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Maurice Strong: From Pink to Red

by James Delingpole

Paris, COP21 Climate Summit—One of the most dangerous men of the Twentieth Century has just died: and the weird
thing is, hardly anyone noticed.

His name was Maurice Strong—Canadian billionaire, diplomat and UN apparatchik, and though you may not have
heard of him, he probably did more to make your world a more expensive, inconvenient, overregulated, hectored, bullied,
lied-to, sclerotic, undemocratic place than anyone post Hitler, Stalin, and (his personal friend) Mao.

He’s the reason, for example, that most of the world’s leaders, 40,000 delegates and their attendant carbon mega-
footprint descended on Paris in order to talk about magical fairy dust for two weeks and then charge you $1.5 trillion
(that’s per year, by the way) for the privilege.

He’s the reason that “climate change” is now so heavily embedded within our system of global governance that it is
now almost literally impossible for any politician or anyone else whose career depends on the state to admit that it’s not
a problem and to argue that there are more important issues in the world, like maybe the terrorism that killed over 130
innocent people just the other week now, where was it?—oh yeah, here in Paris where for some bizarre reason all the
delegates are talking about carbon emissions instead. . . .

He was the father of the mother of all climate summits: the one in Rio in 1992 that spawned a million and one bastard
offspring, like the one in Paris now.

He was the main instigator of the blueprint for arguably the most sinister and insidious assault on liberty and free
markets: Agenda 21.

If you had met him—if you’d even noticed him—you would have probably quite liked him:

One of the most remarkable things about Strong was how unremarkable he was in person. Somebody once said that
you wouldn’t pick him out of a crowd of two.

Nevertheless, he was an avuncular and likeable figure, even to those who disagreed strongly with his world view,
as I did. I interviewed him numerous times over a 20-year period, and found that he took scarcely-concealed delight in
explaining his often Machiavellian political manoeuvrings.

But as I argue in Watermelons—which gave a lot of space to Strong—it’s a big mistake to expect that supervillains
will always have scars down the side of their face and fluffy white cat on their lap.

Strong’s true evil lay in the effects of his acts, not in his (claimed) good intentions.

Then again, the mask did occasionally slip.

In his 2000 autobiography Where Are We Going? he projected that by 2031 two thirds of the world’s population might
have been wiped out. This, he chillingly described as:

“A glimmer of hope for the future of our species and its potential for regeneration.”

See: it’s perfectly OK to fantasize about the deaths of maybe 5 billion people—as long as you show at the end that
you really care: you’re thinking about the future of humanity.

Strong sincerely believed all this Malthusian stuff and that was the problem. It became our problem because unfortu-
nately—see that charm, above—he was such a skilled operator, with an endless appetite for labyrinthine bureaucracy and
the will to embed it in the system.

The United Nations, which he joined early in 1947 as a lowly assistant pass officer in the Identification Unit of the
Security Section in New York, was his perfect playground.
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It was where, he quickly realized, he could achieve his
dream of a world of global governance by a self-appointed
elite. And the best way to go about this, he understood,
was by manipulating and exploiting international concern
about the environment.

Strong was never shy of admitting what he was about:

“Our concept of ballot box democracy may need to
be modified to produce strong governments capable of
making difficult decisions, particularly in terms of safe-
guarding the global environment.”

Or, as he put it when he’d wormed his way through the
system to the position of Secretary-General of the United
Nations Conference on Environment and Development
in 1991:

“Current lifestyle and consumption patterns of the
affluent middle class—involving high meat intake, use
of fossil fuels, appliances, home and workplace air-con-
ditioning and surburban housing—are not sustainable. A
shift is necessary which will require a vast strengthening
of the multilateral system, including the United Nations.”

This was the purpose of the Rio Earth Summit—and
on the non-binding but secretly deadly agreement Strong
managed to gull 179 sovereign nations into signing:
Agenda 21.

If you don’t know about Agenda 21, you should. This
final quote from Strong will give you an idea how illiberal
and undemocratic it is—a blueprint for one-world govern-
ment by an unelected bureaucracy of technocrats, enabled
by diehard progressive activists.

