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MIGRANTS ARE WELCOME HERE, 
THERE AND EVERYWHERE. 

 
 
“The plethora of capital arises from the same causes that produce a relative surplus population and is 
therefore a phenomenon that compliments this latter, even though the two things stand at opposite 
poles – unoccupied capital on the one hand and unemployed working population on the other” (Karl 
Marx page 359, Book 3, Chapter 15.3  entitled Surplus Capital Alongside Surplus Population.) 
 
Marx observed how capitalism sucked workers into production only to spit them out at another stage. 
Whether workers were welcomed into factories or shown the door depended on the rate of profit. If 
it was rising, investment grew and more of the population was employed and when it fell and with it 
investment, less were employed. When profitability fell, machinery rusted on the one hand while 
workers starved on the other. Idle capital destroying lives. For the first time in history, in what was 
now the epoch of capitalism, man-made disasters replaced natural disasters as the planets biggest 
killer. 
 
Since 2001 the amount of surplus capital has been growing globally as the giant corporations sucked 
in profits but failed to invest them. Details of this over-accumulation of capital are described in a 
number of postings on this site. The financial crash of 2008 which temporarily paralysed the world 
economy was the result of a calculated effort by the banks to offload some of this surplus capital onto 
the retail market especially home owners who were desperate to preserve their standards of living. It 
ended badly, more Americans lost their homes through repossessions than the entire US Air Force 
could have destroyed in a similar period.  
 
In order to rescue the banks, many governments took over their debts. Bankers were repaid their 
losses, while tax payers bore the debts. By itself these efforts would have come to nought. It was the 
investment boom in China that rescued the world economy. In the graph below we show China’s share 
of global investment in 2003 and again in 2013 the height of its investment boom. 
 

 
(Source OECD Economic Outlook 2015/1) 
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In both 2003 and 2013 the share of global investment by these four sets of countries was similar, at 

around 58%. However, whereas China’s share of this 58% was under thirty percent in 2003, by 2013 

it was close to fifty five percent. Or to put it another way, in 2013 China invested ten percent more 

than the combined totals for the USA, EU15 and Japan, the economies that had hitherto dominated 

the world economy. Compared to the USA, China was now investing two and a half times as much, 

which is why when China sneezes the world now catches cold. 

This surge in Chinese investment was of course accompanied by a surge in employment.  Between 
1990 and 2000, China’s industrial working population increased by 91 million and over the next ten 
years by another 50 million. By 2013 the total addition amounted to 160 million. (Source: World Bank.) 
In the ten years up to 2013 China added the equivalent of half of the entire US workforce to its ranks. 
 
We can therefore see that high rates of investment leads to high rates of employment, sufficient for 
economist to fret that China is now facing a labour shortage. Indeed such was the rate of investment 
in China that it changed employment rates not only in China, but in whole continents, notably Africa 
and Latin America. Now that Chinese investment is subsiding not only is employment falling in China, 
but it is falling more disastrously in Africa and Latin America. 
 
With the fall in Chinese investment world investment is contracting at the rate of 10% per annum 
(Standard and Poor August 2015) and the results are catastrophic for the population of this planet. 
Instead of global employment rising, it is now falling. For the first time in this long boom, now ending, 
no part of the capitalist world economy remains dynamic. Not China, not Singapore, not Brazil. Instead 
whole economies are collapsing and mass migration is becoming the norm as people move from 
country to country desperately looking for work. The contraction in investment is not about numbers, 
it is about lives, about workers drowning at sea or suffocating in Lorries and above all, it is about 
wasted lives. 
 
DIVIDING THE INTERNATIONAL WORKING CLASS. 
 
Under the rule of capital, the mass of society are separated from the means of their existence. This 
forces the majority of society to work for those who monopolise the means of production. This renders 
workers insecure and disempowered, fostering competition over jobs, and more tangentially over 
services and housing. As investment falls and unemployment grows this competition intensifies. 
 
