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»  For aliays in thine eyes, O Literty !
Shines that high light whezeby the world i saved
And though thow slay us, we will trust in “hie
JunN Hay,

The Capital Controversy.
B To the Editor of Liberty :

’ I consider the question of the stutus of money —
whether money be ecapital or not —as of vory great
importance. It is because money hus been generally

< regarde:l as a form of wealth that interest seers o have
a real justification. Once let it be understood that
R money is not a thing, but a system, and msny of the
migcouceptions circumscribing the subject will be dis-

pelied

Money is a labor-saving system of book-keeping. It
i a convenient modus of keeping account of credits.

A merchant’s books are not wealth; hence they can-
not be capital. They are memoranda of wealth which
he has agreed to deliver and which has been agreed to
be delivered to him. The books are merely aids to his

~ . memory. When a morchant deplores the **credit
. system,” it is really ihe complicated book system he
has in mind. The less complex system I credit by
certiticates insured by a good bank would be satisfact-
ory to him, without doubt.

There are two ways in which commerce can be con-
ducted. Oneisexchange of commodity for commodity,
— harter.  The other is exchsnge of commodity for
credit, and, if the credit take form,— as, for instance,
the form of certificates insured by & bank,—money.

Money is an evidence of debt.  If the debt be well
secured, and the cértificate of the debt be so drawn asto
carry forceful conviction that it is well secured, then
such evidences of ‘debt will pass from hand to hand in
exchange for wealth, and such certificates of debt will
be mouey.

Money is a lsbor-saving device for the facilitation of
exchanges. 1t avoids the need of sending the wealth
along with the promise to exchange or deliver wealth
or ‘services. When a certain bulk of bullion is fashioned
into the shape of coin (indicating the quantity and value
of the metal so coined), the shape and size of the coin is
the money, and the metal is the wealth which is sent
along wiih the shape to prove its worth.

The money issues of a codperative bank do not per-
form the function of gold and silver coin.  They better
perform the function which gold and sxl»er coin was
emgn(,d to perform.

redit is not a thing.
intelligence of ma
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a quality.
nd and inhere ma
Onc’s credit is a part of himself. It is liis credibility.
I he have ‘good credit,” his promise to deliver wealth
“perform labor will be believed, and, if the' promise:
be in writing, it will be money within a limited ¢xtent.
the maker of thie written promis¢ be known to have
cumu’ated property, the monty will be bétter money
.irculate gomewhat more widely than. if hie had no
operty. 1f Lie pledge his wenlth,— plcdge himself to
ver his wmhh ut some fumre time in

L:of credit,

known to be a conservatively managed institution issu-
ing no notes except upon the faith of ample security
pledged to be delivered in case of certain contingen-
cies.

The editor of Liberty has said: * The bank performs
the same service that is performed by the registry of
deeds ofice in the case of land transfers,-- that of mak-
ing the title more sccure in the eyes of the partics
interested or linble to become interested.” I ngree w
this. But the certificate issued by the registrar has
none of the power or capacity of the transferred land.
The certificate is merely a certiticate, after all.  And the
same is true of the credit certificates issued by the bank.
The bank here occupies the position of an insurance
company. It assures all men that its notes are based
upon tangible property worth considerably more than
the amount of the bank-notes issued to the mortgagor.

The money is somewhat similar to a policy of assurance.

The policy is not the paper upon which the guarantee
is inscribed. The paper is the durable form upon
which the guarantee is recorded. It is the guarantee of
the bank which is the mouney.

You say: ‘“In reality the money is not the paper, but
is the monetary power or function or capacity naturally
inhe ng in the wealth which the paper represents.” I
contexd it there is no monetary power inhering in
wealth, Whatever there be of such power inheres in
mar. It is the power or sagacity to make exchanges on
credit, and the credit in turn is based largely upon the
known ability of the debtor to meet his cbligations,
He gives the bank such seccurity as warrants the bank
in giving assurance of sccurity to all the world, and the
bank’s certificates (money) are the tangible forms of
this assurance.

The discovery that the possessor of wealth could
inspire his neighbors with confidence in his credit was
not in itself an addition to the wealth of the world. It
is true that the discovery “ends to overcome the wastes,
inconveniences, and labor incident to barter, and thus
will liberate some labor from that form of service,
allowing it to be utilized in othe- directions, But the
discovery of the proc.:z was ucrely an advance in
human sagacity, and, bei-.g & pus. 2. man himself, it
cannot be classed as weaitls Nor ic wealth used in the
transaction of credit. It iz only used in case the
debtor fails otherwise to redeem his promise. In fact,
the chief value of credit over barter lies in the fact that
the use of the wealth is obviated.

