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In the spring of 1992 two American Indian women, one Apache and one
Seminole, received the first two PhDs in Philosophy to be granted to American
Indians in the United States. We have shared many conversations over the years,
and together we have both pushed to make this volume a reality, so that all who
follow the path we choose would benefit from our having gone that way. As a
Seminole woman, I dedicate this book to my Apache sister, Viola Cordova, and to
those who would walk this path of philosophical contemplation with us.
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INTRODUCTION

V. E. Cordova, and John DuFour address the question of what constitutes knowing.
Learning about both a Western and an American Indian approach to world descriptions
expands our understanding of the diversity of human thought. Indian methods of
knowing differ from Western methods. If we are to distinguish a boundary between
Indian and Western thought, as Deloria tells us we must, then epistemology, or how we
know things, 15 a good place to carve a difference. And one difference 1s that reflectve
memories of our Native elders have stories that explain human reality and confron-
tations in the world. Brian Yazzie Burkhart, beginning with epistemology, the smallest
unit of measurement of what we can know about the world, shows us how both the
content and method of an American Indian philosophy embrace a way of seeing and
experiencing the broad circles of our everyday lives.

Brian Yazzie Burkhart, in “What Coyote and Thales Can Teach Us,” clauns that we
participate 1n meaning-making n the world: the world 1tself, as well as our truth,
meaning, and value, arise 1 our Intersecting with te world. Our acts shape nieanings,
and these meanings create our acts. Burkhart articulates four fundamental principles of
Indian knowing: the priciple of relatedness; the principle of the limits of questioning,
and two principles of action. The first principle, that of relatedness, 1s about how we, by
our actions 1n the world, relate to all things; hence we must keep cveryone (all our
relations) i mind when we act. The second principle, of the limits of questioning,
rermnds us that, for example, if the earth sat on the back of a turtle 1n the beginning,
then “there ate turtles all the way down.” The third principle 1s the first principle of
action. Ths has two parts: (1) that we should not speak or act regarding some things, and
(2) that we cannot speak or act regarding some things. The second part of this third
principle renunds us of the fourth principle, sometimes referred to as the moral universe
prmciple: what 1s true is what 1s right. Hence, Burkhart holds that all investigations are
moral mvestigations mn Indian knowing.

The only real philosophical quest, according to Burkhart, 1s the quest for knowing:
“What 1s the right road for humans to walk”” Western philosophy cannot accept that
there are some things that cannot or should not be known because Western philosophy
operates by a fundamental belief that more knowledge 1s better, and all knowledge 1s of
a propositional type. Indian philosophy, on the other hand, entertamns a way of knowing
by direct access, or awareness of experience, i.e. an integrated “how-to” knowing. The
Indian philosopher can accept that the world 15 “turtles all the way down,” i.c. that the
foundation does not rest on anything else.

By contrast, the Western philosopher seeks a justification for claims to knowledge
whose foundation 1tself 1s questioned. The Western philosopher must ask, “If the turtle
holds the earth, what holds the turtle?” The Indian philosopher wants to know what the
basis of this question 15 for the Western philosopher.

For Indians, the story conveys knowledge, knowledge does not convey the story, as it
does for Western philosophy. In his explanation of the "Sénecawst“c‘)yry“c;f “the three sisters
(corn, beans, and squash), Burkhart provides us with an example of knowledge about
how to live right or well. Moreover, if knowledge is knowing how, then amimals and
rvers, Burkhart claims, also have this knowledge. He gives us the example of a song:
knowing a song does not require the knowmng of the notes. (I would add that knowing




INTRODUCTION

the notes of a song 1s also not to know the song.) In the same way that water knows the
way around the rock, so also we can know a song. The knowing s in the performance,
or ceremony; it 1s in the living, or life of the ceremony. Indian knowing 1s not
propositional knowledge that can be had about the ceremony.

Western thought holds knowledge to be an end 1n itself, and mistakes propositional
information for knowledge. If propositional mformation constitutes knowledge, then
adding more and more propositional information would amount to making progress
toward the attamnment of knowledge, or progressively knowing more! Burkhart ponts
to what appears to him to be a fundamental confusion about knowing and collecting

" information. To know 1s to synthesize the information m living. Thus, from an Indian
perspectve, as Delora has indicated, one must be very old and accumulate much
information before wisdom, or the synthesis of that mformation, occurs.

One of the most astute claims that Burkhart makes, distinguishing an Indian knowing
from a Western knowing, 1s the difference between the Western belief that philosophy
and science hold knowledge, and the belief that hterature and religion hold human
expression. Indian philosophy fuses science and knowing with literature and religion.
This dichotomy of Western thought disciplines can be juxtaposed with American
Indian philosophy, which 1s mult1d1sc1plinary and multicultural. Qur stories, cere-
monies, and prayers at once speak and create a moral wmverse, or practical, lived

knowledge. This clam 15 not to romanticize, but rather to articulate

, a theory of
knowing through synthetic processes.

Burkhart believes that there 1s a commonality with Indian thought 1n Husserl’s
recognition that all knowledge comes from the Lifeworld and must return to 1it. Yet
tor Husserl, experiences 1n a natural attitude (daily concerns) are understood by reflec-
tion and description of how we are directed to the world (intentionality). We have the
ability to refer to the natural attitude 1n order to understand the world and our place m
it. Yet we can get lost when so engaged, and fall 1 a well or puddle of water, as
Narcissus does while reflecting upon his own beauty.

Amercan Indian philosophy, for Burkhart, would have us retain the natural attitude
n all of our affairs. We would not dally in the phenomenological attitude, but maintain
connectedness and rclations, and find understanding of the worl

d through them, not
abstracted from them. Synthesizing all

that 1s removes the possibility of contradictions
because anomalies do not exist 1n an ever-open and ever-changing world. Without

contradictions, Indian philosophy cannot be narrowly dogmatic, but embraces all that
1s. Because of this, Burkhart refers to Indian philosophy.as a-thrkang philosophy. Yet 1t

1s not ““[ think, therefore [ am,” but rather|“We are, therefo/rﬂn.” An understanding
of all that I and others see and cxpenence' is-accounted for

generations n the art of story and ceremony

For an Indian knowing, Burkhart tells us that the data of experience are 1n the form
of We, not I Hence, I cannot tell you your experniences are not valid. Burkhart claims
that 1n Western philosophy 1t 15 possible to say: “My claims count for more than yours
because I have them and not you!” But 1n Indian philosophy this would be like the
hand of a body telling the body that the experience of the hand, and not the foort,
1s valid. Indian philosophy would retan the expenence of the whole body, 1.e. all

passed down through
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DuFour holds that social practices that determine state merit (ethical acceptabili
entitlement to belief) are belief practices. He does not tell us 1f belief pricticesty;lsocf
determine social practices, but we may infer that belief practices are social practices “all
the way down.” Moreover, behef practices serve to meet the hum th l‘
epistemic needs of beliefs. e and

Thl.s positton brings DuFour to a real philosophical concern about the voluntarine
of bel%ef formation. He tells us that if “ought implies can,” then to say that “you ou 0;5
to believe” only means you “ought to practice as though you did believe,” T};ns et}Lccai
mandate appears to be grounded in the influence our beliefs have on our.commun t
since beliefs are dispositions that emerge mnto actions that can harmomze or fra mélftjs,
community. Thus, belief practices may embody a communal moral concern for %he .
of belief, beliefs are a matter of communal moral concern. and community memb e
entitled only to behefs that promote a harmonious comn’mmty e e

Dufour further tells us that the acts of experienced practitioners of the belief practices
glve rise to normative belief practice. Thus claims to knowledge, or to the need for
change, may be ethically objectionable or not admirable. Balanced belief systems would
be the product of concerm for the appropriate place of belief in a well-lived life. A;

1nter<?st111g question anses here: whether the belief practices, as deriving from sé:vcmi
practices, carry an epistemic or moral weight apart from therr benefit (mandate) to
maintain the harmony of a social group. Since DuFour does not explicitly explain how
social practice may be valuable 1n wself, we may assume that he means social ractice t;l
be valued for the benefit of the harmony and balance they bring ab ! o
creating behef practices. B bontas sl of
Two problems with this analysis can be detected The first that DuFour alludes to 1
the non-voluntary nature of the belief practices. The second issues out of the conce S
for harmony as a bottom-hne value m a native community. If a harmonious comm o
15 to embody 1njustice, then an unjust or unreasonable system, so long as it 1s har o
ous, would earn state mernt (ethical acceptability, or entltlemént status) e
DuFour’s claims secem to agree with other Native writers in tha.t in an Ind
epl.stemology, there 15 no knowledge that 1s an end-in-itself, Greg Cajete, for exa 1lan
claims that the notion that knowledge exists for 1ts own sake les outsu’ie of a I?:Erei
framework of Native understanding. DuFour says that the moral fiamework 1ts lfa
the context of deterniining what constitutes morally acceptable beliefs by refereﬁcee tIS
an approprnately relevant belief practice Further, because deep knowledge brin .
with 1t responsibility 1m 1ts application and sharing, communal guides are nefessarl o
order to acceptably implement belief practice; when beliefs are properl bahlry‘iin
they rcjﬂect belief practice. Thus the context for implementing a pbehyef ;a)cct;cé
determines the standard of ethically acceptable beliefs. So, for DuFour, an AJI])R‘HC’{
lI)l:li1gfcnous thedory of epistemnology would be contextualist, that 1s, jl;StIﬁCatlon fot
tef 15 gro
Commumgty. unded in the context of belief practice, whose aim s harmony of the
One problem Western philosophers may have with this essay 1s that 1t does not tell
why the ulumate epistenic justification is 1 the value of communal balance (‘;S
harmony. So also, as a contextualist theory of knowledge, without the context t]jlel‘z
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can be no knowledge, or knowing, and hence knowledge exists only when belief
practices develop, and are 1n harmony with communal well-being.

Part I1I, “Science, Math, Logic,” begins with a chapter by Gregory Cajete, “Phil-
osophy of Native Science.” Cajete holds that Native science 1s based upon a perceptual
phenomenology; scicnce is supported by lived subjective experience that operates as a
basts for objective explanation of the world. Lifeworld experience undergirds cultural
mediation and 1s the foundation of Native science. The human species shares experi-
ence and knowledge of nature with all hving things. Different experiences are a
function of umique biological difference. Cultural concepts of space, tune relationshup,
and hnguistic form are “rooted in a precultural biological awareness.”

Cayete tells us that Native American philosophy 15 ecological philosophy because 1t
1ncorporates information gained from “interaction of body, mind, soul, and spint with
all aspects of nature”’; with roots in cosmology, speculative explanations of the universe,
1ts onigins, characteristics and essential nature. Metaphysics roots cosmology because the
method of research has a cultural orientation of some tradition.

To understand cycles of nature 15 to recognize interdependencies of all things in

it is to have a physical, cogmtive, and emotional orientation like a map 1n the

nature;
d we mnterpenetrate

head. We are of nature, having an organic basis of thought, an
nature as we breathe. Native science imcludes philosophy, art, agriculture, ritual,
ceremony, technology, astronomy, farmuing, plant domestication, plant medicine,
hunting, fishing, metallurgy, and geology. Cajete would place philosophy 1n the context

of science.

Cajete contrasts Native science wit
as a static collection of objects Native science views nature as a “dynamic, ever-flowmng
arable from our own perceptions, the creative center from which
’ Cagete tells us that

h Western scienice. Western science views nature

river of creation, 1nsep
we and everything else have come and to which we always return.’
chaos, for example, from a Native view, ‘s both movement and evolution, the process
through which everything 1n the universe becomes manifest and then returns. Flux 1s
the evolving universe in self-creation. Everything comes into bemng from chaos and its
“offspring,” creativity. These two forces of ife, chaos and creativity, guide the umverse.
If we ask whether these 1deas constitute philosophy or poetry, Cajete would likely tell us
that they are both, that life is hike a poen, the manifestation of the creative spirit of the
umverse.

For Cajete, a precept of native sciencce 1s that there are
chaos and order. .. Self-orgamization or ‘creanvity’ out of the field of chaos occurs
everywhere 1n nature.” Another principle 1s the butterfly effect: when a small change 1n
a system has a cumulative influence on the larger system, displaying how everything 1s
related. The moment of perfect balance 1s inherent 1n chaos, which enables the butterfly
effect to be creative. Thus, “Native science 1s a reflection of creative participation, a
dance with chaos and her child, the creative spint.” This dance 1s a pathway of
perpetually responsive truth, the sprit of the dance of the umverse. Cajete’s chapter
foreshadows Cordova's thouglits about esthetics and creative thought.

Cajete holds that human vision may show the butterfly effect; 1t may transform an
entire community. The concept of the human body that has vision 1s based on an

“infimite moments of both
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as a means toward human ends. This, Norton-Smith claims, 1s antagonistic to an
Indigenous view of a natural and spiritual world of social relations where achieving a
balance, or sense of proportion, with all living things 1n the environment, presents a
moral path.

The last chapter in this Part, “That Alchemical Bering Strait Theory” by Anne‘?%
Waters, 15 about the pedagogy of teaching the logic of critical thinking skills. The ™
chapter portrays how contextual examples are relevant to methods of teaching that
empower understanding. Focusing on argument from Vine Deloria, Jt's Red Earth,
White Lies, Native students mspire one another to learn critical thinking skills, as they
discover ways to determine whether Delora’s concerns with the logic of Western
thought are shown to be justified. In the context of teaching about a particular critical
thinking fallacy, students grasp the application of logical skills in their own meamngful
cultural context. The pomnt driven home 1s that the meaningful and culturally relevant
contextual content of examples used to teach critical thinking can excite and mspire
Native students to learn. Thus philosophers can reinforee the acquisition of c¢ntical
thinking skills for Native students by using meaningful, famihar content to reinforce
understanding and praxs, for the recognition of cogmtively false conclusions This
chapter umplies an ethical maxim: using examples only from Western thought to teach
crical thinkig skills may prejudice students of other traditions 1n their acquisition of
these skills.

Part IV “Mectaphysics and Beg” begins with a chapter by Ted Jojola, “Notes on
Identity, Time, Space, and Place.” Jojola 1nvites readers to share the conceptual ways 1n
which the past and present of American Indian culture give a coherence to the future.
Again, we see a theme of continuity, this time a continuity of community 1dentity and
meaning through tune: for American Indians, “awareness of the past contributes to the
collective task of structuring their communities” for the future.

American Indians have not participated in the “meltung pot,” nor have we allowed
our culture to be reduced to the profane, claims Jojola. Rather, Federal Indian boarding
schools and Presbyterian missions developed and perpetuated a doctrine of divided
tribal communmnities and alliances. This schisin was based upon notions that trachtionalists
held values fundamentally different (conservative) from those of contemporary Ameri-
can Indians who appeared to accept new ways (progressive). The valve of novelty (new)
1deas, rather than traditional (old) thought, was encouraged by outsiders. This ideology
led many American Indians to believe that 1t was necessary to adopt modernization 1n
order to survive; rejection of traditional tribal values (and 11 some cases of the wisdom
of traditional elders) was part of that process.

Jojola tells us that many Indian commumntes today remain divided along these
historical lines Decisions about the acquisiion and redistribution of wealth (especially
since the rise of casinos), affect the development of Native commuiities. Intertribal,

intratnbal, and Federal controversies over clan kinship versus birthright commumnity
membership criteria, have contributed to the reducing of Indigenous numbers, and the
weakemng of our communities Indians have heen pitted aganst Indians as more and
more exclusive ways are developed to deny Indian birthrights. Jojola remunds us that
although language proficiency and social contexts play mmportant roles in dentity
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development, they cannot measure how 1ndividual actions create a coherent sense of
1dentity and communmnity.

Both “identty” and “community” are illusory concepts for Jojola. For example the
Western European tradition hinks geographical areas of land use to segregated areas of
social landscapes (residential, commercial, industrial, etc.), to create individual 1dentity
constructs based upon a dominant nomenclature of classificaion. Yet the Indian
tradition embraces notions of commumty as the embodiment of collective values,
where individuals are subsumed 1n these values. These two ways of developing com-
munity 1dentity seem to have little 1n common.

For American Indians, the foundation of values arises from and is mvested 1n land;
being born 1n 2 landed context creates birthright responsibilities to uphold the collective
community agenda of land tenure and retention of that land base. Thus American
Indian commumties carry an 1dentity of being intimately tied to sustainable territories,
where an individual’s identity of tume, space, and place create a land-based worldview,
complete with sustainable values.

This Indigenous worldview of sustainability 1s radically different from the industrial-
1zed and commercialized Western European notion of land as individual property rights,
belonging to a religious figure (pope), a pohucal figure (king), or an individual (citizen).
When land becomes reified “property” the landowner 15 emotionally and socilly
ahenated from the land base, and can sell those property nghts to another, and move
on to occupy (own) some other land base rights (commodity).

Jojola explains how the mdigenous Pueblo matrilineal hneage of clanships, and
patriarchal male leaders (who are endorsed and overseen 1n their roles by clan mothers),
creates a village, 1n aggregate. In this village, each clan 1s 1dentified with a cardinal pomnt
(direction from which clan returns to Pueblo), color (clan’s outlying territorral doman),
and totem (sigmifying umique human attnbutes learned from protector animal spirits). As
journeys (or separations) are taken by different clans (due to polincal dithculties of
consensus-gathering, or inclinations to explore surrounding territories), the transform-
ation and survival of the commumity 1s hinked to the returns from these experiential
learning journeys. Thus Pueblos collectively embody clanship experiences and adapta-
tions from these comings and goings that always return to the same place of origin, and
create a separate and distinctive worldview for cach Pueblo.

In these transformative worldview villages, Jojola tells us, “in no instances did their
community boundaries overlap. Rather, there was an interstice which, m effect,
represented a ‘no-man’s’ territory. In practice, these spaces between boundaries served
as public-way corndors for migration. As such, the intersutial spaces figured just as
significantly 1n the worldview of Pueblo relations as did theiwr own communities.”

Identity, then, becomes defined by a sense of place. Jojola tells us that niultiple voices
(disparate 1nterpretations articulated by distinct groups) and symbols (ascribing com-
monly held 1deals represented by the donunant group) create an American Indian
community 1dentity. As new projects integrate the past into the present via “voice”
and “symbols,” identity no longer exists 1n a space, time, and place continuum.

Jojola tells us that 1f American Indians do not understand the meamng of our
collective actions, we are percerved by outsiders as merely “playing Indian.” Thus,
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the motivation for Indigenous planning and change becomes not merely renforcing
cultural identity, but “to challenge the community into understanding how the past and
present serve to give coherence to the future.” Again, through history and planning, the
continuity of the identity of American Indians, just as the 1dentty and contnuity of
corn, both changes and remains the same.

Accepting Jojola’s challenge to understand how the past and present give coherence
to the future, we mught conclude that one task of an American Indian or Indigenous
philosophy might be to mtegrate the past with the present, in looking and planning
toward future collective action. Accepting this strategy, American Indian philosophy
will need to articulate and reflect upon the past and present of American Indian
contmuity 1n order to integrate the past with a future.

Contmuing with the theme of metaphysics and being, in “Language Matters,” Anne
Waters shows how nondiscrete nonbimary ontologies of being operate as background
framework to some of America’s Indigenous languages. This background logic explains
why and how gender, for example, can be understood as a non-essentialized concept mn
some Indigenous languages of the Americas.

According to Waters, discrete biary duahst ontologies informed most of
the “Western” European philosophy that migrated to America, and continues to mform
Western European thought as it exists m America. This Euro-Amerncan metaphysics
and ontology of logic, operating as backdrop framework, affected non-Nauve
mterpretations of American Indigenous thought for over 500 years. Because America’s
Indigenous ontologies were nondiscretely nonbinary, Euro-American and European
interpretations of Indigenous thought in the Americas obstructed communication
systems; this closed off the shanng of Indigenous 1deas and wviston. The mability
of Euro-American scholarship to recogmze and/or comprehend this different Indigen-
ous ontology worked together with other factors to foster colonial efforts that
erased many Indigenous 1deas, people, and cultures. Prior to colonization, Indigenous
cultures shared complementary nondiscrete nonbinary ontologies from Canada
to South America. With colonization came clashing ontologies fostering a lack of
communication.

Waters clams that understanding specific gender and ethnic concepts, for example,
from an American Indigenous philosophical perspective (Indigicentric) requires com-
prehending the conceptual logic of a nondiscrete, nonbiary, dualist ontology (that
stands as ontological backdrop) for these concepts. Waters uses hinguistic examples from
different tribes to bring home the point.

Embracing the world from this logical system means living a deep ontological alterity,
or different reality, from the Western European ontology of discretely bounded entities.
The standpomnt of this alterity requires a different pohitics: mnclustvity celebrated mn the
meaning of “all my relations.”

The Indigenous understanding that all things interpenetrate and are relacionally
interdependent embraces a manifold of complexity, resembhng a world of multifari-
ously assoctated connections and mntimate fusions Such a nondiscretely augregate
ontology ought not to be expected to easily give way to a metaphysics of a sharply
defined discretely orgamzed binary ontology. From an Indigenous ontology, some
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multigendered 1dentities may be more kaleidoscopic and protean concepts than Euro-
American culture has yet to imagine.

The last chapter in this section of the Reader is by Maureen E. Smith “Crippling the
Spirt, Wounding the Soul: Native American Spiritual and Religious Suppression.”
Smuth argues that the “mtolerance of the newcomers to Turtle Island has proven
devastatng to those who were here.” Smith holds that mtolerance was veiled as
moral superiority. To provide evidence for her claim, she develops an overview of
the traditional spiritual foundaoons of many American Indians prior to European
contact, contrasts these with European beliefs and views, and shows how European
history affected perceptions of American Indians and Native religion. Smith discusses
acts, laws, policies, and practices that forbid the expression of traditional Nauve
American rehgion.

Smith brings to our attention some basic spiritual foundations of Amenican Indian
spintuality that acknowledge community and ndividual dwversity. These foundations
mnclude: a recognition of nongendered bemng (energy, or force) which has no name; an
understanding that all of creation is alive and bound 1n sacred relationships necessitating
sacred responsibility; recogmizing that cosmologies were founded on land, water, sky,
and all of creation; knowing how geography bound sacred spots to spiritual practice,
remembering ongn stories that depict how people arnved in their place, bemg put
there by the creator sparit to live and stay there; and having religion practiced by sacred
ceremony, prayer, song, drama, and dance, passed via oral tradition and storytelling, to
future generations; and appreciating that human humor was often an integral part of
sacred ceremonies. The clowns (coyote, trickster, etc ) “renunded people not to take
themselves too seriously and to keep themselves 1n balance.”

Smuth carries us through a discussion of Native language meanings, mcluding the
absence of discrete concepts such as “good,” “bad,” “nght,” and “wrong.” All of life
was woven together 1 pre-Columbian thought, so that people lived an 1integrated
philosophy of Iife in the world, rather than a claimed tenet of belief about the world
The traditional language has potency, and hence power, and all art and craft are alive,
and hence sacred. All things, being animate and interconnected, are always in the
process of becommng with infinite potential. Humans can direct some processes of
becoming, and use dreams and visions to translate the potential 1into the actual. Tssues
of space and time were cyclical and reciprocal, connecting hiving 1ndividuals with future
generanons and ancestors. To be 11l was to be out of balance 1n the mind, body, and/or
sprit, 1n violation of the sacred with the natural environment. Smuth tells us that 1n the
context of such a philosophical understanding, each individual 1 responsible for main-
taimng body, muind, and spint 1n harmony with the cnvironment.

Smuth shows how aspects of traditional Native religion were maintamned while at the
same time some Native groups adopted Chnstian practices. She defends the position
that undergirding the Christian practice were Native values and ways of bemng wath all
our relations. She wn es examples of the peace message of the Ghost Dance at Wounded
Knee (1890), and the Natuve American Church peyote ceremontes (1918).

While discussing the US acts, policies, laws, and prohibittons limiting Native reli-
gious practice, Smuth discusses the ethnocentrism of concepts such as “heathen,” “lack
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of progress, barbaric,” “prnmative,” “good (;hﬁstian w.hiFes,” “civ11:
1zation,” “education,” “boarding schools,” “required mstructpn 1’r’1 Shrlstlan values,”
“pumshment,” “speaking of tribal languages,” “Indian behavior, English names,
“harmr-cutting,” “torture,” and “beatings.” Smith info.rms us that between rehglhous
teachings and the Nauve language there 15 a cmtical link that transcends translatu})ln.
We can only assume she means that not only are there concepts in Natve languages t act1
do not easily or adequately translate 1nto the English language, but that worldvi\z\; an
religious ways of being are embedded 1n languages. Without the framewor. or ;
worldview, however, mere cognitive translation fails to capture the connotative an

assimilation,

contextual meanings of words 1n the language.

Smith shows the mterlacing of politics and rehwion: the raiding of bural sites by
soldiers for skulls on the orders of the US Surgeon General 1n 1868 meant the decapi-
tation of our deceased; the forbidding of the Sun Dance (1883), the Potlatch (1884), and
mn 1921 of prolonged celebration by Indians, sacrificial destruction of clothing and
useful articles, immoral sexual relations, and use of drugs and sclf-torture by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs (acting against traditional sovereign rights). In 1923 there was a
government prohibition of any giveaways and, for those under 50 years of age, of

jon 1n any tradiional ceremony.

par\tX/IClltiatd?e forceZl US atizenship granted to Indians 1 1924 Smith informs us,
Native American religious protection mught have been granted under the Furst
Amendment to the US Constitution. But this was not the case And although the
Wheeler—Howard Act of 1934 seemed to promuse religious freedom, ggvernment
pohcies toward Indians created assumilation (with acculturation), resulting n ternun-
ation of tribal status, relocation mto cittes, and further eroding of Native American
-chg rights.

lLl}\bllt?rﬁlglltghat although the American Indian Movement created public awareness of
Indian sssues by overt action 1 the 1960s, Smuth reminds us that the 1954 ruling agau}l:t
the use of peyote was upheld in 1970 by the Controlled Substance Act. Nor did the
1968 Indian Crvil Rights Act, the 1976 Bald Eagle Protection Act, policies regarding
use of sacred sites, and the 1978 American Indian Freedom 9fRehg1on Act provide any
protection for Nanve Americans to practice our Native religions.