With the world heading into recession, the reserve army of labour is growing and becoming more 
desperate. Migrant labour has become mass migration feeding febrile headlines all over the world. In 
the absence of a socialist culture, workers are increasingly turning to immigration controls in order to 
preserve their jobs and services. They are being attracted by the siren call of right-wing nationalist 
parties and their slogans of putting our people first, of ensuring that “our” scarce resources are only 
spent on “our” people. Their goal: to produce gated countries. 
 
This growing nationalism and xenophobia is tearing the international working class apart. It represents 
the biggest single political challenge facing workers as it turns worker against worker. The call for 
immigration controls is a call directed at the capitalist state to save “our” jobs. It unites workers with 
their capitalist exploiters. The same state that spies on all of us, that opposes every significant strike 
or protest, yes that state which protects the property of the capitalist class (the source of all our 
problems), is now being asked to serve the interest of workers. 
 
It is of course fool’s gold. Immigration controls do not produce any jobs. Only additional investment 
does. And if capitalist history teaches us one lesson, it is that immigration controls have never 
increased investment. Hence the call for immigration controls inexorably leads to calls for repatriation 
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when these controls are shown to be ineffective. And when any society which goes down that road is  
soon lost. 
 
The real problem with immigration controls is that it deals with symptoms not causes. A quack deals 
with symptoms, a good doctor with causes. Dealing with symptoms does not cure the disease, it masks 
the disease which often gets worse. Mass migration is a symptom of an underlying cause, the failure 
of the capitalist class to invest on behalf of society. 
 
This lack of investment, this over-accumulation of capital, or in the words of the capitalists, the glut of 
savings, is truly mind blowing. Central banks hold $13 trillion in cash reserves, so too do US banks. 
Global corporations and private companies hold between $7 trillion and $10 trillion. Not to be 
outdone, tax havens hold up to $32 trillion. Of course some of this is reinvested by others, but it still 
leaves tens of trillions lying around un-invested, or invested in bets on bets (derivatives of every 
description) or simply bets (shares, and bonds and overpriced property). In the language of workers: 
this adds up to hundreds of millions of lost jobs. The difference between needing to migrate or not. 
 
The supporters of immigration controls castigate the opponents of immigration controls as dreamers. 
They say that without immigration controls the richer countries would be swamped by immigrants 
looking for work and there would be chaos. Of course that would be the case if we raised the question 
of immigration controls in the abstract, but we do not. 
 
Instead we address the question concretely. While we oppose immigration controls we do not 
encourage workers to flee their countries. Instead we urge them to build socialist movements in their 
own countries and to fight for power. This is analogous to discouraging workers here from jumping 
from company to company hoping to find a more worker friendly firm. Instead we encourage workers 
to stay put and to unionise their firm in order to improve conditions. Jumping around changes nothing, 
whereas staying and fighting to improve conditions, does. 
 
Secondly, alongside the call for the abolition of immigration controls and the free movement of labour 
we call for the confiscation of all the idle capital that makes immigration necessary. It is a key 
transitional demand. If the capitalists cannot put capital to work they do not deserve to own or control 
it. Hence our opposition to immigration controls as pivotal to unifying the international working class 
is indissolubly linked to the struggle for socialism. 
 
There are those who say, “That may be very well, but in the mean time we need these controls”. “We 
can abolish them when we have socialism”. To our critics we say there will never be socialism if we 
support immigration controls first. Our struggle is an international struggle and can only succeed as 
an international one. Socialism in one country, as we have learnt is a death trap. Worker cannot 
embrace worker when they are separated by razor wire, when one group holds up that wire while the 
other tries to tear it down. 
 
We need to demonstrate to workers that the only solution to unemployment, under employment, 
migration, exploitation is socialism. In a previous posting, Three Dimensional Input-Output Analysis; 
Making Socialist Planning Accurate, we examined the productive potential of the US economy and its 
ability to double investment while raising wages 40% by means of expropriating the capitalist class. 
This would provide 27.5 million additional jobs. Given that the US economy is less than a quarter of 
the world economy, we could extrapolate and arrive at a figure approaching 100 million additional 
jobs annually as the idle consumption of the capitalist class is converted into investment. That is why 
Socialism is ultimately the only solution to unemployment and migration. 
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This recession finds the international working class particularly ill equipped and unprepared to defend 
itself and take society forward. But life as always is contradictory. In opposition to the low level of 
political culture of workers is to be found the means to quickly raise it. We live in a much more 
technically advanced period than even existed at the start of this long wave of expansion beginning in 
the 1980s. These objective conditions will ensure that the pace of history is accelerated. What took 
decades will now take years and what took years will now take months. 
 
