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Abstract
Fire is a frequent disturbance in most grasslands around the world, being key for the structure and dynamics of the biodiversity 
in such ecosystems. While grassland species may be resilient, little is known on how plant–pollinator networks reassemble 
after fire. Here, we investigate the structure and dynamics of plant–pollinator networks and the variation in species roles over 
a 2-year post-fire chronosequence on grassland communities in Southern Brazil. We found that both network specialization 
and modularity were similar over the chronosequence of time-since-fire, but in freshly burnt areas, there were more species 
acting as network hubs. Species roles exhibited high variation, with plant and pollinator species shifting roles along the 
post-disturbance chronosequence. Interaction dissimilarity was remarkably high in networks irrespective of times-since-
fire. Interaction dissimilarity was associated more with rewiring than with species turnover, indicating that grassland plant 
and pollinator species are highly capable of switching partners. Time-since-fire had little influence on network structure but 
influenced the identity and diversity of pollinators playing key roles in the networks. These findings suggest that pollination 
networks in naturally fire-prone ecosystems are highly dynamic and resilient to fire with both plants and pollinators being 
highly capable of adjusting their interactions and network structure after disturbance.
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Introduction

Grassland ecosystem dynamics are often related to distur-
bances caused by fire (Bond 2008; Lehmann et al. 2014). 
Fire may promote biodiversity and is one of the main drivers 

of ecological and evolutionary patterns on grasslands (Bow-
man et al. 2009, 2016). However, fire effects can also be 
negative depending on fire regimes, and the resistance and 
resilience of the ecosystem (Geldenhuys et al. 2004). While 
ecosystem resistance is related to the capacity to remain 
unchanged in the face of disturbance, ecological resilience 
expresses the capacity to tolerate disturbance without col-
lapsing into a different state, i.e., persistence of an ecologi-
cally stable state (Holling 1973). Although measurement and 
application of the ecological resilience concept to ecosys-
tem management are still very challenging (Standish et al. 
2014), it has been mostly assessed through recovery, after a 
disturbance, to pre-disturbance levels of ecosystem compo-
nents such as community diversity, composition, and multi-
trophic interactions (Dell et al. 2019). Plant communities 
from tropical and subtropical grasslands are highly resilient 
to (and even dependent on) disturbances such as fire and 
grazing (Buisson et al. 2019). However, there is still little 
understanding on how fire affects species interactions and 
whether (and how) interaction networks reassemble after fire 
(Brown et al. 2017). Prescribed burning has been used for 
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management, and since natural fires are common in certain 
ecosystems, understanding fire effects on species and eco-
systems may inform effective management practices (Valkó 
et al. 2014; Gillson et al. 2019).

Mutualistic interactions between plants and animals, 
such as pollination, provide critical ecosystem services 
(Potts et al. 2016). Because most plants depend on pol-
linators for reproduction and many animals rely on floral 
resources, effective conservation strategies should integrate 
both groups and their interactions (Kearns and Inouye 1997; 
Ollerton et al. 2011). However, elaboration of such strategies 
is hampered by the lack of understanding on how fire affects 
plant–pollinator interactions. In open vegetation ecosystems 
like grasslands and savannas, fire is thought to benefit floral 
visitors by increasing flower availability shortly after fire, 
which suggests that fire can be used as a management tool 
at local and landscape levels to increase pollinator abun-
dances and diversity (Ponisio et al. 2016; Brown and York 
2017; Pyke 2017). In fact, conservation strategies aiming to 
reduce the ecological and economic consequences of pol-
linator declines have been increasingly discussed (Kremen 
et al. 2007), but management of fire regimes has been rarely 
considered for open ecosystems of South America, where 
studies on the effects of fire on plant–pollinator interactions 
are scarce (Beal-Neves et al. 2020; Baronio et al. 2021).

At the community level, plant–pollinator interactions can 
be described as networks. Recurrent non-random interaction 
patterns have been documented in plant–pollinator networks 
and indicate the importance of niche partitioning among 
coexisting species to shape network structure and dynamics 
(Bascompte and Jordano 2007; Bascompte 2009; Vázquez 
et al. 2009; Vizentin-Bugoni et al. 2018). Such niche parti-
tioning often leads to ecological networks with high modu-
larity and specialization (Cordeiro et al. 2020). Modularity 
consists of the existence of subsets of species that interact 
preferentially with each other within a network, forming 
compartments or modules (Olesen et al. 2007; Vizentin-
Bugoni et al. 2018), which are thought to increase network 
stability, since disturbances tend to propagate more slowly 
across modular networks (Thébault and Fontaine, 2010; 
Landi et al. 2018). Modules, in turn, emerge as a result of 
ecological, evolutionary, and/or neutral processes that define 
specialization and niche partitioning (Cordeiro et al. 2020). 
For example, modules formed by plants with long tubular 
corollas and long-billed pollinators suggest “private” niches 
where these plants experience reduced competition with 
short-tubed flowers, while these animals avoid competition 
with short-billed visitors (Maruyama et al. 2014). Further-
more, the number of partners of a species may depend on 
species abundances as more abundant species have higher 
chances to encounter and interact with partners than rarer 
species, thus influencing species specialization (Fort et al. 
2016). Also, in specialized and modular networks, species 

may play distinct roles depending on how interactions are 
distributed across partners and can be classified according 
to their connectivity within and among modules as network 
hubs, module hubs, connectors, or peripherals (Guimerà 
and Amaral 2005; Olesen et al. 2007). Evaluating such roles 
allows identifying key species for network cohesion and how 
such roles vary across disturbance gradients. However, to 
our knowledge, no study so far has investigated how species 
roles are affected by fire disturbance.

Responses of interaction networks to disturbances 
depend critically on the ability of species to rewire to new 
partners following species loss, which increases network 
robustness and, potentially, resilience (Biella et al. 2020; 
Vizentin-Bugoni et al. 2020). Rewiring seems to be per-
vasive in mutualistic plant–animal interactions, leading 
to high levels of interaction dissimilarity across networks 
(Zhang et al. 2011; CaraDonna et al. 2017; Vizentin-Bugoni 
et al. 2019). In ecosystems where fire imposes high species 
turnover across a successional gradient of times-since-fire 
(Potts et al. 2003; Overbeck et al. 2005), high interaction 
dissimilarity may be expected, caused by species turnover 
more than by partner switching. However, a few studies have 
addressed the effects of fire on plant–pollinator interactions 
in fire-prone grasslands and savannas (Welti and Joern 2018; 
Beal-Neves et al. 2020; Baronio et al. 2021). The extent of 
species turnover and partner switching in causing interac-
tion dissimilarity in plant–pollinator networks affected by 
fire remains unknown. Filling these gaps may advance our 
understanding on how plant–pollinator interactions and their 
networks respond to fire, also informing conservation and 
management initiatives (Kearns et al. 1998).

Here, we investigated the structure, species roles, and 
interaction dissimilarity in plant–pollinator networks across 
a chronosequence of grassland patches with different times-
since-fire in Southern Brazil. As grassland ecosystems have 
a long evolutionary history of fire disturbance, plants and 
pollinators are expected to be highly resilient to fire, chang-
ing roles in the network and flexibly switching partners. 
Plant–pollinator networks should be resilient and reassemble 
quickly after disturbance. Specifically, we asked: (1) how 
does network structure (i.e., modularity and complementary 
specialization, i.e., the degree of exclusiveness of the inter-
actions between plants and pollinators considering the entire 
community) vary among grasslands with different times-
since-fire? (2) How does species specialization and species 
roles (i.e., species contribution to connectivity within and 
among modules) change across the chronosequence? And 
(3) how much does interaction dissimilarity vary among 
plots with the same or different times-since-fire? Consider-
ing that fire has been shown to promote short-term increases 
in flower availability and density (Fidelis and Blanco, 2014; 
Mola and Williams, 2018; da Silva et al. 2020; Goldas et al. 
2021) and at least in one instance, an increase in network 
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generalization (Welti and Joern 2018), we hypothesize that 
freshly burnt grasslands would present lower complementary 
specialization (network-level specialization) and modularity. 
Also, due to high generalization, we expect more species 
acting as network hubs in freshly burnt areas (da Silva et al. 
2020). We expect higher levels of interaction dissimilarity 
across areas of distinct times-since-fire (compared to areas 
with same time-since-fire), with this dissimilarity mainly 
associated with species turnover across the chronosequence. 
Conversely, in areas with longer time-since-fire, we expect 
higher specialization and modularity, a reduced number of 
species playing network hub roles, and lower interaction 
dissimilarity.