The concept of national sovereignty has been an im-
mutable, indeed sacred, principle of international rela-
tions. It is a principle which will yield only slowly and
reluctantly to the new imperatives of global environmental
co-operation. It is simply not feasible for sovereignty to be
exercised unilaterally by individual nation states, however
powerful. The global community must be assured of global
environmental security.

Now perhaps you understand why the people in the
world most saddened by Maurice Strong’s death are cur-
rently all at Le Bourget on the outskirts of Paris at COP21,
plotting the new world order.

“We thank Maurice Strong for his visionary impetus
to our understanding of sustainability. We will miss you,”

said Christina Figueres, the head of the UNFCC, which
is in charge of the Paris conference.

The rest of us, once familiar with what Maurice Strong
did, may not feel quite so teary-eyed.

De mortuis nil nisi bonum, they say. But I think we
can make an exception for this particular totalitarian
control freak.

—Breitbart.com, December 1, 2015

Maurice Strong
by Discover the Networks

* Called the “godfather of the U.N.’s 1997 Kyoto
treaty”

* Leading figure in the international environmental
movement and in “cap and trade”

* Received $1 million from the regime of Saddam
Hussein, when it was facing UN sanctions

» Died in November 2015

Born in 1929, Maurice Strong grew up in Manitoba,
Canada, and went on to hold top positions in some of
North America’s largest energy corporations. Most promi-
nently, he served as President of the Power Corporation
of Canada; CEO of Canada’s national oil company, Petro-
Canada (which he also helped to found); and head of
Ontario Hydro, North America’s largest utility company.

In 1947, Strong took his first job as a clerk at the
United Nations in New York. There, he befriended David
Rockefeller, who helped to advance Strong and provided
him with a network of influential contacts.

In 1970, after becoming one of Canada’s most suc-
cessful corporate leaders, Strong returned to the UN
to assume a succession of high-level appointments. In
1972 he headed the Stockholm Conference, which was
the world body’s first environmental conference; out of
this event, the United Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP) was born. On December 15, 1972, the UN Gen-
eral Assembly elected Strong the first Executive Director
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of the new program.

During the three years that he led UNEP, Strong
worked to establish the agency’s Earthwatch network
and its foundational programs: the Global Environment
Monitoring System (GEMS), the Global Resource Infor-
mation Database (GRID), the International Environmental
Information System (INFOTERRA), and the International
Register for Potentially Toxic Chemicals (IRPTC). All of
these were created to assess and regulate industry.

In addition, Strong’s UNEP quickly established its
socialist credentials. For instance, in the 1976 report from
the first World Conference on Human Settlements, UNEP
stated: “Private land ownership is a principal instrument
of accumulating wealth and therefore contributes to social
injustice. Public control of land use is therefore indispens-
able.” Accordingly, “[p]ublic ownership of land is justi-
fied in favor of the common good, rather than to protect
the interest of the already privileged.” In 1976 Strong
described himself as “a socialist in ideology, a capitalist
in methodology.” He also advocated a “collectivist global
government.”

In the 1990s, Strong continued to promote the possibil-
ity of a new global order in terms of environmentalism.
From 1990 to 1993, he served as Secretary-General of the
UN Conference on Environment and Development. In
1992, he chaired the UN’s Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro,
a conference which shaped new international agreements
on climate change and provided the foundation for the
Kyoto Protocol. Strong opened the Summit with a speech,
declaring that the problem of late 20th-century capitalism
was that industrialized countries had “developed and ben-
efited from the unsustainable patterns of production and
consumption which have produced our present dilemma.”
He claimed that the world’s environmental ills were caused
by middle-class lifestyles, including “high meat intake,
consumption of large amounts of frozen and convenience
foods, use of fossil fuels, appliances, home and work-place
air-conditioning, and suburban housing.” Asserting that
such features of modern life were “not sustainable,” Strong
said: “A shift is necessary toward lifestyles less geared to
environmentally damaging consumption patterns.” “We
may get to the point,” he added, “where the only way of
saving the world will be for industrialized civilization to
collapse. Isn’t it our responsibility to bring this about?”

