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Ocampo et al. v. The Secretary of Justice et al. G.R. No. L-7910 (1955)*
Excerpts from the minutes of Jan. 18, 1955

In Ocampo et al. vs. The Secretary of Justice ef al, G. R. No. L-7910,
the petition was denied, without costs, due to insufficient votes to in-
validate section 3 of Republic Act No. 1186.

Chief Justice Pards and Justices Padilla, Reyes (A), and Labrador
voted to uphold that particular section;

Justices Pablo, Bengzon, Montemayor, Jugo, Bautista, Concepcion
and Reyes, J.BL, believe it is unconstitutional

The opinions follow:

PARAS, CJ.:

Under the Judiciary Act of 1948, Republic Act No. 296, the judicial
function in Courts of First Instance was vested in District Judges, Judges-
at-Large and Cadastral Judges. Sixteen Judicial Districts were consti-
tuted, and seventy-four District Judges were provided and distributad
thereover in the proportion fixed in the Act. Aside from the seventy-
four District Judges, section 53 of the Act provided for the appointment
of “eighteen Judges-at-Large and fifteen Cadastral Judges who shall not
be assigned permanently to any judicial district and who shall render
duty in such district or province as may, from time to time, be desig-
nated by the Department Head.” The petitioners were duly appointed
and had qualified under said section 53, four as Judges-at-Large and
six as Cadastral Judges.

Under Republic Act No. 1186, which took effect on June 19, 1954,
several provisions of the Judiciary Act of 1948 were amended. Now,
the judicial function in the Court of First Instance is vested in District
Judges; and although the number of Judicial Districts is maintained,
the number of District Judges has been increased to 114. Section 3
of Republic Act No. 1186, provides that “all the existing positions of Judges-
at-Large and Cadastral Judges are abolished, and section fifty-three of
Republic Act Numbered Two Hundred and Ninety-six is hereby re-
pealedl™ Shortly after the effectivity of Republic Act No. 1186, the
Secretary of Justice informed the petitioners that they had ceased as
Judges-at-Large and Cadastral Judges. ‘The petitionera have filed the
present petition for declaratory relief and/or mandamus, for a judicial
declaration that section 3 of Republic Act No. 1186 is unconstitutional
and void, that the respective positions and offices of the petitioners under

® Motion for reconsideration subsequently dismissed in a resolution of the
Suprame Court of February 16, 1958,
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the Judiciary Act of 1948 still exists, and that they are entitled to exer-
cise the powers and functions of said offices; and for a directive against
the Secretary of Justice to permit the petitioners to continue in the exer-
cise of said powers and functions, and against the Chief Accounting
Officer and Judicial Officer of the Department of Justice to pay the pe-
tiioners their corresponding compensation beginning June 20, 1954.

Section 1 of Article VIII of the Constitution provides that “the
judicial power shall be vested in the Supreme Court and in such in-
ferior courts as may be established by law,” and section 9 of the same
Arsticle provides that “the Members of the Supreme Court and all judges
of inferior courts shall hold office during good behavior, until they reach
the age of 70 years, or become incapacitated to discharge the duties
of their office® The power of Congress under section 1 to organize,
reorganize and even abolish courts inferior to the Supreme Court, is con-
ceded; and the contention advanced on behalf of the petitioners is merely
that such power is restricted by and may be reconciled with section 9
in the sense that they should be allowed to continue holding their
offices during good behavior, until they reach the age of seventy years
or become incapacitated, notwithstanding the reorganization effected un-
der Republic Act No. 1186 and the express abolition of their positions
by’ section 3 thereof.

In this case we have to assume, both from the explanatory note of
the basic Bill and from the sponsorship speeches, that the main objective
of Republic Act No. 1186 is to vest the judicial function of Courts of
First Instance in District Judges, eliminating Judges-at-Large and Cadas-
tral Judges, the creation of whoee positions (by Republic Act No. 296,
goction 53), as Mr. Justice Padilla says in a separate opinion, -offends
against the constitutional mandate that no judge appointed for a parti-
cular district shall be transferred to another district without the ap-
proval of the Supreme Court. For under said Republic Act No. 296,
those judges could be assigned by the Secretary of Justice to any Judi-
cial District,—a practice undoubtedly allowing, if it had not already
ullowed, the designation of any of them to try specific cases with per-
hape indicated results. Indeed, the present administration is to be com-
mended for thus totally doing away with the system of ‘“rigodon de
jueces”, which under the former law it could have maintained to its
obvious advantage. It is very significant that not a single District Judge
has been ceased out. We cannot accept the insinuation that the peti-
tioners have been purposely removed or legislated out, because the iso-
lated personal opinion expressed by one or two members of Congress
that undesirable judges must be weeded out, is not controlling and, as
aheady stated, all positions of Judges-at-Large and Cadastral Judges,
and not merely thoee held by the petitioners, were abolished. If peti-
titioners were not, after the abolition of their posts, retained in the judi-
ciary, like the others by giving them appointment as District Judges,
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which involves a promotion to positions of higher category, that is not
uttributable to Republic Act No. 1186, for petitioners are in fact casual-
ties of the legitimate exercise by the President of his prerogative ap-
pointment. Moreover, if the petitioners were intentionally ceased out for
being *“undesirable”, no provision for the payment of any gratuity would
liave been provided, because removal for cause is never rewarded.

It is argued for the petitioners that Republic Act No. 1186 has not
abolished any Court of First Instarce and, on the contrary, it has in-
creased the number of District Judges. This is followed by the reminder
that in American States where the legislative power to abolish a judge-
ship was sustained, the corresponding court was also abolished. The flaw
of this argument lies in the fact that none of the petitioners was a
District Judge presiding over a District Court, and they were all only
occupying the positions of either Judge-at-Large or Cadastral Judge in
virtue of section 53 of the Judiciary Act of 1948, which positions were
al! abolished and which section waas repealed expressly by Republic
Act No. 1186; hence it was no longer necessary to abolish any court
It is not amiss to recall that the positinn of District Judge has hereto-
furo always been considered as distinct and different from that of Judge-
at-Large or Cadastral Judge, such that the latter had to look forward
to being promoted and made a District Judge under a new and different
appointment with increased compensation.

Our considered opinion is that if it be, as it is, admitted that Con-
gress can abolish courts inferior to the Supreme Court, it can do the lesser
thing of reducing the number or changing the category of judges presiding
over such courts. In the case of Zandueta va. De 1a Costa, 66 Phil, 615,
Mr. Justice Laurel, one of the most eminent members of the Constitu-
tional Convention. voiced the opinion that the legislature may abolish
courts inferior to the Supreme Court end reorganize them territorially
o1 otherwise, thereby necessitating new appointments and commissions.
Indeed, only recently, in the case of Brillo vs. Enage, G. R. No. L-7115,
we ourselves expressed the view that “el derecho de un juez de decsem-
peiiarlo hasta los 70 afos de edad o se incapacite no priva al Congreso
de su facultad de abolir, fusionar o reorganizar juzrgados no constitucio-
nales.” Citations from other jurisdictions contain pronouncements to the
eflect that “if the framers of the Constitution intended to leave it to the
legislature to establish and abolish courts as the public necessities de-
manded, this was not qualified, or limited by the clause as to the judge’s
term of office,” (McCulley va. State, 53 S.W. 134); “a constitutional pro-
vision that judges of a certain court shall hold their offices for five years
must yield to another provision that the legislature may alter or abolish
the court, and therefore the legislature may reduce the number of judges
by fixing an end to the terms of certain of them although within five
vears after they took office. State ex rel. Kenny vs. Hudspeth (1890)
59 N.JL. 304; 37 AtL 504, 37 AtlL 67; Nolle v. State (1698) 62 N.J.L.
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533, 41 Atl 832, affirmed in (1900) 64 N.J.L. 363, 48 AtlL 1118" (4
ALR. 216); “the legislative power to create a court carries with it the
power to abolish it When the ¢ourt is abolished any unexpired term
is abolished also. The judge of such a court takes office with that en-
cumbrance and knowledge. (Cherokee County v. Savage, 32 So. 2nd
503); and “the legislature has the power to abolish as well as to create,
Lo diminish as well as to increase, the number of judicial districts” (Alk-
man vs. Edwards, 30 L.LR.A. 149, 55 Kan. 751, 42 Pac. 366).

The reasons for the above pronouncements are, among others, that
security of tenure is certainly not a personal privilege of any particular
yudge (concurring opinion of Mr. Justice Laurel in Zandueta vs. De la
Costa, supra); a public officer, no matter what the department of the
government in which he serves is a public servant, and while the public
should deal justly with him, his individual rights are by no means of
primary importance (Alkman vs. Edwards, 30 LR.A. 149, 55 Kan. 751,
42 Pac. 366); the judge's right to his full term and his full salary are
ot dependent alone upon his good conduct, but also upon the contin-
gency that the legislature may for the public good, in ordaining and
establishing the courts, from time to time consider his office unnecessary
and abolish it (McCulley vs. State, 53 8W. 134).

Properly and logically speaking, the petitioners were not removed
from office because a removal implies that the office exists after the
ouster. Thus in the case of Manalang vs. Quitoriano, G. R. No. L-6898,
promulgated on April 30, 1954, this Court said:

*This pretanse can pot be sustalned. To begin with, petitioner

bas never been Commissioner of the National Employment Service

and, bence, he could not have been, and has not been removed there-

from. Secondly, to remove an officer is to oust him from office before

the sxpiration of his term. A removal implise that the office exists

aftsr the ouster. Such is not the case of petitioner herein, for Re-

public Act 761 expressly abolished the Placsment Bureau, and, by im-

plication, the offics of the Director thereof, which, obviously, cannot

exist without sald Bureau. By the abolition of the latter and of said
office, the right thereto of its incumbent, petitioner herein, was neces-
sarily extsnguizhed therely. Accordingly, the constitutional mandate

to the effsct that ‘no officer or employee in the civil service shall be

removed or suspsnded except for cause as provided by law’ (Art. XII,

SBec. 4, Phil. Const.), is not in point, for there has been neither a re-

moval nor a suspension of the petitioner Manalang, but an sbolition of

his former office of Director of the Placement Bureau, which, admit-

tedly, iz within the power of Congress to undertake by legislation.”
(sczpra, SO0 0.Q. 251S8.)

To the same effect is the following:

“To dispense with an unnecessary court is not to change his term
of judgeship, nor is it to affect the guaranties of the Constitution as to
his salsry, nor does it remove the judge from office. The office no
longer exists, and, of course, a removal from an office that has no
existence is not a conceivabls propositdon.” (McCulley wvs State,
53 8 W. 1))
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For all practical purposes and to all constitutional intents, a judge
of first instance is on the same footing as an officer or employee in the
civil service insofar as permanence of tenure is concerned, because where-
as the judge is to serve during good behavior, an officer or employee
in the civil service may not be removed or suspended except for cause
as provided by law. In both cases the office is statutory, and it is
fundamental and elementary that a statute cannot be irrepealable. The
petitioners are certainly mistaken in believing that the only way ta re-
concile section 1 with section 9 of Article VIII of the Constitution is to
hold that any attempt to abolish the position of a judge should only
bo made effective after the expiration of his term; because it is no
Jjens tenable and sound to rule that a judge may hold office during
good behavior only as long as his position lasts. It may not be urged
that the latter construction would render section 9 meaningless, for the
reason that, in the absence of said constitutional provision, the Congress
may fix the judge’s term of office at, say, one year, two years, three
years, or any definite period.

The case of Commonwealth va&. Gamble, 62 Pa. 343, mainly relied
upon by the petitioners, is not decisive, since the statute therein involved
singled out a particular judge. In the case at bar, as already pointed
out, all positions of Judge-at-Large and Cadastral Judge were not abolished
Besides, the case of Commonwealth ve. Gamble was invoked in the case
of Alkman vs. Edwards, supra, and the Supreme Court of Kansas did
not follow it, holding: “To allow the legislature, while making one new
district, to legislate the judge of an old district out of office, and provide
for appointment or election of two new judges, would clearly be vicious
in the principle, and this is the class of legislation which falls within the
ccnstitutional inhibition. But to prohibit the legislature from abolishing
a district which had been improvidently established, and thereby va-
cates the office of a judge, is another and altogether different thing,
which the Constitution does not, in express terms, prohibit.”

There is no point in the observation that the implied power of
Congress to abolish inferior courts cannot prevail over the express con-
stitutional provision on tenure of office. The petitioner's case is also
necessarily premised only upon the implied proposition that said tenure
may not be shortened If the power to abolish were intended to be
qualified by the permanence of tenure, the Constitution would have,
along with the provision that the judges of inferior courts shall hold
office during good behavior until they reach the age of seventy years
or become incapacitated, further ordained that their term shall not be
shortened or affected by the abolition of any inferior courts; in the same
way that although the judges “shall receive such compensation as may
be fixed by law,” the Constitution contains the express limitation that
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such compensation “shall not be diminished during their continuance
in office” (Section 9, Article VIII, Constitution).

There is nothing to the distinction attempted to be drawn from
the circumstance that the legislative power to abolish a court sustained
in American cases, was expressly conferred by the Constitution, whereas
the right of our Congress to abolish is merely implied from its consti-
tutional power to create inferior courts. In both cases the power exists,
and we cannot see any difference as to its force and effect when exercised.

Let it be clearly understood that we are not here concerned with
a case of one or more judges of first instance being singled out foe
climination nor with a case contemplated by Mr. Justice Laurel in his
concurring opinion in Zandueta vs. De la Costa, supra, when he gave
the waming that where the violation of a constitutional provision re-
garding security of judicial tenure is palpable and plain, and the legis-
lative power of reorganization is sought to cloak an unconstitutional and
evil purpose, it will be the time to make the hammer fall and heavily.

As the power of appointment carries with it the power of removal,
it is more logical to suppose that, as the judges are appointed by the
President, the security of tenure contemplated by section 9 of Article
VIII of the Constitution, was intended more as a restraint against Exe-
cutive removal; and as a matter of fact, in implementation of this objec-
tive, it has been provided in section 67 of the Judiciary Act of 1948
that no District Judge, Judge-at-Large or Cadastral Judge shall be sepa-
rated or removed from office by the President of the Philippines un-
less sufficient cause shall exist, in the judgment of the Supreme Court,
involving serious misconduct or inefficiency, for the removal of said judge
from office after the proper proceedings.

We are not blind to the great importance and imperative desirability
of having and maintaining an independent judiciary. At the same time,
we cannot abridge the powers of Congress under the Constitution. It is
not for us to judge the wisdom of the framers of our Coastitution in
granting Congress legislative power with reference to the establishment
of courts inferior to the Supreme Court. But with all the constitutional
and statutory safeguards, and any device conceivable by the ingenuity
of man, for judicial independence, after all there can be no surer gua-
ranty for a true administration of justice than the God-given character
otd fitness of those appointed to the Bench. The judges may be gua-
nunteed a fixed tenure of office during good behavior, but if they are of
such stuff as allows them to be subservient to one administration after
snother, or to cater to the wishes of one litigant after another, the inde-
pendence of the judiciary will be nothing more than a myth or an empty
ideal. Our judges, we are confident, can be of the type of Lord Coke,
regardless or in spite of the power of Congress—we do not say unlimitad
but as bherein exercised—to reorganire inferior courts.



RECENT DOCUMENTS 773

PADILLA, J.: \

In so far as the security of tenure of judges is concerned, I am in
accord with Mr. Justice Bengzon's view. A fixed tenure during good
behavior, long recognized as essential to an independent judiciary, has in
this country been translated into a constitutional ban limiting the powers
of Congress in dealing with the courts and for that reason not to be
written off with the argument that as Congress has the express authority
to establish courts inferior to the Supreme Court, it necessarily has also
the implied authority to abolish them. For how could there be a fixed
tenure if the office may at any time be abolished? As the Constitution
expressly prohibits the removal of a judge (except for cause) during
his term of office, reason dictates that the implied power to abolish courts
must be deemed withheld where its exercise would bring about what is
prohibited. What the Constitution prohibits the Congress to do directly
should not be allowed to be done by indirection, circumvention and
resort to an implied power to nullify an express constitutional mandate.

The Coanstitution provides and ordains that “all judges of inferior
courts shall hold office during good behavior, until they reach the age
of seventy years, or become incapacitated to discharge the duties of their
office”™ and “shall receive such compensation as may be fixed by law,
which shall not be diminished during their continuance in office”! It
also provides that “No judge appointed for a particular district shall be
designated or transferred to another district without the approval of the
Supreme Court. The Congress shall by law determine the residence of
judges of inferior courts.”3

Section 53 of Republic Act No. 296 provides:

In sddition to the District Judges mentioned in section forty-nine
hereof thets shall also be appointed sighteen Judges-at-large and fifteen
Cadastral Judges who ahall not be assigned pormanently to any judicial
district and who shall rernder duty in such district or province as may,
from time to ticme. be doeignated by the Department FHead. (Under-
scoring supplied.)

This is the law that created or established the office of the petitioners.
The law offends against section 7, Article VIII, of the Constitution, not
only because it does not determine or fix the residence of the petitioners
os judges, as ordained by the Constitution, but also because the authority
Lo designate them to render duty in districts‘or provinces other than those
of their residence is lodged in the Department Head alone when accoru-
ing to the same section and article of the Constitution the authority
must be exercised with the approval of the Supreme Court. There is
no reason why section 9, Article VIII, of the Constitution should be
given effect and section 7 of the same article nullified

The last paragraph of section 3 of Republic Act No. 1186 repeals

1 Section 9, Article VIIL
2 Bection 7, supra.
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section 53 of Republic Act 296 quoted above and the positions of Judges-
at-Large and Cadastral Judge are thereby abolished. The paragraph
in assailed on the ground that it infringes upon section 9, Article VIII,
of the Constitution. By repealing section 53 of Republic Act No. 296
and abolishing the anomalous judicial positions therein created, the Con-
gress has but rectified a grave error—with intent, no doubt, to make
the judicial system conform to the Constitution by eliminating there-
trom judges that could be moved about at the pleasure of an Executxvo
Department and to that extentcxposedtoextranooxuinﬂuencu. To
permit the continuance of a system that offends against the fundamental
iaw would be a dereliction of duty on the part of Congress. On the
other hand, the Constitution is upheld and not violated where judicial
positions created or established contrary to its provisions—such as thoee
held by the herein petitioners—are abolished.
For these reasons the petition should be dismissed.

REYES, A, J., concurring:

I concur in the opinion of the Chief Justicee But I must say fur-
ther that even supposing that Congress may not, as a general rule,
abolish a judicial post without allowing the incumbent to finish his term
of office, still I see weight in Mr. Justice Padilla’s opinion that to allow
the petitioners herein to continue as: judges-at-large and cadastral judges
without permanent assignment and forever subject to being moved from
one judicial district to another without the consent of the Supreme Court
would be to perpetuate a system repulsive to an independent judiciary
and a clear evasion of the Constitution.

LABRADOR, J.:

I do not dispute the fundamental principles which my brethren
have expounded as underlying our scheme of government. The inde-
pendence of the judiciary, its inviolability against executive or legislative
encroachment and the permanence of judicial tenure are so plain as to
need elucidation. I am also aware of the fact that the judiciary is the
weakest of all the three departments of the Government. However, in
our zealousness to conserve judicial independence we should be careful
1o guard against self-pity o.m:! passion taking the better part of reason
and sgllowing them to becloud the real issue. The question should be
dispassionately considered, bearing in mind, on the one hand, that every
presumption of good faith should be accorded a coordinate department
that had decreed the passage of the disputed legislation, especially as in
the present instance the legislative department has been expressly granted
the power to organize or reorganize inferior courts (Section 1, Article
VIII, Constitution of the Philippines), and on the other, the nature of
the offices abolished and the underlying causes for said abolition, as these
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circumstances in a very great measure may give an aspect to the issue
different from what it may appear to be.

The office of judge-at-large was introduced in this jurisdiction in
the year 1902. It is a peculiar contraption unknown in other judicial
systems. Under Act No. 396 (Philippine Commission, May 9, 1902),
four judges of first instance, in addition to those created in Act No. 136,
were to be appointed, who "may be required to perform the duties of
the judge of first instance of any province, when directed by the Civil
Governor.” But under the first judicial reorganization act (Act No. 2347,
approved February 28, 1914), the positions of auxiliary judges of first
instance were created in the place of judge-at-large in that he is ap-
pointed to a group of judicial districts to which he is appointed and
acquires the right to hold court and exercise judicial function only if
pnd when ho is assigned by the Executive Department to a district
Under Act No. 2347 the auxiliary judge was to hold session in the place
ol his residence. Specific prohibition existed against his serving in any
district not included in his commission. (8Sec. 4.)

The positions of auxiliary judges were continued in the Administra-
tive Code of 1916 and 1917. Under the latter, the stations of auxiliary
yidges were fixed, and they were to hold court thereat without need of
assignment by the Secretary of Justice, but only upon request of a
judge of a district. (Secs. 157-160.) These positions of auxiliary judges
were continued until December 6, 1932, when Act No. 4007 by amending
Section 157 of the Administrative Code sgein cteated the positions of
cix judges-at-large, who were not assigned to any judicial district but
were to hold court in any district when the Secretary of Justice desig-
nates them to do so.

“Sec. 187. Judges-at-large—In addition to the judges mentioned
in section one hundred and fifty-four hereof, as amended, there shall

also be appointsd aix judges who shall not be assigned permansntly to
any judicial district and who shall render duty Iin such districts or

provinces as may, from time to time, be designatsd by the Depart-
ment Head. (Sec. 24, Act No. 4007.)

The above was the set-up of judges-at-large when the Constitution was
approved. Thereafter, on November 7, 1936, Commonwealth Act No.
145 reduced the number of judges-at-large to five. (Sec. 3.) On August
19, 1938, C.A. No. 348 increased the number of judges-at-large to twelve.
(Sec. 2.)
The positions of cadastral judges were first created under C.A. No.
504, which provides:
“Sec. 1. In eddition to the existing positions of judges of first
instance, there are creatsd fiftsen positions of judges of first instance
to be sappointed as provided by law. Said judges shall be peaid a
salary of eight thousand four hundred pesocs per annum each, and shall

have the same rank, powers and privileges enjoysd by and grantsd
to judges of first instance, but their jurisdiction shall be limited to
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cases srising under the Cadastral Act and the Land Registration Act.
They shall render duty in such judicial districts or provinces as may,
from time to time, be designated by the Secretary of Justice.”

There were, prior to the passage of Republic Act No. 1186, 18
positions of judges-at-large and 15 positions of cadastral judges. (sec.
53, R.A. No. 296.)

