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This collection contains a varied list of books, articles, podcasts and videos that give a thorough introduction to the complex yet essential political philosophy of Marxism-Leninism.
Special thanks must be given to Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub, whose excellently curated four-part study guides provides the theoretical foundation - containing works by Marx, Engels, Lenin, Mao and more. 
Building upon the canonical works in the study guide, the additional articles, podcasts and videos serve to ground the theoretical understanding in contemporary geopolitical economy and 21st century anti-imperialism. The comprehensive two-part series The Worldview and Philosophical Methodology of Marxism-Leninism - translated by Luna Oi - rounds out the collection.
All together, the materials contained in this collection should give any individual curious about Marxism-Leninism the theoretical knowledge to engage in the important task of politically educating both themselves and their peers.
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Books
Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub Curriculum: Stage 1
https://mlrh.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/stage-1-mlrh-curriculum.pdf
Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub
The Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub presents a Stage 1 curriculum for readers new to Marxism-Leninism, covering philosophy, political economy, and social science through Engels' The Principles of Communism, Stalin's The Foundations of Leninism and Dialectical and Historical Materialism, and an Introduction to Political Economy.

Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub Curriculum: Stage 2
https://mlrh.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/stage-2-mlrh-curriculum.pdf
Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub
The Stage 2: Intermediate volume of the curriculum builds on Stage 1 in longer, more in-depth form, opening with Engels's Socialism: Utopian and Scientific to show how socialism became a scientific tradition. It includes Lenin's The State and Revolution on the state's role in class struggle and the transition to communism, and pairs Wage-Labor and Capital with Value.

Worldview and Philosophical Methodology of Marxism-Leninism
https://www.lunaoi.com/product/ebook-the-worldview-and-philosophical-methodology-of-marxism-leninism/
Resource Not Added
By Luna Nguyen
Luna Nguyen's annotated English translation presents Part 1 of Vietnam's official university curriculum on Marxism-Leninism, covering dialectical materialism for non-specialist students. The book introduces dialectical materialism as both a critique of bourgeois ideology and a scientific worldview.

Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub Curriculum: Stage 3
https://mlrh.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/stage-3-mlrh-curriculum.pdf
Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub
Stage 3: Advanced expands on Imperialism and the National Question from Stage 1 and further develops Dialectical Materialism in real-world application. The stage opens with Lenin's Imperialism: the Highest Stage of Capitalism, written in 1916 with an eye to tsarist censorship.

Historical Materialism
https://www.lunaoi.com/product/ebook-historical-materialism/
Resource Not Added
By Luna Nguyen
Luna Nguyen's translation of the Vietnamese curriculum on Historical Materialism, covers basic principles: material production's decisive role, the law of suitability between productive forces and relations of production, base and superstructure, social being and consciousness, social-economic formations.

Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub Curriculum: Stage 4
https://mlrh.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/stage-4-mlrh-curriculum.pdf
Marxist-Leninist Reading Hub
Stage 4 of the curriculum, titled "Organization," directs the theory of its first three stages toward real-world organizing. The curriculum holds that waging revolution requires organization: a united Party steeped in Marxism-Leninism leading the charge for the liberation of all oppressed peoples.

Podcasts
How to Study and Read Theory
https://prolespod.libsyn.com/ep-98-how-to-study-and-read-theory-ft-andre-from-weeb-revolution
ProlesPod
By Andre
Andre joins Rae and Jeremy to discuss how to study and read theory, focusing on Marxism-Leninism with practical reading tips and recommended texts.

Marxism-Leninism: Anti-Imperialism, Scientific Socialism, and State Power
https://revolutionaryleftradio.libsyn.com/marxism-leninism-anti-imperialism-and-scientific-socialism
Rev Left Radio
By Amado Guzman and Matthew Carson
Amado Guzman and Matthew Carson explain Marxism-Leninism's scientific approach to class struggle and anti-imperialist revolution.

Videos
Socialism, Briefly Explained
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aY6H0po3a1c
Red Pen
A concise history of socialism, exploring its philosophical roots in reaction to liberalism, key strands from utopian to scientific Marxism, and its evolution through democratic socialism and modern debates.

Karl Marx's ENTIRE Theory Simply Explained in 48 Minutes
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ernNwlqMcaI
Red Pen
A comprehensive overview of Karl Marx’s theoretical framework, covering historical materialism, dialectics, and the labor theory of value.

A Summary of Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MQrXV92V31s
Red Pen
Summarizes Lenin's analysis of imperialism as the highest stage of capitalism, detailing how monopolies and finance capital drive global conflict.

Geopolitics in the Time of Monsters
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w2cS1wn7dUQ
Neutrality Studies
By Radhika Desai
Professor Radhika Desai examines the crisis of world capitalism through her geopolitical economy approach. She argues that Western decline and China’s rise reflect a deeper struggle over production, imperialism and socialism. Drawing on Marx, Smith, Keynes and Gramsci, she challenges prevailing accounts of world war, fascism and neo-feudalism.

