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DECISION 

'ROSARIO, J.: 

This is a Petition for Review on Certiorari1 (Petition) filed under Rule 
45 of the Rules of Court by petitioner Juanita B. Soto (Soto). Soto seeks the 
reversal of the Court of Appeals (CA) Amended Decision2 and Resolution. 3 

The CA affirmed the Regional Trial Court (RTC) Decision,4 which declared 
Soto's marriage to the respondent Cassandra Reyes-Soto (Reyes-Soto) an 
absolute nullity under Article 36 of the Family Code.5 

Rollo, pp. 3-39. 
2 Id. 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 Tentb Division, Court of Appeals, 
Manila. 
Id. at 42-44. The September 9, 2019 Resolution in CA-G.R. CV No. 107628 was penned 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. 

•• Id. at 68--84. The July 18;2016 Decision in JDRC No. 10317 was penned by Presiding Judge Florian 
Gregory 0. Abalajon of Branch 261, Regional Trial Court, Pasig City. 

Id. at 84. 
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The Facts 

Soto and Reyes-Soto met and became friends in 1979 whil~·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 technology training program at International Business 
Machines Corporation. 6 

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. 7 

In July 1983, Reyes-Soto transferred to another 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. 8 She began to harbor reservations about their relationship, sensing a 
lack of affection from Soto, who was emotionally never expressive. 9 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. 10 

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. 11 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.; 2 

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 

6 Id. at 70. 
7 Id 
8 ld. at 55. 
' Id. 
10 Id. at 71. 
11 Id. at 71-72. 
12 Id. at 72. 

.. 
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his mother, on whom he appeared emotionally dependent. Reyes-Soto did not 
raise her discomfort with Soto, nor did she voice her growing frustration over 
his indecisiveness. 13 

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 
wother 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. 14 

For his part, Soto acknowledged that Reyes-Soto disagreed with his 
mother's maimer of disciplining Carmela. To avoid further conflict, he told 
Reyes-Soto that they would move out and live independently after he 
completed his master's degree. 15 Soto also achnitted that his mother frequently 
gave him and Reyes-Soto "unending advice," which Reyes-Soto perceived as 
meddling. 16 

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 wann or affectionate relationship. Soto did not show her affection. 17 

They had not engaged in any intimate relations since 1986.18 

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 rrjected by 
Soto's continued deference to his mother .19 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 daughter. 20 

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.21 

.. 
13 Id. 
1, Id. 
15 Id. at 79. 
16 Id. at 239. 
17 Id. at 72. 
18 Id. at 50. 
19 Td. at 72. 
20 Id. at 72-73. 
21 Id. 
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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. 22 Eventually, she informed 
Soto that she and Carmela would no longer migrate to the United States to 
live with him.23 .. 

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 mirrored 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 aka masaya." 24 

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. !{eyes-Soto 
observed that Soto showed little enthusiasm during these visits.25 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. 26 

Throughout these years, Soto did not maintain any stable and consistent 
communication with either Reyes-Soto or their daughter.27 

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.28 • 

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.29 She did not allow Soto to live with her and<:::annela.30 

22 Id. at 56. 
23 Id.at73. 
" Id. 
" Id. 
26 Id. at 56. 
" Id. 
28 Id. at 6. 
29 Id. at 75. 
30 Id. at 233. 
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In Soto's interview with Dr. Cecilia Villegas (Dr. Villegas), the psychiatrist 
who testified in this case, he stated that he frequently visited Reyes-Soto but 
she was "snobbish" and unresponsive, "to the point of 'binabastos na 
Zz7w[.]'"31 Because of this, he eventually stopped visiting her.32 

In 2013, Reyes-Soto filed a petition for declaration of nullity of their 
marriage under Article 36 of the Family Code.33 

The Ruling of the RTC 

The RTC granted the petition despite Soto's opposition.34 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.35 Dr. Villegas also 
submitted her Psychiatric Report. 36 

The evidence of Reyes-Soto's 
psychological incapacity 
.. 

Dr. Villegas testified that she conducted personal interviews with both 
Soto and Reyes-Soto. 37 Soto also confirmed during his own testimony that he 
was interviewed by Dr. Villegas regarding their marriage. 38 

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, 39 both Soto and Reyes-Soto are psychologically 
incapacitated. Dr. Villegas diagnosed Reyes-Soto with Passive-Aggressive 
Personality Disorder40 and Soto with Inadequate Personality Disorder, along 
masculine strivings, to the degree of oedipal complex.41 

As to her basis for concluding that Reyes-Soto suffered from Passive­
Aggressive Personality Disorder, Dr. Villegas explained in her Judicial 
Affidavit: 42 

.. 

31 Id. 
32 Id. 
33 Id at 56. 
34 ld. at 84. 
35 Id. at 82. 
36 Td at 228-242. 
11 Id. at 216--226. 
38 Id. at 81. 
39 Id. at 267. 
40 Jd.at219. 
41 Id. at 223 
42 Id. at 215-227 . 

.. 
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Q: Vv1iat 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 accomplislunents. 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 fa9ade of being emotionally warm, 
but when provoked, she is likely to react. Other projections revealed 
considerable problems related to relationship with her husband, especially 
in the sexual aspect and lowering her seli~esteem because of this. [Reyes­
Soto] is aware of the apparent discrepancy between her inner self and the 
fm;ade 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. 43 

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 a11d 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 wiffl 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 j's passivity was her anger and 
aggressive stance against [Soto] which unconscious! y 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] maiTied [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] a11d subsequently maiTy him. In other words, because @f the 
psychological disorder of the [Reyes-Soto], she unconsciously equated the 

43 Jd.at219. 
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.. 

physical availability of [Soto] v.it.li love. As a consequence, the marital 
relationship of [Reyes-Soto] ~.nd [Soto] was not sustained due to lack of 
intense love for each other which was further not nurtured. [Reyes-Soto] 
then realized that her rnatried life with [Soto] is monotonous and she 
became unhappy. She did not feel her husband's love, care, attention, 
affection and concern. In addition, tl-ris dissuaded [Reyes-Soto] from telling 
her husbat1d 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 J's 
personality disorder sublimated her priority to her daughter and her career. 

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

A: 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 
fact, despite repeated invitations by [Soto] to [Reyes-Soto] to follow him in 
the United States of America0 [Reyes-Soto] did not follow [Soto] in the U.S. 

Nonetheless, [Reyes-Soto] accompa11ied 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 1988.44 

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" 45 Dr. Villegas said: .. 

A: 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. +n 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 [Soto]. However, [Reyes­
Soto] expresses these characteristics by being passive.46 

4' Id. at 221-222. 
'"45 Id. at 222. 