REFUGEES VERSUS MIGRANTS. 
 
“Refugees are welcome, but migrants are not!” This has become the beguiling mantra for many on the 
left. On the left, opposition to political oppression is sacrosanct and fighting to provide havens for 
those fleeing persecution is a key demand. But it is opportunistic to counter-pose refugees to 
economic migrants. 
 
The capitalists can tolerate refugees, even on occasion offer them a sympathetic press, because they 
will always be fewer in number than migrants. Indeed they may even use it to prove how civilised they 
are, even when they were the ones responsible for the conditions that led to this movement of people 
in the first place. Finally, allowing refugees into democratic and richer countries can be a safety valve 
reducing political tensions within oppressive countries themselves.  
 
What we should not do is to disassociate refugees from migrants.  The biggest killer on the planet is 
not bombs, but good old fashioned starvation. Migrant labour, both within a specific country or 
between countries is mostly involuntary especially at the lower end. It is a march for survival often to 
unwelcome places. This is why mental health illnesses are found disproportionately in this community 
(WHO). 
 
Economic migration dwarf’s refugees by a factor of a hundred. Migrant labour has always been a 
feature of the capitalist labour market. Workers have always migrated to jobs, sometimes with their 
families often without especially if they are low skilled.  Migrant labour is an ideal form of workforce 
for capital as it is both vulnerable and dispensable. 
 
Migrant labour is the ultimate regulator of the labour market. Capitalism examines every production 
process in minute detail in order to reduce it to hundreds of simple individual steps which can then be 
carried out by cheap, unskilled and repetitive labour. Hence the production process is composed of 
the maximum number of unskilled steps held together by the minimum number of skilled steps. In 
this way capitalism reduces the paid costs of production, but in doing so, it condemns the mass of 
humanity to unskilled and semi-skilled labour. It thus encourages migrant labour. 

The number of internal migrants’ world-wide, which includes China, is calculated to be 740 million 
(Migration Policy Institute No. 4, 2013). In China alone there are around 230 million internal migrants. 
If we include dependents, the resulting figure would be bigger than the entire population of the United 
States. According to the United Nations, the total number of international migrants, that is nationals 
of one country living in another also stood at 230 million (Population Facts 2013/3). Given a global 
workforce of approximately three billion, internal and external migrants comprise between one in four 
and one in three workers worldwide. 
 
Labour markets always fuel migration as workers search for work. Most migration, especially at the 
lower end is involuntary, a cruel necessity.  Under socialism, which puts to an end labour markets, this 
compulsion is ended. A planned economy brings jobs to people, not the other way round, and while 
it does not end migration, this migration is now voluntary. 
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THE MODERN HUNDRED YEAR WAR. 
 
Capitalism not only fails to invest sufficiently under normal conditions, but for political reasons, 
(geopolitical reasons) it deliberately stunts the development of regions it seeks to exploit for its 
resources or to prevent them emerging as competitors where the conditions for them to do so exists.  
This is particularly true for the Middle East. The policy of the United States, Britain and France has 
been one of constant interference in the region to ensure it remains politically unstable and hence 
economically unviable. 
 
Oil in commercial quantities had been discovered in Iran in 1902 and in 1909 the Anglo Persian Oil 
Company was set up to exploit it. Oil was considered to be of such strategic importance that the British 
Government acquired a 51% stake in the Anglo Persian Oil Company (later renamed BP). The Royal 
Navy had begun the process of converting from coal to oil. The advent of the plane and car further 
added to the demand for oil.  If coal had powered the 19th century, oil was to power the 20th Century. 
 