While the idea of a judge-at-large may be traced to an early date
(1902) it was suppressed in 1914 and did not appear again in our
judicial system until 1932. Its usefulness as a contrivance to help in
the clearing of clogged dockets may be admitted, but its useful existence
for a long time in our statute books can not cure or remedy its funde-
mental defect—the lack of a specific district where the judge can exer-
cise his judicial functions freely without interference from any one,
much less an executive or administrative superior, and from which he
may not be moved away without his consent. It must be remembered
that one of the legal ramparts guarding judicial independence is irre-
movability from the district to which one is appointed. This principle
was first enunciated in the case of Borromeo vs. Mariano, 41 Phil. 322,
and I hold that it should not apply to district judges alone, but to all
judges of any court of any grade. If a judge can be moved from one
place to another at the will or mercy of an executive official he certainly
cannot have the freedom to act in the trial and decision of cases accord-
ing to the dictates of his reason and conscience; there iz no hindrance
for him to trade his convictions for personal conveniences in order to
win favor with the executive authority that assigns him and upon whose
good will his promotion depends.

The other fundamental defect of the system of judges-at-large is
the power of the Executive branch to determine where judges ahall sit
Through the exercise of this power the Executive branch can assign
friendly, or sympathetic, or willing tools to any place to try specific
cases so that these may be tried and decided in the form and manner
in which the Executive branch desires.

The office of judge-at-large, therefore, is incompatible with the prin-
ciple of judicial independence. In the cases of Borromeo vs. Mariano,
supra, and Concepcion va. Paredes (42 Phil 599), this Court frowned
upon the attempt to transfer a judge to another district against his will
and the attempt to decide by lot where judges shall sit, these being,
according to the Court, subversive of judicial independence, self-respect,
and integrity, it is much more undesirable and condemnable to have
judges act as such only if and when directed by an executive officer and
only at places to which they are assigned.

Section 7 of Article VIII of the Constitution provides:

“No judge sppointed for a particular district shall be designated
or transferred to another district without the spproval of the Bupreme
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Court. The Congress shall by law determine the residence of judges
of inferior courts.”

The above provision of the residence of judges was inserted because
judges of first instance used to reside in Manila, or in places other than
where they hold court, making them unavailable in their courts except
where they actually hold sessions, to the great inconvenience of the
public, and impairing their efficiency, because the time and energy spent
by them in going to and from their residence to their courts, reduced
the time and attention they could devote to their work. The prevailing
‘eeling in the Constitutional Convention that judges of first instance
should have designated places of residence must be considered applicable
to judges-at-large, who resided in Manila. They could not permanently
reside in districts out of Manila because by the very nature of their
office they were to be assigned from time to time to different provinces
of the Archipelago where their services are needed.

Notwithstanding the constitutional directive for the legislature to
provide by law the residences of judges of inferior courts, the legislature
did not for some time see fit to provide official residences for judges-
at-large and cadastral judges. In time, the party in power saw in these
judges-at-large and cadastral judges, and specially in the peculiar pro-
vigsion that they shall hold court only in places to which they may be
assigned by the Secretary of Justice, a means to influence the course of
justice. Through the Secretary of Justice, a political appointee, friendly
or sympathetic judges-at-large and cadastral judges were picked up for
assignment to places where the administration or the party in power or
the influential politicians desired cases (especially election cases) to be
decided in one way or another. In time, judges-at-large and cadastral
judges were not only assigned to specific provinces, but they were as-
signed to hear particular cases and authorized to decide these cases
in Manila. In one notorious case once before this Court, a judge-at-large
was made to abandon a heavy calendar of hearings to try a case in
a nearby province presumably in the form and manner in which the
Adminstration desired it to be conducted or decided, to the extreme
inconvenience of the residents of the province where his calendar was
previously fixed and to the just indignation of lovers of justice. (Mon-
tano vs. Mejia, GR. No. 1-6416.)

It has come to pass, therefore, that the offices of judges-at-large
and cadastral judges, which were established for the prompt dispatch
of cases has become the avenue through which pernicious political in-
fluence has sought to corrupt the administration of justice. It can not
be denied that it is this intolerable anomaly which Congress sought to
remedy by Sec. 3, par. 2 of Republic Act No. 1186, although some legis-
lators may have personal reasons of their own in supporting its passage.
To the credit of the present Congress, let it be said that the disputed
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provision constitutes an act of relinquishment by the party in power of
a strong political weapon which it could utilize to its own advantage.

As we see it the Act is a positive remedy seeking to eradicate a
gangrenous evil that has been slowly but surely sapping public confidence
in the administration of justice. Viewed from its purpose and aim, it
cannot be said to have been passed to legislate judges out, which would
be an encroachment on the independence of the judiciary; it is rather
the painful amputation of an anomalous and gangrenous appendage,
through which politics had influenced the judiciary. It is the painful
extraction of a tooth through which the germs of infection seek to
poison the whole judicial body. Removal of said gangrenous appendage,
or extraction of the infectious tooth, or the eradication of the root of
the evil is not interference with judicial independence; it is freeing
it of political influence, the cutting off of the avenue leading thereto,
over which pernicious politics had passed to influence the administration
of justice. To the judicial system it is indeed painful, but the operation
mnay be likened unto the situation covered by the following Biblical
Fassage: .

“And if thy hand, or thy foot scandalire thee, cut it off, and cast
it from thee. It is better for thee to go into life maimed or lame,
than having two hands or two foet, to be cast into everlasting fire.”
(8t. Matthew, chap. 18, v. 8).

This to my mind is not the occasion when, in the words of Justice
Laurel, we must let “the hammer fallL” It is rather an occasion when
we should not look for defects in the law, but seek its justification. We
find such justification, if not in words of the constitutional directive that
the legislature fixes the residences of judges, at lesst in the reason or
spirit of the other provision that judges shall be assigned to districts
from which they may not be removed or taken away.

There is and there can be no question as to the existence of the
power of Congress to abolish or to reorganize inferior courts. This
power is expresaly grantod to Congress by the Constitution when it pro-
vided in Section 1, Article VIII that the judicial power shall be vested
in one Supreme Court and in “such inferior courts as may be established
by law,” or in Section 2 of the same Article. But cur Constitution also
expressly guarantees that judges shall not be removed from office until
they reach the age of seventy years, or become incapacitated to discharge
the duties of their office (Sec. 9, Article VIII). It is these two conflicting
concepts that we are called upon to apply in the case at ber.

As I understand it, the question at issue is not, May the legislature
legislate judges out of office by a supposed act of judicial reorganiza-
tion? That would be unfair to the legislature that enacted the provi-
sion and a distortion of the issue, for judges are not being eased out but
their positions are being abolished and are not being filled by others
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I¢ that were the issue there would be no tenable side than the negative.
The question should rather be stated thus: Has the legislature abused
itls power to reorganize courts of first instance when it abolished the
rositions of judges-at-large and cadastral judges?

No one denies the fact that the power to abolish or reorganize
inferior courts should be reconciled with the permanence of judicial
tenure, as both proceed from constitutional provisions. But were we to
hold that judicial tenure is paramount over the legislative power to
reorganize, the latter would be impotent to exercise the power granted,
{or it can not be denied that a judicial reorganization or a minor change
in the judicial system must always affect incumbents of judicial offices.
The power to reorganize the judicial system should be considered para-
mount over the permanence of judicial tenure, the latter serving only
as a limitation when the legislative power has been abused. For we
can not conceive, by the mere guaranty of tenure, that the Constitu-
tion intended to convert the judicial body into such a privileged group
of untouchables that even the legitimate needs and desires of the body
politics, as expressed through its lawful representative, must be subor-
dinated thereto and abide the passing away of judges. Were we to
accept the principle enunciated in the opinion sustaining that the legis-
lative reorganization cannot override tenure, we would be making the
admittedly weakest department of the Government supreme and con-
verting a representative democracy into a judicial oligarchy. All argu-
ments offered against the constitutionality of the disputed provisions
would be wvalid against the Supreme Court, a constitutional court, but
not against the inferior courts as to which the Constitution grants the
legislature plenary power of organization and consequently of reorganiza-
tion.

I have taken pains to examine the most important cases which have
been cited in favor of one or the other side, but I have found no single
case which exactly fits the facts of the case at bar. The case of State
vs. Friedley, 34 N.XE. 872, cannot be cited in support of the view that
the Act or the provisions of the Act under our consideration are uncon-
stitutional. In that case the relator Gibson was the sole judge of the
fourth judicial district of Indiana, and Friedley, the sole judge of the
fifth judicial district. By an act of the legislature the fifth judicial cir-
cuit was abolished and the territory covered by it attached to the fourth
judicial circuit. As Friedley continued to exercise his office as judge,
Gibson instituted a case to determine Friedley’s right to hold office
in the fourth judicial district Gibson contended that Friedley had no
right to exercise the office as the same had been abolished by the act
of the legislature. The Supreme Court of Indiana held that the legis-
lature could not abolish the circuit and thus legislate out of office the
judge and the prosecuting attorney of the fifth judicial circuit, for were it
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permitted to do so, the judiciary would be subjected to the legislative
power and judicial independence destroyed. But it should be noted that
the Indiana constitution not only fixed the term of the circuit judge for
six years, but under it circuit courts are constitutional courts. (Art. 7,
sec. 161, Rev. Stat. 1881.) The court said that if the legislature may
abolish a circuit and its act be made to take effect at all, it should
not be before the expiration of the term of office of the judge at the
time of the act for the reason that the judge is a constitutional officer.
This case is different from the case at bar in that under the Indiana
constitution circuit courts were constitutional courts. (Const., Art. 7, sec.
161, Rev. Stat. 1881) and the term of a circuit judge fixed at six years
(idem, sec. 169), while in this jurisdiction courts of first instance are
not constitutional courts and there is an express provision of the consti-
tution authorizing the legislature to reorganize or even abolish inferior
courts, including courts of first instance. (Article VIII, Sec. 1 of the
Constitution vest jurisdiction in the Supreme Court and in such otker
inferior courts as the law may determine.)

Another case cited to sustain the view of unconstitutionality is the
case of Commonwealth va. Gamble, 62 Pa. 343, 1 Am. Rep. 422. In
this case, Gamble received a commission from the governor the tenure
ol which was by the constitution to continue for ten years on the only
condition that he should so long behave himself well. Subsequently,
the legislature passed a law approved by the governor abolishing the
district to which he was appointed, transferring it to, and constituting a
part of, another district. The constitution provided that Judge Gamble
shall hold office for a term of ten years, if he should so long behave
himself well. At the time of the passage of the act Gamble’s com-
mission had nine and two-thirds years more to run. The court held
that the act of the legislature was void because it was violative of the
constitutional provision. The court said: The power and authority of
the judge were expressly granted by the Constitution to continue to be
exercised for a period of ten years and this constitutional grant of right
and authority may not be changed by legislative action, because if the
legislature were authorized to modify (the term) by legislative act then
would the authority of the constitution be subject and subordinate to
legislative authority. Neither is this case applicable to the case at
bar because the term of office of Gamble was fixed expressly by the
Constitution at ten years, which is not the case of judges-at-large and ca-
dastral judges, now petitioners in this case.

A third case cited against the constitutionality of the provision is
the Opinion of Justice, 171 N.E. 237. In this case, a proposed legisla-
fion was submitted to the supreme judicial court of Massachusetts for
an opinion on the provisions therein to the effect that judges who have
reached the age of 70 years shall be retired to part time service. There
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was then no provision in the Massachusetts constitution similar to ours
and regarding compulsory retirement at the age of seventy. The sup-
reme judicial court held that the proposed provision is violative of the
povision of the constitution that all judicial officers shall hold their
offices during good behavior. The court said that tenure of office of
judges as thus settled by the constitution is imperative and final and
the same may not be enlarged, limited, modified, altered or in any way
affected by the General Court. This case is not applicable to the case
at bar because no position was abolished. The positions were continued
ond the incumbents were sought to be deprived of their offices upon
their reaching the age of 70 years. The case was clearly shortening
the tenure of judicial incumbents and can not apply to the case at
bar where the positions or offices of judges-at-large and cadastral judges
are abolished.

Let us now examine the cases that hold the contrary view. In
the case of Aikman vs. Edward, 30 LR.A. 149, an act of the legislature
abolishing certain judicial districts was attached on the following ground:
that it violated the purpose and intent of the constitution to protect the
yudicial department from legislative interference and to insure to judges
a tenure of office for the terms for which they were elected. In that
case there is even a constitutional provision fixing the term of the judges
of district courts and prescribing the mode of their removal from office
(which is not the case in the Philippines). The judicial districts which
were abolished had been established in the belief that they would be
necessary to meet an expected increase in the population which did
not materialize; so the legislature thought it necessary and expedient
to abolish some of them. The court said “jealousy of encroachments on
judicial power must not blind us to the just power of the legislature in
determining within constitutional limits the number of courts required
by the public exigencies, x x x.” (p. 153). It also said that tho rights
of an individual holding the position of judge cannot be considered as
paramount and superior to the rights of the public and that it was not
within the intention of the constitution to prohibit the legislature from
abolishing a district which had been improvidently established and thereby
vacate the office of the judge. In determining the conflict between two
constitutional powers and rights, the power of the legislature to reor-
ganize the courts as against the individual right of a judge to hold his
office during good behavior, the court implied that if the reorganization
is for a public interest, the right to the office must give way. In other
words, public interest and public good must prevail over and above the
tenure of judicial office, and the holder thereof cannot complain if the
legislature by a legitimate exercise of its legislative power over reor-
ganization abolishes his office.
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Anocother pertinent case to our inquiry is the case of State ex rel
Coleman vs. Campbell reported in 3 Tenn. Cas. 355 and cited in Mc-
Culley vs. State, 53 S.W. 134, 139, 140-141. In that case an action of
the Tennessee legislature abolished the second circuit court and the second
chancery court of Shelby county, evidently in pursuance of the pro-
visions of the Tennessee constitution of 1870 to the effect that “the
judicial power shall be vested in one supreme court and in such circuit,
chancery and other inferior courts as the legislature may from time to
time ordain and establish” The court held that the act abolishing dis-
trict courts is not unconstitutional. As the constitutional provision grant-
ting power to the legislature is similar to ours, we quote hereinbelow
freely from the words of the decision:

“x x x The ordaining and establishing of such courts was to be
the business of the legislature through all time. It was impossible that
the object to be accomplished could be effectusted by simply edding
to number of circuits or districts. Changes would or might becoms
nocessary, which involved the necessity of abolishing existing circuits
or districts, in ordaining and establishing others, or in reducing the
number if experisnce should prove that the public good required
a reduction. The powsr to abolish for the purpose of effecting these
objects was therefore necessarily implied. x x x.”

. . . ]

“x x x It appears to us to be the exercise of a legitimate power
by the legislature, under the conviction that two of the courts in
Memphis wers unnecessary for the dispatch of the public businese,
and that, therefore, for the promotion of the public good, they were
abolished as molo., and their work assigned to two other existing
courts. x x x."

. . ® ®

“x x x In our view of the constitution, the judge's right to his
full term and his full salary is not dependent alone upon his good
conduct, but also upon the contingency that the legislature may, for
the public good, in ordaining and establishing the courts, from time .
to time, consider his office unnecessary and abolish it. The exercise of
this power by the legislature is not such an interference with the
independence of the judge, or with his tanure of office, as can be
properly complained of. The power msy possibly be exercised with-
out good cause, but in such case the courts can furnish no remedy.”

With respect to the right of the legislature by the abolition of the
court to affect the term of an incumbent judge, the court cited the de-
cision of Judge McFarland in Halsey vs. Gaines, 2 Lea 316, who said:

“Bat it is argued that, although by the foreguing construction
the legislature may have power to abolish courts when they be-
coms unnecsesary, ths abolition of the court can only take effect st
the expiration of the judge's term; otherwise, we defsat that clause
of the constitution which says that the judge's term shall be eight
years. If the framers of the constitution intsnded to leave it to the
legislature to establish sand abolish courts as the public necessitiss de-
manded, this was not qualified or limited by the clatse &s to the
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judge’s term to overthrow the other clause, whereas we construe the
provision that the judge's term shall be eight years to be upon the
assumption that the court continues to exist; otherwise, we should
have to hold that the court must continue, although declared unneces-
sary and abolished by the legislature, simply to secure to the judge
his full term and salary. x x x It is argued that the act abolishing
the court did not abolish the judgeship. Our constitution does not
recognize a judgeship except as the judge is the incumbent of a court
or courts which he is commissioned to hold. We have no supernu-
meraries. x x x If the law abolishing the courts is wvalid, the offices
and thelr incumbents necessarily cease, and of course, along with them
their salaries. x x x To dispense with an unnecessary court is not to
change the term of judgeship, nor is it to affect the guaranties of the
constitution as to his salary, nor does it remove the judge from office.
The office no longer exists, and, of course, a removal from an office
that has no existence is not a conceivable proposition.” (S3 S.WwW.

141-142.)

It is believed that the above authority fully supports the principle
that the legislature may abolish a court for the public good. In other
words, the public good may justify abolition and if the judges of the
abolished courts are deprived thereof, they should not complain. Why
should a position maintained by public funds continue when its con-
tinuance is unncessary or, as in the case at bar, detrimental to public
interest?

The words of Judge McFarland above quoted also flatly refute
the argument that by the disputed provisions the legislature is legis-
lating judges out of office. Had the positions been retained and given
to others the claim would hold water. As it is, however, judgeships
without particular districts have been abolished, or offices abolished, and
as the offices are no longer existing, how can we say that tenure thereof
can exist? How can there be tenure of office for an office that does not
exist?

Mr. Justice Bautista Angelo, who holds the view that the law is
unconstitutional, admits that there are three accepted views on whether
or not the legislature may constitutionally abolish judicial offices. He
says that the first theory is that the power to abolish inferior courts
may be exercised without any restriction in the sense that once a court
is abolished any unexpired term of the incumbent judge is deemed
terminated. Thetecondtheoryilthatwhilaelcgillatummnyabolhh
an inferior court it cannot do so when its effect iz to terminate the
tenure of an incumbent judge because such tenure is guaranteed by
the constitution. The third is that a legislature may abolish a court
and terminate the unexpired term of the judge provided the abolition
of the court is done in good faith. Assuming that these theories are
stated correctly, the undersigned expresses the view that the validity
oftheprwisiomimpugneddmu!dbenmmed,incomonmcewithtbe
third theory, for the reason that the abolition has been motivated by a
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wise and legitimate policy—the desire to eliminate a source of evil
existing in the judicial system (as we have already adverted to above).

There is a last reason for sustaining the validity of the disputed
provisions. When the Constitutional Convention recognized the impor-
tance of the irremovability of judges from their respective districts to
protect their independence, and directed the legislature by law to pro-
., vide for the residences of judges of inferior courts, it desired and expected
the legislature to implement this directive and provide residences for all
judges of inferior courts, presumably judges-at-large who had no official
residences. Analogous directives are contained in the Constitution, such
as the one regarding the establishment of a national language, which
the legislature has already implemented. When the Convention directed
that the residences of judges of inferior courts should be fixed, it could
not have intended to extend the right to permanent judicial tenure to
those holding positions which it expected the legislature to abolish in
pursuance of the constitutional directive. In other words, it is to be
presumed that when the Convention adopted the permanence of tenure
for judicial officers, 1t meant to extend it only to judges with permanent
stations, not to judges holding the positions for which the law at the
time of the Convention had not provided official residences and which
the Constitution impliedly prohibited. Failure on the part of the legis-
Jature to implement the constitutional directive, cannot be interpreted
to raise the category of judges-at-large to that of judges of district
courts, in so far as tenure is concerned.

Fear is felt that if the validity of the provisions in question is sus-
tained, judges would be at the mercy of the legislature and their inde-
pendence curtailed I hold that fear should not be the basis of, or
distort, fundamental principles. If and when a coordinate branch of the
Government should seek to go beyond itas legitimate sphere and encroach
upon another, that will be the time to act promptly and decisively. In
the words of Justice Laurel, then shall be the occasion to let the ham-
mer fall and heavily. But when as in the instarit case the legislative
act is clearly induced by the highest motives to remove a source of evil
in the judicial system and free it from an anomalous appendage through
which pernicious politics had sought to influence judges, and appears, be-
sides, to implement a constitutional directive, let us not insinuate that
judicial independence is being impaired lest our jealous regard thereof
be misinterpreted, and instead of encouraging judicial valor we will be
inducing judicial arrogance.

For the above reasons, in view of the evident good faith and motive
which have induced the legislative department of the Government to enact
the disputed provisions, I am constrained to hold that the abolition by
the legislature of the positions of judges-at-large and cadastral judges does
not constitute an abuse of the power of reorganization granted to it by
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the Constitution. Wherefore, I vote against the granting of the petition
that the disputed provisions of the new Judiciary Law (Republic Act
No. 1186) be declared unconstitutional and void, as against the peti-
tioners.

BENGZON, J.:

The outcome of this litigation is apt to revive the speculation whe-
ther wittingly or unwittingly the Constitution has further weakened the
usually weak judicial department. For here is an attempt, or the begin-
ning of attempts against the independence of the local judicature and
yet the Supreme Court (seven justices, more than a mere majority)
finds itself powerless to check it, the Constitution having tied its hands
with the provision that a two-thirds vote shall be necessary to declare
a statute unconstitutional® Seven justices say the law violates the con-
stitution; four others decide to sustain it, and their view prevails. The
opinions of seven members are in fact dissenting opinions.

When Republic Act No. 1186 took effect on June 19, 1954, the ten
petitioners were presiding different courts of first instance, some as judges-
at-large, others as cadastral judges. Shortly thereafter they were notified
by the respondent Secretary of Justice that had ceased to hold office by
virtue of the provision of section 3 of said Act declaring, “all the existing
positions of Judges-at-Large and Cadastral Judges are abolished.”

Petitioners contend that, in abolishing their positions and removing
them, Congress and respondents unconstitutionally shortened their terms
of office prescribed by the Constitution. Wherefore, they ask for de-
claration of invalidity of said section, and for judgment that their posi-
sion and offices still exist, with their corresponding right to exercise the
functions thereof. They also request appropriate orders for payment of
their compensation, and for other relief. Invoking the organic provision
that judges “shall hold office during good behaviour, until they reach
the age of seventy years, or become incapacitated,”! they affirmm they
have not been guilty of misconduct, have not reached 70 years and
are physically capable to perform their duties.

For answer, the Solicitor-General maintains that petitioners’ right
to act as judges had ceased with the extinction of their positions, Congress
having the constitutional power to abolish inferior courts, including the
positions of Judges-at-Large and Cadastral Judges. Commendably avoid-
ing all issues as misconduct, age or capacity, he maintains, as secondary
proposition, that anyway the statute creating petitioners’ positions violated
the Constitution and established no judicial office.

a No intent here to criticire the Conysntion. Obviously it was cognirant of
F.D. Roosevelt's allergy to five-to-four decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court nul-.
lifying important legislation; and to insure F.D.R.'s approval (plus other reasons)
it included among the features of our Organic Act the two-thirds innovation.

1 Art. VIII sec. 9.
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The second defense will be taken up later. The first, in our opi-
nion, is the most important.

