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vidend paid to hîm upon the assumption that lie was
mer. The amount paid him was $200 only. The defen-
eontend that this is not the extent of his liability, but
aving bronglit thema the assigument to himself of the stock
stion, and requested that he be recorded as owner, lie

ook to indemnnify thein with respect to the set wvhich lie
Ae to be done. This is deniéd by Counseil, and it la con-

by himn that the most than eau be said is that the injury
defendants is the resuit of the negligence of both the de-

its aud Counsellin mufot ascertaining Stuart 's lack of titie,
i auuming that lic had the right to deal with his son's

and that this common negligence leaves the parties with-.
y remnedy against each other.
c situation is adxnittcd to be different from. that found in
Ms cited, and calIa for a very close scrutiny of the auth-

* $400 bonus pald to Counsell's transferee (that is, the

of $200 esclà on the two shares transferred by Counseil)
inatter now to be deait wîifl. This îs a debt due by the
lants wo the plaintiff as the dividend or bonus declared
lier stock.
e indemnity or "riglit over" souglit to be enforced in
!tion la baaed upon the theory that this dividend lias been
ýo Counsell's nomiînees as the resuit of his having pro-
ad for registration the assignment lu question as a valid
,)erative document, when iu truth it was of no effeet what-
As to this there was no tort ou the part of either the de-
itx or Counsell.. . The real question la, eau the
lazits recover against Counseil the dividend which they
>aid wo hitm transfereet I think they can, and that Counseil,
j trmnsferred stock to whieh lie had no titie, really re-
d the. company Wo pay the dividend to his transferee,
liat he iitandsq lu no better position than if the dividends
een paid to hlmii. The cases citcd deal with the situation

g when the company have miade a settiement with the
al owxier by paying the value of the stock; and It seems to
nt different consideratioxis then arise from those iuvolved

an have, the demand is purely with regard to the dlvi-
paid.

me entry of the transferee under an invalid instrument
ner of the stock, no doubt, is a tort, and damnages might be
-md for it; but no sueli damnages are here sought, and I
ci cafled upon te diseuse the question of indemnity with
4t to an &et which la tortions.


