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Introduction

	 Immediately following the beginning of the Great Depression, the Communist Party of the 
United States could exert a considerable influence in various fields (unemployed individuals’ 
movements, black people’s movements, and so on). However, partially due to directional 
issues stemming from the 6th Congress of Communist International and the 10th Plenum of 
the Communist International Executive Committee (social fascism, dual unionism, etc.), the 
Communist Party of the United States could not expand its popular support base. Furthermore, 
while in the 1932 presidential election the Democratic Party’s candidate Franklin D. Roosevelt 
received over twenty-two million votes, the Communist Party candidate received just over 
hundred thousand.
	 In the 100 days immediately after Roosevelt assumed office, he continuously initiated New 
Deal measures. From around 1935, while unemployed individuals, laborers, farmers, and black 
persons began unorganized mass movements that sought more wide-reaching social policies and 
systematic reforms based on the view that the economic policies of the Roosevelt administration 
were inadequate, criticism of the restrictions on industry under the New Deal policies by 
monopoly capital and “big business” was growing. Thus, facing a presidential election in 1936, 
the Roosevelt administration was pressed to respond to new issues and make new choices.
	 Meanwhile, the Communist Party had considerably changed its policy line by reflecting 
on the inadequate results of its past direction and (more significantly) the formulation of the 
Popular Front at the 7th Congress of Communist International. The Community Party devised 
a plan to unify with the American Federation of Labor (AFL) and to participate in individual 
democratization movements. However, in the United States, where the danger of fascism did 
not exist (at least not in the same way as it did in Europe), the Communist party’s “People’s 
Front” movement could not oppose the anti-fascist Roosevelt administration in any major way.1

	 This paper focuses on the Communist Party of the United States during the latter half of 
the New Deal period. It examines the circumstances in which the Democratic Front arose from 
the Popular Front, along with the direction of mass movements in terms of New Deal policies 
and the Roosevelt administration’s approach.

Part 1 The Popular Front Movement and the Communist Party of the United States

1. The 7th Congress of Communist International and the Communist Party
	 The 7th Congress of the Communist International created the Popular Front and pushed 
the extreme policy lines of the communist parties of various countries in the direction of a 
wide-ranging mass movement centered on a united front against fascism. Georgii M. Dimitrov 
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stated that in the United States, the Great Depression had forced millions of people to act; 
furthermore, the masses had begun to drift away from bourgeois parties and were now standing 
at a crossroads due to the failure of the New Deal’s plan to rehabilitate capitalism. Dimitrov 
also noted that while American fascism was not a direct threat, there would be the danger of it 
becoming a real threat in the very near future if it succeeded in permeating amidst the masses 
disappointed in old bourgeois parties. After making these remarks, he then called for the 
formation of a Farmer-Labor Party, a special form of a mass Popular Front in the United States 
to resist the political parties of trusts and banks as well as the growing fascism.2

	 At the November 1935 Central Committee meeting of the Communist Party of the 
United States, Secretary General Earl Browder presented a report entitled “The United Front: 
The Key to Our New Tactical Orientation.” In this report, he stated that the practical duty at 
present was to fight fascism and engage in unified action with the Socialist Party of America.3 
Furthermore, at the 9th Congress of the Communist Party, which began on June 24th, 1936, 
Browder announced that to eliminate the fascist threat they would make all the necessary 
sacrifices in the presidential election to ensure the loss of the Republican Party nominee Alfred 
M. Landon.4 Thus, the Communist Party of the United States was influenced by the 7th 
Congress of the Communist International, and it began looking for a way to cooperate with the 
progressive powers within the New Deal Regime as it viewed the Republican Party as a hotbed 
of fascism.
	 As a first step to realize their plan of forming a Farmer-Labor Party, the Communist Party 
focused on local parties and movements, such as the Minnesota Farmer-Labor Party (MFLP), 
the Wisconsin Progressive Party (WPP), the North Dakota Non-Partisan League (NDNPL), 
and the American Labor Party (ALP) as possible partners.5 In other words, the Communist 
Party conceived of creating farmer-labor parties by joining forces with these organizations 
and movements. In New York and other places, the People’s Committee for the Formation 
of Farmer-Labor Party Clubs was established, and Farmer-Labor Party Clubs were created as 
oversight organizations. Within the ALP, which was established in New York to help Roosevelt 
get re-elected, these clubs established independent American Labor Party Clubs that distributed 
many leaflets and held meetings. Therefore, the direction adopted at the 7th Congress of the 
Communist International expanded the power base of the Communist Party of the United 
States as indicated in the party’s New York district meeting report.6

