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PANGANIBAN, J.:

Overseas employment offers hope for economic deliverance not only to the unemployed but also to the
underemployed and the underpaid. To them, anyone who represents oneself as someone who can find them
good-paying jobs abroad is like an angel from heaven. A considerable number, however, turn out to be “fallen
angels” who prey upon innocent, unsuspecting victims. These poor unfortunate individuals deserve no less than
the full protection of the courts; and the “fallen angels,” the full sanction of the law.

The Case

Before us is one such instance of heartless deception inflicted upon our lowly workers. In an Information [1]
dated April 28, 1993, State Prosecutor Mario AM. Caraos charged Appellant Donnie Peralta y Picana with illegal
recruitment; specifically, violation of Section 1, Presidential Decree (PD) No. 2018, amending Article 38 of PD
442, as amended, otherwise known as the Labor Code of the Philippines. The charge was:

“That during the period from May 1992 to September 1992 in Paranaque, Metro Manila, Philippines and
within the jurisdiction of this Honorable Court, the above-named accused falsely representing himself to have
the power and capacity to contract, enlist and recruit workers for employment abroad, did then and there
willfully and unlawfully, for a fee, recruit and promise employment/job placement in Taiwan to RENE
ALCARAZ, JULIUS NAVARRO, MARIETA A. RAMOS, MA. THERESA E. MANDARAOG, IMELDA G.
AGUIRRE, EMELINA C. VILELA, MAXIMA CABRAL, and AUGUSTO CESAR TEODOSIO without first
obtaining the required license and/or authority from the Department of Labor and Employment.”

During his arraignment on July 12, 1993, Appellant Peralta, with the assistance of counsel, pleaded not guilty.[2]
At pre-trial, Peralta admitted that he was not licensed or authorized by the Philippine Overseas Employment
Administration (POEA) to recruit workers for employment abroad.[3] After due trial, the Regional Trial Court of
Makati (now a city), Branch 132,[4] promulgated the herein assailed Decision[5] dated January 10, 1994, finding
appellant guilty beyond reasonable doubt of illegal recruitment in large scale. The dispositive portion thereof
reads:

“WHEREFORE, the accused is hereby sentenced to life imprisonment and to pay a fine of P100,000.00 and the
costs.”

The Facts

Version of the Prosecution

Four of the eight private complainants -- Rene Alcaraz, Imelda Aguirre, Julius Navarro and Maria Teresa
Magdaraog -- were presented as witnesses by the prosecution.[6] According to Alcaraz,[7] sometime in April
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1992, he learned from a co-worker, Librada Librianes, that Appellant Peralta was enlisting workers for Taiwan.
The following month, Alcaraz, together with Complainant Julius Navarro who was also his co-employee, went to
the house of appellant in Alabang, Muntinlupa, where they were given application forms. After accomplishing the
forms, they were told by appellant that whoever could give the initial amount of P10,000 would be included in the
first batch to leave for Taiwan in September of that year. On June 10, 1992, Alcaraz gave said amount to Peralta.
A receipt [8] therefore was issued to him, signed by Marie Peralta, wife of appellant. In September, however,
appellant and his wife could only promise Alcaraz that his deployment would be in December. Tired of waiting,
he asked appellant to refund his payment. He was told to come back for it in February 1993. Again, appellant
failed to keep his word.

Witness Imelda Aguirre claimed [9] that in the first week of April 1992, she was introduced by her co-worker
Regina Teodisio to Donnie Peralta, their “brother in faith.” After briefly talking about their religious faith,
appellant asked them whether they wanted to work in Taiwan. He informed them that they would need about
P35,000 in all, although it would be all right if each of them initially paid only P10,000 as processing fee. Aguirre
was convinced to proceed with the recruitment process after being assured that she could withdraw her money,
minus actual expenses, in case she later decided to back out. Appellant gave her a referral slip for medical
examination at the S.M. Lazo Medical Center. On June 15, 1992, a receipt [10] signed by Maila Mercado,
stepdaughter of Peralta, was issued by the latter to Aguirre upon her payment of P9,000. She was then told by
appellant that her papers would be processed to enable her to leave in September 1992. But nothing happened in
September. Instead, appellant again promised her that she would be able to leave the following December. When
December came, appellant postponed her departure to January 1993. Disappointed, Aguirre opted to simply
withdraw her money. Peralta directed her to confer with his lawyer who would take charge of returning her
money. But despite several visits to appellant’s house and office, she failed to meet the lawyer. She thus decided
to file a criminal complaint against appellant. During her cross examination, [11] she asserted that when she first
met the accused, Sons and Daughters Travel Consultancy (“Travel Consultancy”) was not yet in existence.