Also in 1992, Strong founded the Earth Council Al-
liance and became its longtime chairman. Through the
council, Strong worked with Mikhail Gorbachev (acting
as chairman of the Green Cross International) to create
the Earth Charter which called for a “sustainable global

society founded on the principles of respect for the Earth
and life in all its diversity, economic and social justice,
and a culture of peace and non-violence.” Strong declared
that “the real goal of the Earth Charter is that it will in fact
become like the Ten Commandments.”

Strong and Gorbachev urged the UN to adopt the
Charter, which they called a “citizen-based initiative.”
They pointed out, however, that if the Charter were to be
implemented, it would not “be subservient to the rules of
state sovereignty, demands of the free market or individual
rights.” Strong himself long supported global governance
at the expense of national sovereignty. Environmental
mandates, he said, necessitate the eventual dismantling
of the power of the nation state: “It is simply not feasible
for sovereignty to be exercised unilaterally by individual
nation-states, however powerful. It is a principle which
will yield only slowly and reluctantly to the imperatives
of global environmental cooperation.”

In 1995 Strong headed a Massachusetts-based compa-
ny called Molten Metal Technology, Inc. (MMTTI), which
claimed to have invented a process for recycling metals
from waste but had failed to demonstrate that the technol-
ogy could work on a commercial scale. Another MMTI
leader was Peter Knight, the firm’s registered lobbyist
and Al Gore’s former top Senate aide. On “Earth Day” in
April 1995, Gore traveled to MMTTI’s headquarters and
praised the firm for its environmentally responsible work.
At that time, MMTI had already received more than $25
million in US Department of Energy (DOE) research-and-
development grants. And although the company had no
other sources of revenue, Gore’s laudatory speech caused
its stock value to soar to $35 per share.

But in March 1996, MMTTI’s corporate officers
learned that the DOE was planning to drastically cut
back its funding in the near future. Between March and
October 1996, seven MMTI officers—including Maurice
Strong—quietly sold off $15.3 million in personal shares
in the company, whose per-share value continued to hover
around $35. Then on October 20, MMTI issued a press
release announcing, for the first time, that its DOE sub-
sidies would be scaled back dramatically. The next day,
MMTT’s stock plunged by 49%, and it eventually dwindled
to a mere $5 per share. In early 1997, stockholders filed an
insider-trading class action suit against MMTI and its offi-
cers. The suit closely resembled a previous insider-trading
lawsuit in which Maurce Strong had also been involved.

Also during the 1990s, Strong was a member of the
Foundation Board of the World Economic Forum, eventu-
ally becoming the board’s co-Chair. In 1995 he was named
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Senior Advisor to the President of the World Bank. In
1997 he became Under-Secretary General of the United
Nations and served as a special advisor to Kofi Annan,
the head of the UN at that time.

During this period, Strong became involved in the
UN’s Oil for Food Program. In 1997 he chaired Annan’s
reform panel which reorganized the scattered Oil-for-Food
administration into one centralized office. That same year,
Strong received a $988,885 check, issued by a Jordanian
bank and financed by Saddam Hussein’s regime, which
was then facing UN-imposed economic sanctions. The
check was personally delivered to Strong by Tongsun
Park, a South Korean businessman, who was eventually
convicted in New York federal court of conspiring to bribe
UN officials.

It was not until 2005 that Strong’s actions were scruti-
nized. Strong denied any involvement: “I had no involve-
ment at all in Oil-for-Food . .. Ijust stayed out of it.” He
initially denied any knowledge of the check as well. But
when investigators showed it to him, endorsed with his
own signature, Strong stated that the money was intended
for a legitimate investment. Strong was never charged in
the matter, but his involvement did cast a shadow over
his UN career.

Strong was a leading architect of the 1997 Kyoto
Protocol, an international agreement that set binding
greenhouse gas (GHG)-reduction targets for 37 industri-
alized countries.

