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Information Design for Persuasion in Drama

OKITA Tomoko

Summary: This paper aims to explore how persuasion is intentionally and informationally
designed and attained, in light of a combined study of rhetoric and pragmatics. Persuasion
is a rhetorical art and speech act motivated by a speaker’s intention to produce certain
consequential effects upon the audience. Specifically some processes of persuasive discourses
in drama are examined in terms of rhetorical arts, pragmatic effects and metadiscourses.
Through textual, ideational and interpersonal exchanges, information management in
discourses and also information design by the omniscient author are detected. A combination
of rhetoric and pragmatics will illuminate interactional and multifaceted management of
information in communication.

F—0— KB, AXYGE TV
1. [FL&®I

HRFV o —<ZBWTE, BE, BHRHERIEE OB TO AEMRIZX 20N
HLOTHY, Him CTHEZIAEIE D200 L Z & IXOHN & L TERE - 75T (thetoric)
MEFELT, ZO%, VY v 73S biIlEE L LED, FIFE CILEERRORMEE
FRlLlbEETLIZLICLY, RIS EELTWAD, =& xiE, Larrazabal and Korta(2002)
X, VY v s EEEREmA RO LW T 7 e —F & LT Pragma-Rhetoric & 1545
LTW5, 2D &SR AL, Simpson(2010: 309) D Z & iXEMEY X, 727 A FNOFFEE
PR (linguistic features in the text) | 2257 7 A b % & 0 F < FRANIIFEFFRIVFFK (cognitive
and pragmatic features around the text) ] ~& BT L2 LKV ATREL I oTz, FT2, T2
ARLarF s AL, SOICEREFEETE LA 2L ey, LEITFREEF~D
*AEFHEORERTHEME ZHF T L, ZoREMY TEHP L LTS, 20BE+SRID RNz ETUE, Eh

WEEONRRTH D, AT 24 ~ 26 FFEER-AIIEEM &ML (C) MEBRIRIEDT A o« Fif & EiE)
(24520559) OWFEHHAHE L L TO HREREDO—ETH D,
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BB R 2 T2 EH OIEHRERE & W o BT M E BRI 2 i 2 5 = Lic bz ol

ARTIE, ZOXHIRV MY v s LEEHGRE OREMEOBEND, ROV MY v 7
FEDOHDNTH S T2 &V D ST AICERE Y TS, SFOE L 2 & IEOMHAH X 12>
W, EHREBOBE LI AN, BEEDOZ LIZONBLUOZEEOMEL VI DRICES
EFTOTOEREEZ TR,

2. BROELo&F

MG DERT VA L 2BRT LYY, LY v s LEE WBWTHER ED L S
AR A BN 20ERY, ZOSHTOBERILTE LTAYKFEEB L THIZ,

21 BEOLEYYY

i (1992:15-16) X, FBIZOVWTiamL L I L7226, LTDO X 21Tk~ Tn 5,

(1) AfFLIE, BOHMEUCATR D 2L 2MBFICHE CITROEL 2L, F2iE, tEEH
CAMERTF 2V E D FEIE L S TRbEDZETHY, - damlCNIET 5
FENEDVIZ-ZY LEANERF > TEAZbDTH D, fwot (argument) &R
ENRTL, ZOTMNRESICED LD Z BBV, fwmdtidimIl (logic) &
P (reason) ICX > THBUCHFEL LD LT2DIC72W LT, ST OBIBLEN S
HTOREICHFZ THCOBROERBZFHL EWVIBNRH D,

feld <, ARG S NDRECIE, SAE & ESE & OfICdH 2 —1K(t (identification) | 3
b [EIE &8 UiAd & 24521 2 5 8#-51) (rationalization) (& &> THNZ) 2 &
ML TWD, Wil BIEICHRZ Dl & S, UGS TIIMFOREICIHFAD &V o 0lF, BT
TR TECTHLZITANDIARELIE RN WTEEE 2D L, HFEZLLLMEIELND
NEWVW) RTRARD, ZomE - B - BIEIX, 7 U A M7 L AD logos/ethos/pathos (2%}
THHLOT, BfFOIERLINTND, BB, HFL LTHT LN 2D H, %REITM
BHAOBE DT H PG AMERD - THRAFE L0135, LM R REshzy LT
HFLHIRI TR WOIIRHENTH Y, AR TS LIRS,

VY 7 3BBOTOOERTH 72, EETIET YA T L AOFERHEIC LS8 L
WL U TR AT > T D, Dascal and Gross(1999) 1%, Z0HLHIREETH 5
AR (style) &BEZ (arrangement) % &V &F, SUROPEARIC ITHER O & B ROE2N &
LTWb, £z, 7Y A M7 L AOGRE-RERFINES) & B & F 4 5 L7 DEiES A2 O X,
Grice(1975: 46) OFEIED FALAEE (Be orderly.) IZ3IF T 5, SHIZULTFDOLSIL, VY >

AR L L CHERT 2ICE, BENONORR LY, ZOBFOREEITON LTz
bOEEDDMLBEMEZFTNTND
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(2) Given these considerations, we can extend a theory of cognitive rhetoric to include, not

only illocutionary force, but also illocutionary uptake and perlocutionary force. [p.7]"
Larrazabal and Korta (2002: 234) HEFIZEH L, ZhaEmM: (intentionality) @ L1 T
RAETZEICED, WAZOLO XV IIBGOFKIC L > THGEN (dialectics) Z#H¥ 9
LT, AELFORMSEMICE Y HFEOHENMELN, ThaME FICHEMIE BN T 0
TATHDLEEBEZLDTHL, ARTIE, Zhz BBOTFA ] LIRS WIhb, #iE
DBREOT- D O ENER A FERICAN, FELFLHEFICBTLEMME RO L L L
THRANE, VY v 7 LEEHGmOEEIINARE > T %,

D& D EIE 1L, Halliday(1970:143) OREERERK (textual), BLEAEAH (ideational),
X AW (interpersonal) &\ FFED A XHEREICHHIE L TCWD, T72bh, HiL b v D
MU TCIE, RREEMEAL L BLARERL L WO RO 26T, SIABRETLEDTHRI Z &Ik
be TNEXZDHEIEISEZSEH D, 1ie(2009: 35) 1%, LT O X 5 IZBURRIGRFIZI T
2871 L LTOEFRDIT (definition) % HIF T2,

(3) In controversies, definitions are often used to legitimate and refute arguments.Refuting
an argument presupposes understanding that argument at every level of its literal
meaning and pragmatic implicatures. In political disputes the act of defining
contributes to further polarisation between adversarial positions and can therefore
become rhetorically persuasive or dissuasive.

