L

Supreme Conrt of the "bilippines
OFFICE OF THE SPOKESPERSON

o ™ | Lot
Dater NodY -dfi  Time:_ 3 %q
Document Coptrel No,_amgm_m

BRepublic of the Philippines
Supreme Court
AHlanila

FIRST DIVISION . .

JUANITO B. SOTQ, G.R. No. 249759
. | Petitioner,
Present:

-Versus- GESMUNDQO, C.J., Chairperson,
HERNANDO,
| ZALAMEDA,
CASSANDRA REYES-SOTO and ROSARIO, and
the REPUBLIC OF THE MARQUEZ, JJ.

PHILIPPINES,
Requndents. Promuigated:
APR 72 2026
e e ot o = = = o = X
DECISION
ROSARIO, J.:

This is a Petition for Review on Certiorari' (Petition) filed under Rule
45 of the Rules of Court by petitioner Juanito B. Soto (Soto). Soto seeks the
reversal of the Court of Appeals (CA) Amended Decision? and Resolution.?
The CA affirmed the Regional Trial Court (RTC) Decision,® which declared
Soto’s marriage to the respondent Cassandra Reyes-Soto (Reyes-Soto) an
absolute nullity under Article 36 of the Family Code.”

' Rollo, pp. 3-39.

> Jd at 46-52. The January 25, 2019 Amended Decision in CA-G.R. CV No, 107628 was penned by
Associate Justice Edwin D. Sorongon and concurred in by Associate Justices Sesinandd E. Villon and
Maria Filomena D. Singh (now a member of the Court) of the Former Tenth Division, Court of Appeals,
Mamnila.

Id, at 42-44. The September 9, 2019 Resofution in CA-G.R. CV No. 107628 was pennted by Associate
Justice Edwin D. Sorongon and concurred in by Associate Justices Ma. Luisa C. Quijano-Padilla and
Maria Filomena D. Singh (now a member of the Court) of the Former Tenth Division, Court of Appeals,
Manila.

"4 74 at 68-84. The July 18,2016 Decision in JDRC No. 10317 was penned by Presiding fudge Florian

Gregory O. Abalajon of Branch 261, Regional Trial Court, Pasig City.
5 Id. at 84
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Decision 2 ‘ G.R. No. 249759

The Facts

Soto and Reyes-Soto met and became friends in 1979 while‘they were
college students at the University of the Philippines, Quezon City. After
graduation, they remained in contact and grew closer when they both attended
a six-week information technclogy training program at International Business
Machines Corporation.®

They were eventually hired by the Bank of the Philippine Islands (BPI).
In May 1981, they officially considered themselves a couple. As officemates,
they spent at least 10 hours together each day. Soto also often visited Reyes-
Soto at her house and they occasionally attended social gatherings together.’

In July 1983, Reyes-Soto transferred to ancther bank while Soto
remained in BPI and pursued further studies. Around this time, Reyes-Soto
learned that she was pregnant. Because of the pregnancy, Soto and Reyes-
Soto decided to get married in September 1983 and proceeded with the .
wedding preparations. During this period, Reyes-Soto noticed.that Soto
showed little concern for her pregnancy. He did not accompany her to her
regular prenatal checkups, prompting her to ask her friends to go with her
instead.® She began to harbor reservations about their relationship, sensing a
lack of affection from Soto, who was emotionally never expressive.” Reyes-
Soto wondered whether they were marrying out of love or merely because of
her pregnancy. Despite these doubts, Reyes-Soto did not express her concerns
and ultimately decided to proceed with the wedding. '

After the wedding, the couple lived with Reyes-Soto’s parents in
Antipolo, Rizal. Reyes-Soto gave birth to their only child, Carmela. The birth
of their daughter introduced new challenges to their married life, particularly
in their differing approaches to parenting. Soto would often tell Reyes-Soto
that she was spoiling Carmela whenever she devoted time and attention to the
child.!! On the other hand, Reyes-Soto observed that Soto rarely engaged in
any meaningful bonding activities with their daughter and did not even spend
time playing with her. They seldom went out together as a family.!?

Sometime later, the family moved to Pasig City to live with Soto’s
parents. Reyes-Soto was uncomfortable with the arrangement but accepted it
in the belief that it was temporary and necessary for them to save money
before living independently. Over time, however, she perceived that Soto
made no decisive effort to assert their independence and continued to defer to
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Decision 3 . (.R. No. 249759

his mother, on whom he appeared emotionally dependent. Reyes-Soto did not
raise her Chscomfort with So‘to nor did she voice her growing frustration over
his indecisiveness."®

Tensions intensified when Soto’s mother disciplined Carmela by
spanking her whenever the child misbehaved. Reyes-Soto brought this to
Soto’s attention, and he promised to speak with his mother, However, Soto’s
mother reacted coldly toward Reyes-Soto and Soto did not intervene to
resolve the situation. Reyes-Soto came to believe that Soto’s mother exerted
considerable influence over him and that he relied on her for emotional
support. She felt that Soto would never oppose his mother and that his
mother’s presence intruded permanently into their married life.*

For his part, Soto acknowledged that Reyes-Soto disagreed with his
mother’s manner of disciplining Carmela. To aveid further conflict, he told
Reyes-Soto that they would move out and live independently after he
completed his master’s degree.!” Soto alsc admitted that his mother frequently
gave him and Reyes-Soto “unending advice,” which Reyes-Soto perceived as
meddling. !¢

Reyes-Soto further described their life together as monotonous and
routine. They would go to work, return home to sleep, and repeat the same
cycle the following day. They rarely engaged in family activities and did not
share a warm or affectionate relationship. Soto did not show her affection.!”
They had not engaged in any intimate relations since 1986.'®

Reyes-Soto attempted to persuade Soto to move out of his parents’
home, suggesting that they sell a lot in Cavite that Soto’s parents intended to
give them as a gift. When Soto relayed this proposal to his mother, she rejected
it, and Soto complied with her decision. Reyes-Soto felt deeply erected by
Soto’s continued deference to his mother.!”” Despite these mounting issues,
neither spouse made meaningful efforts to nurture or repair their relationship.
Reyes-Soto instead poured her energies into her career, which became her
refuge from marital dissatisfaction, and focused on raising their dau ghter,*

In 1987, Reyes-Soto finally gathered the resolve to tell Soto that she
was unhappy in their marriage and wished to live separately. Soto did not

engage her in any meaningful discussion and responded with the same silence = .. ...

Reyes-Soto had experienced from his mother.”!
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Decision 4 G.R. No. 246759

in 1988, Soto decided to seek employment opportunities in the United

States. He and Reyes-Soto agreed that she and Carmela would join him once

he secured stable work. Reyes-Soto initially agreed. In the meantime, her

career in the Philippines continued to progress.”? Eventually, she informed

“Soto that she and Carmela would no longer migrate to the United States to
live with him.”

]

Nonetheless, in December 1989, Reyes-Soto and Carmela visited Soto
in the United States and spent Christmas together. Soto did not make any
effort to reconcile or rekindle the relationship. Their time together in the
United States mitrored the routine life they had in the Philippines. There were
no romantic moments between them nor any bonding moments between Soto
and Carmela. Whenever the spouses had the chance to talk, Reyes-Soto would
confess to Soto that “maski kasama kita, hindi ako masaya.”**

Upon returning to the Philippines, Reyes-Soto and Carmela moved out
of the home of Soto’s parents and returned to the residence of Reyes-Soto’s
parents. Even then, Reyes-Soto felt that Soto made no genuine effort to
persuade her to reconsider. It was Soto’s parents and Reyes-Soto’s own
parents who urged her to join Soto in the United States. Soto himself rarely
visited Carmela. Instead, Reyes-Soto brought Carmela to the United States
every summer so that the child could spend time with her father. Reyes-Soto '
observed that Soto showed little enthusiasm during these visits.” From 1989
to 2005, Soto sent approximately USD 200 to USD 300 to Reyes-Soto_for
Carmela’s educational expenses while Reyes-Soto covered her other needs.”
Throughout these years, Soto did not maintain any stable and consistent
communication with either Reyes-Soto or their daughter.”’

In 1994, Soto filed for divorce in the United States. He admitted that he
did so out of frustration and in the hope that it would prompt Reyes-Soto to
reconcile. However, Reyes-Soto remained resolute and the divorce was
eventually granted.?®"

in 2007, Soto returned to the Philippines permanently. He occasionally
visited Reyes-Soto in her house. He later told her that one of his reasons for
returning was to attempt to rekindle their marriage. However, Reyes-Soto
refused because she felt that after all those years of separation, there was no
marriage left to revive.?” She did not allow Soto to live with her and-Carmela.*®

14 at 36.
3 Id. at73.
0 rd

25 Id

% Id at 36.
27 ]ar

28 14 até.

2 Id at 75,
30 Id at 233,



Decision 5 G.R. No. 249759

In Soto’s interview with Dr. Cecilia Villegas (Dr. Villegas), the psychiatrist
who testified in this case, he stated that he frequently visited Reyes-Scto but
she was “snobbish” and unresponsive, “to the point of ‘binabastos na
ako| ]’ Because of this, he eventually stopped visiting her.??