Smuth concludes that “there 1s no freedom of religious practice for Native people 1n
the United States.” She considers whether any court cases have provided the pron.nsed
religious freedoms for Native Americans, and concludes that no results were obtained,
until the 1989 National Museum of the American Indian Act was passed, requinng an
mventory and return of all Natrve objects to thewr rightful owners, the tribes (foﬁowed
by the Naave American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act). Finally, the mem—1
can Indian Rehgious Freedom Act Amendments of 1994 provided for the tradltlon:;
use of peyote for rehgious and other purposes. No sweeping legislation, however, SnnF
notes, 1s present yet to protect the diversity of American Indian religious practices.
Smith maintains that although today there 1s a resurgence of American Indian religious
practices, as Indians reclaim the sparttual and rehigious legacies of our ancestors, without
more sweeping legislation or court protections, our current Optimism remains only as a

hope, and not a legal rnight.
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In conclusion, regarding cultural appropriation that reinforces cultural suppression,
Smith raises the question whether New Agers will ever respectfully acknowledge they
have “no mherent right” to practice Native Amerncan religions unless Nauve people
allow that.

Part V, “Phenomenology and Ontology,” opens with Marilyn Notah Verney’s “On
Authenticity ” Notah Verney tells us that because she was raised by her grandparents on
the Diné (Navajo) reservation 1n Arizona, she has no problem knowing what American
Indian philosophy is; yet answers for her to the questions “How can outsiders study
American Indian philosophy?” and “How and what can American Indian philosophy
contribute to traditional academic philosophy?” are much more difficult. Her own
contribution 15 to tell her listeners about the difference between academic and Native
philosophy.

Academic (Euro-American) philosophy, Notah Verney tells us, engages philosophy
with questions, and analyzes by taking apart what 1s, so that 1deas lose their relation with
all surrounding things Native philosophers, however, engage 1n philosophical thinking
by talking, and engage philosophy by making connections betwecen all things, giving
everything meaning, and approaching the world 1n a holistic manner.

As an example of this difference of approach, Notah Verney analyzes how Euro-
Americans view land as parcels of commodity for financial gain, rather than as some-
thing sacred and holy. An Indigenous understanding of land 15 about a relationship with
the land. She tells us that if her reader can understand Natuve Amenca’s spiritual
relationship with the land and our connections within the umverse (a metaphysics
that all things share life, and an ontology of equality in relation), then it may be easier to
understand our Indigenous people, our culture, and our traditional beliefs. She shares
with us the Diné (Navajo) story of the creation of her people, and 1n so doing tells us
how she understands American Indian and “Western” philosophy to duffer.

Notah Verney shares with us how parts of the work of Heidegger, although he 1s a
European philosopher, articulate and clarify how she views herself in relation to others.
She claims that American [ndian people have unconsciously drifted from our own way
of being when we regard our own being to not include others. To succumb to this
way of being 1n the world is to give way to a domnant colonial hegemomc ontology.
Embracing authentic being, for American Indians, means to embrace all our relations,
and to recognize the balance of interdependency and interpenetration of our hfe and
being in the world, with all hving things.

Native people have a responsibility to share and teach our philosophy, especially with
those who feel themselves to have other than dominant 1deologies, and also with our
own people who have strayed from the good red road. American Indians have much to
contribute to academic philosophy, and according to Notah Verney 1t 1s best taught
orally, to be kept alive. Remamming true to an Indigicentric perspective means that
American Indian philosophy can onty be kept alive by oral methods; yet through these
methods we can help make connections with traditional academic philosophy and
philosophers.

In “Phenomenology of a Mugwump Type of Life m an Autobiographical Smppet,”
by Leshie Nawagesic, we are presented with a phenomenological account of coming to
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know Indian identity by recogmzing our difference from the dormnant culture. Mixing
metaphors for race, ethnic, and class difference, Nawagesic tells us about his first self-
awareness, or reflecion upon being, safely wrapped in a tikanagan (cradleboard) in
Northern Ontario. He then shares what 1t felt ike being gawked at by sneering passers-
by while packed like human cargo 1n the back of a truck, the sadness and despair of
discovering tuberculosis and having to leave lus family and stay in a sautorium, visiting
home with his family 1n Gull Bay, and then the anguish and humihation of abuse while
attending a Catholic boarding school for Aborigimal chuldren.

Taking us with him through cach of these lite passages, Nawagesic employs trad-
itional descriptive narrative when he articulates, with detail, hus memory of the land-
scape and environment, includmg what he names “sanitorium scenery.” Ever observant,
he recounts eyes-open experiences that forewarn, and are premomtions of his future
He shares a personal, revealing story of deep, sharp, clear, and acute iyury: “I immedi-
ately experienced a tremendous amount of pam all over my body with the shghtest of
movement, including each time I inhaled . .. the bullet went through the door leading
to the porch and came to rest in my left gromn arca.” From this moment on, along with
Nawagesic, we understand the feeling of mability to blame the umiverse for particular
personal harms, and at the same ame feel the despair of not being able to contol the
cvents of his life.

Whether reciting how numbers were assigned on children’s pajamas, towels, and
other items, in reverse order of their ages, or conveying the huge, dark, yet always
lhomelike and receptive shape of Mountamm McKay, Nawagesic closely inspects the
environment as presented to him, and shares his current experiencing of poignant
niemory. The human spirit of resolving and embracing contradictions of both the
beauty and horror of life comes through Nawagesic’s phenomenological narration.
The psychology of human struggle and acceptance of the ievitable permeates thus
chapter, portraying the stamuna and will of the human spint

Nawagesic struggles with his human nature, not to be overwhelmed and overcome
by the unnecessary harm he views 1n the vista of his landscape. He portrays an mner
strength and skeptical mind, a spirit struggling to understand and survive 1n his [ndigen-
ous environment of colonial North Amierica. From his perspective, the environment 1s
seemingly indifferent to the harms inflicted by human people. Nawagesic’s existentiat
analysis springs from his lived cognitive dissonance amidst the cultural confusions caused
by walking two paths at once. These paths are laid out by two very different cultures, an
Amenican Indigenous land sustainabihty culture, and the European colomal industrialist
and property-centered culture.

In “Ontology of Identity and Interstinal Bemng,” Anne Waters argues that being
American Indian means not fitting a definition or idea about Indianness, but experi-
encing meamng in the world from a particular type of consciousness, a consciousness
with a creative cognitive dissonance that anises from social positionality. For Waters, a
unity of identity arises from relaxed interstitial weavings of multiple meanings, that
come to be 1n what she refers to as a landscape of uncertainty.

This chapter shows how a worldview creates and is created from constant and
continual change, or animation of being m the world, through shifts of voice, 1dentity,

vvIiv




INTRODUCTION

hgrmg, vision, speech, organizational frameworks, and epistemological knowin
Living through events 1n the world historical, personal and political honzon gives rli
to generational identities and collective responsibilities that assist i particular projects 1
the world to create balance and harmony m the environment among all 11‘V1r}:g ghin sn
In such a worldview, the individual is both the creative entertaining poet, and tgh.e
destroyer of hegemonic relations m the world In this role humans appe;lr at 0r71€e to b
pulling together interstitial converging spaces of cognitive dissonance to arrive at .
calmuess with clarity of vasion. ’
”Part VI, “Ethics and Respect,” begins with V. F. Cordova’s “Ethics: The We and the
L7 Here Cordova argues: “In the West, codes of conduct are based on the concept of
the individual as the ‘bargaining umt.”” Yet she claims. “a code of conduct cafr)l b
base(‘i on the description of the human being as a social being . . . within the c.o.n.fmes oef
the “We.”” What 1s assumed about human nature grounds whether a communi
understands proper human behavior to rest upon mdividual or group action. Y

Cor : |
dova explains how human nature [-prmciple societies 15 about mdividuals

;t war, always m conflict with outsiders of the immediate bargamnmg unit. Yet
uman nature 1in We-principle societies 1s understood to be essentially social, and
K

mteer- C
er-community cooperauve. In We-principle societies, the other 15 seen as interde- .

pendent with the self, or rather, without the group there 15 no self. In We-culture
ethical codes are internalized as proper social behavior. In I—culture.s of autono .
mdl\{lduals, ethical codes hie outside a person, externalized i codified rules or lawznt?lzi
require 1nterpretation. In reading this chapter, 1t may be worth thinking about the
zgiriuh\fn(liijonrizi of Nawagesic 1in the context of Cordova’s analysis of assumptions
Cordova discovers smularities between Armstotelian Greek ethics and America
Indian ethics n both cases it 15 accepted that humans are social beings, and humanrs1
wish to remam within a social group, and thus act not sumply from h;bltuatlon or
exercise of autonomous free will. For human beings enculturated to “We”, or so1c1al
group, ethics, group disapproval creates great mental anguish and gref, N;wa vesic’s
cogmuve dissonance, for example, creates angush and grief, for he cann.ot full gbe 1
either world, but is always a part of both worlds The traditional Indigenous unlt';/ ofthre1
group, learned early 1n life from the fkanagan, 1s torn away by the takings of th
Tndustrml colomal culture Ths feeling of belonging seems to be ontolgglc;l amlse
. Nawagesic’s life, as he 1s continually separating from his fanuly due to YIH S
schooling, etc. -
Cordova holds that when an I-culture person adheres to or fails to adhere to an
external code of behavior, if the consequences of the behavior make no difference. then
1t doesn’t matter whether the person’s behavior adheres or not to external law Th11s w ‘
of being 1s antithencal to an understanding of ethical norms that arise from éomrﬁu N
canive understanding and common goals and values among group members .
Cordova tells us that Nauve Americans (unlke the Greeks) add tou“the “We’
defimtion of human beings the 1dea of equality” that extends to all forms of life
Because a Native understanding of Iife extends to all that 15, the entre umversé
participates 1n the hife process Hence a Native American philosophy recogmzes equal
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respect for all hving things as interdependently being both parent and child of the Earth
and Universe. Being a part of all things, everything 15 as one process. Thus, argues
Cordova, a Native view embraces equal difference, whereas the “Western” European
view embraces hierarchical otherness. Cordova asserts a difference between teaching
Native American concepts of autonomy, responsibility, and self-sufficiency, and teach-
ing shame and guilt. Offering examples from her own life, she shows us rather than tells
us the meamng of these ethical concepts

As example, Cordova tells us that environmental ethics in the West 1s about respect-
ing the rights of trees, animals, etc.: “It 1s not ever about a concern that the cheap cup of
coffee is purchased with the misery of a coffee plantation worker.” She also tells us,
almost 1n umson with Greg Cajete’s butterfly principle, “the pebble” like an action of
an individual, “creates far-reaching ripples throughout the entire pond.” The recogni-
tion of the We factor, how we are 1n relationship with all living things 1 the umiverse,
15 an essential aspect of Native being and ethics. Selfanterest, Cordova nught say, can
only benefit Indians 1f the mterest 13 consonant with commumnity mterest. Concluding,
she tells us, “the We and the I produce different lifestyles, different ethical systems,
different worlds.”

Thurman Lee Hester, Jr., mn this text, presents two chapters that, taken together,
articulate an American Indian ethics of esthetics, “Choctaw Conceptions of the Excel-
Jence of the Self, with Implications for Education,” and an American [ndian esthetics of
ethics, “On Philosophical Discourse: Some Intercultural Musings.”

In “Choctaw Conceptions . ..~ Hester first tells us that although he 15 a citizen of the
Choctaw Nation, he can speak only for himself. Hester claims that Choctaw excellence
1s what Choctaws do, because from a Choctaw perspective “what you do defines what
you think 15 excellent.” One of the elements of Choctaw excellence 1s sensitivity to
context. To be concerned with and aware of context confers value on context. For
example, to value hustorical context 1s to value context of traditions and lives of elders.

In the context of talking about excellence (the context for ethics) Hester tells us what
Choctaws do by carefully shiding from the Euro-American method of doing philosophy
to a2 Choctaw way, which is to convey information through a story. He tells us a story
about language: only a non-Choctaw would ask the English question (n Choctaw),
“Do you speak Choctaw?” because for a Choctaw speaker, it would be enough to say

“Speak,” smce 1if you didn’t know Choctaw you wouldn’t know the word and if you
did know 1t, you would understand the meaning 1s a question, and you would reply.
Thus story 15 also 1ntended to show that Choctaws place great value on efhciency.

Hoster tell us another linguistic story to show us that Choctaws hardly cver cngage 1n
correction. To do so would show disrespect by assuming one person acts correctly and
the other docs not, and would set up a situation of superior and nferior.

The subtle humor Hester shares 1n telling us his real-hfe stories portrays the import-
ance of paylng attention to context, both in respecting a stone by takmg the ame to

examine its quahities before placing 1t back, and by giving 1t the respect of interacting
with 1t rather than trymg to place force upon it. While learmng how to sluft gears n a
truck, Hester provides an example of the importance of context 1 learmng. If you have
cver tried to help someone remember the context of the gearbox when teaching a
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person how to drive (that 1t really does all synchronize together if not forced), you will
certamnly understand the lesson Hester presents about context m the st ’l}al h
father teaching him how to drive. e e
The lasth chapter 1 this Part s by Laurie Anne Whitt, “Biocolomalism and the
Commodification of Knowledge.” Whatt pomts out that Indigenous knowledge and
knowledge systems were mtally deprived of cogmave standing by colomal dents
However, the more recent problem facing Indigenous peoples 1s that “the commodlﬁ—.
cation of Iudigenous spintual knowledge has become the specrality of the New A
industry, the commodification of traditional medicinal knowledge has become tl%e
specuahity of the pharmaceutical mdustry, and the commod1ﬁcat13n of plant enetli
resources and Indigenous agnicultural knowledge has become the specalit gof the
commercial seed industry.” Thus traditional knowledge that had been col}lfectlvely
known for generations 1s now being privatized and commodified at an accelerating rate
Whitt cautions that the current relations of power between dominant Western and.
silbordmated Indigenous cultures will be reinforced and strenvthened by the Human
Genome Diversity Project, as mterest groups align wath the dgmmant agents’ actions
:[Oetatrs;i]l:l?iaif;azzlc(isﬁsoféziigfizfe11e:mg, huntig, imd crop cultivation are given
. g 2 . As such, they require the practice of a gft
relationship or reciprocal exchange, binding the human to the nonhuman world
These gifts from the nonhuman world need to be respectfully admired, and res ect.
for nature must be mawntained as part of the contextual requureincents of v,vorkmo VI\)/ h
Indigenous knowledge. o
Legally transforming community information mto the private mtellectual property of
private corporations, umverstties, and individuals, as commodities for sale the};eniuc
marketplace, shows us how questions ot knowledge cannot be divorced from ukesuons
ljfpm;ver. This mcludes the power of logical debates in divergent political con%truals of
mn?}\lz\; cIE{IiinXhét;:OtI:eugt‘jetrl;iat;t]f)i;lt;:1L:1111<z;a(1)1t;gtt1:11;cuc mforination, as 15 beig done
, < patenting of hife-forms. Rather
than collecting and storing Indigenous ancestors m museums and scientific institutions
she tells us, the very basis of our life-formis themselves are now being collected Th ’
creat'cs a loss of power among Indigenous peoples and, as a corollary, :ccoulltabllity bl;
dominant players for responsibility 1n accepting these gifts. It creates an obligation to
allow Indigenous peoples to determine how this gathered mformation 1s to be used
The obligation to protect and not misuse the information 1s an obligation to act With.
respect for the natural world and for future generations. This re(&ulres receptivi
reciprocity, and responsibility to be enacted m the protection of Indigenous (an
Morcover, traditionally these gifts of information remain, 1n an Indwelk JteXt,
with the givers, and inalienable. ’ SO cones
Whatt informs us that the appropriate response from those interested preservin
%f)enetlc diversity has already been formulated by Indigenous cnucs of the Humu%
versity project: an mvestigat e ’ (
and that tlie ise of any mof:eyoaisli:: g‘loen:atlllfeL :oflfltl(ilogcie Ifi‘o‘us D e mnent
! g itication of Indigenous imfor-
mation ought to be part of the principle of reciprocity applied, and 01t?t’ed n return
to Indigenous peoples. These efforts may preclude therr c‘ndangerm:nt, and would
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hopefully lower the social, political, and economic imbalances between the dominant
and subordinated cultures of the world. As Whitt tells us: “It 15, after all, the givers of
gifts who must determine when, to whom, and how the gifts are to be given.”

Part VII, “Social and Poliical Philosophy,” opens with an analysis of law by Steve
Russell, in “The Junsprudence of Colonalisn ™ Russell claims that “junsprudence 1s a
fertile field for American Indian philosophy because our status as objects of legal
discourse makes the mquiry urgent.” Russell pomts out that Indians study for utthitarian
ends a law that has failed to protect our property, our culture, and our lives. He finds 1t
unsurprising that American Indians have generally not supported assnmlaton Roussell
remunds us that 1t 1s fitung we do thus because, quoting the words of Dann May from
Lee Hester’s later chapter (22) m this book, 1t 1s “the difference between orthodoxy on
the European side and orthopraxy on the American Indian side.”

Russell argues that a legal externabist approach to law, with 1ts skepticism of estab-
lished power relations, 1s the only rational position with respect to the law for American
Indian legal scholars. I1e holds that because federal Indian law presents normative
confusion, the logical chaos of 1t can be overwhelning to Indian legal scholars of any
tradiion Only the postniodern fascmation with text, he clamms, suits the legal expern-
ence of American Indians “as objects 7 For Russell, much of federal Indian law 15
orthopraxy frustrated by mnconunensurability. The hermencutic turn 1n law founded on
mcommensurability, leaves Indian scholars, according to Russell, more mmpressed than
not with Michel Foucault’s view of truth.

This radical position 1n relation to federal Indian law 15 being taken by a Texas state
justice, who carefully walks readers throuzh Chuef Justice John Marshall’s Cherokee
trilogy. aset of opinions which fashioned a iprudence essentially based on the doctrnne
of “Chrsttan discovery” although stated m terms of European superiorty. Russell
explicates how Marshall’s sleight of hand results 1 “the Trail Where We Cried,” the
forced muhtary removals where thousands died and which broke generational connec-
tions with our elders, where we experienced uncompensated appropriation of our
collective and 1ndividual property, and a devastated economy for Indian nations.

All students, Russell clanns, Indian and non-Indian, ought to be famihar with an
historical reflection upon the method and meamng of the law, as that body of law that
sanctioned mamfest destiny and perpetuated (stomulated) the myth of “the vamshing
Indian.” Russell wants to know what kind of legal system “prestdes over the conversion
of matural abundance nto wealth for the colomsts and dependence for the natives ...
while using the tny portions of land left in native hands for disposal of toxic wastes.”

Using the methods of postmodermism to exposc the philosophical fraud of the legal
systen 1s a way to deconstruct that system. But the postmodern claim that concepts such
as truth and nght are no more than power relationships will not be cnough for
American Indians, who will require a narrative that our resistance to assimilation will
not be futle because, as Russell renunds us, “we wall not be assurulated.”

Dale Turner, 1n “Oral Traditions and the Politics of (Mis)Recognition” argues that
Indigenous peoples have answers to “Western”-framed plulosophical questions such as
“\What 15 the Truth?” and “What 1s the nature of reality?” Unique ways of understand-
g the world are embedded within oral traditions, clarms Turner, and becausc of the
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Ind}gellous—Coloni&l relationship, these ways of understanding are subsumed within the
political practices of the donunant colonial culture. Practices such as the discourse of
nights, property, nationalism, and politscal sovereignty of Indians, however, “can only be
recogmzed and affirmed from wathm the legal and polincal practices of the domimnant
cultqre.” Hence, Indian scholars need to take up two tasks: “to explamn to the
dominant culture why our ways of understanding the world ought to reman i our
communities, and to assert and protect the sovereignty — nationhood — of our commu-
mues.” Turncer, followimg Delora, calls Amnerican Indian meellectuals who are engaged
mn thus task “word warriors.” i
Turner clamas that “the normative concepts that dnve these [political] discourses have
evolved with httle or no influence from American Indian mntellectuals ” Asymmetry
charactenized the Indian challenge to justify and/or explain legitimacy to soverciune,
according to Turner. In the explanation 1s a telling of who we arc and how we came :u lm:
here by reating oral lustory. Legal argument, however, does not embrace the methods of
oral argument as legitimate argument m courts of law Turner discusses an example of one
court deesion, however, clammimg that Aboriginal title (not ownership) may be justified
by oral tradition, and that a dialogical approach to resolution of land claims mnioht be
Prcfemble to a hingation approach He concludes that this approach to law cbrcated
Juridical space that accepts oral tradition as a legitimate source of evidence (knowledge)
Aside from advocating the necessary role of word warrtors mn contemporary Indlg:‘n—.
ous culture, Turner contributces to the dialogue of Aborigmal rghts a good cxplanation
?f what the concept of “homeland” means for Indlgcnkous pez)ple. “The notion of a
homeland’ 15 not simply lands, but everything around one’s world: land, ar, water
stars, people, anumnals, and especially the spirit world.” “Homeland,” n essence create;
worldview and vision. 7

In “Repatnation, Rehgious Frecdom, Equal Protection, and Institutional Racism”
we see Annette Arkeketa embracing the role of word warrior for our people Arkcketa
argues that the Amencan Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) and the Nauve
American Graves Protection and R epatnation Act (NAGPRA) work together to repair
the harm of centuries of racist practices exhibited by unethical and 1ronmoral tederal
pohctes of grave-looting She notes that people of color, women, and non-property
holders i the USA required the use of special Amendments to the US Constitution 1n
order to demand protection of our freedoms. In this article Arkceketa 1s concerned wich
First Amendment religious rights.

Whether looting of corn (sacred food), funerary items (sacred artifacts), or our
remams (sacred bones), these acts by Europeans were encouraged by uox;ernn]ent
policy, first i1 Europe, and subsequently mn the USA. Arkeketa ;‘accs thlbs history mn
the context of colonsal empire-building that justifies extermination policies toward
Indigenous people. The Indian Removal Act was not only a way to gan caster access
to colomzefmd people our Indigenous lands, but also operated to assist n the decon-
struction of rehigious and sacred practices and ontology, destroying the very culture of
Indigenous occupants of the land. In consonance with the words of Maureen E. Smith
Arkcketa holds that these genocidal pohicies of the American government forceci
rchigious practice underground, a situation that continues today.

XXXV

INTRODUCTION

From the US Surgeon General in 1867 enacting public policy to gather Indigenous
crania, to accumulation of our remarns 1n museums (most notably the Smithsonian), the
US government by 1995 had accumulated as many as 2.5 nullion Indigenous dead,
whereas the total Indigenous population was only 2 million m 1990. Arkeketa nghtfully
claims that these human rights abuses aganst our people and culture constitute crimes
aganst humanity. She takes us through examples of asymmetrical treatment when the
US Army uscs a double standard for treatmg Euro-American and Indigenous remains.
Today this market remains hvely in auction houses and flea markets, and the bounties of
plundered gravesites, Arkeketa holds, are obvious m museumn displays.

Arkeketa also explains why the disciplines of anthropology and archeology are against
bills to protect Indian remains, citing their work as advancing the progress of scientific
data. Arkeketa counters, clainung that the collection of such data has been of Iittle
scientific value, and has spurred the policy of continung genocide of American Indians
by the US government.

Cinmng Vine Delona, Arkeketa tell us that “the scientific conunuuty has never
provided Indians with hterature showing how experimentation with Indian remains 1s
necessary, proper, ot beneficial.” She claims that recently, since some Native Aniericans
have become anthropologists and archeologists, we have been able through the repatn-
\ton movement, to create our own gatekeepers and have our remans returned for
reburial Finally, Arkeketa tells us that “the journey for Indigenous people to reclaim
our ancestors 1s also a reclamation of our constitutional rights.” Yet 1t 1 far more, for
our reclammung, our ancestors show us powerful spiritual resources in our land, and in
reclanning these resources, we are “watching out for the well-beng of their duldren,”
thus leading the struggle for all of humanity to protect human nights for all people by
respectmg the return of our ancestors “back to the earth, where we belong.”

Part VIII, “Esthetics,” opens with V. F. Cordova, an artist, talking about “Ethucs:
From an Artist’s Point of View 7 Cordova argues that the principles of esthetics and
cthics are balance and harmony. The background from which an artist takes on an arist’s
tdentity 15 embedded in a metaphysics that defines the world. Artists who seck to disrupt
the world see an mnherent chaos n the universe, and force 1t on the viewer. This 1s the
“Western” artist! The “artist as scientist,” Cordova tells us, holds a metaphysics suggest-
mg “chaos 15 temporary, order 1s dommant ™ The role of the artist 1s to help viewers
understand chaos as well as order by showing an underlying stability in chaos, a stability
of balance, not stillness

The responsibility of the Natnive American artist, as co-creator in the universe, 18 as
scientist and healer, representmg “a point of stability that endures all change, absorbs and
transforms all chaos.” The Native artist 1s a product of a group that produces and
nurtures huntan bemgs. Through a process of watching and cxperimenting, Cordova
tells us, the Native Anierican artist comes to be as artist not by learming technique, but
by learning a way of bemg m the world If to become a persont i Amencan Indian
communities 1s to learn the consequences of one’s acts, then to become an artist
1 Native American community 15 to develop a way of bemg that can know the
consequences of one’s own acts; developed 1 such a way as to have community
members recognize this development and apply the label of art to the individual’s
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accomplishments With this communal recognition comes a responsibility to the
community which accepts the individual as artist. The Native being 1s, as artist, the
butterfly whose cevery action can set off a serics of events having conscquences. The
artist 15 aware of this ripple effect caused by the stone thrown into the pond This
awareness, Cordova argucs, 15 a responsibihity for adding to the world a new thing, a
thing that will have consequences.

Cordova tells us that the Navajo Night Chant both renunds us that the world 1s a
place of beauty, and that we are to add to that beauty. This dual reminder, Cordova says,
15 about there being no distimcnon between estheties and ethies. “The umverse 15 a good
thing — the goodness 1s inherent 1n the fact that the moving, living universe operates on
the prinaples of balance and harmony.” As part of the untverse humans must hold to
these ways of understanding our place 1n the world, and the human role of mantarning
world balance. “The principle of the artist 15 reponsibility,” as co-creator, healer, and
scientist i the community

In “Along the Horizon a World Appears: George Morrison and the Purswit of an
American Indian Esthetic” David Martinez presents some answers to the queston why
(the honzon of) Lake Superiors a sacred place, and how George Morrison, an Opbwa
abstract pawnter, remains consistent with hus Native traditions. Martinez argues that as
Mormson breaks free of his academuc traming, and meditates upon his place of ongm,
his activity comes through the act of pamting wself. This thesis 15 renimiscent of the
argument John DuFour presented earlier m this volume (chapter 4), that the knowing
and hving of one’s Indigenous tradition rests i ritmal, or act Martinez tells us that
Mornson accounts for his paintings by his hifestyle, which allows his art to emerge from
his imagimation, as connected with his “subconscious” m a synthests of meditation and
dream; this synthesis creates 1n his Abstract Expressiomsm an immediate effect of a
concrete moment OF Cxpt‘rlcn(ic th\VCC” pilllltcr ,’Jnd viewer In hlS HOHZOU SCI'TCQ thc
horizon 1s a natural phenomenon that operates as motif for organizing space n the
pamting

Martinez tells us that Morrison was “fascinated and . . . comforted by the vastness of
space, because 1t 1 along the homzon that the ‘mystery” of hife appears 7 To enter a
gallery of Morrison paintings, he tells us, 15 to enter a place of loosened time and space:
“Morrison evokes a world before there were humans and language.”