Julius Navarro testified [12] that in February 1992, he was introduced by his co-worker, Levy Rubianos, to Peralta
who purportedly could send workers to Taiwan. After being convinced by appellant to apply, he was given a
referral [13] for medical examination and was told that if he passed it, he should give P10,000 as processing fee.
He was also informed by appellant that he would be employed as factory worker with a salary of about P15,000 to
P20,000 per month. On May 1, 1992, he gave P10,000 to the accused, as evidenced by a receipt [14] signed by
appellant’s stepdaughter, Maila Mercado. Appellant promised Navarro that he would leave in three (3) months.
Later, appellant changed this to December; then February 1993. Still, he was not able to leave; thus, he filed a
complaint with the Criminal Investigation Service in Camp Crame, Quezon City. During his cross-examination,
Navarro clarified that Rubianos merely introduced him to Peralta; that the latter’s wife also claimed that appellant
could send workers to Taiwan; and that, although he got his application form at appellant’s house, he filed it at
the spouses’ office. [15] On redirect examination, he admitted knowing that Travel Consultancy was owned by
the Spouses Peralta who both received and entertained applicants in its office.[16]

The fourth witness, Maria Teresa Magdaraog, testified [17] that she came to know appellant through Complainant
Imelda Aguirre whom she accompanied to his house in Alabang sometime in September 1992. Through the
appellant, she also applied for work in Taiwan because “the salary was big.” At Peralta’s behest, she underwent
medical examination. [18] Thereafter, she paid P10,000 to appellant, for which she was issued a receipt [19]
signed by his aforenamed stepdaughter. Peralta assured her that she would be able to leave that same month.
Although he reneged, appellant kept promising that she would soon leave. Later, Magdaraog asked for a refund of
her money but was not able to recover anything. Thus, she filed a complaint at Camp Crame. During her
cross-examination, the defense counsel confronted her with her Sinumpaang Salaysay. [20] She admitted that she
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applied through Travel Consultancy because the application form she was asked to accomplish bore said firm’s
letterhead.[21]

Version of the Defense

In his defense, Peralta claimed before the lower court that he was merely an employee of Travel Consultancy
located at Bautista Building, San Antonio Valley I, Parañaque, Metro Manila, which was managed by his second
wife, Marie Peralta. His testimony [22] was summarized by the trial court as follows:

“x x x as far as he knew, the said firm was registered and licensed; that he was like a messenger in charge of
signing and issuing [r]equest [f]orms for the medical examination of job applicants at S.M. Lazo Clinic and
getting their medical certificates therefrom; that he did not recruit Rene Alcaraz, Imelda Aguirre, Julius
Navarro and Teresa Magdaraog for job placements in Taiwan; that he came to know them thru his wife; that he
did not receive the amount of P10,000.00 as processing fee from any of them as he was not authorized to
receive money for the office; that it was Marie and her daughter Maila Mercado, the cashier, who were so
authorized; that he signed the [r]equest [f]orms of the aforesaid applicants (Exhs. B, E, I & M) because
pursuant to the arrangement arrived at in his negotiation with S.M. Lazo Clinic, the latter would not honor the
[r]equest [f]orm if not signed by him; and that before he married Marie in February 1992, he was one of the
applicants.” [23]

The defense also presented Celedonio Munar as witness. He testified that in the second week of February 1992, he
and his brother-in-law, Mercurio Arroyo, went to and applied at Travel Consultancy located at Mincor
Subdivision, Alabang, Muntinlupa. It was appellant who gave him a referral for medical examination and an
application form. He submitted the required clearances and pictures as well as paid the placement fee of P10,000
to Marie Peralta. He went back several times thereafter to follow up his application, and when he could no longer
wait, he asked for the refund of his payment, to which Marie obliged. Munar added that he saw four other persons
also pursuing their applications. [24]

Ruling of the Trial Court

The court a quo gave full faith and credence to the testimonies of the complaining witnesses “who positively
declared that they were recruited and promised employment by the accused at his house in Alabang.” The request
forms for medical examination issued and signed by Peralta and the receipts for the processing fees paid by the
complainants, signed either by appellant’s wife or stepdaughter, clearly established the fact of recruitment. It was
also admitted by the accused that he was not licensed or authorized by the POEA to recruit workers for abroad.