Materials and methods

Study area

Our study was carried out in grassland areas within the 
Saint’ Hilaire Municipal Park (30° 5′ 11.39′′ S, 51° 5′ 
39.00′′ W) in Viamão municipality, Brazil. This protected 
area has 1148.62 hectares of native grassland and forests 
amidst the urban environment. Campos Sulinos are natural 
grassland ecosystems, relicts of Holocene climate, resisting 
forest expansion over grassland, and shrubby ecosystems 
after the increase in humidity of the Late Holocene (Behling 
and Pillar 2007). Paleoecological studies carried out in the 
grasslands suggest that natural fire events were rare during 
the Late Quaternary glacial period (ca. 40,000 years BP), 
becoming frequent in the early Holocene (Behling et al. 
2004, 2005). This increase in fire frequency coincides with 
the initial occupation of the area by humans (Dillehay et al. 
1992). More recently, grasslands have been used for cattle 
breeding and managed with fire since the introduction of 
European cattle in the eighteenth century (Porto 1954).

Campos Sulinos grasslands are maintained largely due to 
grazing by cattle and management by farmers who mow and 
burn grasslands after winter to increase resprouting (Behling 
and Pillar 2007; Behling et al. 2007; Fidelis and Pivello 
2011). Campos Sulinos are highly diverse ecosystems, com-
posed of C4 and C3 grasses, forbs, and shrubs, with high 
diversity of Poaceae, Asteraceae, Fabaceae, and Rubiaceae 
species (Overbeck et al. 2006; Overbeck and Pfadenhauer 
2007). However, land conversion to agriculture, forestry, 
and other land uses have reduced natural grassland cover by 
over 50% (Cordeiro and Hasenack 2009; Staude et al. 2018). 
Only 0.8% of these grasslands are within protected areas 
(Oliveira et al. 2017), illustrating the underrepresentation 
of non-forest environments among protected areas in Brazil 
(Overbeck et al. 2015).

Grasslands at the study site are not formally managed 
with a prescribed burning regime or grazing animals. Saint’ 

Hilaire Municipal Park is surrounded by urban areas and 
has several conflicts with local residents, such as improper 
use by people and pets, burning, and garbage dumping in 
some areas. Owing to anthropogenic action, the Park faces 
a regular burning regime with random patches being occa-
sionally burnt from late winter and early spring, through 
summer. In terms of fire frequency, these grassland areas are 
usually burned every 2 or 3 years. These fire events are not 
uniformly distributed in space and time, which results in a 
mosaic of grassland patches with different post-disturbance 
stages (i.e., times-since-fire). Fire intensity in this region is 
classified as low in comparison with other grassland eco-
systems, because the disturbance regimes do not allow for 
flammable biomass to accumulate (Fidelis et al. 2010).

Sampling design

We selected 12 burned grassland patches (sites) classified 
in three time-since-fire categories: freshly burnt (less than 
6 months since the last fire), intermediate-burnt (about 1 
year after fire), and old-burnt grasslands (2 years since 
fire). Information regarding the fire history of each stud-
ied site was provided by park rangers, and further vali-
dated with satellite images (when available). Burns were 
all accidental or deliberate uncontrolled anthropogenic fires 
occurring between September and December. Sampling of 
freshly burnt sites started 2 months after the fire, which is 
the minimum time necessary for vegetation to recover and 
start blooming again. Burned patches varied from 0.60 to 
7.74 hectares, but did not significantly differ among time-
since-fire categories (Goldas et al. 2021). Proximity to urban 
areas, and proportion of grasslands and forest surrounding 
the burned patches also did not vary with the fire treatments, 
indicating that site selection was unbiased (Goldas et al. 
2021).

Data collection

Sampling was carried out during two growing seasons: one 
in 2015/2016 (6 sites), and another in 2016/2017 (six differ-
ent sites), and replicated in three rounds per growing season 
(i.e., spring: November/December, summer: January/Feb-
ruary, and autumn: March/April), thus encompassing the 
seasonal variation of the system. In each growing season, 
we sampled two sites (burned patches) within each time-
since-fire category.

In each site, we established six 10 × 10 m plots inside 
which interaction observations were carried out. First, we 
recorded all flowering plant species in the plots (further 
details in Goldas et al. 2021). Then, we observed floral visi-
tors for a 15 min period in one individual of each plant spe-
cies per site. This focal plant individual was selected within 
one among the six plots per site. The total observation time 
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spent per site was thus dependent of its flowering plant spe-
cies richness. For each round, we repeated observations in 
three periods of the day: 08–11 h, 11–14 h, and 14–17 h. Up 
to two plant species were observed concomitantly if they 
were closely located. For plants that were not easily iden-
tifiable in the field, vouchers were collected and identified 
by specialists. All floral visitors that contacted reproductive 
parts of the flowers (i.e., legitimate visits) and, therefore, 
acted as potential pollinators were collected with entomo-
logical nets. The pollinators were killed in a lethal chamber 
containing ethyl acetate, labeled, and stored. At the lab, they 
were pinned and identified by specialists to species level 
when possible or assigned to morphospecies. We consid-
ered an interaction every time a pollinator was observed on 
a flower (regardless of the number of flowers visited) and 
performed a legitimate visit. For other details on sampling 
in general, refer to Goldas et al. (2021).

Statistical analyses

For each of the 12 sites, we built a weighted interaction 
matrix by pooling plots, periods of the day, and within-site 
rounds. A matrix has plant species as rows, pollinator spe-
cies as columns, and the intersection between rows and col-
umns representing the number of legitimate visits observed 
by each pollinator on each plant species. To evaluate net-
work resilience, we explored variation in network metrics 
(modularity, network-level complementary specializa-
tion [H2’, Blüthgen et al. 2006]) and species-level metrics 
(species-level specialization index d’, species roles) across 
grasslands from different time-since-fire categories. We 
further evaluate interaction dissimilarity between different 
time-since-fire categories and within the same category. All 
statistical analyses were performed using R (R Development 
Core Team 2020).

Network level

To calculate modularity, we used the Q metric and the 
DIRTLPAwb + algorithm which searches for the optimal 
division of weighted bipartite networks into modules (Beck-
ett 2016). Modules emerge when subsets of species interact 
more strongly among themselves than with other species 
in the network. Q ranges from 0 (lowest modularity pos-
sible) to 1 (highest modularity possible). Q was calculated 
using the computeModules function of the package bipartite 
(Dormann et al. 2008). As Q values may be slightly variable 
across runs owing to the stochastic nature of the optimi-
zation algorithm, we ran ten repetitions for each network 
(or null matrix, see below) and accepted the highest value 
obtained. We also calculated the specialization (H2’) which 
quantifies the deviation between the realized interaction fre-
quencies and the expectation from a null model that assumes 

that all partners interact in proportion to their availability, 
where marginal totals of the interaction matrices are used as 
proxies for availability. Thus, H2’ represents an estimation 
of the degree of niche partitioning in the network and ranges 
from 0 for the most generalized to 1 for the most specialized 
networks (with exclusive interactions).

To evaluate the significance of modularity (Q) and com-
plementary specialization (H2’) for each network, we pro-
duced 1000 random networks generated by the Patefield 
null model (r2dtable function in bipartite)—which reshuf-
fles interactions producing random networks with the same 
dimensions (i.e., number of species in each trophic level) 
and marginal totals as the observed network (Blüthgen et al. 
2008). We considered a network significantly modular or 
specialized when the observed values of these metrics were 
higher than the 95% confidence interval generated by the 
null model. We also used null models to improve compa-
rability across networks with varying dimensions and con-
nectance. Specifically, we calculate a z-score, which is the 
difference between Q (or H2’) in the observed matrix and 
the mean Q (or mean H2’) obtained with the null models 
(Dalsgaard et al. 2017).

