Introduction


Many definitions are statutory and/or defined in the Indiana Pattern Instructions.  Those which have been able to be readily identified are included here, but be sure to check for any terms of art in your case, as some have certainly been missed.  The statutory and/or pattern definitions will not be set forth in this manual, but are listed alphabetically so that you will be aware of them.  Be sure to check these patterns/statutes for definitions which might be helpful to you, e.g., proximate cause.  Don’t be hesitant to challenge definitions which seem contrary to common sense, etc.  Where a statutory or pattern definition of particular interest or concern is listed, or where a definition is not statutory, additional information is provided.  


You should also be aware that the use of dictionary definitions may be appropriate, as common English usage has been sanctioned in instructions.  Therefore, don’t forget to look up key language for possible inclusion.  This concept is supported by case law.  See, e.g., Hook v. State, 775 N.E.2d 1125 (Ind.Ct.App. 2002) “Statutes that are criminal or penal in nature must be strictly construed.” Burrus v. State, 763 N.E.2d 469, 471 (Ind. Ct. App. 2002), trans. denied. Although an act may fall within the spirit of the statute, it will not constitute a crime unless it is also within the words of the statute. State v. Kemp, 753 N.E.2d 47, 50 (Ind. Ct. App. 2001) (superseded by statute on other grounds) (citing Herron v. State, 729 N.E.2d 1008, 1010 (Ind. Ct. App. 2000), trans. denied). Also, criminal statutes may not be enlarged by construction, implication, or intendment beyond the fair meaning of the words used. Herron, 729 N.E.2d at 1010. Words and phrases are thought to have their plain, ordinary, and usual meaning unless a different meaning is shown by the statute. JKB v. Armour Pharmaceuticals, 660 N.E.2d 602 (Ind. Ct. App. 1996).
