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“There is a revolution going on; it is very spiritual and its manifestation is economic, political, 
and social. Look to the horizon and listen” (Ortiz 54). 

 

Activists are often lumped into one category, but in reality there is much disagreement about 

how, and to what extent, we should best go about creating radical change. People interpret 

transformation in different ways depending on their worldview, their conception of reality, and 

their understanding of history. When drafting frameworks for revolution, certain groups and 

factors are often left out of the discussion. As Karl Marx has historically been central to 

discourse on social change, it is necessary to consider and critique his ideas. And yet, while 

theoretical concerns surface quickly, there are other problems with suggesting complete adoption 

of his theories. American Indian scholars have written much on the subject of Marx, and whether 

his ideas are applicable to the American Indian Movement. While there appear to be some 

similarities in ideologies, there are many significant clashes between the two, as is somewhat 

inevitable when considering their different approaches to life. In her masterpiece Almanac of the 

Dead, Leslie Marmon Silko inserts Marx into Angelita La Escapía and Bartolomeo’s narratives. 

In doing so, she shows a mental experience of the process of arriving at a conclusion about 

Marxist theories, and also the danger of implementing a solely Marxist framework. Silko uses 

the similarities between Marx’s theories and her characters’ revolution to present communism as 

the closest thing to Native revolutionary theory that the Western world has come up with. 

However, she highlights the elements she sees lacking in Marx in an effort to emphasize our 

desperate need for a revolution that goes radically beyond what Marx envisioned, and that works 

towards an unstoppable uprising fighting for complete transformation.  

*     *     * 
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“Progressive change begins in the human soul, not just the mind” (Ammons xi). 

As a non-Native, white, Jewish, middle-class woman, I would like to directly address my 

location regarding this subject. American Indian history since Columbus is inseparable from an 

oppressive power dynamic with white people causing great suffering for Indian people. I believe 

that history holds great power. When I begin to write about American Indian issues, I enter into a 

historically unequal power dynamic. It is this very reality that makes the analysis of 

revolutionary theory such crucial work. We must break down all of the oppressive structures of 

Western society. This includes the historic dynamics that continue their oppression to this day. In 

writing on this subject, I feel discomfort in my position as an academic student proving my 

knowledge, and simultaneously in absolutely no position to claim expertise. However, by 

naming this discomfort, I hope to express my humility (I am not Native, and therefore can’t 

claim to accurately understand or theorize Native peoples), my awareness (as I write this I am 

surrounded by the screaming of history—of genocide, rape, theft, slavery, starvation, and 

systematic oppression—and I will avoid at all costs the common non-Native tendency to refrain 

from speaking of history in an effort to avoid the discomfort of realizing one’s location) and my 

desperate desire to learn as much as I can, so as to be an effective ally to American Indian 

people.  

*     *     * 

“‘OBVIOUSLY WE HAVE A MAJOR MALFUNCTION.’ …Obviously” (Awiakta 169).  

Marx describes a world deteriorating at the hands of the bourgeoisie (Marx’s term for the 

Capitalist owners of production). He declares that it is the acquisition of capital that is the root of 

injustice, and that the bourgeoisie, as the beneficiaries of this system, “has left remaining no 

other nexus between man and man than naked self-interest.” Marx attacks capitalism as having 
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infiltrated all facets of society—religion has lost its vitality, an illusion of freedom is used to 

undermine the reality of enslavement in oppressive economic conditions, and essentially every 

aspect of human life is assigned monetary value. Other methods of evaluating worth become 

obsolete when fiscal success is attributed the most societal respect (“Communist Manifesto 222). 

Marx insists that not only is this system unjust for members of society not belonging to the 

bourgeoisie, but that it is also harmful and unrealistic for humanity as a whole. “What the 

bourgeoisie… produces, above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the 

proletariat are equally inevitable” (“Communist Manifesto” 233).   Perhaps the first forward step 

he envisions is “the abolition of the private property of the bourgeoisie” (“Communist 

Manifesto” 235). Another method of dismantling the power of the bourgeoisie calls for the 

“abolition of all rights to inheritance” (“Communist Manifesto” 243). This is profound, even 

without other measures: under such a policy, an individual’s acquired wealth would die along 

with them. The distribution of wealth would constantly be shifting, and a single bourgeoisie class 

could not be sustained through generations. Other tenets of the communist movement address 

such economic steps to be taken in order to work towards justice.  

