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that by living in groups. We look out for each other 
against predators and other dangers. 

Suppose again that there were a species of animal very 
nearly like us, with speech and thus discussing their ac-
tions and so developing moral rules, but with a weaker 
moral rule about looking out for the other individual 
adult humans. More of the adult humans would have 
died young than died in our species. Fewer adults to look 
after children would have led to less food, less care, and 
more deaths among their children. Such a species would 
most likely have become extinct. 

So the moral rule to do good for other humans and to 
look out for danger to them is nearly as important for 
our survival and reproduction as the rule not to harm 
children. This moral rule also exists because of evolution. 

4. EVOLUTION OF MORAL RULES 
As the strongest moral rule is not to mistreat children, it 
has one of the most powerful drives within humans to 
talk and debate about that subject; and thus, about 
moral things generally. When we evolved speech, we 
came to talk about what we have done and about what 
we may do next. We evolved debating the relative merits 
of different (alternative) moral laws, and also thinking 
our individual thoughts about morals when we are alone. 

This came to include composing moral rules on com-
pletely new subjects. Now natural selection caused the 
rule to protect children to evolve (in other animals as 
well as in Homo sapiens). But because we evolved to 

speak, we evolved the ability to change our moral rules 
from those that were naturally selected under evolution 
before we came to speak and think. 

As we evolved to be good to our children and also to 
other humans, that benevolent attitude has guided the 
way in which we compose new moral rules about situa-
tions that we never encountered before we began a set-
tled civilisation. We are not under a very close pressure 
from evolution to be moral about how to allocate money 
and resources for expensive treatments for diseases that 
used to kill or seriously disable us, and similar modern 
moral questions; but we still have the benevolence to-
wards other humans that evolved when our moral rules 
made the difference between survival and extinction of 
our species. 

CONCLUSIONS 
So we humans have evolved moral rules to look to the 
safety and survival of our children and our fellow hu-
mans, and in parallel with that we have evolved a benev-
olent attitude to other humans which informs and guides 
our new moral rules to have the same benevolence. Hu-
mans are the only basis for good moral rules. 

When only a few people continue to see moral rules as 
revealed by a god, the other humans will continue to 

follow the rules that they follow now. There is no reason 
to fear a moral vacuum if many more people believe evo-
lution is correct or if many more people do not believe in 
a god or in revealed moral rules. Evolution has caused 
moral behaviour in us. This moral behaviour has been 
relatively stable over history, or perhaps improved; and 
so it will continue. 

I hope that an account such as this will also help people 
to have confidence in their own moral capabilities, which 
will help them in gaining freedom from the perceived 
need to have a religion.                 q 

Us Two 

Wherever I am, there's always Pooh, 
There's always Pooh and Me. 
Whatever I do, he wants to do, 
"Where are you going today?" says Pooh: 
"Well, that's very odd 'cos I was too. 
Let's go together," says Pooh, says he. 
"Let's go together," says Pooh. 

"What's twice eleven?" I said to Pooh. 
("Twice what?" said Pooh to Me.) 
"I think it ought to be twenty-two." 
"Just what I think myself," said Pooh. 
"It wasn't an easy sum to do, 
But that's what it is," said Pooh, said he. 
"That's what it is," said Pooh. 

"Let's look for dragons," I said to Pooh. 
"Yes, let's," said Pooh to Me. 
We crossed the river and found a few- 
"Yes, those are dragons all right," said Pooh. 
"As soon as I saw their beaks I knew. 
That's what they are," said Pooh, said he. 
"That's what they are," said Pooh. 

"Let's frighten the dragons," I said to Pooh. 
"That's right," said Pooh to Me. 
"I'm not afraid," I said to Pooh, 
And I held his paw and I shouted "Shoo! 
Silly old dragons!"- and off they flew. 

"I wasn't afraid," said Pooh, said he, 
"I'm never afraid with you."  