HICHCFERZET TR, MFAEZWmIET 272010 biThbhomg T, EHRDTOHEHDORR
BT 5, Ly T AEREDZET, XFBYOEREGENOVHOEVWERAMET S L B
Uy 7 OfiETHDL, MaE D MEDNEW I AFHERIUI T 2BLEMNE O A2 59, M
FOBE T 205 AR EZ >0 L LT, HiHfisinsd,

HEOESIoZ LITREIRZ, HEwadRonTdHiEbd D, HEOFE-7-Z Lid%E, WF
&S TALZFREL LTHRVIRT Z T, KA LBOWECERICE L5 HIETH D,
WH D T, kid £V D 2 EIERNBIE A (trigger) £V, AXSENMEAIND,

(4) A: (disgusted) Ah, stop bein’ a kid, will you?

B: Akid! Listen, what d’you mean by that?

A: What d’ya think I mean? K-I-D, kid!

A b (kid) FREDY SN2 EIZR-72B A, kid LIZES WS Zemnd AlZhlia
o, AL, TOERZIZEFALTKMLES 2T, b&DLEEY FTHX, ZOEY TE-
TOREEMEED, ZOZAORVEDIE, kid LW Ly TR BR5EeLR-T, £0O
BN E D < BREOEX AR 9 KB (what d’you mean by that?), & HIZIZZ DY b, A
1) Web 7B AT LI XRICSWTH, [ ]IS T2 EHERAT 5,

2) AEICOFIABG, KEEFEL [12 AOBNRDH] O THLN, fmaffiiRicd 57, RECikaizEE#HE
LT3,
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HEFEHINCME D Z E CHENEHEE 2o TS, 2D X ) REXMRT 2 FIEOFGREFIZRE ST,

HEMMTIIRWELFOZLITZMYT, MEICTL2ZEbH D,
ZDO XD R NBARRRIBRRE DR 2 Bk 2 SRB M, FEMER L DR EEZ BN D,

2.2 HREOEMR

K TAm ClL, Z&IE0ITAEICEREH T, HDHHEETH (locutionary act) #3252
& T, J8EENTTA (illocutionary act) ATV, ZDfER, FEEHN1T% (perlocutionary act)
W LT 5, Austin(1962: 101) (%, He said to me ‘Shoot her!” meaning by ‘shoot’
shoot and referring by ‘her’ to her. &\ 5 HEEATAEZ MY LT, IFO LI R#EAELT 5,

(5) Saying something will often, or even normally, produce certain consequential effects
upon the feelings, thoughts, or actions of the audience, or of the speaker, or of other
persons: and it may be done with the design, intention, or purpose of producing
them; and we may then say, thinking of this, that the speaker has performed an act in
the nomenclature of which reference is made either (C. a) [i.e., He persuaded
me to shoot her.], only obliquely, or even (C. b)[i.e., He got me to (or made me,
&c.) shoot her.], not at all, to the performance of the locutionary or illocutionary act.

723655 LT 2 & TRERAICH E FICEORFBEBNITHEZT DL OMME LY, TSRV
T5Z &b, ZD(C. a) T persuade &\ HEAINMGAMIZHE LN TV D DL, BEFIC
HTLMREEHR LD L LTURRNTH D, HODHCERELMFIEZ, S OITITMF
T DEREBINE NI LOHY L DEAMED, ala=r—vaoO#Ehe LT,
Z LiE (logos) - THEINDLHZDTH D,

Sperber and Wilson(1995% 29) o B LR TIL, M & FIfInzmbgizne v o ff
#HE M (informational intention) &, ZDHFHRENZHE FICHRLIZWE W I REEX
(communicative intention) % X733 %, AIEOERENBEE SN THD T, HEDIRER
MNEBARZEDIE A L > C, MEFICHELEZ D, BEFIL, BFEREMELEZVEEL
720, HIOIWIEFHEREZGLV T LIk D, 2k, BEMEER TV O RE (explicature)
TIEFEEDTHOAL2 5T, oL (higher-level) 2BV TIE, 7 L FOMREREKRME
BEATa—IhZEbHY, FIFEEMIZBWTHERIZRERV,

Larrazabal and Korta(2002: 245) (X, LLT® X 5 IZHfSOKIHIE T 2 EEEK & RAER
(persuasive intention) ZHhH L, HHL TWD,

(6) It is noteworthy that, unlike communicative intention, persuasive intention in general
is not an overt intention. It can be an overt intention as in the case of the intention

to convince (by arguments) or as in particular kinds of persuasive intentions in especial
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discourse contexts. But it clearly can also be a covert intention: think, for example,
about a situation where the speaker intends to persuade the hearers hiding the real
persuasive intention behind her discourse behaviour, because this is just the way of
getting her goal in that particular situation. In any case, it is worth saying that
persuasive intention leads the speaker to the determination of the structure of discourse
in the faxis phase.

REER L ITRZRY, FEEMIIBRMSIFIRG 2V, GBI, SHEEREEL THE
TRZZITLED ETO2RMERTHLN, LEITEFLOMBERZRLTRELLS T2
BE KETVWIFHE) v H25, HREREBERROIERIFRBINRD, BERRK L FHAERRIC

bHOLRELONDN, MEERIIGIEHICT 7 X NS ZE#HRT 55D THDH, £DHT,

Blakemore (1992: 149) 2346452 & 5 72, 1HMALET 5 5 A CTOFHEH (procedural) &

Tz b OREIER OB M b AR L 22D,

HEEO ZJEME (Lyons 1977: 749) %, FEF| (1980: 67-68) 1% (Isay<M[p]>) &L T,
EOREREMEAE PRI A E L TW5, @ [p] 12X L Tah L FOHIW M(odality) &2 1F 72
bonEkasng ([say) &322, MK LaEREREORPCRFEBF O &8
FLFICE o TREND Z & &%, BREFLOBLENS HAIUL, EARMIITMEEZEZET D
ZEAENMILADOERELTND Z LITRDA, HRETIE, EIEFLES 2Lk
FEND DR E O BRICEA SN DB H D, RBITIE, [say DERIMOLRNPIIM 25505
was going to OHEFAMHEA S, this LUTF OMEFIZ S probably THIEHE NS, &

WO REFAER D e T, MRS AR LTV D,
(7) C: Well, I was going to say, well, this is probably a small point, but anyway . . .