	 In 1937, quite unlike at the beginning of the Great Depression, the Communist Party 
came to view the MFLP, the WPP, the ALP, and so on positively as early forms of farmer-
labor parties.7 For example, Browder even praised the American Labor Party for implementing 
election measures similar to the Popular Front.8

2. The Communist Party’s Movement for Individually United Fronts
	 While the Communist Party’s Trade Union Unity League (TUUL) originally chose to 
engage in activities outside of the AFL so as to split it, they proposed to the AFL in September 
1934 that their labor unions unify, and TUUL unions began unifying with progressive unions 
in various industrial sectors. At the beginning of 1935, the TUUL’s steel manufacturing, 
automobile, and textile industry labor unions decided to join the AFL as a general rule and 
have members join individually when their unions could not join as a group. The TUUL then 
held a special congress from March 16th to 17th, and by changing its name to the “Committee 
for the Unification of the Trade Unions,” it moved toward having its various remaining unions 
join the AFL.9

	 In February 1936, the Communist Party actively participated in the founding of the 
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National Negro Congress (NNC) in Chicago. The NNC was a very wide-reaching unified front 
organization comprised of white and black people. It included a wide variety of individuals, 
from Republicans to Communists, who were mass movement leaders and religious-, welfare-, 
and race-issue activists. With the NNC’s founding, the Communist Party reconsidered 
its approach to other black organizations and came to view the National Association for 
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), the American Civil Liberties’ Union, the Workers’ 
Council of the Urban League, and so on as important wings of their united front. 10

	 The Communist Party’s National Unemployed Council (NUC) (leader: Herbert 
Benjamin), which possessed quite wide-ranging organizational power since the beginning of the 
Great Depression, declared the Roosevelt administration’s program for helping the unemployed 
as inadequate and aimed to unify unemployed individuals’ organizations to advance mass 
action.
	 From January 5th to 7th, 1935, the NUC held the National Congress for Unemployment 
and Social Insurance in Washington. This Congress was centered around the movement for 
worker’s unemployment and social insurance, and it is said to have received the support of 
millions, including that of AFL regional branches, the Railroad Brotherhood, independent 
unions, TUUL unions, farmers, retired military personnel, black people, youth organizations, 
60 city and county councils, and so on. Furthermore, based on the experience of this Congress, 
the NUC proposed the formation of the Joint National Organizing Committee, finally 
deciding to unite with other organizations for the unemployed. At the time, such organizations 
included the group of A. J. Muste—who had been aiming to organize workers in the Civil 
Works Administration—called the National Unemployed League and the Workers Alliance 
of America (WAA; created with the Socialist Party’s support; national committee head: David 
Lasser). These groups also discussed joining together and/or unifying. In April 1936, the WAA’s 
convention decided to unite with the National Unemployed League under its own name. 
David Lasser was chosen as its committee head and Benjamin as its organizational secretary. 
The WAA, with approximately five hundred thousand members, unified various organizations 
of the unemployed; it could then exert its influence in 45 states.11

	 The following organizations and movements also reflected the success of the Communist 
Party’s mass movement: the American Youth Congress, the American Student Union, the 
American Writers Congress, the American Artist Congress, the Southern Negro Youth 
Congress, the Southern Conference for Human Welfare, the Southern Tenant Farmers’ Union, 
the North American Committee to Aid Spanish Democracy, and the Medical Bureau to Aid 
Spanish Democracy.12

	 Based on their promotion of unifying organizations for the unemployed and of individual 
united front movements, the Communist Party gradually began to move toward the creation of 
a new united front within the New Deal Regime.13 In other words, with the threat of fascism 
increasing internationally and the international communist movement being directly faced 
with the issue of creating an anti-fascist Popular Front, the Communist Party of the United 
States also began focusing on halting fascism’s rising influence instead of attacking the New 
Deal policies and the Roosevelt administration, taking its own party-specific issues as the direct 
objectives of the struggle. However, while there were the Share-Our-Wealth movement of 
Senator Huey P. Long (who was anti-New Deal and anti-Roosevelt); the Union Party, formed 
out of various “Panacea” movements under the lead of Father Charles E. Coughlin and others; 
and parent “fascist” groups that sought the establishment of a national regime similar to that 
in Germany and Italy through various demagogic means,14 the threat of American fascism was 
minor under the Roosevelt administration, which had been re-elected by an unprecedented 
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number of votes.

