Use the following two articles to answer the journal prompt.

The Writing of Arthur Miller’s The Crucible
In the early 1950s the USA was in the grip of a fear of Communists who may have been lurking in the American heartland. Senator Joe McCarthy devoted himself to rooting out these enemies within wherever they might be. It was in response to this climate of fear that Arthur Miller wrote his famous play, The Crucible. Though set in 17th century New England, the play focused on a similar kind of panic and hysteria three centuries before McCarthyism –the Salem Witch hunt, in which 19 people were executed for dealing with the devil. 

It is not because the parallels between the Salem witch trials of 1692 and the HUAC and McCarthy investigations of the 1940's and '50s are particularly subtle; indeed, they are underlined. For those of us who remember that scoundrel time, to listen to the words of the play is to again hear the televised confrontations between accusers and accused: "A person is either with this court or he must be counted against it, there is no road between." "This is a hearing; you cannot clap me for contempt of a hearing." "There is fear in the country because there is a moving plot to topple Christ in the country." "But it does not follow that everyone accused is part of it." "Is the accuser always holy now?" But the strongest parallel that Miller draws lies in the "good faith" demand by both Salem judges and McCarthyite/HUAC investigators that the accused not only admit personal guilt but name co-conspirators.

When Proctor initially admits a false guilt to save his life, he is given the further test to say whom he saw with the Devil. With the incorruptible Rebecca Nurse present, he cannot do so: "I speak my own sins; I cannot judge another." Similarly, "friendly" witnesses to Congressional investigations had to identify known Communists or "dupes," names the committee clearly already knew. Victor Navasky's book on the subject is called Naming Names, an act ritually demanded to test the sincerity of recantation [withdrawal of association]. The similarity of ritual demands in Salem and Washington leads Miller to his major theme: the price of retaining one's sense of self-worth when social coercion works to destroy it; ultimately, one's name, one's integrity, is all one has. As Proctor finally affirms, "How may I live without my name? I have given you my soul; leave me my name!" Prophetically, when Miller was himself called before the House committee in 1956, three years after the opening of The Crucible, life imitated art as he testified: "Mr. Chairman, I take the responsibility for everything I have ever done, but I cannot take responsibility for another human being."

Actual Salem events are not to be confused with Arthur Miller’s play version, although names and events in the play are based on the actual history. Sometime during February of the exceptionally cold winter of 1692, young Betty Parris became strangely ill. She dashed about, dove under furniture, contorted in pain, and complained of fever. The cause of her symptoms may have been some combination of stress, asthma, guilt, child abuse, epilepsy, and delusional psychosis, but there were other theories.  Cotton Mather had recently published a popular book, Memorable Providences, describing the suspected witchcraft of an Irish washerwoman in Boston, and Betty's behavior in some ways mirrored that of the afflicted person described in Mather's widely read and discussed book. It was easy to believe in 1692 in Salem, with an Indian war raging less than seventy miles away, (and many refugees from the war in the area) that the devil was close at hand.  Sudden and violent death occupied minds.

Talk of witchcraft increased when other playmates of Betty, including eleven-year-old Ann Putnam, seventeen-year-old Mercy Lewis, and Mary Walcott, began to exhibit similar unusual behavior. When his own nostrums [medicines] failed to effect a cure, William Griggs, a doctor called to examine the girls, suggested that the girls'

problems might have a supernatural origin. The widespread belief that witches targeted children made the doctor's diagnosis seem increasing likely. 

The matter might have ended with admonishments were it not for Tituba. After first adamantly denying any guilt, afraid perhaps of being made a scapegoat, Tituba claimed that she was approached by a tall man from Boston--obviously Satan--who sometimes appeared as a dog or a hog and who asked her to sign in his book and to do his work. Yes, Tituba declared, she was a witch, and moreover she and four other witches, including Good and Osborn, had flown through the air on their poles.  She had tried to run to Reverend Parris for counsel, she said, but the devil had blocked her path. Tituba's confession succeeded in transforming her from a possible scapegoat to a central figure in the expanding prosecutions.   Her confession also served to silence most skeptics, and Parris and other local ministers began witch hunting with zeal.

Arthur Miller & Elia Kazan—A Turbulent Friendship

Arthur Miller and Elia Kazan symbolize a long and bitter debate. Their friendship began in the idealism of their youth.  Kazan had directed two of Miller's plays: All My Sons, and Death of a Salesman. Miller had written a screenplay about the Brooklyn waterfront, The Hook, for Kazan to direct. (A revision of this idea later became Kazan’s On the Waterfront.) They even had an affair with the same woman: Marilyn Monroe. According to both men they were "like brothers," "the same fellow." And yet, when Kazan denounced the Communist Party and named names of other communists during the McCarthy era (Cold War era), their friendship was irrevocably torn. For ten years the two men did not speak to each other, would not acknowledge each other's existence. 


The tension began in 1952 when Kazan, after initially refusing to cooperate with the House Un-American Activity Committee (HUAC), felt pressure to identify eight people who had been, along with him, Communist Party members in the 1930’s.  Five years later, Miller was also subpoenaed to testify before the committee, yet, while admitting to his own involvement, he refused to name names.  When Kazan told Miller of his decision to speak before the committee, he justified naming names because he did not want those in power to destroy his film career; artists in the 50’s who were connected to communism were blacklisted, resulting in lost careers.

