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### Title:
Jean L. Arnault vs. Leon Nazareno, Sergeant-at-Arms, Philippine Senate, and Eustaquio
Balagtas, Director of Prisons (1950)

### Facts:
In  October  1949,  the  Philippine  Government  purchased  two  estates,  Buenavista  and
Tambobong,  for  P4,500,000  and  P500,000,  respectively,  through  the  Rural  Progress
Administration. P1,000,000 of these funds went to Ernest H. Burt, represented by Jean L.
Arnault, for his supposed interest in the estates. Subsequently, P440,000 from this money
was given to an unidentified person, which led to a Senate investigation.

The Senate formed a Special Committee to investigate the irregularities in the transaction.
Arnault testified before this Committee but refused to reveal the recipient of the P440,000.
Despite detailed questioning and the threat of contempt, Arnault maintained his stance. On
May 15, 1950, the Senate found him in contempt and committed him to prison until he
disclosed the information.

Arnault filed a petition for habeas corpus, claiming his confinement was unlawful, and the
case escalated to the Supreme Court.

### Issues:
1. Whether the Senate has the authority to commit Arnault for contempt for not disclosing
the recipient of the P440,000.
2. Whether the Senate’s commitment order can extend beyond its legislative session.
3. Whether Arnault’s refusal to disclose the recipient is protected by the constitutional
privilege against self-incrimination.

### Court’s Decision:
**Authority to Commit for Contempt:** The Court held that the Senate has the inherent
power to compel  testimony essential  to  legislative inquiries.  Since the legislative body
cannot effectively exercise its functions without access to information, this power is implied
in its  constitutional  role.  Thus,  the Senate was within its  rights  to  punish Arnault  for
refusing to disclose pertinent information.

**Extended Commitment:** The Supreme Court ruled that the Senate, being a continuous
body due to its  staggered terms,  can extend its  commitment orders beyond individual
sessions. The inquiry’s continuity justifies the necessity of maintaining the contempt order
as long as the Senate persists in its legislative function.
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**Privilege  Against  Self-Incrimination:**  The  Court  dismissed  Arnault’s  claim  of  self-
incrimination, finding it implausible given his previous testimonies and the nature of the
transaction. The assertion that answering would incriminate him was not substantiated as a
valid legal defense within the factual context.

### Doctrine:
1. **Inherent Power of Legislative Bodies to Conduct Inquiries:** The decision reinforced
the doctrine that legislative bodies have inherent authority to compel testimony and conduct
inquiries pertinent to their constitutional duties.
2. **Continuous Nature of Legislative Power:** The ruling established that commitment
orders by the Senate for contempt can persist beyond individual legislative sessions as long
as the inquiry continues.
3. **Limits of Self-Incrimination:** The case detailed the limits of invoking the privilege
against  self-incrimination,  emphasizing  that  it  cannot  be  used  to  obstruct  legislative
inquiries without reasonable and substantiated claims of potential self-incrimination.

### Class Notes:
– **Legislative Inquiry:** Legislative bodies hold implied powers to conduct investigations
essential to their functions (McGrain vs. Daugherty, 273 U.S., 135).
–  **Contempt  Powers:**  Both Houses  of  Congress  can punish for  contempt  even non-
members who obstruct legislative processes.
– **Self-Incrimination Privilege:** A witness may not refuse to answer questions on vague
grounds of self-incrimination; the fear must be real and substantiated (Mason vs. U. S., 61 L.
ed., 1198).

### Relevant Statutes:
– **Section 10, Article VI, 1935 Constitution:** Grants Congress the power to penalize its
Members for disorderly behavior and, by implication, to punish non-members for contempt
to ensure legislative integrity.
–  **Article  VIII,  1935  Constitution:**  Establishes  judicial  power  but  recognizes  the
legislative body’s necessary investigative functions.

### Historical Background:
This case occurred in the post-World War II period in the Philippines, amid an environment
where  legislative  bodies  were  rigorously  scrutinizing  governmental  transactions  for
irregularities. It underscores the balance between legislative oversight and individual rights
within a burgeoning democratic framework. The case set a critical precedent for upholding



G.R. No. 97105. October 15, 1991 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 3

the legislative body’s authority to ensure accountability in public transactions.

The doctrine and principles clarified in this decision have far-reaching implications for the
separation of powers and the checks and balances system in Philippine governance.


