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**Title:** Blo Umpar Adiong vs Commission on Elections

**Facts:**
The case revolves around Blo Umpar Adiong, a senatorial candidate in the May 11, 1992
Philippine elections,  who challenged the constitutionality of  a Commission on Elections
(COMELEC)  prohibition.  COMELEC Resolution  No.  2347,  issued on  January  13,  1992,
restricted the posting of  decals  and stickers related to election propaganda to certain
authorized areas, effectively banning them on “mobile” places, public or private. Adiong
asserted that this prohibition infringed upon his freedom of speech and was specifically
challenging  because,  with  restrictions  already  in  place  for  radio,  television,  and  print
political advertisements, decals and stickers on vehicles presented a crucial campaigning
channel for a political newcomer like him. Adiong had not received information on the
designated  “COMELEC Poster  Areas,”  further  complicating  his  campaign  efforts.  This
precipitated  his  filing  a  petition  to  the  Supreme  Court,  asserting  the  violation  of
constitutional freedoms by the COMELEC’s resolution and seeking its nullification.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the COMELEC’s prohibition on the posting of decals and stickers on “mobile”
places,  except  in  authorized  posting  areas,  infringes  upon  the  constitutional  right  to
freedom of speech.
2. Whether the COMELEC regulation is overly broad, thus invalidating it on grounds of
constitutional violation.
3. Whether the COMELEC’s prohibition is justified by a substantial government interest that
is compelling enough to limit free speech.

**Court’s Decision:**
The Philippine Supreme Court granted Blo Umpar Adiong’s petition, declaring the portion of
Section 15(a)  of  COMELEC Resolution No.  2347 restricting the  posting of  decals  and
stickers to authorized areas as null and void. The Court reasoned that:
1. The regulation unduly infringed on the fundamental right to freedom of speech without
serving a substantial public interest. It emphasized that the freedom of expression is a
cornerstone of democracy that allows for robust debate on public issues, including elections.
2. The prohibition was void for overbreadth – it encompassed a vast range of expression in
both public and private spaces without a clear, justifiable government interest to warrant
such extensive restriction.
3. There was no compelling government interest proven to justify the restriction. The Court
highlighted  that  the  regulation  equally  impacts  both  financially  advantaged  and
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disadvantaged  candidates,  thereby  not  contradicting  the  constitutional  objective  of
providing  equal  opportunities  for  public  service.

**Doctrine:**
This decision underscored the primacy of the freedom of expression, particularly in the
context of election-related activities. It established that any regulation imposing restrictions
on this freedom must be justified by a substantial  governmental  interest and narrowly
tailored to serve that interest without unnecessarily infringing on free speech rights.

**Class Notes:**
–  Freedom  of  Speech:  A  fundamental  right  protected  by  the  Constitution  that  is  of
paramount importance during election periods to ensure free, clean, and honest elections.
–  Overbreadth Doctrine:  A principle  used to  evaluate laws or  regulations that  broadly
restrict  freedom of  expression  to  determine  if  they  infringe  upon  protected  freedoms
unnecessarily.
–  Standard  for  Regulation:  Governmental  regulations  affecting  constitutional  freedoms,
especially  freedom  of  expression,  must  serve  a  substantial  governmental  interest,  be
narrowly tailored, and be the least restrictive means to achieve the intended goal.
– Property Rights and Expression: The right to property includes the freedom to use, enjoy,
and dispose  of  it,  which encompasses  the  right  to  engage in  free  expression through
personal property.

**Historical Background:**
This case emerged in the context of the Philippines’ efforts to strengthen its democratic
processes following decades of authoritarian rule. The judiciary played a pivotal role in
balancing the need for orderly elections with the protection of fundamental democratic
freedoms, including free speech and political expression. The decision is indicative of the
broader struggle to define the boundaries of electoral regulation in a way that respects
individual liberties while ensuring fair and free electoral contests.