The lower court further noted that all the incidents narrated by the complaining witnesses took place prior to
October 1992, the date when appellant claimed to have started working for Travel Consultancy. The request forms
which he himself signed were all dated prior to his alleged employment. He could not have acted for and in behalf
of the firm in signing and issuing said forms prior to his employment therein. The trial court concluded that “he
did so on his own.” It thus found him guilty of illegal recruitment in large scale as defined and penalized under
Articles 38 and 39 of the Labor Code, as amended, for recruiting for a fee, without license or authority, the four
complainants for employment in Taiwan.

Assignment of Errors

Pleading to us for relief from his conviction, appellant assigns the following “errors” in the trial court’s Decision:

“I. The court a quo erred in holding that the complainants were recruited by the accused on his own and not by the
Sons and Daughters Travel Consultancy.

II. The court a quo erred in holding that complainants were recruited by the accused on his own and not as an
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employee of the Sons and Daughters Travel Consultancy.

III. The court a quo erred in holding that the accused acted on his own because he issued the request forms for
medical clearance prior to his employment with the Sons and Daughters Travel Consultancy, and because he
signed said request forms in his own name.

IV. The court a quo erred in giving undue weight to the testimonies of the complainants.

V. The court a quo erred in finding that the accused was guilty beyond reasonable doubt of illegal recruitment in
large scale.” [25]

In fine, appellant submits the following issues for the Court’s review:

1. Whether private complainants were recruited by appellant in his own capacity or in behalf of Travel
Consultancy

2. Whether the prosecution’s evidence was sufficient to prove his guilt beyond reasonable doubt

The Court’s Ruling

The appeal [26] is utterly unmeritorious.

First Issue: Appellant Himself Was the Recruiter

Illegal recruitment is defined in and penalized by Art. 38 of the Labor Code, as amended, as follows:

“ART. 38. Illegal Recruitment. -- (a) Any recruitment activities, including the prohibited practices enumerated
under Article 34 of this Code, to be undertaken by non-licensees or non-holders of authority shall be deemed
illegal and punishable under Article 39 of this Code. The [Department] of Labor and Employment or any law
enforcement officer may initiate complaints under this Article.

(b) Illegal recruitment when committed by a syndicate or in a large scale shall be considered an offense
involving economic sabotage and shall be penalized in accordance with Article 39 hereof.

Illegal recruitment is deemed committed by a syndicate if carried out by a group of three (3) or more persons
conspiring and/or confederating with one another in carrying out any unlawful or illegal transaction, enterprise
or scheme defined under the first paragraph hereof. Illegal recruitment is deemed committed in large scale if
committed against three (3) or more persons individually or as a group.”

Activities deemed included in “recruitment” are:

“x x x any act of canvassing, enlisting, contracting, transporting, utilizing, hiring or procuring workers, and
includes referrals, contract services, promising or advertising for employment, locally or abroad, whether for
profit or not: Provided, That any person or entity which, in any manner, offers or promises for a fee
employment to two or more persons shall be deemed engaged in recruitment and placement.” [27]

The detailed testimonies of each of the complaining witnesses unequivocally demonstrate that appellant
represented himself as having the ability to enlist workers for employment in Taiwan. He issued referral slips,
which he himself signed, to interested applicants for their medical examination -- a usual requirement for overseas
employment. He said he could get them jobs as factory workers in Taiwan, with monthly salaries (in peso
equivalent) ranging between fifteen to twenty thousand pesos. He even promised early deployment for those who
could immediately tender their payments for the processing fee. In several cases, this Court has held that an illegal
recruiter need not represent himself to the victim as a duly licensed recruiter. [28] It suffices that he gives an
impression of his ability to enlist the complainants for employment abroad, in order to induce them to tender
payment of fees, [29] as Peralta in this instance did.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 114905. December 12, 1997

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 4 of 9

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



Appellant’s defense that he was a mere employee of Travel Consultancy, which allegedly was the actual recruiter
of complainants, is untenable. The prosecution evidence clearly shows that he personally convinced complainants
to apply, and gave information as to what they were required to do and what to expect. He issued the referral slips
as early as April 1992. He required them to pay P10,000 specifically as “placement fee,” which he received from
each of the complainants on various dates in May, June and September of the same year. In turn, he promised
them deployment by September 1992. Yet, he testified that he was employed by Travel Consultancy only in
October 1992:

Q: Since when have you been connected with the Son & Daughter Travel Consultancy?
A: October, sir.

