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Title: People of the Philippine Islands vs. Juan Aguinaldo, 55 Phil. 610 (1930)

Facts:
–  On April  29,  1930,  in  Bacarra,  Ilocos  Norte,  the accused,  Juan Aguinaldo,  allegedly
murdered  Anselmo  Oao  with  a  bolo  in  an  uninhabited  place,  exhibiting  evident
premeditation,  treachery,  and  cruelty.
– Anselmo and his wife Geronima were on a hill in Bacarra digging roots when Aguinaldo
attacked Anselmo from behind with a bolo.
– Aguinaldo was confronted by Anselmo, who asked him what he intended to do, and by
Geronima, who accused Aguinaldo of harming her husband. Aguinaldo, however, continued
attacking Anselmo and threatened Geronima if she reported the incident.
– Geronima, fearful, did not report the incident immediately but hinted about the incident to
her father and a neighbor the next day. Authorities found Anselmo’s body the subsequent
evening.
– Dr. Mauricio Paz performed an autopsy, identifying several fatal wounds attributed to a
sharp instrument, declaring death due to hemorrhage and subsequent wounds inflicted.
– Aguinaldo admitted to the justice of the peace and the police that he had illicit relations
with Geronima and that she instigated him to kill Anselmo, which he did the following day.
–  During  the  trial,  Aguinaldo  changed  his  narrative,  claiming  self-defense  against  a
perceived threat from Anselmo.
–  The  procedural  posture  began  with  Aguinaldo  pleading  guilty  at  a  preliminary
investigation, but shifting to not guilty at trial. He was ultimately convicted of murder in the
Court of First Instance and sentenced to life imprisonment, which he appealed.
– The appellate court considered appeals related to the classification of the crime as murder
versus homicide.

Issues:
1.  Whether  the  killing  constituted  murder  characterized  by  treachery,  cruelty,  and
aggravated by being committed in an uninhabited place.
2. Whether Aguinaldo’s defense of self-defense had merit.
3. Whether the trial court erred in applying aggravating circumstances, specifically cruelty
and an uninhabited place, to elevate the sentence.

Court’s Decision:
–  The Supreme Court  affirmed the conviction of  murder,  emphasizing the treacherous
nature of the attack with Anselmo in a vulnerable position (stooped and unprepared for an
assault), which satisfied the criteria for treachery under the Penal Code.
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–  The  Court  dismissed  Aguinaldo’s  claim  of  self-defense  as  lacking  credibility,  noting
inconsistencies in his testimony and the absence of corroborative evidence.
– With regard to aggravating circumstances, the Court agreed with the Attorney General
that  cruelty  wasn’t  established,  since  the  mere  number  of  wounds  didn’t  show
deliberateness  or  inhumanity  in  increasing  suffering.  The  uninhabited  place  was  not
sufficiently proven to be an intentionally chosen location.
– The Court upheld life imprisonment—the middle degree of penalty in Article 403 of the
Penal Code for murder, considering the mitigating and aggravating circumstances.

Doctrine:
– The case reiterates that for treachery to qualify a killing as murder, there must be a
demonstration  of  a  method  of  execution  that  ensures  the  targeted  individual  has  no
opportunity for defense, reflecting evident premeditation.
– Aggravating circumstances such as cruelty require a deliberate increase in suffering, and
an uninhabited place must have clear intent behind its choice contributing to the crime.

Class Notes:
– Murder is distinguished from homicide by qualifying circumstances: alevosia (treachery),
evident premeditation, and aggravated circumstances (e.g., uninhabited place).
–  Elements  of  treachery  include  a  sudden  and  unexpected  attack  without  risk  to  the
assailant.
– Article 403, Penal Code, addresses the penalties associated with murder versus homicide,
ranging  from  reclusion  temporal  to  capital  punishment  based  on  the  circumstances
presented in court.
– Aggravating circumstances demand proof of  deliberate misconduct beyond the act of
killing.

Historical Background:
– This case reflects the judicial process in the Philippines during a period where crimes of
passion and premeditated murder  were  rigidly  examined under  the  Spanish-influenced
Penal Code.
– It underscores the evolving interpretation of the nature of evidence and how qualifying
circumstances impact charges and sentencing within the judicial  context of early 20th-
century Philippines.


