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Comparative studies of capitalist political economies have settled on a new understanding of how historical choices
about electoral rules were constitutive of the current varieties of capitalism that are distinguished by their strategies
of growth and adjustment to competitive conditions. The countries that have “coordinated market economies” typ-
ically have well-organized unions and employers with distinct partisan representation under multiparty electoral
rules, and they have more egalitarian outcomes. The countries that have “liberal market economies” have arms-
length market-based relationships under the plurality rule that are more conflictual, and they have inegalitarian
outcomes. This article develops the analysis of electoral rules and industrial order by taking another look at the
United States, which has always been taken as a case of plurality and liberal market economy. In contrast,
New York had multiparty politics for most of the twentieth century, in part because of its cross-endorsement
fusion rule of nominations. This article argues that fusion operated in a similar way to proportional representa-
tion to enable labor–management collaboration and social regulation. Collaboration in New York City was a con-
stitutive element of the New Deal’s laboristic politics. The later disruption of this American version of coordination
transformed the U.S. political economy into a liberal market economy.

1. INTRODUCTION: ELECTORAL RULES AND INDUSTRIAL
ORDER

An iron-bound class society solidly entrenched
in majority rule

— William Walling (1912)1

Comparative studies of capitalist political economies
and electoral systems have settled on a new under-
standing of how historical choices about electoral
rules were constitutive of the current varieties of cap-
italism that are distinguished by their strategies of

growth and adjustment to competitive conditions.2

Countries that established multiparty (typically, pro-
portional representation) rules early in the twentieth
century are countries in which negotiations among
major stakeholders (especially employers and
unions) regulate core labor market practices, while
countries with majoritarian (typically, plurality)
rules are characterized by arms-length market-based
relationships that are more conflictual and lead to

1. David Montgomery, The Fall of the House of Labor: The Work-
place, the State, and American Labor Activism, 1865–1925 (Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 393. Montgomery uses
Walling’s fearful comment from 1912 to characterize what occurred
in 1920 when Democratic President Wilson’s electoral strategist
argued that to help unions who were being pressed by aggressively
anti-union employers would make “the country at large think that
we are making a special appeal to labor at this time” when the
typical voter wanted an end to war-time controls.

2. Torben Iversen and David Soskice, “Electoral Institutions
and the Politics of Coalitions: Why Some Democracies Redistribute
More Than Others,” American Political Science Review, vol. 100, no. 2
(2006): 165–81. Thomas R. Cusack, Torben Iversen, and David
Soskice, “Economic Interests and the Origins of Electoral
Systems,” American Political Science Review, vol. 101, no. 3 (2007):
373–91. Cathie Jo Martin and Duane Swank, “The Political
Origins of Coordinated Capitalism: Business Organizations, Party
Systems and State Structure in the Age of Innocence,” American
Political Science Review 102, no. 2 (2008): 181–98. Cf. Edward G. Car-
mines, “Class Politics, American Style: A Discussion of
Winner-Take-All Politics: How Washington Made the Rich Richer—And
Turned its Back on the Middle Class,” Perspectives on Politics 9, no. 3
(2011): 645–47.
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inegalitarian outcomes, as predicted by William
Walling in 1912. In recent decades, when faced with
structural challenges in the competitiveness of
national industries in international markets, multi-
party countries like the Scandinavian countries,
Germany, the Netherlands, and others typically
address them through interparty negotiations in par-
liament and negotiations among organized social
groups. These countries have been called “coordi-
nated market economies” and typically have well-
organized unions and employers with distinct
partisan representation.3 The state redistributes a
greater percentage of gross domestic product and
there is less inequality and overt class conflict. The
plurality countries have been called “liberal market
economies” and have weak working-class opinion rep-
resentation, while business associations have
interest-group agendas. These countries devote
fewer resources to mitigating the costs of adjustment,
and they experience greater electoral and policy
rigidity.

Scholars have applied this analysis to the United
States, which always is taken as a case of plurality
rule and liberal market political economy. In contrast,
this article argues that the United States historically
encompassed multiple forms of industrial order
within a heterodox political environment based on
diverse local electoral rules and practices, including
extensive industry collaboration in New York City
that was fostered by a center-left coalition.
New York’s practice was one of the building blocks
for the New Deal, in part because key New Deal
leaders were the people who had operated
New York’s model. Industry collaboration and regula-
tion persisted until the later crisis of the New Deal
regime in the 1970s, which was marked by a contem-
poraneous crisis of New York’s political economy. The
solutions to that crisis led to the establishment of the
U.S. liberal market economy.

Thomas Cusack, Torben Iversen, and David Soskice
suggest that the United States is “a special case” of the
theory of electoral choice and industrial order. Clari-
fying how the U.S. “special case” is special will contrib-
ute to our understanding of how electoral rules are
constitutive of the interests of groups in forms of
industrial order. Cusack et al. point out that before
rapid industrialization, the United States established
manhood suffrage and a two-party system, which
tended to favor voter-mobilization strategies aimed
at the “median voter” rather than appeals targeting
classes of voters. Following Cathie Jo Martin’s analysis
of the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM)
at the turn of the twentieth century, Cusack et al. note
that “the structure of the political system forced NAM

to become just another special interest.”4 A second
factor extends Kathleen Thelen’s analysis of skill-
development systems. Large U.S. producers and
craft unions could not agree on training for blue-
collar employees, and as a result, NAM and other
employer organizations launched an anti-union cam-
paign while individual companies introduced
mass-production technologies to avoid the problem
of skills. Finally, American federalism enabled labor
and capital mobility and subnational competition,
which undermined the local stability that was a pre-
requisite for investments in collaborative institutions.5

For Cusack et al., these considerations in the Ameri-
can case obviate the choices about the relations
among employers and employees and electoral
rules that galvanized European leaders at turn of
the twentieth century.

However, these claims are significantly mistaken.
Getting the timing of developments right matters, as
does the imputation of interests to the key players.
Moreover, the U.S. electoral system sustained signifi-
cant electoral diversity, rather than uniform plurality,
at the turn of the last century. Although the logic out-
lined by Cusack et al. is convincing, the exceptions are
significant for the longer-run emergence of the New
Deal regime in the 1930s. The New Deal, of course,
did not establish social democracy, but the New
Deal does not easily fit the contemporary profile of
a “liberal market economy” either. In the postwar
1940s, close observers of what had emerged from
the New Deal reforms labeled the United States a
“laboristic state” that supported labor–management
collaboration and a welfare state.6

3. Peter Hall and David Soskice, eds., Varieties of Capitalism: The
Institutional Foundations of Comparative Advantage (New York: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2001).

4. Cathie Jo Martin, “Sectional Parties, Divided Business,”
Studies in American Political Development 20 (2006):160–88. Cusack
et al., “Economic Interests,” 381. Cf. Cathie Jo Martin and Duane
Swank, The Political Construction of Business Interests (Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press, 2012).

5. Cusack et al., “Economic Interests,” 388. Their argument
about federalism is not specifically about the United States, but
the argument has been made by J. Rogers Hollingsworth, “The
Logic of Coordinating American Manufacturing Sectors,” in Gover-
nance of the American Economy, ed. John L. Campbell, J. Rogers Hol-
lingsworth, and Leon N. Lindberg (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1991), 35–73; cf. David Brian Robertson, Capital,
Labor, and State (Lanham MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2000).

6. The term laboristic emerged in the 1940s to denote the U.S.
political economy as not capitalist (as previously understood) or
socialist. Sumner H. Slichter, “Are We Becoming a ‘Laboristic’
State?” The New York Times Magazine (May 16, 1948). Slichter
answered his question affirmatively. Rendigs Fels, “An Ideology
for a Laboristic Economy,” Southern Economic Journal 16, no. 3
(1950): 284–96. Stanley Young, “Long-Run Goals for a ‘Laboristic’
Economy,” American Journal of Economics and Sociology, vol. 23, no. 4
(1964): 397–406. Melvyn Dubofsky, The State and Labor in Modern
America (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1994),
199. Nelson Lichtenstein, The State of the Union (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2002), 166f. Dubofsky and Lichtenstein
argue that the influence of organized labor was more circum-
scribed than Slichter claimed; cf. John Kenneth Galbraith, American
Capitalism: The Concept of Countervailing Power (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1952).
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I focus on New York because for most of its modern
history its voters have engaged in multiparty politics.
My analysis confirms the argument made by Martin
and Swank that multiparty rules are enabling for
social collaboration in contexts where social partners
are trying to formulate cooperative relationships, but
they do so in a case where we least expect it, namely,
the United States. This article shows how political
activists used New York’s fusion nomination rule to
create a center-left coalition that supported industry
coordination. Yet, New York is not simply the excep-
tion that proves the rule that plurality complements
the U.S. liberal market economy, because still other
places in the United States could have other different
outcomes. The Southern Jim Crow economy is
notably ignored in comparative studies. I argue that
a crucial feature of the New Deal laboristic state is
that it shielded industrial collaboration from plurality
partisan electoral interference. I agree with Cusack
et al. that when capitalists are unified against labor,
catchall parties are dangerously disruptive of collabo-
ration. In New York the capitalist Right was historically
divided and could not achieve domination consis-
tently and, during the New Deal regime, capitalist
elites were nationally divided between a North-based
Republican Party and South-dependent Democratic
Party. The solutions to the later crisis of the New
Deal in the 1970s emerged when Northern employers
began to coalesce with Southern employers in new
business associations and a highly unified national
Republican Party that governed industry without
organized labor.7 The key to clarifying the U.S. case
is to conceive electoral rules as constitutive of projects
of industrial order rather than as reflections of inter-
ests. This type of argument requires a historical anal-
ysis of the sequence of events and the evolving
economic and political relationships.

The rest of this article is organized as follows.
Section 2 argues that the comparative analysis of the
link between electoral rules and social collaboration
must be modified in the U.S. case. These analyses
are based on assumptions about the timing of elec-
toral choices and the nature of group interests. I
show that multiparty politics at the subnational level
was common in the late nineteenth century and
that interest in industry coordination was widely man-
ifest. Where multiparty politics was engaged, the pos-
sibility for social collaboration was viable. Rather than
a uniform line of march to neoliberalism, the U.S.
economy comprised multiple forms of market
regulation.

Section 3 presents an alternative theory of how elec-
toral institutions are constituents of an integrated
action field in which the social roles that agents
assume depend on how situations are perceived and
opportunities to use rules are pursued. I discuss the
predominant rule in subnational American politics
in the late nineteenth century, namely, the cross-
endorsement or fusion rule. Fusion reduces the
control that party leaders exercise over voter choices
and enables a more flexible and responsive electoral
system when voters act appropriately. New York is the
leading case of fusion politics in the United States.
Section 4 examines New York’s historical electoral
and industrial politics. It shows that the two big
parties competed in a highly unstable electoral envi-
ronment in which they jockeyed for advantage by
offering governance reforms. The Democratic Party
eventually committed itself to labor–management
collaboration and labor market regulation. With crit-
ical help from government and community leaders,
three of the biggest industries in the city were union-
ized and practiced industry-wide bargaining.

Section 5 shows that New York reformers brought
their experiences to the New Deal and combined
them with practices from other industrial centers to
establish a laboristic state. New York’s political differ-
ence also helps explain important postwar develop-
ments. Working-class politics survived Cold War
repression in New York to a greater degree than else-
where because of multiparty politics; labor indepen-
dence prompted New York City leaders to pioneer
public-sector collective bargaining. Finally, however,
in the 1970s the combination of new postsegregation
national electoral rules and a crisis for U.S. manufactur-
ing that hit New York’s unionized industries especially
hard at least temporarily undermined multiparty poli-
tics and the laboristic political economy.

The concluding section summarizes the argument
that industrial order in the U.S. case can be explained
by a theory of the constitutive role of electoral rules
and the coalitional strategies they enable. The
concept of political development means the creation
of some new ordering principle or authority, an inno-
vation from a particular historical practice in social,
economic, and political organization. Instead of
reproducing past practice, real agents use organiza-
tional and institutional resources to change what
they were doing. When this theory is applied to the
U.S. case, much is revealed about the regionalism of
the New Deal industrial order and the development
of its late twentieth-century liberal market economy.

