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Eutrophication usually impacts grassland biodiversity, community composi-
tion, and biomass production, but its impact on the stability of these com-
munity aspects is unclear. One challenge is that stability has many facets that
can be tightly correlated (low dimensionality) or highly disparate (high
dimensionality). Using standardized experiments in 55 grassland sites from a
globally distributed experiment (NutNet), we quantify the effects of nutrient
addition on five facets of stability (temporal invariability, resistance during dry
and wet growing seasons, recovery after dry and wet growing seasons), mea-
sured on three community aspects (aboveground biomass, community com-
position, and species richness). Nutrient addition reduces the temporal
invariability and resistance of species richness and community composition
during dry and wet growing seasons, but does not affect those of biomass.
Different stability measures are largely uncorrelated under both ambient and
eutrophic conditions, indicating consistently high dimensionality. Harnessing
the dimensionality of ecological stability provides insights for predicting
grassland responses to global environmental change.

In 2020, the Convention on Biological Diversity reported that only 8%
of the world’s nations met the target of limiting excess nutrients to a
level that is not detrimental to ecosystem functioning1. This failure
means that eutrophication, which disrupts biodiversity, functionality
of many ecosystems, including grasslands, and nature’s contributions
to humanity2,3, could threaten our long-term survival and prosperity.
Meanwhile, climate extremes (e.g., droughts and floods) are increasing
in both intensity and frequency, which can also have severe negative
impacts onour society and ecosystems2,3.Whether, and how, effects of
eutrophication propagate to affect ecosystem stability in the context
of increasing climatic variability remain elusive.

In ecological studies, stability is a multifaceted concept that
characterizes the ability of an ecosystem tominimize fluctuations in its
properties against perturbations and variations in environmental
conditions4. Traditionally, ecosystem stability has been assessed
through temporal invariability, which involves calculating the mean of
an ecosystemproperty divided by its standard deviation4–6. As a result,
temporal invariability has been commonly referred to as temporal
stability. In this paper, as we consider multiple facets of stability
(including invariability) to quantify ecosystem responses through
time, we use invariability to avoid confusion. Ecologists have increas-
ingly recognized the importance of measuring stability using
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resistance during, and recovery from, climate extremes such as
droughts and floods7 (Fig. 1). However, most studies have focused on
individual stability facets, particularly temporal invariability and/or
resistance to drought8,9. A few studies (mostly single-site experiments)
exploring multiple facets of stability have showed that different sta-
bility facets are often uncorrelated, and these correlations or lack
thereof may differ under global change factors including climate
extremes, eutrophication, consumer removal, light addition, and
heatwaves8,10–16. Strongly correlated stability facets essentially repre-
sent a single dimension, which means that understanding the
mechanisms behind one stability facet can provide crucial information
for understanding andpredictingother facets of stability. For example,
if two stability facets are positively correlated,manipulating ecological

factors that boost one stability facet should lead to an increase in the
other. If two stability facets are negatively correlated, improving one
facet of stability will likely come at the expense of the other, making it
difficult to optimize both stability facets simultaneously. When dif-
ferent facets of stability are uncorrelated, they effectively represent a
high dimensionality and the mechanisms that govern each stability
facet are likely to be different8.

Stability canbemeasured formultiple community aspects such as
aboveground biomass, community composition, and species richness
(Fig. 1) and the stability of different community aspects may correlate
withone another10,17,18.Whilemost studies have focusedon the stability
of aboveground biomass, the stability of other community aspects
such as community composition and species richnessmay be essential

Fig. 1 | Graphical illustration of five stability facets in three community aspects
investigated in this study. Methods used for quantifying stability facets are
shown. We investigate the effects of nutrient addition (NPK) on (a) each of the five
stability facets within each community aspect, (b) pairwise correlations among
stability facets within each community aspect, and (c) pairwise correlations of

