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In the fellowing cases, also, it wac held that knowledge of

the gensiderstion for which a negotisble instrument was

given wes insuffieient to put a purchaser upen inquiry as

to whether the ocensideration had fei led: Park v Zellars 77

S.ﬁ 922- Bank v Green, 76 S.,E, 796; Stubbs v Bank 77 S.E. 895
Where the purcbaaer of promizsery motes states

. thet he is personally escguainted with the officers of the

4 payee of the motes, gnd thet he is scquainted im & very

H general way with the'manner in whieh the pesyee oerries on its

i ﬁ§aﬁ. business; end thet he kmows that motes are gemerally given

L e - by the patr.na of the payee; Dut that he has ne persenzl

i knowledge of the agreement made or entered inte by amd between

§= i : tue maker and the rayee, or did net have w%en he nuzuhaued

S L nuu=rous notce slmllar te thsse nov in'suit a11 of these
circumstances are net such as to render the purchauer 34
" guch paper ene in bed faith, Thus, it will bec secen that
Mg Tan 10n0eent purchecer” as the term is used in 1 w mears &
’ _bepe fide indorser or besrer withim the law merchant, The mot- .
ives and the intérssts of the seller are unimpsrtant in deter-
: mining the rights of the buyer in eommercial paper. Only the
E buyer®s gocd faith is in guesticn. On these propositisns
3 see the fellowing suthorities:

Roberts v Hall, 37 Conn., 205
BoCreedy v Oann, B Harr (del)l75
Sturges v Mlller 80 I11.241

Moore v Moore, 39 Iowa 461

Crccs v Thompsen, 50 Xen, 627
Spencers v Brlvfh, 2 Het, (Ey.) 123
Dupeux v ”r“"ler, 8 La, 92 ‘
Kelles v Curtis, 69 Me, 212
Merrism v Bank 8 Gray ( Mass. 254,
i Stepkens v Olesen, 62 Minn,295

R oo - Helmer v Bank 28 Neb., 474

peraT Crosby v Grant, 36 N/E.275

% Goldsmld v Banx 12 Barh. (H Y.407

" E_’._ -

Hillard ﬁuBarton 13 R«I 601
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Trusting that I have answered your inguiry sctisfacte
erily, I am,
Yours very truly,

RO/L. Ralph Otte.

Copy-




