
slightly worse results than the original one; however, even in this
form MusRank outperforms all other rankings.

Algorithm testing and comparison with other rankings. We com-
pared different rankings based on (see Methods) : a) decreasing
closeness centrality (CLOS), b) decreasing eigenvector centrality
(EIG), c) decreasing betweenness centrality (BTW), d) decreasing
degree centrality (DEG), e) increasing contribution to nestedness
(NES) as described in ref. 16, f) decreasing PageRank (PAGE), and
g) decreasing importance as measured by MusRank (MUS).

The average extinction area of the different algorithms was
obtained for all networks in the dataset. In the frequent case in which
the order is degenerate (more than one node were rated with the
same value), we considered 103 different randomizations and com-
puted the averaged extinction area.

For the sake of completeness we have also repeated all the protocol
above, but exchanging in Eq.(1) the roles of active and passive spe-
cies, i.e. assigning importances to passive species and vulnerabilities
to active ones. We refer to this as ‘‘reversed’’ algorithm. We have also
studied extinction areas by progressively removing passive species
(rather than active ones) and monitoring secondary extinctions of
active species.

Computational results. Figure 3 illustrates the performance of
the different rankings/algorithms for three different instances of
mutualistic networks. Extinction areas are plotted for each of the
considered ranking algorithms. In the three cases MusRank gives
results closest to the corresponding optimal solutions as derived
from the genetic algorithm. In almost all of the 63 studied cases,
results are much better for the novel ranking than for any of the
other ones (see Figure 3). PageRank gives similar results to Mus-
Rank in a few cases (including a relative large network with 102
nodes). Apart from this, only for very small networks (with less
than 17 active species) some other method different from PageRank
gives extinction areas similar to the ones of the novel algorithm. In

about one third of the networks, the ranking provided by MusRank is
as good as the one found by the GA and in some cases (networks for
which the GA could not converge in a reasonable time) extinctions
areas are larger for MusRank than for the GA.

Figure 4 gives a global picture of the performance of the different
rankings. It shows the difference, averaged over 60 mutualistic net-
works, between the optimal solution as found by the GA and that of
each specific ranking (the 3 networks for which the GA does not
converge are excluded from this analysis). Figure 4A illustrates that
the ranking provided by the MusRank –either in the direct or the
reversed form– greatly outperforms all others.

The same conclusion can be reached when progressively removing
passive rather than active species, ordered in a sequence of increasing
vulnerability (rather than decreasing importance), see Figure 4B.
Therefore, both targeting strategies and both the direct and the
reversed versions of the algorithm provide results of similar quality.

Optimally packed matrices. The ranking provided by MusRank, in
which nodes are arranged by their level of importance or vulnerability,
permits us to obtain a highly packed matrix as illustrated in Figure 5.
By ‘‘packed’’ we mean that a neat curve separates densely occupied
and empty parts of the matrix. It could be thought that this ordering
might be somewhat similar to the one that allegedly packs the matrix
in the most efficient way (as defined by existing algorithms usually
employed in the literature to measure nestedness17). However, as
Figure 5 vividly illustrates, the ordering provided by MusRank gives
a more packed matrix than that obtained by the standard method
employed by nestedness calculators17. This suggests that MusRank
should be used (rather than existing ones) to measure nestedness in
bipartite matrices.

Discussion
In this paper we have presented a novel framework to asses the
relative importance of species in mutualistic networks. Inspired by
a recent work on economics/econometrics we employ an algorithm,

Figure 2 | Left: schematic representation of the extinction protocol for an empirical mutualistic network (Arctic community21) with 18 active
(pollinators) and 11 passive (plants) species). Both active (left) and passive (right) species are ordered following some prescribed ranking; from the

highest ranked species (top) to the lower-ranked ones (bottom). The (blue and red) lines represent mutualistic interactions as encoded in the interaction

(or adjacency) matrix. Active species are progressively removed from the community, their corresponding (red) links are erased, and passive species are

declared extinct whenever they lose all their connections. Right: extinction curve, showing the fraction of extinct passive species as a function of the

number of sequentially removed active ones for a given specified ranking. The shaded region is the extinction area for the ranking under consideration.

Different rankings lead to different extinction areas. The larger the area the better the ranking.
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