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BARRERA, J.:

This is a petition to review the decision of the Court of Industrial Relations of February 27, 1958 (in Case No.
3-ULP), finding the petitioner guilty. of unfair labor practice under the Industrial Peace Act.[1]

On June 30, 1953, the respondent union filed with the above-mentioned court a complaint for alleged unfair labor
practice committed by the petitioner, in that he locked out from employment 46 drivers, members of the
respondent union, on June 27, 1953.

Before filing his answer, the petitioner asked for the dismissal of the complaint on the grounds that the court had
no jurisdiction over the person of the petitioner and the subject matter of the action, and the respondent union was
not the real party in interest. The petitioner claimed that there existed no employer-employee relationship between
the petitioner and the drivers, members of the respondent union, the relationship being one of lessor and lessee
only, as the jeeps being used by the said drivers were rented out by the petitioner under the so-called "boundary
system". The motion was denied by the court in its order of February 16, 1954, but on petitioner's motion for
reconsideration, the court, en banc, in its resolution of June 23, 1954, unanimously reconsidered its first order and
finally declared that there was no employer-employee relationship between the parties.

The respondent union, appealed to this Court, and on March 23, 1956, we rendered a decision (in G. R. No.
L-7945)[*] reversing the said resolution and holding that an employer-employee relationship existed between the
parties. The said decision became final on May 29, 1956.

In view of the decision of this Court, the petitioner, on June 4, 1957, filed in the court a quo his answer to the
complaint of June 30, 1953, denying (1) the legitimacy of the respondent union, and (2) the charge of unfair labor
practice, claiming that he acted in good faith based on his honest belief that he was not an employer of the drivers,
members of the respondent union, but only a lessor of his jeepneys.

Thereafter, the case was heard, and on February 27, 1958, the court rendered a decision, as follows:

"It would appear that the main question at issue is whether the respondent has committed the charges alleged in
the complaint.

"According to the complaint, the respondent had knowledge of the formation of a union on June 26, 1953 and
respondent upon learning of the same decided on dismissing all the driver members because he did not want to
have a union within his company. This particular union, it turned out, was a chapter or affiliate of the
complainant union which was organized sometime on June 24, 1953.

On June 27, 1953, the respondent dismissed the drivers appearing in the complaint by refusing them the use of
the jeepneys regularly assigned to them.
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"On the other hand, respondent claims otherwise. The respondent, it is alleged, fearing that a strike might be
called by the drivers decided on not renting out the jeepneys on said date, June 27, 1953.

"Based on the versions submitted in evidence by the parties, it is clear that the respondent engaged in the unfair
labor practice charged in the complaint, amounting to a virtual lockout of his employee drivers, hence
constituting discrimination under Republic Act No. 875. As the records of this case disclose, the act of locking
out committed by respondent was made without the required notice and no collective bargaining negotiations
were ever made. The mere suspicion by respondent, that a strike might be called by the union, is no
justification for such an act.

"We hold therefore, that respondent is guilty of the unfair labor practices charged in the complaint.

"However, there are certain aspects of this case which merit consideration. It has been contended by
respondent, since the beginning of this case, that he is not the employer of the,drivers listed in the complaint
and has honestly acted under such belief. This very Court itself, unanimously were of the same opinion that
there was no employer-employee relationship. In the application of the affirmative reliefs granted by law, this
good faith of the respondent must be taken into consideration in those portions where the law allows this Court
to use its sound discretion and judgment. The particular portion we have in mind is section 5 of Republic Act
No. 875.

"Furthermore, it appears that some of the drivers listed in the complaint have either returned to work or are
already working elsewhere and there is a need for further proceedings in this respect.

"IN VIEW OF THE FOREGOING, this Court hereby orders the respondent:

"(1) To cease and desist from further committing the unfair labor practices complained of;

"(2) To reinstate the drivers listed in the complaint, except those who have been already reinstated;

"(3) To pay back wages to all the drivers listed in the complaint, but in the exercise of the Court's discretion
said back wages shall commence only from May 29, 1956, based on the minimum daily wage of P4.00,
deducting therefrom and from said date the periods when said drivers have found substantially equivalent and
regular employment for themselves, for which reason further hearings shall be had for the sole purpose of
determining the respective amount of back wage? due each driver up to the time they are actually re-employed
by respondent.

"SO ORDERED."