Karl Marx holds a strong opinion of religion as being a human creation used to attempt to 

lessen one’s own suffering, and as being integral in the perpetuation of oppression. Marx 

declares, “The abolition of religion as the illusory happiness of the people is the demand for their 

real happiness. To call on them to give up their illusions about their condition is to call on them 

to give up a condition that requires illusions” (“Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right”). Here 

Marx is attacking religion itself as part of the problem. He states, “Man makes religion, religion 

does not make man. Religion is, indeed, the self-consciousness and self-esteem of man who has 

either not yet won through to himself, or has already lost himself again. But man is no abstract 
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being squatting outside the world. Man is the world of man – state, society. This state and this 

society produce religion, which is an inverted consciousness of the world, because they are an 

inverted world” (“Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right”). This statement is more than a 

statement of the non-existence of God. This is implying an inferiority of those who do turn to 

religion—people who turn to religion are disconnected from their own sense of self. To Marx, 

where the religious realm is one of illusion and abstraction, state and society present reality in its 

true form.  

*     *     * 

“…there is more to be told, more than we know, more than can be caught in the sieve of our 
thinking...”(Erdrich 274).  

 
The radical left in America has had a tendency to rely on Marxist thinking when 

brainstorming transformative change. Scholar Ward Churchill commences his anthology 

Marxism and Native Americans by addressing this inclination. Writing in the early 1980s in 

observation of radical America, he sees “a non too subtle shift from the 1960s New Left rejection 

of Marxist tradition as sole political foundation, to a formal acceptance of Marxism as the 

guiding American alternative vision.” To Churchill, “Marxism possessed—in one or another 

combination of its variants—a literal hegemony over the American radical consciousness” 

(Churchill 7). This emphasis on Marxist thought felt often unquestioned to Churchill.  In 

thinking about it himself, and discussing with fellow Native activists, Churchill realized the peril 

of this dynamic. While he sees the need for radical change, he insists on a theory of change that 

represents all people—and as his anthology displays, many American Indians find Marx does not 

uphold this demand. In emphasizing the importance of analysis, Churchill explains, “I believe 

there remain a significant number of us out here still committed to the idea that a uniquely 

American radical vision is a transcendent requirement to effecting positive social change in 
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America. Imports, in and of themselves, without critique and careful adaptation, can only worsen 

an already intolerable situation” (Churchill 10). By imports, Churchill refers to the taking of 

European theory and slapping it onto a continent with its own history. However connected to 

European history, the American story still sits apart, with its birth being so intertwined with theft, 

slavery, and genocide.  

In failing to acknowledge America as uniquely different from Europe, Churchill and other 

Native scholars see a clear denial of voice for the American Indian people. Russell Means insists,  

Look beneath the surface of revolutionary Marxism and what do you find? A 

commitment to reversing the industrial system which created the need of white society 

for uranium? No. A commitment to guaranteeing the Lakota and other American Indian 

peoples’ real control over the land and resources they have left? No, not unless the 

industrial process is to be reversed as part of their doctrine. A commitment to our rights, 

as peoples, to maintaining our values and traditions? No, not as long as they need the 

uranium within our land to feed the industrial system of the society, the culture of which 

the Marxists are still a part. (Means 25) 

This is an important attack, and raises the crucial question of “how radical is Marx, really?” Part 

of the problem lies in Churchill’s point, that Marx was writing for Europe. However, there 

certainly existed marginalized groups in Marx’s era and region. Means asks us to assess Marx, 

and all revolutionaries, for that matter, in a new manner. He insists, “You can’t judge the real 

nature of a European revolutionary doctrine on the basis of the changes it proposes to make 

within the European power structure and society. You can only judge it by the effects it will have 

on non-European peoples. This is because every revolution in European history has served to 

reinforce Europe’s tendencies and abilities to export destruction to other peoples, other cultures 



	  

	   7	  

and the environment itself” (Means 24). Marx sees the proletariat and the bourgeoisie as the 

competing entities, but Means reminds us of the marginalized populations that might not fit into 

Marx’s economic definition of the proletariat.  

Churchill makes clear why this exclusion of the American Indian voice is detrimental to any 

movement that truly wants transformation. He explains, “there could be no American Vision, 

radical or otherwise, which did not begin with the original ‘American ,’ the Native American. 

Unless and until this population is addressed on its own terms and in accordance with its own 

definition of its human needs, any conceivable revolutionary theory can only amount to a 

continuation of ‘the invasion of America’” (Churchill 5). Though a terrifying thought, it is all too 

plausible that colonization and conquest could be continuing to take place within radical 

movements that supposedly shun such oppressive domination.  

