G.R. No. 147780. May 10, 2001 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Lacson, et al. vs. Perez, et al. (The State of Rebellion Case)

Facts:

On April 25, 2001, following the arrest of former President Joseph Estrada, a significant
number of his supporters gathered and eventually attempted to storm the Malacanang
Palace. This event prompted President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo to issue Proclamation No.
38 on May 1, 2001, declaring the National Capital Region in a state of rebellion,
accompanied by General Order No. 1 directing military and police forces to suppress the
rebellion. Several opposition figures were arrested without warrants.

In the wake of these developments, a series of petitions were filed before the Supreme
Court by Panfilo M. Lacson, Michael Ray B. Aquino, and Cezar O. Mancao (G.R. No.
147780), Miriam Defensor-Santiago (G.R. No. 147781), Ronaldo A. Lumbao (G.R. No.
147799), and the Laban ng Demokratikong Pilipino political party (G.R. No. 147810),
challenging the legal bases of the declaration of a state of rebellion and the consequent
warrantless arrests.

On May 6, 2001, President Macapagal-Arroyo lifted the state of rebellion, rendering the
petitions moot and academic according to the government. However, the petitioners
pressed onward, challenging the constitutional and legal bases of the president’s actions.

Issues:

1. Whether the petitions were rendered moot and academic by the lifting of the state of
rebellion.

2. Whether the president’s declaration of a state of rebellion and consequent actions
violated constitutional rights.

3. Whether the Supreme Court has jurisdiction to review the President’s factual basis for
the state of rebellion.

Court’s Decision:

The Philippine Supreme Court dismissed all petitions, ruling that the lifting of the state of
rebellion made the issue moot and academic. However, it emphasized that future
warrantless arrests based on the repealed proclamation would require judicial warrants,
effectively ensuring accountability for any potential abuse of authority. The Court reasoned
that the declaration of a state of rebellion itself does not constitute a sufficient ground for
warrantless arrests unless individuals are caught in the act of rebellion or if other valid
exceptions to the warrant requirement apply as prescribed by the Rules of Court.
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Doctrine:

The Court reiterated the doctrine that the President, as Commander-in-Chief, has the power
to call out armed forces to prevent or suppress lawless violence, invasion, or rebellion.
However, such a declaration does not automatically justify warrantless arrests without
adherence to the Rules of Court requirements.

Class Notes:

- The principle of mootness applies to cases wherein the underlying issue has been resolved
or ceased to exist, and thus, the court may dismiss the petition on this ground.

- The President’s power to call out the armed forces is an executive prerogative intended to
ensure national security and public safety, subject to Constitutional limitations and judicial
review.

- Warrantless arrests are exceptional and should comply strictly with the conditions set out
in Rule 113, Section 5 of the Rules of Court.

- The lifting of a proclamation declaring a state of rebellion does not retroactively justify
actions taken under it that violate constitutional rights.

Historical Background:

The case occurred during a period of political unrest following the ouster of President
Joseph Estrada and the succession of Vice President Gloria Macapagal-Arroyo. The
declaration of a state of rebellion and the subsequent legal challenges highlighted the
tension between executive prerogatives for maintaining order and the protection of
constitutional rights. This instance also tested the procedural boundaries and limitations of
executive power in times of perceived threats to national security.
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