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Schneider, assistantMerrill, attorney general (TinaStephen E.
by the State.brief), brief forattorney general, theon

Concord, bydefender, briefGreen, ofappellateassistantJoanne
the defendant.for

by juryaappeals convictionBatchelder, hisThe defendantJ.
The defendantassault.aggravated felonious sexualofon two counts

Frenchwoman ofman, is a whiteand the victimis a black
pre-J.) the defendant’s(Groff, deniedThe CourtCanadian descent.

individual, sequesteredspecific questions and forrequests fortrial
prejudice. For thejurors regarding racialprospectivevoir dire of

follow, affirm the convictions.that wereasons
individual, sequesteredtrial, moved forthe defendantPrior to

proposedjurors a list ofpotential and submitteddire ofvoir
questions:followingthe race-relatedquestions, which included

story of ayou theunsure whether to believea. “If were
man, wouldor that of a blackwhite French Canadian

give to the whiteyou of the doubttend to the benefit
French Canadian?”

followingyou statement:think about the“What dob.
instinctscontrol their sexualare less able to‘Blacks

than whites’?”
police that sheyou if tells thethink that a womanc. “Do

raped?”probably was in factraped that shewas
year old black man.in this case is a 30“The defendantd.

sexually yeara 46alleges he assaultedThe thatState
How willCanadian descent.white woman of Frenchold

your in his case?”race effect decisionMr. Bone’s [sic]
Englishspeakyou who blackthink of blackse. “What do

you thespeak accent’? Would disbelieveor with a ‘black
you whoperson? Do think that blacksof such aword

American accent are lessspeak with a standarddo not
intelligent other blacks?”or less thanhonest

sleeping whitemale with athe idea of a blackf. “Does
you?”repulsefemale

individual,request for se-defendant’sThe court denied the
questionspose specificthequestered jury voir dire and declined to

Instead,by the entirethe court askedthe defendant.submitted
questions designed to ensurejurors ofgroup prospective a seriesof

any preconceptions,fromjurors would be freethat the chosen
ability to bebiases, might with theirprejudices which interfereor
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jurors.impartial following questionsfair and The were included
in the court’s voir dire:

you any prejudice against Defendant,“Are aware of thethe
victim, anyparties prejudicecounsel or the or whatsoever

you mightthat have?”
“Will anythe fact Mr. Bone is a black man have effect on

youwhether or not will be able to impartialcome to an
matter, yourverdict in this willor this influence what

mightverdict be in this case?”
“Would the fact that the victim is of French Canadian

any youdescent have effect on whether or not will be able
impartial matter,to come to a fair or verdict in this or will

any your mightit have influence on what verdict inbe this
case?”

reading questionsAfter the entire list of voir dire to the
prospective jurors, jurors theythe court asked to indicate whether

any questions theyhad with thedifficulties ifasked or would
any affirmatively.answer of them The court held a discussion off

jurorthe at the with respondedrecord bench each who affirma-
tively, proceededand to seat and excuse individual members of the
jury panel.

requirements jurorThe basic for voir dire are the
statutorily prescribed inquiries by 500-A:12,established RSA
supplemented questionswith presumptionabout the of innocence

proofand the Wright,burden of in criminal cases. State v. 126 N.H.
643, 647, 702, (1985) (citing Cere,496 A.2d 704 v.State 125 N.H.
421, 424-25, 195, (1984)). general rule,480 A.2d 198 “As a decisions

supplement questionsabout the need to the basic voir dire are left
Wright, 647,to the sound discretion theof trial court.” N.H.126 at

496 A.2d at 704.
argues questioningThe defendant that the method of collective

employed general questions byand the asked the trial court were
inadequate expose potential prospective jurorsto racial bias in and

was, therefore,that the action ancourt’s abuse of its discretion.
Although jurisdictions,the defendant cites cases from other there

adequateis Hampshire point,New law on willand we confine our
analysis Hampshireto New law.

The extent,trial court has broad discretion to determine the
manner, questions jurorand choice of used in voir dire. See State

Sullivan, 301, 303,v. (1981);121 N.H. A.2d State v.428 1247-49
Weitzman, Godin,83, 87, 3, v.(1981);121 N.H. State427 A.2d 5-6
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will not783, 580, (1984). court781, 581 This124 474 A.2dN.H.
itunless isof discretioncourt’s exercisedisturb the trial

Dunbar, 117v.“manifestly against law the evidence.” Statethe and
Conklin,(quoting v.905, 831, (1977) State904, A.2d 832379N.H.

770,331, 337, (1975)).775N.H. 341 A.2d115

catalystmay of racialrape abe classic“While interracial
parties andprejudice in the identities of theprejudice, inheresthe

99, 103,Gullick,specific 120 N.H.in issues.”victims and not the
1115-16, denied, (1980) (quoting1113, cert. 449 U.S. 879411 A.2d

denied,Waitkevitch, 469, (1st Cir.), 429cert.Dukes 536 F.2d 471v.
prejudice,of andpresumptionis racial(1976)). There noU.S. 932

give voirspecific direalways required totrial are notcourts
Gullick, 120 N.H.regarding possible prejudice.questions racial See

102, 411 A.2d at 1116.at
“happyencouraged for middleOur are to strive thatcourts

may‘specific questionsground pointless inquiry andbetween [that]
. . .prospective jurorsin or insult. . . bias certainactivate latent

bigotsuncovering in whoof bias hard-coreothers without evidence
” Wright,acknowledge prejudice.’ State 126 N.H.refuse their v.to

643, 648, 702, (1985) (quoting v.496 A.2d Commonwealth705
213,Lumley, 217, 683, (1975)).N.E.2d367 Mass. 327 686

case, voirsupplementthe direIn this court chose to its basic
questions questions tospecificwith some racialadditional

byquestionsprejudice, specific posedtobut declined use the the
second-guesswill not the in its choicedefendant. We court of

this,specific questions in review of thecases such as where a
byquestions posed attempt the achieveshows a clear court to that

ground.”“happy middle

byquestioning employedfind theWe do not method of the
court to be an abuse of the court’s discretion. The common New

questions panel,Hampshire practice posingof a series of to the
by any panelistsindividual at thefollowed discussions bench with

they anyresponseswho that of theindicated have affirmative to
questions, thought promotehas been minimize andto awkwardness

416, 421,panelists. Bailey,candor the v.from See State 127 N.H.
762, (1985). regarding futility en503 of bancA.2d 767 Concerns the

bypublic questioning are minimized these informal individualized
judge-juror discussions.

regardingWe thedo not address issues failure of defense counsel
make,request, discussions,to court to a recordand the of those

preservedproperly appealnotissues were for orbecause those
Bailey, 421,argued 127 N.H. atin this case. See 503 A.2dbefore us
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1,767; 1980),Pappas, (1stat v. F.2d 3 Cir. cert.United States 639
denied, (1981).451 U.S. 913

request byfor voir dire conducted counselThe defendant’s
State,properly “In in voirwas also denied. this the manner which

wholly the trialdire is conducted is within the sound discretion of
Weitzman, 87,judge.” 121 N.H. at A.2d at “Voir dire of427 5-6.

State,jury except capital cases, alwaysa in this in beenhas
by McNamara,conducted the trial court rather than R.counsel.”

Hampshire Practice,1 Criminal andNew Practice Procedure
Colby, 790, 793,(1980) (quoting v. N.H.754 State 116 368 A.2d§

587, (1976)).590

Affirmed.
All concurred.
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