‘“ Monetary power” is a term which cannot be used
as applying tu wealth without ascribing to wealth some

. such metaphysical qualities as matter-of-fact commerce

has never yet recognized. Unless the symbol may be
said to be **the soul” of the thing symbolized, I cannot
conceive of any such ;ower inhering in a thing. If it
were at ali proper to regard the xymbol synonymous
with the thing, then money may be truly said to be

"debt, since money is really the symbol of debt.

Many »f the social injustices which stand between
man and his comfort have thueir origin in the super-
stition that mu pey is “‘the soul »f v.ealth.” and that
wealth has & mosetary powrr whi-: - wn Hve apart from
the body.

There is no such process possible as the monetization
of wenlth, except by barter.  There can be n.onetization
Tt is the monetization of credit for which
the advocates of the mutual bank sherlys contend.

One of my objections to the terms of your syllogism

(the one most particularly applicable - o this controversy)
_is that money is not  thing,

HerMaNn Kvenn,
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‘F.hole No. 280,

What Constitvi.s a Definition ?
T the E2iter of Liberty:

The definition of o word 1s not decided by the diction-
ary or by the dictum of any mae cr set of men. In
Iogical discussions definitions must be accurate, and
tilere can be no agreement on the conclusion unless
there is an agreement as to the exact meaning of the
words composing the logical formula of the syllogism.
Hence it matters not what John Stuart Mill, Adam
Smith, George A. Schilling, Wordsworth Donisthorpe,
or Benjamin R. Tucker says capital is; the true defini-
tion of the word :nust be one which will include its
usage by all men who use the werd with any degree
of intelligence.

The trouble with the definitions given in Liberty
(No. 279) is ihat they are too restrictive; hence they are
not definitions, for & definition must define or give the
utmost limits of a word’s meaning. It appears to me
that each one of the writers contributing to the inter-
esting symposium on capital builds his definition with
ne deliberate intent to establish a theory which he
could not establish by using either of the other defini-
tions given. Now, regardless of theories, what is gen-
erally — yes, invariably, for it must be invariable to
form the Lasis of a definition — I ssy, what is invariably
meant by any one who speaks of capital ?

I answer: Anything which can be exchanged for
labor or the products of labor.

This must include, of course, not merely the products
of labor, but also brains, skill, and muscular strength ;
also natural products, such as timber, water-power, etc.

Such is the general and broad meaning of capital,—
not according to dictionaries or political economists,
but according to actual usage. Let that definition be
kept in mind, and confusion will be avoided. As for
moncey, stock, ete., they are mere forms of capital. and
each may require a separate definition to show the dis-
tinction of one form from another. A horse is a quad-
ruped, true enough, but a detinition of the word quad-
ruped is not a definition of the word horse. No accu-
racy can be arrived at in reasoning where generals are
not distinguished from particulars. If I have correctly
given the general definition of capital, it follows that
money is capital, because it can be exchanged for the
product of lahor or for labor itself. It remains then to
determine how capital in the form of money differs
from capital in other forms. A correct expression of
the distinguishing differences, I apprehend, will be the
proper definition of the word money. I will not attempt
to give that definition, but I hope I have shown that it

“is not the equivalent of the detinition of capital,

JoNaTHAN Mayo CRraNg.
Cricaco, Tui., Avcuese 7,

The Root of Vice.
[Helvetius,]

The vices of the people are, if i may say so, always
hidden in the depths of legisiation. There must we
search, if we would tear up whe root productive of these
vices.

The Legislator Defined.
[A. Guyard.]
Tegislators are men who make rules for others ‘and
eceptions for themselves,

War and Peace.
{Herwlotus.)

Pence is the time when sons bury their fathers;

! the time when fa;lxepg' ury their soni

\
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red it Now York s Secopd-Cluss Modl

Sdu o ahnlishing vent and inferest, the tast vestiges of old-time sla-
very, the Revolution abilishes at oué stroke the sword of the execu-
tivuer, the seal of the magestrate, the elub of the policeman, the gauge
of the excisemnon, the erasing-kuifs of the department clerk, all those
dusigula of Politics, which young Liberty grinds beneath her heel,” —
Irounioxs.

Individualism in Ethics.
T the Kiditor of Liberty:

I regret to have to take Victor Yarros to task. He
is generally an intelligent and vigorous champion of
the Anerchistic principle.  But his reply to the ‘‘Re-
publican 7 in Liberty of May 6 (albeii for the most part
effcctive enough) contains some loose thinking, and a
lack of that logic and discrimination whinh he so freely
and persistently charges his oppounent to be deficient
in. I refer to hiy criticism of the last paragraph but
one cited from tle < Republican,” wherein he rebukes
that journal for harboring (1) “tt  aotion that the An-
archist insists on being the judge and interpreter of the
ethical rules hy which he is to be governed, and (2) the
assumption that government by consent means that
rules are binding ouly while consent to belong to the
voluntary association for defence continues.”

