How Evil Do We Get to Be?
Adolf Eichmann was in effect chief executioner of the “final solution” during Nazi Germany in 1942. “He organized the identification, assembly, and transportation of Jews from all over occupied Europe to their final destinations at Auschwitz and other extermination camps in German-occupied Poland.” (Berenbaum 1998). Eichmann was called to answer for his war crimes in Israel in 1960. Hannah Arendt, a philosopher and journalist for the New Yorker at the time covered the war crime trail and was amazed at how – in her words - “terrifyingly normal” Eichmann was. Inspiring her to write “Eichmann in Jerusalem: A report on the Banality of Evil” which is considered controversial by academics such as philosopher Alan Wolfe and novelist Mary McCarthy (White 2018). One of the ideas depicted in the Banality of Evil, suggests that anyone in the right (or be it wrong) circumstances can find themselves capable of evil deeds. Alluding to the idea that one does not have to be evil to commit evil acts. This statement in its broadest sense is indeed correct, as no one person is free from transgression. However, deliberate harm with intent to injure or kill is agreeably among the most abhorrent act world-wide (however much we find it practiced). 
Arendt claims Eichmann’s greatest crime was his lack of thinking when carrying out his orders and was otherwise an ordinary individual who would never had done any harm if not for the second world war. Yet this statement is irrelevant, as if not for the second world war, millions of people would still be alive.
This essay will critically assess Arendt’s claims in more detail and try to decipher what exactly constitutes evil.  
Eichmann claims during his trail that he himself follows Immanuel Kant’s philosophy. This means that the right or wrong consequences of an action is irrelevant so long as the action fulfils some duty. This can be problematic when we ask ourselves, what is our duty? To follow orders. Whose orders? What if your commander is incredibly immoral and you are fully aware of this? Does the moral worth of an action depend upon the reason it is performed? Perhaps not if you are aware of a negative outcome. If you are unaware of the outcome and trust in the reasoning of your superior to be right, then perhaps so. Extent of knowledge is important. Eichmann had this knowledge. Eichmann claimed his stance on Kant’s philosophy changed when he was charged with carrying out the Final Solution, at which point Arendt claims "he had ceased to live according to Kantian principles, that he had known it, and that he had consoled himself with the thoughts that he no longer 'was master of his own deeds,' that he was unable 'to change anything" (Arendt  P136). The fact that Eichmann admits to needing to console himself suggests remorse. He also admits to having to rationalise his inaction to himself by insisting he could not change anything. While this may be true, had he acted against his commanders he would have lost his life. So, we can understand Eichmann’s inaction, but can we excuse his participation? I think not. To have worked his way so diligently to the position of “chief executioner” (Berenbaum 1998) is to make himself liable. Arendt states he showed "no case of insane hatred of Jews, of fanatical anti-Semitism or indoctrination of any kind. He personally never had anything whatsoever against Jews” (Arendt P26). Though a man cannot simply murder another and claim “I had nothing against him personally, my friend told me to do it.” Which in a condensed sense, seems to be the argument here. 
A man’s actions are his own and they must be answered for one day or another, in this life and the next. This is something Eichmann (and indeed we all) should have thought about. Can/could I account for this? Of course, part of Arendt’s argument was that Eichmann did not think. Yet from his own words we know he felt enough to have given him thought to think. Consider the conscience of Huckleberry Finn, a prime example of sympathies versus principles. Eichmann’s principles are “to do his duty” but what did his sympathies tell him? An article by Michael Berenbaum gives a little insight into Eichmann’s sensitivities: - “his observation of a gassing van in operation at Chelmno, he said, “I didn’t look inside; I couldn’t. Couldn’t! What I saw and heard was enough. The screaming and…I was much too shaken and so on.” He averred that he had continued to oversee the deportation of victims but that he sought to keep his distance from the actual killing.” (1998). So, Eichmann’s sympathies were awakened, and yet he took the “out of sight, out of mind” approach rather than resign his post. 
