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### Title:
Cristinelli S. Fermin v. People of the Philippines, G.R. No. 155948

### Facts:
On a complaint filed by spouses Annabelle Rama Gutierrez and Eduardo (Eddie) Gutierrez,
two criminal informations for libel were brought against Cristinelli S. Fermin (publisher)
and Bogs C. Tugas (Editor-in-Chief) of the Gossip Tabloid. The informations alleged that an
article published on June 14, 1995, falsely portrayed Annabelle Rama as a fugitive from
justice and a swindler, causing dishonor, discredit, and contempt upon her person.

– **Incident:** On June 14, 1995, Gossip Tabloid printed an article implying that Annabelle
Rama was evading U.S.  authorities  and owed large sums of  money due to  fraudulent
activities.
– **Arraignment:** Both Fermin and Tugas pleaded not guilty.
– **RTC Decision:** The Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Quezon City, Branch 218, convicted
both Fermin and Tugas of  libel,  sentencing each to an indeterminate penalty of  three
months and eleven days to one year, eight months, and twenty-one days. They were also
ordered to pay P500,000 in moral damages to each complainant and P50,000 in attorney’s
fees.
– **CA Appeal:** Fermin and Tugas appealed to the Court of Appeals (CA). The CA acquitted
Tugas due to a lack of evidence on his participation in the publication but affirmed Fermin’s
conviction  with  modifications,  reducing  the  moral  damages  to  P300,000  for  each
complainant  and  deleting  the  attorney’s  fees.
– **SC Petition:** Fermin filed a petition for review on certiorari before the Supreme Court
(SC), challenging the CA’s decision and raising arguments based on presumed knowledge
and consent required for libel publications under Article 360 of the Revised Penal Code.

### Issues:
1. Whether publisher liability under Article 360 of the Revised Penal Code requires proof of
knowledge and participation in the preparation and approval of the libelous article.
2. Whether the article in question was libelous.
3. Whether the article was protected by freedom of the press and constituted fair and
honest comment.

### Court’s Decision:
**Publisher Liability:** The Court reiterated that under Article 360, the publisher, editor, or
business manager of a publication is liable for defamatory content published within it,
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regardless of whether they had specific knowledge or played a role in its preparation. This
position was supported by earlier rulings like U.S. v. Taylor and People v. Topacio and
Santiago.

**Libelous Content:** The claimed headlines and content of the article imputed the crime of
malversation and depicted Annabelle Rama in a defamatory light, causing disgrace. The
article  went  beyond  the  bounds  of  fair  comment  and  was  filled  with  malice,  as  the
allegations were found to be false and not supported by evidence.

**Freedom of the Press:** While the press enjoys certain freedoms, such freedom does not
absolve journalists from defamation when the statements are false and malicious, directed
at private individuals, or even public figures outside their public role.

### Doctrine:
1. **Publisher Liability under Article 360:** A publisher can be held liable for libelous
content published under their watch even without specific evidence of their knowledge or
direct participation.

2. **Libel via Defamation:** The law protects individuals against defamatory statements that
expose them to public hatred, contempt, ridicule, or disgrace.

3.  **Limitations  on Freedom of  the Press:**  Defamatory  utterances that  are  false  and
malicious do not enjoy protection under the mantle of press freedom. Media practitioners
have a duty to avoid malicious injury to the reputation of others.

### Class Notes:
1. **Elements of Libel (Art. 353, Revised Penal Code):**
– Imputation of a discreditable act or condition.
– Publication.
– Identification of the person defamed.
– Malice.

2. **Criminal Responsibility for Libelous Publications (Art. 360):**
– Liability extends to publishers, editors, or business managers as if they authored the
defamatory content.
– No requirement for specific evidence of knowledge or consent for liability.

3. **Freedom of Speech and Press (Sec. 4, Art. III, 1987 Constitution):**



G.R. No. 140033. January 25, 2002 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 3

– Not absolute.
– Subject to limitations, especially concerning false and malicious statements about private
life or unrelated to the public role of a public figure.

### Historical Background:
This case arose in the context of press freedom, which is a critical right in democratic
societies like the Philippines. However, it also underscores the judiciary’s role in balancing
this right against  the equally important protection of  individuals from defamation.  The
decision reinforces precedents that clarify the boundaries of publisher liability and the non-
absolute nature of  press freedom, underlining the responsibility that comes with these
rights.


