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CONCEPCION, J.:

Petitioner, Philippine Refining Company, Inc., hereafter referred to as the company, is a corporation established in
accordance with the Philippines laws. At the time of the outbreak of war in the Pacific and for sometime prior
thereto, it operated a ^ refinery in the municipality of Opon, province of Cebu, where over 30 respondents
herein-—who, excluding the Judges of the Court of Industrial Relations, are 328 in number—were admittedly its
employees when the Japanese forces invaded the Philippines, in January, 1942. On or about April 10, 1942, the
Japanese took over the refinery until it was destroyed sometime in September, 1944. After liberation, sixteen (16)
of the respondents actually worked for the company. On or about November 22, 1952, respondents, alleging that
they were "working or in some way or another connected with" the company, filed against the same a petition,
which was docketed in the Court of Industrial Relations as Case No. 774-V, praying that said company be
ordered:

- "To make a preliminary conference with the petitioner through counsel with the intervention of this Honorable
Court, to give way for an amicable settlement.

- "Failure to arrive at an amicable settlement and after the hearing and adjudication of the merits of the above
mentioned allegations, to further order the company to grant what is alleged and prayed for as herein below
stated:

"(a) To grant any pay a one month salary as gratuity and to pay the equivalent of fifteen days vacation and sick
leave not enjoyed while in the: service to be based on the1 last daily or monthly rate received for every year of
service rendered.

"(b) To grant and pay the* insurance benefits out of the group insurance and death benefits for the beneficiaries of
deceased employees and laborers.

"(c) To give the employees and laborers their share out their Jabor contribution to production by way of bonus
taken from surplus of the company from the years dividends were declared to stockholders.

"(d) To give the employees and laborers concerned their promised .premiums or its .equivalent in cash and the
granting of retirement pay or pension or benefits.

"(e) To pay the unpaid, wages or salaries for the period beginning January 1, 1942 up to April 10, 1942, the
unpaid overtime pay and the Christmas gifts for the Christmas season for 1941.
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"(f) To pay the backpay to the employees and laborers concerned out of the payment made by the USAFFE or to
aid and facilitate the employees and laborers to claim it front other branches whom the company believe
responsible.

"(g) To give the employees and laborers their share of the War Damage Claim, they being considered part owner
of it.

"(h) To include in the counting or adjudications of the years service to the company the services rendered by the
employees and laborers to the Naval Air Base at Opon, Cebu, or somewhere else in the American liberation
forces, during the American liberation in the Philippines."

"(i) To grant to Filipino employees and laborers all the benefits granted to American or foreign employees and
laborers and to be computed way back the early days of the company establishment in Opon, Cebu and Cebu City
installation, ae to avoid descrimination.

"(j) To reemploy or reinstate the employees and laborers to their former jobs or somewhere else in the company as
promised, when the company return to business.

"(k) To bring over all the records of the employees and laborers of the company whether of American, foreign or
Filipino bearing, so to be made the) bases in the final adjudication of what is being allege, that is showing rates of
salaries and wages number of years in the1 service, when employed and when terminated, and kind of job. This
to' be presented to a committee appointed by the court, petitioner and respondent.

"(l) To grant whatever remedy this Honorable Court deem to implement the so-eailed social justice as contained
in the Constitution of the Philippines which in many decisions of this Court and the Supreme Court hag been
upheld or what t is just and equitable.

- "That the hearing be made in the municipality of Opon, province of Cebu where most of the employees and
laborers concerned are residing, or in the City of Cebu."

