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involved. Going after the individual actors has been de-emphasized in favor of 
prosecuting the corporation. Commentators have criticized the entire system as 
redundant and as straining the corporate fiction too far. 

Even though most civil law jurisdictions like ours do not recognize a corpo­
ration as morally blameworthy, corporate deterrence must be recognized. The 
proposed dual system of policing corporations - the individual, criminally and 
the corporation, administratively - is a compromise between two extremes that 
meets this purpose more effectively. The common law principles of "acquiescence," 
"wWul blindness" and "reckless supervision" contribute to a clearer definition 
of the responsible corporate actor. Methods of proving corporate guilt - collective 
knowledge, linking acts of subordinates to those of their superiors, establishing a 
pattern of corporate behavior - would be effective in the administrative setting. 
Substantial evidence would be sufficient as opposed to proof beyond reasonable 
doubt. Administrative agencies, more than the 'regular courts, would be better 
equipped to handle the intricacies ~f corporate crime. 

The success of any program depends largely on the availability of funding 
'!Jld the dedication of our law enforcers to implementing the reforms. "What this 
discourse on corporate criminality hopes to achieve is a sufficient degree of aware­
ness in order to establish our priorities. The problem of corporate criminality clearly 
deserves a second look. For this reason, it is worth quoting Stanton Wheeler again: 

It is necessary to urge that we redirect our attention from the petty thief to the Corporate 
Executive, from the offender who haunts the streets and alleys to those who inhabit 
the finest offices and restaurants, and from the Police to the FfC, SEC, and IRS. Or. 
perhaps I shauld not say redirect for that implies that the problems of ordi'nary street 
crime and violent crimes are unimportant. It is a matter of balance. 331 

""CoRPORATE Om.m, supra note 1, 12-13 citing Stanton Wheeler, Trends and Problems in Sociological 
Study of Crime, 99 SacrAL PROBLEMS, Jur.e (1976), at 532. 
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It is settled that, once the Supreme Court es!Jlblishes the meaning to be attached 
to the words of the law, every citizen is bound by obedience. As Jar as everyone is 
concerned, tire law is what the Supreme Court says it is. After a doctrine has been laid 
down, everyone must act accordingly. 

Likewise, no one will contest the proprie!!J, practicality, and even lhe necessity 
of giving the Supreme Court of the land the p"Jioer to re-examine and reconsider its 
previous interpretation of a statute or a provision of the Constitution rendered in tire 
context of an actual controversy resolved by it. Indeed, great injustice may result if tire 
Supreme Court is deprived of the power to change its mind. 

However, it appears that the Supreme Court has yet to realize the great impact 
the exercise of this power has on completed transactions an~ consummated acts. When 
the Supreme Court abandons, reverses, or modifies a doctrine it e~ablishedin tire past, 
does the new doctrine's application and binding effect extend to acts done by persons 
wlw relied on tire prior doctrine? Can the Supreme Court, through a new doctrine, lay 
down new requisites for the legality of an act which was legal when performed, according 
to the prior doctrine? More impcrtantly, ca,n a man be'imprisoned for the commission 
of an act which, when done, was lawful according to existing jurisprudence? 

The Supreme Court has, more than once, decided a case on the basis of the 
prospective effect of its decisicms. The Supreme Court has stated that judicial decision~ 
effecting a change of existing doctrines have prospective effect unly because persons have 
acted in reliance upon the old doctrine. Although this reasoning has been upheld in many.,, 
cases, it is, to the author, extremely insufficient and unconvincing. Such a mtc'fal and' 
vital issue deserves a longer and more critical inquiry. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background and Objectives of the Study 
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The principle that laws should cnly have pTospective effect and should not 
operate retrospectively is embodied in Article 4 of the Civil Code and Section 22, 
Article III of the Philippine Constitution. A further re-statement is made in -Article 
22 of the Revised Penal Code. 
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