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REP. VILLANUEVA.  …in this process, ito pong impeachment, pag tiningnan po natin iyong espirito ng impeachment sa atin pong Konstitusyon --  hindi po ako abogado,  ulit, sasabihin ko -- pero tingin ko po ang impeachment ay dapat sa huli ang taong bayan po ang panalo.  Bakit po?  Kung tiwali po ang Pangulo, ma-e-expose po siya, makikita po lahat ng kamalian niya, mabibigyan ng pagkakataon na panagutin siya sa mga ginawa po niyang akusasyon na inakusa sa kanya.  Kung hindi naman po tiwali ang Pangulo, ibig sabihin, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor, in-impeach po siya, naipakita po at napakita po ng Pangulo na siya po ay dapat mamuno sa atin, karapat-dapat siya, legitimate siya at dapat siyang sundin ng taong bayan at maging modelo ng ating mga public officials.  Pero sa nangyayari po, Mr. Speaker, parang numbers, numbers game na lang po.  Sabi ko nga po, ang numbers game pag naririnig ko, eh, ang nare-recall ko lang po ay iyong jueteng.  Mr. Speaker, Your Honor, numbers don’t make it right.

In Nazi, Germany, iyon pong majority ng Germans favor the policy of aggression against the Jews but it doesn’t make it right.  So, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor, sana po hindi lang po numero ang maging laro dito sa Kongreso kung hindi po itaas po natin iyong antas ng pagsisilbi ng ating mga public officials lalung-lalo na po ng ating Pangulo.

Marami pong salamat, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor; maraming salamat po.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Thank you, Honorable Villanueva.

Majority Floor Leader.

REP. NOGRALES.  Mr. Speaker, the next to interpellate is Bayan Muna Party List….

REP. GOLEZ.  Excuse me, Mr. Speaker.

REP. NOGRALES.  Well, I move that the Congressman from Paraňaque, Roilo Golez, be recognized as the next person to interpellate the Sponsor.

REP. DATUMANONG.  Mr. Speaker.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  The Honorable Golez of the Second District of Paraňaque is recognized.

REP. GOLEZ.  Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker; thank you very much, Mr. Majority Leader.

REP. DATUMANONG.  Mr. Speaker.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Yes, the Chairman.  What is the pleasure of the Chairman?

REP. DATUMANONG.  Mr. Speaker, since Congressman Edcel Lagman is also a Sponsor of the committee report, may I ask that he be recognized.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  The Honorable Lagman, also the Sponsor of this committee, is recognized to answer the interpellation from the Honorable Golez.

REP. GOLEZ.  Thank you, Mr. Speaker, it would be my pleasure to ask one of the Sponsors, Congressman Lagman, some questions if he would allow it.

REP. LAGMAN.  Willingly, Mr. Speaker.

REP. GOLEZ.  Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, iyong Committee on Justice, bago naglabas nitong report na ito, ilang beses nagkaroon ng hearings?

REP. LAGMAN.  Ang natatandaan ko ay baka apat na committee hearings and one executive meeting.

REP. GOLEZ.  Hearings po ba iyong naganap o meeting?

REP. LAGMAN.  Sa aking palagay ay hindi ordinary meeting iyon sapagka’t iyong Committee on Justice was not performing a regular legislative function.  It was sitting as an impeachment committee kaya puwede nating sabihin na hearings.  But kahit hearings or meetings, eh iyon talaga ay apat na beses nagtipon iyong Committee on Justice.

REP. GOLEZ.  Kasi po sinaliksik ko iyong definition ng “hearings” sa batas, sa law and I will quote this – ayon dito:  “An act of listening to evidence in a court of law or before an official especially a trial before a Judge without a jury.”  Nagkaroon po ba ng pagdinig tungkol sa ebidensya?

REP. LAGMAN.  Ang nakita ninyong definition na iyan is a general definition.  Ito namang impeachment proceedings ay mayroong sariling Rules on Impeachment at doon sa Rules on Impeachment ay mayroong stages ang hearings or meetings ng committee.  Ang unang stage ay iyong pag-determine ng sufficiency in form; pangalawa, iyong sufficiency in substance.  At kapag na-determine na walang sufficiency in substance, nadi-dismiss iyong complaint, hindi na umaabot doon sa pagsagot ng respondent at pag-reply ng complainants…./mll
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REP. LAGMAN.   . . . at pag-reply  ng complainants,  at hindi na aabot doon sa stage na mayroong presentation of evidence.     Depende sa stage iyan ng proceedings.     At huwag tayong mag-refer lang sa general definition sapagkat mayroong particular na proseso ang impeachment proceedings.   Ito ngang impeachment proceeding na mayroong particular na proseso ay in-adopt ng Congress, iyong Rules of the 11th Congress, as moved by the Minority.

REP. GOLEZ.    So, sa Impeachment  Rules natin nagkaroon ng bagong definition ng hearing, iyong particular definition na sinasabi ninyo – na sinasabi ng ating Ginoo mula sa Committee on Justice?

REP. LAGMAN.    Hindi sa bagong definition, mayroong particular na definition. . .

REP. GOLEZ.     Kasi sinabi niyo mayroong particular na definition.    Ano po iyong particular definition ng hearing?   

REP. LAGMAN.    . . . consistent with our impeachment proceedings.   

REP. GOLEZ.     Puwede po bang malaman, Mr. Speaker, kung ano iyong particular definition ng hearing?

REP. LAGMAN.   Dito iyong particular na definition. . .

REP. GOLEZ.   Wala akong maalalang particular na definition.

REP. LAGMAN.     . . . iyong particular na definition dito ay depende sa stage ng proseso.    Mayroong hearing na pag-u-usapan at idi-determine iyong sufficiency in form.    That can be a hearing sapagkat  pinapakinggan ng committee iyong mga argumento na nagsasabi na hindi sufficient in form at iyong mga nagsasabi na sufficient in form.     Dito sa ating impeachment proceedings ngayon wala nang gaanong hearing sapagkat nga unanimous iyong Minority at iyong Majority na sufficient in form.     Ang susunod naman na hearing or meeting, iyong tungkol naman sa sufficiency in substance.    Dito ay puwedeng sabihin mong hearing sapagkat pinakinggan natin iyong argumento nang nagsasabi na sufficient in substance at mayroon namang pinakinggan natin iyong mga nagsasabi na hindi sufficient in substance.     At iyon namang  sufficient in substance, mayroong standard at nakasaad iyan sa Section 4 of Article lll ng Rules of Impeachment, na nasabi doon that the test of sufficiency in substance is met kung mayroong recital of facts constituting the offense charged . . . 

REP. GOLEZ.     Salamat po, salamat po.

REP. LAGMAN.    . . . and the determinative of the jurisdiction of the committee.

REP. GOLEZ.     Salamat po, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. Speaker, kanina parating binabanggit iyong jurisprudence.    Sapagkat karamihan sa mga nakikinig dito ay hindi abugado, puwede po bang sabihin na ang jurisprudence, ito iyong nagbabalik-tanaw ka sa mga kasong nangyari na, nadesisyonan, na relevant kaugnay dito sa pinag-u-usapang topic.

