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Of Perjury. Cap. 74;

y. Quod capiantur, et in gav'am detrudantur.  Which fheweth how
odious per;ury was in the eve of the lawv : and this lhw doth vet re-
main in force; but a milder punithmentis fet doa by the fatute
of 25 H. 8. wherein the paity gricved ha:n cletior to ground his
writ of attzint upon this ftatute, or to t<ke his reitedy at the com.
mon law.

For perjury cencerning any tempornll adt. the ec. icliaflicall court
hath no jurifdi€tion; and if it be concerning a {pirituall meatter, the
party grieved may fue for the fame in the ffar-chamber.  Scec the
ftatutes of 3 H. 7. ca. 1. 11 H. 4. ca.2¢. 32 H. 8. ca.9. And
when you have read the cafe in Mich. 4 & 8 Eliz. Dier 242, 243,
you will confefle how neceflary the reading of ancient auithors and
records 1¢, and the continuall experience in the ftar chamber ie
againft the opinion conceived there.

And Mich. 10. Jac. in the ftar-chamber in the cafe of Rowland
Ap Lliza, it was refolved, that perjury in a witnes was punifhable
by the common law, as hereafter fhall be {fhewed more at large.
But now let us perufe the words of the ftatute,

By any writyaion, bill, complaint, or information.] Out of thefe

words are perjury, and fubornation of perjury upon an indictment
for the king (for example ofriot) as it was refolved in Flowers cafe,
becaufe that perjury upon an indi¢tment is not within the ftatute.
But feeing perjury was an offence punifhable by the common law,
though the indiGtment of Flower grounded upon this {tatute was
overthrown, yetis {tch perjury upon an indi€tment punifhable,
and moft commonly punifhed in the ftar-chamber.
; Informatien.] By this it appeareth, that perjury committed in an
information exhibited by the kings attorny, or any other for the
King, by any witnes produced on the behaif of the king, 1s punifh-
ablc eithier by this aét or by the common law. And {o it was re-
{folved in the faid cafe of Rowl. Ap Eliza, which was this. The
kings attorny preferred an information in the exchequer againit
Hugh Nanny efquire the futher, and Hugh Nanny the fon, and
others for intrufion and cutting down a great number of trees, &c.
in Penrofe in the county of Merioneth. The defendant pleaded not
¢uilty, and the tryall being at the bar, Rowl. Ap Eliza was a wit-
nefTe nroduced for the king, who depofed upon his oath to the jury;
thit IHugh the father and Hugh the fon joyned in fale of the faid
trees, and commanded the vendees to cut them down: upon whicl
teftimonv the jury found for the king, and affeffed great damages,
+nd thercupon judgement and execution was had. Hugh Nanny
the father exhibited his bill in the {tar-chamber at the commmon law,
and charged Rowland Ap Eliza with perjury, and afligned the per-
jury, in that he the faid Hugh the fatlier never joined in fale, nof
commanded the vendees to cut down the trees, &c. And it was
icfolved, firlt, that perjury in a witnefle was punifhable by the
common law, Sccondly, that perjury in a witnefle for the king
was punifhabie by the common law, cither upon an indictment,
or in an information, or by thisaét in an information. And the
faid Rowland Ap Eliza was by the fentence of the court convicted
of wilfull and corrupt perjury. '

it for our more orderly proceeding, let us define, or defcribe
what periury is in legall underflanding, both upen this ftatute, and
at she common law.

Perjury



