	


	Dr. Ari Santas’ Study Questions 

for
Trinkets and Beads
(Christopher Walker, 1996)


Things to Look For:

· See my Companion Page Oil Interests in the Amazon for links to the video and supplementary materials

· Connection to Joe Kane’s Running the Amazon (1989) and Savages (1995), Keith Malloy’s 180° South, and the westerners’ conception of what constitutes a good life for non-westernized peoples
· Relationship between Christian missionaries like Rachel Saint, the oil companies, and the indigenous peoples of the Ecuadorian Amazon

· Connection to Lynn White’s and Carolyn Merchant’s analysis of western ethos as one of dominion; and to Daniel Quinn’s concepts of leavers and takers in Ishmael
Questions: 
1. Why would the Cofan and Huaorani tribe leaders allow the oil companies into their lands? Or were they forced into letting them in? Did the Native people truly have the knowledge to understand what they were giving up before the drilling started? 

2. Why are there an increasing number of tribal leaders, like Moi, fighting Western “progress” and actively trying to return to traditional ways of their people?  Compare to the activism in Rapa Nui and Patagonia in 180° South.

3. In the meeting with the Huaorani, one of the women representing Maxus gave up her earrings to a native woman in trade and turned to the camera and asked, “Do you think it is a fair trade?” There was a remark made about buying Manhattan with trinkets and beads. Was it a fair trade?  Explain.
4. Compare the native and Western cultures: the Huaorani have “no need for oil,” just as the Arawak Indians had no need for gold. What are the similarities between the oil companies and Columbus?  What lessons have we learned from history, besides how to separate people from the land?
5. Using the analysis of leavers and takers in Daniel Quinn’s novel Ishmael, explain the behavior of oil companies like Maxus in the Ecuadorian Amazon.   Explain the relationship between the missionaries, the oil companies and the “savages” they purport to be helping. 
6. The land occupied by the Huaorani is said to belong to them under Ecuadorian law; but the oil underground is said to belong to the government.  Compare to John Winthrop’s argument in early American (Puritan) history that although the Indians have a natural right to the land (because they live there), they do not have a civil right to the land because they are not subduing it.

7. What are the different “levels” of ownership in the case of the Huaorani and Ecuador?  What allows people to claim ownership and what makes one group more entitled than another?  Using Lynn White’s and/or Carolyn Merchant’s analysis, explain how the culture and its assumptions about ownership play a part in the dominion of nature.
8. How is the commitment by Maxus to preserve the culture of the tribe similar to the Exxon commitment of an immediate and effective oil spill response to preserve the condition of Prince William Sound? Consider the comment from the oil executive in the film(Alan Hatly) that oil companies do never enter an area and set out to do damage to the environment; they enter with the intent to find and extract the oil as quickly and cheaply as possible and obtain the greatest profit.  
9. The $1.5 billion in oil that is said to be under the ground in the region would run America’s cars for 13 days.  Is it worth it to destroy the jungle and the culture of the indigenous people? Why would we even consider this as a reasonable trade?  What does this say about our cultural assumptions about primitive culture vs. progress?