Never in our history has such a number of judges of first instance
been ousted thru judicial reorganization. In the several court revamps
heretofore effected, it was assumed generally that incumbent judges had
to be retained, and they were either re-appointed, promoted or placed
in other important government positions. To assure judicial independ-
ence there was widespread acquiescence in their privilege to retain
their posts during good behaviour, or until they reached the age of 65
years,? irrespective of structural government changes, motivated or not
by the tides of political fortune. Some—very few indeed—Ilost their
positions; but on applying to the courts for relief asserting judicial
security of tenure, they failed upon grounds other than Congressional
power to ease them out (Summers v. Ozaeta L-1534; Zandueta v.
De la Costa 66 Phil 615). This controversy brings the first issue
squarely to the fore, because the petition may be granted only upon a
showing of Congressional lack of power to sweep petitioners out of their
posts.

It is necessary for the Court to interpret and apply the following
Constitutional provisions:

“xxx judicial power shall be vested in one Suprems Court and in
such inferior courts as may be established by law.” (Art. VIII sec. 1.)

“xxx the Congress shall have the power to define, prescribe and
apportion the jurisdiction of the wvarious courta™ (Art. VIII sec. 2.)

“No judge appointed for particular district shall be designated
or transferred to another district without the approval of the Supreme
Court. x x x” (Art. VIII eec. 7.)

“IThe members of the Supreme Court and all judges of inferior
courts shall hold office during good bLehavior until they reach the
age of seventy years or become incapecitated to discharge the duties
of their office. They shall receive such compensation as may be fizxed
by law, which shall not be diminished during their continuance in
office.” (Art. VIII sec. 9.)

As already stated, petitioners argue that Republic Act 1186 parti-
cularly section 3, abridged the tenure vouchsafed to them by above
section 9—none of them having become incapacitated, or attained seventy
years or been guilty of misconduct.

Respondents, on the other hand, assert that Congressional power
to establish courts and apportion their jurisdiction implies power to
suppress courts already established, together with the positions of in-
cumbent judges. And, they insist, there is no tenure of office to be
respected and upheld under above sec. 9 where there is no existing
office.

A careful analysis will perceive that, whereas petitioners invoke an
express guaranty or positive definition of their term of office, the res-

2 Before the Constitution, 65 years was the retirement age,
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pondents rely on implied authority to abolish courts and the positions

of the respective judges. Accurately stated, respondents’ defense rests
on a second inference deduced from such implied power, because they
reason out thusly: Congress has express power to establish courts; there-
fore it has implicit power to abolish courts and the positions of judges
of such abolished courts (first inference); and therefore (second infe-
rence) Congress likewise has power to eject the judges holding such
positions.

Resultant juridical situation: The implied authority invoked by res-
pondents collides with the express guaranty of tenure protecting the peti-
tioners. Which shall prevail? Obviously the express guaranty must
override the implied authority. “Implications can never be permitted
to contradict the expressed intent or to defeat its purpose.” (72 C.J.S.
p- 633.) “Express provisions prevail over implied provisions which con-
tradict them.” (82 C.J.8 p. 720.) The situation is quite similar to
Montenegro v. Castafieda® wherein the Bill of Rights impliedly denied
the President’s power to suspend the writ of habeas corpus in case of
imminent danger of invasion, whereas a subsequent article, sec. 10, ex-
prosaly authorized the President to suspend where there is imminent
danger of invasion. We sustain the Executive's power, quoting with
approval the following precedents:

~“It is a general rule in the construction of writings, that, a general
intent appearing, it shall control the particular intent; but this rule
must sometimes give way, and effect must be given to a particular in-
tent plainly express in one part of a constitution, though apparently
opposed to a general intent deduced from other parts. Warren v. Shu-
man, S tex. 441. In Quick v. Whitewater Township, 7 Ind. 570, it was
said that if two provisions of a written constitution are irreconcilably
repugnant, that which is last in order of time and in local position is
to be preferred. In Guls C. & SF. Ry. Co. v. Rambolt, 67 Tex. 654,
4 S.W. 356, this rule was recognired as a last resort, but if the last
provision is more comprehensive and specific it was held that it should
be given effect on that ground.”

“And in Hong vs. Washington Oregon Corp. (1915) 147 Pac. Rep,
765 at p. 763 it was said: “It is a familiar rule of construction that,
where two provisions of a written Constrtution are repugnant to
each other, that which is last in order of time and in local position is to
be preferred. Quick v. White Water Township, 7 Ind. 570; G, G. & E.
Ry. Co. v. Tambolt, 67 Tex. 654, 4 SW. 356. So even assuming the
two clauses discussed are repugnant, the latter must prevail”

But the collision may be—should be—avoided, and both sections
given validity, if one be considered a proviso or exception to the other.
In other words, under the Constitution the Congress may abolish existing

31952 0.GQ. 3392,
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courts, provided it does not thereby remove the incumbent judges; such
abolition to take effect upon termination of their incumbency* The
fundamental provisions on the matter are thereby “coordinated and har-
.monized” as Justice Laurel suggested in his concurring opinion in Zan-
dueta v. De la Costa. ‘To bring about reconciliations is the great work
of jurists. (Cardozo, Paradoxes of Legal Science p. 6.)

This is no novel theory of local vintage. Many American precedents
uphold it. ’

“However, when the Constitution ordains that a judge hold his
office for a fixed term, the constitution governs, and the legislature has
no power to alter his tenure, either by enlarging or shortening the term,
directly or indirectly.” 48 C.J.S. p. 969, citing cases from Kentucky, Mas-
sachussetts and Peansylvania.) .

In State v. Friedley an act of the legislature of Indiana abolished
the fifth judicial circuit presided by William T. Friedley and attached
its territory and business to the fourth judicial circuit presided by George
Gibson. In a contest for the office between the two, Friedley invoked
the constitutional provision that judges “shall hold office for six years”
Gibson invoked the Legislature'’s constitutional power (sec. 169) to divide
the State from time to time into judicial circuits. The Indiana Supreme
Court by unanimous vote held the law unconstitutional for violating the
judge’s  tenure of office. It said:

“It seems beyond the powsr of the legislature to legislate a judge
-and prosecuting attorney out of offics, and if the legislature cannoe,
by a direct act, deprive them of their offices, naither can it do eo by
the indirect mode of abolishing their circuit.”

“To construe this section (169) to mean that the legislature csn,
at its own will, abolish the circuit, and thus legislate the judge and
prosecuting sttorney out of office, in addition to being in direct con-
flict with the other provisions of our organic law, would also put the
official life of every judge and every prosecuting sttorney of the
stats at the mercy of the legislature. It would subject the judiciary
to tho legislative power, and utterly destroy all judicial independsnce.
Judgses and prosecutors would be at the whim or caprice of ths senators
and representatives, in their tenure of office.”

“It is not to be assumed that the framers of the constitution builded
it s0 unwisely as to securs to a judge an office and its tenure x x =
for a period of six years, if be so long behave well, and by the same

X Exceptions might be: actual war or some other clear nstional smergency.
See State v. Friedley 13S Ind. 119; 34 NE. Rep. 572 at p. 876.

The abolition of the Court of Appeals after liberation wss a war emaeargency
measure, and the justices so understood. But in recognition of their interrupted
tonure or because of it, the Government promotad many of them soon to the
Supreme Court (Briones, Padilla, Tuason, Hontivercse, Bengzon). Others were
appointed to important positions, (Enage, Gensroso, Lopesx, Vito); send when the
Court was recreatad & year thereaftar, thse remaining available justices were re-
appainted thereto (Montemayor, Alex Reyes, Torres). Imperial was a senator,
and Sison was under indictment for collaboration. Reyes had reached seventy
and M. Albert was already practizing law.

The peoples court was, by law of its own creation, a femporary organisation.
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organic law intended its will, from the exercise of all the privileges
and duties pertaining thereto, without a hearing, without a conviction
for misconduct, under the guise of “from time to time dividing the
state into judicial circuits.”

“Such division may be exercised by the legislature where the act .
does not legislate judges and prosecutors out of their respective of-
fices, but not otherwise. ‘The general assembly may add to or may
take from the territory constituting a circuit, . if the act be made to take
eflect at, and not before, the expiration of the terms of office of the
judge and prosecutor of such office, as constituted, at the time of the
act.” (underscoring ours).

“The case of State v. Noble, 118 Ind. 350, 21 N.E. Rep. 244,
fully establishes the independence of the judiciary. The Ilegislature
cannot extend or abridge the term of an office, the tenure of which is
fixed by the constitution. Howard v. State, 10 Ind. 99. The case of
Moser v. Long, 64 Ind. 189, holds that the office of prosecuting at-
torney of a circuit court is one provided for by the constitution, which
fixes the term of office at two years, and the legislature can neither
abolish the office nor abridge the term thereofl.”

“In State v. Johnston, 101 Ind. 223, it is decided by the court
that the general assembly has the power, at its discretion, to divide
a judicial circuit at any time during the terms of office of the judge and
prosecuting attorney of such circuit, subject only to the restrictions that
the legislature cannot, by any legislation, abridge either of them of
a judicial circuit wherein he may serve out the constitutional term for
which he was elected.”

In Com. v. Gamble 62 Pa. St. 343 the Pennsylvania Legislature
established the 29th judicial district by the act of Feb. 28, 1868 and
James Gamble was commissioned judge thereof. By the Pennsylvania
Constitution he was entitled to continue in office ten years, if he shall
behave himself well. By an act of March 16, 1869 the former act was
repealed and the district was abolished. The Supreme Court of Pennsyl-
vania sustained Judge Gamble's right to the office saying:

“y x x, if the legislature could blot out a district, it could Hmit
the duration of the commission granted to a less period than ten ysears,
if it might 0 chooss. That it cannot shorten the tsnure of the of-
fico of & judge, as fixed by the constitution, is csrtain, and this ought
to establish that it can pass no act to do by indirection that which
may not be done directly.”

A unanimous opinion of the justices of the Massachussetts Supreme
Court held that, as the Constitution gave judges tenure *“during good
behaviour,” the general power of the legislature “General Court” to abo-
lish courts did not include authority to compel retirement of judges
reaching the age of seventy. It explained,

“The tenure of office of judges as thus settled by the Constitution
is imperative and final. It cannot be enlarged, limited, modified, altered
or in any way affected by the General Court™ (271 Mass. 575, 171
N.E. Rep. p. 240.)

Under a Constitutional power to “ordain and establish inferior courts”
the legislature has no power to change the term fixed by the Constitution
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for the judges thereof. (See State v. Clark, 87 Conn. 537, 89 Atl 172.
52 LRA. (N8) p. 912))

The four-year term fixed by the Constitution “is beyond legislative
change. It is a fixed guaranty.” (See State v. Thomas, 10 Kan 191,
Wilson v. Shaw, 188 N.W. 943.)

Legislature cannot, by abolishing or changing juridical circuits, re-
move or legislate judges from office prior to expiration of their terms

(State ex rel. Wadsworth v. Wright 5§ N.E. (2d) S04, 211 Ind. 41.)
(footnote 48 C.JS. p. 975.)

“Where a city has been reincorporated, but its name, identity, and
territorial limits remain the same, a justice of the peace cannot be legis-
lated out of office by the new charter's provision reducing the num-
ber of justices, when the Constitution provides that a justice shall hold
office for four years and until his successor is elected and qualified.
Gratopp v. Van Ep (1897) 113 Mich. 590, 71 N.W. 1080.” (Vol 4,
ALR p 211.)

“The office of police magistrate in cities of the second class having
more than 5,000 and less than 25,000 inhabitants is created and the
length of the term fixed by the Constitution. The Legislature cannot
change the length of the term nor remove the incumbent by legislation
before the expiration of his term.” [Syllabus State ex rel. Mc. Dermott
County Atty. v. Reilly, 94 Neb. 232) 142 Rep. p. 923.)

“In State v. Stuhu, 52 Neb. 209, 71 N.W. 941, the act criticized
provided that the police magistrate elected in Omaha in 1897 should en-
ter upon his termn of office before the term of the then incumbent ex-
pired, thus abridging the term of the incumbent, and this was held the
legislature could not do, since the Constitution fixed the termm of the
incumbent at two years. It was because the legislature could not ahorten
the term of the incumbent that the time fixed for the new term to begin
was in violation of the Constitution, and not because the Constitution
fixed definitely when each term shall begin.® (142 N.W. Rep. p. 924).

(Other authorities mentioned in the petitioner’s carefully prepared
brief are omitted for the sake of brevity.)

Admittedly, Section 9 Art. VIII aims to preserve the independence
of the judiciary. It assures judges that so long as they behave, they
cannot be removed from office——no matter what party controls the
Government—until they reach the age of seventy years or become in-
capacitated. To complete their independence from political control or
pressure, it further assures them that their salaries cannot be diminished
during their incumbency (sec. 9). Hence it may be asked, of what
consequence is the assurance of salary non-diminution, if any judges
could be legislated out thru a court reorganization?

So much did our Constitutional Convention desire to stabilize judicial
tenure that it overruled a motion to permit the transfer of judges from
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one district to another thru a court reshuffie.

“The judiciary committee of three practically endorsed the recom-
mendation of the Convention committee on judicial power on the matter,
in the following provision:

‘No judge who has been appointed for a perticular district shall
be designated or transferred to another district without the approval
of the Supreme Court.’

“This provision oftbouvindjudlmryudclumcomdutd
by the Convention on January 17, 1953.

“Delegate Bernabe de Guszman proposed an amendment to the
effoct that this provision should not be applicable to a recrganizations
of tribunals of justice or of districts; but the amendment was defeated
easily without debates.” (Aruego, Framing of the Philippine Con-
stitution, Vol. 1, p. 513).

Now, therefore, having vetoed the fransfer of judges thru a re-or-
ganization, the Convention evidently could not have permitted the re-
moval of judges thru re-organization.

‘The principle of an independent judiciary, co-equal and co-important
with the other two branches of the Government came to our shores with
the American occupation. Yet the independence of judges—particularly
of the inferior courts, was of slow growth33 until it received vigorous
fertilization in the Borromeo precedent! wherein this Court in a bold
stroke of judicial statesmanship spelled out of doubtful provisions the
doctrine that a judge of first instance may not without his consent be
transferred by the Governor-General to another district, because such
power to transfer could be a means to whip into line such judges as may
defy superior official dictation.

The gesture was well received, the inmovilidad de jueces was here
to stay. Other decisions reaffirmed it* And contemporaneous legis-
lation expressly permitted removal of a justice of the peace “when his
office ‘is’ lawfully abolished or merged in the jurisdiction of some other
justice” (sec. 206 Rev. Adm. Code); whereas it impliedly prohibited
such removal (by abolition) of judges of first instance, because without
mentioning abolition or merger, it directed that they “ghall serve until
they reached the age of 65 years, subject to the transfer provided for or
authorized in this Act” (from one district to another). (Sec. 149 Rev.
Adm. Code.)

And when tha Constitution was adopted in 1935, the Government
practice of retaining judges in judiciary reshuffles, the statute and the
jurisprudence all combined to flower into sec. 9, which with sec. 7 assured
judges stability of tenure, so long as they behave, until they reach seventy
or become incapacitated.

32 They were at first appointed to hold office during the plessurs of the Phil-
ippines Commission (Act 136).

4 Borrogwo v. Mariano, 41 Phil. 322.

8 Concepcion v. Paredes, 42 Phil. 599; Alberto v. Nicolas, 51 Phil. 370.
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Wherefore, if constitutions 'are “expounded in the light of conditions
existing at the time of their adoption, the general spirit of the times and
the prevailing sentiments among the people” (11 Am. Jur. 676-678) it
should be easy to conclude, from the circumstances herein-above depicted,
that the Convention did not contemplate—nay, it frowned on—removal
of judges of first instance thru abolition of their officess or reorganization.

The Constitutional Convention wanted judges unafraid to lose their
jobs or their salaries, unmoved and unswayed by any considerations, ex-
cept the trepidations of the judicial balance. Professor Joae Aruego,
a member of the Convention, wrote thus:

“The Convention included in the Constitution provisions for help-
ing secure the independence of the judiciary. By express provision
of same, the members of the Supreme Court and all judges of infesior

- courts shall hold office during good behaviour, until they reach the
age of seventy yeers, or become incapacitated to discharge the duties
of their office.” Consequently, during good behaviour, they may noi
be legislated out of office by the law-making body nor removed by the
Chief Executive for any resson and under the guise of any pretense
whatsoever; they may stay in office until they reach the age of seventy
years, or become Incapecitated to discharge the duties of thelr office.”
(Aruvego, The Framing of the Philippine Constitution, Vol. II pp. 718-
179 (Underscoring ours.)

The Borromeo-Mariano case, memorable in Philippine judicial an-
nals spearheaded perhaps the idea of stable tenure for our judges, with
these words:

“Our conception of good judges has been, and is, of men who
have a mastsry of the principles of law, who discharge their duties
in sccordance with law, who are permitted to perform the duties of the
office undeterred by outside influence, and who are indeopendent and
self-respecting human units in a judicial system equal and coordinsts to
the other two departments of government. We are pleased to think
of judges as of the type of the erudite Coke who, three centuries ago,
was removed from office becauss when asked *if in the future bhe

would delay a case at the Kings order,” replied: *I will do what
becoenss me as a judge.” (Borromeo v. Mariano 41 Phil p. 333.)

The paragraph comes from the pen of Mr. Justice Malcolm, who
on other subsequent occasions insisted on permanency of judicial office-
holders. This litigation now raises the question,

Shall we have judges of the type of Lord Coke? Or judges who,
in his place, would have answered “I'll do what his majesty pleases”™
judges who, afraid of ouster thru a judiciary reshuffle, would rather
serve the interests of the party in power or of the political boss, than
the interests of justice?

As it is, the Judicial Department is feeble enough. Shall we render
it feebler with judges precariously occupying their official seats? Judges
performing their duties under the xword of Damocles of future judicial
reorganizations?
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It is argued that “there can be no better guaranty”—for the inde-
pendence of the judiciary x x x “than the God-given character and fitness
of those appointed to the bench.” We agree, if the statement means
nothing else. But if it infers that the other good guarantees for judicial
independence provided for by the Constitution (life tenure etc.) may be
discarded, we disagree. The inference would be just as illegitimate
as if one theorized that the best guaranty for the independence of a
country is the courage of its defenders and therefore all fortifications,
tanks, cannons and defense installations etc. may all be suppressed. At
any rate the argument evades the issue: the inquiry is not which is
the best guaranty, but whether the guaranty of life tenure had been
broken on this occasion.

Contradicting petitioners’ claim of legislative removal, or dismissal
by Congressional action, respondents argue there was no removal from
office because the office was abolished.®* However, the plain fact is,
petitioners were judges of first instance on June 19, 1954, and because
of Republic Act No. 1186 they ceased to be so. They lost their jobs
thru the operation of a legislative enactment. They were ousted by
Congressional direction, ie., legislated out® The effect is what counts.
The medium-—abolition of their office—makes no difference.” We test
a rule by its results,” (L-3054 & 1-3050), as one amicus curiae pomted
out.

Anyway there must be something fallaciou.s in this method of argu-
mentation. If the petitioners had a five-year lease on 8 building and after
one year the owner destroyed it, will said owner be absolved upon the
allegation that petitioners have no rights because the building is gone?
Respondents, of course, will differentiate by pointing to the contract,
and citing the principle that an office is not a contract. And yet, does
a constitutional promise of tenure entail a lesser obligation than a private
contractual duty?

Call it reorganization, or legislation or removal or abolition, this
law disregards the constitutional assurance that these judges, once ap-
pointed, shall hold office during good behaviour etc. For such breach
they may complain, and they do complain.

The abolition of their offices was merely an indirect manner of
removing these petitioners. Remember that on June 19, 1954, there
were 107 judges of first instance, district judges, judges-at-large and
cadastral judges (Rep. Act 296).%* After the passage of Republic Act
No. 1186 there were 114 positions of judges of first instance. There was
no reduction—there was increase—in the number of judges, nor in the
number of courts. The positions of Judges-at-Large and Cadastral Judges

ta Story on the Constitution critixes this at p. 178 3 S.W. Rep.
¢ Judges “may not be legislated out of office.” (Aruego, Framing of the
Constitution, Vol 2, p. 719.
6a 74 district judges, 18 judges-at-large, 15 cadeastral judges.
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were eliminated; but they were in fact substituted or replaced by other
positions of judges; or if you please, there was a mere change of designa-
tion from “Cadastral Judge or Judge-at-Large” to “district judge”. Hence
it should be ruled that as their positions had not been “abolished” de
facto, but actually retained with another name, these petitioners are en-
titled to remain in the service. (Brillo v. Enage, G.R. No. L-7115, March
30, 1954.) For it is not permissible to effect the removal of one judge
thru the expediency of abolishing his office even as the office with same
power is created with another name. (Brillo v. Enage, Malone v. Wil-
liams, 118 Tenn. 391, Gibbe’s Case 4 ALLR. j. 211). In this view of
the picture, we believe, Congress could have, and should have—as sug-
gested by Secretary Tuason during the hearings in Congress—directed
in said Republic Act No. 1186 that “the present judges-at-large and
cadastral judges shall become district judges presiding such districts as
may be fixed by the President with the consent of the Commission on
Appointments”; or by the Secretary of Justice, as originally proposed
by Senator Laurel in connection with the same bill. Something similar
was done before,” and it would not be objectionable as an encroach-
ment on the President’s prerogative of appointment, because such judges
had already been appointed to the judiciary before the passage of the act,
and the provision may be construed in the light of mere change of
official designation plus increase in salary. As the Secretary of Justice
remarked during the bhearings of the House, these judges-at-large should
have been appointed to the districts:

“Mr., Veloso (I). But suppoee the bill as now proposed intends
to abolish the judges-at-large and cadastral judges, would you think
that this bill is unconstitutional?

“Sec. Tuason. Well, that is why I say,—in order to prevent
the bill from being unconstitutional, the abolition must contain the
proviso that these judges are not to be lusted, they are not to be re-ap-
pointsd but they are to continue as district judges and their districts
are to be determined by somebody or by the Department of Justice.”
(Transcript of heering on March 17, 1954 of the Committee on
Judicisry, House of Representatives.)"”

That this act was intended to remove judges is attested by the fol-

lowing statement of Congressman Arturo ‘Tolentino, co-author of the
measure, and majority floor-leader, during the debates of the House:

*] am frank enough, Mr. Speaksr, and I will not be hypocritical
to say that in this bill we are not going to weed out undesirable
judges. We are. That is the purpose of the bill. There are judges
who are undesirable and must be weeded, and in their plasces must be
placed good judges who, aftsr having been appointsd to a paerticular
district cannot later be removed or transferred from one district to
another. In other words, to eliminate a bad system, we are going to
use this remedy.” (Lawyers Joumal, issued on July 31, 1954, p. 357).”

TAct 3911 sec. 4.
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This suggests another line of thought. Abolition of their offices
amounted to the petitioners’ removal. As Congress has no Constitutional
power to remove judges by direct action, therefore it must be denied
power to do indirectly what it could not do directly. Indeed, those who
uphold this law would make the Constitution prescribe that judges “shall
hold office during good behaviour until they reach the age of seventy
or become incapacitated or are removed by Congressional action or their
offices or courts are abolished™

Again, on the matter of removal, the Constitution having enume-
rated causes for cessation of judges, the principle “express mention im-
plies exclusion of others™ supports plaintiffis’ side.