So wherever I am, there's always Pooh, 
There's always Pooh and Me. 
"What would I do?" I said to Pooh, 
"If it wasn't for you," and Pooh said: "True, 
It isn't much fun for One, but Two, 
Can stick together, says Pooh, says he. "That's how it 
is," says Pooh. 

A.A. Milne
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Ireland and Slavery 
Brian McClinton 

HITE Slavery was widespread in early Ireland, 
even before the Vikings arrived. There was a 
thriving slave market in Dublin, where the 
Irish kings traded in slaves, who were often 

prisoners of war or victims of a debt bondage. Male 
slaves did farm work, while the females carried out do-
mestic duties. The practice stepped up when the Vikings 
arrived, and in the 11th century Dublin became the big-
gest slave market in western Europe. The Normans large-
ly killed it off by replacing slavery with feudalism. The 
1171 Council of Armagh freed all Englishmen and 
women kept as slaves in Ireland. 

During a debate on slavery in the British House of 
Commons in 1831, two years before it was abolished in 
the British Empire, Daniel O’Connell reminded his fellow 
MPs that Ireland “has its glory, that no slave ship was 
ever launched from any of its numerous ports”. But this 
was only half true. It is recorded, for example, that two 
Dublin-based ships, the Sylva and the Sophia, were slav-
ing in the Gambia in May 
1716. The Africans being 
transported to Jamaica on the 
Sophia revolted, killing all of 
the crew except the captain. In 
July 1718 a Limerick ship, the 
Prosperity, transported 96 
slaves from Africa to Barbados. 
In 1784 Limerick became the 
first Irish port to try to promote a slave trade company. 

Irish merchants were also involved in providing goods for 
the West Indian sugar plantations, which proved to be one 
of the chief factors in the development of some of Ireland’s 
major ports. Beef, pork, fish, butter, shoes and linen were 
all exported, while imports included sugar, tobacco and 
rum. In effect, Irish merchants came to be almost as de-
pendent on slavery as their colleagues in England. 

There was of course no black slavery in Ireland, but 
some Irish people were involved in the Atlantic slave 
trade in African slaves from the late 17th century when 
the Royal Africa Company (RAC) was established to 
supply slaves to the British West Indies. Among its most 
successful employees was William Ronan, a Catholic 
Irishman who effectively ran Cape Castle, one of the 
world’s biggest slave trading ports in modern day Ghana. 
In the mid-8th century the Frekes, an offshoot of a 
County Cork landowning family, could be found among 
Bristol’s leading slave merchants.   

In 1780s Liverpool there were several slave merchants 
with Irish names, most prominently David Tuohy who 
had arrived as a young man from Tralee. From the 1750s 
onwards he and his brother-in-law, Philip Nagle, cap-
tained ships to Africa. By 1771 Tuohy was able to write 
to a friend in Cork that he had “been in the African trade 

for many years in which I have made a pretty fortune”. 
He declared that he was now inclined “to go no more to 
Africa but follow the business of a merchant in Liver-
pool”. Another ship’s captain was Clement Noble of 
Ardmore, who commanded the famous Brookes slave 
ship (above) during the American Revolution. 

In Ulster, Belfast’s trade with the West Indies in the 18th 
century was more important than its trade with conti-
nental Europe. A prominent slave owner was Waddell 
Cunningham, the founding president of the Belfast 
Chamber of Commerce. He owned a slave plantation in 
Dominica, and unsuccessfully tried to set up a slave trad-
ing company in Belfast in 1786. He was also a trustee of 
the Second Presbyterian Congregation.  

Yet there was another side to Presbyterianism which 
condemned slavery and the slave trade. Cunningham met 
with opposition from Martha McTier and Mary Ann 
McCracken, two Presbyterian women, who formed the 

Belfast Women’s Anti-slavery 
League. At the Presbyterian 
General Synod in 1792, a mo-
tion was passed which called on 
all church members to support 
those activists who would ‘res-
cue from a state of slavery and 
wretchedness, an oppressed race 
of our fellow creatures.’  

