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**Title:**
Simeon Villa v. Henry T. Allen, Chief Philippines Constabulary, 2 Phil. 436

**Facts:**
On August 8, 1903, an application for a writ of habeas corpus was filed by José Alejandrino
on  behalf  of  Simeon  Villa,  directed  to  Gen.  Henry  T.  Allen,  Chief  of  the  Philippines
Constabulary. Villa was allegedly detained under an order from the Court of First Instance
of Isabela Province on a charge of murdering Piera, a lieutenant of the Spanish civil guard,
along  with  co-accused  Dimas,  Isidro,  Ventura,  José  Guzman,  and  Cayetano  Perez.  On
January 6, 1902, Dimas and Ventura Guzman were acquitted, while José and Isidro Guzman
were condemned to life imprisonment but later granted amnesty. Alejandrino argued that
Villa, an officer of the revolutionary army, was entitled to the same amnesty because the
murder was a result of political feuds between Spaniards and Filipinos.

Villa was apprehended in Manila on August 6, 1903, based on an order issued in 1901. The
detainee’s counsel contended that the amnesty proclamation of July 4, 1902, should result in
Villa’s immediate release without a formal trial.

**Issues:**
1. **Jurisdiction:** Whether the Court of First Instance of Isabela had jurisdiction to order
Villa’s arrest and trial.
2. **Effect of Amnesty Proclamation:** If the amnesty proclamation could apply and prevent
further trial for murder charges considered to be under political feuds.
3. **Procedure after Amnesty:** Whether Villa should be discharged on habeas corpus or be
required to assert amnesty in a regular trial.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Jurisdiction:** The Court acknowledged that the Court of First Instance of Isabela had
jurisdiction to issue the arrest warrant.

2.  **Effect  of  Amnesty  Proclamation:**  The  claims  based  on  the  amnesty  must  be
adjudicated within proper judicial proceedings. Although the proclamation aims to grant
pardon for certain political offenses, it does not judicially eradicate the facts leading to an
individual’s arrest for murder unless established in a trial.

3. **Procedure After Amnesty:** The Court held that Villa needs to plead the benefits of the
amnesty during a regular trial and cannot be discharged summarily on habeas corpus. It
emphasized that  the murder charge necessitated a trial  where the applicability  of  the
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amnesty  could be argued in  evidence.  Consequently,  Villa  needed to  return to  Ilagan,
Isabela Province, for trial.

**Doctrine:**
Amnesty functions as a pardon but must be pleaded in judicial proceedings, particularly
where the facts connecting the accused to a crime like murder need to be evaluated to
determine  the  applicability  of  such  amnesty.  It  does  not  automatically  nullify  judicial
processes without subject-specific adjudication.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Jurisdiction:** Courts must have jurisdiction to issue arrest warrants.
2.  **Amnesty  vs.  Pardon:**  Amnesty  can  be  broader  and  part  of  public  law affecting
categories of offenses whereas pardon is often specific and personal.
3. **Common Law Principle:** Pardons or amnesties must be properly pleaded within trials
(pre or post-conviction) to be effective.
4. **Section 528 of the Code of Civil Procedure 1901:** Dictates habeas corpus parameters,
asserting that writs cannot dismiss judicial orders unless the jurisdiction of issuing courts is
negated.
5.  **Decision  of  Alejandrino:**  Establishes  the  requirement  for  a  judicial  finding  that
offenses fall under proclamations like amnesty and underscores that habeas corpus cannot
substitute for trial verdicts on such proclamations.

**Historical Background:**
The case arose during the transitional American colonial administration in the Philippines
post-Spanish rule. The 1902 amnesty proclamation aimed at addressing the civil unrest and
political dissension resulting from the Philippine Revolution and the Philippine-American
War,  aiming  to  consolidate  peace  by  reintegrating  former  combatants.  The  legal
interpretations here reflect the colonial  authorities’  attempt to balance legal  formalism
against political reconciliation processes in a nascent colonial judiciary.