REP. LAGMAN.   Iyong jurisprudence sa ating batas ay iyong mga desisyon ng Korte Suprema which form part of the law of the land.   At iyon naman ay ating in-apply sa mga actual na mga  asunto.

REP. GOLEZ.    At saka iyong mga pangyayari din na relevant, hindi lamang sa Pilipinas kundi sa ibang bansa katulad ng Estados Unidos.    Tama po ba iyon?

REP. LAGMAN.     Tama iyan  as a general reference, iyong jurisprudence in other countries. . . 

REP. GOLEZ.    In fact, in the committee report, nakalagay dito, page 8, “The practice of impeachment in the United States from whose rules on impeachment  our rules have been patterned.”   Okay.    Salamat po.

Ngayon, mayroon po akong nais na itanong tungkol sa Quirino Impeachment Case na maitututing nating talagang iyon ay kaugnay sapagkat iyon ay nangyari sa Kamara Representante at ang binabanggit, ang tinutukoy ay mismong Presidente – naging Presidente ng Pilipinas nuong maganap iyong impeachment proceedings.    Siya nga pala, kanina palaging nababanggit iyong Pascual ruling  – si Pascual, parang wala akong maalalang presidente ng Pilipinas na Pascual.     Ano po ba iyong jurisprudence tungkol kay Pascual?

REP. LAGMAN.    Iyong  -- nasa-cite lang iyong Pascual, hindi sa si Pascual ay presidente ng Pilipinas.   Si Pascual ay isang local official at nasa-cite lang iyon, iyong doktrina ng Pascual doon sa prinsipyo na ang impeachment ay kaugnay lamang doon sa current acts of the respondent.

REP. GOLEZ.    Okay, salamat po.

REP. LAGMAN.     Hindi kasama iyong prior acts. . .
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REP.LAGMAN.  … Hindi kasama iyong  prior acts.

REP. GOLEZ.  Salamat po.  Salamat po.   Ngayon, ang babanggitin ko, hindi po Pascual na hindi naging Presidente kung hindi Presidente talaga.  Kaya masasabi natin mas kaugnay ito.  This is more relevant.  Sa Quirino case, ang isa sa mga pinag-usapan—limang kaso kasi iyon eh,  Case No. 1, Case No. 2, Charge No. 3, Charge No. 4, Charge No. 5.  Iyong Charge No. 1, Wasting and Misappropriationof Public Funds, iyan po iyong tungkol sa paggamit ni Elpidio Quirino ng halagang mga P50,000.00 na ginamit niya para ipaayos iyong kanyang bahay doon sa Roxas Boulevard, Dewey Boulevard nang panahong iyon, noong siya ay Vice-President pa.  At iyan po ay tinanggap ng committee.  Hindi po ba jurisprudence iyan?  Hindi ba ang ibig sabihin niyan, ang isang bagay na nangyari nang hindi pa siya Presidente, nang siya ay Vice-President, ay nire-recognize ng impeachment process?  This is not Pascual, this is Quirino case, Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Ang problema diyan, ang jurisprudence na tinutukoy natin, iyong mga decisions ng Korte Suprema.

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi po.   Impeachment process ang pinag-uusapan natin dito eh.

REP. LAGMAN.  Kaya nga.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ang pinakamahusay na basehan ay iyong tungkol sa impeachment.  Bakit natin ililihis sa bagay na hindi relevant?  The most relevant, Mr. Speaker, would be a case involving the impeachment process involving a President.  So, bakit natin ililihis?  Just because this does not conform with your view, with the view of the Gentleman from the Committee on Justice, Mr. Speaker?

REP. LAGMAN.  The problem is, you are citing jurisprudence.  And I am impressing that when we talk of jurisprudence, it would be the final decisions of the Supreme Court.  In that particular impeachment case against President Quirino, there is no jurisprudence there because jurisprudence is a decision handed down by the Supreme Court.  And let us remember that in the Quirino impeachment case, President Quirino was not impeached.

REP. GOLEZ.  That may be true, Mr. Speaker, but it went through the process.  Ito ay inaprobhan ng komite at umabot sa botohan doon mismo sa Kamara.  Ibig sabihin, may Committee on Justice na kinilala.  That it is an impeachable offense.

REP. LAGMAN.  Alam mo …

REP. GOLEZ.  Are you aware—Mr. Speaker, may I know if the distinguished Gentleman is aware, familiar with the details of the Quirino impeachment case.

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, let me just say that every Congress …

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, may I …

REP. LAGMAN.  Sandali lang, sinasagot kita.  I will go to that.

REP. GOLEZ.  But actually, the question is answerable by yes or no.

REP. LAGMAN.  I have the— don’t circumscribe it to a yes or no answer.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ginagaya ko lang iyong mga ibang nagtatanong ng yes or no rin ho.

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi.  Ako ay hindi pupuwedeng sabihang yes or no ang isasagot ko sa iyo.  I will have to explain my answer.

REP. GOLEZ.  Okay.

REP. LAGMAN.  And I am in the process of explaining my answer.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Will the Gentlemen talk one after the other.

REP. GOLEZ.  May I request, Mr. Speaker, that in order that my time will not be consumed too much, if the distinguished Sponsor can make his answer brief.  

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Yes.

REP. GOLEZ.  Kasi masyadong mahaba iyong sagot eh.  Napakasimple ng tanong eh.

REP. LAGMAN.  It depends on how I have to explain my answer.  

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  And please wait for the question to be terminated before the answer is given, and vice-versa.

REP. LAGMAN.  I have started answering the question, Mr. Speaker.  And in the process, I was interrupted.  I was saying that every Congress adopts its own rules on impeachment.  That is why  the 8th Congress adopted its own rules.  The 9th Congress and down the line adopted its own rules.  So, we are now circumscribed by the rules of the 13th Congress.  I am not aware what were the rules during the time of the Quirino administration when there was a complaint for impeachment against him.  It is very possible that the rules allowed what the Gentleman from Parañaque is saying.  But under the present standards, under our present rules, that cannot be allowed.

REP. GOLEZ.  In other words, Mr. Speaker, the distinguished Gentleman is not aware of the Quirino impeachment case.  …/nts
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REP. GOLEZ.    …of the Quirino impeachment case; he is not familiar.


REP. LAGMAN.   I am  not aware—I am not aware of that case.


REP. GOLEZ.     Okay, thank you.


REP. LAGMAN.   All that I am aware of is that Quirino was not impeached.


REP. GOLEZ.    This happened in 1949 but let me continue, Mr. Speaker.  The Chairman of the Impeachment Committee at that time was then Congressman Lorenzo Sumulong, one of the giants.   Whoever passed the halls of Congress both in the Lower and in the Upper House—House of Representatives and the Senate.  


The very first announcement he made was this:  “Without deciding on the actual merit of each case, the committee will first determine whether each charge is impeachable in character.”  Accordingly, he notified the President and his seven accusers to file the respective memoranda on April 13 and be ready to make their oral arguments on April 18.   


