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DECISION

LAZARO-JAVIER, J.:
The Case

This petition for review on certiorari assails the following
dispositions of the Court of Appeals in CA-G.R. CV No. 111010 entitled
“Dionisio C. Laroco v. Aurora B. Laroco, Republic of the Philippines.”

1) Decision! dated November 6, 2019, which affirmed the decision
of the Regional Trial Court (RTC) — Branch 9, La Trinidad,

' Penned by Assaciate Justice Manuel M, Barrios and concurred in by Associate Justices Louis P. Acosta

and Walter S. Ong, rollo. pp. 46-59,
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Benguet, denying the petition for declaration of nullity of marriage
of petitioner Dionisio C. Laroco with respondent Aurora B. Laroco;
and

2) Resolution? dated June 15, 2020, which denied petitioner’s motion
for reconsideration.

Antecedents

On February 20, 2014, petitioner filed a petition® for declaration of
nullity of his marriage with respondent based on Article 36* of the Family
Code. The case was docketed as Civil Case No. 14-F-2133 and raffled to
RTC — Branch 9, La Trinidad, Benguet.

Petitioner alleged that he first met respondent in 1970 while they
were both students at Saint Louis University, Baguio City. He courted
her until they became a couple. He later broke up with her after learning
that she was still entertaining other suitors even though they were already
in a relationship. His parents also disapproved of their relationship because
of respondent’s reputation as a promiscuous, dishonest, and flirtatious
woman. He left respondent and went to Manila to support her mother, then
undergoing cobalt therapy. When he returned to Baguio, respondent
informed him that she was pregnant and invited him to meet her parents in
Lepanto Mines, Mankayan, Benguet. There, respondent’s parents forced
him to marry her.’

On September 6, 1971, he and respondent tied the knot before a
municipal judge in Mankayan, Benguet. They begot three children, namely:
Dennise David, Donna Marie, and Baby Boy, who were born in
1972, 1973, and 1977, respectively. His mother brought him back to Baguio
City to finish his studies after Dennise’s birth. When his mother passed away
in 1973, it was only then that respondent was able to move and join him in
Baguio, together with their children. But since his father still disliked
respondent, she stayed in an apartment beside the Laroco’s residence. When
his father left for America in 1978, he and respondent rented out the store
his father gave them and moved into an adjacent apartment. He worked in
the government while respondent managed a canteen inside his family’s
residence.®

Id. at 69-71.

Id. at 72-79,

Article 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.

*  Rollo, pp. 73-74.

5 Id. at 74-75.
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inculcated in him the value of education, industry, and obedience, petitioner
thought that he had to possess these traits to earn his parents’ appreciation.
He became submissive to anything they said, like being diligent in his
studies, avoiding social activities to concentrate on his studies, and obediently
following the house rules. When he impregnated respondent, he felt he
should take responsibility. During their marriage, he wanted her to submit to
his desires but she refused. He wanted her to distance herself from other men
(ex-suitors, boarders, and customers) and make a detailed accounting of
their business, which became a source of their frequent arguments. He,
however, kept it to himself to show the people that he had a perfect marital
relationship. When he learned about respondent’s relationship with the
boarders and customers in their store, he felt bad and betrayed, and
consequently began to fall out of love. He lost his love, trust, honor, and
respect for respondent. He never gave themselves a chance to reconcile and
fix their marriage because he believed that respondent would never submit
herself to his desires. This rendered him psychologically incapacitated as a
spouse to respondent.'’

Dr. Dy concluded that petitioner’s psychological incapacity has
been existing at the time of the celebration of his marriage to respondent
and had juridical antecedence from his past history. It is a lifetime disorder,
hence, considered permanent and incurable. It is also grave enough to bring
petitioner’s disability to assume the essential marital obligations of
marriage.'?

As for respondent, Dr. Dy diagnosed her with Histrionic Personality
Disorder characterized by the following personality traits:

1. She feels uncomfortable in situations in which she is not the center of

attraction.

She rapidly shifts and shows shallow expressions of emotions.

She has a style of speech that is excessively impressionistic and

lacking in detail.

4. She engages in self-dramatization, theatrically and exaggerated
expression of emotions.

5. She is easily influenced by others or by circumstances.

s b

i3

Dr. Dy opined that respondent’s incapacity may have evolved from
her past personal history. Respondent was unable to develop the richness
of her inner feelings. Her relationship with petitioner was based on a
dependency need that someone was still there to take care of her. When
petitioner began avoiding her because she refused to listen to him, she felt

" 1d. at 30.
1214, at 49,
3 1d. at 50.
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Proof of these aspects of personality need not only be given
by an expert. Ordinary witnesses who have been present in the
life of the spouses before the latter contracted marriage may testify
on behaviors that they have consistently observed from the
supposedly incapacitated spouse. From there, the judge will decide if
these behaviors are indicative of a true and serious incapacity 10
assume the essential marital obligations.

In this way, the intent of the Joint Committee to limit the
incapacity to “psychic causes” is fulfilled. Furthermore, there will
be no need to label a person as mentally disordered just to obtain
a decree of nullity. x x x*

XXXX

Difficult to prove as it may be, a party to a nullity case is still
required to prove juridical antecedence because it is an explicit
requirement of the law. x x x*°

XXXX

Furthermore, not only being an illness in a medicai sense,
psychological incapacity is not something to be healed or cured.
And even if it were a mental disorder, it cannot be described in
terms of being eurable or incurable.*

XXXX

Reading together the deliberations of the Joint Committee
and our rulings in Santos and Molina, we hold that the psychological
incapacity contemplated in Article 36 of the Family Code is
incurable, not in the medical, but in the legal sense; hence, the
third Molina guideline is amended accordingly. This means that
the incapacity is so enduring and persistent with respect to a
specific partner, and contemplates a situation where the
couple’s respective personality structures are sg_incompatible
and _antagenistic that the only result of the union would be the
inevitable and irreparable breakdown of the marriage. “An
undeniable pattern of such persisting failure [to be a present,
loving, faithful, respectful, and supportive spouse] must be
established so as to demonstrate that there is indeed a psychological
anomaly or incongruity in the spouse relative to the other.”