Because our relation to the world 15 given to us in dreams, 1t 15 1n dreanung that we
discover the self hiberated from the mundane world And it 15 11 dreants that we are free
to cross the cognitive boundaries between things, finding ourselves a part of everything
m the cosmos. Martinez tells us that “just as Morrison has blurred the line separating
earth and sky, so too has he blurred the linc between traditional and nontraditional ”
Perhaps 1t 1s m the blurrmg, 1n Morrson’s horizon, that Cordova’s moment of esthetic
stillness can be found. Or, as Martinez tells us, the artist 1s like the storyteller, for they
both mvoke naturc’s mythical past, bringing 1t to present experience, evoking feelings
of relationship with our environment

It as m this sense of space, and of place m the world, where the present expands to
encompass the past and future, that we humans can understand ourselves as part of
nature, which articulates a Nauve philosophy, and a Native spirituahity From this sense
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of being wath the universe, which 1s also ourselves, springs a metaphysic and epistemol-
ogy that articulates and defines all other fields of academic philosophy. For as we come
to know oursclves 1n the world, as of the world, interdependent with and part of naturce
through the very air we breathe and chemuicals we consume, we discover the human
self, as not discretely separated, but rather immersed m and vulnerable to all cosmic
forces.

The self m this experience 15 the paradigm of the “We” of wluch Cordova speaks.
And this We only nondiscretely locates being in the world. Tt 1s this esthetic being i the
world, cmbracing the meditative ambience of Morrison’s Florzon Scries, that gives rise
to a Native philosophy of being 1 the world that finds human place.

In the last chapter, “On Philosophical Discourse. Some Intercultural Musimgs,”
Thuraan Lee Hester, Jr, agamn places self-introduction m the context of the Choctaw
Nation, and proceeds to illumunate a difference between Euro-American and Native
American philosophical method. He claims that in Euro-Amernican philosophy answers
(which are beliefs or dispositions toward reality) are the means of attaining an answer.
Not so for Native American philosophical tradittons, however, clams Hester, and tells
us a story to show why.

Tn one of Hester’s classes on Native American identity, a student asks a visiung elder,
“What makes you Creek?” The clder proceeds to list a short set of practices which
nught make a person a member of the traditional Creek religron Hester tells us this
Creck elder would call this the difference between Euro-American religious orthodoxy
(behief) and Native American rehigious orthopraxy (action merging theory). THester tells
us. “If practice 1s at the core of Nauve American philosophy, then how you go about
domg that philosophy may be as much or more mmportant than what 15 supposedly
bemg sad.”

Euro-American philosophy, in othier words, concerns right argunient and behef. Yet
Native American philosophy concerns practices that just are! Hester tells us that because
there are no “schools” of Native American philosophy, “msight ganed from experience
will be crucial 7 Native American philosophy will need to merge practical experi-
ence with formal traming m the Buro-Anierican tradiion 1 order to work out
an understanding of Native American philosophy for those of predomumantly Euro-
Amernican thought. (Here we are renunded of hints of Manlyn Notah Verney's
admonition that there 1s a responsibility to teach non-Natives about Native culture )

The role of Euro-Anicerican philosophers 1n American Indian acadenuc philosophy,
Hester tells us, 1s like that of a “Yuchi cornstalk [that] acts like a pole for the bean, while
the bean acts as a guywaire, supporting the cornstalk 1 cven the stiffest wind.” Euro-
American philosophers will be the ones to open the gates of academuc philosophy n
order to tram “those Native Americans who wish ta enter academe” and “will also help
to recogmze and bring the wisdom of the Natuve American tradition to a larger
audience.”

This volume opens a new field of academic discourse In the future 1deas articulated
i thus book about nature, and the human place and relatons 1n and with nature, will
continue to be thought about and discussed by American Indian clders, scholars, and
mitellectuals. T look forward to reading, teaching, and sharing many more scholarly
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works 1n thus field The philosophical doors are cracked open, and like reviving nations,

American Indian philosophers will continue to walk 1n two worlds, alongside our AMERI C AN IND IAN S AND

ancestors and elders, and on the paths of cultural struggle that articulate our Indigenous

being. May these doors remain open, and may they never be closed again May P H Y
American Indhan philosophy and philosophers be respected and appreciated for what P H I L O S O

we are, as carricrs of human ongins on this contient, and believers of 1deas about all

our relattons of the umwverse There will hkely always be sacred knowledge that

Amernican Indians will hold close with our tribes, against colomial mtrusion But many

of the authors here speak about a necd to share our ways of hemg, for mn the sharing, as

1 orthopraxy, the ethics of a traditional rapport with all the universe can be understood

and acted upon. And when this happens, the harms of cognitive cultural dissonance will

hopefully be lessened.
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PHILOSOPHY AND THE TRIBAL
PEOPLES

Vine Deloria, Jr.

People of American Indian descent are now seeking admission to one of the most
respected and hallowed ntellectual enterprises of Western civiizanon — philosophy.
Thas last bastion of white male supremacy does not admit members easity and the
roadblocks ahead arc of such magimtude thac 1t 15 doubtful that very much will be
accomphshed. In the last century Astan philosophies have come under examination by
Western thinkers, but have failled to be mncorporated nto any perspective that would
pomt toward a real planetary metaphysics or epistemology. Can American Indians domng
Western philosophy, or articulating philosoplues based on their tradinons, do any
better?

Trnbal peoples have traditionally been understood by Westerners as the last remnants
of a hypothetical earlier stage of cultural evolution, and this so-called “prinutive stage”
of human development 1s a necessary preamble to any discussion of human beings and
the meaning of their ives. Tndeed, the stereotype of prumitive peoples anchors the
whole edifice of Western social thought. We need the primitive so that we can
distinguish Western civiization from 1t and congratulate oursclves on the progress
that we have made. John Locke and Thomas Hobbes may have articulated the :dea
formally by begmning their theories of the social contract with a hypothetical stage
whereimn primitive people established a society, but subsequent generations of Western
people have wholcheartedly accepted the mmage without any critical exanumation of 1ts
vahidity. Thus the attitude of many philosophers 1s that Amernican Indians must represent
the stage of human developrent in which superstinon and ignorance reigned supreunc.
The prinutive 1s further concerved as having a prescientific perspective; that 1s to say, the
carly peoples are beheved to have desperately wanted to use the miethods of saience to
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explamn their world but were unable to form the abstract concepts that — when
universally apphed — allowed Western people to gain their msights Thus the arcle is
logically closed and the possibility of exchanging 1deas is neatly eliminated
Could there cver have been a time when tribal peoples and Western pcloples could
have discussed abstract concepts 1n a philosophical setting? Historically, the opportun:
exwsted during the first several centunies m which the two groups c,ncounrcrcd cac?;
other. And in theory modern tribal peoples who have been 1zsjolated from the activities
of the industrial world could still converse o11 sonie unportant topies. Thus WC( have an
increasing number of books describing the “dreamume” of Australian aborieines and a
few scholarly articles desernibing some of the belies of African tribes, This pt;cudo(con—
versation appears more often in popular literature and has not made much umpact
within the ranks of professional philosophy. For American Indians the pcrloc? of
opportumty probably ended for most tribes around 1900, when the last gencration of
people born free were m an elderly meditanve stage of their lives o
When we speak of American Indian philosophy today, we are probably talking about

several gencerations of Induan people who have popular notions of what Indian ];hlloso—
phy might have been or might become withim the Western philosophical enterprise
Conditions ut Indan communities have radically changed 1n the past generation s(f tllmé
the experiences and memories of most people today refer back to rhciommumtl‘m that
exasted m 1960 when the many Poverty programs began to bring modern Wésre;n
civilization to the reservations. Elders of the 1960 might well have known some of the
old behefs and ceremonues, but more hkely they Woulkd have remembered the boardin
school days of the 1920s They would probably have cxpressed regrets that the lni
been taken away from their relatives during their childhood years Wth they couldyha;e
learned something from their elders. Thus we have a body of pcople wantng to be
Indians but badly handicapped by the rush toward assimilation that we have seer? i the
past 40 years. An elder today, age 75, would probably remember the Great bc dression
of the 1930s and the revival of ceremones 1n the 19505 but would know litdé el‘s‘e of
any importance.

The possibility that we do have, however, 1s the sense of the knowledee of the old
people as recorded by non-Indians, beginnmg with first contact and conznuuw untl
the 1930s and m some cases the 1950s, when the last men who fought a ’urth the
United States were sall alive. But even tns matertal can be suspect James Walicr noted
n the earher part of the twentieth century that the old men at Pine Ridee Wecre
disgruntled with the gencraton following them for changing the pronunaZtion of
sacred ceremomnial langu iwc 1o a slang that faled to capture the precise meanings that
the specific words contined  People may claim to have this same knowledoe todka‘ but
such claims are mosty wishful thinking The task today 1s that of mtensive ?eseﬂrc}f and
study to enable people to project what the various tribal peoples probabl mé : t h
they described the world around them. P

A projected American Induan philosophy 1s further handicapped by the popular social
setting 1 which Indians live today. Wath the popularity of Indians n the i96()§
1 movies such as Billy Jack, the artculation of weird psychedelic teachings populanzea
by Carlos Castaneda 1n the 1970s, and the emergence of the noble Inihan ecologist
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n the movie Dances with Wolves m the 1990s, things “Indian” have become more
fantasy than real. Indian Iife, culture, rehgion, and beliefs have become so bastardized
that we have Indians mterpreting their traditions as 1f they had a mussionary purpose.
Some modern pracutioners of ceremonues st that their ceremorny was mtended for all
people of good faith — even if that good faith existed only during the length of the
ceremony.

In the 1960s many Indians spoke using a royal “we” when they told of beatings by
nuns for speaking their own language or bemng kidnapped and taken far away to school
or not seeing a white man until they were teenagers. These conditions did still exast on
the Navajo, Hopi, and Tohono O’odham reservations. But 1if they claim that these
experiences occurred mn Oklahoma, South Dakota, Montana, or Minnesota they were
indeed a rarc event that needed to be documented.

Many of this generation who claim to have suffered these imagined hurts are now
getung older. Some of the same people are now clamming that they were 8 or 9 years old
when they were spirited away by traditional elders and rased 1 a secret place where
they were taught all manner of sacred things by the last elder who knew the ceremonies
and beliefs of ancient times. Combinng the two clarms to create an accurate history of
the past 40 years, one would conclude that thousands of nuns dressed 1n therr traditional
penguin costumes roamed the West m an effort to stamp out Indian languages and that
at the same time all the Indian children were being hidden by traditional elders m
obscure box canyons where they performed tradinonal ceremones 24 hours a day. It1s
exceedingly difficult for this generation of people of Indian descent to intelhgently
work their way through this poliucally charged morass.

The struggle to define 1dentity and establish credentials has existed for quite 2 while
and shows no «gns of declining So the development of American Indian philosophies
may well experience many advances and retreats as well as some bitter intemal quarrels
challenging the statos of the ndividuals attempting to do this philosophy. When word
gets back to the reservations there will certainly be some controversies about the
authenticity of Indian acadenucs, who will be hard-pressed to defend their speculations
and 1nterpretations Already 1n the discussion of Indian philosophies we have seen
claims that only on reservattons and m villages can there be any development of an
Indian philosophy of any value. Here the 1dea of philosophy certainly dernves from the
popular Anerican notion that 1f a person has certam staunchly held opruons he or she
has a “philosophy.” So differentiating the techmcal requirements of the philosophical
discipline for local people will mvolve much time and attention This situation will
probably exist everywhere that a tribal group attempts to speak with the Western
philosophical tradition

What then are the necessary requirements or ideological context in which an
American Indian philosophy can be created? First in consideration must be the deeply
held belief that there 15 something of value m any tribal tradition that transcends mere
belief and ethnic pride. Instead of developmg an 1dea of cultural movement that has
prumuve at one end of the spectrum and modern at the other, great care must be taken
to 1dennfy tribal socictics and Western thinkmg as being different 1n thew approach to
the world but equal i therr conclusions about the world
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This demand for respect must touch all points where the two groups come 1nto
contact with each other. In other words, Indians must examime some of the sanie
phenomena as do Western thinkers and must demonstrate that their perspectives and
conclusions make scnse. Western science and philosophy have generally worked with
syllogisms and general terms 1n the belief that some kind of knozvledge can be denved
from this kimd of thinking, although on close exammation much of the knowledge is
tautological 1n nature and leads nowhere. Only 1n recent years has the adnnssio?l ok
cquahity become meamngful. Percy Bridgman, m The Way Things Are (1959), once
observed that while Westerners used the syllogism to expand thelr(knowledqé Amen—
can Indians chose sunply to note many sinnlar concrete cases and rcnlcmgcr’cd what
they had many tumes venfied to be true from their own experience.

How does this process work? In the West we would subnut the followine propos-
1uonal thinking as capable of giving us knowledge. “Socrates 15 a man; allbmen are
mortal; Socrates 1s mmortal 7 For the [ndian the response would be: “Oh, ye,s 1 once met
Socrates, and he was just like the rest of us so I assunze he 1s mortal also I;’l both cases
there 15 an assumpuon. In the proposition “all men are mortal,” we cannot truiy ver‘1f§‘/
our statement. We have not yet met all men and we mfer from the limited number we
have observed that our statement holds true. The Indian also assumes that all imen are
mortal but he requires empirical venfication 1n the remembrance that Socrates 1s
because he once met Socrates and venfied that he was a man hke himself Thus proeess
of verfication reduces substantially the number and kinds of statements that Indians
would be willing to make But 1t substantially enhances the veracity of statements ti)at
are made Whereas the Western syllogism simply ntroduces a doctrine using general
concepts and depends on faith 1n the chamn of reasoning for 1ts verfication tl?eolndla}l
statement would stand by tself without faith and belief. I suggest that the qu,cstlon of all
men’s mortality 1s sull open for the American Indian on thehposmblhty that some men
are immortal but have not yet been encountered.

This discussion makes 1t appear that no real difference exists. But 1f we investigate
further we will discover that the 1dea of a man for the Indian 1 quite spectfic and exists
within a much broader field of data than that of the Western thinker. Suppose thé
Indian had a dream or vision n which a creature resembling a nian appeared. Such
phenomena are reported 1 both Western culture and Indian experiences The West-
erner would ymmediately reject the dea that any spirit can appear 1 a dream or vision
and be as “real” as ordinary wide-awake life experiences. Durning the Indian’s dream the
man-figure can do things that physical humans cannot do. He can become 3 bird

animal, or some other entity depending on the nature of the dream. Yet he falls w1th1n’
the defintion of man that would be taken wto consideration by the Indian when
making a statement about human mortality. Obviously he 15 alive and a part of the
Indan’s world.

In the West such experiences are written off and said to be mere delusions. But what
15 a delusion? What 15 beng discarded here? The Westerner rejects the e-xpenence
because 1t 13 not a material thing. He nsists that the expernence be “real” - 1.c. a physical
presence that can be subjected to some form of mechamcal testing. The Indian does not
believe that the world 1s wholly matenal, and allows for the existence of real but
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nonphysical things. The Westerner msists that experience be rational, i.e. contaned
within a cause-and-effect chain of events, and the inclusion of his experience m such a
chain gives him the guarantee that his experience is rational. But cause-and-effect 15 a
crude way of explaming the world because, as we know from quantuin physics, 1 at
least the quantum situation, there is no cause-and-effect. Would that also apply to
phenomena of larger sizes than quantunt experments?

The doctrimal exclusion of certan kinds of phenomena by the West has no basis
except the superstiion that certain things cannot exist. How do these superstitions
become so entrenched 1n a society’s beliefs, at a level so deep that 1t becomes unthink-
able to voice them? | was once on an Episcopal church commuttee that bad a petition
from the Indians on the Fort Hall reservation to move the church a long distance from
the graveyard because the people said ghosts were bothering them when they went to
evening services The commuttee found this absurd and hilartous unal I reminded them
that the reason that the church was near the graveyard was the belief of their ancestors
that unless graves were as near as possible to the church where the Reserved Sacrament
was kept, the devil would come and steal their souls. Much plilosophy and theology 11
the West 15 simply revered superstition.

What has happened 1 this case? In the West the ongmns of things are lost
as knowledge increases and general statements are made using syllogisms containing
concepts of which we have lttle knowledge Over time people forget the ongn or
meaning of concepts and begin to make statements that have no real content but are
filled with whatever references they nught wish to endow them with. The requirement
that Induans place on themselves to have some kind of empirical verification for
statements precludes them from making the kind of statements the West takes
as knowledge, and 1t keeps their mnds open to recerve the uncxpected and to
remember 1t.

Charles Eastiman related a story of his uncle hunting and encountering a clever
coyote. The uncle had killed a deer and hung it from a tree Then he heard all kinds
of yips and yelps and the racket sounded Iike a pack of coyotes about to attack him and
take lus deer. Upon mvestigation he discovered 1t was but a single coyote that was
running around cnergetically behind a lull making various noses imitating a whole pack
of coyotes, with the hope he could bluff the man and make off with the meat. Thus
completely unexpected behavior suggested to Eastman that anunals had as complex and
creative mental processes as did humans.

We may scoff at such reports but we do so from the position of living n an urban
industrial society that has no contact with the wilderness landscape and the creatures
that mhabit 1t. We are taught to believe from the very begiining that ammals have no
feelings, emotions, or ntellect. We assume that they function by “mstinct,” but this
word only covers up our ignorance of the capabilities of anunals. This mcident 1s very

rare, 1t could possibly be observed only once 1n a bifetime by a very small percentage of
people. Those people would have to be i the wilderness where coyotes live and be m a
sumlar situation. “Scientifically” and “philosophically,” such behavior would not be
possible. Empurically, 1t 15 possible as reported by an observer meeting all the requure-

ments of the coyote world.
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We could use this example to explore many topics. Perhaps the best use of 1t would
be to mtroduce mnto philosophical thought the 1dea that consciousness involves consid-
erably more than French thinkers meditating about themselves on cold winter evenings.
That proposition, howcever, exposes the wide gulf that separates the tribal peoples from
Western thinking. Tribal peoples mnclude all forms of life 1n their body of evidence from
the very beginning, so that their concepts must be more prease and mvolve consider-
ably more evidence. Their statements must be framed m ways that are applicable not
sunply to humans but to living creatures m any circumstances. Many tribes include 1n
the roster of iving things certain kinds of stones that 1n therr experience have consider-
able powers They use these stones to gather information, predict events, and perform
healings. In the West, of course, the use of crystals to perform a wide variety of
functions 15 now taken for granted without a corresponding change in the expansion
of empirical data, the cringue of phalosophical foundations, or refinement of scientific
or philosophical conclusions.

In the West knowledge 1s arranged to support the proposition that matter produces
nmund The most comprehensive statement of this belief can be found 1n the writings of
Pierre Terlhard de Chardin, but 1t 15 obvious that most Western scicntists and thinkers
uncritically accept the 1dea The proposition can casily be reversed, however, to state
that mind (or spirit) manifests itself as matter. James Jeans long ago concluded that the
physical world, 1n 1ts essence, looks like a gigantic thought. Certainly the sophisticated
“fields” that physicists behieve they desernibe today are not matter m the usual sense but
merely predictive statements of possible results of a restricted experiment. They exast, 1f
anywhere, 1 the nunds of physicasts

Were Western philosophy and American Indian philosophy to meet and discuss this
varance, how would they do so? Indians of course could cite modern physics and arguce
that the Great Mystenous Energy they experience i the physical world, that which
muahes everytlhing ciergene, 15 compaable to the energy ficlds of pliysics. Indeed, one
Western writer, Fred Alan Wolf, has already made such a suggestion It 1s not, however,
finding the final term for which a concept can be devised that 1s important. Rather, 1t 1s
the development of a philosophy based on the concept — how the concept 15 applied —
that 1s important. While Indians would enthusiastically 1dentify spiritual phenomena
they have experienced as representative of the basic energy, Western thinkers nught be
significantly mhibited for fear of ndicule by their colleagues.

If we look closely at the vocabulary used by Western thinkers and examine their
concepts, we will discover many thungs that are bunied deep 1 the psyche of Western
man that have no content. Among these 1deas are “law,” “science,” “god,” and “truth.”
No adequate or precise definition can be given for these concepts because they are not
only philosophical terms but also have popular connotations Thus “law” can be
anything that appears regularly, that 1s devised to control human behawvior, that has a
statistical basis, or that arises as a boundary 1 experience or capability. We all recognize
that “science” can be almost anything from a behef in the regularity of physical behavior
to a fascination with the physical world 1ssuing m curtosity. “Truth” can be a logical
chamn of reasoning resulting in one and only one conclusion, or a mere esthetic feeling.
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“God” has as many meanings as living individuals to articulate them, but none of us
knows where the concept onginates

How would American Indians handle similar concepts? First, in many tribes these
concepts would not exist apart from the concrete situations 1 which there was a need
to describe and remember spectfic feelings or insights. Thas process would ehminate
discussions 1n ethics of the “greater good” that were suspect from the very beginnng.
Second, comparisons between varying manifestations of any of these concepts would
depend on the memory of previous situations i which the same or sinular reflection
created the same or sinular feelings. By moving back and forth withm the memories of
the past a place would be found to place the sitwation under consideration 1n the
memory bank. Experiences would be disingumished by the specific event that created
the memory.

How i this process could a body of knowledge be derved that would be useful to
people and help them orient themselves to the world they live 1n? The S1oux Indians
tell the story of the manner m which they recerved the Sacred Pipe. It mvolves the
sudden appearance of a woman who wstructed them 1n 1ts use and gave them laws of
Iife and then turned mto a series of different-colored buffalo and disappeared This story,
for those people, 15 true. It 1s an ancient expenicnce. When the Oglala Sioux holy man
Black Elk told this story to John Netharde, he remarked: “Whether 1t happened so or
not. I don’t know, but 1f you thmk about 1t you will see that 1t 1s true ”

Is dhis attitude not akin to a statement of “faich” m that 1t calls for belief 1 an
unsubstantiated event? It certainly 15 at least an expression of faith i the tribal traditions.
But dus ateitude licks the mtensity with which Western peoples hold therr faith Black
Elk sumply gives his observations; he does not attempt to convince Nethardt. A
nnsstonary, Reverend Cram, once came to the Senccas to convert them and recited
the story of Adam and Eve. When he was finished the Senecas msisted on relating one
of therr creation stortes. Cramn was hvid, arguig that he had told dic Senecas the truth
while they had recited a merc fable to him. The Senecas chastused Inm for his bad
manners, saymg that they had been polite m hstenmng to his story without complainng
and he should have been willing to hear their tales

It 15 not difficult to see that the lndians are totally pragmatic in tlus sitcuatton They
have stories, Cram has stories; but what 1s important 1s the fellowship and dialogue
between the parties and not the competiion to define truth — smce truth 1s a matter of
perception. One might therefore describe the Indians as true relativists, possessing no
criteria except what happens to strike their fancy. Such 1s not the case. The transnussion
of stories of ancient times, along with social relations with other peoples, provided
boundaries beyond which people did not go. Theur truths were truly thers and others
were entitled to their truths. As Black Elk saw 1n one vision, the umverse was made up
of many peoples, each having their own circle within which they hived The task was to
find onc’s own road, whether as a people or as a person, and not to worry about how
other people hved their lives or what they beheved and practiced. So instead of being
relativises the Tndians recognized that there were different perspectives which had equal

clam to veracity.
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Western thinking, I do believe, has the same manner of transmutting its philosophies,
and thus the fantasies and foibles of the Western past masquerade as boundaries also.
Physicists can talk about unseen quantum entities that can only be inferred by the
rationality of mathematical equations, and their qualities and quantities are taken
sertously although they are entirely artificial constructs. But when doctors describe
near death experiences they are viewed with great suspicion and their data are subjected
to 1ntense scruuny. Efforts are made to demonstrate that electrical currents placed on
certain parts of the brain can reproduce certain aspects of this experience. In the USA
we can cnticize the government all we want. We cannot, however, express any doubts
of Darwinism and evolution. We do not have the cvility that marked tribal societies,
even with the past knowledge of human bemgs that we arc believed to possess. We
could gradually, given sufficient ume, 1dentity Western boundaries precisely — they
would be those things that we refuse to cnticize. The Indan boundares were m the
manner 1n which people related to each other, not what they were taught to believe

Among the most inportant differences between tribal peoples’ and Western thinking
1s the concentration i the West on the solitary individual to the exclusion of the group
— a perspective now rendered obsolete by quantum physics. We kinow today that the
1dea of the individual 15 meaningless, but much of our philosophy, law, and religious
thinking continues to make the individual the focus of attention and the starting point
for all other analysis. From John Locke to John Rawls, the important decisions are to be
made by mndividuals possessing nether father nor mother, village nor mbe, age nor
gender In tort law we have the “reasonably prudent man’

s

who always drives more
carefully or acts with greater caution than real people. In rebgion we have the “snner”
who can be saved from his transgressions even while he creates a society in which others
are deprived of sustenance. The ethics of Kant and Anistotle fall apart completely when
we begin to attach any attributes to their 1dea of the person and what he/she knows.

The vanious Indian tribes recogmzed that individuals who had no loyalty to anyone
else were exceedingly dangerous to have around. Beginning even before birth, people
prayed for the unborn child i an effort to establish a family context into which she/he
would be born. The pregnant mother visualized the heroic people that she knew,
hoping her thoughts would help the baby develop while yet 1n the womb. Through the
family, clan, and society there was never a time when an individual Indian was not a part
of the cooperative activities of others. It was believed that people are the sum total of
their relanonships The punishment for hemous crimes in many tribes was banishment —
the refusal of people mn the tribe to conunue to recognize the huinamty ot the
wrorngdoer.

