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### Title:
The United States vs. Ong Siu Hong: A Legal Examination of Compelled Physical Evidence
and Self-Incrimination

### Facts:
In the case of The United States vs. Ong Siu Hong, the defendant, Ong Siu Hong, was
charged with the illegal possession of morphine. During the apprehension of Ong Siu Hong
by members of the secret service, he was compelled to discharge morphine from his mouth,
which was then used as evidence against him in the trial. The case made its way to the
Philippine Supreme Court following a conviction in the trial court. The appellant’s counsel
contended  that  compelling  Ong  Siu  Hong  to  discharge  the  morphine  from his  mouth
constituted a violation of his constitutional right against self-incrimination.

### Issues:
1. Whether the act of compelling the defendant to discharge morphine from his mouth for
use as evidence in the trial violates his constitutional right against self-incrimination.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court,  in its  decision,  delved into the issue of  whether the action taken
constituted a violation of the constitutional right against self-incrimination. By referencing
precedent (U.S. vs.  Tan Teng) and drawing analogies to similar circumstances such as
forcing a person to exhibit  themselves in court or using materials confiscated in their
absence as evidence, the Supreme Court concluded that such physical acts do not fall under
the scope of  testimonial  compulsion prohibited by the constitutional  right  against  self-
incrimination. The Court clarified that the main intent of the constitutional provision is to
prevent oral testimonial compulsion that forces confessions from the accused. Therefore,
compelling  the  defendant  to  discharge  morphine  from his  mouth  did  not  constitute  a
violation  of  his  constitutional  right  against  self-incrimination.  Despite  upholding  the
conviction, the Court modified the sentence to impose the minimum penalty provided by
law,  three  months’  imprisonment  and  a  fine  of  P300,  with  the  option  of  subsidiary
imprisonment in case of insolvency.

### Doctrine:
The Supreme Court established or reiterated the doctrine that compelling a suspect to
produce physical evidence from their person does not violate the constitutional protection
against self-incrimination. The protection primarily addresses testimonial compulsion and
does  not  extend to  the  forced production of  physical  evidence that  might  be  used to
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establish one’s guilt in a crime.

### Class Notes:
1. **Self-Incrimination**: The right against self-incrimination, as interpreted in this case,
primarily protects individuals from being compelled to provide testimonial evidence against
themselves. Physical evidence forcibly obtained from the person, such as drugs, does not fall
under the protection against testimonial compulsion.

2.  **Testimonial  vs.  Physical  Evidence**:  This  case  distinguishes  between  testimonial
compulsion  and  the  extraction  of  physical  evidence  from the  body  of  the  accused.  It
underscores the legal boundary wherein the latter is permissible under the Philippine legal
framework.

3. **Minimum Penalty Adjustment**: Following precedents (U.S. vs. Lim Sing; U.S. vs. Sy
Liongco), the Court exercised its discretion to modify sentences to impose the minimum
legal penalty, demonstrating the judiciary’s role in ensuring proportionality and fairness in
sentencing.

### Historical Background:
The  United  States  vs.  Ong  Siu  Hong  reflects  the  early  20th  century  Philippine
jurisprudential  approach  to  dealing  with  issues  of  self-incrimination  in  the  context  of
increasing challenges posed by criminal activities such as the illegal drug trade. This case
exemplifies the balance the judiciary sought between upholding constitutional rights and
effectively  enforcing  the  law  against  illicit  activities,  within  the  dual  legal  traditions
(American and Spanish) influencing the Philippines then. It also highlights the evolving
nature of legal interpretations around rights and evidentiary procedures in the Philippine
legal system during the American colonial period.


