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1. Number of jurors required !
§ When any person stands indicted for a felony, the court shall have impaneled 30 jurors from which the 

defense and prosecution may strike jurors; provided, however, that in any case in which the state announces 
its intention to seek the death penalty, the court shall have impaneled 42 jurors from which the defense and 
state may strike jurors.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-160 !

2. Method of selection for jury panel (array) (see Jury Selection Array outline) !
3. Qualifications to serve on jury !
3.1 Juror must be a citizen of the United States O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (b) (1) !
3.2 Juror must be a resident of the county in which the case is being tried O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (b) (1) !
3.3 Juror must be 18 years of age or older O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (b) (2) !
3.4 Disqualifications and exemptions from jury duty !
3.4.1 Juror cannot be fair and impartial  !
§ The court shall also excuse for cause any juror who from the totality of the juror's answers on voir dire is 

determined by the court to be substantially impaired in the juror's ability to be fair and impartial. The juror's 
own representation that the juror would be fair and impartial is to be considered by the court but is not 
determinative.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (d) !

✓ The third prospective juror excused for cause thought that, in the event that his strongly held personal beliefs 
conflicted with the law, he could not put them aside and that he would be unable to follow the trial court’s 
instructions.  It is critical to a juror’s qualification that he be able to set aside any personal opinions and 
decide the case based upon the evidence and the trial court’s charge.  We cannot say that the trial court 
abused its discretion in removing this third prospective juror for cause.  Arevalo v. State, 275 Ga. 392, 394 
(2002). !

ü This is not a case where the juror had a relationship with a party to the case or a stake in its outcome.  Rather, 
this is a case where a juror had emotional feelings about the nature of the crime.  Although Juror Phillips 
expressed his discomfort with hearing facts associated with a child molestation case and a tendency to accept 
the word of a child, he said that he would nevertheless make every effort to determine the case based upon 
the facts and the law.  Under these circumstances, we cannot say that the trial court abused its discretion in 
denying the motion to strike.  A juror who expresses a willingness to try to be objective and whose bias arises 
from feelings about a particular crime as opposed to feelings about the accused may be eligible for service.  
Weeks v. State, 270 Ga. App. 889, 896 (2004) (citations omitted). !

3.4.1.1 Juror has formed and expressed an opinion regarding the guilt or innocence of the accused          
O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (a) (1) and (c) !

3.4.1.1.1 Effect of pretrial publicity !
ü The [] juror had heard something about the crime, but had no opinion as to guilt and she stated that she could 

impartially evaluation the evidence.  The trial court did not err by refusing to excuse the juror.  Parks v. State, 
254 Ga. 403, 413 (1985) (citation omitted). !

3.4.1.2 Juror is biased or prejudiced either for or against the accused O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (a) (2) and 
(c) !
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3.4.1.3 Juror is not perfectly impartial between the state and the accused O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (a) (3) 
and (c) !

3.4.1.4 Juror is conscientiously opposed to capital punishment O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (a) (4) and (c) !
✓ Both of these prospective jurors, despite some equivocation, expressed a very high degree of reluctance ever 

to vote for the death penalty.  They also indicated that they would hold the State to a higher standard of proof 
than the law requires.... The trial court did not abuse its discretion, but was authorized to find that those two 
prospective jurors conveyed the impression that they would be unable to apply the law faithfully and 
impartially.  Arevalo v. State, 275 Ga. 392, 393 (2002). !

✓ The proper standard for determining the disqualification of a prospective juror based upon his views on 
capital punishment is whether the juror’s views would prevent or substantially impair the performance of his 
duties as a juror in accordance with his instructions and his oath.  There is no requirement that a prospective 
juror’s qualification or disqualification appear with unmistakable clarity, since the trial court often has to 
resolve equivocations or conflicts in the responses on voir dire.  Therefore, this Court must pay deference 
both to the trial court’s decision that a prospective juror is disqualified to serve and to a determination that 
such a juror is qualified, and affirm the ruling below absent some manifest abuse of discretion.  Upon 
examination of the entire voir dire of the prospective jurors challenged in this appeal, we conclude that the 
trial court properly resolved issues regarding any contradictory or equivocal responses and the jurors’ 
abilities to consider each of the three authorized sentences in light of all the evidence that might be presented 
at trial.  Accordingly, the trial court did not abuse its discretion by finding that these six jurors were qualified 
to serve.  Arevalo v. State, 275 Ga. 392, 394 - 95 (2002). !