In 2000 and 2001, the Joyce Foundation, on whose
board Barack Obama sat at that time, made a grant of
$1.1 million to establish the Chicago Climate Exchange
(CCX), which describes itself as “North America’s only
cap and trade system for all six greenhouse gases, with
global affiliates and projects worldwide.” Strong became
one of CCX’s nine directors. Al Gore’s Generation Invest-
ment Management, a carbon offset company, also exerts
considerable influence over CCX and other carbon credit
trading firms. Strong was a longtime friend of Gore and
was a silent partner in Gore’s company.

Strong also served, along with Paul Ehrlich and oth-

ers, as an honorary board member of the David Suzuki
Foundation.
Strong died on November 28, 2015.
—Discoverthenetworks.net, December 1, 2015

Arthur Miller—Communist
by Paul Kengor

October 17, 2015 is the centenary of the birth of
Arthur Miller, one of the literary left’s shining lights
and righteous crusaders against some of liberals’ worst
demons: Joe McCarthy, “HUAC,” and, more generally,
anti-communism. Yes, anti-communism. As often noted
by Harvard’s Richard Pipes and the Hoover Institution’s
Robert Conquest, few things have animated liberal animus
quite like anti-communism. It’s not that liberals have been
pro-communist so much as they are anti-anti-communist.
They dislike anti-communists more than they dislike com-
munists. Their preferred demon isn’t Joe Stalin but Joe
McCarthy. As James Burnham, the great ex-communist,
put it, “for the left, the preferred enemy is always to the
right.”

But this does not suffice to describe Arthur Miller.
Miller was not only anti-anti-communist; he was pro-
communist. More than that, Arthur Miller had been a
communist. And that’s something that students in their
public schools and in our woeful universities had not and
still will not learn as they are spoon-fed Miller’s left-wing
morality plays. To the contrary, Miller’s most-lasting
works have succeeded in portraying anti-communists
as the lowest form of political troglodyte. Chief among
those works, the playwright became a hero among the
left for The Crucible, his political parable of the alleged
excesses of anti-communism, which portrayed accused
communists as innocent fighters for truth, justice, and
the American way.

And so, the mere suggestion that Arthur Miller was
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ever a communist himself reflexively sends liberals spin-
ning in circles screaming “McCarthyism,” which itself
is a testimony to the effectiveness of the playwright’s
propaganda.

Thus, it is to students, suffering prisoners to liberal
professors in captive classrooms, that I submit the fol-
lowing history lesson that they will not receive from their
$25,000-50,000 per year of “higher” education. And it’s
free of charge.

Arthur Miller’s Masses

Arthur Miller was born in New York City in October
1915 to Isidore and Augusta Miller. He would attend the
University of Michigan, where he began crafting plays.
Though much has been written on Miller, the best recent
research on his life, politics, and political-personal double
life has been done by Dr. Alan M. Wald, English professor
at the University of Michigan. In his excellent, probing
2007 book, Trinity of Passion, published by the University
of North Carolina Press, Wald, an honest researcher, shows
that Miller had been “a struggling Marxist playwright
since the late 1930s.”

A genuine scholar of the left, willing to do the hard
digging rather than cite colleagues’ esoteric journal
articles, Wald took the time to examine old editions of
New Masses, Masses & Mainstream, the Daily Worker,
Currents, Jewish Life, the “progressive” PM, and other
communist, communist-led, or communist-friendly pub-
lications of the era. Wald not only found Miller’s name
in those publications, including as a byline, and his plays
frequently glowingly reviewed there by comrades, but
uncovered a blockbuster: Wald discovered that Miller
published in New Masses under the pseudonym of “Matt
Wayne” from March 1945 to March 1946.