Part 2  The Communist Party and the 1936 Presidential Election

	 As is shown by the enactment of the National Labor Relations Act (The Wagner Act), 
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, and the Social Security Act as well as the 
establishment of the National Labor Relations Board and Works Progress Administration, the 
government’s industry regulations and societal control were strengthened under later period 
New Deal policies. Organized workers also became beneficiaries of New Deal policies owing 
to the support for the Wagner Act. This was exactly the kind of partnership sought by the 
Roosevelt administration between the industry and government, along with a New Deal Regime 
that harmonized the interests of various economic groups and created a new societal balance. At 
this point, the Roosevelt administration’s broker function (of accommodating various interest 
groups for regime stability) assumed a complete and firm form, and a governmental direction 
and policy course for exerting strong authority for new social policies and systemic reform 
emerged.15

	 While the Roosevelt administration consistently prioritized economic recovery and 
stability, its switch from early period New Deal policies (which attempted to obtain the 
support of a wide swath of the nation, including “big business” and monopolistic capital) to 
later period New Deal policies (which criticized “big business” and attempted to make the so-
called forgotten people—such as unorganized laborers, farmers, and unemployed persons—into 
system beneficiaries) received the public’s overwhelming support as a development of the New 
Deal Regime. This was vividly shown in the 1936 presidential election through the formation 
of the Roosevelt Coalition and Roosevelt’s being reelected by a margin never before seen in 
United States history.16

	 Facing the 1936 presidential election, the Communist Party held its 9th Congress from 
June 24th to 28th in New York, and it announced that it would fight the Republican Party, 
the American Liberty League, and the Hearst alliance considering democracy vs. fascism as the 
central issue of its election activity; it also focused all the powers of workers and allied forces 
to crush the plans of this alliance in the 1936 election. The Communist Party nominated 
Browder as its presidential candidate and announced a party policy platform that stood in 
contrast with the programs of the Socialist Party, the Republican Party, the Democratic Party, 
and the Union Party and covered various fields, from social welfare to labor conditions, finance 
issues, diplomacy issues, and so on. The Communist Party understood the following points of 
contention that the parties used to appeal to the nation in the presidential election and that 
they compelled the nation to make choices about: 17

	 Republican Party: capitalism or socialism
	 Democratic Party: defeating “economic royalists”
	 Union Party: Roosevelt or ruin
	 Socialist Party: socialism or capitalism
	 Communist Party: democracy or fascism

	 While the Communist Party criticized the Democratic Party’s policy program, its main 
target of attack was the Republican Party nominee Alf Landon. The Communist Party asserted 
that fascist reactionary forces were planning to implement their aims through him and also that 
the American Liberty League (ALL), which had been attacking the Roosevelt administration’s 
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policies, was aiding his forces.18

	 The Communist Party commented that Roosevelt would probably not stop leading the 
country toward fascism because monopolistic capital and “big business” formed the basis of 
his administration’s support.19 However, the Communist Party also stated that Roosevelt was 
advocating the reclamation of the pure American democracy school from the swamps where the 
coasts’ oligarchic politics were lurking and opposing rule by a minority of power holders. They 
also claimed that Roosevelt was reinterpreting United States history based on the perceptions 
of his own era, as well as defending its democratic tradition, symbolized by many pioneers and 
presidents such as Jefferson, Jackson, and Lincoln.20

	 To defeat fascist Republican Party powers and join forces with progressive ones within the 
New Deal Regime, the Communist Party, unlike in the previous presidential election, had the 
idea of nominating a presidential candidate from a worker/farmer organization ; it actively 
called for cooperation from groups such as the Minnesota Farmer-Labor party (MFLP), the 
Wisconsin Progressive Party (WPP), and the North Dakota Non-Partisan League (NDNPL). 
This was because the Communist Party saw the MFLP, the WPP, and the like as representing 
a budding form of the Popular Front in the United States; it was, while taking solidarity with 
these organizations as a basis, attempting to organize a movement that aimed to form a Farmer-
Labor Party.
	 In May 1936, in response to calls from the MFLP, a congress to choose a joint candidate 
and advance the farmer-labor movement was held in Chicago, with the Communist Party, 
Socialist Party, the WPP, the AFL, and the Committee for Industrial Organization (CIO) 
in attendance. However, due to conflicts of interest and distrust between the participating 
organizations, the meeting ended without a joint presidential candidate being decided; 
furthermore, no path was opened to realize the Communist Party’s aim of forming an 
independent Farmer-Labor Party for the upcoming presidential election.21