✓ The qualification of prospective jurors as to their views on the death penalty is not unconstitutional.  Arevalo 
v. State, 275 Ga. 392, 395 (2002). !

ü The practice of death-qualification of jurors is not unconstitutional…. The court did not err by excusing four 
prospective jurors conscientiously opposed to the death penalty.  Parks v. State, 254 Ga. 403, 413 (1985) 
(citation omitted). !

3.4.2 Juror is a convicted felon O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (b) (5) !
3.4.3 Juror employment !
§ Any person who shows that he or she will be engaged during his or her term of jury duty in work necessary 

to the public health, safety, or good order or who shows other good cause why he or she should be exempt 
from jury duty may be excused by the judge of the court to which he or she has been summoned or by some 
other person who has been duly appointed by order of the chief judge to excuse jurors.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 
(a) (1) !

3.4.3.1 Juror home schools children !
§ … any person who is a primary teacher in a home study program as defined in subsection (c) of Code Section 

20-2-690 who, during the period of time the person is teaching, requests to be excused or deferred from jury 
duty and executes an affidavit on a form provided by the court stating that such person is the primary teacher 
in a home study program and stating that such person has no reasonably available alternative for the child or 
children in the home study program shall be excused or deferred from jury duty.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 (a) (4)  !

3.4.3.2 Juror works in public health !
3.4.3.3 Juror works in public safety !
ü The venire jury panel included a full-time law enforcement officer.  The officer was removed from the panel; 

but the record does not reflect whether he was removed for cause or whether he was removed for cause or 

http://www.lexis.com/research/buttonTFLink?_m=c71026ff525e6006429a0842b55934a2&_xfercite=%3ccite%20cc%3d%22USA%22%3e%3c%21%5bCDATA%5bO.C.G.A.%20%a7%2015-12-1%5d%5d%3e%3c%2fcite%3e&_butType=4&_butStat=0&_butNum=2&_butInline=1&_butinfo=GACODE%2020-2-690&_fmtstr=FULL&docnum=1&_startdoc=1&wchp=dGLbVtb-zSkAA&_md5=0dc569259b0cb3710fb26ecdf418552e
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whether defendant was forced to exercise a peremptory strike.  At the hearing on the motion for a new trial, 
…, the trial judge stated that the juror was stricken for cause upon the motion of either defendant’s counsel or 
co-defendant’s counsel.  Given this state of the record, it cannot be said that defense counsel rendered 
ineffective assistance by failing to challenge the officer for cause.  Hung v. State, 284 Ga. 796, 799 (2009) 
(citation omitted). !

3.4.3.4 Juror works maintaining public order !
3.4.3.5 Juror or spouse is in the military !
3.4.3.5.1 Definitions !
§ "Service member" means an active duty member of the regular or reserve component of the United States 

Armed forces, the United States Coast Guard, the Georgia National Guard, or the Georgia Air National 
Guard who was on ordered federal duty for a period of 90 days or longer.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 (c) (1) (B) !

§ "Ordered military duty" means any military duty performed in the service of the state or of the United States 
including but not limited to attendance at any service school or schools conducted by the armed forces of the 
United States which requires a service member to be at least 50 miles from his or her home.  O.C.G.A. 
§15-12-1 (c) (1) (A) !

3.4.3.5.2 Effect of military service  !
§ Any service member on ordered military duty and the spouse of any such service member who requests to be 

excused or deferred shall be excused or deferred from jury duty upon presentation of either a copy of the 
official military orders or a written verification signed by the service member's commanding officer of such 
duty.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 (c) (2) !

3.4.3.6 Juror is a State Legislator !
§ Any person summoned to serve as a juror in any court of this state shall be excused from such service during 

his attendance as a legislator in the General Assembly.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-2 !
3.4.3.7 Shows other good cause !
3.4.4 Juror is a full time student !
§ … any person who is a full-time student at a college, university, vocational school, or other postsecondary 

school who, during the period of time the student is enrolled and taking classes or exams, requests to be 
excused or deferred from jury duty shall be excused or deferred from jury duty. O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 (a) (2) !