May I know, Mr. Speaker, whether the accusers, in this particular case in this present impeachment case, and the President were asked to file their respective memoranda and were asked  to be ready to make their oral arguments.


REP. GOLEZ.   The question is answerable by… 


REP. LAGMAN.   Well, the rules during that time could have been different and this late Sumulong could  have been correct when he immediately asked the respondent to answer or file  memoranda.  But under our present rules, that is not possible because we have standards to follow.  There are steps by steps-- process which would govern the impeachment proceedings. 


REP. GOLEZ..    Mr. Sponsor, our Sponsor is guessing.  We do not want speculations here.  Ang hinihingi ko rito iyong mga eksaktong sagot, hindi  iyong hula.    Ngayon sinagot ng Sponsor na hindi niya alam niya ang kaso, hindi alam kong pareho iyong impeachment rules o hindi, tapos mag-e-speculate siya.


REP. LAGMAN.   Hindi ako nag-i-speculate niya.  Kung gusto mong sabihin sa amin kung ano iyong rules noon, bakit hindii mo sasabihin para maintindihan natin?


REP. GOLEZ.   Kaya nga tinatanong ko.  Siguro ho, Mr. Speaker, mas maigi iyong nakakaalam ng Quirno case ang sumagot dito.  Kung mayroon man doon sa panel  ng Justice Committee na iyon para malinaw ang usapan.   Kasi kung hindi,  wala tayong---parating hula ang sagot dito.


May I  may continue, Mr. Speaker.


REP. LAGMAN. Can I just respond to that.  The distinguished Gentleman from Parañaque is asserting something.   Then it is incumbent upon him to show  that the rules then were the same as the rules now.  He was the one who researched on the Quirino impeachment case; then, let us be informed of the learned research of  the distinguished Gentleman for our guidance, but I would say that our rules are what they are now and under our present rules, that ruling by the late Sumulong cannot be applied under our present rules.


REP. GOLEZ.   Mr. Speaker, again, the distinguished Sponsor is guessing but I am very disappointed that considering that this is an impeachment case, the Members of the Committee on Justice especially the majority should have researched because this is just one of the few impeachment case in the Philippines involving a President of the Republic.   And I am very disappointed that there is this admission that the committee is bereft—may I use the word of the distinguished Sponsor, bereft of good research.  Anyway, may I continue.  In the Quirino impeachment proceeding, Congressman Premicias, a member of the committee from Pangasinan—and I think our Speaker is very familiar with Congressman Premicias.    This is Cipriano Premicias.  He said, and I quote:  “Propriety demands that no Member of the House much less the House leaders should beg favors from the President or go into conference with him since the President is on trial and we might be called upon to prosecute him.  Sa Tagalog, “Propriety, delicadeza, ay  sinasabi dapat na  dapat walang Miyembero ng Kamara lalo na ang mga leader…/acv
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REP. GOLEZ.  … ng Kamara, lalo na iyong mga leader ay hindi dapat pumunta sa Malacañang, sa Presidente at humingi ng pabor sa Presidente o kaya magkumperensya sa Presidente sapagkat ang Presidente ay on trial and we might be called upon to prosecute him.

May I seek the comments of the distinguished Sponsor on these giant words from Congressman Primicias.

REP. LAGMAN.  If the records would show that he expressed such view, then so be it.  And to my mind, it is a good prescription.

REP. GOLEZ.  Very good prescription, thank you.  And those who do not follow that prescription would not be following the sense of propriety being demanded by then Congressman Primicias.

May I continue, Mr. Speaker.  Now, Congressmen, the prosecutors or those who filed, the complainants who were both Congressmen and endorsers, Congressman Escareal and Congressman Perez, for the proponents argued that wasting and misappropriation of public funds, abuse of power, violation of laws and immoral extravagance, intervention prejudicial to the public interest in the transaction wherein his brother Antonio was in connivance with someone, aiding and abetting graft and corruption, and gross official misconduct and acts which deprived the government of substantial revenue, each constituted an impeachable offense.  And they argued case by case.  

Mr. Speaker, may I know from the distinguished Sponsor, whether dito sa impeachment case na ito, nagkaroon ba ng argument case by case?

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, the Minority was given the opportunity to argue their cause.  And I recall that the speakers for the Minority argued their cause, and they reiterated the various causes of action in support of their arguments.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ang tinatanong ko po, I am sorry, ang tinatanong ko po, nagkaroon ba ng discussion, nagkaroon ba ng argument case by case?  There are 22 causes of action in our impeachment complaint.  So, ang tanong ko, if I may rephrase my question, pinag-usapan ba nang isa-isa iyong 22 causes of action katulad ng ginawa dito sa Quirino case?

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, it was incumbent on the Minority, on the endorsers to discuss their case point by point.  Kung hindi nila diniscuss point by point, that was their misgiving.  Pero sa aking palagay, binigyan sila ng malawak na oportunidad na i-discuss point by point, cause of action by cause of action, iyong kanilang mga in-allege doon sa complaint.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, mukhang nakalimutan ng ating distinguished Sponsor na hindi nila pinayagan iyan.  Iyong Majority, hindi pinayagan iyan.  Ipinagbawal iyan.  In fact, nagkaroon ng botohan.  Nagkaroon ako ng motion na pag-usapan nang isa-isa iyong 22 causes of action, pero hindi pinayagan ng Majority.  Iyon dapat ang sagot doon.

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi iyon ang motion …

REP. GOLEZ.  Ilang oras lang ang ibinigay.

REP. LAGMAN.  … ni honorable Congressman Golez.  Ang sa kaniyang motion, pagbotohan isa-isa, hindi i-discuss isa-isa.

REP. GOLEZ.  E paano natin pagbobotohan nang isa-isa kung hindi pag-uusapan nang isa-isa?

REP. LAGMAN.  Very clear sa …

REP. GOLEZ.  This is a deliberative body.  If I may continue.

REP. LAGMAN.  Very clear sa transcript, na ang sabi, ay iyong botohan, isa lamang.  Pero iyong discussion, puwedeng i-discuss lahat.

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi ho.  Hindi naman ganoon tayo dito.  Siyempre, ang discussion natin, topic by topic.  Hindi tayo lumulundag sa iba-ibang topic.  Katulad din dito, hindi natin puwedeng pag-usapan nang sabay iyong dalawang bill.  Dahil siguro kung hindi, para tayong tipaklong diyan.  Hindi naman tayo tipaklong dito.  That is the tipaklong doctrine na hindi puwedeng gawin.  Pero ang nangyari, nag-lump sum.  Pinaghalo-halo iyong kaso.

Anyway, may I continue, Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi—para maklaro lang natin.  Ang motion ni Honorable Golez ay pagbotohan isa-isa iyong cause of action.  Ang sabi naman ng Mayorya ay isahan lang ang botohan.  Ngunit sa discussion, puwedeng i-discuss isa-isa.