	 The Communist Party then proposed to the Socialist Party that they choose a joint 
candidate. However, Socialist Party leaders, such as Norman Thomas and others, could not 
engage in concrete joint actions due to ill feelings within the party, which were remaining from 
the last presidential election, and the fact that power party-holders had moved to “left-wing” 
groups such as the Militants.22

	 After the Socialist Party’s rejection of their proposal, the Communist Party chose Browder 
as their nominee; they were more focused on defeating the Republican Party, which they 
saw as fascist, than proposing their own course for the country and attacking the Roosevelt 
administration. Although the Communist Party did not officially support Roosevelt during the 
1936 presidential election, their election movement was in accordance with the party’s general 
approach toward the New Deal Regime, and they ended up supporting Roosevelt indirectly.23 
	 Inside the American Labor Party, a movement emerged toward the Social Democratic 
Federation, which had joined the former after leaving the Socialist Party and fighting with the 
Communist Party for Roosevelt’s reelection.24 This was considerably influenced by Browder’s 
attitude, who was the Communist Party’s secretary at the time. As early as 1934, Browder 
asserted, “communism is 20th century Americanism,” and from 1935 onward his tendency 
to present “communism” as an extension of American democracy gradually grew more 
pronounced.25

	 Regarding the presidential election results, the Communist Party released a “Statement 
of the Central Committee” on November 7th, 1936 stating that the overwhelming support 
for Roosevelt was a reflection of new forces and a new movement that represent a wide range 
of workers and farmers. It declared a massive victory over the fascism-linked Union Party, the 
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American Liberty League (ALL), and “Wall Street.”26 The Central Committee also listed the 
CIO, the Labor’s Non-Partisan League (LNPL), the MFLP, the WPP, the ALP, the Washington 
Commonwealth Federation, the End Poverty in California movement, and so on as having 
contributed to Roosevelt’s great victory.27 They particularly saw the MFLP, the WPP, and 
the like as a unified people’s movement comprised of workers, farmers, socialists, and so on; 
they praised them as proving the significance of the Popular Front movement. The Central 
Committee’s statement closed with a call to unite under the flag of 20th-century Americanism 
that is communism, without touching on their party’s activities or election results at all.28

	 The Communist Party only received just over eighty thousand votes in the 1936 
presidential election—much lesser than in the previous one. However, Roosevelt’s major victory 
showed that their Popular Front movement had greatly contributed to the formation of the 
Roosevelt Coalition, which was viewed as resisting fascist forces.

Part 3 The Soviet Union’s Communist International and the Communist Party of the 
United States

	 Facing the 1936 presidential election, organizations comprised of the intelligentsia 
(intellectuals, writers, etc.) who supported the Communist Party did not go so far as to present 
a united front as they had in the previous election with the publication of Culture and Crisis. 
However, the attitude of the Soviet Union and Stalin around the time of the 7th Congress of 
the Communist International led to significant changes in the Communist Party’s course.
	 First, in July 1934, Stalin met with the English writer Herbert G. Wells, and the former’s 
high regard for Roosevelt opened a path for the Communist Party of the United States to greatly 
alter its direction. A big factor in Stalin’s adoption of such an attitude was that the United States 
had recognized the Soviet Union in November of the previous year out of economic hopes and 
international politics-related considerations. After the Communist International formed the 
Popular Front in 1935, partially because the leadership of the Communist Party of the United 
States passed from William Z. Foster to Browden, it was compelled to take a position on later 
period New Deal policies and the 1936 presidential election.29