We used Generalized Linear Models (GLM) to compare 
z-score values of Q and H2’ (response variables) among 
time-since-fire categories (predictor variable). Response 
variables followed a Gamma distribution, and models were 
built using the stats package. Year of sampling was consid-
ered the first term in the models, as a blocking variable, to 
control for potential variation in the effects of time-since-fire 
in the response variables. We further performed likelihood-
ratio tests comparing fitted models with null models (i.e., 
including only year of sampling as predictor). Tukey HSD 
post hoc tests were used to compare effects between pairs of 
time-since-fire categories, when needed.

Species level

We also calculated species-level specialization (d’ index), 
which describes the deviation of realized interactions in 
comparison to a null model that assumes that all partners 
are used in proportion to their availability, having marginal 
totals as proxies for partner availability (Blüthgen et al. 
2006). This metric ranges from 0 for the most generalized 
to 1 for the most specialized species. We then fitted GLM 
(Gamma distribution) and used likelihood-ratio tests as 
already described to test whether species-level specialization 
(d’) for pollinators and plants differed among the three time-
since-fire categories. For these tests, we used the averaged 
d’ value of each taxon (species/morphospecies) obtained for 
each of the 12 networks. For pollinators, we performed an 
analysis considering all species and, separately, consider-
ing each taxonomic group (bees, beetles, flies, wasps, and 
butterflies).
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We classified species based on their roles for within-
module connectivity (z) and among-module connectivity (c) 
following Guimerà and Amaral (2005) (adapted by Olesen 
et al. 2007). Species were classified among four roles: net-
work hubs (high c and high z, meaning that a species is 
highly linked both within its own module and with other 
modules in the network), module hub (low c and high z, 
when a species is highly connected within its own module 
but weakly connected to species in other modules), periph-
eral (low c and low z, when a species has few links both 
within or among modules), or connectors (high c and low z, 
when a species connects distinct modules, but has few links 
within its own module (Olesen et al. 2007). The reference 
values for each classification of roles in the network followed 
Olesen et al. (2007).

Interaction dissimilarity

We then calculated the interaction dissimilarity between 
pairs of networks both within and between categories of 
times-since-fire. We used the function network_betadiversity 
of the package betapart (Poisot et al. 2012) which calculates 
interaction dissimilarity using Whittaker’s (1960) equation

where a is the number of shared interactions between net-
works A and B, b is the number of interactions unique to 
network A, and c is the number of interactions unique to 
network B. βWN represents the total interaction dissimilarity 
and ranges from 0 (when all interactions are shared) to 1 
(when no interaction is shared). βWN was then decomposed 
into two additive components: species turnover (βST) which 
is the proportion of interactions that are not shared due to 
differences in species composition between two networks, 
and rewiring (βOS) which is the proportion of interactions 
that only occur in one network despite the occurrence of 
both partners in both networks (Poisot et al. 2012).

Results

Across all networks, we detected 284 pollinator taxa and 70 
plant species that performed 1646 interactions (Supplemen-
tary Material 1). Most pollinators’ taxa were bees (36%), fol-
lowed by beetles (29%), flies (18%), wasps (10%), and but-
terflies (6%). Twenty-six plant families were recorded, with 
Asteraceae being the richest (37 species) and most-visited 
plant family, receiving 24% of all visits, followed by Rubi-
aceae and Fabaceae with 22% and 21% of all visits, respec-
tively. Network sizes varied as follows: freshly burnt had 156 
pollinator species (61.7 ± 11.4; mean ± s.d. across all four 

�WN =
a + b + c

(2a+b+c)

2

− 1,

sites within each site type), 49 plant species (25.2 ± 4.3), 
and 672 interactions (168 ± 52.9; Fig. 1A); intermediate-
burnt had 134 pollinator species (49.7 ± 8.3), 35 plant spe-
cies (18 ± 2.4), and 472 interactions (118 ± 24.6; Fig. 1B); 
and old-burnt had 152 pollinator species (51.2 ± 7), 44 plant 
species (20.7 ± 2.5), and 501 interactions (125.2 ± 38.5; 
Fig. 1C). Sampling coverage was similar across sites and 
categories of time-since-fire (see Supplementary Material 
2).

Network structure

All networks were significantly modular when com-
pared with null models (p < 0.01): (Q values old-
burnt = 0.72 ± 0.03; intermediate-burnt = 0.68 ± 0.02; freshly 
burnt = 0.68 ± 0.04; mean ± s.d.). Based on the z-score val-
ues, modularity did not differ significantly among time-
since-fire categories (deviance = 0.16; df = 2, 11; p = 0.72; 
Fig. 2A).

All networks presented higher specialization than 
expected by the null model (p < 0.01), being highest in 
the old-burnt network (H2’ = 0.65 ± 0.07), followed by 
intermediate-burnt (H2’ = 0.57 ± 0.04), and freshly burnt 
(H2’ = 0.49 ± 0.06). However, based on the z-score values, 
complementary specialization did not differ significantly 
among time-since-fire categories (deviance = 0.11; df = 2, 
11; p = 0.82; Fig. 2B).

Species‑level specialization and species roles

Specialization (d') of plant species (deviance = 0.06; df = 2, 
11; p = 0.24) and total pollinator species (deviance = 0.09; 
df = 2, 11; p = 0.19) did not differ among time-since-fire 
categories (Fig. 3A and B). Analyses performed for each 
pollinator group separately showed that butterflies in freshly 
burnt grasslands were less specialized than those in inter-
mediate-burnt and old-burnt grasslands (deviance = 1.21; 
df = 2, 11; p < 0.01; Tukey, p < 0.01; Fig. 3C). Specialization 
of bees (deviance = 0.04; df = 2, 11; p = 0.59), beetles (devi-
ance = 0.05; df = 2, 11; p = 0.41), wasps (deviance = 0.22; 
df = 2, 11; p = 0.62), and flies (deviance = 0.11; df = 2, 11; 
p = 0.79) did not differ among categories (Fig. 3D–G).

Values for c and z showed that, while most species act as 
connectors or peripherals, the role played by the main pol-
linator species (network hubs and module hubs) is dynamic 
across networks with variable time-since-fire (Figs. 1 and 
4). Most of the network hub species were bees (Fig. 4) and 
the number of pollinator species acting as network hubs 
did not significantly differ among freshly burnt (5 species), 
intermediate-burnt (1 species), or old-burnt (2 species) net-
works, with similar results for module hubs (Fig. 4, and Sup-
plementary Material 3). Among plants, no species acted as 
network hub or module hub, all species being classified as 
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either peripherals or connectors regardless of the time-since-
fire (Fig. 4 and Supplementary Material 3).

Interaction dissimilarity

Total interaction dissimilarity (βWN) was high and mostly 
associated with interaction rewiring (βOS) rather than spe-
cies turnover (βST) (Table 1). These results were consist-
ent both for comparisons among networks between distinct 
categories (Fig. 5A) and within the same category of time-
since-fire (Fig. 5B). Specifically, for networks of the same 
category of time-since-fire, the total dissimilarity varied 
from 0.90 to 0.95 on average, with 0.64–0.77 associated 
with rewiring and only 0.17–0.26 associated with species 
turnover. Similarly, between networks of distinct time-since-
fire categories, total dissimilarity varied from 0.88 to 0.95 on 
average, with 0.68–0.75 associated with rewiring and only 
0.20–0.25 associated with species turnover.

Discussion

Contrary to our predictions, plant–pollinator networks pre-
sented similar complementary specialization and modular-
ity, and species-level measures of specialization across time-
since-fire categories for plants and all groups of pollinators, 
except butterflies. More species appeared to act as network 
hubs in freshly burnt grasslands, but this trend was not sig-
nificant. Interaction dissimilarity was remarkably high and 
associated more with rewiring than with species turnover. 
Surprisingly, interaction dissimilarity between networks of 
the same category of time-since-fire was as high as between 
networks of distinct times-since-fire. These findings indicate 
that fire has little influence on the structure and specializa-
tion of plant–pollinator interaction networks, but the identity 
and diversity of pollinators playing key roles in the networks 
vary across the chronosequence. We found that grassland 
species are highly flexible in their interaction partners, but 
that this flexibility is not necessarily associated with post-
fire succession, since interactions were highly dissimilar 
due to rewiring (i.e., species co-occurring in both areas but 

interact in only one) even across areas with the same time-
since-fire. Altogether, these results indicate that grassland 
pollination networks are resilient to fire, maintaining overall 
network structure and specialization, which is probably pos-
sible due to rapid flowering responses from plants and the 
ability of plants and insect pollinators to switch partners.