46 Id. at 222-223, 
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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 emotional development.47 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.48 Dr. Villegas said: 

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

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

COURT: There is 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 
ofrejecti.on, 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.49 

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 terms 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. 50 

47 Id. at 212. 
48 Id. 
49 Id 
so Id at 213-214. 

.. 
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Finally, when asked whether she believes that there is 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." 51 

Celine's testimony, on the other hand, focused on her observations of 
b.er 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. 52 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. 53 

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 Soto wo~ld lose his temper and Reyes-Soto would just keep silent. 54 

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. 55 

'f'he 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, [Soto] manifested a clinical pattern of an 
Inadequate Personality Disorder, along masculine strivings, to the degree of 
oedipal complex, associated with immaturity that rendered [Soto J 
psychologically incapacitated to perform his duties and responsibilities of 
marriage~ It was traced to be existing even before they were matTied but 
[ mai1ifested] only after their marriage . 

51 Id at 220. 
52 Id at 77. 
53 Id. 

'' Id. 
55 Id. 
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Q: What is your basis for saying so? 

A: Psychiatric interviews, examinations, evaluation, 
assessments[,] and results of the psychological tests conducted 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 
attributes. 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 also 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 to absorb and 
assimilate emotional satisfactions, which usually are available to him. This 
attitude has roots in his feelings of inadequacy and rekindled by his failed 
marriage. 56 •• 

This psychological disorder, according to Dr. Villegas, affected Soto's 
ability to comply with his 1narital obligations. She stated: 

Q: How does the personality disorder of [Soto] affect his 
perfonnance 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, love[,] and 
affection from [Soto]. However, [Soto] was unable to express and 
demonstrate these clue to his inadequate personality and to poor 
identification with his father. Therefore, [Soto] does not !mow how to 
express and satisfy the needs of [Reyes~Soto]. To aggravate matters, [Soto] 
is sexually inadequate due to his closeness to his mother to an oedipal 
degree. [Soto] thus treats [Reyes-Soto] as her [sic] mother. [Soto] is unable 
to delineate between his relationship with his mother and his marital 
relationship with [Reyes-Solo]. 

.. 

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 

56 Id. at 223-224. 
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!heir marriage. Hence, this resulted in a failed marriage since they cannot 
ohserve mutual love and respect for one another. 57 

Dr. Villegas and her Psychiatric Report also dwelled on the causes of 
Soto's disorder. Moreover, 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 developing an inadequate personality 
disorders [sic], sir. ' 

Court: Why? Is he ACDC? 

Witness: No, Your Honor, it is just I 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: 

Witness: 

Are you saying that he is dependent on the mother? 

It's not dependency but attachment, Your Honor. 

Atty. 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 [sic], if he inhibits him to 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: Y GS, Your Honor. 

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

A.: Yes in some degree yes, sir.58 

The evidence also pointed to the incurability of Soto's disorder. In 
particular, Dr. Villegas confinned in her judicial affidavit that because Soto's 
disorder started in his formative years, it is permanent and incurable. 59 

Significantly, Dr. Villegas's findings in her Psychiatric Report, which 
she further explained in her judicial affidavit and during her testimony in open 

37 Id. at 225. 
58 Id. at 243-245. 
59 Jd. at 224. 
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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 
elaborate the basis of her conclusion to the disorders of Soto and Reyes-Soto. 
She said: 

Q: The psychological test Dra., consisted of tests which would 
require [Reyes-Soto] or [Soto] to answer and for the person giving the test 
to 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 
project their feelings to this kind of tests. .. 

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

A: She will score it and then evaluate it, according to the 
guidelines on the interpretation, sir. 

. Q: And the res'Ult or the interpretations made by the clinical 
psychologist? 

A: Yes, sir, and this result is submitted to tbe psychiatrist for 
association with regards [sic] her interview, and with regards [sic] to the 
interpretation. It means to say, the interview is a conscious thing that the 
psychiatrist does and that[.] 

COURT: She. will collate the two? .. 

A: She will collate the two, the conscious and unconscious 
findings, sir. 

Q: So basically,justto 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? 

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

Q: 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.~ases 
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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A: That the data pn,sented is not tTue, sir. 

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

A: Yes, your honor. There are cases like that sir. 60 

After weighing the evidence, the RTC granted the petition. The 
dispositive portion of the RTC Decision stated: 

WHERE_FORE, premises considered, judgment is hereby rendered 
declaring the marriage contracted by the herein parties on September 24, 
1983, an absolute 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 effocts thereof as provided by law. 

•· The Decree of Absolute Nullity shall be issued 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-SC. 

Furnish the Office of the Solicitor General, the Public Prosecutor, 
and the parties with a copy of this Decision. 

SO ORDERED, 61 (Emphasis in the otiginal) 

The Ruling of the CA 

Soto filed an appeal of the RTC Decision in the CA. The CA initially 
granted the appeal in its Decision 62 (the First CA Decision). The dispositive 
portion ofthe CA Decision provided: 

.. 
v\lHEREFORE, premises considered, the Appeal is GRANTED. 

The assailed.L??cision datrd July\8, 2016 of the Regional Trial Court, 
Branch 261, ofPasig City in JD.RC Case No. 10317 is hereby REVERSED 
and SET· ASIDE. Accordingly, the marriage between herein parties 
SUBSISTS. 

SO ORDEREH. 6:1 (Ei~1phasis in the original) 
. • . ' • ' 

Reyes-Soto filed a Motion for Reconsideration of the First CA 
Decision. 64 The CA granted the motion in the assailed Amended Decision and 
reversed the First CA Decision. The dispositive portion of the Amended 
Decision reads: 

60 Id. at 199-208. 
61 1d. at 84. 
62 Jd. at 54-67. The May 29, 20l8 Decision in CA-Ci.R. CV No. 107628 was penned by Associate Justice 

Edwin D, Sorongon ~nd CC)l)Curred ]n by Associate Just~ces f{esinando E. Villon and Maria Filomena D. 
Singh (now a M·ernber of the Coµrt) of the T~nth Division 1 Court of Appeals, Manila. 

63 Id at 66. 
Pi Id. at 46. 
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V{HEREFORE, the nrcscnt Afotion fiJr Reconsideration is 
GRANTED. This Court's Ma/ 29, 2018 Decisio~ is hereby REVERSED 
and SET ASIDE. Accordingly. the July 18, 2016 Decision of the Regional 
Trial Court (RTC) Pasig City, Branch 261, in JDRC No. 1031 declaring the 
marriage between [Reyes-Soto] and [Soto] NULL and VOID under Article 
36 of the Family Code is hereby REINSTATED. 

