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Long Abstract
Preserving and protecting the environment is increasingly urgent, so it is emerging as a key topic also within the social sciences. Economics, and its analytical toolbox, play a fundamental role as environmental issues clearly fall outside of ‘private goods’ traded on the market due to intrinsic externalities. The taxonomy proposed by Samuelson and Musgrave (Musgrave, 1959; Samuelson, 1954) advocated to properly identify the ‘nature’ of a good to best assess linked policy implications and management options. Arguably, the taxonomy of goods represents one of economics’ analytical milestones and the distinction between public goods, common-pool resources, private, and club goods is being used across disciplines. Any good is associated to either of such categories based on its intrinsic features, specifically rivalry and excludability. The four-way taxonomy that emerges is then used to study human’s behavioural incentives and how different institutions and governance structures can prevent and face provision and depletion problems. 
A forest, for example, classifies as a common-pool resource because it is subject to rivalry - if one person cuts down a tree, another person cannot cut down the same tree or harvest its fruits anymore), but not so much to excludability, as developing institutions to exclude potential beneficiaries is either difficult or costly (McKean, 1996) because mostly it is not possible to prevent specific people from entering its grounds. 
In this short paper we address three intrinsic limitations of the prevailing use of such analytical tool, particularly when dealing with natural resources1. First, we start from the intuition that the nature of a good is not a simple and unique entity, but a complex system of interdependent use(r)s. Forests, for instance, are landscapes consisting of multiple heterogeneous goods, linked to multiple heterogeneous services, over which humans can have multiple heterogeneous and competing demands (Sandström et al., 2011; Gong, 2022; Zhou and Gong, 2005). Thus, we propose to unpack the nature of a good into the relationships between heterogeneous and multiple uses, by using a network approach. In our opinion, this is functional to acquire more detailed knowledge on the complex system that otherwise remains “hidden” behind a single tag of “the nature of a good”. 
Based on this, we secondly build on Elinor Ostrom and other scholars’ work and argue that the nature of a good is not immutable (Candela and Geloso, 2018; Carnis, 2013; Choe and Sun-Jin, 207; Rayamjhee and Paniagua, 2021). While this is a rather evident point to whom is used to deal with natural resource management, the economic analytical perspective does not typically allow for the nature of a good to ‘change’ as it is meant to be intrinsically tied to the good itself. To explain this we follow Oakerson (1978) and introduce “indivisibility” as a third, crucial feature we should consider along rivalry and excludability when we seek to understand the nature of a good. Oakerson introduced the concept in the context of roads systems, specifically stressing that a unit of any good exhibits “indivisibility” to the extent that it cannot be divided into smaller units without destroying or impairing the value associated with the good (Oakerson, 1978:20). Including it in the analysis helps keeping the focus on different uses but making the analysis more coherent with an overall whole and better reflects the reality of ecosystems.  
Indeed, when dealing with ecosystems, indivisibility interdependence, namely the mutual reliance and interconnectedness between living organisms, their habitats, and abiotic factors (Barass et al., 1991; Bascompte, 2009). Thus, in the context of this paper, we apply indivisibility to assess the degree of interdependence between single elements of an ecosystem. While rivalry is able to capture a recurring pattern in nature – namely competition for scarce resources - and excludability mainly refers to human ability to reserve access and use of a resource to a selected group of people, indivisibility is different from both but also underlies them, in as much as it can shed light on the extent to which an element of the ecosystem is tightly connected to and reliant upon others and vice-versa. Thus, indivisibility captures a wider range of relationships, like positive and negative interdependencies, which are recurrent in nature (von Jacobi, 2018). Mapping it allows tracing the structure of the complex relationships that tie different ecosystem elements and use(r)s to each other's. Within the recognition of indivisibility, we can explore the character of such relationships – this is where rivalry and excludability come into the picture. Thus, we put forward the following hypothesis: 
HP1: The nature of a good can change as a result of changes in the set-up of relations within it. 
Instead of tracking discrete changes from one typology to the other, we show that conceiving the nature of a good as a complex system allows tracking changes in terms of degree (Aligica, 2014; Ostrom, 1990). We suggest that small continuous changes to the system can be introduced through different management practices, institutional innovations, but also due to exogenous pressures like climate change and connected abrupt shocks. Such changes can alter the system from within, by changing the relations between some of its element, thus making the entire ecosystem aligned more with one type of good (e.g. common-pool resource) than with another (e.g. public good). Thus, we put forward a second hypothesis: 
HP2: Management practices, institutions, and other exogenous factors can affect interdependence-indivisibility relations and mediate their transformation into rivalry and/or excludability. 
As an illustrative example to better explain the reasoning and test our hypothesis, we use the well-studied case of conflict between reindeer herding v. logging in Swedish forests. 

