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filled by an agent of the maker cannot bz% protected, under the
uniform negotiable instruments Iaw, as a " holder in due courge,"
to whomu the instrument is negot.iated after comapletiom,-at
least if the payet, takes the note for a past indebteâness. The
provision just qvoted is -i modification of the preeeding pro-
ijeions, which. gives t- 'Île person in ponsession primaâ fiqcie
authority to fill up blanicq. deelaring, however, that. iii order
"thait any quchl instrument, when conuploted, may he enforced
against atly person who beçane il party theroto prior to its eoin-
piCtiffli it must be filled up strietly îï- aeteordagnce with the.
autho.rity givr.i. 3iid îvihin il veaqonable tinie.'' It seems elear,

therefore. tha~t thr' ternis of this statute gîve to a i yl no pro-
teetion as against the wNroiigftil aet of the imaker'4 agent iu fi-I
ing up h1anks, uîîles4 lie is witlmin the ternis of the exception as
il holder in due eoirse,. lu whom the instriinienit is negotiated
afte' (.Ofllpletio!. Th~lis thlluowa rouirt. !ilds hev i4 not. and sucli
conmiuioui is in necordamico with the general understanding of
the nieaniing of the langunge. Men (Io not ordinarily speak of
theivcr of a noîUîc ta ki peve ix 4 iiegotition of il. and the

»veoïianý,ing wordi' wvl eii1srh the transacetion kis an iegotia-
lion of -the instrument aftvr comnpletimn. to a holder in due eoiirse,
gi-011n to aeen0ltuateý the' d istilivion ev anl original parît- lu
the instrument -and one to wlîao' it is susqwt''transferred.
This Iowa decision i% upot' hy the Englisli casge ofJhda
v. [I'lr 19021 1 K.B. 301i. whieh la le the me etfect. under

the Eumglish negotiahie instrunments law, tlie naterial provisions

of %'hilh ar prtill identiv with those of ftie unit'ormn
negotiable instrument.- levw ,nnva'.p iii niany states of the

Union. But a Inter Enmglish dovision of the Cnmuit of Appeal,

iii rloîlrl's Rvsik v. ('ookr. [1907] 1 K.B. 794, distinguishles and

wcll-nigh super.4edes ihie IP')dinan Pase. by holding finit. w'hile

t~he negotiable instruments Iaw inay not give thc payev ia suci
case any protection alzainst ie %vronigful net (if l'ei mnkrr '

agent in filiing the blank, lie, iny still invoke the comnmon-Inw
doctrine of estoppel. This doetrine xas not inessdl the

lov- case, or in time HlerdImvz ('<ùc. in caeh. of %vhieh it seenis to


