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**Title:** The People of the Philippine Islands vs. Antonio Yabut

**Facts:**

On August 1, 1932, in Bilibid Prison, Manila, prisoner Antonio Yabut attacked fellow inmate
Sabas Aseo. The attack occurred under the following circumstances:

1. **Brigada 8-A Carcel**: The prison brigade consisted of 150 inmates, managed by Chief
Squad Leader Jose Villafuerte and assistant Vicente Santos.

2. **Incident Prelude**: Around 7:30 to 8:00 p.m., while the brigade was preparing for rest,
a confrontation began when Yabut threatened to slap prisoner Carreon if he did not collect a
debt owed to him.

3. **Altercation**: Villafuerte tried to impose silence. Carreon confronted another prisoner,
Saulo, over a debt of two cigarette packs, and hit Saulo when he delayed repayment.

4. **Violent Attack**: During the commotion, Yabut took a wooden club and struck Aseo
from behind, first on the neck and then on the head, causing Aseo to fall.

5.  **Villafuerte’s  Intervention**:  Villafuerte  tried  to  disarm  Yabut,  who  threatened
Villafuerte’s life. A struggle ensued where Villafuerte used his authorized baton to deflect
Yabut’s blows until other prisoners intervened and captured Yabut hiding in a bathroom.

Despite  Yabut’s  defense claiming Villafuerte delivered the fatal  blow,  testimonies from
prison doctors  and multiple  witnesses  confirmed that  Yabut  inflicted  the  fatal  injuries
resulting in Aseo’s death from cerebral hemorrhage.

**Procedural Posture:**

1.  **Initial  Charge**:  Antonio Yabut  was charged with murder,  being a recidivist  with
previous convictions for homicide and serious physical injuries.

2. **Court of First Instance**: Found Yabut guilty of murder and sentenced him to death.
Yabut appealed the decision.

3. **Appeal Claims**: Yabut filed an appeal on four grounds: misapplication of Article 160 of
the Revised Penal Code, rejection of defense evidence, inappropriate qualification of the
crime with treachery (alevosia), and lack of proof beyond reasonable doubt.
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**Issues:**

1.  **Application  of  Article  160**:  Whether  Article  160,  which  prescribes  more  severe
penalties  for  crimes  committed  by  inmates  already  serving  a  sentence,  was  correctly
applied.

2. **Characterization of Evidence**: Whether the lower court erred in finding the defense’s
evidence contradictory and insufficiently corroborated.

3. **Alevosia**: Was the murder justifiably qualified with treachery?

4. **Burden of Proof**: Whether the prosecution met the burden of proving Yabut’s guilt
beyond reasonable doubt.

**Court’s Decision:**

1. **Application of Article 160**: The Supreme Court held that Article 160 applies plainly to
any new crime committed by a currently serving convict, dismissing Yabut’s interpretation
based on the English translation. The statute’s text is clear and unambiguous, thereby
warranting the increase in penalty to the legal  maximum for homicide because it  was
committed while Yabut was already serving a sentence.

2. **Defense Evidence**: The Court rejected Yabut’s claim that the lower court erred in its
assessment of the defense evidence. The Court found the evidence consistent and credible
in supporting the findings of guilt and rejected Yabut’s defense as unworthy of belief.

3. **Existence of Treachery (Alevosia)**: Some justices harbored doubts about the sufficient
proof of  treachery.  Given this ambiguity,  the qualification of the crime as murder was
reduced to homicide, impacting the severity of the penalty.

4.  **Guilt  Beyond  Reasonable  Doubt**:  The  Court  concurred  with  the  lower  court’s
conclusion that the crime committed was homicide, established beyond reasonable doubt.
Consequently, the Court adjusted Yabut’s sentence to the maximum period of reclusion
temporal (20 years) according to Articles 249 and 160 of the Revised Penal Code.

**Doctrine:**

1.  **Interpretation  of  Statutes**:  The  text  of  a  statute  governs  if  it  is  clear  and
unambiguous, without resorting to interpretations based on headings or preambles.
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2.  **Enhanced Penalties  for  Recidivism (Article  160)**:  Criminal  acts  committed  while
serving a sentence must be punished by the maximum period prescribed by law, reinforcing
the penalties for recidivism.

**Class Notes:**

– **Elements of Homicide**: Unlawful death caused by another person with intent.
– **Article 249, Revised Penal Code**: Homicide.
– **Article 160, Revised Penal Code**: Enhanced penalties for crimes committed by inmates.
– **Legal Interpretation**: Clear statutory text overrides secondary aids; preambles and
headings have limited interpretive value.
– **Reclusion Temporal**: Imprisonment ranging from 12 years and 1 day to 20 years.

**Historical Background:**

The case occurred during a period when the penal system in the Philippines was undergoing
transformation under American colonial rule. The Revised Penal Code, implemented from
1930, aimed at codifying and refining penal statutes in alignment with new legal standards
set during the early 20th century. This case exemplifies the implementation of stricter
punishment statutes designed to combat repeat offenders and maintain order within the
penal system.


