G.R. No. 90314. November 27, 1990 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Shauf vs. Court of Appeals and U.S. Military Officials: A Case of Discrimination and
Immunity from Suit

### Facts:

Loida Q. Shauf, a Filipino married to a United States Air Force member, filed a complaint
for damages against U.S. military officials Don Detwiler and Anthony Persi for
discrimination on the basis of nationality and sex in her non-selection for the position of
Guidance Counselor at Clark Air Base, Philippines. A detailed procedural journey unfolded:

- Shauf filed an equal employment opportunity complaint, which, after investigation, found
her highly qualified for the position but discriminated against by the respondents.

- Despite the proposed disposition in favor of Shauf and the ruling from U.S. Civil Service
Commission declaring Edward Isakson (the appointee) unqualified, Shauf’s grievances
remained unaddressed, prompting her complaint in Philippine courts.

- The Regional Trial Court (RTC) ruled in favor of Shauf, ordering the respondents to pay
damages. However, this decision was overturned by the Court of Appeals (CA), citing
respondents’ immunity from suit under the Philippine-American Military Bases Agreement
and the doctrine of state immunity.

- Shauf appealed to the Supreme Court of the Philippines.

### Issues:

1. Whether the doctrine of state immunity applies to foreign military officials acting within
their official capacities in discrimination cases.

2. Whether the actions of the U.S. military officials constituted discrimination against Shauf.
3. The availability of remedies and jurisdiction of Philippine courts in light of international
agreements and foreign laws on employment discrimination.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court reversed the CA’s decision, holding that:

- The doctrine of state immunity does not shield officials from suits for acts performed
beyond their official capacities or in violation of individual rights.

- The act of discrimination by U.S. military officials against Shauf was established, violating
her constitutional rights.

- Philippine courts have jurisdiction to hear the case and provide remedies, especially when
the administrative remedies provided under U.S. laws were not exclusive or mandatory.
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### Doctrine:

- The doctrine of state immunity does not protect public officials from suits for acts done
beyond the scope of their authority or in violation of the rights of individuals.

- Discriminatory acts by foreign military officials stationed in the Philippines can be
subjected to the jurisdiction of Philippine courts.

### Class Notes:

- State Immunity: Foreign states and their officials are generally immune from suits in local
courts, except for actions outside official capacity or in violation of personal rights.

- Discrimination: Acts of discrimination based on nationality, sex, or other personal
attributes that affect employment opportunities violate constitutional rights.

- Jurisdiction: Philippine courts can exercise jurisdiction over cases involving foreign
military officials if the acts are personal in nature and violate local laws or individual rights.

### Historical Background:

The case is situated within the context of the Philippine-American Military Bases Agreement
and explores the limits of state immunity in relation to personal actions by foreign officials
that infringe upon the rights of individuals under Philippine law and constitution.
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