stability among community aspects for a given stability facet. Resistance_Dry:
resistance during dry growing seasons; Resistence_Wet: resistance during wet
growing seasons; Recovery_Dry: recovery after drygrowing seasons; Recovery_Wet:
recovery after wet growing seasons.
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for regulating ecosystem functions and maintaining ecosystem stabi-
lity. For instance, higher invariability in community composition
usually leads to higher invariability in aboveground biomass in
grasslands17–19. But low stability in community composition (large
compositional variation) can also be associated with high biomass
stability if different species exhibit compensatory dynamics over
time20,21. Higher species richness (often the mean) has been shown to
enhance temporal invariability of aboveground biomass because
population decreases in some species due to climate extremesmay be
compensated by increases in other species that can endure harsh cli-
mate conditions22. This relationship can be modulated by global
change factors such as eutrophication and aridity23,24. Moreover, spe-
cies richness itself is likely to vary over time under climate change, and
the correlations among stability in species richness and that in
aboveground biomass or community composition are largely unclear.
A simultaneous understanding of the various facets of stability in
multiple community aspects is crucial for predicting and managing
ecosystem stability in the face of global environmental change such as
eutrophication.

Nutrients and water availability are essential for the survival and
growth of plants25, but imbalance in their availability can have negative
impacts on various community aspects26. Numerous studies have
investigated the effects of eutrophication on the temporal invariability
of aboveground biomass, its resistance during, and recovery after dry
climate extremes, but found mixed results (with positive, negative, or
no effects of eutrophication on these stability facets all reported)27–35.
In comparison, only a few studies have explored the impact of eutro-
phication on resistance of biomass during and recovery after wet
climate extremes32. Furthermore, eutrophication has been well docu-
mented to decrease species richness and cause vegetation shifts
toward domination by fast-growing (typically associated with high leaf
nutrients) and invasive species36,37. However, whether and how eutro-
phication affects the stability of species richness and composition
remain an open question.

Additionally, eutrophication may alter the effective dimension-
ality of stability by changing the correlations among stability facets. On
the one hand, eutrophication can enhance interspecific competition
and deterministic community assembly processes, thus strengthening
the correlation among different stability facets11,12. But on the other
hand, eutrophication may promote stochastic community assembly
via increasing soil fertility and productivity, possibly weakening the
correlations among different stability facets38. Indeed, different facets
of stability measured in different community aspects may respond
differentially (in both direction and magnitude) to eutrophication18,32,
leading to either weakened or strengthened correlations among

stability measures. A recent study in a grassland finds that eutrophi-
cation does not alter relationships among stability in community bio-
mass and composition18. Overall, a systematic investigation of the
correlations among stability facets in various community aspects and
their responses to eutrophication is still lacking.

Using 55 grassland sites spanning 5 continentswith at least 4 years
of standardized experimental nutrient addition, we tested whether
nutrient addition alters five facets of stability,measured for three focal
plant community aspects, and correlations among them (Fig. 1). The
five stability facets are temporal invariability, resistanceduring dry and
wet growing seasons, and recovery after dry and wet growing seasons.
The three plant community aspects are aboveground biomass, com-
munity composition, and species richness. To enable comparison
among sites with varying conditions, we quantified resistance as the
inverse of the proportional deviation of a community aspect from its
normal levels during a dry or wet growing season. We quantified
recovery as the ratio of deviation in a community aspect during to that
after a dry orwet growing season following ref. 39.We categorizeddry,
normal, and wet growing seasons based on each site’s historical stan-
dardized precipitation–evapotranspiration index (SPEI; dry: ≤25th
percentile; wet: ≥75th percentile; normal: 25–75th percentile of SPEI;
Supplementary Figs. 1–5; Supplementary Table 1–2; see “Methods”)
following ref. 39. In total, we recorded 150dry, 247 normal, and 131 wet
growing seasons across all sites during the study period (see Supple-
mentary Fig. 2 for the number of dry and wet growing seasons at
individual sites). We find that nutrient addition reduces the temporal
invariability and resistance of species richness and community com-
position during dry and wet growing seasons, but it does not affect
those of biomass. Our analyses also reveal high dimensionality of
grassland stability, i.e., low correlations among different stability
measures, under both ambient and eutrophic conditions.