I likewise scoured those publications, and reported
my findings on Miller in my 2010 book, Dupes. They
do indeed reveal that Arthur Miller—sometimes even as
“Arthur Miller,” when not “Matt Wayne”—was an active
participant. Among these publications, two features struck
me: Miller’s open participation (under his real name) in
a symposium splashed on the cover of New Masses on
December 25, 1945 (along with well-known communist
screenwriter Albert Maltz); and a gushing interview/pro-
file of a rising young Miller in the April 17, 1946 edition
of the Daily Worker, along with an accompanying photo-
graph of the Proletarian playwright. (I include photocopies
of all of these things in Dupes.)

Miller’s sentiments in these publications covered a
lot of ground, from politics and plays, to culture and war,
to anti-Semitism and his search for his Jewish identity.
Wald correctly noted that Miller’s political writing in

these pages was often “militantly angry.” His tone also
reflected the Communist Party USA line and language.
In the Daily Worker interview he sat for, Miller explained
that “the main fight” in the post-war era was “the fight to
raise the living standards of people all over the world and
the enemy is imperialism.”

Those Miller contributions stand out. Yet, some of
the lesser-noticed items buried inside these publications
are likewise illuminating. For instance, Miller in October
1947 was highlighted as a speaker vigorously defending
Hollywood screenwriter Howard Fast, a writer for the
Daily Worker and New Masses, an editor for Masses &
Mainstream, and a novelist who wrote books like 7The In-
credible Tito. Fast would receive the Stalin Peace Prize in
1953. Fast, incidentally, was at the time the most prolific
columnist in the communist publication, 7he Chicago
Star, second only to the Star’s founding editor-in-chief,
Frank Marshall Davis, a fellow communist who would
eventually meet and mentor a young man named Barack
Obama in Hawaii in the 1970s.

The admiration between Fast and Miller was mutual.
In the Daily Worker, Fast penned a lengthy piece hail-
ing Miller “as the American dramatist of our time.” The
Stalin Prize winner even judged that Miller exceeded the
infamous Lillian Hellman, a compliment that must have
sent the scowling Hellman seething with envy.

Another interesting example of how Miller is found
in these publications is seen in the July 3, 1945 issue of
New Masses, which, on page 24, offered its readers a
special deal: The comrades-turned-capitalists advertised
areduced rate on a one-year subscription to their publica-
tion if purchased with a choice book by one of the listed
authors. These authors and their works included Volume 23
of The Collected Works of V. I. Lenin; Owen Lattimore’s
Solution in Asia; Bertolt Brecht’s The Private Life of the
Master Race; Dr. Harry F. Ward’s The Soviet Spirit (Ward
was the “progressive” Methodist minister who piously
served the ACLU and every communist front-group under
the sun); and, among a handful of others, Arthur Miller’s
Situation Normal.

Professor Wald notes that New Masses made such
offers for no less than three books by Arthur Miller:
Situation Normal, Focus, and All My Sons. “Usually the
books offered with New Masses subscriptions were by
well-known communists,” notes Wald, “it was uncommon
to see three by one author.”

That is absolutely right. Arthur Miller, evidently, was a
special case. Apparently, Miller’s thinking fell that closely
in line with the Marxists at New Masses.

In fact, not only at New Masses: Arthur Miller had
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eager communist readers literally half-a-world away. No
less than Jane Fonda shared her excitement when, upon
her propaganda visit to Hanoi in 1972, she “saw Vietnam-
ese actors and actresses perform the second act of Arthur
Miller’s play, ‘All My Sons.”” Fonda found this “very
moving.” I’m sure she did. And the communist Vietnam-
ese, for that matter, found Miller’s work very moving and
very useful in their campaign against America.

Most interesting, all of this Miller work was still well
before The Crucible. He was just warming up.

The Crucible: “by far Miller’s best play”

And then, only after all of that, came The Crucible,
Miller’s magnus opus. It is his crowning achievement.
Ask any product of the public schools. We all had to read
The Crucible cover to cover.

What is seldom stated in classroom discussions, how-
ever, is that communists loved The Crucible as much as
liberals did. The review of The Crucible in the January
28, 1953 issue of the Soviet-funded and directed Daily
Worker carried the unequivocal headline, “The Crucible,
Arthur Miller’s Best Play.”