3.4.5 Juror is intoxicated O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (b) (3) !
3.4.6 Juror is mentally incompetent O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (b) (3) !
3.4.7 Juror is related to one of the parties !
§ All trial jurors in the courts of this state shall be disqualified to act or serve in any case or matter when such 

jurors are related by consanguinity or affinity to any party interested in the result of the case or matter within 
the sixth degree as computed according to the civil law. Relationship more remote shall not be a 
disqualification.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-135 (a) !

3.4.8 Juror is 70 years of age or older !
§ Any person who is 70 years of age or older shall be entitled to request the board of jury commissioners to 

remove such person's name from the jury list of the county. Upon such request the board of jury 



Voir Dire 7/1/14 Page !  of !  7 12

commissioners shall be authorized and directed to remove the person's name from the jury list. The request 
shall be made to the board or its clerk in writing and shall be accompanied by an affidavit giving the person's 
name, age, and such other information as the board may require.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 (b) !

3.4.9 Juror is unable to communicate in English language O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (b) (6) !
3.4.10 Juror is an unpaid primary caregiver !
3.4.10.1 Of child under six years of age !
§ … any person who is the primary caregiver having active care and custody of a child six years of age or 

younger, who executes an affidavit on a form provided by the court stating that such person is the primary 
caregiver having active care and custody of a child six years of age or younger and stating that such person 
has no reasonably available alternative child care, and who requests to be excused or deferred shall be 
excused or deferred from jury duty.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 (a) (3) !

3.4.10.2 of someone who is disabled           !
§ primary unpaid caregiver for a person over the age of six; who executes an affidavit on a form provided by 

the court stating that such primary caregiver is responsible for the care of a person with such physical or 
cognitive limitations that he or she is unable to care for himself or herself and cannot be left unattended and 
that the primary caregiver has no reasonably available alternative to provide for the care; and who requests to 
be excused or deferred shall be excused or deferred from jury duty. Any person seeking the exemption shall 
furnish to the court, in addition to the aforementioned affidavit, a statement of a physician, or other medical 
provider, supporting the affidavit's statements related to the medical condition of the person with physical or 
cognitive limitations.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-1 (a) (5) !

3.4.11 Effect of previous jury service 
    
§ Any juror who has served as a grand or trial juror at any session of the superior courts, state courts, or city 

courts shall be ineligible for duty as a juror at the next succeeding term of the court in which he has 
previously served.  O.C.G.A. § 15-12-4 (a) !

ü The exercise of due diligence by the accused and his counsel would have enabled them to discover, before 
accepting a juror put upon them under the name of Hugh A. Smith, that he was the same person whose name 
appeared in the bill of indictment as Hugh A. Smith, and that he was a member of the grand jury which found 
the bill.  In the circumstances a failure by the accused to object at the time of the purging of the jury that a 
juror had served on the grand jury which returned the indictment amounted to a waiver of the 
disqualification.  Burke v. State, 76 Ga. App. 612, 620 (1948) (citations omitted). !

4. Voir dire procedure !
4.1 Use of written questionnaires !
§ All prospective jurors in all counties may be required to answer written questionnaires, as may be determined 

and submitted by the judges of such counties, concerning their qualifications as jurors. In propounding the 
questions, the judges may consider the suggestions of counsel. In the questionnaire and during voir dire 
examination, judges should ensure that the privacy of prospective jurors is reasonably protected and that the 
questioning by counsel is consistent with the purpose of the voir dire process.  O.C.G.A. § 15-12-11.   !

4.2 Examination of potential jurors !
4.2.1 Presentation of jurors !
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§ When each juror is called, he shall be presented to the accused in such a manner that he can be distinctly 
seen.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (a) !