The hunt for oil was on. In 1920, the British and French, having both ousted the Ottoman Empire and 
crushed or betrayed regional independence movements, redrew the map of the Middle East in their 
own image. Countries that never existed now did. New rulers were imposed, generally drawn from 
minorities in these countries to rule over the majority. It was classical colonial divide and rule. The 
tragedy of Syria is its legacy. Hated by the majority, these new rulers now depended on their colonial 
masters for the continued survival. The only exception, to be dealt with later, was Saudi Arabia which 
escaped direct political rule by either France or Britain. 
 
As more oil was discovered in the region the USA could not stand aside allowing Britain and France to 
monopolise the region. The USA was already the world’s dominant economy, its major creditor and 
host to the largest oil companies in the world. Accordingly in 1928 three men met in Scotland, and in 
a deal kept secret for 25 years, divided up the world oil market between the major oil companies. (Al 
Jazeera, Secret of the Seven Sisters). Red lines were drawn on maps allocating areas to each oil 
company, within which they obtained exclusive rights of prospect and mining. The colour red was 
appropriate because it was the colour of the blood that was to flow in the wars over oil. 
 
In reality the oil companies annexed these countries, though Britain and France remained the nominal 
political powers. Capitalism had long learnt that it is far cheaper to bribe a small ruling elite than to 
pay taxes to a nation. The princes, kings, sheiks and other corrupt rulers were given enough gold to 
keep them compliant, while the oil companies bagged 80 cents of every dollar of oil they mined until 
the 1950s. 
 
It would take a new generation to begin wresting control of oil away from the Seven Sisters, In the 
1950s Gulf rulers demanded half of the profits made from oil. By the 1970s the process was completed 
and the Gulf Countries now controlled their own oil. The response by the Western Powers was to 
arrest economic development in the Persian Gulf. This strategy was not resisted by most of the new 
ruling classes, because as newly established rentiers, they were content to merely live off the proceeds 
of oil.  
 
This suited the West. As rentiers, this privileged caste had become vast consumers of the products, 
especially luxury goods, produced by western firms. Secondly, because rentiers tend to consume 
rather than produce, the vast surpluses that oil provided were squandered instead of being reinvested 
in industry creating new competitors to the existing US multi-nationals. Furthermore, without industry 
to consume their oil, they remained exporters of the oil needed by the West. Finally their failure to 
diversify their economies and their continued dependency on oil undermined any bargaining position 
they had with the USA when it came to the vagaries of demand and supply of oil. 
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Little wonder then, that despite fifty years oil wealth, most of the Middle East in the 1970s resembled 
pre-industrial England in the 1800s or France in the 1840s. (Economic and Political Change in the 
Middle East [RLE Economy of Middle East] By Elias H. Tuma). Tuma makes another point, it was the 
non-oil producing countries like Egypt that actually developed industry and manufacturing, in 
contradistinction to their oil rich neighbours. Only in the last twenty years, with the economic rise of 
South East Asia, has diversification of the economies of the oil producers taken place.  Not only was 
this region blessed with oil, but sitting at the cross roads between East and West, it was in a pivotal 
position to exploit the trade, finance and tourism that flowed between the two economic centres. 
 
We can now return to Saudi Arabia. At first sight Saudi Arabia appears to be an anomaly. It alone 
escaped direct rule by Britain or France in 1920. Some would attribute this to the fact that no oil had 
been discovered in Saudi Arabia, despite its size. Saudi Arabia only discovered oil in 1938, the last to 
do so. 
 
Others would attribute it to the fact that Britain had no need for direct rule. It’s Foreign Office and 
especially its secret service had been shaping the ruling family and its ideology into a counter 
revolutionary force for two centuries. Britain always coveted the Gulf which was ruled by the Ottoman 
Empire. As the dominant imperialist power on the planet, the oppressor of nations, the last thing 
Britain could do was foment progressive movements for national independence against the Ottoman 
Empire (even if local conditions allowed for such movements). 
 
