
similar in spirit to Google’s PageRank but of non-linear character,
that we have named MusRank. The algorithm provides two comple-
mentary rankings: one for active species (such as insects, birds,
fish,…) in terms of their importance and one for passive species
(plants and their seeds, anemone, etc) in terms of their vulnerability.
We also propose a criterion to assess the quality of any given ranking
of species: good rankings lead to a fast break-down of the corres-
ponding mutualistic network when species are progressively
removed in decreasing ranking order.

In most of the empirical mutualistic networks we have analyzed
the use of our novel framework rendered a ranking which clearly
outperforms all the alternative ones used as workbench. Results are
robust in the sense that different implementations lead to similar
rankings. In many cases, the resulting ordering coincides or is very

close to the optimal one as found by a -computationally very costly-
genetic algorithm. Moreover, MusRank is much faster and finds
excellent rankings even for large mutualistic networks for which
the genetic algorithm is not able to find optimal solutions in a reas-
onable computational time. Therefore, the emerging ranking allows
for assessing the importance of individual species within the whole
system in a meaningful, efficient and robust way. We conclude that
rankings of species importance in mutualistic networks should be
constructed employing MusRank.

Furthermore, as a by-product, the excellent packing of nested
matrices provided by this non-linear approach (see Figure 5) calls
for a redefinition of the way in which nestedness is measured. In
particular we suggest that nestedness calculators should use the rank-
ing provided by the present algorithm, which clearly outperforms

Figure 3 | Extinction areas for three different mutualistic networks (names and sizes, specified above) as obtained employing the different ranking
schemes described in the text. The upper dashed line shows the optimal performance corresponding to the ranking found by the genetic algorithm

(GA) search, and the lower one the null-expectation, that is the averaged area obtained when targeting nodes in a random order. The different algorithms

used to rank the nodes are: closeness centrality (CLOS), eigenvector centrality (EIG), betweenness centrality (BTW), degree centrality (DEG), nestedness

centrality (NES), PageRank (PAGE), and importance as measured by the MusRank (MUS). MUSrev corresponds to the reversed version of the algorithm

in which the roles of active and passive species are exchanged. The height of the boxes corresponds to the standard deviation of the results when averaging

over 103 random ways to break degeneracies in the orderings.

Figure 4 | Averaged deviation of the extinction area obtained for each of the employed rankings (or algorithms) from the maximal possible value
as determined using the genetic algorithm (average over 60 networks in the database). The left A (right B) panel shows results when active (passive)

species are targeted and passive (active) species undergo secondary extinctions. Results are consistently much better for the MusRank, in either the direct

or the reversed version, than for any other ranking scheme.
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