AR TIE, BHXHNTOREROMAPALDIEBIED 72 5T, ZOEMEEICE T 25 LF
DFHER ABIRIBEREIC B AEH L, KV IRHRFRTIAOEELZIRA TV, ok, FLF
OFEFIIE, FSICZOFMEETHFELFEIDOANLRY (ethos) MBI D,

2.3 HEEL A HEE

WSRO EFENITCRE R EL B ZT=ON, HEEDHTICIB T K55 (discourse) DR T
&5, Schiffrin(1994: 41) 1X, SEIFERKFE~OT 7V —F WY LiF, UFDOX 9573
WWEHL TV, SO EREERETRISHET 200 L LT, BXEBAD
Z &1E (language above the sentence) & S7EEN (language use), S HIZINOLNRET D
F3DbOL L THRE (utterances) ZHEML T 25, #EFE W IBERZTY ANd Z LI
£V, WEROFGEREMGROE > TV B A 2 5 BN CORY | EZATREIC L, FHARE
RRINRE LV DORPTEEZLZZLFEORCY MY PEERIND LI Ro72, WHIETHR
<, TLEERLLT, EFEMFORGERRPOLOLYEY 2@ LT, o BrEiERS
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52 EH%L, KVIRWKEEDRNTEZDUERD D,
Hyland(1998: 437) i, #CEZEMIC L T, RKEEIZOWTOHKEE, £V &mK7R A Z KGR
(metadiscourse) (245 H L, ZOFEMMEIEREZ UL TO X S IR Z TV D,

(8) Metadiscourse, commonly characterized as ‘discourse about discourse’, is a relatively
new concept but one which is increasingly important to research in composition, reading
and text structure. Based on a view of writing as a social and communicative engagement
between the writer and reader, metadiscourse focuses our attention on the ways writers project
themselves into their work to signal their communicative intentions. It is a central
pragmatic construct which allows us to see how writers seek to influence readers’
understandings of both the text and their attitude towards its content and the audience.

AZHRENCL Y, FBXFRIBEBEREZRTILOIL, 77 A NREEMKT H50H0 67, AR
R FICKIT HREE 2 B AT 2 LR T 5, £7-, Schiffrin (1980: 231) 1%, HAXFEEZXE
L L=AZ =2 (meta-talk) 23, THRIBEAY R Z R L2 0, REBITITFMME R LD &,
BIRENCfEDI D Z L AR L TW1 5,

(9) In this paper, I have shown that it is not only talk but also talk about talk that is used for
both referential and expressive ends: meta-talk functions on a referential, plane when
it serves as an evaluative bracket.

FhLTFEE OMRGHICKT 2 A X ikah EFHFORGHIK T 2 A X RGHEEMINT 22 LT, 61
L FORMECMmBERRE 2 A X #GHE LTV 1AL 2 & T, #KEEOMEIENER S LD, A ¥
AR & L C meta-linguistic referents, operators and verbs (p.201) #&HF TV 523, i
THEED ZJEME OB O—5, CHEE, FRMICEAEARIGT O EELOND, BIE
BIZIE, A X SHERICE AR SN D ERBERALKETR, S L -VVIRFEPEMRED (hedge),

A CHEFRNEN G 22 & OSRRIEH Y A, B L e B30k (focal context) D E V) A
DRPITHEY IAENT=Y, INEnzv +5, &EITIE, He was sharp OB, M &35
% 1 thought & 58 % really O 2 FEORHMi 4 &9 A & SRR DOI S, FRE B 2 5
[ think 72 & L3RR, [ mean (TEVRZLIY LIS (p.214) &\ 9 REEMFIR Lo F
BN 2GR DA ZHRTEERTH D,

(10) D: 1thought he was really sharp. I mean, the way he hammered home his points,
one by one, in logical sequence.

Hyland (1998:453) i, RHAYE ZO AR A Z HEEOXFNIEE L VW E LoD, fIVWF
OIFREHOERIT, BRI e LT TR GEMGROT LT LEHL TV D,
(11)Metadiscourse is seen here as critical to the overall purpose of language use, rather

than merely an adjunct to it. It is a specialized form of discourse carrying the expressive

3) Z o, Dafouz-Milne (2008) 2 EHEMDZ &,
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and referential functions without which readers would be unable to contextualize a
text and writers unable to gain acceptance for their work. In other words, metadiscourse
is not a subjective question of style, but a central pragmatic feature: the means by
which writers portray a disciplinary awareness of how best to represent themselves
and their research.

MAFENZ RO RB S E L0, BEOJEMELERLRNS, #EEWo FL
FDDORMITBNTS, A X SENERB LA X HEHE#SRE S0 L 512y, G0 RNZ
RIZL TV D), T2& 2T, BiEOL M vy 27Dy 7MI0 R0l SR ITVndins, XX

WY OFWRET TIERLS, 20O NEEEREREZME FRMHRT L L b6 2%,
REEDOMNE AT HHEE2 OO THD, 2FV, JIABEKRS HITIXHRE L EHR L7122
FHFELMESTONL D, £ RIUL, AFKEETIE, MENO—MEWMY LT, 3
LFOFERLE DOREPEREZRT O L, BE T OTRDFNNY 23T b D72 N ER
—RLloTEDND Z LITb e D,

2.4 FBRFOFEHRER

il LR OBMABEHOEK & TNEZTT DO OBEOT A 12, BEFRUOHRGE
K OB & TN HFITT DI DM DBHEA T, MEHTANZITINS, @ LFORBERKD
FEENO & L THIRINICH X RITB Do THRICE BIUE, SIS OFREEMTADRLL, =
LRI K DMHEATAZB LT, W OEMER BT 22 LItk d,

WA DRBEN T 0 R E BT DDA E R DEA L LT, KLY R&EaMAL LT
DEREFRSH D, BALOLING LD Z EIE, REEOHIRE ZOT VA L) 1T, it
RKOT 7 A NOEFNCIBITHHDDRNY OB 5T, WhIEHED 272280 (paradigmatic)
DOBUSDIWRE L 720, TEFROSLIRAIRERZ LR 2 7o B 2 LIZORBIRAW ST 5 2
EMTED, £ZT, MBTOINELIDZERND, IABRE MR Lo HmEe, L&
B RIBEZ DT 2 R0 L LT, Ly T /udh, ZEITMY 25T A XHEICER L,
FNOOMABBRERDLZ LT 5, HERDA X SHEMNERIE, KEEMEOTRNY ELTO
TR OPEIEIERCREAM 2 R A & kahtEak s L CIRAE T Z N TEE, LY v LR
DB DFEE TR A D, AFFEE, FELFHEOZ LITOHTFEOZ LI T DRI TDO A Z
AR & LC, RFABIMRINICHE DR, & EITIFREEORIY O+ 595, ML TR
720, AXEREECIERHI>E W A O I L 2 BRCBE LT RRER S T2 Lk
£,