Q: Of what year?
A: 1992, sir.” [30]

No satisfactory explanation was given why he performed recruitment activities for said firm prior to his actual
employment therein. The referral slips bearing his signature speak for themselves: Alcaraz’ and Navarro’s
were dated April 22, 1992 [31]; Aguirre’s was April 29, 1992; [32] and Magdaraog’s was September 25,
1992. [33] As to how he came to issue these referrals on such dates, appellant gave this vague, flimsy and
unsatisfactory explanation:

“Q: On cross-examination Mr. Peralta, you said that you started working with Son & Daughter Travel
Consultancy as an employee, messenger sometime in October, 1992. The question is, the document[s] that
were asked also during the cross-examination such as the request forms marked as Exhibits B, E, I and M bear
dates before your alleged employment sometime in October, 1992 and now, can you explain now Mr. Witness,
the apparent discrepancy in your testimony that you are [sic] employed sometime in October, 1992 but the
documents show that they were signed by you sometime before October, 1992?

A: Before Son & Daughter Travel Consultancy was established, sir, by Marie Peralta, we had undergone a
medical examination at M. Lazo, because I was also one of the applicants for Taiwan and Marie Peralta told us
to wait but, the other applicants could not wait so they filed a complaint against Marie Peralta.” [34]

As to why he personally endorsed the medical referrals, appellant reasoned clumsily and evasively:

“Q: Will you kindly tell us for the record why your signature was also affixed in this particular exhibit marked
as Exhibit E for the prosecution?

A: My name appears there because that is our transaction with SM Lazo. If my name does not appear with this
form, M. Lazo will not honor the transaction, sir.

x x x x x x x x x

Q: Now, these exhibits, four exhibits for the prosecution that I have shown to you in which you explained why
your signatures were affixed thereat, were in connection with your employment with the Son & Daughter
Travel Consultancy?
A: Yes, sir.” [35]

We cannot accept his last answer because appellant twice declared, during his direct and cross-examinations, that
he started working for Travel Consultancy only in October 1992. Prior to that, as a mere applicant for an overseas
job, what personality did he have to endorse referrals of his co-applicants to S.M. Lazo Medical Center, and to
transact with the latter for and in behalf of his co-applicants? For this, the defense offered no explanation.

Neither was it positively shown that Travel Consultancy lawfully existed as early as April 1992 when the
complainants started applying, or February 1992 as Defense Witness Munar averred. Such convenient excuse was
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plainly taken advantage of by appellant in view of the complainants’ desistance [36] from pursuing their
complaints against his wife and stepdaughter on whom he tried to pin responsibility for the recruitment
operations. Being an affirmative defense, it was the duty of appellant to prove, with the amount of evidence
required by law, [37] the legitimacy of the operations of Travel Consultancy and accused’s involvement therein
during the period that complainants relied on his representations. But this the defense absolutely failed to do.

Without doubt, the prosecution established that appellant himself was engaged in recruiting, albeit for fictitious
overseas employment. There is no cogent reason for us to reverse the trial court’s findings as to the credibility of
the prosecution witnesses. We adhere to the general rule that the trial judge is best situated to assess and evaluate
the probity and trustworthiness of witnesses for he is able to observe directly their behavior and manner of
testifying, and is thus in a much better situation to determine whether they are telling the truth or
prevaricating.[38]

Second Issue: Sufficiency of Prosecution Evidence

The elements of the crime of illegal recruitment, as long-settled, are: (1) the offender is a non-licensee or
non-holder of authority to lawfully engage in the recruitment and placement of workers, and (2) the offender
undertakes any of the recruitment activities defined under Art. 13 (b) of the Labor Code, as amended, or any of
the prohibited activities enumerated in Art. 34 of the same Code.[39] Where the accused is alleged to have
committed the crime “in large scale,” a third element is required: that the accused committed the offense against
three (3) or more persons, individually or as a group.[40]

There is no question as to the first element. Appellant himself admitted during the pre-trial that he had no license
or authority to lawfully engage in recruitment and placement of workers for overseas employment. [41] As to the
second element, we have extensively discussed in the foregoing section the evidentiary basis proving that
appellant personally undertook recruitment activities.

Each of the four complaining witnesses related in detail how they came to genuinely believe that appellant could
provide them with lucrative jobs in Taiwan. Relying on his (mis)representations -- and, in the case of Aguirre,
also on the assurance that she would get a refund in case she backed out – the complainants, with much hope and
expectation for immediate deployment, handed their hard-earned money to appellant in order to expedite their
applications.

The law requires only three (3) victims to qualify the crime to economic sabotage. [42] The proven fact that
appellant victimized at least four (4) unsuspecting hopefuls leaves us no doubt that he is liable for illegal
recruitment in large scale.

