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**Title: Ogie Diaz vs. People of the Philippines, G.R. No. 22545**

**Facts:**
1. **Initial Filing:** On October 16, 1992, the Office of the City Prosecutor of Manila filed an
Information for libel against Manny Pichel and Ogie Diaz (real name: Ogie Frias) before the
Regional Trial Court (RTC), Branch 2, Manila for an article published on December 28,
1991, in Bandera.
2.  **Article  Contents:**  The  article  was  attributed  to  Diaz,  a  writer,  and  Pichel,  the
managing editor, and referenced “Miss S” in an ostensibly defamatory context, linking her
to sexually explicit activities with Philip Henson.
3. **Arraignment:** Both Diaz and Pichel pleaded not guilty on June 8, 1993.
4. **Prosecution’s Evidence:** Florinda Bagay, the complainant, testified that she was “Miss
S” mentioned in the article. She detailed her background, her relationship with Henson, the
public reaction, and the damage caused. Witnesses corroborated her testimony and asserted
that Bagay was well respected.
5. **Defense’s Evidence:** Pichel denied being the editor and claimed unfamiliarity with
Bagay. Diaz admitted writing the column but denied knowing Bagay, stating Henson was the
source  of  his  information.  Other  witnesses,  including  journalists  and  talent  managers,
testified they had not heard of “Miss S” being linked to Bagay.
6. **RTC Decision:** On May 12, 1998, the RTC found both Diaz and Pichel guilty of libel.
7. **Appeal:** On appealing, the Court of Appeals upheld Diaz’s conviction but acquitted
Pichel. A subsequent motion for reconsideration for Diaz’s conviction was denied.

**Issues:**
1. Whether the subject article published by Ogie Diaz is libelous.
2. Whether the elements requisite for libel under Philippine law were satisfied in this case.
3. Whether Florinda Bagay was sufficiently identified or identifiable as “Miss S” in the
article.

**Court’s Decision:**
1.  **Defamatory  Nature  Confirmed:**  The  Court  found  the  article  defamatory.  Words
attributing  immoral  behavior  to  “Miss  S”  were  considered  damaging  to  a  female’s
reputation in Filipino culture.
2. **Presumption of Malice:** The article was deemed to have been written with malicious
intent.  Philippine  libel  law presumes defamation to  be  malicious  if  no  good motive  is
evident.
3. **Publication Uncontested:** The article’s publication in Bandera was undisputed.
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4.  **Identifiable  Victim  Requirement:**  The  critical  issue  was  whether  Bagay  was
identifiable  as  “Miss  S.”  It  was  determined that  the  article  lacked sufficient  detail  to
conclusively identify Bagay to those unaware of her personal circumstances or nickname.
5. **Final Ruling:** The Supreme Court found that while the article was libelous, it didn’t
satisfy the requirement of identifying or being identifiable concerning Bagay. Hence, Diaz
was acquitted.

**Doctrine:**
– **Elements of  Libel:**  For a statement to be considered libelous,  it  must fulfill  four
elements:  defamatory  imputation,  malice,  publication,  and specificity  in  identifying  the
victim.
–  **Identifiable  Victim  Criterion:**  A  libelous  statement  must  identifiable  link  the
defamatory content to the plaintiff, ensuring that a reasonable person can ascertain the
victim’s identity either intrinsically or through external context.

**Class Notes:**
1. **Elements of Libel:**
– Defamatory imputation
– Malice
– Publication
– Identifiable victim
Relevant Statute: Article 353 and Article 355 of the Revised Penal Code
2.  **Presumption  of  Malice:**  Defamatory  statements  are  presumed  malicious  unless
justified by good motives.
3. **Identifiability:** The requirement mandates that the victim of a libelous statement must
be either explicitly named or sufficiently described to be recognizable.

**Historical Background:**
– This case highlights the balance between freedom of expression in media and protections
against defamation under Philippine law. It serves as a cornerstone in understanding the
stringent  requirements  for  proving  libel,  especially  the  strict  criterion  of  victim
identification,  illustrating the  judiciary’s  role  in  mediating between press  freedom and
personal repute.

By parsing these requirements, the case elucidates the nuanced approach necessary in
litigating defamation in jurisdictions that prize both individual dignity and the freedom of
the press.


