Section 1 - Philosophical Inquiry and Artistic Underpinnings 

How does Sidney Lumet’s ‘12 Angry Men’ explore Justice and Moral Responsibility? 

Introduction
12 Angry Men (1957), based on the teleplay by Reginald Rose, was directed by Sidney Lumet. It stars Henry Fonda as Juror 8 amongst 11 other jurors who have just heard a murder case. They listened through all the evidence and testimonies. They are now tasked with deciding whether the young man suspected of killing his father deserves the death penalty. The 12 jurors must come to a decision; however, though the evidence is stacked against him as the film goes on Juror 8 stays true to the boy's side. 
Through this essay, I wish to highlight the differences in philosophies when presented with an ethical issue. How it is approached through the lens of Deontology in our lead character Juror 8. And how utilitarianism is explored through Juror 3; the antagonist of the film. These opposing ideas come to clash constantly throughout the film and are challenged by different sides of the argument and the slow dissection of information they sift through. 

Big Ideas
Firstly, there’s Utilitarianism, which prioritises the greater outcome of a dilemma which will bring the highest amount of good for all involved, so there is an inherent amount of logic to come up with the outcome. However, as Rory Sutherland put it when referencing utilitarian beliefs “Logic demands universally applicable laws but humans, unlike atoms, are not consistent enough in their behaviour for such laws to hold very broadly.”. In other words, when presented with a problem, it is all very well to pick an option that would have the least bad outcome but when you add details and context it is not so easy, humas are messy. This connects to 12 Angry Men, where Juror 3 thinks that the right decision would be to put the boy in the electric chair to make sure that no one else can get hurt. This is relevant as when adding unexpected details and context, it is not so easy to make rational decisions. (Sutherland, 2021) 
A well-known example of this is the trolley problem. When presented with the trolley problem a utilitarian would be inclined to choose the option with the positive outcome for the highest amount of people, that being sacrificing the one to save the five. Similarly, the choice in the film, through these utilitarian views would be to let the boy die in the thinking that he wouldn’t be able to harm anyone else, therefore keeping the greater amount of good safe.  
Application
Relevant to this is the short story ‘The Ones Who Walk Away from Omelas’ by Ursula K. Le Guin. It tells of the perfect society where the people live in complete bliss, without crime or hatred. However, beneath the beautiful buildings and happy families, there is a child “feebleminded. Perhaps it was born defective” This child is left burrowed in a small dark windowless cellar so that the people above may be happy. This sums up utilitarianism, coming at this from the perspective of utilitarianism, you are looking for the highest positive outcome for the most amount of people. So, it could be seen as morally right for a child to suffer in service of keeping an entire city of people happy. (Le Guin, 1973) 
Inverse to this is Deontology, the theory of ethics and morals in which there is an emphasis on intention. Within Deontology based ethics some actions are deemed inherently wrong and right. One key advocate would be the Philosopher Immanuel Kant, an important aspect to him was that an act of good cannot come from a place of love. “Nothing in the world—indeed nothing even beyond the world—can be conceived which could be called good without qualification except a good will.” This means that an act of goodwill can only be possible in isolation from itself, with no advantage to be gained. This is relevant to the character of Juror 8 as he has no personal gain in helping the accused boy but pleads for his corner regardless of the others. This story presents a problem to be solved with both caring and indifference, in the case of Juror 3 he is influenced by his bad relationship with his son and is prejudiced towards the boy, meaning he can’t act on goodwill. (Kant,1785) 
Similarly, to the concept of ‘Good Will’, is the idea of ‘Moral Duty’, Immanuel Kant argues that when acting out of a sense of duty we are influenced by rationality and moral laws. As Christopher Falzon puts it “the consequences of our acts have no bearing on the moral worth of our actions, only the motivations behind them.”. Essentially this means; your intentions are what matters and not the outcome that they produce. This idea is integral to 12 Angry Men due to the sense of ambiguity surrounding the case. If it were clear-cut and we had hard evidence, the decision would be simple. 		