	 Browder visited Moscow in early 1936, and Stalin called upon him to support Roosevelt’s 
reelection effort during the presidential election. Thus, in June 1936, at the 9th Congress of 
the Communist Party, held in New York, the party adopted the slogan “Communism is 20th 
Century Americanism”; it deemed the Republican Party, the American Liberty League, and the 
Hearst alliance a reactionary block and asserted that their primary election activity would be 
to defeat it. Since Browder had become the party’s presidential nominee, he clarified, on more 
than one occasion, that he would not support Roosevelt. However, Thomas, of the Socialist 
Party, criticized him and noted that Communist International had ordered the Communist 
Party to indirectly support Roosevelt. However, in reality, despite Stalin and Communist 
International officially asking Browder to support Roosevelt in the election, the turbulent 
Communist Party of the United States did not entirely follow this route and chose Browder as 
its nominee.30 
	 After the November 1936 presidential election, the disorder in the Communist Party of 
the United States’ direction increased further. While Browder had said he would sound out the 
possibility of splitting the two major parties and forming a third one until December 1936, by 
June 1937, he began to think that the two major parties could protect workers’ and farmers’ 
movements and could cast off their skin and become political parties that encompassed the 
latter. Thus, the Communist Party of the United States finally abandoned its plan to form 
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newly by rallying together democratic movements and organizations into a Farmer-Labor Party 
that would differ from the two major parties.

Part 4 The Communist Party’s 10th Congress and the Democratic Front Proposal

	 While considering the 1935 to 1936 presidential election movement as an opportunity 
to advance its efforts of establishing a Farmer-Labor Party, the Communist Party began to 
look for a way to realize the Popular Front plan in the United States. To do so, it called for the 
development of the likes of the MFLP, the WPP, the WCF, the ALP, and the LNPL; it further 
indicated that it would actively engage in joint action and mass movements with these groups.31

	 At the congress of the Massachusetts Communist Party held on September 19th, 1937, 
Browder praised President Roosevelt’s Constitution Day speech and stated that he generally 
agreed with its outlook and direction. He announced to the Communist Party and its 
supporters that the issues that they do not agree on are not ones that require practical solutions 
for the time being. He argued that a large foundation for joint struggle can be found within 
Roosevelt’s views.32 Furthermore, at the Political Bureau’s expansion meeting held on November 
18th and 19th of the same year, Browder stated that the CIO’s legislative program, announced 
in Atlantic City, and the attitude of collective security expressed in Roosevelt’s October 1937 
Quarantine Speech meant that the Popular Front’s program had been developed.33

	 Foster, the Communist Party leader, who collapsed due to a heart attack at the height of 
the 1932 presidential election, viewed the American masses as having developed a Popular 
Front movement throughout the course of their history before the emergence of such a concept 
in Europe. He asserted that since such a front had been deeply rooted in the American tradition 
for a long time, it was not as necessary in the United States as it was in the countries of 
Europe.34

	 Thus, both Browder and Foster, reflecting on American history, considered the populism of 
the end of the nineteenth century, the Chicago Farmer-Labor Party of the 1920s, the 1922 to 
1924 Conference for Progressive Political Action, and so on as early forms of the Popular Front 
movement; they also understood the New Deal Regime as having inherited this tradition.35 
Another reason for this was the Communist Party leadership’s prioritization of the question of 
how communist and socialist movements would be ensured to take root in the United States; 
in other words, they focused on how concrete movements and routes for the Americanization 
of communism could be established. Thus, the Communist Party had to appeal to the 
social reform tradition, which dated from the country’s independence, and to the historical 
significance of American democracy. By taking such a bold step, they were attempting to open 
up a new chapter in the development of a mass movement and the expansion of their support 
base.
	 From February 18 to 21, 1938, the Communist Party’s Central Committee meeting and 
the National Party Builder’s Delegates Conference were held in New York. James W. Ford 
gave a presentation entitled “Rally the Negro Masses for the Democratic Front” and officially 
proposed the Democratic Front plan for the first time through it. Ford strongly supported 
groups such as the National Negro Congress, the Committee of One Million, and the Harlem 
Legislation Conference; he also called for the establishment of an anti-lynching law in support 
of the New Deal policy and the development of a black people’s movement that would inherit 
the tradition of Lincoln and Frederick Douglass.36