SO ORDERED. 65 (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-Soto] developed anger, hatred, 
lack of concern, negativism, lack of respect[,] and refusal to live with her 
husband anymore. In fac;t, the spouses have not had any sexual relationship 
since 1986 or more than· [30] years now. On the other hand, Dr. Villegas 
also discovered that [Soto]'s psychological disorder caused the parties' 
unfortunate inability to e,{ert 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 secqnd look, We consider it improper and 
unwarranted to give to. such , expert opinion as merely generalized 
consideration 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 described the psychological 
incapacity of the parties within the standards of Article 36 of the Family 
Code. We uphold her conclusion because it was largely dravm from the case 
records and affidavits, and should not anymore be disputed after the RTC 
itself had accepted the veracity ofthe parties' factual premises. Besides, Dr. 
Villegas'[s] expert opinion should be considered not in isolation but along 
with the other evidence presented here. 66 

The CA denied Soto's IVl.otion for' Reconsideration m the assailed 
Resolution. 67 •• 

Thus, petitioner 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.68 In particular, he asserts that Dr. 
Villegas's testimony and Psychiatric Report are not credible because her 

65 Jd.at5l. 
66 Id. at 50. 
67 ld.at43. 
68 Id. at 14·--23. 

.. 
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findings were based on hearsay, and sp~cifically, the result of the 
psychological tests was conducted by a third person. 69 

The petitioner adds that there was no sufficient proof that the 
respondent was psychologically incapacitated. Instead, she "merely fell out of 
love and grew dissatisfied with her rnarriage." 70 

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 
propeities. 71 

The Office of the Solicitor General (OSG), as counsel for the Republic, 
filed a Comment72 agreeing with the petitioner's position. It argued that there 
was no proof of either part';'s psychological incapacity characterized by 
juridical antecedence, gravity, and incurability. 73 Psychological incapacity, 
the OSG avers, must be more than 'just a 'difficulty,' 'refusal[,]' or 'neglect' 
in the performance oftbe marital obligations." 74 

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 petitioner raise$ questions of fact in his 
Petition, which are improper in a Rule45 petition. 75 

.. 

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. 76 

Third, with.respect io Dr. Villegas's testimony, the respondent avers 
that the RTC and the CA were corre.ct in 1uling 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 
evaluati.on ofDr. Villegas.'m She is also a recognized expert in the field and 

69 Id. at 28-3 L 
" Id at 24. 
71 Id. at 32•-36. 
72 Id. at 294-3 l 0. 
7J Id. at 306. 
74 Id. 
75 Id. at lJ:2-l 14. 
' 6 Id at 114·:·120. 
·f7 Id. at 128. 
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she clearly explained, during her testimony, the processes and tests she relied 
on to assess the parties' psychological incapacity. 78 

The P<~titioner 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 cha!lengeC>'•the legal 
conclusions which the CA made in the Amended Decision. In particular, he is 
raising the legal question of whether the parties' psychological conditions fall 
under Article 36 of the Family Code.79 

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 Fami:ly Code. 

The Ruling of the Court 

The central issue raised in.the Petition 
is a question of fact .. 

We begin with a fundan1ental 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. 
Specifically, he contends that Dr. Villegas' s testimony and Psychiatric Report 
are not credible because she purportedly based • her conclusions on a 
psychological test conducted by another person. 80 

The respondent asserts that this is a question of fact as it calls for a 
weighing of the evidence on record. 81 On the other hand, the petitioner insists 
that this is a question of law because he does not challenge the veracity of the 
facts established du.ring trial, but only the CA's legal conclusil'ms in the 
A d 'D • ,. so men ec, ec1s10n. -

78 id.at 128-134. 
79 Id. at 259. 
80 /J. at 2:l-31. 
81 lei. at 113. 
82 Id. at 259 
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In Roxaco-Asia Hospitality Corp. v. Gulf Canary Construction and 
Development, Inc., 83 the Court explained: 

.. 

The differences between a question of fact and a question oflaw 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 the 
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 
existence 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 
concluded, is a question of law because it calls for a resolution of what the 
applicable law is to a given set of facts. 84 (Emphasis 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 argmnents 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 psychological test 
2onducted 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. 246250-51, September 25, 2025 [Per J. Rosario, First Division]. 
84 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 offacts. 85 

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 probativ(,_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.86 The Court is not 
a trier of facts and generally does not review questions oflaw, especially under 
a Rule 45 petition. Moreover, the factual findings of the RTC, affirmed by the 
CA after reconsideration, are binding upon this Court.87 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 tJ.i.e 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. 

.. 

" Id. 
86 RULES OF Cornn, Rule 45, sec. 1. 
87 Slemp Commercial of the Philippines, Inc. v. Sandiganbayan, 930 Phil. 821,889 (2022) [Per J. Leonen, 

Second Division]. 
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.. 
Significantly, during ,he pendency of this case, the Court 

promulgated Tan-Anda! v. Andnl/ 8 which decisively clarified the meaning of 
psychological incapacity and conected long .. standing misapplications of 
Article 36. 

.. 

The Court said in Tcm0Andal: 

To sumrriadzQ: psychoJogicat incapacity consists of clear acts of 
dysfunctionality that shov, a lack of understanding and concomitant 
con1pEance ·with one's· ess1.:""ntial ·n12J.ita1 ohligo.tions due to _psychic causes. 
It is not a medical iilness that has to be medicall.y or clinically identified; 
hence, expert opinion is net .n;quired. 

As an explicit requirnmentofthe law, the psychological incapacity 
must be shovm. to h,1ve been existing at the time of the celebration of the 
marriage, and is cm;sed by Et durable aspect of one's personality strnctnre, 
one that was formed before the parties married. Fi.nihermorn, it must be 
shown caused by a genuinely serious psychic cause. To prQve psychological 
incapacity, a party must present clear and convmcmg evidence of its 
existence. 89 

• In Tan-Anda!, the Cou'rte'.mpl~asized that psychological incapacity is a 
legal, and not a medical, concept: It does not re(juire 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 understandirig ,md complying with essential marital 
obiigations. 90 The Court expressly recognized that the rigid application of 
the l.dolina guidelines had become overly restrictive ancl could not have been 
what the framers of the Family· Code ·ii1terided.91 Marriage, the Court 
observed, is a human institution. Article 36 eiists to address marriages that 
were doomed from the start, n9t because of moral fault alone, but because of 
a genuine psychological incompatibility. 

