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d1ettniIon. Tlîcir counterclaîiin is for detention, not eoinver-
âion, and the point of the actioni in detinue is demaud and
nfusal: (lement v. Fliglit, 16 M. & W. 5 0.

Plaiintiffs were lawfully possessed, and to prove wrongful
detention defendants wcre bound to shexw dinîand and re-
fusai. This they have failed to do. A' the trial defend-
ants soughit to treat it as a case Of conversion. The goods
ar stili iii plaintiffs' possession. and beiiîg uisefuil for but onu
purp>oa-thIe production of a copy~right book are valuielcas
to any one except defendants. Therefore, it would bc un-
s-afe to ass-ume that, if defendants had made a sufficient de-
inand, plaintiffs would hav.e given a refusai, and run the risk,
of damnages to the extent of the value to defendants of an
article of no value to plaintiffs. Moreover, defendants, by
letUer of 2Oth October, 1904, notified plaintiffs that they
wotild bc required to pay $5 a day foi- ail bine they " maŽ'
hoJd the g o&d," tbus plainly infornmn thcîii that tlîeN
would lie eharged for dMention. Ilaving so elected, de-
fendantLs should not now, after the alleged detention, be

Jlwdto shift their grotind anîd charge conversion. But,
e etn the couniterclaimi as oune foi' conversion, there
was nii deniand on the part of defendaats or ('olduet on the
part of plaintiffs that would, iii iny opinion, sustaiîî stiel a
vdaml.

'l'le 4oounterclaiî' is, tiierefore, disînissed with costh.
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