(1). To ignore the fact that Mr. Yarros here directly
denies the cardinal principle of Egoism, which Liberty
is supposcd to espouse, it would be interesting to know
arho, undler a regime of Anarchism (or equality of rights),
has the superior right to judge and interpret the indi-
vidual's conduet! Mr. Yarros may arge that he has
anticipated me in his assumption that ““ Equal liberty
is a scientific conception.”  But let him make no mis-

tuke. A scientific conception is a very local affair. A
scientitic slemonstration is another thing.  The State

Socialist regards collectivism as an eminently scientific
conception, just as Professor Huxley has latterly come
to regard a ¢ Privy Council ™ a8 a scientific conception.
ain, the doctors, who thrive on discase, regard vac-
vion as wn undoubted seientific conception, notwith-
staurding that sane persons knew well enough thui it is
merely a State device to take the spirit of revolt out of
the people by inoculating apathy into their blood. DBut
I am digressing,  Equal liberty is no more a scientific
conception than the immaculaté Mary’s was. Take a
case: A locates himself on a given spot and builds a
house und scttles down. B appears on the scene a
little Jater and erects a house for himself just over the
way. 8o fio, good. But presently A discovers to his
mortal horror that B is a distinguished member of the
Salvation Army. who occupies his nights and early
mornings in a futile effort to learn the playing of the
trombone. In spite of A’s blastings, B positively re-
fuses to desist from his, and, being an out‘and-out
Egoist-Anarchist, says: ‘ Mutualism be damned!”
The effect of all this is that A’s rest is so disturbed
week after week that insomnia eventually develops.
An alarming state of affairs, surely; for A has to sum-
mon, and pay for, medical attendance, and that, it may
be taken for granted, is no small -matter. Now, it i
clear that A's liberty has becn violated by B, somehow
or other: but A has the indisputable right, it is true, to
annoy B in preciscly the same, or a similar manner.
This is legitimate, considering the conditions of. equal
liberty ; to be sure, such a course would probably have
the merit of making B come to terms, to dispose him to
reconsider the expediency, at any rate, of mutualism,
. But how does Mr. Yarros’s “ voluntary” assccintion
stand? It would summarily punish B, by fine, im-
prisonment, or what not, on the system of lynch-law,
without the slightest authority derivable from equal
Iiberty whatsoever.  If it would not do this, then it
would he an utterly superfluous institution from its
0V of view, and be utterly abortive as well,
oyt goyernment by consent ” doesn't mean gov-

I
/

croment by consent!  Could inconsistency go farther ?
“ We do not propose,” says Mr. Yarros, **to ask a man
convicted of a breach of equal freedom whether he ap-
proves of the course taken with him or not.  Nor weuld
it matter whether he still belonged to, or ccer joined. the
eoluntary assoctation. (Italics mine) . . . . . . Equal
liberty would be enforced in all cases and under ail cir-
cumstances,” ete. T cannot conceive a more sophistical
deviee to perpetnate tyranny than Mr, Yarro.. : concep-
tion of the ** voluntary association.” In what rospect,
pray, save in name, does such an association differ from
the sting State, — L mean, of course, its penal depart-
ment 7 Mr, Yarros has given himse!f away. It is only
possible t. determioe equal liberty on general princi-
ples; if T may be excused the crude expression (in not
being able to think of a better one), it has no details,
for one man’s liberty is not another’s. And, as Warren
tiuly puts it, *‘Liberty defined by others is slavery.”
Tosay the least its reduction to exact science is as yetan
unsolved metapliysical problem, inspite of Mr. Yarros’s
assumption of omniscience in the matter. But he
doubtless means well.  He is merely suffering from an
acute attack of the same disease as that of his Republi-
can opponent. But if he had averred Aparchy in the
concrete to be Zmpossible until all men had so changed
front morally as not to desire to invade one another; if
he had declared that any scheme of mutual defence was
essentially a compromise with the principle of govern-
ment (however necessary or expedient), against which
Anarchy proper is the protest, instead of making an ab-
surd attempt to harmonize these antagonisms and label
them Auarchism, -~ then his criticism of the ¢ Republi-
can”’ might have been something to the point.
HENRY SEYMOUK.

