G.R. No. L-384. February 21, 1946 (Case Brief / Digest)

#4## Title: **People of the Philippines vs. Nicolas Jaurigue and Avelina Jaurigue | G.R. No.
L-141, February 26, 1946**

### Facts:

1. **September 1942 Events:**

- **Mid-September:** Amado Capina started harassing Avelina Jaurigue. He courted her,
which she rejected, and forcibly took her handkerchief.

- **September 13, 1942:** Attempted assault on Avelina by Amado, where he kissed and
touched her inappropriately; she retaliated physically.

- *September 15, 1942:* Amado sneaked into Avelina’s room at night. She screamed for
help; her parents arrived, and Amado apologized.

- **Gossip Spread by Amado:** Amado falsely boasted about his advances to Avelina around
the neighborhood, stressing her state of mind.

2. **The Incident of September 20, 1942:**

- **Morning and Afternoon:** Avelina learned about Amado’s continued bragging.

- **Evening in the Chapel:** Both Nicolas and Avelina went to the chapel for religious
services. Avelina sat at the back; Amado sat beside her and placed his hand on her thigh.

- **Confrontation:** Provoked by Amado’s actions, Avelina, in a fit of indignation, pulled out
a fan knife and stabbed Amado in the neck, causing his immediate death.

- **Post-Incident:** Avelina admitted to stabbing Amado and surrendered to the barrio
lieutenant. She was then taken into custody by the police.

3. **Procedural Posture:**

- *Trial:** Nicolas Jaurigue was acquitted, while Avelina Jaurigue was convicted of
homicide. She received a penalty under the Indeterminate Sentence Law, with mitigating
circumstances considered.

- **Appeal:** Avelina appealed her conviction to the Court of Appeals, arguing for self-
defense and mitigating circumstances.

### Issues:

1. **Did Avelina act in legitimate defense of her honor?**

2. **Should additional mitigating circumstances be considered in Avelina’s favor?**

- Avelina did not intend to cause such a grave harm.

- She voluntarily surrendered.

3. **Was there an aggravating circumstance of the crime being committed in a place
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dedicated to religious worship?**
### Court’s Decision:

1. *Legitimate Defense:**

- The Court acknowledged the harassment Avelina faced, but ruled that during the incident
in the chapel, the danger of rape was not imminent. Hence, her action was excessive for the
situation.

2. ¥*Mitigating Circumstances:**

- **Lack of Intent to Commit Grave Wrong:** Accepted. The single stab suggested a lack of
intent to kill.

- **Voluntary Surrender:** The Court recognized her immediate and unconditional
surrender, deeming it significant.

3. **Aggravating Circumstance:**

- **Religious Place:** The Court dismissed this claim as there was no premeditated
intention to commit murder in the chapel. Avelina entered the chapel to attend religious
services, not with a preconceived plan to Kkill.

### Doctrine:

1. **Defense of Honor:** The attempt to rape justifies a woman’s use of deadly force if
actual danger is present. However, the absence of such imminent danger can make the
response excessive (People vs. De la Cruz; United States vs. Apego).

2. ¥*Mitigating Circumstances:** Immediate surrender and acting without intent to cause
grave harm mitigate the penalty imposed (United States vs. Fortaleza; United States vs.
Brobst).

3. **Religious Place Consideration:** The lack of premeditated murder negates the
aggravating circumstance of killing in a place of religious worship.

##4# Class Notes:

- **Elements of Homicide:** Intent to kill, unlawful aggression, absence of justification.

- *Defense of Honor:** Applicable only when imminent danger of rape or severe assault is
present.

- **Mitigating Circumstances:** Include voluntary surrender and lack of intent to commit
severe harm. Apply Article 13 of the Revised Penal Code.
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- ¥*Aggravating Circumstances:** Premeditation or intent to exploit a sacred place (not met
in this case).

### Historical Background:

The case underlines the tensions and moral dilemmas in the Philippines during the 1940s
within socio-cultural contexts valuing women’s honor profoundly. The jurisprudence reflects
a society grappling with gender-based violence and the role of women in defending their
dignity under legally permissible circumstances.

In post-World War II Philippines, the judiciary was establishing norms around self-defense
and protecting personal dignity against harassment. This period highlighted the need for
balanced legal views on traditional honor concepts versus excessive punitive measures.
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