Anti-Imperialism in a Multipolar World: Lessons from V.I. Lenin and M.N. Roy
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=90ZMzjPyc-k
Journal of International Solidarity
By Pranay Somayajula
Pranay Somayajula analyzes the 1920 debate between Lenin and M.N. Roy on national liberation to understand contemporary struggles in China and Palestine.
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Sources on Marxism/Socialism/Communism
Article 1 of 3
Proletarian Polemics
Originally published at https://monotheistmusings.substack.com/p/sources-on-marxismsocialismcommunism
Publication Date: November 12, 2025
As a Marxist-Leninist, I will answer the following questions within a Marxist framework. For additional resources, such as Chinese socialism, Uyghur genocide, leftism in the Middle East, and the Soviet Union: scroll to the bottom. I will likely update this document from time to time, to add additional resources or tweak my verbiage based on feedback.
In Marxist theory, communism is the final stage of socioeconomic development where class distinctions (ruling class vs working class) have been abolished, the means of production (factories, companies, farms) are communally owned, and the state has withered away, resulting in a classless, stateless society organized around the principle “from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs.”
This ultimate stage can only be achieved through socialism, a necessary transitional phase in which the working class seizes state power and uses it to reorganize the economy, abolish capitalist relations of production (see below), and eliminate class antagonisms such as racism, poverty, and sexism. This is referred to as the “dictatorship of the proletariat.” Through this socialist transition, the working class creates the material conditions that eventually eliminate the need for a centralized governement and state borders, leading to a fully realized communist society.
See: The Principles of Communism, The Communist Manifesto, Wage Labor and Capital
In Marxist-Leninist theory, socialism is the transitional stage between capitalism and communism in which the working class, organized and led by a vanguard party (a disciplined group of working class people), seizes control of the government in order reorgaize society for the benefit of the people. During this phase, the means of production (factories, corporations) are placed under collective ownership (typically state ownership representing the workers), and the economy is planned to meet societal needs rather than private profit for the few. Under this socialist transition, class divides persist while the objective is to build and cultivate the conditions of society that eventually lead to the abolition of these divides along with the withering away of the state.
See: The State and Revolution, Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, 
The capitalist mode of production, as described by Marx and Engels, relies on a structural division between those who own the means of production (capitalists) and those who must sell their labor-power to survive (workers). In this structural division, labor itself becomes a commodity, purchased by the capitalist who then provides the tools, materials, and facilities necessary for producing other commodities. These commodities are then sold on the market, where the exchange value of these commodities usually exceeds the wages and costs required to sustain production; this excess is what Marx referred to as surplus value, that is appropriated by the capitalist as profit. This system has transformed society by the incentive towards profit and wealth accumulation, consequently altering society to prioritize profit over human need.
Marx argues that this system necessitates the pursuit of accumulation, since competition compels each capitalist to expand production, adopt new technologies, and reorganize their laborers in order to increase productivity and reduce costs. Defenders of capitalism argue that profit merely rewards the capitalist for their innovation, risk, or coordination. But Marx argues that these things do not alter the underlying relation in which workers generate more value than they receive, making exploitation intrinsic to the capitalist mode of production rather than an unfortunate consequence.
Democratic-Socialism seeks to improve the conditions of the working class through democratic elections and gradual reforms within the existing political system, rather than through revolution. Unlike “true” socialism (as described above), it rejects the need for a vanguard party or a state run by the working class, instead maintaining the capitalist system and civil liberties throughout the transition. Marxist-Leninists typically view this approach as naively reformist, arguing that the capitalist class will never allow a real transition to socialism through voting alone. (1, 2)
Liberalism is the dominant ideology that supports capitalism, it emphasizes individual socioeconomic freedoms over collective freedom, private ownership of businesses and property, and “democratic” elections. It maintains the existing economic system by viewing wealth accumulation as individual freedom. Liberalism is not a leftist ideology because, despite potentially supporting “progressive” social policies, it maintains the fundamental arrangement where wealth and power remain concentrated in the hands of the ruling class rather than the working class. Leftism begins at anti-capitalism.
No. A common misconception about communism is that it means the government controls every aspect of life, including assigning everyone the same wage. As we’ve already discussed, communism is a classless, stateless, and moneyless society where production and distribution are managed collectively by the people themselves. Thus, there will be no need for anyone to “earn” a wage. 
Under socialism, however, society is still in a transitional stage between capitalism and communism. Wages (along with class distinctions) continue to exist, but they are not determined by the unstable “market-driven” forces of supply, demand, or bargaining power of capitalism. Instead, wages are based on the quantity and quality of an individual’s labor, while ensuring that everyone’s essential needs (housing, healthcare, education, food) are met through social programs and public services. In other words, work is valued according to its contribution to society rather than its profitability.
For example, under capitalism, professions like cancer research or early childhood education often receive lower pay despite their immense social value. Under socialism, these jobs would be compensated more fairly. This doesn’t mean that everyone else’s wages would fall or that people would be denied comfort and enjoyment. The goal is not to lower living standards, but to uplift those who are undervalued or excluded in a capitalist system, ensuring that all people have access to dignity, participation, and a good quality of life.
This is among the most common arguments presented to communists and anti-capitalists, and I’ve never understood it. Is the idea that those opposed to capitalist exploitation should refrain from participating in their society entirely? Clothing is produced under capitalism, so is food. Should anti-capitalists wander naked through the woods and starve to death? Surely not. Individuals living under capitalism have no choice but to participate within that system, and doing so does not nullify their critiques.
There is also an odd assumption contained in this argument that communism and socialism require everyone to live in poverty. We often invoke countries like Cuba or the DPRK to exemplify how communism leads to poverty while conveniently ignoring the decades of economic sanctions designed to starve these nations out. Despite this sustained economic warfare, these countries have attained significantly higher rates of medical care, literacy, home ownership, and reductions in extreme poverty than the United States. China is perhaps the most obvious example, having achieved a high quality of living for its citizens, where so-called “luxury” items are easily attainable. This is largely thanks to China’s position as a global leader in trade and manufacturing, as well as its access to rare earth minerals and other global necessities, which renders sanctions against it largely ineffective.
Also, human innovation created the iPhone and public funding created many of the technologies it uses (GPS, touch screens, voice recognition). Capitalism took these collective achievements and monopolized them to reproduce the same phone over and over, make it impossible to repair your own device, and rely on literal slave labor across the exploited southern hemisphere. The inventions, creativity, and technology is human made. The exploitation for profit is capitalist.
Communism and socialism are not poverty cults. We believe that everyone should have nice things, and that access to them should not be restricted by class or wealth, nor depend on the depraved exploitation of others. Everyone deserves a smartphone whose parts were not mined by blood-soaked hands in the Congo. Everyone deserves good quality, natural fiber clothing.
No, it does not. Marx and Lenin described a “dictatorship of the proletariat” but the proletariat is the entirety of the working class and the dictatorship simply refers to the working class taking back control of the state from the ruling class; this is what socialism is. Many of the countries that are framed as authoritarian regimes (the Soviet Union, China, Cuba) have faced significant external pressures including wars, invasions, Western-backed coup attempts, natural disasters, and economic sanctions. Analyzing their material conditions contextualizes their actions and circumstances, shedding light on socialism’s unique ability to withstand even the most hostile of situations.
I would love to, actually. But I’m not a communist out of self-interest or self-preservation. I’m a communist because I believe every human being deserves to live a dignified, good quality life free from the easily avoidable hardships that are ubiquitous under capitalism. This argument also carries a particular irony when directed at indigenous people, we’re being asked to leave a land we did not choose to share, to make room for a system we did not choose to live under, when our culture is much closer to communism than capitalism. Those in power are happy to invest trillions in wars, genocide, and imperialism while our country’s infrastructure crumbles, our citizens fall further behind economically, and basic necessities like healthcare and housing slip further out of reach. We cannot continue to prioritize profit over human and environmental need. Since the ruling class has made it clear they never will, communists will.
Yes and no. Many view the existence of billionaires and corporations in China as evidence of a capitalist society, the implication being that billionaires and private property shouldn’t exist under the dictatorship of the proletariat (socialism). However, Marx and Lenin were both extraordinarily clear that class relations, private property, and other class antagonisms will persist throughout the socialist transition. The objective of the dictatorship of the proletariat is to seize state power, making capital subordinate to the state, eventually eradicating private property and class; the higher and final stages of socialism.
If we view the existence of billionaires in China as evidence of capitalism, we have failed to grasp basic tenets of Marxist theory. We must view capital in relation to the state, and the state in relation to the people. If capital is subordinate to the state, and if the state is subordinate to the people, what we have is a dictatorship of the proletariat regardless of what and how many class antagonisms currently exist. Consequently, China is socialist by Marx and Lenin’s definitions.
“[Socialist Society] as it emerges from capitalist society; which is thus in every respect, economically, morally, and intellectually, still stamped with the birthmarks of the old society from whose womb it emerges.” — Karl Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme
“...classes still remain and will remain in the era of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The dictatorship will become unnecessary when classes disappear. Without the dictatorship of the proletariat they will not disappear.” — Vladimir Lenin, Economics and Politics in the Era of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat
One might ask, what about their market economy? I would recommend watching the following video: How can China be socialist if it has a stock market?
No. China has permitted open travel to Xianjiang for decades where countless individuals have themselves sought to verify the claims made in Western media. These individuals, along with countless experts, have definitively concluded that a genocide is not being committed against the Uyghur people or their culture. For a more in depth answer, please refer to this document.
	The Black Book of Communism is a debunked, ahistorical resource that relies on nazi propaganda