Winona LaDuke, a renowned Native writer, takes great issue with Marx’s denial of the land 

as a crucial member of the revolution. She asks:  

Is it enough to mitigate the physical suffering of the people thus dislocated, or must one 

also look to the physic or spiritual damage suffered, and to the land as well? Is it possible 

to heal the wounds of the people, of whatever sort, caused by the process of separating 

them from the land, while keeping them separated by virtue of a process which literally 

consumes the land itself? In other words, can the synthetic ever adequately replace the 

organic, the natural? (LaDuke iii).  

LaDuke’s concern points to a clear absence in Marxist theory: how does the environment play 

into the equation? While he certainly grasps ways in which capitalism stresses and oppresses 

people, Marx does not seem to understand or acknowledge those ways in which it is also beyond 

injurious to the earth.  LaDuke sees a return to respect for the land as a critical component of the 
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desired revolution. She insists, “we must all participate in the process of completing the cycle: 

natural to synthetic and back again” (LaDuke iix). This statement dramatically contrasts the 

Western notion of progress, and suggests that our best bet might be going back to past ways of 

life.  

Marx’s attack on religion inevitably is called into question by American Indian scholars to 

whom spirituality is not only central, but inseparable, from all aspects of life. Where Marx sees 

the religious individual as cut off from reality and therefore unable to fight against oppression, 

Native spiritual traditions see the denial of the interconnectedness of all beings to be at the root 

of injustice. Within Churchill’s anthology, Vine Deloria sites and comments on Adam Schaff, a 

Marxist philosopher, who says,  

‘God, a supernatural being, is a creature of man, an externalization and objectification of 

his own characteristics and attributes. This impoverishes man, because it robs him of his 

own features and content in favor of a projection, a product of his own mind, which 

acquires the guise of a social belief—and so, by making its existence independent of its 

maker, becomes an alien and often hostile force, gradually coming to rule over man.’ No 

question that this summarized the role of Western religions and their 

institutions…Western historical experiences are not, however, the standard by which 

human experiences should be gauged. ("Circling the Same Old Rock” 123) 

This is an essential point that must be raised in evaluating Marx’s views on religion. Deloria’s 

critique points to the diversity of religions, and that while Marx and his followers perhaps 

adequately described some shortcomings of the nature of Christian religion, indeed he might 

have been rash in generalizing to all religions.   

 It is necessary to acknowledge that in attacking religion, Marx is attacking the American 
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Indian way of life, and therefore it becomes problematic to imagine how Native peoples could 

adopt Marxism as the route to revolution. In fact, many Native activists feel it is by integrating 

spirituality into the movement that radical change will actually occur. In his book on a Native 

view of religion, Deloria proclaims “I conclude that our ancestors lived in a strange condition in 

which they were in touch with the spirits constantly, and I see that as a goal for our present 

activities” (“God is Red” xvii). This encourages us to push past our Western tendencies towards 

fragmentation and seeing spirituality as separate from our other passions and aspirations. For 

Deloria, and other Native activists, this separation is part, if not all, of the reason attempts at 

revolution have not been completely transformative. Only when the interconnectedness of all 

aspects of earth is acknowledged and valued will we move in the direction of a just world. This 

significant ideological difference makes American Indian complete adoption of Marxist ideas 

begin to seem somewhat absurd.  

*     *     *  

"If Karl Marx had chosen to make Das Kapital a novel set in the Americas, he might have 
come out with a book something like this." ~Larry McMurtry 

 
The above quote is featured on the back cover of one version of Leslie Marmon Silko’s 

Almanac of the Dead. While perhaps this statement serves to highlight the radical nature of the 

novel, and to attract readership and sales, its message is problematic, given the actual content of 

the book. While Silko acknowledges the merit in many aspects of Marx’s views, their differences 

are too vast for McMurtry’s statement to be accurate. Yes, Marx was writing about Europe, but 

even if Marx had written about the Americas, it still wouldn't have done what Almanac does. 

Even if he had talked about American Indians, his basic theoretical principles would have 

contradicted crucial American Indian histories, realities, and ideologies. 
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Almanac of the Dead is Silko’s call for a revolution that defeats essentially every aspect 

of Western culture. This might appear extreme to many who are saturated in Western thought. 

