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			Note from the Authors

			We have determined the original work 1900 or The Last President written by Ingersoll Lockwood in 1896 to be in the public domain, meaning that it is not subject to copyright.

			The commentary, preface, introduction, and afterword authored by Liz Martin and Brandon Vallorani is subject to copyright.

		

	
		
			Preface

			—Liz Martin

			“I prefer peace, but if trouble must come, let it be in my time that my children may know peace.”—Thomas Paine

			As you read the original text of Lockwood’s cautionary allegory, you may be surprised at the number of references to situations, concepts, and conflagrations you’d find in our current events. I certainly was amazed to see that even in the 1800s, liberal thought was seeking a foothold as strongly as it is today.

			Petulant diatribes against “the wealthy” from socialist liberals like Alexandra Ocasio-Cortez and Bernie Sanders are not new. In Chapter 8, you’ll see a “packing of the Supreme Court,” rendering it powerless for good.

			You’ll see railing against the Electoral College in favor of installing officials by popular vote. Riots ensue when the “common man” is not permitted whatever reparation they demand. Taxes on every action and activity run rampant, causing inflation that cripples the nation.

			There is nothing new under the sun, so said the great king Solomon in Ecclesiastes.

			Whatever term is given—liberal, leftist, communist, socialist, anarchist, progressive, Democrat—what remains evident is that despite the somewhat outdated language and poetic prose, we find a very disturbing realization: our great nation has been fighting this war for a long time.

			If we intend to win the battle for the hearts, minds, and souls of our country’s citizens, we must take heed of the somber warning found in the original work of Ingersoll Lockwood.

			The somewhat prophetical, and certainly dire, description of what life would be like under such dereliction of our country’s electoral process and checks and balances leads us to one conclusion: America’s final stand is coming. It may be in your lifetime, or it may be in the lifetimes of your children or grandchildren.

			During the events of 1896, America’s degradation was stayed when William McKinley defeated William Jennings Bryan’s progressive platform. I warrant that this has been a constant struggle ever since.

			It’s not too late, Patriots. We must be aware, and mentally armed with the knowledge that socialism can and must be battled every time it rears its ugly head, or we face losing the nation we love so dearly.

			We have attempted to maintain the complete originality of Ingersoll Lockwood’s 1900 or The Last President, first published in 1896. Some punctuation, spellings, and formatting have been modified for better readability.

			We have decided that the best way we can serve the reader to maximize the benefit from this book, without taking away from the story itself, is to introduce each chapter with some comments and observations to help the reader fully grasp details of historical context that have faded in the century since it was written, as well as how those allegorical situations correspond to circumstances we find ourselves wrestling with today.

			Stantes pro deo et patria!

			Liz Martin

		

	
		
			Introduction

			The little book you hold in your hand has been called “prophetic” by some.

			It isn’t because it unlocks some great spiritual mystery of the faith or because it gives the names and dates of great events in history. It has been called that for a different reason.

			More than a century after it was written, people are struck by the similarities of predictions the author made in his book to events of our modern day.

			To be fair, the author, who had not yet witnessed the dawning of the 20th century when he penned these words, never set out to describe the world as you and I would know it today. He set out on a far more modest project.

			When he saw the direction the Democratic Party was taking, the people who were taking up positions of influence there, the party platform, and the now-famous speech made by their nominee, Lockwood wrote this book as a warning.

			However likable and genuine he may have seemed at the time, electing a man like William Jennings Bryan to the presidency held serious real-world implications.

			Lockwood’s predictions were never put to the test in his lifetime because, of course, William McKinley defeated Bryan in the general election.

			But the progressive ideas Bryan embodied filtered into the national bloodstream. The disposition of Americans both in our love of freedom and our commitment to the faith and ideals on which we were founded kept Bryan’s ideas from gaining traction here for a very long time.

			But the world has changed and changed again. Today, the Cold War is over, China has become a global power, and many of our institutions have been hijacked by cultural Marxists. Even once-reliable bulwarks against the Left’s agenda like Christian faith and belief in the American Dream don’t have nearly the same cultural influence they did just a few decades ago.

			The ideas, the issues, and the warnings written in a book more than one hundred years ago are suddenly very much alive again and have been thrown back into national debate.

			We think of Orwell and Huxley as being, in a sense, prophetic because of how they described the ways in which totalitarians would control the people either through fear or through entertainment and distraction.

			We see how dystopian writers predicted a world in which nothing we did would be hidden from the watchful eyes of the state. We saw how science would be weaponized against our own humanity, and language would be weaponized against our ability to think independently. Ray Bradbury wrote of book burnings, predicting thought control and cancel culture. Nonconformists would be the enemy.

			But these weren’t prophecies, really. They were just an extrapolation of known trends being carried forward into a foreseeable future.