“Ordinarily the enumeration of specific matters in a constitutional
provision is construed as an exclusion of matters not enumerated,
unless a different intention eppesrs.” (16 C.J.8. Constitutional Law
p. 61).

This leads to the allegation that the removal of petitioners was not
intentional, and therefore no breach of the Constitution may be imputed
to Congress. In the face of the end-product—ouster—we may declare
it was unintentional, if (1) Congress did not know cadastral judges and
judges-at-large would be ousted or (2) knowing such consequence, Con-
gress found it necessary to approve the law (as it is now) to fulfill its
purposes. The first alternative would be contrary to the facts; it would
even be unflattering to Congress, for it would imply they didn't know
the contents of the bill. The second alternative can not be true, because
the objectives of the law could be carried out without shortening the
judges’' life-tenure, by directing their conversion into district judges or
ordering that abolition of their respective positions shall be effective
upon termination of their respective terms.

Respondents’ reply will probaebly be somethmg of this tenor: Congress
did not know the President would not re-appoint petitioners. Granted,
arguendo. But Congress knew the judges were eased out, by the letter
of the law. Maybe it hoped they would be saved by re-appointment
from the President. Now, when a man shoots another, could he plead
lack of intent, because he expected the doctor would have his victim?

Far be it from us, to imply that Congress maliciously decreed the
removal of judges. All we say is, it acted intentionally, with full know-
ledge, albeit in the belief it had constitutional power to act as it did

But, the respondents, argue, had these petitioners been appointed
district judges by the President after the passage of Republic Act 1186,
they would not complain; wherefore, their grievance could not be against
the passage of the act, but against their non-appointment, and one who
has not been appointed has no cause of action. Clever piece of think-
ing, to be sure. However, except for the objected law, petitioners would
still be judicial officers, at large or cadastral, but judges of first instance.
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They do not pretend to be district judges, nor seek to be promoted
as district judges by presidential appointment

At any rate this is no debate on who is responsible for their ouster,
the President or the Congress. The stubborn fact stands out: owing
to the statute in question, petitioners find themselves ejected from their
judicial seats. They seek a remedy, because the fundamental law pro-
mised they shall hold office during good behaviour until they rach
seventy.

Ubi jus, ibi remedium—the section of the statute causing their
untimely cessation should be invalidated.

In this connection, the possibility has occurred to us of construing
sec. 3 of Act 1186 as effective only upon the cadastral judges and judges-
at-large vacating their respective positions either thru resignation or thru
resignation or thru the causes enumerated by the Constitution. That
would be mere interpretation, and as no declaration of invalidity is
required, seven votes would suffice. However, we realized that such
interpertation would be unjustified, because the law clearly contem-
plates immediate cessation of said officers, as evidenced by the provision
for pension of those who are not retained by appointment as district
judges; and it is more important to be right than to carry the day. Where-
fore the constitutional issue has to be squarely met.

Our view on this question of abolition are not inconsistent with
Manalang v. Quitoriano, 50 Off. Gaz. p. 2515, wherein the Director of
the Placement Bureau lost his position when it was reorganized into
the National Employment Service, headed by a Commissioner. There
the constitutional issue hinged upon the right of a civil officer not to
be “removed or suspended except for cause as provided by law.” Con-
trary to what is believed in some quarters, judges have broader and
stronger guarantees of tenure than ordinary civil servants. They have
in addition the privilege to hold office “until he reaches 70 years of age,
or becomes incapacitated.” Besides, the underlying consideration must be
borne in mind that Manalang belonged to the Executive Department,
and because the President approved the law, no question or encroach-
ment by one branch on the other could be apprehended or alleged.

Comments on Prevailing Opinion.

According to the prevailing opinion (of four justices) the respon-
dents’ position is sustained by one decision in Tennessee, two decisions
in New Jersey and one in Kansas, one in Alabama—plus Brillo v. Enage
of local concern. We are sorry to state that one of them should have
misled our distinguished colleagues.

McCulley v. State (Tenn) 53 SW. Rep. 134, 46 LR.A. 567 is
a three-to-two decision. And the case is not persuasive here, because—
unlike ours—the Tennessee Constitution explicitly permitted the As-
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sembly to remove the judges for cause by two-thirds vote. (See page
135, 53 S.W. Rep.)

And one of the three justices sustaining the abolition-removal rested
his vote on the express constitutional power of the legislature to remove
for “cause”, said justice (Wilkes) having found it to be good cause “that
there is not sufficient business to require the retention in office of the
official etc.” (McCulley v. State 53 SW. Rep. at p. 153.) Such power
of removal actually tipped the judicial balance in that Tennessee con-
troversy.

The dissenting opinion of Chief Justice Snodgrass, forceful, erudite,
and supported by authority, contains a detailed exposition of the history
and importance of judicial independence, the struggles to establish it,
the intention of the framers of the Constitution in providing for life-tenure
of judges. It apparently failed to impress his fellow-members, because
that Tennessee Court had previously acknowledged “that the independence
of the judicial department (there) was only a fiction of law and that it
could not exist without the assent of the Legislature” (McCulley v. State
53 S.W. Rep. at p. 167). But certainly his luminous dissent, if read
carefully and patiently, should convince judges of democratic countries
wherein judicial independence is not a fiction of law, but a reality to be
cherished and treasured.

And yet, not everything is hopeless under Tennessee's legal system.
Some decisions there before and after the McCulley precedent maintain
the view that a stafute is unconstitutional where it abolishes the office
of the judge without abolishing the court over which the judge pre-
sided [State v. Link 111 SW.W. Rep. (2d) p. 1024; State ex rel Bailey
v. Mabry 178 SW. Rep. (2d) 379].

Right here is where respondents’ line of defense is decisively dented,
because Rep. Act 1186 did not abolish any court of firat instance and
yet it abolished the offices of several judges of first instance. Herein
lies the pivotal feature of this debate. It should be emphasized that the
signers of this dissent would find for petitioners principally upon this
particular defect of the legislation at stake, coupled with the admitted
circumstance that instead of reducing the number of judges the act in-
creased it, with seven additional ones.

The two New Jersey cases are not conclusive, because the Consti-
tution of that State—unlike ours—expressly authorized the Legisiature
to abolish courts and to remove judges. It says after authorizing the
creation of lower courts,

“x x x which inferior courts the Legislature may altsr or abolish

as the public good shall require.” (See 37 Atl. Rep. p. 68.)
I* has also provisions similar to Tennessee's about the removal of

judges.
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As to Brillo v. Enage, precisely, it upholds judicial tenure against
legislative ouster. There were some obiter dicta, which of course are
not binding.

In Aikman v. Edwards (Kan.) the Legislature transferred the coun-
ties of the 26th.distvict to the thirteenth district thereby indirectly abo-
lishing the former. But the judges were not affected, because the act
provided that “it should not be construed so as to deprive any judge
of his salary.” The case is no authority against petitioners

In the Cherokee County case (Alabama) the Constitution there
gave the Legislature express power to abolish any court, except the
Supreme Court.

In a footnoote at pages 91-92 of his work on Constitutional Limita-
tions (8th Ed. VolL 1), Judge Cooley summarized briefly the law on
thir subject as follows:

“Where the legislature is empowered fo remove judges for cause,

{ but is required to give notice and opportunity to appear, this im-

ports that the cause shall be one personal to the judge, and he can-
not be removed merely to cut down expenses. But if his court is
one which the legislature is authorised to ordain and establish the
legislature may abolish the court, and the judge’s office and salary
will thereupon cease. McCulley v. State, 102 Tenn. 509, 53 S.W.
134, 46 L. R. A. 567.”

“That all the territory of one judicial district may be distributed
among other districts or annexed to one district, and the judge thus
deprived of office, see Alikman v. Edwards, 55 Kan. 751, 42 Pac.

266, 30 L. R. A. 149; but this cannot be done where the judge’'s term
of office is fixed by the Constitution. State v. Friedley, 135 Ind.
119, 34 N. E. 872, 21 L. R. A. 634

The above three cases were obviously the most important on the
question at issue. As explained, McCulley is not conclusive and Aikman
saved the salary of judges. Therefore Friedley, supported by other
American decisions as hereinbefore demonstrated, should shape our reso-
lution in this controversy.

Respodents in their second ground of defense maintain that, as
the positions of judges-at-large and cadastral judges are unconstitutional,
their abolition gives rise to no cause of action.

They cite section 7 of Art. VIII* and argue that as such judges
have no permanent residence and could be designated from province
to province by the Secretary of Justice their positions “violate the spirit if
not the letter” of said section and article.

In the first place, the principle seems to be undisputed that a law
may not be declared unconstitutional for mere violation of “the spirit”
of the Constitution.®

aNo judge appointed for a particular district shsll be designated or trans-
ferred to another district without the spproval of the Supreme Court. x x x.

b“Nor are the courts at liberty to declare an act void, because in their opinion

it i{s opposed to a spirit suppossed to pervade the Constitution, but not expressed
in words.” (Cooley, Constitutional Limitations, Vol. 1 p. 351 (8th Ed.)
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In the second place, the section refers to district judges—not to

! other judges. If it be contended that the constitution implicitly con-
templated district judges only, then positions of justices of the peace or
justices of the Court of Appeals would be unconstitutional too. As a
matter of fact, the wording of the section, “No judge appointed for a
particular district” etc. allows the inference that there are judges not
appointed for a particular district—Ilike auxiliary judges or judges-at-large
of which there were fifteen (Act 2107) at the time of the Convention,
and of which the members of the Convention were necessarily cognizant.

Thirdly, as the fundamental objection is to their ambulatory char-
acter, the solution should be to stop such transferability-—not to outlaw
their offices.

Lastly, this ground of defense may not be upheld, unless approved
by two-thirds of the Supreme Court, necessitating as it does, a declaration
of unconstitutionality of a statute. In the absence of the necessary vote,
the positions of judges-at-large and cadastral judges must be regarded
valid to all intents and purposes.

And now, what is the effect of the votes denying relief to petitioners
expressly upon the ground of unconstitutionality of their official positions?
May a justice validly rest his vote in a given case upon his lone personal
opinion of unconstitutionality of a statute? .

Suppose a person is prosecuted for violation of the Import Control
Law. The facts proven fall clearly within the statutory prohibition.
Five justices vote to convict, but six justices, accepting the facts vote
to acquit upon the ground of unconstitutionality of the statute. Will
the accused go to jail or will he be released? Remember there are six
votes of acquittal; but six votes are not enough to declare a statute un-
constitutional. The hypothesis opens up interesting avenues of thought...

Recapitulation.
r“

To restate our position briefly:

a. The offices of judges-at-large and cadastral judges do not
contravene the Constitution;

b. The Legislature’s express power to establish courts inferior
to the Supreme Court implies power to abolish courts so
created;

c. Such implied power, however, may not be used to abridge
the tenure of incumbent judges, except, perhaps, during war
hostilities or other clear national emergency;

d. Even granting the power to abolish courts implies the po-
wer to abridge the tenure of judges during normal times,
where no court is abolished or the number of judges is not
decreased, the Constitutional tenure is violated by the abo-
lition of some judge’s offices and their removal;
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e. As Republic Act 1186 did not abolish any court and did
not reduce the number of judges, sec. 3 of the Act easing
out herein petitioners is unconstitutional and void.

In reaching the above conclusions we have not overlooked the goad
intentions expressed by prominent legislators during the debates on the
bill,. They approved it, we understand, avowedly for a three-fold pur-
pose: (a) to increase the compensation of judges; (b) to have only
ope kind of judges of equal category and salary; and (c) to do away with
the rigodon de jueces. These are indeed praiseworthy objectives, which
the judiciary sincerely appreciates. Yet the advantages brought about
should not blind us to the ensuing dangerous encroachment on judicial
independence. ‘This independence should be defended at all cost, for it is
written that impartiql justice cannot be adequately administered unless
judges perform their duties in an atmosphere of perfect freedam from
the fear of losing their offices or their salaries or their districts so long
as they obeyed the law and the bidding of their conscience.

Our vote is to grant the relief prayed far.

Pablo, Jugo, Concepcion, and J. B. L. Reyes, JJ, concur in this
opinion of Mr. Justice Bengzon.

MONTEMAYOR, J, concurring:

I concur in the learned and exhaustive opinion of Mr. Justice
Bengzon. I only want to emphasize and set in bolder relief certain
aspects of the case, particularly the security of tenure of office of a
judge and the stability of his position, which both go to maintain the
independence of the judiciary. That independence is not only vital but
also necessary and indispensable in a democratic and constitutional form
of government, and the ffamers of the Constitution clearly realizing this,
inserted in that instrument a provision fixing the tenure of office of a
judge and forbidding the decrease of his salary. Not content with this,
they even prescribed and defined the only causes for removal of a
judge or his cessation in office. Only through his own misconduct, his
incapacity or his attaining the age of 70, is he to lose said office. There
is no other ground. It is clear, therefore, that the Legislature may not
through the enactment of a law, add to the grounds of removal prescribed
in the Constitution, such as the abolition of a judicial office thru reor-
ganization, which results in a judge ceasing in office. ‘That is an indirect
removal

Why did the Constitution or its framers so solicitously, and in de-
tail provide for the security of tenure of judges and their removal only
on certain specific grounds? The reason is not hard to find. It was to
make the office and the person occupying it independent and free from
all outside influence and pressure.

Compared to other public functions and duties, the dispensing of
justice, besides being extremely important, is both delicate and singular.
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To sit in judgment over your fellowmen, pass upon their controversies
involving their rights and fortunes, and in criminal cases determine their
innocence or guilt, which decision directly affects and involves their
freedom, their honor, even their lives, is no ordinary chore or business. It
is a serious task, weighty, and fraught with grave responsibility and of
far reaching effects, a task, earnest and solemn almost partaking of the
divine. The framers of the Constitution naturally wanted the person
exercising that judicial function to be absolutely impartial and inde-
pendent minded so that the parties before him obtained and received
justice based only on the merits of their claims and defenses, regardless
of the power and influence of the parties and other people interested
in the csasse. But realizing the imperfections and frailties of man and
not trusting to his honesty and integrity alone, the Fathers of the Con-
stitution erected, as it were, around the man who judges his fellowmen
a wall of safeguards and restrictions, high and firm, in the form of security
of judicial tenure and of a salary that cannot be decreased, assuring
him that as long as he behaved, he could well afford to utterly disregard
outside influences and pressure, even antagonize and defy those seeking
to exert it, because they cannot do anything to him as regards his
office and its emoluments. With that constitutional assurance and gua-
rantee a Judge may well decide his cases with an eye single and only to
their merits. He is assured that as long as he behaves, he may continue
in office until he is incapacitated or reaches the age of 70. In other
words, his continuance in office as a judge rests entirely in his own hands,
on the passage of time, and in the hands of Divine Providence, the
last two of which are beyond human control. Neither the Chief Exe-
cutive nor the Legislature, not even the highest court of the land which
may pass upon and revoke his actuation, can touch him. Under all
these conditions and atmosphere, conducive to judicial impartiality, the
parties in a case, in turn may rest assured that however humble and
lowly and poor they may be, and regardless of the wealth, power and
influence of their adversaries, they may and would still receive justice.

A judicial post is not a position that is occupied by an incumbent,
casually, indifferently or temporarily. Because of its stability and the
fact that it is comparatively well-remunerated, one occupies it with con-
siderations and in a spirit of permanence, intending to make its func-
tions his life work and to stay in it until the age of retirement. As a
rule, justices of the peace in the towns and even Judges of First In-
stance grow grey in office and carry on until they reach the age limit
Lawyers and fiscals prepare for and aspire to the post of a judge of
First Instance as a life career, with an eye to possible promotion to
the Court of Appeals or to the Supreme Court. In other words, they,
inore often than not, are career men who intended and want to stay
in the judiciary as long as they can. Naturally, they are much and



802 PHILIPPINE LAW JOURNAL

vitally interested that their tenure of office be strictly and fully respected,’
maintained and secured. ‘The Constitution rightly and properly gives
them this assurance. With this guarantee, they, as judges, are in a posi-
tion to administer justice without fear or favor and dedicate themselves
entirely to their judicial work. But the moment they have reason to
believe and they are made to realize that although their salary cannot
be decreased nor can they be removed from office during good beha-
viour, still, their posts can be abolished and they can be made to cease
as judges, then that sense of security and independence is shattered.
In such a situation, what assurance have the parties to a case before
a Judge that in deciding it he is not influenced by other factors besides
the merits of the case? This, specially if one of the parties involved
or his counsel, is in a position to sponsor and work for the enactment of
a law abolishing his position.

There can be nothing more destructive of the morale of judges
and their sense of security and independence than the possibility or threat
of their removal, not thru their own fault and after legal processes, but
by the indirect method of abolition of their posts by means of judicial
reorganization. Such indirect removal brings to a rude and sudden end
their life career, that which for many years they had patiently and thru
sacrifices been striving for and finally achieved. Under such circumstan-
ces, and in that precarious situation, some judges, thoroughly disillu-
sioned, may resign and step out gracefully before being legislated out
and notified by the Department of Justice that they have ceased in
office, and so should vacate it, and consider the whole thing as a mess
and a sorry business and rue the day that they aspired to and trained
and worked for a judicial career. Others, determined to stay in the
judiciary and unwilling to lose their posts without doing anything about
it, may seek help, and approach those in a position to prevent or frustrate
the threatened or impending abolition of their posts, or failing in this,
sce to it that they are retained in the service or are absorbed and re-
appointed in the new judicial setup. From then on, could we still say
that there is security of judicial tenure, and that we have an independent
judiciary? i

There was a time in England when the judge held his judicial office
at the pleasure of the King who appointed him. The result was that
the judiciary was subservient to the Crown that made and unmade judges.
Only with the establishment of the tenure of good behaviour was the
independence of the judiciary achieved.

We can have no independent judiciary if judicial tenure may be
shortened or destroyed, by legislative reorganization, however well inten-
tioned and well meant. There is real and grave danger of the judiciary
eventuslly being subservient to a Legislature that thru abolition of judi-
cial posts by means of a judicial reorganization can unmake judges
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And how could a Judiciary, which under a constitutional form of gov-
ernment, is supposed to act as a check against the Legislature for any
violation of the Constitution, do so when such Judiciary is subservient
to the Legislature it is supposed to check? To me, the legislative abo-
lition of judicial positions resulting in the removal of judges, without
said judges being absorbed in the judiciary, is an open violation of
the constitutional provision on the security of judicial tenure, and if
allowed, would “toll the knell” of an independent judiciary. It would
be pulling down the judicial officer from the high pedestal of inde-
pendence and security on which the Constitution has placed him,—the
pedestal from which he has been dispensing justice, above, unaffected
by and free from the influence, prejudices, machinations and passions,
raging below him.

It is claimed that rather than the security of tenure of a judge,
it is his honesty and integrity that is the best guarantee for the dis-
pensing of real justice, and that so long as our judges are honest and
upright, there is nothing to fear. We could admire such ingenuocusness
and naivete; but the framers of our Constitution, less naive and morce
practical minded, apparently thought otherwise, and believing that judi-
cial honesty and courage were not enough, proceeded to safeguard a
judicial office with security of judicial tenure during good behaviour,
the very thing which we are endeavoring to uphold and protect against
what we believe is a legislative interference and invasion.

A great jurist once said that a judge shall know everything about
the case, but nothing about the parties. ‘That, perhaps was the reason
or one of the reasons why Justice is symbolized by a lady holding the
scales in one hand and the sword on the other, with a bandage over
bher eyes—meaning that to her the merits and only the merits of the
case as weighed in the scales are everything, and the parties thereto
are nothing, to be utterly disregarded and ignored. But if as in the
present case judges are made to realize that they may be legislated
out of office under the guise of a well-intentioned reorganization, could
we blame the lady with the scales and the sword, if as a measure of
precaution and so0 as not to jeopardize her tenure of office she would
now and then peep thru the bandage over her eyes and see if, in case
of an adverse decision, any of the parties before her are in a position
to work for a reorganirzation and eventual termination of her tenure of
office or, in case of a favorable decision, to help frustrate the threatened
reorganization or if carried out, to work for her retention in or reappoint
to the judiciary in the new judicial set up.

It is contended that if the Legislature by means of a law may
abolish an executive office like the Placement Bureau, even if it results
in the ousting of the head of said bureau (see the case of Manalang
ve. Quitoriano,”50 O.G. p. 2515) there is no reason why the same Legis-
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lature may not by means of the Judiciary Act ¢(Republic Act 1186)
1abolish the position of judges-at-large and cadastral judges even if by
said abolition the incumbents were separated from the judiciary. But
there is a vast difference. In the case of the abolition of the Place-
ment Bureau, resulting in the ouster of its chief, the only constitutional
provision protecting the tenure of office of a civil service employee like
him is that he may not be removed except for cause as provided for
by law (Section 4, Article XII of the Constitution). Under said consti-
tutional provision the Legislature may enact a law providing for causes
for removal of a civil service official or employee; and the abolition of
his office may properly be regarded as one of the causes of removal,
separation and cessation in office. In the case of a Judge, however, as
I have already stated, the Constitution prescribes and defines causes for
removal or cessation in office of a judge, and the abolition of judicial
office is not one of them. The provisions of the Constitution on this
point are clear. “The members of the Supreme Court and all judges
of inferior courts shall hold office during good behaviour until they
reach the age of seventy years or become incapacitated to discharge
the duties of their office.” It does not contain a phrase such as “or
until their office is abolished by the Legislature”” And so, alitho the
Legislature by enacting a law may ordinarily provide for the abolition
of a judicial office, it may not provide that abolition as a cause for
removal of a judicial incumbent. Otherwise, to what avail is the con-
stitutional guarantee of non-diminution of salary and judicial tenure, to
a Judge, if the Congress by a stroke of the legislative pen, could sweep
away his salary, tenure and all

The present judicial reorganization under Republic Act 1186 has
the effect of ousting 33 judges of first instance (18 as judges-at-large
and 15 as cadastral judges). Without any fault on their part, without
any charges of inefficiency, misconduct, corruption or incapacity, and be-
fore reaching the age limit, they are made to cease as judges. They
were merely notifed by the Department of Justice that they were to
ceanse from their office on a certain day. If this right of unlimited
and unrestricted judicial reorganization by the Legislature is allowed, what
is to prevent Congress this year, even with the best of intentions, from
effecting another judicial reorganization, say, converting the present Dis-
trict Courts into Circuit Courts and declaring the positions of the present
114 district judges abolished and requiring new appointments and con-
firmations to whatever number of circuit judges are created by the new
reorganization law? ‘Thereafter, what is to prevent the same Congress
or the next Congress from effecting another judicial reorganization and
converting the circuit courts already mentioned into say, Provincial Courts
or Courts of Judicial Areas No. 1, No. 2, No. 3, etc, similar to the
system of Military Areas for our Armed Forces, or any other judicial
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system that the Legislature may think of, and in each reorganization,
abolishing the courts or offices to be reorganized and requiring new ap-
pointments and confirmations? Where would the security of judicial
tenure and independence of the judiciary then be?