In 2013, Reyes-Soto filed a petition for declaration of nullity of their
marriage under Article 36 of the Family Code. ™

The Ruling of the RTC

The RTC granted the petition despite Soto’s opposition.** In granting
Reyes-Soto’s petition, the RTC relied on the testimonies of Reyes-Soto, her
sister Celine Claire Maria Reyes {Celine), and Dr. Villegas.? Dr. Villegas also
submitted her Psychiatric Report.*®

- The evidence of Reyes-Soto’s
psychological incapacity

hat)

Dr. Villegas testified that she conducted personal interviews with both
Soto and Reyes-Soto.?” Soto also confirmed during his own testimony that he
was interviewed by Dr. Villegas regarding their marriage.*®

Dr. Villegas concluded that based on her personal interviews with both
parties, as well as the results of the psychological test conducted by another
clinical psychologist,” both Soto and Reyes-Soto are psychologically
incapacitated. Dr. Villegas diagnosed Reyes-Soto with Passive-Aggressive
Personality Disorder™ and Soto with Inadequate Personality Disorder, along
masculine strivings, to the degree of oedipal complex.*!

As to her basis for concluding that Reyes-Soto suffered from Passive-
Aggressive Personality Disorder, Dr. Villegas explained in her Judicial
Affidavit:*

*a
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Q:  What is your basis for saying so?

A Overall psychiatric interview, examination, evaluation[,]
and assessment of [p]sychological test results placed [Reyes-Soto] on a
superior level of intellectual potentials, but her functioning is not
maximized due to some emotional inefficiencies and restrictions. At work,
[Reyes-Soto] feels proud of her accomplishments. However, in personal
and emotional aspects of her life, [Reyes-Soto] feels emotionally insecure
and unsuccessful. Stress situations and emotionally laden conditions tend to
slow her down and restrict her in fully utilizing her resources. These factors
threaten her integrity. Control over them is being attempted through
intellectualization. She can give out a facade of being emotionally warm,
but when provoked, she is likely 1o react. Other projections revealed
considerable problems related to relationship with her husband, especially
in the sexual aspeci and lowering her self-esteem because of this. [Reyes-
Soto] is aware of the apparent discrepancy between her inner self and the
facade she presents to others which has almost become an obsessional
protection of herself that prevented her into drifting into a more fragile
adjustment or depression. Her aggression was expressed in a passive or
sublimated way that brought her higher to her career path and widened
further their professional gap that caused more insecurities to her husband.*

As to the impact of Reyes-Soto’s disorder to her marriage, Dr. Villegas
said in her Judicial Affidavit:

Q: Why did you say that the personality disorder of [Reyes-
Soto] disrupted, interfered and hampered her normal functioning related to
heterosexual relationship?

A When [Reyes-Soto| became uncomfortable with her marital
relationship with [Soto] and felt that she was not given sufficient affection
and emotional support by [Soto], she just kept quiet and did not do anything
about it to correct and understand the situation. She remained passive and
expected [Soto] to guess what she wanted. Even her problems with her
mother-in-law, [Reyes-Soto] kept it to herself and accepted defeat because
she presumed that [Soto] would side with his mother.

However, underneath [Reyes-Soto]’s passivity was her anger and
aggressive stance against [Soto] which unconsciously caused [Reyes-Soto]
to drift away from her marital relationship.

Q: What is the effect of the disorder of [Reyes-Soto] on her
- marriage or family life in general?

A: [Reyes-Soto]’s Passive-Aggressive Personality Disorder
makes her exhibit obsessive compulsive characteristics such that [Reyes--
Soto] thinks that her relationship with [Soto] was never romantic. [Reyes-
Soto] married [Soto] simply because the latter was readily and physically
available for [Reyes-Soto] when she needed him considering that they went
to the same school and had the same employer for several years when they
were still sweethearts. Thus, the physical availability of [Soto] made
[Reyes-Soto] compulsively decide to engage into pre-marital sex with
[Soto] and subsequently marry him. In other words, because of the
psychological disorder of the [Reyes-Soto], she unconsciously equated the

2 Id at218.
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physical availability of [Soto] with love. As a consequence, the marital
relationship of [Reyes-Sofo] and [Soto] was not sustained due to lack of
intense love for each other which was further not nurtured. [Reyes-Soto]
then realized that her married life with [Soto] is monotonous and she
became unhappy. She did not feel her husband’s love, care, attention,
affection and concern. In addition, this dissuaded [Reyes-Soto] from telling
her husband about her innermost feelings that resulted in her feeling of
emptiness in her life. Simply put, the physical accessibility and availability.
of [Soto} which [Reyes-Soto] unconsciously equated with love triggered the
psychological disorder of [Reyes-Soto] to manifest. Thus, |Reyes-Soto]’s
personality disorder sublimated her priority to her daughter and her career.

Qe Specifically, how does the psychological disorder of [Reyes-
Soto] affect her marital obligations to love, respect, observe fidelity[,] and
render mutual help to [Soto|?

Al Instead of attending to her usual duties and responsibilities
as a wife to [Soto], [Reyes-Soto] developed anger, hatred, lack of concern,
negativism, lack of respect and not wanting to live with | Soto] anymore. In
tact, despite repeated invifations by | Soto] to | Reyes-Soto] to follow him in
the United States of America, [Reyes-Soto] did not follow [Soto] in the U.S.

Nonetheless, [Reyes-Soto] accompa.niéd her daughter to the U.S. for
the latter to visit and have bonding activities with [Soto]. However, [Reyes-
Soto] and [Soto] had no intimate or sexual relationship during those visits
in the U.S. In fact, |[Reyes-Soto] and [Soto] have not had any sexual
relationship since 1988.%

As to the possible cause of Reyes-Soto’s Passive-Aggressive Disorder,
Dr. Villegas also testified that it is rooted on her childhood. When asked as to
why Reyes-Soto developed “anger, hatred, lack of concern, negativism, lack
of respect[,] and not wanting to live with [Soto] anymore”® Dr. Villegas said:

Al When [Reyes-Soto] was growing up, her actions were
restrained by her mother who is very strict and a disciplinarian. Restrictions
on how [Reyes-Soto] should behave or react to a given situation were
imposed upon by her mother.

On the other hand, [Reyes-Soto] grew up longing for her father who
worked outside the country for several years. In fact, due to his work, he did
not attend the wedding of [Reyes-Soto|.

Thus, [Reyes-Soto] felt that she was deprived of the love of her
parents such that when she got married to [Soto], she had high expectations
of feeling the love she was deprived of from [Soto]. Unfortunately, [Soto],
who is also suffering from a psychological disorder, did not express the love
which [Reyes-Soto] expected. Thus, |Reyes-Soto] developed anger, hatred,
lack of concern, negativism, lack of respect to {Sotol. However, [Reyes-
Soto] expresses these characteristics by being passive.#

M Td at 221222,
*3 [d. at222.
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During the cross-examination, Dr. Villegas added that Reyes-Soto had
an older brother who suffered from juvenile cataracts and that this
significantly affected her emetional development.*’ Dr. Villegas testified that
Reyes-Soto’s mother was strict when she was growing up and that she
developed a form of emotional rejection because her mother focused her

attention on her older brother.”® Dr. Villegas said:

Q: What specific actions were restrained as you concluded
Dra.?

A: Restrained because, firstly, the mother was a very sirict and
disciplinarian [sic], but she was not as strict as [sic] to the eldest.

COURT: There 1s favoritism?

A: Not really favoritism, but because the eldest brother would
craved [sic] more attention and care because of his juvenile ... {cataracts] so
much so that she found it quiet [sic] restrained, she has some sort of a feeling
of rejection, but despite this, she did not complain, she just stay [sic].quiet
and just continue on with what she is [sic] supposed to-do, and that is
studying very hard.*

Soto’s counsel also asked Dr. Villegas certain clarificatory questions
regarding the nature of Reyes-Soto’s relationship with her mother during her

childhood. Dr. Villegas explained during cross-examination:

Q: So basically, would you say that the mother of [Reyes-Soto]
is different from regular Filipino mother [sic], insofar as when you
categorized her as very strict and disciplinarian?

A Usually, almost of the same category in ferms of being a
mother and being a wife, but it is how the children takes it from the mother.

Q: Because from your report, it was reported that you [sic] that
the mother was a loving mother and she took care of [Reyes-Soto] and her
siblings?

A: Yes, sir.

Q: So basically, there was no statement here that she felt rejection,
so just reading not between the lines but the express declaration given to
you, the mother would appear to be loving and caring for her children, you
will agree with me?

A: Yes, sir, but the impact on the part of [Reyes-Soto] is different
from she had complained [sic]. The impact on [Reyes-Soto] is quiet [sic]
different, the expectation of [Reyes-Soto] is quite different.*

47
48
49
50

Id at212.

Id
id

Id at213-214.



Decision G G.R. No. 249759

Finally, when asked whether she believes that there 1s a cure for Reyes-
Soto’s psychological incapacity, Dr. Villegas said that there was none. She
testified that because Reyes-Soto’s disorder was formed during her
psychological development, “it became deeply engrained into her personality
structure that no amount of professional assistance or treatment can change or
modify them permanently.””! o

Celine’s testimony, on the other hand, focused on her observations of
Ler sister, Reyes-Soto, and her marriage to Soto. According to Celine, Reyes-
Soto initially appeared undecided to marry Soto. However, she ultimately
decided to get married because she was pregnant and did not want her child
to be born out of wedlock.” She also stated that when Reyes-Soto and Soto
were still together, they regularly attended family events. Soto engaged in
conversations with her and the rest of the family but she noted that he never
talked about his relationship with Reyes-Soto and their daughter.”