2. THE THEORY OF ELECTORAL RULES AND SOCIAL
COLLABORATION

The theory of the historical political antecedents of
varieties of capitalism argues that the plurality elec-
tion rule is complementary to liberal market

7. Francisco E. Gonzalez and Desmond King, “The State and
Democratization: The United States in Comparative Perspective,”
British Journal of Political Science 34 (2004): 193–210. Jacob Hacker
and Paul Pierson, Winner-Take-All Politics: How Washington Made the
Rich Richer—and Turned Its Back on the Middle Class (New York:
Simon and Schuster, 2010), 110–112, 151–155, 158–160.
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economy and proportional representation is comple-
mentary to coordinated market economy. The United
States is widely conceived as a liberal polity that has a
liberal market economy. The association between lib-
eralism and the plurality rule is familiar from much of
the analysis of U.S. politics, but historical investiga-
tions reveal considerably more diversity of economic
organization and flexibility of political rule than
expected. The question about the creation of forms
of American political economy then may be
reopened by absorbing the implications of diversity
and flexibility for the analysis of key sequences and
the relationship between rule and role. The political
development of the United States will be better
understood as an open-ended process engaged by
agents to further their projects than as a system of
liberal reproduction. The new analysis will suggest
that the United States has been composed of multiple
forms of industrial order and it only became a liberal
market economy in the late twentieth century.

The key issue in the theory of the historical creation
of the varieties of capitalism is the electoral represen-
tation of interests in social collaboration.8 Thus, when
Cusack et al. rework Stein Rokkan’s classic analysis of
the historic social bases of electoral systems and its
reinterpretation by Carles Boix, their argument is
about the representation of interests rather than the
formation of interests. Cusack et al. argue that the
Right did not choose proportional representation
rules during the democratization of the franchise
for the reason given by Rokkan and supported by
Boix, namely, to protect itself from the threat from
a newly enfranchised industrial working-class Left.
To avoid defeat under a majority rule, Rokkan
argued that the Right favored proportional represen-
tation to preserve its place in government. Cusack
et al. argue that under certain conditions of eco-
nomic structure, right-wing industrialists will favor
proportional representation because they gain regu-
latory benefits.9 They argue that the choice is deter-
mined by social group preferences. The key variable
is whether or not employers and unions in fact are
social partners. If collaboration exists, then the
agents choose proportional representation, which is
a useful tool for representing interests in social collab-
oration to govern the key economic relationships. If
labor–employer collaboration does not preexist,
then the rule choice is plurality, under which a center-
Right party can dominate without labor. Plurality rule
reinforces (complements) interest group labor repre-
sentation, poor skill development, and other features
of the liberal market economy. In this way, Cusack

et al. link the theory of electoral choice to the
debate about the origin of varieties of capitalist
economy.

The stylized history of how industrial structure
motivates economic interests is that employers in
the late nineteenth century faced problems securing
the conditions for large-scale production that
depended on specialized assets whose profitability
was jointly produced. They needed ample supplies
of mechanically skilled workers, organizational disci-
pline at the workplace, and standard setting for fair
competition among competitors, so that dedicated
investments would have a chance to pay off. Because
employers want to gain public authority to enable
them to manage the labor market (with unions),
employers have an incentive to make sure that (coop-
erative) unions are politically represented as well.10

Proportional representation rules enable them to
form parties that will represent their specific interests
(in an industrial order) rather than the general inter-
est (in, say, economic growth or low taxes) pro-
pounded by catchall parties in a plurality system,
which appeal to the median voter and excoriate
special interests. In addition to multiparty interest
representation, proportional representation systems
have strong parliamentary committees with inclusive
participation in law making, in contrast to plurality
systems with weak committees with dominant-party
control. The proportional representation committee
type is conducive to a process of consultation
among the social partners and experts in government
about solving regulatory problems. In contrast,
parties in plurality systems that appeal to the
median voter cannot readily broker social collabora-
tion. Cusack et al. thus distinguish a politics of regula-
tion from a politics of distribution associated with
zero-sum class and interest group conflicts.11

Cusack et al. identify the United States as a case of
noncollaboration. They rely heavily on Thelen’s com-
parative historical analysis of skill-development
systems and on Martin and Swank’s study of how
American electoral conditions shaped the interest
group strategy of the NAM.12 Thelen’s argument is

8. Collaboration is my term for the forms of cooperation that
are organized to conduct a society’s business rather than only the
liberal market and coordinated market types. In general, see
Charles Lindblom, The Market System (New Haven, CT: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 2001).

9. Cusack et al., “Economic Interests,” p. 374.

10. Firms need policies that support training skilled labor
through discipline of employers’ personnel practices to prevent
free-riding, that stabilize the terms of employment, support cooper-
ative workplace government that allows employers to direct the
enterprise, public administration of industrial conditions to
prevent competition based on unscrupulous short-term gains,
and insurance for workers that the skills they have acquired will
be employed and/or their incomes secured.

11. See Walter Korpi, The Democratic Class Struggle (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1983). Walter Korpi, “The Rise and
Decline of Social Citizenship Rights in the Western World: Distrib-
utive Conflict and the Keynesian Welfare State, 1939–2005” (Paper
delivered at the American Political Science Association Annual
Meeting, 2011).

12. Cusack et al., “Economic Interests,” 381. Gary Marks,
Unions in Politics: Britain, Germany, and the United States in the Nine-
teenth and Twentieth Centuries (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
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that in the United States in the late nineteenth
century, craft unions controlled the skills and training
for high-level blue-collar work, but they fell into con-
flict with employers at the turn of the twentieth
century because they wanted to limit the supply of
skilled workers.13 Employers then responded with
strategies to (1) spurn unions and mechanize produc-
tion in ways that built skills into the technology and/
or shifted skills to white-collar technicians and (2)
support catchall politicians to prevent undue union
influence over government policy. In both respects,
American employers were successful.

There is considerable evidence for this interpreta-
tion, which parallels a major theme in American
labor history, namely, that American Federation of
Labor (AFL) craft unions and employers waged a
zero-sum war on each other over job control and
that the unions lost,14 but it does not describe what
happened in New York. According to Martin and
Swank, employers’ associations that initially showed
interest in cooperation, such as the NAM or the
National Machine Tool Builders Association,
adopted an aggressive anti-union strategy just after
the turn of the century known as the Open Shop
movement.15 The paradigmatic form of industrial
organization in the United States became the autar-
chic integrated business corporation devoted to
mass production, which freed employers from the
need for skill-development institutions.16 Without a
need for a union partner that could represent the
interests of employees and coproduce industrial
order with a public imprimatur, industrialists
unified behind the catchall Republican Party.
Unions were relegated to the margins of the
economy, and workers were represented as ethnic fac-
tions of local patronage parties. The United States was
established as a liberal market economy.

Cusack et al. are too quick to come to this conclu-
sion, however. There was manifest interest in a
variety of forms of collaboration. New York City’s
major industries established citywide collective bar-
gaining, and New York officials used legislative and
executive powers to foment collaboration and regula-
tion before the New Deal (as discussed below).
If Cusack et al. are correct, this coordination should

not have occurred. Beyond New York, we observe a
variety of industry forms, including the integrated
business corporation and “regulated monopoly,”
sometimes with “welfare capitalism” in their internal
labor markets; “developmental associations,” in
which firms in an industry jointly produced best prac-
tices; social collaboration in batch and project-based
industries; and racial exploitation. Even the
mass-production firms that manufactured with spe-
cialized workers and tools needed the general-
purpose tools and skills of the craft sector that built
production equipment and plants.17

The question for actors is how they can secure the
conditions (the rules, institutions, budgets) that
enable them to work together (their roles, relation-
ships) successfully. When Cusack et al. discuss rules
and roles that are features of contemporary systems
characterized by institutional complementarity, they
extend the functionalism of political economy types
to a historical binary choice of the electoral rule that
will enable one or another industrial order. A problem
for the proposed correspondence between an electoral
rule and an industrial role (collaboration or arms-
length) is that all of the (other) stipulated political
economy institutional features—skill-development
arrangements, agreements about interfirm contract-
ing, rules of legitimate competition, social protection,
and so on—are resources, too, that may be mobilized
by agents to bring about a variety of desired relation-
ships. Karen Orren and Stephen Skowronek argue,
in contrast, that U.S. institutions were historically
heterogeneous and that developments occurred as
institutional agents clashed with rather than comple-
mented one another.18 Given the diversity and flexi-
bility we observe historically, the way in which a rule
may be instrumental for agents’ purposes is probably
less tightly based on industry structure.19

Press, 1989), 218. Richard Oestreicher, “The Rules of the Game:
Class Politics in Twentieth-Century America,” in Organized Labor
and American Politics, ed. Kevin Boyle (Albany, NY: SUNY Press,
1998), 30–31.

13. Kathleen Thelen, How Institutions Evolve: The Political
Economy of Skills in Germany, Britain, the United States, and Japan
(Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

14. Montgomery, The Fall of the House of Labor, 393. Dubofsky,
The State and Labor, 166f.

15. Cf. Stephen Amberg, The Union Inspiration in American Pol-
itics (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1994) chap. 2. Thelen,
How Institutions Evolve.

16. Michael Piore and Charles Sabel, The Second Industrial
Divide (New York: Basic Books, 1984).

17. Suzanne Berger and Michael Piore, Dualism and Discontinu-
ity in Industrial Societies (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1980). Gerald Berk, Louis D. Brandeis and the Making of Regulated
Competition, 1900–1932 (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2009). Philip Scranton, Endless Novelty: Specialty Production and Amer-
ican Industrialization, 1865–1925 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Univer-
sity Press, 1997). Gerald Berk and Marc Schneiberg, “Varieties in
Capitalism, Varieties of Association: Collaborative Learning
in American Industry, 1900 to 1925. Politics & Society 1 (2005):
46–87. Richard Deeg and Gregory Jackson, “Towards a More
Dynamic Theory of Capitalist Variety,” Socio-Economic Review 5(1)
(2007) 5(1): 149–79.

18. Karen Orren and Stephen Skowronek, The Search for Amer-
ican Political Development (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2004); cf. Colin Crouch, Capitalist Diversity and Change: Recombinant
Governance and Institutional Entrepreneurs (New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2005), 47–55.

19. This article was written before a major statement of “the
electoral turn” in comparative political economy came to my atten-
tion that makes a somewhat similar claim about the relationship
between industrial structure and politics. Pablo Beramendi and
his colleagues argue that the current context for economic gover-
nance casts doubt on the widely accepted theory of a tight connec-
tion between production systems and politics because of the “high
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I argue that Martin and Swank’s analysis of how
national variation in electoral rules matters for the
kinds of market strategies that are organized can be
applied to subnational variations in electoral rules
in the United States. In this regard, Cusack et al.
observe that in all of the countries they studied
there was considerable de facto proportional repre-
sentation in subnational politics before the key deci-
sion for a national rule for elections. But in the
United States, the election laws were not national-
ized.20 There was widespread ballot and voter registra-
tion reform, which has been interpreted in ways
consistent with the Cusack et al. analysis as elite
attempts to create median voter elections character-
ized by a split between electoral representation and
market organizational interests, such that workers
did not bring their specific industrial interests into
the electoral arena.21 This interpretation usefully con-
ceives rules as instruments to achieve a purpose, but
the diversity of purposes of the groups is glossed, as
are the uniform effects: In some areas, voters and
groups did not readily normalize their preferences
to elite designs. A widely used election rule that
aided citizen control of the ballot was fusion, a.k.a.
the cross-endorsement rule of nominations (as dis-
cussed in the next section). It was abolished in most
states, but survived in New York.22 If Martin and

Swank’s analysis can be applied to subnational poli-
tics, we should expect that New York’s specific elec-
toral conditions contributed to the forms of
collaboration established there. The combination of
diverse and evolving industrial interests (modifying
Cusack et al.) and responsive electoral rules (applying
Martin and Swank) means that significant variation in
political economy may occur. My argument is that this
is not only theoretically possible, but it actually
happened.

New York’s fusion rule enabled political factions
(including nonparty movements) to gain access to
policymaking and administrative authority. Their
experiments with social collaboration in New York
before the New Deal contributed directly to the
policy and administrative reforms adopted by the
New Deal. Therefore, examining this case will help
us explain how rules and roles interact in the develop-
ment of industrial order, as well as give us leverage
over the explanations for the emergence and
decline of America’s peculiar laboristic state and the
creation of its liberal market economy.