51 ARUNDEL SQUARE, Loxpox,

I regret to have to waste time and space on
an analysis of Mr. Seymour’s alleged criticisms
and implied conceptions. The distinctions
drawn in the rejoinder to the ‘¢ Republican”
may be too subtle for Mr. Seymour and some
others who choose to attach to their nebulous
and shifty and crude ideas of politics and ethics
the label ¢ Anarchism ”; but I really am weary
of the interminable discussions with those who,
though fundamentally at variance with the po-
sition which is recognized by all logica! thinkers
as distinctively Anarchistic, profess general no-
tions and affect a phraseology which superficially
seem to entitle them to represent Anarchism. It
must be apparent at a glance to the discriminat-
ing reader that Mr. Seymour’s Anarchism and
that expounded editorially in Liberty are totally
dissimilar; and the only relevant criticism on
the part of either exponent would be to charge
the other with usurping the term Anarchist and
seeking to impose under iw suice principles es-
sentially invasive and goverrmental. Mr, Sey-
mour is not sufliciently emphatic and severe with
us (I say with us, for Mr. Tucker is my accom-
plice both before and after the fact), and this
points either to a lack of courage or to a lurking
consciousness of weakness in his own conclusions.
My method shall be different. I do not hesitate
to charge that Mr. Seymour has failed to grasp
the philosophical Anarchistic doctrine, and that
what he, in his confusion and ignorance, regards
as deviations from right principle in the article
referred to by him are in truth inevitable corol-
laries of first principles.

Mr. Seymour holds that the Anarchist does
(and consistently must) insist on being the judge
and interpreter of the ethical rules by which he

is to be governed. Mr. Seymour champions

what be calls * individualism in ethics,” and ac--

cuses me of traversing the eardinal principles
of Egoism as well as Anarchism. It is casy to
show that Mr, Seymour’s Egoism is not at all the
Egoism espoused by Mr. Tucker, and that his
Anarchism has little affinity with that advoeated

by Liberty’s editorial writers. We arc of
course not to be held responsible for Mr. Sey-
mour’s ideas, and to an aceusation of inconsist-
eney on our part with A/ teachings we shall
cheerfully plead g .ilty.

To brine out the difference hetween our An-
archism and that of Mr. Sevmour, let us take a
case.  Suppose the State out of the way, and
one large voluntary association in its place. Sup-
pose further that murder and theft are among
thie ¢ Don'ts 7 of the association,  Suppose fin-
ally that one member disregards the interdiet and
Would Mr. Sey-
mour approve of the punishment of this mem-
ber from his peculiar point of view ? Doubtless
he would; otherwise the voluntary association
has no raison d’étre, and there is no protection
against aggression. But would the prisoner be
the judge and interpreter of the ethical rules by
which he was governed? Certainly, Mr. Sey-
mour will answer ; when he joined the association,
be knew and approved and submitted to its ethi-
cal rules; hence he consents to his own punish-
ment. Very well; let us introduce a little varia-
tion. Suppose the member, prior to the com-
mission of the crime, duly severed his connection
with the asscciation. His status, manifestly, at
the time :f the collision with the rules of the as-
sociatisu, was not different from that of a man
who had never joined the association at all.
What would Mr. Seymour have the association
do with such an ““ external ” aggressor 2 If Mr.
Seymour’s Anarchism imports that an individual
must always be the judge 2nd interpreter of his
own conduct, then such an outside invader can-
not he punished wnless he pei itently surrenders
himself and declares in Cliffoa 1 language that
his ¢¢ tribal self ” sternly reproba’cs ths act com-
mitted by his ““individual <elf 7 and condemns
him to punishment.  Shouid the nav happen to
be at one with himself and calm:ly declare that
his own ethical rules permit suck ¢ forms of cora-
petition ” as murder and robbery, the association
cannot punish him without vielating ¢ individu-
alism in ethics.”

corimiis a murder or robbery.

Rational people will require no further argu-
ment. Tt is obvious that Mr. Seymour’s * indi-
vidualism in ethics " is rubbish, a meaningless
catch-phrase coined under a system of moral free-
coinage which dispenses with all standards of
value and meaning.

I am willing ts believe that Mr. Seymour is
really puzzled by the apparent discrepancy be-
tween ‘ government by consent ” and the state-
ment that men would be punished for infractions
of equal freedom without regard to their own al-
leged ethical philosophy. But the hypothesis of
Mr. Seymour’s honesty involves a serious reflec-
tion on his acumen. He ought to know that
‘¢ government by consent” is a self-contradictory
phrase, in employing which Anarchists merely
adapt themselves to the terminology of their su-
perficial critics. Government being defined by
Anarchists as furasive interference with others,
it is obviously absurd to speak of government, or
invasion, by consent. Protection against aggres-
sion, or punishment of aggression, is not ¢ gov-
ernment” according to Anarchist definitions;
hence to punish a man for a breach of equal free-
dom is not to *“ govern him.” Is Mr, Seymour
still prepared, after this correction, to pretend
that my conception of the * voluntary associa-
tion” is merely a sophistieal device to perpetuate
tyranny ? If he is, T plainly tell him that he
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writes ..ithout any knowledge of the meaning of
the A voluntary association
which punishes unmistakable breaches of equal

terms he uses.
freedom, and these only, a perpetrator of ty-
What is tyranny, pray ?
aggression, violition of equal freedom; and Mr.