	CIA’s admission that Stalin was not a dictator

	Hidden realities of the “gulag” system, by the CIA

	Why we defend the Soviet Union

	Manufactured famine (aka “Holodomor genocide”):
	Fraud, Famine, and Fascism

	The 1932 Harvest and the Famine of 1933

	Lies Concering the Soviet Union



	Afghanistan’s history with communism, the Soviet Union, and Western intervention


	Palestine 1917 – Balfour Declaration: Britain promised to establish “Jewish homeland” in Palestine to gain Zionist support in WWI. Colonial policy ignored indigenous Palestinian majority and their right to self-determination.

	Palestine 1936-1937 – Great Arab Revolt: Britain brutally crushed Palestinian uprising against colonization using collective punishment, mass arrests, executions, and home demolitions. Destroyed Palestinian political and military leadership before 1948.

	Palestine 1947-1948 - Nakba: The West provided arms (1, 2, 3) to zionist militias during ethnic cleansing of 750,000+ Palestinians. Western powers blocked return of zionist refugees and recognized Israel.

	Iran 1953 - Operation AJAX: CIA and MI6 overthrew Prime Minister Mossadegh after he nationalized oil. Crushed the communist Tudeh Party and reinstated the Shah’s dictatorship.

	Syria 1949 - CIA’s First Coup: CIA orchestrated overthrow of democratically elected government that refused Western oil pipeline deals and installed a military dictatorship.

	Iraq 1963 - Ba’ath Coup: CIA provided lists of communists to Ba’athist coup plotters who massacred thousands of Iraqi Communist Party members. Early collaboration with Saddam Hussein.

	Indonesia 1965-1966 – The Jakarta Method: US provided kill lists, communications equipment, and training for violent extremist groups for military massacre of 900,000+ communists and leftists. This became template for anti-communist operations globally.

	Oman 1965-1976 – Dhofar Rebellion: UK military and Iranian troops (under Shah) crushed Marxist rebellion in southern Oman to protect Gulf oil routes and monarchies.

	Afghanistan 1978-present – Operation Cyclone: CIA’s largest covert operation funded and armed Islamic fundamentalists (mujahideen) to destroy communist uprisings. Created conditions for Taliban and al-Qaeda, ongoing partnerships to this day.
	“Key proponents of the initial program were Texas Congressman Charlie Wilson; Michael G. Vickers, a young CIA paramilitary officer; and Gust Avrakotos, the CIA’s regional head, who developed a close relationship with Wilson. Their strategy was to provide a broad mix of weapons, tactics, and logistics, along with training programs, to enhance the rebels’ ability to fight a guerilla war against the Soviets. Initially, to avoid detection of U.S. involvement, the program supplied the rebels only with Soviet-made weaponry. This plan was enabled by the tacit support of Israel, which had captured large stockpiles of Soviet-made weaponry during the Yom Kippur War and agreed to sell them to the CIA clandestinely, as well as Egypt, which had recently modernized its army with weapons purchased from Western nations, funneling the older Soviet-made arms to the mujahideen.”




	Killing Hope: US Military and CIA Interventions Since World War II

	How Capitalism is Theft

	Pedagogy of the Oppressed

	Inventing Reality: The Politics of Mass Media

	The Difference Between Personal and Private Property
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A Tankie Primer
Article 2 of 3
The Anti-Empire Project
By The Anti Empire Project
Originally published at https://justinpodur.substack.com/p/a-tankie-primer
Publication Date: December 27, 2024
The word “tankie” was coined by British Trotskyists for use against leftists who did not oppose the USSR intervention in Hungary in 1956 and resurrected after 2011 by pro-regime change leftists who used it to mock leftists who opposed the destruction of the Syrian state.
But the self-definition of “tankie” can be derived from Lenin’s advice to the socialists in WWI. When most of the socialists of Germany, Russia, and France were lining up with their own governments, Lenin advocated what was called at the time revolutionary defeatism. He wrote: “During a reactionary war a revolutionary class cannot but desire the defeat of its government.” He wanted socialists, rather than celebrating their countries’ achievements in overt or covert war, to take up the struggle in their own countries: “one cannot be a sincere opponent of a civil (i.e., class) truce without arousing hatred of one’s own government and bourgeoisie!”
In my view, this is no different from what Chomsky has advocated for decades. As he was wont to do, he repeated this message constantly in the hopes that it would stick (it didn’t):
“…One of the most elementary moral truisms is that you are responsible for the anticipated consequences of your own actions. It is fine to talk about the crimes of Genghis Khan, but there isn’t much that you can do about them. If Soviet intellectuals chose to devote their energies to crimes of the U.S., which they could do nothing about, that is their business. We honor those who recognized that the first duty is to concentrate on your own country. And it is interesting that no one ever asks for an explanation, because in the case of official enemies, truisms are indeed truisms. It is when truisms are applied to ourselves that they become contentious, or even outrageous. But they remain truisms. In fact, the truisms hold far more for us than they did for Soviet dissidents, for the simple reason that we are in free societies, do not face repression, and can have a substantial influence on government policy*.”

