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### Title: R. Marino Corpus vs. Miguel Cuaderno, Sr.

### Facts:
R. Marino Corpus, an employee of the Central Bank of the Philippines, was successively
promoted until he became the Director of the Department of Loans and Credit and Rural
Banks Administration by 1954. Accusations from fellow employees led to his suspension in
1955,  after  which he  was  reinstated but  with  different  positions,  eventually  becoming
Special  Assistant  to  the  Governor  in  charge  of  the  Export  Department.  Another
administrative complaint in 1958 led to his suspension, prompting Corpus to initiate a
lawsuit against Miguel Cuaderno Sr., the then Governor of the Central Bank, alleging malice
behind his suspension and subsequent removal from service. Corpus sought damages of half
a million pesos, while Cuaderno countered with a claim for one and a half million pesos,
citing a malicious lawsuit and a case of libel against him by Corpus.

The case escalated through the judicial system, finally reaching the Supreme Court due to
the significance of the claims involved. The procedural journey involved various petitions
and motions,  underpinned by the complexities  of  administrative law and allegations of
personal vendettas influencing professional conduct within the Central Bank.

### Issues:
1. Whether Miguel Cuaderno Sr. was liable for damages related to Corpus’ suspension and
eventual removal from the Central Bank.
2. Whether R. Marino Corpus committed libel against Cuaderno as part of their dispute.

### Court’s Decision:
The  Supreme  Court  ruled  in  favor  of  Cuaderno,  dismissing  the  claims  of  malicious
suspension and removal raised by Corpus and affirming the decision of the lower court that
awarded damages to Cuaderno for libel. The Court found that Corpus’ removal was based
on a loss of confidence rather than the administrative charges per se, citing that such loss of
confidence,  while  generally  insufficient  for  removal,  led  to  Corpus’  justified  dismissal
embodied through the Monetary Board’s decision. The Supreme Court analyzed the actions
leading to the suspension and removal of Corpus, finding no malice or wrongful instigation
by Cuaderno.

On the issue of libel, the Court determined that the statements made by Corpus in a public
interview, which were defamatory and targeted at Cuaderno without directly naming him
but making him identifiable through context and description, constituted libel. The evidence
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and the identification by third parties confirmed Cuaderno as the target of these statements,
thereby validating the lower court’s ruling on the libel claim.

### Doctrine:
The case reaffirmed principles related to administrative discipline within the context of
government employment, highlighting that loss of confidence may suffice for the removal of
an employee in a key position, subject to specific circumstances. Furthermore, it iterated
the standards for libel in terms of identifiability of the person defamed, emphasizing that
direct naming is unnecessary provided the context allows for the individual’s identification
by others.

### Class Notes:
– **Administrative Law:** Employee discipline within government institutions can extend to
removal based on a loss of confidence, particularly in positions of sensitive nature or those
requiring high moral integrity.
– **Libel:** For a statement to qualify as libelous, the victim must be identifiable either by
direct naming or through descriptive context, with evidential burden resting on whether
third parties can recognize the victim based on the information provided.

### Historical Background:
The  case  emerged  during  a  period  of  evolving  jurisprudence  on  employee  rights,
disciplinary actions, and freedom of speech in the Philippines. The litigation underscores
tensions within the Central Bank, reflecting broader challenges within governmental bodies
regarding accountability,  employee conduct,  and the impact of  personal  animosities on
professional  environments.  The  outcome  of  the  case  illustrates  the  judiciary’s  role  in
adjudicating  disputes  with  significant  implications  for  public  administration  and  legal
standards concerning libel and employee relations in the public sector.


