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ABSTRACT

Background & Aims: At the landscape scale, multiple local communities are distributed along environmental
gradients, and these local communities are interconnected through species dispersal, together forming metacommunity.
When considering both the species composition and interspecific interactions of metacommunity, the concept of
metanetwork emerges. With methods in network analysis, metanetwork illustrate the distribution of species interactions
across multiple communities. The research scale and numerous network metrics corresponding to different data types
often confuse researchers.

Progress: We begin by categorizing and organizing network metrics, and then proceed to differentiate between global
and local network metrics. This provides explanations for their application scenarios, computation processes, and
ecological significance, while also discussing the impact of sampling intensity on these metrics and exploring their
relationships. We introduce the network [B-diversity metrics that are computed based on interaction diversity.
Subsequently, we outline the statistical inference approaches used in network analysis, incorporating both individual
network metrics and network B-diversity metrics. Finally, we provide a summary of the recent research trends, which
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has shifted from metacommunity to metanetwork.

Prospects: We stress the significance of taking into account the influence of phylogenetic relationships on network
composition and interactions in research papers. Multilayer networks offer the capability to represent community
structures at a wider scale of species interactions, thus revealing more comprehensive community dynamics.
Consistency in the analytical approach of metanetworks is vital for facilitating comparisons across diverse studies.
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BT A8 2 e e LE IR TR 1 — 01, SRR
) F AR AR AT A BAE, W KR A BAE S R R
T AN B4 (Proulx et al, 2005) . A A& W &
(ecological network) i) FH &K 1 v th 470 A 2H s AT
i BARG —fE— AR IR E R 2 N, HRIE
AR I H U A B AL (Proulx et al, 2005).
T AR P28 43 i, FRATTRT LA 777 T B A A=
% (DA RIS AR LS R A 2 B
HOIRA A AR PER . ARSI EREIMER
% (external factors) 1 P4 7E 5] 7] (internal dynamics):
ANE R R B 5 BLPR il (dispersal constraints) I35
FR | (environmental constraints); N 72} /76 #5355
o R LAESERE B AE (Belyea & Lancaster,
1999). BALEFROIERG K FIBER. &M ARG
P [E] 4L 2% (Ponisio et al, 2019; Blasco-Costa et al,
2021) (2)IFHRAE HIXT P 45 SE R HOREI o 19X 2% 25
JE7R TR B AN A BAR AR, BT 1A
A2 WHel o RS 8, WeT s ma i
FREEZNASFIMRIC R . T H., H TR 8 X 25 (1) 2Hhs
ME AR, JATAT @A R A L, T
SEMESRGEHREMYIR IS EEHIEE
(metacommunity dynamics). 4% 153 1% 2 FF AT [
W EZ R EY 2 E R R, Kk, W% aHThe
45 7~ AR 7 5 G0 1R J 0 R DA B T 4 280 A ) 42
BN A 3 R AR BN 2 (Guimardes, 2020) .

W 2% B ME R B BRI — AN X —— B
(graph theory). %%+ i 0l 5 (vertex) Fli21 (edge)4H
BRI, TS I B3 P58 ™ Sl (node), 1447 I
WAL FR N ZERL(link) o A 25 X 28 1 28008 AR i 2 A0 1
W b E) BLAR B &R B FE R (adjacency matrix). 1%
Q4 P AT LI ALy B0 SRR 2 R
RIPZs . BEae b, ARATEHE 197 fl A BARR AR
FEPEAR AT LB 7R A — AN, JoiRix ey fifRR 1)
REAN. ME. BEE. DR EE AR E4
AR, T R AT BE AN [ [ A A ST (A

Yo R Dhie B BV B 2%) (Pilosof et al, 2017;
Guimaraes, 2020).

WX £ 1] 43 N B A% (one-mode network, W14 M
R ILAE N 4%) (Pascual & Dunne, 2005; Freilich
et al, 2018)FI XUt (two-mode network, tHFRA 4
W “bipartite network, WIHEY)—fE¥n# . &7 E-4F4E
#4%) (Dormann et al, 2008). AR 25 BT A (115
R IAIERATRE R A HAE R R o XURE I £ 1 HE AN o 2%
RN, R RAAAE T RS R IE], A
RAETEPI SR 12 W (Saavedra et al, 2009). 40:
BSR4, PR o il B A
W, TXAE R 2% A R R RV 2 TR 1 LA,
T A2 18 B B B R B ) 5 4 4 [R] — 200 Y 1)
AR UM 3 BAER RIS L R AR
[P0 G 1), PR o e AR S 2
MR YR R 2R, ] RURSE I 28 53 0y B X 4% A4
UL . FLAEMLE, a1 HEY-fER (04, 2007,
Schleuning et al, 2014; Libran-Embid et al, 2021). 3
SE—FhFAE G (Emer et al, 2018) LA S AE Y71 i (F
G145, 2020) 2 [B] FIAH LA IR Z6 S5 HTRZE, G0 27
F -4 (Runghen et al, 2021) A S AEY)—HE & B H
(Ibanez et al, 2016)2 [a] {1t AH FAF FH 2% .