In contrast to the West, where “nghts” reign supreme, the tribal peoples through
fanuly, clan, and societies created a clnate i1 which “responsibihity” would be the chief
virtue. One had all manner of duties toward others and could expect to reap the benefit
of one’s loyalty m fulfilhing these responsibiliies by receving m return the blessings
created when others fulfilled their responsibility reciprocally Individuals were not
believed to stand alone but to perform the dutes required of a father, grandfather,
son, brother, or cousin. A complete rendering of these responsibilities produces a
volume comparable m every way to the massive philosophical systems of Hegel,
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Anstotle, and St Thomas Aquinas because each possible role that could exust carried
with 1t speaific duties toward people occupying all of the other roles.

Perhaps too much attention has been devoted to providing examples of the difference
between Westemn and American Induan thought. The reason for providing anecdotal
examples 15 that there 1s no philosophy of American Indians apart from the concrete
actions of people m a well-defined physical sctting. Indian elders and holy pcople did a
oreat deal of speculation but 1t was regarded as a pasime, reflecung on expenence, and
::hd not substitute for the expertence 1self Elders reccived a hearng and cheir counscl
was more often than not hecded primarily because people recognized that, if nothing
else, they had a hfetime of experience dunng which they were presumed to have
understood what their various experiences meant

When American Indians now come before professional philosophers and request
entrance mto this professional field, the vast majority of the petiioners will have
virtually no experiences of the old tradinonal kind. The majority of them will begm
1 the same place as non-Tndians wishing to write on American Indian philosophy. The
difference will be i the degree to which Indians take their own traditions seriously and
hiterally. If Induans themselves give their own hentage the respect 1t deserves, an amazing
number of 1ssues can be brought forth that Western philosophy does not presently touch
on. Foremost will be the view that all knowledge must begm with experience, and

further that all conclusions must be verified easily 1n the empirical physical world.
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WHAT COYOTE AND THALES
CAN TEACH US: AN OUTLINE
OF AMERICAN INDIAN
EPISTEMOLOGY

Brian Yazzie Burkhart

SOME INTRODUCTORY PRINCIPLES OF AMERICAN
INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

Coyote 1s described as a plulosopher i many American Indian stories. In part, this s
because he wonders about things, about how they really work. Often mn doing so,
however, he forgets hus place ut the world, he does not remember how he 1s related. He
renunds one of the stories of the beginmings of Western philosophy and the Greek
thinker Thales Plato tells us the story of “the Thractan maidservant who exercsed her

wit at the expense of Thales, when he was looking up to study the heavens and tumbled é o

down a well She scoffed at hun for being so eager to know what was happening 1n the
sky that he could not see what lay behind hum and at his feet” (Theaetetus 174). One
could quite easily replace the names n this story with Coyote and Rabbut, or Coyote
and Skunk, or Coyote and Snake, and so on, and have any number of American Induan
Coyote tales. Coyote, hke Thales, 1s made fun of for his actions, actions that arise from f ,‘\‘;
his dislocation vis-a-v1s the world around him |

—~

Now, despite being objects of ndicule, Coyote and Thales seem to provide a starting
point for our mvestigation of American Indian philosophy. But they do so by cxempli-
tying what 1t 1s not. Plato uses the story of Thales to make clear what philosophy is. He
explans that “{the philosopher] 15 unaware what his next-door neighbor 1s doing,
hardly knows, indeed, whether the creature 1s a man at all; he spends all his pamns on
the question, what man 1s, and what powers and properties distinguish such a nature
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from any other” (Theaetetus 174). The stories of Coyote, conversely, are meant to show
Coyote’s mustakes. Like Thales, Coyote has forgotten the simple things. He has
forgotten his relations. He has forgotten what 1s behind him and at his feet. When
' Coyote behaves m this way, he always finds trouble. He 1s mocked 1 these stories

,\‘ because he 1s behaving 1n the wrong way. The stores are meant to show us how not to
vact; they show us what philosophy 1s not, and not, as m the case of Plato and Thales

swhat 1t 15 and ought to be. This 1s one of Coyote’s stories told to me as a child:

Coyote 1s wandenng around 1n his usual way when he comes upon a prairte dog town
The prame dogs laugh and curse at hin Covyote gets angry and wants revenge The sun s
high 1n the sky Coyote decides that he wants clouds to come. He 1s starting to hate the
pranie dogs and so thinks about ram Just then a cloud appeats

Coyote says, “I wish 1t would rain on me.” And that 15 what happened

Coyote says, “I wish there were ramn ag iy feet ” And that 15 what happencd.

“I want the rain up to my knees,” Coyote says And that 1s whar happened

“I want the 10 up to my wawst,” he then says And that 15 what happened.

Thf: water continues to rise higher and lugher as Coyote thinks and speaks about 1t
Betore long, the whole land 1s flooded In this story, we are supposed to learn from
Coyote’s nustake, which s not letting what 15 right (the right way to act regarding his
relatives the prame dogs, and so forth) guide his actions, but rather acting solely 0121j the
basis of hirs own wants and desres. We are supposcd to sec also from thl?stoly that we
must be careful what we do, what we want, and what we think and speak, 1 general.
We must never forget the things around us and how we are related to those things. We
can refer to this last point as the principle of relatedness. The 1dea here 1s simply that the
most nnportant things to keep i nund are the 811114p‘k_"t11111gs that are directly around us
n our experience and the things to which we are most directly related. (In calling these
weas prineiples, 1 do not mecan to give them special plilosophical status [n An;encan
Indian thought, they are simply ways of being. These principles are merely abstractions
from these ways of being. We shall soon see that prmciples n the traditional philosoph-
/ical\senst‘ have no place m American Indian philosophy.)
| Coyote also 5119ws us that the questions we choose to ask are more important than
~any truths we might hope to discover mn asking such questions, smce how we act
mmpacts the way the world 15, the way m which a question will get answered. The way
in which we ask questions (the way 1n which we act toward our relations) guides s
then, to the right answers, rather than the other way around wherein what 1s trTJG derCt;
the method of questioning and the queston itself (1.c |, we can ask any question we
desire and 1n any way we desire, and the answer will remain the same). We can refer to
this as the imits of questioning principle Part of what underhies this princple, besides
clearly, the prinaple of relatedness, 1s the 1dea that how we act 15 not merely a result 0%
causal mteractions with the world. How we act 15 not merely a response to stanuli. The
world 1s not empty and meanmgless, bearing only truth and cold facts. We participate 1n
the meaning-making of the world There 1s no world, no eruth, WIthC;Ut meaning and
valge:, and meanng and value arise 1n the intersection between us and all that 1s afrbdﬁhd
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us How we behave, then, in a certain sense shapes meaning, gives shape to the world.
In this way, what we do, how we act, 1s as important as any truth and any fact. We can
think of this as the meaning-shaping priciple of action.

American Indians refer to this principle over and over agamn when asked certamn
questions by non-Natives. When asked such questions, Nanve elders will respond by
saying, “We don’t talk about those things,” or “It 15 bad to talk about those things.”
These mterdictions generally leave the questioner puzzled. But the confusion seems to
arise from a lack of understanding regarding the underlying philosophical assumptions
mnvolved. With the am of making clear these assumptions, bere 15 a list of the principles
addressed so far first, we have the principle of relatedness and, second, that of the limits
of questioning. We also have the meaning-shaping prmciple of action. But there 15 at
least one other prmaple mvolved m this interdiction as these three principles arc
supported by a fourth that we nught call “the moral universe principle.” The 1dea 1
snnply that the universe 1s moral. Facts, truth, meaning, even our existence are norma-
tave. T thi way, there i no difference between what 1s true and what 1s night On this
account, then, all investugation 1s moral mvestigation. The guiding question for the
entire philosophical enterprise 1s, thens what 1s the right road for humans to walk?

Now, this general shape we have given to American Indian philosophy s hardly
adequate, at least as 1t stands. First, we have by no means gotten to the most hasic
principles. We have only begun to scratch the surface of what are the real underlying
philosophical ssucs. Second, the surface prmaples are themselves stll unclear The
second principle seems to imply that more knowledge 1s not always better since 1t seems
to say that there are things we cannot or should not know. But how can there be such
things? What sort of view of knowledge 15 at work 1n such a prohibinon? It makes us
wonder how such a thig could ever count as a view of knowledge m the first place.
Furthermore, we are left wondenng how stuch a view of knowledge would relate to the
notion that nght action deternunes truth, and not vice versa. And it acting m a certain
way leads to the wrong path, creates the wrong eruth, how do we krnow when a way of
actng will lead to the right path or cven which 1s the right path? The pomt s that once
we push these philosophical principles far enough we are faced most directly with the
question: “What 15 knowledge, and how could we possibly have 1t giveu these prin-
ciples?”

Amecrican Indian philosophy, as we have begun to see and will continue to see, 1s
quite concerned with the questions asked. American Indian philosophy has a very
different relationship to questions and question-formation than does its Western coun-
terpart. It 15 generally thought by Nanve philosophers that questions are most often a
sign of confusion and musunderstanding. The answer to a question often lies 1n the
question itself rather than n some solution outside of the question The problem
a question addresses 1s typically one that 1s rased by the very question iself rather
than some actual state of affarrs. And yet, given what we have described above, nearly
any Western philosopher wall ask at least the following two questions: “How do you
know which 1s nght n the first place?” and “How can less knowledge be better?” This
second question 1s partly a result of Western philosophy’s incapacity to grasp the idea
that certamn things should not be known, and the first anses from Western philosophy’s
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so-called battle with skepticism From the perspective of Western philosophy, 1t 1
generally thought that more knowledge 1 always better. (By Western p}P:dZs’o hS
here I merely mean maimnstream Western philosophy, the tradition that led from Thzle}s/
to modern Anglo-American analytic philosophy- the kind of philosophy that 1s usuall
called merely “philosophy,” with no adjective. The point of this distinction 15 s1m ly
that there are a number of fringe-dwelling philosophers, never quite accepted b Sly
mainstream, who should not be saddled with the previous charge.) Of course We}:t \
philosophy has always had skeptics m onc form or another who :lalm that ccrt’aln thlrelm
cannot be known, but there seems to be no way for 2 Western philosopher th%z
mamstream tradition to clann that things we can know we should not knowaven those
who claim that there are things that we cannot know do not typically see th1.9 as positive
We must scttle, they want to say, for this limuated knowledge But by saylr‘)g‘tl}us the.
lmphc'ltly suppose that we ought to have more and thereby disallow the notlol’l thi}t/
there is some knowledge we should not have. Even the knowledoe we cannot have \/\;6
ought to. Grven this implicit supposition, 1t seems umposstble tobcl;mn that knowl;d re
we can have we ought not to. But in American Indian thought, and for that matter i}n
many non-Western systems of thought, such an 1dea 15 not problematic. In these ways of
thought, the assumption 1s not already 1n place that mnore knowledge 15. always bet{teyr gr
that we ought always to have more of 1t. From the American Indian perspective
knowledge 1s not imuted since we have as much as we should. e
In what follows, then, we will concern ourselves with makmg clear this notion of
knowledge and how 1t relates to an understanding of the principles ofAmer;can Incilzt)n
philosophy. In doing so, Coyote and Thales will continue to be our tricksters leading u
by example from their nustakes to a nght understanding of American IndlAa’n phllosso—S
Phy. However, we must note that an adequatc understanding of the prnciples given so
far further requires a detailed analysis of what mught be called American Indlar;)mor 1
metaphysics. Here we would examime the way m which we can understand the claan_
that the universe 1s tself moral and how we can understand relatedness as a molra}

conce > we
pt However, 1n this precec we will concern ourselves ounly with understanding the
gtven principles via Natve epistemology. )

THE TRADITIONAL WESTERN APPROACH
TO EPISTEMOLOGY

Ehe \IX/sstern form of knowledge 1s expressed 1n a formula. The one most used 18!
nowledge = justified, true belief. If odge 5. d i
Fnowte bl - Jh d, true belief. If knowledge amounts stimply to this, then it
s ciear why 1t 1s impossible to clarm that less knowledge s better. Why would
Znyonc‘ ﬁhnd 1t necessary to have less true and justified behefs? However, in order to
1scover i ’
discover ow this might be the case, we must go back further into the methodology that
gives nise to the justified-true-belief fornula of knowledge. The formula “knowledge =
J;IStlﬁed, true behef” does not by 1tself necessanly conflict with Nauve philosophy, other
than perhaps the pecubanues of being a formula and what comes along with that. The
conflict arises at a deeper level in what, ultimately, we want this to mean

18

WHAT COYOTE AND THALES CAN TEACH US

In Western philosophy we call the study of knowledge “epistemology,” which
denves from the Greek episteme, knowledge, and logos, reason or account. This account
purports to lay out the defimng features of knowledge, the substantive conditions of
knowledge, as well as the lumts of knowledge. In large part, 1t 15 1n these areas alone that
the Western philosophical debate regarding knowledge arses: the analysts of know-
ledge, the source of knowledge (rationalism or empiricismy), and the vabilty of
skepticisni. Tn this way, many 1ssues regarding knowledge arce gencrally left unques-
tioned. One such modern 1ssue 1s the primacy of propositional knowledge.

Propositional knowledge is knowledge of the form “tliat somethmg 15 s0.” It 1s the
kind of knowledge that can be wrtten down, that can be directly conveyed through
statements or propositions. Tlus kind of knowledge 1s thought to have permanence. H
we make true and justified claims that something 1s so, those clarms will continue to be
true for ctermty. In Western thought, this kind of knowledge 1s generally thought to
be the pinnacle of philosophy

Unbke m many non-Western schools of thought, in popular modern Anglo-
Anicrican philosophy (which, as we have said, 1s for the most part what we mean by
Western philosophy 1n this chapter), the 1dea that non-proposttional knowledge 15 the
more mmportant, more basic, more fundamental form of knowledge has never been
gwven much serious thought. There are those who m fact claim that all knowledge
reduces to propositional knowledge. Here 1s the small and most Tikely madequate Tist
that philosophers 1n this tradition, who do not claim that all knowledge reduces to
proposttronal knowledge, recognize as non-propositional knowledge: knowledge by
direct awareness or acquantance, and how-to knowledge or knowledge of how to do
something There may be stll other forms or varnations that have becn overlooked
the monolithic focus on propositional knowledge. Whether or not this 15 so, 1t 15 clear
that 1n Western philosophy, non-propositional knowledge, if 1t 15 accepted at all, plays
little to no part in the work of philosophy

Another aspect of tradiional epitemology that has only recently become much of an
1ssue arises from one of the three components of the traditional account of knowledge,
and thrs 15 justification. It has seemed clear until quite recently to niost epistemologrsts,
with few exceptions, that justification requires foundations. To say this and then, by
extension, that knowledge requires foundations 1s to say that justification requires: (h
that at least some beliefs be not only justified non-inferentially, that is, that they be
Justified not on the basts of other behiefs, but also (2) that they provide justification for
those beliefs that cannot be justified non-inferentially, that 1s, those beliefs that without
the behefs m question would only be justified on the basts of other beliefs Unless the
first condition 1s met, there 1s no justification and no knowledue If only the first
condition 15 met and not the sccond, then our knowledge 15 very linuted, hnuted to
that of our own psychological states, for example. Part of the 1dea here 1s that for any
belief  to count as knowledge, 1t must be justified. If 1t 1s jusufied by another belief y,
then, 1 order for x to be justified, y must also be justfied. We can quickly see that
without something to stop this cycle, we will go on justfying wmfimtely. The founda-
tronalist claim 1s, then, that for there to be knowledge there must be a z or set of 2’s that
1s not justified by any other x and prowvides justification for y. Thus, m order for any
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prece of so-called knowledge to really be such, this knowledge must rest on a founda-
tion, something which, 1n a certain sense, does not rest on anything else.

THE AMERICAN INDIAN APPROACH
TO EPISTEMOLOGY

American Indians have encountered the kind of reasoning used m this argument many
tunes before. One such example 1s the routine response that Western pCO};le have given
to a certain Native account of creation. In this account, the earth rests on the back of
a turtle The Western response to this account 1s stmply the question, “What holds the
turtle?” One elder storyteller responded to this question by saymg sunply, “Well, then
there must be turtles all the way down.” The storyteller had no patience with th17s way
of thinking It seemed to her that asking such a question was like asking for proof that
she had a mother or for proof that plants grow mn the earth and nourlsbh the people —
questions, in her mind, that only somcone extrenicly confused would ask.

Part of the problem with such a question n this context 1s that 1t presupposes a certaimn
amount of knowledge. By askumg what holds the turtle up, the mqusitor assumes that
such a question should be answered in order to justify the mitial claim. This then assumes
something like the notions of knowledge and justfication detailed above, where for any
belief to count as knowledge, 1t must be justfied by another belief or be self-ustifying
Any belief, then, on this picture must be justficd by another behief or be 1tself&a
foundational belief, not requiring justification as it 1s incapable of being false, or wharever.
Now, there are many different ways m which this gets fleshed out m modern epistenol-
ogy, but the general requirement of justification remains the same. This 1s because the
tradiional view of justification is that justification 15 sunply evidence.

But, while something Iike this picture of justification seems mewmtive to the Western
philosopher, Amcrican Indian thuikers will find it counterintuitive Thus 1s because., for
American Indian philosophy, knowledge 15 quite a different thing from what we };ave
been describing. For Amernican Indians, knowledge 1s knowledge m experience, or if
knowledge does not sumply amount to ths, 1t 15 at least the most important knowledge.
Tlus 15 m complete contrast to the Western picture given above, wherein knowledge 15
propositional, or if knowledge does not sunply amount to ths, 1t 1s at least the niost
umportant knowledge. In contrast to propositional knowledge, which seems to be
designed to outlast us, to take on a hife of 1ts own, to be something eternal, knowledge
m expenience 18 the kind of knowledge we carry with us. This 1s the kind \of
knowledge that allows us to function m the world, to carry on our daily tasks, to live
our hves. This knowledge 15 embodied knowledge. We nught do best to call this
knowledge “hved knowledge.” Whatever we call 1t, this kind of knowledee 15 not
unproved by adding abstract propositional form and 1s not capable of bemOJubsuﬁed n
the foundational sense and seems to need no such justification. )

In order to get clear about the nature of such knowledge, let us look at a rather sumple
example Suppose a person learned to play a song on a musical strument without the
ability to read muwsic. She practiced the song many times after hearing 1t played by
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someone else until she reached the pomnt where she could play 1t herself. She plays the
song perfectly but could not say the first thing about the notes, the key, the tme
signature, and many other propositions regarding the song ttself. If her desire were to
play the song, then these abstract proposiions would only get i1 the way since as far
as playing the song 1s concerned her knowledge 15 complete. For American Indian
philosophy, knowledge is just hke this: 1t 15 ganed from expertence and used 1n 1t.

This lived knowledge can be likened to what 1n Buddhist philosophy 1s called prajiia.
In Mahiyina Buddhism, prajiid 1s the pertcction of wisdomr. It 1s called the heart of
wisdom. It 1s the wisdom 1n bodhiprajiid, the wisdom of enlightenment. But this wisdom
cannot be directly spoken or written down. It 1s a wisdon that is carried m one’s heart.
It 15 a wisdom that 1s held m experience. It 15 a know-how, but, as such, 1s fragile and
non-cternal It must be kept, as 1t can be lost 1f 1t 1s not held on to. One foolish notion 1s
enough to shut off prajiid This 1s clearly also an example of hived knowledge But lived
knowledge need not take on any mystical propertics, for as we have seen, 1t can have
great spiritual content (enlightenment) or simple content (the playing of a song) In
crther case, the knowledge as lived remains the same. It 1s only 1n what such knowledge
concerns that we find difterence

Now, 1 Western philosophy, 1t 1s gencrally thought that truth and knowledge are not
conducive to our ends, but rather are ends m themselves. Truth and knowledge arc
capable of guiding and shaping our action rather than being guided and shaped by 1t
But for American Indan thought this 1s clearly not the case. Knowledge 15 nota thmg 1o
the world that we can discover. Knowledge 1s not such that if we just peer into the
world Tong enough or just sit and think Jong enough, 1t will come to us 1n all of 1ts
unabated glory Knowledge 1s shaped and guided by human actions, endeavors, desires,
and goals Knowledge 1s what we put to use. Knowledge can never be divorced from
human action and experience. Thus, just because we can imagine somethmng that we
would like to know, or can formulate 2 question regardmg, this does not mean that
there 1s, 1n fact, something to know or that we have formulated an actual question
There 15 no magming possible things that mught be known. There 15 only what we
actually need to know, and this 1s a function of our practical ives. A question s, then,
real Just m case it arses m relanon to sonicthing directly at hand, some practical
concern. It 15 a question that comes to us and not a question that we formulate
Knowledge 15 then always concerned first and foremost with what 15 m front of us
and at our feet. Unhke Thales and Plato, American Indian philosophers see the act of
displacing onesclf from the world i order to do philosophy not only as unnecessary but
as highly problematic, since 1n domng so one 1s ounly guessing whether what onc 1s
striving after is really knowledge at all and whether the questions one has formulated are
cven really questions.

Now, let us look at a prece of embodied and practical American Indian knowledge 1n
context. Centuries ago, the Senecas acquired a prece of knowledge. Three sisters, corn,
beans, and squash, came to them. These three sisters told them that they wished to
establish relations with people. The sisters gave the people certamn ceremonies and told
them that 1if they carried out these ceremonies (that supported the continued existence
of the three sisters) the sisters would become plants and feed the people. Part of this
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requirement was that the sisters be planted and harvested together. Clearly, this rela-
tionship between the sisters and humans, and between the sisters themselves, has
spiritual and philosophical significance, but for our purpose we must point out this
relationship also served as an extraordmary natural cycle of mtrogen replenushment This
cycle kept the soil productive and fertile and kept the Senecas fed for centuries.
Europcan colonists came along and planted only one crop at a time m oue place,
corn or wheat, and the soil suffered. Many scientific expermments later, screntists
discovered that this suffering was from an imbalance of mtrogen and, m1 effect, acquired
“knowledge” (in the propositional sense) of the nitrogen cycle. Scientists create chem-
teals to replace the natural mtrogen. However, cxpernments ow show that not only do
such chemucals have negative effects on the soil, but also negative effects on humans
(Deloria 1999: 3-16).

We can see quite clearly how this knowledge 15 both practical and Lived, but 1t 15 still
unclear how 1t 1s achieved. 1ow did the Senecas come to this knowledge? We have
already detailed a portion of our answer above. This knowledge was gained by experi-
ence. The Senecas hved with the earth and its capacity to grow food. They listened to
and observed the carth in the same manner as one would Lsten to a song 1n order to
learn 1, as 1 the example above. They did not attempt to formulate abstract truths
about the earth’s plant-ciowing capacities and how best to meet the needs of the people
and at the same time Ine 1n harmony with the earth. The Senecas did not formulate
questions to test the earth, to see if 1t conformed best to this pattern or that. To do so 15
to not really observe, to not really hsten. It s to skip the end of the process of
knowledge without taking the necessary steps to achieve this end And yet nearly all
of Western philosophy and science depend on this question-asking and test-
construction method Tn this regard, then, American Indian philosophy secis more
philosophical and less dogmatic than much of Western philosophy and science.

The knowledge the Senecas acquired was lived knowledge that came from what
was directly around them and at their fect. The knowledge concerned how the people
should best ive. It was not based on question-formulation or hypothcm—thtmg, but
rather on patient observation and contemplation. And yet this was not the knowledge of
the mtrogen cycle but the knowledge of the ceremonies and the three siscers. If
the knowledge the Senecas gamed was knowledge 1 expertence, why was 1t conveyed
mn story and passed down 1 that form? Here we come to another aspect of Native
philosophy that differs greatly from that in the West. Literature and philosophy, science
and rehgion are all very different branches of knowledge 1 Western thought. Out
of these four, most consider only two, science and philosophy, to be branches
of knowledge atall The other two are thought to be enarcly differcut ways in which
humans express thewr bemng 1n the world. However, in American Indian thought this
18 not the case. None of these four can really be scparated from the others. The lack of
a distinction here 1s due, 1n part, to the fact that knowledge 15 hved. If we think
of knowledge w this way, we have no reason to suppose that any of these four carve
up the world 1n different ways, are different takes on the world. For example,
literature expresses our emotional mvolvement with the world, religion our fath, and

philosophy and science alone give us the world as 1t truly 15, objectively If knowledge
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comes from and 1s catried on only in experience, then there are no grounds for such a
“tion
dlgzlsm\;f]s have seen, American Indian philosophy 1s concerned with the nght road for
humans to walk m relation to all that 1s around them We have also seen that what 1s
nght 1s true and what 1s true 1s night: the universe 1s moral. It 15 1n thus way that stories,
ccremonics, and prayers speak the truth. All aspects of human expression have somc(—i
thing to tell us about the best way for us to hve. In this way, they are all philosophy. Afl
jJust as Anerican Indian medicme 1s bese deseribed 1 Western terms as magic, philoso-
phy 15, perhaps, best described as poetry. The knowledge of the earth and her c‘a;‘)aat%llto
grow plants and nourish humans takes the form of the story of the three SISCU}’: s
story 1s an expression of the knowledge of the earth that was acqmr’ed thr0}1g ma?y
years of obscervation, much like a poem cain be an expression of one’s experience of a
particular landscape. Because philosophy, literature, science, and religion are one in
American Indian thought, we cannot truly separate the medicine from the magic nor
d sophy from the poem.
thtﬁflzllllrgghzt, 1t may scFe)m that Native knowledge 1s only concerned wath mdividual,
particular experience: my particular experience of a relationshup with the lanc}, my
particular experience of a landscape that I express m a poem, or my particular exper-
ence of a song that T am trying to learn. [t may seem that we are trying to claim that for
American Indian thought there 1s no general knowledge Everything 1s singular and
held m particular experience. However, to make this move would be l?asty for there are
many levels of knowledge mn American Indian thought. The Navajo, for example, hold
that there are 12 levels of knowledge, and would say that in Western thought we work
on the lower levels most of the ime. There are clearly more general levels of knowledge
at work even m the knowledge gamed and passed on by the Senecas regarding the three
sisters. But this knowledge 1s wtself stll of a practical and lived nature and 1t, too, 1s
acquired dirough patient observation and contemplation and not by questmln(—{
formulation and hypothesis-tesing. This more general knowledge nught be calle .
syuthests, mcorporation, or understandmg. These words fit the different varations 01
the same general method. At the heart of any of them 15 a sort of grasping of genera

knowledge via a sort of phenomenological method

AMERICAN INDIAN EPISTEMOLOGY AS
A PHENOMENOLOGY

American [ndian philosophy finds a camaraderic with the tradition of phenomenology.
Phenomenology nught stand beside us mn some of what we haYe sard earlier abotl(:
Western philosophy aud science since phenomenology has most forcetully quesnone

the modern philosophical assumption of a single, wholly determunable, objecuve reality.
Edmund Husser], one of the founders of phenomenology, makes the claim that the
accomphshments of science presupposc the pre-given world of Iife, the everyday world
Husser! clamms, however, that almost from the beginning Western plnlosophy“lost sight
of just who we are with this pre-given world. Greek science and philosophy “saw fit to
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recast the 1dea of ‘knowledge’ and ‘truth’ in natural existence and to ascribe to the
newly formed 1dea of ‘objective truth’” a higher dignity, that of a norm for all know-
ledge. From this arises the 1dea of a universal science encompassing all possible know-
ledge n 165 mfimity” (Husserl 1970: 121). This becomes the foundational assumption of
modern philosophy. Centuries later, Galileo asserts that only the properties of matter
that are mathematically measurable, that 15, s1ze, shape, etc., are real. He clums that
subjective aspects, 1.e. sound, taste, and so forth, are ilusory The world can ouly be
understood, given this, through the language of mathematics. After Descartes publishes
the Meditations 1n 1641 the world becomes understood as entirely mechamcal, as an
entirely determinate structure governed by laws which are understandable only through
mathennatical analysis. Thas finally lays the ground for the 1dea of an entirely objective
knowledge and an entrely objective science.