3. AN ALTERNATIVE THEORY OF RULES AND ROLES:
FUSION AND SOCIAL COLLABORATION

We should conceive that agents use rules (and
changes in the rules) to achieve purposes that they
could not otherwise fulfill and, therefore, that the
rules help shape the actual interests of the agents.
Rules are enabling for prospective interests, not just
strategic for already established ones. Rules are
factors in feasible projects that groups become inter-
ested in. One’s role is constituted by the rule: The
rights and authority assigned to employees, unions,
managers, and trade associations to make decisions
about the organization of work may depend on elec-
toral representation of the group constituted to
secure certain rights and authority in that desired
organization of work. Without that authority, collabo-
ration in a new project is voluntary or coerced, which
leaves it more exposed to defections. Electoral rules
are used to form coalitions to generate power that
their users want. Forms of social collaboration
evolve because institutions are accessible to agents
rather than appear only as external constraints on
them. Institutions are the resources (rules, authority,
budgets) of an action field that may be recombined to
forward the programs of the agents.23

uncertainty about economic consequences and efficiencies of alter-
native pathways,” which expand the options for party leaders to
form policy coalitions. They are agnostic about whether the tight
relationship holds in the past, but this article directly addresses
that point. Also, their essay does not take account of the ways in
which electoral rules themselves may be a resource to form coali-
tions for alternative industrial orders. Pablo Beramendi, Silja Hau-
sermann, Herbert Kitschelt, and Hanspeter Kriesi, The Politics of
Advanced Capitalism (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2015): 61.

20. The conventional wisdom is that the 1896 presidential elec-
tion ushered in a System of 1896 in which the Right was divided
nationally but was united on a regional basis. But this picture of
electoral equilibrium is overdrawn because of significant subna-
tional economic and political diversity. Also, certain characteristic
features of the System of 1896 did not appear until many years
later, such as the “rule of reason” in antitrust adjudication and elec-
toral demobilization. Karen Orren and Stephen Skowronek, “Insti-
tutions and Intercurrence: Theory Building in the Fullness of
Time,” in Ian Shapiro and Russell Hardin, eds. NOMOS 38: Political
Order (1996), 111–46. Richard L. McCormick, From Realignment to
Reform: Political Change in New York State, 1893–1910 (Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press, 1981), 261–3.

21. Cusack et al., “Economic Interests,” 379. Alexander Keyssar,
The Right to Vote: The Contested History of Democracy in the United States
(New York: Basic Books, 2000), 166. V. O. Key, Jr., Southern Politics in
State and Nation (New York: Knopf, 1949). Walter Dean Burnham,
“The Changing Shape of the American Political Universe,” Ameri-
can Political Science Review 59, no. 1 (1965): 7–28. Cf. Frances Fox
Piven and Richard Cloward, Why Americans Don’t Vote (New York:
Pantheon, 1988), 26–95. Cf. Ira Katznelson, City Trenches
(New York: Pantheon, 1981), 71.

22. “Fusion . . . constituted a significant feature of late nine-
teenth century politics, particularly in the Midwest and West,
where full or partial fusion occurred in nearly every election.”
Peter H. Argersinger, “A Place on the Ballot: Fusion Politics and

Antifusion Laws,” American Historical Review 85, no. 2 (1980): 287–
306.

23. Pragmatists argue that rules are conventional as well as
instrumental because what to do is deeply influenced by the situa-
tion that individuals find themselves in. Workers and employers
make decisions about how to get work done that are based on
the existing rules that define decision-making authority as well as
on the evolving practice of the work that turns these rules into
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Much like proportional representation, the fusion
rule favors the expression of diverse interests, what-
ever they are. Fusion can be used by any group,
including by the Right against the Left. The effect
of the fusion rule is that elections have a flexibility
of purpose and often an explicit class character in
contrast to median voter coalitions under plurality
rule. The key is the independence of a significant
fraction of the electorate, which expresses its prefer-
ences by voting for fusion candidates and by indepen-
dent party support and, thereby, navigates electoral
politics to support its favored social project. Just as
proportional representation might enable class-based
parties (if groups want them), fusion might send the
message that voters want something other than dis-
tributive interest group representation and “median
voter” politicking in a two-party system.

Under the cross-endorsement or fusion rule, one
political party can nominate a candidate who has
also been nominated by another party for the same
office. The two parties nominate the same person;
they are fusing their endorsements. Fusion allows
groups of citizens to form a party to express their
interests without weakening the political party
whose positions are the closest to theirs. In a two-party
political system, in contrast, either the voters are cap-
tives of their party, or they risk making things worse
for themselves if they bolt or make no choice on elec-
tion day.24

Fusion empowers groups of citizens to send a spe-
cific message to the leaders of the party with which
they ostensibly identify without aiding parties with
which they sharply disagree. The mechanics of
fusion start with citizens who form a party organiza-
tion and gather signatures to be listed on the ballot;
call this party, Party A. Then Party A nominates candi-
dates, some of whom will be popular candidates from
a second party which is close to the commitments of
Party A’s own members. Call the second party, Party
B. The candidates from Party B must agree to be nom-
inated by Party A. If a candidate agrees to be cross-
endorsed, then the candidate’s name will appear on
both parties’ lists and have two places on the ballot.
The voters can choose to vote for this candidate
either from the list of Party A or from Party B; the
votes for the candidate from both lists are added together
to determine which candidate won the election.
No votes are lost. In contrast to two-party election

dynamics, fusion enables voters to express greater
information about their preferences for government
policy than simply that they are dissatisfied with a gov-
erning party by voting for the other party or by
abstaining. Party B candidates that are cross-endorsed
can fortify their issue positions with party leaders by
accepting Party A’s endorsement and by getting
elected with its support. Also, small parties that cross-
endorse at the top of the ticket can bootstrap their
down-ballot candidates to victory.

From the voters’ perspective, fusion allows these
voters to send a message to Party B that it cannot
take their votes for granted. When they go to vote
on election day, they can vote for the new Party A
and still elect the popular leaders from Party B. In
New York, in the 2008 U.S. presidential election,
New Yorkers cast over 150,000 votes for Barack
Obama on the ballot line of the Working Families
Party, which is a party to the left of the Democrats.
The voters did not inadvertently help the Republican
candidate, as happened when thousands of Florida
voters supported the Green Party candidate for pres-
ident in 2000. In the late nineteenth century, fusion
was widely practiced by groups when faced with a
locally dominant party that typically acted to monop-
olize office and public policy through patronage and
by redrawing election districts to “distort” voter pref-
erences.25 In the Midwestern states with fusion,
urban Democrats, the Greenback Party, the Union
Labor Party, and the Peoples’ Party, among others,
sometimes including the Republican Party, cross-
endorsed candidates to unify voters to promote spe-
cific issues. Peter Argersinger observes that fusion
“was a mechanism . . . for achieving proportional rep-
resentation.”26 In response to the Peoples Party and as
one of their tactics for control in the 1890s, Republi-
can legislatures banned fusion ballots in Michigan,
Ohio, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, and Wisconsin, but
fusion survived in New York.

Recall that Martin and Swank argue that unions
and employers need help from political leaders to
strengthen and broaden their relationship through
appropriate legislative and administrative actions,
which is crucial to their respective credibility with pro-
spective members to make deals.27 But, as they and
Cusack et al. argue, in a two-party system like that in
the United States, the logic of electoral competition
favors median voter strategies and winner-take-all out-
comes. In New York, where fusion existed and elec-
toral institutions were accessible to motivated groups
and voters interested in the possibility of social

resources. John Dewey, Human Nature and Conduct (New York:
Henry Holt, 1922), 19. Mary Douglas, How Institutions Think (Syra-
cuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1986). Gerald Berk, Dennis
C. Galvan, and Victoria Hattam, “Introduction: Beyond Dualist
Social Science: The Mangle of Order and Change,” in Political Cre-
ativity, ed. Gerald Berk, Dennis C. Galvan, and Victoria Hattam
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2013), 16.

24. Steven Cobble and Sarah Siskind, Fusion: Multiple Party
Nomination in the United States (Madison: Center for New Democ-
racy, 1993). Oestreicher, “The Rules of the Game,” 30–33.

25. Peter H. Argersinger, Representation and Inequality in Late
Nineteenth-Century America: The Politics of Apportionment (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2012), 8–41, 284, 306. Of course,
this tactic is widely practiced today.

26. Argersinger, Representation and Inequality, 20.
27. Martin and Swank, Political Construction, 3.
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collaboration, the logic of electoralism and industrial
order plays out significantly differently.

When there is a significant voter bloc on the labor-
left that can express itself effectively, then one or
more parties on the Right have an incentive to
respond to the specific interests so expressed. Given
that there is more than one right-wing party, it is
logical for one to position itself to appeal to the mobi-
lized interest on its Left. This strategy of the
moderate-Right party works when both the Left and
the far-Right party remain organized. If the Left
fails to sustain an independent electoral presence,
then it risks capture by the moderate-Right party. If
the Left organizes complete independence,
however, it risks marginalization unless it is large
enough to elect candidates on its own. The far
Right also has to sustain a distinct organized electoral
presence for the moderate Right’s center-left sce-
nario to play out. If the far-Right party is small, it is
irrelevant in a plurality system, according to Cusack
et al., but if it is large, then what it does matters.
Yet, if their party does not remain organized to mobi-
lize voters on its behalf, then the moderate-Right
party can consolidate its dominance with right-wing
rather than left-wing voters. These spatial mecha-
nisms are familiar from the economic theory of
democracy, but there is a difference with fusion. In
a plurality system, the ballot functions to elect the can-
didates supported by the investors in the party rather
than to enable voters to express themselves.28 With
fusion, the moderate-Right party might put up a can-
didate committed to the Left’s program (at least in
part) or a faction of the moderate-Right party could
accept the Left’s fused nomination. Either way,
fusion gives the initiative to motivated organizations
and voters. Fusion is a tool that organizational
leaders (including labor and business) can use to
link their projects with voters to gain the electoral
resources to leverage legislative and administration
authority. The argument, in short, is about rules as
tactics as well as substance: Rules are resources to con-
stitute roles to play. It matters how historical actors
instrumentalize such institutional resources to
advance specific projects of work, and it matters
how party leaders respond.

The fusion rule added potential flexibility to
New York’s electoral politics. I argue it was one of
the key factors in the divergent development of indus-
trial collaboration in that state compared to other
places in the United States before the New Deal.
Industrial coordination linked electoral mobilization
to the specific use of public authority rather than an
outcome of industry structure and the demographic
profile of New York. Later, in the New Deal, organized
workers became a constituency of the national Demo-
cratic Party, but that outcome was not inevitable, as
the diverse practices in the pre–New Deal era
demonstrate.

The alternative theory is summarized in Table 1.
The table presents a static view of several possible rela-
tionships between electoral formats and social inter-
ests as they may be combined into projects of
organized political economy. The examples span
the time period when multiparty politics was
common in the United States in the late nineteenth
century to the era that Republican President Warren
Harding called normalcy in the 1920s.

The electoral–political formats are formats of rule
and role—practice—that encompass political party
insurgencies and factionalism, including fusion can-
didacies as well as independent (nonfusion) party
politics, and plurality rule. The social and industrial
interests are arrayed according to how authority at
work is allocated, whether shared through bargaining
among the parties to the relationship (principally
labor and management, but also competing firms in
an industry, schools and training institutions, public
regulatory authorities, civil society groups, etc.) or
unilaterally (principally by owner-managers, includ-
ing Jim Crow arrangements between white managers
and white workers). As the examples in Table 1 illus-
trate, there is not a fixed correspondence, but move-
ment among these elements where agents act to
create relationships by various combinations of per-
ceived interests and rule resources. Where pro-
collaboration interests and multiparty rules
combine, the forms of work may be negotiated and
publicly regulated.

