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			Endorsements for The Emerging Populist Majority

			“America’s Elites strangled our country with managed decline unopposed for close to 40 years. The Populist Nationalist Movement galvanized around a former Democrat billionaire from Queens in 2015, hammering through long odds to elect him President. That Movement— now an emerging majority of the nation is the subject of an incredible book by two of its leaders. The Emerging Populist Majority is the action plan for both electoral victory and effective governance in the decades to come. Written by young firebrands, it is a must-read for everyone concerned about the salvation and rejuvenation of our Republic.”

			—Steve Bannon, Chief White House Strategist, Host of War Room

			“The left is going to hate this book, but that says it all.”

			—Richard Baris, Director, BIG DATA POLL

			“Olson and Wax have thrown the old playbook out the window and now present a new plan forward for the GOP, should its leaders realize the importance of capturing a growing groundswell around the country. They understand the American body politic more than most of the high-priced beltway consultants who spend their nights on CNN panels.”

			—Joe Borelli, New York City Council Republican Minority Leader

			“Gavin Wax has been long dedicated to building up the New Right to save the Republic. Beltway elitists have listened to the ‘Chamber of Consultants’ for far too long, and it’s time we rely on creative outsiders to come in and start representing the will of the American people. Wax outlines exactly how the Party needs to align with American interests to build new coalitions of voters who don’t trust the media, politicians, and legacy political parties.”

			—Tyler Bowyer, Chief Operating Officer Turning Point Action

			“The Emerging Populist Majority is a must-read for anyone searching for a clear roadmap on growing the MAGA movement, restoring American prosperity, and saving our Republic. Gavin Wax and Troy Olson provide the most detailed chronology yet of how we got to this point—and why the America First agenda has the so-called elites pressing the panic button.”

			—Alex Bruesewitz, CEO X-Strategies

			“Gavin Wax and Troy Olson are not only good at reading the tea leaves, they have also done a remarkable job explaining them—even for folks who are not politically savvy. The Emerging Populist Majority is a great book that will prepare you to help get our country back on track!”

			— Mike Collins, US House of Representatives (GA-10)

			“Gavin is a political mastermind—he’s a trailblazer that just gets it. Gavin is right when he says this movement is far from over. We are just getting started, and what we have here does not end with President Trump. There’s an awakening happening in this country, and we’re going to make sure it’s heard. This book is the anecdote for Republican doomerism and will enrage Democrat partisans who think they have it wrapped up and are the party of the future.”

			—Ryan Fournier, Founder Students for Trump

			“Authors Troy Olson and Gavin Wax masterfully distill their transformative impact on America’s political scene in this brilliant book. The Emerging Populist Majority is must read for every battle-ready conservative preparing to join the fight to save America.

			—Matt Gaetz, US House of Representatives (FL-1)

			“From the trenches of protests to save Teddy Roosevelt’s statue in New York, to knocking on doors and organizing, nobody has been on the front lines of the populist movement like Wax. Do you want to know how this whole thing happened? He tells you from a thrilling front-row perspective.”

			—David Marcus Author of Charade: The Covid Lies That Crushed a Nation

			“Gavin is emerging as one of the leading voices of the next generation of the political right. He has an acute instinct for what the key issues are for the country and has his finger on the pulse of his generation. This will be the first of many important works that we all need to heed as guidance through this uncharted territory we now find our ourselves and our country in.”

			—Amanda Milius, Producer & Director of The Plot Against the President

			“Gavin Wax is one of America’s most effective political activists. He is the steroid injection that transformed the New York Young Republican Club from an organization of some 50 people that could have met on a Subway car into a 1,000-member colossus that now fills ballrooms. He also is a keen observer and clear thinker on domestic affairs and public relations. I can think of few people better equipped to dive deeply into the future of American conservatism. And, conveniently, he has placed his thoughts between the covers of this book. It deserves a close and immediate read by anyone who wonders whether America will stay afloat or sink beneath the relentless waves of Wokism.”

			—Deroy Murdock, Fox News Contributor

			“Gavin Wax is exactly the kind of firebrand we need to hold the establishment accountable, and The Emerging Populist Majority lays out a cogent roadmap for the future success of our nation.”

			—Vickie Paladino, New York City Councilwoman

			“The Emerging Populist Majority will white pill republicans, enrage the America Last libs and neocons, and provide insight to international partners fighting the same fights abroad against the same foe.”

			—Jack Posobiec, Senior Editor Human Events

			“Just as Kevin Philips’ seminal book, The Emerging Republican Majority was a blueprint for the majority coalition birthed by Barry Goldwater, expanded by Richard Nixon, and brought to fulfillment by Ronald Reagan—Gavin Wax’s book, The Emerging Populist Majority, is a blueprint for the new Republican populist coalition that will return the GOP to majority status. Wax’s understanding of Donald Trump’s ability to ignore Wall Street and the country club elites who dominated the party in the Bush years, to form a coalition of anti-globalist small business people, blue-collar families, suburban middle-class voters, and ever-increasing numbers of Hispanic and African-Americans, is the formula for the future!”

			—Roger Stone, New York Times Bestselling Author

			“In south Brooklyn, an emerging populist majority has already emerged. The very diverse district I represent in the New York City Council has gone from heavily Democrat to heavily Republican over the past half-decade. This would be news to many, so I’m glad this story is getting out to a wider audience.”

			—Inna Vernikov, New York City Councilwoman
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			“Far better it is to dare mighty things, to win glorious triumphs, even though checkered by failure, than to take rank with those poor spirits who neither enjoy much nor suffer much, because they live in the gray twilight that knows not victory nor defeat.”

			—Theodore Roosevelt, twenty-sixth president of the United States

		

	
		
			Foreword

			by Raheem Kassam

			This book is not “easy reading.” Nor should it be. This book is not your typical, ghostwritten, political puffery published by some television talking head with a view of making a quick buck on a bestseller before Christmas. Nor should it be.

			What Gavin Wax and Troy Olson have created with The Emerging Populist Majority is a deeply serious, deeply thoughtful, and deeply nerdy dive into America’s political settlement…or lack thereof.

			In this book, what you’ll come away with—if you put the time and effort into internalizing the critical concepts contained herein—is a wealth of information that will undergird a thesis scarcely advanced: that populism is the natural and default status of America’s body politick, not centralized neoliberalism or progressivism. And certainly not corporate globalism.