4.2.2 Examination by panels !
§ … it shall be the duty of the court, upon the request of either party, to place the jurors in the jury box in 

panels of 12 at a time, so as to facilitate their examination by counsel.  O.C.G.A. § 15-12-131 !
4.2.3 Examination of individual jurors !
§ In all criminal cases both the state and the defendant shall have the right to an individual examination of each 

juror from which the jury is to be selected prior to interposing a challenge. The examination shall be 
conducted after the administration of a preliminary oath to the panel or in criminal cases after the usual voir 
dire questions have been put by the court. In the examination, the counsel for either party shall have the right 
to inquire of the individual jurors examined touching any matter or thing which would illustrate any interest 
of the juror in the case, including any opinion as to which party ought to prevail, the relationship or 
acquaintance of the juror with the parties or counsel therefor, any fact or circumstance indicating any 
inclination, leaning, or bias which the juror might have respecting the subject matter of the action or the 
counsel or parties thereto, and the religious, social, and fraternal connections of the juror.  O.C.G.A. 
§15-12-133 !

4.2.3.1 Statutory questions !
§ "Have you, for any reason, formed and expressed any opinion in regard to the guilt or innocence of the 

accused?" If the juror answers in the negative, the question in paragraph (2) of this subsection shall be 
propounded to him; O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (a) (1) !

§ "Have you any prejudice or bias resting on your mind either for or against the accused?" If the juror answers 
in the negative, the question in paragraph (3) of this subsection shall be propounded to him; O.C.G.A. 
§15-12-164 (a) (2) !

§ "Is your mind perfectly impartial between the state and the accused?" If the juror answers this question in the 
affirmative, he shall be adjudged and held to be a competent juror in all cases where the authorized penalty 
for the offense does not involve the life of the accused; but when it does involve the life of the accused, the 
question in paragraph (4) of this subsection shall also be put to him; O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (a) (3) !

§ "Are you conscientiously opposed to capital punishment?" If the juror answers this question in the negative, 
he shall be held to be a competent juror.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (a) (4) !

4.2.3.2 Impermissible questions !
4.2.3.2.1 Questions asking the juror to pre-judge the case !
ü In the case sub judice, defendant was not permitted to ask “is there anyone who believes that just because 

he’s charged with two different offenses he must, therefore, be guilty” or “is there anyone who believes 
because he was involved in trouble three years ago as shown by similar transaction evidence that he must be 
guilty?”  We find no abuse of discretion in the trial court’s refusal to allow these questions which ask the 
jurors to prejudge the case.  Anderson v. State, 236 Ga. App. 679, 682 (1999). !

4.2.3.3 Permissible questions !
ü During voir dire, the prosecutor asked prospective jurors whether they knew certain individuals who were 

identified by name only.  … The named individuals had been arrested around the same time as defendant in a 
major drug sweeping operation which had made the news.  …  We cannot see how defendant was harmed by 
the prosecutor’s question.  …  The trial court did not abuse its discretion by permitting prosecutor to ask it.  
Hargrove v. State, 188 Ga. App. 336 (1988) (citation omitted). 



Voir Dire 7/1/14 Page !  of !  9 12

!
4.2.4 Presentation of evidence !
§ It shall be the duty of the court to hear immediately such evidence as is submitted in relation to [a challenge 

for cause]; the juror shall be a competent witness for this purpose. If the judge is satisfied of the truth of any 
objection, the juror shall be set aside for cause.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-163 (c) !

§ Either the state or the defendant shall have the right to introduce evidence before the judge to show that a 
juror's answers [to the statutory questions], or any of them, are untrue. It shall be the duty of the judge to 
determine the truth of such answers as may be thus questioned before the court.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-164 (b) !

5. Challenges !
5.1 Challenge to the array (See Jury Selection Array outline) !
§ The accused may, in writing, challenge the array for any cause going to show that it was not fairly or 

properly impaneled or ought not to be put upon him. The court shall determine the sufficiency of the 
challenge at once. If sustained, a new panel shall be ordered; if not sustained, the selection of jurors shall 
proceed.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-162 !

ü On the call of the case, the defendant filed his challenge to the array of the jurors … No evidence was 
submitted to support this challenge.  The burden was upon the defendant to show any irregularity in the 
drawing or impaneling the jury in order to rebut the presumption that the jury was drawn and impaneled 
according to the law.  Enumerated error No. 1 is without merit.  Mathis v. State, 222 Ga. 351, 352 (1966). !