Results and discussion
Effects of nutrient addition on different stability measures
Nutrient addition reduced temporal invariability and resistance of
community composition and species richness during dry and wet
growing seasons, but it did not affect any stability facets of biomass
investigated (Fig. 2; Supplementary Table 3; see Supplementary Fig. 6
for stability facets at individual sites). Across our study sites, nutrient
addition increased aboveground biomass during normal growing
seasons and deviation (from the normal levels) during dry and wet
growing seasons (Supplementary Notes; Supplementary Fig. 7; Sup-
plementary Table 4). But the proportional deviation was similar under
ambient and nutrient addition conditions (Supplementary Notes;
Supplementary Fig. 7), resulting in no discernable impact of nutrient

Fig. 2 | Effects of nutrient addition (NPK) on each of the five stability facets in
each of the three community aspects. Resistance_Dry: resistance during dry
growing seasons; Resistence_Wet: resistance during wet growing seasons; Reco-
very_Dry: recovery after dry growing seasons; Recovery_Wet: recovery after wet
growing seasons. Saturated line colors represent significant treatment effects at

p ≤0.05 and faded line colors represent non-significant treatment effects. The
significance of treatment effects was assessed using t test. See Supplementary
Table 3 for test statistics, effect sizes, standard errors of the effect size, degrees of
freedom, and p values for the two-tailed test.
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addition on resistance and invariability. Two processes may underlie
the robustness of biomass responses to dry and wet growing seasons
under nutrient addition, as compared to species richness and
community composition. First, species turnover may compensate for
biomass loss resulting from species loss40. That is, when local com-
munities experience species loss, the vacant niches or spaces can be
quickly filled by the remaining or newly colonized species, thus
maintaining total biomass at a similar level40,41. Second, biomass
changes are more driven by dominant species, which may be less
sensitive to climate extremes under nutrient addition32 (see the next
paragraph). Our findings indicate that conserving plant diversity and
community composition (e.g. pollinator plants or endangered species)
may be more challenging than maintaining biomass production
(e.g. agricultural grasslands) during climate extremes under
eutrophication.

Extending our current understanding, we showed that nutrient
addition reduced resistance of species richness and community com-
position during both dry and wet growing seasons. For community
composition, nutrient addition reduced its resistance during dry and
wet growing seasons by altering species abundance distributions
during normal growing seasons and increasing compositional changes
relative to the normal levels (Supplementary Notes; Supplementary
Fig. 8; Supplementary Table 4). For species richness, nutrient addition
decreased its resistance during both dry and wet growing seasons but
through different processes. Specifically, nutrient addition reduced
the resistance of species richness during dry growing seasons by the
combined effects of reducing the average of normal levels and
increasing deviation from the normal levels, whereas it reduced the
resistance during wet growing seasons primarily by reducing the
normal levels (Supplementary Notes; Supplementary Fig. 9; Supple-
mentary Table 4). To determine whether nutrient addition modulated
resistance of species richness mainly by influencing rare species, we
calculated species diversity weighted by species cover. We found that
nutrient addition similarly reduced invariability and resistance of
cover-weighted species diversity (e.g., Hill number equals 0, 1, and 2)
during dry growing seasons. But the effects of nutrient addition on

resistance during wet growing seasons decreased with increasingly
high weights for abundant species (non-significant for Hill number
equal to 2; Supplementary Fig. 10). This suggests that dominant plant
species may be more resistant than rarer species during wet growing
seasons under eutrophication.

Nutrient addition did not impact recovery after dry or wet grow-
ing seasons for any stability measures investigated compared with
ambient conditions (Fig. 2; Supplementary Table 3). But the absolute
deviations were much greater under nutrient addition than those
under ambient conditions especially for community composition and
biomass, during and one year after dry and wet growing seasons
(Supplementary Notes; Supplementary Figs. 7–9; Supplementary
Table 4). Such information on absolute deviations may complement
the results based on relative deviations to guide conservation and
management for different purposes (e.g., agricultural yields) at spe-
cific sites.

Effects of nutrient addition on the dimensionality of stability
We first analyzed the correlation among stability facets within each
community aspect and tested how they responded to nutrient addi-
tion. We calculated pairwise Pearson correlation coefficients among
stability facets (10 pairs from 5 facets) for each community aspect in
either treatment within each site. Under ambient conditions, some
pairs of stability facets were significantly correlated in biomass (4/10
pairs), community composition (4/10), and species richness (2/10),
respectively. Overall, this suggests a relatively high dimensionality of
stability (Fig. 3; Supplementary Table 5), in line with previous studies
showing that the stability of ecosystems cannot be characterized by
only one or two facets8,10, and not a single strategy can promote all
facets of stability simultaneously. These correlations or lack thereof
were generally robust under nutrient addition, although certain pairs
of stability facets were weakened or enhanced (Fig. 3; Supplementary
Table 5). For instance, nutrient addition resulted in a negative corre-
lation between temporal invariability and recovery after wet growing
seasons in community composition, which were not correlated under
ambient conditions.