Celine further testified that she accompanied Reyes-Soto and Carmela
twice in the United States to visit Soto. She noted that there were instances
when Seto would lose his temper and Reyes-Soto would just keep silent.>
Eventually, Reyes-Soto confided to Celine that Soto filed for divorce. She
said that Reyes-Soto was unhappy that her marriage failed. After the divorce,
Reyes-Soto and Soto lived separate lives. Reyes-Soto focused on raising her
daughter and continued to reap success in her career.”

Fhe evidence of Soto’s psychological
incapacity '

Dr. Villegas testified on her findings as to Soto’s psychological
incapacity, based on her interview with Soto and the psychological test which
was administered. She explained in her judicial affidavit:

Q: . What was the result of your psychological evaluation on
[Soto), if any? ‘

A Based on the extensive interviews conducted and
psychological test results, [Sote] manifested a clinical pattern of an
Inadequate Personality Disorder, along masculine strivings, to the degree of
oedipal complex, associated with immaturity . that rendered [Sote]
psychologically incapacitated to perform his duties and responsibilities of
marriage. [t was traced to be existing even before they were married but
[manifested] only after their marriage. '

L)
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Q: What is your basis for saying so?
A Psychiatric interviews, examinations, evaluation,

assessments[,] and resuits of the psychological tests conducied revealed that
[Soto] is functioning on an above average category. The presence of
negative behavior, such as strong mood swings and emotional immaturity
prevented him from responding more effectively to crisis situations.
Workwise, despite apparent productivity, constriction is a prominent
characteristic. His tendency towards pedantry and careful attention to
details suggest compulsive features, but which is usually associate with
anxiety and self-doubts. This camouflaged his strong feelings of inadequacy
related to masculine strivings, as an after effect of his being close to his
mother during his psychological development that weakened his masculine
atiributes. This was exaggerated by his apparent negative identification to
his father. His mother’s over-protection and over-indulgence did not allow
him to grow up emotionally which became arrested at the infantile level,
giving rise to immaturity. [Soto]’s inability to perform a satisfactory and
sustained sex relationship which offers emotional security and love to his
wife, was due to his unconscious guilt feelings to defying his mother’s love.
At this point, there was aiso an unconscious difficulty in delineating
between the mother and wife. With prolonged contact, he may reveal his
insecurities and unmet dependency needs as he is only superficially
outgoing and sociable. One prominent area in his personality structure is the
presence of emotional hunger. This is not due to absence of psychological
gratification in his life, but it reflects primarily in his inability tc absorb and
assimilate ernotional satisfactions, which usually are available to hirn. This
attitude has roots in his feelings of inadequacy and rekindled by his failed
marriage.” B e

This psychological disorder, according to Dr. Villegas, affected Soto’s
ability to comply with his marital obligations. She stated:

Q: How does the personality disorder of [Soto] affect his
performance of his marital obligation to love, respect, observe fidelity and
render help and support to [ReyeS-Soto]?

A What [Reyes-Soto] needs are emotional security, lovel.] and
affection from [Soto]. However, [Sota] was unable to express and
demonstrate these due to “his inadequate personality and to poor
identification with his father. Therefore, [Soto] does not know how to
express and satisfy the needs of [Reyes-Soto]. To aggravate matters, [Soto]
is sexually inadequate due to his closeriess to his mother to an oedipal
degree. [Soto] thus treats [Reyes-Soto] as ber [sic] mother. [Soto] is unable
to delinecate between his rélationship with his mother and his marital
relationship with [Reyes-Soto].

Ty

Q: What is the effect of the disorder of [Soto] on his marriage?

A: . This largely caused [Reyes-Soto] and [Soto]’s separation
and the parties’ inability to exert any efforts to reconcile their differences in

3% Id. at 223-224.
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their marriage. Hence, this resulted in a failed marriage since they cannot
observe muiual love and respect for one another.”’

Dir. Villegas and her Psychiatric Report also dwelled on the causes of

Soto’s disorder. Morecver, she was cross-examined by Soto’s counsel on this
point and was able to testify as follows:

Witness: The root cause of [Soto] [sic] is due to the fact that
he has been very very close to the mother during his growing up and
therefore he developed oedipal complex with the mother that renders him
psychologically incapacitated and developmg an inadequate personality
disorders |sic], sir.

Court; Why? Is he ACDC?

Witness: No, Your Honor, it is just | would say a very close
relationship with the mother but not to the point of being gay or not to the
-point of being gay or homosexual but it is just that he developed so much
attachment to the mother.

Court: Are you saying that he is dependent on the mother?
Witness: It’s not dependency but attachment, Your Honor.

Alty. Garma: Madam- witness, when you say that [Soto] is very
attached to his mother, how did this affect his relationship with [Reyes-
Soto]? - :

A Yes because of [sie], if he inhibits him fo a
heterosexual relationship with the wife because when he developed closer
relationship to the wife he feels guilty of defying the mother’s love.

Court: You are saying that when they are on the sexual
intimacy portion. .. (interrupted)

A Yes. You:‘ Honor.

Atty Garma: Aside from the sexual intirnacy. madam witness, are
you telling this Honorable Court that in all aspect of their married life,
[Soto] treats or looks at the wife [Reyes-Soto] as his own mother?

A: - Yesin some degree yes, sir.®

"o

The evidence also peinted io the incurability of Soto’s disorder. In
particular, Dr. Villegas confirmed in her judicial affidavit that beca,use Soto’s
disorder started in his formative years, it is permanent and incurable.>

Significantly, Dr. Villegas’s findings in her Psychiatric Report, which
she further explained in her judicial affidavit and during her testimony in open
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court, is based on her personal interviews with both Soto and Reyes-Soto and
the result of a psychological test conducted by Mrs. Francianina Sanchez on
both parties. During the cross-examination, Dr. Villegas was asked to
claborate the basis of her conciusion to the disorders of Soto and Reyes-Soto.
She said:

Q: The psychological test Dra., consisted of tests which would
reguire [Reyes-Soto] or [Soto] to answer and for the person giving the test
1o take down the answers, correct?

A: Yes, sir, they were given pictures, because this is a sort of
clinical testing and they are given pictures, for them to interpret, so they can
projeet their feelings to this kind of tests.

COURT: The person taking the examination look at it and then
the clinical psychologisi will evaluate the answer?

_ Al She will score it and then evaluate it, according to the
guidelines on the interpretation, sir,

Q: And the result or the interpretations made by the clinical

psychologist?
Az Yes, sir, and this result is submitted to the psychiatrist for

assoeiation with regards [sic] her interview, and with regards [sic] to the
interpretation. It means to say, the interview is a conscicus thing that the
psychiatrist does and that][.]

COURT: She will collate the two? "
Al ‘She will collate the two, the conscious and unconscious

findings, sir.

Q: So basically, just to simplify. Without the psychological tests
your answer would have been different. The answer now to question No. 23
as it appear [sic] in your judicial affidavit, it would be different without the
psychological tests result?

Al It is basically the same, sir, because my findings in my
interview and the psychological tests result jibed with each other.

G So what is the point of conducting the psychological test it
basically it’s not really necessary, Dra.?

A: Not that it is not necessary, it just so happened that my
findings in the interview and in the psychological test jibes. There are cases

in which they do not jibe and there is no lying has been sir.

Q: Lying? What do you mean by lying?
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Al That the daia presented is not trae, sir.

COURT: Ifthe interview 13 not confirmed by the psychological
test, then you will detect that [Reyes-Soto] is lying?

A:  Yes, your honor. Thete are cases like that sir.

After weighing the evidence, the RTC granted the petition. The

dispositive portion of the RTC Decision stated:

WHEREFORE, premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered
declaring the marriage contracted by the herein parties on September 24,
1983, an absolule nullity under Article 36 of the Family Code on the ground
of the respective psychological incapacities of both [Reyes-Soto] and [Soto]
with all the effects thereof as provided by law.

The Decree of Absolute Nullity shall be igsued by the Court only
after Entry of Judgment had been registered with the Local Civil Registrar
of the place where the herein parties’ marriage was celebrated and with the
LCR of Pasig City, conformably with Section 22 of A.M. No. 02-11-10-8C.

© [Furnish the Oﬁlcc of ‘th‘ Sohcﬂol General the Public Prosecutor,
and the parties with a copy of this Decision. -

SO ORDERED.® (Emphasis in the original)
The Ruling of the CA

Sote filed an appea; of the RTC Decision in the CA. The CA initially

granted the appeal in its Decision® (the First CA Dcc1310n) The dispositive
portion of the CA Decision prowded

- VVHI&RE E ORE premmeb cgnmdemd ihe Appeal is GRANTED.
The assailed- Decision. dated July 18, 2016. of the Regional Trial Court,
Branch 261, of Pasig City in JDRC Case No. 10317 is hereby REVERSED
and SET. ASIDE, Accordingly, the marrlage between herein parties

&UBSNE 5.