MR A2 15 25 58 L AE 5 B, XU X 2% 1] 43 Ay
JE T (BRI BE B OIBO) I 2% o 5E 11 I 28X JE 7
B NP (8] AR AR, 715 W S0 HEHE P
JCER NN, BNEN0, BT A B AR 2 S5
) (Almeida-Neto & Ulrich, 2011). X}F & &M%
(weighted network), 7ETH5 M2 FEhRIN 2275 & HAE
(AL EE, B4R BLAEOC R M () an, HETE
7 A s 8] b 5 B ELAE I R0 B 22 BRI (4,
H5EY ARSI EE &) (Bascompte, 2009).,

WX 2% 53 #ir CL 48 A BE U AR A 7 R 2 ) Bl BLAR
KEFFEHH W7 AR AS [F] B 70 PR AL 2 )
IV BAREA R (AN FET 2R AR 4
B TSI UL N 3] 1R 0 A AT AR 1 ) 4% ) T 4 2
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AN T R DX % S B0 (B BRLABE DX 4%/ 4 DX 4 BN ARL
AEINAUM 2%) (Proulx et al, 2005). BF 7T & & ik %11
SRR E AR PR R IR W 2%, =5 HI(BUTT AR 1) M 25
RS 2T N2 A L FR bR 0E F T8 1)
W2 KA, AF A U TCVE MR R AR S 2 L,
AT e IE BUR M, 15 HET IR IS5 18

A 7S I 8 A 9 R 3k T R A O R AT I
W % HE T 7E 7 VAR AN &5 IR B AR AE G il (Freilich et al,
2018; Blanchet et al, 2020). TMi3& T SZEAM K.
SE [T B] 9 Z ) 2 ) A2 25 X 4% 422 32 FE B vy (Fang. &
Huang, 2013; #X{4, 2018; Li et al, 2020), 55/
AR ZEIACH B S TTEARNEA, R 1R S
BN B, AR SO 18 5 TS5 i . A
VER R BT — 7 W2 R HA Fe it fg . AR SO 32 22
H RS ()R UL 42 Fi(global network metric)
IR M 2% Fe bR (local network metric) ) A4E A 2E T X
JABHRIIAH O AR 25 IR 2 AR, ()X T I 2% 4
bt AT Gt o i B, Q) 2N & B VR
(metacommunity ) El|£E & % £ (metanetwork) [ 5T
s (DXL AT AR SR R J7 1Al AT e R

Fe TR 2%, JATTAT BLIE A [F] A HR FR o0
WLt HEAT SR o 0 T BN R4, AT DATHSRORE B A i
(B 3% 1) SR F 3k o9 2% 1) B AACRE P, BT 2% R 0 22
Mo AR EVE B0 M E) BAR G &R M, i w) BLit
SRS [ 0 5% E) ELAE A 22 5, ROV 2% 1K B 2 R A
(Poisot et al, 2012; Ohlmann et al, 2019),

1.1 B—4EIELR

AT LATHSR — RPN bk fliak B W 2%, X
6 [0 28 F8 bR AT 73 Dy 4l I I 4% R A S M ) 4 R T %
FEPR, PAS A IR WA 25 75 p B34 33 1Y) Ja) 350 D P 11 ) 8
RRZ8FE AR« RECH: I Bipartite fil 4 32547 W01 28 20 #7 D B
gL, Foob BT R 5 4% 45 AR 1 R BCA 34
(Dormann et al, 2008). FRAEFEFRACTK BN %% J& 14 LA
FARPRH RS B X, AT R 8 FR Kl 73 9K
oo BEME. XMARME BACTE. BREE. BREE.
Bt RN, Fafdh: RBIEIRFR (%), B—
A2 JE AT RE 2 M ARSI . Dy 7R R4 Y
JEYEAN BAR IR AR BEAT X 73, FRATTH e o 4

R S, B . RPRRYE; FRATH
BB RS IR BRI 4 AR AR, Bl iEE
(connectance). H.AE %4k & (specialization, Hy"). H.
YE¥J 5] FE (interaction evenness)&s. 1XLLFgbr—3 4
kB &L A AT, I i SR R 2 R AE 1)
R CPRIERE B E S bR, 4k
—UEIRbROR AR E L. BN, Hd 2%k
EYER 2 RS A R 5505 ) o A 1
HEE, FEMZE 5B b U TRk YA B SR
HAE ISR EE, 2002; Almeida-Neto et al, 2008).
A — e bRk B R AT, fA T YR g
B a4l &, B3, 4 &7 HS (niche
overlap). Z4EZ (togetherness)s 734 (C score)& .
TX L [ 266 45 B B SR RS A0S A [FEAT A A2 0 [F] —
W2 JE P AN TR F FE UL S . (E SRR 2 4R An it
b R ) BEA b B AT R A AR A A S, RIS
e R IR B G HR ) I 28 Fe b 2 S B L
111 RAESRE X & HE FRA S0

He A I 4% 0 B e SR B VR ) o 4 R R B A R
FAT R, SRAEI 58 BV 22 5200 N 28 8 bR 11 11 57
25 B (Llopis-Belenguer et al, 2023). X+ & &
(species richness)FIRFER I, — MMM ES
J5£ 2 it A5 SRAE 5 FEE P 184 0 17 A 3 34 30T 28 (asymptote),
XM H AR G R SR A2 5 2E AL ) A8 5K
(Henriksen et al, 2019). SRIFFEI& H M BAE R T
Wi G L AR B YR 2 FE L 4 IR X, K Y)
FRHAER R R A ZFAEE, MMAFEEXR
BT ORI R A 58 A B8 &2 B (Henriksen et al,
2019) — WU AL A & W 2% HIBT 78 2o, %)
PR & S HE IR KA 9 L AL B B0% T, X HLAE R R I
ERAE B T 55%, RFE5E L 1T In64%, 7T LA
LI B 90% f A by &, (ELEEAG I 21 90% H) H. 50 75
HEANS £ R SR RE SR (Chacoff et al, 2012). XFTHi4—
¥ B W 28K 1, 2 BOR 1% B 2 Ok 2R IR R AR
TR, Fralat T R R EE
Vi, JTRBE B TE Bk HAE o W 2> 1 fe 1 B AR
o DRI, KA i B2 AN AN S M ) 2% PR 40 b B0 R (X 4%
KA, o gzmapa] BAESC R, 2 KNI E AR
K F 2t — 0 m H At K 2% 58 bx (Nielsen &
Bascompte, 2007).