Slavery and the slave trade were denounced by the likes 
of William Drennan and Samuel Neilson, both sons of 
Presbyterian ministers, and another Presbyterian, Henry 
Joy McCracken, as well as the Anglican Thomas Russell 
 – all of whom were founding members of the Belfast 
Society of United Irishmen. 

Unfortunately, this liberal Protestantism did not last. 
Move on to the mid-19th century and we find that in 
1859 the 89-year-old Mary Ann McCracken writes that 
“I am both ashamed and sorry to think that Belfast has 
so far degenerated in regard to the Anti-Slavery Cause”. 
In the 1860s a Presbyterian nationalist like John Mitchel, 
who supported the confederates in the American Civil 
War, was a fierce defender of slavery and a racist who 
described Black people as ‘innately inferior’. 

After slavery was banned in the British Empire in 1833, no 
fewer than 107 people living in Ireland were compensated 
at the time for the supposed losses they incurred. They 
included Several Irish clergymen,  one of whom was Rev 
Richard Wynne of Drumcliffe, Co Sligo, who claimed for 
the ownership of 30 slaves in the Virgin Islands.  

It is clear that racism and support for slavery has deep 
roots in Irish history and culture. And many of its 
strongest advocates were prominent Christians.            q
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An Old Idea Whose Time has Come 
Eamon Murphy 

MONG the many ideas that have received no-
table airtime over the last few months, as a pos-
sible way of doing things differently in the post-
Covid-19 world, is Basic Income. The question is 

being asked in some quarters: is it an old idea whose 
time has finally come? 

There are many different explanations of what Basic 
Income actually is, but most people can agree on a cou-
ple of things. It is a guaranteed payment from the state to 
every resident of a country and, in theory at least, it 
should be sufficient to live a frugal but decent lifestyle 
without additional income. 

It is essentially an alternative way for governments to 
provide welfare to their citizens, in place of the means-
tested and conditional welfare systems currently in place 
in most of the developed world. 

Basic Income differs from the current system of welfare 
provision in both jurisdictions on this island in that nei-
ther systems generally ‘do’ universal and unconditional 
payments (child benefit is a notable exception). Most 
welfare payments are paid on the basis of a past connec-
tion to the labour market or a means test, or else the 
recipient must be in some other way unable to provide 
for themselves. 

Basic Income is not a new idea, having been proposed in 
one form or another many times over the last three cen-
turies. Thomas Paine, one of the founding fathers in the 
United States, was a proponent and even Richard Nixon 
briefly toyed with implementing a form of it. 

The idea gets pushed and proposed in many different 
guises, but most of these forms share some key character-
istics. First, as already noted, Basic Income payments are 
unconditional cash transfers from the State. There’s no 
means test, no requirement to seek work, and indeed no 
requirement or condition of any kind. People receive it 
regardless of other income or wealth they or their spouse 
might have. It is always tax-exempt, and in most pro-
posed models, all other forms of income would be sub-
ject to tax. Most proponents wish to see the Basic In-
come payment set at a level that allows a decent standard 
of living. 

In the majority of proposals, Basic Income would replace 
most or all core social welfare payments, and often all 
tax credits and tax reliefs too. Certain non-core welfare 
payments might be maintained in order to target specific 
issues or support certain groups that are particularly 
vulnerable or at risk of poverty. 

As implied above, entitlement to Basic Income is not af-
fected by the acquiring of other income. Indeed, individ-

uals are encouraged to top up their earnings from other 
sources (mainly employment, of course) and, unlike un-
der traditional welfare systems, the payment of Basic 
Income is not affected by changes in employment status. 
In this way, Basic Income differs fundamentally from the 
traditional welfare state model, giving people the free-
dom to engage in productive activity (or not) without 
having to meet any criteria outlined by the welfare 
provider. 