According to Husserl, however, all saence and knowledge come first from the
lifeworld and must always return to 1t The data of science come from this world of
hfe, and when the science 1s finshed and the results are compiled they are also displayed
in the open and uncertan doman of cveryday hfe The lifeworld 15 the ground of
scicuce, the ground of knowledge, for Husserl, and the crisis that he speaks of in The
Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology 1s that European science and
plulosophy have not acknowledged this ground But ths crisis m modern science 1s also
a crisis of culture as 1t has facilitated the loss of this world for Western soctety.

In many ways, this very crists that Husserl describes also facilitates a loss of American
Indian philosophy. Much of this philosophy since contact has concerned 1tself wath the
possibility of a tota} loss of the lifeworld. However, beyond these similarities in results,
there 15 a more important similarity 1n method. Phenonmienology begins with a distine-
tion between two different atticudes. the natural atacude and the phenomenological
attitude The natural attitude 15 the way we are ordimarily taken up wath the various
things m the world. We walk down the streets and pass the trees. We have conversations
with our friends and talk about our jobs What we do not do m this attitude 1s step back
and reflect on thus natural way we carry on 1n the world. We are, after all, taken up with
our dailly concerns We have things to do and we cannot do these things 1f we are
disengaged from this natural attitude. However, the phenomenological attitude 15 just
this kind of disengagement. One disengages front the natural actitude and focuses instead

on all that 1s m the natural attitude 1 order to reflect upon i1t In this reflection all of our
expertences wn the natral attricude count as data to be vaderstood All of the phenomena
must be accounted for. We then, from this reflective perspective, describe all the
particular intentionalities (the ways 1 which we are directed to the world) of the
natural attitude m order to understand the world and our place mn 1t.

Now, from this sunplified account of phenomenology, we can see a number of
commonalities with what we have been given so far in American Indin philosophy. As
we have scen, American Indian philosophy 1s quite concerned with retainmg the natural
attatude. This 15 why the Coyote stories are told and why Thales can be seen as a
Coyote-like character. And yet at the same time an immediate difference 1s apparent.
Forgetting what one 1s doing because one 15 taken up with reflectton and then falling
down a well sounds very much hke what could happen while engaged in the phenom-
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enological attitude. In American Indian philosophy, there 15 10 pher~10mer{olog1cal
attitude as such In American Indian philosophy we must maintain our connectedness,
we must maintain our relations, and never abandon them n search of understanding,
but rather find understanding t/irough them
American Indian philosophy also has a very different view on what 15 to count as data
and what 15 to be done with such data. When 1t comes to generalities, American Illlldllan
philosophy secks synthesis or understanding, a way of seeing thc? whole. G1vte‘n a‘ Eli
observations i our experience, we begin to formulate a general picture A more genen
knowledge begins to take shape through the mcorporation of all the data.‘T{ns En]eans
accountmg for all the data even if domg so nuakes understandmng difficult, even 1f there
are contr:;dlctlons, even 1f the data are messy. In Native philosophy and sc1cT1ce,
liowever, there are no real anomalies or cantradictions (Waters 2000). Through syn-
thesis, we only begin to paint 1 general picture. Anomalies are only really possible onlce
we have fimshied the prcture and Jana that this picture represents something about the
world, that 15, that 1t gives us a general picture of the world. For Native philosophers,
tlns would be to stop doing plulosophy, to stop obscrvig, and to niake some arbltra;y
clamm that there will be nothing else to observe It might be said that Native phlloso? y
15 a thinking philosophy. It 1s a plulosophy Whm;c the thinkmg and the obserw;))g never
stop, even to formulate theories, or questions. If we never stop thinking and o servllng,
then there will always be room tor new experiences. No matter how strange tllese
expertences may seem, they will never be contradictory smce there 1s nothing for t 1leﬂt
to contradict; they will never be anonalous smce there 15 no theory for them not to 1
into. This process of general synthesis 15 just that, a process, but 1t 15 one that 15 neT/ar
fimshed. In order to complete the process, we would have to stop having expe‘n?rnges,
for anything short of that would mean ending the process before 1t was comph:; tl::;
the process 15 always ongoing We must continue thinking and obse]rv%ngﬁ;ir; n et
way leave ourselves open to continued expericnce and not shut ourselves off from 1
arbitrary way.
501;}61;:3;;}(/)1(\:;: accepts much of what Amertcan Indian phiosophers consu?cr the
data of experience. However, 1t draws a lie between what c01'mts as data OfeXerfér{Cie
and what does not at a rather peculiar place for the American Indian. In Wc;tuu
philosophy and science, generally, 1t 15 my experiences, my th~oughts, and “jhﬂ 1can
ohserve that count as evidence or data, and nothing clse But for the American Inc 142
philosopher to make such a break 1s to nvoke a blé}S toward the 111(/11‘V1Idlua% ari
individual experience. This 1s what might be called the Cartestan bras, a bfds tlmlt 5u1;y
gocs back much farther than Descartes to perhaps the beginnings ofWes‘tfm p 11(1 (])s/op1 y
1tself, but 1t 1s Descartes who gives 1t 1ts clearest shape. Many philosophers think that the
oreat buas of Western philosophy 15 Cartesian mind/body dualism: the notion that 1the
;m)d and body are two scparate substances  However, from an Amcrll)can Ing 1a1;
perspective, the real Cartesian bias 1s the 1dea that knowl'edge can only‘ e icq;urt;
and mamifested mdividually, m or by the ndwvidual. The cogito, ergo stm tells L’I’S, I thuink,
thercfore I am.” But Naave philosophy tells us, “We are, therefore I am Aﬁll\/htlve
philosophical understanding must mclude all experience, not simiply my own. It Tam tz
gain a right understanding I must account for all that I see, but also all that you see an
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all that has been seen by others — all that has been passed down in stories. What place do
I'have to tell you that your experiences are invalid because T do not share then? Such a
rejection only makes sense under the assumption that my experiences are somehow
antecedent to yours and more basic. If 1t 15 “We” that 15 first and not “I,” then what
counts as the data of experience is quite different.

In Western thought we nmght say that my expentences and thoughts count more than
vour experiences because I have them and you cannot. But 1f we are WE, then this
comtrant seens rather tvial The hand may not have the same cxpertences as the foot,
buc this hardly matters 1f we understand them not as feet and hands but as this body. Ifit
15 through the body, or the pcople, that understanding arises, then no one part nced
shape this understanding. All the expenences of all the parts should be brought into the
process of understanding.

American Indians often say that the people are an ear of corn We may try to just
think of cach little kernel of corn on the ear, the individuals, but to do so 1s to take away
from what the kernels are: an ear of corn (Cajete 2000). On an earth that suffers each
day from envirommental catastrophes of tragic proportion, we would do well to learn
from this thought. Western thought, plulosophy, and science, have gotten us far, we
suppose We have, through technology, become nearly invincible, but we have forgot-
ten how we are related. We desire what 1s eternal eternal life, knowledge that 1s eternal,
truth that 1s eternal But are our heads not 1n the clouds? Have we not forgotten what 15
behind us and at our feet? Have we not followed Coyotc and Thales down a very
uncertain path toward a rather deep well? This desire for the eternal, the unchanging,
through technology and philosophy — eternal hife, eternal truth — are surely the desires of
Coyote. Life and knowledge are not permanent, Amencan Indian philosophy teaches
us. We must continually culuvate them. But just as the car of corn 1 cultrvated and
grows, so does 1t die. It does not live forever. It provides food for anothe: ceneration
that will carry on and grow and hve and die Americau Indian philosophy teaches us
that to step out of this circle 15 to make a step on the wrong road for human beings to
walk It 15 to forget our relations, to forget what our clders have told us, to forget che
stories of our ancestors. It 1s, ulimately, to forget who we are.
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APPROACHES TO NATIVE
AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY

V. F. Cordova

Philosophy, as 1t 1s practiced by philosophers, 15 an cxamunation of1deas. Ideas, howeverc,1
exist 1n a context. In order to fully understand an 1dea and 1ts umplicanons an
ranufications 1t becomes necessary to understand the context , -
Ludwig Wittgenstemn, m his short prece titled “Reemarks on Frazer’s ‘Go (dele Im;: ;f
(Whttgenstemn 1979), powmts out the difficulty of understanding the 1deas and be 1cthcr
people unlike ourselves when we take an 1dea from one context and place it 111} ano ; O%
Jamies Frazer, perhaps one of the earhest practitioners of the art of explaming tm;c S o
one culture to another, falls into the trap of taking things out of contcxt.“E r;jjc;,
accordmg to Wttgenstemn, has a problem getting out of the contcxf o;'” an “Alflbdllsat
parson” (1979. 65) to correctly understand the notons he 1s trying to explain. o~
Frazer does s to nake them [the acts and practces] plausible to people “/7110 think as he
does,” says Wittgenstein (1979. 61). He states further: “Indeed, if Frazer’s expl?liuhuoln%
did not 1 the fnal analysis appeal to a tendency 1 ourselves, they would ]]Otf]?'a, 0% );
explanations” (1979.66) As an example of Frazer’s m}‘proper mtcrpret)a‘tlon of a ;L,”V:Cdj
or 1dcas, Wattgenstem offers the following comment: Identifying one’s own g;(}s 116
the gods of other peoples. One convinces oneself that the names have the san
waing” (1979 69).
’ In W?ttg(enstem’s)Plzzlosophiml Tnvestigations (1968) we find, again, ot.her 1}ef]eretni(;sut‘;)’
the mmportance of understanding a context mn order to properly understand tmd v b
lies outside our own context. He says. “If a lion could talk, we could not un elrs :11-1,1
him”” (1968.223¢). The context i wluch a lion Lives, perhaps even hus {)hyﬂo Oril;jt
makeup, might take his meanings totally out of our range. Before making this C(t)nt) o
Wittgenstemn uses a more fanmlar context, tlmt” of human beings, to pomnt to
complexity of what we mught call “cross-cultural” communication
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one hun > W when w
) 1an being can be a complete enigma to another. We learn this when we come 1nto
a strange ¢ ntirely str. ry
; ; ge country with entirely strange traditions, and, what 1s more, cven given a maste
of the ¢ ’ W A , s of
ountry’s language We do not understand the people (And not because of not

knowig > re
g what they are saying to themselves ) We cannot find our fect with

them (1968 223¢)

Wittgenstein has accurately pointed to the fact that meanings exist 1 specific cont
Th.1s 15 often overlooked 1 the new mmpetus to create a ficld calied “Native As o
philosophy.” The practinoners of the new speciahity often come to t}; id njncan
from Indigenous cultures wich very hietle knowledge of the culture, or thce :e eai rfawn
which those 1deas originate. The result here 1s that the practitioner ’pu]ls ankld:f (jl’ltr(())f{n
particular context and attempts to fit 1t mto an idea from within his own culturai
context; or he can come to the alien perspective armed with his own concepts and
attempts to find something m the other culture that matches his concept This 1§pthca:i:t
th?t Wittgenstein singles out when he talks about 1denufying our own gods wiLh tho
of others. 1t 15 very likely that there are no literal correlates between Eonce ts d .
Erom dlfferent contexts An example here would be the attempt to find outpwhartarlin
Hlturon 5 coEcept of the soul” nught be, or the attempt to find out “what god” an aherel
culture wo e
T T e el e 0o e
at1s not our own To msist
that there 1s would be to commt the error of which Wittgenstein accuses Frazer: “How

mpossible it was for him {Frazer| to conceive of a lifs g g ]
o o ool (1975681 of a hife different from that of the England

To preteﬁd that one can mterpret a particular 1dea from an alien context with
understanding that context 15 to engage n misinterpretanon, 1.e. to mak A \"T]lt o
“plausible” only to those who think like ourselves. o e e deas

Dﬁocs this mean that 1t s impossible to do what 15 calied “Native Ameriean phl
phy”? Not at all. It does require that the approaches to doing this type of };ilolso l:’so_l
exanunaton be quite different from the usual methods and approaches meust f lcaf
all be aware of the assumptions which we bring to such a study: aSSLHnI-)UOHS s‘uéh zli?‘t‘:(;ll
people believe 1 a god™; or “all people act solely from self-miterest”, or “‘l‘mmn s are
naturally bad.” More suitable foundations for the 1muation of a phll(;SO hycal gy
might begin wath recognizing that all humans thus far encountered h’wcpdcs‘ : llr%qlullry
world, they have described what 1t 15 to be human 1in that Worlci and tcllile)uh“e
prescribed a role for persons 1 that world. Cultures differ as therr dL:SCI‘l tu)my falvf
world differ The “answers” that people create to the questions the 0p b‘ . t11t
wo(r)ld ;m(fi themselves are m the plulosophical realm of mctaphysics e shent e

ne o :

1 el et e s e e o et MY

: . B mgs to hus study: 1t 35 assumed
that metaphysics 1s a philosophical activaty that hes outside the capabilines of
from o.thcr than “advanced” civilizanions An Indigenous “tribal” culture, b ) artlyc>)rlef
not benig a culture like that of the “advanced” West, is presumed to be (;nz \(/ilxrff:K Ot
levlcl Of. development.” Such cultures are assumed to operate 1n the realm of i crct;re/r)l
or imagination as opposed to the “higher” activities of observation, experience, ana iﬂ;>cti()(;1”
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That this 1s not the case should be borne out by the fact that numerous “tribal” peoples
have managed to not only survive but thrive n very specific environments for thou-
sands of years.

An mteresting study done by G. Reichel-Dolmatoff on the Tukano Indians of the
Amazon Basin bears out the mtnicacy of an Indigenous belief system as 1t relates to
the specific locaton of the group. He titted Tus research, “Cosmology as ecologieal
analysis: a view from the rain forest” (Reichel-Dolmaroff 1976). In an abstract of his
article, Rerchel-Dolmatoff makes the cluni that “concepts of cosmology represent a
blueprint for ecological adaptation and the Indians; acute awareness of the need for
adaptive norms can be compared with modern systems analysis ” The Tukano, 1t
15 pointed out, “have developed a set of highly adaptive behavioral rules,” which
among other things have allowed them to “maintam an cquilbrium and to avoid
frequent relocation of settlements” (1976 307) The Tukano, on the basis of their
own rules, manage to control the growth of population as well as the explowtation of
thair enviromment and mterpersonal aggression. In other words, 1n the context of the
Tukano system, they have managed to develop a cosmology and an ethical system bascd
on an woimate, factual knowledge of their environment. Within the Tukano system
there can be no doubt that there 15 also an epistemological base as well as a system of
logic and esthetics.

When presented with Rerchel-Dolmatoff’s research it seems absurd to assume that
Indigenous peoples operate only on superstition and 1magimation. It 1s equally absurd to
beleve that non-Western peoples do not engage 1n a wide range of “plulosophical”
endeavors. Wittgenstem’s stress on context as a source of meaning 15 also borne out by
Reichel-Dolmatoff’s presentation of the Tukano “system.” [n a simular fashion, 1t
would be necessary to understand the “cosmology” of the Navajo 1n order to under-
stand what 1s meant when they translate a particular term from their language as
“beauty.” The philosopher would have to ask: What 15 the basis of the Navajo esthetics
which underlies a clam to beauty? What, m other words, 15 the context which lends
meaning to the label “beautiful®”

What 1s commonly presented as “Native American phlosophy™ 1s usually a reading
of a particular myth or legend, and the cvents or characters are related to events and
characters from the context of the presenter. Or a specific concept, say the concept of
“balance,” 1 taken out of 1ts natural context and presented ma new onc. A philosopher
would have to ask: “in what sort of world would this concept make sense?” One should
sk oneself whether the concepts of “balance” and “harmony” actually make sense
when transferred over to a context m which the world 1s described as essentially chaotic
Where (in other words) and how docs the idea of “balance™ anse?

Through a focus on events or characters, or myths and legends, philosophers are
1ignormg what 1s truly a philosophical acuvity. They should be exploring the logic of an
Indigenous langnage. All languages have been found to have a logical structure.
Epistemological studies could be undertaken. Most English-speakers who encounter
studics of the Latin languages come to reahze that the term “to know™ 15 quite different
from their own. the Spamish language has saber and conocer which make dstinctions
between types of knowmng The ethics of a specific cultural group could be examined: 1s
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the ethical system tied to a specific definition of human being or nature? I would argue
that esthetics and ethics are founded on the same principle in many Native American
cultures. Who 15 exploring whether this 1s so or not?

We must, as philosophers, not lose sight of the fact that the reason for explorig alien
1deas 15 to expand our understanding of the diversity of human thought and not to
expand our own specific ways of thinking so that they encompass all others. It 1s
common to exanmme the Other as a nicans of gainmg understanding about ourselves,
but we should not mustake the Other for a mirror. We can learn samething about
ourselves as well through a confrast with the Other.

One of the most important factors mn creating a Naave Amencan philosophy s the
indlusion of Native Americauns i the activity. Many Nauve Americans, whether one
wishes to believe 1t or not, have managed to survive the onslaughts of assimilation and
outniglt eradication with an mtact cultural identity. The Native Amencan has, further-
more, been placed 1n the unique situation of having to understand two very different
worldviews. He has been exposed, from childhood, to competing and often contradict-
ory value systems The average Euro-American lacks this experience of competing
worldviews and value systenss His “world” remforces the dominant view; he cannot
know that he exasts within a self-referential systern of thought.

Wittgenstem declared that his aim as a philosophier was “to shew the fly the way out
of the fly-bottle” (1968- 103e) Unfortunately, I doubt that he hag managed to “shew”
that there 1s a “botte” (the self-referential system of thought). Not, of course, from a
lack of effort on his part The Native American 15 1 2 uttique posiion to realize that
there 15 not only a “botte” but several bottles, He has become expert, 1n order to
survive, at flying 1n and out of two bottles

It 15, of course, much caster to explore Native American thought through early
European contact accounts or from collected myths compiled by non-Natnve Amen-
cans on the assumption that the contemporary Native American suffers from “intellec-
tual polluion” - that he represents a degraded forn of an “origmal” type. This attreude,
which 1s not at all uncommon, leads to a situation where the interpreter of such thought
has no “peer review,” that s, there are no checks and balances on the vahdity of his
interpretations It leads also to the situation of which Wittgenstemn warns. “in the final

analysis.  |such interpretations] -appeal to a tendency m ourselves,” which, he

concludes, “would not really be explanations” (1979. 66).
A valid interpretation or explanation of Native Anierican thought would require that

the pracutioner of that field explore the many facets of the cultural group he wishes to

understand. It 15 not, perhaps, necessary to become fluent m the language but 1t 15

necessary to know at least how the language works (its structure). It would be necessary
also to understand how cultural eransmission oceurs: Wittgenstem says, “Every human
being has parents” (1969: 29¢, #21 1) It1s not uncommon to find that sonie “oxpert” in
a particular Natwve culture has never spoken to a contemporary member of that culture.

Most philosophers wishing to learn about Chinese philosophy usually examine the

langnage and the culture or at least spend some ume in the company of Chinese
philosophers. The greatest bridge between cultures 1s the person who 15 schooled 1n
the philosophucs and histonies of both cultures.
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necessanly leads to viewing different cultural perspectives as erther “nght” or “wrong”
based on a standard which 1s drawn from only one culture.

The second assumption, that non-Western peoples are less complex than those of
the West, 15 a comnion one: our own cultural trappings seem more complex than
those of the Other sumply because of our familanty with them. A broad inspection of
another culture, language, rehigion, values, historical sense, quickly dispels the view of
the existence of “sunple” cultures. It 15 only through an cxploration of the complexity
that we find the 1dentfying characteristics of specific cultures. It 15 not commonly
understood by most Westerners that just as a Westerner can learn to recognize the
differences betwceen, say, “Eastern” peoples, re, disunguish Chinese thought from
Inchan, so, too, can non-Westerners pomt to a prece of art or a page front a philosophy
text and say, “This 1s Western.” There does exast a leitmotiv that runs through a speaific
culture but 1t cannot be found 1f one snmply picks up 1solated bits of another culture and
says, “Thus 1s just like that” (comparing an 1dea from one culture to an 1dea of another).
Usually such comparisons are prefaced by, “This 1s a less-developed form of that.”

The third assumption, that Indigenous peoples are not sophisticated enough to
engage in philosophical discussion, particularly concernmg therr own concepts, 1s
simply not true. 1 recently spent the better part of an afternoon discussing the imphca-
tions of a single term with an Anshnawbe who spoke his language fluencly. He gave me
the Iiteral translation of engwaamizin as “tread carefully.” Some, he said, mterpreted chis
as “be carctul,” but, he pouited out, 1t means much more than that. Unspoken, but
understood, 1n that term 15 a whole worldview having to do with humans’ place and
cffect on the umverse. Fromn my own expenence, and this has been borne out
through discussion with numerous other Native persons, I discovered that many of
our fanuly discussions around the kitchen table consisted of very sophisticated philo-
sophical dialogues. Many of these discussions or chalogues revolved around trying to
understand the vastly generalized terms used 1n the West: “love,” for example, which
could be used to denote one’s feching toward apple pic, country, mothers, and members
of the opposite sex. We discussed also the tendency to a reification of abstract concepts
as when the sacred was reified as an anthropomorphic deity; or “motion,” “change,”
and “duration” as things called “time ” We did not use the language of philosophers but
the activity and the mtent were the same.

The assumptions which serve as roadblocks to understanding the worldviews or
philosophical stances of others can be overcome through methods that the philosopher
has ready-to-hand- he has made a distinction between logic, epistemology, ethics,
csthetics, and mctaphysics. Those are the “tools” or “approaches” which should be
used mn attempting to analyze the thought of others, he lacks only one other “tool” - che
need to concentrate, not on similanities, but on differences It 1 by contrastmg notions
that one learns about the disinction between the self and the Other. It 15 those
differences that go mto making the Other an Other. But even here dhere 15 an
assumption that must be overcome. It 15 generally thought, in the West, that a concen-
tranon o1 differences 1s grounds for meolerance. “We should seck out our commonal-
ities,” T often hear. And having found numerous commonalities we are sgll surprised
when disagreements arse The disagreements are a result of the mtolerance that arises
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out of the need to concentrate on commonalities. True tolerance consists, not of
ignoring differences, but i acknowledging them and acknowledging with equal w'mght
that cven small differences carry tremendous import. But true tolerance also requires a
recognition that there may not be a vast universal, absolute, Truth (with a cap1;a1 T).hl’t
may be that diversity, which appears to be the identifying characteristic o Eafrt1 s
creativity, may extend to how we organize and explam our diverse experiences of the
world A
The philosophic endeavor, philosophy as an actnty, should extend 1ts preseTt p\cx;-
spective to an attempt to understand all of the possible ranges of human thought. L
can take another tack on what we do as philosophers, once more, from Wittgenstein:

If the formation of concepts cail be explamed by facts of nature, should we not 7be
mterested, not m grammar, but rather m that 1 nature which 1s the basis of grammar? —
Our mterest certamly ncludes the correspondence berween concepts and very gencral
facts of nature (Such facts as mostly do not stke us because of thewr generality ) But out
mterest does not fall back upon these possible causes of the formation of concepts; we are
not domg natural science; not yet natwal history — smce we can ATQO m\ient ﬁCtlth‘l}?
natural history for our purpose I am not saymg 1f such-and-such facts of nature wcuf
different people would have different concepts (i the sense of a hypothcsls? }13ut 1(T
anyone beheves that certam concepts are absolutely the correct ones, and that mvm:j
different ones would mean not realizing something that we realize — then let hum 1111;1%‘11‘1(;
certam very general facts of nature to be different from what we are used to, and the
formation of concepts different from the usual ones will become nteligible  to

hum (1968 230¢)

‘ -once T ess” we ha oly a coueept
Imagine, tor example, that mstead of a concept of “progress” we had 1ercly p

of “change.”
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ETHICS AND UNDERSTANDING

John DuFour

My purpose m this chapter 15 to consider a particular ethical value associated wath the
conduct of our understandings or the conduct of our doxastic lives. The central
philosophical 1ssue, as 1 understand 1t, concerns what morally responsible behewving
mvolves. What 1s 1t to be a responsible believer? In this chapter T wall offer one possible
answer to that question. (I do not intend to suggest or 1mply that this possibility could
be the sole source of cthical value assocrated wiath beliefs or understandmg. Nor do [
mtend to explore the 1ssue of how we can know that a certain belief'ss the ethically night
one to have; nor will T suggest that the ethical value of holding a certam belief should be
attributable to the possibility [ wall describe, merely that it canr be attributable.)

There has been, and sull 15, an Indigenous concern about an acceptable route of
arrival at what one understands or belheves. This concern has yielded a noticeable
coupling of cthrcal and broadly cpistemic concerns. Gregory Cajete wrote “no body
of knowledge exists for 1ts own sake outside the moral framework of understanding”
(Cyete 2000: 76). In tlus chapter 1 will address that 1dea and briefly explore a
relationship between epistemology and ethics indicated 1 certain texts about Indigen-
ous ways of understanding. I am gomg to describe a theoretical approach that, I beheve,
will further clarnfy some of that relanonship

Manu Aluli Meyer, writing about a Native Hawanan view of understanding and
knowledge, claims:

how one experiences the environment plays a huge role 1 how the world 15 undeistood
and defined, and this expenience 15 nursed and fed via culeural pracuce, belief, and

values  (Meyer 1998. 39)
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A similar point 1s made by E. S. C. Handy and M. K. Pukui (cited in Meyer 1998): one’s
understanding or belief can oniginate 1na “concrete and tangible complex or psychological
sequence 1mvolving  sensation—emotion—observation—interpretation—rationahzation”
(Meyer 1998: 39) 1 want to follow up on the msight that formation (or mamntenance) of
belief or understanding can be grounded 1n certain kinds of practices.

