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'~have beer, assumed that the righte of the parties must ho deter-
mined exclueively by the negotiable instruments law. Those
d&eisions prohably settie the construction of the statutory pro.

visioàs; but the>' leave open the quetin ofthe effect of the

~to invoke the doctrine of estoppel. The authorities are practi-

case, unless it ie taken away b>' statute.
A inaterial change in the law, seriously itucreasing the risks

ci' payees, would resuit, if it should be establish-4 that, under
tthe negotiable instruments law, the doctrine of estoppel can 'no

longer ha invcked against a maker whose agent has wrongfully
exercised hie authority to f111 blanks. In that case the payee of
a negotiable instrument is allowed lms protection than the payee
or obligee of a non-negotiable instrument. That a mnisuse of
authority to f111 blanks, aven in the case of a deed, is subject to
the doctrine of estoppel, is illustreted in the case of McCleery
v. 'Wakefied,, 76 Iowa 52Q. 2 L.R.A. 5i29. 41 N.W. 210. Tic
improbahility that the legisiature would intend this resuit ie to
ho considered in construing the law. Thc statute cxpressly pro-
vides that "in an>' case not provided for in this Aot the ruies
of the law inerchant shall govemn." This recognizes the Act
as a codification of the laws ni that stihjt'.. superReding the law
inerchallt so far as they conflict. The doctrine of estoppel. sw
applied to non-negotiable instrumente and contracte generall>',
ie obvionsi>' unaftected hy the statute. It may ha argued, there-
fore, that the provisions in the negotiahie instruments Iaw with
respect -to fllling blanks were intended to define the extent and
limite of that right in case of negotiable paper only, and particu-
Iarly with respect to -the effeet of the negotiable character of the

* instrument as distinguished fromn other contrarte; and that there
was no intention to give the payee of a negotiahie instrument Ims~
protection againet the wrongful acts of the maker's agent than
would ba given him if the instrument had no clament of negoti-
ahilitv in it. As between the inaker .id the payee of an instru-
ment, it rra>' ho urgad that its negotiabie form ie of no import-
ance, and that their righti; depend upon common-law rules
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