However, we don’t know if the boy returns to society, he will do unethical acts or that he won’t. This doesn’t matter to Juror 8, like everyone else he does not know, whether he did it or not. But because there is a Reasonable Doubt in his mind, he finds it his duty to give the boy a fair chance. “A good will is good not because of what it effects or accomplishes — because of its fitness for attaining some proposed end: it is good through its willing alone — that is, good in itself.” In effect, this quote is saying the ‘Good’ can only be so in complete isolation, without any ulterior motives of “Compassion and love”. Juror 8 has no biases and finds it his ‘Moral Duty’ not to prove everyone wrong, but to give this boy the best chance possible. Whether the decision made is good or bad for him, it will be given based on fairness. (I. Kant, Moral Law, p. 40.) (Falzon,2002) 
Juror 3 is utilitarian in every right, but he comes with a predetermined prejudice. Juror 3 first reveals this saying “It's these kids - the way they are nowadays”. Showing the audience, the deeper reasonings behind his choices. Then going on to say, “When he was sixteen, we had a fight" Continuing "Haven't seen him for two years. Kids... work your heart out...”. As the film follows through, we find out his decision to find the boy guilty comes from his feelings of guilt towards his son. (12 Angry Men, 1957) 
Juror 3’s views are skewed due to his relations with his son. The film does frame juror number 3 as the antagonist and the utilitarian views as bad-intentioned ones. However, this is only because of his prior history with his son, bringing it back to the idea of goodwill, Juror 3 cannot act out morally because he is influenced by his poor relationship with his son. Juror 3 idea of the greater good is skewed, he thinks that the greater good for all would be one in which boys like this do not exist. Once forced into talking about his feelings towards his son, he realises his agitation is not towards boys like his son but himself. His idea of a greater good shifts from one of protection of the world of boys like this to one where everyone gets fair treatment within the world. 
“Act that your principle of action might safely be made a law for the whole world.” This quote from Immanuel Kant essentially means that there are rules that everyone must follow. Deontology insists that everyone follows rules and carries out their Duty. Juror 8 is a prime example of this philosophy when presented with the facts that would lead to a guilty verdict, he sees that the conversation of the room is headed towards them all voting without empathy, taking facts at face value. At the beginning of the film, Juror 8 does not even believe that the boy is completely innocent. However, he believes that there should be a fair trial as there is so much at stake. He then votes non-guilty; his intention was not to cause arguments but to give the boy a fair chance. (Kant,1785) 
Deontology then avoids subjectivity, as there are no biases when following set rules such as don’t lie and don’t steal. On the other hand, this perspective and the situation proposed, open potential flaws within the philosophy of Deontology. That is the fact that there isn’t much care for the outcome as long as you're helping those in need. The person you are helping could turn out to be a murdering psychopath, but you have a moral duty to him to protect all, or at least help. At the end of the film, we are still none the wiser as to whether the boy killed his father. But that does not matter to Juror 8 as long he helps, he is acting on his ‘Moral Duty’. 
Conclusion
In conclusion, the way that Deontology and Utilitarianism are explored in 12 Angry Men highlights the problems and the strengths of the philosophies. How they are explored show an expert approach and understanding of philosophies core values. The way that the philosophies are woven into the story elevates the story and its characters immensely. Juror 8 is a perfect example of how to incorporate these philosophies into the film intriguingly and entertainingly and Juror 3 is a perfect example of how these philosophies can be skewed by adding an extra layer to your characters. In the future when creating projects, I will be using these philosophies to enhance my characters and storytelling. 