In the terms of the comparative debate about how
electoral rules shape types of political economy, there
is greater diversity in the United States. The Right was
well organized after about 1900 in two big parties, and
the plurality rule suited its power in most places.
Reformers of various kinds emerged to challenge
the Right, and they could use fusion where it
existed, which made it easier to mobilize voters who
might not vote Left or entirely abandon their tradi-
tional Right party identification, but who would
support heterodox programs of social progress. In
this scenario, the right-wing parties should compete
with each other to sponsor industrial melioration,
by helping social partners make agreements as part
of their electoral appeal as problem solvers for the
public good. My contention is that in New York they

28. A U.S. Supreme Court decision in a contemporary case
upholding a state ban on fusion stipulated that “Ballots serve pri-
marily to elect candidates, not as forums for political expression.”
Timmons v. Twin Cities New Party, 520 US 351 (1997), 363. Cf.
Joshua Cohen, Philosophy, Politics, Democracy (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2009), 290. Thomas Ferguson, Golden
Rule: The Investment Theory of Party Competition and the Logic of Money-
Driven Political Systems (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995),
17–38. Not fusion alone, but projects that mobilize electoral
resources matter. In the contemporary United States, investors
became decisive when working class voters’ own organizations
declined. E.g., Hacker and Pierson, Winner-Take-All Politics,
137–158.
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did in fact do that. In contrast, in other locales where
roles and rules were combined differently, different
forms of industrial order were established. In the
South, for example, employers established a
state-supported racial caste economy and smothered
electoral democracy.

4. HOW ELECTORAL POSSIBILITIES AND INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENTS EVOLVED IN NEW YORK

How was a laboristic state pioneered in New York?
What we expect to observe are organizers of workers
and businesses who created relationships of a type
that did not exist before, which took shape in collec-
tive bargaining agreements that govern labor man-
agement in the workplace and in regulations that
set standards for the external labor market and inter-
firm competition. This means that we have to recast
the standard historiographies of U.S. ethnic and
labor politics, which keep rules and roles separate,
to underline the deep influence of institutions as
resources for interest formation in the political
economy. To establish the authority to make agree-
ments and write regulations, organizers used a
variety of tactics, but fusion was especially potent
because it offered a virtually unique tool to link pro-
spective workers’ specific interests in collaboration
to electoral contests.

In the standard histories, city politics is about bina-
ries like ethnic group patronage or professional regu-
lation and corruption or efficiency, and labor history
is the story of apolitical craft unions and the failure of
socialism. But individual roles in the economy and
politics were in fact more flexible, and there were
more than two ways to organize and manage a capital-
ist economy. Thus, the standard history is that the
Democratic Party had complete control of New York
City government because it was an ethnic-based elec-
tion machine that made distributive promises based
on monopoly of government office and budgets.
Kenneth Finegold’s study of machine politics is
unusually perceptive for analyzing choices within

the regulatory coalition, but it nonetheless is typical
in its focus on the public sector.29 Yet we can readily
add collaboration interests in the standard analysis
when we note that fusion and independent electoral
action prompted New York’s party leaders to adopt
agendas to regulate labor market conditions and to
support private agreements about the terms of labor
exchange.

There is no dispute that machine politicians
created ethnic-based political parties and preoccu-
pied themselves with controlling office and distribut-
ing patronage, which made the local state an
unreliable partner in regulation. Rather, my argu-
ment is that no immigrant was born a machine
party voter. This is the truth of the electoral histories
of ballot and voter registration reform. On the con-
trary, immigrants were typically working class in an
era of brutal capitalist market cycles, and they repeat-
edly identified with radical political messages that
promised justice. Machine politicians scrambled to
compete for support. Martin Shefter synthesized the
argument about the interactive quality of local party
politics and reformism in American regions.30 In his
study of “ethnic succession” through party politics,
he shows the great lengths to which machine
leaders went to create appropriate ethnic community
representatives and shape immigrants into machine
voters. New York City’s Tammany Hall Democratic
club politicians preferred to groom gangsters in the
late 1920s and 1930s as ethnic leaders than accept
labor radicals, but workers continued to evade their
control a significant amount of the time. Fusion
helped them do so.

Thus, to say that New York’s laborist politics
resulted from demographic factors, such as the
large immigration of Jews to New York, who brought
socialistic politics with them, is to elide the very

Table 1. Electoral Rules and Social Collaboration before the New Deal

Electoral–Political Format

Plurality Multiparty

Social and
Industrial
Interests

Pro-collaboration Voluntarism and racketeering
(e.g., Chicago); one-party
control

Regulation and industry
bargaining (e.g., New York City)

Anti-collaboration Unitary management (e.g., mass
production in Detroit);
one-party control

Fusion; campaigns to shut down
multiparty politics (e.g., U.S.
Midwest 1890s)

White Supremacy Racial caste labor market (e.g.,
U.S. South); one-party control

Peoples Party; anti-populist
reaction (e.g., U.S. South)

29. Kenneth Finegold, Experts and Politicians: Reform Challenges
to Machine Politics in New York, Cleveland, and Chicago (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1995).

30. Martin Shefter, Political Parties and the State, (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 1994), 169, 187.
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struggles of actual Jewish workers and business owners
to make a place for themselves in a desirable future
economy and society.31 They created this place in
part by rejecting the practice of Democratic Party pol-
itics by Tammany Hall, but also by staying engaged in
the electoral process by choosing to vote for candi-
dates who would (more likely) help them work and
live as they wanted. In the economy, many Jewish
workers were non-union or joined craft-based
unions or they believed in workers’ direct action,
but most eventually decided to pursue an industry-
wide bargaining strategy. Once some Democratic
Party leaders began to offer appropriate leadership
to Jewish labor leaders, as discussed below, they
became potential partners for Jewish workers’ organi-
zations.32 In short, “Jewish preferences” responded to
opportunities and shaped the evolution of New York
politics. Similar observations can be made about
how other important groups in the social structure
made their way, among them self-identified reformist
women during the Progressive Era, post–Irish Civil
War Irish immigrants who were prominent organizers
of the Transport Workers Union in the 1930s, and
black and Puerto Rican migrants in the 1940s and
1950s. Rules that govern the economic and political
opportunities to express identities shaped those iden-
tities. Both fusion tactics and independent voting
were tactics to express evolving preferences that
avoided political consolidation on the ethnic repre-
sentation model. Organized independent voting was
significant in New York City in the Progressive Era
(1900–1922) and New Deal Era (1935–1975).

Similarly, it is agreed that the AFL became craft-
based and pursued an interest group agenda for job
control (including skills). Yet Gary Marks’s compara-
tive study asks the key question: If electoral action
for American union leaders was a pragmatic question
of how it could be useful, then why did they not try to
overcome obstacles to their power in the wake of the
1890s Populist insurgency?33 The answer is that some-
times they did, and in New York, they had significant
success. A study by Christopher Ansell and Arthur
Burris pushes at the margin of the standard history
when it brings together the analysis of union organi-
zation and electoral forms.34 If their analysis is
extended further than they take it—they are preoccu-
pied with explaining how the AFL’s union form

contributed to the emergence of the machine form
of local politics by 1910—to labor–management
relations in the next decade, we can clarify the signifi-
cance of flexible electoral rules for the manifestation
of interests in industrial collaboration in New York.

Ansell and Burris argue that craft union organiza-
tion contributed to New York City’s machine politics
because the national office of the trade union was
able to enforce its claim over a piece of the division
of labor by centralized control over the workers’ deci-
sion to strike. Likewise, the machine party mobilized
ethnic (not class) identities and centralized control
over the ballot to ensure that candidates represented
the ethnic voter blocs that the party leaders wanted to
establish. Ansell and Burris argue that the two strate-
gies overlapped because craft groups had an ethnic
basis. Thus, the AFL encouraged skilled workers to
identify by craft and ethnicity, and the machines
mobilized cross-class coalitions of ethnic groups.
When both occurred together, they were complemen-
tary, and alternatives were shut out. This is consistent
with the predictions of the comparative capitalism lit-
erature on which Cusack et al. rely. Craft organiza-
tions are anathema to employers. When craftism is
combined with the failure to organize a class-based
political party, employers prefer unitary (not collabo-
rative) management and plurality rule.

There are several problems with the received
wisdom in the New York case. First, fusion helped
prevent complete control of the ballot by Tammany.
Second, there is more than one working-class insur-
gency. There is the one in the late nineteenth
century and another one in the second decade of
the twentieth century, which is after the alleged con-
solidation of the New York City Tammany machine.
Workers became better organized at work and in elec-
toral politics.35 Even when craft unionists opposed an
independent labor party, they combined trade and
class consciousness.36 Third, the AFL was not uni-
formly nonpartisan even where it was dominant in
the union field, and the New York AFL supported
fusion coalitions. Fourth, the craft-ethnic nexus was
unstable because of massive immigration and migra-
tion. Because of these factors, the Democratic Party
did not consolidate its power in New York City until
the 1920s.

In contrast to expectations about fixed interests
and political monopoly, New York’s politics were
wide open, characterized by fleeting control by the
big parties, electoral insurgencies, emergent political
identities, and transforming party agendas and elec-
toral appeals. Table 2 chronicles New York City voter
independence that blocked the consolidation by

31. E.g., Marks, Unions in Politics, 208. Cf. Steven Fraser, Labor
Will Rule (New York: The Free Press, 1991) and Victoria
C. Hattam, Labor Visions and State Power: The Origins of Business Union-
ism in the United States (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1993), who analyze the multiple role possibilities for labor activists.

32. Irving Howe, World of Our Fathers (New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1976), 386.

33. Marks, Unions in Politics, 224.
34. Christopher Ansell and Arthur L. Burris, “Bosses of the

City Unite! Labor Politics and Political Machine Consolidation,
1870–1910,” Studies in American Political Development 11, no. 1
(1997): 1–43. Cf. Marks, Unions in Politics, 222–223, 231.

35. Melvin Dubofsky, When Workers Organize: New York City in the
Progressive Era (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1968),
3–4. Marks, Unions in Politics, 114.

36. Marks, Unions in Politics, 152, 53, 206–208. Hattam, Labor
Visions, 137, 165, 209f.
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right-wing party leaders until the 1920s. The leaders
of the Republican and Democratic parties discovered
that the electoral arena was still unstable after the
defeat of Populism. New York Republicans and Dem-
ocrats alternated in state office from 1900 to 1922. In

New York City, where Republican support had col-
lapsed in the 1890s, fusion and independent party
voting repeatedly denied Democrats complete
victory. Voters elected fusion mayoral candidates
who defeated Tammany Democrats in 1901, 1905

Table 2. Voter Independence in New York State and City before the New Deal

Year Office Action and Comment

1901 Mayor Fusion candidate Seth Low elected with AFL support.
1905 Mayor Municipal Ownership League party (MOL) candidate Hearst wins; victory stolen by

Tammany Hall Democrats.
1905 Assembly Fusion in 47.6% of the major party candidacies in Brooklyn. Manhattan, percentage not

available. MOL fused in ten races; all won; two won without fusion.
1906 Governor Independence Party fuses with Democrats on Hearst, but reform Republican Charles

Evans Hughes wins.
1908 Governor Hughes re-elected.
1909 Mayor Hearst’s Civic Alliance runs against Democrats and Republicans.
1910 Governor AFL mobilizes for reform Democrat John Dix victory.
1911 Assembly Fusion in 42.8% of the major party candidacies in Manhattan.
1912 Governor Reform Democrat Sulzer elected. Hearst’s Independence League and National

Progressives fused and received 24.3%.
1913 Assembly Fusion in 57.4% of the major party candidacies in Manhattan. Progressives and

Independence League fuse in eight more. Total fusion races in Manhattan 74.2%; in
Brooklyn 60.8%.

1913 Mayor Fusion candidate John Purroy Mitchell wins.
1914 Governor AFL punishes Tammany. Republican victory with 49%.
1915 Mayor Fusion mayor Mitchell re-elected.
1916 Governor Republican re-elected.
1916 Assembly One Socialist elected from New York City; other close races.
1916 Congress Socialist Meyer London elected from NYC.
1917 Mayor Reform Democrat John Harlan elected. Socialist gets 22%.
1917 City

Council
Seven Socialists elected in NYC.

