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**Title:** The United States vs. Calixto Valdez y Quiri, G.R. No. L-16216, 41 Phil. 497 (1920)

**Facts:**
1. **Incident Details:** On November 29, 1919, the steamer Vigan, anchored in the Pasig
River near Manila Bay, dispatched a small boat to raise its anchor. Calixto Valdez y Quiri,
the  accused,  commanded  the  boat’s  crew,  which  included  the  deceased,  Venancio
Gargantel.
2. **Conflict:** Dissatisfied with the crew’s pace, the accused berated them with offensive
epithets. Gargantel remonstrated, suggesting that they would perform better without the
insults.
3. **Escalation:** Perceiving Gargantel’s remonstration as insubordination, the accused,
armed with a large knife, advanced towards Gargantel with apparent intent to stab him.
4. **Fatal Reaction:** Gargantel,  assessing immediate danger, jumped into the river to
evade the accused. He disappeared beneath the surface and was never seen again.
5. **Failure to Rescue:** The boat was approximately 30-40 yards from shore and roughly
10 paces from the Vigan. Despite the midday visibility and proximal scows, Gargantel did
not resurface and drowned, likely due to an inability to swim or the river’s current.
6. **Threats Post-incident:** Two crew members testified that following Gargantel’s leap,
the accused threatened the remaining crew members with violence if they attempted to
rescue Gargantel.
7.  **Aftermath:**  Following  unsuccessful  attempts  to  find  Gargantel’s  body,  relatives
assumed his death.

**Procedural Posture:**
1. **Initial Charge:** The prosecution charged Valdez with homicide on December 8, 1919,
alleging Gargantel drowned after jumping into the river to escape Valdez’s threats.
2.  **Trial  Court  Decision:**  The  lower  court  convicted  Valdez,  finding  him  criminally
responsible for Gargantel’s death due to his threat-induced jump into the river.
3. **Appeal:** Valdez appealed the conviction, contesting the absence of Gargantel’s body
and insufficient evidence of death by drowning.

**Issues:**
1. **Whether Valdez could be convicted of homicide despite the absence of Gargantel’s body
and direct proof of death by drowning.**
2.  **If  Valdez’s  threats  were the proximate cause of  Gargantel’s  death,  fulfilling legal
criteria for homicide.**
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**Court’s Decision:**
1.  **Confirmation  of  Death:**  The  Court  found  sufficient  evidence  to  conclude  that
Gargantel drowned, based on eyewitnesses who saw him submerge and never resurface,
occurring under uncontested conditions of asphyxiation.
2. **Legal Responsibility:** The Court affirmed Valdez’s criminal responsibility, likening the
scenario to established doctrines where creating an immediate sense of danger in another
person results in liability for subsequent injuries or death, referencing both British and
Spanish jurisprudence.
3. **Influence of Threat:** The Court held that Gargantel’s jump was a direct consequence
of  immediate  self-preservation  instinct  incited  by  Valdez’s  threats,  thus  establishing
homicide under Philippine Penal Code.
4. **Sentencing:** Valdez’s actions were mitigated by lack of intention to inflict severe
damage, justifying a sentence of twelve years and one day of reclusion temporal, along with
indemnity to Gargantel’s family and accompanying legal costs.

**Doctrine:**
1. **Threat-induced Liability:** A person creating an immediate sense of danger through
threats, leading another to harm or expose themselves to fatal risk, can be held criminally
responsible for resulting injuries or death (Reg. vs. Halliday; Spanish Supreme Court, July
13, 1882).
2. **Proximate Cause:** Legal causation in homicide embraces threats posing immediate
perceived danger that induce fatal reactions in victims.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Elements of Homicide in the Context of Threats:**
– Threat-induced peril.
– Immediate self-preservation reaction.
– Lack of victim culpability in voluntary exposure to fatal risk.
– Reference: Art. 9, Par. 3, Penal Code (attenuating circumstances).

2. **Application Principles:**
– Assess immediate threat level and perceived danger.
– Establish victim’s reasonable reaction absent culpability.
– Proximate cause linking threats to resultant death.

**Historical Background:**
This case reflects early 20th-century jurisprudence under the Philippine Penal Code, heavily
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influenced by  Spanish and English  legal  doctrines.  The case  underscores  the  evolving
interpretations  of  proximate  cause in  homicide,  shaped by  precepts  of  threats-induced
reactions resulting in death, marking significant judicial evolution in Philippine criminal law.


