
Estrada v. Arroyo: Some Reflections 
justice Isagani A. Cruz* 

The most important case decided by the Supreme Court last year was 
Joseph Estrada v. Gloria Macapagal Arroyo.1 Consolidated with joseph Estrada v. 
Animlo Desierto el al, 2 it setded the constitutional issues of Vice-President 

. Ap-oyo's succession to the presidency and President Estrada's claimed 
il11ll.tunity from suit. 

The two cases were decided jointly, with Justice Reynato S. Puna as 
ponente·.·. Justices Josue N. Bellosillo, Jose A. R. Melo, Leonardo A. 
Quisum~ing, Minerva Gonzaga-Reyes, and Sabino R. de Leon concurred, 
with justices Jose C. Vitug and Vicente V. Mendoza filing separate 
concunirig opinions. That made eight of them. Five other justices, namtly, 
Santiago M. Kapvnan, Bernardo P. Pardo, Arturo B. Bu\!na, Consuelo 
Ynares-Santiago, and Angelina Sadoval-Gutierre:i concurred in the result. 
Chief Justice Hilario G. Davide, Jr. and Justice Arternio V. Panganibari took 
no part and explained [heir inhibition. 

Those who concurred only in the result reserved the filing of separate 
opinions except Buena, who simply concurred in the result without more 
and Pardo, who reserved Ius vqte on the question ofpresidential immunity 
from suit. Concurrence only in the result suggests a partial dissent that must 
be explained under the mandatory provisions of Art. VIII, Sec. I 3 of the 
Constitution. Compliance with this rule will be discussed below. 

The conclusions in the joint decision were supported by all the members 
of the Supreme Court, presumably including Davide and Panganiban if they 
had not recused themselves. One canno~help thinking, however, that some 
of those who concurred only in the result may have done so only to give the 
ponenda the unanin:~ous support of the Court, possibly in deference to Chief 
Justice Davide, who played an active non-judicial role during the political 
impasse. No less compelling might have been the prevailing public opinion 
here and even abroad in favor of the new Arroyo government. 
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The l!nderlying facts of Estrada v. Arroyo are still fresh in the minds of 
our people and too important to be soon forgotten. With the evidence 
against the impeached President piling up inexorably, the proceedings took a 
turn for the worse when the pro-Estrada senators blocked the opening of the 
second envelope that supposedly would conclusively prove Estrada's guilt. 
This provoked the walk out of the prosecution lawyers and the outvoted 
senators that in tum triggered the instant and voluntary assemblage of the 
outraged people in what eventually became Edsa II. The demand • for 
Estrada's ouster eventually grew in such number and anger as to unnerve the 
touted machismo. 

With the masses at Edsa increasing by the hour, Vice-President Gloria 
Macapagal Arroyo took the oath of office as President.of the Philippines at 
noon on January 20, 2001, before a jubilant crowd. Chief Justice Davide 
administered the oath in the presence of I2 justices of the Supreme Court, 
along with other high ·officials of the government (including some who had 
earlier abandoned the sinking ship). At about 2:3 o in the afternoon of the 
same day, President Joseph Estrada, together with his family, took leave cf 
Malacariang after issuing the following statement: 

At twelve o'clock noon today, Vice President Gloria Macapagal 
Arroyo took her oath as President of the Republic of the Philippines. 
While along with many other legal minds of our country, I have strong and 
serious doubts about the legality and constitutionality of her proclamation 
as President, I do not wish to be a factor that will preve11:t the restoration of 
un:ity and ordedn our .civil society. 

It is for this reason that I now leave Malacanang Palace, the seat of the 
presidency of this country, for the sake of peace and in:order to begin the 
healing process of our 'nation. I leave the Palace of our people with 
gratitude for the opportunities given to me for service to our people. I will 
not shirk from any future challenges that may come ahead in the· same 
service of our country. 

I call on all my supporters and followers to join 'me in the promotion 
of a constructive national spirit of reconciliation and solidarity. 

May God bless our country and beloved people. 

MABUHAY! 

(Sgd.) JOSEPH EJERCITO ESTRADA 

It later appeared that on the same· day, he sent identical letters to the 
Senate President and the Speaker of the House of Representatives infom:ling 
them that, pursuant to Art. VII, Sec. II of the Constitntion, he was 
declaring his incapacity to· discharge the powers and functions of his office 
and that "by operation of law, the Vice President shall be the Acting 
President." 