•• The Couri. averred: 

In light of the foregoing, tl1is· Court now categorically abandons the 
second l\foHna. guiddirn;. Psychological ilJcapacity is neither a mental 
incapacity nor a personality disorder that must be proven through expert 
opinion. There must be proof,' however, o_f the durable or enduring aspects 
of a person's personality, called "personality structure., " which manifests 
itsdfthrough clear acts o_{dys}imr:tionafity that utldermines the family. The 
spouse's per sonaliry st,0 uct1,re must make it impos.mile for him or her to 
understand and, more important, to comp(vwith his or.her essential marital 
obligations ... • 

.Proof of these aspects of personality need not be given by an expert. 
• Ordinary Witnesses who have been present in the.life of the spouses before 

. . . . . . . 

8B 902 Phi:. 558" {2021) [Per J. Ler.mtn, En Banc]. 
89 id. c:1t 608. ~ • 
00 Id. at 5.97. 
91 Id, at 5?7, 

.. 
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the latter contracted marriage: may lcstif)' on behaviors that they have 
consistently observed from the supposedly incapacitated spouse. From 
Llierc, the judge will decide if these behavior:; f!Ie indicative of a true and 
serious incapacity to assmn, the essentiai marital ohligations.92 (Emphasis 
supplied) 

Consistent with this central ruling in Tan-Andal, the Court also clarified 
the three characteristics of psychological incapacity in the subsequent case 
Geo1fo ~'a Republic. 93 The Court held in Georj<J: 

Juridical cmtecedenee is established ~y showing that the 
psychological incapacity ,wists at the time-()[ the celebration, even if it only 
manifests during the marriage. It may be proven by "testimonies describing 
the environment ·where the supposedly incapacitated spouse lived that may 
have led to a particular behavior."· 

V{hile it is difficult to pinpoint when the psychological incapacity 
existed, it is enough th;;! the pel;itiorier show that the incapacity, "in all 
reasonable hke!-ihood,'" already exists at the time the marriage ·•was 
celebrated. Since tJ1e spoui;os will only assume marital obligations after the 
marriage. their psychological capacity to fo.lfill those obligations will only 
manifestaft,xthe celebrtition of the rnarriagc. • 

lncurability mi1st},e v/e~ed in the legal, nqt medical, sense. Veering 
away from th<o meqic:il orientation,· ·the third Afolina guideline was 
amended. P.~ychological incapl1city is not a medical illness which can be 
cured: it must be "so enduring and persistent with respect to a specific 
partner, • and ·contemplo!es a situation· wltere • the rouple 's respective 
personality scructures are,so incompatible 1md antagonistic that the only 
rcsu!r ofthe union would bethe inevitab]-1'1and irreparable breakdown of 
the marnage. " 

To ~atisfy the ;equirernent. of fr1curabilitv, there must be a showing 
of 8Jl "undeniable pc;t/erri efsuchpers{stingfailure to bea present,_ lovinc~' 
fait~fu/,respectfitl, andsupportive spouse [that/ must be established so as 
to demons/rat? ihat th,ere is ill.deed a psychological anomaly or incongrui(v 
in ihe Sj~Ouse relative ·to th'e Oth'er~" 

.. 
T

1
he requiremeJ'.it \lll the grdvity of the psychoioglcal incapacity was 

retained, which 1i1ust be. "qmsed by a gcnµin~ly psychic cause." It must not 
be mere «mild chqracterologicalpeculiarities mood changes, occasional 
irnoiional outbursts, '' nor ,:men~ re.fi,1:mt, neglect{,} dif!icuJty. much less ill 
will."'1' 4 1En!phasis supplied, cifations om.itted) . _, _,.. . .. ' . ' . ' -. " . ' . 

Thus, as refined in Tan~Andci/ an<l Georib, psychological incapacity 
suffici,:nt to declare a marriage· void is r3stabli~h~d when three requisites 
concur .• FYrst, the :incapacity ,1niJ'.st, b~ marked by juridical antecedence, in that 
it existed at tfo~ time ,of the .. cekbration of the marriage, even if it manifested 
only after, Second, it must be incurable in a legal, not medical, sense, referring 
to a coridition so enduring and petslsterit, particularly ir, relation to the specific 

92 Id. at 597. 
"' 937 Phil. 5l.8 (2023) [Per SA(Lconc;;, Second pivision]. 
wi ld. at 5)3--534. , • 
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spouse, that the mmTiage is rendered heyontl repair. Third, the incapacity must 
be of such gravity that it ari 0e', from a genuinely psychic cause, a standard that 
does not require medical severity but excludes situations where the failure of 
the marriage is attributable merely to refi1sal, neglect, or ordinary difficulty in 
making the marital relationship work. These requisites are not abstract or 
mechanical standards. They arc assessed from the totality of the evidence and 
considered in the context of the spouses' lived marital realities. 

The Comi has further operatinnalized these concepts in subsequent 
cases where it applied the doctrine in Tan-Andal. In Estella v. Perez,95 the 
(:'-our.t explained,. in concrr:.te terms, what types of evidence may be presented 
to prove psychological inc:ipadty. The Court ruled: 

Indeed, lay persons can testify about dysfimctional 
acts that undermine the family. The types of evidence that a lay person 
may adduce for this purpo:,<;, ,1r-e: (i) the reputation of the incapacitated 
spouse being psychologfoa.liy incapacitated -· that is, the viewpoint of 

:reasonab.h~ rnembers ot· the spouses' televant com1nun1t1es; (ii) 
the char,ic1.er of the incapacitated spouse relevant to or indicative of such 
incapacity; (iii) the>ev'cryday' behllvfor,. ,1c:ts • cir conduct of the 
inc.apneitated. spouse; :and JL\1) ..the offtudt.~ll sp0.use~s _own. cxpe:rience of 

-negle~:t, abandgnment,. unreqc1.ited love, and infiiction of mental distress, 
among others. 

These typ~s of ,wideri'ce h10.y· establish cfr~ums(auccs probative of 
the· dysfuiidional · act§ · inimical·· to the · :family. The relevant 
dtcumstances would inchide(i) instances'of violence against women and 
their chiJdren as defined 111 Republic Act No. 9262, (ii) zero probability 
of rnc,m.ciliatiou between tlrn spouses. and (iii) failure of the spouse or 

•· the spouses to perform hi.s, her, ol""their marital duties auc! obligations 
that i, dearly demonstrntivt ofa1111tter in.sensitivity or inability to give 
me:ming and sigl).ifiC!lfiC\l tn the "1,arriagc. 

.. 

