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Ml A 77 (Oken et al, 2016) ., 5 1 25 [1] #HL %] (White et
al, 2012) . AEVE A T (Gissi et al, 2016) . FRAR& B T
(Vauhkonen et al, 2017)%51# 22 J7 1l .

TEAE B RGN 5 AU 4325 h PG AE S R Gk
55 A By s ROBERAIE S HAT i 58 A S R4
i 55 AU 0] 53 oA < 25 TR ASUARET | P TR AU 0 R 3 PR AR
ffif(Tilman et al, 2002; Rodriguez et al, 2006) ; # i =
BRGNS Z B FR R  ToAHECHE A
TR A | TR A B A A DA R A3 S”
HRURUAT 5 (Lester et al, 2013), R R KRR L
R BT B AR 7 B, B 22 IR 55 52 St [ 9K
Bl K52 e T e A AR A BCHE — AR 55 A= e 2 3 i
520 HAA IR 55 (Bennett et al, 2009), ¥ 5 7F T A
TE R # v, Aner RO AH 3G 2R 28 R G IR 55 2K 3 P
+, Qfer Rk 2 AN [F) RS A 28 R G A5 — i B —
rfie— M55 22 A AR EAE HIBL
32 ETSRGRENEHZE

BRGNS BT — M T e g1 2
[E] 1 121 A7 SN L 22 H bR e SRR 55 U sl 1 2o A
S5 22 7 UL RIS | SR T T AN [ B s RUBE T it
g5 U S0k L SRR Y A 2 AU ik 5% (Raudsepp-
Hearne et al, 2010; MartinLopez et al, 2012; Su et al,
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(2% H Boerema et al, 2017)
Fig.2 A framework for assessing the supply and demand of

ecosystem services (based on Boerema et al, 2017)
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et al, 2014), PATE 3R X R /IR 7 R A
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Ecosystem services for coupled human and environment systems
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Abstract: Ecosystem services bridge the natural environment and human well-being, and are the key content of
coupled human-environment system research. This article puts forward a framework of research on ecosystem
services for coupled human-environment systems, and systematically reviews the research hotspots of ecosystem
services evaluation, ecosystem services trade- offs, ecosystem services driving factors, ecosystem supply-flow-
demand, and identifies the key areas for future ecosystem services research. This article argues that: (1)
international research on ecosystem services models have experienced a rapid development, and SAORES model
is the outstanding representative of ecosystem service evaluation model in China; (2) ecosystem service trade-off
analyses are relatively complex, and its mechanism depends on distinguish the relationships among ecosystem
structure- process- function- service at multiple spatial and temporal scales; (3) natural factors are the basis of
ecosystem services distribution, land use change can modify ecosystem structure, function, and services, and
social and economic factors can lead to differences in ecosystem services trade-off and demand; (4) in order to
clarify the coupling relationship between ecosystem service supply and demand, it is urgently needed to further
identify the pathes of ecosystem service flowes; (5) future research of ecosystem services should include
strengthening the analyses on the response of ecosystem services to global change, ecosystem services supply
and demand flow focusing on the sustainable development aspect, integration and optimization of the dynamic
evaluation of ecosystem services, the coupling of ecosystem services and human-environment systems, and the
integration of ecosystem services and big data.

Key words: ccosystem services; assessment; trade-offs; driving mechanism; supply and demand; coupled human

and environment system



