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### Case Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Bulu Chowdury, G.R. No. 124582

### Facts:
**Initial Charge and Investigation:**
– **August to October 1994**: Bulu Chowdury and Josephine Ong were allegedly engaged in
illegal  recruitment  in  large  scale  without  the  necessary  license  or  authority  from the
Philippine Overseas Employment Administration (POEA). They recruited Estrella B. Calleja,
Melvin C. Miranda, and Aser S. Sasis for employment in Korea under Craftrade Overseas
Developers, presumably without a valid license.

– **June 1994**: Calleja applied and paid P20,000 to Ong for processing fees.

– **August 1994**: Sasis applied and paid P16,000 to Ong for processing fees.

– **September 1994**: Miranda applied and paid P25,000 to Ong for processing fees.

**Procedural Posture:**
– **Initial Arraignment**: Chowdury was arraigned on April 16, 1996, pleading “not guilty.”
Ong remained at large.

– **Prosecution**: Four witnesses testified against Chowdury, including the complainants
and a labor employment officer. They detailed the promises made by Chowdury and the
procedures and fees involved.

– **Defense**: Chowdury testified that his role was only as an interviewer and he followed
instructions from his superiors. He claimed he had no knowledge of the lack of a valid
license nor did he receive money.

**Trial Court Decision:**
– **Conviction**: Chowdury was found guilty beyond reasonable doubt of illegal recruitment
in large scale, sentenced to life imprisonment, fined P100,000, and ordered to reimburse the
complainants their respective amounts.

### Issues:
1. Whether Chowdury knowingly and intentionally participated in illegal recruitment.
2. Whether Chowdury’s conviction was justified despite claiming he acted only under the
direction of his superiors and within the belief that Craftrade was legally operating.



G.R. No. 111304. June 17, 1994 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

### Court’s Decision:
**Issue 1: Participation in Illegal Recruitment**
–  **Resolution**:  The  Supreme  Court  found  that  the  prosecution  failed  to  prove  that
Chowdury  knowingly  and  intentionally  participated  in  the  commission  of  the  crime.
Chowdury’s actions were consistent with his job description, and he believed the agency
was legally operating. There was no evidence of his awareness that Craftrade was not
compliant with POEA regulations.

**Issue 2: Justification of Conviction**
– **Resolution**: The Supreme Court held that an employee’s criminal liability is based on
their knowledge and intentional participation in the crime. Since there was no proof that
Chowdury knew about Craftrade’s lack of a proper license or that his conduct was part of an
illegal operation, his conviction was deemed without basis. His actions were in line with his
responsibilities, thinking the operations were legitimate.

**Acquittal**:  The  Court  reversed  and  set  aside  the  trial  court’s  decision,  acquitted
Chowdury of illegal recruitment in large scale, and ordered his release unless held for
another reason.

### Doctrine:
– **Principals in Illegal Recruitment**: Under Section 6 of RA 8042 and related provisions in
the Revised Penal Code, individuals are liable based on direct participation, inducement, or
cooperation in the crime. The court emphasized that ordinary employees acting within the
scope  of  their  employment  without  awareness  of  illegal  activities  should  not  be  held
criminally liable.

### Class Notes:
– **Elements of Illegal Recruitment in Large Scale (Labor Code)**:
1. Undertaking recruitment activities without a license.
2. Absence of POEA authorization.
3. Offense committed against three or more individuals.

– **Criminal Liability Under RA 8042**:
– Principals: Direct participants.
– Accomplices: Cooperate in execution.
– Accessories: Assist post-crime knowing its commission.

– **Legal Statutes Involved**:
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– Article 13(b) and Article 34 of the Labor Code (defining recruitment and prohibitions).
– Section 6, RA 8042 (detailing criminal liability for illegal recruitment).

– **Application**: An employee’s liability hinges on their knowledge and participation in
illegal recruitment. Innocent participation in routine job functions under a belief of legal
operation negates criminal liability.

### Historical Background:
– **Context**: The case reflects jurisprudence on illegal recruitment, crucial in protecting
overseas Filipino workers. It underscores the necessity of proving an individual’s knowledge
and  intentional  participation  when  assigning  liability  for  illegal  recruitment  practices,
especially within the broader context of labor migration and economic protection.


