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### Title: GREGORIO PERFECTO vs. BIBIANO L. MEER, COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL
REVENUE

### Facts:
In April 1947, the Collector of Internal Revenue mandated Mr. Justice Gregorio Perfecto, a
member of the Philippine Supreme Court, to pay income tax on his salary for the year 1946,
amounting to P802. Perfecto paid the amount but subsequently filed an action in the Manila
court of first instance, contesting the assessment’s legality. He argued that taxing his salary
as  a  member  of  the  judiciary  was  unconstitutional  because  it  effectively  reduced  his
compensation, violating the constitutional provision that the salary of a judicial officer shall
not be diminished during their tenure in office. The Manila Court of First Instance sided
with Perfecto, ordering a refund of the collected amount. The Collector of Internal Revenue
appealed to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1.  Whether the imposition of  an income tax on the salary of  a Supreme Court justice
constitutes a diminution of pay, contrary to the constitutional protection of judicial salaries.
2. The applicability and interpretation of the Philippine Constitution and statutory laws in
relation to the salary of the members of the judiciary and its taxation.
3.  Examination  of  similar  cases  and  principles  in  the  United  States  as  persuasive  or
comparative jurisprudence.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the Manila court’s decision, ruling that taxing the salary of a
judicial  officer  contravenes the Philippine Constitution’s  provision that  ensures  judicial
salaries shall not be diminished during their tenure in office. The Court extensively reviewed
American  jurisprudence,  notably  the  evolution  from  *Evans  v.  Gore*  to  *O’Malley  v.
Woodrough*,  and juxtaposed these with the Philippine legal  context.  It  concluded that
unless the legislature expressly amends the law to tax the salaries of judges appointed
thereafter explicitly, such salaries are not to be included under general income taxation.
The  decision  underscored  the  principle  that  the  constitutionally  guaranteed  protection
against salary diminution is not a mere privilege but an essential safeguard for judicial
independence.

### Doctrine:
The  Supreme  Court  reiterated  the  doctrine  that  the  salaries  of  judges  and  other
constitutional officers are protected from reduction, including indirect diminution through
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taxation, during their continuance in office, aligning with the constitutional mandate for
judicial independence.

### Class Notes:
– **Constitutional Provision on Judicial Salaries**:
– Article VIII, Section 9 of the Philippine Constitution protects the salaries of Supreme Court
members from being diminished during their tenure.
– This provision aims to safeguard judicial independence by ensuring that the judiciary is
not financially penalized, directly or indirectly, for its decisions.
– **Inapplicability of General Taxation Laws to Judicial Salaries**:
– General taxation laws, unless explicitly stated, do not include the salaries of protected
judicial  officers  under  their  ambit  due  to  the  constitutional  prohibition  against  salary
diminution.
– **Comparative Jurisprudence and Its Limitations**:
– While comparative jurisprudence, such as U.S. cases, can offer insights, its applicability is
limited by differences in legal systems, specific constitutional provisions,  and historical
contexts.

### Historical Background:
The case came against a backdrop of evolving interpretations on the taxation of judicial
salaries both in the Philippines and the United States. It raised fundamental questions about
the balance between general  tax  obligations and specific  constitutional  protections for
judicial  salaries  designed  to  ensure  an  independent  judiciary.  This  was  influenced  by
American jurisprudence due to the Philippines’ colonial history and the transplantation of
many legal principles from the United States. However, the decision emphasized the unique
provisions of the Philippine Constitution and the necessity of a specific legislative mandate
to tax judicial salaries, showcasing the autonomy of the Philippine legal system despite
shared historical ties with American law.


