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### Title:
**Agaton Bulaong vs. People of the Philippines: A Legal Analysis on Double Jeopardy
Concerning Rebellion and Subversion Charges**

### Facts:
On May 31, 1956, Agaton Bulaong, among others, was charged with rebellion before the
Court  of  First  Instance  (CFI)  of  Laguna.  Being  at  large  delayed  his  trial  until  1958.
Meanwhile, on June 20, 1957, the Anti-Subversion Act (Republic Act 1700) was enacted.
Bulaong  was  arrested  on  September  12,  1958,  and  on  October  1,  1958,  the  initial
information for rebellion was amended to incorporate his alleged involvement with the
Communist  Party  of  the  Philippines  (CPP)  and  the  Hukbong  Mapagpalaya  ng  Bayan
(formerly known as Hukbalahaps). Simultaneously, another information was filed in the CFI
of Manila, charging Bulaong with subversion under Section 4 of the Anti-Subversion Act
based on similar activities.

The Laguna CFI’s decision against Bulaong was affirmed by the Court of Appeals, leading to
this Supreme Court appeal. He contended that since both charges were based on the same
set of facts, prosecuting him for both would subject him to double jeopardy.

### Issues:
1. Whether the principle of double jeopardy applies to Bulaong’s simultaneous charges for
rebellion and subversion.
2.  Whether  being charged under  both  the  Rebellion  Law and the  Anti-Subversion Act
constitutes being tried twice for the same offense based on identical facts.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court ruled against Bulaong’s argument, affirming the lower court’s decision.
It  clarified that the defense of  double jeopardy only applies if  the accused was either
convicted  or  acquitted,  or  if  the  case  was  dismissed without  their  consent.  Since  the
subversion case was still pending and not concluded by conviction, acquittal, or dismissal,
Bulaong could not invoke double jeopardy.

The Court distinguished between the convictions, citing that the subversion charge under
the Anti-Subversion Act and the rebellion offense under the Revised Penal Code, given their
separate legal proceedings, did not infringe upon the double jeopardy clause. Consequently,
the appeal was dismissed, and the judgment for rebellion was affirmed without costs.

### Doctrine:
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The Court reiterated the doctrine that the defense of double jeopardy is only applicable
under circumstances of conviction, acquittal, dismissal, or termination of the case without
the accused’s consent. The decision underscored that different charges, even if based on
similar  facts,  do  not  automatically  trigger  double  jeopardy  protections  if  each  charge
encapsulates distinct offenses under the law.

### Class Notes:
– **Double Jeopardy**: Double jeopardy protects an individual from being prosecuted or
punished more than once for the same offense, conditional upon a prior verdict of acquittal,
conviction, or a case dismissal without the accused’s consent.
– **Distinction between Rebellion and Subversion**: While rebellion is charged under the
Revised Penal Code, subversion was specifically targeted under the Anti-Subversion Act
(R.A. 1700), demonstrating that distinct laws may address similar but legally differentiated
offenses.
– **Legal Protection Against Double Jeopardy**: Under Section 9, Rule 113 of the Rules of
Court,  key for  invoking protection is  the conclusive termination of  the case—acquittal,
conviction, or dismissal without consent.

### Historical Background:
This case took place against the backdrop of heightened anti-communist sentiment globally
and within the Philippines. The enactment of the Anti-Subversion Act in 1957 reflected the
Philippine Government’s intensified efforts to counter communist insurgency, distinguishing
membership in the Communist Party as a separate and specific offense from the broader
charge of rebellion. This distinction played a central role in the Court’s interpretation of
double jeopardy in Bulaong’s case.