This idea - that we’re supposed to think about the effects of our work and therefore focus on the crimes of Western imperialists, not the crimes of their enemies - is one Western tankies take seriously.
If you’re wondering why the small group of us on social media around my podcast (the Anti-Empire Project) and Sina’s (The East is a Podcast) affectionately call each other “tankies” and the politics behind it, read on.
For the purposes of this post, a tankie is someone who doesn’t want the destruction of states that are currently targeted by the US.
Tankies are glad that Stalin defeated Hitler in WWII and that the Red Army stopped the Holocaust. Tankies didn’t want Syria, Libya, Yugoslavia, or Iraq destroyed. Tankies don’t often get what they want, as you can see. Tankies don’t want Cuba, Venezuela, Iran, Russia, or China destroyed.
There are other causes on which tankies and other kinds of leftists agree, like wanting a Free Palestine. But on the question of regime change in Syria and other countries, we split.
There are three main premises to being a “tankie”.
	The US Empire, and the British Empire that it took over, which could be called the Anglo-American Empire, is the only empire today. To tankies, Russia, China, and Iran - the only countries really ever accused of also being imperialists - are not.

	The Anglo-American Empire is uniquely genocidal and destructive. There are other bad things that happen in the world, but in almost every international political situation, with brief and occasional anomalies that quickly revert to pattern (like when they supported Stalin in WW2 or fought their own ISIS creations briefly in Syria and Iraq), victory for the Anglo-American imperialists will lead to more death and destruction than defeat.

	No matter how much imperial propaganda you have managed to cut through, you are more propagandized than you think. It’s a safer assumption that every single claim made by the imperialists is a lie and work from there.


A few points about the reasoning behind these premises:
Premise 1: There’s only one empire. The hundred-year long debate about imperialism goes back to when Lenin used the concept, which he’d read in Hobson, to explain the origins of the First World War. The Great Powers - England, France, Germany, Japan, the US, Austria-Hungary (not really in the game any more) - had divided the whole world up into colonies from which they drained resources and which they used as captive markets. The whole world being divided up, the game had become zero-sum and the only way these powers could advance was by taking colonies from one another. The strongest powers would take the most, but relative strength would change and the only way to truly test strength was to go to war, hence imperialist war was inevitable. So argued Lenin about a century ago. But another way of looking at World War I (and WWII, and the Cold War) is as a war successfully waged by the Anglo-American Empire to subordinate potential rivals into a global system. Today Germany and Japan host US bases, the Five Eyes and France are subordinate to the US. The Western elite is disciplined, willing to subordinate local interests for US or Israel’s interests, and 100% behind Israel’s holocaust in Gaza.
Another definition of imperialism that I like, that you don’t have to listen to a 100+ hour history podcast to get a handle on, is arrived at by studying value transfer, for example through Jason Hickel et al.’s work, “Imperialist appropriation in the world economy: Drain from the global South through unequal exchange, 1990–2015”. The imperial countries are the ones receiving the value transfer, the colonized are those whose wealth is drained by trillions every year. The Global North / the Golden Billion / the Combined West, is the metropole. The Global South is the colony.
What of China, with its dealmaking in Africa, Pakistan, and elsewhere? If you’re not willing to listen to 50+ hours about the genocidal insanity that the West brought to Africa during the Scramble, you should at least know that China isn’t in Africa chopping children’s hands off or killing ⅓ of all Congolese: they’re building roads and custom phone networks and buying minerals. That’s not what the West did - or does - in Africa.
What of Iran, which exercised influence in Syria until recently and exercises influence in its neighbouring country, Iraq? Historically Persia was incorporated into the Anglo-American global empire as a “semi-periphery”, like China, then became a firm member of the Global South, complete with at least one CIA overthrow in 1953, and is now back in the Global South as a sanctioned country whose economy is targeted for destruction. Not looking for colonies, not draining anybody’s wealth, not imperialist.
Russia? The USSR supported anti-imperialist struggles, notably Cuba and Vietnam, while it lasted from 1917-1991. The post-Soviet Russian Federation has shrunk from the USSR borders, with former members of the USSR increasingly hoisting the US flag over military bases that encroach on Russia and US-sponsored covert operations trying to regime change Russia and break it up (notably starting with Chechnya). Like Iran, Russia had some brief influence in Syria, but it gave that up. The war between Russia and Ukraine is akin to a Western-sponsored civil war, which the US explicitly says it is using to try to destroy Russia. As an economy, Russia spent decades recovering from the destruction wrought by the end of the USSR and the privatization of the USSR’s assets (what author Austin Murphy called the Triumph of Evil). Russia isn’t draining the Global South. It’s not imperialist.
Premise 2. The Anglo-American Empire is uniquely genocidal. The Spanish, Portuguese, and Dutch empires are the only empires that could compete with the sheer horrors of the Anglo-Americans, but the scope and scale of the Anglo-American genocides is worse and only the Anglo-American Empire is effectively threatening to end human civilization either through environmental collapse or nuclear war (or both). The worst things in human history were the genocides of the Americas, the enslavement of Africans, and the colonization of Africa and Asia. All were conducted by the Anglo-Americans - where others like France, Belgium, and Germany, eagerly participated, they did so in a system organized by the Anglo-Americans. The German Nazis were sponsored by the Anglo-Americans until WWII started, then these Allies briefly fought the Nazis, then as soon as the war ended the Allies rehabilitated the Nazis and brought them into the heights of Western research, industry, and military coordination through Operation Paperclip. In all the major post-WW2 holocausts, the US was either doing them directly or deeply involved. The Rwandan genocide could not have occurred if the US had not organized the war and invasion of Rwanda the way it had. In the DR Congo, millions died in a war in which abusive local militias faced truly genocidal invaders from Rwanda. The abusive militias were bad; the genocidal invaders were qualitatively worse. As you would expect, the Americans supported the genocidal invaders. The ongoing Gaza holocaust by Israel could not be conducted without daily airlifts of weapons from the US and fuel and food sent daily to Israel by allies organized by the US.
Opposing the Anglo-American empire is opposing genocide. Tactically supporting any western-led regime change campaign is supporting the most genocidal system that has ever existed, and it’s beneath contempt.
Principles vs Campism: Regime changers claim to be loyal to higher principles than anti-imperialist “campists”. Campists, they claim, support authoritarianism, just not if the Anglo-Americans are doing it. Whereas regime changers, with their exalted principles, are against authoritarianism regardless of who’s doing it. Let’s leave aside the fact that “authoritarianism” is itself a term only ever applied to official enemies. Based on Premise 2, it is true that the authoritarianism of targeted regimes is the lesser evil.

