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Title: Christian Pantonial Acharon vs. People of the Philippines: A Clarification on the Legal
Requirements for Violating R.A. 9262 Section 5(i)

Facts:
The case involves Christian Pantonial Acharon, who was convicted for violation of Section
5(i) of Republic Act No. 9262 or the Anti-Violence Against Women and their Children Act
(VAWC Law) by both the Regional Trial Court of Valenzuela City, and subsequently, the
Court  of  Appeals.  The  Information  filed  against  Acharon  stated  he  caused  mental  or
emotional anguish, public ridicule, or humiliation to his wife, AAA, by denying her financial
support. Evidence presented during the trials included the testimonies of AAA and other
witnesses, as well as photographic evidence of Acharon’s infidelity. Acharon, on his part,
denied the accusations and argued that his failure to provide sufficient financial support
was due to unforeseen circumstances that drained his finances. Following his conviction by
the RTC, Acharon appealed to the Court of Appeals, which affirmed the RTC’s decision.
Unsatisfied, Acharon elevated his case to the Supreme Court, arguing that the CA erred in
finding him guilty.

Issues:
1. Whether the CA erred in upholding Acharon’s conviction for causing psychological or
emotional anguish by allegedly failing to financially support AAA and keep communication
lines open.
2. Whether mere failure or inability to provide financial support constitutes a punishable
offense under R.A. 9262 Section 5(i).

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted Acharon’s appeal, acquitting him of the charge. The Court
clarified that the criminal liability under Section 5(i) of R.A. 9262 must be based on the
denial of financial support that is willfully or consciously done to cause mental or emotional
anguish, public ridicule, or humiliation. The Court found that Acharon’s failure to continue
providing support was due to circumstances beyond his control and did not constitute willful
denial. The prosecution failed to prove beyond reasonable doubt that Acharon intended to
cause AAA psychological harm by not providing financial support. The Court also clarified
that  neither  a  mere failure  to  provide  nor  an inability  to  provide  financial  support  is
punishable under R.A. 9262.

Doctrine:
The Supreme Court established that for an individual to be criminally liable under Section
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5(i) of R.A. 9262, there must be a willful or conscious refusal to provide financial support
that is intended to cause mental or emotional anguish to the complainant. Mere failure or
inability to provide financial support does not constitute a criminal offense under the law.

Class Notes:
1.  Elements  of  a  Crime:  Specifically  references the necessity  for  both actus reus (the
criminal act) and mens rea (the criminal intent).
2. Right to be Informed: Reinforces the accused’s constitutional right to be informed of the
nature and cause of accusation against him.
3. Actus Reus and Mens Rea for R.A. 9262 Section 5(i): Emphasizes that for a conviction
under R.A. 9262, Section 5(i), the actus reus involves the willful denial of financial support,
while mens rea requires the intention of causing psychological violence.
4. Burden of Proof: Highlights the prosecution’s burden to establish beyond reasonable
doubt both the actus reus and the mens rea required for a conviction under the law.

Historical Background:
The decision illustrates the Court’s adaptability in interpreting the provisions of special
penal  laws  like  R.A.  9262  in  light  of  evolving  societal  norms  and  legal  principles.  It
emphasizes  the  necessity  of  adapting  legal  interpretations  to  ensure  fairness  in  the
application of laws, especially in cases related to gender-based violence.


