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La contribution de cet ouvrage à la 
compréhension du travail non qualifié 
s’avère majeure. D’abord, l’ouvrage dirigé 
par Amine est riche à cause de son appro-
che pluridisciplinaire, tant par le profil des 
chercheurs-es qui y contribuent que par 
la diversité de leurs approches. Ensuite, 
les auteurs traitent d’un sujet stimulant 
et passionnant qui nécessite particulière-
ment d’être abordé aujourd’hui, à cause 
de la dégradation des conditions de travail 
qui se continue. Enfin, cet ouvrage offre 
une approche innovante, en termes de 
rapports de classe et d’analyse des effets 
des politiques publiques sur les ENQ et les 
TNQ.

Mais, malgré cette évaluation large-
ment positive, quelques lacunes sont à 
signaler. Certains passages auraient mérité 
une écriture plus limpide, tandis que cer-
tains chapitres auraient pu être allégés. 
Par exemple, le premier chapitre pose les 
balises des ENQ et des TNQ, or, celles-ci 
sont répétées à différents passages dans 
les autres chapitres, ce qui peut donner 
l’impression d’un ouvrage morcelé dont 
les chapitres ne s’imbriquent pas bien les 
uns aux autres. De plus, dans ce même 
chapitre, un résumé de ce que les auteurs 
conçoivent comme TNQ aurait été souhai-
table. Également, dans ce texte, les auteurs 
rapportent une succession de théories 
sociologiques et économiques sur la notion 
de qualification, cela sans jamais se pro-
noncer. Ce manque de prises de position 
de la part des auteurs laisse une impression 
« d’inachèvement ». Comme les auteurs 
recourent à un langage très spécialisé, on 
regrette, également, qu’il n’y ait pas de 
glossaire pour les lecteurs non spécialisés. 
Finalement, mis à part son chapitre six, 
l’ouvrage apparait davantage s’adresser à 
un public expert.

Samantha Vila Masse
Doctorante
Université de Montréal-LEST
et Université d’Aix Marseille

American Labor and Economic 
Citizenship: New Capitalism 
from World War 1 to the Great 
Depression
By Mark Hendrickson (2013) New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 320 pages. ISBN: 
978-1-107-55967-7.

Prior to the publication of a certain 
book by an English scholar in 1936, there 
was a strongly held view by economists 
(and many others) that the overall health 
of an economy could be explained in terms 
of the operation of its labour market. In 
this era, when laissez-faire or neoclassical 
economics held sway, unemployment and 
associated economic problems, so it was 
maintained, resulted from wages being 
‘too high’; above the equilibrium level 
which would result in full employment. The 
‘normal’ workings of the market, in turn, 
determined the living standards of both 
workers and those that employed them. 
Mark Hendrickson examines consideration 
of these issues (though he uses the term 
industrial relations rather than the labour 
market) in America in the period from 
World War 1 to the Great Depression, what 
he refers to as the New Era exemplified by 
the political agenda of Herbert Hoover and 
Republican administrations of the 1920s. 
His exploration of such issues is situated 
within the context of broader political 
and sociological dimensions operating in 
America: the role of experts, employers’ 
antipathy to unions and collective bargain-
ing, sexist and racist attitudes to women, 
African Americans, Mexican immigrants and 
Mexican Americans.

The latter decades of the Nineteenth 
Century and the first two of the Twentieth 
Century have usually been described as the 
Progressive era in American politics with an 
optimism of how problems of society can 
be resolved by the use of tertiary educated 
experts. The use of experts expanded in 
the New Era as an increasing number of 
public and private interest groups called 
on their services to conduct research and 
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participate in policy debates. ‘Expertise’ 
was a new weapon interest groups would 
use in pursuing self-interest. While New 
Era experts moved away from eugenic and 
‘race suicide’ notions of Progressives,1 sexist 
and racist notions still played a major role in 
their deliberations.

Hendrickson sees the New Era as adopt-
ing a ‘middle way’ between statist collec-
tivism (Progressivism) and laissez-faire 
individualism, which he describes as ‘volun-
tary corporatism’. He says that voluntary 
corporatism embraces: 

[...] the belief that business, labor and 
the public were to be represented in 
a system that minimized the need for 
regulation. Expert inquiry and investi-
gation into public problems, voluntary 
corporatists believed would reveal the 
most efficient and appropriate means 
[to solve problems] … they worked to 
promote widely shared prosperity by 
way of economic growth, more widely 
shared plenty, and the management of 
the business cycle…voluntary corpo-
ratists embraced the notion that labor 
and capital shared a common interest 
in achieving these goals (p. 28).