Regime changer principles applied to the real world amount to endorsements of the greater evil - dismemberment of countries and genocides of populations. Politics isn’t about abstractions, but how principles are applied on the ground. And they are applied unevenly. Regime changers can perform the mental operations necessary to oppose Iran on women’s rights principle and endorse HTS removing all female judges from their jobs in Syria in practice. The regime changers’ claim to higher principles is empty.
Premise 3. You’re more propagandized than you even think. Leftists who have come to understand that the US empire is a force for evil in the world but then think that all the people the US are trying to destroy are also evil, have half-emancipated their own minds and given imperial propagandists a loophole to win them back: by lying about the targets, they win potential anti-imperialists back to pro-imperialism or useless nihilism.
The lies are voluminous, systematic, repetitive, mutually contradictory, uninterrupted, flexible, and intense. You watched them do it throughout this genocide in Gaza. Lies about beheaded babies, mass rape, human shields, Palestinians bombing themselves, and tireless ceasefire efforts. But after watching the whole campaign of lies about Gaza, and the genocide continue through it all, regime changers have nonetheless readily accepted fantastical stories about Syria under Assad and the virtues of those occupying, partitioning, and destroying Syria now. Regime changers criticize Venezuela’s economic policies, or Cuba’s, or Iran’s, as if these countries aren't being sanctioned by the US with the open purpose of destroying their economy.
If you’ve broken the grip on your mind that tells you that the West is uniquely benevolent, or benevolent at all, congratulations. But your work isn’t done. You have to look at what else the West is telling you (to hate all its enemies on its schedule) and break those grips too. Believe nothing they tell you about official enemies. Make that your default stance and change it only if there is overwhelming evidence.
The regime change left exists to wreck antiwar work - and for no other reason
I’m not here to own liberals in online debates. I don’t want to talk to regime changers at all.
But the regime change leftists do want to talk to us. That’s all they want to do, in fact.
Why? Because their only value in the world is their value to imperialists and they provide this value by disorganizing and disorienting antiwar potential.
Imperialists don’t care what pro-Palestine leftists think. It doesn’t matter whether these leftists are tankies or regime changers. Leftists are in no position to materially help the assassins and mercenaries assembled at various border points preparing to destroy imperial targets. Regime change leftists’ only value is in harassing and disrupting any potential antiwar movement. As Jean Bricmont wrote a decade ago in his article about the “Wishful Thinking Left” (also about Syria):
“the main defect of… the humanitarian interventionist Left… is: to whom are they talking? The rebels in Syria want as many sophisticated weapons as possible... Those rebels want Western governments to provide them with such weapons - they couldn’t care less what the Western Left thinks. And those Western governments hardly know that the wishful thinking Left even exists. And if they did, why would they listen to people with no serious popular support, and so no means of pressuring governments? The best proof of that is given by the cause to which so many signatories have devoted a good part of their lives: Palestine. Which Western government pays any attention to the demands of the “Palestine solidarity movement”?

The main effect of the regime change left is to undermine antiwar work. It
“weakens and confuses what is left of antiwar sentiments, by stressing that “our” priority must be empty gestures of solidarity with a rebellion that is already militarily supported by the West. Once this mindset is acquired, it becomes psychologically difficult to oppose U.S. intervention in the internal affairs of Syria, since intervention is precisely what the revolutionaries that we must “support” want.”

Bricmont continues: regime changers
“will probably say that “we” must denounce both U.S. imperialism and the oppressive regimes against which the “people” revolt. But that only shows the depth of their delusions: why claim doing two things at once, when one is not capable of doing either, even partly?”

Regime change leftists will lie, scream, use identity politics, hijack left-wing rhetoric, and smear us relentlessly. What they won’t do is set out what it is they want to achieve, nor their strategy. Because what they want to achieve is screwing anti-imperialists up and their strategy is simply to wreck everything we try to do.
On the other hand, I can tell you exactly what we want: An end to these genocides and regime change wars, a world where sovereign Global South countries keep the fruits of their own labours, where Indigenous peoples take care of their own lands. I can tell you our strategy too. It is to try to develop a constituency inside the West that is strong enough to stop imperialism.
I admit, it’s not going all that well. While we let regime changers pretend they’re on our side (but with some nuance), it will keep not going well.
The best we can do now is try to find our friends, exclude our enemies, and avoid distractions.
A thread on things tankies oppose.

French in Cote d’Ivoire… tankies oppose this.

Americans in the War on Terror… tankies oppose this.

Israelis in Occupied Palestine… tankies oppose this.
Note:
*Watching the way this genocide has unfolded, I am no longer so sure that we “can have a substantial influence on government policy” and still working out what that means… but let’s leave that for future exploration.
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Introduction




Across the imperial core-left, debates about international solidarity often become heated and reduced to labels. This is especially true regarding how we relate to states, movements, and governments that come into conflict with Western imperialism. Marxist-Leninists are frequently told our approach is “uncritical,” or reduced to the idea that we are simply “pro anything anti-West.”




This text sets out a more straightforward explanation of the positions Marxist-Leninists are taking: our principles for anti-imperialist solidarity, their historical origins, and why they remain materially relevant. The aim is not to litigate intra-left disputes, but to clarify the political method that guides Marxist-Leninist solidarity: dialectical and historical material analysis, refined through praxis, and oriented toward weakening imperialism as the principal contradiction in the present epoch




Principled Anti-Imperialist Solidarity




Marxist-Leninist approaches to solidarity have emerged through practical experience in struggles against imperialism. For ourselves, in our own contexts, that struggle takes the form of communism —it is the theory and praxis of Marxism-Leninism, guided by dialectical materialism, that informs us. But not every anti-imperialist struggle is Marxist-Leninist in ideological character.




