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Landsparing Landsharing
(a) Avon, New York (b)  Marion.New York

Agricultural endpoints

(Lin & Fuller 2013, J Applied Ecol)
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Sharing or sparing? How should we grow the world’s
cities?

Brenda B. Lin'™ and Richard A. Fuller®?
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Land-sharing VS Land-sparing

Reconciling Food Production and
Biodiversity Conservation: Land
Sharing and Land Sparing Compared

Ben Phalan,* Malvika Onial,* Andrew Balmford,* Rhys E. Green™*

Ben Phalan etal. SClence
Science 333, 1289 (2011);
DOI: 10.1126/science.1208742 N\ AAAS
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Land-sharing VS Land-sparing
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(Phalan et al. 2011, Science)
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CONCEPTS

Land sparing 1s crucial for urban ecosystem

services

Iain Stott', Masashi Soga?, Richard Inger', and Kevin ] Gaston"
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Land-sharing VS Land-sparing

The agroecological matrix as alternative to the land-
sparing/agriculture intensification model

Ivette Perfecto®' and John Vandermeer®®

Global food security, biodiversity conservation and the future
of agricultural intensification
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Realigning the land-sharing/land-sparing debate to match

conservation needs: considering diversity scales and land-

use history
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