‘%O @RDEREW 5B mphaﬂs in the ongmaﬂ

Reyes-Soto ﬁled a Motion for Reconsideration of the First CA

Decision.® The CA g anted the motion in the assailed Amended Decision and
reversed the First CA Decision. The dispositive. portion of the Amended
Decision reads:

60
61
62

birg

Id. at 199208,

. ,ld. at 84-

Id. at 5467, The May 29, 2018 Decision in CA-G.R.-CV MNo. 107628 was penned by Associate Justice
Rdwin D, Sorongon and concurred in by Associate Justices Sesinando E. Villon and Maria Filomena D,
Singh (now 2 Member of the Court} of the Tenth Division, Court of Appeals, Manila.

Id wt 66,

Id. at 46,
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- WHEREFORE, the "m.%m ﬁ {Oamn Jor Reaonsrdemlzon is
(]RANTED This Court’s May 29, 2018 Decision is hereby REVERSED
and SET ASIDE. Accordingly, the July 18, 2016 Decision of the Regional
Trial Court (RTC) Pasig City, Branch 261, in JORC No. 1031 declaring the
marriage between [Reyes- ‘50‘[0_} and [Soto] NULL and VOID under Article
36 of the Family Code is hereby REINSTATED.

SO ORDEREB.® (Emphasis in the original)

The CA explained in the Amended Decision that, upon a reexamination

of the case, it became convinced that Reyes-Soto’s evidence, and specifically
Dr. Villegas’s findings, adequately established the spouses’ psychological
incapacity. The CA said:

Dr. Villegas also underscored that instead of attending to her usual
duties and responsibilities to [Soto], [Reyes-Sote] developed anger, hatred,
lack of concern, negativism, lack of respect|.] and refusal to live with her
husband arymore. In fact, the spouses have not hiad any sexuval relationship
since 1986 or more than {30] years now. On the other hand, Dr. Vﬂlegas
also discovered that [Sotol’s psychological disorder caused the parties’
unfortunate inability to exert any -efforts to reconcile their differences
including their parenting styles. Consequently, it was impossible for them
to observe mutual love and-respect for one another.

After a long and hard second look, We censider it improper and
unwarranted to give to, such ;expertv opinion as merely generalized
counsideration and treatment, least of all to dismiss its value as inadequate
basis for the declaration of the nullity of the marriage. Instead, We hold that

- Dr. Villegas sufficiently and competently deseribed the psychological
incapacity of the parties within the standards of Article 36 of the Family
Code. We uphold her conclusion because it was largely drawn from the case
records and affidavits, and should not anymore be disputed afier the RTC
itself had accepted the veracity of the parties” factual premises. Besides, Dr.

Villegas’[s] expert opinion should be cons1d<,rc,d not in isolation but along
with the other evidence presented here.®

The CA& denied Soto’s Motmn for Rtwnmdera‘tmn in the assailed .

Resolution.®’ .. L ' "

Thus, pemmner filed this instant Petition challenging the assailed

Amended Decision and Resolution. He argues that the CA erred when it found
that he and respondent suffered from a psychological incapacity that rendered
their marriage void. He insists that there was no adequate evidence that either
of them had any psychological disorder characterized by juridical
antecedence, gravity, and incurability.®® In particular, he asserts that Dr.
Villegas’s testimony and Psychiatric Report are not credible because her

65
66
57

d. at 51,
1d. at 30,

Jd. at 43,

Id. at 14-23,
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findings were based on hearsay, and spéciﬁcaﬂy, the result of the
psychological tests was conducted by a third person.?”

The petitioner adds that there was no sufficient proof that the
respondent was psychologically incapacitated. Instead, she “merely fell out of
tove and grew dissatisfied with her marriage.””

Moreover, the petitioner asserts that even assuming that their marriage
is indeed void, the CA nonetheless erred in not remanding the case to the RTC
for proper inventory, liquidation, dissolution, and proper partition of their
properties.’! | '

The Office of the Solicitor General (OS(), as counsel for the Republic,
filed a Comment™ agreeing with the petitioner’s position. It argued that there
was no proof of either party’s psychological incapacity characterized by
juridical antecedence, gravity, and incurability.”™ Psychological incapacity,
the OSG avers, must be more than “just a “difficulty,” ‘refusal{,]” or ‘neglect’
in the performance of the marital obligations.”™

In her Comment, the respondent claims that the CA correctly denied
the petitioner’s appeal and affirmed the RTC Decision.

First, she argues that the pefitioner raise% questions of fact in his
Petition, which are improper in a Rule 45 petition.”

Second, the parties’ respective psychological incapacity was duly
established by the petitioner’s, Celine’s, and Dr. Villegas’s testimonies, which
were even corroborated by the petitioner himself.

Third, with respect to Dr. Villegas’s testimony, the respondent avers
that the RTC and the CA were correct in ruling that it is credible. Contrary to
the petitioner’s claim that her findings were merely based on the
psychological test conducted by a third person, the records show that “even
without the psychological test administered by another psychologist, the
findings that the spouses are psychologically incapacitated would still hold
true.” The psychological tests “merely confirmed and boosted the psychiatric
evaluation of Dr. Villegas.””” She is also-a recognized expert in the field and

6 Id ar28-31.

T Id ar24.

" Id At 3236,
nId at 294-310.
T 1d at 306.
Mg

B Jd m Y2114,
©Jg at 114120
T rd at 128.
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she clearly explained, during her testimony, the processes and tests she relied
on to assess the parties’ psychelogical incapacity.”

The pefitioner reiterated his arguments in his Reply. He also added that
he did not raise questions of fact in his Petition. He does not “question the
truth or falsity of the facts in the case.” Rather, he challenges-the legal
conclusions which the CA made in the Amended Decision. In particular, he is
raising the legal question of whether the parties’ psychological conditiens fall
under Article 36 of the Family Code.”

Issue

The issue for the Court’s resolution is whether the marriage between
the petitioner and the respondent is void because of their psychological
incapacity under Article 36 of the Family Code.

The Ruling of the Court

The ceniral issue raised in the Petition
is a question of fact

.

We begin with a fundamental procedural issue raised by the parties in
their pleadings-——whether the questions involved in this Petition are questions
of fact, which are improper in a Rule 45 petition for review on certiorari.

The petitioner argues in his Petition and Reply that there was no
adequate evidence to prove that he and the respondent are psychologically
incapacitated as the term is understood under Article 36 of the Family Code.
Specificaily, he contends that Dr. Villegas’s testimony and Psychiatric Report
are not credible betanse she purportedly based her conclusions on a
psychological test conducted by ancther person.®

The respondent asserts that this is a question of fact as it calls for a
weighing of the evidence on record.®? On the other hand, the petitioner insists
that this is a question of law because he does not chalienge the veracity of the
facts established during ial, but 'only the CA’s legal conclusidons in the
Amended Deeision®

®pdoat 178134,

M Id ar 259,

80 g oar28-31.
8L Jd st 113,

82 74 at 259
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In Roxaco-Asia Hospitality Corp. v. Gulf Canary Construction and
Development, Inc.,* the Court explained:

The differences between a question of fact and a question of law are

well established. In New Rural Bank of Guimba Inc. v. Abad, the Court said:

We reiterate the distinction between a question of law and a
question of fact. A question of law exists when the doubt or
controversy concerns the correct application of law or
jurisprudence to a certain set of facts; or when the issue does
not call for an examination of the probative value of ihe
evidence presented, the truth or falsehood of the facts being
admitted. A question of fact exists .when a doubt or
difference arises as to the truth or falsehood of facts or when
the query invites calibration of the whole evidence
considering mainly the credibility of the witnesses, the
exisience and relevancy of specific  surrounding
circumstances, as well as their relation to each other and to
the whole, and the probability of the situation. (Emphasis
supplied, citation omitted)

Further, in Republic v. Vega, the Court said that when a “petitioner
asks for a review of the decisions made by a lower court based on the
evidence presented, without delving into their probative value but simply on

. their sufficiency to support the legal conclusions made, then a question of
law is raised.” Thus, in Vega, the Court held that the issue of whether the
evidence on record is sufficient to support the lower court’s conclusion that
the subject land is alienable and disposable is a question of law. It did not
call for the examination of the probative value or credibility of the evidence
but rather required the Court to ascertain if the lower court was justified in
its finding as to the nature and character of the subject land. This, the Court
coneluded, is a question of law because it calls for a resolution of what the
applicable law is to a given set of facts.®* (Empbhasis in the original, citations
omitted)

Here, the issues raised in the Petition ultimately center on whether the
evidence on record sufficiently establishes that the parties are psychologically
incapacitated under Article 36 of the Family Code. Although the petitioner
frames the issue as one of law, his arguments unmistakably require the Court
to reweigh the evidence, reassess the credibility of witnesses, and reevaluate
the probative value of expert testimony, particularly that of Dr. Villegas
because he insists that her findings are based on a psychologlcal test
conducted by another person.

In Roxaco-Asia Hospitality Corp., the Court reiterated the well-settled
distinction between questions of law and questions of fact. A question of fact
exists when the issue calls for a calibration of evidence, including the
credibility of witnesses and the probability of factual inferences. A question

83 G,R. Nos. 24625051, September 25, 2025 [Per I. Rosario, First Division].
8 Id at 16. This pinpoint citation refers to the copy of the Decision uploaded to the Supreme Court website.
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of law, on the other hand, exists when the doubt concerns only the correct
application of the law to a given set of facts.®

The petitioner does not dispute the existence of the testimonies
presented. Rather, he assails' their sufficiency, credibility, and weight,
insisting that Dr. Villegas’s conclusions are unreliable and that the evidence
fails to establish juridical antecedence, gravity, and incurability. These issues
are clearly questions of fact. The resolution of these questions does not require
an analysis of the relevant statute and their application to the facts of the case.
Instead, to resolve these questions, the Court must reexamine the evidence,
determine if they are admissible and credible, assess their probative value, and |
make factual conclusions. Certainly, these issues are quintessentially
questions of fact. These contentions require a reassessment of evidence. This
is an exercise that lies beyond the Court’s authority in a petition for review on
certiorari under Rule 45.

