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**Title:** Zacarias Villavicencio et al. vs. Justo Lukban et al., GR No. L-14639, 39 Phil. 778
(1919)

**Facts:**
On October 25, 1918, Justo Lukban, the Mayor of Manila, along with Chief of Police Anton
Hohmann, executed an operation to close a district  in Manila populated by about 170
women engaged in prostitution. The women were forcibly taken at night, without consent or
prior notice, and deported on steamers to Davao in Mindanao under arrangements with the
Bureau of  Labor and the Constabulary,  ostensibly  to work as laborers.  Upon reaching
Davao, the women were received by Francisco Sales, Provincial Governor of Davao, and
Feliciano Ynigo, a local hacendero, who were unaware of the women’s backgrounds.

Following  this  coerced  deportation,  the  relatives  and  friends  of  the  deported  women,
through attorney Zacarias Villavicencio, filed a habeas corpus petition before the Philippine
Supreme Court.  The petition argued that  the women were illegally  restrained of  their
liberty. The court issued a writ of habeas corpus, ordering the involved officials, including
Mayor Lukban and Governor Sales, to produce the women in court. Respondents admitted
to the deportation but argued jurisdictional issues and lack of control over the women
beyond Manila.  Despite the initial  court  order,  the women were not  presented on the
specified date. A subsequent court order mandated their return by January 13, 1919, unless
the women voluntarily waived such rights before authorities in Davao.

Efforts were then taken by the officials to locate and return the women, leading to partial
compliance by January 13, 1919. Only a portion of the women were back in Manila, with
many others remaining unaccounted for. Arguments eventuated concerning contempt of
court for the officials involved due to their failure to fully comply with the writ.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the habeas corpus remedy was appropriate under the circumstances.
2. Whether the Philippine Supreme Court had jurisdiction and authority to issue a writ of
habeas corpus.
3. Whether the officials, particularly Justo Lukban, acted within their legal capacity.
4. Whether there was sufficient contempt by respondents warranting punishment.

**Court’s Decision:**
1. **Habeas Corpus as Remedy**: The Supreme Court emphasized habeas corpus as an
essential remedy to unlawful constraint, protecting personal liberty effectively, regardless of



G.R. No. L-14639. March 25, 1919 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

any criminal procedure against the perpetrators. The habeas corpus petition was indeed
appropriate, even when the liberty of the individuals had been immediately restored without
full restitution to their former condition.

2. **Jurisdiction and Venue**: The Supreme Court held that it had jurisdiction to issue the
writ of habeas corpus enforceable anywhere in the Philippines. This was especially pertinent
given there was no assurance that the Court of First Instance in Davao was accessible for
the women to submit their plea.

3. **Illegal Authority of Officials**: The Court found undeniable evidence of unlawful actions
by  Mayor  Lukban  and  Chief  of  Police  Hohmann.  No  law  authorized  their  coercive
deportation of the women, highlighting that actions against domestic citizens must follow
strict legal confines. The right to domicile and liberty cannot be arbitrarily constrained
without direct law or order affirming such.

4. **Contempt Rulings**: The Court concluded that Justo Lukban, along with other officials,
did  not  demonstrate  the  utmost  effort  to  comply  with  the  court’s  orders  initially.
Subsequently,  while  acknowledging  better  compliance  steps,  only  partial  and  delayed
results were achieved. While Justo Lukban was fined nominally for the contempt of the
initial court order, other officials were not found in contempt given their following orders
semi-accordingly and mitigating circumstances.

**Doctrine:**
–  **Habeas  Corpus  Availability**:  The case  reinforced that  habeas  corpus  serves  as  a
fundamental judicial protection for liberty against unlawful deprivation and reaches beyond
criminal consequences to ensure prompt relief.
–  **Liberty and Lawful  Orders**:  It  underscored that any public official  act  restricting
liberty must strictly adhere to legislative or lawful regulatory sanctions.
–  **Government  of  Laws**:  The ruling reiterated the  principle  that  governments  must
operate according to laws, not arbitrary decisions by persons in authority.

**Class Notes:**
– **Habeas Corpus**: Articulates personal liberty’s protection mechanism against illegal
restraint.
– **Jurisdiction in Habeas Corpus**: Emphasizes Supreme Court’s overarching jurisdiction
in matters of personal liberty.
–  **Legal  Authority  of  Public  Officers**:  Stresses  that  public  officers’  actions  must  be
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backed by clear legal authority.
– **Contempt of Court**: Details circumstances under which court orders non-compliance
may lead to contempt findings and associated punishments.

**Historical Background:**
Within post-US acquisition of the Philippines, this decision illustrates the judiciary’s role in
asserting legal frameworks over executive actions. Reflecting early 20th century attitudes
towards  social  reform  and  civic  rights,  the  ruling  sets  a  precedent  in  upholding
constitutional liberties even against earnest public policy motives. The contention between
controlling vices and respecting rule of law captured the transitional phase from colonial
administrative  practices  to  a  more  independent  judicial  assertion  in  safeguarding civil
rights.