REP. GOLEZ.  Siyanga pala, Mr. Speaker, now na binanggit ito ng distinguished Sponsor from the Committee on Justice, ang tanong ko, napakahalaga niyang bagay na iyan, bakit hindi ninyo isinama sa committee report iyang botohan na iyan?  Itinago n’yo ba … /cja 
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REP.  GOLEZ.  …Itinago nyo ba yong—ayaw nyo bang ipalabas yan sa publiko na merong proseso na hindi pinayagan yong pagu-usap na isa-isa?  Bakit ho hindi binanggit  sa committee report  ninyo yan?

REP. LAGMAN.  Huwag ho ninyong  pagbintangan.

REP. GOLEZ.  Nagtatanong po ako, bakit ho?

REP. LAGMAN.  Pwede ba ipagpatuloy ko lang ang sagot ko?  Huwag nyong pagbintangan na hindi isinama sa committee report sapagkat itinatago.  Walang  itinatago.  Itong botohan noon ay talagang nasa lahat ng media na, na report na, nasa transcript of stenographic notes, na iyan ay accessible to all.  Na-transcribe na yan,  kung gusto kayong humingi, humingi tayo.  Pero hindi lahat na nangyari doon sa committee hearings ay ilalagay sa committee report partikular na  yong mga procedural matters kaparis noong motion ng ating  Honorable Congressman Golez.  

REP. GOLEZ.  Pero, Mr. Speaker,…

REP. LAGMAN.  But the transcript of the proceedings have been transcribed  and available, that the transcript would document the entire proceedings.  What is important and relevant is that the principal purported causes of action were discussed and disposed of in the committee report.

REP. GOLEZ.  Sya nga pala, Mr. Speaker, ngayong pinagu-usapan natin  itong committee report, 36 pages itong committee report.  Pwede po bang tanungin yong ating distinguished Sponsor kung itong committee report na ito ay pinag-usapan ng page by page?  Kasi ang alam ko doon sa mga barangay  kahit na maliit na resolusyon, dalawang pahina, tatlong pahina yong mga barangay kagawad pinagu-usapan nang page by page ang resolusyon para magkaroon ng magandang appreciation ng nilalaman noong  resolusyon.  Tanong, Mr. Speaker—ito po ba ay dumaan sa ganyang proseso?

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi na kailangan.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ah hindi na  po kailangan.

REP. LAGMAN.   Sapagkat nga ang impeachment proceedings ay hindi kaparis ng ordinary committee report.  For all intents and purposes, yong committee report actually would contain the majority position at yong Majority naman  ay halos overwhelming ay pumirma na sa committee report to give their accent.  Tayo naman let us be realistic.  Kahit na isang buwan tayo mag page by page nyan yong Minorya naman ay hindi na magpapalit ng kanilang pag-iisip  tungkol dito sa impeachment proceedings na ito.  Kaya hindi na kailangan yong page by  page review.  Ay talaga naman na kahit na mag-aksaya tayo nang matagal na panahon ay hindi na papalit yong Minorya ng kanilang posisyon.

REP. GOLEZ.   Sya nga pala, Mr. Speaker,…

REP. LAGMAN.  Kaya nga binigyan sila nang pagkakataon sumulat nang dissenting opinion.

REP. GOLEZ.  So, in other words, Mr. Speaker, walang page by page review of the 36-page committee report.  Ngayon…

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi kailangan yan sapagkat ang mga members ay binigyan nang kopya ng committee report at kung ayaw nilang sumang-ayon hindi sila pipirma, at kung gusto nilang sumang-ayon pumirma sila at alam ko naman binasa naman nila yon page by page.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mahirap hong maintindihan na hindi pala ni-review ito nang page by page.  Para palang robot yong mga tao dito  kung ganoon.

REP. LAGMAN.  Huwag kang magsabi nyan.

REP. GOLEZ.  Parang lang, parang.

REP. LAGMAN.   Kahit na parang, parang sinabi mo na automatic  na pinipirmahan yan.  Binasa yan.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ilang minuto po bang pinag-usapan ito, Mr. Speaker?

REP. LAGMAN.  Matagal nang pinagu-usapan natin yan.  Matagal na tayong nagbotohan.

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi ang committee report, ilang minuto…

REP. LAGMAN.  One week ago we already cast our vote.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, tinatanong ko po kung ilang minuto.

REP. LAGMAN.   It was fait accompli when the committee report was made.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ilang minuto pong pinag-usapan ito, Mr. Speaker?

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi ko alam kung ilang minuto pinag-usapan pero matagal na nating pinagbotohan yan.

REP. GOLEZ.  Sa aking pagka-alala  wala pa sigurong five minutes pinag-usapan ito—yong  mismong committee report proper—pagkatapos  nagbotohan na.  In fact, Mr. Speaker—ewan  ko kung pwedeng magsumbong dito.  Muntik na ngang botohan ito nang hindi nakikita  yong committee report.  Kung hindi  kami tumutol ng mga miyembro ng Minorya,  meron isang gustong mag motion na para i-approve ito.

REP. LAGMAN.  Ibig mong sabihin ako ang nag-propose ng approval in principle.

REP.  GOLEZ.  Nang hindi nakikita yong committee report.

REP. LAGMAN.  Yan naman ay talagang parliamentary practice…

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, may I finish.

REP. LAGMAN.  …na kung tapos na ang boxing at maga-announce na nang resulta ay pwede nang i-approve in principle.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, kahit na  po sa barangay na mas simple ang pinagu-usapan nila doon kaysa sa mga mabibigat  na pinagu-usapan natin,  hindi boboto ang mga barangay kagawad ng isang resolusyon nang hindi nakikita yong resolusyon.   Pero dito muntik na kaming—…/ala
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REP. GOLEZ.  …muntik na kaming—kung hindi tumutol ang Minorya, muntik nang iboto itong committee report na ito na hindi pa tinatanggap ng committee.  Well, anyway, may I continue my question, Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, as I have said…

REP. GOLEZ.  If I may continue.

REP. LAGMAN.  Approval in principle is a parliamentary practice when it is fait accompli. 

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, both of us are--they would use the word veteran legislators.  Iyong committee report hindi po ina-aprobahan in principle, Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Anyway…

REP. GOLEZ.  Ewan ko kung anong committee iyong binabanggit ng ating kaibigan mula  sa committee.  Hindi po.  Kahit  na committee sa barangay hindi ginagawa iyan.  Sa committee ng homeowners hindi ho ginagawa iyan.  Lalo na dito sa House committee na ang tinatalakay ay impeachment ng number one official ng ating bansa.

Anyway, may I continue, Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, hindi anyway.  Kung ang…

REP. GOLEZ.  May I continue, Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Kung ang Congressman ng Parañaque ay beterano,  hindi ko alam  bakit hindi niya alam na ginagamit ang approval in principle as a parliamentary practice.  Tayo ay member of the Committee on Rules.  Maraming beses  tayong nag-approve in principle sa Committee on Rules.

REP. GOLEZ.  Well, that is a revelation to this Representation na hindi pala binabasa iyong committee report tapos inaaprobahan.  

Anyway, dito naman sa Quirino impeachment proceedings, nakalagay dito, both parties were further advised—eto pala:  “The committee to set the stage for a general examination of the merits of its case, decided to hold a three-day public hearing for the receipt of testimony or evidence from both parties”.

