] 45 Tzoulas 27"
2010 AN M E S R Chen 2£[72)
2012 5 gl GIS Klain %165
2013 AR M E B AG Laband ™
2015 L LRl it M E A2 ) 45 Mekala 2574
2016 TAEES el 1 PGIS Ribeiro %57
2017 63227 JiF PR A% PPGIS Blake %:170]
R EFREFIEFARIIR
Table 9 Main research objects and contents of aesthetic service
5 ik ) G IRaEd e sl SCHRSR U5
Research time Research object Types of research Source of literature
2006 Al 50 FFR Groenfeldt ™
2009 T 17 TR Fa2E RN Anthony 2£(7]
2010 i b S5 W SRR Quetier 45 [80]
2012 HF A1 B AR EEBRMNE Grala Z£L81
2013 HR T SE2EIRAN Casado-Arzuaga %5(%2)
2016 EES=9!} S BAE Tribot %83
2017 G Ol N Fe2E BN De Lacy %84

Ph Web of Science 4 FEGHi1E 1 A9 1530 f SCHRM B IR , 3@ 1 FEAR GE v 20 B, AR AR 28 R 48 SO il 55
G843 M8 ZE R A B B, i R IR AR S R G SCIR R SS ”  AEE F peR JE SCAR RS ) 3 KA
F 81 ; Martin-Lopez Berta 4& & 18 S Z IWVE# , Plieninger Tobias J& ¢ i 85 1/, Bty L (4 37T 78R /R BE R 2 2
i BRI BFSEHLA , Ecosystem Services B TIPSk 1 AE 8 R G SRS 18 SR 2 o 38 1 % SCHR B s A9 42 48 A1 o3
B, A28 RGeS IR 55 W9 A R R f 23 8 v T SO IR 55 (B 09 B AR IPAS  SCAR IR 55 A B 5 0 SCAR IR 55
PIFEPRA R SCAIR 55 o M (8 ] &1 DR e AN 26 2= D Re 6 KT .
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