			This book is neither a screed nor a manifesto. It is not a “roadmap.” You will not finish the final chapter thinking that everything is under control and that these very smart people are handling the fate of your nation so you don’t have to. It is quite the opposite.

			The Emerging Populist Majority will arm you personally with the historic framework required to put your shoulder to the wheel for a massive intellectual and political reassertion of the country’s founding principles and, equally critically, what they mean for today.

			Critics may blast this necessary assertion of otherwise poorly documented American political history as “the right’s 1619 project”—which will both confirm their own attempts to alter the past through revision and coercion while telling you everything about how much the current ruling class is petrified of such important truths.

			The corporate center of America—the “uniparty”—often positions itself as the West’s rightful “governing class.” Oftentimes, rightists make the mistake of adopting their language, handing them the moral and political high ground in a bid to be the underdog, and lowering their expectations to the point where Republicans on Capitol Hill have very little to do at all.

			But right-wingers must be more forceful than simply touring the nation and its television studios, declaring themselves to be “unwoke” or whatever the latest middle-of-the-road moniker is for the globalist and increasingly demonic left and “right.”

			Simply put: these are quite evidently not the best positioned people to form America’s governing party in the twenty-first century.

			In fact, Wax and Olson seem to hint at the possibility of a range of contingencies except the continuation of the tired status quo.

			In a book that I believe already begs for a sequel or a second volume, the authors reassert a great many concepts and ideas sprinkled throughout the American political tradition that have almost been lost today. These can come at no better time given America’s fast march to one of its most fractious elections ever.

			The Emerging Populist Majority is a necessary and well-stated anecdote to much of the political commentary today that sacrifices the big picture and long-term trajectory of America for a narrow, two-party horse race.

			Olson and Wax conclude on a thesis that says the populists are slowly, persistently, and gradually winning, going through the most expedient and viable legal vessel they can.

			It was my great pleasure to read it and to recommend it to you. I hope you do the same for others, for that is how victory goes viral.

		

	
		
			Preface

			The story of how this book came into existence is as unlikely as the populist movements and developments it covers. How does a former busboy born and raised in Queens come to coauthor a book with a former cook from a small town in Minnesota? The story of how and why that can happen is in some ways a microcosm of the conservative, traditionalist, patriotic, and populist fusion project currently changing the face of American politics. It’s also a microcosm of the potential going forward of an urban and rural populist fusion that would create the strongest, deepest, and broadest political coalition in nearly a century. What may come to America’s political future is one reason this book exists. The other reason is our recent and not-so-recent past.

			For the better part of the past two decades, the media and cultural establishment in America have time and again declared the Republican Party dead or on its deathbed, and declared an ascendant and forever Democratic Party majority because of the country’s changing demographics. Whether called the “coalition of the ascendant,” the “wired workers” of tech, our biggest societal development during that time, “demographic inevitability,” or this book’s subgenre—the emerging Democratic majority—this thesis has been deeply harmful to our political discourse. This book will show just how much it has not come to pass, and the more it does not come to pass, the more poisoned the discourse has become. An era of negative partisanship and ideological polarization has left this land and its people in a seemingly perpetual struggle at the 50-yard line, content to kick long field goals. It is clear we cannot and will not go on much longer like this. We have arrived at a pivotal moment of transition. In fact, we’re already halfway through it.

			We attempted to make this book as fact-driven as possible, discussing recent and historical trends while pulling no punches with the past or present in service of trying to lay out a possible future extrapolated from these trends that could change the trajectory of America. And this is where we make our bias clear. Both authors love this country a great deal but believe this country is in a real and relative decline. Worse, that decline is managed by indifferent elites that have every incentive to keep us divided along racial, economic, ideological, religious, and tribal lines.

			This book has three intended audiences. One, if you’re a Republican base partisan, you’ll no doubt like much of what you read here. Whether you’re a hack or a doomer, we hope this book goes beyond the typical “red meat” to a political base variety. Two, for those who are Democratic partisans or politicos, we welcome the “blue rage” reading to come or the intellectually curious exploration. Either way, thank you for giving us a shot. One of us not only used to vote Democrat after all, but also knocked on doors for Barack Obama in Iowa in 2007–08. In addition to being a military veteran and from a small town, he is a relatively on-the-nose cultural stand-in for the Obama-to-Trump voters who represent the critical difference between a potential “emerging democratic” coalition that could have been but never developed—and why. The other author is a cultural stand-in for what is happening throughout urban America. Surrounded by a dominant cultural progressivism, the new counterculture in America is patriotic, traditional, populist, and overwhelmingly from working- and middle-class backgrounds. Both of us are first-generation university graduates, neither went to an Ivy League school, and a generation or two ago we would be considered prime examples of the Democratic base.

			This is the real “it switched!”

			Finally, the last intended audience is the frustrated and exhausted American who wants to throw both major parties into the sea, and the interested parties abroad who understand how important a workable and competent America is for the world and further understand that history has continued.

			To our friends and detractors—thank you for reading, and we hope to see you soon.

		

	
		
			Introduction

			Imagine being an American politico or insider in the lead-up to the 1936 election. The country is still mired in the Great Depression, and there is controversy, and in some quarters, intense backlash to the New Deal. The alphabet soup of agencies and programs coming out of the first hundred days set an impossible standard for the beginnings of presidential administrations to follow. In the midst of this emergency, there was great uncertainty across America: financial and economic uncertainty, political instability and crisis, and a society in desperate need of a calm and steady hand.

			We look back on this era with a couple of realizations with the benefit of history, hindsight, and some final outcomes like our shared experiences in the Second World War that tie this era into a triumphant bow of crisis and hard times leadership before bringing about a two-decade high. As transformative a president as Franklin Roosevelt ended up being, presiding over American life and culture for so long that many of those who served in the war could not recall another president, we tend to forget how tumultuous the domestic 1930s were. We also tend to forget what preceded Roosevelt. The victor of a paradigm writes a new history and rewrites the old one as much as is possible, just as the Houses of York and Lancaster tried to do to win legitimacy over the civic and social order during the War of the Roses in fifteenth-century England.