Fig. 3 | Pairwise correlations among the five stability facets in each of the three
community aspects under ambient (control) and nutrient addition (NPK)
conditions. Resistance_Dry: resistance during dry growing seasons; Resistence_
Wet: resistance during wet growing seasons; Recovery_Dry: recovery after dry
growing seasons; Recovery_Wet: recovery after wet growing seasons. Saturated

line colors represent significant correlations, corresponding to 95% confidence
intervals of the correlation coefficients that do not overlap with 0. Faded line
colors represent non-significant correlations. See Supplementary Table 5 for test
statistics and 95% confidence intervals for each correlation coefficient.
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Notably, temporal invariability was positively correlated with
resistance, but not recovery, under both treatments for all three
community aspects investigated (Fig. 3; see Supplementary Figs. 11–13
for correlations at individual sites). Our result is in line with the finding
from manipulated biodiversity experiments that infers that grassland
species richness increases temporal invariability by enhancing resis-
tance rather than recovery39. Combined, these results indicate that in
spite of the expected positive associations between temporal invaria-
bility with both resistance and recovery by definition and quantifica-
tion, long-term temporal invariability of different community aspects
relies on their short-term responses during climate extremes rather
than their subsequent recovery. Thus, strategies aimed at enhancing
community resistance, such as using drought and flood resistant
genotypes or species, are also crucial for promoting the temporal
invariability of ecosystem properties in eutrophic conditions.

For both aboveground biomass and community composition,
resistance during and recovery after dry or wet growing seasons were
generally negatively correlated under both ambient and nutrient
addition conditions (Fig. 3; Supplementary Table 5). This indicates that
biomass and community composition thatweremore impactedduring
dry and wet growing seasons (relative to normal levels) also recovered
faster, regardless of nutrient conditions (changes were reversible).
Such a trade-off between resistance and recovery is important for the
maintenance of community composition and functions in the face
of climate extremes42. In comparison, such a trade-off was not
observed for species richness, implying that species richness may be
more difficult to recover or its recovery may take more time after
perturbations.

Next, we tested the correlations among stability of community
aspects for a given stability facet and their responses to nutrient
addition. We found that, for each stability facet, the correlations
among the stability of the three community aspects were generally
weak, under both ambient and nutrient additions (Fig. 4; see Supple-
mentary Fig. 14 for correlations at individual sites; Supplementary
Table 6). The consistently weak correlations among stability of
aboveground biomass, species richness, and community composition
may indicate differential responses of different community aspects to
climatic fluctuations. The low correlation between stability of com-
munity composition and species richness may also suggest that com-
munity compositional changes were mainly driven by species
replacement but not species loss17. Our findings differ from results
from a recent meta-analysis showing that compositional stability and
biomass stability are positively correlated10. This discrepancy may be

understood from the different definitions of stability facets and dif-
ferent ways of quantification for correlations. For instance, while our
study calculated correlations among stability measures within
experimental sites, the meta-analysis derived correlations across sites
along environmental gradients which might mediate positive correla-
tions between stability measures. Our results suggest that stability of
species richness, community composition, and biomass represent
separate dimensions. Thus, different and context-dependent strate-
gies may be required for effective management for different commu-
nity aspects.

Robustness and limitations
To address the robustness of our results, we re-performed the analyses
(i) using more extreme thresholds of SPEI to define dry and wet
growing seasons (dry: ≤10th percentile; wet: ≥90th percentile; Sup-
plementary Figs. 15–17); (ii) after removing the long-term linear trends
of SPEI (Supplementary Figs. 18–20); and (iii) based on 22 sites with at
least 10-year nutrient addition and observations (Supplementary
Figs. 21–23). These analyses led to similar patterns as those presented
above: (i) nutrient addition decreased the temporal invariability and
resistance during dry and wet growing seasons for composition and
richness, but not for biomass; (ii) the majority of pairs of stability
measures were uncorrelated, while nutrient addition changed the
correlations for certain pairs of stability measures. That said, the spe-
cific pairs of stability measures that exhibit significant correlations do
change due to differences in the number and identity of sites included
in these additional analyses. This was particularly the case for correla-
tions among stability measures after removing long-term linear trends
of SPEI. One limitation of our analyses is to appropriately quantify
resistance and recover in the presence of consecutive climate
extremes (e.g. dry and dry, dry and wet, or wet and wet growing sea-
sons). Existing theories mostly consider a single pulse perturbation to
quantify resistance and recovery (e.g., Fig. 1), making it challenging to
disentangle ecosystem responses to consecutive extreme growing
seasons. In such cases, a previous extreme growing season may
affect the community’s response to the subsequent extreme growing
seasons, i.e., legacy effects43. New theory andmethodology are needed
to address ecosystem responses to repeated and consecutive
perturbations.