Instead it exploited the backwardness of the region and its nomads in a predictable way. Britain 
politicised Islam. This point cannot be stressed enough. Britain turned Muslim against Muslim in an 
organised and premeditated manner. Whitehall and to a lesser extent the Quai d'Orsay in Paris 
deliberately bred intolerance in a region famed for its acceptance of faiths. It used religion for political 
ends. 
 
It was Britain that helped set up fundamentalist groups like the Wahhabi to attack the Ottoman Empire 
on the basis that the Empire was decadent and heretical. The fight for political domination and 
England’s interest was disguised as the fight for the purity of Islam. Thus from the outset Britain’s 
intervention was counter-revolutionary; the use of the 6th Century to attack any gains of the 18th and 
19th Centuries. 
 
Its greatest success was in Saudi Arabia. By 1866, even before Britain had occupied Egypt, the then 
House of Saud signed a “friendship treaty” with Britain (Cambridge Archive Editions).  The third Saudi-
Wahhabi state reformed in 1902 and which endures to this day, continued to depend on the British. 
The doctrine of Wahhabism can be summed up thus: “One Ruler, One Authority, One Mosque”. This 
sect’s idolising of its King of course does not prevent it condemning other groups of Muslims for their 
idolatry. Irony is always lost on religion. Britain’s support for the House of Saud was always indirect. 
Had Christian Britain tried to impose direct rule, it would have evoked memories of the crusades 
precipitating a Wahhabi revolt undoing decades of discreet collaboration. This is the real reason why 
Saudi Arabia maintained its nominal independence. 
 
Viewed in this way it is clear how sects like the Wahhabi’s benefited the British Empire. Loyal to their 
king who in turn was beholden to the British, they could be mobilised to fight the Ottoman Empire in 
the name of religion. It would no doubt come as a shock to most jihadis today to learn that their 
ideology owes more to Whitehall than it does to Mecca, but then religion propagates stupidity. To be 
fair, it would be just as big a shock to the British and French people, to know that in was their 
governments that acted as the midwife to all these groups and movements. 
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THE WEST PRODUCES ITS OWN ENEMIES. 
 
The success of this religious sectarianism is exploited up to the present day. Once the Gulf controlled 
its own oil, the West would use religious sectarianism to destabilise the region in order to undermine 
it economically. It would also become part of the Cold War when it was turned against the USSR after 
its invasion of Afghanistan. Like Britain before it, the USA did not seek to mobilise progressive and 
democratic forces to oust the Soviet Union.  Rather it financed, inspired, mobilised and shaped a Holy 
War. It raised counter-revolutionary religious intervention to a new level. 
 
The connection to Wahhabism was clear from the outset. The US sought to recruit one of the 
thousands of princelings the multiple wives of the King had produced to lead the jihadis from their 
bases in Pakistan. Alas the princes politely declined as they would rather gamble, whore and dry out 
in London than locate to an icy cave in Pakistan. One man did put himself forward, Osama Bin Laden, 
son of the richest non-royal Saudi family. 
 
Bin Laden was a loyal ally of the US. In return for leading the Holy War, the US had promised Bin Laden 
that after the USSR was driven out of Afghanistan, it would continue to finance the Madrassas 
(religious military schools – men only) and it would finance the reconstruction of war torn Afghanistan 
thereafter. Predictably, the US broke both these promises. Deprived of finance, the Madrassas 
emptied out with the students forming the Taliban which then invaded and conquered Afghanistan. 
It was an act of self-preservation. Furthermore, the backdraft of mounting this Holy War from Pakistan 
had ignited religious strife in Pakistan itself. The US had succeeded in undermining an ally and losing 
a country. 
 
Despite this deceit, Bin Laden still remained an ally of the US offering his help when Saddam Hussein, 
whom he hated as a secular Sunni leader, invaded Kuwait. Here however would occur the final 
betrayal of Bin Laden that would finally turn him against the US. The US had enticed Iraq into invading 
Kuwait in order to create the pretext of cutting Iraq down to size because it now considered Iraq to 
be too powerful militarily. 
 