Rule 45 of the Rules of Court allows the Court to exercise its
discretionary power of review over questions of law only.*® The Court is not
a trier of facts and generally does not review questions of law, especially under
a Rule 45 petition. Morcover, the factual findings of the RTC, affirmed by the
CA after reconsideration, are binding upon this Court.®” None of the
recognized exceptions to this rule obtain.

On this ground alone, the Petition should be dismissed.

Nonetheless, given the importance of the issues raised and the evolving
jurisprudence on Article 36, the Court deems it proper to rule on the merits, if
only to restate controlling doctrines and guide future litigants and courts.

The  doctrinal  framework  for
psychological incapacity under Article
36 of the Family Code

Article 36 of the Family Code states:

Art. 36. A marriage contracted by any party who, at the time of the
celebration, was psychologically incapacitated to comply with the essential
marital obligations of marriage, shall likewise be void even if such
incapacity becomes manifest only after its solemnization.

85 Id

8  RULES OF COURT, Rule 45, sec. 1.

8 Blemp Commercial of the Philippines, Inc. v. Sandiganbayan, 930 Phil. 821, 889 (2022) [Per I. Leonen,
Second Division]. -
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Si *mf;uantly, during the pendency of this case, the Court
promulgated Tan-Andal v. Andal,** which decisively clarified the meaning of
psychological incapacity and corrected long-standing misapplications of
Article 36.

Tlh, Court sald in Tan-And, f

To summarize, Iﬁ:&;ﬁcﬁ%ﬁ&cgé@giuai incapacity consists of clear acts of
dysfunctionality that show a lack of undersignding and concomitant
compliance with one’s essential marital obligations due to psychic causes.
It is not a medical illness that has to be medically or clinically identified;
herce, expert opinion is net requiared.

As an explicit requirernent of the law, the Bsychological incapacity

- must be shown o have been e}(isimg at the time of the celebration of the

marriage, and is caused by & du urabie aspect of one’s personality structure,

one thal was formed before the parties married. Fusthermore, it must be

shown caused by a genuinely serious psychic cause. To prove psychological

mc,apacxtv a party nst prc‘smt clear and convincing evidence of its
ex1sTf'nce 8

In Tan-Anddal, the Cour'i'"e mhaqwed that pf-ycho]ogmal incapacity is a
legal, and not a medical, conc:a.,pt It does not require a clinical diagnosis, nor
does it hinge on expert opinion. It refers to enduring aspects of a person’s
personality structure, formed prior to the marriage, which renders that person
truly incapable of understanding and complying with essential marital
obligations.” The Court expressly recognized that the rigid application of
the Molina Oulddmes had became overly restrictive and could not have been
what the framers of the Famzly Code -jntended.”! Marriage, the Court
observed, is & human institution. Article 36 Exists to address marriages that
were doomed from the start, rigt because of moral fault alone, but because of

a genuine Psvc’w}oglcai incotmn Paflblwlly

“~  The 'Cmm averred;

In hght of the to regning, ﬂ‘us Lourt new categon'cal}y abandons the
second Wokina. guidsling. Psychological:incapacity is neither a mental
incapacity nor a personality disorder that must be proven through expert
opinion. There must be proof, however, of the durable or enduring aspecis
0)‘ a person’s personality, called “personalify structure,” which manifests

itzelf through clear acts of dysfunttionality that wridermines the family. The
‘spoum s personality Steuctuve miust make it impossible Jfor him or her {0
undersiand and, more impor? ,m! {0 complywith his or her essential mar z;al
(Jbiigcgrfm&;_-; ‘ : :

Proor of ﬂmbc dmpcﬁts of personality ‘"Ned not be given by an expert.
Ordinary witnesses who have been present in the fife ot the spouses before

8 902 Phit. 558 {2021} [Per J. Lecnen, £ Bancl.
¥ Jd it 608, e T

T, at 597

M id g at 587. .
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the laiter coniracted marriage may testify on behaviers that they have
congistendly observed fromi the supposedly incapacitated spouse. From
there, the judge will decide-if these behaviors are indicative of a true and
serious meapacity to AssuIe ‘the essential marital obligations.”? (Emphasis
supplied} -- ] '

Consistent with this central ruling in Tan-dndal, the Court also clarified
the three characteristics of psychological incapacity in the subsequent case
Georfo v. Republic.® The Court held in Georfo:

Juridical amtecedence is  established by showing thai  the
psychological incapacity sxists at the time.of the celebration, even if it only
manifests during the marricge. It may be proven by “testimonies describing
the environment where the summsrﬂiv incapacitated spouse lived that may
have led to a particular behavier.”

While it is difficnit te pinpoint when the psychological incapacity
existed, it is enough. thai the pefitioner show that the incapacity, “1n all
reusonable likelihood,” already exists at the time the marriage “was
celebrated. Since the spouses will only assume marital obligations afler the
marriage, their psychological capacity to fulfill those obligations will only
Hklﬂifeo? a,fmr the celebration of the m dmacm

, fr;ccwabzlf!y st be vwwed‘ in tif'e /e;?a! m}z medical, sense. Veering
awav Fom the rnudzral oriertation, the third Molina guideline was
amend@cﬁ Pevchological mmpamy is noi a medical illness which can be
cured: it must be “so enduring and persistent with respect to a specific
pariner, . dand “cariemplates a situation where the couple’s respective

- personality structures are.so incompatible and- antagonistic thal the only
result of the mzon would be the inevitable and irreparable breakdown of
the marr mge.

To a.ansfy the ,ra.q meme,m‘ ol muumblhtx therre: must be a showing
of an undemab!e paﬁe‘rrz of & SUCH pes s‘zsrwg, failure to be a present, loving,
fath}‘u! respectfid, and .ﬁgﬂporm:e spouse [that] must be esiablished so as
to dezrrfw?‘s!mw that thére is indeed a psychological anomaly or incorgruity
in ifie spouse relative 1o the oilier.”

 The requuumeﬂt on the gr a‘fny of the psj chological incapacity was
remmf:d which must be “caused by a'genuinely pwchjc cause.” If must noi
be mere “mild chnmc emmgzml p{f«:uhcmfzm mood changea occasional
ymfs*lom[ mlzhuro!s‘ nor “mere refusal, ne gw'ccﬂ' ] dy“‘zmdw muchi less ill
will " [Erophasis supplied, prtd.;z::.,‘ omitted)

Thus, 4s refined in Tar-dnddl ahd Georfo, psychological incapacity
sufficient to declare a marriage void is established when three requisites
concur.. First, the incapacity must be marked by juridical antecedence, in that
it existed at-the time. of the ce mbratmfi of the marriage, even if it manifested
only after. Second, it must be incirable in alegal, not medical, sense, referring
to a condition so enduting and persistent, particularly inrelation to the specific

214 at 597, I
037 Phil, 518 (2023) [Per SAY. T conen, Second Drivision].
"o Id ar 533-534. ‘ L o
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spouse, that the marriage s rende wvound repair. Third, the incapacity must
be of such gravity that it arizes rom & geﬁumel psychic cause, a standard that
does not feqzme medical severity but excludes situations where the failure of
the marriage is attributable merely to l.fu.sal, neglect, or ordinary difficulty in
making the marital relationship work, These requisites are not abstract or
mechanical standards. They are assessed from the totality of the evidence and
cmsmered in the context of the spouses’ lived marital realities.

The Court has 'fuﬂ:h_er 0’;5 srationalized these concepts in subsequent
cases where it applied the doctrine in Tan-dndal. In Estella v. Perez,” the
Court expiamed,. in concrete !,e rms, what types of evidence may be presented
1o prove psychological incapacity. The Court ruled:

Tndeed. lay  persons  can  testifv - about dysfumctional
acts that nndermine the Tamily. The types of evidence that a lay person
may adduce for this purpose are: (i) the repum*ﬂmﬁ of the incapacitated

* spouse being psychologicaily mgaﬂfxmtaaed — that is, the viewpoint of
‘reasonable  members  of the -spouses’ relevant comununities; (i)
the character of the incapacitated spouse relevant to or indicative of such
‘incapacty; (I} the.‘evidrwdday” behavidr,  seiy “or conduct of the
incapacitated spouse; and {iv).the offended sponse’s own experience of
-neglect, abandgnment, mrmutﬁd. love, and mﬂ;gtmn of mental distress,

among others,

These types of evidenee mov cstd,bhsh mmumstanccs pr obatrve of
the  dysfunctional - acta - ihimical - to the -family. The relevant
ciFcumstances would incinde (1) instances of vielence against women and
their children as defined in Republic Act No. $262, {i1) zero probability
of reconcilistion beiween the spouses, and (iii) failure of the spouse or

. the spouses to perferm his, her, or their'marital duties and obligations
- that is clearly demonstrative of an witer insensitivity or inability to give
meaning and significance to the nuarriage.