Our findings contrast with other similar ecosystems, such 
as North American tallgrass prairies (Welti and Joern 2018) 
and Argentine Monte Desert scrubland/grasslands (Peralta 
et al. 2017), where plant–pollinator networks tend to increase 
specialization with time-since-fire, although longer times-
since-fire were involved in these cases. We indeed found a 
general trend (although not statistically significant) for lower 
specialization in freshly burnt sites for plants and bees, and 
for all pollinators taken together, especially when contrast-
ing freshly burnt against old-burnt sites. We found that plant 
and pollinator species tended to have similar niche breadths 
regardless of time-since-fire, which also led to similar com-
plementary specialization and modularity over time. This 
is unexpected, considering that abundance and richness of 
grassland flowering plants increase shortly after fire (Fidelis 
and Blanco, 2014; Pyke, 2017; Goldas et al. 2021) and 
resource availability tends to decrease as post-fire dynam-
ics progresses (Potts et al. 2003). In this scenario, both plants 
and pollinators would be expected to become more special-
ized over time as a consequence of higher competition for 
scarce resources. However, we found that within 6 months 
after fire network structure presented similar levels of spe-
cialization and modularity (both metrics translating patterns 
of niche partitioning) as networks of 2 years after fire. This 
is in line with the previous studies considering a longer post-
fire chronosequence in open savanna in Cerrado (Baronio 
et al. 2021) and Southern Brazilian grasslands (Beal-Neves 
et al. 2020), which also found pollination networks with 
consistent structure over time. Such structural consistency 
was also recorded in pollination networks across a gradient 
of grazing intensity in the latter ecosystem (Oleques et al. 
2019). Together, these results suggest that plant–pollinator 
interactions in this system present high resilience, rapidly 
reassembling after disturbance and maintaining their struc-
ture over the late-successional stages. This resilience may 
be due to different aspects of these communities and the fire 
disturbance endured in ecological and evolutionary terms, 
such as the long history of fire in these ecosystems, generally 
low fire intensity, fire-adaptive traits present in many plants, 
and the patchiness of fire events allowing pollinators to eas-
ily move to (or recolonize from) adjacent unburnt patches 
(Overbeck et al. 2018).

With the exception of butterflies, all pollinator groups 
showed similar specialization across grasslands. Butter-
flies are known to be sensitive to disturbances (Brereton 
et al. 2011; Van Swaay et al. 2015). While fire-suppressed 
areas are essential refuges for habitat-specialist butterflies 

Fig. 1  Interaction networks for grassland pollinator and flower spe-
cies on different times-since-fire: A freshly burnt areas (6 months or 
less after fire); B intermediate-burnt (1 year); C old-burnt (2 years). 
Green rectangles represent plant species nodes and blue rectangles 
insect pollinator nodes; rectangle sizes reflect interaction frequency. 
Black lines connecting rectangles are pollination interaction links 
among species. Acronyms beside nodes are for species names; for 
full names and roles, see Supplementary Material 3. Acronyms in red 
are for species with a network hub role in the network; those in blue 
for the module hub role; names in black are for connectors/peripheral 
species. Networks represent data from four sites per category distrib-
uted in 2 sampling years

◂
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(Swengel and Swengel, 2007; Swengel et al. 2011), freshly 
burnt grasslands may be highly attractive to butterflies due to 
resprouting of forbs and enhanced floral availability (Swen-
gel et al. 2011; Vogel et al. 2007, 2010) which may explain 
the observed increasing abundance and lower specialization 
of this group soon after burning (but without changes in 
species richness or composition, Goldas et al. 2021). Our 

results indicate that distinct groups of pollinators respond 
differently to fire, which is likely linked to its effect on the 
spatial heterogeneity of floral resources that, ultimately, 
shape plant–pollinator interactions.

As in other pollination networks, we also found that 
a few pollinator species act as network hubs while most 
species are peripherals (Olesen et al. 2007; Watts et al. 
2016). Most of these network hubs were generalist bees 
indicating the disproportional role of this group in struc-
turing these networks. Furthermore, pollinator species 
occurring in grasslands at distinct times-post-fire pre-
sented plasticity in their roles. For example, the introduced 
Apis mellifera acted as a network hub in freshly burnt and 
intermediate-burnt networks but was a connector in old-
burnt grasslands. The ability of Apis mellifera to change 
network roles has been reported previously (Watts et al. 
2016) and highlights its potential to drive network struc-
ture and dynamics in disturbed communities. Importantly, 
native bees also acted as network hubs, such as Dialic-
tus sp. in both freshly burnt and old-burnt grasslands, 
Augochloropsis sp. in freshly burnt areas and Augochlo-
rella acarinata and Ceratina asunciana in old-burnt areas, 
indicating that despite being surrounded by urban areas 
and suffering from anthropogenic disturbances, native 

N.S. N.S.
(A) Modularity Q Specialization H2'(B)

Fig. 2  Interaction network modularity Q A and complementary spe-
cialization H2’ B among grasslands with different time-since-fire cat-
egories (FB freshly burnt, IB intermediate-burnt and OB old-burnt). 
Boxplot components are the median (solid black line), first and third 
quartiles (box limits), and whiskers (maximum and minimum values). 
NS non-significant differences

Plants All pollinators(A) (B)
N.S. N.S. N.S.

N.S. N.S. N.S.

a b b
Butterflies Bees(C) (D)

Beetles Wasps Flies(E) (F) (G)

Fig. 3  Specialization, d’, for A plants, B all pollinators, C butter-
flies, D beetles, E bees, F wasps, and G flies among grasslands with 
different time-since-fire categories (FB freshly burnt, IB interme-
diate-burnt, and OB old-burnt). Different letters denote significant 

differences (p < 0.01) based on a post hoc Tukey test, and NS, non-
significant differences. Boxplot components are the median (solid 
black line), first and third quartiles (box limits), and whiskers (maxi-
mum and minimum values)



187Oecologia (2022) 198:179–192 

1 3

species still play key roles structuring local pollination 
networks. Other groups (butterflies, wasps, beetles, and 
flies) also had representatives as network hubs and module 
hubs, increasing the taxonomic and functional diversity of 
species important to network structure. Species from dif-
ferent taxonomic groups varied their roles in the network 
with the time-since-fire categories, probably influenced 

by their intrinsic preferences, tolerances, or necessities 
regarding grassland habitat structure, which may affect 
their flower-visiting performance and competitive abili-
ties in the environment (da Silva et al. 2020; Bruninga-
Socolar et al. 2021). Unfortunately, information on the 
biology of the hub species is scarce in the study region, 
either for native bees or other insects, and although a 

Fig. 4  Distribution of pollina-
tor and plant species across 
distinct network roles (module 
hubs, network hubs, peripherals, 
and connectors) in grasslands 
with different times-since-fire 
in Southern Brazil. A Overall 
distribution of network roles. B 
Relative contribution of plant 
and pollinator groups in each 
role. For full species (or mor-
photype) names and roles, see 
Supplementary Material 3 Fr
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trait-based approach of pollinator communities would be 
useful to further improve our understanding on network 
ecology of this system (Rader et al. 2014); at this moment, 
there are too many gaps. Interestingly, no plant species 
acted as network or module hubs, indicating that no sin-
gle plant centralizes interactions with pollinators. In this 
scenario, no keystone plants can be identified in the pol-
lination network, which suggests that to sustain a local 

pollinator community, conservation of plant assemblages 
is necessary.