What practices? There are some traditional answers. Arthur Anuotte, describing his
understanding of a “Northern Lakota” Sun Dance ceremony, asserted:

the Sun Dance 1s probably the most formal of all learnimyg ind teaching experiences
Inherent i the Sun Dance atself 15 the total epistemology o1 v people Tt tells us of their
values, their 1deals, their hardships, their sacrifice, their strong and unerring belief
something anaent.  (Anuotte 1987 84)

And Raymond DeMallie wrote:

But nitual was not merely a retlecnon of belhief, 16 was also a micans to further behef, for

through ritual a person came to expand his knowledge  (DeMaillie 1987 33-4)

Both Amiotte and DeMaillie express a concern that 1s broadly epistemic, that s,

b

with extending one’s understanding via some “concrete and tangible complex,” such
as a ritual or ceremony. “The ceremonies themiselves become ways of coming to know,
of understanding,” Cajete writes (2000: 81) Rudolph Ryser notes that “through
the cultural practices of each disunct people, individual human bemngs come to
know thewr personal idenuties and learn to know truth” (Ryser 1998: 27)

If these authors are correct, if systematized thinking about understanding or belief
mvolves social practices, then 1f we are concerned about particular normative merits
for belief or understanding, such merits will probably be rooted in such organized social
practices.

In addition to possible merits that reflect a distinctively epistenac 1ssue (concerned
solely with truth or explanaton), I think we will also find merits that reflect a concern
for the moral good For mstance, the way of understanding Meyer alludes to, 1if
acceptably implemented, results in “empowered” and “meaningful” beliefs, as she put
1t, which 1n turn can be considered mertorious (my word) because of the ways they
promote and ground values and community (Meyer 1998: 40). The linking of an
orgamzed ongination space of belief or understanding, the “concrete and tangible
complex” (a Sun Dance for example), an acceptable implementation of 1t, and a
concern for values and community, scems to be a result of situating understanding
and beliefs 1n a context other than distinctively epistermic concerns. The context, I
believe, 15 one of morality and understanding.

The point will become clearer, I hope, 1f we rely on a distinction between a truth-
relevant mert that the content of a belief (or understanding) may have and an ethical
merit that the state of believing (or understanding) may have. Let us name the first kind
of ntent content ment and the second state nierit. Consider the following illustration of this
distinction
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Suppose Phullip of California believed “the only good Indian 1s a dead Indian.” His
behef, considered as a muluform disposition, will therefore be expressed in his hfe 1n a
great vartety of ways. Such pervasiveness 1s part of what worries and motivates us to
morally evaluate lus belief: he shouldn’t believe that. The “should” mn the previous
sentence refers to an ethical responsibility that I believe Phillip has.

On the one hand, with respect to the content of his belief, it lacks content menit The
content lacks all or some of the following characterisucs: reasonable, sufficient, or
relevant evidence for its truth (I don’t believe 1t 15 necessary to defend this assumption )

On the other hand, given that Phullip formed that belief on the basis of prejudice, a
morally unacceptable process, e would lack state merit also State ment, for the
purposes of this essay, concerns the ethical acceptability of the way one came to
understand or believe, the basis upon which one formed a belief, or the process by
which one came to believe something and by which one claims that understanding has
been furthered In short, “state merit” will refer to the ethical acceptability of how one
camic to understand, know, or believe something and “content merit” will refer to the
eprstemnic acceptability of the content.

Failure to disunguish these merits can lead to confusion. For example, suppose F
proposes a prmciple for the legiimacy of holding a particular belief, one that concerns
the cthical legitimacy of the process of forming a belief. Someone D may take 1t to be a
principle of content ment, that is, as a proposal for, say, what 1t 15 that divides
knowledge from mere opimon. Any ensuing criticism for the faillure of the principle
to clanfy what knowledge 15 would thus nuss the pomnt of 1t

[t ought to be clear that state and content merit can interact in various ways. For
mstance, 1t 1s possible for someone to have state merit with respect to a particular belief
whose content, however, lacks content ment. And vice versa 15 possible Ignoring,
however, for the moment the various possible mteractions between the two sorts of
merits, the pomt with respect to practices 1s this: state ment can be systematically
assoctated with certain social practices that embody an amalgamanion of ethical and
epistemic concerns. This 1s something, T think, that we find to be the case n sonie
Indigenous social practices, a Dakora Sun Dance for instance.

The sort of social practice embodying ethical and epistemic concerns, and which 1s
the basis for determuining state menit of beliefs or understanding, is what I call a “belief
pracuice.” This complex social practice concerned with understanding or behefs can be
characterized along Schatzkian hnes (see Schatzki 1996. 88—110). We should expect to
find the practice orgamzed along three dimensions specifically concerned with the way
we conduct our ways of coming to believe or understand.

Firse, experienced participants in the practice possess understandimgs of what acts
belong to the practice and how to perform and respond to those acts themselves.
Expenienced partiapants typically would be able to speaify those understandings
propositionally, but there 15 also a sigmficant understandig that 1 1tself may defy
propositional speaification

The second way a belef practice 15 orgamzed would be by exphicit pninciples, rules,
customs, consideranions, or instructions. For example, with respect to a solely epistenic
belief practice (one concerned solely with truth-relevant merits) a not uncommon
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principle is that one should belicve only to the degree one’s evidence warrants (e.g.
Hume 1955; Locke 1987; Feldman 2000). Such a principle, however, may be inter-
preted cthically, and arguments have been advanced that 1t is m fact an ethical principle
(Lewt1s 1955; Blanshard 1974; Clifford 1986). We may find principles or customs among,
Indigenous belief practices speaking to sumnilar concerns over once’s understandings. For
mnstance, a Dakota traditionalist may carry on the custom of having one’s pipe acknow-
ledged by spints, which may very well be an mtegral part of a behief practice concerned
with furthering understanding about something (or finding out about something). We
may also find explicit principles or considerations such as “pray as much as you can,” or
“never leave the fire unattended” that are integrally associated with the concern to find
out about something.

A third way a belief practice 1s organized 1s according to particular goals, projects,
tasks, or appropriate emotions, feelings, and dispositions. For mstance, m trymng to
understand something by participation in a sweatlodge ceremony, an appropriate
disposition or feeling involves important elements of sertousness, sincerity, and care.

Now what does all this have to do with state or content ment® We niay perceive
certain needs with respect to our understandings and beliefs, such as when we see that a
behef 15 morally repugnant and ought to be changed: or therc may be something we
wish to find out more about, that 15, we wish to learn or form beliefs about something
A belief practice, organized along hines described above, would thus be the socially (or
community) established and orgamzed way of trying to meet such ethical or epistemic
nceds with respect to beliefs and understandmgs.

One philosophical concern may spring immediately to mind. There may be a
problem about the voluntariness of belief for this approach to moral evaluations of
beliefs. If the behef practice view that I have described assumes that we can legiimately
cvaluate beliefs by a moral “ought” (onc expressing moral obhigation and cited m order
to get someone to do something voluntarly), that would seem to render such evalu-
ations pontless. For 1f 1t1s true that we by and large lack control of behief formation, as
arguably seems the case, under the assumpuon that “ought” implies “can,” there would
be hittle pownt to saymng that I ought to belicve that p when | have no ability to do that

However, T believe that this problem can be avoided in a natural way by ths
approach. For practnoners of the behef practice, the obligaton with respect to beliet
15 not to decide to believe that p; rather, the obligation really concerns one’s atfempts to
acceptably implement the practice that relevandy surrounds p. There would thus be no
suggestion that I choose to believe that p; rather, the pownt of saying, for example, “You
ought to believe that p” would be that | perform certamn actions specified by the behef
practice appropriate to dealing with beheving that p. (This should become clearer
through consideration of the example below.)

The focus on appropriate implementation of a practice one has not participated
, or, having part1c1patcd, to do so m an acceptable way, can clearly be an ethical
concern. The beliefs that we have mnfluence our commumities mn significant ways.
Suppose someone x is 1n charge of distribuung cans of turkey to members of his
commuuty. However, x has noticed a pattern: many of the cans are rusty and dented.
It seems possible that those defects could affect the quality of the turkey n the cans
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Nevertheless, x 15 pressured to distribute the cans and, putting his worries aside, comes
to believe that the turkey is fine to eat. Clearly, if just one of those cans contans bad
turkey, 15 culpable mn some way for holding the belief that the turkcey 1s fine to cat Or,
another example, suppose that I sloppily and lazily read books on racism. My unin-
formed 1deas on racist acts may lead me to believe that an acquaintance y of e was
not the victmn of a racist act, when 1n fact she was. My carelessly formed beliefs about
racist acts played no small role 1n the formation of my belief that y wasn’ta vicom. [ niay
tell a friend of nune 2, who 15 an attorney, about my belief that y was not a victim of a
racist act. As a consequence » decides not to represent y when asked for legal assistance,
Some wrong has been brought about, and my carelessly formed belief played a sad role
n helping to bring 1t abont.

[n sumlar ways, many other behefs may mfluence one’s acquaintances, who n turn
nfluence others for good or bad. Because a belief nuay be regarded as a muluform
disposition emerging 1nto action and expressed 1n a vartiety of ways (see Price 1967), and
since a behefappears to pervade one™s hfe or perspectve, 1t scems to me that proper care
of and concern for one’s beliefs ought to be of great significance, not only to the
believer but to the community the person belongs to. The beliefs we hold could
significantly contribute to fragmentation or harmonization of commuty. Our behefs
are therefore of social concern Tt seenis to follow that we ought to take care with
respect to our beliefs or understandings. A belief pracuce thus could embody the
commumity’s moral concern for the proper care we should take with respect to what
we claim to believe and understand.

Ttas far from arrogant to regard belief, or someone’s understanding, as an appropriate
object of normauve or moral judgments. It seems to make sense to say it 15 wWiser to
believe thus rather than that, or to hold that some people are wise, or wiser 1n certain
respects, precisely because of what they understand or believe and because of how they
came to understand or beheve what they understand and believe. The belief practice
perspective makes sense of this attitude 1n a specific, explicit, and orgamized way A
beliet practice yields a particular normative assessment and understanding of whether
and how one came to acceptably believe or understand something,

Another way to put this 1s that state merit 1s a socially recognized normative entitle-
ment to belief or understanding. (For ease of reference, call such entitled belief
or understanding “balanced.”) The social recognition relies on the legitmmzing of
one’s understanding by reference to whether one engaged an approprately relevant
belief practice or not when one should have. The nioral legitimacy also essentially
depends on whether one has engaged the relevant belicf practice acceptably, given that
oue has engaged 1t (see Wolterstorff 1995- 272fF; DuFour 2001, ch. 7)

As Schatzki has suggested, and as we can readily observe, the nommauwity of
belief practices emerges via acts of experienced pracutioners. Those new to the practice,
whatever 1t may be specifically, are mitiated mto 1t and kept “mn line” by reference,
among other things, to the understandings, recommendations, assessments, and
encouragements of those well experienced m the practice 1 question (sce Schatzks
1996: 101). Claims to knowledge or understanding, formation of belief, mamtenance of
belief, and change of belicf or refusal to change belef, when divorced from an
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acceptable implementation of a relevant belief practice, nced not be admlr;ble froiql ihtm
perspective In fact, such claims or acts are ethically objectionable, and perhaps ought to
be avorded

Simularly, the acqusition of hmuted understandings on mmportant subjects, because
dworced from relevant belief practices, could be a legitimately culpable activity. Tl}ie
value placed on balanced belief or understand}ng 1s perhaps owing to a‘c‘onfcinllt fo‘r toi
appropriate place of understanding or behef m a well-lived life, a hfe o 21()(1)1(1)(_67()
harmony. Such a concern 1s evident among some Dakota traditions. Cajste ( : 76),
1 the context of articulatng Ius view of a “Native plnlosophy of science,” put the point

this way

[e) gl c[ncd (b() } e etihlcad spects O kt W ed"e environmentd ObSC on, and
C a 'l\p o] N rvatos T
[¢ 1 Ce d 1 CCrIClIC cs, d d splrit at screntific p 1110>0p y
crsta dll g Ic 1V 0111 VISIOLS, (CICl 1ces, d S, Native sc I ll l]
f ~ 7o d - d f < d SN f .
retlects a clusive ar moral unlverse NO b() Yy O nowledee cxists for 1ts ow SAKE

outade the moral framework of understandimg.

3 ? >S ¢ contex 1 deternunanon of what
The “moral framework,” 1 suggest, 1s just the context of a dete . o
distinguishes niorally acceptable from unacceptable belefs or understanding by refer-
ence to an appropriately relevant behief pracuice.
Consider what Cajete says 1 the following:

Conmutment to gamn and share knowledge 15 an unportant aspect of Nauve science stnce
deep knowledge of naturc brings with 1t responsibilities 1 1ts apphcm)on alclld slmung.u;t
a “given” 1n Nauve traditions that deep knowledge 1 not easily ganed an requlrv]cs‘ ‘
and dedication to attan Sanction and comnutment are also comnected to ethics, o1 the care
and attitude 11 which important knowledge 15 ganed and shar?d. . .‘;Knowledge am?rf%
Indigenons people 18 acquired m a completely different way [from “Western objectibed

science”], but the coming-to-know process 1s nevertheless extremely systematic
’ y Like Western scienee,

For example, Certan processes niist occur m a particular order
knowledge But mn

Indigenous  science 15 sequental and  builds on  pievious .
Narrve traditions, gaides or teachers — mdividuals who have gone that way before — arc

necessary  {Cagete 2000+ 72-3, 80-1)

With the notion of a practice-associated merit for belief or understandm%, 1.6 pra’cﬁtlce—
assisted balatice, we can see why, for mstance, Cajete lmks the 1deas of “sanction” and
“commutment” to ethical concerns over the place of knowledge, why the mention of
“ourdes or teachers,” and why 1t 1s important to note the systematie character of how
o;e comes to further understanding [ think 1t 1s clear that, at the very least, he alludes .to
the value placed on the niert ofba]anccd-ulldcrs‘t;mdmg, a IIOrJl}JtIVC, 1f1 11(3t dlsimett—
wvely ethical, mernt essentially a product of acceptably implementing a belet prac‘lc .

I believe 1t 15 reasonable to clain, therefore, that there has been, and 1s, an Indigenous
concern about an ethical route of arrival at what onc understands or believes, and tha‘t
this concern yields a sigmficant association of cthlcnl.and broad epistenuc contmlml.r
One’s understanding 1s balanced insofar as 1t is a reflection of the imprumatur of a belie

practice.
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(Although my focus 1s the morality involved with the conduct of our understanding
and belief formations or changes, one could, I think, draw a potentially illummating
analogy to contextualist theories of epistemology. According to such theories, standards
for what counts as knowing are relative to the context of either the subject that claims to
know or the attributor of knowledge claims (see DeRose 1999). The nteresting pomnt,
at least for my purposes, s that the varous features of the relevant context of imple-
mentation of a belief pracuce, by analogy, deternune the standards for what counts as
ethically acceptable or legitimate understanding or belief.

One last pomt: for help or encouragement I would like to thank Ladonna Bravebull
Allard, Willram Bravebull, Viola Cordova, John Hurley, J. L. Vest, Anne Waters, and
espectally Gregory Cajete.
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SCIENCE, MATH, LOGIC



PHILOSOPHY OF NATIVE SCIENCE

Gregory Cajete

In the conceptual framework of philosophy, Native American science may be said to be
based upon perceptual phenomenology, the philosophical study of phenomena. The
central prenuse of phenomenology roots the entire tree of knowledge in the soil of
direct physical and perceptual experience of the carth. From a phenomenological
viewpomt, all sciences are earth-based In Abram’s words: “Every theoretical and
scientific practice grows out of and remams supported by the forgotten ground of our
directly felt and lived experience, and has value and meaning only i reference to this
prunordial and open realn1” (Abram 1996: 43)

Edmund Husserl, the ongmal promulgator of phenomenology, believed that lived
experience, or the “lifeworld,” was the uldniate source of human knowledge and
meanmg. The lifeworld evolves through our expertence from birth to death and forms
the basis for our explanation of reality betore we rationalize it mto categories of facts and
apply scientific principles. In other words, 1t 1s subjective experience that forms the basis for
the objective explanation of the world.

The lfeworld, a vast ocean of direct human experience that lies below all cultural
mediation, forms a foundation of Nauve science. Husserl described 1t as culeurally
relative, diverse and different for each culture and each person because 1t 15 based on
the expertenced world of disanct peoples who evolve m distinet places and describe
themselves and their surroundings 1n distinct languages. Yet, there 15 a unuty n such
diversity derved from the fact that humans share a species-specific experience and
knowledge of nature. Humans also share an experience of nature with all other living
things, although our perceptions are different from those of other species because of our
unique physical biology. Metaphoric for a wide range of tribal processes of perceving,
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thinking, acting and “conung to know” that have evolved through human experience
with the natural world, Native science 1s born of a lived and storied participation with
natural landscape and reality. Current cultural concepts of tune, space, relationships, and
linguistic forms are rooted 1n this precultural biological awareness.

Native American philosophy of science has always been a broad-based ecological
philosophy, based not on rational thought alone, but also mncorporating to the highest
degree all aspects of interactions of “nian n and of nature,” 1.¢. the knowledge and truth
gained from nteraction of body, nund, soul, and spirit wath all aspects of Nature. As all
knowledge onginates 1 a people’s culture, 1ts roots Iic m cosmology, that contextual
foundation for philosophy, a grand guiding story, by nature speculative, 1n that it tnes
to explain the umiverse, 1ts orgn, charactenstics, and esseutial nature. Any attempt to
explan the story of the cosmos 1s also metaphysical as the method of research always
stems from a cultural ortentation, a paradigin of thmking that has 1 lustory m some
particular tradition. Therefore, there can be no such thing as a fully objective story of
the universe.

Their cosmology, a people’s deep-rooted, symbolically expressed understanding of
“liunanness,” predates all other human-structured expressious, mcluding rehgion and
social and poliucal orders. The first cosinologies were built wath the perception that the
spinit of the umiverse resided m the carth and thigs of the carth, mcluding human
beings. A people’s understanding of the cycles of nature, behavior of animals, growth of
plangs, and mterdependence of all things in nature deternuned their culture, that s,
ethics, morals, rehgious expression, politics, and economucs. The people came to know
and to express a “natural democracy,” m which humans are related and mterdependent
with plants, ammals, stones, water, clouds, and everything else.

According to Husserl, there 1 a kind of “associative empathy” between humans and
other living things which 1s grounded 1n the physical nature of bodres. The creative
body and all that comprises 1t — nund, body, and spirit — 15 the creauve, moving center of
Native science. Alchough this may seem common sense, modern thinking abstracts the
mind from the hunian body and the body of the world. Thss modern orientation
frequently disconnects Western science from the hived and expertenced world of naturce
The disassociation becomes most pronounced at the level of perception, because our
perceptions ortent us 1n the most elemental way to our surroundings. Receptivity to our
surroundings combined with creatvity characterizes our perception.

Indigenous people are people of place, and the nature of place 1s embedded m their
language. The physical, cogmtive, and emotional orientation of a people 1s a kind of
“map” they carry n thewr heads and transfer from generation to generation. This map 1
muludimenstonal and reflects the spiritual as well as the mythic geography of a people.

Knowmg the orgins of thewr people, their place, and the all-umportant thugs the
place contains 1s considered essential orientation for a tribal person. A people’s origin
story maps and mntegrates the key relationships with all aspects of the landscape

The metaphor of the body 1s often used by tribes to describe themselves. not just the
physical body, but the nund-body that experncnces and participates m the world, as well
as therr commumues, social orgamization, and important relationships 1n the world
Indeed, humans and thie natural world nterpenetrate one another at many levels,
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including 1 the air we breathe, the carbon dioxade we contribute to the food we
transform, and the chemical energy we transmute at every moment of our hves from
birth to death. “Ultimatcly, to acknowledge the hfe of the body, and affirm our
solidarity with this physical form, 1s to acknowledge our existence as one of earth’s
ammals, and so to remember and rejuvenate the orgainie basis of our thoughts and our
mtelligence” (Abram 1996: 47).

Native science 1s a broad term that can wmclude metaphysics and philosophy,
art and architecture, practical technologies, and agriculture, as well as rtual and
cercmony practiced by Indigenous peoples past and present. More specifically, Naave
science encompasses such areas as astronomy, farmung, plant domestication, plant

mediane, anunal husbandry, hunung, fishing, metallurgy, geology — studies related to

g
plants, amimals, and natural phenomena, yet may extend to include spirituality, com-
munity, creativity, and technologies which sustain environments and support essential
aspects of human Iife. It may even include exploration of such questions as the nature
of language, thought, and perception, the movement of tume and space, the nature of
human knowing and feehing, the nature of the human velatonship to the cosmos —
questions related to natural reality The collective hentage of human expenience with
the natural world, Native science 1s a map of natural reality drawn from the experience
of thousands of human gencrations. It has given nise to the diversity of human
technologies, even to the advent of modern mechanistic science.

Phenomenology parallels the approach of Natuve science in that 1t provides a
viewpotnt based on our tmate human experience wathm nature Naove science strives
to understand and apply the knowledge gained from participation in the here and now,
and emphasizes our role as one of nature’s members rather than as stnving to be 1n
control of 1t.

Our umverse 15 still unfoldmg and human beings are active and creatve partcipants.
Creatvity 1s both the umverse’s ordering principle and its process, part of the greater
flow of creativity in nature. It flows from the “mmplicate order” or mherent potential of
the umverse, and whatever 1t produces becomes a part of the “explicate order” of
material or energetic expressions. These expressions range from entre galaxies to the
quarks and leptons of the subatomic world. Human creativity 1s located m this immense
contmuum. We are, after all, a nucrocosm of the macrocosm We are an expression of
the nature within us, a part of a greater generative order of life that 1s ever-evolving. Tt 1s
from thus creative, generative ceuter of human life thar central principles of Native
science emanate (Briggs and Peat 1999 28--30).

An understanding of the nature of creanvity 1s important for gaining sight. Natve
science embraces the mherent creativity of nature as the foundation for both knowledge
and action. Human hife at all levels 1s wholly a creative activity and may be said to be an
expression of the nature within us with regard to “secking Iife,” the most basic of
human motivations since 1t 1s connected to our natural nstinct tor survival and self-
preservation.

The concepts of creauvity: chaos, participation, and metaphonc thinking, lend themselves
specifically to the way m which Natve peoples envision the process of science. They
also form a conceptual bridge between Native and Western science, although Native
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science refers to them differently through particular cultural representations in story,
art, and ways of community. These theories and their connections to quantum physics
have brought Western science closer to understanding nature as Natve peoples have
always understood 1t — that 15, not simply as a collection of objects, but rather as a
dynanuc, ever-flowing mniver of creation inseparable from our own perceptions,
the creative center from which we and everything else have come and to which we
always return.

Chaos 15 both movement and cvolution, the process through which cverything in the
universe becomes manifest and then returns. The flux, or ebb and flow, of chaos appears
m everything and envelops us at all imes and m all places Trom the evolving wmverse
to the mountam to the human bramn, chaos 1s the field from which all things come 1nto
being It plays a central role m the creation of the universe, the carth, and humankind in
the mythology of all ancient cultures Chaos and its offspring, creativity, are the
generative forces of the wimverse.

Chaos theory describes the way nature makes new forms and structures out of the
potental of the great void. It also represents the unpredictabiity and relative random-
ness of the creative process, appearing 1in mythology throughout the world 1n stories of
the trickster — the sacred fool whose antics remund us of the essential role of disorder 1n
the creation of order.

There 15 an ordenng or self-orgamzing process that results from chaos, called “order
for free 7 A simple examiple may be found 1n the boiling of water. As water 1s heated,
the water at the bottom of a saucepan starts to rise to the top while cooler water at the
top moves to the bottom. This causes a turbulence which takes the form of boiling
water or, as a chaos theonst nught describe it, the water in the pan exercises its
“maxtmum degree of freedom.” In other words, the water 1 the closed system of
the saucepan 1s exercising the maxumum range of behavior available to 1t However, 1f
the water 15 brought slowly to the pomnt just before boiling, something interesting and
charactenistic of chaotic systems occurs. The water self-orgamizes into a pattern of
vortices This 15 called the “bifurcanon point,” the point just before the system
transforms 1tself, 1 this case, to boiling water. The bifurcation point 1s the direct result
of the wnteraction of “posiave feedback,” which amiphifies the transformation to boul,
and “negative feedback,” which dampens the transtormation. These tendencies interact
to create a stahle pattern of vortices.

This moment, the bifurcation point, when a truth comes to be mntuitively known 1s
like the still pomntn the eye of a hurncane; it s that pownt when a connection 1s made to
a natural pnnciple mamfesung 1tself in the unfolding of a natural process. Like the birth
of a cluld or a bolt of hghtning connecting sky and carth for a monient i tune, these are
the infinite momnents of both chaos and order. This 15 a precept of Native science, for
truth 15 not a fixed pomt, but rather an ever-cvolving powt of balance, perpetually
created and perpetually new.

In nature, all systeins of energy transformation exhibit a sunular kind of behavior. The
survival of any sclf-organizing system depends upon 1ts ability to keep 1tself open to the
flow of energy and matter through 1t. This necessity may last a nullionth of a second or
billions of years, as 1s the case with the umverse
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Self-organization or “creativity” out of the field of chaos occurs everywhere in
nature. Random interstellar gases and electromagnetic fields of radiation self-orgamze
to form galaxies and star systems. The interaction of ramn with the earth’s geological
landscape leads to the vast patterns of nvers and streams that form dramage systeins.
Birds or msects fly in perfect unison.

Then there 1s the notion of subtle mflucences, or the “butterfly effect” in chaos theory
In chaotic systems, even small things turn out to have large-scale effects over a period of
tune. For examnple, 1f we look at weather we sec a recurnng chimatic pattern over a long
period of time However, if we examine details we sec that weather 15 1n constant flux
due to the bifurcating and amphfymg activity of a host of subtle cftects. In a weather
system, everything 1s mnterconnected. Positive and negative feedback loops are n
constant motron, and somewhere 1 the system, a “butterfly” loop may causc shght
changes Sooner or later one of these loops 1s amplified, and we see a dramatc and
unpredictable shuft 1n the pattern. The butterfly effect may be called chance, but 1t 1s
really the cumulattve influence of a small change in a system It may be an merease or
decrease of temperature m a weather pattern, an individual such as Gandhi taking a
stand agamst oppression, or a Native prayer, song, dance, or ntual to bring rain to a
parched land In the world of chaos, anything 1s possible.

