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### Title: Escolano y Ignacio v. People of the Philippines

—

### Facts:

On January 13, 2011, an Information was filed against Erlinda Escolano y Ignacio, alleging
that she violated Section 10(a) of R.A. No. 7610. It stated that on May 30, 2009, Escolano
threatened three minors, AAA (11 years old), BBB (9 years old), and CCC (8 years old), by
brandishing a bolo and uttering invectives. This act allegedly demeaned and degraded the
minors’ dignity.

**Procedural Posture:**

1. **Trial Court:**
– February 28, 2011: Petitioner pleaded not guilty.
–  The trial  proceeded,  with the prosecution presenting five witnesses and the defense
presenting three.

2. **Regional Trial Court (RTC) Decision:**
– December 5, 2014: RTC found the petitioner guilty, sentencing her to an indeterminate
penalty ranging from four years, nine months, and eleven days of prision correccional to six
years and one day of prision mayor.

3. **Court of Appeals (CA):**
– June 15, 2016: CA upheld the RTC decision.
– August 12, 2016: CA affirmed its decision.

**Events Leading to Supreme Court:**
– Petitioner challenged the CA’s decision, raising factual issues regarding the consistency
and credibility of the prosecution witnesses’ testimonies.

### Issues:

1. **Did the CA err in affirming Escolano’s conviction under Section 10(a) of R.A. No.
7610?**
2. **Was there sufficient evidence to establish Escolano’s intent to debase, degrade, or
demean the intrinsic worth of the minors?**
3. **Can the lack of direct evidence regarding the hacking gestures allegedly made with a
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bolo invalidate the testimonies of the prosecution witnesses?**

### Court’s Decision:

**Legal Issues:**
1. **Intent to Debase, Degrade, or Demean**
– The Court emphasized that for a conviction under Section 10(a) of R.A. No. 7610, there
must be clear intent to debase, degrade, or demean the intrinsic worth and dignity of a
child.
– The Court found that Escolano’s actions were provoked and done in the heat of anger,
without the specific intent to debase the children.

2. **Assessment of Evidence**
– The consideration of the prosecution’s consistency and credibility led to the conclusion
that the threats were made in response to the children’s mischievous behavior and were not
meant to debase their dignity.
–  Testimonies  indicated  that  Escolano’s  subsequent  threats  and usage of  a  bolo  were
directed explicitly at the children’s mother, DDD, and not at private complainants.

**Doctrine:**
– To establish guilt under Section 10(a) of R.A. No. 7610, intent to degrade, debase, or
demean must be proven.
– Actions resulting from provocation and expressed in the heat of anger, without sustained
intent to degrade, do not meet the threshold for child abuse under this statute.

### Doctrine:

– **Section 10(a) of R.A. No. 7610**: Requires intent to debase, degrade, or demean the
intrinsic worth of a child.
– **Article 285 of the Revised Penal Code**: Covers other light threats made in the heat of
anger without the intent to persist in the threat.

### Class Notes:

– **Child Abuse under R.A. No. 7610**
– Requires specific intent to debase, degrade, or demean.
– Psychological or physical abuse or cruelty, unreasonable deprivation, failure to provide
medical treatment.
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– **Other Light Threats under Article 285 of the RPC**
– Made in the heat of anger.
– The threat does not amount to a crime and isn’t accompanied by a condition.

– **Key Case Citations:**
– Bongalon v. People: Establishes need for intent to debase for child abuse.
– Jabalde v. People: Affirms the importance of proven intent.
– Lucido v. People: Contrasts established acts showing clear abusive intent.

### Historical Background:

This  case  emerges  in  the  context  of  the  protection  of  children  under  Philippine  law,
particularly  against  psychological  and  physical  abuse.  The  Philippine  government  has
enacted  comprehensive  legislation  to  safeguard  children  from  all  forms  of  abuse,
exploitation,  and  discrimination,  mirroring  global  movements  towards  child  welfare
advocacy.

—

The resolution of this case underscores the careful judicial consideration required when
distinguishing between momentary anger-induced actions and sustained, intentional acts of
child abuse.