Perhaps almost as important as what Basic Income is lies 
in what it is not: it is not intended to be a sole means of 
alleviating poverty, nor is it an alternative to publicly 
funded services. Indeed Basic Income would work best in 
a system where the majority of public services like health 
and education are free or heavily subsidised, as then the 
level of Basic Income payment required to give a decent 
standard of living would be far lower. 

Interestingly, Basic Income has found support on both 
the left of the political spectrum – where proponents 
view it as an acknowledgement of the right of all citizens 
to an unconditional share of the wealth of the state – and 
also on the right, where the removal of unemployment 
traps and the simplification of the welfare system (as well 
as the reduced intrusion into citizens’ personal lives by 
government) appeals to many. 

For some, the idea of ‘money for doing nothing’ conflicts 
with our most basic assumptions about work, income  
and personal responsibility, and how they interact. Yet 
forms of guaranteed income already exist to some extent 
in Ireland, such as in child benefit. More than 90 per cent 
of older people receive a pension from the State. Disabili-
ty payments and unemployment benefit assist people in 
times of lost income. All employed people receive thou-
sands of euros a year in tax credits. Maternity benefit 
supports those caring for new-borns. Basic Income is, in 
some ways, a reconceptualisation of these measures.  ––>
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These payments mentioned above, and indeed current 
welfare systems more generally, were originally imple-
mented because they seemed the most efficient way to 
target a particular issue or incentivise certain behaviour. 
The result is the building over time of an unwieldy sys-
tem of payments, credits and reliefs, with attaching con-
ditions that often discourage productive activity, prohibit 
the pursuit of altruistic action, or trap people in a cycle 
of poverty. A system of Basic Income would be more 
efficient and would remove many of these anomalies. 

Other arguments in favour of Basic Income revolve 
around predictions of what the economy of the future 
may look like. The structure of work and employment is 
changing. Many full-time jobs in the modern economy  
provide neither a living wage nor guaranteed hours. The 
traditional labour market faces technological disruption, 
and already we are seeing some skills being made obso-
lete, and others becoming less valuable. Will this lead to a 
fall in wages or mass unemployment in the labour mar-
ket of the future? And if so, can we continue to imple-
ment social welfare as we do currently, with individuals 
forced to engage in employment programmes and meet 
conditions to get their dole payment? Many see Basic 
Income as ‘a welfare system fit for a 21st century econo-
my’ and indeed a system of Basic Income would under-
pin living standards in a precarious labour market. 

Again, our society is gradually 
ageing. In the future, there will 
be a requirement for more peo-
ple in caring roles. A system 
of Basic Income would allow 
people to care for family and 
neighbours without having to 
account for their time to the 
State. Other advantages include 
greater ease of administration, 
with fewer payment types, reduced means-testing, and no 
stigmatisation for recipients. 

Basic Income would also be good for the environment, as 
it would facilitate a society and an economy that does 
not have full paid employment as an overarching goal. 
Full employment relies on ever-expanding GDP growth, 
which we know conflicts with our concerns for the envi-
ronment. 

Would a guaranteed income make people lazy? Basic 
Income pilot projects in societies as diverse as Namibia 
and Canada have produced surprisingly positive results 
around employment take-up. And most recently, a trial in 
Finland among long-term unemployed people showed 
that those welfare recipients who were told their welfare 
payment would be unconditional for the next 2 years 
were actually more likely to take up work than those 
who continued under the status quo. The explanation for 
this is simple enough: employment is always worth pur-
suing under Basic Income, as the payment will be re-
ceived in addition to money earned through employment, 
rather than withdrawn as under the current welfare sys-
tem. The status quo often forces people to decide be-
tween low paid work and remaining idle, whereas with a 
guaranteed payment there’s always a benefit from taking 
up employment (interestingly, the Finnish trial showed 
immigrants were more than twice as likely as the wider 

test group to take up work compared to the control 
group). 

The idea of Basic Income buys into the notion that our 
shared moral responsibility means meeting the basic 
needs of others. It also is a way of acknowledging that all 
citizens contribute to the common good of society and 
are therefore entitled to the proceeds of that society. 