Complainants Entitled to Actual Damages

The Court notes that the trial court failed to award actual damages to the complainants despite veritable evidence
presented that Alcaraz, Navarro and Magdaraog each paid the amount of P10,000, and Aguirre P9,000, to
appellant as processing fees for their employment in Taiwan. Failing to obtain the promised overseas jobs, they
each had demanded from appellant the return of their payments consistent with his assurance of their refund in
case they decided to back out. Hence, appellant is under obligation to reimburse the same to the complainants.

WHEREFORE, the appeal is hereby DENIED. The assailed Decision is AFFIRMED with the modification that
Appellant Peralta is further ordered to REIMBURSE Complainants Rene Alcaraz, Julius Navarro and Maria
Teresa Magdaraog the amount of P10,000 each; and Complainant Imelda Aguirre, P9,000.
SO ORDERED.
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Narvasa, C.J., (Chairman), Romero, Melo, and Francisco, JJ., concur.

[1] Docketed as Criminal Case No. 93-3651; Rollo, pp. 7-8.

[2] Records, p. 97.

[3] Ibid., p. 112.

[4] Presided by Judge Herminio I. Benito.

[5] Rollo, pp. 13-19.

[6] Handled by Prosecutor Elba Tayo-Chua.

[7] TSN, August 27, 1993, pp. 5-20.

[8] Exh. “B”; records, p. 133.

[9] TSN, August 27, 1993, pp. 36-47.

[10] Exh. “G”; records, p. 135.

[11] TSN, August 27, 1993, pp. 48-58.

[12] TSN, August 30, 1993, pp. 3-10.

[13] Exh. “I”; records, p. 138.

[14] Exh. “K”; records, p. 139.

[15] TSN, August 30, 1993, pp. 14-15.

[16] Ibid., pp. 15-16.

[17] Ibid., pp. 17-23.

[18] Exh. “N”; records, p. 145.

[19] Exh. “O”; records, p. 143.

[20] Exh. “8” (also marked Exh. “P” for the prosecution); records, pp. 146-147.

[21] TSN, August 30, 1993, pp. 25-26.

[22] TSN, October 25, 1993, pp. 3-14.

[23] Assailed Decision, pp. 3-4; Rollo, pp. 15-16.

[24] TSN, October 27, 1993, pp. 4-10.

[25] Appellant’s Brief, p. 8; Rollo, p. 42.

[26] This case was deemed submitted for resolution upon receipt by this Court on January 16, 1996, of the
confirmation of appellant’s confinement at the New Bilibid Prison; Rollo, p. 143.

[27] Art. 13 (b), Labor Code.

[28] People vs. Cabacang, 246 SCRA 530, 537, July 17, 1995, per Puno, J.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 114905. December 12, 1997

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 7 of 9

Turn this case into an audio lecture - facts, issues, ruling and doctrine - at batas.org



[29] People vs. Villas, G.R. No. 112180, August 15, 1997, citing People vs. Goce, 247 SCRA 780, 790, August
29, 1995; People vs. Villafuerte, 232 SCRA 225, 236, May 6, 1994; and People vs. Manungas Jr., 231 SCRA 1,6,
March 10, 1994.

[30] TSN, October 25, 1993, p. 4.

[31] Exhs. “B” & “I”; records, pp. 133 & 138.

[32] Exh. “E”; records, p. 136.

[33] Exh. “M”; records, p. 144.

[34] TSN, October 25, 1993, pp. 23-24.

[35] Ibid., pp. 11-12.

[36] Exh. “2”; records, p. 20.

[37] People vs. Cabacang, supra, p. 537.

[38] People vs. Caballes, G.R. Nos. 102723-24, June 19, 1997; People vs. Cogonon, 262 SCRA 693, October 4,
1996; Sison vs. People, 250 SCRA 58, November 16, 1995; People vs. Viñas Sr., 245 SCRA 448, June 29, 1995;
People vs. Nuestro, 240 SCRA 221, January 18, 1995.

[39] People vs. Coral, 230 SCRA 499, 510, March 1, 1994; People vs. Taguba, 229 SCRA 188, 193, January 10,
1994.

[40] People vs. Villas, supra; People vs. De Leon, G.R. No. 110391, February 7, 1997; People vs. Bautista, 241
SCRA 216, February 9, 1995.

[41] Assailed Decision, p. 1; Rollo, p. 13.

[42] People vs. Avendaño, 216 SCRA 187, December 21, 1992; People vs. Goce, supra.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 114905. December 12, 1997

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 8 of 9

Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - 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. 114905. December 12, 1997

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 9 of 9

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org