Of nole, • the ili.ird. category of clrcuinsta.nccs refers to the 
d1aracteriw.tion, i.e.;. dearly demonstrative of an utter insensitiviiy or 
inability Jo ·,ifre 1!1.eafling {i;zd .Signf/ic;rince to ·tkif m_,~r!·{a,f!e, that ,vas once 
used to descrih6 the persiJ1ia/ity disorder tlw,t gave ri:,e to· psychological 
focapacity. • .• . • •• • ' • 

Sirico Tan~Andalbas abandoned tbe focus on persondl\ty disorders 
and e'.K.!)ert opfoions, tl1iii t:harai::teriiati9n niay no:,v be appropriated to 
capture fiie yssence of the p'rnMematk !HJSOriJII!tystructure or psychic 
c1rnses that sp:c1'wn psyclvJ!,~gical inc?pacily. flmbracecl in this inclusive 
iirc~mstance are sw:h facts' as (i) forms ofaddktion demonstrative of s11ch 
insensith·ity or inability, (ii) a.ba.ndommmt by one spouse of t'J.e other, or 
(iii) instances ofmutua.1 af[U,U 1()SS of trust, love, and rt:spectfor each other. 
Distinctive of tl1ese and olhef ln,fonccs_ is .thC hm:sh !'eality that spouses 
coerced togetrier in a m0an.111glc,ss J11arital relatio11ship ,voi1ld only 
physically or psychologice:H)' endanger dther or both of them as they cannot 
both 1riove on to rr1orn prociuct1ve relationships bLrt be forced to live double 
Or secret HYett 

.· 

95 91 ! Phil.. 570 (202 ·1) [Per. J. Lazaro--Ja,:ier, First Division"j. 
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l)y tntining, ~-the i~ornpeten.cc to assenibie_thc evidence 
on these matters, ThcJ hov,: tiJ present \Vitnesses ,Nho would testify 
on everyday behavior, act:; or ,,onduc.t, nr adduce reputation and character 
cvidencf.' They !mow.how to questi•)n the o.ffended spouse about the latter's 
own experi,:nce ofneglecL ,,1bandrnnrncnt, unre4uiled love, and infliction of 
1nental d1:Stres$. S:imil.ru.-ly) judg{~-s-"-• e$peciany f2,1nily court judges - are 
already t:quippe,( to ass,.;'1s ti'.1esc pteces of evide;iee. These clarifications 
allow us to oper~tienalize Tan-A mlal' s. teaching to reconfigure 
psychological incapacity as a legal concept ancl for us to understand and 
apply this concepi within kgal parameters.96 (Emphasis in the original, 
citations ornitted) . • 

Accordingly, £:ytelia mokes deRtr Lh,rt proof of psychological incapacity 
does not depend on clinipal diagnoses or expert testimony. 97 lt may be 
established through con1petent ordim\ry evidence that illuminates the spouses' 
lived marital realities. Testimonies from ordinary witnesses, the offended 
spouse, imdmemher,s bfthe partiet;' community may sufiiciently demonstrate 
endnririg patterns of behavior, d1,rracter traits, and relational dynamics that 
reveal an utter inability to give meaning and substance to the marriage. 98 

When taken together, such. evider,,;:e.aUows 1he courts to discern whether the 
failure oftiw 1narita! ·relath.:nihip ,sten;i ftorn" a deeplyrooted psychological 
incongruity ,md not from 'transient conflict,. poor choices,· or a simple 
unwillingness-t1'.l make the marriage work.%·. .. 

That said, Tiin-AndalequaHy recognizes that expert evidence may still 
be admitted and appreciated; not as a controlling determinant, but as an aid to 
the (;ourt's understariding of the parties' personality structures and relational 
dynamics. 100 \\Then presented/such expert testifnony must go beyond mere 
condusory di,,gnoses or the recitation ofpsychologicai labels. Its value lies in 
its ability to connec,t observed behaviors, life history, and relational patterns 
to juridical antecedence, incurabiiity, and gravity, in a manner that coherently 
explains why the marriage· ·was. from its inception, unworkable. Ex.pert 
opinion that n1erely repackage 1narital difword. immaturity; or emotional 
distance; v,rithout :den1onstratihgtrue iricapa(:ity; do not suffice. 101 

Expert <slVii;ienee, wb/61;i'offereo, is best appreciated when it is anchored 
on personal interactio;i. vyhi-i the .parties; horroboriited by testimonial and 
circunistanthJ evidem:e, a.nd ctirected toward. illuminating frmctional 
incapacity rather th,m medki,tr abrionn?lity. The Court's task· is not to 
determine whether a spouse suffers fro1ii a diagnosable disorder, but whether 
the evide'nce, expert or otherwise, reveals a deeply ingrained psychological 
condition that made genuint: marital iifo impossible. Properly understood, 

96 .lrL at 584·--586. · 
90 o " /' • p 9· ]J tl] ·1· ,7c· •"QA {OQ''l") rp". ' ; • • •• '" '[)" ·o·on·] • ,.)ee [,,sz.: tav .. erez, . ~..i.ll .. u, ;)o-+ v~' /4, L er. ,r, waza1:·o-Jav1.cr, r'H"'h. ,1Vtd . 
98 Id 
'.19 Id. "J-t 586, , . , : _ . . . . - ... , . . 
wo 902 PhiL ·5~8, f·1·0 {202i) [P0t: J. L~ionen, En_ Bam'.j; ,5:eG J~,i;~eliu_~v.'-Pe/,:i.;, ~~J .i Phil. 570, 583 (2021) [Per. 

J. LaZam.:.fa.vier, 'First Divi'iii◊n]. • 

rni Tan Andal v, Ait.d:.<l, 902 P.hil. .558_.597:c59E q.021)- (Per J. Le_onen,_ En Bmfr]. 
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expert testimony serves to complement, not supplant, the court's independent 
evaluation of the totality of the evidence. 

When expert testimony is offered, the Court likewise considers the 
qualifications and expertise 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, 102 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. 103 

There is likewise no rule requiring that an expert must personally 
interview both spouses for the testimony to be admissible or credible. 104 

Consistent with Tan-Anda! and reaffirmed 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. 105 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 psychological 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 frainework, 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. 