Ang tanong ko po, sinasabi dito doon sa Quirino impeachment proceeding nagkaroon ng tatlong araw ng public hearing para tanggapin ang testimonya o ebidensiya sa mga iba-ibang partido—sa dalawang partido.  Tanong:  Ginawa po ba ito sa ating Committee on Justice na binigyan ng pagkakataon na magkaroon ng public hearing para iyong mga witnesses, para iyong mga complainants, iyong mga counsel ay magsalita at mag-presenta ng testimonya nila at ebidensiya?

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi na umabot doon sa stage na iyon sapagkat according to our Rules ide-determine iyong sufficiency in substance, babasahin lamang iyong complaint, the allegations in the complaint and the relevant annexes.  Iyan ang ating Rules adopted by the 13th Congress upon suggestion, upon motion of the Minority.  Palagay ko itaga mo sa bato iba iyong Rules during the time of President Quirino o ang nangyari doon mayroon ng determination in substance at kaya tumuloy na sa reception of evidence.

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi po.  Nauna po iyong….

REP. LAGMAN.  Ay kung ayaw mong ilabas iyong Rules during that time, ay wala tayong magagawa pero ako ay nakakasiguro na iba ang Rules noon o lumampas na doon sa stage where they have determined sufficiency in substance of the complaint against President Quirino.  

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Dahil  nagkameron ng reception of evidence and public hearing.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, sayang  sana pinag-aralan ng Committee on Justice lalo na ang mga Sponsors nitong Quirino case na napakahalaga.  Nakakagulat na hindi nila pinag-aralan ito.  Kung ganoon sana ay maganda iyong tanungan dito na hindi hulaan iyong sagot.  Hindi speculative iyong mga kasagutan.  It should be based on facts.   Hindi siguro ultimate facts but based on facts.  Anyway….

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi na kailangan sapagkat meron—iba ang ating Rules of Impeachment ngayon.  Pero kung gusto talagang ipakita ni Honorable Golez kung ano iyong Rules during that time of the Quriino impeachment,  bakit itinatago niya hindi niya ilabas para mapag-usapan natin?

REP. GOLEZ.  Eh…

REP. LAGMAN.  Baka hindi niya rin alam kaya wala siyang masabi.

REP. GOLEZ.  Trabaho siguro ho ng Committee on Justice iyan lalo na iyong mga Sponsors na sila...

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi.

REP. GOLEZ.  Bakit po ako  tutulong sa research sa inyo?  Anong klaseng debate ito na iyong isang panig ay tutulong doon sa kabila?  I have been a debater in UP also, Mr. Speaker, and represented UP three times in  inter-collegiate debate.  Hindi po namin tinutulungan iyong katapat namin.  Hindi namin sila binibigyan ng mga materyales.  Dapat sila ang mag-research.

REP. LAGMAN.  Ah, ang gusto mong sabihin kino-conceal mo ang alam mo at hindi mo puwedeng ibigay sa ating Kapulungan for our education.  

REP. GOLEZ.  And very speculative…

REP. LAGMAN.  Palagay ko kung ilabas mo iyan, palagay ko that will be against you because the one who conceals a fact is presumed that if he reveals the fact, it will be adverse to him.

REP. GOLEZ.  Katulad po ng pagtago ninyo….
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RESUMPTION OF SESSION


At 11:15 p.m., the session was resumed.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   Session is resumed.


The Honorable Golez may continue with his interpellation and the Sponsor, the Honorable Vice Chairman Edcel Lagman, will continue to answer.


REP. LAGMAN.  Before we proceed, Mr. Speaker…


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Yes, Honorable Lagman.


REP. LAGMAN.  …I would just like to quote the maxim in law with respect to the last statement I have made on concealing of certain evidence and facts.


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   Please proceed.


REP. LAGMAN.  This is covered by Rule 131 of the Revised Rules of Court on burden of proof and presumption, more specifically Letter E of Section 2 on conclusive presumptions.  It says here that evidence willfully suppressed would be adverse if produced.  That is why we were asking for the production of the Rules at the time of the impeachment proceedings if the honorable Congressman from Parañaque would know.  But he refuses to produce the same, so under that conclusive presumption, if it is produced, it will be adverse to his position.


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  It’s noted.  The Honorable Golez also is entitled to make his manifestation in that regard.


REP. GOLEZ.  May I respond, Mr. Speaker?


In the historic Estrada trial—the impeachment trial in the Senate—from 2000 to 2001, there was one word that caught the imagination of the Filipino people and that was “legal gobbledygook”.  


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Since both are already… 


REP. GOLEZ.  I think, it speaks for itself.  That is my response.


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Yes, may the…


REP. GOLEZ.  Let me continue, Mr. Speaker.


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   Your respective manifestations on that point, the Honorable Golez may now proceed.


REP. GOLEZ.  Yes, on the Quirino impeachment proceeding.  After closing the public hearing, the committee announced that it would meet to sift all evidence presented.  Ibig sabihin, titingnan, iso-sort out iyong mga ebidensiya and both counsel for the respondents and the complainants were asked to submit memoranda on their respective evidence.  


Ito po ba’y ginawa dito sa Committee on Justice?  Iyong mga counsels ba, nakasali ba sila?


REP. LAGMAN.  Mr. Speaker, as I have previously manifested.  In the absence of the production of the Rules, which I would submit were different then, I will continue not to answer questions relative to the Quirino impeachment case.


REP. GOLEZ.  The statement of the distinguished Sponsor is highly speculative based on conjecture.  Anyway, may I continue with my question, this time not anymore—well, in order to ease the anxiety of the distinguished Sponsor, I will not anymore talk directly about the Quirino case and talk about other Presidents in impeachment.


Now, on the matter of causes of action should be discussed separately, may I cite in the Clinton impeachment case, Mr. Speaker , Your Honor, there were eleven possible grounds for impeachment cited by the special prosecutor.  And all eleven were discussed separately by the Judiciary Committee of the House and four were eventually approved by the House Judiciary Committee, namely:  grand jury perjury; civil suit perjury; obstruction of justice; and abuse of power.  Therefore, this shows you, Mr. Speaker, that cases—causes of action—should be separately discussed.


Number two, in the Nixon case.  The House Judiciary Committee drafted three articles of impeachment.  First article, about the break in.  Second article, about conduct violating the constitutional rights of citizens, etc.  And third article would be about the use of the IRS …  /eeg
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REP. GOLEZ.  …would be about the use of the IRS, etc., etc., FBI, other government agencies.  The final article addressed Nixon’s refusal to produce documents, that the House had subpoenaed and his decision to determine what information Congress could have.  Ito iyong ayaw pumayag ni Nixon na magbigay ng mga dokumento sa Kamara.  Parang halos katulad din nang nangyayari dito sa Pilipinas ngayon, interposing the powers of the presidency against the lawful subpoenas of the House of Representatives.  Isa-isa ring pinag-usapan iyan.  These are precedents, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor.  May I know what precedents were cited by the majority of the Committee on Justice to justify their position that the causes of action should not be separately discussed and should be lumped together for one lump-sum discussion.  Ano ho ba iyong precedent na ginamit dito?