AT LA v AT UL E 3 A S Bm SR A 4R
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BEAT B HhRE (1) 77 VR SR ATE FT SR AT i B ) I 4 2 451
SO o — TGO T ABE AL DX 4 MR R T 4 SR AR B, X
TAZACEAEMES, 28 e bn i im) T e 0 & P AR
YR, BT 90Fp =5 B R AR e B Al v ) 2 S 8
IR 28 1 LA B AL PR = A7 (Friind et al, 2016). X}
SEBR RAEE IS IR 7R B AR B A 2 KA R
JEE R R 2% K/ FR) 2 0 (Bliithgen et al, 2006). ARG
RAE R 2 FEUR B, T HKE B (Nielsen &
Bascompte, 2007). 4 B AN ELAE LAk S0 SR AF 5k T
7= Fa {# W) (Rivera-Hutinel et al, 2012; Llopis-
Belenguer et al, 2023). HAERE PRI 3E 78 B (F A1 B4R
FEr R0 T 8, UK T BAE K RIFKFEE)
XT3 A FEE AR B PR ) S AR R, i BRI Bs 22 2 1)
43 A 4 B (Ulrich & Gotelli, 2007). Casas %
(2018) K H H Bl ik (bootstrapping) X 17 £ Ft M 16 %)
115, FERHUN 17 212,745 (1 9 265 3347 FBEALAIT 55 5
N, FERRFE . WEE . BRESAMEAA BRR S I
FIRAE R B AR . T H, 0T = A A R
W%, BAMRE AT LLSRAS e e I M 28 Fa bk, (HaE X T
3B /N2, I 288 4w B o B iR 5 1 1S
TR I H BB A2 1% (Casas et al, 2018).

Lt FLAE AT BRI 2% e bn HA B3 1), (R
FE R AR BEAT I I T T ORI 9. T CE A 0 000 1)
Srirrh, B CAS R T ARG RE—
Xf — HAEFE P 25 b i) B BIAR & (20 940%), T BB
T e AE L FR AR A TH B R AR oo, HERR —XT
— B AETC IR R N AR 28 340 2 0k UL I ) 2% 1)
B ARSI #S B /N (Dormann et al, 2009). XF T 7€ 1415
i, REEAAS ULIMEL () AN BRI 7 s A ELAE B AL 43
). SR, 0T € EfR bR, X P BUREE =) Fh
() o () AR AR AE AR AR T S 5 2 S A . 55—
AT RERZ, BR 1 mEAE 2 Ah, Fofth BARA A i AR
TR bR S AR /N o AR AR R, WA Y Fh
XoF o X 2 A (T T FE L R 1 S ) B DT R AN K,
I 7 EATTAE AR Ky I 4% o 1) AR 2 B BRI

RAF ) T BE AN s W 2% IR, I8 RE T E
PR 28 v A ] (0 ELAE, AT T 2% 8 7 3 s 2 T
B AR — ORI 5 3R B X 28 8 b R SRA: (1) 58 B A A2 AR
RERY, HIZIX PO Z AT BE AN I 28 4 B R RFAIE A DR o
7 P 2840 ) T B 3 3k PR AR B, T 2 A e
7] T B PR HAR 2L AR, X4 % B (1) P ot 2 e K

FETEEEME RN 28 FRPRIAI )0 R DRI, FEIEAT WY 2%
BT Z AT AT RAE B SE R A TR DRI T
HAR] RUSKH AN 44 30— P 503k AT i it 2 ik 0t
W] DL I BRI AR-BAR G R AR AR B it 2k
fhiTE BAE R BRI e M
1.1.2 MR FREIAIME XM

K IR FR AR A AN [R] A JEE 41k 9 28 SRR IE F2 1t
TEERIR, B ZAEARI TR AR AR 8] (1 AH S
A8 A7 S BR 23 A rho B B I FR AR N — AN T
(R TE) R X 2% 23 M BB e B S i o B AR 5 L SR
FEAS B M ELAERE R, 2% i 05 S 02 ik T 0 B
THRAR RN o SAPANF] )8R SEBR b e 724 4k
J5£ (B A A B30 ) Bl e e (CELAE 1 0 ) 3K P A P 2% R
TE o X288 Ak B2 AN 422 02 e SR AN TR I 2 i i, MAEICHRR
AR, MLIRRA] 70— febran s o |
ZJERIEAETR R AR [ Fi8 b (n 1 AN
WRER). HT ZHriabr i T —mr4etait A 300,
KL AT LB A — B 4B hn AT A 45 5, 845 [A] 1) SCTG
BN TR TR E AR . FESERR AT, ik
HIEPIBRIRR ITRE— 0. SRR hRIL £ R0
I AZ AN P R ), R bR AR S
SR ARAR T T N S R R I . B, 1
X HAE 1) P oy A b ] DLER e R AR g AR,
= B3 73 BT (principal component analysis, PCA)&¥ 4]
T3 AT IR T3 VR SR 0T 32 LI I 2% i bR AT REHE AR
M, CUAE AR RGBS . X T AR 2R 1) |
TEM S5 (il an: FErnes. o tEE—27 2. B
FIFH M4, BT W2 R AR AR R XL
AN, FE bR A AT BE R I H AN [F] () AH S

A R B I 28 48 45, 5 2 A AR 4%
fa br Al R B 2 FE AL, W5 M5
(vulnerability). 4% & (linkage density). MZ%A
MR E(web asymmetry). 7 FE SRR, 5 HAR
¥J 2] [ (Alatalo interaction evenness). 3¢ 2% F %
(cluster coefficient) &4 EE % IEAH < (Dormann et al,
2009). FEREFE R HIR LS IERNE T bS, FEOER
JEE RN F At HR AR A7 AEAH G R SR BRI, FL A ) 10X 4%
FRbR AT R S 7RI R — AN T (BN SRR
W SRR R ) IR ERAN [ 2 TR (i
EIRGOK- VRSP R .

