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FERNANDO, J.:

It was the failure of respondent judge to reconsider an order resulting in the issuance of a preliminary injunction
in favor of private respondent Elizalde & Company, Inc., restraining what was termed "squatting on, making
demonstration in or otherwise occupying any portion of three of its haciendas"[1] as well as acts of picketing,
notwithstanding its jurisdiction having been assailed as the matter in dispute was properly cognizable by the Court
of Agrarian Relations, that resulted in the filing of this certiorari petition. A perusal of the pleadings reveals that
the objection raised is well founded. Respondent Judge, therefore, ought to have granted the motion of petitioners
for a dissolution of the writ of preliminary injunction reiterated in the answer, which in effect would seek the
dismissal of the complaint of private respondent for damages, allegedly arising from the imputed unlawful acts of
petitioner, arising from such labor trouble. Only last month, in Ferrer vs. Villamor,[2] there is a reiteration of the
well-settled principle that a dispute between farm laborers and management is beyond the competence of a court
of first instance. We have to grant certiorari.

The controlling facts are undisputed. Petitioners are officers of the National Sugar Workers Union (PAFLU), a
legitimate labor organization, including among its members farm workers in three haciendas of La Carlota owned
by respondent Elizalde & Company. There was a strike accompanied by picketing by such farm laborers on
October 29, 1963, with a complaint already filed with the Court of Agrarian Relations in Bacolod City,
Philippines, attributing to respondent Elizalde & Company, acts of undue discrimination and dismissals due to
union activities. Then on October 30, 1963, respondent Elizalde & Company filed a complaint for damages before
respondent Judge, praying among other things for the issuance of a writ of preliminary injunction against the
petitioners the members of the labor union of which they are officers, as there was picketing as a result of the
strike. Respondent Judge acted affirmatively on such a plea, the very next day, October 31, 1963, no hearing
being accorded petitioners before the issuance of such writ of preliminary injunction. There was on November 2,
1963 a motion for the dissolution of such writ, based on the lack of jurisdiction, it being alleged that such
competence is lodged exclusively with the Court of Agrarian Relations involving as it did a dispute between farm
workers and private respondent. It was all to no avail. The answer of petitioners stated with even greater clarity
that the matter was beyond his jurisdiction. Again, respondent Judge did not budge from his position. Hence this
petition.

As mentioned at the outset, petitioners are entitled to the writ prayed for.

As was clearly set forth in the aforecited Ferrer decision, as far back as 1949, in Ojo vs. Jamito,[3] this Court has
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been committed to the principle that there is no legal impediment to the vesting of exclusive jurisdiction in an
agency other than regular courts to take sole charge of agricultural disputes. In the same year, in Infante vs.
Javier,[4] the then Justice, later Chief Justice, Bengzon emphasized that such transfer of authority arose from the
police power of the State to regulate relations between landowner and tenant and between labor and capital in
industry and in agriculture. It could have been added that precisely such a step was taken in view of the
constitutional mandates for social justice and protection to labor. Thereafter, in 1956, in Marcelo vs. De Leon,[5]
the same jurist noted that three years earlier, the relationship between farm laborers and management should be
governed by tenancy statutes and not by the Civil Code. Justice Padilla, in Militar vs. Torcillero,[6] a 1961
decision, stressed that such competence of the Court of Agrarian Relations, created as far back as 1955, extended
to the hearing and determination of actions for recovery of damages. That same year, in Espiritu vs. David,[7] the
then Justice, later Chief Justice, Concepcion, speaking for the Court, stated: "With respect to defendants' alleged
voluntary submission to the jurisdiction of the court of first instance, which is not a fact, suffice it to say, that
jurisdiction over the subject matter is determined by law and cannot be conferred by the will of the parties."[8]

At the time, therefore, of respondent Judge assuming jurisdiction in the action for damages and acceding to the
plea for the issuance of a writ of preliminary injunction, there was no question whatsoever that if, as was alleged
by petitioners not once but twice, the controversy arose from a strike and picketing, there being a labor dispute
between the farm workers and the management, ordinary prudence ought to have cautioned respondent Judge to at
least hear evidence on the question. If such indeed were the case, then he ought to have desisted from taking any
further step on the matter it being clearly outside the sphere of his authority. It is worth noting that in Derecho vs.
Abiera,[9] the matter involved being one of a leasehold tenancy, this Court, through Justice Teehankee, reiterated
the controlling principle: "We hold that when the factual question of the existence of a leasehold tenancy relation
between the parties is raised, in an ejectment case, which if true, would vest original and exclusive jurisdiction
over the case in the court of agrarian relations and not in the municipal court, it is essential that the court of first
instance, hold a preliminary hearing and receive the evidence solely on the facts that would show or disprove the
existence of the alleged leasehold tenancy. On the basis of such evidence, the court would then determine whether
or not it has jurisdiction, and summarize the facts in an order upholding its jurisdiction and that of the municipal
court or declaring the lack thereof."[10] Had there been, therefore, due deference to authoritative precedents,
respondent Judge would have acted otherwise and a petition of this character could have been avoided. As it is,
his failure to keep within the limits of the power the law allows him is undeniable.

WHEREFORE, the writ of certiorari is granted and the order of respondent Judge of October 31, 1963, to the
effect that upon the filing of a bond with sufficient sureties in the sum of P5,000.00 the Clerk of Court of his sala
would issue the writ of preliminary injunction prayed for, which writ or preliminary injunction was indeed issued
on the very same day, as well as his order of November 4, 1963, denying the motion of petitioners to dissolve the
writ of preliminary injunction, are nullified and set aside, such writ of preliminary injunction being declared to be
of no legal force and effect. The preliminary injunction issued by this Court on December 11, 1963, enjoining the
enforcement of such orders of October 31, 1963 and November 4, 1963, are hereby made permanent. In addition,
respondent Judge or anyone taking his place as the Judge of the Court of First Instance of the 12th Judicial
District, is hereby ordered to dismiss the complaint of private respondent dated October 30, 1963 on the ground of
lack of jurisdiction. Costs against Elizalde & Company, Inc.

Barredo, Antonio, Fernandez, and Aquino, JJ., concur.

[1] Order of Respondent Judge, Annex B, Petition.

[2] L-33293, September 30, 1974.
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[3] 83 Phil. 764.

[4] 84 Phil. 614.

[5] 105 Phil. 1175.

[6] L-15065, April 28,1961, 1 SCRA 1124.

[7] L-13135, May 31, 1961, 2 SCRA 350.

[8] Ibid, 356.

[9] L-26697, July 31, 1970, 34 SCRA 58.

[10] Ibid, 64.
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