The Palestinian resistance and its allies in the broader Axis of Resistance, for example, includes Marxist-Leninist formations, but cannot be described as Marxist-Leninist as a whole. It is, however, self-evidently anti-imperialist. So the question becomes: how do Marxist-Leninists relate to movements that oppose imperialism but contain diverse class forces, ideologies, and political programs?




There is no “one size fits all” answer, that would be mechanical. Instead, Marxist-Leninists have historically developed concrete principles through concrete experience: support for forces that tend to weaken imperialism, opposition to forces that tend to strengthen it, and a consistently material analysis of what a given alignment or conflict does in the world, and its impact on the broader proletarian-socialist movement.




What follows is the historical development of that line as it was articulated by key Marxist-Leninist theorists and revolutionaries. 




Our History on The National Question, a Brief Overview




Stalin’s Early Framework on the National Question




Joseph Stalin’s “Marxism and the National Question” was a foundational text on the subject (Stalin, 1912). The text, however, is of its time and place. It was written in 1912, before the First World War, a war that is characterised as an inter-imperialist war. The text addressed the nature of bourgeois-democratic revolutions, framing them in a highly critical manner while acknowledging their revolutionary potential, yet ultimately shifting to a reactionary character following such revolutions. A practical example of a bourgeois-democratic revolution creating conditions for proletarian revolution is February 1917, which in turn created the conditions for the October Revolution:






“From what has been said it will be clear that the national struggle under the conditions of rising capitalism is a struggle of the bourgeois classes among themselves. …In its essence it is always a bourgeois struggle, one that is to the advantage and profit mainly of the bourgeoisie. But it does not by any means follow that the proletariat should not put up a fight against the policy of national oppression. Restriction of freedom of movement, disfranchisement, repression of language, closing of schools, and other forms of persecution affect the workers no less, if not more, than the bourgeoisie. Such a state of affairs can only serve to retard the free development of the intellectual forces of the proletariat of subject nation”






Lenin’s Development and Marx & Engels’ Concrete Method




During this period, a qualitative shift occurred in the nature of revolutionary movements worldwide. Stalin’s early framing was correct for its time and place. Under rising capitalism, many national movements are bourgeois in social character. But, as Lenin identified in 1916, the character of national liberation had undergone a qualitative shift. National oppression is no longer a local “democratic” side-issue; it becomes a component of the world revolutionary struggle because imperialism’s super-profits and its political hegemony depend on the subjugation of other peoples. That is why the question is not whether a country’s stance aligns with our own politics- whether that country is itself seeking to develop socialism, but: does a stance tend to weaken imperialism, or does it tend to strengthen it? This passage from Lenin’s The Discussion On Self-Determination Summed Up (Lenin, 1916) describes this and identifies Marx and Engels as expressing similar views:





According to the Polish Marxists, Marx was simply a muddlehead who “in one breath” said contradictory things! This is altogether untrue, and it is certainly not Marxism. It is precisely the demand for “concrete” analysis, which our Polish comrades insist on, but do not themselves apply, that makes it necessary for us to investigate whether Marx’s different attitudes towards different concrete “national” movements did not spring from one and the same socialist outlook.







Marx is known to have favoured Polish independence in the interests of European democracy in its struggle against the power and influence—or, it might he said, against the omnipotence and predominating reactionary influence—of tsarism. That this attitude was correct…most clearly and practically demonstrated … when the Russian serf army crushed the national liberation and revolutionary-democratic rebellion in Hungary. From that time until Marx’s death, and even later, until 1890, when there was a danger that tsarism, allied with France, would wage a reactionary war against a non-imperialist and nationally independent Germany, Engels stood first and foremost for a struggle against tsarism. It was for this reason… that Marx and Engels were opposed to the national movement of the Czechs and South Slavs… Marx and Engels at that time drew a clear and definite distinction between “whole reactionary nations” serving as “Russian outposts” in Europe, and “revolutionary nations” namely, the Germans, Poles and Magyars… it was indicated at the time with incontrovertible truth: in 1848 revolutionary nations fought for liberty, whose principal enemy was tsarism,  whereas the Czechs, etc., were in fact reactionary nations, and outposts of tsarism…







There is no hint of any repudiation of that elementary socialist principle… to which Marx was always faithful—that no nation can be free if it oppresses other nations. If the concrete situation… were to repeat itself, for instance, in the form of a few nations starting a socialist revolution (as a bourgeois-democratic revolution was started in Europe in 1848), and other nations serving as the chief bulwarks of bourgeois reaction—then we too would have to be in favour of a revolutionary war against the latter, in favour of “crushing” them, in favour of destroying all their outposts, no matter what small-nation movements arose in them.






Lenin, as early as 1916, pushed back on stances that resemble those whom today refer to Marxist-Leninists as “campists”: 





In the epoch of imperialism… the proletariat has been split into two international camps, one of which has been corrupted by the crumbs that fall from the table of the dominant-nation bourgeoisie—obtained, among other things, from the double or triple exploitation of small nations—while the other cannot liberate itself without liberating the small nations. without educating the masses in an anti-chauvinist, i.e., anti-annexationist, i.e., “self-determinationist” spirit.







This, the most important aspect of the question, is ignored by our Polish comrades, who do not view things from the key position in the epoch of imperialism, the standpoint of the division of the international proletariat into two camps. 






Put straightforwardly, applying Lenin’s logic to our current time and place: the imperial core is motivated to condemn the sovereignty of other states, sold under the guise of “human rights,” “democracy promotion,” or “a popular uprising against tyranny,”. While this propagates in discourse as “nuance” and neutrality”, it’s often a sign of how effectively imperial narratives train those in the metropoles to uphold hegemony, despite their stated values to the contrary. The point is to make imperial policy feel like moral “common sense”.




Stalin’s Later Clarification and the Shift in Epoch




Lenin’s development was not in opposition to Stalin; quite the contrary. Stalin himself described the development in On The National Question Once Again (1925):





 The October Revolution in Russia… transformed the national question from a part of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into a part of the proletarian-socialist revolution. 






