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### Title:
People of the Philippines vs. Guillermo Manantan, G.R. No. L-18880, 115 Phil. 657 (1962)

### Facts:
1. **Initial Charges and Information**: Guillermo Manantan was charged by the Provincial
Fiscal of Pangasinan with violating Section 54 of the Revised Election Code. This section
prohibits certain officials from engaging in electioneering.

2.  **Preliminary  Investigation**:  Conducted  by  the  Court  of  First  Instance  (CFI)  of
Pangasinan, it found probable cause that Manantan committed the crime.

3. **Trial Proceedings**: Upon plea of not guilty by Manantan, the defense moved to dismiss
the case, arguing that as a justice of the peace, Manantan was not included among the
officers enumerated in Section 54 of the Election Code.

4. **Initial Motion to Dismiss**: Denied by the lower court, which held that Section 54 did
encompass justices of the peace.

5. **Second Motion to Dismiss**: Presented after citing the Court of Appeals decision in
People vs. Macaraeg, which excluded justices of the peace from Section 54’s prohibitions.
The lower court granted this motion and dismissed the case.

6. **Prosecution’s Appeal**: The Solicitor General appealed the dismissal to the Supreme
Court, focusing on whether a justice of the peace is included in the prohibition of Section 54
of the Revised Election Code.

### Issues:
1. **Principal Legal Question**: Does the prohibition in Section 54 of the Revised Election
Code extend to justices of the peace?

2. **Subsequent Double Jeopardy Issue**: After an unfavorable decision from the Supreme
Court, Manantan raised a concern that retrying him would place him in double jeopardy.

### Court’s Decision:
1. **Inclusion of Justices of the Peace in Section 54**:
– **Broad Interpretation of “Judge”**: The term “judge” in Section 54 was intended to
include all types of judges, including justices of the peace.
– **Legislative Intent and History**: Historical amendments and interpretations of election
laws illustrated that when the term “judge” was used without specific qualifiers, it included
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all judicial officers such as justices of the peace.
–  **Administrative  Practice**:  The  administrative  practices  of  the  government  also
considered  justices  of  the  peace  under  Section  54.

2. **Rejection of Double Jeopardy Argument**:
– **Waiver of Right**: By not raising the issue in the initial appeal, Manantan was deemed to
have  waived  his  right  to  claim  double  jeopardy.  Previous  case  law  established  that
defendants must  explicitly  and timely assert  their  constitutional  rights  for  these to  be
actionable.

### Doctrine:
– **Inclusion Under Broad Terms**: Judicial officers, regardless of their particular title, can
be comprehended under broader legal terms unless explicitly excluded.
– **Legislative History and Intent**: Courts may look into legislative history to interpret the
scope and intent behind statutory provisions.
–  **Administrative  Practice  Confirmation**:  Consistent  administrative  enforcement  can
bolster the interpretation of statutory provisions.
– **Waiver of Constitutional Rights**: Failure to timely assert constitutional claims like
double jeopardy can result in waiver of those claims.

### Class Notes:
– **Elements of the Crime**: Violation of statutes like Section 54 of the Revised Election
Code, which involve improper electioneering by public officials.
– **Judicial Interpretation**: Understanding how broader terms in laws can encompass all
relevant officers, not just those specifically enumerated.
– **Double Jeopardy**: This constitutional defense must be timely and explicitly raised;
otherwise, it is considered waived.
– **Legislative Intent**: Importance of historical context and legislative debates in statutory
interpretation.

### Historical Background:
The case arises out  of  the need to maintain the impartiality  and independence of  the
judiciary by preventing judges and other officers from participating in partisan politics. The
legal provisions scrutinized in this case have evolved since the early 1900s, demonstrating a
persistent legislative intent to ensure that judicial and other defined officials refrain from
influencing elections, maintaining the integrity of their offices. The interpretation of “judge”
to include justices of the peace reflects a continuous legislative effort to adapt and refine
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the election laws in the Philippines to uphold judicial independence and fairness in the
electoral process.