If that is the law, if judges may freely and at any time be legislated
out by means of a reorganization, then we might as well expunge from
the Constitution section 9, Art. VIII, as unnecessary, absurd and useless,
nay, more than useless, because it is misleading and deceptive, giving
judges a false sense of security and independence, and the people, par-
ticularly parties in court, false hopes and expectations of receiving real
justice in an independent judiciary which is really not independent, and
from judges supposed to be unafraid and immune to influence or pres-
sure, but who in reality have reason to be afraid to lose their office
at any time the Legislature thinks up and enacts a judicial reorganization.

If that is the law, then the members of the Constitutional Con-
vention have gravely blundered into building what they intended to be
a permanent and lasting independent judiciary on the sands of the
desert or of the foreshore, easy prey and subject to wind and wave.
But to me that is not the law, or the way the consatitutional provision
should be interpreted. That could not be the result of the prolonged
efforts and labors of those who wrote and signed that instrument. Pro-
perly interpretéd I believe thi:t thru section 9, Article VIII, they really
built an independent judici\nry 6n solid rock that can withstand wind
‘and tide, with judges who  can afford to be independent minded and
fearless because not even the most hostile Legislature or the strongest
administration may touch, much less destroy their tenure of office.

As already stated, the present reorganization resulted in the ouster
nf 33 judges-at-large and cadastral judges. If the purpose of the re-
organization was merely to improve or correct an error in the judicial
system, then the 33 judges could well have been retained without any
new appointments because they could properly be absorbed and fitted
into the new judiciary set-up. But if the purpose of the reorganization
was to weed out and remove undesirable and corrupt judges, why con-
fine the reorganization to judges-at-large and cadastral judges and leave
untouched district judges? Does it mean or did the Legislature believe
that corruption existed only among judges-at-large and cadastral judges?
Even s0, reorganization is neither the remedy nor the process provided
by law for that purpose. Congress may not sit in judgment over judges
and declare some of them innocent and others guilty, and the latter to
be removed. The law expressly provides a procedure for the removal
of judges. If accused of misconduct, proper charges should be filed
against them and they will be accorded a chance to answer, and above
all must be given their day in court to defend themselves before the
person designated to investigate them and only if found guilty may they
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be removed, by the Chief of the Executive Department (President),
not by the Legislature, and only upon the recommendation of the Sup-
reme Court.

It is also claimed that in the case of the judges affected, parti-
cularly the 10 petitioners herein, there has been no removal from office
because their positions were abolished, and so the incumbents cannot
be said to have been removed from an office which no longer existed.
That sounds very much like a landlord who, unable through due pro-
cess of law, to remove or eject an undesirable tenant from a house
being rented, proceeds to tear down the building from under, and around
the hapless tenant, and later when charged with arbitrary and illegal
ejection and removal of the tenant from the premises, sophistlike spe-
ciously argue that there could have been no ejectment or removal of
the tenant from the house because there no longer was any house from
which to eject or remove.

It is finally asserted and with earnestness, that the positions of
judges-at-large and cadastral judges are without the provisions of the
Constitution because the residences of the incumbents are not fixed by
Congress as required under section 7, Article VIII; consequently, said
position may be abolished freely and without any hindrance for the
reason that Congress in abolishing them under Republic Act 1186, was
merely correcting a sort of legislative error in having created such judi-
cial positions without fixing the residences of their incumbents, and that
the guarantee of judicial tenure is not extended to such judges without
a fixed residence. I regret my inability to subscribe to this proposi-
tion. If the purpose was merely to correct the error of lack of residence,
then why not just fix the residence of each judgc-at-large and cadastral
judge and provide that as in the case of District Judges, he may not
be sent or assigned to a district outside his residence to try cases, without
the approval of the Supreme Court? Why penalize judges-at-large and
cadastral judges with indirect removal and cessation in office for an error
of the Legislature? If this may be legally done, then we would be
sanctionimg a judge being legislated out of office by the abolition of
his post, not because of any fault on his part, but only because of
the fault of the Legislature in having forgotten to fix his residence.
That sounds neither just nor feir. But it is much more than that.
Undasr this proposition, one who accepts a judicial office! does so under
a caveat, a sort of notice, caution or warning that if at any time, the
Legislature or the courts find any constitutional error, flaw or imper-
fection in the creation of his office, then it may be summarily abo-
lished because it does not enjoy the smecurity of judicial tenure. In
other words, he is expected to be a constitutional expert or specialist
and at his peril, first determine the constitutionality of the law creat-
ing the position he is accepting, because if he is wrong, and said posi-
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tion is later found to suffer from some constitutional imperfection, he
may lose it. In that case a person accepting a judicial position with
all candor and confidence, still can never feel safe or secure in his
office, unless perhaps he has friends to help him. It is that very feeling
of uncertainty and insecurity that the Constitution has guarded against
by means of the security of judicial tenure, so that a judge may always
feel secure and independent and can afford to be fearless

In one of the separate opinions in this case, it is asserted that
in abolishing the posts of judges-at-large and cadastral judges the Legis-
lature was merely seeking as a remedy for the anomalous situation of
judges without any fixed residence being sent around to try specific
cases, under which system pernicious politics is said to have influenced
the administration of justice; that the abolition of judicial posts effected
was merely the painful amputation of a gangrenous appendage which
was poisoning the judicial system, not unsimilar to the cutting and
casting of the guilty hand or foot in the biblical reference. One can
have no quarrel with the painful operation mentioned, but why put the
pain on the judge guiltless of the anomaly, and dismember him when
he and his person are without fault or sin? We should not confuse
the judicial system with the judicial personnel. If there is to be a
general repair or remodeling of the judicial house in order to remove
the filth inside, by all means lef us have it; but one is puzzled if not
intrigued why after all these operations, the old tenant who had be-
haved well, paid his obligations religiously and observed the law, and
who was never responsible for the hazards nor the fiith removed is
not kept in or restored to the house after the repair and house clean-
ing, but instead he is left in the street and a new tenant is installed
in the house repaired and cleaned

In conclusion I hold that the abolition of any judicial office or
post which results in the ouster of a judge is illegal and unconstitu-
tional because the Legislature cannot do something indirectly—remov-
ing a judge—which it cannot do directly. The only instance I can
imagine wherein a judicial office of district court could be legally abo-
lished resulting in the ouster of the incumbent is where such a dis-
trict or territory disappears as a result of some seismic or volcanic
eruption or upheaval and sinks into the sea and disappears, or where
such district is ceded to another nation or country as a result of war,
in which case the judicial incumbent of the district having no terri-
tory or district over which to exercise his judicial functions may well
resign, retire and give up his position which materially and physically
has ceased to exist. But in such a case, the abolition of the office
was not due to any act or will of his fellow men, but was due to
force majeure and the act of God, and against this, there is no judicial

remedy.
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BAUTISTA ANGELO, J.:

This case involves a clash of two important provisions of our Con-
stitution: one which gives to Congress the power to create, abolish, and
reorganize our inferior courts, and the other which guarantees to the
incumbents a definite tenure of office. ‘The issue is of paramount im-
portance for, irrespective of its effect on the parties affected, it may
mean the consecration of the principle which underlies the independence
of the judiciary or the opening of the door of congressional interference
which, no matter how lofty its purpose, may spell its destruction. These
two provisions are apparently conflicting or contradictory, but because
the prevalence of one may mean the repudiation of the other—a situa-
tion not certainly intended by the framers of our Constitution—it is
the bounden duty of this Court, by applying sound rules of statutory
construction, to seek the way by which they could be harmonized and
be given force and validity to accomplish the vital purpose which
they intended to serve.

The issue requires an inquiry into the scope and meaning of the
provisions of Section 1 and 9 of Article VIII of our Constitution. Sec-
tion 1 provides that “The judicial power shall be vested in the Supreme
Court and in such inferior courts as may be established by law.” Sec-
tion 9, on the other hand, provides, among others, that “all judges of
inferior courts shall hold office during good behaviour, until they reach
the age of 70 years, or become incapacitated to discharge the duties
of their office.” What is the meaning, extent, and scope of the power of
Congress to establish inferior courts? Does it mean that the power to
create carries with it the power to abolish, and if so may terminate
the term of office of the incumbent judge contrary to the letter and
spirit of our Constitution? When does the power to reorganize end and
the tenure of office begin?

Three different theories had been advanced as regards the power
of Congress to abolish an inferior court and terminate the tenure of
office of the judge presiding over that court. Some American courts
entertain the theory that Congress may abolish an inferior court be-
cause of the principle that the power to create carries with it the power
to abolish, and that this power may be exercised without any restric-
tion in the sense that, once the court is abolished, any unexpired term
of the incumbent judge is deemed terminated (Cherokee County vs. Sa-
vage, 32 So. 2d, 803). The second theory is that although Congress
may abolish an inferior court it can not however do so’ when its effect
is to terminate the tenure of office of the incumbent judge because such
tenure is guaranteed by the Constitution (Commonwealth v. Gamble,
62 Pa, 343). And the third theory entertains the view that Con-
gress may abolish a court and terminate the unexpired term of the
judge provided that the abolition of the court is done in good faith



RECENT DOCUMENTS 809

“If immediately after the office is abolished another office is created
with substantially the same duties and a different individual is appointed,
or if it otherwise appears that the office was abolished for personal
or political reasons, the courts will intervene.” (Garvey v. Lowell, 199
Mass. 47, 85 N. E. 182, 127 ASR. 468; State v. Edwards, 40 Mont.
287, 106 Pac. 695, 19 R.CL. 236.) Which of these theories should
be adopted by this Tribunal?

The first theory is unsound because it destroys the independence
of the judiciary and constitutes a direct attack against the tenure of
office guaranteed by our Constitution. It is obnoxious because it places
statutory courts at the whim and mercy of Congress. This theory sub-
verts the foundation stone on which the stability of a constitutional
form of government is based. It would spell the doom of democracy
and mark the rise of oligarchy or other tyrannical forms of govern-
ment. As Chief Justice Snodgrass has aptly said, “The only argument
for the preservation of the (judicial) system is its constitutional estab-
lishment over and against the power of the legislature to abolish it, when
established, during the existence of any term. It is not a question of
trusting the legislature not to do it; it is a question of its power to
do it, against the positive provision that these courts must exist by the
preservative clause vesting in them the jurisdiction when created. No
other conclusion meets this difficulty, and no argument has been made
or could be made which obviates it” (McCulley v. State, 102 Tenn.,
509, 53 So, 184, Dissenting Opinion.)

The second theory, while it respects the tenure of office clause, it
however suffers from the infirmity that Congress cannot abolish a court
even if unnecessary, or its purpose has been accomplished, simply be-
cause of the barrier planted by the tenure of office. This is inimical
to a sound and practical government for it would completely tie up
the hands of Congress against constructive legislation. This is contrary
to the principle that “where there is no court there cannot be any such
office as judge of such court,” (Perkins v. Corbin, 45 Alabama, 102)
because the right to hold an office depends upon the existence of that
office. This principle admits of no argument. It is axiomatic. In such
a case, tenure of office would only be available as a defense if it is
shown that the abolition of the office has been made for personal or
political reasons. This would bring us to the consideration of the third
theory.

This theory holds that the office of a judge may be abolished by
the abolition of the court provided that the office is abolished in good
faith. This is the middle ground between the two thecoriess. While it
allows the termination of the term of office even if guaranteed by the
Constitution, it however warns that that can only be done in good faith,
or when necessary because the purpose of the office haes ceased to exist.
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At times this step may be found necessary in the interest of good gov-
ernment, as in the cases of the Court of Appeals and the People’'s Court.
These courts were created to fill an imperative need and when this
was met they were abolished and the incumbent judges swept out of
office. No one has lifted a finger pointing to the unconstitutionality of
such action. These are instances of abolition of an office of a judge for
a good and sound purpose. This power of Congress has been impliedly
recognized in the case of Zandueta v. De la Costs, 66 Phil, 615, wherein,
although the majority opinion did not pass squarely upon the constitu-
tionality of the Act reorganizing the courts of first instance, however, the
concurring opinion of Justice Laurel categorically upheld the constitu-
tionality of said reorganization Act.
“]l am of the opinion that Commonwealth Act No. 145 in so far as

it reorganizes, among other judicial districts, the Ninth Judicial District,

and establishes an entirely new district comprising Manila and the

provinces of Rizxal and Palawan, is valid and constitutional. This con-

clusion flows from the fundamental proposition that the legislature

may abolish courts inferior to the Supreme Court and therefore may

reorganise them territorically or otherwise thereby necessitating new

appointments and comunissions. Section 2, Article VIII of the Con-

stitution vests in the National Assembly the power to define, prescribe

and apportion the jurisdiction of the wvarious courts, subject to certain

limitations in the case of the Supreme Court It is sdmitted that

section 9 of the same article of the Constitution provides for the

socurity of tenure of all the judges. The principles embodied in theee

two sections of the same article of the Constitution must be coordinated

and harmonized. A nmwere enunciation of a principle will not decide

sctual cases and controversies of every sort (Justice Holmes in Loch-

ner va. New York, 198 U.S, 45; 49 Low. ed. 937)."

In the recent case of Brillo v. Enage, G. R. No. L-7115, promulgated
on March 30, 1954, the same power has been upheld with regard to
reorganization of the positions of justices of the peace. In that case,
this Court expressly recognirzed the right of Congress to abolish such
positions regardless of the judicial tenure of the incumbent, although
it declared that the ousted judge was entitled to the position because it
found that there has been no actual abolition of the court but merely
a change in name and increase in the salary of the judge.

‘La segunda cusstion que el recurrido plantea e3 que la Carta de
Tacloban ha abolido el puesto. Si efectivamente ha sido abolido el
cargo, entonces ha quedado eoxtinguido e! derecho del recurrente a
ocuparle y a cobrar el salario correspondiente. McCullsy v. State,
46 LRA S567. El| derecho de un jusx de desempefiario hasta los 70
atios de edad o se incapecito no priva al Congreso de su facultad de
abolir, fusionar or reorganizar juzgados no constitucionales. Zandueta
v. De 1la Costa, 66 PhilL 615; Am. Jur., Pub. Officer, 904-5."

The abolition of the office of the Director of the Placement Bureau
.i.s another instance of the power of Congress to abolish an office even
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if its tenure is guaranteed by our Constitution. In the case of Manalang
v. Quitoriano, et al, S0 O. G.,, 2515, April 30, 1954, petitioner claimed
that he could not be legislated out of office except for cause because
he was a civil service eligible and his tenure of office was protected by
the Constitution, but this Court ruled him out holding that he cannot
set up such defense because the office he was holding was abolished.
The power of Congress to abolish an office has been upheld.
“This pretense cannot be sustsined. To begin with, petitioner

has never been Commissioner of the National Employment Service

and, bence, he could not have been, and has not been, removed there-

from. Secondly, to remove an officer is to oust him from office be-

fore the expiration of his term. A removal implies that the oftice

exists after the ouster. Such is not the case of petitioner herein,

for Republic Act No. 761, exprossly abolished the Placement Bureau,

and, by implication, the office of director thereof, which, obviously,

cannof exist without said burcau. By the abolition of the lattpr and

of said office, the right thereto of its incumbent, petitioner herein, was

neccssarily extinguished thereby. Accordingly, ths constitutionsl man-

date to the effect that “no officer or employee in the clvil service shall

be removed or suspended except for cause as provided by law.”

(Art. XII, Sec. 4, Phil. Const.), is not in point, for there has been

neither a removal nor a suspension of petitioner Manalang, but an abo-

lition of his former office of Director of the Placement Bureau, which,

admittedly, is within the power of Congress to updertake by legisla-

tdon.” (See also Brillo v. Ensge, supra.)

The foregoing, in my opinion, constitute the most rational and prac-
tical interpretation of the two conflicting provisions of our Constitution
above adverted to for, while their functions and limits are defined,
the way is pointed out by which they could co-exist and harmonire
without doing violence to one as against the other. But, has Congress
exercised its power in line with this interpretation in enacting Section 3
of Republic Act No. 11867 More specifically, has Congress really and
actually abolished the courts which petitioners herein were then pre-
siding upon its approval? Is the abolition of the positions of judges-
at-large and cadastral judges a necessary consequence of the abolition
of the courts which they were presiding, or is it its purpose merely
to weed out their incumbents? Let us make a little digression on
the constitution of our judiciary.

In our government set up, the judicial power in the Philippines
is lodged in the following public officers: justices of the Supreme Court,
juxtices of the Court of Appeals, judges of the courts of first instance,
judges of the municipal courts and justices of peace courts. The judges
of the courts of first instance, as may be noted from the different acts
enacted by Congress, may be classified into district judges, judges-at-large,
and cadastral judges. The judges who are appointed to a particular
district and given permanent stations therein are called district judges.
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The judges who are assigned to hold court sessions in a judicial dis-
trict by the Secretary of Justice for such period of time as he may fix
are called judges-at-large. And those judges assigned by the Secretary
of Justice to render duty in any judicial district but whose functions
are limited to land and cadastral cases are called cadastral judges. But
this classification is now merely nominal because they exercise the same
general jurisdiction in the particular district in which they are assigned
to try and decide all kinds of cases that are submitted to them. When
presiding the court they are all considered as judges of the courts of
first instance. They all exercise the same jurisdiction as prescribed in
the Judiciary Act of 1948. Their difference if any only lies in their
mobility and in the salaries they receive. (People v. Mata, 45 O. G.
Supp. 5, p- 180; Alarcon v. Kasilag, 40 O. G. Supp. 11, p. 203; Executive
Order No. 395, paragraph 3.)

Now, it should be here noted that the judicial system implanted
in the Philippines since the American sovereignty is the district system
of courts of recordc Under this system, the Philippines was divided
into several judicial districts and judges were appointed to render duty
in said districts, whether they be district judges or otherwise named.
At first, district judges, in the exercise of their jurisdiction, were as-
sisted by auxiliary judges, but later the latter were replaced by judges
at Jarge. Still later, the positions of cadastral judges were created to
try only land and cadastral cases, but later they were also given general
jurisdiction. When Republic Act No. 296 was approved on June 17,
1948, known as the Judiciary Act of 1948, the Philippines was divided
into 16 judicial districts and the offices of 74 district judges were created.
Said Act also created 18 positions of judges-at-large and 15 positions
of cadastral judges, thus making 107 all in all the judges of first instance.
Then came Republic Act No. 1186, which simply increased the number
of district judges to 114 and abolished the office of judges-at-large and
cadastral judges, but did not add or diminish the number of judicial
districts already existing upon its approval

It is interesting to note that the number of judicial districts has
always been less than the number of the judges assigned to render duty
in them, and the approval of Republic Act No. 1186 did not have the
effect of abolishing any of the courts in which said judges were presiding
over. It can therefore be plainly seen that the enactment of Republic Act
No. 1186 merely has the effect of abolishing the classification of judges
and not the courts they were then occupying. The positions of judges-
at-large and cadastral judges were merely converted into district judges
Applying the principle we have upbeld in the case of Brillo v. Enage,
supra, and the third theory which we have discussed above. the con-
clusion is inescapable that the elimination of the positions of judges-at-
large and cadastral judges cannot be done if its purpose is to sweep
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out of office the herein petitioners because its effect would be an open
infringement of the tenure of office clause guaranted by our Constitution.

An objection that may be advanced in connection with the third -
theory is the argument that this Court cannot inquire into the intent
and purpose of Congress in approving a legislative measure, nor dis-
pute its propriety and wisdom upon the theory that Congress is in a
better position to know the conditions of the country and the needs
of its constituents. And this argument is predicated upon the principle
of separation of powers. We can hardly argue against this proposition.
It is sound and many good reasons based on public interest and sound
policy justify it. But like any other rule it is not of absolute appli-
cation. Cases may arise where the intent of the law is patent and
palpable that one need not go into the depth of legislative inquiry to
determine its constitutionality, and when such case arises this Court
cannot shirk its duty by setting itself behind the cloak of a mere tech-
nicality. It is its duty to make the hammer fall whoever gets hurt.
Anyway, we are not wanting in legal justification. Mr. Cooley, in his
work on Constitutional Limitations (2nd Edition p. 65), says: “When
the inquiry is directed to ascertaining the mischief designated to be
remedied or the purpose sought to be accomplished by a particular
provision, it may be proper to examine the proceedings of the conven-
tion which framed the instrument. Where the proceedings clearly point
out the purpoee of the provision, the aid will be valuable and satisfac-
tory.” 'And this Court has held that “courts can avail themselves of
the actual proceedings of the legislative body to assist in the construc-
tion of a statute of doubtful import.” (Palanca v. City of Manila, 41
Phil, 125.)

Let us now take up the issue raised by the Solicitor General that
the creation of the positions of judges-at-large and cadastral judges is
unconstitutional because it violates Article VIII, Section 7 of our Consti-
tution which provides: “No judge appointed for a particular district shall
be designated or transferred to another district without the approval
of the Supreme Court.” This proposition is advanced to justify the
abolition of said positions and is predicated upon the objection that said
judges being assignable to any district or province by the Secretary of
Justice contravenes the letter and purpoee of said constitutional mandate.
I consider untenable this position of the Solicitor General.

o In the first place, there is nothing in said provision which would
limit the creation of judges of first instance to district judges. It merely
provides that a judge appointed for a particular district shall not be
designated or transferred to another without the approval of the Sup-
reme Court. The only limitation refers to the residence of said judges
whose determination is left to Congress. True, the determination of
the residence of the judges-at-large and cadastral judges has been dele-
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gated by Section 53 of the Judiciary Act of 1948 to the Secretary ot
Justice, but in my opinion this does not constitute undue delegation of
legislative power. Such matter does not involve rule-making or issuance
of regulations having the force and effect of law, nor is it legislative in
nature which, under a well known constitutional principle, cannot be
delegated unless accompanied by a sufficient standard to canalize the
action of the delegate and to avoid the grant of what Justice Cardozo
has called a “roving commission.” (Schecter v. U.S,, 295 U.S. 495.) This
is but a mere detail which has to do with the places where said judges
have to be assigned which can be delegated for reasons of convenience
and necessity.

In the second place, the positions of judges-at-large were intro-
duced in our judiciary way back in 1902 by the Philippine Commis-
sion. On May 9, 1902, Act No. 396 was approved creating the posi-
tions of four judges-at-large. On September 5, 1903, the Commission
enacted Act No. 867, amending certain sections of Act No. 136, but
continuing the institution of judges-at-large. These positions were car-
ried over in the various judicial acts approved subsequently, such as
Acts 1345, 1708, 1952, and 2038.