“It is by far Miller’s best play,” began reviewer Harry
Raymond. The communist reviewer called it “a case his-
tory” of “persecution” and “hysteria” against “innocent
men and women sent to the gallows” in Salem, Massachu-
setts in 1692. But make no mistake, explained Raymond,
“It is impossible to view this play honestly without noting
the awful parallel courses of two widely separated Ameri-
can persecutions: the Salem witchhunt and the current
persecution of Communists and other progressives.” No
question about that.

The reviewer further explained: “Like the Salem per-
secution, the present one is directed by the ruling class of
the land, its leaders of government, its judges, and what
reactionary clergy they have been able to enlist.” And
what of these reactionaries? The atheist Daily Worker was
moved to Scripture, inspired to invoke the image of Christ
at this sober moment, perhaps for the benefit of its friends
on the Religious Left; these reactionaries had “deserted
the teachings of Jesus to follow the war god Mars.”

Communists reveled over Arthur Miller’s perceived
link between Salem witch-hunters and American anti-
communists, and could not hold back their applause,
exhorting non-communist liberals to the encore. To that
end, the Daily Worker, on the same page of its review,
posted an accompanying sidebar on “What Other Crit-
ics Said About ‘Crucible.”” There, the Daily Worker led
appreciatively with the endorsement of the New York
Times reviewer, who dubbed Miller’s play “powerful,”

and a “genuine contribution.” “Neither Mr. Miller nor his
audiences,” wrote Times reviewer, Brooks Atkinson, in a
line repeated and underscored by the Daily Worker, “are
unaware of certain similarities between the perversions of
justice then and now.”

Whereas Miller’s plays had always received warm
reviews by the communist press, this time he was feted
by a wider national audience, advanced especially by
the political blessing of the venerable New York Times,
longtime citadel of towering, numbing naiveté toward
communism—and the bible of the elite left.

While Miller no doubt basked in the sunlight of pro-
gressive encomiums for his work, the spotlight yielded a
double-edged sword. As his popularity with the general
public skyrocketed, he also began to be noticed by forces
not quite so naive to the communist threat.

“I see my name here. ..”

Given this newfound fame and influence, by the mid-
1950s, Arthur Miller was called to appear before the House
Committee on Un-American Activities. His testimony on
June 21, 1956 received tremendous attention. It prompted
eye-catcher headlines in the New York Times, such as,
“Arthur Miller Admits Helping Communist-Front Groups
in ‘40s.” Or, as the Times put it in the lead: “Arthur Miller,
playwright, disclosed today a past filled with Communist-
front associations.”

To Congress, Miller conceded the numerous pro-com-
munist appeals he had signed and the protests he joined by
Red-backed groups. He refused to name names of those
who were there with him. Likewise, he would not name
people who joined him during the mere four or five times
that he said he had attended Communist Party writers’
meetings. Miller also denied that he had ever been under
“communist discipline” and would not answer the question
of whether he had ever joined the Party.

The most dramatic moment of the hearing came when
the House Committee’s lead counsel asked Miller if he
once signed an application to join the Communist Party.
As Miller dissembled, the counsel presented the exact
five-digit application number on the Communist Party
application form that contained Miller’s name and address
at 18 Schermerhorn Street in New York. Congress went
so far as to publish a photocopy of the application card.

That exhibit remains a striking form of evidence. A
photocopy is published on page 191 of my book, Dupes.
Under the banner “Victory in 1943, the form states,
“APPLICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP” and lists an “A.
Miller,” with occupation of “writer” at an address that
just happened to be Miller’s own Brooklyn address. The
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number of the application was 23345. Confronted with
this rather compelling evidence, and asked if it indeed
proved that he had made an “application for membership
in the Communist Party,” Miller curiously told Congress,
“I would not affirm that. I have no memory of such thing.”

For a man that the left still hails as nothing short of
unsurpassable genius—with the word “brilliant” a standard
description—this was a notable and lamentable memory
crash.

Does it mean that Miller was once a communist? Well,
with that and all else, yes, of course—at the very least
ideologically if not officially.