B 76 28 FRBRIEAT A OG0T, 38 AT UK gk
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AT R TR 738, AR TS 28 4845 R] I 34
FET WS B 1) A WX 28 bR AEAL FR AR, X ) 28 F i
AT R R LW, PCAZE — £l BRI B
B TR BLZ RS SRR e R FR bR, 1
F o EMIFEZIMLE R E. CBKE
(V-ratio) 11 36 & (generality) R M o R 485 24 2 X6 L
TR A W 2 Fe AR R A MR A K2 (Dormann et al,
2009). RN T — L8458 bR 8] 1 2 2540 5K,
iGN e 55 FEE AR B FE Aot b U & [F) — J@ 1tk M
HEREARRRBNER— BN, SEREESM
& J¥ (niche overlap of higher trophic level)f14; 1t
FEt R . A B D EAR AR SR A ST R R 2% R ik
A, BIEEAE LT, ERMBE/ENE. 1£
71 19 286 0 Bl L 2K & 1) vl . 5 % oy B R SR S A A 1)
FIHEAREY R =BG WS ME
SRILfR, XFAH RGN 8 R A B IER =R
B (IS TR A ) M B (L =3 8
=9 (eI T Te Ay Y G
1.2 MBS iFY

VI BAE R &R A2 M AR (I B 2 oy, BT
TERRIEFEE M ZE 5, MM EN:, B
HER A2 E X (Poisot et al, 2012; Ohlmann et al,
2019) BurkleZ5(2016)¥4 45 B2 FE I & NS 25 [R]
B T [R] R D9 28 FAR O RIARAL, AR A E AL
il PR ILAE DL OB TR BAERIAE S RGN RS
7 A oy o 7 B LB AR PR A A7

P A R 2% 8] B AR 11 2 22 57 (Bwn) HH Bst A Bos 41
), Bstia BRI B AR R BN BAE % 5%, Bos
BILE YA B AERIANFE (Poisot et al, 2012), Bf:

Pwn=Bst+ Pos (1)

FRAE 2 S, B H sl B X 25 [] (1) Bs (P F 2H 1 22 57¢)
AP 1) e BT BosiEBwn il — AN HEGES 7, N
MAAWEAZERXPos < Bwn, FHBsTHUETEOF By
Z ) HUE N0 7R AN W 45 2 (8] (1) 22 7 56 4 4k
EYFEAEA R SRR, BUE N Bwn R 7 A Fil
CUAR A 09 7 SR EAE, PS4 2 [ i T 22 S B
VIR LH B AR AR R RE

W 28 rh AR 22 S I TH SRS IR T BEVR M 4 Ak
HIBZ FEMEIITH B 7% (Krebs, 1999). BB AN P45
AFRIBH, cRAFME—E/ERR, bEBHHE—E
ERR, art AMBHILZMHAELR, KL, a+b +
CREMAPILE AR ARG R P IIZEATIBZ

B8] (1) 22 57 (dissimilarity) 115 7 VAW F
a+b+c
W= Garbror2 @
W25 IR 2 AR PRI & T o I I 22 57, %R
TR EAERY A 0] B R SRR B AR 4L, &
T A RIS W 28 FUAN A B2 AR MM & . Poisot
SE(2012)K M 28 B 2 KPR N T 1 32 R0 25 AR 3 ELAE
W2, 2SR R RYIFNB 2 A PE A AR B2 R 1 2 H] 3%
A FHINE, 1K 3R B YRR ELAE A H AN R R AL e
(176 WX 28 B2 FE A AT LU T E A 7] b 552 18] 1)
HAERRZES, WaTHT R 55 W2
FEPERSC R o 1l an: DattiloAll Vasconcelos (2019) & 81
N SRR A4 28 5% 1) P A B 6 I P 388 o g BRI
Carstensen % (2014) &= AV 1 15 73 18] HAE 1B 2 F£ 14,
HFFL T O BAERI S, feon 1 Hh B R By S5 4
N 4% B2 FEME 2 [A] ) IEAH 9%« White 55 (2022) F A
FAE R, Vb B U2 M) & AR B 1)
FEIRFN R R, HIX Mok B 5 2 g n, B
2] B B B3 NS n . {HBurkleflAlarcon (2011)
BE T K 245 IR RE F0 R B, b B B 5 R D 4% B 22
PEZ A R DGHE, 35 A IR B X 24 1 E A AR AR
Yo BERAN IR R & B2 AR AR B B &
IRFAE, 2R E YR EER T ZL s . 4% (1B
ZREPEREIR T AW BAE S R ISR ZE R, A4
TXF 4 BAERIRBY AT T B 4E b B . EARIRATTAT
LI L FH PR B3 i 22 5 R X 2% B 22 BE 3R AT A1 5 B
[ 53 M 77 SORMREP 2 FENE, (H2 2% T A2 1
Y, TEXT B REEIIRRE L ER T REZER.

R AEB M2 LR — M2 X R, G
TH R 2% B R 2 s BRI DL X 28 FE b o
SR NATTEE AEARAT ) ) R, AR SR AL P 4% 45 b
Z ARG REAG 2R, LR RN 1M
ZRAEIR . X B R 2% B D B 2% B B e, LY
02 5 e T R R T7 VL I BE AL N 2% 147 Lh Aok
HET N 26 42 R F AR R et i e, Bl Al B A
()7 V545 B A B0 SR 0] IR 28 FR bR gk AT B, BOS
W28 IR 2 FEPEHEAT IR LA o kA, 1T DLARAE Y Fh
RS FH S 1 B2 L 2 7 = B0 JRy 3 4% 45
PRBEAT GETHHHEWT, MDA AE AR I 255 (0 S S
(Pichler et al, 2020). #ilr, BEE RKEMEEHEER
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R AR MR SRR RIS M 4%