On February 28, 1914, the Philippine Legislature enacted Act No.
2347, known as the first Judicial Reorganization Law, wherein the posi-
tions of judges-at-large were continued but their names were changed
to auxiliary judges. In 1916, the Administrative Code was passed and
the provision regarding the positions of auxiliary judges were maintained
(Act No. 2657, Section 172). On March 10, 1917, the Administrative
Code was revised, but the offices of auxiliary judges were reduced to
five (Act No. 2711). On March 17, 1923, Act No. 3107, amending Sec-
tion 157 of the Revised Administrative Code, was passed, increasing the
number of auxiliary judges to fifteen. On December 5, 1932, Act No.
4007 was approved, amending the Revised Administrative Code without
touching the provision regarding the auxiliary judges. The Constitu-
tion was approved by the constitutional convention on February 8, 1935.

After the adoption of the Philippine Constitution and barely one
year after the establishment of the Commonwealth, the National As-
sembly enacted Commonwealth Act No. 145 wherein it reiterated Sec-
tion 157 of the Revised Administrative Code of 1917 which provided
for the positions of judges-at-large. On August 19, 1938, the National
Assembly approved Commonwealth Act No. 348, increasing the number
of judges-at-large to twelve. On October 16, 1939, the National As-
sembly approved Commonwealth Act No. 504 creating for the first time
the positions of fifteen cadastral judges. And on May 26, 1940, the
National Assembly approved Commonwealth Act No. 545 wherein it
afirmed the number of judges-at-large at 12 and cadastral judges at
15 but increased the number of district judges from 50 to 56. And
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after liberation, Congress approved Republic Act No 296 increasing the
numbper of district judges to 74, the number of judges-at-large to 18, and
maintaining the same number of cadastral judges at 15.

As may be seen, before the adoption of the Constitution, the posi-
tions of judges-at-large, or auxiliary judges, who did not have permanent
station but who could be transferred from one province to another upon
the designation of the Secretary of Justice, had been in existence for
many years. The members of the constitutional convention, as this Court
may take judicial notice of, were composed mainly of lawyers and many
of them were members of the legislature which operated in the Phil-
ippines before and after the adoption of the Constitution. In drafting
said Constitution, the members of the convention could not ignore, as
they are presumed to know, the existence of said positions and in their
deliberations must have borne in mind and duly weighed their pro-
priety and importance in considering the provisions to be embodied in
the Constitution as regards the judiciary or the administration of justice
in the Philippines, and yet they did not provide anything therein which
would prohibit the creation of the positions of judges-at-large or cadastral
judges other than declaring that those appointed to a particular district
cannot be designated or transferred to another without the approval of
the Supreme Court. If that is the only provision they inserted in the
Constitution and its framers said nothing in their discussions or deli-
berations about the practice long observed regarding judges-at-large or
cadastral judges, it is preposterous now to presume and much less con-
tend that that law which created said positions is violative of Article
VIII, Section 7 of our Constitution. It is therefore crystal clear that
contemporary laws and executive practice surrounding the creation of
the positions of judges-at-large and cadastral judges point unremittingly
to the only conclusion compatible with sound rules of construction that
the institution of said positions is not obnoxious, as contended, but rather
in keeping with the presumptive will of the framers of our Constitution.

“A constitutional provision must be presumed to have been framed
and adopted in the light and undsrytanding of prior and existing laws
and with reference to them. Constitutions, like statutse, are properly
to be expounded in the light of conditions existing &t the time of their
adoption, the general spirit of the times of their prevalling sentiments
among the peopls. Reference may be made to the historical facts re-
lsting to the original or political institutions of the community or to
prior well-known practices and usages.” (11 Am. Jr, Constitutional
Law, 676-678.)

Having reached the foregoing conclusion, it would seem that Section
3 of the law now under consideration which abolishes the positions of
judges-at-large and cadastral judges is untenable if we consider the
point of view that the same is not violative of our Constitution. If
the institution of said positions is not obnoxious to our Constitution,
as I have pointed out above, why then abolish them especially if they
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are responsive to a laudable purpose? While all these may be true,
I am however of the opinion that their abolition and conversion into
positions of district judges which avowedly is the main aim of the
present law can be justified considering the reasons that had been ad-
vanced in favor of the proposal One of them is the desire to remain
faithful to one of the underlying principles of our constitutional gov-
ernment,—the principle of separation of powers. The circumstance that
judges-at-large and cadastral judges are not assigned permanently to their
respective judicial districts but are to be designated by the Secretary
of Justice to any province or district gave rise to the obnoxious prao-
tice of “rigodon de jueces” which was condemned by this Court in the
case of Borromeo v. Mariano, 41 Phil, 328. With such practice,—the
Court remarked—*“A judge who had, by a decision, incurred the ill-will
of an attorney, or official, could, by the insistence of the disgruntled
party, be removed from one district, demoted and transferred to another
district.” He is placed at the whim and mercy of the appointing power,
whose only alternative “to maintain his self-respect would be to vacate
the office and leave the service.” 8Such practice should indeed be avoided
as it tends to destroy the independence of our inferior courts. This is
an evil which should be remedied, and the present provision aims to
provide for this remedy. Another reason which argues in favor of
this provision is the power of Congress to reorganize the inferior courts
with a view to promoting an efficient administration of justice. The
elimination of these positions and their conversion into district judges
can be properly sccomplished under this coanstitutional power provided
that the incumbent judges be not deprived of their tenure of office
guaranteed to them by the Constitution.

I am therefore of the opinion that Section 3 of Republic Act No
1186 can be maintained if this Court should declare that said provision
should operate prospectively in the sense that Article 3 of said Act shall
take effect when the present positions of judges-at-large and cadastral
judges are left vacant either by the appointment of their incumbent
to the positions of district judges created in said Act or upon the volun-
tary resignation or retirement from office. Only in this way can we
properly harmonize the power of Congress to reorganize our inferior
courts and the tenure of office guaranteed to our judges by our Consti-
tution which is the foundation stone on which the independence of the
judiciary is firmly predicated.

My stand, therefore, is: If Section 3 of Republic Act No. 1186
should be interpreted as having the effect of sweeping the petitioners
out of office, the same i3 void because it impairs their tenure of office
as guaranteed by our Constitution.

Petition denied.



RECENT DECISIONS*
Civil Law Ownership of commingled® goods.

MONTELIBANO, ET AL. V. THE BAacoLop MurciA MiLLinG Co., INC.
' G.R. No. L-5416, July 26, 1954

If goods of the same kind belonging to different owners are stored
in one single mass, without separation or identification and a part of
such goods are withdrawn without express statement as to whose goods
are withdrawn, the remaining mass must pertain to the original owpers
in the proportion of the original amounts owned by each of them.? This
doctrine in civil law was invoked by our Supreme Court in the case
under review.

The plaintiffs are sugar planters. ‘They had contracts with the de-
fendant corporation for the delivery of their sugar cane to the mill of
the defendant for milling and processing into sugar. At the time of the
occupation of Negros Occidental by the Japanese forces in 1942, there
were on deposit at the central’'s warehouse 664,091.22 piculs of sugar,
of which 128,452.24 belonged to the plaintiffs, 284,425.81 to the de- .
fendants, and the balance to other planters. In 1943, the Mitsui Bussan
Kaisha, Ltd, as the authorized purchaser of the military administration,
notified the president of the planters’ association that it was buying all
the sugar of the planters. Several warehouse orders for release of sugar
were issued Withdrawals were made during the years 1943 and 1944,
but without indication as to whose sugar the withdrawals were being
made. At the time of the liberation, only 150,000 piculs of sugar were
left in the warehouse. Plaintiffs claimed that the sugar belonged to
them to the exclusion of the defendant, inasmuch as the latter had sold
its share during the Japanese occupation and repudiated the proration
previously agreed upon among the planters and defendant.

The Supreme Court affirmed the trial court’s decision upholding
the proration. Speaking through Mr. Justice Alejo Labrador, the court
said:

“ . . =s the sugar of the plaintiff and of the other planters and of
the Central were stored togsther in one single mass without separation

or {dentification and as it appears that the Mitsul Bussan Kaisha mads
withdrawals of sugar from the Central's warehouse without express

® Reviews of recent decitions on Civil Law were made by Miss Lusz Villamor,
with the assistonce of Miss Leonida G. Tansinsin; and on Criminal Law and Criminal
Procedurs by Fernando C. Campos, with the assistance Rodolfo Publico and Gregorio
Castillo; Constitutional Law by Sotero Balmaceds, with the assistance of Sabino
Padilla, Jr. and Miss Lilia C. Lopex.

1 Commixtion or confurion i{s the “mixture of things solid or liquid pertaining
to differont owners.” (3 S.P. 101), cited in 1 PADILLA, CIvil. CODE ANNOTATED,
(1953) 627.

2 Sanfos v. Bernabo 54 Phil 19 (1929).
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statement as to whose sugar as being withdrawn . . . it is absolutely
impossible, physically or legally, to determine whose sugar it was that
remained after the withdrawals. There is no legal basis for plain-
tiff's proposition that as the taking of their sugar was without their
consent, all that remained is theirs. The only legal ‘solution is, as the
mass of sugar in the warshouse was owned in common, and as it is
not possible to determine whose sugar was withdrawn and whose
as not, the mass remaining must pertain to the original owners in the
proportion of the amounts owned by esch of tham.”

The Court referred to Article 381 of the Spanish Civil Code, re-
produced in Article 472 of the New Civil Code of the Philippines?®
which provides:

“If by the will of their owners two things of the same or different kinds
are mixed, or if the mixture occurs by chance, and in the latter case
things are not separable without injury, each owner shall acquire a

right proportional to the part belonging to him, bearing in mind the
valus of the things mixed or confused.”

Civil Law.—Characterization of donations.

Hemrs or BONSATO V. COURT OF APPEALS
AND JOSEFA UTEA, ET AL.
G.R. No. L-6600, July 30, 1954

‘The character of the donation, not its name, is decisive.! Our Sup-
reme Court in this case enumerated three characteristica of dispositions
post mortem or donations mortis causa® which distinguish them from
donations infer vivos? They are:

(1) Donations mortis causa convey no title or ownership to the
transferee before the death of the transferor; or, what amounts to the
same thing, that the transferor should retain the ownmership (full or
naked) and control of the property while alive;¢

(2) That before his death, the transfer should be revocable by the
transferor at will, ad nutum; but revocability may be provided for in-

3 A similar provision is found in Sec. 23 of the Warehouse Receipts Law (Act
2137). *Fungible goods may be commingled if warehouseman authorized.—1f auth-
orizred by agresment or by custom, a warehocuseman may mingle fungible goods
with other goods of the same kind and grade. In such case the various depositors
of the mingled goods shall own the entire mass in common end each dspositor shall
hmfddhm&wﬁmt&m‘umwamdudbyumm:om
whole.

1 Guzman v. Adea, 67 Phil. 633 (1939); Laureta v. AMata et. al, 44 Phil. 668
(1923); Bautista et, al. v. Sabiniano et. al, G.R. No. L-4236.

2Art. 728, New Civil Code.

3 Art, 729, New Civil Code, provides: “Whan the donor intsnds that the dona-
tion shall take effect during the lifetime of the donor, though ths property shall
Dot be delivered till after the donor’s death, this shall be a donation infer vivoe.
The fruits of the property from the time of the scceptance of the donaticn ahall
pertain to the dones, unless the donor provides otherwise.”

4 Vidal v. Posadas, 38 Phil. 108 (1933); Guzman v. Adea, sipra, note 1.
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directly by means of a reserved power in the donor to dispose of the
properties conveyed;®

(3) That the transfer should be void if the transferor should sur-
vive the transferee.

The Court found none of these characteristics discernible in the deed
of donation under question. These documents were executed by Do-
mingo Bonsato in favor of his brother, Juan, and his nephew, Felipe.
Some of its provisions are:

“Que mi sobrino FELIPE BONSATO, casado, tambien mayor de
odad, vecino de Agno, Pangasinan, I. F., en consideracionn de su largo
secvicio a Dooringo Bonsato, por la prosente hago y otorgo una dona-
don perfecta e irrevocable consumada a favor del citado Felipe Bon-
sato de doe parcelas de terreno pelayero como su describe mass abajo.

*“Que en este de 1939 el donante Domingo Bonsato ha entregado a
Felipe Bonsato dichoe terrence donados y arriba citados pero de loe
productos ouentras vive el donante tomara la parte que corresponde
como duefio y la parte cormo inguilino toemara Felipe Bonsato.

“Que despuee de la muerte del donante entrara en vigor dichs dona-
cion y el donatario Felipe Bonsato tendra todos loe desrechos de dichos
terrence en concepto de dumilo absoluto de Ia propiedad libre de toda
reeponsibilidad y gravamen y posda ejercitar sa derecho gque ora con-
venjente.”

Plaintiffs-respondents Josefa Utea and other heirs of Domingo Bon-
sato charged that thq donations of the lots were mortis causa, and hence,
void for lack of the requisite formalities. Defendants-petitioners Juan
and Felipe Bonsato averred that the donations made in their favor were
voluntarily executed in consideration of past services rendered by them
to the decedent.

The Court of Appeals reversed the trial court’s holding that the
donations were intfer vivos. It predicated its findings on the phrase “that
after the death of the donor, the aforesaid donation shall become ef-
fectiva™

The sole issue submitted to the Supreme Court, therefore, was the
juridical nature of the donations in question. In reversing the appellate
court and declaring the donations inter vivos, the Court relied on the
fact that the ‘deeds were expressly declared to be “irrevocable,” a quality
which the Court found was “absolutely incompatible® with the idea of
a conveyance mortia causa’

In respect to the phrase relied upon by the Court of Appeals, Mr.
Justice J. B. L. Reyes said:

*Howsver, sald e«xpression must be construed together with the
rest of the paragraph, and thus taksn, its meaning clserly appears to
be that after the donor’s death, the donation will take effect so as to

8 Baiustista v. Sabinfjano, supra, nots 1.

8 Cf. Concopcion v. Concepcion, G.R. No. 14225, August 25, 1952, where the
court held: “x x x and the condition that is to take effect only aftar the death
of donor should be interpreted as meaning that the poessssion and enjoyment of the
fruits of the property donatsd ahould taks place only aftsr the donor’s death.™
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make the donees the absolute owners of the donated property, f{ree
from all liens and encumbrances; for it must be remembered that the
the donor reserved for himself a share of the fruits of land donatsd.
Such ressrvation constituted a charge or sncumbrance that would disap-
peoar upon the donor's death, when full title would become vested in
the donees.® x x x Any other interpretation of this paragraph would
cause it to conflict with the irrevocability of the donation and its con-
summated character . . . a conflict that should be avoided.”

The Court differentiated this case from Carino v. Abaya,! where
the properties were not to be given until thirty days after the death of
the last of the donors and the word “inherit” was used; from the case
of Bautista v. Sabiniano,® where the donor expressly reserved the right
to dispose of the properties conveyed at any time before his death; and
from the case of David v. Sison,® where the donor required that his
consent be secured before the donee could dispose of the properties. In
all these cases, the circumstances clearly indicated the transferor’s in-
tention to defer the passing of title until after his death. In the case
under review, the existence of consideration, the express irrevocability
of the transfer, and the absence of any reservation by the donor of title
to, or control over the properties donated, lead to the opposite con-
clusion—that the transferor had the intention of passing title before
death.

This case of Bonsatc and Bonsato v. Court of Appeals'® is notable
in that, for the first time, our Supreme Court has openly declared that
donation moris causa as an independent legal concept is no longer existent
Said the Court:

“Despits the widespread use of the tsrm ‘donations mortis causa’ it
is well established at present that the Civil Code of 1889, in its Arst
620, broke away from the Roman law traditions, and followed the French
doctrine that no one may both donats and retain (‘donner et refenir ne
vaut’) by merging the erstwhils donations mortia causa with the tosta-
mantary dispositions, thus suppressing said donations as an indspendent
legal concept. The term ‘donations mwrtis causs’ as now commonly
employed is merely a convenient name to designsts thoee dispositions
of property that are void when in the form of donations.”

Civil Law.—The validity of a will is determined by the law in {orce
at the time of its execution.

ENRIQUEZ, ET AL. V. ABADIA
G.R. No. 1L-7188, August 9, 1954

In our jurisdiction, the recognized rule is that the validity of the
execution of a will must be tested by the statutes in force at the time
of its execution and that statutes subsequently enacted have no retro-

T70 PhiL 182 (1940).

8 Sapra, Nots 1.

942 O.G. 3155 (1946).

10 GQ.R. No. L-6600, July 30, 1954.
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active effect. This rule was laid down in the oft-cited case of In re Will
of Riosa! It was given legislative force in the new Civil Code,® and
reafirmed in Enriquex v. Abadial?

In the Abadia case the will in question was executed in 1923. Fa-
ther Sancho Abadia, the testator, died in 1943. The will, which was
holographic, was presented for probate in 1946. At the time the will
was executed in 1923 and at the time Father Abadia died in 1943, holo-
graphic wills were not recognized, but under the new Civil Code,* which
took effect on August 30, 1950, a person may execute a holographic
will

Because the new Civil Code was already in force at the time the
case was heard in 1952, the court admitted the will to probate.

However, the Supreme Court declared that the validity of a will
is to be judged not by the law in force at the time of the testator’s
death, nor at the time the supposed will is presented in court for pro-
bate, nor when the petition for probate iz decided by the court, but at
the time the instrument is executed.

The view hss been advanced that the intention of the testator
should be the ruling and controlling factor; that all adequate remedies
and interpretations should be resorted to in order to carry out said in-
tention; and that when statutes passed after the execution of the will
and after the death of the testator lessen the formalities required by
law for the execution of wills, said subsequent statutes should be ap-
plied 80 as to validate wills defectively executed according to the law
in force at the time of execution.

In rejecting the application of this view, the court, through Mr.
Justice Marceliano Montemayor, said:

“Howwver, we should not forget that from the day of the death
of the testator, if he leaves a will, the title of the legatess and devisees
under it becomes a vested right, protectsd under the due process clause
‘of the constitution egainst a subsequent change in the statute adding
new legal requirements of axecution of wills which would invalidate
such will. By perity of reasoning when one exscutes a will which is in-
wvalid for failure to observe and follow the lsgal requiremsents at the
time of its execution, then upon his death, he should be regarded and
doclsred as having died intestats, and his heirs will then inherit by

) intestats succession, and no subsequent law with more liberal require-
maents or which dispenses with such requirements as to execution should
be allowed to wvalidate a defective will and thereby divest the heirs
of their vested rights in the estats by intestate succession. The gen-
eral rule is that ths Legialature cannot validate void wills™

139 Phil. 23 (1918).

2 Art. 795.

3 QG.R. No. L-7188, August 9, 1954.

4 Art. 810.

8 Lara v. dol Rosaric, G.R. No. L-6339, April 20, 1954.
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Civil Law —Lease of lands by aliens.

SsrtH BELL & Co., LTD. v. REGISTER OF DEEDS
G.R. No. L-7084, October 27, 1954

Petitioner Smith Bell & Co, Ltd, an alien corporation, leased a
parcel of land in Davao for a period of 25 years, renewable for another
25 years. Because the Register of Deeds of Davao expressed doubts
as to the propriety of the registration, petitioner brought the matter to
the Chief of the General Land Registration Office who rendered the
opinion that the contract of lease was unregisterable because of the long
duration of the lease.

The opinion was based on a circular of the Secretary of Justice
to the effect that the duration of a lease of land to an alien should not
be as to vest in the lessee the possession and enjoyment of land with
the permanency which proprietorship ordinarily gives.! Petitioner filed
this petition to compel respondent to register the contract of lease in
question.

Under the Constitution of the Philippines, aliens are not prohibited
from leasing lands. The issue is: are they prohibited from so leasing
under the provision of the New Civil Code?

The pertinent provisions of the Civil Code are:

Art. 16456. The persons disqualified to buy referred to in article
1490 and 1491, are also disqualified to becoms lsssces of the things
mentioned therein.”

Article 1490 refers to the busband and wife selling property to each
other.

Arsticle 1491 provides:

“The following persons cannot ecquire by purchase, even at a public
or judicial auction, either in person or through the mediation of another:

(1) The guardian, the property of the person or perscns who may
be under his guardianghip;

(2) Agents....;

(3) Exscutors and sdministrators..

(4) Pubucolﬁmandcmgbyao

(S)Jnnicu.judgn,mdnganmmdubolmwdorand
inferior courts, and other officers and smployses connected with the

administration of justice....}
(6) Any others disqualified by law.

The court said that aliens could not be included in the phrase
*any others specially disqualified by law”™ of paragraph 6, Art. 1491, be-
cause the enumeration covers disqualification of persons who stand in
fideicommissary relation with the lands subject of the purchase.

In Mr. Justice Guillermo Pablo’s own words:

“La prohibicion ds los cinco casos del articulo 1491 se funda en
principios de moralidad: E! tutor, albecsa © sdministredor no debe

1 Circular No. 139, May 6, 1952.
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aprovecharse de la confianza depositada en el, comprando los bienes
de la tutels, del albaceasgo o de la administracion. Los agentes no
deben tomar ventaja de su relacion fiduclaris con el mandante, ad-
quiriendo en compra la propiedad del mandante, 8 mencs qQue este lo
haya consentido. Los funcionsrios publicos no deben aprovecharse de
las ventajas que les proporciona su cargo para comprar los bienee con-
fiados a ellos para beneficio del publico. Los magistrados, jueces, fis-
cales, escribanos y otros empleados relacionados con la administracion
de justicia tampoco deben hacer uso indebido de su cargo para ad-
quirir los terrenos en litigio en su respectiva jurisdiccion.

“Se refiers el perrafo 6 del articulo 1491 a todas las personss

y a todss los bienes en general, 0 solamente a ciertas personas que tie-

pen relacion fideicomisaria con los bienes cuya adquisiclon por com-

pea se prohibe? Creemos que no se refisre a todas las perscnas en

general nacionales o0 extranjerce, sino solamentse a aquellas per-

sonss a quienss, por las relaciones especiales que tisnen con los blenss,

no debe permitirseles comprarice. Y por eso dice: Any others specislly

disqualified by law.

It is interesting to note that eminent authors in civil law always
cited the case of aliens as an example of those specially disqualified by
law under peragraph 6 of Article 1496 to purchase land3 With this
pronouncement by our Supreme Court, it is evident that tho uss of the
example no longer stands. Plaintiff-appellant, however, has filed a mo-
tion for reconsideration and this is still pending in the Supreme Court

Civil Law.—Prevention of trespass by third persons is not covered
by the lessor’s obligation or undertaking to maintain the lessece in the
peaceful enjoyment of the property leased to him.

T CiTY OFr NAGA v. THE COURT OF APPEALS & MARTIN SALES
G.R. No. 1.-5944, November 26, 1954

One of the lessor’s duties to his lessee is to maintain him in the
peaceful enjoyment of the lease.?