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, I have answered a question of similar import and I said that the motion of the distinguished Gentleman was to vote separately on the causes of action.  But the committee voted down said motion, but allowed the discussion of each and every course of action, depending on who would want to discuss the same.  So, there was no prohibition.

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi po, Mr. Speaker, if I may…

REP. LAGMAN.  There was no – but, you know, his recollection is different from mine, but the records would show that that was what happened.  He moved that we vote separately on the causes of action.  He was voted down.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, the correct way of discussing a cause of action one by one is cause of action No. 1, magkakaroon ng debate, magkakaroon ng diskusyon, magbobotohan kung impeachable o hindi and then after that, cause of action No. 2, cause of action No. 3 up to the 22nd charge.  Hindi iyong lump sum.  Two hours pag-uusapan mo, 22 cases.  Dalawampu’t dalawang kaso, dalawang oras lang pag magde-debate.  Sabi ko nga iyong simpleng away ng magkakapitbahay sa barangay, aabutin ng ilang oras na pag-uusapan iyan.  Ito 22 cases, two hours lang pinag-uusapan.  Anong klaseng proseso iyan, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor?  Ito iyong gusto naming malaman para malaman nuong mga miyembro na hindi kasama sa Committee on Justice kung tama o hindi iyong proseso na sinunod.  Because this is not a matter only of form, of substance, but a matter of process, because in many cases process is sometimes more important than substance.  Kasi, iyan ang tinatawag na pag sinikil mo iyong sustansiya dahilan sa pag-invoke ng process ay talagang ganoon ang mangyayari.  Magde-deklara iyong kabila na insufficient in substance, na kulang iyong diskusyon.  

Anyway, Mr. Speaker, may I proceed with my next question.

REP. LAGMAN.  But let me first respond, Mr. Speaker.  I have here the transcript of stenographic notes of the hearing of the Committee on Justice on August 15, 2006 and I would like to quote the motion of the distinguished Gentleman.  He said, “And therefore, Mr. Chairman, considering that we have a number of causes of action here, this Representation would like to move that we vote individually” – vote individually – “on each cause of action after and put every cause of action to a debate.  I so move, Mr. Chairman.”

So, it was voting separately, not discussing separately.  Because the separate discussion was allowed by the committee.  The transcript will show that the distinguished speakers for the Minority discussed individually the causes of action.  

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  As a matter of fact, some of them even just reiterated the allegations in the complaint  the causes of action.  

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  And I think we should not debate on this anymore because the transcript is very clear.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, we should because these are very relevant kasi proseso ito para makita nuong tao kung paano iyong proseso.  Iyong sinasabing vote only,  that is again, that is not correct parliamentary practice.  Before a vote there is a debate, specially on a very important issue to be voted, that is always preceded by discussion and debate and then we vote.  How can we vote on a cause of action so important without discussion? …tel/
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REP. GOLEZ.  …without discussion?  Ano ba tayo?  Hindi naman tayo…  Anong iboboto?  Para kang bumoto ng committee report nang hindi sina-submit.  Hindi naman ganoon, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor.

Well, having said that, may I go to another topic.

REP. LAGMAN.  Before you go to another topic, Mr. Speaker, the transcript is very clear – that your motion was to vote separately, not to discuss separately because discussing separately is different from voting separately and the committee allowed the discussion, the separate discussion of the causes of action.  That is to make it clear.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, sabi ko nga pag sinabing magbo-botohan tayo on a matter so important, that is always preceded -- without having to say it, that is preceded by a debate.

REP. LAGMAN.  No.

REP. GOLEZ.  Anyway, may I go to my next item. Naguguluhan lang ako.  Nag-i-iba iyong mga….  Pati iyong Robert’s Rules nagbabago dito, Mr. Majority Leader.  I think this is depende sa Committee on Rules, eh. 

REP. LAGMAN.  Walang nagbabago dito, Mr. Speaker, I’m quoting the transcript.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ito pong sunod na tanong ko.

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, let me first quote the Chairman who restated the motion of the distinguished Gentleman.  “Anyway, this motion of the distinguished Gentleman from Paraňaque will be put to a vote and that will decide whether or not the committee will vote on each cause of action or will vote as one impeachment complaint.”  So, it was the votation that was supposed to be not individually but discussion was allowed to be individually taken up by any of the debaters for or against the impeachment complaint with respect to sufficiency in substance.  

REP. GOLEZ.  At least nanggaling na mismo kay distinguished Sponsor na noong sinabi ng Chairman to put it to a vote, iyong motion ko, mayroong kasamang debate at talagang kasama ang debate kahit na boto lang ang pinag-usapan.

Iyong sunod na tanong ko ay iyong tungkol po sa hindi pag-discuss ng mga ebidensya.  The refusal of the Majority to discuss the pieces of evidence is contrary to the practice in past impeachment proceedings and recognized impeachment practice.  And may I quote again –kasi mismong nanggaling sa Majority ang nagsabi na ang ginagamit na isa sa mga basehan, the practice of impeachment in the United States.  Anong sabi sa United States?  “By design, impeachment is a complex series of steps and procedures undertaken by the legislature.  The process roughly resembles a grand jury inquest conducted by the House, followed by a full-blown trial conducted by the Senate with the Chief Justice presiding.”  This came from the Legal Information Institute, Cornell(?) University.  

Anong ibig sabihin ng “grand jury inquest”?  

From the American Bar Association, in their Primer, frequently asked questions about the grand jury system, and I quote:  “The primary function of the modern grand jury is to review the evidence presented by the prosecutor and determine whether there is probable cause to return an indictment.”

Was there a review of the evidence presented by the prosecutor or was the prosecutor at all, or the endorsers at all allowed to present their evidence, Mr. Speaker?

REP. LAGMAN.  There was no review of the evidence by the courts over….

REP. GOLEZ.  Thank you; thank you very much.

REP. LAGMAN.  Sandali lang, let me explain my position.  Why do you not want to hear something adverse to what you are saying?

REP. GOLEZ.  No, I’m listening.

REP. LAGMAN.  Okay, that’s better.

REP. GOLEZ.  In fact,….

REP. LAGMAN.  Mr. Speaker, there was no need to review the evidence of the prosecutor or proponents because we have not reached that stage.  The complaint was so deficient in substance that we did not reach that stage anymore.  

Moreover, jurisprudence, whether American or local jurisprudence, will only be suppletory to our rules. The cardinal rule is the Rules of Impeachment adopted by this Congress and they cannot be supplanted by a foreign jurisprudence if they contradict.  There is no grand jury practice or system incorporated in the Rules of Procedure adopted by the 13th Congress as moved by the…./mll
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REP. LAGMAN.   . . . as moved by the Minority last year.

REP. GOLEZ.     Thank you, Mr. Speaker.    Mukhang namimili tayo ng rules dito ‘no.   Hindi ko na malaman kung anong rule ang ginagamit ko.    Pag pabor American system, pag hindi iba naman ang binabanggit.     Now, iyong sunod -- ah, ganoon talaga.