5.2 Challenge for cause !
§ If known to a party or his counsel, any objections to a juror for cause shall be made before the juror is sworn 

in the case. After a juror has been found competent, no other or further investigation before triers or 
otherwise shall be had, provided that newly discovered evidence to disprove the juror's answer or to show 
him incompetent may be heard by the judge at any time before the prosecuting counsel submits any of his 
evidence in the case. If the juror is proved incompetent, the judge shall order him to withdraw from the jury 
and shall cause another juror to be selected.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-167 !

✓ For a juror to be excused for cause, it must be shown that he or she holds an opinion of the guilt or innocence 
of the defendant that is os fixed and definite that the juror will be unable to set the opinion aside and decide 
the case based upon the evidence and the court’s charge upon the evidence.  A prospective juror’s doubt as to 
his or her own impartiality does not demand as  a matter of law that he or she be excused for cause. Cade v. 
State, 289 Ga. 805, 807 (2011). !

5.3 Peremptory challenges !
§ Every person accused of a felony may peremptorily challenge nine of the jurors impaneled to try him or her. 

The state shall be allowed the same number of peremptory challenges allowed to the defendant; provided, 
however, that in any case in which the state announces its intention to seek the death penalty, the defendant 
may peremptorily challenge 15 jurors and the state shall be allowed the same number of peremptory 
challenges.  O.C.G.A. §15-12-165 !

ü There is no freestanding constitutional right to peremptory challenges.  When States provide peremptory 
challenges (as all do in some form), they confer a benefit beyond the minimum requirements of fair jury 
selection, … Rivera v. Illinois, 129 S. Ct. 1446, 1453 (2009). !

5.3.1 Discriminatory use of peremptory challenges, Batson v. Kentucky, 475 U.S. 79 (1986) !!
5.3.1.1 Proving discriminatory use of peremptory challenges 
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!
5.3.1.1.1 Test  !
5.3.1.1.2 Three step procedure         !
✓ The evaluation of a Batson challenge involves a three-step process: (1) the opponent of a peremptory 

challenge must make a prima facie showing of racial discrimination; (2) the proponent of the strike must then 
provide a race-neutral explanation for the strike; and (3) the court must decide whether the opponent of the 
strike has proven discriminatory intent.  Craft v. State, 309 Ga. App. 698, 699 (2011) (fn. omitted).  !

5.3.1.1.2.1 Prima facie showing of racial discrimination !
✓ The court found that Craft had made a prima facie showing of racial discrimination because the state used six 

of eight peremptory strikes against prospective jurors who were members of racial minority groups.  Craft v. 
State, 309 Ga. App. 698, 699 (2011). !

5.3.1.1.2.2 Race neutral explanation   !
5.3.1.1.2.2.1 Test for race neutral explanation  !
5.3.1.1.2.2.2 Race neutral explanations            !
5.3.1.1.2.2.2.1 Juror seemed disinterested          !
✓ The state’s explanation for striking the prospective juror was that he had been “slumped down in his chair” 

during voir dire and “seemed disinterested in what was going on.”  This was a race-neutral explanation for 
exercising the strike.... The court was not required to make a finding on the juror’s actual disinterest; it was 
required to determine, considering the totality of the circumstances, whether Craft had shown that the state 
was motivated by discriminatory intent in the exercise of the strike.  Under the circumstances, we cannot 
conclude that the court’s Batson ruling was clearly erroneous.  There was not, for example, a showing that 
similarly situated jurors of another race were not struck or that the state’s race neutral reason for the strike 
was so implausible or fantastic that it rendered the explanation pretextual.  Craft v. State, 309 Ga. App. 698, 
699 - 700 (2011) (fns omitted). !

5.3.1.1.2.2.2.2 Juror would have difficulty imposing the death penalty !
ü The State used nine of its ten peremptory strikes against black potential jurors…. The record, [] reveals that 

the State consistently struck those jurors who indicated that they would have difficulty imposing a death 
sentence in any case.  [We] do not find clearly erroneous the trial court’s determination that the State’s 
challenges were legitimate.  Caldwell v. State, 263 GA. 560, 563 (1993) (citations omitted). !