With respect to gravity, the requirement is retained, not in
the sense that the psychological incapacity must be shown to be
a serious or dangerous illness, but that “mild characterological
peculiarities, mood changes, occasional emotional outbursts” are
exeluded. x x x7

XX XX

s

[}
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Id. at 32,

1d.

Id. at 33.

Id. at 33-34.
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complex task of turning theory to practice, of converting internal,
mental, and emotional processes about psychic or personality structures
to evidence-based decisions.

The first order of business is to preclude the writing of willy-nilly
decisions whose outcomes are determined arbitrarily if not whimsically.
The decisions must be based on evidence, and not upon anything else
that judges may have no expertise on. To this end, we aim to provide
guidelines on how to establish psychological incapacity. These guidelines
consist of nonbinding or suggested proof of facts for this ground of nullity.

Elements of Proof of
Psychological Incapacity

We begin with what Tan-Andal has decreed: psychological incapacity
is no longer proven merely by medically or clinically establishing a
personality disorder through an expert opinion.

Rather, while proof of a personality disorder may help establish
psychological incapacity, the starting point is now the proof of the
durable aspects of a spouse’s personality, called personality structure,
which manifests itself through one or both spouses’ clear, persistent
and chronic acts, behavior, conduct, events, reputation, character,
or circumstances of dysfunctionalities, indicative of the mutual
incompatibility and antagonism between them, which in turn already
undermines the very existence and essence of the family.

The overarching and baseline issue in every psychological
incapacity case is whether mutual incompatibility and antagonism
between the spouses exists. The decision on every claim of psychological
incapacity begins with this question and ends with an answer to this
guestion.

The existence and essence of the family is undermined by
psychological incapacity because of the ensuing incompatibility and
antagonism between the personality structure of one spouse and the
personality structure of the other spouse. The incompatibility and
antagonism between the spouses must make it clearly and convincingly
improbable for both spouses to understand and, more important, to comply
with their respective family and marital obligations. The disharmony of
the spouses in their common life must be so deep and intense as to be
irremediable. The result should be an undeniable pattern or habit of a
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persisting failure for both spouses to be present, loving, faithful,
respectful, and supportive towards each other and to establish a healthy
and respectful family and marital relationships between them. It must be
clearly and convincingly improbable for the spouses to continue a normal
marital relationship with each other much less for them to live together
in peace and happiness. There must be clear and convincing proof that
the spouses are so mismatched that their marriage has in fact ended as
the result of their hopeless disagreement and discord.*® Only then should
the courts be empowered to terminate the marriage as a matter of law and
declare it a nullity.

With the foregoing characterization, the incompatibility and
antagonism between the spouses do not refer to petty quarrels and minor
bickerings that are part of normal human frailty. The terms signify more
than a mere mental process or an afterthought conceived and nurtured in
the psyche of the complaining spouse.*

Incompatibility and antagonism necessarily involve both spouses.
This discordant state should be mutual. It cannot be just unilateral.
While one spouse may have a more normal personality structure than the
other, and the overt acts evidencing the incompatibility and antagonism
may come largely from the other spouse, it is inconceivable that a spouse’s
personality can be compatible with that of the other, if the latter is already
incompatible with the former. If there is a clash of personalities, both
must clash.

We hold that the terms incompatibility and antagonism describe a
state or quality of the relationship between the spouses. One spouse in a
case for Article 36 cannot establish incompatibility and antagonism on the
latter’s part alone. To repeat, incompatibility and antagonism cannot be
unilateral but should always be mutual.

Thus, where one spouse alleges to be disillusioned or disappointed in
the marriage due to some difficulties, this would be insufficient to destroy an
otherwise normal and wholesome matrimonial association on the ground
of psychological incapacity. It is essential that there must be proof first
of a clearly and convincingly hopeless marriage already tormented by
fundamental disagreement and discord between them. Conversely, it would
be of no significance that one spouse testified that the latter felt no
incompatibility and antagonism if the marriage had in fact been wracked
by dissension and discord between the spouses, or where there is no present,

o1d. at 33-34,
0 1d.
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SO ORDERED.
4 5; S
AMY C. LAZARO-JAVIER
. Associate Justice
WE CONCUR:

MARVIC MARIO VICTOR F. LEONEN
Senior Associate Justice

Chairperson
JHOSEP é.;}OPEZ

Associate Justice

ORI T R0, TR

Associate Justice
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ATTESTATION

[ attest that the conclusions in the above Decision had been reached in
consultation before the case was assigned to the writer of the opinion of the
Court’s Division.

MARVICWIARIO VICTOR F. LEONEN
Chairperson, Second Division

CERTIFICATION

Pursuant to Section 13, Article VIII of the Constitution and the above
Division Chairperson’s Attestation, [ certify that the conclusions in the above
Decision had been reached in consultation before the case was assigned to the
writer of the opinion of the Court’s Division.

—

ALE Am’f G. GESMUNDO
: ief Justice



