
ENGLISH: TWELVE ANGRY MEN 
 
“Why is it so difficult for the jury in Twelve Angry Men to reach its final verdict?” 
 
 
The jury system has adopted a prominent position as part of one of the most democratic court 
proceedings used in many countries across the globe. Sadly, it does allow for the workings of a 
biased judgements resulting in unfair trials where the innocent accused has been convicted. This 
almost happens in Reginald Rose’s social drama “Twelve Angry Men”, if not for the moral integrity 
of Juror 8, the young defendant would have been facing the death penalty. Without Juror 8’s 
presence to convince the other jurors, personal biases and the negative influences of Juror 3 and 10 
would have had the guilty verdict deliberated immediately. Hence, Rose poignantly suggests that it 
is the flaws of the juror system that causes it to be so difficult for the jurors to reach a final verdict. 
 
From the onset of the play, most of the jurors are keen to make an immediate decision so that they 
can leave the court. They are clearly disinterested by the case in hand, which Rose implies is the 
main reason the verdict takes so long. He suggests by appointing unfit member of the community to 
the position of juror, the process of achieving justice is hindered. The indifference of the men to the 
boy’s life on trial can be seen when Juror 3 claims that he “was falling asleep” and then resorts to 
playing tic-tac-toe with juror 4. The sports maniac, Juror 7, is determined to attend the baseball 
game and is not concerned at all about the trial. he states, “Let’s vote. Who knows, may be we can 
all go home”. When Juror 8 votes “not guilty”, there is a change in the atmosphere and anger 
ensures as Juror 10 jeers “There’s always one”, implying that there is individual who will ruin it for 
others. Their social responsibility becomes evident in the overt attack made on Juror 8, who just 
feels that they should take more than five minutes when deciding on a young boy’s life. Thus rose 
demonstrates that had the other jurors taken their constitutional duty as seriously as Juror 8, the jury 
room deliberations would not have taken as much time. 
 
Another behind the burdensome verdict was the lack of objectivity and open-mindedness of the 
jurors. when they bring in their personal biases an opinions; the process of achieving a just outcome 
will be inevitably delayed. Juror 3 bases his vote around the personal prejudice stemming from a 
“battle” he had experienced with his son two years prior to the case. In a generalisation he laments, 
“Its kids the way they are nowadays. Angry! Hostile!” Juror 10, an overt bigot, labels the accused as 
“a common slob” without even meeting him. He critically and ironically contends “He don’t even 
speak good English”, but the irony is neither does he. The author questions how the fate of a young 
sixteen year old boy can be determined by a group of discriminatory men. The defendant should not 
even be tried in an adult court, as he is a minor, let alone in the hands of overt bigots. Again, Rose 
highlights that one of the main reasons behind the difficulties of the final verdict is that jurors are 
subjective and will always bring in their own personal biases into the jury room, delaying the final 
verdict. 
 
The play also emphasis the role of lawyers and their ability to skew the perception of a jury, causing 
their ob to become ore challenging. The sleek and conniving rhetoric of lawyers can often convince 
the common often uneducated jury. Often they are deceived by an “ambitious district attorney 
putting on a show”, and are too ready to believe what they are told. As Juror 3 exclaims “You sat in 
court. You heard the same things I did”. In comparison to this, ambitious lawyers’ spectacular 
“show”, the defence lawyer were meagre in his performance. it soon become blatantly obvious that 
the “court-appointed lawyer wasn’t doing his job” as he let “too many things go”. This includes the 
failure to scrutinize and question the validity of the ample evidence: the knife, the el train, the old 
man and woman’s claim. We are left wondering why he didn’t tear the prosecution witness to shreds. 
“Although the defence lawyer does not make an appearance in the play, various assumptions about 
his character can be made. It seems that he did not want to waste his time and efforts in a case that 
“Brings no money. No glory. Not even much chance of winning”. It can be observed here that when 
a defence lawyer fails to conscientiously defend his client, the process of achieving justice is 
hindered.  



As a result, jury’s duty evolves into a more complex role in which they “must separate the facts from 
the fancy”. The influence of lawyers also has a major impact on the decision-making ability of the 
jury; hence resulting in an extensive period of time before a final verdict is reached. 
 
Overall, Rose demonstrates that the main reason the jurors take so long to make a final verdict is 
due to the flaws, weaknesses and inconsistencies of the legal system itself. Such transparencies of 
the court proceedings hinder the jury room deliberations, therefore increasing its complexity and 
make it more difficult for a final verdict to be reached. 
 
 