ranny ! Tyranny is
Seymour’s proposition amounts to this, — that
resistance to tyrammy is itself tyranny, the en-
foreement of equal liberty a transgression of
equal liberty ! Tn what respect does my ¢ asso-
differ from the exir g State, then?
asks Mr. Seymour.  So stupid 1s this query that
Why, does

ciation "

one is actually ashamed to notice it.
the existing State punish nothing but violations
of equal treedom?  What is our grievance
against the State,~—that it punishes non-invasive,
proper exercises of individual powers, or that it
punishes invasion without procuring the consent
of the invaders to such punishment ?  The ¢ as-
sociation” would punish nothing but invasive
conduet; the existing State punishes much that
is not invasive at all. The person who does not
appreciate this difference has no husiness to leap
into the arena of public discussion.

But T am not really surprised at Mr. Seymour’s
blundering eriticisms.  What can be expected
of one who thinks that ¢¢ equal liberty is no more
a scieniific conception than the immaculate
Mary’s was” ?  Mr, Seymour is ignorant of the
import of equal liberty. His illustration shows
that to him equal liberty signifies the right to
retaliate, to pay in the same coin. If one man
annoys another and this other is allowed to an-
noy his annoyer in a similar manner, the require-
ments of cqual liberty are fulfilled, in Mr. Sey-
mour’s opinions. That the annoyed should pro-
cure the pnnishment of the annoyer, he thinks a
picce of tyranny; for such punishment there is
not ¢ the slightest authority derivable from equal
liberty whatsoever.”

Now, vqual liberty does not signify the op-
portunity or right to retaliate. The question
whether a2 man who injures or annoys another
man may be rightfully punished is determined
simply by the nature of the injury or annoyaunce.
If the annoyance is clearly and unnistakably an
interference with the freedom of the fullest exer-
cise of faculties compatible with equality of such
freedom, then eqnal liberty distinetly authorizes
the punishment oi the offender.  If thereisany
doubt about the aggressive quality of the annoy-
ance, the benefit of the doubt is given of course
to the annoyer.  In such cases the annoyed may
resort to the policy of giving the annoyer a dnre
of his own medicine. It is true that equal lib-
erty does not enable us to decide promptly in all
cases whether an alleged aggression is really an
aggression; but this fact is irrelevant in the pres-
ent discussion.  Where an aggression is not
clearly proved, no punishment is inflicted.
‘What T had reference to is the punishment of
breaches of equal freedom, not of actions the in-
vasive quality of which is not generally admitted.
The only question between Mr. Seymour and
Liberty is whether the opinion or pretended opin-
ion of the individual on trial is entitled to more
weight than that of the entire community con-
cerned in the outcome of the trial  Mr. Sey-
mour’s contention is that it is tyrainy and
Archism to punish a man for murder or robbery
3f he insists that with Aés ethies murder and roh-
bery are not, inconsistent. My proposition was
that the man’s opinion is not solicited, and that
his guilt and punishment is a matter which the

community decides in the light of the principle
of cqual liberty. )

Mr., Seymour’s concluding sentences introduce
us to his positive theory of Anarchism, and dis-
close the divergenee between his conception and
ours.  No fault would have been found with me
it I “hadaverred Anarehy in the conerete to be
fnpossibde untill all men had =0 changed  front
morally as not to desire to invade one another
it 1 ¢ had declared that any scheme of watual
defence was essentially a compromise with the
principle of government,” ete.  In other words,
Mr. Seymonur would not have criticised me if 1
Lad aceepted his view.  But I do not aceept his
view, and his implied detinitions of Anarchism
and government I have repeatedly challenged
and rejected,  Mutual defence 1s not necessarily
a compromise with government, for government
is aguression, and defence ayainst aggression is
not government. I fail to see why men who or-
ganize, not to invade, but to resist invasion,
must necessarily become invaders.  If, then, mu-
tual defence is not necessarily a compromise
with government, it follows that ‘“ Anarchy in
the concrete” is ot < impossible until all men
had so changed,” etc. For Anarchy is absence
of government, or aggression and people who
refrain from all aggression and respect every
liberty except the liberty to aggress are Anar-
chistic and exemplify Anarchism in the concrete.

: V.Y,

"

In Answer to My Critics.
Despite the insignificance which in Mr. Bil-

.gram’s mind characterizes the question whether

money is capital, T agree with Mr. Kuehn in con-
sidering it an important question, Not that the
way in which we use a word alters any essential
truth.  Economic prineiples remain the same
whether our definition of capital embraces money
But, however independent of
definitions principles may be, a widespread com-

or excludes it.

preqiension of principles depends more upon defi-
nitions than upon anything else.
whieh are intelligible at all are generally in-
telligible in proportion to the precision of the
terms in which they are stated.  Mr., Kuehn
and Mr. Bilgram think it casier to meet the
champions of interest hy separating money
from capital; I think it casier to meet them
by considering money as a form of capital.
Which of us is right is a questiva of importance
to all opponents of interest, since upon its decis-
ion depends to a large extent the rapidity with
which our doctrine spreads.

