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of th~ aI nformation of the nature and cause such as are li nec ftetidadfut

tflti*tled ation against him, to which he iscoufts. enual odscvri h eea
St nder Section 9 of Article i of the Con- We have be nbet icvri h eea

Utio- n of the State. This is a radical dis- grotinds of demurre sind ri h esn

c.o tOnbetween the present case and that of the pr-esented in support of the motion to quash, the

i 7ethv. Mu/hol/and, 35 Le-ai Intel- force which the counserpesnigheded

Which ~r112, 12 Philadelphia Reports, 6o8, upon ant attached to them. Ta eep

dUh0 efendant, to some extent, relied as an written instrument, in the legal as well as coin-

rîyin support of the present application, mon understanding of that wod we thik, a

beinstrumnent in that case, alleged to have not be well questioned. Its meaniflg is a vl

kn fraudulently altered, had no writing of any known and. its use quite as comnmon as that of a

Pon up t ;it was made up of figures and deeci or will. Lt falîs within the designation of

'lk8)with nothing to explain their mcaning. a private document, whereby another person may

Ca.,senhtMent. wýas very properly quashed, bez- be injured. The definition of the word as given in

Ille th copy of the forged instrument was Bouvier, to which we have been referred, has no

Cu nIStane upot t ae n oetisccr application to the point before us. Bouvier de-

an*ces were shown by which the court fines the word in its application tocnrtsr

efec Jdicially ascertain its tendency or agreements only, and does îîot attempt to ex-

This 
press its meaning when used in relation to other

Wla as a fatal defect :(Archbold's Crimiflal matterS.

forea .and Pra ctice, p. 8o8). Btithrisay The false signing by initial of the first naine

focIn the objection that the first and second may be forgery, where the intent is to deceive

( riefcivfo want of the averment: and detraud, cspeciallY where such intent is

rte nsi fats toepante oyoh shown by signing almost directly under the full

Wîlth - Instrument and connect the defendant name of the payee of the order. W. S. Murphy

Ject.n Which we think there is not, no such ob- in such case is the equivalent of Walter S.

tal n be supported, whatever view rnay be Murphy, if it was so intended hy the person who

zrioftequestion, as to the third and fourth wrote it.

S'dr u Demurrers and motions to quash, Lt certainly calmnot be neceSsary, as seems to

av O"System, of criminal pleading, are not be supposed, to explain the meaning of the words

rdif they relate to matters of form only, ("making and signing," or the word "lwarrant."

o n i atters of substance. That indict- Some things must be taken foi- granted, even in

htS Iight have been framed, which would technicai pleading. An indictmnent is not in-

4Ve stated the charge of the Commonwealth tended to be a lexicon.

'%antthe defendant with greater fulness and The reasons in support of the motiontqus

timSio~n) Miay well be conceded ; but an objec- are substantiallY the same as those which have

Il(nthis ground cannot prevail, if the sub- been assigned as grounds of demurrer, except

lt1tal requirements of the law have been com- the sixteenth assigniment, which states that,

Plieci With, and this we think bas been done in alter the indictment had been returned as and

these ifldictmnents. Each count is sustainable as for a true bill for fraudulently making and sign-

Illeti'ng the substantial demands of a common ing a written instrument, and publishing the

law indictmnent for forgery. saine, it was by erasure, alteration, substitution

lier, we have the charge of the intent to de- or mutilation, by somne third person without au-

.u.The instrument (a receipt> shows that it thority of law , ent itled as and for a bill for

O f a character to work prejudice and do in- forgerY and for uttering and publishing a forged

Jury. It is an instrument of writing of no doubt- instrument. This reason is not supported by

Sig "9ificne Lt is free from the objection anything which appears on the face of the in-

WOhich prevailed in the Commonwealth v. Frey, dîctmnent. The designation of the character or

14Wih,245, because the copy of the receipt contents of the indictmnent which appears on the

ir accurately set out. And there is no obscurity bakofi may have been changed in the man-

Oamibiguity abu twihrqie h vr e ttdbefore the bill was sent to the Grand

IretOf extrinsic facts, certainly none other than jury. Nothing to the contrary appears on the