That said, coming up with an actual Party card for
Miller has been another task altogether. To my knowledge,
no one has found that card.

“Had Miller ever joined the Party?” asks Allan Ryskind
in his recent Hollywood Traitors. “HUAC never came up
with a card, as they had with each of the Hollywood Ten.
But Miller seemed, at the very least, to have come right
up to the precipice.” (Ryskind’s presentation suggests that
Miller was not just a dedicated comrade but a rather vicious
one. When Miller wasn’t telling Congress repeatedly, “I
see my name here. I would not deny I might have signed
it,” he was blistering ex-communists like Elia Kazan.)

Not that we actually need the card, given that the to-
tality of evidence against Miller is so utterly overwhelm-
ing—especially the obviousness that he was at least a
small “c” communist if not a formal Party member. But
even then, we need not hedge. Alan Wald’s work shows
that Miller was surely a Party member at least during the
1945-46 period when he wrote for New Masses as the
mysterious “Matt Wayne.” Wald also quotes a damning
concession from Miller’s memoirs, Timebends, where (on
page 407) Miller allowed for the possibility that “HUAC”
lead investigator Richard Arens might have produced a
Communist Party membership card: “How to explain that
even if he had produced a Party card with my signature
on it, I could only have said yes, I had probably felt that
way then,” wrote Miller.

How could Miller have imagined Arens producing a
card that never existed? Miller surely knew there was a
card out there somewhere.

“Communist Stooge”?

Throughout his career of demonizing anti-communists,
Arthur Miller kept a lot of things close to the vest. Among
them was whether The Crucible was, in plain fact, an al-
legory about McCarthyism. It obviously was, but Miller
was always coy about divulging his total intentions on-
the-record.

That elusiveness went on for a long, long time. The
conventional take on the play was that it was “a story
of the persecution of persons accused of witchcraft in
Salem in 1692”—to quote the New York Times in June
1956. That was how Arthur Miller himself had publicly
explained it. Typically, reviewers and Miller alike stopped
short of explicitly linking Salem to the House Committee
on Un-American Activities.

Yet, the world had always surmised, and many teach-
ers have long taught, that The Crucible was obviously
about the anti-communist “witch-hunts” in the 1950s,
even as Miller did not openly concede that intention.
Indeed, Miller’s refusal to transparently discuss his mo-
tivations has long caused much confusion. I personally
know of two cases from completely different ideological
perspectives, both within Western Pennsylvania, where [
reside: One is a liberal high-school history teacher who
for decades has taught his students that The Crucible was
a scathing parable of McCarthyism. The other, a con-
servative, is a stage director who works for a university,
and who was asked to stage The Crucible; she did her
research, and subsequently could not find clear attestation
from Miller admitting that the play was a lesson against
McCarthyism. As for my own education, I had been
taught that it was a parable on the ruthless repression of
McCarthyism.

As his life neared its end, Miller said only little more.
In November 1999, he happily acquiesced to a hagio-
graphic profile in Vanity Fair, a magazine that Miller
himself wrote for before his death. The writer noted only
once the “witch-hunt hysteria” portrayed by 7he Crucible.

The closest that Miller came to openly conceding his
precise motivations was a long-awaited article he wrote
for the British left-wing newspaper The Guardian in June
2000. The article prompted Roger Kimball, a conserva-
tive literary critic, to denounce Miller as a “communist
stooge.” In that article, Miller finally spoke a little more
candidly on The Crucible. “It would probably never have
occurred to me to write a play about the Salem witch trials
of 1692 had I not seen some astonishing correspondences
with that calamity in the America of the late 40s and early
50s,” wrote Miller in the opening line. Miller continued: “I
refer to the anti-communist rage that threatened to reach
hysterical proportions and sometimes did.”

There it was: Yes, the hugely influential Crucible
was indeed a biting allegory linking Washington “witch-
hunting” to Salem witch-hunting. So said Arthur Miller
himself, or at least “probably.” Those seeking out com-
munists were akin to those religious fanatics who drowned
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“witches.”

