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ieved by the violation of the statute. In thela, | ("
casc the term "'pemon" might Jqstl'y_bf? 1ie§jrair(1§1d as comyg i,”.h]b
hending every 0ne a]f ected bg/ the ZHj {L!%; ])()’(’Cf’f{"bf tfze des'zgn f g a;{
| cuch enactment must be to gwe a Temea %cq-e.ct@.sj e with a{*}qm]ﬂ

mischief or grievance prov z,.de.d aganst. _ ‘1 h1s Cor sideration by | "T 1
no relation to positve penalties estab{{siza?d. 31,9;9]({’:;(:?}e,ofned of the Slderlao
law, and not intended to recompense 1RATVIAUALS because of thgp | 1

F R particular VM) UTLES.

| F «The language of the statute 1s to be particularly adhere] | ddoal
SR to in the construction of penal laws, and, when it hag, § pir
bl natural and plain meaning, alylw artificial or forc?_(l oneyis B adjere
B not to be adopted. (1 Bl. Com., 35; Dwarr. on Stat., 707,711, o
214 & Van Valkenburg vs. Torrey, 7 Cow., 202.)  Courts will yo; § (ol
T oive an equatable construction to a penal taw, even for thepy. i t.le;w
. | }f)g,gg of embracing cases wzt,?zfz,{‘z., the 7‘}1*&305&z;(,ffvfz;nt@nd@r_f (o be rem- B pleadl.
e edied. (United States vs. Sheldon, 2 \1\/ heat., 1];9; Myers §
| s, Foster, 6 Cow., 567; Daggett vs. State, 4 Conn, 61 To

THEY SEDUOUSLY LIMIT THE ACTION OF PENAL STATUTER f god

& 10 THE PRECISE CASES PRESCRIBED IN THEM, AND REjiy f |yl
| AN INTERPRETATION TENDING TO COMPREHEND MATTERS il
XOT NAMED BY THE LEGISLATURE, ALTHOUGH ANALOGOUS, .
1 The authorities cited are explicit to this point, and in uni. § i

o son with numerous others, El_lghsh and American. (Cong I

»s. Bowles, 1 Salk., 205; Reniger vs. Iogossa, 1 Plow, 17, & yi

Fleming vs. Bailey, 5 5., 213.) ; ‘ ,
. “The privilege or claiming, or enforcing, the penglty It ‘*]n
o ff‘-’iff} one of statutory appointment, and must be coz»z:s*zfmed zgzth [the B ol !
srictness. In an action by husband and wife againstex it I
1o ecutors to recover a penalty imposed by statute for not it
proving a will within a ﬁx_.ed‘pierlod, one-half of the pen- § mac\{
alty being given to the plaintiff and the other to the lega. § s
- tees, and the wife being a legatee, 1t was held by theSu- §
i preme Court of Massachusetts, that the suit 'q‘ould not‘be L D
8 maintained in the name of husband and wite, the action J ¢}
being a popular one,and there being ho joinﬁt interestin § il
the verdict. (Hill vs. Davis, 4 Mass., 137.) _'lhe doctrine §
was still more fully and explicitly declared 1n a later case
in that court, in which it was held that several persons could § i
not umite in a qui tam action as wnformers, the rightto suen §
such case resting upon the express provisions of the statute. § g
(Vinton vs. Welsh, 9 Pick., 87.) When the penalty was §
given to any person or persons, a corporation aggregate |
cannot sue for it. (1 Kyd. on Corp., 218; The Weavers § It

=il ® o i o e b ot I '
¥ : _ Y 1 i g s TR e " i
: y ol s ey B e e s IS
i = . r.ay #"l:hl.l- 1‘__‘1:"?-“-_."'_": :ﬂ';“ﬂgt. -3 r -