	 Gene Dennis, in an article entitled “Some Question Concerning the Democratic Front,” 
stated that the Democratic Front’s primary aim was joining together with all the progressive 
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forces and movements to defeat the financial capital attack and block the path to fascism.37 
Furthermore, Dennis also called for a democratic bloc to be formed in which all workers and 
the progressive and democratic forces who fought reactionaries and fascism and worked toward 
protecting and developing the democracy would act jointly.38 He emphasized that if this bloc 
became widespread, fluent joint action involving several organizations and forms of practice 
would further develop.39 If, as a result, Dennis stated, the likes of the CIO, the LNPL, the AFL, 
the ALP, and the Non-Partisan Political League engaged in unified action, a labor movement 
and mass movement based on a strong Democratic Front would probably emerge.40

	 At this time the Communist party considered the Democratic Front as a step toward the 
Popular Front. Dennis explained that the former was not a rejection of the latter but rather 
a present measure that would open up a path for the establishment of an anti-fascist Popular 
Front and thus ensure democracy’s victory over fascism.41 Dennis also listed the ALP, the CIO, 
the AFL, the Federation for Political Unity (California), the LNPL, the Townsend movement, 
the EPIC movement, the WFC, and so on as organizations and movements that were in 
solidarity with the Democratic Front.42

	 Entering 1938, the Communist Party viewed the American tradition of democracy and 
farmer-labor movements very positively according to its Democratic Front plan and pushed to 
an extreme its approach of drawing close to people of all classes, including the petit bourgeoisie. 
However, intense opposition from the Communist Party’s general members continued to 
emerge in response to this major change in course toward communism’s “Americanization.” 
Considering that there was unrest within the party even regarding the plan of the 7th 
Conference of the Communist International, due to the party’s adoption of an extreme policy 
line around when the Great Depression began, it was only natural that intense debates arose 
regarding the Democratic Front.43

	 With the 10th Congress ahead of them, the Central Committee held a discussion meeting 
to prepare for it and presented resolutions for the Congress to its members. Members responded 
with the following questions: What would be the relation of the movements aiming to establish 
a Popular Front and a Farmer-Labor Party with the Democratic Front? Would the Democratic 
Front mean a fundamental change to the party line? There were other questions along these 
lines as well.44 The Central Committee responded that the efforts to achieve a Democratic 
Front were the first step toward a Popular Front; the former differed from the Popular Front 
as they considered it impossible to organize this wide-ranging mass movement into a new 
party; and the Communist Party’s original objective of forming a Farmer-Labor Party had been 
shelved.45

	 Considerable debate arose between the general membership and the Central Committee 
with regard to the Democratic Front proposal. However, a resolution was finally adopted that 
viewed the struggle for a Democratic Front as the correct tactical course, which would—within 
the American political context and its institution of elections—lead to a Popular Front.46 The 
party thus faced its 10th Congress.
	 The 10th Congress of the Communist Party was held from May 27 to 31, 1938 in New 
York; approximately seven hundred party representatives were in attendance. At the Congress, 
it was proposed that the party move forward with the reconstruction of American socialism 
by organizing and developing a Democratic Front. Furthermore, it was resolved that while 
implementing concrete measures that had been carried out in later New Deal policies (securing 
basic worker’s rights to organize and strike, raising wages, shortening working hours, thorough 
implementation of compulsory education, protection of black people’s rights, creating social 
security, etc.), the Communist Party would aim to develop a mass movement and expand 
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its power base. In other words, as could be observed through Browder’s congress report, this 
congress confirmed that the Communist Party of the United States would, while highly valuing 
the American democratic tradition and the historical significance of its social reforms, push 
forward with the Democratic Front movement under the New Deal Regime.47

	 While this did lead to the expansion of its power base in some mass movements and the 
like, it also led to a tendency to individually overvalue the labor movement’s leaders (the United 
Textile Workers of America’s Philip Murray, United Mine Workers’ John L. Lewis, etc.), and 
this overestimation of the CIO also led to the breakup of Communist Party factions within 
labor unions and the elimination of the workplace newspaper institution in some cases. This 
proved that the Communist Party’s policy line could not develop a party-specific movement 
with regard to the New Deal Regime that functioned as a “broker.”48

