Topic number: 2
“The sad truth is that most evil is done by people who never make up their minds to be good or evil.” (Hannah Arendt – The Life of the Mind) 
a. Preliminaries
What I will try to do in the very beginning of this essay is to point out the obvious percussive accent of the quote above: it clearly and doubtlessly gives an answer to the reason why most evil is caused and by whom, with a preeminent affective accent (“sad truth”). Why would that be saddening, but, more importantly, why would this be the truth? Is this really the main cause of the most evil occurring in the world? Are we yet able to draw a perfectly clear line between good and evil, to point at them and name them distinctly and correctly? If so, why won’t people choose one single direction out of the two? Or is the fact that people, after centuries of debating, haven’t yet decided what’s right and what’s wrong? Wouldn’t this legitimate their confusion, thus the most evil caused out of “indecision”? Hoping that preliminary questioning is more important than the decisive and doubtless answers (such as Hannah Arendt’s one), I will proceed in my essay by trying to relate her quote to the nowadays man, or, as I like to call it, the “recent” man, in order to find out if he is the cause of the most evil that Arendt is talking about and if so, in what way is he faulty? For not being able to “make up his mind” (to put it in Arendt’s words) in the middle of the most confusing, mixtured, deconstructive and relative times?  
b. The “recent” man and the crisis of the values
Nowadays, the man is considered to be one of the richest, most advanced, “well-fed” (in terms of practical knowledge and amount of information) and free (in terms of shifting within space) types of men that history has ever had. But he is considered to be, at the same time, the poorest and the most consumerist and addicted man that history has ever had. If you “weigh” him, you notice this apparent “light-mindness”, but if you reevaluate him attentively, you notice an “industrial” heaviness laying on his shoulders. 
The “recent” man is living a perpetual kafkian short story because like Gregor Samsa, he is going to sleep every night without knowing how the break of the day will find him or what changes will occur over night. After Nietzsche’s sententious announcement “Gott ist tot!”, after being told that even the neat and clear image of a pipe could be doubtful (Magritte) and that everything could be otherwise, that even language represents a limit (another one!) for him (Wittgenstein), that he is witnessing the end of all certainties (Prigogine), what is the recent man supposed to do? Where should he start from after this massive deconstruction, what should he believe in, in order to be sure that he is on the right path, living by the right rules, having the classical “golden mean” as a principle? He didn’t feel the need to burn down all the books in the world, on the contrary, he keeps writing and creating new books, new theories, and yet he is living in the middle of a Bradburian scenario, because he felt the need to surround himself with huge displays, which are blinding him with their flashy lights and persistent, various and completely different messages.
[bookmark: _GoBack]I highly doubt that Hannah Arendt took into consideration the hostile and unsteady ground under the recent man’s feet. The recent man is Munch’s screaming man, with no one to hear his poignant sense of guilt and anguish and yet surrounded by the entire crowded world, which opens to him, echoing his scream. The crisis of the values that he’s living was anticipated since the end of the 19th century, Nietzsche being one of the sharpest philosophers in this regard. The immediate and unsurprising consequence is the recent man, who is not even calling himself “modern” anymore, because he is at the “end of history”, as postmodernists have postulated. He situated himself “post”-everything, meaning that he has this strong feeling that he’s above everything, that he is belonging to everything and yet feels alienated. It appears that he felt the need to redefine his status, despite or, better said, because of the unbearable heaviness of 20 centuries of history behind him. He noticed that even after all these past times, he is not getting a clearer worldview. The relativism of the values that postmodernists are so much and intensely talking about are demonstrated by the overwhelming fast speed and the huge amount of different and various information which surrounds us. There is enough room for everything, for every theory, old and new, coming from yesterday or tomorrow. Everything must co-live, even if they are opposite and put one near another, make absolutely no sense. That is how the world looks like, and the recent man is part of it and in the middle of this “colorful” and relative context, he must “make up his mind”, in order to avoid causing evil and harming. 
To make it clear, I am not trying, in my essay, by any means, to build and sustain an apology or an excuse for the recent man, I am just trying to point out the conflict between Arendt’s quote, which is talking about the need for people to “make up their minds” and decide over being good or evil and the relativism and the vagueness of the nowadays life’s values. If the man’s hesitation is causing the most evil, that seems, nonetheless, perfectly justifiable, because I think that hesitation is the first attitude at hand in front of such a confusing crisis of values.  
c. And then again, another request for the man to be certain
As mentioned in the Bible, “warmish” or “coldish” people, in terms of indecisive, vague, unconvinced (of their own beliefs) people, who lived their lives according to this attitude, are not welcomed to the kingdom of Heaven, but then again, this comes after Messiah “taught” them about good and evil, about living life according to God’s rules, so they were given clear and distinct directions (“I am the Path, the Truth and the Justice...”), the rest being up to them. 
Saint Augustine also talks about distinguishing the right path, the good one, from the bad one, man being guilty only if he sees it and yet he prefers not to choose it, but the recent man seems not only not to choose it, but most likely not to even see it. How could he possibly see that one path, to single it out of so many and countless paths which he has in front of his eyes and which postmodernism offers him? Truth is serving the Goodness, the two of them are codependent, but when Truth gets so often raised for discussion and continues to remain so, the indecision which, according to Hannah Arendt, causes the most evil, seems to be, again, perfectly legitimate. 
d. The man is a “thinking reed”, but still a reed after all
It seems that the ideas of good and evil and, more importantly, the problem of distinguishing and deciding over what is right and what is wrong never cease to be controversial and discussed. Doubtlessly, the events of the previous century have had a great influence and reopened the man’s inquiries regarding this matter. Can we still talk about ethics and set up again a claim to establishing what’s good after the Holocaust? Of course we can, and Hannah Arendt is one of the initiators of this matter and she is basically saying that you have to find your own principles (no matter how “messy” and indistinct the place you have to find them in is) and stick to those, whichever they might be and act according to them. Falling into a state of indifference, choosing a passive, non-active attitude can cause a lot more harm than acting and being fully responsible for it. The man is fully and completely responsible for his actions, he chose the war and he has to assume it, as well as he is assuming his freedom. (Sartre) But then again, the man is living in this playground of concepts, as Deleuze and Guattari mention in their works, regarding the status of philosophy in world’s history (the “game of concepts”) and that seems to be his main “fightground”, he has to firstly “survive” this game. Returning to Pascal’s words, we also have to have in mind that the man is a “thinking reed”, but still a reed after all and he is basically meant to be vulnerable, imperfect, “swinging” and “shifting” between concepts, within the ground they’re being “played”.  
e. Conclusion
To sum it up, there are, definitely, pros and cons regarding the postmodernist movement: some see in it one of the greatest advantage, in terms of variety, wide and infinite worldview, some see it as a huge disadvantage, and mostly because of this confusingly infinite and permanently relativized worldview. This immediately raises into question the idea of the everlasting, perpetual matters, such as good and evil. Where does this matter situate? Apparently this becomes, implicitly, confusingly relative as well and thus the man can do nothing but listen to the countless “sad” truths that he is being told (Hannah Arendt’s “truth” being just one more, added to many others) and have the courage to choose, love and believe in only one and act according to it because, apparently, it seems that he would cause less harm by making up his mind (no matter of what his choices are) than being doubtful, undecided and relative, like the times he is living in.  