Soon after, or on December 23, 1952, the company filed a motion to dismiss said case No. 774-V, upon the
ground that the Court of Industrial Relations had no jurisdiction to take cognizance thereof and that the petition
therein failed to state any cause of action. This motion was denied by an order of the then presiding Judge of said
Court, Hon. Arsenio Roldan, dated January 4, 1954, which was affirmed by the Court sitting in bane in a
resolution, dated February 12, 1954, denying a motion for reconsideration of the company dated January 11,
1954. On March 1, 1954, the company gave notice of its intention to appeal by certiorari and on March 8, 1954, it
instituted the present case—against the petitioners in case No 774-V of the Court of Industrial Relations and the
five (5) judges thereof—with a pleading bearing the heading "Petition for Certiorari". After setting forth
substantially the foregoing facts, the company alleges herein:

15. "That in promulgating the aforementioned resolution, Annex '10' which confirmed Judge Arsenio C.
Roldan's order, Annex '5', to the effect that the1 Court of Industrial Relations had jurisdiction to take
cognizance of this case instituted by prewar employees of petitioner in its refinery in Opon, Cebu, of whom
only sixteen (16) are actually working for petitioner at the time of the filing of said case in the Court of
Industrial Relations and the rest of them not having been re-employed after liberation for the reason that
petitioner had not rehabilitated its refinery in Opon, Cebu up to the present time, the respondent judges had
acted in excess of jurisdiction and with grave abuse of discretion inasmuch as the said order, Annex '5' is
contrary to the stipulation of facts entered into between the parties hereto at the preliminary hearing of this case
at Cebu City, and is an erroneous interpretation of section 1 and 4 of Commonwealth Act No. 103, as
amended, which are the provisions of law under which the Court of Industrial Relations can assume
jurisdiction of an industrial dispute.
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16. 'That there is no appeal nor any plain, speedy or adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law from the
decision of the Court of Industrial Relations promulgated on January 5, 1954 (Annex '5'), and its resolution
affirming said decision dated February 12, 1954 (Annex '10'), other than by this petition for the issuance of a
writ of certiorari."

The prayer in said petition for certiorari is of the following tenor:

"Wherefore, for and in view of all the foregoing considerations, your petitioner Philippine Refining Company,
Inc. respectfully prays—

"1)

That this petition for certiorari be given due course by this Honorable Court and an orrfer be issued forthwith
requiring respondents to answer;

"2)

That this Honorable Court, after a hearing on this petition for certiorari, render its decision on the merits of the
questions of law herein presented;

"3)

That the resolution of the respondent judges of the Court of Industrial Relations declaring themselves with
jurisdiction to take cognizance of the .present controversy be vacated and annulled."

What is the nature of the proceedings before this Court? In applying for certiorari, does the company seek from us
a review of the order and the resolution of the Court of Industrial Relations, dated January 4 and February 12,
1954, respectively in the exercise of our appellate jurisdiction, as provided for in Rule 44 of the Rules of Court?

Seemingly, such was the purpose of the company when—in the language of paragraph (13) of its petition for
certiorari—it filed, with the Court of Industrial Relations, on March 1, 1954, "notice of its intention to appeal by
certiorari." Evidently, however, there had been a change of plan by the time it filed the petition for certiorari. The
allegations is paragraphs 15 and 16 thereof—to the effect that, in promulgating the resolution of February 12, 1954
(affirming the order of Presiding Judge Roldan of January 4, 1954, the respondent judges of the Court of
Industrial Relations "had acted in excess of, jurisdiction and with grave abusd of discretion", and that "there is no
appeal nor any plain, speedy or adequate remedy in the ordinary course of law" from said order of January 4,
1954, and from the aforementioned resolution, confirmatory thereof, dated'February 12, 1954—as well as the tenor
of the prayer in the petition for certiorari and the verification at the foot thereof, clearly indicate that the company
invokes our original jurisdiction, with a view to securing a declaration of nullity of the order and the resolution in
question, by writ of certiorari, under the provisions of Rule 67 of the Rules of Court.