By now we know disregard of the earth isn’t sustainable. We know, in theory at least, that 

genocide is unjust. But how could all of it be wrong? How could a culture as a whole be driving 

itself to its own suicide? In many ways, The Communist Manifesto’s description of capitalist 

society as cut off from religion, offering nothing that is not for sale, and ultimately digging its 

own grave, seems similar to Silko’s depiction of white culture as saturated in spiritual 

disconnect, death, and ultimately on a route towards its own demise. However, Marxist theory 

does not go to the extreme of suggesting everything must change. He sees an uprising, and a 

redistribution of power and wealth—Silko envisions something more. And yet, she includes 

Marx in her novel, specifically in the narratives of Angelita La Escapía and Bartolomeo. A writer 

as talented as Silko wouldn’t just throw Marx into her narratives by accident. He served a 

purpose for her. Understanding this role is necessary to grasp the complexity of Silko’s message.  

La Escapía’s character provides Silko with the opportunity to explore an individual’s 

process of encountering, understanding, critiquing, and arriving at a conclusion regarding 

Marxist theory. The description of La Escapía’s first contact with Marxist theory begins Marx’s 

literary work for Silko. “In the fourth week, the lazy Cubans had begun to read directly from Das 

Kapital. La Escapía had felt it. A flash! A sudden boom! This old White-man philosopher had 

something to say about the greed and cruelty. For La Escapía it had been the first time a White 

man ever made sense” (Silko 311). As La Escapía begins her relationship with Marx, Silko 

depicts an activist in her early stages. Marx is instantly attractive to La Escapía because he is 

talking about power, money, and greed—aspects of Western culture with which American 

Indians have been forced to become quite acquainted. There is also something immediately 
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appealing about a man passionately criticizing a system from which he benefits, and in which he 

is an integral part. “Marx was the first white man La Escapía had ever heard call his own people 

vampires and monsters. But Marx had not stopped with accusations. Marx had caught the 

capitalists of the British empire with bloody hands” (312). Silko shares this part of La Escapía’s 

journey after she has provided a substantial amount of evidence of the “bloodiness” of the state 

of the Americas during La Escapía’s time. While it’s not Britain, La Escapía, and any young 

activist, can see that aspects of Marx do describe many of the conditions of the capitalist 

Americas. Although “Marx is not saying anything that tribal people did not already know,” at 

this stage La Escapía’s excitement is in the overlap (Ammons 164). 

 In the next stage of her development, La Escapía begins to say contradictory things about 

Marx. On one hand, Silko writes, “Angelita had read the words of Marx for herself. Marx had 

never forgotten the indigenous people of the Americas, or of Africa” (Silko 314). La Escapía 

seems to be insistent about this. Yet on the other hand, La Escapía acknowledges, “not even 

Marx had fully understood the meaning of spiritual and tribal communes of the Americas” (Silko 

314). There seems to be some inner confusion, which resonates with the activist that, having 

arrived at the conclusion that things need to change, begins to question how change can best be 

executed.  

By evoking a sexual relationship between the indigenous revolutionary and the 

philosopher, Silko further emphasizes this growing complexity between La Escapía and her 

reading. “El Feo had teased Angelita about her two other lovers, Engels and Marx… the first 

time she had opened a volume of Das Kapital, she had been amazed at the blazing darkness of 

Marx’s eyes…But it was only after she had heard his stories that she had fallen in love with Karl 

Marx” (Silko 521). La Escapía seems intent on defending herself against accusations of being a 
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Marxist. This is not true just in the company of El Feo, but also during her speeches to the 

indigenous army she is forming in Mexico, as she reaffirms that her utmost priority is regaining 

tribal lands. And yet, she feels a pull towards Marx—by suggesting a sexual dynamic, Silko 

evokes a sense of aversion and simultaneous magnetism.  

Bartolomeo, the Cuban Marxist, plays a crucial role in Silko’s exploration of La 

Escapía’s process. He represents the non-Native communist, obsessed more with Marx than with 

Indian objectives. And in this role, he represents how focusing on Marx jeopardizes the strength 

of revolution. Bartolomeo comes to symbolize the shortcomings of communism. “Bartolomeo 

would be tried before a people’s assembly for crimes against the revolution, specifically for 

crimes against Native American history; the crimes were the denial and attempted annihilation of 

tribal histories” (Silko 515). This accusation seems in line with American Indian scholars 

critiquing Marxism. As Churchill, LaDuke, Deloria, and Means insist, without directly 

addressing the American situation, and honoring the land, spirituality, and the American Indian 

voice, followers of Marx can’t possibly expect Native people’s to feel represented by their 

theories.  