“What!" objects Mr. Crane; ¢ frame a defi-
nition with a view to establishing a theory?”
Certainly ; why not?  For what purpose do we
need definitions other than that of making our-
selves understood ? If Thave a theory, and can
more readily make my neighbor understand it by
using certain words in a certain way, why should
I not so use these words in addressing him, first
warning him, of course, of my intention.' T like
Mr. Bilgram’s egoistic fashion of using words
as tools for the best expression of his own
thought, and I do not like Mr, Crane’s commu-
nistic fashion of s. defining words that their defi-
nitions include, or make a bluff at including, all
the meanings that have ever been attached to
them by sane men.  The man who undertakes
to blend in one definition all the conceptions of
sane mei on any given subject must be prepared
to make the ¢ greatest effort ot his lite,”  Mr,

Theories

“views,

Crane himself, in defining capital, falls signally
short of his own standard. e says that cap:-
tal is **anything which ean he exchanged for
* and this defini-
tion he defends on the ground that it is ¢ what

Libor or thic products of labor,”

is inve
-apital with any degree of intelligence,”  This
defence will not o, because the definition does
ot express what I mean when I speak of cayi-
tal. I define eapital as ““everything not labor
that plays a part in production.”
cludes, for instance, sunlight, which certainly
cannot be exchanged for labor or the produets of
labor, Mr. Crane may reply, of course, that I
do not speak of capital with any degree of intel-
ligenee, but in that case the readers of Liberty, I
faney, will say of his definition of intelligence
what he says of my definition of capital, — that
it iz ¢“ too restrictive.” Besides, if Mr. Crane
is to decide who is intelligent, the inclusiveness
of his definitions is a good deal of a sham, and
the communist appears as egoist after all, — as
indeed all communists are, only they don’t know
it. I grant that, if Mr. Crane finds his defini-
nition of capital the most convenient for his pur-
pose, it is the best definition for him; therefore,
whenever he uses the word, I will kecp bis-defi-
nition in mind. But I really see no more basis
in the fitness of thiags for the definition of capi-
tal as ‘“ anything which can be exchanged for
labor or the products of labor,” than for its defi-
nition, for instance, as *‘ anything which can be
seen with the naked eye.” To finish with Mr.
Crane right here, I will ask him why he hopes
he has shown that the definition of money is not
the equivalent of the definition of capital, the
contrary position having becn taken by no one in
this discussion.

Having shown the importance and purpose of
definition, and having defended the individual
method ¢f definition, I have now a few words to
say in arswer to the criticisms upon my syllo-
gism establishing that mouney is capital. My ar-
gument, it will be remembered, was based upon
the premises thai *‘ everything not labor that
plays a part in production is capital,” and that
““money is a thing wot labor that plays 2 part in
production.” To this there are two objections
advanced, — one, by Mr. Kuehn, that money is
not a thmg, and one, by Mr. Bilgram, that
money does not play a part in production. It is
a fair inference, I think, that neither of these
gentlemen endorses the objection of the other.
Either objection, however, if established, is fatal
to my syllogism.

Let me deal first with Mr. Kuehn. Since he
denies that money is a thing, he should tell us
his notion of a thing. I will tell him mine in
the language of the Century Dictionary:  That
which is or may become the object of thought;
that which has existence, or is counceived as
having existence; any object, substance, at-
tribute, idea, fact, circnumstance, event, etc.
A thing may be either material or ideal, animate
or inanimate, actual, possible, or imaginary.”
If Mr. Kuchn admits this definition and at the
same tine denjes that money is a thing, then his
conception of money ix so extremely tenuous
that it becomes him to have little to say about
the ¢ metaphysical ¥ character of my monetary
If he does not admit this definition, he
is nevertheless hound to judge my argument in
the light of my own definitions; and therefore I
ask * n, assuming my definition of the word

