G.R. No. L-13778. April 29, 1960 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title: Philippine Education Co., Inc. v. Union of Philippine Education Employees (NLU)
and the Court of Industrial Relations

### Facts:

Ernesto Carpio, among other employees of the Philippine Education Company, Inc.,
participated in a strike on January 16, 1953. Post the labor dispute resolution, the Court of
Industrial Relations (CIR) commanded the reinstatement of the involved strikers, including
Carpio. Contrarily, the company protested against Carpio’s reinstatement, incited by a
preceding criminal complaint against him for the alleged theft of magazines, assets
purportedly owned by the company. Convicted at the Municipal Court of Manila and
sentenced to two months and one day of arresto mayor, Carpio appealed this decision to the
Court of First Instance, which acquitted him on the grounds of reasonable doubt.

This acquittal spurred the legality of Carpio’s reinstatement to proceed to the Industrial
Court for deliberation. Evidence from the criminal proceedings served as the basis for the
Industrial Court’s decision, which favored Carpio, deeming his acquittal a satisfactory
ground for reinstatement without backpay. The Philippine Education Company appealed this
decision, distressed by the requirements to reincorporate an employee they no longer
trusted.

### Issues:

The critical legal question was whether the acquittal of an employee, particularly when
predicated on reasonable doubt in a criminal case concerning theft of employer-owned
property, mandates the employee’s reinstatement.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court reversed the orders of the Industrial Court, emphasizing the distinct
standards of proof in criminal versus civil or non-criminal cases. The acquittal in a criminal
case does not preclude an employer’s right to dismiss an employee where the loss of trust
and confidence arises from acts detrimental to the employer’s interests. Specifically, the
Court rationalized that the employer’s loss of confidence, particularly when an employee
had access to sensitive or valuable property, constituted a valid ground to refuse
reinstatement, regardless of the outcome in criminal proceedings.

### Doctrine:
This case reiterated the doctrine that an employee’s acquittal in a criminal case, especially
based on reasonable doubt, does not automatically obstruct an employer’s decision to
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terminate employment due to loss of trust and confidence. The judgment distinguished the
burden of proof in criminal cases (beyond reasonable doubt) from that in civil or labor
disputes (preponderance of evidence).

### Class Notes:

- *Burden of Proof**: In criminal cases, the evidence must prove guilt beyond reasonable
doubt, whereas, in civil or labor cases, liability or fault need only be proven by a
preponderance of evidence.

- *Employment Termination**: An employer may legally terminate an employee if the
employer has lost trust and confidence in the employee, especially if the employee had
access to the employer’s property or sensitive information, regardless of the employee’s
acquittal in a criminal case.

- **Legal Relevance of Criminal Acquittal in Labor Disputes**: An acquittal in a criminal
case on the grounds of reasonable doubt does not necessarily translate into eligibility for
reinstatement in labor disputes if the employer possesses a valid reason to distrust the
employee.

### Historical Background:

This case presents a pivotal moment in Philippine labor law where the Supreme Court
clarifies the autonomy of employers in decisions related to reinstatement of employees
involved in criminal actions against the company. It highlights the nuanced differences
between criminal and labor adjudications, specifically regarding burden of proof and its
impact on employment relations.
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