




that cross over the boundary line face new restrictions”.16 He worried that “under this decision it
makes no difference whether there’s a tiny part of trunk over the property. Does that mean both
owners have totally equal rights in the tree?”.17

But the case also alerts us to some broader dimensions to the geographies of property. Property,







words. Staking a claim according to this spatial format makes sense in the context of the treaty
process. The assertion of an expansive and exclusive territory may prove empowering to a First
Nation, particularly when combined with claims of nationhood and jurisdiction.35 Given that the treaty
process is framed very much according to the expectations and norms of the dominant society, the use
of familiar cartographic forms also meshes with a settler-society’s expectations concerning the
absolute space of property. Such calculable spaces are said to produce certainty and legibility.

However, many Indigenous participants question such a spatialisation of property. Not only does
it misrepresent Indigenous geographies of property, they fear, but it also threatens to actively
reconstitute them. The Coast Salish, for example, traditionally frame ownership and space through a
relational epistemology, predicated on relationships with ancestors and overlapping kinship
networks.36 These are performed through reciprocity, sharing and respect for persons (human and
non-human) associated with particular places. By virtue of one’s relationship to ancestors, and to
related overlapping kin networks, an individual may have access to multiple sites (assuming
appropriate relational protocols of respectful interaction are conformed to). From this perspective, the
“traditional territory” to be mapped in the treaty process is less a zone bounded by sharp lines, than a
network of relationships: “individuals experience their territories as ‘itineraries’ of places, engaging in
reciprocal practices relating to their use, and respect, of the land within an ecosystem that they
continually appropriate throughout their lives.”37 Many community members, therefore, see the bright
spatial lines of absolute space and property as inimical to these dense relational geographies.

Moreover, the idea that each “nation” (itself, a colonial construct) must be assigned a unique
territory inevitably runs into the reality of so-called “overlaps”, given both historical patterns of shared



carefully about the spatial dimensions of property is also hard to do, given the dominance of a view of
space as inert, asocial and a priori. The recognition of the importance and liveliness of space,
therefore, is a crucial first step.
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