Many Basic Income trials have also produced impressive 
improvements in well-being for participants. In the 
aforementioned Finnish trial, recipients reported better 
mental health, less stress, more self-confidence, more 
confidence in their future, greater trust in other people 
and in social institutions, and even better cognitive func-
tioning than the control group. A trial run in Canada in 
the 1970s showed an increase in people (mainly young 
men) continuing in education, and a fall in hospital ad-
missions and mental health consultations among partici-
pants. There was also a fall in crime rates. 

These findings make sense. Instinctively most people 
would assume that areas such as health, education, 
poverty and crime would improve if basic needs are be-
ing catered for. If you have a guaranteed Basic Income 
you’re capable of taking better care of yourself, you have 
less incentive to leave education, and less incentive to 
engage in criminal activity. You are also likely to be less 

stressed, all other things equal. 

The standard objection to Basic 
Income is that it is unafford-
able. But this depends largely 
on what parameters are set. 
Affordability depends on the 
level of the payment, which 
other benefits it replaces and 
which remain, and what the 

eligibility conditions are.  

Certainly, there would need to be changes to the income 
tax system. But a well-structured system could create an 
income guarantee than is income-neutral for many 
groups (such outcomes depend on the policy goals of the 
implementing government). And remember, the idea is 
that Basic Income would replace core social welfare 
payments; Basic Income is instead of, not on top of, pen-
sions, the dole, child benefit, maternity benefit and so on.  

No social policy initiative is inherently unaffordable. 
Everything depends on how it is structured. It often sim-
ply a question of values. So where do ours lie?               q                                                               
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T has been said, and it is true, that Oscar Wilde’s last 
essay The Soul of Man under Socialism is not only his 
best but also one of the greatest in the language. So-
cialism he saw as a means to divest the individual of 
those burdens of property and power which prevent 

themselves from realising their own nature. “Each man”, 
declares Wilde “should seek to make himself perfect”. To this 
one belief he held consistently in all his apparent inconsis-
tencies of life. It became the standard by which he measured 
all life and thought and art; it became his single rule of con-
duct and determined his philosophy. He had a genuine con-
cern for social justice and a deep consciousness of the es-
sential corruption of the society in which he moved and lived. 
In his own way he did what he could to expose that injustice 
and remedy that corruption by satire and polemic.

 

Another extraordinary character of our heritage, who dis-
played the same consistency in favour of the poor and op-
pressed of the world, was James Connolly. His thought was 
often a response to developing circumstances but the origi-
nality of his writings reflects a sharp clarity and intelligent 
honesty in a rapidly moving social world he sought to change 
as a socialist organiser, syndicalist militant, radical republican 
and anti-war activist.

 

I was just reading the writings of James Connolly on the 
working class fate in the war ahead, because recently the 
chief of European diplomacy, Josep Borrell, has outlined the 
destiny for Europe and Africa, and it will be expensive for the 
well-being of ordinary folk in Ireland and Africa, as the mili-
tary capacity of Europe emerges to exploit the new frontiers 
of Europe which is beyond the south of the Sahara, Josep 
Borrell reminds us. For you to hear the view of James Con-
nolly I will, as they say, spell it out.

 

War is inevitable under capitalism. Socialists are opposed to 
war and to capitalism. This opposition follows from our op-
position to capitalism because we understand that modern 
wars are caused by capitalism. We tackle not the effects of 
war  – armies, conscription, violence, nuclear weapons etc – 
but the cause of war, which is the capitalist system.

