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REGALADQO, J.:

The parties herein are employees of United Dockhandlers, Inc. They are members of rival groups in the
Associated Port Checkers and Workers Union (APCWU, for short) in said company, the petitioners' faction being
led by petitioner Ricardo R. Manalad, with respondent Pablo B. Babula heading the group of private respondents.

From their submissions, it appears that sometime in 1982, the petitioners were disqualified from running as
candidates in the election of APCWU officers by the Med-Arbiter, which election had theretofore been scheduled
for November 17, 1981 but was enjoined and ordered reset.[1] However, on appeal, said order was set aside by
the Director of the Bureau of Labor Relations on October 31, 1984. Thereafter, the election of officers and board
members of the union was held on November 26, 1984, with the candidates of the petitioners, that is, Manalad,
Leano and Puerto, winning over those of the private respondents, who were Babula, Mijares and Navarro, for the
positions of president, treasurer and auditor, respectively. As a consequence, the latter group filed a petition for
review with this Court assailing the aforesaid order of October 31, 1984 of the Bureau of Labor Relations which
had declared the aforesaid petitioners eligible to run for said union offices.[2] This case, entitled "Associated Port
Checkers and Workers Union, et a. vs. Ricardo R. Manalad, et al.” was docketed as G.R. Nos. 69684-85.

On July 3, 1985, the Court promulgated a resolution therein, which was immediately executory, as follows:

"1. To DISMISS the petition for lack of merit and to DENY all pending motions incident thereto;

"2.(d) ToDECLARE VACANT all the offices of the Associated Port Checkers and Workers Union, and (b) to
ORDER that the petitioners headed by Pablo B. Babula who has held over as acting president since 1981, and
all other persons acting as officers of the said union, to cease acting as such upon receipt of this resolution, and
to turn over immediately the management of the union affairs to respondent Director of the Bureau of Labor
Relations, who shall act as caretaker until after a new set of union officers shall have been elected and duly
qualified as provided in the next succeeding paragraph, and accordingly, (c) to GRANT the motion to transfer
the union funds to said respondent Director of the Bureau of Labor Relations as such caretaker, which funds
may not be disbursed by him except for urgent union purposes and for necessary expenses of the election and
which funds shall be turned over by him to the new set of union officers to be duly elected and qualified, as
herein provided; and
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"3. To ORDER the holding of a specia election of union officers under the supervision of the National Capital
Region Labor Office not later than Saturday, July 20, 1985, which shall be governed by the union's 1978
Constitution and By-Laws as amended in 1981 (disregarding all subsequent amendments) and the outcome of
which shall be immediately certified as to the president and officers of the union who shall forthwith assume
and discharge the functions of the respective offices to which they shall have been thus elected.”[3]

Pursuant thereto, the Director of the Bureau of Labor Relations issued an order on July 10, 1985 to the effect that
he was taking over the management of the affairs of said union, ordering private respondents Babula and all other
persons to cease acting as officers of the union, and requiring them to turn over the union funds to said director.[4]
Subsequently, the Court's aforesaid resolution of July 3, 1985 was modified on July 17, 1985 by providing that the
specia election scheduled on July 20. 1985 shall be held under the personal supervision of respondent Director
Tragjano, with the assistance of his staff, under the usual rules and applying suppletorily the union's 1978
constitution and by-laws.[5]

Meanwhile, on July 13, 1985, a motion was filed by the petitioners with this Court in G.R. No. 69684-85 asking
that the private respondents be cited in contempt and for their disqualification from running in the projected
specia election due to their alleged refusal to comply with the resolution above quoted.[6] The petitioner also
wrote aletter to the Director on July 18, 1985 objecting to the candidacy of private respondents.[ 7]

Nevertheless, the scheduled special election was held resulting in the victory of the candidates of the private
respondents. Petitioner then filed a motion with the Court for the annulment of the special election, repeating their
alegation that there was non-compliance with the Court's resolution of July 3. 1985 by private respondents.[8]

On July 26, 1985, respondent Director issued a resolution proclaiming private respondents as the winners in the
specia election and duly elected officers of APCWU, with the following observation: " The submission that Mr.
Babula failed to completely turn over management of the union to the undersigned is within the competence and
authority of the Supreme Court to pass upon considering that the mandate for such a turn-over came from the
Court."[9]

Petitioners filed with respondent director a motion for reconsideration on August 2, 1985 seeking the reversal of
said resolution of July 26, 1985. This motion having been denied, petitioner filed a second motion for
reconsideration on August 28, 1985 but the same was likewise denied on October 14, 1985.[10]

In the meantime, this Court in a resolution dated September 1, 1985 denied the motion of the petitioner to annul
the special election of July 20, 1985, but without prejudice to the filing of a proper petition with the Bureau of
Labor Relations.[11]

