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## Title:
**People of the Philippine Islands vs. Pedro Crisostomo et al.**

## Facts:

1. **Incident Overview**:
– On the morning of December 26, 1920, Macaria Gabriel was forcibly taken by Pedro
Crisostomo, Lorenzo Alcoba, and Casimiro Garde in the barrio of Salinas, Bacoor, Cavite.
–  The  other  defendants,  Segundo  Espiritu,  Primitivo  Alcoba,  and  Bartolome  Caguiat,
restrained Macaria’s aunt Candida Acuña to prevent her from assisting Macaria.
– Macaria was forcibly dragged to a rice field despite her resistance and cries for help.

2. **Defense’s Argument**:
– The defense claimed that Macaria voluntarily eloped with Pedro Crisostomo.
– They also argued that there was no conspiracy among the defendants.

3. **Prosecution’s Argument**:
– The prosecution maintained that the abduction was against Macaria’s will and involved the
use of violence.

4. **Admissions and Conduct**:
– Pedro Crisostomo admitted to Lieutenant Sotto of the Constabulary that the abduction was
advised in response to Macaria’s refusal to his marriage proposal.
– Evidence showed no signs that Macaria voluntarily participated in an elopement.

## Procedural Posture:
– The trial court found Pedro Crisostomo, Lorenzo Alcoba, and Casimiro Garde guilty as
principals  of  abduction  through violence  and sentenced them to  fourteen  years,  eight
months, and one day of reclusion temporal.
–  Segundo  Espiritu,  Primitivo  Alcoba,  and  Bartolome  Caguiat  were  found  guilty  as
accomplices and sentenced to eight years and one day of prision mayor.
– Pedro Crisostomo was additionally ordered to pay P500 as endowment to Macaria Gabriel.
– The defendants appealed the decision, raising four errors including the sufficiency of the
evidence, the proven conspiracy between the accused, the monetary judgment, and the
misclassification of the crime under Article 445 of the Penal Code.

## Issues:
1. Whether the evidence of the prosecution was sufficient and proven beyond a reasonable
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doubt.
2. Whether the conspiracy and connivance between the accused in committing the supposed
crime of abduction were proven.
3. Whether Pedro Crisostomo’s sentence to pay P500 as an endowment to Macaria Gabriel
was justified.
4. Whether the trial court was correct in sentencing the accused under Article 445 of the
Penal Code for the crime of abduction through violence.

## Court’s Decision:

**1. Sufficiency of Evidence:**
– The court found the prosecution’s evidence credible, including the testimony of witnesses
who corroborated Macaria’s account of forcible abduction.

**2. Conspiracy:**
–  Simultaneous  actions  of  the  defendants,  such  as  restraining  Macaria  and  her  aunt,
indicated a premeditated conspiracy to abduct.

**3. Endowment Payment:**
– Since the crime was deemed to be illegal detention rather than abduction, the payment of
P500 as an endowment was deemed improper and reversed.

**4. Crime Reclassification:**
– The Supreme Court determined that the abduction was not with unchaste designs. Without
unchaste designs, the crime fell under illegal detention (Article 481 of the Penal Code), not
abduction through violence (Article 445).
– Pedro Crisostomo, Lorenzo Alcoba, and Casimiro Garde’s sentences were altered to eight
years and one day of prision mayor.
–  The  sentences  of  Segundo  Espiritu,  Primitivo  Alcoba,  and  Bartolome  Caguiat  were
modified to two years, four months, and one day of prision correccional.

## Doctrine:
– **Unchaste Designs**: For abduction through violence to apply, it must be proven that the
act was conducted with unchaste designs. If such designs aren’t substantiated, the crime
should be classified as illegal detention under Article 481 of the Penal Code.

## Class Notes:
1. **Elements of Illegal Detention (Art. 481, Penal Code)**:
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– Deprivation of liberty by a private individual.
– No necessity for physical enclosure to constitute detention.
– Intent does not need to be proven if deprivation of liberty is evident.

2. **Abduction through Violence (Art. 445, Penal Code)**:
– Unchaste designs are essential.
– Mere intention to marry the abducted without evidence of unchaste acts does not qualify
as abduction.

3. **Procedural Protocol**:
– Appeals on criminal cases can question the sufficiency and credibility of evidence, the
accuracy of legal interpretations, and the appropriateness of sentencing.

## Historical Background:
– This case emerged in early 20th-century Philippines, a period marked by the transition
from Spanish rule to American governance. Colonial Spanish laws heavily influenced the
legal  framework,  with  evolving  jurisprudence  addressing  traditional  societal  norms,
including crimes against women and personal liberty. The court’s ruling reflects the tension
between entrenched  legal  doctrines  and  the  adaptation  to  contemporary  humanitarian
standards.