			For progressives this era becomes a more successful realization of the vision and view of governance articulated by Woodrow Wilson, in whose shadow we live in so many ways. For conservatives and more specifically Republicans, this era meant the eventual upsetting of the apple cart and of being displaced as America’s natural ruling and dominant party—a position the party has never truly reclaimed. From Wilson to Roosevelt to Johnson (because Truman and Kennedy were accidentally and insufficiently committed to the secular progressive religion) to Obama (Carter and Clinton were also insufficiently committed, with Clinton’s standing being the most complicated) to whoever is next but probably not Biden (even though Joe Biden is in many ways the most progressive president ever, whatever that means now), the events of the previous turning from one civic and social order to another marked the origin story of the progressive administrative state and view of government without restraint, with the Constitution as a hindrance at best, something to strive to do away with entirely at worst or most. For the progressives of the Third Civic Order as we’ll call it here, it has always been the State of New York motto of Excelsior (Ever Upward). In the view of this cultural elite and the majority of institutions aligned with it, any other path is simply illegitimate—as illegitimate as the House of York if you’re a Lancaster, or House of Lancaster if you’re a York. In its simplest form, civic orders are the mere periodization of American history (emphasis on politics), like one would teach in an Advanced Placement (AP) high school history class, and in more complex terms represent the social understanding and legally codified notions of the relationship between the People and the Constitution, the People and the Government, and the Constitution and the Government. In the preamble to the United States Constitution it says, “We the People,” not “We the government.” Civic orders operate legally between these forces but are most importantly reinforced socially and culturally by the notions of the period.

			 

			The First Civic Order, preferably called Jeffersonian democracy and seen at its height historically as the “Era of Good Feelings” or the early American Republic, represents a solid notion of the new nation forged in liberty and in our founding charters of freedom. The internal contradictions in that founding represent not a flaw of that nation, as all nations and peoples have flaws, nor something wrong with that Constitution and the political system and organizational structure it lays out, since the founders accounted for means of changing it in various ways, but rather the internal contradictions and flaws represent what will eventually undo and break apart that civic order. Jeffersonian democracy worked well for forging a new nation conceived in liberty, but the notion that all men were created equal and the Constitution’s compromise with the institution of slavery and subsequent developments unforeseen during the founding charter period—like the invention of the cotton gin specifically and the general development of a more agrarian society in the South alongside a more merchant and industrialized society in the North—meant that this civic order would dramatically see itself to the door.

			The flaw and seeds of the undoing of the civic order are there from the start, and this is seen again with the Second Civic Order, preferably called the Republican Union. The Republican Union flips the dominant and natural governing party in the system and country and, unlike the Era of Good Feelings, creates martial law in the South and Reconstruction initiatives. The dominant party, the natural governing party—while challenged by the oppositional party, as well as occasionally by a viable third party contributing ideas and in the case of the Federalists and Whigs, getting replaced by a new party altogether—is ultimately responsible for driving the constitutional republic forward and forging the new social consensus, understanding, and relationship between the three above. As with Jeffersonian democracy, the undoing of the Republican Union civic order is also found in its seeds and beginnings: industrialization. Gone are the parallel economies developing throughout the early republic and Jeffersonian and Jacksonian democracy to be replaced with the rapid pace of industrialization, which creates a genuine middle class in American life, raises the standard of living, puts America on the top as first an economic then later a diplomatic and world power, but also sees high levels of inequality and undeniably human traits of greed, envy, and excess.

			In addition to this industrialization at home, the industrial democracies developing in Europe and the consequence of technological change and innovation—the so-called “flattening of the world”—raise the stakes for international politics and world order. Therefore, it is not the Great Depression or the market crash of 1929 that created the lasting civic order that replaced the one of the Republican Union but rather the Second World War. Just as the First World War upended the civic orders in Europe and around the world, the more triumphant and satisfying end to the Second World War forged a new civic order throughout American life.

			The coalition that supports the social consensus is best understood from a social class perspective and analysis. The less industrialized South, with higher levels of poverty, united in a coalition against the Republican Union with the lower classes of the more industrialized North. Furthermore, the Republican Union civic order was unable to add new states out west halfway through this civic order, which means the McKinley triumph of 1896 was most similar to the Jacksonian first populist moment in the 1820s and ’30s. By the standards of their day, the Republican Union civic order included all the elites, most of the most progressive Americans by the standards of the day, but none of that was enough to keep black Americans from realigning to the same party as the Ku Klux Klan and the party of the Confederacy—the Democratic Party. While modern Democrats will say that the parties were very different then, while at the same time draw some straight-line analysis from both the issues and various states of that day, the flaw in that line of thinking is (a) people do not live forever, and (b) lots of other things change, too, but the parties themselves within a civic order change gradually and change more in accordance with competing companies within a marketplace rather than the moralistic, social, and culturally driven values coming from the people.

			This book will argue that our current civic order that was forged out of our shared wartime experiences will ultimately and gradually be undone by many of the seeds of its founding, as is already happening. The institutions of the liberal international order itself and the process of globalization that the victorious Western democracies doubled down on started to speed up after the end of the Cold War. The beginning of our story of an emerging and new majority thus first begins on what drives it into a political coalition. This process is far more gradual and less triumphant than the in-retrospect narratives that each civic order writes into the record as their quasi-origin story.

			It is a story within a broader narrative, not unlike the country itself. And it is notable that for each order-crisis-seed of the next story, interested civic Americans define themselves first by what they are against, defining themselves against an opposing force, before jumping off and figuring out what they are for—but nearly always in the direction of greater freedom. In The American Crisis where Thomas Paine scolded and cautioned against being a summer soldier or a sunshine patriot, the country’s revolutionaries were being tested from the Continental Army to the Continental Congress to the financiers, to the no greater than one-third of the colonies that supported the cause and had enough of British rule. By declaring independence in 1776, they defined themselves first and foremost as being against something. It would take arguably another cohort or half cohort before a proper founding had been put into place on the second try after the failed Articles of Confederation. This original thirteen-or-so-year period between the Declaration of Independence in 1776 and the Constitution (written in 1787, ratified in 1788, in operation since 1789) along with the Bill of Rights we know as the founding period, and the interpretation of this period and relationship to its meta-narrative serves as a constant reference and jumping-off point for all further stories, influenced heavily by social developments in culture and technology, economics, education, politics, philosophy, religion, and the distribution of information.

