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Title:
Executive Secretary et al. v. Court of Appeals and Asian Recruitment Council Philippine
Chapter (ARCO-PHIL.) Inc. et al.

Facts:
Republic Act No. 8042, known as the Migrant Workers and Overseas Filipinos Act of 1995,
took  effect  on  July  15,  1995.  Before  the  Act  took  effect,  Asian  Recruitment  Council
Philippine Chapter, Inc. (ARCO-Phil.) filed a petition for declaratory relief on July 17, 1995,
with the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Quezon City. It sought to declare various sections of
the Act unconstitutional and requested a temporary restraining order (TRO) against the
enforcement of these sections due to their alleged unjust and unconstitutional nature.

A TRO was issued by the RTC on August 1, 1995, for twenty days. ARCO-Phil. filed an
amended petition that included further provisions from RA 8042, broadening the scope of
their  claims.  They argued the Act discriminated against unskilled Filipino workers and
incentivized only the deployment of skilled workers, thereby impacting the livelihood of
unskilled workers and recruitment agencies. ARCO-Phil. maintained that no implementing
rules were necessary for certain provisions to be effective and operational.

On August 21, 1995, the RTC issued an order granting the petitioner’s plea for a writ of
preliminary injunction upon a bond of P50,000, which led to the issuance of a writ  of
preliminary  injunction  on  August  24,  1995.  This  order  halted  the  enforcement  of  the
challenged provisions of RA 8042.

The petitioners, comprised of various high-ranking government officials and administrators,
filed a petition for certiorari with the Court of Appeals to annul the RTC’s order and writ of
preliminary injunction. The Court of Appeals dismissed the petition and sustained the RTC’s
issuances, which was then elevated to the Supreme Court via a petition for review on
certiorari.

Issues:
1. Whether ARCO-Phil. had the proper legal standing (locus standi) to file the petition on
behalf of its members.
2. Whether the assailed provisions of RA 8042 violate the Constitution.
3.  Whether  the  RTC  committed  grave  abuse  of  discretion  in  issuing  the  preliminary
injunction.
4. Whether the Court of Appeals erred in affirming the RTC’s decision.
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Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court  granted  the  petition,  reversing  the  appellate  court’s  decision  and
nullifying the RTC’s order and writ of preliminary injunction. The Court held that ARCO-
Phil. had locus standi to file the petition on behalf of its member recruitment agencies as it
was  part  of  their  organizational  purpose  to  represent  members  in  matters  related  to
manpower recruitment.

As for the constitutional challenge, the Supreme Court noted that several provisions of RA
8042  had  already  been  enforced  and  interpreted  in  multitude  cases  wherein  their
constitutionality had not been successfully challenged.

The Court also determined that the RTC indeed committed a grave abuse of discretion in
issuing the preliminary injunction without sufficient evidence of irreparable injury to ARCO-
Phil.  or  its  members.  The issuance of  the injunction interfered with  the government’s
exercise  of  police  power  to  regulate  overseas  employment  and  protect  its  citizens,
particularly overseas Filipino workers.

Finally, the Court held that ARCO-Phil.’s claims regarding the unconstitutionality of the
challenged  provisions  were  grounded  on  speculation  and  failed  to  overcome  the
presumption  of  constitutionality  accorded  to  legislative  enactments.

Doctrine:
1. An association has standing to file suit for its workers if its members are affected by the
action.
2. A presumption of constitutionality is applied to legislative enactments, and those alleging
unconstitutionality must prove the invalidity of a statute beyond a reasonable doubt.
3. The issuance of a preliminary injunction to enjoin the enforcement of a law assumed to be
unconstitutional requires that the party seeking the injunction demonstrate that it is likely
to succeed on the merits of the claim.

Class Notes:
– Standing to Sue: ARCO-Phil. had locus standi to represent its members in challenging the
RA 8042, reinforcing the principle that associations can file on behalf of their members for
injuries to the association or its members.
– Presumption of Constitutionality: Any law passed by Congress enjoys a presumption of
constitutionality, and challenges must be proven beyond a reasonable doubt.
– Preliminary Injunction: To obtain a preliminary injunction, one must not only allege a right
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claimed to  have been violated but  must  also  show facts  entitling  the  claimant  to  the
injunctive relief sought.

Historical Background:
The passage of Republic Act No. 8042, or the Migrant Workers and Overseas Filipinos Act of
1995, represented a response by the Philippine government to the need for comprehensive
legislation to address the rights and welfare of Filipino migrant workers following a series of
notorious cases of abuse and exploitation abroad. The act aimed to protect Filipino overseas
workers,  but  the challenge to its  constitutionality  by ARCO-Phils.  underscored ongoing
tensions  between  the  government’s  regulatory  objectives  and  the  interests  of  private
recruitment agencies. The Supreme Court ultimately affirmed the law’s constitutionality,
reinforcing  the  government’s  capacity  to  regulate  overseas  employment  in  pursuit  of
national interests and the protection of its citizens.


