
,Where- tii. abwée or exùMs.: tdnuiiie.powera às not -itvolv.a
cou rt of- equity. Win not cwin nothe rJ*t. of uiioh ï flic-
tionary to bï retatned i bis position, unlees big Intereut ini the

ne to render hin the cestui que trust of the body contr611inýj the
ohool and the fund frein whieh that stipend i8 derived'

that the Word l'trusta,, in the dlati quoted abové wus added to the. word
<'powers," for thie purpose cf keephLg in view, that it was a trust for the
executian of which the court was providin d that the. employaient 0f
the, word "trust," espeially when VMae Wfth retersa.. to the direction te
preserve a statément of thé «runds of removal, had the. effeot of restricting
the. large ineaning of the wod "discretion," contained In the earlier part
of the. clause. Un distingulshod two earlier -Came. In ont, B. y. auy
ton eoo (1844) 6 Q.B. 082, wiere the. govornors iad power ta remove the.
mautr and appoint another, 1aooording ta their scundf discretion," It was
held, that the. trustons mdght remove thé master ns theypesd and that
thoir diseretion was not to b. restricted by tue opinion whie,% te court mlght
forai of the reasons on wiih theyr might have beu induced to exert It.
In the other, Its re Preoiing ion koklool (1846) 10 Jur. 612, whore the,
trustees wore empowered iy the wilI of the fouader of the. Sehool, to, displace
the master, "upon any neglect or misbeiiaviour in suchii mater or otiier juat
cause, for which tiiy or the. greater number ci them ehould &grée upon
and think fit te dienlace sucii master," and place anotiier tiiere, Knfgit
Bruce, V.CJ., held, thtt the court wae to considbr, wiiether there was neglect,
misbehaviaur or othe. just cause; that It was flot enough for thora ta say
that there wau saine cause or reason for which they niight agrec upon and
think fit.

2 In Whistont v. Dean, etc., of Rochester (1849> 7 liare 532, It won held
thât the pérson appointed by the. Dean and Chapter of a Cathedral Church
ta the niastership of a graxmer sahool whicii, by the. statutes imposed by
the founder, wae directed ta be estabuimieïd and maintained tram the. en.
dawtnents of sucii chureh wbich were held in frankainigne, was not a
00sti quec tru~st oif thé stipend and cinolument cf tiie office, but only an
officer of the Cathedral CJhurci, appointed ta perforai one cf the duties
impased upon it by the statutes, and that, ini such a cas, whoever might
b. visltar-whatever inight b. the. interest cf such visitar In tii. matter In
dispute,--or whatever inight b. the. right cf tiie shoolmaster to, a maadanius
or prohibition at Iaw,-tle Court of Chancery couid not, la the exeoise of
its ordinary juriadiction by bill, try the right 0f tiie schoolnastor ta bis
office. Wigram, V.O., isaid t "If the appointaient of tiie plaintiff tueschool-
master gave him a right ta tihe stiponds prescrhbed, by the statutes au a
esti uie tftut against hie trusts, tiiere is ne question whatever that tiie
mere cireumstanoe of the Dean and <Jhapter being a corporation or un
eqeasistlcal body would-not remnove tiie case train thé. juriediction ot the.
court. . . . F'or t he purpose of the argument, tho founder in considered
as saying, that tiier. shall bé certain funda, and certain offilors payable eut
of those funda, such ast a sehoolmaster, ohoristers, and others, who-ai v1 ari-
ou& offiees, and porforni various. dutiez. Ail these persoxis spparently 'Lait
%withia thé sanie categor7 Ia point cf description, although they are %m.~
equally paid, and tiieir dutiot are not cf oqual împortaîmm Uniess it la. te%
b. argued that the, Janitor, for instance, on boing dimeiiarged, niay caom-%à
this oourt and alge a trut in bis favour, and ali upon the oourt te dedfS