			Jeffersonian democracy defined itself as against the administration or against the Federalists, America’s first political party. America’s first political parties were classified as cadre parties, meaning parties dominated by a political elite group of activists. Regardless of the dominant party that took hold, an anti-Adams, anti-administration (President John Adams), or anti-Federalist position was the jumping-off point for a story dominated first by Thomas Jefferson and natural successors through the state of Virginia and the Office of Secretary of State, thus the first true American political party was born around Jefferson. And as “the First Political Party”1 points out, along with it comes party-building around this story, and although founders like James Madison did not set out to start a political party, in fact writing against them as causing corruption and encouraging war in Federalist #10, all who cautioned against factions, including General George Washington, first president of the United States, inevitably ended up joining them. Madison took up the same commitment to study and research and ultimately wrote essays as he did with his contributions to The Federalist Papers. In laying out what became the platform and viewpoint of their party, it would define “him and his allies as agrarian, expansionist, pacific, and populist.”2 They would dominate American politics for the next two and a half decades, and arguably, those same sentiments would dominate the next two and a half decades after that with only occasional and fleeting exceptions. Beyond merely contributing to the creation of the first real party, the outgoing Adams administration contributed to early American partisanship through the Judiciary Act of 1801, which created six new federal circuit courts and proceeded to staff them entirely with Federalists, from the judges down to the clerks.3 The judiciary would remain a Federalist redoubt for a couple of decades because of these outgoing acts. However, at the ballot box, America became a de facto one-party state during the Era of Good Feelings.

			Supposedly, this de facto one-party state was broken up by the 1824 election and the populist Andrew Jackson. But while Jackson upset the political establishment of the day, he was still far more in tune with the spirit of Jeffersonian democracy than his detractors and more in line with the idea and the story of that lineage. Supported by the people, he won three straight popular votes and served two terms as president, and his chosen successor, Democrat Martin Van Buren, served one more after Jackson’s retirement.

			The next story also defines itself in its beginnings as being against something: either against disunion (for the moderate or conservative Republicans like Lincoln and company) or against the institution of slavery itself (like the abolitionists and radical Republicans). Notably, the more a faction defines itself as being against something first and foremost, the more likely it is to prevail both in upsetting and breaking from the established story and order while also winning out against internal deliberations with the emergent coalition. Although notably, this alone is not sufficient. The emerging coalition must also be comfortable with exercising executive and presidential power especially, even if it carries a philosophy suspicious of it. This is the fate that befell the Whigs.

			Like the others, the Whigs were founded as an against party, an anti-Jacksonian party. This Whig retreat from using executive power4 is noted by presidential historian Jon Meacham in the chapter “The Confidence of the Whole People” from his book The Soul of America: The Battle for Our Better Angels, and it was one reason why the Whigs were a poorly conceived opposition party. Instead, to upturn the civic order a coalition more comfortable with the use of executive power would have to prevail. Despite many similarities to the populist streak and spirit of Jackson, including facing a Congress hostile at times, as Jackson remains the only president censured by the US Senate5—the broader Trumpian comparison to Jackson6 falls short on the key marker of affiliation with the main dominant streak of American life at the time, Jeffersonian, and Donald Trump’s nonaffiliation with the current ruling order of his time. In another timeline, Trump could have perhaps been an affiliated populist Democrat running against a Wall Street and neoconservative-heavy Republican Party. Trump had at one time or another been a Republican and a Democrat, and his biggest prior political involvement was the Reform Party of first Ross Perot and later Patrick Buchanan, where he received his first vote for president in the California primary in 2000.

			While the party of Lincoln prevailed in winning the American Civil War, preserving the union and ending the institution of slavery, it was the radical Republicans whose ideas ultimately drove the civic order-turning, even if their preferred candidates did not.

			As the victory began to fade in the hearts and minds of the Republican Union, rather than an Era of Good Feelings, America went through two decades of hard-fought close elections from the end of Reconstruction to the election of 1896. That election saw a renewal of the Republican Union in the same ways Jackson’s victories and empowerment of a whole new group of voters saw a renewal of the Jeffersonian impulse and Madisonian party. Jackson bears one more affirmative comparison to the presidency of Donald Trump in that his election broke a continuous streak of coastal executives. By that time, all the nation’s chief executives had hailed either from the southern coastal state of Virginia or from the northern coastal state of Massachusetts.7 Jackson, the first populist president, was also the first western president and the West came to increasingly be defined by the populist strain of American thought as the country moved further westward and further away from the centers of power in Washington.

			Finally, our last example of this “against” trend as the first step to our new story is the breaking from over a century of established American foreign policy going back to Washington and his suspicion and warnings against foreign entanglements and taking part in Europe’s wars. Far more so than the coalition against the excesses of the Industrial Age, which created America’s first middle class, the Second World War and its finality locked into being what had been first articulated by Woodrow Wilson, a vision of national government that begins moving beyond the constraints placed on it by the Constitution. Although he mostly failed politically in his time, Wilson’s vision of government was given a second life between the era of the stock market crash of 1929 and the industrial and administrative demands of the Second World War. Throughout this chaotic time, much of political rhetoric was defining itself as against something before being for something: against fascism and Nazism, against communism, against the New Deal or Rooseveltism,8 or against entrance into the war through the America First committee.

			What was set in motion by the New Deal but never fully bought into by the electorate, as we’ll discuss later, was locked into the story and system by the shared experiences of the war and the material prosperity that came along with being one of the two powers left standing by war’s end and the only powerful Western democratic capitalist society left standing. America’s position coming out of the war was not only at a high, but also one of heightened responsibility over international affairs. And it is from this birth that we can see the seeds of the next destruction, winding down, or mere end of our current story. Just as the compromise with slavery in the founding contained the seeds for the undoing of Jeffersonian democracy, and the vastly different experiences in industrial patterns that eventually created a solid Democratic South and northern labor and urban coalition in the 1930s and 1940s upturned that order, so, too, are the seeds of the end of the vast progressive administrative state being pushed to the forefront in the last decade and next in the form of the breaking of the liberal international order and the revolt against globalization and global and coastal elites.
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			For President Roosevelt of the first term, who in many ways continued the policies of action and tinkering with the economy through government experimentation in an economic crisis that his Republican predecessor, Herbert Hoover, had tried, there was actually much more going on. Neither history nor demographics were inevitable in this era. To the south in Louisiana was a populist called Huey Long who entered the workforce as a traveling salesman before entering law and later becoming governor of Louisiana and then a US senator. Huey Long was a rural populist and from the working class. To the west was a Canadian-born Catholic priest called Father Charles Coughlin who was the original political talk radio star before being banned from the airways at the outbreak of the war. Father Coughlin was also the original “social justice warrior” and from 1936 to 1942 published and distributed Social Justice, a topical, political periodical that garnered much attention and controversy. Coughlin at his public peak received eighty thousand letters per week. For the lead-up to 1936, Coughlin backed populist Huey Long until his assassination in 1935. Although Coughlin started off as a Roosevelt and New Deal supporter, by 1934 he had turned into a harsh critic. Much of this history and Coughlin’s connections to the political left are lost to history and overshadowed by his increasing reputation and accusations of anti-Semitism throughout the decade. More than any figure from this era though, the progressive activists that the Hidden Tribes report, published by the UK group More in Common, refer to take their lineage in many respects from Coughlin more than from Roosevelt or Huey Long or other forgotten figures like Floyd B. Olson (no relation to coauthor) of Minnesota.

