
The following definition i s founi in 11 notohor Cjgo*

(Pom, Bd«) Seetion S0»8i *A shareholder has been defined to be

I OIHI who holds or owns a «har« or shares in * joint or incorporated

eoapeay1* and a stockholder as »oa* owning stook* of the @orp@r*tl®&*

or oa© who has agreed to pay In a eertain amount as h i s eontribution

to the capital «tookn»

la U 9 v . Rl«n«r js rone, 43 F«(*) W4 (D,C,&I.I>. P», t 1930),

th« rig^xt of eowiplaiisaat to brln^, a »«lt for th« appointaiftat of a

r«o®iT«r ttftti doniod oa th» grouna that complainant nai not a ftteak*

holder of the *f«f»ndaat oorpomtlon* la defiaiBg the term

the vmrt «al<S$

* stockholder' of a ©orporatioa swan* one whoa©
status as such appears tm the books of the corporation. Mere
possession of an endorsed aertif loate i s not sufficient;.
Xateer • . 8*w 4*r**y Telephone Co, (H«J« Sup») 138 A. 66S»
*A stookholder i s one vho appears oa the books of a oorpora-
tion as owner of shares $ and i s therefore entitled te a voice
la the isanagementt * * * and i s burdened with l i a b i l i t i e s
incident to that relation, whioh oan only be thrown off by
transferring the stook*. Lu^don * Bates • . m t t t 18 Ala,
App. 682, 04 So* 289» 240."

Llleewise, In Mateer ? , Bew Jersey Telephone Co>> 156 Atl»

(Sup* Ot* of »««J.- 1987), the ooiirt saidi

fJRelator in order to lay a basis for his claim to
re l ie f , aaist show by legal eTidenee that he i s a •stock-
holder1 , that isefims that his etatms mist appear on the books
of the ooftp*oy.n

It has been held that e holding coapany i s not a 'bomoon oarrlern

although It controls the stook of a eorporatlon which Is a eeswon

carrier. United States V. Union stockyard & Transit Co, of Chieago^

192 ft 330, 34$ (Ccaameree Court, 1912}i 13 Fletoher Cyo. Corps, (Perm.

1 4 , ) , Seetioa ST67,
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la 13 Flatohor Cyo» Cerf • (P»rn. j:d^) s«otien 8?#f # the

following statement appear®i

*Stockholders in holding companies are not stockholders,
nor entit led to the rights of stockholder*, Is other oor-
poratlens a part of whose stoek It owned by the holding
eempany, and henee & salo or lease of a l l the property of
a oorperetioa controlled by the holding eemgiany by i t s
Offiierihip of atook do«a not r««|uir« th« unfcniiwua coaMnat
of th» ttookhold*?* of the holding eompai^ but i t i« «uf«
fieiont that bh»r« i s imanijaacm* oonsont of the atoekhold«ir8
of the aoapaqy nfh©«» property i» leased or sold.11

Citiag s«pre v. IMif d fraetion 4 gleetrlo Co, t tU F. 601

In Hoopei f. Bftgio Goaimny, $9 1*J, | | « 679, 61 Atl* 979,

980, (1905), oo^laisftat f i led a. b i l l to ha-fe the 8&«ie Coapesy, ft

oorpormtion, pl*eed in r^oeirerahip. The b i l l was f i l ed uader *

stetute providing that **airy creditor or atookholder1' oould tt«k the

&ppolatai»nt of & receiver, l«fondant sought to hftTe the b i l l di«-

missed on the ground that pla int i f f mis not & oreditor or sto«lchold«r.

At the hearittg upon the preliminary question of the p l » i a t i f f f s right

to bring the su i t , the erldeoae shoved that plaintiff was a stockholder

of a dredging oorporation which was a stockholder of th« defendant

corporation, »nd that plaintiff held in his &m xmm* only one dlreetor's

qualifying; share, uhioh admittedly belonged to the dredging corporation*

The ©eurfc held tamt on these faots the plaint i f f nas not a stoottiolder

nf the defeadant sorporatioia, and aoeordin&ly dismissed the b i l l .
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