Conclusion

	 As seen from the abovementioned information, the Communist Party, which sought 
to establish communism in and apply it to the United States, tried to expand and develop a 
wide-ranging Popular Front by proposing a Democratic Front. However, this change in the 
party line also resulted in the party losing sight of its aim to reform the New Deal Regime in a 
socialist fashion; furthermore, it led to considerable disorder in the party line and its activities. 
For example, Browder’s approach—which stated that an unchanged Jeffersonian democratic 
thought could be implemented as the Communist Party platform and that the traditions of the 
American labor, farmer, and black people’s movements would naturally develop into socialist 
movements—was later called Browderism and deemed to be the greatest error in the party’s 
entire history.49

	 The Communist Party of the United States, with the Communist International emphasizing 
the threat of fascism and the protection of democracy, favorably evaluated later period New 
Deal policies and the Roosevelt administration. It began to rapidly draw close to the New 
Deal Regime and was thus buried within it. This was because the Communist Party, under 
the influence of the Communist International’s direction, became too focused on the threat 
of fascism and was dragged along by New Deal policies and the Roosevelt administration. For 
example, when the American Liberty League embarked on its major anti-Roosevelt and anti-
New Deal campaign, the Communist party criticized it as being in danger of becoming fascist 
as it viewed the New Deal Regime as the complete opposite of fascist regimes. However, if one 
considers that, although Browder was the party’s candidate in the 1936 presidential election, 
the party indirectly supported Roosevelt against the Republican Party in getting re-elected, it 
appears that they could not fully determine an adequate organizational direction with regard to 
the fundamental problem of how the New Deal Regime that was supported by the Roosevelt 
Coalition could be evaluated.50

	 Furthermore, when the later-period New Deal turned leftward in its social policies and 
institutional reforms, the “democracy” advocated by the New Deal Regime strengthened 
the tendency to look for enemies on the outside, thus externalizing fascism. In other words, 
the time during which anti-fascism and the protection of democracy was emphasized 
internationally at the 7th Congress of Communist International and the time of the left turn 
of the later-period New Deal (after part of it had been judged unconstitutional) overlapped. 
The Communist Party of the United States could not fully respond to such changes in the New 
Deal Regime.
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	 Regardless, the Communist Party adopted a too-simplistic perspective that saw the 
threat of fascism existing within the United States as it did in Europe. Particularly during 
the later period of the New Deal, industry, which resisted state control and labor regulations, 
strengthened its support of the ALL. However, as before, the ALL considered Long’s Share-Our-
Wealth movement and Europe’s fascist regimes as dangers. Furthermore, in the United States, 
monopolistic and financial capital clashed with or used the Roosevelt administration and did 
not place their hopes in fascist regimes.
	 Therefore, after Long’s assassination, when the Union Party was formed and the leaders of 
“Panacea” movements joined forces to fight in the presidential election (Gerald L. K. Smith, 
the successor to Long; Father Charles E. Coughlin, who formed the National Union for Social 
Justice; Doctor Francis Townsend, who advocated the establishment of a unique elderly pension 
system; etc.), they were crushingly defeated as they could not obtain the public’s support. 
In other words, as can also be seen by the 1930 Fish Committee and the 1934 McCormack 
Committee, right-wing and fascist movements and organizations were rejected as un-American 
in the United States.51

	 Considering the fact that the later-period New Deal framework spread and an 
overwhelming number of Americans came together to form the foundation of the Roosevelt 
Coalition, the New Deal Regime itself could embrace a wide swath of people. Thus, New Deal 
liberalism was so powerful that it could incorporate socialist thought and movements into this 
regime. Therefore, with regard to the Communist Party’s policy line, which was subordinate 
to the New Deal Regime, it is inadequate to merely focus on the responsibility of individuals 
within its leadership or point out directional flaws and limitations. We must also consider this 
policy line as having been influenced by the New Deal policy framework and the New Deal 
Regime’s comprehensive socioeconomic system.
	 Furthermore, there were various institutional constraints on and regulations regarding a 
party like the Communist Party engaging in election activities on a local level in the United 
States. Thus, under the country’s two-party system, the primary problem was how Republican 
and Democratic parties could exert political leadership. It was very difficult for a third party 
with a specific ideology to grow on a national scale.52 Furthermore, the American labor 
movement had a strong tendency of attempting to eliminate socialist ideology and diminish 
the Socialist Party. To secure supporters for Roosevelt’s reelection, the leadership of CIO unions 
formed the Labor’s Non-Partisan League (LNPL); however, this league rejected the Communist 
Party’s proposal for it to develop itself into an independent political party as it was focused on 
staying within the New Deal Regime.
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