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Table 3 Index system of evaluation of ecosystem services based on stakeholder's perception
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Fig. 2 Influencing factors of ecosystem services perceived by stakeholders
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Fig. 3 Ecosystem services assessment framework based on stakeholder's perception
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Abstract: As the coproducers and beneficiaries of ecosystem services, stakeholders play an
important role in the supply, demand and decision-making of ecosystem services, and are crucial
for exploring the social relevance and potential social effect of ecosystem services. It is important
to evaluate ecosystem services from the perspective of stakeholder's perception, reveal the
influencing factors, and balance the multiple ecological benefits of different stakeholders. Based
on the theoretical framework and practical progress of ecosystem services at home and abroad,
we summarized the concepts of stakeholder and perception, introduced the application of
stakeholder's perception in ecosystem service research. Then, we analyzed the characteristics of
identifying stakeholders, data acquirement and evaluation methods. Furthermore, we explained
the influencing factors and mechanism of stakeholder's perception of ecosystem services. Under
the guidance of the concept of social equity, decision- making participation and sustainable
development of ecosystem services, we built a research framework taking stakeholders as core
elements for the interaction and integration of social perception assessment, social effect analysis
and policy- making application, and then effectively linked the natural ecosystem and human
social system. In the future, we should focus on: (1) clarifying the diversified social needs and
differences of ecosystem services, (2) deepening the role of multi-source big data in multi-scale
ecosystem service perception assessment, (3) expanding the application of spatial analysis
methods, and (4) revealing the influential mechanism of ecosystem service perception differences.
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