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M. Tiffany, AttorneyGordon General, Green, Deputy'William S.
Attorney General, Raymond K. (Mr.Perkins, County GreenSolicitor
orally), for the State.

Doyle (byRobertJ. brief and orally), for the defendant.

Kenison, wagerJ. A or gamblingbet on a horse race is a contract
byprohibited McQuestenwhich is (R.our c.L., 7;statute s. v.447,

Steinmetz, 9)N.73 H. except pari racing gamblingas mutuel horse and
regulatedpermitted byis and L., 171; Hamptonstatute. R. c. North

ifee. Ass’n v. Commission, 94 N. H. 156. of theOne defendant’s
defenses is stated as follows: “In accordance to submit-the evidence
ted, was no partthere intention on wager.the of toOfficerPhilbrick

meetingTherefore there was no of the minds.” While it is undoubted-
ly true that officerPhilbrick’s intention to ratherwas obtain evidence
than to bonamake a wager, preventhis secret intention does notfide

acceptancethe wager byof that the Stolberg,defendant. State v. 318
Mo. necessary958. It is not personthat both the placeswho a bet
and the whoone receives shallit have isa mutual criminal intent. It
sufficient that personthe receiving the accepts expresslybet it either
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The situa-constructively violatingor of the statute.with intention
not bebribery in it is held that there needanalogoustion is to which

giver acceptor of aany part of the or themutual intent on the both
personrequired acceptingis thebribe, that all is that theand that

Vallee,v. Me.guilty State 136 432.bribe so with a intention.does
instigateperson a crimean toIf officersof the law induce innocent

entrapment mayandcommit, this iswhich would not otherwisehe
States,charged. v. Uniteda to the crime Sorrellsconstitute defense

by ofIf, hand, officersof the law the useU. on the other287 S. 435.
in a withoutapprehend engagingwho is crimefeigned accomplices one

entrapment ofno and the useinstigation inducement, istheir or there
charged. State v.the Seeis not a defense to crimesuch evidence

inposition con-H. Court was in aFlynn, 64,N. 70. The Trial36
and after theplacetook both beforesidering of whatthe evidence
the defendantbeyond a reasonable doubt whetherarrest to determine

hecommit or whethera crime would not otherwisewas forced into he
continuing crime. Thereof aapprehended specificin a violationwas

whether thethe Trial could determinewas from which Courtevidence
man into aof innocent trickedthose anactions of the defendant were

in-injured innocence wasair ofviolation of law or whether histhe
credibility of theas a whole. Thecompatible with the evidence

testimony of defendanttheone hand and the•State’s evidence on the
ap-asIf,offor trier fact.peculiarlyon the was a matter theother

the latter waspears case, acceptedwas andto be the the former
that thebeyond doubtit found a reasonablerejected, could be

guilty charged.ofdefendant was the crime
specificproveto that theseState has failedIt is no defense that the

may proved in a8, “It beon October 1948.horse races were run
placedwasprosecution on races that the betreceivingfor bets horse

prosecutionin aprovedto not be suchevidence; but it needsecure
(4th ed.) s.Underhill, 747.Criminal Evidencethat the race was run.”

wagers gamblingbets,that andlegislative declareOur enactments
pub-a15,16, They evidenceL., 447,c. ss. 18.are void. R.contracts

unregu-hostility gambling that ispolicy heavylic of at least toward
mayof a recoverproducing. Thus the loser betlated and non-revenue

hasor bookmakerillegalit stakeholderthougheven it is and the
R.Lynch, 96;64 N. H.v.already paid to winner. Wattsit over the

is correctL., public policy, the defendant447, spitec. s. In of this17.
betunderstandableasserting provein must thatthat the State an

byaccepted the stakebeenbyhas been the bettor and hasmade
couldpresent the Trial CourtIn the caseholder or bookmaker.
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accept for “parlay”the evidence the State orthat a was made the
testimony of the say anything.”defendant that it “doesn’t The ver-
dict indicates that the Trial Court found that an understandable bet

by acceptedwas bymade Philbriek and the defendant when he imme-
diately placed pocketit in his away. permis-and walked This awas

findingsible on the evidence.
mayJudicial notice be taken of bettingthe fact that a contract is

greaterconsummated dispatch,with informalitymore and lessmeticu-
lous detail requiredthan would of municipalbe a orbond issue a

corporatecomplicated contract. Both are and must be definite but
maythe former in expressionbe shorthand for its well understood

interms the ofcustom the trade.
beingThere no in (Koutsabeliserror admission of evidence v.

Pappas, 67)N. H.80 or the to complaint,refusal dismiss the the
isorder

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.
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