Implications
Our study represents a globally coordinated efforts and provides a
comprehensive test of the effects of nutrient addition on different

Fig. 4 | Pairwise correlations among stability of the three community aspects
for a given stability facet under ambient (control) and nutrient addition (NPK)
conditions. Resistance_Dry: resistance during dry growing seasons; Resistence_
Wet: resistance during wet growing seasons; Recovery_Dry: recovery after dry
growing seasons; Recovery_Wet: recovery after wet growing seasons. Saturated

line colors represent significant correlations, corresponding to 95% confidence
intervals of the correlation coefficients that do not overlap with 0. Faded line
colors represent non-significant correlations. See Supplementary Table 6 for test
statistics and 95% confidence intervals for each correlation coefficient.
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stability facets measured for multiple community aspects and their
correlations. Previous studies usually focus on the effects of nutrient
addition on the mean, and to a lesser extent, temporal trends in spe-
cies richness, and/or overall change in community composition, which
in turn are used to predict temporal invariability of biomass17,44,45.
While these studies do not take into account the stability of species
richness and community composition, our study shows that nutrient
addition decreases their short-term resistance during dry and wet
growing seasons and their long-term temporal invariability. Overall,
our analyses demonstrate high dimensionality of grassland stability,
that is, consistently low correlations among stability facets within and
among community aspects under ambient and eutrophic conditions.
Our results suggest that different stability measures may be regulated
by independent mechanisms and processes, underscoring the need to
consider the multidimensional responses of ecosystems to environ-
mental changes. By disentangle the concurrent impacts of global
changes on ecosystems, our results provide new insights and oppor-
tunities to achieve a more holistic understanding of grassland stability
in a changing world.

Methods
Experimental design
The study sites are part of the NutNet experiment46,47 (Supplementary
Fig. 1 and Supplementary Table 1). Plots of 5m× 5m were assigned to
ten treatments in a randomized block design, typically with three
blocks per site. For the analyses here, we select plots assigned tooneof
two treatments: Control and Fertilized by NPK+µ. NPK+µ treatment
plots were fertilized with nitrogen (N), phosphorus (P), and potassium
(K) with a combination of micronutrients and macronutrients (Fe, S,
Mg, Mn, Cu, Zn, B, and Mo) as a one-time addition to the potassium
treatment (K+µ). Themicronutrientmixwas applied once at the start of
the experiment at a rate of 100 gm−2. N was supplied as time-release
urea ((NH2)2CO), P was supplied as triple superphosphate
(Ca(H2PO4)2), and K as potassium sulfate (K2SO4). N, P, and K were
added annually at rates of 10 gm−2 y−1. More details in experimental
design can be found in ref. 46.

Datawas retrieved in November 2022. The 55 sites included in this
study met the following criteria: (1) plots were arranged in 3 blocks;
(2) ≥ 4 years of post-treatment measurement; (3) during experimental
years, at least one dry or wet growing season was recorded (see
“Defining climate extremes” for more details). These sites span five
continents and include a wide range of grassland types. See Supple-
mentary Figs. 1–2, and Supplementary Table 1 for details of sites
selected, experimental years, geolocation, growing season, and
grassland types.