In this same text, Stalin made clear the qualitative shift and subsequent change in the Marxist-Leninist line:





[My] pamphlet Marxism and the National Question, written at the end of 1912… says that “the national struggle under the conditions of rising capitalism is a struggle of the bourgeois classes among themselves.”  But [my] pamphlet was written before the imperialist war, when the national question was not yet regarded by Marxists as a question of world significance, when the Marxists’ fundamental demand for the right to self-determination was regarded not as part of the proletarian revolution, but as part of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. It would be ridiculous not to see that since then the international situation has radically changed, that the war, on the one hand, and the October Revolution in Russia, on the other, transformed the national question from a part of the bourgeois-democratic revolution into a part of the proletarian-socialist revolution. As far back as October 1916, in his article, “The Discussion on Self-Determination Summed Up,” Lenin said that the main point of the national question, the right to self-determination, had ceased to be a part of the general democratic movement, that it had already become a component part of the general proletarian, socialist revolution… After all this, what significance can Semich’s reference to the passage in Stalin’s pamphlet, written in the period of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in Russia, have at the present time, when, as a consequence of the new historical situation, we have entered a new epoch… of proletarian revolution? It can only signify that Semich quotes outside of space and time, without reference to the living historical situation, and thereby violates the most elementary requirements of dialectics, and ignores the fact that what is right for one historical situation may prove to be wrong in another historical situation.






This is made explicit in the Foundation of Leninism chapter on the National Question (Stalin, 1924):





[Marxism-Leninism] recognises the existence of revolutionary capacities in the national liberation movement of the oppressed countries, and the possibility of using these for overthrowing the common enemy, for overthrowing imperialism. The mechanics of the development of imperialism, the imperialist war and the revolution in Russia wholly confirm the conclusions of Leninism on this score. Hence the necessity for the proletariat of the “dominant” nations to support–resolutely and actively to support–the national liberation movement of the oppressed and dependent peoples.






Mao and “New Democracy” in the World Revolutionary Process




If it were not already clear, the “socialist-proletarian” revolution, sometimes referred to as “world revolution”, includes those that have some degree of bourgeois elements. This isn’t to submit to bourgeois rule, rather, it is a dialectical, strategic, and even necessary move. Mao articulates this in On New Democracy (1940):





From this it can be seen that there are two kinds of world revolution, the first belonging to the bourgeois or capitalist category. The era of this kind of world revolution is long past, having come to an end as far back as 1914 when the first imperialist world war broke out, and more particularly in 1917 when the October Revolution took place. The second kind, namely, the proletarian-socialist world revolution, thereupon began… No matter what classes, parties or individuals in an oppressed nation join the revolution, and no matter whether they themselves are conscious of the point or understand it, so long as they oppose imperialism, their revolution becomes part of the proletarian-socialist world revolution and they become its allies.







Although such a revolution in a colonial and semi-colonial country is still fundamentally bourgeois-democratic in its social character during its first stage or first step… It belongs to the new type of revolution led by the proletariat with the aim, in the first stage, of establishing a new-democratic society and a state under the joint dictatorship of all the revolutionary classes.






Cabral and the Material Necessity of a Broad Anti-Imperialist Front




This theoretical line does not stop with Mao. Amílcar Cabral demonstrated that national liberation necessitates a broad front of all forces willing to fight imperialism, not as a moral choice, but as a material necessity imposed by colonial war  (Cabral, 1965):





We…declare in our Party’s programme that we are willing to join any African people, with only one condition: that the gains made by our people in the liberation struggle, the economic and social gains and the justice which we seek and are achieving little by little, should not be compromised by unity with other peoples. That is our only condition for unity. 







We are for the policy of non-alignment, but we consider ourselves to be deeply committed to our people and committed to every just cause in the world. We see ourselves as part of a vast front of struggle for the good of humanity… We in the CONCP are fiercely in solidarity with every just cause. That is why our hearts… beat in unison with the hearts of our brothers in Vietnam … with our brothers in the Congo… in Cuba… We are with the Blacks of North America… the martyrised refugees of Palestine, who have been tricked and driven from their own homeland by the manoeuvres of imperialism…we support wholeheartedly all that the sons of Palestine are doing to liberate their country, and we fully support the Arab and African countries in general in helping the Palestinian people to recover their dignity, their independence and their right to live. We are also with the peoples of Southern Arabia, of so-called ‘French Somaliland, of so-called ‘Spanish’ Guinea, and we are also most seriously and painfully with our brothers in South Africa who are facing the most barbarous racial discrimination. 







We strongly support all just causes in the world, but we are also reinforced by the support of others. We receive concrete assistance from many people, from many friends, from many brothers…. since the socialist revolution and the events of the second world war, the face of the world has been definitely changed. A socialist camp has arisen in the world…this socialist camp is today showing itself fully conscious of its duties, international and historic, but not moral, since the peoples of the socialist countries have never exploited the colonised peoples.






Kanafani and National Liberation as a Primary Terrain of Struggle




It was taken up and concretised by revolutionaries fighting imperialism, through national liberation struggles. Ghassan Kanafani, a Marxist-Leninist and member of the PFLP, demonstrated that under Zionist settler-colonialism, the national struggle becomes the primary terrain for class struggle. Kanafani articulated that neutrality between the coloniser and the colonised is impossible; all who oppose imperialism, regardless of ideological distinctions, are objectively part of the same struggle (Kanafani, 2024):





The Palestinian cause is not a cause for Palestinians only, but a cause for every revolutionary, wherever they are, as a cause of the exploited and oppressed masses in our era.






And (Kanafani, 1980)





Imperialism has laid its body over the world, the head in Eastern Asia, the heart in the Middle East, its arteries reaching Africa and Latin America. Wherever you strike it, you damage it, and you serve the World Revolution.










What This Adds Up To in Practice




There are countless more examples, but the through-line is consistent: Marxist-Leninist solidarity is not grounded in personal preference, moral approval, or idealised narratives. It is grounded in material analysis of the imperialist system and the requirements of defeating it.