Further, Miller stated that The Crucible, which he
called “my most-produced play,” “seems to be one of the
few surviving threads of the so-called McCarthy period.”

And what else, specifically, did that period embody?
Another thread of the period, in liberals’ eyes, was the
colossal mistreatment and miscarriage of justice against
Julius and Ethel Rosenberg, executed for their work
passing along atomic secrets to Joseph Stalin’s mass-
murdering regime.

Several insightful historians and observers, such as
Ron Radosh, Robert Warshow, and Ron Capshaw, among
others, have considered that Miller was thinking of the
Rosenbergs when he did The Crucible. “In later years,
Miller admitted that the inspiration for the play was his
belief in the innocence of the Rosenbergs,” writes Cap-
shaw. Though I have not been able to track down such
a clear admission from Miller, this is no doubt accurate.
The Crucible opened in January 1953, and the Rosenbergs
were executed in June 1953, though their trial started two
years earlier. This, too, would fit Miller’s statements as
to what he had in mind with his classic work of fiction.
In The Guardian, he did not mention the Rosenbergs by
name, but he did write this: “Anyone standing up in the
Salem of 1692 and denying that witches existed would
have faced immediate arrest, the hardest interrogation, and
possibly the rope. Every authority not only confirmed the
existence of witches but never questioned the necessity
of executing them.”

All of these things, in Miller’s mind, from the executed
Rosenbergs to the dreaded McCarthy and “HUAC,” fell
under the umbrella of anti-Red madness.

The New York Times’ “Moral Voice”

This long overdue admission of the obvious by Miller
prompted Roger Kimball to write that at last, “We now
know.” It opened the door for the New York Times, in its
later obituary for Miller, to be able to report in 2005—
which it did not in 1956—that The Crucible was “a 1953
play about the Salem witch trials inspired by his [Miller’s]
virulent hatred of McCarthyism.”

Don’t miss a minute of the news and
analysis by David Noebel.
Check out our blog at:

www.thunderontheright.wordpress.com

The title of that 7imes obituary declared, “Arthur
Miller, Moral Voice of American Stage.” But what sort
of “moral” voice?

Miller, for a half century, never fully came clean.
Actually, even in 2000, he still had not: In The Guardian,
he descended to Lillian Hellman levels of truth-evasion
when he stated that of “everyone I knew . . . one or two
were Communist Party members.” If that was not a bla-
tant lie, then Arthur Miller was unbelievably foolish or
(again) forgetful. Recall that he had told Congress that he
had attended Communist Party screenwriters’ meetings;
surely, there were at least “one or two” Party members
at those. Miller, too, as he was consciously aware, had
been interviewed by the Daily Worker and wrote for New
Masses; surely he encountered at least one or two Party
members there, eh?

The 21st century was upon us, but Arthur Miller still
was unwilling to concede any inconvenient truths to
his critics—to the vile anti-communists, to the “witch-
hunters.”

In all, these disturbing truths about Arthur Miller ought
to constitute a literary bombshell of sorts, contrary to lib-
eral howls throughout the ages that any suggestion that
Arthur Miller was a communist was baseless red-baiting.
But of course, it will not. Leftists have captured education,
and self-imposed blindness and ignorance is always the
preferred “progressive” course in defending their icons
against the true enemy: the eternally misbegotten anti-
communists who had the audacity to question America’s
homegrown friends of Stalin’s Soviet Union—who inter-
rogated these poor innocents.

For that reason, Arthur Miller will always be a hero
among the left, a martyr nearly drowned by the fanatical
witch-hunters. Have we not had enough of this McCar-
thyite, red-baiting zealotry?

—FrontPageMag.com, October 18, 2015

A Note to Schwarz Report readers

Thank you for your recent support in answering to
our fall appeal letter. We have received enough gifts to
continue the monthly issues of The Schwarz Report, our
daily blog (Thunderontheright.wordpress.com), our Face-
book and our Twitter pages. My only regret is not being
able to personally thank each one of you. Your humble
and obedient editor...