Sampling protocol
All NutNet sites followed standard sampling protocols. A 1 × 1m sub-
plot within each plot was permanently marked for annual measure-
ment of plant community composition. Species cover (%) was
estimated visually for all species in the subplots; the total cover of
living plants can exceed 100 % for multilayer canopies. Aboveground
biomass was measured within the treatment plot, adjacent to the
permanent subplot, by clipping all aboveground biomass within two
1 × 0.1m strips (in total 0.2 m2), which were moved each year to avoid
resampling the same location. For shrubs and subshrubs occurring in
strips, we collected all leaves and current year’s woody growth. Bio-
mass was dried at 60 °C (to constant mass) before weighing to the
nearest 0.01 g, and expressed as g m−2. At most sites, cover was
recorded once per year at peak biomass before fertilization. At some
sites with strong seasonality, cover was recorded twice per year to
include a complete list of species. For those sites, the maximum cover
for each species and total biomass were used in the following analyses.
The taxonomy was adjusted within sites to ensure consistent naming
over time. Specifically, when individuals could not be identified as

species, they were aggregated at the genus level but referred to as
“species” for simplicity.

Defining climate extremes and the five stability facets for the
three community aspects
We used the standardized precipitation–evapotranspiration index
(SPEI) to classify climate events for each site39. SPEI was calculated as
the standardized (z-score)water balance over the growing season each
year (sum of precipitation – sum of evapotranspiration; mm) from
1901 to 2021. Precipitation and potential evapotranspiration used to
calculate SPEI were downloaded from https://crudata.uea.ac.uk/cru/
data/hrg/cru_ts_4.0648. Potential Evapotranspiration is calculated
using the Penman-Monteith formula taking into account the rate of
change of saturation specific humidity with air temperature, net irra-
diance, ground heat flux, air temperature at 2 meters, wind speed at 2
meters, and vapor pressure deficit49. At each site, we then classified the
growing seasons into dry, normal, and wet using the cutoff of 0.67 or
1.28 times of standard deviation (SD). A cutoff of 0.67 SD corresponds
to a definition of dry or wet growing season occurring once every four
years (i.e., dry: ≤25th percentile; wet: ≥75th percentile), and that of
1.28 SD corresponds to once per decade (i.e., dry: ≤10th percentile;
wet: ≥90th percentile). In both cases, normal growing seasons were
defined as −0.67 sd < SPEI < 0.67 sd. A cutoff of 0.67 SD resulted in a
much higher number of dry and wet growing seasons occurring at the
55 sites (Supplementary Fig. 2), which increases the power of our sta-
tistical analyses. Results were similar when defining dry and wet
growing seasons using the cutoff of 1.28 SD (resulting in 66 dry, 247
normal, and 58wet growing seasons in 44 sites). Therefore, we present
the results based on the cutoff of 0.67 SD in the main text and those
based on the cutoff of 1.28 SD in the supplementary (Supplementary
Figs. 15–17). To reduce confounding effects of dry and wet growing
seasons occurring consecutively on the calculation of resistance and
recovery, we selected experimental years using the following two cri-
teria. First, if two consecutive extreme growing seasons were of dif-
ferent kinds (e.g., dry followed bywet), the former growing seasonwas
ignored for the calculation of recovery, and the later growing season
was ignored for the calculation of both resistance and recovery. Sec-
ond, when two (or more) extreme growing seasons of the same kind
happen consecutively (e.g., wet followed by wet), recovery was only
calculated for the later growing season, which must be followed by a
normal growing season (or a same kind but less extreme growing
season when using 1.28 SD as the cutoff). See Supplementary Table 2
for all combinations of three consecutive growing seasons and selec-
tion of the growing seasons for calculating resistance and recovery.We
illustrated by example the selection of the years and calculation of
resistanceand recovery at threeblocks at site Look.us (Supplementary
Fig. 4). Also, we showed years used for resistance and recovery at
individual sites (Supplementary Fig. 5). Furthermore, we summarized
average changes and absolute deviations in aboveground biomass,
species richness, and community composition (from their normal
levels) during and one year after dry and wet growing seasons in both
treatments (Supplementary Figs. 7–9). To facilitate an intuitive
understanding of each stability facets and the correlations among
them, we present the five stability facets in the three community
aspects at each site in Supplementary Fig. 6 and pairwise correlations
among stability measures in Supplementary Figs. 11–14.