FM, AL G, LM B 1HE 4L
N SRR S M D £ i b P JER R, HEE DRI AA R A X TR
LA, B R I B2 R 5 R
PR ¥~ 22 2 [E) RO RH DR A
2.1 FRLEIEIRAIELER

THEAF 3 1) 0 28 TR 7 2 0T W9 28 RPAIE PR 4 0
SRR 19 265 147 Bl A5 R X X 28 R s 1) b e o R BN S (1)
5T o AT AR TE M g R FR AR 2 S B A Rt
S o Gtk ie i s AL S I A

(DZFRE (null model)/7ik. HIRMRIy: W
B[P X 285 5 BE AL A B X 28 4B AR A 22 7 . i I
TR TEAR BN 28 3505, EEA TIX(—
ME 999, 1FEIZ A48, &I —RETEZ
THRPRRE IR 3 AT o A8 H B AR FR AR oK TN
TN A 2 Fa bR () B  S AR AR R I LA SR
ABKEG UL INIAEL 73 A1 B s ) FE A X 28 T A IR R (B g
PIHE), $EIREER, i 4552 Bl 248 IR AR AL (R 4R T

BEXE A E BN E%, TR REA I ) TR
Jiide WKL 3R (1) Patefield 3%,
ZEEARYE T 1 5E B (] a1 ES1(A)
)M W) — 1% ¥y & BLAEFERE), DR 47124 % Al (marginal
total, 178F AN A FTER N, X Ioks 4T
BENLIE 78, A OB I BE LR B, MM %% (2)
shuffle 575 A& 7E 4EFF WX 28 4k FEA L B LT, KW
D F ELAE AR A BHE R (3) swapiZiE Se
Patefield 5535 ™ A SE [, Bl Jo K e 42 IR 1o~ 5 SR 4
B [FAE I {E (Dormann et al, 2009).

Q) B BE, RIgURIE R . T LU B Bkt
P B AN N8 FR AR AT LU i SR A I 2% s
172 A TR B ) B HIRE, SR 510 B R R 07 %
73 M7 (permutation tests of analysis of variance) lL 45
PrIE R HE AR 2 7, R PR bR A2 & B Siit 2
Z M (Wang et al, 2022).

bR TR R B D B LA P 2% AT LY
g .l XL Tk, AR BLEG B AL T AN R B 1]
B (A X 28 R BRI RN e (RIS, FERECI I 25 5
FREJE R, - HEWT X 26 DR A I AR, A
FHEFE— L R,
22 ANERFRBESENEZEREIEESE

SRR, PRI PR DR 6 0 45 520 1) 2 T 8

PEA PR Fo—, XTI IR R A 1) 2 A 4K,
THES B 2 F8 R (4 R 45 F8 A7), DA 45 48 b
RN E, BEH AR E, ELMERAESR T
HEATHLA (Classen et al, 2020). H ., PAIAEE K7 (41
an, 2=, RN E) 2 8] ) 2 oy H AR &, BAK
LENBZ A R AR B, ST FH 2 A R 43 BT 52 1 DX
2/BL FEMEI R 2 (Burkle & Alarcon, 2011; White et
al, 2022). BT BB B f 2 T DRI T
DAL 508 X 2% o 22 FEPE SR AR (1) 52, 45 s ) 4% 1R
AN R BN RS, ARAARTN
FRRENE o B Rl A BRI PRI IR 1 i Se i i i
BN B A B S 2% 1 B2 A I FE AT [R] A BR
AHIE I3, IXAE AT DASRRBE A 15 DR 1 ] 1) 22 57 %60 I
BB AEME(HAE Z )Mo, (HI2 ot e R
25 EE )AL

XoF DX 28 8 b 2R AT DR SR HE W A 45 3R AT AT AR
PR A VR 0T E SRR A DA S N SR IE B 4 1) el
RibLil. HARPIEAR M, AHE . S, R
BEHR /IR FERL BE R A2 4, N 2R 51 R IR AR AL
(RPN I SR R AV T/ EE DT R IDN
2, WEH TR SFEIMZ R, Wik, 17 8
P B R (1 225, 2015) 0 X FI BB 225
MW TV 0 A0 b 2E RSCRR o () FLAE, 3 2 AURR AR 25 X 4%
MEHMBhES, R SEF K45 B2 W
25 20 BN S5 44 A5 4 (Tylianakis et al, 2008). fif 3835
AL -0 9 28 53R AT G v 4 W7 75 BV PRI B R 1 2 A
W28 i, o) ol B ) R . T HL, BR TR
T BE, T 2t 2 [ B () T AR Ak, 75 2428 il BN 1] () 52
Wi HEAT 5317

R EAH ORI, R B K. &
iR FH A5 DR 2R 06T P 28 i A ) R B A R s . —
MR, B A R I B DA R 245 1) LA LA B A
TEHRE FRAIC, TIERRE . i FE AR E I . X
T H R TR T R AT BLAE X AR BRI
S ) (Dattilo & Vasconcelos, 2019; Lara-Romero et
al, 2019; Chesshire et al, 2021).