Arendt’s idea that anyone could commit evil acts when placed in a coercive environment is backed by the Milgram experiment performed in 1962 by Stanley Milgram: - There would be a teacher, a learner and an observer (the observer being a man in a lab coat encouraging the teacher to continue). The teacher asks the learner questions and if the learner answers incorrectly receives a shock from the teacher. The learner is not really receiving a shock, but the teacher does not know this. No one wants to hurt the learner, however 50% of those in the “teachers” seat continue to shock the learner even after hearing the learner cry out and then go silent. The remaining 50% refused to continue (The Milgram Experiment 1962). This experiment is designed to decipher under what circumstances would a person continue to cause harm to another, under the instruction of someone who seemingly has authority. This ties into Arendt’s theory that those who opposed the Nazi regime would put their own life at risk, where the people under the Milgram experiment were under no such threat. Therefore, it could almost be considered unreasonable to expect one man to stand against the tide?
If we take Arendt’s overall question “can one do evil without being evil?” The answer in my humble opinion, is yes. As the Buddhist monks believe, there is evil in the heart of the saintliest, and there is good in the heart of the most evil. Hitler himself, for example was a vegetarian and a dog lover, who hated hunting…this in no way redeems him but it is a redeeming quality. (Wikipedia).
Eichmann may have been following the law of his country at the time but was in full knowledge that what was being done was against humanitarian law. Eichmann would say that it did not occur to him to put himself in his enemy’s shoes. A crime many soldiers would be guilty of. Yet it has been a manipulation tactic of commanders to dehumanise the enemy to their own soldiers, for the simple reason, people do not want to kill. “An era of psychological warfare conducted not upon the enemy, but upon one’s own troops. The triad of methods used to enable men to overcome their innate resistance to killing includes desensitization, classical and operant conditioning, and denial, defence mechanisms” (Grossman 2007). This is when soldier is against soldier. Eichmann’s “enemies” were not afforded the opportunity to defend themselves, nothing was wanted from them but their elimination… that is not war, but slaughter. That is not a fight, but a massacre. And Eichmann had nothing against these people personally…
[bookmark: _GoBack]“He performed evil deeds without evil intention” (White 2018). Eichmann knew of the destination of their transport; therefore, intent was present. So, what we need to ask here is: - had the Germans won the war and Eichmann was not called to answer for his crimes. How would his career choice have affected him? Would he be comfortable in knowing he “did his duty?” Or would he feel remorse for his part in the destruction of so many lives. Arendt claims Eichmann “acted without any motive other than to diligently advance his career in the Nazi bureaucracy” (White 2018). In this thinking you could compare Eichmann to a lumber who every day destroys our rain forests. Just doing their job. Yet how will those people feel when the last tree is cut, and the air becomes putrid?
It is human to act without thinking, it is human to want to be part of a collective or tribe. But what constitutes evil in my opinion is how one faces the consequences. Eichmann first tried to escape his consequences in 1946 (Berenbaum 1998) – again as many of us do – when put on trial in 1960 “he seemed proud of his effectiveness in establishing efficient procedures to deport millions of victims” whilst also expressing “discomfort at hearing about the workings of gassing installations” (Berenbaum 1998). 
Indeed, Eichmann may well have been an average citizen who took advantage of war time and crafted a profitable career from it. However, he was on the wrong side of history and the wrong side of morality - though war is never moral, but to fight against persecution is a call we all hear and many do not always heed - and answered for them according to his conscience. Can we say there were many who would have behaved differently? While many behaved the same as Adolf Eichmann; many also behaved heroically. (History.com Editors 2018) “A diplomat who used the power of paperwork, a 16-year-old girl who shot Nazis from her bicycle and a teacher who hid Jewish children in baskets were among those who risked their lives to save others during World War II.” Eichmann made his choices and when called to answer for them did so respectably. Same could be said for Ted Bundy, yet the difference is Eichmann was not trying to acquit himself but seems to me tried to defend himself against a crime that was inexcusable but would never amount to the working of just one man, not even Hitler.  
“Can a person do evil deeds without being evil?” Yes. For no one is inherently evil. This does not mean our most evil deeds can be excused, but a person’s whole character should not be condemned as evil. That is not our place.
Intentions are important, consequences matter, remorse is human, and punishment will fit the crime. 
You may ask: what fundamental principles could be established that apply to all agents regardless of their situations or desires? Two that come to mind is the biblical message of “do unto other as you would have them do unto you” and be truthful. Of course, human nature is far too complex for that. 
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