Chaos theory shows that everything 1s related, everything has an effect, and that
even small thigs have an influence. In a postmodern society ruled by an obses-
ston with contiol, we as wdividuals may feel powerless, but cach of us may
subtly influence the course of any system, including those that seem to be the most
mtractable

Chaos theory offers insight into human creativity. Embodied in the human mind and
body, 1t 1s chaos that allows Trumans the ability to respond creatively to constant changes
in the environment. Our nstinctual ability to “flow” wath the stream of chaos and
creatvity Ieads us metaphorncally to the “vortices” of individual and collective truth.
What 15 true from this viewpoint is that the experience of the moment of balance
mherent mn chaos, hke that pomt at which water, not quitc boiling, forms vorticcs.
Human “butterfly power” resides i our abihity to create.

At 1ts lughest levels of expression, Native science 15 a system of pathways for reaching
this perpetually moving truth or “spirit.” This understanding of the creative nature of
the world and of human beings 1s reflected 1 the core behefs of Nauve thought, hifc,
and tradition.

The quality and nature of human hifc are the result of human consciousness, or the
nfluences of our experiences, perceptions, language, and society Consclousness con-
sists of aun open system, and 1s “created,” 1n that this system 1s constantly being influ-
enced by the forces of chaos expressed through us and by us at the individual and
collective levels. Herem hes the truce power of individual and collective creativity and 1ts
subtle power to mnfluence the entire world. This 1s the basis of the precept of Natve
science that a single mdividual’s vision may transfonn a society, or that a rain dance
done properly, with one mund, can bring rain Hence, Native science 15 a reflection of
aeatwe parniapation, a dance with chaos and her child, the creatrve spirit (Brniggs and Peat
1999: 5-22).
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We cannot help but participate with the world. Whether we acknowledge and are
creatively open to the perceptions that will result, or remain oblhivious to 1ts influence
and creative possibilities toward deeper understanding, 1s our decision. Native science
continually relates to and speaks of the world as full of active entitics with which people
engage. This active perceptual engagement with the ammate world was termed the
participation mystige by French anthropologist Lucien Lévy-Bruhl to descnbe “the
ammustic logic of indigenous, oral peoples for whom ostensibly ‘inanimate’ objects
hike stones or mountains are often thought to be alive and from whom certam names,
spoken out loud, may be felt to influence the things or beings that they name, for whom
particular plants, particular amimals, particular places, persons and powers may all be felt
to ‘participate’ in one another’s existence, mnfluencing each other and being mfluenced
m return’” (Lévy-Bruh! 1985, mn Abram 1996. 57)

The word “animism” perpetuates a modern prejudice, a disdain, and a projection of
mferionty toward the worldview of Indigenous peoples. But if] as the French phenom-
enologist, Merleau-Ponty contends, perception at its most elemental expression 1n the
human body 15 based on participation wath our surroundings, then 1t can be said that
“anumusm’” 15 a basic human trait common to both Indigenous and modern sensibilities.
Indeed, all humans are animusts.

[t may also be said that we all use the metaphoric mind to descnibe, 1imagine, and create
from the anmmate world with which we constantly participate. Just as the focus on
participation i Native science brings forth creative commumon with the world
through our senses, so too the application of the metaphoric mind brings forth the
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descriptive and creatve “storying” of the world by humans. Science n every form 15 a
story of the world. In Native contexts, participation and the use of metaphor may result
1n a story, song, dance, new technology, or even a vision, ntual, or ceremony.

The metaphoric or nature mind of humans 1s our oldest mind and has been evolving
for approximately three nullion years. Its time of greatest development probably
occurred during the Paleolithic era about 70,000 years ago. Parallehng 1ts collective
evolution, the metaphoric mind in the individual develops froni birth to about the time
a child begins to learn language. When language 1s developed and used extensively, the
holistic experience of the metaphoric mind begins to get chopped up and labeled, unal,
eventually, 1t recedes into the subconscious Yet the metaphoric mind remains very
mportant 1 continued development because 1t enconipasses the perceptual, creative,
and mmaginative experience of a person’s inner world.

Language 15 our symibolic code for representmg the world that we percerve with our
senses. Meaning 1s not connected solely to intellectual defimtion but to the hife of the
body and spirit of the speaker. At the deeper psychological level, language 1s sensuous,
evocative, filled with emotion, meanmg and spint. In 1ts holstic and natural sense,
language 1 anumate and ammatng, 1t expresses our hiving sprrt through sound and the
emotion with which we speak. In the Native perspective, language exemphfies our
comununon with Nature.

As the rational nund develops and the metaphoric mind recedes to the subcon-
scious, there to lie in wait until 1ts spectal skills are called upon by the conscious mind,
1t emerges to be used 1n creative play and imagiative revere, or i dreams and stories.
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As the rational mund develops further and language becomes literacy, the metaphoric
nund becomes sigificantly differentiated from the rational mind and that of social
conditioning.

This differentiation has become compounded 1n Western society with 1ts overt focus
on scientific rationalism. Despite the conscious separation of the metaphoric mind from
the rational, both nunds work together when the conditioning of separation 1s sus-
pended during creative play, meditation, ritual, or other modes of spontancous think-
mg. In Natuve soaeties, the two minds of human expericnce are typically given more
balanced regard. Both minds are respected for what they allow people to do, yet the
metaphonc nund remains the first foundation of Native science.

Connected to the creative center of nature, the metaphoric mind has none of the
Linuting condittorung of the cultural order. Its processing 13 natural and mnstinctive; 1t
percewves itself as part of the natural order, a part of the carth nmnd, mclusive and
expansive in its processing of experience and knowledge. It invented the rational mind,
and the ravonal mmd m turn invented Janguage, the writtenr word, abstraction, and
eventually the disposition to control nature rather than to be of nature. But this
propensity of the rational nund also leads to the development of anthropocentric
philosophy and of a science that would leginnmze the oppression of nature, 1ts elder
brother, the metaphoric mmd

Because 1its processes are tied to creativity, perception, image, physical senses, and
ntwmtion, the meeaphoric nund reveals el through abstract symibols, visual/spatial
reasonming, sound, kinesthetic expression, and various forms of ecological and mtegrative
thinking. The facihtator of the creanve process, 1t mvents, mtegrates, and applies the
deep levels of human perception and intuition to the task of hving. Understanding
Natrve seience begms wath developmg the creative ability to decode layers of meaning
embedded in symbols that have been used for thousands of years and are used artistically
and hnguisucally to depiet structures and relationship to places These metaphorc
modes of expression are the foundations for various components of Native science, as
well as of art, music, and dance. The metaphoric mund underpins the numerous
ecological foundanons of knowledge and has been specifically apphed 1n creating the
stortes that make up the complex forms of oral traditions As the greatest source of
metaphor comes from nature, these stories are filled with analogies, characters, and
representations drawn from nature, metaphors that more often than not refer back to
the processes of nature from which they are drawn, or to human nature, which they
attempt to reflect

PROCESS OF NATIVE SCIENCE

The perspective of Native science goes beyond objective measurement, honoring the
primacy of direct cxperience, mterconnectedness, relationship, holism, quality, and
value 1ts defimtion 1s based on 1its own merits, conceptual framework, and practice
and orentaton n the trbal contexts m which 1t 15 expressed. Concerned wath
the processes and energies within the umverse, 1t contmually deals m systems of
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relattonships and their application to the hfe of the community. Science 1s integrated
into the whole of hfe and being and provides a basic schema and basis for action.

Meaning and understanding were the priorities of Native science, rather than a need
to predict and control. People were 1aterested 1n finding the proper, ethical, and moral
paths upon which human beings should walk. Meaningful relationship and an under-
standing of one’s responsibilities to those entities 1 nature that people depended on
were the reasons for a Native science, which invited the energies and animating power
of nature. Native symbols go beyond simple cnergies and the amimating power of
nature, beyond simple archetypes, for they attempt to represent the universe 1tself, as in
a ceremomal structure like the Navajo hogan

As co-creators with nature, everything we do and experience has importance to the
rest of the world We cannot nusexperience anything, we can only nusinterpret what
we expertence. [t must be emphasized that what we think and believe, and how we act
m the world mmpacts on hiterally everything We humans bring our reality 1nto being by
our thoughts, actions, and intentions; hence, the focus of Native traditions on prayer to
bring about and perpetuate hfe. Native science 15 about creating the mner sensibilitics of
humans, or the inner ear, which hears the subtle voice of nature

No body of knowledge exssts for its own sake outude the moral framework
of understanding The information gamned through experience 1s considered n
nterpreting our relationship with the natural world, thereby pomtng to the kind
of “story” that might contan and convey that mformation. Concerned about the
ethical aspects of knowledge, environmental observation, and understanding
recerved from visions, ceremonies, and sparits, Native scientific philosophy reflects an
inclusive and mnoral umverse. Methodological elements and tools of Native science
mnclude

Causality Native science reflects a behef1n causes that affect and go beyond the physical,
principles such as synchromicity and the action of natural encrgics and entities Other
such principles mclude the transformation of energy to other forms and resonance
with the order of the umverse, as reflected 1 the adage, “as above so below

Instramentation Natve science relics on preparation of the nund, body, and spirit of
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cach persont as the primary velude of “conung to know,” the best translation for
education 1n Native tracdittons A coming-to-know, a coming-to-understand, meta-
phorically entails a jouriey, a process, a quest for knowledge and understading
There 15 then a visionary tradition 1nvolved with these understandings that encom-
passes harmony, compassion, hunting, growig, techuology, spirit, song, dance,
color, number, cycle, balance, death, and renewal The mind and body can be used
for carcful, disciphined, and repeatable experimentation and observation. Knowledge
15 gathered thiouzh the body, nund, and heart in altered states of being, m songs and
dance, m medition and reflection, and 1 dreams and visions

Observation All science depends on careful observation of plants, animals, weather,
celesmal events, healing processes, the structures of natural entinies, and the ecologies
of nature

Experiment: Native peoples applied practical experimentation at all tunes to find efficient
ways to hive m their various cnvironments, and mgentous and ecologically appropii-
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ate technologies were developed, creating a desired result through entry 1nto specific
relationships with the energies of the natural world

Objectivity Objectivity 1s founded on subjecavity Direct subjective experience, predi-
cated on a personal and collective closeness to nature, will lead to an understanding of
the subtle qualities of nature

Unity: Native science stresses order and harmony but also acknowledges and honors
diversity and chaos as creators of reality. “Relationships and rencwable alliances take
the place of fixed laws, and Indigenous science accepts the possibility that chance and
the unexpected can center and disturb any scheme” (Peat 1996 257

Models Native science also has models Teaching revolves around lnch-context models
m which formation 1 communicated at many levels and which are haghly repre-
sentational and elicit higher-order thinking and understanding. An example of such a
ricual pracess model would be the Plains Sun Dance wliuch may include symbols such
as the circle, or numbers, geometric shapes, special objects, art forms, songs, dances,
stoties, proverbs, metaphors, all of which umify expenence with meaning and facili-
tate the nund’s conscious process of connecting with relationships

Appropriate technology Because social value 1 ganned by hanaring mutual reciprocal
relationshups, spin-offs of Native science 1n technology are carefully applied Adop-
tion of technology 1s conservative and based on intrinsic need, and care 15 taken to
ensure that technologies adopted and applied do not disrupt a particular ecology
Such care s grounded m the behef that 1t 15 possible to hve well thiough adhering to a
cosmology and philosophy honoring balance, harmony, and ecologically sustamable
relationshps

Spirit. Native science mncorporates spirttual process no division exists between science
and spinituality Every act, element, plant, animal, and natural process 1s considered to
have a moving spint with which we continually commumecate

Interpretation: Native science bases 1ts 1nterpretation of natural phenomena on context.
Therefore, meaning 1s based the context of the eveuts and reflection of Native
philosophy.

Explanation Native science works with o muluphcty of metaphorie stories, synibols,
and nnages to cxplam events m nature

Authority: Nauve sccence gans 1ty authorty partdy through the society, elders, direct
experience, and dream or vision, and on the sanctity of the relatonship estabhished
over time with particalar enviroments “Authority, 1f we are to use that word at all
m the context of Native science, resides i mdividuals and their direct experience
rather than somte soctal establishment” (Peat 1996 265).

Place: Parucular places are endowed with special energy that may be used, but must be
protected  Thas sentiment extends from the notion of sacred space and the under-
standing that the earth itself 1s sacred The role of people 1s to respect and mamtain the
wnlierent order and harniony of the land.

Initiation There are both formal and informal pathways to certain levels of Native
scienice For wistance, m the Midewiwin Society of the Opbwa, there are four stages
of imtiation, each mvolving extensive traming, learming of songs, cerentomes, stories,
mterpretanion of special serolls, and petroglyphs (Peat 1994 267-8).

Cosmology All philosophies are founded on an elemental 1dea of how the universe was
created along with humankimd’s emergence mto the world, and Native science 1s

connected to the ongms and migrations of people through the Amencan landscape
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and to notions of ume-space, sacred cycles, astronomy, art, myth, ritual. and dance.
Cosmology 1s reflected 1n the cycles of conymumnity celebrations, ntes of renew 1, and
stories, and serves the mmportant function of validating Native peoples” way of Iife,
core values, and social ecology.

Representations Signs and formulas of thought appear i many fornts, records 11 stone,
clay, birch bark, hides, structures, and hundreds of other forms. These representacions
record key thoughts, understandings, and stories important to remembering aspects of
Naove science. The structures and symbols of Native science serve as bridges
between realities Inarchaie Plams Indian traditions. the “niedicine wheel” was a
structure that bought mner and outer realites of nature togcther Many Native
symbols are representations of the nonhuman reahties of nature

Humans People play a key role m facilitating knowledge about the natural world in
conscrons thinkmg and tool-nakmg Givert ths 1ole, humans have spectal responsi-
bilitzes to the natural world and to other hving things. Native science 1s the study of
learming and carrymg out these responsibilines Natve scieince s about stewardship
and the practice of deep ecology.

Ceremony: Ceremony 15 both a context for tramsferning knowledge and a wiay to
remember the responsibility we have to our rclationships with hfe Natve ceremony
1s assoctated with mametamog and restoring balance, renewal, cultivating relattonship,
and creative partictpation with nature

Elders Elders are respected as carners of knowledge, wisdom, and experience Therefore,
they are uthized as the first line of teachers, facilitators, and guides 1 the learming of
Native science

Life energy: Life coergy 15 acknowledged throughout the expressions of knowledge,
understanding, and applhcation. All things have hfe force Therc 15 a natural energy
moving all things that must be understood and 1espected.

Dreams and visions Dreams and visions are a natural means for accessing knowledge
and establislung relationship to the world They ate encoun e d and facilitated
Paths: Predcternuned systematic activities of learning are viewed as w 1ys to search for and
find knowledge  All of nature has these mherent patterns of trajectorics, “right paths”
which reflect the unfolding of natural pathways through which 1t may be understood
The “Good Red Road,” “Dream-tunc Path,” “Earcth Walk,” and “Pipe Way” are
some of the ways Native peoples have referred to the directed path m the quest for

knowledge, meanmg, and inderstanding

NATIVE SCIENCE PRACTICE

Native science practce tries to connect the “m-space,” our human wtelligence, a
vucrocosui of the mtelhgence of the carth and the wmverse, with the heart and mund.
Art and language, through story, song, and symbolic dance are used to simultancously
explore relationshnps to the m-scape and the land

Explormg the in-scape may be considered a “first step” m Native science practice
This 1s another way of saying that the practice of Natve science begins wath setting
forth specific intentions to seck knowledge from participation with the natural world
and then exploranon of ntwinion and creative mmagination, which are mtegral founda-
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tions of the metaphoric mind, the mind without or before words — a natural tendency
all people mtwtvely exhibit when confronted with new learning and knowledge.
Native science builds upon and encourages this creative and instinctual way of learning.

The world of nature 1s m constant flux; therefore, Native science does not attempt to
categorize firmly within the domains of 1deas, concepts, or laws formed only through an
analysis bent o a specific discovery, as 1s the case in Western scientific analysis Rather,
Native science attempts to understand the nature or essence of things. This does not
mean the exclusion of rational thought, but rather the mclusion of heart and bemg with
rational perception to move beyond the surface understanding of a thing to a relation-
shup which mcludes all aspects of one’s self

Sanction of knowledge through the appropriate ritual and tribal society acknowledg-
ment, and conmuntiment to g and share knowledge are umportant, simce knowledge of
the natural world and how best to relate to 1t 1s not just a matter of ndividual
understanding but 1s gained and shared for the benefit and perpetuation of the conumnu-
mty Sanction and commitment acted as foundaunonal safeguards for both individual and
tribe and formed a kmd of “check and balance” for important knowledge.

The mamtenance of dynamic balance and harmony with all relationships to nature 1s
the fonndational paradigim of Native science. Reality 1s based on mutual reciprocity, the
rule of “paying back” what has been recerved from nature. The world operates on a
constant flow of give-and-take relationships Hunung rituals are performed before,
during, and after traditional Native hunting to acknowledge the transformation of the
deer’s hfe, spint, and flesh into that of the human The Native hunter and community
know well that this gift from Nature and the game spinits will have to be “paid back™ at
some time 1 the future by humans in the umversal cycle of death, birth, and rebirth

Thus transformation of energy is also excmplificd i the contimual transformation of
energy to matter and back agan. Electrons continually borrow energy from the
universe to transformt themsclves mto different kinds of atoms. What has been
borrowed from the umverse must eventually be paid back, and this happens when an
clectron “dies” back to the field of energy from which 1t came to prowvide energy for the
crcation of new electrons and atoms

Native science reflects a celebration of tenewal The ultimate aim s not explammg an
objectified umverse, but rather learning about and understanding responsibihizes and
relacionships and celebratmg those that humans establish with the world. Natwve science
15 also about mutuahty and reciprocity with the natural world, which presupposes a
responstbility to care for, sustan, and respect the nglits of other fiving things, plants,
ammals, and the placc 1 which you hve. This 1s reflective of one of the oldest ccological
principles practiced by Indigenous people all over the world, past and present, principles
that have been incorporated as metaphysical, and practical, rules for human conduct In
addition to responsibility there 15 also celebranion of hife, a key clement m secking to
understand how to live a good hife. Native scientific philosophy reflects an mclusive and
mortal umverse All things, events, and forns of encrgy unfold and infold themselves m a
contextual field of the micro and macro umverse. In other words, Native science 15
niclusive of all the ways that humans are capable of knowing and understanding the

world.
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Today, with the creative mfluence of chaos theory and quantum physics, a new
scientific cultural metaphor has begun to take hold. The insights of this new science
parallel the vision of the world fong held in Indigenous spiritual traditions. Because of
this undemable parallel, Indigenous thought has the potential to inform a contemporary
understanding of chaos. Such understanding allows modern consciousness to encormpass
the primal wisdom of Indigenous thought and with this to understand the fallacy of
sciennfic and societal control. Rather than secking to control natural realicy, Native
science focuses 1ts attention upon subtle, inner natures wheren he the rich textures and
nuances of hfe. This 1s exactly what chaos theory shows us: small, apparently insignifi-
cant things play major roles in the way a process unfolds.

Spurred by the development of quantum physics with 1ts view of the unmiverse as
one mndivisible whole, even Western scientists have begun to change their orentation
from conviction of an absolute, to one of relative, truth among many truths and possible
ontentations. They have become more open to consideration of other cosmologies.

The 1deas and processes of Native science are conceptual wellsprings for helping to
bring about the mtegration of science and spint, that marrage of “ciuch,” the 1deal goal
of science, with “meaning,” the 1deal goal of spiricual practice The umty of knowledge
now donunates theoretical debate 1 the philosophies of both science and theology. A
new wortld philosophy of science, designed to meet the environmental challenges of the
future which will requure a totally different way of living 1 nature, would draw from
the knowledge, understanding, and creative thinking of past and present. As we enter
the first decade of a new mullennum, Native and Western cultures and their seenungly
wrreconcilably different ways of knowing and relating to the natural world are finding
common ground and a basis for dialogue, the mtegration or the lack thercof will
deternune the direction of contemporary society m the twenty-first century
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INDIGENOUS NUMERICAL
THOUGHT IN TWO AMERICAN
INDIAN TRIBES

Thomas M. Norton-Smith

In the article entiled “Cultural ccology of mathematics: Opbway and Inuat hunters”
(1986), J. Peter Denny presents a useful analysis of the mathematical language in Ojtbwa
and Inuit “hunting societues.” Assunung that mathematical concepts are reflected mn
hnguistic structures, Denny’s purpose 1s to examine the mathematical concepts pos-
sessed by speakers of traditional Opbwa and Inuit languages m order to argue that
“mathematical thought 1s not wewvitahle or wnate 1n human beings, but arises from
specific condittons m recent human history.” The “specific conditions” Denny tdents-
fies are ones imposed on human bemgs by complex agncultural and mdustrnal econ-
ormues, which force them to alter the natural environment extensively, and which
require a standardized measure to coordmate the production of objects when labor is
divided among many specialists. But both of these conditions, which require “ad-
vanced” mathematical thinking, are absent from traditional hunting socicties wherem
members use only a small amount of mathematics. However, 1f mathematical thought
were mevitable or mnate m human bemgs, we would expect sinmlar advanced math-
ematical thinking in hunting societies. Therefore, mathematical thought 1s nerther
mevitable nor mmnate in human beings

Now, Denny has suggested that these two Indigenous languages embody mathenat-
ical concepts that are different from those conveyed by the European languages of
industrial societies. And desprte his sometimes tenuous reasoning, 1 have no quarrel
with Denny’s view that these differences anse largely from the distmetly difterent
environmental and cultural condions found 1 hunter and industrial socictics. |
would cven agree that Denny 1s partly correct msofar as the developmeunt of the style
of mathematical thinking characteristic of the Western tradition — the style that gave nse
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to pure mathematics as a formal science — 1s in part contingent upon cultural conditions,
and so 15 not “inewvitable ” However, [ wall arguc that Denny’s considerations are
insufficient to show that human beings are without an nnate mathematical endow-
ment. Indeed, his analysis of Opbwa mathematcal thinking, coupled with my own
prelmiary consideration of numerical concepts conveyed by the Shawnee language,
can help support the view advanced by Karen Wynn (1992b) that human bemngs have
innate numerical abihities.

Before turning to my discussion of Denny, T wash to say a word about the Western
“Eurocentric” philosophical tradition — the tradition of Plato, Aristotle, Descartes,
Humie, and Kant — and my place m 1t Wihile thus trachtion nichly deserves a sober,
honest political eritique, giving one 15 not my present concern. Indeed, there are other
Amencan Indan philosophers who could do a far better job than I could. Thas does not
mean, however, that [ will refrain from revealing Eurocentrnic biases or prejudices when
they appear m the course of the discussion. Nor will [ lude my own history and bas: 1
am mixed-blood Shawnee, yet so well schooled 1n Western philosophy and logic that it
would be difficult to abandon the concepts and methodologies of contemporary
philosophy of mathematics. Moreover, [ have only recently been introduced to the
Shawnee language, so much of my hnguistic analysis 1 prehomnary and relies upon the
knowledge of Rick Nightwolf Wagar and other elders of my tribe, the Piqua Sept of
Olio Shawnee Tribe, With these clartfications made, then, | turn to Denny’s consider-
ation of mathematical thinking 1in hunter and complex technological societies.

DENNY’S “NON-INNATENESS” ARGUMENT

1 begin with a nmiore careful statenient of what I wall call the “non-innateness” argument.
Denny observes that mathematical thinking, “those particular abstractions ... mostly
concerned with number and [spatial] measurement,” 1s “underdeveloped” 1n hunting
socteties, even though there are no differences m brology, cogmtive capacity, or
binguistic development between hunters and members of highly technological (i.e.
complex agricultural and industnal) socieues. Instead, the development of mathematical
thinking seems to be a function of 1ts wtility 1n a society — a cultuial variable. Hunting
soctetics have hittle use for mathemuatical thinking, while complex technological soci-
eties have great need for it. This 1s because hunung societies have but shght need to alter
the environment, while technological societies must greatly alter the environment to
meet their extensive demands Now, if the development of mathematical thinking s a
function of a cualtural varable, and not a function of hology, cogmtive capacity, or
hinguistic development, then 1ts development 15 neither 1nevitable nor innate. There-
fore, mathematcal thinkig 1s “not inevitable or mnate 1n human bemgs, but anses from
specific conditions 1 recent human hstory” (1986 129-32).

Thus argument 1s unconvincng, and showmg why wall be as casy as freeingat from s
subtle, but very real Eurocentric bias For Denny grants that “therc 1s no such thing as
prinntive thought or prumuve language” (1986 131), and that members of hunnng and
technological societies are equally capable of abstract thought, but then he assumes that
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the kind of mathematics developed in the Western tradition 1s the standard against
which thought 1n other traditions should be measured — as 1f “mathematical thought”
and “Western mathematical thought” were 1dentical. However, Denny’s own account
suggests why 1t 15 hasty to consider Western mathematics as the standard. When
explaiming why mathematics 1s more useful to some societies than others, he makes
the wnteresting claim that a society’s “style” of mathematical thinking — and presumably
the extent to which that thinking 1s developed — will “mirror” the cognitive strategies it
must eniploy to mamipulate the environment This 15 an ntriguing claim, because
Denny mamtams that the members of complex technological and hunter societies
must use quite different cogmtive strategies to alter the environment In the case of
the former, Denny describes a strategy renmmscent of Lockean abstraction, the (sup-
posed) cogmtive ability to focus on one feature or vaniable 1n a situation and consider 1t
apart from all others. In order to master the environment, industrial technology must
isolate and manipulate individual vanables independent of their context; hikewise, the
purc mathematics of technological socictes studies abstract mathematical relations
themselves apart from their physical exemplifications. In contrast, hunters must adapt
to — not control — the environment, and so a global understanding of natural processes
rather than a knowledge of the behavior of solated vanables 15 critical If the style of
mathematical thinking mn hunter socictics mnrors this cogmtive strategy, then we
should expect a context-rich and inclusive style of mathematical thinking — a style
Denny has found m his study of Ojibwa and Inuit mathematical thought (1986: 141-3).
However, I explain in the next section that these two different “styles” of mathematical
thinking about number — the solatng and abstracting as opposed to the mnclusive and
contextual — are indeed two different kinds of numerical cognition. But if they are two
different kinds of thinking, employmng one as a standard to judge the degree of
development of the other 15 misguided The mathematics in hunter socictics may be
different, but 1t doesn’t follow that 1t 15 inferior or “underdeveloped.”