Section 2 - Applying Philosophical Concepts in Practice 
For this section, I have come up with a concept that pits deontology and utilitarianism against one another. I will give two perspectives on the scene, one from a deontologist's view and then one from a utilitarian view. Then I will pit these ideas against one another. A deontologist would be more inclined to do the morally right thing regardless of what the outcome might be. Whereas a Utilitarian would be more likely to look at the options laid out in front of them and make an informed decision which would bring the most happiness. The setup is a man walking through a forest and coming across an unidentified bag filled with a large amount of money. He then must decide what to do with the money. 
Deontologist - Michael 
As a deontologist, you are more influenced by the intention of your actions, rather than the outcome. So, If Michael were coming at this dilemma from a deontological viewpoint, he would be more inclined to try to return the money. 
Utilitarian - Tom 
Coming from a utilitarian perspective you should focus on the maximum outcome for good and happiness. Tom would weigh up the possible outcomes logically to come to a decision. If he keeps the money, he could help with his life problems or donate it to a charity to help the maximum number of people possible. 
 
Excerpt of Short Dialogue between Michael & Tom  
Int. Tom’s Living Room Day 
Michael and Tom bring the bag full of money back to Tom’s house. Tom is riffling through the bag as Michael sits and watches. 
Tom 
So, what do you want to do with all of this?  
Michael  
What do you mean? 
Tom  
Well, how much is there? 
Michael 
It doesn’t matter how much there is we need to return it.  
Tom  
Return it?  
Michael 
Look, check for an ID  
Tom  
Let’s not move too quickly now, we need to think about our options.  
Michael 
No need, probably some rich guy was off to buy a car and they only take cash. 
Tom 
Or it could be stolen. We’d be giving the money back to some criminals. 
Michael 
Either way, it’s not ours to decide 
Tom 
Think about the good this money could do. I could be on time with rent for once. You could finally pay off those student loans. 
Michael 
I understand where you’re coming from. But we didn't earn this money, it’s not our choice to make. Nothing good will come of it. We must return it. 
Tom 
Cmon it's not like we stole it ourselves, there is no harm in putting this money to good use. 
Michael 
It's not about whether we earned it or not. Taking something that doesn't belong to us, even if we found it, isn’t right.  
Tom 
But what if we don’t find the owner? 
Michael 
We still should try. 
 
Reflection 
I believe that this illustrates the two philosophies that I looked at in Section 1 very effectively. I think that like 12 Angry Men, pitting these philosophies against each other and highlighting what each of them is aiming to inspire, is very effective and makes the scenes more interesting. The conflict in this scene comes from the differing perspectives which I highlighted through the dialogue. I believe that I have highlighted this idea of moral duty well through the character of Michael, who has the original owners' interests at the forefront. There is no firm correct answer when faced with this problem, which is why I think that approaching it from the perspectives of these two different philosophies is very effective. It opens many opportunities for conversation and makes the characters and dialogue more informed and more interesting. In future, I will incorporate this into my work to make it more engaging and thought-provoking. 
Section 3 - The Power of Philosophical Concepts in Filmmaking 
Ludwig Wittgenstein said, “Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.”. In other words, if you can’t express yourself, you should not bother. To me, this quote speaks more to how we perceive context rather than specific detailing. In this phrasing, it means that if you cannot communicate through your chosen language, it is as if you are not saying anything at all. The wording “Cannot speak” leads me to think of it as more of an inability to communicate ideas more than communicate at all. The Relevance of this essay is the fact that if you have these larger ideas followed throughout the subtext of a film and you cannot express them, then it is effectively pointless or ineffective 
This essay aims to explore the big ideas of justice and moral responsibilities that can be implemented within film practice. In terms of filmmaking or more specifically writing, using big ideas and philosophies greatly enhances the experience, which I focused on in Section 2. Some of the ways to interpret the language aspect is through the communication in the dialogue and the perspective of the characters. I always found this interesting in 12 Angry Men which is why I chose to focus on it in this essay. In the future, I will use more philosophies when creating and moving forward. Whether it’s the philosophies mentioned in this essay or others that may interest me, I will make sure to use these larger ideas to make my work worth experiencing. (Nordmann, 2005, p154) 
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