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Geiger tells uslwith what seems like good sense, that
considering what we know of George s intelligence and acuity,
and his exceptional fceenness in analyzing audiences and
adapting to them, he cotld not possiblyhave unlmowmgly made
the speech he dld at the Uruversﬂ:y of California if he really
wanted the chair of pol1t1ca1 aconomy that he was applying
for --a puzzling paradax.
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He entered the fléld of everyday, knock-down and
drag-out, practical pohtlcs not once buta number of times,
and at a nu‘mber of d]fferent levels--a field in which in his
dayand ours, and eveny other day in recorded history, suc-
cess and the retaining| of pers cnal integrityintactare anath-
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ema to each other, vet he never to my knowledge sacificed
one iota of his personal. integrity--a situation so paradoxical
among politicians as|to be unique. In fact there is another
paradox in the almost ridiculous ease with which he seems
to have turned aside} not only in his own time but for all
time, all imputations/ against his integrity. It is almost as
if the men whobrought the|charges didn't believe them thermi-
selves, and pursued them only half-heartedly at best.
|

There are others, many others. At a time when he
was in perhaps the nost dire financial straits of his life
shortly after arriving in New York from the West Coast, he
"contracted' for a potentlally profitable series of speeches
in behalf of the Democratlc party, and then in the very first
speech took a pos1t10h fot free trade diametrically opposed
to the party line andllost the job. In '86 he is reported to
have turned down a surel-fire, Tammany-guaranteed, seat
in the U.S5. House of| Representatives in exchange for his
withdrawal from the |New York race for Mayor, and wound
up with neither. ! .

From his owIL day to the present George has been
labeled as a Marxist, 2 soc¢ialist, and a communist by people
who bhave not begun to comprehend the nature of what he was
proposing, Following George's veryfirst speech expositing
"Georgism" as such|in California, a newspaper, the Alta
California, headlined the leffort: '"Bald Agrarianism-Henry
George Preaches Comrhun;ism in Metropolitan Temple," and
as recently as a month ago a graduate student with a Bach-
elor's degree in poh ical science informed me that George
was a Marxist before he IWas a Georgist! Apparently those
who called him a Marx1st never bothered to find out that
Marx himself labeled' 'Progress and Poverty '"the last ditch
of captialism." Ne1ther,, appartently, have those who call-

ed him a socialist bothered to learn that the socialists of
Great Britain, the Un1ted States, and everywhere, after go-
ing only a I1tt1e way downI the common pathway with George
drew apart togo their| own, individual, separate, collectivist
ways. -

On the contrary, as Albert Jay Nock, Charles Albro
Barker, Anna de Mille, and any number of others tell us,
George was probably the grea.test champion of private prop-
erty, in everything else but land and the other '"matural mo-
nopolies" of his day, a and perhaps of any other day. He want-
ed all wealth created through the labor or the genius of the
individual to remain 100% and for all time individual in na-
I
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ture and possession, ahd nobody, past, present, or future
can be more "individualistic" than that. Beyond 100% we
cannot go. At the same tim'e, he wanted the wealth created
by society itself, by the press of increasing population for
the use of the land and |the [other natural monopolies to re-
main 100% that of the society, and nohody, past, present,
or future could be more completely ''collectivist’ than that.

With his left fopot planted further left that the most
advanced collectivist, and his right foot further right than
the most rugged of the ruglged individualists, what, then,
was George? The answerl it seem, is rather obvious.
George was himself a paradox. He was the most socialistic-
individualist the world (has ever seen, the most spiritual-
materialist, the most humanitarian exponent of "laissez-
faire'. In his honest concern for protectingindividual rights
and individual property his positionwas the most "isolation-
ist', and in his land policy the most "internationalist'. For
the single human being as ajsmall"one' he had as great and
genuine an understanding and compassion as the most ar-
dent personal-salvation evangellst of any religion or philos-
ophy whatsoever, and f ralI' mankind, as a large '‘one'', as
full and complete aninsightag the most wide-minded anthro-
pologist. : :

In George hlmself then, we find the epitormne of para-
.dox, perhaps, to end all’ paradoxes. If George was indeed -
a paradox personified, his main function and utility may well
turn out tobe identical w1th the primary function of the para-
dox mentioned earlier, tpat of unification and reconciliation,
of bringing together inta a COmpatlble relationship positions
that appear 1rreconc1la.b1e. For he demonstrated in the most
convincing and concrete]way possible, by doing it, that it is
possible, within one ph110= ophical systerm and within one
man, to bring together|to work harmoniously toward goals
that both ardently desire, those two most opposite postions
which, in this world today, in the efforts of each to "bury"
the other, seem about tio."bury" the world., -
|
If today, one hundred and twenty-five years after
George 's birth and sevex'lty-iive after Progress and Poverty,-
we can't find in the paradox of George the answer to our
pressing "one-world'" questwn, we can at least find there a
reasonable hope of flndmg an answer, -

l
Then let us to the worku with nothing more to say,
Together go, eachihis' individual-collective way.

7-




