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PARAS, J.:

Petitioner is a corporation engaged in the business of manufacturing rubber sandals and other rubber products. In
1985, the Samahang Manggagawa sa General Rubber Corporation — ANGL O was formed by the daily paid — rank
and file employees as their union for collective bargaining, after the expiration on October 15, 1985 of the
collective bargaining agreement previously executed by petitioner with Genera Rubber Workers Union
(Independent) on October 15, 1982. Be it noted however that on July 17, 1985, the monthly-paid employees of the
petitioner-corporation, after forming their own collective bargaining unit — the National Association of Trade
Unions of Monthly Paid Employees-NATU, filed a petition for direct certification with the Bureau of Labor
Relations which petition was opposed by herein petitioner. On September 2, 1985, the Med-Arbiter issued an
Order for the holding of a certification election after finding that a certification election isin order in this case and
observing that it is the fairest remedy to determine whether employees of petitioner desire to have a union or not.
On appeal, the Bureau of Labor Relations denied both the appeal and motion for reconsideration interposed by
petitioner and affirmed the ruling of the Med-Arbiter. Hence, the present petition, imputing serious errors of law
and grave abuse of discretion on the part of the Bureau of Labor Relations in issuing the assailed order which
sanctioned the creation of two (2) bargaining units within petitioner-corporation with the following:

GROUNDS FOR REVIEW

The Bureau of Labor Relations committed serious error of law and grave abuse of discretion in ordering the
creation of anew bargaining unit at petitioner, notwithstanding that there is already an existing bargaining unit,
whose members are represented for collective bargaining purposes by Samahang Manggagawa sa General
Rubber Corporation-ANGLO.

The Bureau of Labor Relations committed serious error of law in holding that managerial employees or those
employees exercising manageria functions can legally form and join a labor organization and be members of
the new bargaining unit.
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The Bureau of Labor Relations committed grave abuse of discretion in holding that supervisors, employees
performing managerial, confidential and technical functions and office personnel, who are negotiated by
petitioner to be excluded from the existing bargaining unit because they are performing vital functions to
management, can form and join alabor organization and be members of the new bargaining unit.

Expounding on its position, petitioner argues that:

- The order violates the thrust of the Labor Code insofar as formation of a bargaining unit is concerned. A policy
is in favor of a larger unit and not the creation of smaller units in one establishment which might lead to
fragmentation, thus impractical.

- Article 246 of the Labor Code explicitly provides that managerial employees are ineligible to join or form any
labor organization. Since it has been shown by the petitioners that 30% of the monthly-paid employees are
managers or employees exercising managerial functions, it was grave error for the Bureau of Labor Relations to
alow these monthly-paid employees to form a union and/or a bargaining unit.

- The Bureau of Labor Relations overlooked the fact that these monthly-paid employees are excluded from the
first existing bargaining unit of the daily-paid rank and file employees because in the year 1963, when the
employees of petitioner initialy started to exercise their right to self-organization, herein petitioner bargained for
the exclusion of the monthly-paid employees from the existing bargaining unit because they are performing vital
functions of management. In view of this exclusion, petitioner took upon itself to take care of them and directly
gave them the benefits or privileges without having to bargain for them or without the aid of the bargaining arm or
force of aunion.

Petitioner's contentions are devoid of merit.

Among other issues answered in the assailed order are the following findings of fact:

"Regarding the second issue, we deem it necessary to examine the respective functions of the employees. It
appears therefrom that they perform supervisory functions. Verily they make recommendations as to what
Managerial actions to take in disciplinary cases. However, that fact alone does not make them managerial
employees aready. It is more a question of how effective are those recommendations which aspect has not
been clearly established in this case. As defined in the Labor Code, a ‘'managerial employee is one who is
vested with powers or prerogatives to lay down and execute management policies and/or to hire, transfer,
suspend, lay-off, recall, discharge, assign or discipline employees, or to effectively recommend such
managerial actions. Thus, employees who do not fall within this definition are considered rank-and-file
employees.

