Week 12 Discussion Questions

1. Describe the environmental conflict between indigenous peoples and state and corporatist actors. What is the problem with framing indigenous approaches and knowledge as culture and/ or beliefs? How is respect and tolerance of other cultures denying ontological difference?
Indigenous approach and knowledge defend access to and indigenous control over natural resources because indigenous people believe that they should respect ‘nature’ as their kin and live with it but not destroy it to take advantage. Thus, if indigenous approaches and knowledge are adopted as culture or beliefs, it will be difficult for state and corporatist actors to take advantage (make money) from natural resource. 	Comment by Dagmar Lorenz-Meyer: Be careful which words you choose. When you say ‘believe’ you characterize their world and practices from a western modern perspective as merely cultural belief – precisely the problem as Blaser argues because the moderns have also knowledge of nature 	Comment by Dagmar Lorenz-Meyer: No. to some extent they can defend their control of the land as ‘cultural rights’ but this is has limits because western science is privileged as you write. 
The author states however that “tolerance can only go so far before universal science is brought to bear to demarcate the limits beyond which disciplining force is required to meet unreason – ‘unreason’ or ‘irrationality’ being just different words used to deny ontological differences” (p.21). Tolerance and respect of other culture can only be accepted before the limit of universal science sets in and states what land really is (minerals for exploitation rather than kin or ancestors). Once the limit of universal science sets, any further respect and tolerance of other cultures will be unreason or irrationality. And, the words unreason or irrational are used to deny ontological differences. yes


3. What does it mean to address environmental conflict as political ontology? How does this facilitate a pluriverse (a world of many worlds) rather than a universe?
Addressing environmental conflict as political ontology means indigenous people’s opinions practices and worlds will be completely ignored and only scientists’ opinions will be valued. From the point of dominant modern ontology, Indigenous people have their only cultural beliefs about nature such as nonhuman relatives and spirits. However, these things are not within the purview of science, and they are considered as human fabrications (p.18). People who want profits will follow scientists’ advice about how not completely destroying nature but still destroy some of them to get profits and ignore indigenous ontologies. This is the one world universe – the denial of other world-makings.	Comment by Dagmar Lorenz-Meyer: No. addressing it as merely different perspectives, ignoresindoigenous worlds; addressing it as political ontology points to differences but also pounts of encounter of different worlds/ontol;goes 
On the one hand, some people do not generate have real knowledge according to the methods of such as scientific knowledge, but they have cultural beliefs. On the other hand, some people within the diomentinat onotoloyg are assumed to have real knowledge, but they do not have cultural beliefs. And both choose to not compromise. So one has to problematize the whole system of more or less cultural knowledge of one nature, and open for the possibilities of different worlds that have points of encoutners - As a result, a pluriverse formed.	Comment by Dagmar Lorenz-Meyer: Careful: this subscribes to the notion that only science (scientific methodology) produced real knowledge. This ignores a) bias in science that feminists have established. B) indigenous knowledge not generated by science methods. The way you word this suggests that indigenous people do not have ‘real’ knowledge – a proposition that political ontology seeks to problematise 

Maybe take a look at Dominika Benesova’s answer on this question.