“The lessor must see that the enjoyment is pot interrupted or dis-
turbed either by others’ acts or by his own. By his own acts, because,
being the person principally obligated by the contract, he would openly
violate it if, in going back on his agreement, he should attempt to

2 IV Capistrano, Civil Code of the Philippines With Cooumsnts and Annotations
(1981) 44. III Padilla, Civil Code Annotated (1953) 792.
m“l‘b. lessor’s duties are enumematsd in Art. 1654 of the Civil Code which pro-
“The losesor is obliged:
1. To deliver the thing which is the object of the contract in such
s condition as to render it fit for the use intended;
2. To make on the same during the lease all the necesssry repairs
in order to kwep it suitable for the use to which it has been devot-
eod, unless there is a stipulation to the contrury;
3. To maintain the lemsee in the pesaceful and adequate enjoyment of
the lease for the entire duration of the contract.”
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render ineffective in practice the right in the thing he had granted to the
lessee; and by others’ acts, because he must guarantée the right he created,
for he is obliged to give warranty in the manner we have set forth in
our commentary on Article 1553 and, in this sense, it is incumbent upon
him to protect the lessee in the latter’s peaceful enjoyment.”2

But the lessor is liable only for a juridical disturbance (perturbacion
de derecho) and not mere trespass (perturbacion de mero hecho)3® 1In
the case of a lease of a market stall, the plying of sidewalk wvendors
around the stall constitutes an act of mere trespass and the prevention
of such trespass is not included in the lessor’s obligation or undertaking
to maintain the lessee in the peaceful enjoyment of the stall leased to
him.¢ This was the ruling laid down by the Supreme Court in The
City of Naga v. The Court of Appeals & Martin Sales.

Respondent Martin Sales leased a stall in the public market of
Naga City after a successful bidd He was granted the right to sccupy
the stall beginning January 25, 1949, for and in consideration of a monthly
rentsl of P80.00 which he paid up to the month of May 1949. ‘There-
after, he refused to pay the rentals because of the city’s failure to clear
the sidewalk surrounding his stall of vendors. He complained to the city
officials about the matter and on March 28, 1950, the sidewalk and alley
were cleared of vendors.

The City of Naga sought to eject respondent Sales for non-payment
of rentals. Sales filed a counterclaim for P8,185.50 as damages caused
him by the failure of the City to clear the sidewalk near his stallL The
Court of first Instance on appeal from the municipal court dismissed
the complaint for ejectment and denied the counterclaim. The Court of
Appeals reversed the decision of the trial court in so far as it dismissed

the counterclaim for damages and awarded to Sales the sum of ¥8,185.50
as damages.

The Suprems Court, after declaring the juridical relation between
the owner of the market stall —the City of Naga—and the occupant
thereof — Martin Sales — as that of lessor and lessee, found that the
lessor City of Naga had fulfilled all the obligations imposed upon it by
law and, hence, was not liable for damages.

1 Manress, quoted in Goldstein v. Roces, 34 Phil. 562, 564 (1916).

L Art. 1664 of the Civil Code provides in part *The lessor is not obliged to
answer for & mere act of treapass which a third person rmmay cause on the use of the
thing lessed; by the lessee shall have a direct sction against the intruder.™;

“Briefly, if the act of trespas is not accompanied or precedad by anything which
reveals a really juridic intention on the part of the trespesser, in such wise that the
lessse can only distinguish the matarial fact, stripped of all legel forms or reason,
we understand it to be treepass in fact only (de mmero hecho).” Manresa, quoted in
Godstein v. Roces, 34 Phil. 562 (1916), S66-567.

4C!. Lo Ching end So Yung Chong Co. v. Arrxobispo Catolico Romano de
Manila, 46 0.Q. (Sapp. 1) 399, (1948); Afesa v. Aysls y Cia, G.R. No. L-2376,
June 27, 19S51.
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According to the court, the fact that the City of Naga allowed
vendors to ply their trade on the sidewalk did not constitute a breach
of the lessor’s obligation to maintain the lessee in the peaceful enjoy-
ment of the stall.

The Court further stated, through Mr. Justice Sabino Padilla:
“The lessee had not been disturbed in his physical and natural pos-
session of the stall. The competition offered by the vendora is not
juridical disturbance (peturbacion de derecho) of the peaceful enjoy-
ment of the stall leased but at most an act of mere trespass (peturda-
cion de mero hecho) by third persons and the prevention of such
trespass is not included in the lessor's obligation or undertaking to main-
tain the lessee in the peaceful enjoyment of the stall leased to him."”

A contract of lease, the court averred, is no warranty by the lessor
to the lessee that the latter will realize profits in his business venture.
Even if the lessee should suffer losses he would still be bound to fulfill
the terms of the contract.

Civil Law —T he provision that “no vested or acquired right can
arise {from acts or omissions which are against the law or which infringe
upon the rights of others” is directed at the offender and not the offended
party; applicability of divorce law.

RAYMUNDO V. PESAasS
GXR. No. L-6705, Dec. 23, 1954

The defendant in the above case, Doroteo Peiias, was convicted of
concubinage by the trial court on May 25, 1950. The conviction was
affirmed by the Court of Appeals on October 31, 1951. But even before
the appellate court could issue the judgment, the wife, Patrocinio Peias,
brought divorce proceedings against her husband on July 14, 1950.

The question which confronted the court was whether to apply the
old Civil Code, which permitted absolute divorce, or the new Civil Code,
which permitted only relative divorce or legal separation. This issue
cropped up because the acts of concubinage, as well as the judgment
of conviction took place before the effectivity of the new Civil Code on
August 30, 1950,! while the appellate court’s judgment confirming the
conviction was promulgated only after the new code took effect

Applying Art. 2254 of the New Civil Code which provides that:

“No vested right or acquired right can arise from acts or omissions
which are agsinst the law or which infringe upon the rights of others,’”

the trinl court dismissed the complaint for divorce. In effect, the trial
court applied the aforementioned provision against the complainant, who
was the offended party in the concubinage case.

1 Lara v. del Rosario, G.R. No. L-6339, April 30, 1954,



826 PHILIPPINE LAW JOURNAL

In reversing the trial court’s decision and ordering judgment for
divorce, the Supreme Court noted that “laws shall have no retroactive
effect unless the contrary is provided”? and that

“Actions and rights which came into being but were not exercised
before the effectivity of this Code, shall remain in full force in con-
formity with the old legislstion; but their exercise, duration and the
procedure to enforce them shall be regulated by this Code and by
the Rules of Court. If the exsrcise of the right or of the action
was commended under the old laws, but is pending on the date this
Code takes effect, and the procedure was different from that established
in this new body of laws, the perties concerned may choose which
method or course to pursue.”$

The plain implications of these provisions taken together, the court
concluded,

“, . . is that the Code did not intend its provisions on legsl
soparation to apply retroactively; and that the change from absolute
divorce to legal sepearation was not designed to affect cases of which
the Court had already taken cognizance at the time of the reform was
introduced.”

It is of no moment that the judgment of conviction of defendant
became final only after the new Civil Code, which denies absolute di-
vorce, came into effect.

The court declared that the prohibition contained in Art. 2254 is
directed at the offender (the husband in this case) and not at the of-
fended party (the wife in this case), who is in no way responsible for the
violation of the legal duty.

The court held that, if Art. 2254 were interpreted otherwise, the
result would be to deprive the victim of such violation of any redresss
because of the very acts that injured him.¢

Criminal Law .—Reoasonablensss of means employed to commit a
crime; incomplete self-defense.

ProrrLx vs. MAvuLa
GR. No. L-7191, Oct. 18, 1954

Under the Revised Penal Code, whether or not the offender had
intended to commit so grave a wrong as that committed may be gauged
from the existence or presence of a notable and evident disproportion
between the means employed to execute the criminal act and its conse-

2 Are. 4, New Civil Code.

$ Art. 2258, New Civil Code

¢ The Court’s decision finds support in the Report of the Code Commission,
p. 167: “It is evident that no one can walidly claim any vested or acquired right
if the sams be founded upon his having violated the law or invaded ths rights of
others. This principle is universally accepted.”
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quences.! To state it in another way, it is required that the injury
caused be not commensurate with, or proportional to, the intensity of the
means employed or to the efficacy of the instrument used to commit
the same? The intention of the offender in most cases, must be in-
ferred from the nature and extent of the tangible evils committed,
because the evil is almost always the sensible manifestation of the will
of the offender, except when the evidence or other facts and the cir-
cumstances may serve as a reasonable ground to hold that the material
act has gone beyond the limits of intention.’

In other words, the mitigating circumstance of lack of intent to
commit so grave a wrong cannot be availed of if the accused really
intended the wrong resulting from his acts and the intention as an in-
ternal act, “a creature of the mind,” may be determined by the means
or weapon employed, to what part of the body the weapon was applied
and the resulting injury.$

In the case under review, the Supreme Court refused to appreciate
the mitigating circumstance of lack of intent to commit so grave a wrong
as claimed by the accused. The facts of the case showed that the
accused and deceased were joking one morning and the deceased pro-
voked by one of Maula’s remarks, started hitting the accused. In
retaliation, the accused drew out his knife and stabbed the deceased
twice in two vital parts of the body. The court held there was no
lack of intent to commit so grave a wrong because the two mortal wounds
were inflicted in two vital parts of the body and because the accused
“made use of a weapon which was as deadly as it was unnecessary.”

The special mitigating circumstance of incomplete self-defense was
credited in defendant’s favor, however, because the Supreme Court found
that, of the three elements of self-defense, only that of reasonable ne-
cessity of the means employed was lacking The means employed by
the defendant in order to overcome the aggression was reasonably ade-
quate to the nature of the assault; it exceeded the boundaries of rea-
sonable necessity and prudence fixed by the circumstances. Said the
court:

‘“These facts show that the initial provocation which resulted in the
aggression on the part of the accused did not come from the latter but
from the decessed himself, and hence it can be said that, of the circum-
stances that may justify the killing of a person by one who acts in self-

1 Art. 13 (3); United States v. Reyss, 36 Phil. 904.

2 Decroe of the Supreme Court of Spain, August 10, 1900; People v. Sia Bonkia
60 Phil. 1 (1934).

3 Decree of Supreme Court of Spsin, June 10, 1892.

¢ See Poople v. Orongan and Jerex, S8 Phil. 426 (1933): People v. Reyss, 61
Phil. 341 (1935); Peopls v. Albuquerque, 59 Phil. 150 (1933);: People v. Dungks,
64 Phil. 422 (1937); People v. Hubero, 61 Phil. 64 (1934); People v. Flores, 50
Phil. 548 (1927); United States v. Fitzgerald, 29 Phil. 419 (1903); United States
v. de Silva, 14 Phil. 413 (1909); People v. Datu Bequinda, (CA) 44 0.G. 2287
(1947); People v. Banlos, G.R. No. L-3413, December 29, 1950.
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defense, two have concurred. Unlawful aggression and lack of suffi-
cient provocation . . . the aggression was started by the deceased
because of the provocation which he himself initiated by making the
caustic remark that the accused was no match against him although
the means employed by the accused to repel the aggression was un-
reasonable.” &

Naturalization —Residential, occupational and educational quali-
fications further construed.

UYTENGSU V. REPUBLIC
G. R. No. L-6379, Sept. 29, 1954
TioONG V. REPUBLIC
G. R. No. L-6274, Feb. 26, 1954
Nc v. REPuUBLIC
G. R. No. L-5253, Feb. 22, 1954*

Naturalization of aliens is said to be an act of grace, and not a
right,! and is purely statutory.? As such, before an alien or a subject
of a foreign country may be naturalized and thus vested with the rights
and privileges of a Filipino citizen, he must comply with the provisions
of our Naturalization Law.? _

In the above-mentioned case of Uytengsu v. Republic, our Supreme
Court had occasion to answer the question whether or not the appli-
cant’'s petition for naturalization be granted, notwithstanding the fact

§ See Unitsd Statse v. Conchita, 1 Phil. 30 (1901); United States v. Castro, 2
Phil. 67 (1903); United States v. Sy Vinco, 51 Phil. 47 (1905); United States v.
de Ocampo, 6 Phil 449 (1906); Unitsd States v. Dimitillio, 7 Phil. 478 (1907);
Unitsd States v. Agaludud, 8 Phil 750 (1907); United States v. Pacsa, 28 Phil.
222 (1914); United States v. Rivers, 41 Phil. 472 (1921); People v. Mercado, 43
Phil. 998 (1922); Pecple v. Almendralejo, 48 Phil. 268 (1925); People v. Bergalo,
32 Phil. 313 (1928); People v. de la Peiia, 54 Phil. 818 (1930); People v. Alvisr,
S8 Phil. 98 (1931); People v. Lucero, 49 Phil. 160 (1926); People v. Sobretodo,
C.A. 40 0.Q. 560 (1929). But sse People v. Castaiteda, 60 Phil. 604, 609 (1934).

® Another case decided by the Supreme Court regarding naturalization may
be worth noting. In Pitallaro v. Republic, G.R. No. L-5111, June 28, 19354, the
petiticnes’s spplication for naturslization wes dismissed simply because Pitallano,
alreedy of Filipino cditizen sccording to the findings of the lower court, did not
have to apply for naturslization. This decision reeffirmed the ruling laid down
in Palanca v. Republic, 45 0.G. Supp. No. 9, 204 (1949), to the effect that the
mistake or misapprahension of the petitioner as to his citizenship is not a suf-
ficdent cause or resson under the law for the forfeiture of his Philippine citizenship.
Neither may such mistake or misapprehension constitute estoppel. A Filipino cit-
zen need not apply for such cdltizenship by naturalization or have a certificates of
citirenahip of the Philippines of which he is alresdy a citizen. See also Serra v. Re-
public, G.R. No. L4223, May 12, 1952; Santos Co. v. Government, 32 Phil. 543
(1928): and United States v. Tianse, 29 PhilL 332 (1913).

1 State ex rel. Gorelick v. Superior Court, 75 Wash. 239, 134 P. 916 (1913).
Naturalization is a privilege to be given, qualified, or withheld as Congress may
determine, and which the alien may claim...only on compliance with the tsrms
which Congress imposes. United States v. Macintosh, 283 U.8. 605, 75 L ed. 1302,
$1 Sup. Ct. 570 (1931).

2 AMoctison v. California, 291 U.S. 82, 78 L ed. 664, 34 Sup. Ct. 281 (1934);
Zaratarian v. Billings, 204 U.S. 170, S1 L ed. 428, 27 Sup Ct. 182 (1907).

3C.A. No. 473, June 17, 1939, as amended.
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that he left the Philippines immediately after filing his petition and
did not return to the Philippines until several months after the first
date for the hearing thereof.

The plaintiff-petitioner in this case filed his application for natural-
ization on July 15, 1950 and soon thereafter he went to the United
States and took a postgraduate course. He returned to the Philippines
only on October 13, 1951, such that the hearing of his application
originally scheduled to take place on July 12, 1951 had to be postponed.
The applicant, in an attempt to comply with Section 7 of the Naturaliza-
tion Law, stated in his application that he *will reside continuously in
the Philippines from the date of the filing of (his) petition up to the
time of (his) admission to Philippine citizenship.” ¢

Despite the opposition made by the Solicitor General, the Court
of First Instance of Cebu granted Uytengsu’s petition, on the ground,
as claimed by applicant, that the word “residence” in the Naturalization
Law, is synonymous with “domicile.®¥ ‘The Solicitor General, therefore,
appealed to the Supreme Court.

The Supreme Court, through Justice Concepcion, held that the re-
quisite of residence was not complied with by the applicant, and, there-
fore, he could not be naturalized as a Filipino citizen.®* The petitioner’s
contention to the effect that since he had his domicile or legal residence
here, he must have nevertheless been domiciled in the Philippines on
both the time of his filing his petition and also of the time of the hearing
was, according to the Court, absurd. It further explained thus—

“...whan section 7 of Commonwealth Act No. 473 impoees upon
the applicant the duty to stats in his sworn spplication ‘that he will
rezside contihuously in the Philippines’' in the intervening period, it can
not refer merely to the need of an uninterrupted domicile or legal re-
sidence, for sald legal residence or domicils is obligatory under the law,
even in the absence of the requirement contained in sald clsuse, and,
it is well settled that, whenevsr poesible, & legal provision must not
be 80 construed as to be a useless surplusage...in the sense of adding
nothing to the law or having pDo effect whatscever therson. These
consequences may be avoided only by construing the clause in ques-
tion as demanding actual reddence in the Philippines from the filing
of the petition...to its detsrmination by the court”

4Sec. 7 of C.A. No. 473 provides: “Any person desiring to acquire Philippine
citizenship shall file with the competent court, a petition.. .setting forth...; and
that he will reside continuously in the Philippines from the dats of the filing of
the petition up to the time of his admission to Philippine citixenship...”

8§ It appeared that his domicile (or legal residence) in the Philippines was
beyond question (such that he did not even have to file his declaration of intention),
and petitioner thus claimed that domicile, once acquired, is not lost by physical
abeence, and hence his stay abroed did not make him a non-resident of the Philip-

ines.

P 8 The denial by the Supreme Court of petitioner’s application was, however,
without prejudice to the filing of another application, if he so desired, in conformity
with law.
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In other words, it was erroneous for the applicant to consider “do-
micile” synonymous with “residence.” Although the applicant had the
Philippines as his domicile or legal residence, yet he was not a resident
of the Philippines, for purposes of naturalization, during the period bet-
ween his filing his application and the hearing thereof. Citing Kennan
on Residence and Domicile, Justice Concepcion pointed out that—

“...The essential distinction...is this: the first (residence) in-
volves the intent to leave when ths purpose for which he has taken up
his abode ceases; the other (domicile) has no such intent, the abiding
is anim menendi. One may seek a place for purposes of pleasure,
of business, or of health. If his intent be to remain it becomes his
domicile; if his intent is to leave as soon as his purpose is accom-
plished, it is his residence. Perhaps the most satisfactory definition
is thst one is a resident of a place from which his departure is inde-

finite as to time, definite as to purpose; and for this purpose he has
made the place his temporary home™ 7

The reason for the requirement of residence is to give the Govern-
ment sufficient time to check the truth of the statements made in the
applicant’s declaration of intention to acquire Filipino citizenship, if any,
and in the application for naturalization, especially the allegations therein
relating to the possession by the applicant of the qualifications and none
of the disqualifications provided by law. In this case, the need for
residence was all the more imperative since the applicant was born
in the Philippines and that he finished his primary and secondary edu-
cation here, and was, therefore, exempted from the requirement under
the Naturalization Law to file a declaration of intentionn. The Govern-
.ment, therefore, had no previous notice of his intention to apply for
naturalization until the filing of his petition, and since he did not re-
side here continuously after he had filed his petition up to the hearing,
the Government could not make the requisite investigation of the
matter.

7Pages 26, 31-35. “There is a difference between domicile snd residence.
‘Residence’ is used to indicate the place of abode, whether permanent or temporary;
‘domicile®” denotss a fixred permanent residence to which, when absent, one has
the intention of returning. A man may have a residence in one place and a do-
micile in another Residence is not domicile, but domicile is residence coupled with
intention to remsin for an unlimited time. A man can have but one domicile for
one and the same purpoes at any time, but he may have numerous pluces of
residence. His place of residence generally is his place of domicile, but is not by
any means necessarily 0, since no length of residence without intantion of re-
maining will constituts domicile.”

Such distinction was applied in Dy Chinco v. Republic, G. R. 1L-4548, Nov. 26,
1952, where the applicant who, though born here, went to China to study end oc-
casionally returned here, coming beck permanently in 1937, was denied naturaliza-
tion when he applied therefor in 1949. The question was: Was Chinco exempted
from filing a declaration of intention as required by Sec. 6 of Com. Act No. 473
(es amsended by Com. Act No. 535) becsuse be had ‘“resided in the Philippines
continuously for a period of thirty years or more, before filing their (his) ap-
plication™? The Supreme Court held in the negative, upon the ground that “actual
and subetantial residence within the Philippines,” not “legal residence,’' or “do-
micile,” alone, is essential to the enjoymant >5f the benefits of sald exemption.
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In the case of Tiong v. Republic,) the requirement to have a “known
lucrative trade, profession or lawful occupation™? was applied. The
petitioner here was employed in the business of his father with an annual
salary of 3,000, and, although he did not receive regular monthly pay,
he could nevertheless get, when needed, advances on account of his
annual compensation. It also appeared that the applicant and his family
were living in the parental home, with free board and lodging. Under
these circumstances, the Supreme Court held that Tiong possessed the
qualification of having a “known lucrative trade, profession or lawful
occupation.” 10

Section 6 of the Naturalization Law, as amended, provides among
other things:

*Persons exempt from reqQquirement to make a declaration of in-
tention.—Persons born in the Philippines and have received their pri-
mary and secondary education in public echools or those recognizred
by the Government and not limited to any rece or nationality, and
those who have resided continuously in the Philippines for a period
of thirty years or more before filing their application, may be na-
turalired with out having to make a declaration of intention rnon com-
plying with the other requiremaents of this Act ...”

The applicant in g v. Ropublic!! was denied naturalization by the
lower court on the ground that he had not made a declaration of intention
to become a Filipino citizen one year before he filed his petition for
naturalization. Ng did not reside for thirty years in the Philippines,
and he had finished only the first and second years of high school. On
appeal to the Supreme Court, Ng claimed that he was entitled to the
exemption under Section 6 because the course he took in the National
Radio School and Institute of Technology in Manila is equivalent to
the third and fourth years of the high school

The Supreme Court turned down this contention, stating that the
subjects given in the high school course are entirely difftarent from those
given in the vocational school; that cultural training is emphasized in
the first while scientific and practical training is stressed in the second; that
the number of unit hours differ; that the petitioner did not therefore have
sufficient knowledge of Philippine history, government and civics. ‘The
Supreme Court reiterated its view in the case of Yap v. Republic:

8G. R. No. L-6274, Feb. 26 1954.

P C.A. 473, Sec. 2

10 In Aateo Lim v. Ropublic, G. R. No. L4588, Jan. 28. 1953, petitioner was
considered to have had “some known lucrative trade, profession or lawful oc-
cupation” since he was employed in an importing firm with a salary of 80.00
per month with free board and lodging,

Similarly, in the case of Rafsel Lim v. Republic, G. R. No. L-3030, Jan. 31,
1951, the applicant was granted Filipino citizsnship because he was a law graduats
employed as legal sdviser to his brother-in-law with a monthly salary of #250.00.
Rafsel Lim was granted Philippine citizenship with this qualification, among others,
although he did not own any property and although be was not given free meals
and qQuarters by his employer.

11G. R. No. 1L-5253, Feb. 22, 1954.
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“It would seem rather unfsir to do this (deny application) be-
cause outside of his failure to file & declaration of intention, the ap-
plicant is clearly entitled to naturslization....Howsver, the law must
be complied with 13

Expropriation —Power of the Government or any of its political sub-
divisions to expropriate lands to be subdivided into small lots and con-
veyed at coet to individuals.