REP. LAGMAN.     I regret the side comments, Mr. Speaker.

REP. GOLEZ.     Well, that is true.

REP. LAGMAN.    That is the problem with one who is not a lawyer pretending to be a lawyer.

REP. GOLEZ.    Well, I resent the statement, Mr. Speaker,  90% of the people in this hall are not lawyers but we have all the right to speak in this hall.

REP. LAGMAN.    But not like a lawyer, you know.     You could speak like a layman but do not pretend to be a lawyer after making some kind of researches, you know.

REP. GOLEZ.     Hindi po ganyan ang pagdebate.     Again, sa debate natin ang tawag doon. . .

REP. LAGMAN.     Hindi, I am just reacting to your side comments.    If you stop making side comments, I will stop traversing your side comments.

REP. GOLEZ.    Kanina po, iyong isang kasama niyo, sinasabi nanloloko kami.   Hindi side comment iyan, direct comment iyan . . .

REP. LAGMAN.     Hindi ako iyon.

REP. GOLEZ.    . . . using unparliamentary word “nanloloko” but we did not object.     We said, well, for the sake of transparency, for the sake of civility, pabayaan na lang natin iyan, okay lang iyan.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).     The Gentlemen must avoid personalities and address each other in the third person.

REP. GOLEZ.      Well, may I continue, Mr. Speaker.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   Please do so.

REP. GOLEZ.     Nakalagay naman sa West Encyclopedia of American Law, nakalagay dito:  “After the proceedings begin in the House of Representatives, the State satisfies the framers’ belief that impeachment should be a public inquiry into charges against an official and it involves fact-finding at hearings”, fact-finding - naghahanap ng fact, hindi po pumipigil ng fact.   May I know whether we had a semblance of fact-finding in the hearings or meetings that we conducted, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor?

REP. LAGMAN.    Our Rules are very clear.     They cannot be supplanted by other rules inconsistent with what we have adopted.

REP. GOLEZ.     Sa Legal Information Institute, Cornell University, anong sabi sa impeachment:  “The House, through the Judiciary Committee conducts investigation and gathers evidence.”        Did the Committee on Justice gather evidence, Mr. Speaker, Your Honor?

REP. LAGMAN.    We proceeded in accordance with our Rules as suggested and moved by the Minority last year.

REP. GOLEZ.    Now,  may  I   go to the words “high crime” one of the words considered – one of the acts  considered impeachable.      Nakalagay dito, under the article “High Crimes and Misdemeanors”, published in a very prestigious internet encyclopedia, ito iyong the very respected and I guess, this is practically the reference of doctors, lawyers, scientists, Wiccapedia (?) – High Crimes and Misdemeanors – nakalagay dito:     “A high crime is one which seeks the overthrow of the country which gives aid or comfort to its enemies or which endures the country to the profit of an individual or group.”    And then, finally:  “In democracies and similar societies, it also includes crimes which attempt to alter the outcomes of elections.”

Mr. Speaker, was there any mention in our impeachment complaint of any attempt to alter the outcome of elections?

REP. LAGMAN.   There was a generalization.    There was a conclusion of fact and law.    There was an innuendo of stealing the  election but there was no statement of ultimate facts.     There was no allegation of how this stealing was precisely made.

REP. GOLEZ.     You know, we keep on. . .

REP. LAGMAN.     There was no specification on how the popular will was supposed to have been subverted.      There are generalizations.     These are conclusions of facts and law and they do not have any legal import in our proceedings.

REP. GOLEZ.    Well, those are big words, but you know, those are  the opinions of the distinguished Sponsor.     They are not ultimate facts.     They are just opinions that are subject to debate.    But let me cite. . . 
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REP. GOLEZ.  … let me cite how ultimate fact is defined.  In the free dictionary, this is the legal definition of ultimate fact by Farlex.  It says, it is essential to introduce the evidentiary facts during the trial in order to prove the ultimate fact.  In other words, kailangan mayroon munang introduction of evidentiary facts.  Kasi, iyong sinasabi ninyong ultimate fact, that is just your opinion.  The ultimate fact—were we allowed, Mr. Speaker, to present our evidentiary facts?

REP. LAGMAN.  Your Honor, the interpretation of the distinguished Gentleman is placing the cart before the horse.   There should be first ultimate facts, and during the trial, evidentiary facts would have to be shown in order to prove the ultimate facts.  

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi po.  Binabasa ko ito.

REP. LAGMAN.  The problem here is, in the complaint there were no allegations of ultimate facts.  So, we are not going to reach that stage where there will be presentation of evidence.

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi ko po ito interpretation.  Binabasa ko iyong definition sa legal dictionary.

REP. LAGMAN.  Binasa mo ho, pero after you read it, you interpreted it.  Mali ho iyong interpretation mo.

REP. GOLEZ.  Well, thank you.  That is your interpretation also, distinguished Sponsor.  Now, on the matter of events that happened before the present term of the respondent--do not fall within the jurisdiction, I mentioned already the Quirino case—that Charge No. 1 was a case that arose from the sum of P53,811.13 spent in repairs for remodeling a house in Dewey Boulevard belonging to the President’s deceased wife to be used as his official residence while he was Vice-President and Secretary of Foreign Affairs.  Therefore, the committee at that time accepted this as an impeachable offense.  

But let me cite also the case of Nixon, the Nixon impeachment case.  If you study, you know, most books on impeachment would invariably mention the case of Nixon, Andrew Johnson, several judges, some cabinet members who are impeachable under the US impeachment law.  And, one case, Case No. 1—Article No. 1 in the case of Nixon was the break-in that happened on June 17, 1972 during his first term.  But the impeachment case was filed during his second term.  And it was accepted by the judiciary committee.  Now, some people will say, hindi naman na-impeach si Nixon dahil  nag-resign.  He resigned because the House was about to vote already.  But the process passed the committee and the committee recognized that as an impeachable offense.  May I have the comments of our distinguished Sponsor on this, why this is good in the case of Nixon, but not applicable in the case of—I am about to wind up, Mr. Majority Leader.

REP. LAGMAN.  Well, the rules in the Nixon impeachment proceedings are different from the rules of the 13th Congress, as proposed and adopted at the instance of the Minority.  That is the difference between the Nixon proceedings and the present impeachment proceedings.

REP. GOLEZ.  Well, it is very sad that pag pabor, binabanggit iyong President, pag hindi sinasabi irrelevant, hindi applicable.  Well, of course, that is sometimes the refuge of people who would like to debate according to their desired outcome.  But let me end  by making an observation.  I am just curious, Mr. Speaker, that our distinguished Sponsor used the following words: “Killed, dead on arrival,  funeral orations, died, suicide, killed itself, hanged yourself” in his argumentations.  I am just wondering why there is this fetish or fixation towards death.  Is that what people would say …/nts
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REP. GOLEZ.    …what people would say a Freudian slip because the desire is to kill the impeachment complaint, or these are the favorite words of our distinguished Sponsor?