OF nole, the third category of circumstances refers to the
vhdmcte'ri:;mion,ie dlearly demonstrative of an witer insensitivity or
fﬂf"};?fr} oy f‘zve e rm:“qcr ma s;mff;cance to the mmnm{e that was once
used 1o desurlbc the per”smm f;y cezsar “der ‘hzif gﬁve rise to psychological
nwapncm ' S T

E‘nr ice T 1 'Aééfi 2 inf‘ l’navwned tbe 10 U, rm personahty disorders
and expcﬂ upmmn Lli" tlﬂaractcn,aauon may now bé appropriated to
uapfme the gssence of t the }"}E‘ﬂiﬂﬁmdut pu‘sm&hw structure or psychic
causes 1"1511 >pawn J%*ychv Ingical mcapdué,‘.r bmb“acecl in this inclusive
ciremmst ;&ﬂw are such factsas () forms of addiction demonstrative of such
insensitivity or inability, (iiy abandonment by one spouse of the other, or
(i) instances of muiual actuj loss of trust, love, and re\spect_for each other.
Distinetive of these and sthef ing lé;in.éc,ﬂ 15 the harsh reality that spouses
coerced together in ‘a meaningless marital reldtionship would only
p?m,rfncali\f or pwa,molo Omaii v endanger c~11.'1<=1‘ ot both of Cthem as tbey cannat
both move on to morr* pEo o mcnue I‘Pf{dx}(jflbﬂlp‘% but be foreed to live double

or seeret m eq '

- [

% 911 Phil, ;,7{ ("62!) FPc,r L Lazaro Wiavier, First Division;.
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By training, law the competence 1o assemble the evidence
on these matters, 1 hey o present witnesses who would testify
on evervday behavior, acts or conduct, or adduce reputation and character
evidence. Thﬁy know how to guestisn the offended spouse about the latter's
own experience of neglect, ab hmr’J nment, unreguited love, and infliction of
menial disiress. Simifarly, j - especially famil fy court judges — are
already equipped- o 258488 these preces of evidance. These. clarifieations
allow wus 1o operationatize Tan-Andel's. teaching fo reconfigure
psychological incapacity as o legal concept and for us to understand and
apply this concepl within i»:g_ml pazam;tc’:-rs,q" (Fmphasis in the original,
citations ornitied)

/%caormnﬁly Estelian 33 icarfhmpmofof psychological incapacity

does not depend on clinical diagnoses or expert testimony.” It may be
established: ?,amugh competent ordinary evidence that iliuminates the spouses’
lived marital realities. Testimonies ﬁx.)m, ordinary witnesses, the offended
spouse, and members of the partizs’ community may sufficiently demonstrate
enduting patterns of behavior, «g,miacter traits, and relational dynamics that
reveal an utter iaa'bi?itv to give meaning and substance to the marriage.”®

When taken together, such. ﬂv’ld{_fﬁm; allows the courts to discern whether the
failure of the 'adf‘ztal te dt!{‘ﬂbhlp stems. from a dec:p}v rooted psychological
incongruity: ;md not: from. transient cr}rzﬁu,t poor - c‘hmceu, or a simple
unwﬂhn;:r.mfss tfﬁ mahc tha, marr ag_f wori :

That said, Tur-Andal equally recognizes that expert evidence may still
be admitted and appreciété,d;‘;mt as a controlling deterrhinant, but as an aid to
the court’s understanding of the parties’ personality structures and relational
dynamics.'® When presemed, such expert testimony must go beyond mere
conclusory d}agnoses or the recitation of psychological labels. Its value lies
its ability to connect observed hehaviors, life history, and relational patterns
to juridical antecedence, incurgbility, and grevity, in a manner that coherently
ekpiainq why the marriage ‘was. from i{s inception, unworkable. Expert
opinion that merely Tepackdge marital discord, immaturity, or emotional
distance; without demonstrating true ineapatity, do not suffice.®!

Teig

F‘xper't evi dmce Wbeu focred is he"n apprecia‘re& when it is anchored
on personal 111temcnm Wi 1‘*“ f“re parm,s cmrobamted by testimonial and
circumstantial_evidence, and’ directed Toward illuminating functional .
incapacity rdther than mcdi sal” abnor mahty The Court’s task-is not to
determine wﬂethe} pouss, su Ffw* from a diag! nosable disorder, but whether
the evidence, expert or otherwise, reveals a deeply ingrained psychological
condition that made genuing marital life impossible. Properly understood,

I

% . [d. at 584-586. -

7 See Enzllav. f%r 91] Thil, §70, 584 (20217 [Per. §, Lazai 0—~av ier, m <t Dwmon]
E Y | ’ oL - Lo .
o Td-ut 584,

e *m” Pmr 558, ﬂu)ffﬂ l\*
¥, Lazaro-Javisr, Tivet Divisienl. ~ - :
WU T dndal v, Angzf, §02 Bhil, 558 397598 (202 1) [Per §. Leonen, £ Banc). -

er 1.1 La0nen, Eﬁ;ﬁ{mcf}; Seb }‘f:’-.'s':eiia.-:Av.:"Pefﬂ:zz, Q__f;i_ Phil. 570, 583 (2021) [Per-
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expert testimony serves to complemen‘t not supplan‘t the court’s independent
evaluation of the totality of the evidence.

When expert testimony is offered, the Court likewise considers the
qualifications and expertlse of the expert witness so as to determine the weight
that may properly be given to the opinion expressed. As underscored in Halog
v. Halog,'" while courts are not bound by expert conclusions, expert
testimony is nonetheless persuasive insofar as it is given by a witness of
special knowledge, training, or expertise, is grounded on sound methodology,
and not based on hearsay.1”

There is likewise no rule requiring that an expert must personally
interview both spouses for the testimony to be admissible or credible.!**
Consistent with Tan-Andal and reatfirmed in Halog, psychological incapacity
may be established even without expert testimony at all. Thus, the absence of
a personal interview with one spouse does not, by itself, invalidate an expert
opinion. What is controlling is whether the expert’s conclusions are
sufficiently anchored on reliable data, such as testimonial evidence, personal
history, and observable patterns of behavior, and whether these are
- meaningfully correlated to the requisites of juridical antecedence, incurability, |
and gravity.

It is nonetheless ideal, though not indispensable, that both parties be
personally interviewed.'® Direct interaction with the spouses enhances the
expert’s ability to contextualize narratives, assess relational dynamics, and
test consistency between self-reported experiences and external accounts.
When both spouses are interviewed, the resulting expert testimony may more
clearly illuminate the psychological incongruity between them. Nevertheless,
the ultimate inquiry remains unchanged—whether the totality of the evidence
demonstrates a deeply rooted psycholegical incapacity that rendered the
marriage a nullity from its inception.

The CA and the RTC correctly ruled
that psychological incapacity was
established with clear and convincing
evidence

After a careful analysis of the facts of this case within the foregoing
doctrinal framework, the Court rules that the CA and the RTC correctly
concluded that the respondent established, with clear and convincing
evidence, that both she and the petitioner are psychologically incapacitated.

102 §12 Phil. 662 (2021) [Pe J. Lazaro-Javier, First Division].

03 1 at 686,
19 Tan-Andal v. Andal, 902 Phil. 558, 616 (2021) [Per J. Leonen, £r Banc].

103 id
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Eg

i Dr Villsgas's testimony iy credible and convincing

~ The Court finds n¢ werit in petitioner’s attempt to discredit the
testimony of Dr, Villegas. The recor as clearly establish her qualification as an
expert witness, grounded on, %m* training, experience, and professional
practice as a psychiatrist. Her oxpertise was never seriously controverted
during trial. Further. the frial court, which observed her demeanor and
exaniined the substance of her testimony, found her competent to assist the
court in understanding the pariies’ psyvchological conditions. As consistently
held, the determination of the conq)etens:e of a witness, including an expert
witness, and the weight to bz accorded to testimony rest primarily with the
trial court, whose findings arc o.nt_i-t'i,e'- 10 raspect, !

Con{ra s 10 the petitioner’s assertions, Dr. Villegas clearly and candidly
explained her me‘th@do ogy. She testified that her conclusions were
prineip'aﬂy based o her exteasive gersonal interviews with both the petitioner
and the respondent, dunng which she evaluated their life histories, relational
dynamics, and, patterns of behavior relevant, to their capacity to perform
marital obhgdamm These interviews were not cursory. They were the primary
foundation of her psychiatric assessmeént. As she explained during cross-
examination, the interviews "-aﬁowgd her -to assess "both the conscious
narratives and-the deeper relatior p&ﬂems of the parties, from which she
independently arrived at her find mgﬁ_ 107 ~

ca

Tt is.true that the psychological tests were administered by a third |
persor. This circumstance, however, does not diminish the probative value of
Dr. \/ﬂlegas s lestimony. As a quahﬁe( psychlaimt she possesses the
g,xpemae £ ltfﬂpret and ml&gla‘te the test results into her own clinical
assessment, Mme 11119@1%11&3, she Lmequvmaul y testified that the
psya,holuglcag tests wete corroborative rather than determinative. As she
stated in open court, she would have reached “basically the same”!®
conclusions eveén without the-psychological tests, as her findings from the
interviews and the test results “jibed wu:h each other,”% That the test results
independently aligned with het'own interview-based analysis does not weaken
her conelusions. On the contrary, it even:farther sirengthens their reliability.

i Juridical antecedence

- Az eatlier ex "lain‘ed, Juridical antecedence does not require proof that
the. psychological incapacity was clinically diarrﬂosed al the time of the
celebration of the marriage. This remummmf isﬁed when the evidence -

‘o

196 g3 Phil, 801, b3 LJ( Q”l’[ et f. E, e, 4., aha.i Divisienl
W polia p 203
L& it 2{)3.
W T
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Showa that the roots of the ir
manifested after,

pacity pre-existed the marriage and merely

Here, it is worth reitera ‘, fial both the petitioner and the respondent
were interviewed by Dr.. Villegas. During these interviews, they both
discussed their e*(g:aeﬂsmes, spec ﬁ ally with their families, while they were
growing up and prior to the wmarriage. Dr. Villegas demonstrated that both
parties’ incapacity traces bri" k1o iheu ﬂ)““ﬂrﬁt‘vi, years.