			In the Midwest, Floyd B. Olson was to Minnesota what Roosevelt was to the nation, and there was also much talk about Olson forging a third-party campaign for 1936. Olson became governor of Minnesota on the Farmer-Labor third-party ticket, which in the 1920s was more accurate perhaps to describe them as the second party after the Republicans. In some elections the state Democratic Party in Minnesota was down to 5 percent of the vote. Since the Civil War the state had been dominated by the Republican Party. Olson’s third-party run and challenge from the left against Roosevelt was not to be, as he opted to run for the US Senate instead. After winning the Farmer-Labor primary, Olson died of stomach cancer prior to the 1936 general election.

			Between Long and more forgotten or regional figures like Coughlin and Olson, back east in Washington, Roosevelt, the original triangulator and every bit of the master politician that Abraham Lincoln was, put the eastern establishment (then conservative and traditional, now progressive) into a rearguard action just as his cousin, Republican president Theodore Roosevelt, had done a generation before him. More than any Democrat, Franklin Roosevelt had modeled his rise and political career after his cousin Theodore. But in the lead-up to the 1936 election, the establishment elites of the day were nearly united in the certainty that Franklin would be a one-term president, whereas Theodore Roosevelt had cruised to reelection in 1904 and would have in 1908 had he decided to run again.

			The Social Register crowd and entrenched power would, as FDR would say, unite in their hatred against him, and he “welcomed their hatred.” This certainty from the nation’s ruling class in its righteous politics was similarly seen in the popular culture of the day. Famed and prolific composer and songwriter Cole Porter penned “You’re the Top” in 1934, which waxed nostalgic about the strength of the Coolidge dollar and in its ode to all things on top, the GOP included.

			A widely read periodical, the Literary Digest, the “FiveThirtyEight of its time,” claimed their “scientific” poll pointed to a clear victory for Alf Landon, the governor of Kansas. When the results were in, Roosevelt had achieved his peak victory, an even bigger electoral and popular vote margin than in 1932, carrying all but two states (Vermont and Maine). Within its sample, the Literary Digest (which was more or less taken down and discredited by this scandalous inaccuracy to predict the future, going out of circulation shortly after) poll probably was scientific, but its methodology exposed the bias of the day from the ruling class and the detachment between realities on the ground and elite opinion. The poll was based on three sample populations: (1) those who had an automobile and license plate, (2) those who had a landline phone, and (3) those who had a subscription to the Literary Digest. Just as most pollsters would miss the 2016 and, really, the 2020 elections (which predicted a Biden landslide win by modern standards) because of a failure to understand the society and electorate they’re trying to model, the Literary Digest was incapable of understanding the fact that government experiments or not, many Americans without landlines, without automobiles, and without the spare change to spend on a subscription had responded favorably to the economic turnaround attempts of the first Roosevelt administration. There was a pollster who did get it right that year though, George Gallup, whose Gallup poll more or less invented the modern polling industry. Notably, Gallup stopped its horse race polling of presidential politics in the lead-up to the 2016 presidential election.

			The much talked and written about but seldom understood New Deal coalition fell apart in either 1968 or 1980 depending on whom you ask. But the effects of it are still with us. The New Deal was a political success but had very mixed results as a matter of policy. The New Deal did not end the Great Depression; rather the shared experiences and industrial might of the country during the Second World War did. The war also locked in what this writing will call the Third Civic Order. And in the aftermath of the war, with most of the peer competitor economies around the world devastated by it, the United States stood alone as an unchallenged economic power, with only its wartime ally the Soviet Union and the geopolitics of the Cold War challenging overall.

			For a decade and a half after the war, there was an American High of broadly shared economic prosperity and some of the most peaceful times of domestic tranquility in terms of American family and community life. This era was not perfect, but it had a lot going for it (in which America does not do well today). While President Eisenhower had two FDR-like landslide victories of his own, Eisenhower was an institutionalist, not an ideologue. That job went to his vice president, Richard Nixon, whose anti-communist credentials were established early and often in his career. Nixon’s life and career arc are what bring us to the first book of the “emerging” political writing and analyst tradition that forecasted the future of American politics through a deep dive of past elections, trends, swings against the trend, and looking closely at American geography, demography, and ideology. The Emerging Republican Majority, written by Bronx-born and -raised Kevin Phillips, who was a staffer on the 1968 Nixon for President campaign, made a deep splash across the political and media landscape.

			To this day, the Phillips book has been incorrectly tied to the “southern strategy” associated with Nixon’s ’68 and ’72 campaigns. But what the intellectual gatekeepers of the new American consensus really disliked was a kind of “right-wing populism”9 they saw in Nixon, not unlike how Beltway court and clerisy commentators discuss Congressman Matt Gaetz today. Just as first Wilson’s long shadow and Roosevelt’s Caesar-esque reign over American politics became the founding myth of the liberal class and progressive administrative state, so, too, did Richard Nixon come to characterize the beginning of its true opposition to this class. “To the cosmopolitan liberals, hating Richard Nixon, congratulating yourself for seeing through Richard Nixon and the elaborate political poker bluffs with which he hooked the sentimental rubes, was becoming part and parcel of a political identity.”10 Sound familiar?