1917 Assembly Ten Socialists elected from NYC.
1918 Assembly Republican and Democrat fusion defeats all but two NYC Socialists.
1918 Congress R/D fusion defeats Meyer London and three other Socialists. London gets 43.2%; R/D

candidate gets 48.6%.
1918 Governor Reform Democrat Alfred Smith elected.
1919 Assembly R/D fusion in five races to defeat Socialists in NYC; Socialists win five races (two against

R/D fusion).
1920 President Socialist received 203,201 votes in NY State.
1920 Congress Socialist Meyer London elected again.
1920 Governor Republican defeats Smith with only 45% of the vote. Socialist and Farmer-Labor parties

poll 7.6%. Split-ticket voting.
1921 Assembly R/D fusion in seven races in NYC; three Socialists elected. In seven other races, the Socialist

vote is the difference for Republican victory.
1922 Governor Reform Democrat Smith re-elected. Massive NYC majorities.
1922 Congress Socialist Meyer London re-elected.
1924 Governor Smith re-elected. Massive NYC majorities.
1924 President Socialist-Progressive fusion candidate received 474,905 votes in NY State.
1926 Governor Smith re-elected. Massive NYC majorities.

Sources: Red Book and Legislative Manual, various years.
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(but stolen), 1913, and 1915.37 Organizers created
fusion ballots for other local elected offices and
voters elected these candidates. Voters also supported
local parties: the Progressive Party, which was started
by reform Republicans in the second decade of the
century; the Farmer-Labor Party; and the Socialist
Party. In short, rather than machine consolidation,
and stimulated by the rapidly gelling economic orga-
nizational environment in the city and independent
electoral power, the big parties factionalized and
developed new policy profiles. Moreover, Democratic
leaders were ambitious—controlling the city was not
enough; they wanted to control the state government.
The city’s electorate was large enough that, if the
Democrats could fashion an appropriate appeal, the
party could win statewide office by a massive majority
in the city and thereby control both the state govern-
ment and the city administration. Yet the Democrats
regularly alienated voters. When attractive alternatives
were offered, working-class voters deserted the party.
In retrospect, the lasting reconfiguration of the elec-
torate emerged from Democratic leaders’ new strat-
egy for statewide electoral victory, which emerged
first in a trial run in 1910 but which did not get
firmly established until 1918. They committed the
party to an agenda of industrial relations mediation
and public regulation to attract independent middle-
class voters and left-wing unionists. Al Smith’s 1922
election as governor finally established Democratic
dominance, but now as a laborist rather than as a
machine party.

Now, how were interests formed in the industrial
and political order, and how did the fusion option
contribute? First, as I have just suggested, the big
parties could not establish their dominion over the
ballot and government authority. To do so, the big
party leaders had to take the measure of the specific
interests of labor and business that had led them to
spurn the regular party tickets. These leaders had
choices, which included measures to depress voter
turnout, but fusion offered the opportunity for alli-
ances between civil society organizations and insiders
who were sympathetic to reform. Second, the labor-
left needed to sustain independent organization
because the evidence of betrayal was palpable. They
had to demonstrate that they could punish party
leaders who were unresponsive to their specific
reform proposals. This could include independent
party voting, which was pursued but which had the
shortcoming of leaving the field to the dominant
parties, and fusion tactics, which enabled organizers
to demonstrate their electoral power and to form alli-
ances with party factional leaders (whether Republi-
can or Democrat).

In this context, Democrats began to support social
collaboration and regulation, but the sequence was
not linear, as if the actors knew exactly what they
wanted and how to get it. The field of play was very
heterogeneous. In addition to the AFL and unions
not affiliated with the AFL and to the middle-class
social reform organizations, such as the New York
Women’s Trade Union League, the pro-labor
National Consumers League, and the Child Welfare
League, there was William Randolph Hearst, who
used his newspapers to promote his own party and
his own candidacies, and the Progressive Republicans
and other parties.38 From 1905 to 1913, Hearst mobi-
lized a wide following, but eventually his personalist
politics alienated voters and other organizers. The
Progressive Republicans rallied to Theodore Roose-
velt, but the Republican Party purged the Progressive
wing after 1912. And the Democrats adopted a reform
agenda in 1910 and then backtracked. In the second
decade, labor militancy exploded, and Socialists
began to win elections, which made it seem “not
only to them, that they were on the way to becoming
the second party in New York City.”39 Democrats and
Republicans then fused many nominations from 1918
to 1920 to stop the Socialists’ ascent. This episode sup-
ports the categorization of the Democrats and the
Republicans as right-wing parties. In real time, then,
the power of the Left was palpable for the two big
Right parties, but what the outcome would be
depended on what the actors did.

The AFL Central Federated Union of New York City
(CFU) organized its own Working Men’s Indepen-
dent Political League.40 The leading historian of
New York unions observes that the “Tammany admin-
istration in New York City weakened the existing
[labor] laws by poor enforcement and created such
animosity that important anti-Tammany political
action developed within organized labor.”41 The
CFU formed the Joint Labor Conference of the
Central Labor Bodies of the City of New York, which
included the Socialist unions, in 1909.42 The unions
allied with non-labor-reform groups like the

37. Irwin Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement in New York
State, 1897–1916 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1965),
169–70.

38. Women won the right to vote in New York in 1917 when the
state Constitution was amended. Jo Freeman, A Room at a Time: How
Women Entered Party Politics (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield,
2000). Landon Storrs, Civilizing Capitalism: The National Consumers’
League, Women’s Activism, and Labor Standards in the New Deal Era
(Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2000). Yellow-
itz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 188–215. Robert F. Wesser,
Charles Evans Hughes: Politics and Reform in New York, 1905–1910
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1967), 86–88. Shefter, Political
Parties and the State, 185. James Weinstein, The Corporate Ideal in the
Liberal State, 1900–1918 (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968). Paula
Eldot, Alfred E. Smith: The Politician as Reformer (New York:
Garland, 1983).

39. Howe, World of Our Fathers, 321.
40. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 226.
41. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 167, 197.
42. Robert F. Wesser, “Conflict and Compromise: The Work-

men’s Compensation Movement in New York, 1890s–1913,” Labor
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settlement house movement and the Consumers’
League, and together they cooperated in the remark-
ably flexible electoral environment. For example, the
CFU strongly mobilized for (but did not endorse)
Hearst in 1905.43 After Hearst’s appeal evaporated,
the state AFL began to aggressively court state Demo-
cratic leaders. An astute Tammany leader, Charles
Murphy, launched a new party strategy when he
placed a labor reformer, John Dix, at the top of the
party’s ticket in 1910, which helped Democrats
sweep all statewide offices.44 But, when Tammany
later reneged on a key electoral pledge, the AFL
joined a fusion movement to punish it.

Dix’s election seemed a harbinger of a new order
for labor–management relations if the electoral com-
mitments could be carried through. The incipient
party–labor link had features similar to those
observed in comparative studies of multiparty
systems. The Democrat produced appointments for
AFL officials as chair of the state’s Workmen’s Com-
pensation Committee and as commissioner of the
Department of Labor. In addition, as in multiparty
system parliamentary committees, legislative leader
Al Smith co-chaired the legislature’s Factory Investi-
gating Commission and chose its members from the
key social partners: Mary E. Dreier of the Women’s
Trade Union League; Samuel Gompers, president
of the national AFL; Robert Emmett Dowling, a
major real estate developer involved with the con-
struction industry; and Simon Brentano, the book
publisher.45 The commission proposed workers’ com-
pensation, mothers’ pensions, stronger regulation of
factory conditions, public employment agencies,
and minimum wages and maximum hours for
female workers.46 Reformers helped re-elect a Demo-
cratic majority in 1912 and a new Democratic gover-
nor, William Sulzer.

The keystone was Democratic Party support for
workers compensation, a fundamental feature of the
development of western welfare states because of its
centrality to mitigating the costs that workers bore

for industrial modernization. But the newly elected
legislature failed to pass the AFL’s compensation pro-
posal because Tammany made a deal with insurance
companies to remove a public insurance option.
Sulzer vetoed the weakened law, declaring that it vio-
lated the party’s pledge to workers:

A workmen’s compensation law, which fails to
inspire the confidence of the industrial toilers
for whom it is enacted and which meets with
their vigorous and emphatic protest, cannot
be said to be an adequate performance of
such pledge.47

The governor’s ethical stand illustrates the “credible
commitments” argument in comparative studies
about how class-based parties enable substantive rep-
resentation and accountability, if everyone acts in the
expected ways. In this instance, Tammany Democrats
broke their commitment. After his veto, Tammany
Democrats impeached Sulzer.48 In retaliation, the
AFL joined a campaign to punish Tammany Hall.
The CFU endorsed the successful fusion mayoralty
campaign of John Purroy Mitchell in New York City
in 1913, despite some division among the building
trades, and Tammany was swept out of New York
City government and “practically every county and
judicial office as well.”49 In 1914 in the state election,
only twelve of the forty-eight legislators from
New York City who voted for impeachment were
returned to office, and the Republicans won the gov-
ernorship with 49% of the vote; Sulzer was elected to
the legislature on the Progressive line.50 Thanks to
the flexibility of access to the ballot, organized labor
could make the point that the key to power in the
state was working-class votes in New York City. So,
even with Republican control of state government,
the legislature established an Industrial Commission,
whose design was based on the tripartite model of the
Wisconsin Industrial Commission.51

History 12, no. 3 (1971): 345–72. The CFU endorsed The New York
Call, a Socialist newspaper, as its official voice.

43. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 197, 201, 211.
“Not since Henry George’s campaign of 1886 had there been so
massive a defection of working-class voters from Tammany Hall”
as there was in 1905. Many believe Tammany stole the election
according to Yellowitz. Also see Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 271.

44. Robert Slayton, Empire Statesman: The Rise and Redemption of
Al Smith (New York: The Free Press, 2001), 84–8. Tammany tried
but failed to block fusion. Jacob Alexis Friedman, The Impeachment
of Governor William Sulzer (New York: Columbia University Press,
1939), 90.

45. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 26, 104. Robert
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46. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 119. Wesser,
“Conflict and Compromise,” 364. Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 193f.
Matthew Josephson and Hannah Josephson, Al Smith: Hero of the
Cities (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1969), 126.

47. Quoted by Wesser, “Conflict and Compromise,” 367. Fried-
man, Impeachment, 91.

48. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 228–29. Wesser,
“Conflict and Compromise,” 363, 368. Friedman, Impeachment,
70–99f, 241 reports that Sulzer’s relationship with Tammany
completely collapsed when it became clear he was going to act inde-
pendently of party interests, including his proposal for primary
elections and his refusal to appoint machine nominees. Democratic
legislators did not approve either of Sulzer’s two AFL nominees to
head the Labor Department, one the former president of the
United Mineworkers and the other the president of the
Typographers.

49. Friedman, Impeachment, 259. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progres-
sive Movement, 31–32.

50. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 118–19, 235–
37, 244–48. Eighteen candidates were withdrawn by Tammany to
reduce the damage. Friedman, Impeachment, 260, 267.

51. Yellowitz, Labor and the Progressive Movement, 120–24, 155–
56. The legislature asked the American Association for Labor Leg-
islation (AALL) to draft the bill. Gompers was a member of the
AALL, but he resigned when it endorsed a weak Industrial
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Democratic Party leaders were chastened by this
experience, but even then the new link between
party leaders and reform voters was a work of con-
struction. Tammany found its reform spokesperson
in the surprisingly able Al Smith, who was elected gov-
ernor in 1918, 1922, 1924, and 1926. Smith’s outspo-
kenness and regulatory agenda appealed to reform
activists. For example, nationally, during the First
World War, the antiwar Socialist Party became the
object of intense government harassment; Republi-
cans in the Congress and New York Assembly
refused to seat them; but Smith defended the rights
of Socialist voters.52 He also refused to deploy the
state police to break the postwar strike wave.53 On
the other hand, in 1920 Smith was defeated for
re-election by the Social Darwinist Republican
Nathan Miller, who received less than half of the
total vote, in a broad Republican sweep.54 Three left-
wing parties polled 7.9%, which was more than
enough to have elected Smith, but many labor-left
voters were alienated by Democrats and Republicans
who fused against Socialists and by President
Wilson’s withdrawal of support for unions at the end
of the war. In a rematch between Smith and Miller
in 1922, the Democrats finally consolidated their
control. Smith soundly defeated Miller with 55.2%
of the statewide vote, comprising 68.7% of the
New York City vote compared to his upstate second-
place finish.55 In 1924 Smith was re-elected with
66.9% of the NYC vote, and in 1926 Smith again was
elected with 67.5% of the NYC vote.56 In 1928,
Smith was nominated by the national Democrats for
the presidency, and Franklin Roosevelt was elected
New York’s governor.