			We saw the same thing happening with not one, but two stories written that each predicted, with shocking precision, the events surrounding the sinking of the Titanic.

			Neither author consciously set out to write a story about one of history’s great maritime disasters. Instead, they took their understanding of a straightforward problem—in this case the number of lifeboats on ocean-going ships compared to the total number of passengers and crew—and played out a realistic what-if scenario of a disaster at sea.

			W. T. Stead and Morgan Robertson both told harrowing tales of a ship going down after hitting an iceberg in the North Atlantic, with many perishing needlessly.

			Morgan Robertson, author of The Wreck of the Titan, obviously knew a thing or two about sailing. He came remarkably close to the truth with his dimensions of the ship, and the conditions that led to the ship’s sinking. The fictional ship’s name was a natural enough choice for the “largest ship ever made,” but the similarity is still hard to overlook. Some of his more superstitious contemporaries were convinced he was a clairvoyant.

			The book you now hold was written more than fifteen years before the sinking of the Titanic, but modern readers will note with some interest that this book opens with a very vivid metaphor of a ship slamming into an iceberg. For a book whose predictive power is being compared to that of Stead and Robertson, it’s an interesting irony.

			The interest in this book has generated is due, in part, to the fact that this is not the only book written by this author.

			The fact that the title character in one of his novels is Baron Trump—nearly the same name as the forty-fifth president’s son—was too delicious a coincidence for many to overlook.

			Others have suggested that this book was, in some sense, a prediction of Trump’s own presidency disrupting the status quo, and much was made about events in the opening chapter seemingly occurring at what later became Trump Tower. (The two locations were pretty close, but the events in the story unfolded at an address several blocks away.)

			A fair reading of the content does not describe anything like a Trump presidency. How could it be since Trump ran as a conservative? It does, however, describe the very socialist influences whose takeover of America he was working so hard to oppose.

			What was the author of this book trying to accomplish?

			The easiest explanation would be to set it in a modern context. This book was written in 1896, after the Democrats had chosen their nominee, and after that nominee, William Jennings Bryan had both given his “Cross of Gold” speech and the Democrats had published their Chicago platform of that year.

			Bryan had allied himself with his generation’s answer to the Bernie Sanders/Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez socialist wing of his party and was pledging to pull his party hard to the Left in an appeal to “the common man.”

			The easiest way for us to see this book in its proper context is to imagine an alternate history in which the DNC did not put its thumb on the scale to help Hillary defeat Bernie for the DNC nomination in 2016.

			Imagine the party establishment lining up behind him and writing their platform based on his promises and the private agendas of some billionaire backers who think they can leverage his movement for their own gain.

			Picture a modern patriot being absolutely horrified with what a Bernie presidency could mean for America, and him writing a short novel—complete with the all-too-familiar names and political players of today—in which that author shows us what happens if our country gets slammed by a “democratic socialist” American presidency.

			Maybe the country doesn’t sink into chaos the very second it hits that metaphorical iceberg, but the clock is ticking.

			That’s exactly the project Ingersoll Lockwood took on with 1900 or The Last President.

			While they may no longer have significance to us, the people, issues, and political questions of the day to which he refers would all have been recognizable to anyone in that election cycle who read the daily newspapers and followed politics.

			It’s easy to forget what Lockwood was up against. When he was writing this, he was up against the energy of a new idea that claimed it could solve an old problem, and a real one. It promised to ease the suffering of the masses. It seemed to be anchored in compassion and love of the common man—a theme we’ll see again and again in this book.

			At a time when America was just climbing out of the Long Depression, this new ideology promised to make sure nobody did without. The weight of these promises would fall, they say, on those who were strong enough to bear the load.

			Lockwood didn’t have the modern reference points we have. He couldn’t look at the failures in Venezuela, Zimbabwe, or Maoist China, or the atrocities committed against their own people by Lenin and Stalin in the USSR. Lenin’s revolution was still a generation away. The Communist Party now ruling China wasn’t even formed until 1921.

			The author saw the rise in socialist-aligned anarchist movements, and the leading “progressive” figures of his day like John Peter Altgeld. He could look across the Atlantic at the influence of Marx on other countries and see an ugly trend forming. It took some real insight to look at the events and really understand what they meant for the rest of us.

			There were a lot of ways he could have gotten his message out. Why did he choose to put it as a story?

			Whether you are talking about the 19th century or the 21st, the ideas embodied in “Make America Great Again” and the wild promises of “Build Back Better” are in conflict. They cannot both be true. But, as buyers’ remorse in the Biden presidency is proving, you can’t just take political ideas for a test drive and then return them if they don’t work out. In politics, all sales are final.

			But stories are a safe place to let ideas run free and to see how the experiment ends. Even Jesus used stories—parables—to get ideas across. Why?

