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etwens ltdte. This is a radical dis-
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k‘een faudulent in that case, alleged to have
ng Upon ,eml‘)’ altered, had no writing of any
marks’ With]t; it was made up of figures and
. 'ndictm nothing to explain their meaning.
“uge . ent was very properly quashed, be-
"Sensibe copy of the forged instrument was
UMstane ‘ipon its face, and no extrinsic cir-
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leag a:;SPa fat.al defect : (Archbold’s Criminal
Orce i th ractice, p. 808). But if there is any
Ountg aree dob_]ec.uon that the first and second
®Xtring efective for want of the averment
Wittep ; ¢ facts, to explain the copy of the
With § W"}itYUInent and connect the defendant
Jection’c ich we think there is not, no such ob-
takey, ofan be supported, whatever view may be
the question, as to the third and fourth
Demurrers and motions to quash,
Voreq ;¢ :])T'Stem of criminal pleading, are not
not 1o ey relate to matters of form only,
Wenyg m; matters of substance. That indict-
haye Statlfcl;t have been framed, which would
Raing; the dt‘he charge ‘of the Commonwealth
Tecision efendant with greater fulness and
tiop on t’h may well be conceded ; but an objec-
stantia] 18 'ground cannot prevail, if the sub-
Plig w.reqmremefxts of the law have been com-
thege ir::;']’ and this we think has been done in
cetin ICtments. Each count is sustainable as
1 indg the substantial demands of a common

ictment for forgery.

fl‘au;re ¥e hftve the charge of the intent to de-
is of o chhe instrument (a receipt) shows that it
juy, aracter to work prejudice and do in-
ful o tis an instrument of writing of no doubt-
Whichgmﬁcaflce. It is free from the objection
I Wr?r}t:valled in the Commonwealth v. Frey,
i accurgatt,lus, because the copy of the receipt
" amp; ely set out. An'd there is no obscurity
ent o;gu:t)" al')out it which requires the aver-
extrinsic facts, certainly none other than
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such as are laid in each of th

e third and fourth

counts.
We have been unable to disco

s of demurrer assigned, or in the reasons

ed in support of the motion to quash, the
the defend-

a

verin the several

ground

present
force which the counsel representing

ant attached to them. That a receipt is
in the legal as well as com-
mon understanding of that word, we think, can-
not be well questioned. Its meaning is as well
known and its use quite as common as that of a
deed or will. It falls within the designation of
a private document, whereby another person may
be injured. The definition of the word as given in
Bouvier, to which we have been referred, has no
application to the point before us. Bouvier de-
fines the word in its application to contracts or
agreements only, and does not attempt to €x-
press its meaning when used in relation to other

matters.

The false si
may be forgery,
and detraud, especiall
shown by signing almost

written instrument,

gning by initial of the first name
where the intent is to deceive
y where such intent is
directly under the full

name of the payee of the order. W.S. Murphy
in such case is the equivalent of Walter S.
on who

Murphy, if it was so intended by the pers
wrote it.

It certainly cannot be necessary, as seems to
be supposed, to explain the meaning of the words
“ making and signing,” or the word * warrant.”
Some things must be taken for granted, even in
technical pleading. An indictment is not in-
tended to be a lexicon.

The reasons in support of the motion to quash
are substantially the same as those which have
been assigned as grounds of demurrer, except
the sixteenth assignment, which states that,
after the indictment had been returned as and
for a true bill for fraudulently making and sign-
ing a written instrument, and publishing the
same, it was by erasure, alteration, substitution
or mutilation, by some third person without au-
thority of law, entitled as and for a bill for
forgery and for uttering and publishing a forged
instrument. This reason is not supported by
anything which appears on the face of the in-
dictment. The designation of the character or
contents of the indictment which appears on the
back of it may have been changed in the man-
ner stated before the bill was sent to the Grand

Jury. Nothing to the contrary appears on the