102 912 Phil. 662 (2021) [Pe J. Lazaro-Javier, First Division]. 
103 Id. at 686. 
104 Tan-Anda/ v. Anda/, 902 Phil. 558,616 (2021) [Per J. Leonen, En Banc]. 
10s Id. 
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The Court finds no rnurit in petitioner"s aitempt to discredit the 
testimony of Dr. Villegas. Tht n:cdrd:, dearly establish her qualification as an 
expert witness, grounded on. h0r training, experience, and professional 
practice as a psychiatrist. H<:fr expertise wa3 never seriously controverted 
during trial. Further, the trio! court which observed her demeanor and 
examined the substance of her testimony, frmnd her co1npetent to assist the 
court in understanding the pm'lies' psychological conditions. As consistently 
held, the determination of the con;ipetence of a witness, including an expert 
witness, and the weight to b,; accorded to testimony rest primarily with the 
trial court, ,vhose findings nrc entitled to respect. 106 

Contrary to the petitioner's assertions, Dr. Villegas clearly and candidly 
explained her methodology, She testified that her conclusions were 
principally based 011 her extensive1iers6nai interviews with both the petitioner 
and the respondent, during which she evaluated their life histories, relational 
dynamict;, and patterns ofJ:1ehavi9r relevant to their capacity to perform 
marital obligations. These i11:te;0;riews were not cursory. They were the primary 
foundation of her psychiatric assessment. As she explained during cross­
examination, the interviews • $.llowed her . to assess • both the conscious 
narratives ar,dthe deeper relatiotial patterns of tht~ parties, from which she 
independently arrived at her findii:igs.1°7 . • 

. Jt is ,true {hatthe psychologica.l tests ,vere administered by a third 
person. This circ.uinstanc:e, however, does not diminish the probati ... e value of 
Dr.· Villegas'~ testimony. As· a qualified psychiatrist, she possesses the 
expertise to interpret •. and. integrate· the test restdts into her own clinical 
assessment. Ivfore impo1tiintly;. she .• unequivocally testified that the 
psychologk~I tests were corroborative rather than determinative. As she 
stated in open court, she would have reached "basically the same" 108 

conclusions even without thee psychological tests, as her findings from the 
interviews and the test results "jibed with each ot':ier."109 That the test results 
independently aligned with het;own intervie,;v.;t1ased analysis does not weaken 
her conclusions. On the ,~ontrai:y, h cvenfa.rther strengthens their reliability. 

ii. Juridicalanteceqenc'e 

As. earlier C:\.1)lained, juridical antecedence does not require proof that 
the. psychological inca.pacity. was· clinically diagnosed at the time of the 
celebration of the marriage. This requirement is satisfied when the evidence 

IOO 903 Phil, 8,01.l ~.12 c2o;n [Per 1.-Lopez, J., fhir1 Dtv_i~!,.t.m1. 
107 Rollo, p. 203 
io~ id. at· 208. 
rnsi Id. 

.. 
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shows that the roots of the (ncapacity pre-e,dsted the marriage and merely 
manifested after. 

Here, it is worth reit,,rating frrnt both the petitioner and the respondent 
were interviev.red by Dr. Vilkgas .. During. these interviews, they both 
discussed their experiences,. specifically v,Tith their farr1ilies, while they were 
growing up and prior to the 1narriage. Dr. Viliegas demonstrated that both 
parties' incapacity trn.ces back to ,their formative years. 

\Vith respc~ct to the rnspondent, Dr. Villegas explained that she grew up 
under a "very strict and dlscip)inatian" 110 111other, experienced emotional 
restraint, and developed a feeling r,f h;jectioil due to the attention given to an 
ailing • sibling· and the prokmged absence • of her father.111 These early 
experiences, accordir1g to Dr. Villegas, resulted in a personality structure 
n:iarked by emotional pas:;ivity and unexpressed anger, such that the 
i:;,espondent kept quiet and did not do :anything to conect or understand the 
sftuation, 112 even as resentment accumuiated beneath the surface. 

Similal'ly, as regards to the petitioner, Dr. Villegas traced his condition 
to his psychological development prior to marriage. She testified that his 
"very very dose relations.hip yvitlJ the mQther during his growing up," 113 

coupled with maternal 0\lercprptection, an;ested. his emotfonal development 
"at theii1fantJle fovd." 114 This res~1lted in al)_ endurfrig inability to separate 
filial attachn1eni ·froni niarita.l . intimacy-~~-an incapacity that existed long 
before .. the rnarri21ge anci sui-fi:lced only when marital obligations demanded 
emotional independerice. 

Vie,Ned in. light of the. Court's' earlier dit'lcussion ori how juridical 
antecedence nwy be proven througJ{· naJTat_ive and testimonial evidence, these 
accounts ;mfficiently establish that the parties' respective incapac;ities were 
already present at the time the marriage was celebratt~d: 
.. 

iii. lrzcurability 

A.s previously clarified, incurability under Article 36 is not understood 
in a medical sense, not does it rcq1iire proof that no form of therapy could 
theoretically produce ·change,' In curability refers to a· condition that is so 
enduring and persistent, p;3:rtk11 larly with respect to the specific spouse, that 
the marriage ii, rendered beyond repair, 

110 l'U. at 2-22-<!.?3: 
lll la'. 
112 Jd.~t22'.?. 

i 1'1 . id. at 224 . 

.. 
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.. 

Dr. Villegas's testimor;:,1 ,,ituatcs both pm-ties' incapacity squarely 
within this legal understamlil ro the respondent, Dr. Villegas stated that 
her personality structure was ''cL,eply engrained" 115 and that "no amount of 
professional as:,istance or treatment can change or modify [it] 
penuanently." 116 This concJu,,l,)n is con-oborated by the undisputed factual 
record: decades of emotional dist'.ngagement; the absence of marital intimacy 
since the late 1980s, and the respondent';, consistent inability to re-establish 
an emotional bond with foe petitioner despite profonged separation and later 
attempts at reconnection. 

The same pattern is evident with 1:esrier.;t to the petitioner. Dr. Villegas 
testified that his emotional irmrn:iturity a11d inadequate personality structure, 
fonn.ed during his formative y,iars; were permanent. His inability to provide 
emotional security and affec1jon per:,isted throughout the marriage and long 
after physical separation. A.s she explained, the petitioner's unconscious guilt 
in "dt;fying the mother's lo-v,i"''1 i7 prevented him from fonning· a mature 
marital relationship, resulting in a persistent incapacity to assume the 
emotional obligsitions ofm.:1rriage. 

. . Consistent with the Coifrf~ earlierdist,USS!Ol). that incurability may be 
inferred froin ari .u~1denlable patf13rn. of foiled i:riruital functioning over time, 
the evidence herc.d~moµstrat~~ .thi~ fhe partl~s' incapacity was not situational 
or remediable. l)eir iuc:ipadty }s enduring anc;l legally lncurable. 

• " • a " • • 0 a • C 

iv. Grt1vity 

Finally, as earlier emphasized, gravity does not require medical 
severity. lt requires a showing that the· incapacity rJ·ises from a genuinely 
psychi,; cause imd is no{ rediicible to mere refusal, neglect, difficulty, or ill 
wilL118 Gt1_:tvity is established when the evidenc8 reveals an utier inability or 
insensitivity to gi,ve·meaning and :substance to the m:atriage.119 •• 

Dr. Villegas •'s testimony il\9strates this l~\rel of gravity with re~pect to 
both parties. 111 the respon~\ent' s case, her passive0aggressive personality 
structure"catisec1 herto withdravii e;notionally a,nd devGlop "anger, hatred, lack 
of concern, negativism, [ andJ lack of respeot"' 20 toward the petitioner. Rather 
than erigag~ in a mutuaL ef.l:"()rt to sustairt the marital relationship, she 
unconsciously clisenga.ged, redirecting her <tmotional investments toward her 
career and child; aridulfo.nately re_jectingthe marital pa.itnership itself. 

