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PADILLA, J.:

Pleading that they are landless war veterans and recognized and deserving guerrillas qualified to acquire public
lands under Rep. Act No. 65 and as such to enter upon, occupy, settle and take possession of parts of the parcel of
land described in paragraph 2 of petition and that pursuant to Rep. Acts Nos. 8 and 65, the directive of the
President of the Philippines dated 10 February 1947 (Annex A), the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder
(Annex B), and the directive of the President of the Philippines of 19 October 1949 (Annex D), they are entitled to
have an award of the parts of the parcel of land they have been in possession and the National Abaca & Other
Fibers Corporation, the respondent, is in duty bound legally to make such award, the petitioners pray for a writ to
compel the respondent corporation to respect their right over the parts of the parcel of land occupied by them; to
execute lease contracts or deeds of sale to give effect to such right in compliance with the orders of the President
referred to; and to enjoin the respondent corporation from disturbing them in their peaceful possession and
enjoyment of the parts of the parcel of land respectively occupied by them during the pendency of this case. For a
writ of preliminary injunction the petitioners offered to file a bond as the court may require and after hearing they
prayed that such injunction be made final.

In its answer the respondent alleges that the parcel of land described in the complaint is owned, as evidenced by
Torrens transfer certificate of title No. 1405 issued by the Registrar of Deeds in and for the Province of Davao,
managed and financed by the Furukawa Plantation Company, a corporation separate, apart and distinct from that
of the respondent; that Rep. Acts Nos. 8 and 65 and the directives of the President invoked by the petitioners
confer no specific legal right upon the petitioners and impose no ministerial duty upon the respondent to award to
war veterans and deserving guerrillas parts of the parcel of land owned by the Furukawa Plantation Company; that
the parcel of land in question has been reserved for other purposes, such as to support the Government project in
the rehabilitation of the abaca industry in Davao; that in August 1949 the petitioners attempted to squat on parts of
the parcel of land in question and to strip the abaca stalks planted and growing therein and the petitioners left only
when they were stopped and prevented by the personnel of the Furukawa Plantation Company; that on or about 21
December 1949 the petitioners cut and stripped abaca stalks in the parcel of land but were stopped by the
personnel of the Furukawa Plantation Company aided by the soldiers of the P. C. Davao Command; that the
action taken against the petitioners was to stop and prevent them from further cutting and stripping the abaca
stalks in the parcel of land for their use and benefit and to the damage and prejudice of the rightful owners, the
Furukawa Plantation Company; that the petitioners are not entitled to the writ prayed for, because they have no
specific legal right to acquire the parcel of land in question and the respondent has no ministerial duty to award to
them the parts of the parcel of land allegedly occupied by them; that Rep. Act No. 8 gives only authority to the
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President of the Philippines "to designate an existing office, agency or instrumentality of the Government, to take
over and administer the properties acquired under the provisions of this Act and the disposition of these properties
shall be made in accordance with the existing laws;" that Rep. Act No. 65 gives to the persons mentioned in
sections 1 and 2 of the Act, all other qualifications being equal, "preference to purchase public lands and
government-owned or managed agricultural farms or subdivisions, to obtain homesteads, concessions and
franchises, and other privileges for the exploitation of the national resources which are permissible and made
available by existing laws or the like;" that granting that petitioners have a preferential right, they have lost it,
because since the passage of the law more than three years have already elapsed. In view of this answer and upon
motion of counsel for the respondent a preliminary hearing was held as if a motion to dismiss had been filed.[1]
After hearing the court dismissed the complaint on the ground that the parcel of land in question belongs
exclusively to a corporation whose board of directors happens to be the same board of directors of the respondent
National Abaca and Other Fibers Corporation and for that reason the respondent cannot alienate the lands in
question to the petitioners. A motion for reconsideration was denied. From the order of dismissal the petitioners
have appealed.

In their brief they claim that they never admitted that the parcel of land in question belongs to the Furukawa
Plantation Company and assert that the petitioners have always maintained that the parcel of land has been and
still is under the management and disposition of the respondent corporation. The order appealed from states that
the allegation that the parcel of land in question is owned, as evidenced by transfer certificate of title No. 1405
issued by the Registrar of Deeds in and for the Province of Davao, managed and financed by the Furukawa
Plantation Company, a corporation separate, different and distinct from that of the respondent, was never denied
by the petitioners. A denial is, however, unnecessary for all the new matters alleged in the answer are deemed
controverted even if the plaintiff fails to make a reply.[2] On this ground alone this case should be remanded to
the trial court for further proceedings to determine who is the registered owner of the parcel of land involved in
the litigation, because if the Furukawa Plantation Company has a corporate existence separate, apart and distinct
from that of the respondent National Abaca & Other Fibers Corporation, the petition for mandamus should be
dismissed because it is not against the real party in interest. If the National Abaca & Other Fibers Corporation is
the manager of the parcel of land or is managing the plantation therein, it is not the real party in interest or the
party against whom the action should be brought. At the preliminary hearing under section 5, Rule 8, the party
asserting a fact must prove it by competent evidence. The duplicate for the owner of the Torrens certificate of title
must have been presented or the original in the office of the Registrar of Deeds must have been exhibited to the
Court Nevertheless, there is another ground which makes it unnecessary to remand the case for further
proceedings to ascertain who is the owner of the parcel of land involved in the litigation, because granting that the
parcel of land is included among those that should be disposed of in accordance with the provisions of Republic
Act No. 65, still the petitioners have no specific legal right and the respondent has no specific legal duty enjoined
by law to perform in connection therewith. It is only a preference and that involves a discretion to determine
whether the applicants for lease or sale of parts of a parcel of land under the management of the respondent are
entitled to such lease or purchase under the provisions of Republic Act No. 65. Going over the provisions of the
directives referred to in the petition for mandamus we fail to find any which confers upon the petitioners a
specific legal right and imposes a duty upon the respondent enforceable by mandamus. And it must be so, because
executive orders or directives of the President are administrative in nature and they cannot, generally, confer any
right because this is only conferred by law.

Upon the second ground, the order appealed from dismissing the petition for mandamus is affirmed, without
costs.

Paras, C. J., Pablo, Bengzon, Montemayor, Reyes, Jugo, Bautista Angelo, Labrador, Concepcion and Diokno, JJ.,
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concur.

[1] Section 5, Rule 8, Rules of Court.

[2] Rule 11.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-6203. February 26, 1954

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for everyone.
More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came from it.

Audio case-brief lectures.
Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.
Complete, sequenced courses for all eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

The full law-school curriculum.
One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock exams that tell you where you stand.
Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keeps you on pace.
Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org
The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-6203. February 26, 1954

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 4

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org