This is also why Marxist-Leninists insist on a concrete standard rather than an abstract one. To return to Stalin’s Foundations of Leninism (1924):





This does not mean, of course, that the proletariat must support every national movement, everywhere and always, in every individual concrete case. It means that support must be given to such national movements as tend to weaken, to overthrow imperialism, and not to strengthen and preserve it. Cases occur when the national movements in certain oppressed countries came into conflict with the interests of the development of the proletarian movement. In such cases support is, of course, entirely out of the question. The question of the rights of nations is not an isolated, self-sufficient question; it is a part of the general problem of the proletarian revolution, subordinate to the whole, and must be considered from the point of view of the whole. In the forties of the last century Marx supported the national movement of the Poles and Hungarians and was opposed to the national movement of the Czechs and the South Slavs. Why? Because the Czechs and the South Slavs were then “reactionary peoples,” “Russian outposts” in Europe, outposts of absolutism; whereas the Poles and the Hungarians were “revolutionary peoples,” fighting against absolutism. Because support of the national movement of the Czechs and the South Slavs was at that time equivalent to indirect support for tsarism, the most dangerous enemy of the revolutionary movement in Europe.






The Challenges of this Perspective in the Imperial Core




One reason these debates remain heated is that people in the imperial core do not view imperialism from a neutral perspective. The ruling class’s dominant ideology shapes what is acceptable and “common sense,” including the language used to describe conflicts abroad (“democracy promotion,” “human rights,” “the people rising against tyranny”, and so on) (Gramsci et al., 1987). While emanating from traditional intellectuals, as is most often the case, the hegemonised then go on to perpetuate their own hegemony. It is, for the most part, not cynicism, nor is there a complex conspiracy; instead, well-meaning people perpetuate imperialist narratives that benefit the ruling class because they genuinely believe they are expressing moral consistency. 




Cultural phenomena of the superstructure, of course, also have a material dimension in the economic base. Workers in the core live under conditions different from those in the periphery, in part because of global structures of extraction and unequal exchange. Put plainly: imperialism has historically helped subsidise relative stability and higher living standards in core countries, even while exploitation persists under capitalism. Research on unequal exchange of labour in the world economy outlines these dynamics in contemporary terms (Hickel et al., 2024). 




None of this means core workers are “the enemy,” nor does it reduce politics to moral accusation. It means solidarity must be consciously internationalist, built against the ideological and material pressures that pull people back into the logic of their own state’s imperialism.




Conclusion 




We, the global collective of proletarians, peasants, and other underclasses, are exploited. In its most naked and inhumane form, this is felt in the Global South. In the North, however, there is no simple return to the era of social democracy. This isn’t because capitalists were moral then and immoral now, but because the material conditions that made those concessions possible have shifted. Capitalism’s inherent logic generates recurrent pressures on profitability and intensifying contradictions, such as ecological limits, overaccumulation, and the compulsion to expand or die. In simple terms, the room for sustained concessions was not a gift of benevolent morality; it was a historically specific outcome of struggle and vast surplus, much of it extracted from the periphery. Over recent decades, capital has clawed this back to maintain accumulation, and there is no stable basis, given the system’s logic, to reliably return it.




Even then, workers in the Global North were still exploited in material terms (while their relatively lavish crumbs came through the blood of imperialist extraction from the south). Things are becoming genuinely dire for many in the imperial core; unfortunately, this impacts the already marginalised the most, before it does those in relative comfort, but it will eventually affect all of us. Homelessness is rising across the imperial core, driven by rent inflation and housing scarcity, increasingly pushing people into insecurity who would once have been buffered from it (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, 2024). Wealth inequality is continuing to rise (Alex Maitland, Anjela Taneja, Anthony et al., 2026), and the “cost of living” has become an ongoing crisis (Ahmed Yussuf, 2025).




Even if imperialism persists for some time, the falling rate of profit means that the benefits won’t be distributed to the workers; rather, conditions will only worsen. Thus, workers of the imperial core must recognise that their futures are inextricably linked to the success of the periphery. In practice, this means steadfast support to those striking blows against capitalism in the periphery, where its chains are weakest. Rupture is not pretty; it won’t be easy, but there is no easy alternative path against terminal-stage capitalism: it is anti-imperialism or barbarism and extinction.












CitationsCitations
Understanding Marxist-Leninist Anti-Imperialist Solidarity
References




Ahmed Yussuf. (2025, August 10). As financial strain hits, Australians struggle with money dysmorphia. ABC News. 




Alex Maitland, Anjela Taneja, Anthony, Kamande, Carlos Brown Solá, Harry Bignell, Max Lawson, & and Rune Møller Stahl. (2026). Resisting the Rule of the Rich. Oxfam International. 




Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2024). Specialist Homelessness Services Annual Report 2022–23. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 




Cabral, A. (1965). The Nationalist Movements of the Portuguese Colonies. Marxists Internet Archive. 




Gramsci, A., Quintin, H., & Geoffrey, N. S. (1987). Selections from the prison notebooks of Antonio Gramsci. International Publishers.




Hickel, J., Hanbury Lemos, M., & Barbour, F. (2024). Unequal exchange of labour in the world economy. Nature Communications, 15(1), 6298. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-024-49687-y




Kanafani, G. (1980). The 1936-39 Revolt in Palestine. Tricontinental Society.




Kanafani, G. (2024). Ghassan Kanafani: Selected Political Writings (L. Brehony & T. Hamdi, Eds). Pluto Press. 




Lenin, V. I. (1916, July). The Discussion On Self-Determination Summed Up. https://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1916/jul/x01.htm




Mao, Z. (1940, January). On New Democracy. Marxists Internet Archive. 




Stalin, J. (1912). Marxism and the national question. International Publishers. 




Stalin, J. (1924). Foundations of Leninism. Chapter 6: The National Question. International Publishers; Union Labor. 




Stalin, J. (1925, June 30). The National Question Once Again. Marxists Internet Archive. 




EPUB/nav.xhtml

    
      Table of Contents


      
        		
          Introduction
        


        		
          About this Collection
        


        		
          Table of Contents
        


        		
          Other Resources
        


        		
          Sources on Marxism/Socialism/Communism
        


        		
          A Tankie Primer
        


        		
          Understanding Marxist-Leninist Anti-Imperialist Solidarity
        


        		
          Citations
        


      


    


EPUB/images/curator-0.png





EPUB/images/cover.jpg
Lo

& https://unlearn.capital/collections/introduction-to-marxism-leninism/

INTRODUCTION TO MARXISM-LENINISM

7 3 articles - {; 2 podcasts - © 5 videos - W 6 books

‘ A& Marxism H  Philosophy H M History H % Labour H = Economics ‘

A comprehensive collection of books, articles, podcasts and videos to provide
an in-depth understanding of the concepts and history of Marxism-Leninism. ‘

UNEEARNING £ 5)
CAP|TALISM ¢/