REP. LAGMAN.   That is calling a spade a spade.   The complaint indeed is so deficient in substance that when it was referred to the committee, it was a cadaver of a complaint.


REP. GOLEZ.   Yes, cadaver also.  I forgot the word “cadaver.”


REP. LAGMAN.  Yes, but no less than the distinguished Gentleman in his text  to media yesterday, used “dead on arrival” as ascribing to me as if he has already accepted the phraseology.


REP. GOLEZ.   Yes, because that is a term already attached to the wise words of—to the vocabulary, the lexicon of our distinguished Sponsor.  So I just used that as my gesture of intrigue on this choice of words.  But anyway, Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank our distinguished Sponsor for being so patient in handling my questions.  My purpose here is to show,  to talk about the process, to talk about the precedents, to be able to articulate the view of a lot of people that the process was not correctly applied here, that the truth was suppressed using powerful legal argumentation when in fact this should have been a transparent process because transparency, truth are virtues that are enshrined in our Constitution.


That to me, is a more dominant rule than whatever rule is being invoked       every now and then by the distinguished Sponsor  of this   committee report.


Thank you distinguished Sponsor; thank you, Mr. Majority Leader.  Thank you, Mr. Speaker.


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Raul D. Del Mar).  Thank you, Honorable Golez.  (Applause)

REP. LAGMAN.   Thank you for using wise nomenclature and also a powerful argumentation.    (Applause)


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  The honorable Majority Floor Leader.


REP. NOGRALES.    Mr. Speaker, it is almost midnight and we still have a few more persons on deck to interpellate.   May I ask that the questions and the answers be a little shorter so that we can move on and not stay too long for the voting.


Anyway, Mr. Speaker, may I ask that the distinguished Party-List Member from Bayan Muna, the  Honorable Teddy Casiño be recognized.


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   The Honorable Teddy Casiño, of the Party-List Bayan Muna is recognized to interpellate likewise.


REP. AQUINO (A.).    Mr. Speaker, just one question.  


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  Yes, the Honorable Aquino of Makati City is recognized.


REP. AQUINO (A.).   Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  In case the interpellation  goes a little bit more than the short time that the Majority Floor Leader is asking for, can we consider voting on Monday?   


I mean, is there a possibility that we postpone our voting Monday, especially now that I do not see warm bodies anymore?


THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  The Majority Floor Leader  will respond. 


REP. NOGRALES.   Mr. Speaker, I think that  we can still vote tonight or early this morning.  That is why this Representation, as Majority Leader, is trying to appeal to our  colleagues  to try to be brief in their interpellation and the answers,  as I think that the issues in the impeachment case has been amply ventilated.


Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   Is the response satisfactory to the Honorable Aquino?

REP. AQUINO (A.).  Well, at midnight, at   twelve o’clock, Mr.  Speaker,  I intend to make  a motion to postpone the voting Monday, if we are not finished yet after  twelve o’clock.

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   Observation is noted.

REP. AQUINO (A.). 
  Thank you. 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).   The Honorable Casiño may proceed with his interpellation.

REP. CASIÑO.  Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  I promise to keep the interpellation short if the answers will also be as short.

Would the Gentleman and the Sponsor yield to a few questions?

REP.  DATUMANONG.   It is a pleasure, Mr. Speaker.


REP. CASIÑO.   Thank you, Your Honor, Mr. Speaker.


Before I go to the meat of the committee’s findings,…/acv
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REP. GOLEZ.  … katulad po ng pagtago ninyo ng mga facts din sa kasong ito.  Ganoon ho ba iyon?

REP. LAGMAN.  Walang itinagong facts dito, kayo ang nagsasabi niyan.

REP. GOLEZ.  O pinigilan, kaya hindi ninyo pinayagan katulad ng ginawa rito, doon sa Quirino impeachment proceeding.  Ano ang ginawa?  Tinawag nila iyong mga iba’t ibang mga saksi, private citizens; tinawag iyong national treasurer; tinawag iyong mga opisyal ng mga iba’t ibang government corporations at private corporations; ipinatawag iyong kapatid ng Presidente--Judge Antonio Quirino; ipinatawag iyong collector of Customs; ipinatawag iyong mga iba’t ibang opisyal in charge of government properties, etc., etc., hindi po itinago iyong mga testimonya, hindi itinago iyong mga witnesses, hindi itinago iyong mga ebidensiya.  

Ipinatawag po ba iyong mga witnesses?  Mayroon po bang panukala na ipatawag iyong mga witnesses dito sa committee na ito tulad ng ginawa doon the Quirino impeachment proceedings?

REP. LAGMAN.  Mr. Speaker, I would decline to answer all questions relative to the Quirino impeachment case if the Congressman from Parañaque will not show to this Body the rules at that time.

REP. GOLEZ.  Mr. Speaker, this is a very bizarre way of handling an interpellation.  Just because the distinguished Sponsor failed to research on the topic, he wants me to provide the material to him.  This is a very unusual way of handling an interpellation.  Siguro mas maigi mag-aral muna iyong ating kaibigan na isang batikang abogado.  

Ako po hindi abogado pero pinag-aralan ko ito.  That should have been the minimum required of a distinguished panel of lawyers who gave us a lecture on how our counsels mismanaged the case.  Ang daming mga kung ano-anong mga salita na maanghang tungkol sa mga abogado namin.

Alam ninyo, noong ako ay nagdedebate the UP then, ang sabi ng coach namin, kapag medyo delikado ang lagay mo at hindi mo naiintindihan, at medyo tagilid ka na gumamit ka ng mga adjectives--use argumentum ad hominem.  Iyon ang sabi noong coach--kapag tagilid ka.  

Eh, parang ganoon ang nangyayari dito, tapos babaligtarin pa, ako pa ang--ayaw na ngang sumagot.

REP. LAGMAN.  Eh, kung kayo ho …

REP. GOLEZ.  Ibig sabihin, hindi masagot iyong mga tanong ko.

REP. LAGMAN.  Kung kayo ho ay beterano sa debate, kung sino ang nagpo-propose ng affirmative …

REP. GOLEZ.  Hindi ho, interpellator lang po ako.

REP. LAGMAN.  … siya ang mag-prove ng kaniyang kaso.  Eh, sinasabi mo na mayroong--iba iyong nangyari doon sa Quirino impeachment case; ang sinasabi ko posible na iba iyong rules of procedure then.  Pero kung hindi ka maniwala diyan, eh di i-produce mo iyong rules para mapag-usapan natin.  Pero kung ayaw mo, you are concealing something which is against you.  

REP. GOLEZ.  Bago iyong logic na iyon, Mr. Speaker.

REP. LAGMAN.  Hindi bagong logic--that is a maxim in law.

REP. GOLEZ.  Ang tawag diyan, ang tawag diyan argumentum ad absurdum.
REP. LAGMAN.  That is a maxim in law.

REP. GOLEZ.  Sa Tagalog, …  argumentum ad absurdum, ang tawag po doon.

SUSPENSION OF SESSION

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Rep. Del Mar).  With the permission of the Gentlemen, session is suspended for a while.

It was 11:08 p.m.  … /atc