AT, B Z2MIc e 0 HIF 523, Lowe(2002: 128) i, w7 EOELNIZRE Tl
EEEOARET TN DO RWERICT 7 B ATE DFEEEH L T, 2E 21, RifD
AT 2B SIEERETIEA N LRV ERZN L 00, Biho hEE T, EEFIC
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DEBNIRITEDOFEFERLRZ e EORMBER (omniscient perspective) P T 5, &5
I hEXE, BET AR LUE#EGRALREIORS, EEISNEHEICTEECES

BE E Rl L CRIBIICEBE IR SN, 20X ) R TEEEEZ Lo TIE, 2 &R
OEFE, EERMbSTREY LIRSS Z EnDE, FNEXOREIIFETE R,
FEXE, FHEICIESMEO T8N, F7- stage direction & L CHAEPHE M FICFE LIZHR
R HRSTOFETHY, FEICX> TRREND, BROEEICLDERERD A 2 7 H
AVEMDIRT, RWRLIFBEEZDHLDTHD,

ZOXEHL, REOURFICBITAEREREEX DS AT, BETHEY2EM TH DL LE
Zbh, RETIEINSEBHRIERT VA O L CThizu,

3. HHIAE

ML LT, REBELORRDODFELOSDHERBDT A Ay ar FI< [12 AOR
nW5% (Twelve Angry Men)] © % &0 ®iF 5., 7 A U B OSBRI T, #is2S& B
572 < H 3> (guilty beyond a reasonable doubt) D#af & #%, FiF B 2B O RO —HE K 5,
TITH, SEIERERO 12 AOREEFEDR, Wb ZRPEEILS B BFES 72 £ T T
RFNRRBUC & D E DDFEI T 23R E D <o C, HmalT . HlER< X 2EREMER
DIy, FAOFETHE 8 FIEHFENME— NEIR L L2OR, RMEMICITRE N EIR AL SR
%, ZOFR—EEVIRBIIEDL ETOT YA v 2NEARITE S,

RF, ABREEEBPUL AR THEDIY, FEERERAZRGEL o720 T 258k Sk
HDHN, WAL DA S SR E A 2GS () IS THR, PESITER, A ¥ SRR
DRIEE LD DI, Tofe ATEETSEEINIE E FHREET,

3.1 BBOTH L

BHOBERHERRLTLR R EEZ S VA VRN D, MEEDHEERICEET> T D, 7,
HEPRICLD PIHEET, $H8FMFETZI MBI L D, MEICRED LIEN0EoT
O BT 28, ZHUSH LT 8 % “Well, I guess we talk.” L #Ex HICIRET 5, %
T, FUEICEHEBMNTWEDILE, 810 BRTOEREZET,

4) SE D EBENC LD INBER, HDFEOEP A O E &3l L TR D EBH 2NN, BECHRAEZBE L TR
LT EMTELMERICLDRIMEARDEY DR ZANRD D, 2L 2E, BALDOBHNWERRDAFOERTIC (He
breaks off. He has said more that he intended. He is embarrassed) & N #HENANIL, G LFOLPIZT 7 EAARREE 2D,

5) B#E THF LB AT (BARERH 201348 H 18 A) 2,

6) 7L E FT <& 1955 SRl HE WD b DO Th D, Mk CHELRMN-7258 3FN, Bl CIXERICKE LT C2A
—HOFRE T2 D, AREHAOUET (1977) 1%, WK TIX 19 TH - 72D EN 16 5% L, 5 3FDEFHHT
L7zik & [ CRGEIZ 22 > T D,
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(12) 10th Juror Then what do you want?
8th Juror Nothing. I just want to g talk.

7th Juror o Well, what’s there to talk about? Eleven men here agree. Nobody had

to think twice about it, except you.
10th Juror I want to ask you something. Do you believe his story?
8th Juror I don’t know whether I believe it or not. 3 Maybe I don’t.
7th Juror So what’d you vote “not guilty” for?

my hand and send a boy off to die without talking about it first.

7th Juror 5 Who says it’s easy for me?

8th Juror No-one.

..................

7th Juror g Suppose we’re wrong! Suppose this whole building fell on my head.
@ You can suppose anything.

8th Juror That’s right.

7th Juror (after a pause) What’s the difference how long it takes? g We honestly
think he’s guilty. So s suppose we finish in five minutes? g So what?

8th Juror Let’s take an hour. 3 The ball game doesn’t start till eight o’clock.

7th Juror (smiling) OK, gslugger, be my guest. (pp.7-8)
810 FOMOLFICHT 288 FOD talk 35| & L2V, H7THENQTEOREE KM
T 5, H 10 HLOTERY > TV, # 8 FIZEREIZ@ Maybe %1l o THHFEDFEILE
Congnnb L&z, @LEAT L, HB8FEDMEIL, ST 2 ERFHF L
b ERFEFNRLTOVDNE NI ERERTH Y, MOREEENN BIEHNECHS L X
& LThH, HBIFITEH LRV, H7EN, HEIFOOD EFHIMONEL DS DT
72 <, N it’s not so easy for me OFHERICKA L, TN EFIA L 220 L Kiwd 5.
RBTHENOEEROT, HE8FFOD HTAHMAUOETE " RLOOFTVELIZEYHD
DERZFHL, OTREDFHFEFOH T, Thaijl&4lc, BT7HFIIQTHEBELIL, b
\Z suppose Z Ml TRV, ML THE AL LEOTHKMT S, £72, WO honestly THH7=H

|

7) FF (1980:115-131) (T < . AT ORBBAVNIEC TRITITHICH L T<MHREEZ T WD >] L) AF LR
N, (TR OETR) L AT,
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DN EB BN L, BT suppose %> T 553 Tk o THMREWE S5 TC, ®THe,
—EHOLGHICRT L, FO8FITTKMEEZ S LBEL, HTEICOQLET, ik, F7FRN
(FERORE L RAIATE 72K 0) ASHBAEZREN LD LS, Lrb—RwDIHETE D
TLICRY, BIDLTHETHROKEEHIT D, ZAUTH LE7EFIL, DI LEHRICHALL
slugger LMEATZT T D, #imlc 1RNT 2 WO ESFORREEZZ T AND, EHE
TRENE, H8FIL just X maybe 22 EDHIRER AL > CHFEFHIT TWDH AL, BEMIX
[ Zflio TIEARE 2 2B R TW D Z2 g v iz, QLI TIE inclusive we -~ T Z %
ERALIET, BATR~E D> TITKRTH D, FTHELLNZZITOOT we 25, Zhbd
eld, AVOELEBEZALTEOROFEHLZLAH &, HABKREERL, BRIMHED
NDH A ZREEEH TH D,