Wi‘rh respect to the rasﬁ(wd nt, Dr. Ville egas explained that she grew up
under a “verv strict and df"lfjmaum*’ 0 mother, experienced emotional
restraing, and developed a feeling of rejection due to the altention given to an
ailing sibling” and the prelonged absence of her father.' These carly
experiences, accordinig to Dr. Villegas, resulted in a personality structure
marked by emotional passivity and unewpressed anger, such that the
respondent kept quiet and did not do-anything to correct or understand the
Ea{{.lla*.l@ﬂp] * even as resentment accumulated beneath the surface.

Similarly, as regm‘ds to the petiﬁman Dr. Viliegas traced his condition
Lﬂ his psvchological development prior to marriage. She testified that his
“very very close retationshin with the me sther during his growing up,”'?
coupled with maternal mm%pmbebtmhq dl‘restcd his emotional development
“at the mfanf]:ﬁ' Javel.”!'* This resulred in an endurmg inability to separate
filial atiac mm “from mar%tal intimacy——an ingcapacity that existed long
before. i‘e marriage and sur ed oni‘v w}’ﬁul marﬂa} obligations demanded
cmotional maepundcm '

T\/l"‘\f\,’ui in hgh‘i, of the C@ur‘r S earher discussion on how juridical
antecedence may be proven t ﬂ‘nough ndfT"ltiVE.‘ a‘nd testimonial evidence, these
accounts zaf ﬁvleﬂly estab] 1-;?1 that Lhe pd?'tlub Tespe ctive incapacities were
alpeady present at the time the ma rrmge was celebrated.

e .
. I

iii, Incurability

As previously ¢ clarified, incurability under Article 36 is not understood
in a medical $ense, nor does it require proof that no form of therapy could
theoretically produce change. Incurability 'fefert* to a-condition that is so
enduring and persistent; particularly with resp err 1) ‘Ehe ~puclﬁc spouse, that
the marriage is rendeted be Y0 ond vepair,

TSR] z‘t a0 w“"
HE gy

HE O at 232,

W Id. at 243244
T Jd at 224,

wo
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e

Dr. Villegas’s testimony ‘.l“a s both parties” incapacity squarely
within this legal understanding. /s spon(imt Dr. Villegas stated that
her personality structure was “deeply rained”!' and that “no amount of
professional . assistance or freatment can change or modify {it]
permanently.”'® This conclision is corroborated by the undisputed factual
record: decades of eémotional disengagement, the absence of marital intimacy
since the late 1980s, and the resp rondent’s consistent inability to re-establish
an emotional bond with the peti titioner despile prolonged separation and later
dttempts at reconnection, :

The same pattern is evident with respect to the petitioner. Dr. Villegas
testified that his emotional imp 1atmuv and inadequate personality structure,
formed during his termaww vears, were gmmdrﬂem His inability to provide
emotional security and affection persisted thr oughout the marriage and long
after physical separation. As she explained, the petitioner’s unconscious guilt
in “defying the mother’s love™!7 prevented him from forming”a mature
marital relationship, ‘”GSthiH” ist a persisfent incapacity to assume the
emotteﬁal ﬁhqgauem of Mar )

e OﬁSI‘:sCm with. the., Lﬂuu .fr; curhef e:h%dsaion Lhdi Jncurabﬂlty may be
ﬂf@"’fﬁd imm ar i Vsndemabit, muem of faﬂcc! marital functioning over time,
the evidence herg demonstf:ueﬁbat the parties’ incapacity was not situational
or r;cmedla le, Tiﬂen Tncand:.,nv' ';% endu"mg and iegaliv incurable.

v Gravity o0 T e i

Finally, as earlier emphasized, gravity does not require medical
severity. It requires ‘a showing that the incapacity arises from a genuinely
psychic ¢ause and is not reducible to mere refusal, neglect, difficuity, or ili
will."'® Gravity is established when the evidence reveals an utter inability or -
msemimfu} ¢ give'meaning ﬁnd substance to thh miatriage.'”

s

L Dr V e as’ s testmwmw 11 %tmtcs ﬂ ig wei of ;Jrawty with rebpect 10
both ames In tha re%pnu{m, .sz Case, her passive-aggressive personality
stract uw cauSed ket t to withdraw emoti icnally and develop “anger, hatred, lack
of concern, nega‘nwsm [and] lack of respect”’* toward the petitioner. Rather
than Gﬂﬁdgﬁ‘ in a . mutual . effort to sustain: the marital relationship, she
unmmcwmh disengaged, wdamml,m her emotional investments toward her
career and civ id; and uli ima ‘r&:iv *e;ectmg the marital partnership itself.

P

S at 229,

id.

BT id. st 224,

U8 Holeg v, Halog, 912 Phil. 662, 675 (20211 [Per 1. Lazigo- Javier, Pirst Division|.
0Ll ar 872, - , -
20 fd w222
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As fo the petiionur, O Villegas iestified that his inadequate
personality rendered him incupable of providing emotional intimacy,
affection, and security. Sbe explained that the petitioner does not know how
to express and satisfy the'r «pondent’ 57 uf‘d% and that his inability to delineate
between his relationship With iis mother and his v\riﬁ., eravely 1mpa1red his
marital role. This incapacity was niot episodic as it permeated the marriage and

resulted in complete emotional qnu pn\f:m,,al estrangement,

Read together with the. Court’s pra or clarification that gravity excludes
- mere maritaj unhappiness or fafiure of effort, the evidence here demonstrates
a profound psychological i nzangt un“* be tween the spouses—one that made it
iinpossible, not merely mi’ icult, for them to comply with the essential
obligations of marriage.

Viewed as a whole, the evidence reveals a marriage impaired at its very
core by the parties’ incornpatible and mutually reinforcing psychological
limitations. O 1 the one hand, the petitioner entered the marriage emotionally
dependent on his mother, mable o @Xpress aﬂea tion or reach outward with
emotional dssumm_e ;m’! cmw' .ﬂnod '}y ur%msoiv&d cmoﬁcmal conflicts that
iahibited mtsmwv and par *H ‘E&zp His, difficulty in separating filial
ai:tachmeiat Imm mn ﬂ.ﬂl t:rrem prevem;ed hlm from becoming
emotionally pres Pnt to his W' Ie and child. On the other hand the respondent
came into the mczmegﬁe bearing the mlpzmt of emotional deprivation in her
formative years, fonﬁmg for afie tion and dff’ irmation, yet responding to
disappoiniment not with engagement bUt with withdrawal, passivity, and
unexpressed resentment. Her eypeutatmns of love remained unmet, while her
menner of coping- rendered: her unabie ta b*idge lht?) growmg emotional
distance betwet;n them.. ¥

~ These. ppu»m p:‘mfmdlzty musﬂums} im‘t the qpouccq suspended D a
prelonged state of emotional limbo. They remained legally bound but
psychologically es siranged. Each hoping, in different ways, for the marriage to
work, yet- c,quaﬂy hoping forttsend. Over the years, the mdrriage existed only
in form, not ig-substance, marked by emotional distance; absence of intimacy,
and the quist resignation of twy individuals undble to move forward together
or apart. In this sense, the defectof the marfiage was not the result-of isolated
acts or conseious cholce but of & furidamental ps _/{,homglccll mcongxmty that

|
renckren wﬁnmm 11"1'1‘;1td1 life- mmos ble *me the Gut:;ei

I . . -

| ‘be sure ‘tm m} s:h eglca; ) nrapmﬂy that undermmed this
un’rmmflag.e union and prevented it from maturing into @ genuine and fulfilling
ma,r*‘moe is not of mz: Zumi _s_"nat ig &mn’@mﬁte‘iy apparen‘r There was no
wa ence, no }fitzdeht ’m’*' none of the m’tﬂrt}y fraumatic’ evem:s often
aosomated with marriages bumeneci ’*‘v p5) fcbolﬁgloal mcapauty For this
reason, the Court lﬂa:; ce sistent] iy afres‘g&d that every Asticle 36 petition must

be exgrained w ith particular care. Bach dersrmination must rest on the totality



Desision 3 | G.R. No. 249759

of the evidence and not o the presence or absence of dramatic markers of
‘marital failure. :