			Because unlike an essay, a story engages the mind, the imagination, and the emotions. By being immersive, it lets you “see” what’s happening in a much richer way. You can feel a story where commentary might merely engage the mind.

			The references, of course, are dated, and the world has changed dramatically from the time it was written. Some things—like the depiction of racial minorities in his day (which was, incidentally, the same year Plessy v. Ferguson was decided)—may seem foreign or even shocking to our modern ears.

			But in the broad strokes, The Last President’s warning remains just as fresh and relevant today as it was when first written. And there is a reason for that.

			It was never a story about just one man. It was really about the ideas with which he was trying to “fundamentally transform” both America and our economy. Ideas that are all too familiar to anyone who has been paying attention to the competing visions of the increasingly hard-Left Obama and Biden administrations on one side and Trump’s “Make America Great Again” movement on the other.

			Trump boldly pledged in his 2019 State of the Union address that America would never be a socialist country. The Democrats, meanwhile, have been using every tool at their disposal to try and prove him wrong.

			Reagan once warned that we are never more than one generation away from losing our freedom. This political conflict between collectivist socialism on the Left and rugged American individualism on the Right is nothing new.

			The seeds of it were already germinating at the close of the 19th century. We dodged a bullet then, and perhaps, with the help of his warning, Americans can do so again.

		

	
		
			Commentary on Chapter 1

			Lockwood was able to squeeze an entire world of ideas into ten slim chapters because he was drawing from a wealth of shared experience and knowledge of contemporaries in his own day.

			His book was written during the election cycle of 1896, after the nominees were chosen, but before the vote was cast. (Based on clues from the plot itself, it was most likely published before September.) It was written with one intent—to address the critical issues of his day.

			Instead of writing a dreary series of essays with laborious facts, figures, and citations that would be generally ignored and quickly forgotten, he wrapped his reflections and insights in a message that would engage not just the mind, but the imagination and emotions of the reader as well. (There’s a lesson in there for would-be pundits of our own day.)

			Like Scrooge in Dickens’s classic A Christmas Carol, the reader is taken into the presidency as it might be, with an implicit warning that unless he takes the better path, what lies ahead will be filled with sorrow and regret.

			Readers from the 19th century would need no explanation of what was driving the contentious issues of their day. Those issues and the personalities behind them would have regularly featured in contemporary headlines have been long since forgotten by the generations that followed.

			It’s only natural for someone writing to his own generation to skip those cultural and contextual explanations, isn’t it?

			If someone 120 years from now were to pick up a book describing events around the 2016 and 2020 elections, they might have some sense of the red state/blue state conflict, but they might be baffled about how those elections had been impacted by events, movements, cultural artifacts, and personalities that are all too familiar to the rest of us.

			It’s easy to take for granted all the topics people today could jump straight into that might leave readers a century from now scratching their heads.

			Here are just a few such details we might reference in a story chronicling the Trump years in no particular order: “Bernie Bros,” Jim Acosta, “mean tweets,” the financial influence of George Soros and Planned Parenthood, Jim Comey, pink-hatted marchers, Facebook memes, Pepe the Frog, the alt-Right, Breitbart, bathroom rights, Bruce/Caitlyn Jenner, various “-phobias” and “-isms,” black-bloc rioters breaking windows and burning down Starbucks, Antifa, school shootings, Macedonian Content Farmers, the Steele dossier and “Russian collusion,” the unexpected death of Justice Scalia, and the failed appointment of Merrick Garland.

			The items on this list may mean something to us (if we haven’t already forgotten), but future readers coming across those same ideas would be left with more questions than answers.

			For all the fame and power they may have enjoyed in their lifetimes, even figures whose prominence we now take for granted will have long since faded into distant memory. Nancy Pelosi, Chuck Schumer, Michael Avenatti, Anthony Fauci, Mitch McConnell, Rush Limbaugh, John McCain, Antony Blinken, George Floyd, Hunter Biden, Joe Rogan, Harvey Weinstein, Tara Reade, and many others would need context and footnotes before they could be understood.

			Without the backdrop of environmentalism, identity politics, the rising influence of “the Squad,” and the brand of socialism that was well on its way to capturing most of our political and cultural institutions, any future reader couldn’t even begin to fully grasp those two elections.

			They don’t even touch the immediate questions raised by the disagreements on how to respond to concerns of Islamic terrorism, illegal immigration, and economic policy in the 2016 election, or questions of COVID mandates or BLM riots in 2020.

			But since his short story only has ten chapters, he’s not slowing down for any of those details. As Lockwood skips right to the chase and begins with the election result, you can almost imagine his writing flying off the blocks in answer to a starter’s pistol.

			Boom.

			It’s Election Day in November of 1896. The Democrat had squeaked out an unlikely win, and all hell is breaking loose in the big city. Good citizens are told to “shelter in place” while a riotous mob floods the streets of New York declaring its triumph.