D%, MOREEE HBNEICRILE R 2T, P THTE GRS ORI ER D
HEn22, BES8EDE I LHICEFEOARELGET HITED b DIFRN, Dk, £8%F
i3, Bl SNEREEFROT A 7 2L L, MEOFRICEMEZHEITNTD, 0L LE
DAk Lich e, B8ENELARELREL, INCERENLTIVE, AROFRES
FAND LTI S, ZOBKRUTEKUTE 9FOEAD, MWIRELE L “Well, it’s not easy
to stand alone against the ridicule of others.(p.20)” &#HEIT 5., 8 FD (12) ®TE -7 It’s
not so easy & W IHOBREZIFIFMIEL C, I 5 ridicule &V D Ly T EES Z & T, N
L7 WINSDEDOEBOTRL VD LVIE, KIVEELRERZRKDD, WOIEFREHT
HY, AR EZ S PN TIE2R <, #Emidmi< 2 &1lRb, 2T, EERERE O A
ZEMELTWEZOIZHWST, MHRAIZEmZ KD T, EFITEmRIT 2 FmictmiT L5 &/
HIFw DARO T2 RT, 5 8FDERREMMNEH LN D,

WIZ, % 8EMNIES OMFEL IED 5, DO (I'm going to kill you) &ikIFED %%
R E L7V IREADEADRES 2 < > T, WEDVEOF TN THRVTT &0 ) fh
WCE—MERBZ D740, B BRoTWE s FERLE LR LD, 5 FIOD TEET
WHODLN, TORMERNRNEETHD, H7EOQOHMIZH L, @ You heard. &5
AZREECIREE DT D, ZLRIPBRL THORELZLEOERWINRS D,

(13) 5th Juror I’d like to change my vote to “not guilty”.

7th Juror 5 Now you’ve got to be kidding.
5th Juror 5 Youheard. (p.28)

FAYHD OHDHMIEADE 11 FD, LATERICEBITR > 2 DEOITENICEERM & 23 2,
EobLDWRENENIEIFEDOEDIZ, F1FZELLITHMET2LET LWL, “Tam
simply asking questions.” &7 AMAOET A > TH L OBER & it 5, i\ TH4%E
DTSR C D &, % 83N Maybe Z#%8 L alRett (FISCHPIg) (N D 0477,

(14) 8th Juror Maybe. Maybe he did stab his father, [. . . ] Maybe all those things are so.
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he was there at all during the time the murder took place.

10th Juror  What d’ya mean doubt? 5 What are you talking about? Didn’t the

old man see him running out of the house? He’s twisting the facts. gI'm telling

you! (To the 11th Juror) gDid or didn’t the old man see the kid running out of the

house at twelve ten? Well, did he or didn’t he?

...................

10th Juror g Says he did! (To the others) Boy-oh-boy! o How do you like that?

(To the 11th Juror) Well, did or didn’t the woman across the street see the kid kill
his father? gShe says he did. gYou’re makin’out like it don’t matter what
people say. What you want to believe, you believe, and what you don’t want to

believe, so you don’t. @ What kind of way is that? What d’ya think these people

get up on the witness stand for—their health? gI’m telling you men the facts

are being changed around here. g Witnesses are being doubted and there’s no

reason for it.

5th Juror 3 Witnesses can make mistakes.

10th Juror Sure, when you want ’em to, they do! gKnow what [ mean? (pp.30-31)
#H8FDODOHD doubt 51 &L, 510 FIO~G®L L TheTICHEST D, 2L T, M
BIE LS 11 FIZHLOTLENLLRONEFERL, £OREDICOTEHR LT 5,
—J5, & 11 D@ He says he did. (X, facts &\WVWoTHH ETIEAD Z &IFIC & 2 S
ETHLHZ LA LIbDTHD, Al SO RFNTAN D - DIFFEFEL L TH, AHIZ
RIZIE D pOHWIITER TE WA ZH BN bDTH D, L, KT HE 11 #F
OOWBIE&L72Y, 10 FIDExHITLHHTDRAZZFHES®, S HICLMEIEATONTD
OxEHEML, FESZ2ML LR MR ENGRT 5, @ TIIMMOREEFERICH L THREZRD,
OO@TITHE 11 FELH/EIZLT, TORFSEWFIZE > THHIZRL D, @THOHEIZIN)N>
T facts M UHITONTVD, SHICOTIIREADRSG R EONTND EERT D, £
WZxtL, H5FENOTIEANHIER DARBELEMT 5D T, MECRLZEITLLEZITT,
TEOREXMOKED, T T COERIL, He says #FHMT52& T, fEE Lic& ) FEIZ
boll LThH, TOFSHNELOLONFELRLITRS R, FEE TR LT DONEOWRITH
D, R LS THHFEHTIIFRTERWERETH D,
I RZEFRTON, 11 BXGFNCERICKR TS, FhiEmiIEby, FE0 facts &
O DBL~LEEmIIE o TVE, FEIFORMABY ITEA TN, BEL TbEe/Z & SOt
L7 b O FEIEESER 2O T, FIFTE 11 FIZKY 25005,
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(15) 3rd Juror 1 mean, everybody’s heart is starting to bleed for g this punk little kid

like the President just declared it 5 “Love Your Underprivileged Brother Week™ or

something. (7o the 11th Juror) g Listen, 1’d like you to tell me why you changed

your vote.  Come on, give me reasons.
11th Juror I don’t have to defend my decision to you. I have 4 a reasonable doubt

in my mind.

3rd Juror What reasonable doubt? That’s nothing but words. (He pulls out

the switch-knife from the table and holds it up) sHere, look at this. The kid you

just decided isn’t guilty was seen ramming this thing into his father. gWell,
look at it, 3 Mr Reasonable Doubt.  (pp.31-32)
F3FIOTHE, OQTERELTIMERELHTIT DLy T MIY TUGHERRICL, O
@TEELZEAZE 11 FISHLTRDD, ZAUSKL, 11 FIZOTHLEHEEZZT 24
FIRNE LoD, OTHEMERNH D LEHAELIRRS, F 11 BIFAAZROTHRELT
ooy, ARRERISHT 2 BWANITA—EEY, © reasonable doubt &5 Z &1
BlEe Ly, OLEMWVIRLESE 10 FiX, @@LE V22, INAHIBLITTA 7EIRY
MELTHEBLT, % 11 FITx LW Mr Reasonable Doubt & #ifi L TREOWNT, D@ & Ak
CL Yy TUED THREE T 5, ZI TV RENEERIT, KAIEFELT, O&O>THLHILUEH
FLITROEBRWVETTH D0, 5 3FITILZ OB 0N B 2R,
EANDFESIZEBD LW RN D 5 Z L0, HEERTHL NI D, % 3% &5 8 FOMGm (K
fiCHl) 287, [ETWEREHKDRA 5 EHORENTON, H2HLE6FNELELE
Z, FrbinD, H2FIIHL, MRAKROEITE 7 EBMEANICHZ DT 5,

(16) 2nd Juror It’s going to rain.