By the time of Bartolomeo’s trial, La Escapía is outwardly expressing her dissatisfaction 

with Marx. After Bartolomeo is convicted of his crimes, La Escapía gives a dramatic speech to 

her constituents. “‘We are the army to retake tribal land… People have been asking questions 

about ideology. Are we this or that? Do we follow Marx? The answer is no! No white man 

politics! No white man Marx! No white man religion, no nothing until we retake this land! We 

must protect Mother Earth from destruction’” (Silko 518). This seems to be a clear articulation of 

the position at which La Escapía arrives. While echoing LaDuke’s sentiments, these directions 
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also address Means’ concern regarding the economic, and exclusive, character of Marxism. 

Means demands a break outside of industrial society—a deliberate break from white discourse.  

This position is only made more clear towards the end of the book, in La Escapía’s last 

mention of Marx. It is her last, and also her most important, in its presentation of her arrived 

opinion on his theories. 

“Poor Engels and Marx! Angelita La Escapía had to smile at the two old white 

men who had waited and waited, year after year, for the successful revolution until their 

time ran out. They had been close, but they hadn’t quite got it. They had been on the right 

track with their readings on Native American communal economies and cultures. For 

Europeans, they had been far ahead of their time; they had been close, but they still 

hadn’t got it quite right. They had not understood that the earth was mother to all beings, 

and they had not understood anything about the spirit beings. But at least Engels and 

Marx had understood the earth belongs to no one. No human, individuals or corporations, 

no cartel of nations, could ‘own’ the earth; it was the Earth who possessed the humans 

and it was the earth who disposed of them. Now it was up to the poorest tribal people and 

survivors of European genocide to show the remaining humans how all could share and 

live together on earth, ravished as she was. Angelita La Escapía was confident.” (Silko 

749) 

Silko’s mapping of the internal journey of an activist ends with this quote, and a strong ending it 

is. Silko seems clear about the message La Escapía is speaking for her. Marx won’t be enough.  

 Examining the craft of Silko’s novel offers even deeper insight into her desired message. 

To do this, we must first consider the major ideological difference between Western and Native 

conceptions of time. Deloria explains, “The very essence of Western European identity involves 
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the assumption that time proceeds in a linear fashion; further it assumes that at a particular point 

in the unraveling of this sequence, the peoples of Western Europe became the guardians of the 

world” (“God is Red” 62). This lies in contrast to the Native approach to time. “Lacking a sense 

of rigid chronology, most tribal religions did not base their validity on any specific incident 

dividing human time experience into before and after. No Indian tribal religion was dependent on 

the belief that a certain thing had happened in the past that required uncritical belief in the 

occurrence of the event” (“God id Red” 98). While a Western reader unconsciously tries to 

create a mental linear chronology of the plotline while reading Almanac, the actual structure of 

the novel is much less rigid. Silko herself has described that this was done very deliberately. She 

explains, “I could not think of the story of the Almanac as a single line moving from point A to 

point B to point C. I knew that I wanted to shape time inside my Almanac. I wanted to use 

narrative to shift the reader’s experience of time and the meaning of ‘history’ as stories which 

mark certain ‘points’ in time” (Hebebrand 23).  

“TIME SQUARED to the clock. LIFE SQUARED to television/credit card/truck/car/train/jet—to 
cubicles piled in high rude rectangles. FILL IN THE SQUARE: 

name/address/telephone/sex/race/occupation. STAY IN THE LINES. KEEP TO TIME SLOTS: 
work/play/eat/sleep/love. Box ’em, label ’em, stack ’em up” (Awiakta 169). 

 
As craft and content work together to create a cohesive piece of literary work, it is 

important to explore the relationship between the two.  It is curious, at first, to note that the very 

first time (in terms of the first physical page we encounter when reading Almanac from front to 

back) Silko brings up Marx is when La Escapía makes an obviously negative statement about 

him, indicating a later stage in her process. La Escapía is spying on Menardo and others at the 

airport, and comments, “Marx had been right about a great many things. The history of the 

Americas made revolution against European domination inevitable. But Marx had also been a 

European, and he and those following after him had understood the possibilities of communal 
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consciousness only imperfectly. European communism had been spoiled, dirtied with the blood 

of millions. The people of the Americas had no use for European communism” (290). With 

Deloria’s explanation of Native time as non-linear, and Silko’s intentions to structure her novel 

in this manner, we begin to see that Silko creates a circle with La Escapía’s story. She begins at 

La Escapía’s conclusion: Marx’s shortcomings are too great to consider adopting his theory for 

the movement. From there, Silko goes back to describing La Escapía’s process, beginning with 

her initial infatuation with Marx. La Escapía’s inner dialogue becomes increasingly complicated. 