The problem with using the term ‘corpo-
ratism’ is that it has a notion of where 
interest groups can be conceived as being 
aggregated (or more colloquially, lumped) 
together with common interests within 
the aggregates concerned, when in fact, 
whether they do or not needs to be deter-
mined empirically. This aggregation goes 
against the notion of competition/conflict, 
which lies at the basis of social science 
research. The material that Hendrickson 
assembles is more consistent with the tradi-
tional political science model of pluralism 
with a large number of interest groups 
struggling with and against each other in 
pursuit of self-interest.

Experts were called upon when crises 
emerged, such as industrial conflict, down-
turns in the economic cycle and race riots. 

The New Era continued the Progressives 
concern with efficiency and the avoidance 
of waste. Extensive research was conducted 
into the operation of labour markets in a 
search for solutions to such crises. The major 
tension between different sets of experts 
was that of seeing ‘problems’ in terms of 
the characteristics of different workforces 
or the power exercised by corporations, 
their antipathy to unions and discriminatory 
attitudes and practices towards women, 
African Americans, Mexicans and Mexican 
Americans. Experts for the latter sought to 
utilise the results of their research to break 
down negative stereotypes and provide 
evidence concerning the efficiency and 
competence of such workers when given 
the opportunity.

Hoover and his followers were fortunate 
that after a downturn following the end of 
World War 1, the economy, for most of the 
1920s, experienced growth. Hendrickson 
quotes reports from this period that the 
distribution of growth was uneven with real 
wages increasing each year by 2.1 per cent 
and profits by 9 per cent (not discounted 
for inflation, see p. 71-72). The New Era 
with its politics of pluralism leaving inter-
est groups to battle it out in convincing 
others to embrace their ‘superior expertise’ 
ensured that the labour market operated 
according to the dictates of neoclassical 
economics and domination by corpora-
tions.

The downturn in the economy in the 
early 1920s and the Great Depression of 
the 1930s demonstrates that neoclassi-
cal economics and investigations into the 
labour market, as important and interest-
ing as they are, do not provide the key to 
unravelling the problems of the “economy 
as a whole”. It was John Maynard Keynes 
with the publication of The General Theory 
of Employment Interest and Money2 in 
1936 and the macroeconomic revolu-
tion, which provided policy makers with 
tools to manage the overall health of the 
economy. The successful implementation 
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of Keynesianism provided America (and 
other western nations) with sustained 
economic growth until the mid 1970s. This 
economic success, however, did not put an 
end to employers’/corporations’ antipathy 
to unions and collective bargaining; this is 
something that never waned, or discrimi-
natory treatment against women, African 
Americans, Mexicans and Mexican Ameri-
cans. With respect to the latter, advocates 
would adopt a civil rights rhetoric, rather 
than an economic one, in pursuing the 
interests of such ‘minority’ groups.

Hendrickson has conducted extensive 
research in describing the growth of differ-
ent groups of experts in the private and 
public sector, the voluminous research they 
conducted as they battled with each other 
for attention and relevance in public policy 
debates during the New Era. The extent of 
his reading of both primary and secondary 
sources is to be applauded. This strength 
is also his greatest weakness. He needed 
to learn how to wield Occam’s razor. The 
volume could have been substantially short-
ened without any harm or loss of content.  
Hendrickson cites many sources, which 
essentially demonstrate the same thing. He 
also has a bad habit of repetition. Similar 
basic information is repeated again and 
again. This makes for a manuscript that is 
hard work to read which detracts from the 
overall worth of his scholarship. 

Braham Dabscheck
Senior Fellow
Melbourne Law School
University of Melbourne

Notes

1	 Leonard, T. C. (2016) Illiberal Reformers: Race, 
Eugenics and American Economists in the 
Progressive Era. Princeton and Oxford: Oxford 
University Press.

2	 Keynes, J. M. (1936) The General Theory of 
Employment Interest and Money. Macmillan: 
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