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corruptly and with intent to deceive, in the
event of such description being untrue.”
GAMKNG—BETTING-PRINCIPAL AND AGENT.

In the next case, Read v. Anderson, p. 100,
the point decided may be concisely expressed
in the words of the Judge (Hawkins, J.),
himself :—“If a person employs another to
bet for him in the agent’s own name, an
authority to pay the bets, if lost, is coupled
with the employment ; and although before
the bet is made, the employment and autho-
rity are both revocable, the moment the em-
ployment is fulfilled by the making of the
bet, the authority to pay it if lost becomes
irrevocable.” Hawkins, J., first points out
that wagering contracts are not illegal either
by common law or statute, they are simply
rendered by the latter null and void, and not
enforceable by any process of law. He then
arrives at the above result by the following
process of reasoning :—‘ Altho#igh the law
will not compel the loser of a bet to pay it,
he may lawfully do so if he please ; and what
he may lawfully do himself, he may lawfully
authorize anybody else to do for him ; and it
by his request or.authority, another person
pays his lost bets, the amount so - paid can
be recovered from him as so much money
paid to his use. As a general rule,
a principal is no doubt at liberty to revoke the
authority of his agent at his mere pleasure.
But there are exceptions to this rule, one of
which is that when the authority conferred
by the principal is coupled with an interest
based on good consideration, it is in contem-
plation of law irrevocable, that is, though it
may be revoked in fact, that is to say, by ex-
press words, such revocation is of no avail

In the present case, the authority
to pay bets, if lost, was coupled with an inter-
est, it was the plaintiff 's (the betting agent)
security against any loss by reason of the
obligation he had personally incurred on the
faith of that authority to pay the bets if lost,
the consideration for that authority was the
taking upon himself that responsibility at the

defendant’s request.  Previous to the making

of the bets, the authority to bet might t?eyO"t
all doubt have been revoked ; but the 1P
the bets were made, and the obligation ©
them if lost incurred, the authority to
became, in my judgment, irrevocable in hus’
In other words, the case may be stated tl

if a principal employs an agent to do a.em
act, the doing of which may in the ordi? 5
course of things put the agent under an & o
lute or contingent obligation to pay mot?ey an
another, and at the same time gives hlmdis'
authority, if the obligation is incurred t0
charge it at the principal’s expensé o
moment the agent on the faith of that au.t.ty’
rity does the act, and so incurs the Jiabil
the authority ceases to be revocable. rre
The opinion I have expiessed as to the! "
vocability of the authority to pay lost P ¢
applies only to cases where the agent l?y “
principal’s authority, makes the bets iP_
own name so as to be personally respons!
for them.”
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PRIVILEGE- -CRIMINATING QUESTIONS

The next case, Lamb v. Munster, p-
is an interesting one. The defendant in 2
action for libel, was asked whether he had ‘0
fact, published the libel. He refused't
answer on the ground that the answer * 7%’
fend to criminate” him. The Divaisio”
Court held this was sufficient, where, a5 '_
this case, from the nature and the circu®
stances such a tendency seemed likely (l)e
probable.  Field, J., says :—** The princP
of our law, right or wrong, is that a m'an
shall not be compelled to say anything whi¢
criminates himself, Such is the languagel
which the maxim is expressed. I'he wor g ,
“ criminate himself ¥ may have several mea"
ings, but my interpretation of them is “ “"a,y L
tend to bring him into the peril and posslb"
lity of being convicted as a criminal.” AP
Stephen, ], lays the law down thus :--* In
every case the principle itself has to be cO%
sidered, and it would not be well to lay do¥®
any kind of strict rule as to the particul"'r
form of words in which persons are to be
compelled to express their opinion as ¢
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