7th Juror No! pHow did you figure that out, blue eyes? Tell me, how come you

switched?

2nd Juror Well, 4 it just seemed to me — —

7rd Juror I mean, you haven’t got a leg to stand on. 3 You know that, don’tcha?

2nd Juror 5 Well, I don’t feel that way. There’re ga lot of details that never

......................

came out.

10th Juror o Details! g You’ re just letting yourself get bulldozed by a bunch’a
what d’ya call ’em—g intellectuals.

2nd Juror Now, that’s not so.

10th Juror gAh, come on. 5 You’'re like everybody else. You think too much,

you get mixed up. o Know what I mean?

2nd Juror Now listen, 51 don’t think you have any right to . . . (pp.40-41)
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BEICLADROEREZEZZEBEDIHETEOORLODIIK L, F2HFIQOLOTRLNIC
KT, @0 details BG4 LY, AEIHEI0EI,OLBIHKL, @THL, QDL vT
NEFHLT, BOINTWDLETELEES. 61T, OQOMICOZEAT, H2EFIZO
o intellectuals DHFIFIZA L2V A2 D7 LRI L, don’tcha < d’ya ® OFEHRAZ L& Y
ZHEWRNG, H2EFOMEZIIRL ) LT0, Ly T AEMDH 10 FITH LT, &2 %K
®TIdon’t think £ H EFTHELNERT, ZDHVIZRDE, HHUTEIRBI ST
7z details 8B N7 > TE T, BEMBRRNELC T 2, BALEALEERED > THE,
FERARE (hung jury) ZHEL LS LT/ THHTSDIEETHD,

PEZEORULGEND GRBPVFELD LT D, R, SFETHMBETHS12H 7HED,
HLIROTVWNLEREEXDH LSV LT, ORER Liwgic b,

(17) 3rd Juror You’re what ?

3rd Juror g What d’you mean—you’ve had enough? That’s no answer.

7th Juror Hey, listen you! Just worry about yourself!
11th Juror (crossing to the 7th Juror) He’s right. That is not an answer. g5 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 pocket. Now you have changed
your vote because you say you’re sick of all the talking here.

7th Juror g Listen, buddy ——

11th Juror You have no right to play like this with a man’s life. This is a terrible

and ugly thing to do. Don’t you care . . .?

7th Juror Now, wait a minute. g You can’t talk like that to me!

A R R e R

11th Juror ]I can talk like that to you. If you want to vote not guilty, then do it

because you’re convinced the man is not guilty—not because you’ve had enough.
And if you think he’s guilty, then vote that way, or don’t you have the guts to do
what you think is right?

7th Juror gNow, listen . ..

11th Juror Guilty or not guilty?

7th Juror I told you—not guilty.

11th Juror Why?

7th Juror »God damn you. 51 don’t have to ——
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Juror stands defeated  (p.50)
7 FKDODOH D I've had enough 251 & & 720, HIFAQLEEEM Y, SOICH11F
NEOO®LFEDHED, OO, DIZ@ERY =V FIZIEHELOOFWVIEL, FT7HFEOWOHES
ZHlEHT, BMNIBAICOO LML LD ELEEFET7THELZ L LUT, HZFIIOD hMEx L
@WOMBEBFOERANL B MND LI, TobHHEZR~S, H<ODO M EXTIE, FH11
FLHETFEOLHRELZ T L TWVD,

ZLT, 6EIBOEFTIE, & 12 FRRVOOL, HWTHEZEEE L ERICEL, 9xt
3L%, AIRIRIL, H3FE, HAE, B0 FOHLLRD, H 10 F, BUIEETURA
Bl b7 Z Lid ek 20, F5FECHE I FNFEZITTL, BIBELEFDD,

10th Juror  Sick?
9th Juror 5 Why don’t you sit down?

10th Juror You gold son of a bitch! 5 Who the hell are you?

The 6th Juror moves towards the 9th Juror

(To the 12th Juror) No. ; Who the hell is he to tell me that? g Sick? Look at him—

ohe can hardly stand up. gListen, I’'m speaking my piece here and you’re gonna

listen.

12th Juror gMaybe if you just quieted down. (p.52)
HIFDDssick BHI &AL -T, JIFLHEITKZONE 10 FIXO L WiER LKL, @
DOEDIZXI L TOOD L BHET D, IHIZ@Tsick VKL, @TIHY>ObEER LA
WS HIZEHEETEL, OTHNELOREZEITES Y, QIIxLTiE, MEXOTHIFT
ML ERSTHEEIITLTCAHESHZ LT, ESTLABMNIKKIIEL S, ©D MEFEE T
ADBNZEI > TASTZEH 12 D, OTTERSVHFTERALLAL TV L2OEATHD, £
NTHH 10 BRRDRVOT, S FTHBHHNTHTH6FLE2FNM L, F4%F
DIEDERLT=b &, HEFENMRROBRA L IITERT D,

FAFKIL, EEFRETIHEAN2OHD L, KMEOBBISIZTOVWTEH LD D, H4
FIL frankly EREEERBIL, MEIRACRICITHERZ2V (Frankly, I don’t see how we can vote for
acquittal.(p.54)) & FEiET D, SHICEIFNARIASOZ L ZRMT DT, FnxHvie
BRFSELOVEREET, LIAN, ZOLMRAORRESHELLENI 2L, O
FOEHERENHD LI, 12 FL/HYL, H 10 FLFEA4FLERITEL S, F
10 X, OOV y T A THOLTHELIZERNOAEICTEILMPL, FEIENLFTRE
EoTohamhbnd, BIETHNEF 1 10 FIC, B3IFFOLOo00D, Ral,
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ZLTHYVOHEAZRETHLAMHMEL, QLELHIBNVDLVEINDS,
(19) 8th Juror (fo the 12th Juror) Is it possible?
12th Juror Yes. I say “not guilty”.
8th Juror (fo the 10th Juror) Do you still think he’s guilty?
10th Juror Yes, I think he’s guilty. But I couldn’t care less. ¢ You smart bastards
do whatever you want to do.
8th Juror How do you vote?
10th Juror “Not guilty.” Do whatever you want.
3rd Juror 5 You’'re the worst son a . . . I think he’s guilty.
8th Juror Does anyone else think he’s guilty?

