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verdict,be ato an end of and secondought things,” substantially
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The construction alegal of statute is the of theascertainment intention
of the In onelegislature. sense, their intention is a matter of law: it
is a for the court. sense,In itquestion another is a matter of fact: it
is to be determined theby natural ofweight competent evidence.

The of localprinciple government theauthorizes of limitedgrant powers
of local legislation to municipalities; but the of statepower general
legislation delegatedcannot be by the senate and ofhouse representa-
tives, in whom it is byvested the constitution.

54, 1879,The of c.provision Laws of that “the sense of the voters of
this state shall be taken upon act, ballot,section one of this by those
in favor thereof ‘yes/ and thosevoting opposed voting ‘no’; . . .
and the shall . . .governor make proclamation of the result of

;said vote and if it shall that aappear of themajority voters voting
thereof,said voted in favorupon proposition then section one of this

shall intogoact effect and become a law . . . and otherwise
effect,”shall be noof was intended be ato delegation legislativeof

power.

Wakkanto,Quo to test the of the election of thevalidity
defendant as one of the directors of the Concord Railroad Corpora-
tion, at the annual stockholders, 23,of themeeting 1881.May
Facts found a referee. At the Juneby session of the legislature,
1879, act wasan that “In allpassed elections forproviding direct-
ors or of a each member ormanagers corporation, shareholder may

the candidate,cast whole number of his votes for one or distribute
candidates,them two or more as heupon It wasmay prefer.”

further that the sense of the voters of theprovided state should be
taken, at the biennial election to be holden in the November fol-

the and that thelowing, upon same shouldforegoing proposition;
law,or should not into effect and become a togo theaccording

result of such vote. The returns of the votepopular showed a
in favor of the : the inmajority proposition whereupon governor,

act,of a of the issued hispursuance requirement proclamation
vote,the result of the and that section one of thestating declaring