			In truth, neither Phillips nor anyone else was a master of the so-called strategy. The 1972 Republican victory of the once solidly Democratic South was notable because the South had either uniformly or mostly voted against the Republican Party, the party of Lincoln, for a century. What makes the Phillips book notable is merely explaining and analyzing these trends and forecasting from them. It is not just something Phillips did for the American South, but something he did for the entire country. Published in 1969, the projected electoral map was, if anything, underestimating the ’72 Nixon landslide (where he won forty-nine out of fifty states, including Minnesota, which has not been won by a Republican presidential candidate since). The only state the doomed McGovern campaign carried was Massachusetts. The university and research hub that Boston had turned into, in addition to the Kennedy machine developed over the prior generation, had made the state the de facto capital of Democratic politics, previously held by New York, which was also for a long time the de facto capital of Republican politics. It was from the Phillips book and the doomed McGovern campaign written off as “acid, amnesty, and abortion” that traumatized a generation of 1960s enthusiasts and the parts of the baby boomer generation involved in Democratic politics and left-wing activism.

			Perhaps that’s why just over three decades later its retort came from two Democratic campaign consultants and writers (Ruy Teixeira and John Judis) in the form of 2002’s The Emerging Democratic Majority, which years later received a de facto nickname in the “revenge of the George McGovern” coalition. Just as The Emerging Republican Majority developed a connection with the “southern strategy” so, too, would The Emerging Democratic Majority develop a connection that became the stuff of myth and legend with the emerging professional-class and progressive coalition (which they called a progressive center coalition) that first was born from some of McGovern’s strongest supporters and campaigners. One of those campaigners was a young Bill Clinton of Oxford and Yale Law School.

			While this book here owes its namesake and tradition to those two books, its contents are just as equally inspired by two previous refutations of The Emerging Democratic Majority and much of subsequent media and political culture of the last few decades: The Lost Majority by Sean Trende (2012) and The Great Revolt: Inside the Populist Coalition Reshaping American Politics by Salena Zito and Brad Todd (2018). For a deeper analysis into why the “demographic inevitability” coalition or professional-class, pro-globalization coalition fell apart, both of those books in many ways are better precursors to this one than either from the “emerging” tradition.

			The Emerging Populist Majority is part refutation of the demographic inevitability thesis that makes two critical mistakes and has had one devastating consequence. Mistake one: it makes a straight-line analysis based around demographics and assumes that prior trends will continue when most of American political and election history shows that “coalitions of everybody” rarely if ever last more than a few cycles. Mistake two: it makes the assumption that the Republican Party had the structural advantage at the time of writing at the beginning of the twentieth century. Just like in the 1950s, dominant parties, coalitions, and cultures are more than just who is up and who is down in the last few election cycles. Whether it is the much talked about but seldom understood “Overton Window of acceptable conversation,” or who is by and large in control of and running our major institutions, there is a lot more going on than just the makeup of Congress and the presidency. And finally, the tragic consequence of demographic inevitability theory made famous by The Emerging Democratic Majority but made ubiquitous by subsequent media and culture is that it has contributed greatly to the divisiveness of our times and been a toxic cancer on the national conversation. And that divisiveness at best or our unrecognizable country at worst is at least part of the reason why the 2002 emerging thesis is stubbornly refusing to emerge. This writing rejects that prior thesis but does not wholesale reject “demographics as destiny” either. Rather, it seeks to show that the demographic trends are now trending the other direction, without assuming a forever trend.

			The Emerging Populist Majority is also part rejection of critical election and realignment theory broadly or at least the most common and known in our popular culture version of it. This writing will show that the critical elections and realignments most talked about throughout much of our culture, media, and a lot of our university social science are not really critical elections or realignments at all by any meaningful and consistent definition of the terms. Instead, we will touch on institutions, the role and rights of citizens in American life and how that interacts with our constitutional republican founding, the generational theory of history advanced by William Strauss and Neil Howe in books like The Fourth Turning, and look at some of the best social science from across the pond on America’s various ideological groups in our increasingly tribal times—the Hidden Tribes report (2018 and subsequent updates) from More in Common (UK).

			We will look at the origins of our modern political divide and their roots at the end of the last civic order and the beginning of this one—the progressive administrative state created out of necessity by the Second World War. Furthermore, we will argue that America’s next rendezvous with destiny cannot be managed, led by, or won by our current ruling class of political practitioners and their backers. No matter how much they seem in charge today and have directed much of American government and politics since the war and prior, this is the end of the line for them, and the real battle is between a successor ideology that has been taking over the Democratic Party and a coalition of Americans nostalgic for the high, who recognize real and relative decline in our time and are intent on and committed to navigating the country through a long crisis and winning the right to become the dominant party and coalition over the next civic order.

			Just as the America Franklin D. Roosevelt presided over featured a changeover in the progressive direction of a bigger and more activist government, the America of the 1930s was also traditional, less connected, more religious, and featured more intact families. The New Deal coalition was made up of seemingly contradictory and downright hostile parts to one another. It was a coalition so large that it included southern white Democrats whose militant political arm was the KKK and also featured newly realigned African Americans, especially those who had gone to the urban north during the Great Migration. This “coalition of everybody” had its policy-making and political heyday from 1932 to 1938 and again after Lyndon Johnson’s win in 1964 that lasted for just two years—the last true landslide win for a Democratic presidential candidate. What follows will not try to rewrite history or wholly exist in the pantheon of the “emerging” trilogy, but it is inspired and influenced by ideas, theories, and declarations often made null and void by the next election or the march of American time.

			Instead, what follows aims to get across four themes. One: that America’s present realignment has been both very long and gradual, as most realignments tend to be over time, and it only just passed the 50-yard line recently. Two: America’s present dichotomy is not a political left versus a political right but rather between the elite and the people, between a top-down and grass tops versus a Main Street and grass roots. The present dichotomy is more appropriately understood not by race, gender, sexuality, or anything that dominates elite culture but rather understood through social class, not necessarily by economic class (although also correlated and important). Three: that Hispanics and Asians are and will continue to realign into the Republican Party in direct contradiction with the thesis of The Emerging Democratic Majority, which its coauthor, Teixeira, has notably since denounced as finished. Newer generations of Americans and recent citizen arrivals want and expect the America that was promised, and the Democrats are not offering that. And finally, four: unlike the previous civic order change, which was over government and its role in American life and the citizen relationship to the Constitution, this one is on a level beyond government and beyond politics itself, and is driven first and foremost by civilizational concerns. Like the previous books of the “emerging” tradition, there is a major political party that stands to benefit—but the why is far more interesting than the who. While what follows stands to be of interest to Republican partisans and movement conservatives and populists, it is perhaps of even more interest to the many concerned and silent Democrats wondering what happened to their party or to the Democratic partisan wondering why their party cannot achieve a triumphant FDR or LBJ-style victory over the hated Republicans.