"Lastly, we find that the third issue has been raised for the first time on appeal. It has been the policy of the
Bureau to encourage the formation of an employer unit ‘unless circumstances otherwise require.’ The
proliferation of unions in an employer unit is discouraged as a matter of policy unless there are compelling
reasons which would deny a certain class of employees the right to self-organization for purposes of collective
bargaining. This case does not fall squarely within the exception. It is undisputed that the monthlies who are
rank-and-file have been historically excluded from the bargaining unit composed of daily-paid rank-and-filers
that is, since 1963 when the existing rank-and-file union was recognized. In fact, the collective bargaining
agreement (CBA) which expired last 35 October 1985 provides as follows:
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ARTICLE 1

SCOPE

'Section 1. Appropriate bargaining unit. — This Agreement covers all regular employees and workers employed
by the company at its factory in Malabon, Metro Manila. The words ‘employee,’ 'laborer' and ‘workers when
used in this Agreement shall be deemed to refer to those employees within the bargaining unit. Employees who
occupy managerial, confidential or technical positions, supervisors, contract employees, monthly-paid
employees, security as well as office personnel are excluded from the appropriate bargaining unit (italics
supplied).’

"In view of the above, the monthly-paid rank-and-file employees can form a union of their own, separate and
distinct from the existing rank-and-file union composed of daily-paid workers.' (Rollo, pp. 19-20)

Thus, it can be readily seen from the above findings of the Bureau of Labor Relations that the members of private
respondent are not managerial employees as claimed by petitioners but merely considered as rank-and-file
employees who have every right to self-organization or to be heard through a duly certified collective bargaining
union. The Supervisory power of the members of private respondent union consists merely in recommending as to
what managerial actions to take in disciplinary cases. These members of private respondent union do not fit the
definition of managerial employees which We laid down in the case of Bulletin Publishing Corporation v.
Sanchez (144 SCRA 628). These members of private respondent union are therefore not prohibited from forming
their own collective bargaining unit since it has not been shown by petitioner that "the responsibilities (of these
monthly-paid-employees) inherently require the exercise of discretion and independent judgment as supervisors'
or that "they possess the power and authority to lay down or exercise management policies." Similarly, We held in
the same case that "Members of supervisory unions who do not fall within the definition of managerial employees
shall become eligible to join or assist the rank-and-file labor organization, and if none exists, to form or assist in
the forming of such rank-and-file organizations."

Perhaps it is unusual for the petitioner to have to deal with two (2) collective bargaining unions but there is no one
to blame except petitioner itself for creating the situation it is in. From the beginning of the existence in 1963 of a
bargaining unit for the employees up to the present, petitioner had sought to indiscriminately suppress the
members of the private respondent's right to self-organization provided for by law. Petitioner, in justification of its
action, maintained that the exclusion of the members of the private respondent from the bargaining union of the
rank-and-file or from forming their own union was agreed upon by petitioner corporation with the previous
bargaining representatives namely: the General "Rubber Workers Union-PTGWO, the General Workers
Union-NAFLU and the General Rubber Workers Union (independent). Such posture has no leg to stand on. It has
not been shown that private respondent was privy to this agreement. And even if it were so, it can never bind
subsequent federations and unions particularly private respondent-union because it is a curtailment of the right to
self-organization guaranteed by the labor laws. However, to prevent any difficulty and to avoid confusion to all
concerned and, more importantly, to fulfill the policy of the New Labor Code as well as to be consistent with Our
ruling in the Bulletin case, supra, the monthly-paid rank-and-file ernployees should be allowed to join the union
of the daily-paid-rank-and-file employees of petitioner so that they can also avail of the CBA benefits or to form
their own rank-and-file union, without prejudice to the certification election that has been ordered.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the petition is hereby DISMISSED for lack of merit.
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SO ORDERED.

Teehankee, C.J., Narvasa, Cruz, and Gancayco, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 5
Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 74262. October 29, 1987

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor 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 fromit.

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 al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull 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 examsthat tell you whereyou 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 keepsyou 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.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 5 of 5
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