A notable quality of Smith’s electoral performance
in the 1920s was split-ticket voting by left-wing voters.
As if many New York leftist voters were moving on
from the 1920 contest to size up the next opportunity,

many voted for the Democrat Smith at the top of the
ticket and for left-wing candidates down ballot (see
Table 3).57 Smith outpolled down-ballot candidates
on the Democratic Party line, while the pattern for
the left-wing parties was the reverse.58 The continued
potency of the independent voters is shown by the pres-
idential election in 1924, when more than 470,000
New Yorkers voted for the Socialist-Progressive fusion
candidate, Wisconsin Senator Robert LaFollette.

New York’s electoral politics were more flexible
than typically conceived, and electoral rules were
instrumentalized by reformers to express new indus-
trial interests. Now, what did unions and employers
use the rules to achieve in New York? Cusack et al.
argue that social coordination did not emerge in
the United States because there was little effective
demand for it, echoing Thelen’s analysis of skill
systems. I have already indicated that there was wide-
spread interest in various forms of coordination.
Skill development is just one subject of coordination;
there are many other elements of industrial order
that would benefit from regulation. New York City’s
biggest industries were project and batch producers,
such as building construction, garment manufactur-
ing (largest by value and employment), and publish-
ing (second largest by value; employed 86,000 in
1919). Employers in these sectors collaborated with
unions to govern industrial conditions at work and
in the marketplace, eventually with the help

Table 3. Split-Ticket Voting by Left Voters

Office Year Democrat Left Vote

Governor 1920 1,261,812 234,727
Engineer 1920 869,428 202,157
Governor 1922 1,397,670 112,497
Engineer 1922 1,077,314 296,894

Sources: Legislative Manual, 1924, 763–35; Red Book 1922, 534, 540;
and Red Book 1923, 520.
Note: The Left vote includes the votes for the Socialist, Socialist
Labor, and Farmer-Labor parties.

Commission for New York. Another of Smith’s accomplishments
was to strengthen the law. Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 200.

52. Slayton, Empire Statesman, 135–38.
53. Smith “conferred with officials of the New York State Fed-

eration of Labor whose legislative agenda largely coincided with
his own.” Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 201–203, 212.

54. Nathan Miller argued against the minimum wage: “Life is a
struggle. . .. All human progress has been brought about in that
way. . .. Those who urge you [labor] that the world owes you a
living are not your friends.” Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 209. In 1915,
the Republican Party tried to amend the state Constitution to ban
all protective labor legislation “granting to classes of individuals
privileges and immunities not granted equally to all members of
the State.” Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 195. When the U.S. Congress pro-
vided federal grants to states for maternal and infant care (the
Sheppard-Towner Act of 1921), Governor Miller refused them.
Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 216.

55. Manual for the Use of the Legislature of the State of New York
(Albany, NY: Secretary of State, J.B. Lyon, 1924), 763. (Henceforth,
Legislative Manual.) Legislative Manual 1925, 782.

56. Legislative Manual 1924, 763–65, 784–86; 1925,782; 1926,
830–31, 834–55; 1927, 832–33, 841.

57. “Even immigrant Jews ordinarily contemptuous of old-
party politics were delighted by Smith’s career. If they could not
quite see him as one of their own, they felt him to be a sort of
kinsman.. . . For what Smith brought to focus between 1911 and
1928 was an upheaval of lower-class ethnic and urban groups
within the shabby precincts of Tammany Hall. . .. Smith eased the
way for second-generation Jewish intellectuals . . . to enter old-line
politics.” Howe, World of Our Fathers, 386–87. Shefter, Political
Parties and the State, 187. Shefter sees the patronage machine as vic-
torious at this time, but we agree that the Democratic Party was
willing to create regulatory authorities.

58. The Red Book: An Illustrated Legislative Manual of the State Con-
taining the Portraits and Biographies of Its Governors and Members of the
Legislature, ed. Will L. Lloyd, Edgar L. Murlin and James Malcolm,
vol. 6 (Albany, NY: J.B. Lyon, 1892–1923), 534–39. (Henceforth,
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of public authorities.59 In the 1930s, three-quarters of
New York City’s unionized industrial workers enjoyed
multiemployer contracts compared to one-quarter of
workers in other places who typically negotiated with
a single company.60 Yet the big investment of time and
effort by labor and management to stabilize industry
conditions would be for naught if the state did not
provide political support and public services to rein-
force private agreements. New York’s collaborative
industrial order was reinforced by mediation and fact-
finding in strikes and lockouts, the union shop on
public works projects, a child labor ban, enforcement
of factory building codes and workplace safety, work-
men’s compensation, hours laws, limits on the judicial
labor injunction, and support for union discipline of
union members (see Table 4).

Industry coordination benefitted from the ongoing
enforcement as market conditions evolved. Instability
of the product markets required continual adjust-
ments of who would do what in the production
chain, and these involved disagreements, conflicts,
and even impasses in the normal course of collabora-
tion. The authority of unions and firms to set terms
for industry relationships rested on the actual

organization of workers and employers and on the
government support to prevent exploitative forms of
industrial practice.

New York employers perceived value in collabora-
tion with organized labor. After the building trades
unions fell into a bitter dispute with the Building
Trades Employers’ Association (henceforth, the
Employers’ Association) of New York City in 1903,
which led to a lockout, it was the Employers’ Associa-
tion that sought a new agreement in 1904 rather than
emerge from the battle without a union.61 The union
shop was accepted. From 1904 to 1910, the General
Arbitration Board governed all but one trade in the
industry, published rules, and settled disputes. The
board’s Executive Committee was composed of
equal membership from unions and employers.
While non-union companies could participate, non-
participating companies were warned away from the
city. In 1910 the framework collapsed again amid
political turmoil, but many unions and employers
continued to follow it, and a new agreement was
established in 1920.62

Similarly, garment manufacturers became partners
with the garment worker unions.63 The industry was
the largest in the city and nation; in 1921, 70% of
national employment in the women’s and children’s
sector was in New York City.64 Union membership
that year reached 100,000, and the industry was gov-
erned by citywide agreements. To achieve this,
workers and employers had to be organized, and gov-
ernment leaders provided support. A leading
segment of the garment workers’ movement at the
turn of the century was the Cloak Makers craft
union. The union had been founded by Irish immi-
grants, but it became a bastion of Jewish immigrant

Table 4. Examples of Progressive Era Policies Adopted in
New York State

† Maximum hours for women and children
† Maximum hours for men (declared

unconstitutional)
† Ban on child labor and regulation of conditions of

work for minors
† Minimum wage for women
† Workmen’s compensation
† Mandatory age of schooling
† Mothers’ allowances
† Public Service Commissions
† Public employment agencies
† Industrial Commission
† Factory Investigating Commission
† Factory codes and inspection
† Workers’ rehabilitation services
† Occupational disease insurance
† Reconstruction Labor Board
† State Constitution declares labor is not a

commodity
† State labor–management mediation and collective

bargaining services

59. Clarence E. Bonnett, Employers’ Associations in the United
States: A Study of Typical Associations (New York: Macmillan, 1922).

60. Jesse Carpenter, Employers’ Associations and Collective Bargain-
ing in New York City (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1950).
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bilize labor-management relations in New York where the unions
were bigger and more autonomous than local unions in other
places.
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there was a Legislative investigation of the construction industry
“price fixing.” Palladino, Skilled Hands, 73–74. Governor Smith per-
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block pressure tactics of the Associated Industries. Eldot, Alfred
E. Smith, 210–12.
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power. Other unions of the various garment trades
became increasingly populated by Italians (about
15% of all workers in 1900) and later by Puerto
Ricans and African Americans. In 1900 many of the
needle trades coalesced into an industrial union,
the International Ladies’ Garment Workers’ Union
(ILGWU), affiliated with the craft union federation
AFL. Unlike the ethnic craftism thought to be charac-
teristic of the AFL, the ILGWU organized everyone
and produced its newspaper in Yiddish, English,
and Italian (and in the 1930s, in Spanish). The
union also became the primary organizational base
for the Socialist Party in New York. In the men’s cloth-
ing segment of the industry, initially there also were
independent garment unions and a preexisting AFL
union, the United Garment Workers (UGW). Many
of the locals of the UGW and some independents
re-grouped in 1914 to create an industrial union,
the Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America
(ACWA), which became the primary union in the
industry from then on and later gained AFL
membership.65

In 1910 the ILGWU and the suit manufacturers
signed an agreement called the Protocols of Peace,
which was inspired by the ideas of Louis Brandeis
about regulated competition and negotiated by
prominent attorneys, including the future Socialist
congressman, Meyer London, and the legal counsel
for the New York State Chamber of Commerce and
the New York Merchants Association.66 At the same
time, Progressive Republicans and reform Democrats
promised industrial regulations to prevent exploit-
ative working conditions. Like the construction indus-
try’s Arbitration Board, the garment industry
agreement established procedures for rule making
and dispute resolution.67 The Protocols pattern
spread to the rest of the industry once the union
launched a general strike in 1913, at the behest of the
employers’ association, to demonstrate that
the union controlled at least 80% of the market. At
the conclusion of the strike, the settlement affirmed
that “a strong organization of the employers and a
strong union are necessary, each working to
strengthen the other” to standardize conditions and
prevent destructive competition.68 Similar to the con-
struction accord, the Protocols required vigilant polic-
ing, and the union drew on a broad network of

community and political leaders, including fusion
mayor John Purroy Mitchell, to keep the peace. Like-
wise, the ACWA negotiated an industry-wide agree-
ment in the men’s segment of the industry. This
agreement was negotiated with the help of the AFL
and political leaders, including London and future
fusion Mayor Fiorello La Guardia.69

Governor Smith then played a key role in holding
unions and employers together. In the national
strike wave of 1919, Smith rejected requests from
local officials and employers to deploy state police
against strikers in the metalworking, machinery, trac-
tion, textile, glove-making, and hat industries.
Instead, he convened a conference with the AFL
and employers that led to creation of the Reconstruc-
tion Labor Board to mediate disputes.70 When the
New York Cloak and Suit Manufacturers’ Protective
Association broke its agreement with the ILGWU,
the union won an injunction against the employers
for locking out its members, turning the tables on
the employers’ use of the injunction. The union
won the appeal hearing before State Supreme Court
Justice Robert Wagner. Smith led a conference with
the ILGWU and employers in January 1920 that con-
cluded with the creation of a tripartite committee to
settle the dispute.71 In the garment industry bargain-
ing rounds in 1924 and 1926, when the union faction-
alized between Communist and Socialist leadership,
Smith appointed state fact-finding commissions to
recommend terms of settlement favorable to the
ILGWU. In 1929 Governor Franklin Roosevelt and
in 1932 Lt. Governor Herbert Lehman each acted
similarly to support the union’s position through a
negotiated settlement.72

The printing and publishing industry further illus-
trates industrial collaboration, including the ongoing
need for monitoring and problem solving. Printing
was the second most valuable industry in the city
after apparel; in 1921 it accounted for 18% of the
nation’s total commercial printing output and
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66. Dubofsky, When Workers Organize, 64–66.
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Shirtwaist fire in 1911, New York established commissions on safety
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policy specialists John Commons, William Leiserson, and David
Friday.

70. Eldot, Alfred E. Smith, 201–202, 204.
71. Parmet, Master of Seventh Avenue, 24. A similar factional sce-

nario played out in the men’s segment in New York. In 1921 rene-
gade employers resigned from the National Industrial Federation
of Clothing Manufacturers and pushed the workers into a mass
strike, which the workers won, but national industry-wide bargain-
ing was not reestablished until 1935. Fraser, Labor Will Rule, 168–70.

