Ways of Perceving: 12 Angry Men

12 Angry Men, with its rather narrow scope and simple plot, places great emphasis on its characters to do most of the heavy lifting in terms of creating drama and tension throughout the film. The primary way this is done is by utalising its characters' personal beliefs and ideologies against one another, granting the viewer insight into each juror and an understanding as to why they say the things they say and why they do the things they do. These ideologies are often settled, by conceding to the protagonist's one, or shattered, in the cases of two of the characters. In order to understand the depths of drama 12 Angry Men offers it is essential to recognise these differing ideologies and how they play off one another.
 
One of the widely seen, and adopted, ideologies of the characters within the film is compassion, with Juror 8 (Henry Fonda) being the primary catalyst for this. His arguments against assuming guilt against the defendant are constant throughout the film, and via these he is able to bring his fellow jurors into agreement with him. An interesting note is that during the opening of film in the court room, as the jurors stand to leave, we see jurors 3 (Lee J. Cobb), 6 (Edward Binns), 5 (Jack Klugman), 11 (George Voskovec), and 12 (Robert Webber) all look back at the defendant as they leave the room. This is a small display of compassion from these characters, subtly hinting to the fact that these are the first jurors that juror 8 will be able to fully commit compassion. The only exception to this is juror 3, whose reasons for turning back become evident near the end of the film. 
 
Juror 4 (E.G. Marshall) is shown throughout the film to be a practicalist, pushing him to be one of the main sources of conflict against 8's compassion, as he is the primary architect of the guilty side's arguments, almost always having a retort against juror 8 until the very end. While juror 8 seems to consider the facts as well as the emotions of the case, juror 4 is only interested in the former. An example of this is, when discussing the defendant's arrest, juror 4 is only interested in the time and place of said arrest while 8 notes that the detectives threw the defendant down a flight of stairs, something which would of effected his mindset in that moment. Another aspect of his practicalism is that he always disregards arguments made from emotion and always sides with evidence, as he believes that facts are only pathway to the ultimate truth of things. This provides the film with strong tension between these two men, as they consistently present and dismantle agreements. Moreover, juror 4's practical nature allows him to consider arguments made by 8 more carefully than the others. Often if 8 makes a good point we see juror 4 consider it for a moment before responding, making the tension all the more palpable as the audience becomes aware that he is open to having his mind changed in this matter. It is simply up to juror 8 to change it.
 
Another ideology we see is juror 9's (Joseph Sweeney) individualist focus, something which contrasts brilliantly with 4's aforementioned practicalism. Juror 9 is easily the most focused on people of the cast, even more so than juror 8, something which allows him to pick up on details that no others notice. An example of this is his ability to analyse the old man who gives testimony, with 9 showing aptitude in picking apart people's motivations. This creates conflict with juror 4 throughout the film, as 9 is one of the jurors to side with 8 the earliest, and climaxes when juror 9's focus on individuality is able to break through 4's fact based mindset when he points out an inconsistency with a witness' testimony - pointing out that she could not have been sure of what she saw due to her need for glasses. This is something that juror 4's practicalism is forced to agree with as he himself wears glasses, giving him particular insight into this matter. The fact that this connection was made by juror 9 after witnessing 4 repeatedly rubbing the bridge of his nose is the perfect example of how he can examine individuals and use the information to construct a narrative, this time creating one he knows juror 4 will have to agree with.
 
The most evident source of conflict throughout the film is created by jurors 8 and 3. This is due to juror 3's own personal biases against the defendant, which he allows to emotionally drive all his arguments. His biases are so powerful that he will even hold onto statements that he himself believes to be false, creating the opposing tension to what is between 8 and 4. Instead of wondering if 8 can convince 3 via evidence the audience is left to ponder wether or not juror 3 can overcome his own bias in persuit of the truth. The tension created by this is some of the strongest in the film, as 3's emotional nature prompts him to fight back against juror 8's compassion with the most fervour of any character. This conflict eventually reaches an anti-climax when juror 3 breaks down after tearing apart a picture of himself and his son, conceding that he does indeed believe the defendant to be innocent. 
 
The only openly maligned ideology of the film comes from juror 10 (Ed Begley) and his openly racist remarks towards the defendant. While juror 8 attempts to convince all other ideologies with compassion this is not the case for juror 10, as the entire group literally turn their backs on him as he begins to rant about the defendant near the end of the film. This is the climax to the tension created by juror 10's unpleasant comments throughout the film, with the characters finally refusing to respond to his openly racist opinions from here on out. Once they show him this distaste juror 10, seeing that he has no more allies left among the jury, surrenders his points and chooses to vote not guilty along with everyone else, showcasing how his racist ideology only has power if it is held up by the majority.
 
The final point of tension between ideologies I will touch on is juror 11's patriotic love for the justice system against juror 7's (Jack Warden) egotistical nature. Juror 7 from his introduction is shown to be more concerned with a baseball game he is missing than the murder trial, something which he consistently brings up. On the other hand juror 11 frequently comments on his admiration for the American justice system, stating that the right to a fair trial is a great thing. These two perspectives clash when juror 7 changes his vote to not guilty because he wants to finish their discussion sooner as opposed to genuinely wishing to uncover the truth. Juror 11 takes issue with this stance and calls him out on it, his patriotic belief in justice having been offended by juror 7's self-centred reasons for changing his vote. Their arguement is rather short however it quickly established the opposing ideologies at work, with juror 7 attempting to conceal his true motive to appear more righteous while juror 11 quickly cuts to the truth of his reasoning - walking away in dissapointment once he confirms his suspicions.
 
In conclusion, 12 Angry Men's ideological characters are able to create conflict with one another by placing them in a position that forces them to construct arguments that reveal their true agenda bit by bit until the only stance they have remaining to either concede to juror 8's compassion or stubbornly hold onto their ideology itself, unable to create any rationale for their stance anymore.