On March 8, 1958, petitioner filed a motion for reconsideration which was denied by the court in its resolution en
banc, of July 30, 1958. Hence, this petition for review.

It is the contention of respondent union that petitioner, upon learning that his drivers had formed a labor union
among themselves, refused on June 27, 1953, to let them use and operate the jeepneys regularly assigned to them,
which act, it is alleged, constitutes an unlawful lockout and an unfair labor practice.

The petitioner, on the other hand, claims that he did not lock out his drivers, members of the respondent union, on
June 27,1953, as contended by them. Believing honestly that no employer-employee relationship existed between
him and them and fearing that the drivers were intending to declare a strike and might abandon his jeepneys in the
streets of the city, he decided, as a precautionary measure to protect his interest, to suspend their operation
temporarily and consult his attorney. Upon obtaining his counsel's advice, he immediately announced to the
drivers the following morning, June 28, that they could then take out his jeepneys. While some four or five of
them heeded petitioner's request, the others refused to return to operate. Those who took advantage of petitioner's
offer had however, to come back after a few hours because some of the drivers on strike had admonished them to
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return the jeepneys and join the strike. For some days this situation continued. until on October 8, 1953, when the
case was first submitted for decision, thirty-four (34) of the forty-six (46) drivers had already returned to work
under the same conditions as before June 27, 1953.

We have examined the records and we are satisfied that . what occurred on June 26, 1953, and the days following
was substantially as testified to by petitioner Benedicto Dinglasan and his witnesses, three of whom are among the
drivers of his jeepneys, two (Julio Ongpin and Francisco Leaño) are completely disinterested persons, two are
patrolmen, and the remaining two are his employees, as against the sole testimony of Juanito Cruz, President of
the local group of the respondent labor union, and on the essentially hearsay declaration of Zosimo Yjares who
claims to be the secretary of the drivers' association.

While we agree with the lower court that the act of the petitioner in suspending the operation of his jeepneys on
June 27, is legally and technically not in consonance with the Industrial Peace Act (the court a quo termed it "a
virtual lockout") so as to entitle the drivers to be reinstated, nevertheless, as the trial court correctly stated in its
decision,

"there are certain aspects of this case which merit consideration. It has been contended by respondent, since the
beginning of this case, that he is not the employer of the drivers listed in the complaint and has honestly noted
under such belief. This very Court itself, unanimously were of the same opinion that there was no
employer-employee relationship. In the application of the affirmative reliefs granted by law, this good faith of
the respondent must be taken into consideration in those portions where the law allows this court to use its
sound discretion and judgment. The particular portion we have in mind is Section 5 of Republic Act No. 875."

In the exercise of this discretion, that is, whether the reinstatement will be with or without back pay, aside from
the fact that there was no willful violation of the Industrial Peace Act, there is an additional circumstance that may
be considered in favor of herein petitioner. As already mentioned above, petitioner, the day following his
suspension of the operation of the jeepneys, urged the drivers to return and resume the work, notwithstanding
which, the latter not only refused, but even compelled those who did, to join the strike. It is clear therefrom, that
the cessation or stoppage of the operation after June 27, was not the direct consequence of petitioner's locking
them up or of any willful unfair or discriminatory act of the former, but the result of their (the drivers) voluntary
and deliberate refusal to return to work. Taking into account the foregoing circumstances and considering their
similarity to those in the case of Philippine Marine Radio Officers' Association vs. Court of Industrial Relations et
al., 102 Phil., 373, wherein it was held that there is no reason for granting backpay if there has not been any
willful unfair labor practice or refusal of the respondent companies to admit their laborers back to work, while the
drivers members of respondent union may, in this case, be entitled to reinstatement, we find no justification for
their receiving back wages for the period that they themselves refused to return to work.

Wherefore, the decision appealed from is accordingly modified in the sense that the reinstatement will be without
back pay. In all other respects, the same is affirmed, without costs. So ordered.

Paras, C J., Bengzon, Padilla, Montemayor, Bautista Angelo, Labrador, Endencia, and Gutierrez David, JJ.,
concur.

[1] Republic Act No. 875.

[*] National Labor Union vs. Dinglasan, 98 Phil., 649; 52 Off. Gaz. (4), 1933.

BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. 14183. November 28, 1959

© 2026 batas.org  ·  Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 4

Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - 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. 14183. November 28, 1959

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

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