Miller was adamantly opposed to Kazan’s naming names, and Kazan’s decision destroyed their friendship. Years later Kazan’s justification for his cooperation with the HUAC changed; he said he did it because Communism was a real and present danger to democratic values.  Cooperating, he felt, was a necessary, if painful, duty of good citizenship.  “I remember [Stalin’s excesses] and I’m glad I was on the other side,” said Kazan.

All of the turmoil surrounding Kazan’s decision resurfaced in 1999. In the early morning hours of March 21, Hollywood was completing the final preparations for its annual celebration of itself. Workers were laying red carpet and polishing huge statues. Cameramen and reporters jockeyed for position to catch glimpses of Hollywood's royalty as they arrived at the Academy Awards. News reports set the stage for what promised to be a uniquely controversial evening.

There was the normal buzz about Best Picture, Best Actor, Best Outfit. But this year, along with the manufactured glitz and glamour, there was an anger and vitriol nearly fifty years old. Elia Kazan, one of America's great directors, was to receive a Lifetime Achievement Award, and this honor had divided Hollywood. 

In 1999 Kazan, then eighty-nine years old, had an impressive body of work, including such late 1940s and early 50s films as ON THE WATERFRONT, EAST OF EDEN, A STREETCAR NAMED DESIRE, GENTLEMAN'S AGREEMENT, and A FACE IN THE CROWD. On the surface, the controversy was straightforward:  Kazan named names in a time in U.S. history when people who were blacklisted by the studios--writers, directors, and actors--never worked again, fled the country, worked under aliases, or even, in one extreme case, committed suicide. As Barzman, one victim of the blacklist, explained, "His lifetime achievement was the destruction of lives."

Five hundred protesters gathered outside the Dorothy Chandler Pavilion, with placards that read "Elia Kazan: Nominated for Benedict Arnold Award," "Don't Whitewash the Blacklist," and "Kazan--the Linda Tripp of the 50s."
 
But Kazan has his champions--some who think he was right to do what he did, others who think his body of work important enough to justify the recognition. In fact, there are many in Hollywood who support the Academy's decision to honor Kazan, among them Karl Malden, Warren Beatty, Robert De Niro, and Martin Scorcese. 

And on that evening in ’99, one of Kazan's defenders was his old friend Arthur Miller, much to the disappointment of many on the left. Miller, by defying the House Committee on Un-American Activities (HUAC), was one of the heroes of the McCarthy Era. For this he was held in contempt of Congress, fined, and sentenced to jail time.

And yet, Miller sided with those who believed Kazan should be honored. "My feelings toward that terrible era are unchanged," he wrote in The Guardian, "but at the same time history ought not to be rewritten. Elia Kazan did sufficient extraordinary work in theater and film to merit acknowledgement." 

 
At the time of Kazan's testimony in 1952, Miller was Kazan’s closest friend, and yet during that period of estrangement, Miller and Kazan did speak to each other through their work: Miller condemned the hysteria of the McCarthy era in his play 
The Crucible, Kazan justified the role of the informer in his Academy-Award winning film On the Waterfront, Miller disparaged the informer in A View from the Bridge. A whole era can be seen through the lives and works of these two men.

Arthur Miller and Elia Kazan never regained the close friendship they shared in the late 40's and early 50's. Too much had intervened. In fact, the two men had come to embody the deep divisions that tore this country apart during the McCarthy era. Miller, who struggled at the time so mightily with his personal moral failing (he, like John Proctor in the Crucible, had an affair), emerged as the exemplar of courage in face of the Red scare. He has even taken on an aura of saintliness over the years. Kazan occupies the other end of the spectrum: a man defined almost entirely by his decision to name names. For many, Kazan's brilliant career--all that he contributed to the theater, to film, to letters--will be tainted by a single decision he was forced to make some fifty years ago.

That friendship, and its sundering, is the primary focus of None Without Sin. Through Miller and Kazan, the film explores the blacklist: its origins, the key agents of the Red Scare, and the damage done not only to those subpoenaed, but to America's political system as well. But unlike the debate that swirled around the Kazan Oscar, None Without Sin paints a portrait of this time in appropriate shades of gray, finding--in the words of the blacklisted writer Dalton Trumbo (Johnny Got His Gun)--"neither villains nor heroes." The film not only considers the motivations of those who defied or capitulated to HUAC, but also examines those who were truly responsible for the suppression of legitimate dissent in this era: men like Parnell Thomas, Joseph McCarthy, Francis Walter, and the Hollywood moguls who instituted the blacklist.

(Condensed from “Kazan and Miller” by Richard Bernstein)
Journal Prompt

After reading the two articles about Miller’s writing of the play and the friendship between Miller and Kazan, summarize the climate or situation during the 1950’s when Miller wrote the play. Why or why not do you think Miller makes a good connection between the Salem witch trials and McCarthyism of the 1950’s?

