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VII. CoNCLUSION 

All in all, the general rule regarding questions of what economic policies should be 
implemented, there should always be a strong presumption in favor of 
liberalization and non-intervention by the government. From thls perspective, 
Central Bank Circular No. 905, therefore, is in order, and the Supreme Court, in 
the cases of Pascual and Puerto, has to a considerable extent, supported this 
proposition. This is not really surprising in view of the decision's firm grounding 
both on economic principles and the individual's rights to property. To be sure, 
one. cannot discount the possibility of abnormal circumstances, such those 
involving war or natural disaster, when government intervention would be 
neces5f!Y for the restoration of normalcy. Nevertheless, government intervention 
should always be the exception to the general rule favoring a free market system. 
Hencej absent such abnormal circumstances, the lifting of the suspension of the 
Usury Law would not be justified. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The bedrock of criminal jurisdiction rests on territoriality, 1 that is the 
authority of the State to exercise jurisdiction with respect to all persons or 
things within its territory. 2 Being rooted on territoriality, the assertion and 
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The Court may have therefore ingeniously, yet fallaciously, argued 
against Jimenez's case but in the face of subsequent events, the Court had 
successfully vindicated itsel( Notwithstanding this, it bears emphasis that 
while Purganan was a case of first impression as regards the novel issue of a 
potential extraditee's rights pending extradition case, such decision does not 
establish a sweeping and precedent-setting rule in all extradition proceedings, 
clashes between a treaty and the Constitution, and conflicts between the 
individual's rights and pursuit of governmental interests. 

\Extradition, by and large, is a matter of factual circumstance and political 
consideration. As such, Purganan is distinctly the law in Jimenez's case only. 
While'Jimenez might have thus left his mark, it would not be so much on 
Philiptyine jurisprudence but on domestic politics. 

attention of this Court that respondent (Mniioz in this case) appears to 
be affiuent and possesses of sufficient resources to facilitate an escape 
from jurisdiction. 

Id. at 553· 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Ideas and opinions are not spontaneously "born" in each individual brain: they have .-
had a cer:ter of formation, qf irradiation, of dissemination, of a group 
of men, or a single individual even, which has developed them in the political form o/ 
existing reality. 

- Antonio Gramsci 1 
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