Interaction dissimilarity was remarkably high across net-
works, meaning that a few links (i.e., pairwise interactions) 
occurred repeatedly across multiple areas. Despite the exist-
ence of species turnover across time-since-fire categories 
(plants and bees) (Goldas et al. 2021), most of the dissimilar-
ity (about 70%, on average) occurs due to partner switching, 

Table 1  Total interaction 
dissimilarity (βWN) and the 
proportion of the dissimilarity 
associated with species turnover 
(βST) and rewiring (βOS) 
across networks of the same or 
distinct categories of time-
since-fire in Southern Brazilian 
grasslands

N = 12 sites sampled; 4 sites per category

Comparison Time-since-fire category βWN βST βOS N (pairs 
of areas)

Same category Freshly burnt 0.94 ± 0.04 0.17 ± 0.08 0.77 ± 0.11 6
Intermediate-burnt 0.90 ± 0.05 0.26 ± 0.06 0.64 ± 0.08 6
Old-burnt 0.95 ± 0.05 0.20 ± 0.16 0.75 ± 0.21 6

Distinct categories Freshly vs. intermediate-burnt 0.88 ± 0.21 0.20 ± 0.09 0.68 ± 0.21 16
Intermediate vs. old-burnt 0.94 ± 0.04 0.25 ± 0.08 0.69 ± 0.12 16
Freshly vs. old-burnt 0.95 ± 0.03 0.20 ± 0.10 0.75 ± 0.12 16

(B)

(A)

Fig. 5  Plant–pollinator interaction dissimilarity (βWN) between (A) 
and within (B) categories of time-since-fire (FB freshly burnt, IB 
intermediate-burnt, and OB old-burnt). The total dissimilarity (βWN; 

full bars) is composed of dissimilarity caused by species turnover 
(βST; darker shades) and rewiring (i.e., species not interacting despite 
both being present in the two areas considered) (βOS; lighter shades)
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meaning that even when species co-occur in two areas, they 
may only be observed interacting in one. This indicates high 
flexibility of both pollinators and plants to adjust interactions 
to distinct ecological scenarios which could require rewir-
ing to new mutualistic partners, such as disturbances and 
varying resource diversity and abundance. This flexibility 
may represent an important ecological trait to succeed in 
highly patchy and dynamic ecosystems such as grasslands, 
whose evolutionary history is closely related to complex 
grazing and fire disturbance regimes. This also indicates 
the existence of relatively few constraints imposed by traits 
such as mismatching between corollas and insect mouthparts 
(Oleques et al. 2019). Furthermore, this dissimilarity is also 
remarkably high between networks of the same category of 
time-since-fire, which may be related to the marked spatial 
heterogeneity of both the vegetation and floral resources, 
even among areas of similar times-since-fire. In fact, in this 
ecosystem, disturbances create a mosaic of heterogeneous 
vegetation at small spatial scales, leading to floral resources 
being highly variable in quality, quantity, and flowering plant 
identity (Overbeck et al. 2005; Fidelis et al. 2012; Podgaiski 
et al. 2013; Fidelis and Blanco 2014; da Silva et al. 2020). 
This heterogeneity in turn may promote context-dependent 
interaction adjustments at this small scale, generating high 
dissimilarity in pollinator communities interacting caused by 
partner switching. It is also important to note that, despite 
sampling coverage being similar across sites (Figure S1), our 
complementary analyses indicate that a moderate fraction of 
the links was not detected (Table S1), which is commonplace 
in species-rich ecosystems (Jordano 2016). While such miss-
ing links may, to some extent, overestimate the proportion of 
interaction dissimilarity caused by partner switching, they 
may also reflect the opportunistic behavior of pollinators.

One apparent paradox emerges from our contrasting 
results: how can networks be modular and specialized in a 
system where species are so flexible to switch partners? In 
such a scenario, the intuitive expectation would be high gen-
eralization and lack of modules as virtually all species are 
capable of interacting one with another. A potential expla-
nation is that ecological mechanisms, such as competition 
for floral resources, drive plants and pollinators toward spe-
cialization. Thus, a species’ realized niche (i.e., resources 
used at specific sites) is much narrower than its fundamental 
niche (i.e., the pool of resources used in the entire region) 
(Hutchinson 1957; Vizentin-Bugoni et al. 2019). The exist-
ence of specialization and modularity in highly dissimilar 
networks has also been reported for mutualistic plant-seed 
disperser networks in novel ecosystems, where competition 
and ecological fitting may be at play (Janzen 1985; Vizen-
tin-Bugoni et al. 2019). Modular networks may emerge in 
new ecological contexts owing to the lack of trait matching, 
which allows ecological fitting to operate, while competi-
tion pushes species toward specialization. In this scenario, 

specialization and modularity emerge in networks without 
coevolution between the species observed interacting in the 
present (Vizentin-Bugoni et al. 2019; Dormann et al. 2017).

In conclusion, our findings suggest that grassland 
plant–pollinator mutualistic networks are resilient to fire 
disturbance, and are shaped by plant and pollinator species 
highly capable of adjusting their roles and switching their 
interaction partners along post-fire community dynamics. By 
advancing understanding of how complex mutualistic net-
works respond to fire disturbance, this study provides basic 
empirical evidence to foster ongoing discussions on how 
fire disturbances may contribute to pollinator conservation 
initiatives. Simply fencing grasslands without fire manage-
ment, as has been suggested for grasslands in this region and 
elsewhere, would probably not be an effective conservation 
initiative in terms of retaining pollinators and pollination 
functions (Pillar and Vélez 2010; Tylianakis et al. 2010). 
Thus, prescribed fires should be further evaluated as a man-
agement tool to preserve grassland-dependent species and 
their interactions in South American grasslands.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00442- 021- 05071-x.

Acknowledgements We thank Parque Saint’ Hilaire directors and staff, 
especially Gerson Mainardi Francisco and Telmo, for all attention and 
availability during 2 years of sampling.

Author contribution statement CSG, LRP, MMJ, and CVCS conceived 
ideas and sampling design; CSG and CVCS collected the data; CSG, 
LRP, PMAF and JVB analyzed the data; CSG led the writing of the first 
draft; CSG, LRP, MMJ, JVB, and PMAF contributed critically with 
writing and reviewing the manuscript. All authors have participated 
and contributed significantly to the development of this work. They 
have also revised the work critically and approved the final version of 
the manuscript.

Funding Funding was provided by grants from Coordenação de Aper-
feiçoamento de Pessoal de Nível Superior (CAPES) and Conselho 
Nacional de Pesquisa (CNPq) (MMJ: 309616/2015–8). CAPES granted 
scholarships to L.R. Podgaiski (PNPD) and J. Vizentin-Bugoni (Capes-
Print/JTEE—Finance Code 001).

Availability of data and materials We agree to archive the data in Har-
vard Dataverse https:// datav erse. harva rd. edu/

Code availability Not applicable.

Declarations 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

Ethics approval Not applicable.

Consent to participate Not applicable.

Consent for publication Not applicable.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-021-05071-x
https://dataverse.harvard.edu/


190 Oecologia (2022) 198:179–192

1 3

References

Baronio GJ, Souza CS, Maruyama PK, Raizer J, Sigrist MR, Aoki C 
(2021) Natural fire does not affect the structure and beta diver-
sity of plant–pollinator networks, but diminishes floral-visitor 
specialization in Cerrado. Flora 281:151869. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. flora. 2021. 151869

Bascompte J (2009) Disentangling the web of life. Science 325:416–
419. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ scien ce. 11707 49

Bascompte J, Jordano P (2007) Plant-animal mutualistic net-
works: the architecture of biodiversity. Annu Rev Ecol Evol 
Syst 38:567–593. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ annur ev. ecols ys. 38. 
091206. 095818

Beal-Neves M, Ely CV, Esteves MW, Blochtein B, Lahm RA, Quad-
ros ELL, Ferreira PMA (2020) The influence of urbanization 
and fire disturbance on plant-floral visitor mutualistic networks. 
Diversity 12:141. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3390/ d1204 0141

Beckett SJ (2016) Improved community detection in weighted bipartite 
networks. R Soc Open Sci 3:140536. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rsos. 
140536

Behling H, Pillar VDP (2007) Late quaternary vegetation, biodiver-
sity and fire dynamics on the southern Brazilian highland and 
their implication for conservation and management of modern 
Araucaria forest and grassland ecosystems. Philos Trans R Soc 
B Biol Sci 362:243–251. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rstb. 2006. 1984

Behling H, Pillar VDP, Orlóci L, Bauermann SG (2004) Late qua-
ternary Araucaria forest, grassland (Campos), fire and climate 
dynamics, studied by high-resolution pollen, charcoal and mul-
tivariate analysis of the Cambará do Sul core in southern Brazil. 
Palaeogeogr Palaeoclimatol Palaeoecol 203:277–297. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0031- 0182(03) 00687-4

