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lative bnlies anid agreemients te p rocure faveursj
ini the shape eof contracts frein the heads of de-
piîrtments. Tise introduction, of impropor cie-
Meots te control, the actio * of both, is the
direct andi inevitable result of ail such agree-
mnents.

The stime principie bas aise been applieti, in
numerotis ii'.qswtces, te agreements for cempen-
sîstioa to Procure appointmnt te public offices.
These offices are trusts, hielti soleiy for the pub-
liecytgod, andi shonîti be conferred frein consid-
erations of the ability, integrity, fidelity andi
fitness for the position of tIse appeintea. No
other consideratiotit a properly be regardeti
by tho appointing power. Whatever introduces
other elcinents te control. this p6wer, miust
necessarily lowver the character eof the appoint-
ments, te the great detriment of the public.
Agreemnents for compensation te procure these
appointinents, tend directly and necessarily te
their introduction. The law, therefore, frein this
tendency atone, adjutiges theru inconsistent with
sotind nierais and public policy.

Othier agreements eof an nalegous claracter
might be tuentioneti, which the courts, for the
saine or sitailar reasons, refuse te uphold. Lt is
unnecessary te state thein particularly; it is
suiflicient te observe, generaily, that aIl agree-
ments for pecuîîiary considerations te centrol
the business operatiens of the geverninent, or
the regular administration of justice, or the
appointment te public offices, or the ordinary
course et' legislation, are void as against public
policy, witheut reference te thse question
whethîcr impreper mens are centemplateti or
used in their executien. The law looks te thc
general tendency of sudh agreements; and it
closes the deer te temptatien by refusing thîem
recognitieon in any of the courts of the country.

Jutigment reverseti, anti the cause remandeti
for nelv trial.

SUPREME JUDJGIAL COURT OF MAINE.

(Promt Lheg.mericana &egicjster.)

Tac STATE v. TuomAs O. GOOLD.
It is a retisen-fle reguiaf ion for a rallrnsd corporation te

fix rntes c>f faro by a tariff posted on their stations, and
te shlow a î,nlform discount on these rates te tboss who
purchase tickets before entering the cars.

A passenger, %who has thus neglected te purchase a ticket,
bas ne riffht te claim thse discount, and If lie refuses te
psy te the conductor the lare estusblished by the tLariff,
thse conductur la jnisllfied In compelling lmn te leavo tho
train at a regular station.

Peters, Attorneyi-General, for thse State,
P. Barne;, for defendant.
The respondent ras indicteti for aspauIt and

battery, nti a verdict of guilty was - -adered
against hinii. Ilc was a conductor on the Grand
Truîîk railîvay. The company lad established
certain rates effare, andi hat published the saine
by posting thein on a sheet in their différent
station-bouses On this P.heet vas a notice that
a discount of ten- cents frein these establisheti
rates %vould be mode in faveur of these passen-
gers wcho shoulti purchase tickets before entering
the cars.

The cenîplaintuit entered thse cars without
purchasing a ticket, anti refused te pay the
establisbeti rate, but insisted on thse discount.

The conductor removed inid froin the car at P.
regular station. The assauît and battery chargred
was for this remoyal.

The opinièn of the court was draiwn up by
KT, ,.-Railroad corporations hiave an un-

doubted rightto fix and determine thc riglits of
faro on thecir ronds, within the limits specified in
their charters or by existing laws. They hava
also an undoubted riglit to inake rcasonable
regulatioîîs as te the turne, place, and mode of
collecting the saine frein passengers. Tlney mnay
reasonably require payment before the arrivai,
of the train at the station where the passenger
is te leave tho Pars. We se ne reason to ques-
tion their riglit te require payment in advnuce,
te be made at a convenient office, and at couve
nient turnes ; certainly, whero thero is no positive
interdict to entering tho cars without a ticket, as
in this case. Thora is neither hardship nor un-
fairness towards the passenger, who, ordinarily,
can pay his fare and procure bis ticket, without
trouble or delay, nt the office. But to the coin-
pany it is somethingr more important thaunimere
convenience that sucli regulatimns should be
onforced. It is important in simplifying accoutits.
It is important te premote and secure safety, by
allowîng tinie te the conductor te attend to bis
proper duties on the train, and which would be
oftcn seriously interfered with, if bis time was
taken up in collecting faires and exchianging
money, and answering questions. Lt is highly
important as a check agrainst mistakes or fraud
on the part of conductors, and as a guard agaînst
imposition by those seeking a passage frein the
station te another ivithout payment.

In the case at bar, ne absolute rule of exclu-
sion was established. It appears frein one
statenient of facts in evidence, that certain rates
of fare were established by the company-that
these rates werc flie regular rates, publisheli in
the tariff tables, pested in the stations of the
company. Lt was thse rate thus establishied that
the passenger in tlîis case 'was requested te pay.
But lie says that lie iras net bound te pay the
suin thus fixed, because by the saie miles and
tariff a discount of ten cents vas madie frein the
rates te those persons who purchaseti tickets at
the office before entering the train, and tisat
titis, in fact, created two distinct and différent
rates for the saine passage.

If this were se, we are not prepared te decide
that it would be an unreasonable or illegal ex-
ercise of the pav'er given te the corporation.
Assuming that it is reasonable te require pre-
payment a-ad thse prnduction of a ticket, it wveuld
seem te be simply a relaxation of flhc rule, in
faveur of the passenger, te allew hum te pass
upon the payment of another rate, slightly ad-
vanced. If he neglected te avail himself of the
opportunity offéeat te him te procure a ticket at
thse loaver rate, he can hardly complain that ho
is allowed te proceeti on the train, on thc pay-
ment of the rate establisheti for suob cases,
instead of being at once rcmo'ved frein thc car.

Ln fact, however, in this case, but one rate
was established, and that was the suin requtred
in the cars. This vwas "1thse established fare,"
specifieti in our R. S., ch. 51, sec. 47. A dis-
count of ten cents was madie on these rates, if a
ticket was purchased before entering thse train:
What right hati tlis passenger te dlamn this


