
the values of nestedness and modularity to which we compare the

values for the real communities.

DIFFERENCES IN DEGREE DISTRIBUTION

As noted above, the probabilistic model only approximately main-

tains the degree per species. In fact, the probabilistic model tends to

make specialist species less specialist and generalist ones less general-

ist (Bascompte et al. 2003). This makes the degree distribution of the

resulting randommatrices less heterogeneous. To quantify this effect,

we calculate the agreement between the degree distribution of net-

works generated by the probabilistic model and that of the real com-

munities in the following fashion. First, we measure the area A

between the real cumulative distribution function P(k) and the model

cumulative distribution functionPM(k):

A ¼
Z

jPðkÞ " PMðkÞjdk; eqn 2

where k is the degree. Second, we calculate the normalized area
~A ¼ A=K where K is the two distributions’ observed support (i.e.

the difference between the maximum andminimum values observed).

Note that the normalization implies that values of ~A fall within the

bounds [0, 1]. As the fixed model maintains the empirical degree dis-

tribution, ~A ¼ 0 for all networks generated by this model.

Results

We found that there is a significant correlation between nest-

edness and modularity for plant–pollinator communities (r¼
0Æ363, P¼0Æ035) but not for plant–seed disperser (r¼0Æ151,

P¼0Æ503) and host–parasite (r¼)0Æ066, P¼0Æ689) networks.
However, we note that real communities differ among them-

selves with regard to both the number of species and of inter-

actions which presents a possible confounding effect. By

narrowing our focus on the values of nestedness and modu-

larity calculated for the population of random matrices gen-

erated by the two null models, we were able to eliminate this

confounding effect.

Using a population of randomizations for each real matrix

and calculating the correlation between the two structural

properties in each of these populations of randomizations, we

observed that there is a change in the sign of the correlation

between nestedness and modularity as a function of the con-

nectance (see Fig. 2). For communities with low connectances,

the higher the nestedness, the higher the modularity. By con-

trast, the higher the nestedness, the lower the modularity for

communities with high connectances. Thus, an increase in the

number of interactions for a fixed number of species reduces

the possibility that the interaction matrix would be both

nested and modular. This implies that only communities with

low connectances are likely to simultaneously present nested

andmodular patterns. This confirms but constrains the results

of Olesen et al. (2007) for pollination networks.

The above general result is modulated quantitatively by

the type of community (seed dispersal, pollination and host–

parasite) and the type of null model used to infer statistical

significance. Specifically, at a finer scale, the correlation co-

efficient between nestedness and modularity decreases
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Fig. 2. Correlation between nestedness and
modularity depends on network connec-
tance. Each circle represents the value of the
correlation for 100 random matrices gener-
ated by each of the two null models for the
same real community. Black and white cir-
cles indicate significant and non-significant
correlations respectively. The solid line is the
best fit linear regression. The dashed line sep-
arates positive and negative correlations and
is shown as a guide for the reader.
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