Behling H, Pillar VDP, Bauermann SG (2005) Late Quaternary 
grassland (Campos), gallery forest, fire and climate dynamics, 
studied by pollen, charcoal and multivariate analysis of the São 
Francisco de Assis core in western Rio Grande do Sul (southern 
Brazil). Rev Palaeobot Palynol 133:235–248. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. revpa lbo. 2004. 10. 004

Behling H, Pillar VDP, Muller SC, Overbeck GE (2007) Late-holo-
cene fire history in a forest-grassland mosaic in southern Brazil: 
implications for conservation. Appl Veg Sci 10:81–90. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1654- 109X. 2007. tb005 06.x

Biella P, Akter A, Ollerton J, Nielsen A, Klecka J (2020) An empiri-
cal attack tolerance test alters the structure and species richness 
of plant–pollinator networks. Funct Ecol 34:2246–2258. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 1365- 2435. 13642

Blüthgen N, Menzel F, Blüthgen N (2006) Measuring specialization 
in species interaction networks. BMC Ecol 6:1–12. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ 1472- 6785-6-9

Blüthgen N, Fründ J, Vazquez DP, Menzel F (2008) What do interac-
tion network metrics tell us about specialization and biological 
traits? Ecology 89:3387–3399. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1890/ 07- 2121.1

Bond WJ (2008) What limits trees in C4 grasslands and savannas? 
Annu Rev Ecol Evol Syst 39:641–659. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ 
annur ev. ecols ys. 39. 110707. 173411

Bowman DMJS, Balch JK, Artaxo P, Bond WJ, Carlson JM, 
Cochrane MA, D’Antonio CM, DeFries RS, Doyle JC, Harrison 
SP, Johnston FH, Keeley JE, Krawchuk MA, Kull CA, Marston 
JB, Moritz MA, Prentice IC, Roos CI, Scott AC, Pyne SJ (2009) 
Fire in the earth system. Science 324:481–484. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1126/ scien ce. 11638 86

Bowman DMJS, Perry GLW, Higgins SI, Johnson CN, Fuhlendorf 
SD, Murphy BP (2016) Pyrodiversity is the coupling of bio-
diversity and fire regimes in food webs. Philos Trans R Soc B 
Biol Sci 371:20150169. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1098/ rstb. 2015. 0169

Brereton T, Roy DB, Middlebrook I, Botham M, Warren M (2011) 
The development of butterfly indicators in the United Kingdom 
and assessments in 2010. J Insect Conserv 15:139–151. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10841- 010- 9333-z

Brown J, York A (2017) Fly and wasp diversity responds to elements 
of both the visible and invisible fire mosaic. Int J Wildl Fire 
26:434–443. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1071/ WF161 89

Brown J, York A, Christie F, McCarthy M (2017) Effects of fire on 
pollinators and pollination. J Appl Ecol 54:313–322. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1111/ 1365- 2664. 12670

Bruninga-Socolar B, Griffin SR, Portman ZM, Gibbs J (2021) Vari-
ation in prescribed fire and bison grazing supports multiple bee 
nesting groups in tallgrass prairie. Rest Eco. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1111/ rec. 13507

Buisson E, Le Stradic S, Silveira FAO, Durigan G, Overbeck GE, 
Fidelis A, Fernandes GW, Bond WJ, Hermann JM, Mahy G, 
Alvarado ST, Zaloumis NP, Veldman JW (2019) Resilience 
and restoration of tropical and subtropical grasslands, savan-
nas, and grassy woodlands. Biol Rev 94:590–609. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1111/ brv. 12470

CaraDonna PJ, Petry WK, Brennan RM, Cunningham JL, Bronstein 
JL, Waser NM, Sanders NJ (2017) Interaction rewiring and the 
rapid turnover of plant–pollinator networks. Ecol Lett 20:385–
394. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ ele. 12740

Cordeiro JLP, Hasenack H (2009) Cobertura vegetal atual do Rio 
Grande do Sul. In: Pillar VDP, Müller SC, Castilhos ZMS, 
Jaques AVA (eds) Campos sulinos: conservação e uso susten-
tável da biodiversidade. MMA, Brasília, pp 285–299

Cordeiro J, de Oliveira JHF, Schmitz HJ, Vizentin Bugoni J (2020) 
High niche partitioning promotes highly specialized, modular 
and non-nested florivore–plant networks across spatial scales 
and reveals drivers of specialization. Oikos 129:619–629. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ oik. 06866

da Silva CVC, Goldas CS, Dáttilo W, Dröse W, Mendonça MS Jr, 
Podgaiski LR (2020) Effects of time-since-fire on ant-plant 
interactions in southern Brazilian grasslands. Ecol Indic 
112:106094. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ecoli nd. 2020. 106094

Dalsgaard B, Schleuning M, Maruyama PK, Dehling DM, Sonne 
J, Vizentin-Bugoni J, Zanata TB, Fjeldså J, Böhning-Gaese 
K, Rahbek C (2017) Opposed latitudinal patterns of network-
derived and dietary specialization in avian plant–frugivore 
interaction systems. Ecography 40:1395–1401. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1111/ ecog. 02604

Dell JE, Salcido DM, Lumpkin W, Richards LA, Pokswinski SM, 
Loudermilk EL, O’Brien JJ, Dyer LA (2019) Interaction diver-
sity maintains resiliency in a frequently disturbed ecosystem. 
Front Ecol Evol 7:145. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fevo. 2019. 00145

Dillehay DT, Calderón GA, Politis G, de Beltrão MC (1992) Earli-
est hunters and gatherers of South America. J World Prehist 
6:145–204

Dormann CF, Strauss R (2014) A method for detecting modules in 
quantitative bipartite networks. Methods Ecol Evol 5:90–98. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 2041- 210X. 12139

Dormann CF, Gruber B, Fründ J (2008) Introducing the bipartite 
package: analysing ecological networks. R News 8:8–11. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1159/ 00026 5935

Dormann CF, Fründ J, Schaefer HM (2017) Identifying causes of 
patterns in ecological networks: opportunities and limitations. 
Annu Rev Ecol Evol Syst 48:559–584. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ 
annur ev- ecols ys- 110316- 022928

Fidelis A, Blanco C (2014) Does fire induce flowering in Brazilian 
subtropical grasslands? Appl Veg Sci 17:690–699. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1111/ avsc. 12098

Fidelis A, Pivello VR (2011) Deve-se usar o fogo como instrumento 
de manejo no Cerrado e Campos Sulinos? Biodivers Bras 
1:12–25

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.flora.2021.151869
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.flora.2021.151869
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1170749
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.38.091206.095818
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.38.091206.095818
https://doi.org/10.3390/d12040141
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.140536
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.140536
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2006.1984
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-0182(03)00687-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0031-0182(03)00687-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.revpalbo.2004.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.revpalbo.2004.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-109X.2007.tb00506.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-109X.2007.tb00506.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13642
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.13642
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6785-6-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6785-6-9
https://doi.org/10.1890/07-2121.1
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.39.110707.173411
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.39.110707.173411
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1163886
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1163886
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2015.0169
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-010-9333-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-010-9333-z
https://doi.org/10.1071/WF16189
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12670
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.12670
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.13507
https://doi.org/10.1111/rec.13507
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/brv.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12740
https://doi.org/10.1111/oik.06866
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2020.106094
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02604
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecog.02604
https://doi.org/10.3389/fevo.2019.00145
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12139
https://doi.org/10.1159/000265935
https://doi.org/10.1159/000265935
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-110316-022928
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-ecolsys-110316-022928
https://doi.org/10.1111/avsc.12098
https://doi.org/10.1111/avsc.12098


191Oecologia (2022) 198:179–192 

1 3

Fidelis A, Overbeck G, Pillar VDP, Pfadenhauer J (2008) Effects of 
disturbance on population biology of the rosette species Eryn-
gium horridum Malme in grasslands in southern Brazil. Plant Ecol 
195:55–67. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11258- 007- 9298-5

