
 

 

ENGLISH: TWELVE ANGRY MEN 
 
The 11th Juror says “What kind of man are you? You have sat here and voted guilty with 
everyone else because there are some baseball tickets burning a hole in your pockets.” The 
most dangerous characters are the least engaged. Do you agree? 
 
 
Twelve Angry Men explores the importance of standing up for what one believes during testing 
circumstances. Twelve varying jurors are brought together to discuss whether a young defendant 
accused of murder is guilty in Reginald Rose’s dramatic play. However, some jurors represent 
threats to justice because of their actions and words. The 11th juror accuses the 7th of being 
disinterested in the deliberations, and more excited about the baseball match he wishes to attend, 
and such apathy in any juror poses a threat to the need for unbiased deliberations, which is an 
essential requirement for justice. Ignorance is also a threat to justice, as it prevents jurors from 
making decisions as they are required to do. However, Rose shows that the most dangerous jurors 
are those who are blinded by prejudice, as they are able to lead others astray. Whilst an unengaged 
or ignorant juror poses a threat to justice, it is those that are biased who cause the most harm. 
 
Apathetic characters are, however, harmful and can prevent fair deliberations from occurring. The 
7th juror in particular, as pointed out by the 11th, has “baseball tickets burning a hole” in his pocket, 
causing him to attempt to “hurry things along” so he doesn’t miss the game. This is reinforced by his 
glances at the clock and at his watch, and leaves him with no desire to “deliberate thoughtfully and 
honestly.” Because he is not engaged with what he is supposed to be doing, when called upon to 
explain why he voted guilty he simply shrugs and tells the others to “look at his record.” A juror is 
supposed to examine the evidence rather than the record of the accused, which is not relevant in 
determining whether there is any reasonable doubt. Even after the ball game is washed out due to 
the rain, the 7th juror does not wish to objectively deliberate the evidence, instead “changing my 
vote to not guilty.” He admits himself that he is doing this simply to “break things up” rather than 
voting because “there is no reasonable doubt,” and stands defeated after the 11th juror attacks such 
a poor attitude. Jurors who do not wish to objectively discuss the evidence are a threat to justice 
being achieved, as reasonable doubt can only be determined after an active discussion. Rose 
therefore warns his audience not to be apathetic if they are ever on a jury, but to engage 
themselves so that all possible minds are working together to examine the evidence and bring about 
justice. 
 
Apathetic characters are not the only ones who are dangerous, as Rose shows that ignorant 
characters are also a threat to a fair trial. The 2nd juror, when asked to explain why he voted guilty, 
responds that “nobody proved otherwise,” which contradicts the judicial system where “the burden 
of proof is on the prosecution.” When this is pointed out to the 2nd juror he appears nervous, 
revealing that even though he claims that he has “heard of it” he does not understand or follow its 
principles. His ignorance appears inexcusable, as the judge commanded the jurors to vote “not 
guilty” if “there is a reasonable doubt.” If more jurors were ignorant about the concept of reasonable 
doubt, then it is possible that they could expect that the defendant’s innocence must be proved, and 
vote accordingly. This could therefore lead to an incorrect verdict, which highlights how dangerous 
ignorance can be. However, the 2nd juror is able to be guided by the jurors who do understand how 
the system works, such as the 8th who explains how reasonable doubt is a “safeguard” that means 
“no jury can convict a man unless it’s sure.” This eventually leads the 2nd juror to vote “not guilty” 
because he has a reasonable doubt, even though the boy’s innocence had not been proven. As 
ignorance can be easily corrected, Rose shows that, whilst dangerous, ignorance does not pose a 
threat as great as other harmful characteristics, and encourages his audience to guide others away 
from skewed beliefs about the justice system if they are ever on a jury. 
 
As the biased characters in the play are the most dangerous, Rose shows his audience that 
prejudice is the most harmful characteristic for a juror to have, and can prevent justice from being 
achieved. The 3rd juror displays prejudice against “tough kids” who remind him of his “son” who he 
says “hit me in the face” after he tried to “make a man out of him.” This leads him to transfer his  



 

 

hateful feelings of his son onto the defendant, as he sees the murdered father as himself, “feel[ing] 
that knife goin’ in.” The 10th juror is also a bigot, who feels that as the boy is one of “these people”–
slum dwellers–who he says “want to destroy us,” he deserves to die. He eventually reveals that he 
doesn’t care “about the law” because “they don’t.” Such prejudice in these characters prevents them 
from objectively deciding on the guilt of the accused, as, like the 12th juror “never noticed” the “old 
woolworth building” even though he “lived there all my life,” the 3rd and 10th jurors do not notice 
their bias. This makes them the most dangerous characters of all, as they can initially pretend to 
“have no personal feelings” about the case, and therefore mislead other jurors. The 3rd juror indeed 
appears to be an engaged juror at the start of the play, referring to notes he has made and 
explaining the evidence against the boy. Such persuasion could reinforce the beliefs of the other 
jurors, as if they believe that the 3rd juror has come to this conclusion objectively they may be 
persuaded to share it. When the 3rd and 10th jurors’ prejudice is made clear, it is difficult to for the 
others to guide them in deciding objectively, as they still appear unable to see that they are being 
unfair in their belief of the boy’s guilt. The 10th is one of the last jurors to change his mind about the 
boy’s guilt, and the 3rd is the very last, showing that “prejudice obscures the truth” and it this 
characteristic, more than apathy or ignorance, that is the most dangerous. 
 
Rose warns his audience that prejudice is the most harmful characteristic for a juror to have, as a 
biased juror is the most likely to lead others astray. Whilst ignorance and apathy are also 
dangerous, these faults can be corrected relatively easily by other jurors, but prejudice is far more 
difficult to fix, and indeed, may never leave a person. 