4th Juror No, I’'m convinced.

3rd Juror 5 What’s the matter with you?
4th Juror Inow have a reasonable doubt. (pp.57-58)
ZOHBIES OEMBICOVTIE, BIBFIEOERZE L TR HBTE AL v EF IR R
TRIRBUTER S B, BHITIIERE CTLU TR Z ERFEH SN, & 2A0, FIRIZW
TeZeMEREANDS, ZF DORFIREIZ 20T TR0 72D TILE W) AERREER D E L D, BREN KA
B2 FEBRZITH 2 LT, RIUOFEDRIENEAIZSN T, £, HEHATIEL T,
BELZHNTNZOTH D, #R, H4BFLEHENEERDH D LD
ZLTEDED, REETTHEMETHIE 3EFNERLZE DL, Zhik, N LIS
PS8 o 75 3FE N Hmm 2R BT, RZRITHE SN DRI > T,
(20) 3th Juror Everything—every single thing that came out in that courtroom, but I mean

everything, says he’s guilty. 3 Do you think I’m an idiot or something? 5 You

lousy bunch of bleeding hearts. 5 You’re not goin’ to intimidate me.

I’m entitled to my opinion. [ can sit in this goddamn room for a year.
Somebody say something.

The others watch silently

[...]

The others are silent

That whole thing about hearing the boy yell? The phrase was “I’m gonna kill you.”
That’s what he said. To his own father. I don’t care what kind of a man that was.

It was his father. 4 That goddam rotten kid. I know s him. What gthey’re like.

What 5 they do to you. How gthey kill you every day. o My God, don’t you see?

How come I’m the only one who sees?  gJeez, I can feel that knife goin’ in.

8th Juror It’s not your boy. He’s somebody else.
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4th Juror gLet him live.

There is a long pause

3rd Juror Allright. “Not guilty.” (pp.58-59)
H3EIL, OTHCOELEZKASS &, ZNE2Q@DL vy T /MY THHFL, I HIZ@TEX
SNRWEEFL, HEOMEZMRIZT S, A ETOMEmEAR LEL (FISCHEE) 22356,
@TIFEEDFE~DL Yy T MEVIZEY, BICEWEETFLEREDES, OW L RKIFRH
o T, AAOETFIZEDDDIWAD, OTHA ZITHISNDBOFEH L > TR S LD,
H3FODEZ T -ONFFED him THo7=DN, O~@DHEIED they ~& Lo T 5,
THUTIE, B3 BEME OV, ABUKIT 2B F2F YV BAORTEZHEAGDOE TS
TEREDbNLD, FLT, F8EFEOPOOHEITHEIBDORFTIERVLEWHIIERL, H4E
DFFER him 2> 72E@IC L VIKML, KOS EIFITEELRD D, 5 3 FDRENE
(pathos) IZ#FZ 2 Z LT, HIFLMGL, SENETINZ, 2T, RAEFADENTTA,
ROMNELEZ DT HA Llpgo T D,

3.2 FEOTHAY

R 3FOWERIIE, FLRVEETHRIND, A7V ZTHETTEL—ARTFIC
BEBR LN D ZIZhh, b9 2EbERERBICR-TEY, &9 LTHLEEEOVEIZH
FORTEEREGDOETLED L5 ThD, KPR ULPMMATLITEZT, MMEHEITITRL
WRBE A & D, ARRBRICIRE LIEARREA SRR TH D,

FITKE L “T'm going to kill you” &DERUATEZ LRFFERWE 3FICKH LT, F8F
FEARBEOVHIEIHENICELSTHILT, 5o LTHARRTER TS Y Tl LHEH

Gy

o

3% (We say it every day. It doesn’t mean we’re going to kill someone.), ZAULIIk LT, %
3FEIL, TARIIKFTER->TE S DIIARKZ L KGHT % (Anybody says a thing like that
the way he said it, they mean it.) . 55 8 T & HIZFETR A K- 0T H DT, 8 3 FKITZ T T b,
OHFITH L TT E—/b (FISCHhlg) 2L &5 LT 5,

(21) 3rd Juror [...] What’s the matter with you people? Every one of you knows this

8th Juror  Slip through our fingers? Are you g his executioner?
3rd Juror I’m one of ’em.

8th Juror ;Maybe you’d like to pull the switch.

3rd Juror For this kid? g You bet I'd like to pull the switch.

8th Juror »I’'m sorry for you.

3rd Juror Don’t start with me now.

8th Juror Ever since we walked into this room you’ve been behaving like g a self-
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appointed public avenger.

3rd Juror I'm telling you now! Shut up!

8th Juror You want to see this boy die because you personally want it, not because of
the facts.

3rd Juror Shut up!

8th Juror You're pa sadist!

3rd Juror Shutup, g you son of a bitch!

8th Juror (calmly) g You don’t really mean you’ll kill me, do you?

The 3rd Juror breaks from the 5th and 6th Jurors, stops struggling and stares bitterly

at the 8th Juror as

—the CurtaN falls  (ActI: 37)
BT EE 2 3R 6D 5 55 3 F DD slip through our fingers 2381 &4 L 720, 5 8 FE 1O & hils
ELL,@TEBTUFIA (executioner) TiT/eW &5, HEIRITTH L EZIT b,
SHIKET TDIZ® LB ZEIFITHEHNWZ LI TEAVOKEEL LT, HIFENOLOTHEE
DR TH D, @ a self-appointed public avenger, @ sadist & L > 7 /L TRDDIF TEF W5
DE8FIR LT, HIFIRALDEROE L) L@LUBETshutup Z#RE L, @& BET 5,
FEZOQTE, BYIEEHESFEOHICEEL TWH3EFL, HBEFLHENRSNLIE
HEIETEH, £LTEI LS, F3FIO I kIll him! Tl kill him! & 0LOY, Z4uizxi LT
H8FITFH MO TEENAKTIIARAVARLIET, JHTESIE, WEDE-Tek 52z &
AR TR E BRI NIEES, EWIHI T L2 EIFNALEEL TLESTZDOTH D,
SETIIMENTH2E8HKIE, DI LO@®WRE LW STl Ly T AEME, 3%
ERFELIZOTH o7, RFICHEIN, HIFIEHOTRORY 2RBDIH %252 WVPH
Lol HBIFIITHGERK L W) WL b DITRN-12IZ LTS, MFLZREBETHZLT
FEzENSETIAHERESEZFHET 20T LIz, ZOX51CL T, F—HERMIC
HWRTAEND,
DHIZE3IFDL, FAFTLEEIEFEDTELS LAIZEI ooz Ll L T b (Listen, that
business before, you know, where that guy was baiting me. [ mean, that doesn’t prove
anything. (p.42)), FHEI N2 LTV x, BOLEELMEMICIIRO I552 272 Th, F
FNIFE AN DNRVDIE, EROEND LT o THDFERIZ bR bR e Z LI
bbb, FHEZEHZ L2 LIF@BOTh, #m B TOMMBIL Than, Blich-
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TESRIENFERVARIFED LT, (20) THEAINZEGA LITED, SfFoTrERAD
KETHD L, BEICIVEIFOTEDOEVIZTRDOSELLLOD, b Lo THEHE O
A HEEROFEENENRH D LN IHBEE TITIERE > T RNDTH D,