In the end she arrives at the place of the first quote—a rejection of Marxism. Right at the 

beginning, Silko tells us where we are headed. She encourages an eye that is critical of Marx. 

Then she explores what aspects of his theories are appealing to the activist’s mind. But 

ultimately, Silko never intended for Marx to dictate the movement coming from north to south. It 

was always going to be about reclaiming tribal land, first and foremost. Marx certainly worked 

hard within Almanac, for he helped Silko articulate the danger of adopting a theory of revolution 

that is not completely transformative, and that does not include the American Indian people. 

However, in reality Marx never stood a chance with Silko. She states her rejection outright 

through the voice of La Escapía and the destruction of Bartolomeo, and the craft of her writing 

reinforces her opinion.  

*      *      * 

“We can do it. Yes, you and I and all of us together. Now is the time. Now is the only 
possible time. Let the great healing begin” (Peltier 209). 

  
Were Karl Marx and Leslie Marmon Silko to sit down together, they would certainly 

agree on at least one thing: industrial capitalist society isn’t working, and change is not only 

desirable, but also inevitable. However, their discussion would quickly become a heated debate. 

Silko would ask piercing questions, in line with other Native scholars who are deeply concerned 
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by the prospect of applying Marx to the American Indian situation: What about the land? What 

about the interconnection of all things—what about spirituality? What about the cultural 

direction in which Western society has been traveling, as a result of capitalism? Marx would find 

that many of his theories were dismissing Silko’s deepest concerns. For, though the two have 

overlaps in their ideologies, overall Silko envisions a revolution that depends on aspects of life 

that Marx sees as being either harmful, unimportant, or non-existent—respect for the earth, the 

power of spirituality, the way ideas live on, and history continues to haunt us. Similarly, Marx, 

would begin to see that his theories couldn’t be blindly applied to a situation different from the 

one in which he wrote. Would they be able to come to a compromise? In my personal opinion, 

that would depend on Marx. Silko and other Native activists seem insistent on their focus of 

regaining tribal lands. Their peoples have been forced to “compromise” (an inadequate word, as 

it suggests the Indians had a say in what was done to their people, which they often did not) with 

Euro-Americans, and have suffered as a result, for too long. Now is their time to demand justice, 

and to define their own movement themselves.  

“How are you going to cast your all-important ballot? Humanity awaits your decision” 
(Peltier 208).  

 
As unrealistic as the Marx-Silko coffee date is, it points to the present moment—to where 

we are now. It would be up to Marx to see if he could step out of his socialized mind, his 

Western ways of thinking, and try to really hear Silko. And similarly, today, it is up to non-

Native peoples of the Americas to decide if we want to attempt to unlearn those Euro-American 

values, beliefs, and ways of thought that have become engrained in our societies. Can we hear 

Silko? Can we listen to her warnings, prophecies, and advice? Can we compromise some of our 

cultural ego, and accept that the American Indians shouldn’t have to (and won’t) compromise 

their goals? Maybe not. Maybe we are not ready. But Silko reminds us that whether or not we 
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decide to join American Indians in their fight for justice, the fight is going to happen. Whether it 

manifests violently or through peaceful negotiation, or some combination of both, only time will 

tell. We can remain in denial, and refuse to look. Or we can push ourselves to see. And once we 

see, we can speak. And once we speak, we can take action.  

“Silence, they say, is the voice of complicity. 
But silence is impossible. 

Silence screams. 
Silence is a message, 

just as doing nothing is an act” (Peltier 216). 
 

Examining the massive negative responses to Marx since his time, we can only imagine 

how the general public would respond to the kind of movement Silko suggests. But just as the 

revolution in Almanac demands working outside of the Western system, our analysis of and 

response to it must do this as well.  

“Like the husk of a seed, my Western education/conditioning splits, and my spirit sends up a 
green shoot” (Awiakta 98).  

 
To receive the full effect of Silko’s message, we must look beneath the layers of lies—the lies 

we were brought up to believe about the history of our country, and the reality of its current state 

today. Silko illuminates the ubiquitous “deep sense that something [has] been lost” (Silko 718). 

Spiritually, socially, and environmentally, we are becoming hollow. For survival, change is 

imperative. Almanac of the Dead is not only concerned with American Indians. This is about all 

of us.  

“All hell was going to break loose. The best was yet to come” (Silko 749). 
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