72. Smith had appointed Lehman to the 1924 garment indus-
try mediation panel. Robert P. Ingalls, Herbert H. Lehman and
New York’s Little New Deal (New York: New York University Press,
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employed 49,000 blue-collar workers. The book and
job printing industry workers were 70% unionized
in 1919. The New York printers’ union (International
Typographical Union [ITU] Local 6) established a
shorter work week in New York book and job shops,
but in 1921 it lost a national strike to establish the
44-hour week in other cities.73 Both the employers
and the union factionalized, with some employers
and union members seeking collaboration and
others opposed.74 However, the book and job shop
firms had a continuing need to coordinate their
actions to stabilize competition, including wages and
labor supply. They organized themselves into a “devel-
opmental association” that drew on Brandeis’s
notions of scientific management.75 Some firms
remained unionized, and New York City Local 6 was
willing to collaborate. In the 1930s and 1940s, in the
wake of the New Deal, the ITU regained its promi-
nent position in the industry. The book industry
became about 70% unionized nationwide, and
New York City’s printing employment was 50%
higher in 1947 than in 1919.

The Democratic Party leaders in New York became
committed to support the laboristic agenda for indus-
trial governance, but the electoral independence of
voters waned in the later 1920s and politics in
New York City changed. As already indicated,
unions experienced internal divisions. Probably
more damaging, Smith retired from politics after his
1928 national defeat and Charles Murphy died; the
old Tammany politics re-emerged, now supercharged
by the distractions and risk taking associated with vio-
lating Prohibition. The next section discusses how
union leaders revived fusion in the 1930s to discipline
the Democrats once more, but then with the possibil-
ities of the national New Deal counted in the stakes.

In sum, the fusion rule in New York offered a useful
tool to organizers to express a specific demand for
social collaboration and to establish a governing
center-left coalition that supported union–manage-
ment negotiation and labor market regulation. In
Michigan and Illinois, where fusion had been
banned before the Progressive Era, governing out-
comes were different. Large employers made Detroit
the bastion of the Open Shop and mass production;
the Democratic Party became anti-union no less than
the Republicans. Ansell and Burris argue that labor
in Chicago was less craft-oriented and more open to
industrial unionism, which obviated the nexus of the
craft union and machine party they say existed in
New York. But my argument is that New York politics

took a decisive turn to laborism after 1910 when
their study ends, and that Chicago labor got less for
its independent electoral strategy than in New York
City because it could not express itself effectively at
the ballot box. After the defeat of the national steel
strike in 1919, the Chicago AFL launched an indepen-
dent Labor Party, but it attracted only 8.1% of the vote
for mayor and then collapsed.76 In short, timing
matters as well as electoral options, as suggested by
the different experience in Milwaukee, where, two
decades before the Chicago AFL created a Labor
Party, the AFL allied with the Socialist Party and
elected the city government and a congressman. The
effective representation of labor was a condition for
the Wisconsin Industrial Commission and reforms in
that state, including the creation of the only tax-
supported system of technical colleges in the United
States to produce skilled labor. In short, where
unions had established more effective political expres-
sion—New York and Wisconsin—labor got more from
government, and collaboration was more likely. In
cases where government support for labor was not
forthcoming and electoral options were narrower, as
in Detroit and Chicago, craft unionists and small
employers in the 1920s hammered out their relation-
ships outside the law.77 In the South, employers used
white supremacy and plurality rule to establish a
racist oligarchy and a racial caste labor market.78

These relationships are summarized in Table 1
(above). Later, in the 1930s when mass-production
workers engaged direct action for union recognition
and collective bargaining, the New Deal Congress
looked to Wisconsin and New York for models.
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5. NEW YORK’S CONTRIBUTION TO THE NEW DEAL
LABORISTIC STATE

New Dealers combined lessons from New York with
those from other places into something new, a labori-
stic state.79 In the 1930s and the following decades,
New York’s leaders and experiences continued to
figure prominently in national political develop-
ments. New York’s unions used fusion tactics to pres-
sure Democrats to support their agenda. The Left
survived the political repression of the Cold War
better because labor leaders could use fusion tactics
to sustain an independent voice. They used their elec-
toral independence to pioneer public-sector union-
ism. Yet, in the 1970s, the industrial economy of
New York fell into a crisis, the solution for which
undermined local union organizations. This later
development was a significant piece of a broader
national realignment of party politics that led to the
creation of the U.S. liberal market economy.

The lessons that the New Dealers learned about
industrial politics came directly from the politicians
and unionists whose careers Charles Murphy’s
formula for success had nurtured. Beyond Smith
and President Roosevelt (governor 1928–32), there
was U.S. Senator Robert Wagner (1927–1949), who
authored the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA)
in 1935 but who was previously a pro-union ally of
Smith’s in the New York legislature and on the State
Supreme Court. Another is Roosevelt’s Labor Secre-
tary Frances Perkins, who helped establish the
National Recovery Administration (NRA) and the
federal welfare state during the Second New Deal,
but who previously promoted social regulation in
New York as the president of the National Consumers
League and as one of Smith’s labor commissioners
and chief mediators. Major labor movement leaders
were based in New York, such as Samuel Gompers,
Baruch Vladek,80 David Dubinsky, Max Zaritsky,
Alex Rose, and A. Philip Randolph, plus later promi-
nent unionists such as George Meany, Jerry Wurf,
John Sweeny, and Dennis Rivera, among many
others. Frances Perkins appointed the ACWA’s presi-
dent and chief economist to the Labor Advisory
Board of the NRA. The ILGWU president, David
Dubinsky, was the co-chair of the enforcement admin-
istration.81 The ILGWU and the ACWA were the first
unions to request approval under the NRA in 1933

for codes of conduct for their industries, which were
based on the industry-wide agreements they had pio-
neered. When the NRA was declared unconstitutional
the next year and the Congress passed the 1935
National Labor Relations Act (NLRA), both segments
of the garment industry continued to operate nation-
wide according to the codes.82 More broadly, the
potential of the NLRA for unionizing industrial
workers was seized by the Committee for Industrial
Organization of the AFL, which was started by the
leaders of the United Mine Workers of America
(UMWA), three garment unions—the ILGWU, the
ACWA, and the New York–based Cloth Hat, Cap
and Millinery Union—and the Typographers.83

The New Deal’s labor policy was based on the
labor–management experiences before the 1930s,
but it emerged also from the immediate pressure of
the labor insurgency under the failed NRA. The
NLRA labor policy was pluralist because it recognized
two lines of authority that combine in a unionized
workplace, in contrast to unitary management, but
it was no longer the voluntarist labor management
of the Progressive Era. Robert Wagner’s Act stipulated
that where workers formed a union, the employer
could not interfere with the labor organization,
and once the union was certified by the federal gov-
ernment, the employer was obligated by law to
bargain collectively. At the same time, the New Deal
policy accommodated diverse practices across the
economy. The key was that the federal law supported
workers where workers themselves organized unions;
what they did was supported; if they did not organize,
there was no labor–management collaboration. The
mobilization of workers in the mass-production indus-
tries was the novelty of the era and prompted theories
of the Keynesian welfare state in which unions pro-
vided countervailing power to corporations, but my
point is that the New Deal model accommodated
various forms of collaboration, non-union work-
places, and Southern apartheid. Some indicators of
the New Deal’s accommodation of labor–manage-
ment relations outside of the mass-production
sector are the Fitzgerald Apprenticeship Act (1937),
under which the U.S. Department of Labor provides
the administrative structure of union–employer
cooperation on skill development, which was mostly
used in construction, tool and die making, and print-
ing, and the Walsh-Healey Act (1936), which estab-
lished local union wage scales as the basis for
government contracting, including construction.
Another critical piece of federal labor policy was its
administration by an independent agency, the
National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), through
regional offices that largely supplanted court

79. Howe, World of Our Fathers, 391. John D. Buenker, Urban Lib-
eralism and Progressive Reform (New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1973).
Milton Derber and Edwin Young, eds., Labor and the New Deal
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1957). Arthur Schlesinger,
Jr., The Age of Roosevelt: The Coming of the New Deal (Cambridge, MA:
Houghton Mifflin, 1959). Robert F. Himmelberg, The Origins of the
National Recovery Administration (New York: Fordham University
Press, 1976).

80. Vladek was the managing editor of the Jewish Daily Forward.
Fraser, Labor Will Rule, 77.

81. Parmet, Master of Seventh Avenue, 90.

82. Fraser, Labor Will Rule, 325–26.
83. When the committee later broke away to become the Con-

gress of Industrial Organizations, the ILGWU stayed with the AFL.

CONSTRUCTING INDUSTRIAL ORDER IN THE CENTER OF THE AMERICAN ECONOMY 125



www.manaraa.com

supervision and shielded labor management from
partisan plurality interference. The Taft-Hartley Act
of 1947 was the most explicit expression of diversity
because it enabled employers in Southern states to
write state laws to ban the union shop. As New Deal
labor policy drew from regional experiences, Demo-
cratic Party leaders’ management of their political
alliances in turn reconfirmed the federal structure
of U.S. labor policy and administration.

In New York, the New Deal labor policy multiplied
the use of joint boards and arbitration to “over fifty
branches of industry, covering 22,000 employers and
397,000 employees.”84 In printing, Local 6 had con-
tracts that covered 80% of the market with 600 job
shops with whom it negotiated through the Printers
League Section of the Printing Industries of Metro-
politan New York.85 The Book Manufacturers Insti-
tute analyzed contracts in the industry that covered
about 95% of the books produced by union labor in
the United States. Also, the Brooklyn Chamber of
Commerce’s Bureau of Employee Relations provided
consultants and research staff and had an advisory
committee of major employers that provided services
to hundreds of firms.86 Joshua Freeman concludes
that a “hybrid form of municipal social democracy
grew up in New York.”87

The basis of New York labor’s influence over indus-
trial governance during the New Deal era was fusion-
ist electoral action, which re-created the center-left
coalition. In 1936, Left union leaders deployed the
fusion tactic when they perceived that the New Deal
was threatened by Tammany opposition and by the
Socialist Party, which would not cross-endorse Roose-
velt.88 To corral the Left vote for Roosevelt, the union
leaders quit the Socialist Party and formed the Amer-
ican Labor Party (ALP) to cross-endorse him for pres-
ident; the ALP attracted 270,000 votes. The next year
the ALP cross-endorsed Fiorello La Guardia for
mayor and gave him 482,790 votes.89 Also in 1937,
the ALP elected seven state legislators. In 1938, the
ALP elected a congressman, and Governor Lehman
appointed an ALP leader as state comptroller.90 The
ALP became the official political arm of the
New York State Congress of Industrial Organizations

(CIO) Council. For decades thereafter, the ALP and
a successor labor party, the Liberal Party, often held
the balance of power in the city and state between
Republicans and Democrats by regularly (but not
always) fusing its nominations with theirs. The Left
also established a new city council election system
based on the single-transferable vote (STV), which
operates like proportional representation.91 From
1937 to 1947, when it was abolished, this electoral
rule helped deny machine Democrats domination
of the council and put union leaders on it. In 1937
the ALP sent six to the council; the Communist
Party eventually sent two.92

Once again, Left electoral power disciplined
Tammany. La Guardia’s successor in 1945 was Demo-
crat William O’Dwyer, who followed “policy positions”
that “were mostly written by ALP members.”93

O’Dwyer’s response to the postwar strike wave was
similar to Al Smith’s positive response in 1919; he
established a Division of Labor Relations and
appointed tripartite committees to settle over 150 dis-
putes. Labor’s electoral independence also helped
organized workers preserve their voice during the
Cold War. When the ALP was divided by the exit of
anti-Communist union leaders to form the Liberal
Party, Tammany leaders allied with the Republicans
to smother the ALP, much as the Democrats and
Republicans had moved to blunt the Socialists in
the late 1910s.94 The union-led Liberal Party,
however, sustained the independent expression of
labor’s preferences despite these bipartisan pres-
sures.95 Elsewhere the Communist Left was purged
and the labor movement was a captive of the Demo-
cratic Party.96
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87. Freeman, Working-Class New York, 103. Another specific
American quality is that the distribution of benefits was race-based
in New York as in the rest of the country.

88. Ralph A. Stratz and Frank J. Munger, New York Politics
(New York: New York University Press, 1960) 13. Shefter, Political
Parties and the State, 201. Thomas Kessner, Fiorello LaGuardia and
the Making of Modern New York (New York: Penguin, 1991).

89. Shefter, Political Parties and the State, 203–204.

90. Robert J. Spitzer, “Multiparty Politics in New York,” in Paul
S. Herrnson and John C. Green, eds., Multiparty Politics in America
(Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2002), 145–59.