			
			
		

	
		
			Chapter 1

			Our Last “Return to Normalcy”

			The year was 1920, not 2020, and the country was coming out of not just a pandemic, called the Spanish influenza, but also the Great War, the first fundamental break from the Monroe Doctrine in US history. Outgoing president Woodrow Wilson was stricken with a stroke and not seeking a third term, but the truth is his ideas had been rejected as well. The country was returning to normalcy. The Democratic Party was in shambles, and the 1920 presidential election, the first election where women in all US states could vote, began to reveal a major party that was about to be replaced by a third party. The same thing had happened to the Whigs seven decades prior. The “return to normalcy” of 1920 was a rejection of Wilsonism, a rejection of going beyond the Constitution as an inconvenience and an outdated document as Wilson had suggested in his writings and had shown throughout his presidency, and a rejection of outcomes related to both the war, the influenza, and the economic turmoil that results from both happening in a succession of years.

			The Democratic Party looked like it was near extinction throughout the 1920s, and in some states it was. However, it still maintained, with few exceptions, the solid South that the party had held since the end of Reconstruction. The only exception was the election of Warren Harding and his vice president, Calvin Coolidge, in 1920. While Harding was at the top of the ticket for the election that won states in every region of the country and won by 26 percent in the popular vote, Coolidge, because of Harding’s death a few years later, became more associated with the Roaring Twenties. Some scholars consider the decade the zenith of American conservatism. That would be incorrect. Others write it off as an era of runaway capitalism. This is also incorrect and narrow. The Republican Party that presided over the 1920s wasn’t just a return to normalcy for its dominant position in American politics, it was also a return to normalcy, especially under Calvin Coolidge, with the political alignment that was hard-fought and -won first by William McKinley around two key issues: currency and tariffs.

			In 1896 prior to William McKinley’s election, the preceding two decades of American politics looked very similar to our previous two decades. Today, we have had an information age tech revolution, and the downstream societal effects of that have tremendously impacted American politics. In the final quarter of the nineteenth century, it was the American version of the Industrial Revolution that created such turmoil. From the end of Reconstruction in 1876—an election where the Republican candidate, Rutherford B. Hayes, lost by 3 percent of the popular vote but won the Electoral College by one vote, and whose victory was secured through a promise to pull federal troops out of the former Confederate United States, effectively ending a decade of postwar reconstruction—until William McKinley’s triumph in 1896, US presidential elections were incredibly close affairs. In that twenty-year span all but one (1896) were nearly fifty-fifty elections, just like in our prior twenty-year span since 2000 all but one (2008) have been close, nearly fifty-fifty elections. Both involved a split popular-electoral vote; in fact, in each twenty-year span it happened twice. In the nineteenth century it happened in the aforementioned 1876 and also 1888 presidential elections, and in the first two decades of the twenty-first century it has happened in 2000 and 2016. There are many other similarities between these two eras and a few more that we could very well see in the coming decade. Historians refer to the era of 1873 (when one economic crisis hit) to either 1879 or 1896 (just after another panic hit), depending on the metrics used, as the Long Depression.11 The Long Depression is analogous to the economic conditions felt by middle- and working-class Americans the past two decades, with the exception of 2017 to 2019, when the bottom 60 percent grew at a faster rate than the top 1 percent for the first time in decades.

			McKinley’s victory in 1896 is considered by many political historians, especially the subscribers to “party systems” theory, which we will not subscribe to here, to be a realignment election. And it absolutely was in the sense twenty years of close elections stopped and were followed by sixteen years of political stability with a dominant Republican Party reestablishing its post–Civil War position. Technological change and economic conditions brought forth the currency and tariff issues that made McKinley an ideal candidate for the time. McKinley was pro-tariff and pro–sound currency, whereas his Democratic opponent—the western prairie populist William Jennings Bryan, who had run in fusion with the latest third-party challenge from the People’s Party (commonly known as the populists), who won 8.5 percent of the vote and five western states in 1892—had split his coalition on the currency issue as a free silver and free trade candidate. In this sense many Americans today are confused on just what populism is. Some say it is defined by what it is against, and others try to draw straight lines from the populism of yesterday to the populism of today. The history of anti-populism, always stemming from elites, has also always been with us as long as populism has. Dr. Victor Davis Hanson writing for the Hoover Institution made mention of “Dueling Populisms,” which originated in classical times, one redistributionist and tied to the politics of urban mobs, and the other stemming from the conservative and often rural quarters of the middle classes.12 It is the latter form of populism that gets disparaged in the liberal press today, while the former is celebrated.

			In The People, No, Thomas Frank commented that from the very beginning populism has had two meanings—one as its proponents understood it, meaning a movement in which ordinary citizens demanded democratic economic reforms, and then the populism as its enemies characterized it: a dangerous movement of groundless resentment in which demagogues led the disreputable.13

			The dictionary definition of populism is “support for the concerns of ordinary people.” That McKinley, a Republican affiliated with the party of Lincoln who drew support from both business and labor, and Bryan, affiliated with concerns of western populists of the nineteenth century, would find themselves on opposite sides of the term today gets to the central paradox of populism. It is not a political ideology in the same way traditional conservatism, liberalism, and progressivism are, but rather it can be affiliated and associated with any of those depending on the concerns, issues, and demands of the day. It is a flexible ideology that is dependent on events and the response to those events by elected leaders and political parties. The Democratic Party of Bryan and later Franklin Roosevelt had no monopoly on populism just as the Republican Party of Theodore Roosevelt had no monopoly on progressivism during the progressive era when both major parties laid claim to it.