--· ---- -~,c-. -cc,,,,_-~ 
115 ld at' 220. 
1J6 Id. 
t1: ld. at 224. 
118 HUlog 11, .l--lafog, 9:12 PhiL 6(}/'.,'673 f:2021) [Per J. Lazt"t,fo~JaVfer, first Div.(sfonj. 
119 Id. ar 672, 
120 Id. m222 .. 
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!ls to the petitioner, . Vilh:gas testified that his inadequate 
personaiity rendered him incapable of providing emotional intimacy, 
affection, and security. She e:,plained that the petitioner does not know how 
to express and satisfy the rc:>s_pondent'i; rH.;eds a:{d 1:!1at his iiwbility to delineate 
between his relationship \Vith his miither ::md his wife gravely impaired his 
marital role. This incapacity \Nas i101: episodic as it permeated the marriage and 
resulted in complete emotional and physical estrangement. 

Read together with the. C::ourt's prior clarification that gravity excludes 
mere marital unhappiness or fa"ilure of effoi:t, 1:he evidence here demonstrates 
a profound psychological incongruity,behv,jen the spouses--one that made it 
iihpossible, not merely difficult, for them to comply with the essential 
obligations of 111arl'iage. 

Viewed as a whole, theevidenc~ reveals a rnarriage impaired at its very 
core by the parties' incompatible and mutually reinforcing psychological 
limitations. On the one hand, the petitioner entered the marriage emotionally 
dependent on his. 1-µother, 1.mable t() .express affection or reach outward with 
emotional assurance, and ponf,irained Sy ui1resolvecl emotional conflicts that 
inhibited intimai,y and_ p1:;,it~1ership. His Jlifficulty. in separating filial 
attachrnent from . marital cOiJJmitment pre,; ented him from becoming 
emiltionally present to his ivife and child: Qn the c•ther hand, the respondent 
canie into thf' ,marriage be:;irir,g the imprint of emotional deprivation in her 
formative years, longing for affecticm and af"fir:mation, yet responding to 
disappointment not with engagement liut with withdrawal, passivity, and 
unexpressed resentment. Her expectations of love remained unmet, while her 
manner of coping renderedc her unable to bridge the growing emotional 
distance between them .. 

These opposing, pe~sunaliiy structures left the spouses suspended in a 
prolonged state of emotional limbo. They remained legally bound but 
psychologicaHy estranged. Each hoping, in different ways, for the marriage to 
work, yet eqnally hoping for its-end. Over the years, the marriage existed only 
in form., notirr substance, marked by emotio11al distance, absence of intimacy, 
and the qniet resignation oftwb individuals unable to move forward togeiher 
or apa1t.,lb thi1rsense,.the d-efoct,ofthe martiag(; was not the result of isolated 
acts or conscious choice but ofafumiatnental psychological incong1uity that 
refldeied 2ertuine~l'narital iifo impossible fromthe outset. • i O " • 

. . I To be stire, the ps)rc;ho1ogical .. incapacity that undermined this 
un,fortunate union and pn;vcinted it from maturing irito a_ genuine_ and fulfil ling 
marriage is not oJ the kirid that is -imh,ediately apparent. There was no 
violence. no infidelit•1, and none of the overtly traumatic events often 
~-ssociatJd with niarri;ge 9 burdened by psychi.ilogical incapacity. For this 
reason. the Co,Jrt has consistently stressed that every /luticle 36 petition must 
be exoixi.ined wi.th particular care. Each determination must rest on the totality 
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of the evidence and not on [he; pr,.,sence or absence of dramatic markers of 
marital failure. 

Every relationship bears its own shape. Some marriages arc.yoid from 
the very beginning 11ot becm_;_se of loud or conspicuous dysfunction but 
because of quiet and d&,epiy rooted foars, anxieties, and limitations that 
prevent the spouses from understanding and :assuming the essential 
obligatio11s of marriage. The unspoken inability to fully connect with one's 
partner can be as destructive as conflict that is overt and volatile. Silent 
dysfunction, manifested in ernotionaI distance, withdrawal, and resignation, 
can be no less conosive to the marital bond than more visible fi)rms 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 
compass of Artide 36 of the Family Code, as understood and refined in 
jurisprudence, A.rticle 36 recognizes that some unions are void from the 
beginning not because .ofinor,d .(a.ult,. but beca,1se tllc spouses were never 
psychologlcally capable of entering into the kind of partnership that marriage 
demands. As' the Court emphasized in 1,;in-Andal, the law protects the 
institution of marriage not by insisting on its preservation at all c;sts but by 
distinguishing,true rnarriages from,thosethat, from their inception, lacked the 
essential psychological frmndations for rnutual eomn:1itment, intimacy, and 
shared life.121 • 

Pi-opedy und~r:itood0 Article 36 ofihe Fa111ily Code is not hostile to 
marriage, It is, in truth, protective of this instit~ition. It acknowledges that 
muriage is among the most _meaning[ ul acts . two people can undertake 
togeth;l". To bi)mpel h).dividugls to re~1airi b01;md )11 a union that, from the 
start, functioned as a psychological cage rather than a-shared life of freedom 
mid meaning does not strengthen marriage. It only tra.'1sfi)l1ns marriage into a 
site of quiet rnisery, erodes its dignity, and risks deterring others from entering 
it at a!L In recognizing and ending rnarriages :that were void from the 
beginning, AJticle 36 ofthe. Family Code affirms the social and human value 
of marriage as art institution me,antto elevate,,not diminish, the lives of those 
who enter into it. 

The partition of . the 'co-cni'i1ed 
properties is not a prerequisite for the 
nulli~v of the marriage. • 

.. 

The ruie is settled that ll,e prope1ty relations of the parties in a void 
marriage i~ governed by Article 147 or 148 oftl1e Family Code. 122 Article 147 
provicks; 
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.. 

Article l 47 of the l 

A.rticlc 147. • Hlher.· c. ma.n Ond l1 ~cmJan who are capacitated to 
marry each othei, liw exclusively ;vilh each other as husband and wife 
without the benefit c0(marriagr or under a void marriage, their 1-t·ages and 
salaries ,S'hall be 01-Pned h.v fhern in equal shares and the property acquired 
by both ,if theln thruugh the it· work or industry shall be governed by the 
rules on co-ownership. . • 

In the absence of proof to ,he contrary_, prope11jes acquired while 
they lived together sball h,:, pre,,umed to have been obtained by their joint 
efforts, work or industry, ,u,d shall be o,vned by them in equal shares. For 
purposes of this A.r!.icle, a party who Jid not participaJe in the acquisition 
by the oth"r party of any pn)perty, shall b,;, deemed to have contributed 
jointly in the acquisition thr,.reof the fonrn,r's efforts consisted in the care 
_and ·111alntenance of the fan1Hy f:tnd of the household. 

