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Appendix 1 Information about the original sources for the global dataset of 21 plant-frugivorous bird networks.
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Appendix 2 Response and predictor variables for the global dataset of 21 plant-frugivorous bird networks. For each network, we provide
the geographic coordinates of the sampling location, and report the sampling effort (i.e. time-span of the sampling period, sampling
intensity, and sampling completeness) and the proportion of obligate frugivorous birds. Additionally, for each of the network metrics (H>’,
<d"™>, Q) we report: (1) observed value, obs; (2) Patefield Null model, delta transformation, A-PA; (3) Vazquez Null model, delta
transformation, A-VA; (4) Patefield Null model, z transformation, z-PA; and (5) Vazquez null model, z-transformation, z-VA. Note that

some networks receive very high z-score values. The references for each of the networks are presented in Appendix 1.

Geographic Sampling effort Avian H,' Q
coordinates Diet
%
Time obligate

span Sampling Sampling frugi-
obs

durce Name latitude longitude (#days) intensity completeness vores A-PA A-VA z-PA z-VA obs A-PA A-VA z-PA  z-VA
aird 40.30 -74.70 180 2.11 71.43 0.05 048 0.44 036 68.67 16.18 038 0.30 026 2507 1841
arlo 18.30 -66.60 240 0.79 56.88 0.08 039 030 025 4775 2279 042 029 027 3371 17.63
chling, San Pedro  -13.10  -71.60 365 1.21 78.64 0.49 030 025 021 96.58 4547 021 0.15 0.14 5729 29.01

ehling, Wayqecha -13.20 -71.60 365 0.94 83.96 0.33 034 027 020 6687 2125 034 023 020 3390 18.68



adini
austino

rost

aletti
orchov
ovestadt
yrdano
antak

lein

bulin
1avedra
chleuning
llva

aow, Arima
10w, Ayles
Jrensen

iiebel

-20.75

-12.99

-29.00

-22.80

-4.90

9.00

37.60

18.50

50.30

9.20

-16.40

0.40

-19.00

10.70

51.80

51.80

51.20

-42.88

-41.34

31.80

-47.10

-73.80

-3.60

-2.50

-89.50

8.70

-79.70

-67.50

34.90

-48.31

-61.20

-0.80

-1.30

9.00

365

365

365

365

365

365

365

90

130

365

365

90

365

365

365

220

365

0.50

0.87

4.95

0.63

0.54

3.60

291

6.41

1.75

1.20

0.54

1.00

0.47

1.75

6.02

6.95

2.66

52.27

90.42

99.44

63.91

52.03

94.92

83.55

87.76

82.12

73.50

68.10

81.76

48.94

86.00

90.17

93.88

88.51

0.14

0.11

0.63

0.21

0.29

0.28

0.00

0.26

0.00

0.15

0.36

0.13

0.23

0.57

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.24

0.46

0.25

0.36

0.28

0.18

0.36

0.32

0.33

0.23

0.45

0.29

0.23

0.30

0.30

0.47

0.40

0.08

0.30

0.24

0.22

0.07

0.17

0.34

0.31

0.30

0.15

0.32

0.23

0.08

0.25

0.30

0.46

0.39

0.02

0.13

0.20

0.12

0.02

0.16

0.32

0.27

0.27

0.11

0.20

0.20

0.01

0.20

0.29

0.44

0.34

3.76

7.12

171.06

20.58

0.02

316.92

241.12

282.13

137.75

15.46

32.23

78.93

3.09

81.10

817.48

428.85

342.86

0.55

1.89

31.05

6.16

0.69

114.51

78.27

40.69

64.94

6.88

9.81

39.22

0.38

26.53

210.06

103.29

64.88

0.37

0.38

0.31

0.40

0.30

0.23

0.30

0.25

0.34

0.26

0.47

0.33

0.41

0.30

0.33

0.23

0.42

0.08

0.16

0.27

0.19

0.03

0.21

0.27

0.22

0.29

0.15

0.26

0.25

0.06

0.22

0.31

0.22

0.38

0.04

0.09

0.25

0.13

0.01

0.20

0.26

0.20

0.27

0.13

0.22

0.24

0.03

0.19

0.31

0.21

0.35

2.80

6.05

66.58

19.09

1.70

135.00

106.21

65.05

67.15

14.64

24.94

46.68

3.90

4.61

179.15

96.67

137.14

2.07

1.87

42.32

8.25

0.50

85.70

67.90

38.41

58.66

9.79

10.52

27.72

1.48

32.00

148.64

63.56

63.40




Appendix 2, continued.

<d"™>

obs
Source Name A-PA A-VA z-PA z-VA
Baird 035 033 028 91.57 16.76
Carlo 041 033 028 5942 27.50

Dehling, San Pedro  0.13 0.11 0.10  103.05 52.63

Dehling, Wayqecha 0.32 0.25 0.19 73.64  20.29

Fadini 022 0.05 0.02 445 0.87
Faustino 0.33 020 0.09 6.66 1.53
Frost 023 023 020 19947 32.69
Galetti 033 020 0.11 21.62 5.80

Gorchov 0.27 0.05 -0.01 1.98 -0.15
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Appendix 3. Latitudinal patterns in biotic specialization for weighted plant-frugivore networks. For <d™>, we calculated both observed
(obs) and null model corrected specialization (A and z), using both the Patefield (PA) and Vazquez (VA) null models. We used ordinary
least squares regression to evaluate the association between specialization and latitude: (a) without including sampling effort, (b)
controlling for sampling intensity (Intensity), (c) controlling for sampling completeness (Complet.), (d) controlling for sampling intensity
and time span (number of days), and (e) controlling for sampling completeness and time span (number of days). Associations are reported
as standardized regression coefficients. For each model, we also report the coefficient of determination (R2adj). See Table 1 for similar

calculations using H,"and Q.

Avian complementary specialization (<d"*>)

obs A-PA A-VA z-PA z-VA

(a) Latitude  +023 4056  +0.64  +0.637  +0.54
R 0.05 0.32 0.42 0.39 0.29

(b) Latitude  +0.65 +0.56 +0.53" +0.29N  +0.23™
Intensity ~ -0.76" +0.00N 4021 40607 +0.55

R’ 0.42 0.28 0.42 0.62 0.48



(c) Latitude
Complet.
Rzadj

(d) Latitude
Intensity
Time span
Rzadj

(e) Latitude
Complet.
Time Span
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**P<0.0l; *P<0.05; NSnon—signiﬁcant.



