The ecological meaning of plant-AMF network index
Connectance was defined as the ratio of the total number of actual network connections to the total number of possible network connections (Chen et al., 2017), where the species level matrix was calculated by weighted connectance. The value of weighted connectance ranged from 0 (no association among species) to 1 (association among all species). Network nestedness was measured by weighted nestedness metric based on overlap and diminishing fill (WNODF). The concept of nestedness described a special interaction pattern, in which the species with less interaction was a subset of the species with more interaction (Barberan et al., 2012). Nestedness mechanism could reduce interspecific competition and promote multi species coexistence, with high stability and durability (Bastolla et al., 2009). The value of WNODF ranged from 0 (completely random and disorder matrix) to 100 (fully nested structure). Modularity was a measure of the degree to which the network was divided into a small pattern of subset, in which the interaction density within a subset was higher than that between subsets (Olesen et al., 2007). The value of modularity was between 0 (random network without modularity) and 1 (maximum modularity). The specialization was indicated by H2′ index, and was estimated based on the deviation between the actual number of interactions of a species and the expected total number of interactions of each species (Bluthgen et al., 2006). For a given total number of interactions, H2′ ranged from 0 (no specialization) to 1 (full specialization). Species co-occurrence pattern was used Checkboard score to indicate the randomness of the distribution of two or more species in the habitat. It was an effective method to infer the potential interaction (competition or mutual benefit) between organisms (Stone and Roberts, 1990). When the Checkboard score was very low, it meant that the distribution of species was of high randomness, that was, the distribution of one species was not affected by the distribution of other species, and high Checkboard score corresponded to high-intensity interspecific competition.
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