iiably meant by any one who speaks of

Now, this in-
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‘“thing,” to puint out the faw in my syllogism.
Mecanwhile ¥ assure him that I am in sympathy
with much that he says about money in his arti-
cle, and that a gecat deal of it I have said before
him, I cannot allow, however, that *a mer-
chant’s books are not wealth.”  The very fact
that they are memoranda, and useful memo-
randa, makes them wealth, especially as they are
useful not alone to the merchant himself, but to
his creditors and debtors, to whom they are a
proteetion in case of dispute or fraud. The
Looks are created at an expense, and this ex-
pense is paid by the werchant’s customers in the
prices of the goods which he sells them. If
these customers did not regard the books as
wealth, they would not be foolish enough to pay
for them, but would buy of another merchant
keeping 210 books and therefore selling cheaper,
And this is precisely what they will do after the
abolition of the money monopoly and with it the
major part of bookkeeping, for then, as Mr.
Kuehn points out, the bookkeeping will be doue
automatically, so to speak, and much more
cheaply, by the @urency itself. I cannot stop
to consider whether money is an ““evidence of
debt,” ora ““quality,” oran ““ assurance policy.”
None of these points are material in dispute of
my syllogism. Is money “ a thing not labor that
plays a part in production ?”” That is the only
question for Mr. Kuchn. Jle admits that it
plays a part in production when he pronounces
it a ‘“labor-saving device.” fle has denied that
it is a thing, but can he deny i any longer ? 1t
may or may not be an ‘‘ evidence of debt,” ¢“a
quality,” or an ‘“‘assurance policy,” but; be it any,
all, or none of these, in any case it is a thing. Tt
is also immaterial whether at bottom the mone-
tary power inheres in man. There isa sensein
whieh all productive power inheres in man,
There is no digging power in a spade; it inheres
inman.  But a spade is capital aevertheless. T
contend that knowledge, skill, credit, strength,
amnd all useful things whatsoever, being things
not lahor that play a part in production, are capi-
tal.

My answer to Mr. Bilgram shall be short.
He teils me that money plays a part, not in pro-
duction, but in trade. I deny the distinction.
Trade i production, — that is, it is a part of
production.  And everything that saves luhor in
this part of production, or in any other part, is
capital.  And that money so saves labor by
avoiding the necessity of costly transportation
will not be denied by Mr. Bilgram.  He himself
says that production ineludes the transfer of the
immature produoet front hand to hand,  Now if
it the absence of money the immature produet
has to be transferred say » dozen times before
reaching the consumer, and if by the use of
money say nine of these transfors are avoided, it
iy indigputable that money plays a part, and a
very hmportant part, in production.  This being
the case, it follows that wealth which is put to
two uses at once, one of which is monetary, is
capital hoth beeanse of its capacity us money
and beeause of its primary capucity.

ft remaing only tosay to Mr. Byington that I
have not the smallest objection to the adoption
of a term for the purpose of distinguishing that
wealth which is not product.  If ¢ raw mate-
rial i3 not good encugh for the purpose, let Mr,
Byington improve vpon it But T think it iv-

pational to confine the term capital to product
ouly, sinee the purpose of the:word capital, in

my view, is to distinguish from labor in pro-
duetion that which labor uses in production.
T.

The position taken by Mr. Yarros in his an-
swer to Mr, Seymour is substantially my own.
I should like, however, to modify, or perhaps
only explain, his reinarks on the right to retali-
ate.  This right is simply the individual right of
self-defence,
ciagive defence is derived, and which therefore
no defensive association can deny.  If A invades
B, B may, if he chooses, adjudge A guilty and
punish him,  Of course it is thep open to A to
complain to the defensive association that he has
been invaded by B and to thus proeure B’s ar-
rest and trial, - Bat the question to be passed
upon in the trial of B will not be whether 13 has
done justice Zimself, but wheiler B has done
Justice himself.  If the trial shows that B has
done injustice, — that is, invaded rather than re-
sisted or punished invasion, — he will be pun-
ished like any other invader. But if the triud
shows that B has done justice, he will not be
punished for doing it lnmself. Of course B, if
he is a sensible man, will see that it is almost
always better, under the sure and speedy justice
which Anarchism will provide, to let the defen-
sive association do justice for himj but, on the
other hand, his good sense will keep him, in my
judgment, from signing any contract vhereby
he relinquishes the right to do his own justice.

from which alone the right of asso-
5 E

Comrade Mackay is now completing his brief
visit to America, which has been a source of so
much pleasure to comrades in many parts of the
country, and especially in New York, Boston,
Detroit, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Washington,
This visit, however, has been marred by u great
disaster, oceassioning serious loss not only to
our poet, bat te us ail.  In Chicago a valise v
stolen from him, the contents of which included
the manuseripts of all the unpublished literary
work which he has done within the last two or
three years, It is probable that this work ean
never be dove over again, T am sure that all
the veaders of Liberty join me in this expression
Ouy comrade will probably sail
arly in October.

of our sorrow,
for Euvop. tut wiedersehen!