91. See Andrew Douglas, The Effect of Fair Representation Voting
on 2013 Cambridge, Massachusetts Municipal Elections (Tacoma Park,
MD: Center for Voting and Democracy, 2014).

92. Joshua Freeman, In Transit: The Transport Workers Union in
New York City, 1933–1966 (New York: Oxford University Press,
1989), 108, 171, 198–99f, 283.

93. Freeman, In Transit, 268. Freeman, Working-Class New York, 53.
94. Democrats and Republicans—with the support of the

Catholic Church, the AFL, and the New York Board of Trade—
overturned STV. The purge of the Communist Left also under-
mined black power. Democratic Party leaders blocked their candi-
dates from endorsement by the ALP. The ALP leader, Hillman of
the ACWA, died in 1946; other key union leaders left the ALP. In
1948 the New York State CIO Council dropped the ALP as its polit-
ical arm. Freeman, In Transit, 294. Freeman, Working-Class New York,
79. The collapse of the ALP also led to Democratic Party domina-
tion in Italian community politics tailored to ethnic and craft
appeals. Shefter, Political Parties and the State, 204–207, 214–16f,
221.

95. Shefter’s interpretation is that the Liberal Party was a Jewish
mini-machine. The Liberal Party’s long-time leader was Alex Rose
from the Cloth Hat, Cap, and Millinery Workers’ International
Union. Spitzer, “Multiparty Politics,” 153.

96. Amberg, Union Inspiration, 116–170. Cf. J. David Green-
stone, Labor in American Politics (New York: Knopf, 1969).

STEPHEN AMBERG126



www.manaraa.com

An example of how fusion was effectively used to
establish new labor–management relations occurred
in the 1950s. In 1953, the Liberal Party’s independent
candidate for mayor received 560,000 votes, although
he lost to Robert Wagner, Jr., the Democrat. Wagner
was the son of the Progressive Era State Supreme
Court justice and New Deal senator, but the Liberals
did not trust him because he was sponsored by
Tammany. He mostly gave lip service to unionism,
although he did sponsor a broad expansion of
social services. In his re-election bid in 1957, the
Liberal Party unionists cross-endorsed him because
he promised to issue an executive order for collective
bargaining by public-sector employees, which he did
in 1958. New York City was the national breakthrough
for public-sector workers’ rights, followed the next
year by a Wisconsin state law. President Kennedy fol-
lowed Wagner’s example in 1962 when he issued an
executive order, drafted by a Wagner aide, for union-
ization of federal government employees—much
as President Roosevelt had followed the senior
Wagner’s lead on the NLRA. Unionizing public-
sector employees greatly increased the political
influence of the labor movement and reinforced col-
laborative industrial relations and the welfare state.97

In retrospect, the New Deal regime went from
strength to weakness suddenly. My claim is that the
New Deal regime was fragile because of the
complex combination of plurality rules and diverse
industrial arrangements. The national Republican
Party played the expected role in a plurality election
system of appealing to the median voter against the
special interests represented in the Democratic coali-
tion. But this charge only could work when the Dem-
ocrats lost the ability to sustain credible commitments
to all of the social partners (of various kinds). During
the 1970s several of the Democrats’ special arrange-
ments came undone. One was the crisis of
New York’s “hybrid social democracy.”

Union membership in New York City had declined
before 1970, in part because garment firms migrated
to Southern states and because technological changes
reduced the labor intensity of printing, but this did
not affect the New York model. During the first half
of the 1970s, however, in just a few years the city lost
several hundred thousand jobs.98 The sharp national
recession of 1974 led to a financial crisis in New York
City in 1975. In this context, the balance of political
power shifted against laboristic politics and the
social service budgets and public employee unions

that were its achievements.99 The unions fragmented
politically when it came to endorsements. The Liberal
Party leader was prosecuted for corruption, and the
party went into terminal decline.100 The collapse of
the labor-left in New York was one factor in the
broader realignment of American politics that was
being organized by conservative and employer activ-
ists. After national electoral rules were changed in
the mid-1960s in the wake of the civil rights move-
ment and the racial basis for the Southern differences
in labor market governance began to fade, and when
the U.S. manufacturing economy’s competitiveness
lagged in the 1970s, American employers turned deci-
sively against the New Deal laboristic state and its pref-
erence for negotiated solutions and regulation.
Nationally, Northern employers coalesced with South-
ern employers in a newly united Right organized by
the Republican Party that now appealed to Southern
white Democrats.101

As Cusack et al. have argued, when the Right is
unified in a plurality system, it can win without orga-
nized labor. Since the 1980s some advanced capitalist
democracies have made adjustments to global market
flux that preserved prominent elements of labor
market collaboration, but in the United States the
Reagan electoral coalition turned decisively against
labor and social regulation. Reagan’s electoral
success led many Democratic Party leaders to adopt
median voter politics to protect the status quo,
which inadvertently further weakened the capacity
of the federal state to provide services and support
joint solutions to problems.102 The new Right used
plurality rule to reform industrial relations—no com-
promise in politics and policymaking and unitary
management in the workplace. Although groups
committed to social collaboration persisted in
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neoliberal era, they were weakened in the newly orga-
nized election system. Eventually, in New York City, in
the 2000s, labor and community organizers used the
fusion rule to regroup left-wing voters behind a new
party called the Working Families Party, which
revived the center-left coalition in the city and
which, in 2016, gave a significant endorsement to
the presidential candidacy of Bernie Sanders.103

6. CONCLUSION

This article contributes to the debates about varieties
of capitalist development that analyze how electoral
rules shape industry governance by showing how the
U.S. case both exemplifies and furthers the leading
arguments about the significance of electoral rules
for interest formation and representation. The char-
acterization of political economies as liberal or coor-
dinated mislead if a country is taken as definitive of
a type rather than as a bundle of institutional prac-
tices that have their own history and relationships
that evolve over time, as argued by many American
political development scholars.104 There may be a
dominant format, but diverse practices are part of
the political economy’s operations. Like Cusack
et al., Thelen, and Martin and Swank, this article
points to distinctive qualities of the American case.
But it departs from causal accounts that run from
industrial structure to group interests and from
national electoral rules to forms of industrial order.
That narrative explains the failure of the United
States to develop industry collaboration: It highlights
intransigent craft-based unions and plurality election
rule, which obviated employers’ interests in coordina-
tion and explains the emergence of an economy of
mass-production manufacturing. Instead, I argued
that electoral rules and social roles are mutually con-
stitutive and that what interests emerge and whether
collaboration is established depends on how situa-
tions are perceived and opportunities to use rules
are pursued. Interests are more flexible and may be
re-imagined where rules may be used (or changed)
to secure those interests. This article demonstrates
this alternative theory by studying an exception to
the two-party system in the American case, New York,
where forms of industry collaboration were

established. The anomaly matters when we can link it
to an alternative explanation of developments.105

The historiography of the American politics
emphasizes its liberal features, including its interest
group format, but the greater diversity of industrial
organization and flexibility of electoral rules histori-
cally recasts our understanding of the significance
of rules for projects of industrial order that need
access to the state’s authority. The wants of unions
and employers at the turn of the last century were
not the direct outcomes of a singular industrial struc-
ture because industrial order was the joint outcome of
how they perceived their interests and how to pursue
their wants politically in the specific conditions they
found themselves in. In all places and industries,
labor–management relations were the joint product
of group identity formation (who does what at
work) and the specific electoral rules and policies
that enabled their effective representation. Several
combinations were possible. New York supports the
argument that electoral rules are interactive with
social purposes in determining industrial order
because it had different rules than most of the
United States and different outcomes.

In New York, the fusion rule enabled organizers to
mobilize independent-minded voters to prevent the
right-wing parties from consolidating their hold on
government. As employees and employers rapidly
organized themselves into associations and unions
and began to negotiate with each other, organizers
could offer voters ballot choices to press political
leaders to support their industrial projects. Indepen-
dent voters’ electoral power was sufficient for union
leaders to leverage a relationship with the Democratic
Party (and sometimes the Republican Party) in which
the right-wing parties deviated from expectations of
the median voter model to back the specific interests
of organized labor and firms in regulation. In fact, the
Republican Party split over Theodore Roosevelt’s
1912 campaign, and New York Republicans shifted
toward a Social Darwinist platform opposed to collab-
oration and regulation. Among the prominent sup-
porters of this shift were leaders of the integrated
corporations, epitomized by U.S. Steel, headquar-
tered in New York City, which is the outcome
expected by Cusack et al. Even though voter eligibility
rules made it harder to vote, and the new far-Right
Republican Party won the governor’s office in 1914,
1916, and 1920, ultimately the logic of the center-left
strategy made sense for Democrats because the
Republicans moved Right while the Left remained
mobilized.

The effects of the electoral rules are not static
because the interests and projects of the social part-
ners evolve. In New York in the 1920s, voter turnout
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declined, collective bargaining repeatedly broke
down, and the post-Smith Democrats descended
into gangsterism, but the Left revived fusion tactics
in the 1930s to achieve a more robust laboristic
effect. The New Deal Democratic Party supported
labor–management collaboration, but did not
require it everywhere, accommodating a regionally
segmented coalition.

The research that might now be conducted would
first deepen the evidentiary basis for the claims
about the historical links between electoral rules
and strategies for industrial order. In contrast to
New York, in other locales where roles and rules
were combined differently, different forms of indus-
trial order would be established. Gerald Berk and
Andrew Cohen have shown how in some industrial
districts where political representation was unavail-
able, private forms of industry collaboration
emerged, such as racketeering and developmental
associations, which were policed by the state. In still
other places, the defeat and demoralization of craft
production was accompanied by the organization of
corporate bureaucracies for mass production.106 In
the South, the construction of an authoritarian polit-
ical economy was accomplished through vanquishing
the People’s Party in the 1890s and by the reorganiza-
tion of politics on the basis of one-party dominance

and suppression of the vote. Employers established
a racial caste economy and smothered electoral
democracy.107 Second, in comparative studies of capital-
ism the United States is often taken as the epitome of a
liberal market economy, but not only is the past less
clearly typed, current U.S. politics should be included
in contemporary analyses. Beramendi and others
argue that the variety of combinations of electoral
rules and industrial order is significant and ongoing.
The multiparty politics of New York City has continued
to evolve into the Bloomberg and De Blasio mayoralties,
and the ongoing demonstration of alternative arrange-
ments may confirm or refute the claims made here.

Finally, electoral rules are enablers of interest for-
mation and strategies to achieve substantive goals in
the economy. Recent partisan rigidity is in part at
least an outcome of electoral rules that favor neolib-
eral projects and disfavor other possible ones (given
the comparative evidence of viable alternative ways
to govern the economy). The debates over electoral
rules ( for nominations and ballot access, campaign
finance, federal enforcement of the Voting Rights
Act, state-level redistricting, and voter eligibility) are
thus not only about the representation of interests
with a distributive dimension. The uses of these
rules are constitutive of empowered projects of polit-
ical economy.

106. Cf. Charles F. Sabel and Jonathan Zeitlin, ”Stories, Strate-
gies, Structures: Rethinking Historical Alternatives to Mass Produc-
tion,” World of Possibilities (New York: 1997), 1–33.

107. Robert Mickey, Paths Out of Dixie: The Democratization of
Authoritarian Enclaves in America’s Deep South, 1944–1972 (Prince-
ton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2015). I showed that when
industrialization was launched in Texas the institutional legacy of
Jim Crow was redirected by employers in its conflicts with organized
labor. Stephen Amberg, “Governing Labor in Modernizing Texas,”
Social Science History 28, no. 1 (2004): 145–88.

CONSTRUCTING INDUSTRIAL ORDER IN THE CENTER OF THE AMERICAN ECONOMY 129



www.manaraa.com

Reproduced with permission of copyright owner. Further reproduction
prohibited without permission.


	Constructing Industrial Order in the Center of the American Economy: How Electoral Competition and Social Collaboration Evolved in Twentieth-Century New York
	Introduction: Electoral Rules and Industrial Order
	The Theory of Electoral Rules and Social Collaboration
	An Alternative Theory of Rules and Roles: Fusion and Social Collaboration
	How Electoral Possibilities and Industrial Developments Evolved in New York
	New York’s Contribution to the New Deal Laboristic State
	Conclusion


