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F““Ctﬂ, after providing against cheating and fraud, * in play-
Ing at or with cards, dice tables, tennis, bowls, skittles, shovel-
board, or any cock-fighting, horse-races, dog-matches, or other
Pastimes or games whatsoever,” that any person who should
Play at any game aforesaid or any other game, except with
feady money, or who should make any bet or lose any sum of
Money upon such games to an amount over £100, should not
be compellable to make good the same, and that all securities
given for such gaming debts should be void.

This statute did not make betting illegal as long as it was
Unaccompanied by fraud, and all parties were at liberty to
V‘Vager to any amount, provided they paid ready money.
Securities for a less sum than the A10o were not invalidated
by this Act.

) The next statute is 9 Anne, c. 14, which carried the restric-
tions on private betting and gaming considerably further than
the Statute of Charles I1. It preseribed additional penalties
for fraud, it made the maximum sum which a person might
lf)‘% £10, instead of £i1oo. 1t made it penal to exceed the
liniit thus 1aid down and provided that even if the sum lost
were paid in cash, the loser might recover it back if over £10,
and it provided that sccurities of cvery kind given for such
Purposes should he void. This statute does not deal with
Wagering generally, but only with gambling and betting at
games, sports, or imstimcs, and in the case of Applegarth V.
('.()//‘17’ 10 M. & W. 723,it was decided that the games and past-
limes aimed at by both statutes are the same.  Certain games

Ve been expréssly decided to be within the Acts, for
eXample~h()1‘50.1*awing, dog-races, cricket and foot-racing, and,
m). doubt, foothall and lacrosse would be equally within the
Mischief of the statutes.

Inasmuch as the effect of these Acts was to make securities
ffected by them void, even in the hands of innocent holders
‘()r value, great hardship was caused to many innocent per-
Sons who had given value for bills and notes which had origi-
Rally been given for gaming transactions. Thus in the case
Ofi Shillito v, Theed, 7 Bing. 405, the defendant had accepted a
bl of exchange for £185, drawn on him for the payment of