WL T I A e 8 e T I 25 e br, HA5 R 2
I 5 199 28 4 AT A A 1) EL A 6 R SR B AS [ 17
UWiMinachilis%(2020) IR FC R B, 1E iRt vE i,
AE 1t — 18 %) (bumblebee—plant) H.1F W 2% 1] ik £ & 18
DI I (SR C S S A 7 a1 I = I E I S

20234 |31 | 8# | 23171 el



R AR MR SRR RIS M 4%

Ramos-Jiliberto 5 (2010) % T 22 55 W7 Ll Bk A [F] 5 4k
(R A% Ky 2 I 28 BB T R, FE iR, B fh
TN IS EAR Fn 5 B D, PIFh (1) BE 43 A (degree
distribution, 47 F2 5 & 1 0 A ) B I BEAL 7
i F—J7 0, 25N BE A 1 W BRI PR,
W % AR R N 25 v TR AL 2 T A AR 0 5,
5K W 285 2 Bl 1 A8 /D (R AF 2 B R R I SR
Classen 5 (2020) X 75 ¥ 45 456 BE 0 HE W0 — 1% K 35 ) 4%
I TR B, BAR LA EEA F LR & K 2
ANE, H2 SR RGOS, W2 i Aa g LA
e BE AR A R P 25 2 AR o A, FBit S fh
B 40 A e 6 I 2 B W 3 B s . 5
Oliveira®%(2022) £ i 7 4 TLAE M 25 (R 0F 50
W, 5, 75220 % 5 B AR AR
PESE N, X — R R T TFREEMRIEE D,
T B 55 4 IR S B8

FHREm AR R ER, HERTH S 5 RS
TR M T B2 B . TylianakisfliMorris
(201744 L5 AR A 5201 9 2% BRI AL A 48338 (1IN
PR R A B YRR LR
12 FEAHEAE IR, 18 28 i s . KR

RN TEAT T REK 28, T AR T 3 2 R BEZ AL,

PRl e RN 1B T 2 R . —
L) b R0 ) 4 0 3 BOH X H AR A AR RS
SR B ARSI 55 . (2)I8 AR YR AT (B ok
BB ) KL R ) S, w2
MHES), SEOAEBRKNAN . KOS A5 R
i) LA o SR PR A BB Dy 0 o A 2 T ] 33
AHES, AR RV EAEIFRAE ALK E. (3)
By R EEAL I R AR A 25038 o A5 PR 3R T AR )
T EARR SR, MXEHAEN RS F R
5 AT R A X e A i ) A 0 7 R A =
. A, BB AR REE D R RN 2% 1
AR5, B e 0 4 AT AR A M L ) I

FEE AR IR B b T AR, ik
J S V& A2 B AL o FEIX R 1) e SR v,
AN [F) 4 At 1) A 7 20 e 5 e 4B L P S AR R BE T AR T
EREAE, AR J7 LT 2 $ K Lotka-Volterra
B R By R KB 45 R (McCann et al,

1998). #AT, FEIAAZSZFIHEFH 3 &KX Fh 4
i 2 FEARAL AR A) AR A AL AT X
ARt QR ML AR R AEAEA R s (R B, B
R A P 4 et —— i T 0 IR R AR 4k 2
AN [ B ABE K, P AR AL ) 9 i 2 D) RURE T A8 4k
(Chase & Leibold, 2002). [Kith, XJ#EvE A7 2= 0
T T KT B — T V& TRV RTE 90 @ Rk 22 /S B VR 1
W5,

PR Rh B I A A 2 ok R AT B R AR AE AN [
(2SR . Horh — Rl AR S 25 R A RN A2
358 B e o A7 AE AN [R) R/ Co B2 ) B AR, BT AE 3 Bk
() A7 72 0 b A A ) 4 BT - 350 00 A 9 2 TR) Bl A AL
iill, BN E RV (mass effect) (Shmida & Wilson,
1985). 1 — M2 JE—IC M (source—sink effects), H
KR FHFEAEA R A 35 2 18] (3% (Pulliam, 1988).
AL P FR R PR . AR R, B
8 SR I AR A7 R0 B HE I DX T <Y Fi BE A
WEZ . EBAMRERILX, YR EX X )
A ARV 52 3 IR o 0Bk U AT SNV
A T BEAL T 9 A7 s AR ARE, U7 s AR
INCE FEYBEAR 9 dn, P ELAE AT DU AR AE 2 AN 3
VR, ME TR ST M & 5 R A,
TERT 2 BRI X I R B rh, FhiE) BAERETEBE R
9 FRUBE E (R BU BN THE VR T ) 3R BE ) 52 1 47 o 5 B
FUR Y, 53V R (] TR AR Sl A th 2 32 B
T IF) 25 (A1 S A5 F s, 5 T S e i 3¢k o 2 00 1)
AN BSOS 8] A Y Ssh A& . X ek
BNASY B R R E b (FH LG ERAN B8 1 SR R ) 22
AN R VA R R R ELAE, X LI AL B 2 A R
TR T B AR TR BB B 7% (Leibold et al, 2004).
AR 2N BA BAEXRMYF Y #UB
RACKRI— R R, W — AR S
VR R Ik 7% (Wilson, 1992). &R NAER %K
PRAET — PP AE T KRE B SRR A S B R
7k, AT LR K A A R EA S RGREIEAR
LRI S v

TG REVE T, R N 25/ AN BN 2 28 2
EH A Folt %) ot 0 A ) S8 VT PR 47 E5CRD P () A AR
FHSLIRIRE 1 o KAV PRI ot 2 RSO o 1) A A 285
BRI TFE NS RESFRZIE . B2 AR
FEUE PP A RN R ) BARE AR S &, AT HZE R
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SFEHERMERN, AT E£EMN% KM S
(Thompson & Gonzalez, 2017). AWML 2 T JH
SRV T 2 A W] DLELAR B0 M B 1) SR IR VR
KRk, ik 7GR AR, R EAE. 3)
AU AT R K .