The Communists are to hold in Chicago a so-
called  Anarchistic Congress. 1
invitation to take part in it. My answer was
that, if T am to take part in any congress held
in Chicago, it must be one of two things,——
cither a general labor congress bearing the label
of no school and open impartially to all schools,
or an Anarchistic cougress, not only known as
such, but managed by real Anarchists, and not Ly
Communists, No real Anarchist who *akes part
in the proposed congress can ever thereafter
complain when the c(tpn,.lhstw press confounds
Anarchism and Communism,
3 B ——

s Money 4 Productive Tool?

Lo the Bditor of Liherty :

What has been gained by the ““demounstration ™ that
money is eapital

In studying the socinl question T found it best to
study the subject nt first independent of worls, and,
whesever the line of thought had formulated s coneept
for which a name would be n convenience. I ook f'rom
the voealatdary of the existing Innguage that word that
came nearest to my conecst. 1 then approprinted this
word for the purpose, & med it accordingly, and used
it consistently in thut sense,
Inmy study of the theory of interest it heenme neces.

received  an

sary to segregute. by classification, money from the
means of production, and, finding that the word “ cap-
ital " was used by many of the modern economists in a
sense synonymous to *menns of production,” er ‘‘ un-
finished products,” or “* immature wealth,” ete., which
was precisely what I wanted, 1 appropriated this term.,
In this sense a knitting machine, for instunce, mnsi be
viewed, economically, as alarge lot of stuekings partly
finished, 1 thus used the word *‘capital,” by defini-
tion, in contradistinetion from money, having a definite
reason for so doing.

But you hold that money plays o part in production.
In this respect my vicw differs from yours. Produc
tion involves chemical and physicul chunges and changes
of location, including the transfer of the immnature pro-
duct from hand to hand, cach temporary possessor per-
forming his part of the work towards bringing the ob-
ject to ec momic maturity.,

Money plays no part in these operations,  Its fanc-
tion is to facilitate trade.  In u competitive system of
production nobody is willing to hand his products to
others  without receiving un equivaleni in return
Money is used to mediate the reciprocal transfer of
something else to him who transfers his produnts to
others. It performs a social function in accomplisfivyg
the transfer of the right of ownership. A study of the
process of production can take account only of the aci
of the physical transfer.  The question of the recipro-
cal transfer of an equivalent, of the remuneration for
the delivery of things, is one pertaining to social sci-
ence, to the study of the relations between man and man
resulting from their efforts to produce things that grat-
ify desires.  To my und standing, remuneration is not
part of the act of production.
not one of production.

It must be admitted that wealth used as capital can
at the sane time perform the function of money through
evidences conferring to their holders a gualified right
of vwnership to this wealth, but then it is capital not
because of its capucity asmoney. Itis capital incident-
ally, but not essentially. Huwo Bineram.

PuinaveLpura, Aveusr 10, 1893,

Is Land Capital ?
To the Faditor of Liberty:

Mr. Donisthorpe ought to carry out his argument in
your August number to its logical conclusion, which is
that all wealth is copital.  He has converted me at least
to that view. Surcly the scats of a theatre are capital,
and would be treated as such by any cconmnist; yet I
do noi know what is directly enjoyed, if they are not,

I ennnot see what useful economic principle is lost by
abolishing that part of wealth which-is not capital.  As
Tnow look at it, the distinetion between capital and
other wealth is exactly purallel to the obsolete distine-
tion hetween productive and unproductive lahor,

As 1o your definition, ** Everything not luhor that
plays a part in production is capital,” it includes land,

Lagree that some things which arecalled land are eapi-

tal, but T am hardly ready to lose 7 wd siiogether as a
distinct economic factor.  Aceording to your definition,
the solidity of the ground over which 1 walk on a pro-
ductive journey is capital. 1 do not think mast would
call it so, though, if that solidity were dependent on
human care (as in a bridge), it would certainly he capi-
tal.

That whose extstence does not depend on human

action, if hrought into privatae possession, is valued ane,

cording to Ricardo’s law of rent,  That which is so

dependent is novially \hluod aveording to the law,.

“eost the Himit of price.”  Surely this is o valid reason
for distingwishing between the iwe terms, land and
eapital® SrErukN T ByiNerox,

“EVERYBODY'S LAW BOOK,”

[s the title of the new 768 »work )
prop.\rwl hy Wf Alexander Koones, LLB, member of
the New York Har,

[t cuables ecvery man and woman (o be their own law<

yero It tenches whit are vous rights and how to main-
tin thent. When to begin a law st and when to shun
one. Heontains the nseful information every husiness

man needs in every State in the Union, T eentains huse
fness forms of every variety usetul to the lawyer ax well
as Lo all whao v Jeaal b iness to transact,

Inciose twe ddollars for a copy, or inclose two-eent
postage styoep for aotable of gontenis and terms o
wgents,  Aderess BENT WO HTTCHUOC K Publisheyy
HSA Sixth A\lllhl‘, New York,

Money is a tool of trade, -