Fidelis A, Delgado-Cartay MD, Blanco CC, Müller SC, Pillar VDP, 
Pfadenhauer J (2010) Fire intensity and severity in Brazilian cam-
pos grasslands. Interciencia 35:739–745

Fidelis A, Blanco CC, Müller SC, Pillar VDP, Pfadenhauer J (2012) 
Short-term changes caused by fire and mowing in Brazilian Cam-
pos grasslands with different long-term fire histories. J Veg Sci 
23:552–562. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1654- 1103. 2011. 01364.x

Fort H, Vázquez DP, Lan BL (2016) Abundance and generalisation in 
mutualistic networks: solving the chicken-and-egg dilemma. Ecol 
Lett 19:4–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ ele. 12535

Geldenhuys CJ, van Wilgen BW, Bond WJ, van de Vijver CADM, De 
Ronde C (2004) Fire effects on the maintenance of biodiversity, 
soil and nutrients. In: Goldammer JG, de Ronde C (eds) Wildland 
fire management handbook for Sub-Sahara Africa. One World, 
Bloomsbury, pp 88–113

Gillson L, Whitlock C, Humphrey G (2019) Resilience and fire man-
agement in the anthropocene. Ecol Soc 24:14. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
5751/ ES- 11022- 240314

Goldas CDS, Podgaiski LR, da Silva CVC, Mendonça MS Jr (2021) 
Burning for grassland pollination: recently burned patches pro-
mote plant flowering and insect pollinators. Austral Ecol. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/ aec. 13108

Guimerà R, Amaral LA (2005) Functional cartography of complex 
metabolic networks. Nature 433:895–900. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ 
natur e03288

Holling CS (1973) Resilience and stability of ecological systems. Annu 
Rev Ecol Syst 4:1–23

Hutchinson GE (1957) Concluding remarks. Cold Spring Harbor Symp 
Quant Biol 22:415–427

Janzen DH (1985) On ecological fitting. Oikos 45:308–310. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 35655 65

Jordano P (2016) Sampling networks of ecological interactions. Funct 
Ecol 30:1883–1893. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 1365- 2435. 12763

Kearns CA, Inouye DW (1997) Pollinators, flowering plants, and con-
servation biology. Bioscience 47:297–307. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
2307/ 13131 91

Kearns CA, Inouye DW, Waser NM (1998) Endangered mutualisms: 
the conservation of plant–pollinator interactions. Annu Rev Ecol 
Syst 29:83–112. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1146/ annur ev. ecols ys. 29.1. 83

Kremen C, Williams NM, Aizen MA, Gemmill-Herren B, LeBuhn G, 
Minckley R, Packer L, Potts SG, Roulston T, Steffan-Dewenter 
VDP, Winfree R, Adams L, Crone EE, Greenleaf SS, Keitt TH, 
Klein AM, Regetz J, Ricketts TH (2007) Pollination and other 
ecosystem services produced by mobile organisms: a conceptual 
framework for the effects of land-use change. Ecol Lett 10:299–
314. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1461- 0248. 2007. 01018.x

Landi P, Minoarivelo HO, Brännström Å, Hui C, Dieckmann U 
(2018) Complexity and stability of ecological networks: a review 
of the theory. Popul Ecol 60:319–345. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10144- 018- 0628-3

Lehmann CER, Anderson TM, Sankaran M, Higgins SI, Archibald S, 
Hoffmann WA, Hanan NP, Williams RJ, Fensham RJ, Felfili J, 
Hutley LB, Ratnam J, San Jose J, Montes R, Franklin D, Russell-
Smith J, Ryan CM, Durigan G, Hiernaux P, Haidar R, Bowman 
DMJS, Bond WJ (2014) Savanna vegetation-fire-climate relation-
ships differ among continents. Science 343:548–553. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1126/ scien ce. 12473 55

Maruyama PK, Vizentin-Bugoni J, Oliveira GM, Oliveira PE, 
Dalsgaard B (2014) Morphological and spatio-temporal mis-
matches shape a neotropical savanna plant-hummingbird network. 
Biotropica 46:740–747. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ btp. 12170

Mola JM, Williams NM (2018) Fire-induced change in floral abun-
dance, density, and phenology benefits bumble bee foragers. Eco-
sphere 9:1–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ ecs2. 2056

Oleques SS, Vizentin-Bugoni J, Overbeck GE (2019) Influence 
of grazing intensity on patterns and structuring processes in 
plant–pollinator networks in a subtropical grassland. Arthro-
pod Plant Interact 13:757–770. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s11829- 019- 09699-8

Olesen JM, Bascompte J, Dupont YL, Jordano P (2007) The modu-
larity of pollination networks. Proc Natl Acad Sci 104:19891–
19896. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1073/ pnas. 07063 75104

Oliveira U, Soares-Filho BS, Paglia AP, Brescovit AD, De Carvalho 
CJB, Silva DP, Rezende DT, Leite FSF, Batista JAN, Barbosa 
JPPP, Stehmann R, Ascher JS, De Vasconcelos MF, De Marco 
P, Löwenberg-Neto P, Ferro VG, Santos AJ (2017) Biodiver-
sity conservation gaps in the Brazilian protected areas. Sci Rep 
7:1–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41598- 017- 08707-2

Ollerton J, Winfree R, Tarrant S (2011) How many flowering plants 
are pollinated by animals? Oikos 120:321–326. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1111/j. 1600- 0706. 2010. 18644.x

Overbeck GE, Pfadenhauer J (2007) Adaptive strategies in burned 
subtropical grassland in southern Brazil. Flora Morphol Distrib 
Funct Ecol Plants 202:27–49. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. flora. 
2005. 11. 004

Overbeck GE, Müller SC, Pillar VDP, Pfadenhauer J (2005) Fine-
scale post-fire dynamics in southern Brazilian subtropical 
grassland. J Veg Sci 16:655–664. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 
1654- 1103. 2005. tb024 08.x

Overbeck GE, Müller SC, Pillar VDP, Pfadenhauer J (2006) Floristic 
composition, environmental variation and species distribution 
patterns in burned grassland in southern Brazil. Braz J Biol 
66:1073–1090. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1590/ S1519- 69842 00600 
06000 15

Overbeck GE, Vélez-Martin E, Scarano FR, Lewinsohn TM, Fon-
seca CR, Meyer ST, Müller SC, Ceotto P, Dadalt L, Durigan G, 
Ganade G, Gossner MM, Guadagnin DL, Lorenzen K, Jacobi CM, 
Weisser WW, Pillar VDP (2015) Conservation in Brazil needs 
to include non-forest ecosystems. Divers Distrib 21:1455–1460. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ ddi. 12380

Overbeck GE, Scasta JD, Furquim FF, Boldrini II, Weir JR (2018) The 
South Brazilian grasslands—a South American tallgrass prairie? 
Parallels and implications of fire dependency. Perspect Ecol Con-
serv 16:24–30. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. pecon. 2017. 11. 002

Peralta G, Stevani EL, Chacoff NP, Dorado J, Vázquez DP (2017) 
Fire influences the structure of plant–bee networks. J Anim Ecol 
86:1372–1379. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ 1365- 2656. 12731

Pillar VDP, Vélez E (2010) Extinção dos Campos Sulinos em unidades 
de conservação: um fenômeno natural ou um problema ético? 
Nat a Conserv 8:84–86. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4322/ natcon. 00801 014

Podgaiski LR, Joner F, Lavorel S, Moretti M, Ibanez S, Mendonça 
MDS Jr, Pillar VDP (2013) Spider trait assembly patterns and 
resilience under fire-induced vegetation change in South Brazilian 
grasslands. PLoS ONE 8:e60207. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ 
al. pone. 00602 07

Poisot T, Canard E, Mouillot D, Mouquet N, Gravel D (2012) The 
dissimilarity of species interaction networks. Ecol Lett 15:1353–
1361. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ ele. 12002

Ponisio LC, Wilkin K, M’Gonigle LK, Kulhanek K, Cook L, Thorp R, 
Griswold T, Kremen C (2016) Pyrodiversity begets plant–pollina-
tor community diversity. Glob Chang Biol 22:1794–1808. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1111/ gcb. 13236

Porto A (1954) História das Missões Orientais do Uruguai, 2nd edn. 
Livraria Selbach, Porto Alegre

