G.R. No. L-61016. April 26, 1983 (Case Brief / Digest)

Title: Horacio R. Morales, Jr. v. Minister Juan Ponce Enrile, Gen. Fabian C. Ver, and Col.
Galileo Kintanar

Facts:

Petitioners Horacio R. Morales, Jr. and Antonio C. Moncupa, Jr. were arrested on April 21,
1982, by elements of Task Force Makabansa of the Armed Forces of the Philippines under
suspicion of committing rebellion. The arrest took place without a warrant. Subsequent to
their arrest, a Presidential Commitment Order (PCO) was approved on April 23, 1982.
Petitioners filed petitions for habeas corpus on July 9, 1982, and July 19, 1982, respectively,
challenging their detention. On July 20, 1982, they, along with several others, were formally
charged with rebellion before the Court of First Instance of Rizal, a charge deemed bailable.
Despite the charge, petitioners remained under detention. They alleged violations of their
constitutional rights, including the right to counsel, the right to remain silent, the right to a
speedy and public trial, and the right to bail. They also claimed to have been subjected to
maltreatment and torture. The Supreme Court, acting on a plea for reinvestigation, ordered
the City Fiscal of Quezon City to conduct a reinvestigation and to look into the charges of
alleged torture and violations of constitutional rights.

Issues:

1. Whether the arrest and continued detention of the petitioners were legal.

2. Whether the petitioners were deprived of their constitutional rights during detention and
if such deprivation justified the issuance of a writ of habeas corpus.

3. Whether the petitioners are entitled to bail despite the suspension of the privilege of the
writ of habeas corpus under a Presidential Decree.

4. Whether the issuance of a Presidential Commitment Order (PCO) complies with
constitutional requirements.

Court’s Decision:

1. The Supreme Court dismissed the petitions, holding that the continuous detention of
petitioners to answer for the offense charged (rebellion) is legal and justified even in the
absence of a warrant of arrest at the time of capture, due to the existence of a prima facie
case for rebellion against them. The Court found their arrests justified under the
circumstances.

2. The Court recognized the petitioners’ rights under the Constitution, including the right to
counsel and to be informed of their rights during custodial investigation. Nevertheless, it
deferred the issue of alleged torture to be addressed by the appropriate body with
jurisdiction over such complaints.
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3. The Court held that rebellion being a non-capital offense is bailable, but due to the
continued suspension of the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus for offenses related to
insurrection or rebellion, the natural consequence is that the right to bail for the
commission of such offenses is also suspended.

4. The Court did not explicitly resolve the issue regarding the compliance of PCOs with the
Constitution but implied their validity within the context of a suspended writ of habeas
COTpus.

Doctrine:

1. The continued detention of individuals charged with rebellion is legal under the
suspension of the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus.

2. The right to bail is suspended for offenses related to insurrection or rebellion under a
Presidential Decree suspending the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus.

Class Notes:

- Arrest without warrant: Lawful when the person to be arrested has committed, is actually
committing, or is about to commit an offense in the presence of the arresting officer, among
other grounds.

- Habeas Corpus: A writ to secure the release of a person unlawfully detained, the privilege
of which can be suspended in cases of invasion, insurrection, or rebellion when public safety
requires it.

- Right to Bail: All persons, except those charged with capital offenses when evidence of
guilt is strong, are entitled to bail before conviction. Suspension of the privilege of the writ
of habeas corpus suspends this right for certain offenses.

- PCOs must adhere to constitutional safeguards despite their issuance during times of
emergency, such as the suspension of the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus.

Historical Background:

The case arose during a period in Philippine history marked by political instability and
challenges to the government’s authority, including armed rebellion. The government had
instituted measures, including the suspension of the privilege of the writ of habeas corpus
and the issuance of Presidential Commitment Orders, to address security threats. These
measures were contested for their impact on constitutionally protected rights, leading to
legal challenges such as this case.
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