The instant petition was thereafter filed, principally praying:

"1. That the questioned Resolution dated July 26. 1985 (Annex 'A’"), Order dated August 19, 1985 (Annex "B"),
and Order dated October 4, 1986 (Annex 'C") of public respondent Cresenciano B. Trajano. Director of Bureau
of Labor Relations be reversed and set aside;

"2. That respondents Pablo B. Babula and his group be disqualified for not complying with the Resolution
dated July 3, 1985 (Annex 'D") of this Honorable Court and the votes cast in their favor in the July 20, 1985
election be invalidated and the candidates who received the next highest number of votes in said election be
declared the winner thereof;
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"3. Or in the alternative, that the election held in (sic) July 20, 1985 be annulled and a new €election be called
three weeks after respondents Pablo Babula, et a. have complied with the conditions imposed by the
Resolution dated July 3, 1985 of this Honorable Court and an audit has been made of the different funds of the
Union for the year 1985";[12]

XXX XXX XXX

We gave due course to this petition on April 9, 1986 but petitioners motion for a writ of preliminary injunction
was denied.[13]

In an urgent motion, dated November 18, 1987, petitioners prayed that "in the event that they win the present case
this Honorable Court upholds the November 24, (sic) 1984 election, the three-year term of office of petitioners
should commence only after the finality of the resolution/decision to be rendered in the case at bar; that a
restraining order be issued enjoining the holding of the new election of union officers until the final disposition of
the instant case so as not to render the issue raised herein moot and academic.”[14] We denied this motion on May
25, 1988 for lack of merit, considering that " (w)hen this Court, through its First Division called for the holding of
specia elections of union officersin G.R. Nos. 69684-85, there was an implied nullification of the results of the
November 26, 1984 elections. This being the case, and petitioners having participated in the special elections held
on July 20, 1985, they cannot now claim a right to the positions under consideration on the basis of said voided
November 26, 1984 elections."[15]

Meanwhile, the three-year term of the private respondents under the disputed July 20, 1985 elections expired on
July 20, 1988, hence We resolved to require the petitioners to show cause why these cases should not be
dismissed for being moot and academic.[16] Responding thereto, petitioners reiterated their position stated in their
urgent motion, dated November 27, 1987, that they be declared the winners in said election with their terms of
three (3) years to commence from the time they assume office in execution of afinal and executory resolution of
this Court.[17] On November 17, 1988, petitioners filed a motion to restrain the holding of a new election of
officers of the union scheduled on November 28, 1988. However, before any action could be taken on said motion
the election was held as scheduled, hence the petitioner filed a motion, dated December 1, 1988, to annul said
election.

After a careful consideration of the facts of this case, We are of the considered view that the expiration of the
terms of office of the union officers and the election of officers on November 28, 1988 have rendered the issues
raised by petitioners in this case moot and academic. It is pointless and unrealistic to insist on annulling an
election of officers whose terms had aready expired. We would have thereby a judgment on a matter which
cannot have any practical legal effect upon a controversy, even if existing,[18] and which, in the nature of things,
cannot be enforced. We must consequently abide by our consistent ruling that where certain events or
circumstances have taken place during the pendency of the case which would render the case moot and academic,
the petition should be dismissed.[19]

Moreover, it is the better part of conventional or pragmatic solutions in cases of this nature, absent overriding
considerations to the contrary, to respect the will of the majority of the workers who voted in the November 28,
1988 elections. Although decreed under a different setting, it is apropos to recall in this case Our ruling that where
the people have elected a man to office, it must be assumed that they did this with knowledge of his life and
character, and that they disregarded or forgave his faults or misconduct, if he had been guilty of any.[20]

We agree with the petitioners that disobedience to a resolution of this Court should not be left unpunished.
However, before the aleged disobedient party may be cited for contempt, the allegations against him should be
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clearly established. The contentions of petitioners, even disregarding some evidential deficiencies, do not
adequately establish the basis for contempt. On the contrary, respondents have satisfactorily answered the
averments thereon.

At this juncture, it would further be appropriate to remind petitioners that even if the disqualification of private
respondents could be justified, the candidates of petitioners certainly cannot be declared as the winners in the
disputed election. The mere fact that they obtained the second highest number of votes does not mean that they
will thereby be considered as the elected officersif the true winners are disqualified.

ACCORDINGLY, this case is DISMISSED for being moot and academic.

SO ORDERED.

Melencio-Herrera (Chairperson), Paras, Padilla, and Sarmiento, JJ., concur.

[*]The title of this case was taken from the allegations in the original petition regarding the parties thereto, the
indication thereof in the caption of said petition being incomplete.
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