Ever}f rela‘tlomh ip h.m s iis own g ham Some marriages are_yoid from
the very eemnmng ‘not because of loud or conspicucus dysfunction but
because of quiet and deeply rooted fears, anwieties, and limitations that
prevent the spouises from understanding and assuming the essential
obligations of marriage. The ungpoken inability to fully connect with one’s
pariner can be as destructive as conflict that is overt and volatile. Silent
dystunction, manifested in erootional distance, withdrawal, and resignation,
can be no less cortosive to the marital bond than more visible forms of
incapacity, and it is no less within the contemplation of Article 36 of the
Family Code. : '

Thus, the Court concludes that this case falls squarely within the precise
compags of Article 36 of the Family Code, as undersiood and refined in
jurisprudence. Article 36 z‘ecognizes that some unions are void from the
beginging not because of meral jath but because the spouses were never
psychologically mpabic of entering into the kind of partnership that marriage
demands. As the Court emphasized in Tan-dndal, the law protects the
institution of marriage not by insisting ou its preservation at all costs but by
distinguishing:true midrriages from-those-that, from their inception, lacked the
essential psycholegical io mu&tm as f@r mutual cmnmmnmt mtlmacy, and
ghared lifedst o v e e

‘ Droper%y undcrateod Amf‘l* 35 of tne F a:mliv Caode is not hostile to
mar riage. It is, in truth pmts; ctive’ of this institution. It acknowledges that
mairi age s ﬂmO?’lff the most. medmngful acts two pe@pfe can undertake
together. To cmmael individuals to remain bound 1%1 a union that, from the
start, Innctw“ied as a pgyf‘hﬁmgiw] cage rather than a shared life of freedom
and meaning does not strengthen marriage. It only transforms marriage into a
site of quiet misefg erodes its dmm’wg and risks déterring others from entering
it at all: In- recognizing and ‘ending marriages that were void. from the
bwmnmg, Amcle 36.0f the Family Code affirms the social and human value
of marviage as an: msﬂtmmn memt te s;*imrdtc not difmmsh the lives of those
who enter mtn it S ‘ ' '

cEl L

*w

The pari zz‘.ze;ed Cof  the ,_{Jw owned
properties is not a Drﬁrequwzﬁ) ﬁ‘ar tie
nullity offsw marriage '

The rule is settled that the property relations of the parties in a void
marriage is govermned %3}{ Article 147 or 148 of the ¥ amily Code. 122 Article 147
pmvides: |

2 G?O"' Dui 539, 3934 "07‘)r11=f.! Leonen, £a Ban n:;
T
1.

.1‘2‘3_ Fuldes v, #7C, 328 Phil, U‘;C; 1285 ¢1996) TPer 1. Vilng, First J}ivi-s“{oﬁj.. ‘
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Article 147. I’ifncfﬂ o man aid G woman who are capacuatud o
marry eoch other, live exclusively with each other as husband and wife
without the benefit of mary o under o vaid marriage, their wages and
salaries shall be owned by them in equal shures and the property acquired
by both of them through their work or industry shall be <roverrfed by the
rules on co-ownership. - :

L&

In the absence of procf to the confrary, properties acquired while
they lived together shall he presumed to have beén obtained by their joint
efforts, work or industry, 40 shall be owned by them in equal shares. For
purposes of this Arlicle, a party who did not participate in the acquisition
by the other party of any property- shall be deemed to have contributed
jointly in the acquisttion thereof if the former’s efforts consisted in the care -
and ‘mainfenance of the family and of the housebold.

Neither party can encumber or dispose by acts /nfer vivos of his or
~her share in the pmpr*mr acquired during cohabitation and owned in
- conmmon. without the consent of the other, until afier the terination of their

cmhabitating, '

_ Ay h&sn fm}v one of ihf: *ea; ies lo a T’Oiﬁ marriage 18 in good faith, the
shars of the party in bad faith in the Go-ownership shall be Qnieﬂed n favor:
of £ their cormon thdrﬁir’l h" cuse of fiefauh of or waiver by any or all of

v tm‘ common children oy Tﬂﬁ‘lr drw Lndantq each vaccmt share shall belong
EO the respective auzvzvm 14 du‘;r mfmJ ts. In the ahsa,nce of descenddntq, such
share shall belong 10 {hav nucent party. in mi cases, ihe forfeiture shall take

place upon t r’nmf&mn oF the calmbﬂatmn (Fmpliasis supplied)

In Dz;ﬂzo v. Ditio, 123 the-Court-held that Article 147 of the Family Code
applies when the following req nisites cancur: () the man and the woman must
bie o pcu,ﬁﬁtﬂ'@ 1o iriarry ¢ ﬂch mi er; (2) they live ¢ xchiawely with each other

as husband and V\ ife; mg (J) '*hﬁn union, is wﬁhuui: the benefit of marriage, or
thm marriage is. Vo*d 21 These reqwsn% are urebem in this case.

 In this regard, Article 496.of the Civil Code states that the partition of
co-owned properties may be made by agreement between the parties or by
judicial proceedings. Thus; the Court heidin Dific that-a court ruling on an
A}'ticie-3é-pe=“mon can nuliify the marriage, without requiring the liquidation
of the pmpemw in ‘she same ;‘YQC d ing. 13

L

Ji“ nus; th (,ow:t ﬁrms 70 eason’ o reverss fhe R i ( and the CA rulings,
which did m;, order the 1 pa artition of the cowowned propemes a$§ a prerequisite
for the nuility of tiae marriage. The pm‘*1 ion. of the co-owned properties is not
a plemndﬁwﬁ but is mefely inoidental to, and is.a consequence of, the nullity
of the marriage. To refterate, since the pummm}: s and the respondent’s

13655 thEL 175 ;:m ‘{Pm 1. Caepiv, Second Divigion].
1287 f g Y1182, R B
05, fdoaeagd. . aEr e L
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properties are governed by the rules on co-ownership, the parties are free to
choose whether they intend to partition the properties through agreement or
by judicial proceeding. The Court deems it ounecessary to preempt this choice
by mandatmg the p“*‘tmm; ot the properties in this case,

A Fingl Note

The Court i net unaware of the structural limits of Asticle 36 of the
Family Code as a legal remedy. While indispensable in casea where a
marriage is void from the beginning due to genuine psychological incapacity,
its application often requires courts to venture into deeply personal terrain.
When asked to resolve petitions under Article 36, courts are sometimes drawn,
however carefully, into questions that border on normative judgments about
intimate life: Is a wife who is unable to engage in sexual relations considered
good enough to remain a wife under the law? Is 2 man who cannot express
affection or emotional Vu}n?mb lity considered as capable of fulfilling his
marital obligations under the Family Code? Are spouses deficient if they
remain bound by smotional obligations to parents? Should a spouse be
compeﬂﬂd to remain in a lu&}‘l‘!ﬂzﬁ.» lono after love has quet!y departed? Is a
marriage considered a {egmu ate parris age. 1f pwyie are m 1t not for love but
for companionship? o

These inquiries, while’ iramed in legal terms, are ultimately questions
about love, intimacy, and personal fulfillment. Hm ultimately compel the |
Court to confront profoundly human questions that resist easy legal answers:
What makes a person a good spouse? What makes a good marriage? What
reasons are sufficient to enter into, and to remain bound by, a marriage? And
when {ove has faded, 1s its absence ever, by itself, a sufficient reason to leave?

"‘hubc are qwstmns 110 @omt shou}d be mqmred m definiti \mly answer.
They lie bey@ A the pmper damam of judicial mmpetenee and more
impertantly, bevond what the law shauid mpe:l individuals to justify before
the State. Thus, he Cc)wft réiterates the importance of ddhermg to the doctrinal
tools it -has Lﬂd out. in Article 30 urd aprudem,e to " distinguish true
psyuheloglcal mg,a,paﬂﬂ,y from. mere. marital difficulty, refusal, or fading
affe(*:cm ‘This is the only way t’qf@hgﬂ which it can be ensured that the very
invocation of ;‘imuk 36 dﬂeq notrisk drawmg the _yudiud_ry into ad]udlcatmg
the quahw and meaning of personal relationships—an exercise fraught with
moral, emotional, and philosophical complexity. | '

Th L@Lm also o \,mmmalze& the duzc% of gcvemment agencﬁ:s involved
in nullity cases under Artiels 36 of the Family Code to pfoceed not only with
steadfast re *ﬁ‘nect or ﬂw Jutispruden we determining the parameters . of
p*-,_ych{)}oglf,d“ mcdpauiv tut also, and mnore mem‘t*mtl V1th compassion -
angd un d **ﬂstm:mnﬁ in handlin 1 1 hesu tynes, ot cakes. While no government can
leg slate love info 2 magri age, it can Ct"ﬂa.}_.‘ﬂ_; y ereate a humane and accepting
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legal space, one that allows people who entered into a marriage without the
cencomitant psychological capacity to live up to their marital obligations, to

come to ferms with this truth, and, witn hope and 31 1“11‘@, begin agam

AC( ORDINGLY, the Potition for Reviewon Certiorari is E)ENIED
The Jamary 25, 2019 Amended Decizion and September 9, 2019 Resolution
of the Court of Appeals in CA- 'B.r 2. CV No. IG'}’(;?S are AFFIRMED.

S0 ORDERED.

L



Decision | G.R..No. 249755

WE CONCUH:

(o GESMUNDO
“{Chitet hastice

- Chairperson

Associale Justice

Associate Justice

EEE@T'F!E‘A?E@N
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