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**Title:** Victoriano vs. Elizalde Rope Workers’ Union: Upholding Religious Freedoms in
Employment

**Facts:** Benjamin Victoriano, a member of the “Iglesia ni Cristo,” had been employed by
the Elizalde Rope Factory Inc. since 1958 and was compelled to join the company’s union
due to a closed shop provision in the collective bargaining agreement, which necessitated
union membership as a condition of employment. When the agreement was renewed in
1964, Victoriano, citing his religious prohibition against joining labor unions, sought to
resign from the Elizalde Rope Workers’ Union. The Union, in turn, requested the company
to terminate Victoriano, invoking the closed shop agreement. Consequently, Victoriano filed
a civil case (No. 58894) at the Court of First Instance of Manila, seeking to enjoin both the
Union and the Company from terminating his employment. The Union contested the case,
challenging the constitutionality of Republic Act No. 3350, which exempted members of
religious sects that prohibit labor union membership from the coverage of closed shop
agreements. The Court ruled in favor of Victoriano, prompting an appeal from the Union
based on questions of law.

**Issues:**  The  appeal  raised  by  Elizalde  Rope  Workers’  Union  focused  on  the
constitutionality of Republic Act No. 3350, its impact on freedom of association, contract
obligations,  equal  protection laws,  and the separation of  church and state.  The Union
argued that the Act infringed upon the rights of labor organizations and non-Iglesia ni Cristo
members while favoring those with religious prohibitions against union membership.

**Court’s Decision:** The Supreme Court upheld the decision of the lower court, affirming
the constitutionality of Republic Act No. 3350 and dismissing the Union’s arguments. The
Court held that the Act did not infringe on the freedom of association but preserved it by
allowing individuals to abstain from union membership based on religious beliefs. It found
that  the  Act  did  not  impair  contractual  obligations  significantly,  as  it  provided  for  a
reasonable exception in the interest of religious freedom. The Court also ruled that the law
did  not  constitute  a  religious  test  or  infringe  upon  equal  protection  rights,  as  the
differentiation it introduced was based on reasonable grounds directly related to the law’s
objective.

**Doctrine:** The Supreme Court reiterates the principle of non-discrimination based on
religious beliefs in the context of employment and union membership. It affirmed the state’s
power  to  enact  laws  that  safeguard  both  the  general  welfare  and individual  religious
freedoms,  even if  such laws  may affect  existing  contractual  agreements.  The  decision



G.R. No. L-25246. September 12, 1974 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

emphasizes religious freedom as a fundamental right preferred over contractual obligations.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Freedom of Association:** Individuals have the liberty to join or refrain from joining
labor  organizations;  this  includes  the  right  to  abstain  from union  membership  due  to
religious beliefs (Republic Act No. 875; Section 3 of the Industrial Peace Act).
2. **Non-Impairment of Contracts:** Legislation that affects contracts must be reasonable
and serve a legitimate public interest without unduly burdening the parties involved (Rep.
Act No. 3350 amending the Industrial Peace Act).
3. **Equal Protection:** Laws may provide for reasonable classifications if they are based on
substantial differences, serve a legitimate government purpose, and apply to all members of
the defined class equally.
4.  **Religious  Freedom:**  Emphasized  as  a  fundamental  right  and  principle  that  may
override contractual obligations involving employment and union membership.

**Historical Background:** This case illustrates the tension between contractual labor rights
and individual  religious  freedoms during a  period when closed shop agreements  were
common. Republic Act No. 3350, enacted in 1961, represented legislative intervention to
balance these interests, highlighting evolving perspectives on religious accommodation in
the workplace. This case is a landmark decision in Philippine jurisprudence, particularly in
matters concerning the intersection of employment, labor unions, and religious freedoms.