Saddam Hussein had never expressed any intention of invading Saudi Arabia, a country which had 
always denied the US a military presence. Such a presence would have offended the Wahhabis even 
though their sectarianism had been dampened by the presence of imported Salafi scholars into their 
ranks. The invasion of Kuwait provided the US with the pretext for these bases. The US deliberately 
falsified aerial and satellite photos following the invasion of Kuwait to allegedly show an impending 
assault on Saudi Arabia itself. The US offered to defend Saudi Arabia, and the gullible king allowed the 
US military to set up bases in the Kingdom for the first time. 
 
The US had done what the British had always sought to avoid, antagonising the Wahhabis by setting 
up direct military bases. This was too much for Bin Laden who knew this information was false. In his 
eyes, the infidels were now occupying the two countries that housed the three main shrines of Islam: 
Medina, Mecca and the Al-Aqsa Mosque in Jerusalem. A trusted ally now turned into an implacable 
foe. Al Qaida was set up and Bin Laden sought refuge in Afghanistan which was now controlled by the 
Taliban. 
 
Similarly Israel was instrumental in setting up Hamas which too would turn on it. Seeking an antidote 
to the secular Palestinian Liberation Organisation (PLO) Israel sponsored a charity called Mujama Al-
Islamiya allowing it to build a religious university in Jerusalem whose student union evolved into 
Hamas. When the PLO made peace with Israel, it was Hamas that took up the fight against Zionist 
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oppression. Finally the latest Frankenstein, ISIS owes its origins to the torture chambers erected in 
Iraq following the US invasion of that country.  
 

At best it would seem careless, at worst reckless that the West creates its own enemies. The law of 
unintended consequences may apply, but repeating this mistake over and over again turns it into 
policy. And herein lies the answer. After the fall of the USSR, the imperialists needed to invent a new 
enemy to frighten their populations, to distract their populations, to test new weapons including 
information gathering protocols and to justify their arms expenditure. They did so, if not by directly 
nurturing these fundamentalists, then setting up the conditions that made their emergence inevitable. 
Once formed, the threat these groups posed were blown out of all proportion and their atrocities 
dramatically broadcast (in contrast to the carnage caused by modern munitions because they are 
being used in the name of democracy). 

 

The imperialists may call their war on the peoples of the Gulf, the war against the Axis of Evil. We, and 
history will call it the continuation of and extension of the One Hundred Year War by the West on the 
people of the Arabian Gulf. Furthermore, to produce Frankensteins you need a Doctor. That Doctor is 
Western interference and military intervention. Accordingly, if we want to end the emergence of these 
Frankenstein groups we need to get rid of the Doctor – the West. The West needs to be removed from 
the Gulf politically and militarily. Only then will the Hundred Year War be ended, only then will peace 
break out between the people of the Gulf and the West. 

 

This pressure for withdrawal can only come from the European and American working class united 
with the workers of the region. Workers gain nothing from this war without end. Entire countries have 
been devastated displacing tens of millions of people. Democracy has been undermined in the West, 
eavesdropping is rampant while vast weapon systems including drones have been developed which 
can and will be turned against workers should they become unruly. Why else locate the control centres 
for the drones in their countries of origin thereby incurring the huge cost of satellite communication 
whose capacity is limited in any case. 

 

CONCLUSION. 

 
We are witnessing the end of the longest period of expansion in the history of capitalism. When I 
wrote less than three months ago, “the present period would be decisive”, it has turned out to be so. 
The convulsions of the Chinese Stock Market, the turmoil in other markets, the fall in investment, the 
fall in world trade are merely the foreshocks of the much greater crashes to come. The fifteen year 
over-accumulation of capital is accelerating causing reproduction to increasingly breaking down. This 
is the essence of the crisis facing capitalism. 
 
Unemployment did not surge in the richer countries after 2008. However, an industrial recession is 
different to a financial crisis. For workers the consequences of the failure to invest will be much more 
severe. We are entering the realm, not only of mass under-employment, but of mass unemployment 
itself. More countries will fail. Mass migration will escalate. Under these difficult conditions, the 
struggle for socialism becomes essential and its unavoidable pre-condition is the building of 
international working class solidarity. 
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