Neither party can encu.n1be.r tn: dispose by acts inter vivos of his or 
her share in the property_ acquired during colmbitation and owned in 
con1mon, ·witlwui the consent of the other, until after the termination o:ftheir 
cohabitation. 

\Vhen only one ~1f1he parties t~-a void. marriage is in good faith, tho 
share of the party in bad faith in lhe .;::9~ownership shaU be forfeited in favor 
of their common chil(,irel lll case, of' defadlt of or·w<'river by_ any or all of 

•· the cbrnri1on ~hildren or tl-ie ir dc1~cendaii.t;; each ,;a can! share shall belong 
to the re;,pective survivi~,g descend;,.nts. In.the absendeof descendants, such 
share sha)jbdong to th,:J,1I1ocent party: in ll;ll cases, Hie forfeitnre shall take 
place upon tennip,i\iori oftlw cohabitation'. (Fmpliasis si.1pplied) 

In Dil1o v. Dino,123 tlie Court held that Article 147 of the Family Code 
applies whi:;n the following reg1)isttes concur: (1) the man and the woman must 
be capricitafo,i to 1\:1:,.try each' othel'; (2) they' live 6xclusi vely with each other 
as husband and \'I ifo; 1tnd (3) the ii: ,lnionis without the benefit of marriage, or 
their maniage isvoid} 2'' Thes;· re;qJli[lites ai~ prise~t in this case. 

In thlsregard, Article 496 of the Cl:vil Code states tl;at the partition of •-·· '". ' . ' . .. . . . " • . 

co-.o;Nned properties may b~~ made by agref;;ment between the paities or by 
judicial proceeding!>. Thus; the Cou1t held fri Dino that a court ruling on an 
Article 36 p,,tilitm can nullH:,, the marriage, \vithout requiring the liquidation 
of the properti"" in the 0 ,w1~ n,·or"ediw, 125 • ' :· y •. .., - '. ~ '. ~'\ ) ... '?' ,l;::'f. i"'""'· .,..! k)• 

.. 

Thus, the 'Cotirt finds no reasontoreverse the RTC and the CA rulings, 
which djd not 9rdet the partition of the co0 owned properties as a prerequisite 
for the nullity ofthe rpari-iage. The partition of the co~owned properties is not 
a preconi:liti~n but ismerely incidental to, a17.d js.a conseguence of, the nullity 
of the man-iage. To reiternk, since the petitioner's and the respondent's 

123 655_ Ph'tL 175 (20) l },[Per J_ Carpiu., _second Divb:)01~]. 
n.,_; .. Id. m 181-HQ. 
l'.l..1. iJ:·a,til.34.; 
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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 jiidicial procee:ding. The (-:'.o,1rt deems it unnecessary to preempt this choice 
by mandating the partition of the properties in this case, 

• A Final Note 

The Court is rtot unaware of the structural limits of A-11:icle 36 of the 
Family Code as a legal remedy. \Vhile indispensable in case& where a 
marrj.age is void from the beginning due to genuine psychological incapacity, 
its application often requints courts to venture into deeply personal teffain. 
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 wifo who is iinable to engage in sexual relations considered 
good enough to remain a ,vifo under the law? Is a man who cannot express 
affection o.r e1notional vulnerability Considered as capable of fulfilling his 
marital obligations under the Family Code? Are spouses deficient if they 
remain . bound by emotion(!) . opligations to parents? Should a spouse be 
compelled to rernain in a inard,ag1o long after love has quietly departed? Is a 
maniage considered.~ legitiniat~ • inarriage if pec,p!e are in it not for love but 
for companfonsh1p? • • • • 

These inquiries, while framed in l~gal terms, are ultimately questions 
about love, intimacy, and pt:rsonal fulfillment. They ultimately compel the 
Court to confront profoundly human questions that resist easy leg<l,l answers: 
What makes a person a good spouse? \Vhat maJ(es a good maffiage? What 
reasons are .sufficient to enter into, and to remah'1 bound by, a marriage? And 
when love has faded,is its absence ever, by jtself, a sufficient reason to leave? 

These are questions t19 court should -b~ fequired tQ d1,dinitively answer, 
They lie beycn;id the pr9p~r cfomafo of judicial competence, and more 
importantly, beyond wl1at the la,w should compel individuals to justity before 
the State. Thus, the Courtxeherates the impmtance of adhering to the doctrinal 
tools it, has laid 'out irt • Aiticle ~6 jurisp,rud.eilce to· disting\lish true 
psychological incap\ic.ity fr?m niere marital ,difficulty, refusal, or fading 
affection. Thfs.is the oi1ly wiry th;rough.which jt can be ensured that the .very 
invocatio11 of Article 36 Joe$ not risk drawing the judiciary into adjudicating 
the q~ality a,7,d 1neanfng ofp~rsonalrelation:iliips-· --an exercise fr~ught with 
moral, emotionai, and philosophkal compk:~ity. 

The Court also e1liphasizes the duties of gove111ment ~genci-es involved 
in nuHity cases under: Article 36 of the Family Co,fo to proceed, 11ot only with 
steadfast respect • for the jui;isprudence : determining the. parameters of 
psychofogi,;al in0apacity, bt;t also, "~~d 11;,ore irnportantly, with compassion 
and understanding in handling these t.yprsof ca~es. While no government can 
legislate Jove into a marriage, it can certainly create a humane and accepting 
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legal space, one thu.t allovJ::; pcopk ·who entered into a marriage without the 
concomitant p::;ychologica\ C&fJ::tcity to live up to their marital obligations, to 
come to terms with this truth. and, ,vith h•1pe and dignity, begin again. 

ACCORDINGLY, th,; Pc,ttion for Review on Certiorari is DENIED. 
The January.25, 2019 i\l'ne11<led Decision ,,ndSeptember 9, 2019 Resolution 
of the Court of Appeals in CA-(_i.R. CV No. 107628 are AFF'IRMED. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

SO ORDERED . 

. .ROSARIO 
As .. ociate Justice 
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CERTil 1'IC.ATlON 

Pursuant to Artide VU!, Section 13 of the Constitution, I certify that 
the conclusions in the above Decision had been reached in consultation before 
the cas1;; was 1,1;;signed to the ,~Titer of the opinion of the Court's Division . 
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