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### Title: The United States vs. Maximo Abad

### Facts:
Maximo Abad, a former insurgent officer, was charged and convicted under Section 14 of
Act No. 292 of the United States Philippine Commission for violating an oath of allegiance to
the United States, which he had previously taken before an officer of the United States
Army or an officer under the Civil Government of the Philippine Islands. Specifically, Abad
had denied the existence and whereabouts of certain rifles to a U.S. Army officer, rifles
which he had ordered concealed at the time of his surrender in April 1901.

The legal journey began when the lower court found Abad guilty of violating the terms of his
oath of allegiance, a case that then proceeded to the Supreme Court of the Philippines on
appeal. Abad’s defense hinged on the application of a proclamation of amnesty that could
absolve him of his alleged crimes if  they were recognized as offenses of  “treason and
sedition,” to which the proclamation applied.

### Issues:
1. Whether the offense of “violation of oaths of allegiance” as defined in Section 14 of Act
No. 292 falls under the crimes amnestied by the proclamation which includes “offenses of
treason and sedition.”
2. Whether the act committed by Abad constitutes a violation of the oath of allegiance and if
such violation can be construed as treason.
3. Interpretation of the proclamation’s language, specifically if it intended to include the
offense of violation of oaths of allegiance under the general terms “treason and sedition.”

### Court’s Decision:
The Philippine Supreme Court held that the offense of “violation of oaths of allegiance” is
indeed covered by the proclamation of amnesty, as it falls under the broad categories of
“treason and sedition.” The Court argued that the terms used in the proclamation should not
be restricted to their strict technical sense but rather interpreted liberally to fulfill  the
proclamation’s beneficent intention. Thus, the Court determined that all political offenses
outlined in Act No. 292, including violation of oaths of allegiance, are included under the
general descriptions of treason and sedition as utilized in the amnesty proclamation.

### Doctrine:
The  decision  established  the  doctrine  that  in  interpreting  executive  acts  like  amnesty
proclamations, a liberal rule of construction should be applied to effectively carry out the
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beneficent purposes these acts aim to serve. This case also reiterates that the offense of
violating an oath of allegiance is considered a political offense, which can be amnestied
under general terms such as “treason and sedition” without being confined to their strict,
technical definitions.

### Class Notes:
– **Political Offenses:** Crimes against state authority or public order, including treason,
sedition, insurrection, and violation of oaths of allegiance.
–  **Amnesty  Proclamation  Interpretation:**  When  interpreting  the  scope  of  amnesty
proclamations, a liberal approach should be used to ensure the broad inclusion of political
offenses intended by the executive act.
– **Act No. 292:** Defines various political offenses and prescribes punishments; central to
distinguishing between different categories of political crimes.
–  **Key Elements:**  Oath  of  allegiance  violation  entails  breaking a  formal  promise  to
recognize, accept, and maintain allegiance to a sovereign authority, in this case, the United
States of America.

### Historical Background:
The case emerges from the backdrop of the Philippine-American War and the subsequent
American colonial rule over the Philippines. The proclamation of amnesty aimed to reconcile
with former insurgents by pardoning political  offenses committed during the period of
insurrection,  indicating  a  move  toward  peace  and  reconstruction  in  the  aftermath  of
conflict. This legal decision reflects the transitional justice measures and the complexities of
reconciling former rebels with the new colonial governance structure.