Pilosof 55 (2017) 42 H 7 — M4 2 J2 N 4% I HiE
0, BAMBOIEZ)E, ENNEEMSYZ ., ZKEF
JERT AR ANE]IS [A] A NA) SRR AR SR
I HAER R XFER 2 )2 M4 0] SRR RS REK,
R—BAER AR, WRERRYR, ENRER
FOREAE, RIAFEBAEDM Y B (&), XA
(18 P 2% 1] DU EL A 0 28 1R B 22 K 1 5 A B3 DR 1 1)
FHIRNE; 4 Jm) W9 26 $8 A il 0 855 D] 1 (1 22 2 I 25 o
FORE BRI R )AL, @ iy SR A
MR HERME R LA, AT AHEWT ) A7 2 5 B U o
PR A7 (ORI EE S 0K B X 2 R P g HE )
At M (guild) s 2SR a0, ASFEISERE. AR
BPE)HEAT R G, PRI 8 DR 35508 J 3 9 2% R A1 (2
B AR, EEME) MRS

— PR R A S X 4% IR TV B T R I R
VPR AR RN 28 (53 2%, LAY ) (%) ELAE (51,

Cl1
co ) kK —08
./d/ \/’
. f
2 C3

El ABMENZENEREE. EEFITHLMERT
MZEHR(CL, C2, C3). FEERKRTREANMET R, 48
RA—RT R, RERFEIBETHLEANT 2Kk NEFE
BT RIRE . BRI LARNEE, KeELNREER
Pilosof(2017)). X EHIEAILMREARAIASE], =6, B
1E28L,

Fig. 1 A schematic diagram to show a three-layered multilayer
network. Blue parallelograms represent layers (C1, C2, C3) of
the network. Colored dots represent network nodes for each
layer, red dots denote normal nodes, yellow dots are employed
to emphasize the presence of node k, which is shared across all
three layers. The lowercase letters denote identity of nodes.
Black lines are links within the layer, and blue dash lines
represent among-layer links (simulated Pilosof et al (2007)).
Layers can be of different time, space, or interaction types.

P& R BAE Y- R R EAR) R RSB EE RN
W 26 FR R R, AR BAETE RSO I8 P AR
BOH/TOEHR) . H UM AR G I 26 ] FH R R
SRV I SR ELVE (), 2 P P A i L
MHAERR), REHENTYFESGRHEDRSE
5% 8 3 (Libran-Embid et al, 2021). Li%%(2020)3 T4y
HRIER G I 4%, R IR 28 ARSI P o v 3% 2 P (2
KoE mVFAL — MIFERSR N O, S5
(participation coefficient, PC)RHHIAZEMZ, 7 LAk
DL 28 ) A B R ELAE R R) o BN A
S b 1 HLAE 9% R AT DATE A [F) (4 B Bk 8] 2R 47 4 P
T H, R R IREER M RSN A . B, Li%E
(2020) % £ 55— P 1~ BT B2 6 I 28 FRI A 4 B,
EEE 741 eV G o ol 11 7 G o o S N = ol
PR SR B S R 53 BAS R D e ] (guilds) BT,
W E B AR R 3 (R ECR 5 RN R A N 4%
A TTBRTE R, TR T R 1 1 2T X i K B
SR R - Emer®:(2018) 3 T 19— 1Bl A (1) 42
B W ZEH TR I, W5 R R AT )b (1) LA 7E T AR AL
/NUNF10,000 ha) I BEER I 2%, BE R AEBE A Wik
XS FpF AR Dy Re 2 AR VE R I EAE . FRLR
(W EAERATE NP POl AR KR DL Rz
I MR REGE BE BEELY BT 282 (], IXFE
(V14 B I 48 B R TR N I 45 1 — 543, K i L
VEBRVEEE AN FBEE IS E R, X2 PEURE—
SERETETEVA [ U R . T IR ISR AT R
AT BB 7B 2 IR B . 0 T — 2B R
UELE NV R B A, 5 BRI ] e
TR AAE T WA B . B, Bik—AN g
RACHAERFK, HAERECI Sa oMK EH
&, TERVEC2H e, MRl k4 HAE, fEREC3H
He. . gWFpRATAE, ZRERIZAEAEY) AT LA
H5Z M EAE, FHEANBEE Y 8, P2 E
BEFEAR B AP (). (H2FEFLi%E(2020)F1Emer
Q018 M T, XFEMI A OB E R A M,
DA EFE3A BRI ) R I L2 3 2, ok
ML BOW BRI OS2 o SRR 0 B AT B R AETE
TR RE S A Bl MY EAEML . ¥ HEE /158
(RSP r] B ik iZ A, B2 5 AR Y
HBE A e ik e B . 2T ARG R
(V)5 A N 26 2 IR A X BF (199240 B AR 9 b 78 BE % 30
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AHEIEH.

Frickef1Svenning (2020)2& T 4=¥KIEY- & 135
VIEAREE, WM 7 RIRES ML . ZE G M
T ARBLIZE(2020) A8 FEAE A B AR 5 = 8% 1
XS ZR SRR A, T A ELREAE AR LA R |
FAEA R XA 70 A o S5 RN, VA 51 ek
T A ER T AR . IR [R5 AR v
V) FROBE ZEAR, Y3/ 1 JR 3] 6% 1 B 22 A5 1 A ) i X
KIS . AMNEGERIM BN KERS
N PG B I A FE B AH 0%, 1T HAE B i,
FEIE 2 TSR T 745 . X EEEh AL 7 HAF)
LAY RR ) P R AR S, T H AR R AR AN R
Pz (8 BA B E i EAE L X 23 F2R AT gE 2 i
RIAR KA KRG AEWFE ARG, RN A fess
FEACAES RGN, RO EATS TP Pt
&, HEAFENAESRAMIERN L. HET
VM EAE R R-BEA R S M 4%, B TYM &
FH ARG R MR M 2% 500 B « Fricke Ml Svenning
(020) IR I S ARG R RS IS, A
(] P A v A A s i A I 8% 719 R ) 2 T R AR B
(TR JETE), 72 RIS 28 K5 14 DL AR Y U
A R =g AN 0 = o ) (=R 8

£ 6 W 2% (R AIE 9T e A 2E OB K P X0 B v Bh A
HIFME . Hall55(2022) A FL R, SOUKFIIEES
W2& A LR AE B B IR S KRGS, L2
P A OR A B A%, AT DR SISt 5 14 B 4
PRAHE I o 123 AP A= ) M B RRAE (151 40 2R G b
oA JEHBES) Fhi BAE SO0 TPy T fe 4t
5 JRi 3 28 HANFET AL A

