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Title: People of the Philippines vs. Emiliano Catantan y Tayong

Facts: On the 27th of June, 1993, the Pilapil brothers, Eugene and Juan Jr., were fishing in
the seawaters of Tabogon, Cebu, when Emiliano Catantan and Jose Macven Ursal,  aka
“Bimbo”,  forcibly  boarded  the  Pilapils’  fishing  boat.  Catantan,  armed  with  a  firearm,
threatened and physically assaulted the Pilapils, compelling them to change course. During
the ordeal, the brothers were hogtied, and at one point, Eugene was partially submerged
under a tarpaulin on the boat.

The assailants then attempted to transfer to another vessel with a better engine, but as they
did  so,  they  broke  the  Pilapils’  boat,  causing  Eugene  to  fall  overboard.  The  brothers
eventually escaped by swimming to another boat that towed them to safety.

Catantan and Ursal were charged with the crime of piracy under Presidential Decree (PD)
No. 532, the Anti-Piracy and Highway Robbery Law of 1974. Both accused were found guilty
by the Regional  Trial  Court  (RTC) of  Cebu and sentenced to reclusion perpetua.  Only
Catantan appealed the trial court’s decision, claiming that the facts only established the
crime of grave coercion under Article 286 of the Revised Penal Code.

The case elevated to the Supreme Court involved Catantan’s appeal, with him arguing that
his actions constituted grave coercion rather than piracy. He contended that there was no
intent to permanently dispossess the Pilapils of their boat, and that force was not used in
seizing the boat but rather in compelling the Pilapils to change course.

Issues:
1. Whether or not the actions of accused-appellant Emiliano Catantan y Tayong constituted
the crime of piracy under PD No. 532 or merely an act of grave coercion under Article 286
of the Revised Penal Code.
2. Whether the intent to permanently dispossess the victims of their boat is material in a
case of piracy.
3. Whether the presentation of the weapon used in the seizure was necessary to prove
piracy.

Court’s  Decision:  The Supreme Court  affirmed the lower court’s  decision,  holding that
Catantan was guilty of piracy as defined under PD No. 532. The Court enumerated the
elements of piracy and found that the actions of Catantan and his co-accused clearly fell
within the description of piracy, which involves violence or intimidation against persons and
seizure of a vessel. The Court dismissed the argument that only grave coercion occurred,
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noting that the compulsion of the Pilapils was part of a broader act of seizing control of their
boat through violence and intimidation. The Court also held that the intent to permanently
deprive the Pilapils of their boat was not a necessary element of piracy. Additionally, the
absence of the firearm as evidence did not exonerate Catantan, given the consistent and
compelling testimony provided by the victims.

Doctrine: In the case at hand, the Philippine Supreme Court reiterated the definition of
piracy under PD No. 532, which constitutes any attack upon or seizure of any vessel or
watercraft used for transport, committed by any person, including those on board, by means
of violence against or intimidation of persons or force upon things, in Philippine waters. It is
immaterial  whether  the  offenders  intend to  permanently  deprive  the  vessel  owners  of
possession of their vessel, as the crux of the crime lies in the seizure or control of the vessel
through illicit means.

Class Notes:
– Piracy under PD No. 532 requires seizure of a vessel through violence or intimidation.
– Intent to permanently deprive the vessel’s owners of possession is not a necessary element
of piracy.
– The perpetrator may be a passenger or member of the vessel’s crew.
– The crime occurs “in Philippine waters” and applies to “all kinds and types of vessels or
boats used in fishing.”
– The fact that the weapon used in the crime was not presented in evidence does not negate
the occurrence of piracy.

Historical  Background:  The case  exemplifies  the  intent  behind PD No.  532 to  combat
lawlessness in the seas surrounding the Philippines. The decree aims to protect vulnerable
seafarers and local fishermen from violent acts that disrupt their livelihood and pose grave
threats to their safety. The strict enforcement of the anti-piracy law reflects the necessity of
maintaining peace, order, and allowing uninterrupted economic and social progress within
the maritime industry, which is vital to the Filipino peoples’ way of life.