			While McKinley’s victories were indeed electoral triumphs, they fall short of the realignment claimed by historians. McKinley was very strong electorally and appealed to a wide variety of people, but his 4 percent and 6 percent (in 1900) victories are overshadowed by Theodore Roosevelt’s landslide win of 19 percent; Harding’s landslide “return to normalcy” victory in which normalcy won by more than it ever had, 26 percent; Coolidge’s 25 percent victory; and finally Hoover’s 17.5 percent victory. William H. Taft, the outgoing president’s (Theodore Roosevelt) chosen successor and good friend, had a more humble 8.5 percent victory, which would exceed every victory of our modern era today. However, McKinley, assassinated in the first year of his second term, should get great credit for running in many ways the first sophisticated and modern campaign, closing the chapter on the nineteenth century and welcoming America into the twentieth century both politically, economically, and socially. America was a burgeoning economic superpower that was about to become a military power over the coming decades, and it was because of that military strength and victories that we became an accidental superpower abroad and created a new civic order at home from our shared wartime experiences.

			One can see just after the panic of 1893, which affected every sector of the American economy, that a strengthened political coalition was born thirty-eight years before it would sweep that coalition out of power. The Republican sweep of 1894, winning 116 House seats and five Senate seats, is to this day the largest midterm wipeout on record. Democrats lost seats in their southern strongholds of Alabama, Texas, Tennessee, and North Carolina. In these areas, just as Democrats and Populists endorsed the same candidates in the West, Republicans and Populists endorsed the same candidate in the South. While not eventually successful in overturning one of the two major parties, this fusion ballot strategy of the Populists of the 1890s was the last viable and feasible third-party attempt that wasn’t just splitting up the favored or dominant party and spoiling the election. Any third-party attempt today should look to the Populists and understand that in our system, only by being against the established party in a given jurisdiction can you actually break up either the two-party monopoly or the more realistic one-party monopoly in the many areas where there is no effective political competition. As this book will show, this strategy looks less and less viable as the years go by, and the populist and conservative fusion united by patriotism and commitment to the founding and the American republic gets solidified.

			The 1894 map and later victories by Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover look very, very similar and stable. Wilson’s eight years via the wrong type of third-party challenge, taken up by one of our best presidents in American history in his worst political mistake, albeit a spirited one, split the Republican coalition and foisted Woodrow Wilson onto the country—a proto-civic order president. These years are seldom understood well anymore because the media, cultural, and political system of today has little incentive to make them understood, but instead pushes a narrative that reflects the vision of America they want people to see and believe, not unlike the propaganda a York would push to support their claim to the Plantagenet dynasty against a Lancaster and vice versa. Wilson serves as precursor and articulator of the new civic order, largely rejected in his own time, but more influential than the presidents around him, winning both elections while never once receiving a majority percentage of the popular vote. While mostly unsuccessful politically in his day, a recent biography by A. Scott Berg sums it up best: “In one decade after another, one sees that the silhouette of history that spreads across the capital city of the United States of America is not just that of its national cathedral but increasingly that of the President who is buried therein. It is the lengthening shadow of Wilson.”14

			It is also important to understand the throughline starting with Wilson that will help describe the renewed fervor of today’s interventionists—of the nature of progressivism and its zest for war: “Progressive intellectuals’ view of war as a golden opportunity for replacing traditional American individual economic and social decision-making processes with collectivist control….”15 When one looks at twentieth-century American history and entrances and exits from major wars, you see a progressive Democrat in Wilson entering war, Harry Truman entering war, and a Republican Eisenhower exiting it; a progressive Democrat Lyndon Johnson entering and escalating to war, and a Republican Nixon exiting it. This pattern was decidedly broken with the end of the Cold War and entered a more bipartisan consensus toward a volunteer and professional force–backed war machine. Yet the latent power in war-making powers remains central to the progressive project and is historically scrutinized by the traditionally conservative project; despite the patriotism and tendency in culture for one side to exalt the veteran and military service member far more often, this feature should not mistake the relationship between American political philosophy strains and their coalitional support and likelihood toward war.

			While a stable political map finally emerged in 1894 and 1896 to support the Republican Union civic order led by the party of Lincoln (characterized first by Midwest and Northeast Yankeedom but then by solidifying a hold on the western states through McKinley’s defeat of the populist and free silver challenge) and held for many decades to come, there were also great changes taking place in the country, most notably around immigration rates. This again bears resemblance to our own times over the past few decades. During the very successful six years of the Coolidge presidency, there were two political successes that he and Congress ushered forth: first, the rollback of tax and spending World War I policies that reduced the new income tax to very low rates, and second, an immigration law that lasted for four and a half decades and contributed greatly to helping the great American mixture become Americanized and simmer to both a more perfect union and more tightly knit patchwork quilt (the more accurate metaphor). In another portion of Third Civic Order propaganda, more immigration favored the nonruling party, the Democrats. There is some truth to it, like many things, but it’s also a very inaccurate picture of the times.

			In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, it’s more accurate to say that the political parties alternated new arrival and immigrant populations in terms of voting patterns and outreach, and that secondly, this outreach was highly region-specific. In Minnesota—which neighbors Wisconsin, the founding place of the Republican Party (and therefore Second Civic Order)—the state was settled by Union Civil War veterans and predominantly Scandinavian immigrants. And those immigrants were as diehard Republican as the veterans were. Before favoring Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1932, Minnesota had only once given its electoral votes to anyone other than the Republican Party standard-bearer: to FDR’s cousin Theodore Roosevelt’s “Bull Moose” third-party run in 1912. Throughout its early history, immigrants outnumbered settlers, especially in the Greater Minnesota regions of the state. In New York City, however, the dominant party from the days of Tammany Hall up through today has been always the Democratic Party. The city voted against Abraham Lincoln and against Donald Trump. While individual boroughs have at times given their votes to the Republican candidate, it has been one of the most consistent Democratic voting regions of the country, the New Netherlands “free” trading post if you will, just as much as Upstate New York has been one of the most consistent Republican voting regions, especially outside its major cities. Upstate larger cities, however, did emulate the Tammany Hall machine politics of the downstate largest city in America. Machine politics came first, and immigrant politics was second and the most clear and identifiable recruitment depot to maintain political power and control and operate the transactional spoils system that follows. To this very day—with considerable assistance from the DC metro, San Francisco, and Los Angeles—identity politics in America was born from and is beholden to machine politics, either through the direct party apparatus or affiliated partner organizations. Yet still in this era, many big cities had Republican mayors,16 and it was not until 1932 that Democrats won a majority in New York state or carried Illinois.
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