In either case, however, the petition is legally untenable. Viewed as an appeal from the order and the resolution of
January 4 and February 12, 1954, respectively, the petition cannot be entertained, for said order and resolution are
interlocutory in nature, involving, as they do, a mere denial of the motion to dismiss the petition of the main
respondents herein in case No 774-V of the Court of Industrial Relations. Said order and resolution did not
dispose, in a definite manner, of either the issue raised by said motion to dismiss, or the merits of said petition of
respondents herein. The company may still answer this petition, and, after due hearing, the Court of Industrial
Relations shall render a decision or award, passing upon the merits of said petition and of the answer thereto and
settling the issue or issues raised by the pleadings. In disposing thereof, the Court of Industrial Relations might
even reconsider the view taken in the order and the resolution complained of, in which event a review of either by
this Court would become unnecessary. If no such reconsideration were made in said decision or award, and the
same were unfavorable to the company, the latter could then appeal to this Court by certiorari, and, in the course
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of the proceedings thereon, it could seek, not only a reversal or modification of said decision or award, but, also, a
determination of the soundness or propriety of the order and the resolution in question (Rule 41, section, Rules of
Court).

"Interlocutory orders or judgments are not appealable, because, prior to the rendition of the final judgment,
they are, at any time, subject to such corrections or amendments as the court may deem proper. This does not
mean, however, that they are not appealable at all. Appeal may be taken therefrom bat after final judgment is
rendered. * * *

"An order or a judgment is deemed final which it finally disposes of the pending: action so that nothing more
can be done with it in "the trial court In other words, a final order or judgment is that which gives an end to the
litigation. And, consequently, when the order or judgment does not dispose of the case completely but leaves
something to be done upon the merits, it is merely interlocutory. For instance, an order denying a motion of
dismissal founded on lack of jurisdiction, an order denying a motion for annulment of a preliminary
attachment, or denying a motion for default an order declaring the defendant in default an order denying or
granting preliminary injunction or appointing a receiver, is merely interlocutory, for, after such order is issued,
there are still many things to be done for a complete disposition of the case." (Comments on the Rules of
Court, by Moran, Vol. I, pp. 894-895) (Italics-supplied).'

Considered as an original action to nullify said order and resolution, by writ of certiorari, under Rule 67 of the
Rules of Court, for want of jurisdiction or grave abuse of discretion, the case at bar, must, likewise, be dismissed,
it being conceded that the Court of Industrial Relations had authority to entertain the company's motion to dismiss
of December 23, 1952, and its motion for re-consideration of January 11, 1964. Consequently, it had jurisdiction
to decide said motions, and the order and resolution to this effect are lawful and binding, unless : and until
reversed or modified in the proper proceedings. Such legal inaccuracies or mistakes as may exist, if any— on
which we do not express any opinion—in the conclusions therein reached, are errors which, as above stated, may
be corrected by appeal, at the proper time. They do not affect the validity of said order and resolution.

* * * 'jurisdiction should be distinguished from exercise of jurisdiction Jurisdiction is the authority to hear and
determine a cause—the right to act in a case. Since it is the power to hear and determine, its existence does not
depend either upon the regularity of the exercise of that power or upon the rightfulness of the decision made.
The authority to decide a cause, if at all, and not the decision rendered therein, is what makes up jurisdiction.
Where there is jurisdiction over the person and the subject-matter, the decision on all other questions arising in
the case, is but an exercise of that jurisdiction.

"The errors which the court may commit in the exercise of such jurisdiction are merely errors of judgment.
Here, it becomes necessary to distinguish errors of jurisdiction from errors of judgment. The first may be
reviewed in a certiorari proceedings, the second, by appeal. * * * Thus, appeal and not certiorari is the proper
remedy for correcting an error which a lower court may have committed in denying a motion to set aside a
judgment, or for setting aside an order of dismissal." (Comments on the Rules of Court, by moran, Vol. II, pp.
157, 158, 159).

Wherefore, the petition is hereby dismissed, with costs against the petitioner. It is so ordered.

Paras, C. J., Bengzon, Padila, Montemayor, Reyes, A., Jugo, Bautista Angelo, Labrador, Reyes, J. B. L., and
Endencia, JJ., concur.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-7570. May 28, 1956

© 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



ABOUT BATAS.ORG

Study smarter at BATAS.org
The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippine law library - free for 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 from it.

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

The full 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 exams that tell you where you 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 keeps you 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.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-7570. May 28, 1956

© 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