			New York’s finest are doing their best to beat back the mob, but facing exhaustion and superior numbers, they are losing ground and their line is in danger of breaking completely.

			Reinforcements come; there is a military clash with the anarchists in the street and the dead anarchists are carried away in wagons, with an ominous quote from the governor to end the chapter in answer to the relief of the city being saved: “Aye, but the republic….”

			Why would Election Day begin with riots? It has everything to do with who the Democrat candidate really was.

			The man who took the Democratic nomination in 1896 was exactly the kind of candidate behind whom the likes of Bernie Sanders or Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez could have thrown their fullest support.

			These were the early days of what eventually came to be known as the progressive movement (or, as Mark Levin has accurately dubbed it, “American Marxism”).

			This was in the Gilded Age. It was a time overflowing with optimism about the possibilities of human potential. New theories were abundant, and a breathless public was anxious to put them into practice. The West was being tamed, slavery had been ended, and America was trying to come to grips with what sort of a country it was to become going forward.

			While this was a time of amazing opportunity for some, the working class kept working hard jobs and long hours. They started taking issue with how they were treated by their employers, some of whom really were badly exploiting their own workers.

			We were already seeing the beginnings of labor action—this was only ten years after the Haymarket Affair—and an air of revolution was already in the air throughout the world. A radical leftist faction called the Fabian Society had spread up in the 1800s, offering a flavor of Marxism that worked to capture and transform society rather than openly declaring a bloody revolution.

			Political movements were reacting to what they saw as a problem that needed to be solved: there was an enormous wealth gap between the haves and the have-nots, and there was only one explanation they would accept for how something like that can happen. Rich people had exploited poor people to get rich off of their labor.

			Once you have been convinced that criminal exploitation is the only explanation for how they could have gotten rich, the corrective measures—which will be necessarily draconian and authoritarian—become self-evident.

			If the wealthy have no right to their wealth, it is a simple matter of justice, and definitely not a sin, to take it from them.

			As we later saw through the entire 20th century, a whole range of unspeakably evil actions can take place, as soon as those with power to act have convinced themselves those actions are justifiable. What is true at the individual level is no less true of nations or cultures, or organizations.

			We ourselves watched as some of our own politicians and media personalities gave an energetic defense of neighborhoods being burned to the ground and police or federal buildings being attacked by mobs through the summer of 2020.

			So long as it was the right protest for the right cause, even felonies like looting are waved away as justifiable under the circumstances.

			Our own bizarre habit of selective outrage reserved for the media’s approved enemy is something worth keeping in mind the next time we ask ourselves, “How did ordinary Germans tolerate the rise of the Nazi Party? How could they look the other way?”

			Which brings us back to the 1890s, where the seeds of the progressive movement were just beginning to sprout and the Left’s preferred language of representing the “common man” started to pick up steam.

			This picks up another thread that the late 1800s and early 1900s had in common with the serious changes ushered in by social media, changes that were crystalized in the rise of President Donald Trump.

			In a word, populism.

			Going by objective measurements like policies he passed in his first year, Trump was incredibly mainstream in his conservative policies, having checked off 64 percent of the Heritage Foundation’s wish list in his first year, compared with Reagan’s 49 percent.

			But anyone paying attention will notice he managed to draw support from the most unlikely of demographics—the Bernie Bro voter. Why?

			It’s simple—Right and Left is not the only dynamic that interests voters. There was a different problem of the demands of the well-heeled coastal elites, pulling in a different direction than the demands of the working class. The demands of the coastal elites just happened to align with the donor classes, and the media pundit classes on whose whims so many political careers depended, and concerns of the regular working stiff were forgotten in the process.

			Trump and Bernie differed in many ways, but both recognized that there are a lot more working-class people than there are elites, and each citizen gets only one vote. Had Democrats not scrambled to rig the game against Bernie, we might have seen a Trump/Sanders election not once, but twice.

			Populism, in some sense, is about making a direct appeal to the general population and promising to be the one to represent their interests.

			There are two very different ways to embody that promise.

			The Bernie Bro approach—like that of the newly-minted President Bryan in this story—is to pander to the people and promise them an abundance of free stuff at someone else’s expense.

			The “Make America Great Again” method is to attack red tape and regulations, reduce taxation, and have the government step out of the way so Americans can go about the business of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

			When you look at the rioters turned loose in chapter 1, they look an awful lot like the rioters we saw on the news through four years of the Trump presidency. They are consumed with contempt for the wealthy and want to destroy people different from themselves.

			And if they are fighting for the common man as they claim to be, why are ordinary people living in fear of their unrestrained violence, both in the opening chapter of this book and in the modern world?

			These rioters voted for socialism, and they were going to get it—good and hard.

			In the coming chapters, we’ll take a closer look at specific policies and personnel that played a role in shaping the battle to win the White House in 1896.
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