A sccond, more subtle point conveys less about differences in mathematical cognition
across cultures than about Denny’s understanding of the Indigenous worldview of
hunter societies Denny’s argument 15 framed 1n starkly economic terms, assuming
that the degree to which a society develops mathematical thinking is directly propor-
tional to the degree to which 1t 15 needed to control and mampulate the natural
environment. The unspoken assumption — and recurring theme in the Western trad-
ition — 1s that the natural world 15 a mere mert resource distinet from human societies,
something which human beings are morally free to unlize as a means to their own ends.
However, A Trving Hallowell (1960) stresses that the key to understanding the Ojibwa
view of the natural world — a key Denny apparently faled to grasp — 1s their belief that
the nmatural and spiritual worlds are populated by other-than-hunan persons. As a result,
the relations between human beings and the environment are not merely economuc;
they are soaal relations between human persons and other-than-human persons. Now,
one of the principal Opibwa moral values 1s balance, that 15, maintaining a sense of
proportion m mterpersonal relaons, mcluding one’s dealmgs with other-than-human
persons. And so, the tradinonal Opbwa hunting society did not merely “adapt” to the

’

natural enviromment 1 order to “gan a hiving”; 1t tried to live 1 balance with human
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and other-than-human persons alike m a sort of social organization. Western-style
mathematical thinking may be more useful in mampulating and controlling the natural
world than hiving i balance with 1t.

Now, a remarkable thing happens when we revise Denny’s “non-innateness” argu-
ment m hight of these remarks about Eurocentric bias. Instead of having a relatively
unconvincing argument that nothing about mathematical thinking is inevitable or innate, we
have a reasonably convineng argument for the more modest claum that the development of
a particular style of mathematical thinking is dependent upon cultural variables. Here’s the
argument. We do not find Western-style abstract mathematical thinking n hunting
societies, even though there are no significant biological, cogmtive, or hinguistic
differences between themn and technological societics Thus 15 because a hunting society
attempts to achieve a balance with the natural world, while a complex technological
society must extensively alter the natural world to nicet 1ts needs. Western-style
mathematical thinking 1s not particularly useful to the former, but 1t 1s crucial to the
lacter. Now, 1f the developmient of Western-style mathematical thinkimg s a function of
a cultural variable — utility ~ and not a function of biology, cognitive capacty, or
hnguistic development, then its development 1s neither inevitable nor mnate.

Importantly, the stronger claim that “neither mathematical concepts nor abilites are
mnate” does not follow. Just as a person’s natural abihtics might have developed m
strikingly different ways m different cultural circumstances, so the development of
different styles of mathematical thinking m different cultores sull leaves open the
possibility that humans have an mnate cogmtive endowment. In short, abstract math-
ematical thinking 1s not mevitable, but some rudimentary mathematical abilities can still
be innate. Indeed, Karen Wynn (1992b) has provided good reason to believe in innate
human nwmencal abihnies, and a consideration of Shawnee and Opbwa number systems
can help support her view — or so I will suggest 1n section 3. In preparation for that
discussion — and to remove any lingering doubt that the mathemauncal thinking in
traditional hunter societics 1s different in kind from the Western tradition — [ turn now
to an examination of Shawnee and Opjbwa number systenis

SHAWNEE AND OJIBWA NUMERICAL THOUGHT

Before beginming, T need to clarify some methodological assumptions and cautions.
First, I share Denny’s assumption that a culture’s concept of number will be encoded 1n
language, so an exammation of the structure and uses of numerical language will reveal
those concepts. This assumption immediately leads to a critical methodological caution
Suppose that the Shawnee concept of number 1 mdeed encoded m therr traditional
Janguage That language has changed in sigmficant ways — both obvious and non-
obvious — as a direct result of Western contact As examples of the obvious ifluence of
Western culture given by C. F. Voegelin (1938-40), the Shawnee adapted the word
poosiia from the English pissy (hterally “httle pussy™ or “house cat™) and adopted the
word makilikwa to refer to “automobile” (literally “big eyes”). However, changes
Indigenous languages have occurred m more subtle ways, as when Denny notes that
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some 1mportant syntactic features i the Onbwa language are disappearing as contem-
porary Western industrial society gradually assimilates the Ojibwa people (1986: 154).
The difficulty 15 that T will be making claims about the traditional Shawnec concept of
number based on the study of a language that may have changed so much by now that
the concept 1s lost

To meet this difficulty T will proceed as follows in my prelimmary examination of
Shawnee Fust, T will use fauly contemporary written sources, prinapalty C. F. Voe-
gelin’s (1938-40) study of Shawnee stems, but I have confirmed the relative stability of
numenical language by comparmg 1t to the Ebencezer Denny (1996) and Thomas
Riadout (Edgar 1977) vocabularies, which were compiled closer to imtial European
contact Sccond, making extensave use of Deuny’s excellent analysis of Opbwa, 1 will
note obvious sinularities between the structures of Shawnee and Ojbwa numencal
languages, two members of the same Algonquian hinguistic fanuly. Then I will argue by
analogy that we will probably find many of the same numerical concepts in traditional
Shawncee that Denny finds in traditional Opbwa, and vice versa. Finally, I must again
acknowledge tribal elder Rick Wagar for his generous contributions.

The Shawnee and Opbwa number systemys are what Michael Closs ternis “5-10
systems” 1nsofar as they are primanly decimal systems with hnguistic structures that
record secondary groupings of five (1986: 3). Both are decimal systems like English, but
unbke 1t as well, since the English system has 10 distinct and non-compounded number
words referring to the first 10 counting numbess. The difference 15 easily discernible in
the first 10 number words from each language, but the pattern continues throughout
the sequence of count words. The Shawnee number words are compiled from Voege-
lin, and the Opbwa number words come from Denny (1986) and Willam Warren
(1868):

English Shawnee Ojibwa

one nekot bezhig

two nuswi nuzh

three n’ 6wl niswi

four niyeews: nuwin

five miyaalanwi naanan

S1X nekotwa’6 ningodwaaswi
seven niswa’01 nizhwaaswi
aglit n’BwassikOwi NISWaasw1
nine caakatOwt zhaangaswi
ten tieta’ 0w midaaswi
twelve meta’Bwi-kite-niswi midaaswi-ashi-nuzh

mnceteen

mieta’Owi-kite-caakatOwi

nudaaswi-ashi-zhaangaswi

twenty nuswaapitaki nuizhdana

thurty nfwaapitakl nistnudana

forty niyeewapitaki nimidana

fifty myaalanwaapitake naanmndana

SIXty nekotwaast ningodwaasimmdana
seventy nisWaast nnzhwaasiudana
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onc hundred tcepeewe ningodwaak

three hundred nbwi-teepeewe niswaak

four hundred niyeewi-teepecwe nnwaak

one thousand meta’Owi-teepeewe mudaaswaak

two thousand nisenc-meta fwi-teepeewe niishing midaaswaak
three thousand nbene-meta’fwi-teepeewe nmising midaaswaak

Notice first some of the obvious surface similarities in the Shawnee and Oyibwa words
themselves, as betwecen answi and nizh. More importantly, m both languages the sccond
five number words are compounds formed using a special suffix (—aabwi in Shawnee
indicating “an amount,” and —aaswi mn Opbwa) and m both languages the words for six,
seven, and eight are formed by adding the suffix on to the simple stems for one, two,
and three: nekot—, nifsw—, and 1’8w— m Shawnec Denny inforins us that the Opbwa
stem for seven, #mgodiv—, 15 an alternate stem for one, so the pattern holds. While the
nuber words 1 Indigenous Indian languages often arise from their connection to
counting on digits — and that 1s also the bkely explanation for the secondary grouping of
five i1 both Shawnee and Opbwa — the digital origins 1 these languages are not as
apparent as m others. According to Closs, the Opbwa word for five, naanan, means
“gone” or “spent,” and probably refers to all the fingers on the first hand having been
used (1986. 6). Rick Wagar conveys that the stem caaki— used to form the Shawnee
word for nine, caakatwi, means “all,” and nught mean “all of the fingers are used and a
new counting cycle begins with ten.”

The sinularities between Shawnee and Ojtbwa continue as we move up the number
sequence. The compound words referring to the numbers 11 through 19 are derved
from simple additive processcs, clearly mndicating that such additive processes are a part
of their numencal thinking This s not unlike some English constructions, e.g. fourteen
15 a compound of four and ten. For example, the Shawnee word for the number 12 15
eta’Bwi-kite-nusw, Iwerally “ten plus two,” while the word in Ojibwa 15 nndaaswi-ashi-
niizh, that 1s, “ten and two.” However, both Shawnee and Ojibwa bewin a different
pattern 1n constructing nunber words after mneteen. The Shawnce word tor nineteen
employs the root meta’w—, which refers to the “count of ten” so meta Quwi-kite-
caakat®ws may be mterpreted as “ten and nine count.” But the word for ewenty, niisiw
-aapitaki 15 formed using the suffix —aapitaki, which means “a collection of ten viewed as
a smgle unit,” or simply “decade.” Likewise i Ojibwa, niizh-dana, the word for twenty,
1s formed with the suffix —s#ndana (shortened to —dana 1 the case of twenty), so the
word nuzh-dana 1s literally “two decades.” Denny makes the important observation that
Ojibwa’s word for twenty, niizh-dana, represents “counting two decades,” not “multi-
plymng two by ten.” Likewise, Shawnec’s nisw-aapitaks encodes a counting process, not
a multiplicatve process. The reasons are sumple Beside the fact that both Shawnee and
Ojibwa encode the multphcative process usmg a different inguiseic structure, the count
and the objects of the count are separately cncoded m the language. The Opbwa stem
nidaasiv— 1s the “count of ten” and the suffix —midana 15 the “decade”; hkewise the
Shawnee stem meta’§wi— 15 the “count of ten” and the suffix —aapitaki 1s the “decade.”
Now according to Denny, m an Ojibwa number word the count 1s expressed by the
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INDIGENOUS NUMERICAL THOUGHT

used to represent the numerosities of collections, regardless of what they are collections
of — «ix buttons, six concepts, or six spints. This 15 quite unhike Ojibwa numerical
thinking, Denny continues, wherein certain non-quantitative features of a context are
not ndependent of ats quanutative features. This inclustve, global style of thinking 1s
evident 1n the way Opbwa encodes non-quantitative features of a situation . the

construction of number words. Denny discusses several ways in which this encoding

takes place First of all, a —w— missing from a number word stem can indicate a count of
nan-concrete objects, for example, nis-ing counts three non-concrete events (“‘tumes”)
and nis-imidana counts three non-concrete umts (“decades”). Second, Opbwa has two
distinct words expressmg “onc,” bezhigw— and mngodw—, where the former stresses a
single entity, and the latter expresses one in a sequence (1986. 150-1). But perhaps the

use of numencal cassifiers 15 Opbwa’s most stiking way of encoding non-quantitative

features in number words.

Reecall from our carlier discusston th
number words the count 1s expressed by the first morpheme and the object couted by
Now, Denny dentifies a system of qrular suffixes used to
rties of objects used 1 tracitional Opibwa hife — harduness,
ructure of the pumber word 1tself. Among

at m the construction of Onbwa and Shawnee

the second morpheme.
classify some 1mportant prope
flesabibity, and dimensionality — i the
examples are the suffix —aabik classifying “hard 1norganic sohd” (as m imdaasw-aabik

astmih meaning “ten-hard stones”) and the suffix —minag classifying “three-dimensional

object” (as w mizho-minag miinan meanimg *“two-310 bluebernes”™; 1986. 147-8).

Unfortunately, at this prelimmary stage of my study of Shawnee, I have found the

two different senses of “one” (nckot— as “one n sequence” and peeleko— as “once” or

“single event”) but [ have yet to find many of the morc subtle constrnctions, ncluding

analogues of Ojibwa’s numerical classifiers. However, given the other structural sim-
larines between Ojibwa and Shawnee, 1 am convinced that they are there —or, perbaps,
were there Denny laments that these kinds of indicators are being lost as the Ojibwa are
gradually assimilated 1nto Western society (1986. 154) Rack Wagar suggests that a
sunlar sort of thing might be presently occurring n the Shawnee language. Tt 1s at this
juncture, then, that I appeal to 1ts smulanty to Opbwa to conclude that the Shawnee

language once bad siilac ways of encoding 1mportant non-quantitabve contextual

features of a situation 1n the construction of nunber words.

What conclustons can be drawn about Indigenous numerical thought m these two
American Indian tribes? First, 1t 15 “mature” numerical thought wsofar as its principles
of grouping, addition, and muluphcation allow conceptuahizanon of the noton of
aumber wichout it (Closs 1986: 15). Second, Indigenous numcncal thought 13
genpnely different from the Western tradinon, and so 15 neither “underdeveloped”™ nor
inferior. As evidence, it will be sufficient to show that 1t 15 dafferent n confen from
“advanced” Western thimking about number.

In Shawnee — and Opbwa as well, 1if T correctly 1nterpret Denny’s analysis — the

number words are not nouns, but particles, most often functionmg as adjectives

modifying nouns that refer to collecuions of objects. This reveals an ontological
commitment to muerical properties but not to numbers as objects. However, thus alone

s not unusual, smce some Western philosophical views mamtau that nunbers arce
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properties — although this 15 certainly not the domunant view. Moreover, numerical
thought 1 these Indigenous cultures 1s nomunalistic i the sense that numbers
are generally not concewed of apart from the particular collections — collections of
concrete or non-concrete objects — exemplifymg them. If so, then arithmetical relations
between numbers will be concerved of 1n terms of the relations between particular
exemplified collections Thus, Shawnee translacons of anthmerical sentences such as “5
+ 5 = 10" — where the numerals refer to abstract objects ~ are not straightforward, but
arithimetical relations exeniphfied by collections of things can be expressed as a matter
of course Consider Rick Wagar's example: niyaalanwi sikonaki kite niyaalanwi sikonaki,
meta’Qwr sikonakr casily translates as “five stones plus five stones, ten stones.” Denny
explans that Ojibwa translations of anthmetical sentences come more readily,
tor example, hezlug geyaabi beshig, i niizli as “one yet one, thus two,” but some
formulations sall hint at the ongmal concrete arithmetical processes (1986- 157—60).
However, Denny renunds us that the mark of abstract mathematical thinking 1s that
the numbers and the numencal relations between them are concewved of and nvesti-
gated apart from their parucular exemphfications. Thus the content of Indigenous
numerical thought i these Tndian tribes 1s genumely different from Western abstract
numerical thought
[want to add one last mtriguing speculaion. On a modest epistemological mterpret-

ation of the Sapir—Whorf hypothesis, speakers of radically different languages wall most

certanly ive m conceptually different worlds. An example appropriate to ths discussion 1s

that certan syntactic structures in Algonquian languages mark a disinction between

ammmate and manmmate objects, which 15 unknown m the Western worldview. Now,

Denny has analyzed the number word 1n expressions hke mudaasw-aabik asinnh — “fen-

hard stones” — as though the propertics “being ten” and “beng hard” are distinct, but

when counting objects used i traditional Ojibwa life, these distinct properties are

expressed togethier as a conpound by a unmque number word construction. However, 1t

would be entirely consistent for a people whose “style” of thought 15 mclusive, context-

rich, and global — as Denny characterizes the thought m hunter societies — to concep-

tualize “ten-hard” as a simple, unanalyzable numerical property distinct from the

numerical property “ten.” If'so, then Indigenous numerrcal thought would be strikingly

different in content, 1ncluding many numerical properties absent from Western abstract

numencal  thought. Besides the numbers “five” and  “nine” refernng to the
famuliar numerical propertics, thewr system would also mclude the numbers “five-

three-diniensional” and “nme-one-dimensional-rigid.”

INNATE NUMERICAL ABILITIES

Behaviors exhibited at around five months strongly suggest that very young mfants
possess some sort of mnate numerical endowment. Three theories about what this
mnate endowment nught be propose that human bemgs have an mnate knowledge of
numerical prinaples, or an mnate knowledge of the number concepts, or mnate nunierical
abilities (Schwartz 1995+ 227) Karen Wynn (1992a) proposes that human bemngs have
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innate numerical abilities, and T will use our conclusions about the Shawnee concept of
number to help support her view.

To help understand the details of Wynn's proposal, consider a stmple COlint made by
6-year-old Kate. In her visual field, Kate individuates objects, that 1s, she 'pICkS then}
out” as objects distinct from the rest of her visual field, in a way rather like Denny’s
abstraction In ths case, she identifies the objects as men, and then mternally represents
the men as a collection — something that will have a numerosity or cardinality — and she
will employ the counting procedure to discover what 1t 13 Having already learncd the
stable English count-word sequence, Kate pairs the count words one-by-one with the
men 1n the collection, as in figure 6 1 '

Kate 15 a conmipetent counter, so she knows that the order of the pairing 1s irrelevant
to the success of the count, and that when all of the men are paired with a count word
in the sequence, then the last count word represents the cardmality of the 'collcctlon of
men — in this case, five. There 1s, of course, a very important connection between
the position of a count word m the counting sequence ('md the cardmality of the
collection of men. Indeed, the key to understanding counting 1s connecting the order
of the count words — ordimal numbers — with the waumerosities of collections — cardinal
numbers.

According to Wynn (1990) by the tme Kate was about 3% years of age she
had learned the cardinal meanings of the English count words 1n her range, and she
was competent at usmg the countg procedure to deternune the number of 1tens
a collection. Remarkably, this knowledge and this competency do not come at the same
tne! Instead, Kate learned the cardmal meanings of the first three English count words
sequentially, and without using counting That 15, Kate not only learned the meanings
of “one” before “two” and then “two” hefore “three,” but she did so by using a

O
one —_— >

©
two R

O
three —_— >

©
four EE——

O
five —_— >

Figure 6.1
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non-counting cogmtive process (Wynn 1992b- 227). Further, at this same time Kate
probably knew that other English count words hke “five” functioned as count words -
words that referred to some numerosity or other — although she could not determmne
precisely which one It took about one more year of development for Kate to learn how
counting encodes the precise numerosity of the English count words — that she could
use counting as a way to answer the question “how many?” Wynn remarks that 1t’s “a
surprisingly long tume” (Wynn 1992b: 243—4).

Why should 1t take Kate such a “surprisingly long time” to learn that counting 1s the
way to determune the precise cardinal meanings of the count words® Consideration of
Kate’s judgment about sonie of the men she recently counted will help develop Wynn’s
explanation (see figure 6 2)

In both cases Kate 15 parrmng the men with words, but the dlear mtent here 1s that the
words are to apply to the individuals with whom they are paired. They refer to features
of the fndwidnals, and the last one 15 bald However, 1n the count the word “five” 1s
paired with the last individual, but the last individual 1s not five! Kate knows that when
“five” 1s parred wath the last mdividual, then it refers to a feature of the collection of men
—1ts cardmality - and not to the last imndividual. The point 1s that the numecrosity of the
collection of men must be understood m terms of the ordinal posiion of the count
word “five.” This 15 a difficult Jesson to learn, because apparently the way that young
children internally represent number 1s very different from the way the counting
procedure encodes 1t.

Wynn (1992b) proposes that human beings have the innate abihty to intemally
represent number and to recogmize numerical orderings and relaconships between small
numbers — this 1s the nature of our innate numerical endowment She further mamntamns
that human beings 1mually represent number . a way functionally equivalent to an
“accumularor.” As a count of 1items 1n a collection proceeds, the accumulator functions
hke a mental “container,” collecting and stonng a mental tag corresponding to each item
counted The accumulator fills up m equal increments — increasing 1 volume at each step
—unul the count 1s completed, at which time the entire fullness of the accumulator — not
the final mental tag alone — represents the numerosity of the items counted Because the
voluine of the accumulator at each step of the count represents number, the

smart _
thin _
bald -
Figure 6.2
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cardinal conception of number 1s inherently embodied m the structure of the represen-
tation. But the cardinal conception of number 1s not mherently embodied mn hinguistic
counting, where count words are paired with indrviduals and only the last count word
represents the numerosity of the collection counted. Tt takes the surprising length of ume
to learn that counting encodes the numerosity of count words because a child has to
learn how to map her mnnate way of representing number on to the other way.

Wynn mterprets this lengthy period of development to be evidence for the existence
of the mmate abihity to mternally represent number “as an accumulator.” T suggest that
there are some hnguistic features of traditional Shawnee count words that could provide
additional evidence that humans internally represent number i this way To see how,
Jet us consider a second count of the men made by a tradinonal Shawnee speaker,
Crane. Now, Crane’s count of the men scems hetle different from Kate’s — except, of
course, for the sequence of count words from Shawnee. nekoti, niiswi, n'Qwi, niyeewr,
wiyaalanvr Tlowever, the grammatical features of Shawnee number words suggest that a
traditional Shawnee count proceeds much differently than Kate’s — ndeed, T have good
reason to believe that Craie’s count will represent number ur a way that parallels Wynn's
accumnilator, as 1 figure 6.3,

‘The difference 1s that the tradiional Shawnee count words probably would not be
parred with mdividual men n the collection, but with aggregates of men Nekoft would
be parred with an aggregate of one man, nuswr with an aggregate of two men —and so
forth — untl at the final step of the count niyaalamwt 1s pared with the agwiegate of five
nien, and thus encodes the numerosity of the entire collection. But this way of hinguistic
counting would precisely map on to the accumulator mnternal representation of number,
where the accumulator fills up — mcrement by mcrement — unal the count 1s conipleted
and the entire fullness of the accumulator represents the numerosity of the collection.

nekoti

| niiswi |

’ n' éwi J

[ niyeewi

‘ niyaalanwi J

Figure 6.3
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Why believe that the traditional Shawnee count words would be paired with
aggregates of men and not individual men? Besides the fact that counting by pairing a
count word with an aggregate mnstead of pairing 1t with an individuated object — an
object distinguished from all the rest — would be consistent with Denny’s now familiar
observation that we should expect a context-rich and inclusive style of thinking 1n
traditional hunter societies, Shawnee number words are particles, not nouns, and so
function as adjectives modifying nouns. Moreover, Ruck Wagar conveys that they
almost never stand alone, but when they do, a noun 15 imphed. However, the count
would be nonsense if the number words referred to the individual men 1n the collec-
ton, hike this: nekoti-hekeni (one man), niswi-hekeni (two man), 1 wi-hekeni (three
man), niyeewr-hekeni (four man), niyaalanun-hekenkr (five men). Indeed, the only plaus-
ible way to interpret the count 1s as nekoti-hekeni (one man), nitswi-hekeniki (two men),
n’Owi-hekeniki (three men), niyeeun-hekeniki (four men), niyaalanwi-hekeniki (five men).
But then, the number words refer to numerical properties of aggregates of men.

Second, Wynn (1992b) argues that the reason why 1t takes young children so long to
learn that counting 15 a way to deternine numerosity 1s that they have to learn how
to connect the ordinal position of the count word with the cardinahty of the counted
collection. If so, then Kate’s panng of numbers with ndiwiduals durmg her count 1s
better interpreted as an ordinal count, “first man, second man, third man, fourth man, fifth
man 7 The difficulty Wynn 1dentifies 15 learmmg that the “fifth man” count encodes
“five men.” Thus 1s complicated because English numerals play fwo roles — as referring
to ordmal and cardinal numbers However, Shawnec expresses the ordmal and cardinal
conceptions of number with two different constructions. “First, second, thied,...”
arc expressed using the suffix —ene (tunes): “peelekor@ene, nusene, n1’8ene, Hiyeewene, ...
while the cardinal conception 1s expressed 1n the way Crane counts: “nekoti, nitswi,
nBwi,...” So, there 1s no confusion — and no doubt — that Crane’s count encodes the
cardinal conception of number — just as Wynn's “accumulator” represents number.

Thus, Wynu has proposed that human beings have an mnate abilty to mternally
represent the cardinal concepuion of number as an “accumulator” m order to account
for the length of ume 1t takes for English-speaking children to learn the precise cardinal
meanings of number words. I propose mn turn that an analysis of Shawnee count
words provides additional ingwstic evidence that human bemgs have the ability to
internally represent number m this way In addition, the companson of Kate’s count
with Crane’s reveals other sumilarities, taken by some to be evidence of “species-
umque” mnate numerical abilities, among them the abilities to perform one-to-one
correspondences, master stable orders of count words, and 1nternally represent aggre-
gates of objects as collections (Schwartz 1995 236-7). However, we concluded mn
scction 2 that abstract numerical thought 15 different n kind from that found mn
Shawnee and Opibwa, two tradinional hunter socicties It 1s clear, then, that human
bemngs can have mnate numerical abihities that develop mto different styles of numercal
thought under differcnt cultural influences. Abstract mathematical thinking 1s not
inevitable, as Denny contends, but human beings still have innate numerical abilities
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discussion of the American Indian Holocaust. Placing identity information about myself
mnto the classroom setting, and using a varnety of culturally relevant content for my
examples, opens a space for cultural safety. This safe space allows all students more
comfort to name and share their own culture-centric perspectives. It gives rise to diverse

‘rv'/&/ [ L -

volces.

B@E_Qﬁﬂmﬂ perspective empowers people, Thus the praxis of my) £ =
teaching reipforces my behef that cultural mclusion 1s practically useful, and hence
culturally appropriate for all students. This praxis 1 especially useful for some American
Indian students, who, because of bicultural mores, otherwise mght not as readily
apprehend a Eurocentric explanation, or jom 1n the d]scusmon.ﬁhat 1s to say, wherce
all or most examples form a Eurocentne perspecuve, Indigenous students fecl Ieft ot
"mcy-f\]sdy rcprucﬂ]ﬂ)t&i‘ This clnlly chmate forms the basis for exclusion, and a ﬂ]ght'& .
from acadenmc education. i

Before providing examples of the incorporation of American Indian phiJosophy
into mformal logic courses, I should briefly explamn what I mean by “American Indian
philosophy.” In the Amcncas a carctully thought out meamug of “Amercan |
Indian phllomphy”2 might include all 1deas that spring from, are about, or affect \ ’ F -
precolomal and postcolonial thought and expenence of nations mdigenous to the s
Americas. It is a fluid and malleable concept, and ought to be defined and clanfied by ‘\
the Americas’ Indigenist phulosophers. Plilosophical thought by or about the Americas’
Indigenous nations reaches across all disciphnes, and views the world from American
Indian—centered perspectives. [t may mdude, but nced not be exclusive to, oral or
written “testumony” about Indigenous expenence and worldviews, from the past, of the

N
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present, or in the future.

We can thus distinguish Indigenous nations’ philosophy of the Amencas from, for .
example, African American, European American, and Asian American plulosophics, as [ e,
well as philosophie