 

What is meant by capitalism? It is only a name for a type of 
society characterised by the way people living under it have 
certain dealings and relations with each other in everyday 
affairs of life. It is called by this name, capitalism, because 
the means of production and distribution of commodities 
under it; and the land, factories, transport etc.; are owned by 
capitalists, that is by people possessing large amounts of 
money, capital, that they have invested so as to acquire 
ownership of these means of production and distribution. 
They may be landlords with their money invested in land or 
buildings, and draw their income in the form of rent. They 
may be owners of factories or trading concerns, or they may 
have shares in a large number of companies and receive 
their income in the form of profits. Lastly, they may have 
invested their money by making loans to manufacturing or 
trading capitalists, or by lending it to governments. They then 
receive on these loans ‘interest’ as income. All these groups 
are alike in that they live by receiving income from their in-
vestments; a private property income. Capitalism is the sys-
tem of society organised by these people for their benefit. 
James Connolly said:  “governments in capitalist society are 
but committees of the rich to manage the affairs of the capi-
talist class” (The War on the German Nation, 1914).


This is the way the world is today and has been since the 
late 19th century. Capitalism is a single world system, a single 
world economy. This means that there is no such thing as the 
‘Irish Economy’, the ‘French Economy’, the ‘American Econ-
omy’, and so on. There is only one economy, world capital-
ism. Within this world economy nation states play an eco-
nomic role: they try to distort the market for the benefit of the 
local group of capitalists they represent. The stronger the 
nation state machinery the more its ability to distort the world 
market in favour of the interests it represents. So it is this that 
explains the militarisation of the world, and by implication the 
futility of expecting disarmament while world capitalism ex-
ists, because continually around the world the contending 
sections of the world capitalist class are arguing over trade 
routes, raw materials and areas of control, boundaries, terri-
torial rights, and markets for their commodities. All these 
circumstances can and do result in violent conflicts, personal 
aggression, terrorism, and finally the horrors of war.

 

To confirm that all nation states are imperialist, and not just 
the superpowers, one need look no further than Indonesia, 
Israel, India, Ethiopia, Saudi Arabia, Australia, etc. It is also 
not the case that if there were no nation states there would 
be no wars. The existence of the nation state is not the 
cause of war, it is the competition between the individual 
capitalists for markets and economic rivalry that is the cause.

 

To encourage the majority working class to fight for the inter-
ests of the minority wealthy capitalist class, we are manipu-
lated and seduced by falsehoods; ‘Ruling by Fooling’, James 
Connolly called it in 1914. For example, we are told that war 
ennobles and military service gives discipline to men. These 
arguments are false. War does not ennoble; it elevates force 
into the position of arbiter in place of the common human 
desire for mutual peace and happiness. The effect of war is 
wholly evil. It depraves all the participants by forcing them to 
concentrate upon the best methods of producing misery and 
annihilating each other. It elevates lying, cheating, disabling 
and murdering opponents into virtues and praises those who 
practice these means most successfully. 


Young men and women, in their most impressionable years, 
have the vile methods of warfare impressed upon them so 
thoroughly that they lose a balanced outlook on life. They are 
disciplined only with the idea that force and not reason is the 
final solution to all problems; and reason is crucial to estab-
lish socialism, for it is a rational, worldwide, classless society, 
organised democratically by the majority, a society of mutual 
cooperation. Oscar Wilde wrote:

 
“Socialism, Communism, or whatever one chooses to call it, 
by converting private property into public wealth, and substi-
tuting cooperation for competition, will restore society to its 
proper condition of a thoroughly healthy organism, and en-
sure the material well-being of each member of the commu-
nity. It will, in fact, give Life its proper basis and its proper 
environment”. 


For James Connolly it was the same: a democratic system 
called socialism abolishes profit-taking capital, abolishes 
private property, abolishes the wage system, and makes all 
common property – a co-operative commonwealth of freely 
developing women and men.

 

It is now time to investigate, and to reject the control of the 
thought police and media propaganda and reclaim our so-
cialist heritage for ourselves. Think for yourself, read The 
Soul of Man under Socialism’; and to read the bulk of the 
writings of James Connolly, edited by Donal Nevin and pub-
lished now by SIPTU. Contact them for a good deal at Liber-
ty Hall, Dublin. Read and think, so that we can all advance 
together freely.                                                                     q                                                                              
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