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of thie general ruie> t not restrioted to .i8 Came. The. element
of in.pedieney. is clearly lnvled whoeubr -it be a 7questfon Of
constraining a persan to retain a ma»Mex othis business or a

a. .J&UCa11ea of the geral rait Whoue the applicuta for rtei la
ta the meyomet a body of trmteu«-I, tbe eXereise of its gen-
eral jurisdietion over the administration of trust4s, a court of
equity lias in some instances enjoined the. trustees of charity
oehools froim dismissing the master, this remedy being granted on
the ground that the trustees had abused or excoeed the pawers
canferred upon them by the. express terme of the regalating in-
strument'1. But it would seem to b. a general rule, that ini cases

who fi; objectionable tu hlm, or in whom he dces net happen to confide,
would, If legal, b. surely hard, and, aitting ini a court of equity, I do not
feel any Inclination to do lt.11 . . . «II consider it more fit fcoi à court
of equity tu Icave the plaintiff to obtain redress by damages or otherwise
in a court of law thon te exercise ite peculiar Jurisdiotiori by compulling
the bi8hop apecifica.lly tu submit te the practicai exercise of auch righls, if
ýrights they are."

This raae %vas cited in a later one where the court refused an injune-
tion to restreint the mnaging caminittea. of a hospital fromn interfering with
the plaintiff in the performance of hie duties as inedical officer by suspend-
ing h lin. Mfillon y. gulrn (1888) C.A., 4 Tlimes LR. 203.

I1n D'ummner v. ChippouaI&m (1807) 14 V... 245, the power of the
court ta restreint a municipal corporation tram abusing'its power ot dismisel.
ing the mu4ter of a charity ochool adrninistered by it, as trustee, was
as.ert.d.

In WiZll, Y. 05414 (1851) 13 Beav. 117, 20 L.J. Ch. 113, by a acharne
cf the Court of Chanoery for the regulation of a grammar sohool, authority
liad been given te the truste.. 1upon such grounds as they shotuld, at their
discretion. in the due exercise and execution cf the powers and trusta r.-
poSed ini thora, <boom just," te renove the masiter si; one and conmirm, it at
a subsequent speciai :meeting. The trustees having grounds of coxnplaint
againht the mueter, referred the malter, without h la knowledge., te -a corn.
mittee, who lnveelIgated th. case in hie absence andi without hMs knowledge,
and reported against hlm. The trustees, without communtcating the report
or hearing hlm, cotifirnied it In his absence, aid f'esolved te remove hirm;
énd th.ev summoneti a second meeting tu confirma lhe resolution. The. master

thon atteded andi was haard, andi the removal wueaonfirnied i 'thout any
ôther hearing or inquiry In hie presence. The. court held, fIraIt tiat the
regulation <bld ,iot conter upon the truste.. an rbitra p8ower tu dusmlmmi
the master, upon any grende whieh they might deeijul reto n
contre) of the court; and, meondly, tbat the master bad hati no preper
cipportunity alfordeti him ai defending hiniseif-no sufficienI meana of ex-
nilanation andi no meang etf proving hie defonce. The. truste.. were accord.
ingly rêstrafneti hy Lord langdale, MAR, fromt enforeing the dismaissal and
*tecthelb master. The. conlusion of the learned judge with regard tu
thme extent of the powere cf the trust... was baseti upon the eommiderations,
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