3.3 WBHREEOTHA Y

AL EEE, ARG ERBEINT TERELTCEEN, SHITHRERICBITILIEED A X
THFA U BPETH LN oz, ZOBHI D 11 A~OF@E0 7 rE 221, BAICEDN
72 2FF S OMER, WRTH TS &9 3B 0BT OERER 2 5 72 E 2 Rm e 8 a s
bolz, 7z, BHEHOMELRLNMEEDMOMRREND, BEEDA LR LHEEORRH
HLHDHIRENND LD, HAIRBBIRE SN T, #Emo Tl & D58 /IL, Ko
A 7 OHETHEMERE D> T2 bO0O, WERYFEmER-S 2T, oS Ic#Enm
TREZELW) RGN D ATz, TORMREM S 2725 2 C, facts X° details THHAEETE
DFEFEMEAZ DL OTORM L TVE, 11 AZHTICRAICSFHEIAT TWoTz, 2%, H1
WTIIESENTIAICE 3F I, FEL, TOMOBFEIRDSELLOD, WEFTEE
BNRVWEE, RhE TEOHRGICTIT D OITHIKEN,

HE8EFHLEATHLIC, MEIGHRENHHICLTH, HfE T PIChB AR
BHIUE, AR LTV (No jury can declare a man guilty unless it’s sure. (p.53)), Z @
GEREEROTEOBMN, ZOBMICI T 23F~DR O LR, SEIEREREFOAL
DI AP RSR RO — B L TV P r b AN, E#ie A X RFELFERNVICLT,
PO IoTze WV K9, A X REEIERDEERR D IAEN TV DR, 2 THITAMN O
TREOZLRITERIET 5, 1TARROEITRIE, &A1TAICHT BRI EIT> TERT
L0, AT EZES 2 & THMFEOSHE L ARTRONITHDO LN TND, AFSHEHITL v
TAEBBEICT 5, 3 LROFMESZ OREOHER LOBELRT, 3 LFOME FOK
~OFRY FROBEREBREOFHNY Z2RT L Vol A XRFEOBREE L -1 RBLE LT, 2R
BRI S h T\,

ZOBHTIE, ZEIFAERRSIEEL R VEESCHEAERLZY, 3 HOMECHTED
M EBREICLZY, FHib A2 LT, MFERLEZOMD NI L THEANTY, BE
ICHEREMBE LR S, BBV BENEZERL L T2 reAnb Tz, A X kEGHIK
HlERLpo7ey, WROZ LIFEDI LMY LTAFFHELLEBIZL y T TV -
720, HBOHNVIHFOLLRLTHEVDOEFLEEZIH S5 L LY, EEBNRERRA LN, &
nHix, FPEZLEBIS, FROLDDORNRDFERNY L72oT, S/FOT A AR T
LD THD, ELITERBEMITEL oo L XITIF, AXKFBESHTHZ L CEEHEL, b
DVNEHDOHITHNEZDE K XD & 2 RE O REBEDO X 5 3Bl Sz, &L
EZVWERNICH->THEOE Y EEEZRNTICREE TOBH THoT2F4FICIE, JTEALNLR
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MoTeD EITHBHTH D, AR TIEHOICEY BiF2 Z EFTERD28, Nl
FICE S THABOLLERLEINTT, HDWIEA L OHW not guilty DEWHLIRLE W H R
BT EN, EXpTLENRTWE,

4. BpHYIc

MAFOKEETIE, Emtk, ThEXZDWHERT VA 2 L FH/ERB, S OICITRFFEOMIE L
THRE A R Lo A X ket () 7o L3, SRV ARIMRA Rl 2 TEUE Sh, Wifs
SHLMRE L OT, ARTIE, BihZ2 BB 0#EE, A4 SEEEhA Y RkaEE T
WP, EERVWLELFERED LS ITHERET F A o LTIRRL, HMIRERE 4 ALA
Fr, ELTHBROWNEZEFHE ZZIFBRIET 200 W) T 2RIz, FIHIOBNEZET S
DIT, FELFITR L RDMBMICH L, A ZKEE (E#) 2o THFOZ LTIV AL
D, BORHiZ#EVIAATEY, MPC@BENT7Z0 LT, @MOEfEZ 0 CEEHELZIRS D
L, HEFOMREZET 5 L3 2, EMICHEBYEZ ST RN G, HREHL X ITIIERIRIE
ATV, IO AMEZZRT LD L35, ZhUE, & LTI UCREN, X7
AL CVDREICMZR BT, A ZERGEIC K 2 MR XL OGS OISR 256 LFEOF VN
(elaboration) & LT, BEHEHALRINTWVD EWVWZ LI, RFENAFLSDLZ L0 s, 1§
WEBRO L~V TORBOEREN, & IEEROMNETLGIAO VIR T2 —K[USE R T
LT FA URRA SN oT,

AlEl & D BTNV TIE, REIICIET X TORFEEDWNGT 5B~ L aifFiciE<
78, TRTEMDGOEEDR, R bEZ 2R L THERRIZRSEOT A v &R
LTWo, BEEZNZANMBEL T 2L ZATESTVTH, ZOAFEfs 2z TN L
&Y, MESETWKDTHD, LT, GHEMNERESDPLTLH DI L EMAELTZITA
I, WEEDERIC S — ML TE T, AR ETEN, R L RSO TH D, BfFE W
D EREITADREBEEITOT BB ADLHEIIT WO T, N ALME LA X REELE
WG, BUSEREREZE D LT EBIO AN ERBEO AT 5
Do ZHEMEOMINT LR ETIEH 20, BB T DIEFICL2HGD X 2T H A o0
THBELELT,

ERTIRA R
Rose, Reginard (1955, 1975%) Twelve Angry Men, revised and re-written version, Samuel

Fench, London.
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