5.3.1.1.2.3 Finding of discriminatory intent !
ü The ADA exercised three peremptory strikes which removed three black persons from the venire.  The reason 

given by the ADA, the venire-person’s connection with a lawyer who knew C.B. King, and that venire-
person’s belief that there was a dual system of justice, cannot be fairly said to be case-related, clear and 
reasonably specific, because it is not supported by the record.  All the venire-person said was that she had a 
cousin in Georgia who was a lawyer.  The rest of the lawyer’s connections were supplied by counsel for the 
State and the defense.  As to the belief in a dual system of justice, the record shows that counsel for one of 
appellant’s co-defendants pointed out to the venire-person that another juror had expressed such a belief, but 
the venire-person specifically disclaimed that position for herself.  …  If follows that neither of the reasons 
given for striking that particular venire-person meet the requirement that they be race-neutral, case-related, 
clear and reasonably specific.  The trial court erred, therefore, in overruling Walton’s Batson challenge, as a 
result of which, Walton is entitled to a new trial.  Walton v. State, 267 Ga. 713, 719 - 20 (1997). !

5.3.1.1.2.3.1Three part test          
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!
5.3.1.1.2.3.1.1 Race-neutral  !
5.3.1.1.2.3.1.2 Case-related  !
5.3.1.1.2.3.1.3 Reasonably specific !
5.3.1.2 Remedy         !
ü The right to exercise peremptory challenges in state court is determined by state law.  This Court has long 

recognized that peremptory challenges are not of federal constitutional dimension.  …  Just as state law 
controls the existence and exercise of peremptory challenges, so state law determines the consequences of an 
erroneous denial of such a challenge.  Rivera v. Illinois, 129 S. Ct. 1446, 1450 (2009) (citations omitted). !

ü If a defendant is tried before a qualified jury composed of individuals not challengeable for cause, the loss of 
a peremptory challenge due to a state court’s good-faith error is not a matter of federal constitutional concern.  
Rather, it is a matter for the State to address under its own laws.  Rivera v. Illinois, 129 S. Ct. 1446, 1453 
(2009). !

ü Because peremptory challenges are within the States’ province to grant or withhold, the mistaken denial of a 
state-provided peremptory challenge does not, without more, violate the Federal Constitution.  A mere error 
of state law, we have noted, is not a denial of due process.  The Due Process Clause, our decisions instruct, 
safeguards not the meticulous observance of state procedural prescriptions, but the fundamental elements of 
fairness in a criminal trial.  Rivera v. Illinois, 129 S. Ct. 1446, 1454 (2009) (citations omitted). !

ü We typically designate an error as structural, therefore requiring automatic reversal, only when the error 
necessarily renders a criminal trial fundamentally unfair or an unreliable vehicle for determining guilt or 
innocence.  The mistaken denial of a state-provided peremptory challenge does not, at least in the 
circumstances we confront here, constitute an error of that character.  Rivera v. Illinois, 129 S. Ct. 1446, 1455 
(2009) (citation omitted). !

ü The improper seating of a competent and unbiased juror does not convert the jury into an ultra vires tribunal; 
therefore the error could rank as harmless under state law.  In sum, Rivera received precisely what due 
process required: a fair trial before an impartial and properly instructed jury, which found him guilty of every 
element of the charged offense.  For the reasons stated, the judgment of the Supreme Court of Illinois is 
affirmed.  Rivera v. Illinois, 129 S. Ct. 1446, 1456 (2009). !

6. Oaths !
§ If a juror is found competent and is not challenged peremptorily by the state, he shall be put upon the accused. 

Unless he is challenged peremptorily by the accused, the juror shall be sworn to try the case.  O.C.G.A. 
§15-12-166 !

6.1 Oath of jury on voir dire !
§ The trial judge or clerk of court shall administer and each panel, prior to commencing voir dire, shall take the 

following oath: "You shall give true answers to all questions as may be asked by the court or its authority, 
including all questions asked by the parties or their attorneys, concerning your qualifications as jurors in the 
case of (herein state the case). So help you God."  O.C.G.A. §15-12-132 !

6.2 Oath in criminal case !
§ In all criminal cases, the trial judge or clerk of the court shall administer the following oath to the trial jury: 

“You shall well and truly try the issue formed upon this bill of indictment (or accusation) between the State of 
Georgia and (name of accused), who is charged with (here state the crime or offense), and a true verdict give 
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according to the evidence. So help you God."  O.C.G.A. §15-12-139  
 


