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FIG. 6. Top: Scatter plot confronting modularity and nestedness with the I measure (color coded). Each point represents an ecological,
urban, or social network (left panel: unipartite networks; right panel: bipartite networks). Note that bipartite networks have been analyzed under
the formulation of Barber’s modularity [42]. Bottom: Comparison of in-block nestedness value obtained optimising modularity or directly I,
as we propose.

nodes to a community always increases the positive term of
Q, as long as these new nodes are nonisolated with respect
to the community. Appendix C discusses an extension of
this idealized setting, showing that, contrary to modularity,
the detectability of small blocks increases as we increase
the network size. These findings suggest that the study of
resolution limits in in-block nested structures is an intriguing
problem that deserves a deeper analysis in the future.

V. DETECTION OF IN-BLOCK NESTED STRUCTURES
IN REAL DATASETS

The previous sections demonstrate the adequacy and robust-
ness of I—and the inherent flaws of modularity Q and global
nestedness N—to unveil IBN structures. However, those anal-
ysis would be limited to a mere academic exercise in absence
of ample (in terms of examples and origin) empirical evidence.
To demonstrate the practical aspects of the proposed methodol-
ogy, we have analyzed a total of 334 networks, including both
unipartite (57) and bipartite (277) ones which are known to dis-
play some level of nested organization. Most of them (209 bi-
partite networks) belong to ecology [40]—mostly mutualistic
networks—and the rest belong to online platforms (68 bipartite
networks) and social networks (57 unipartite networks) [41].

As a visual intuition, Fig. 5 displays the adjacency matrix
of four of these networks, where rows and columns have been
sorted following different criteria: For left and central columns
(I- and Q-maximizing partitions, respectively), nodes in the

same block are placed together, and they are ranked by
degree (within blocks) to make more apparent a possible IBN
structure; in the right column, nodes are simply ranked by de-
gree. Figure 5(a) shows such arrangements for a host-parasite
network (see A_HP_050 in Ref. [41]). Clearly, the three matrix
representations look very different. In this case, I favors the
existence of a large, highly nested block, and a set of smaller
clusters with a clear internal organization as well, whereas Q

renders several, similarly sized, highly dense modules with no
clear internal nested organization. Even though the classical
NODF measure hints at some degree of global nestedness,
taking into account the null model (N = 0.059) seems to
indicate that the nested organization is a simple consequence
of the network’s degree distribution. Figure 5(b) shows the
results for a pollination mutualistic network (see M_PL_001
in Ref. [41]). The system exhibits a clear IBN structure that
cannot be detected through the maximization of modularity.
From the results in Figs. 5(a) and 5(b), it is worth remarking that
the observation of IBN structures in ecosystems with different
types of interactions demands a reconsideration of which
patterns should or should not be expected in them. Figure 5(c)
shows the results for a urban user-service network (see Chennai
in Ref. [41]). We observe again that global nestedness fails to
characterize the predominant organization of the system, i.e.,
an IBN structure. Figure 5(d) shows the results for a unipartite
network representing friendship relations in a Dutch school
class (see c2 in Ref. [41]). The conclusions of the analysis of
this network are similar to the ones in Fig. 5(a).
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