AW LS T RV IR LR BAR R
R, ¥R T NNE R 77 %
SHTAT UL SRS ARSI FETT [ AR REE B
FHATES . MBI SHE R B SR G
FH 73 Biv kA R 20 A0 Al s AR A 1] 2% 21 2R B AR
TR BIAE RS o KBRS R 28 i A X il iR AR e 1
G A B X I A PR B S AR I 2% B 2 A A 1) R A,
LESEGHR NS G, MRV LI E AR
RAEXHRENEN B2 . W2 B VR 4l
L RSB IBTE FEER At 18 (I8 A AN

M7, I SRR MR . AR ML TR
i BT PA T R i)

(1) X 28 T A J PEANRFAE o —NRF 3 (14 X 28 E 3R
BET fH? B BRI EARREIE? 5 R RHIELE
0 2% 1) 20 24 b R A EAE AR 2 o frr AR AR 7Y A
REALE TN T RE PR 0 2% EL AR R T R B AE 2
25 A% 0T R EUZ 0 BAE? IR S0 T M O
TAEAE P25 (R A UM RS SE PEZE RR b BT BRI AE
FH? 715 R B 42 0] X 28 0 1 1) T kot ) 5 AE A
ZRENEORIP S B R S R?

() AN [F] R b 5 i [0 2 (18] A 288 Ak AL TR 3%
FAR ARG R R (SMET I 3 2 3B S
Rz, WERERIZR: WAt B BhIR)E L) g T
2RI R BAE? WREG R 3R th e I 28 AR E 12 Utk
bb, ARRRER SR BEE AT oA . 2B
TR (1 B 2%, 2015), HE#E EEERR
(R U3 (P2 A5, 2012) 0 FHREHE, A0 B AR X 48 £E 42
BRREE B2 BB A AR A S Ry 2 24 A RV I R o B
A BRY) A AR RO PE 9 e ml i) AR S M g iR © &
H I (Fricke & Svenning, 2020), #t— L K FAE
T

YIRS S A . 35T IR AR,
TN T A PR 240 6 75 14 2 H 40 o
AR A S R T (R

S we Y P OO = ke ) | TR R RS iy
(st Al A LA 37 A R A Rk o Ho—, e
KR RN T 5=, S HEYRIREL
P s, 457 2% BT L ? MRl RGER BAEIR K
TR B 7 HARKEE . B . WA M ik
B, BRI E AN [F] 252 (1 ) 2% rh IR AN R
& — ) (Peralta, 2016; Bastazini et al, 2017). H i
Y DX 5% 3 it DR T 2 0 1) AR 2% R A A 2 TR B R S8 K
HX %K. RaffertyflIves (2013)I2 K RS K B &bt
1R A 15 (phylogenetic linear mixed model, PLMM)
K] B AR SR AR N R AR &, M A BLAESR
R R G R B IEE N R, TR e B
VESRRE AR . GallinatflPearse (2021)32 H 1) R 4%
KA LM IR A B (phylogenetic  generalized
linear mixed model, PGLMM)RJ H F-[R] 2 LT [ il
(1) DX RURSE A oo B 353 ) i 972 75 52 31| gk A0 20 B2
()BEAL WS 5 S 1 B A 4r] 52 Wi I A7 1) A 18]
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TEGH? Q)RR R T Z R R? B
WHF AR T ¥ RS K E 5 W4 B AE 4 A R
FAERE, HEM AR XA Z . EERGEKE
K2 ML 1) F FEHE 7R X 45 [ i, 23R LT S
RAEBIERE . W i 5 B VA M B ARG
IR L T (R GR B R RILHL. RFAEE L)
A EAE(CEAEAEE . REAEVC S )RV 1 28 1 L
WS AR . H=, WA R AL BAE M
g —k, BRSNS, B
Z 24 TR PR AR SRR 22 2 452 H FT
283 MK 2 A T IR FpRE T (R ) B AR G &R (9
s B EAF AR SE), B —MREE 18 TRk
ML . SR, FEILSEIREVA 1, XA R SR,
ANFVE FRB I 4 2 [ AEE BAE . WAl i s
[ 2 Y (1) X 4 28— B — N HE SR 2 N IEAT 2R 6 4 1,
LSRR B AT, AN I RERE
JZ W 2% B AR A IR 35 70 A St I 4 4 A R T T R
Wa), SE3EE VR SRR AR R S R E R IR R T
[ (2 4%, 2021). H =, WFTSCprik, HEiA W
FhAS 5] (1) JEL % SR BE AT HE A IR 28 93BT o W 2R 40 A7 7 3%
AR 0] B TCVELE AN R 78 2 (A3 AT b, PR
B G — N ARG W 2% A B LB, TR R — B A
M7

TEREVR ARSI T, LA T DL A
[F R (R (a) BAE G R, i n] DL b 44 ) ph— %
P59 245 52 B b vt 5 905 14D R 9% &R (Marini- et
al, 2019). FEYFh—TEIRFI F I 2% 75 226 21 (1) RE
MG TEFRIAESFR N, 2 OH KM %8s
TR R F IR LOES. HMesirE. f
u, A A SR BT 2 AN e s b R d
YRR AE B U5 B R E A Ol 2R S, 2002;
Almeida-Neto et al, 2008), 7E—MFh—F M L5,
B PE AT SR A IR ) IR R B A B . TESEbrR
SIATHR, T4 (AL S RN T s I R 8 A T S R b o,
Ei% AR ) o FRPRIE RS 15 A B AV
RS ARSI EN EERR, BHEAFES
SR, CAKGE ST X 48 i bR 1) 20 AT R 75 AR RE I 245
IR B A ISR R 2

i BB E LW RA, AR EZREGE
NAKRHREZT AR E,
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