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But perhaps the deepest aspect of the common law text of possession
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NOTES AND QUESTIONS ON FIRST POSSESSION
1. Rose presents the meaning of “p ion” as culturally relative. Isit? Is
Sugden more accurelxrte when he suggests that some indicia of ownership are
“iound everywhere”? Consider blazes cut into trees by the Native American
hunters, whose practices are described in the selection from Demsetz, supra
112: Would those be recognized as property claims everywhm"l ngat
Fhout a wall or a fence? Are these universally recognizable assertions of
ownership? If so, would this mean that possession is not culturally relative
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