MuN. or CaALOOCAN, RizaL v. MANOTOK REALTY, INC
G. R. No. L-6444, May 15, 1954
RepuBLIC V. GABRIEL ET AL.
G. R. No. 16161, May 28, 1954

in the above-cited cases, the Supreme Court held that the expro-
priation proceedings instituted by the Municipality of Caloocan, Rizal,
and the Republic of the Philippines against the respective respondents
were improper. The 39,374 square meters of land of the Manotok
Realty, Inc. was sought to be expropriated by the Municipality of
Caloocan pursuant to Republic Act No. 267;! while the Republic of the
Philippines proceeded to expropriate the 41,671.44 square meters of land
situated at barrio Dampalit, Malabon, Rizal, to be distributed in small
lots to occupents pursuant to Commonwealth Act No. $392 In both
cases, the Supreme Court held that lots such as the ones involved in
the current cases, with an area of more or less than four hectares, are
not landed estatees, subject to expropriation under the Constitution which
provides that—

‘““The Congress may sutborizs, upon payment of just compensation,
the expropristion of lands to be subdivided into small lots and con-
veysd at cost to individuals.™$

12 G. R. No. 1L-4270. It is not within the province of the courts to make
bargeins with applicants for naturalization. The courts have no choice bat to re-
quire that there be a full compliance with the statutory provisions. United Stafee
v. Macintosh, 283 US8. 605, 78 L ed. 1032, 51 Sup. Ct. S70 (1931). *“An alen
who seeks political rights as a thember of this natiom can rightfully obtain them
only upon terms and conditions specified by Congress. Courts are without suthority
to sanction changes or modifications; their duty s rigidty to enforce the legislative
will in respect of the matters so vital to the welfere.” United States v. Ginaberd,
243 U.S. 472, 61 L. od. 853, 856 (1917).

1June 15, 1948. “An Act authorixing cities and municipalities to contract
loans for the purpose of purchaging or expropriating homesites and subdividing
them for reeals at cost.”

S May 26, 1940. “An Act authorizring the President of the Philippines to
acquire private lands for resale in small lots; providing for the creation of an
sgency to carry out the purpoess of this act; and setting aside funds and authorixz-
ing the issuance of bonds for the payment of said lands.”™

3 Art. XIII, sec. 4, Besides C.A. No. 539 and R.A. No. 267, Congress recsntly
snacted R.A. No. 1162 (June 18, 1954) entitled, “An Act providing for the expropris-
tion of landed estatss or haciendas or lands which formed part thersof in the city
of Manila, their subdivision into small lots, and the sale of such lots at cost or
their lsase on reasonable terms, and for other purposes.”
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The brevity and apparent ease with which our Supreme Cour‘t dis-
posed of these two cases show that it has not departed from the ruling it
has laid down in the case of Guido v. Rural Progress Administration*
and subsequent cases.®! In the Guido case, the Supreme Court pointed
out that “the size of the land expropriated, the large number of people
benefited, and the extent of social and economic reform secured by the
condemnation” are the factors which clothe expropriation proceedings
with public interest and public use. Our highest tribunal, however, de-
fined its stand with more clarity in the case of Urban Estates, Inc. v.
Montesa,® stating thus:

“The Guido, De Borja and Arellano Colleges decisions expressly
recognize the power of the Government to expropriate urban lands or
rural eetates for subdivision into lots. What those decisions emphasize
is the distinction, set in broad outline, between taking that inures to
the welfare of the community at large and taking that benefits a mere
handful of people bereft of public character. In explaining the distinc-
tion we mentioned public benefit, public utility, or public advantage as
the universal test of the exercise of the right of eminent domain, and
warned of the tendency to expand the construction of Section 4, Article
XTIII, of the Constitution ‘to the limit of its logic.'

“In brief, the Constitution contemplates large scale purchases or
condemnation of lands with a view to agrarian reform and the alle-
viation of scute housing ehortage....Condemnation of private lands
in a makeshift or plecemesl fashion, random taking of a small lot
here and a small lot there to accommodats a few tenants or squatters
is a difforent thing. This i{s true be the land urban or agricultunal
‘The first sacrifices the rights and interest of one or a few for the
good of all; the second is deprivation of a citizen of his property for
the convenience of another citizen or a few other citirens without per-
ceptible benefit to the public. The first carries the connotation of
public use; the last follows along the lines of a faith or ideclogy alien
to the institution of property and the economic and social systems
consecrated in the Constitution and embraced by the great masjority
of the Filipino peopla.”

An authority on Philippine political law is, however, unflinching in
his rejection of such a line of reasoning, for such a view, according to
him, “is out of line with the social and economic policy of the Constitu-

447 O. O. 4, 1848 (1949). The area of the lot sought to be expropriated in
this case was 22,655 square meters. Expropriation was declared improper.

$ DoBorja v. Comxnorwealth, G. R. No. L-1496, Nov. 29, 1949; City of Ma-
nila v. Arellano Lasw Colloges, Q. R. No. L-2929, Feb. 28, 1950; Lee Tay & Leo
Chay Inc. v. Choco, Q. R. No. L-3297, Dec. 29, 1950; Urban Estatos, Inc v.
Montess, G. R. No. 1-3830, March 15, 1951; and Ropublic Sarmda, G. R. No.
L-3900, July 18, 1951. The respective sizes of the lots involoved in these cases
may well bo noted: In the De Borja case, 1.56% square” meters; in the Arelleno
Law Colloges case, 7.270 square maeters; in the Urban Estates cass, 49,553.10 square
maters; in the Sanwa case, 5,593 square metsrs.

¢ See Nots S, supra.
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tion.”? He submits that the power of expropriation, as distinctly and
clearly vested upon Congress by the Constitution, should not be rendered
“worthless” by subjecting it to such stringent limitations as public pur-
pose, public use or interest, and the size of the lot sought to be expro-
priated, because these matters are “decidedly legislative or political ra-
ther than judicial in character.”® The only question left for judicial deter-
mination, according to Dean Sinco, is whether the compensation is just
or not.® His disagreement with the Supreme Court is tersely and vigor-
ously stated thus:

“The language of the Constitution in vesting this power in Con-
grees is 50 simple and unequivocal that no court may be justified to re-
sort to extrinsic aid 10 to understand its meaning. And yet the Supreme
Court of the Philippinee disregarded it entirely and invalidated acts of ex-
poss of subdividing it into small lots and selling them to individuals. Its
decisions on the subject so far obstinatsly cling to the general law
eminent domain...”11

Whatever may be the weight of these observations, the Supreme
Court in the case of Republic v. Samia!® reminds us that the Filipino
people, through the Constitution, recognizing the evils of vast land-
holdings and concentration of wealth, “adopted certain remedial mea-
sures, some of which are: (1) limitations upon the acquisition of public
land; (2) authority of Congress to determine the size of private agri-
cultural lands which individuals may acquire; (3) congressional power
to authorize expropriation of landed estates to be subdivided and sold
to individuals; and (4) authority of the Government to acquire utili-
ties and other private enterprises to be operated by it”13

7 SINCO, PHILIPPINE POLITICAL LAW, 463 (10th ed. 1954). The social and eco-
nomic policy underlying the expropriation provision of the Consttution is to “install
the landless individual in a home of his own, or to give a place for his business,
or to establish him on a small farm of his own™ and to “facilitats the ownership
olhomorhow.byumnymmbono!tboeommunhyuprxﬁabb
as ons of the essential stepe for carrying out the constitutional policy of social
Justice.” (pp. 459460, Ibid.)

8, Ibid.

? Ibid, at 459. Incidentally, in the case of Rural Progreses Administration w.
Reyes, Q. R. No. L4703, Oct. 8, 1953, the Suprems Court through Justice Pablo,
upheld the walidity of the expropriation of three lots with an area of about 10
hectares. The Court said that the size of the land is not necessarily the sole
consideration in deciding expropriation cases. According to Dean Sinco (at 465-466),
“this statsment is worthy of nots es a correct modification of the previous decisions
of the Court which based the validity of expropriation on the large size of the
propsrty to be taken for subdivision and sale to private individuals.”

10 The Supreme Court in the Guido case resortsd to the speech of Daelegate
Cusderno before the Constitutional Convention to explain further the import of
Art. XIII, section 4 of the Constittion.

11 Op. cit. supra, at 461.

121G. R. No. L-3900, July 18, 1951.

13 See PHI. Cormsr, Art. XIIL
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Criminal Law .—Qualified trespass; unlawful searches.

GABRIEL and NATIVIDAD V. PEOPLE & COURT OF APPEALS
G.R. No. L-6730, October 15, 1954

For the crime of qualified trespass to dwelling! to be consummat-
ed, there need be no express prohibition on the part of the owner or
occupant of such dwelling, provided the latter’s opposition is clearly
established by the circumstances under which the entry was made.! ‘The
opposition, therefore, to the entry may be implied or presumed from the
peculiar circumstances of each case, although mere absence of consent
does not constitute such an opposition or prohibition as to sustain a
conviction for trespass?

In the above case, appellants, who were Meralco line inspectors,
presented themselves to Mrs. Sherman Jones and asked for her hus-
band. Mrs. Jones told them to wait at the porch. She entered the
living room, closed the door behind her and went to the family bed-
room where her husband was. Appellants finding semething wrong with
the electric meter on the porch suspected the Joneses of possessing some
kind of gadget for stealing electric fluid and they rushed to the living
room, pushed the bedroom door open and notwithstanding Mr. and Mrs.
Jones's protests searched the room. Appellants argued that since the
original entry was with the permission of the occupant and therefore
lawful, nothing that happened afterwards could *“convert the original
entry into an unlawful one.” ¢

The Supreme Court declared that such a contention was unwar-
ranted because the entry was in fact against the will of the spouses?’
8aid the court:

“That will was, we think, clsarly manifested by the lady of the house
when she told appellants to wait on the porch and closed the door
behind her as she entsred the drawing 1oom. She did not, it is true,
in s0 many words tsll the appellants not to enter. But when she made
them wait outside and shut the door to the intsrior of the house, her
sction even spoke loudsr than words. The porch is an open part of
the house, and being allowed to wait there under the circumastances
mentioned can in no senss be taksn as entry to a dwelling with the
consent of the dweller.™

The appellants also claimed exemption from criminal liability under
the third paragraph of Art. 280 of the Revised Penal Code because they
“rendered a service to justice” when they followed Mrs. Jones to the

1 Art. 280, Rev. Penal Code. .
2 United States v. Dionisio 12 Phil. 283 (1909); United States v. Maessina,

2 PhilL 615 (1912); United States v. Arceo, 3 Phil. 381 (1904); United States v.
Cabaraben, 36 Phil 251 (1916).

3 People v. Peralta, 42 Phil. 69 (1920).
4 United States v. Dionisio, supra; United States v. Fleminster, 1 Phil. 317 (1902).
§ The provisions of this article shall not be applicable to any person who shall

entsr another’s dmllln; for the purpose of . . . rendering somae servics . . .
to justice . .
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bedroom upon suspicion that there was a transformer in the houss. The
Supreme Court also overruled this contention by stating that the above
fact alone did not give the appellants the right to enter the house against
the will of the owner since they were not armed with a search warrant.
Thus for a person to be exempted from criminal liability even when
the entry was for the purpose of rendering some service to justice, be
must satisfy the legal requirements for lawful searches and seizures.

Criminal Procedure.—jurisdiction and venue over the crime of
libel; privileged communication.

ProrLe v. W. D. CHAPMAN
GR. No. L-6312, September 9, 1954

Libel,! is a continuing or transitory offense and a criminal proee-
cution for it may be instituted in any jurisdiction where the libelous
article was published or circulated irrespective of where it was written
or printed.? In conformity with this principle, the Supreme Court in
the above case ruled that the court of the place where the libelous arti-
cle was published or circulated has jurisdicion over the case to the ex-
clusion of all other courtss. The Court reiterated the ruling in United
States v. Canete that & communication made in good faith upon any
subject matter in which the party making the communication has an in-
terest or covering which he has a duty is privileged if made to & person
having a corresponding interest or duty, although it contains incrimi-
natory or derogatory matter which without the privilege would be libelous
and actionable?

Defendants, officers of the Leyte Rifle and Pistol Association, Inc,
were found guilty of the crime of libel by the Samar Court of First
Instance. It appeared that copies of the association’s resolution which
was found by the court to be libelous were sent to Pedro Mancebo
(a member of the association) in Samar; to the Philippine Constabulary
authorities in Tacloban and Quezon City; and to the Philippine Trading
Company in Manila. The Samar court ruled that the communication

1 Art. 353. Definition of libel: A libel is a public and malicious imputation of
@ crime or of a vice or defect, real or imeginary, or any act, omission, condition,
status, or circumstance tending to cause the dishonor, discredit or contempt of a
natural or juridical person or to blacken the memdry of one who is dead.

2 People v. Borjs, 43 Phil 618, 619 (1922), overruling United States v. Per-
fecto, G.R. No. L~16338, Feb. 1, 1921 (unpublished).

3 38 Phil. 253 (1918). See also Zurbito v. Bayot, 29 Phll 219 (1911); Gilmer
v. Hilllsrd, 43 Phil. 180 (1922); United States v. Bustos, 37: Phil. 73 (1919);
Santiago v. Calvo, 48 Phil. 919 (1926); United States v. Coleza, 31 Phil. 465 (1915);
People v. Fabia, (CA) 40 O.G. Supp. 12, 239 (1914); But “where there i{s malice
in fact justifiable motives cannot sxist” and the communication is not privileged.
United States v. Bustos, 13 Phil. 690 (1909).
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to Mancebo was privileged under the Revised Penal Code,* but con-
victed the accused on other grounds. On appeal the Supreme Court
reversed the decision of the lower court holding that it (the Samar
Court of First Instance) had no jurisdiction over the case. Said the
court:

“Since there is no question that the libelous resolution was adopted
and copies thereof mimeographed in Leyte and not in Samar, and since
the only copy sent to Pedro Mancebo in Samar was expressly found
and declared by the appealed decision to be privileged, because Man-
cebo was a member of the Leyte Rifle and Pistol Association, Inc, and
as such was interested in its affairs; and there being no finding of any
other publication in the province of Samar, the resolution allegedly li-
belous was neither published nor circulated in said province and Court
of First Instance therein had no jurisdiction to take cognizance of the
crime alleged in the information™

Criminal Procedure.—Recital of facts, and not the caption in an
information, characterizes the charge; when double jeopardy attaches.

ProrLe v. CaSARE
QG.R. No. 1-6544, Aug. 25, 1954

The erronecus and improper denomination given by the fiscal to
the offense is of no importance and in no way does it affect the legal
aspects of the complaint! The reason underlying this principle is that
the designation of the crime by name in the caption of the complaint
or information is a mere conclusion of law and a denial of that conclu-
sion raises no issue of fact. Moreover an accurate technical charac-
terization of the crime is not necessary to protect the rights of the ac-
cused and to aid him in the defense of his case. Therefore, in such
cases, “the real question is not did he commit the crime given in the
law (complaint or information) some technical or specific name but did
he perform the acts alleged in the body of the information (or com-
plaint) in the manner therein set forth”* In short it is the actual re-

4 Art. 354 Requirement for publicity:—Every defamatory imputation is pre-
sumed to be malicious, even if it be true, if no good intention and justifiable mo-
tive for making it is shown, except in the following cases:

1. Amnummmﬂaﬁmm-dobymypcmnmminthopoﬂm

of any legal, moral or social duty .

1 United Statss v. Buyns, 41 Phil 436 (1921) Sec. 5, Rule 106, Rules of Court:
Sufficiency of complaint of information.

A complaint or information is sufficient if it states the name of the defendant,
the designation of thoe offense by the statute; the acts or commissions complained of
the offended party; the approximate time of the commission of the offense, and the
plsce where in the offense was committed.

When an offenss is committed by more than one person, all of tham sha]l be
included in the complaint of information

2 United States v. Lim San, 17 Phil. 279 (1910).
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cital of the facts in the complaint or information and not the desig;m-
tion in the caption that characterizes the charge.

In accordance with this rule, the erroneous classification of an of-
fense properly described in the body of the complaint or information
does not prevent the accused from being convicted of a crime different
from that designated; neither can it affect the sentence that may be
meted out in the case.’

This principle which has been followed through a long list of cases
starting from 1903,¢ was reiterated in the above case of People v. Casare.
The facts show that one Valera Pagas filed a complaint charging the
accused with “abuse against chastity.” The complaint was amended by
the Chief of Police who changed the designation of the offense to “quali-
fied trespass to dwelling and physical injuries.” This latter charge was
agein modified and a preliminary investigation was made on the second
amended complaint. When the case was forwarded to the Court of First
Instance, the provincial fiscal filed an information for acts of lascivious-
ness through qualified trespass to dwelling. When the case was called
for trial, the defense had the case remanded to the justice of the peace
court on & motion to quash on the ground that the preliminary investiga-
tion was made under the second amended complaint filed by the Chief
of Police and not under the complaint of the offended party. This was
done after the offended party had filed an amended complaint charging
the accused with the offense of acts of lasciviousness. After the case
was again forwarded to the Court of First Instance, the provincial fiscal
filed an information of “acts of lasciviousness™ against the accused. The
Court of First Instance found the accused guilty of qualified trespass
and sentenced him accordingly. The defendant appealed, contending that
he could not be convicted of qualified trespass when the charge was for
acts of lasciviousness. The Supreme Court overruled that contention,
upholding the principle laid down in the case of U.S. v. Lim San and
subsequent similar cases.®

In his appeal, the defendant also claimed double jeopardy. In
denying this plea, the Supreme Court again upheld the hallowed prin-
ciple that for double jeopardy to attach, there must be a dismissal or
termination of the case without the express consent of the accused, which

3 Ses United Stetes v. Lidao, 2 Phil. 458 (1903); United States v. Peraita 8
Phil. 200 (1907); United States v. Pana 6 Phil 740 (1906); United States v.
Suplla, 13 Phil. 671 (1909); United States v. Treyss 14 Phil. 270 (1909); United
States v. Jeffrey, 15 Phil 391 (1910); Duvis v. Director of Prisons, 17: Phil 168
(1910); United Statss v. Campo, 23 Phil. 368 (1912); United States v. Vega, 31
Phil. 450 (1915); United Statss v. Panlilio 28 Phil. 608 (1914); United States v.
Cabe, 36 Phil. 728 (1917); United States v. Oondsaro, 39 Phil 70 (1918); United
States v. Qumban, 39 Phil. 76 (1918); Peopls v. Policher, 60 Phil. 770 (1934);
People v. Defender, 47 O.Q. 12, 214 (1950).

4 United States v. Lidao, supra.

5 Ses Notss 2 and 3.
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termination or dismissal must be definite and unconditional® The Sup-
reme Court observed that the case was not terminated, that it was merely
remanded or returned to the justice of the peace court for preliminary
investigation and that a remand is not a dismissal. ‘The Supreme Court
stated further that, granting that a remand is a dismissal, double jeo-
pardy still cannot attach because the “dismissal” was not without the
express consent of the accused, he having moved for the remand accord-
ing to the records of the case.

Crivii. PROCEDURE.—Timeliness of appoals.

PEOPLE V. MANUERL
GR. No. L-6794 & L8795, Agg. 11, 1954

Prorre v. VIROLA & ALLA
GR. No. L6647, September 2, 1954

In these two cases, the Supreme Court again applied the rule that
appeals may only be taken from final judgments or orders! And a
judgment or order is final if it effectually disposes of the proceedings
in the court from which appeal is taken? In conformity with this prin-
ciple it has been held that an order denying a motion to quash is not
final but interlocutory and therefore may not be appealed from. This
holding, first enunciated in Fuster v. Johnson,' was reiterated in the case
of People v. Manuel.

In the Manuel case, the accused appealed from an order denying
a motion to quash on the ground that the assistant provincial fiscal had
no authority to formulate the charges or to hold the preliminary inves-

8 Sectien 9, Rule 113 of the Rules of Court: Formar conviction or scquital or
former jecpardy:—When a defendant shall have been convicted or acquitted, or the
case against him dismissed or otherwise termminated without the express conssnt of
the defendant, by a court of competent jurisdiction, upon s valld complaint or in-
formation or other formal charge sufficient in forn and substance to sustain s con-
viction, and after the defendant hsd pleaded, the dismissal of the case shall be »
bar to another prosecution for the offense charged, or for any attempt to com-
mit the same or frustration thereof, or for any offenss which necsesarily includes
or is peceesarily included in the offense charged in the former complaint or information.

See also United States v. Leguns, 17 Phil. 332 (1910); United States v.
Roque, 11 Phil. 422 (1908); United States v. Quilatan, 4 Phil 481 (1906); United
States v. Sungs, 11 Phil. 60 (1908); United States v. Trono, 11 Phil. 726; (1908);
go%i"(dm??m v. Gimenex, 34 Phil. 74 (1916); United Statss v. Henry, 23 PhilL

Termination must not be with the express consent of the accused if jeopardy
is to attach. People v. Marapeo, G.R. No. L-2600, March 30, 1950; People v.
Romero, G.R. No. L4517; People v. Salico, G.R. No. L-1567, October 13, 1549,

1S5ec. 1, Rule 118—Appeal: From all final judgments of the Court of First
Instance or Courts of similar jurisdiction, and in all cases in which the lsw now
provides for appeal from sald courts an appeal may be taksn to the Court of Ap-
peals or the Supreme Court as hereafter prescribed.

2 NAvaxRo, E., CanaMAL PrOCXDURE 339 (1952), cdting Mejia v. Alimorong
4 Phil. 372, 576 (1905), and People v. Maknaraig, 54 Phil 904, 906 (1930).

31 Phil 670-671 (1903).
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tigation. The Supreme Court relying on the Fuster doctrine quoted
its observation in the case of Collins v. Wolfe,* that “the defendant should
have proceeded with the trial of the causes in the court below, and if
final judgment is rendered against him, he can then appeal, and upon
such appeal present the question which he is now seeking to have de-
cided.” The Supreme Court further noted that the Rules of Court had
buttressed its opinion in the Collins case since the Rules specifically di-
rect that if the defendant moves to quash before the pleading and the
motion is overruled, “he shall immediately plead,” which means that trial
shall go on.

In the case of People v. Virola and Alla, the defendants were
charged with serious slander by deed in the municipal court of Caba-
natuan. The defendants moved to quash at the preliminary investi-
gation on the ground that the complaint was signed by the offended
party, the crime being a public offense which should be prosecuted by
the corresponding public officials. The Municipal Court upheld this con-
tention and dismissed the case. On appeal to the Court of First In-
stance, the judge of the Court reversed the appealed order and “re-
manded the case to the court of origin for further proceedings” From
this reversal the defendants appealed.

The Supreme Court ruled that the appeal was prcxnature because
“it is practically appealing an order of the Court of First Instance that
overrules delendants’ motion to quash the information” The Supreme
Court quoted its decision in the Manue! case at length and then advised
the defendants “to defend themselves as best as they can, in the courts
below, without waiving the point they have raised; and if convicted,
they may appeal and then discuss the qualities they sare now submit-
ting before hand”™

45 Phil 534, 535 (1905). See also Arches v. Beldia, G.R. No. L-2414, May

27, 1949.
8 Bec. 1, Rule 113