Methods used for quantifying stability facets are illustrated in
Fig. 1. Specifically, temporal invariability in aboveground biomass and
species richness was calculated as μ

σ, where μ is the mean in above-
ground biomass or species richness over the experimental years. σ is
the standard deviation of aboveground biomass or species richness
over time, which was calculated after detrending to remove variation
due to directional change over time. That is, we first used linear
regression (function “lm”) to fit aboveground biomass or species
richness against experimental years for each subplot, we then used the
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residuals from this model to calculate the standard deviation. Fol-

lowing ref. 39, resistance and recovery were calculated as
�Yn

jYe��Yn j
and

jYe��Yn j
jYe+ 1��Ynj

, where �Yn, Ye, and Ye+ 1 are aboveground biomass or species

richness during normal growing seasons (average over all normal
growing seasons), during an extreme, and one year after an
extreme growing season. Stability facets in biomass and species
richness were log-transformed to improve homogeneity of variance.
The composition-related facets of stability were calculated using
Bray–Curtis dissimilarity metric based on cover data50,51. Values of
Bray-Curtis dissimilarity ranges from 0 to 1, with higher dissimilarity
being closer to 1. We used similarity (i.e., 1 - dissimilarity) to measure
stability in community composition, with higher values indicating
higher stability. Temporal invariability was calculated as the overall
community similarity over all experimental years using the function
“beta.multi.abund” from the R package “betapart”(version 1.6)50. The
average cover for all species during normal growing seasons under
each treatment within a block was constructed as a reference com-
munity for calculating resistance and recovery. Resistance was calcu-
lated as the similarity of the plant community under an extreme
growing season comparedwith the reference (values ranged from0 to
1) using the R function “beta.pair.abund”. Similarly, we calculated
similarity of the plant community one year after an extreme growing
season compared with the reference. Recovery was then calculated as
the ratio of similarity of the community one year after to that during an
extreme growing season (ranged from 0 to inf). Resistance and
recovery for all three community aspects were averaged over years to
match the data structure of temporal invariability. For all stability
facets in the three community aspects, higher values represent higher
stability.

Statistical analysis
All analyses were performed in R (version 4. 2.0)52. We used linear
mixed-effects models (function “lme”) from the R package “nlme”
(version 3.1.157) for the following analyses53. First, we tested whether
nutrient addition impacted each stability facet for each community
aspect. In these models, treatment (control vs. nutrient addition) was
the fixed effect, and site and block nested within site were random
effects. To assess whether rare species were more sensitive than
common and dominant species during and after dry and wet growing
seasons under nutrient addition, we calculated effective species
diversity corresponding to Hill numbers Q ranging from 0 to 2
(an increase in Q indicating greater weights of abundant species)54.
Second, we quantified the effects of nutrient addition on relationships
among the five stability facets for each community aspect. We calcu-
lated Pearson correlation coefficients between every pair of stability
facets for each treatment within each site, and then used the function
“lme” to test the effect of treatment (fixed effect) on these correlation
coefficients, with site as the random effect. Third, we examined the
effects of nutrient addition on relationships among stability of the
three community aspects (for each stability facet). Similarly, we cal-
culated Pearson correlation coefficients for each stability facet among
all pairs of community aspects for each treatment at each site, and then
used the function “lme” to test the effect of treatment (as fixed effects)
on these correlation coefficients, with site as the random effect. We
tested the robustness of our results in the following three ways. First,
we examinedmore extreme thresholds in definingdry andwet growing
seasons, as mentioned above. Second, we tested the temporally linear
trend of SPEI for each site and re-analyzed the data after removing the
trends of SPEI, because a positive (negative) trendof SPEIwould lead to
higher likelihood to detect extreme wet (dry) years at the end of the
time series. Third, as the experiment duration of our study sites ranged
from 4 to 15 years, we re-performed the above analyses using a subset
of 22 sites that have run experiments for at least 10 years.

Reporting summary
Further information on research design is available in the Nature
Portfolio Reporting Summary linked to this article.

Data availability
The NutNet data are publicly available on the Environmental Data
Initiative (EDI) (https://doi.org/10.6073/pasta/583874460a0af70f93d
3eee2f22f9a13). The climate data are available on https://crudata.uea.
ac.uk/cru/data/hrg/cru_ts_4.06. The raw data used and processed data
generated in this study have been deposited in the Figshare (https://
doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.22639399).

Code availability
TheRcodesused toproduce results in this studyhavebeendeposited in
the GitHub (https://github.com/chqq365/multidimensional-responses-
of-stability.git.) and archived through Zenodo (https://doi.org/10.5281/
zenodo.8292710).
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