Topic number: 2
In this essay, I will discuss and analyze the topic of evil, while referring to Hannah Arendt’s quote: “The sad truth is that most evil is done by people who never make up their minds to be good or evil.”
In my opinion, this sentence is, unfortunately, true. If we look around us, we can see that there aren’t many people who are truly evil, and even less people that knowingly decided to be evil.
The same can be said about extremely good people – there aren’t many of them. 

The truth is that most people are right in the middle – they’re not specifically evil or good. They stay in the comfortable middle and care mostly about their own good. I believe this happens for various reasons. The first is, like I mentioned – the comfort of the middle. In those people’s opinions, there might just not be any practical reason to become either evil or good, as both of those sides require coming out of their comfort place. To become evil, they’ll probably need to fight or gain power in other dangerous ways, but they have don’t want to take the risk or just don’t need more than what they already have. To become good, on the other hand, they’d probably also need to work harder than the usual and perhaps take risks, which isn’t practical if they’re comfortable with staying at the middle and not doing anything extreme.  
Another reason might be that a lot of people are educated not to stand out and to stay in the shadows with most people.
Furthermore, as I mentioned before, people naturally think about their own good before others’, and perhaps some people don’t have enough time or resources to be responsible both for them and for the rest of society as well. 
But the majority of society, in my opinion, has just never had the desire, inspiration or opportunity to seriously think about the subject and knowingly decide whether they want to be good and empathic, or evil and selfish. They just act the same as most people, and never decide what their values are.
And this is where the problem starts.

When people are busy worrying about materialistic things and their values are not settled, it’s easy to persuade them to a certain opinion, even if that opinion would, in a normal situation, seem absurd and horrible to them. Even though we are thinking, conscious beings ,we are after all still an animal, and our instinct is to first care about ourselves physically, and only when we’re done with that, we can start thinking about values and ethics. This is a very vulnerable loophole that can be manipulated, and although I am not sure how I would act if the fate of my family was in my hands (since not always do we act logically when we’re at a dangerous situation), I believe that it is morally wrong to act in this materialistic way in certain situations.

Generally, I believe there is nothing wrong with sacrificing your values for materialistic reasons - as long as the sacrifice will only affect yourself. The situation where I believe it is wrong to act this way is when your actions involve the fate of other people. (This is based on John Stuart-Mill’s freedom concept –that a person is free to do any harm as long as it affects only himself and not other people).
There is one simple reason that I believe this is the right way – the right to live. Every person, regardless of gender, race or religion, came to the world in the same way and is therefore equal to everyone else. An act is declared evil, in my opinion, when the amount of people it causes evil to is higher than the amount of people it causes good to, regardless of how close the benefitting people are to the one committing the act.
One cannot talk about this subject without mentioning the Jewish holocaust – a classical example of what I discussed above. According to most history books, the majority of German citizens in that period of time were probably “in the middle” – they never discriminated the Jewish people, and did not even think of systematically killing them, but they also never seriously considered the concept of racism. There was anti-Semitism in that period, but only a minority of the people took part in it.
However, as the Nazi party became bigger, more and more people started believing in the racist Nazi ideology, or at least didn’t actively interrupt its actions. That is because they needed to do so in order to assure them and their families will be safe.
Here, we see an example of people who didn’t care about their values because they had to be responsible for the physical protection of their families first.

According to what I wrote before, there would’ve been nothing wrong with the German people’s sacrifice of their values in order to save their families – as long as it involved only the fate of their families. However, the Germans who supported the Nazis caused the death of more than 6 million people, which is much more harmful than good, if we look at the situation objectively. They saved their families but they caused more death than life. 

Until now, we have talked about evil actions as actions that are done purposefully to cause harm to someone else. But, in my opinion, there is another type of evil – the evil of the middle.
Earlier in the essay, I defined evil as an act that causes harm to more people than it causes well to. If so, then standing in the side and not helping is also considered evil. If, for example, I see two people in danger on the street, and I don’t help them, I’m perhaps making things easier for me, but I’m not saving them. This act should be considered evil as well, since I’m causing harm to 2 people while helping only myself.

There are also practical reasons to live according to this philosophy and become more empathic. 
First of all, the good actions you do might come back at you – whether by karma, if you believe in it, or maybe the people that you helped will feel like they owe you something, and help you somehow, somewhere down the road.
Also, if you were in the place of the victim, you’d want to get help, and therefore you should be empathic and help victims. 

To conclude this part, I do agree with Hannah Arendt’s quote, and I think we can even think of this quote as a fact, if we’ll look at the history of the human race. Most people are neutral and aren’t one of the extremes, and most of the evil done is by those people – whether it’s  by changing your values for materialistic reasons and actively causing harm to other people, or by standing at the side and doing nothing to help people who fell victims.

A major question that arises from this is: what do we do with this problem? Will every person, regardless of how horrible the values he supports might be, be able to force people to act immorally and according to his values, as long as he protects them and their families?




There are a few solutions that I suggest to this problem, although they are all very far-fetched:

The first is, of course, to eliminate the situations where people aren’t physically protected as much as possible, or at least not let that situation affect a major part of society. That way, people would have the ability to act 100% ethically and not be dependent on external forces, and I believe that in that case, much less people would go down the road of evil.

The second possibility is to educate children to be more empathic and to take responsibility for the rest of society as well (by presenting the benefits of acting that way, which I wrote about before).

The third possibility might be very Socratic of me, but I do believe it’s important to note – teaching Philosophy to more people. Like I mentioned in the beginning, one of the reasons that people are in the middle of the evil-good chart is that they’ve never had the opportunity to seriously consider their ethical beliefs. Although a lot of people see Philosophy as an impractical subject, it still makes people think about those kinds of things and that, already, makes the subject practical in my opinion, and a possible way to make more people pick their side and hopefully become more empathic.

Nevertheless, there is a certain point about the first kind of evil that I’d like to make. Despite the fact that most of the actual actions are done by the neutral persuaded people, they wouldn’t have done those actions if it weren’t for the truly evil persuaders, which “triggered” the actions. This certain point leads back to the question about freedom of speech – should even extreme and bad (in the eyes of society) ideologies be allowed to express? Some people would suggest a fourth solution, in addition to the ones I mentioned above, saying that there is need to oppress those ideologies and not let them be expressed in public, so people won’t be persuaded to the extremes. I don’t agree with this idea. I believe that freedom of speech should remain total, because the extremes pull the sides of the scale and make the center balanced and sure of its opinion. Also, if the extremes were being oppressed and only the middle remained, there would be no development in the ideology of people – and who are we to say which ideology is the true one?
What we should do instead of oppressing the dangerous extremes is let them speak (but not actively force people to their opinion), and just educate people to know how to judge morals and not follow any ideology blindly or for any reason other than true belief in it.

[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, I agree with Arendt’s quote, and I believe that what we now need to aim towards is to make more people “make up their minds”, and hopefully choose to be good and empathic (which is, in my opinion, better both ethically and practically) – all while protecting people and  not letting any external factors affect their ethical ideologies. I hope that, this way, we’ll be able to live in a better and safer world.
