G.R. No. 95445. August 06, 1991 (Case Brief / Digest)

**Title:** Manila Public School Teachers Association vs. The Secretary of Education: A Case
of Mass Action and Administrative Reprisal

**Facts:**

This case stemmed from a “mass action” initiated by approximately 800 public school
teachers, including members of the petitioning associations, on September 17, 1990. The
mass action aimed to highlight the teachers’ grievances which had been allegedly ignored
by public authorities despite repeated attempts for negotiation and dialogue. These
grievances included the immediate payment of due allowances, the recall of certain
Department of Education, Culture, and Sports (DECS) orders perceived as detrimental, the
hiring of new teachers to ease workload, and other demands related to educational
budgeting and remuneration.

Following the mass action, the then Secretary of Education issued a return-to-work order
trailed by directives for dismissal and suspension for non-compliance, leading to the
initiation of motu proprio administrative complaints against participating teachers.
Numerous teachers faced sanctions ranging from dismissal to varying periods of
suspension.

The aggrieved teachers, under different associations, filed petitions with the Regional Trial
Court (RTC) and subsequently with the Supreme Court, challenging the legality of the
return-to-work order and the subsequent disciplinary actions, arguing a denial of due
process and violations of their constitutional rights.

**Issues:**

1. Whether the mass action undertaken by the teachers constituted an illegal strike.

2. Whether the return-to-work order and subsequent disciplinary actions issued by the
Secretary of Education were valid and lawful.

3. Whether the teachers were denied due process in the administrative proceedings leading
to their dismissal or suspension.

**Court’s Decision:**

The Supreme Court dismissed the petitions, substantiating their decision on several
grounds:

1. The mass action was characterized as a strike, deemed illegal for public service
employees as it constituted an unauthorized stoppage of work.

2. Public sector employees, unlike their private sector counterparts, do not have the right to
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strike, although they are entitled to the rights of organization, petition, and negotiation for
improvement of terms and conditions of employment.

3. The return-to-work order and subsequent disciplinary measures were within the legal and
statutory authority of the Secretary of Education, given the teachers’ defiance of their duty
to render service, especially during a regular school day.

4. The Court acknowledged the factual dispute on due process claims in the administrative
proceedings but refrained from ruling on these claims, citing its nature as a non-trier of
facts and emphasizing the propriety of exhausting administrative remedies or seeking
judicial review from the appropriate regional trial court first.

**Doctrine:**

The decision reiterated the doctrine that public sector employees do not have the right to
strike, emphasizing the distinctive nature of public service obligations against the backdrop
of labor disputes.

**Class Notes:**

- In administrative law, particularly concerning public sector employment disputes, the
right to strike is expressly non-existent, highlighting the essential nature of uninterrupted
public service.

- The procedural path for resolving grievances in the public sector involves negotiation,
dialogue, and administrative remedies, with judicial review as a last resort, ensuring
adherence to the principle of exhaustion of administrative remedies.

- The due process in administrative proceedings entails the right to be heard, to be
informed of the charges, to present evidence, and to appeal adverse decisions, underscoring
the balance between authority’s disciplinary powers and employees’ rights.

**Historical Background:**

The case provides a poignant illustration of the tensions between public sector duties and
employees’ rights to express grievances. It delineates the boundary of permissible actions
for public employees in advocating for their rights and interests, set against the broader
landscape of educational policy, labor relations, and administrative governance in the
Philippines. This decision has contributed to shaping the jurisprudence on public sector
labor disputes and administrative discipline, reflecting the unique challenges of balancing
the imperatives of public service with the rights and welfare of government employees.
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