Potts SG, Vulliamy B, Dafni A, Ne’eman G, O’Toole C, Roberts S, 
Willmer P (2003) Response of plant–pollinator communities to 
fire: changes in diversity, abundance and floral reward structure. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11258-007-9298-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-1103.2011.01364.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12535
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-11022-240314
https://doi.org/10.5751/ES-11022-240314
https://doi.org/10.1111/aec.13108
https://doi.org/10.1111/aec.13108
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03288
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03288
https://doi.org/10.2307/3565565
https://doi.org/10.2307/3565565
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2435.12763
https://doi.org/10.2307/1313191
https://doi.org/10.2307/1313191
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.ecolsys.29.1.83
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2007.01018.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10144-018-0628-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10144-018-0628-3
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1247355
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1247355
https://doi.org/10.1111/btp.12170
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.2056
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11829-019-09699-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11829-019-09699-8
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0706375104
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-08707-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2010.18644.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0706.2010.18644.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.flora.2005.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.flora.2005.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-1103.2005.tb02408.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1654-1103.2005.tb02408.x
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1519-69842006000600015
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1519-69842006000600015
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12380
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pecon.2017.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2656.12731
https://doi.org/10.4322/natcon.00801014
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0060207
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0060207
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12002
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13236
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13236


192 Oecologia (2022) 198:179–192

1 3

Oikos 101:103–112. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1034/j. 1600- 0706. 2003. 
12186.x

Potts SG, Imperatriz-Fonseca V, Ngo HT, Aizen MA, Biesmeijer JC, 
Breeze TD, Dicks LV, Garibaldi LA, Hill R, Settele J, Vanbergen 
AJ (2016) Safeguarding pollinators and their values to human 
well-being. Nature 540:220–229. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ natur 
e20588

Pyke GH (2017) Fire-stimulated flowering: a review and look to the 
future. CRC Crit Rev Plant Sci 36:179–189. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 07352 689. 2017. 13642 09

R Development Core Team. R: A language and environment for sta-
tistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. 2020

Rader R, Bartomeus I, Tylianakis JM, Laliberte E (2014) The win-
ners and losers of land use intensification: pollinator community 
disassembly is non-random and alters functional diversity. Divers 
Distrib 20:908–917. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ ddi. 12221

Standish RJ, Hobbs RJ, Mayfield MM, Bestelmeyer BT, Suding KN, 
Battaglia LL, Eviner V, Hawkes CV, Temperton VM, Cramer 
VA, Harris JA, Funk JL, Thomas PA (2014) Resilience in ecol-
ogy: abstraction, distraction, or where the action is? Biol Conserv 
177:43–51. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biocon. 2014. 06. 008

Staude IR, Vélez-Martin E, Andrade BO, Podgaiski LR, Boldrini II, 
Mendonça M, Pillar VDP, Overbeck GE (2018) Local biodiversity 
erosion in south Brazilian grasslands under moderate levels of 
landscape habitat loss. J Appl Ecol 55:1241–1251. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1111/ 1365- 2664. 13067

Swengel AB, Swengel SR (2007) Benefit of permanent non-fire refu-
gia for Lepidoptera conservation in fire-managed sites. J Insect 
Conserv 11:263–279. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10841- 006- 9042-9

Swengel SR, Schlicht D, Olsen F, Swengel AB (2011) Declines of prai-
rie butterflies in the midwestern USA. J Insect Conserv 15:327–
339. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s10841- 010- 9323-1

Thébault E, Fontaine C (2010) Stability of ecological communities 
and the architecture of mutualistic and trophic networks. Science 
329:853–856. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ scien ce. 11883 21

Tylianakis JM, Laliberté E, Nielsen A, Bascompte J (2010) Conser-
vation of species interaction networks. Biol Conserv 143:2270–
2279. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biocon. 2009. 12. 004

Valkó O, Török P, Deák B, Tóthmérész B (2014) Review: prospects 
and limitations of prescribed burning as a management tool in 
European grasslands. Basic Appl Ecol 15:26–33. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. baae. 2013. 11. 002

Van Swaay CAM, Van Strien AJ, Aghababyan K, Åström S, Botham 
M, Brereton T, Chambers P, Collins S, Ferrés MD, Escobés R, 
Feldmann R, Fernández-García JM, Fontaine B, Goloshchapova 

S, Gracianteparaluceta A, Harpke A, Heliölä J, Khanamirian G, 
Julliard R, Kühn E, Lang A, Leopold P, Loos J, Maes D, Mestdagh 
X, Monasterio Y, Munguira ML, Murray T, Musche M, Õunap 
E, Pettersson LB, Popoff S, Prokofev I, Roth T, Roy D, Settele 
J, Stefanescu C, Švitra G, Teixeira SM, Tiitsaar A, Verovnik R, 
Warren MS (2015) The European butterfly indicator for grassland 
species 1990–2013 De Vlinderstichting. Wageningen

Vázquez DP, Bluthgen N, Cagnolo L, Chacoff NP (2009) Uniting pat-
tern and process in plant-animal mutualistic networks: a review. 
Ann Bot 103:1445–1457. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ aob/ mcp057

Vizentin-Bugoni J, Maruyama PK, de Souza CS, Ollerton J, Rech 
AR, Sazima M (2018) Plant-pollinator networks in the tropics: a 
review. In: Dáttilo W, Rico-Gray V (eds) Ecological networks in 
the Tropics. Springer, Dordrecht, pp 73–91

Vizentin-Bugoni J, Tarwater CE, Foster JT, Drake DR, Gleditsch 
JM, Hruska AM, Kelley JP, Sperry JH (2019) Structure, spatial 
dynamics, and stability of novel seed dispersal mutualistic net-
works in Hawai‘i. Science 364:78–82. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ 
scien ce. aau87 51

Vizentin-Bugoni J, Debastiani VJ, Bastazini VAG, Maruyama PK 
(2020) Including rewiring in the estimation of the robustness of 
mutualistic networks. Methods Ecol Evol 11:106–116. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1111/ 2041- 210X. 13306

Vogel JA, Debinski DM, Koford RR, Miller JR (2007) Butterfly 
responses to prairie restoration through fire and grazing. Biol 
Conserv 140:78–90. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. biocon. 2007. 07. 027

Vogel JA, Koford RR, Debinski DM (2010) Direct and indirect 
responses of tallgrass prairie butterflies to prescribed burn-
ing. J Insect Conserv 14:663–677. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s10841- 010- 9295-1

Watts S, Dormann CF, Martín González AM, Ollerton J (2016) The 
influence of floral traits on specialization and modularity of 
plant–pollinator networks in a biodiversity hotspot in the Peru-
vian Andes. Ann Bot 118:415–429. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ nrneu 
rol. 2018.9

Welti EAR, Joern A (2018) Fire and grazing modulate the struc-
ture and resistance of plant–floral visitor networks in a tall-
grass prairie. Oecologia 186:517–528. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00442- 017- 4019-9

Whittaker RH (1960) Vegetation of the Siskiyou mountains, Oregon 
and California. Ecol Mono 30:279–338. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 
19435 63

Zhang F, Hui C, Terblanche JS (2011) An interaction switch predicts 
the nested architecture of mutualistic networks. Ecol Lett 14:797–
803. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1461- 0248. 2011. 01647.x

https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2003.12186.x
https://doi.org/10.1034/j.1600-0706.2003.12186.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature20588
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature20588
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352689.2017.1364209
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352689.2017.1364209
https://doi.org/10.1111/ddi.12221
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13067
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13067
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-006-9042-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-010-9323-1
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1188321
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2009.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2013.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2013.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcp057
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau8751
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aau8751
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13306
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13306
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2007.07.027
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-010-9295-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10841-010-9295-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2018.9
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrneurol.2018.9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-017-4019-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-017-4019-9
https://doi.org/10.2307/1943563
https://doi.org/10.2307/1943563
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01647.x

	Structural resilience and high interaction dissimilarity of plant–pollinator interaction networks in fire-prone grasslands
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study area
	Sampling design
	Data collection
	Statistical analyses
	Network level
	Species level
	Interaction dissimilarity


	Results
	Network structure
	Species-level specialization and species roles

	Interaction dissimilarity
	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




