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SECOND DIVISION
[ G.R. No. 210518, April 18, 2018 ]

REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES, PETITIONER, V. MARTIN
NIKOLAI Z. JAVIER AND MICHELLE K. MERCADO-JAVIER,
RESPONDENTS.

DECISION
REYES, JR., J:

This is a petition for review on certioraril!l under Rule 45 of the Rules of Court,
which seeks to reverse and set aside the Court of Appeals' (CA) Decision[2] dated

July 10, 2013, and Resolution[3] dated November 28, 2013, rendered in relation to
CA-G.R. CV No. 98015. In these assailed issuances, the CA reversed the ruling of
the Regional Trial Court (RTC) of Pasig City, which dismissed the petition for the
declaration of nullity of marriage filed by respondent Martin Nikolai Z. Javier (Martin)
against respondent Michelle K. Mercado-Javier (Michelle) under Article 36 of the
Family Code.

Factual Antecedents

Martin and Michelle were married on February 8, 2002.[%]

On November 20, 2008, Martin filed a Petition for Declaration of Nullity of Marriage

and Joint Custody of Common Minor Child under Article 36 of the Family Code.[>]
Martin alleged that both he and Michelle were psychologically incapacitated to

comply with the essential obligations of marriage.[6] He thus prayed for the
declaration of nullity of their marriage, and for the joint custody of their minor child,

Amanda M. Javier.[”]

In order to support the allegations in his petition, Martin testified on his own behalf,

[8] and presented the psychological findings of Dr. Elias D. Adamos (Dr. Adamos)
(i.e., Psychological Evaluation Report on Martin and Psychological Impression Report

on Michelle).[?]

In the Psychological Impression Report on Michelle, Dr. Adamos diagnosed her with
Narcissistic Personality Disorder.[10] Likewise, Dr. Adamos concluded in the
Psychological Evaluation Report that Martin suffered from the same disorder.[11]
Their disorder was considered grave and incurable, and rendered Martin and
Michelle incapacitated to perform the essential obligations of marriage. Dr. Adamos
further testified before the RTC to provide his expert opinion, and stated that with
respect to the Psychological Impression Report on Michelle, the informants were
Martin and the respondents' common friend, Jose Vicente Luis Serra (Jose Vicente).

[12] He was unable to evaluate Michelle because she did not respond to Dr. Adamos'
earlier request to come in for psychological evaluation.[13]



Ruling of the RTC

In its Decision[14] dated March 10, 2011, the RTC dismissed the petition for failure
to establish a sufficient basis for the declaration of nullity of the respondents'
marriage. The relevant portions of the RTC's decision reads:

Upon the other hand, though Dr. Adamos diaghosed [Martin] to be
afflicted with a narcissistic personality disorder, which rendered him
incapacitated to comply with his essential marital obligations of observing
love, trust and respect. [Martin's] testimony is found by the Court to be
not supportive of such finding and vice-versa. In fact, on the basis of
[Martin's] declarations, the Court came up with an impression that
[Martin] is a man gifted with a lot of patience; that he was righteous,
that he laudably performed his role as husband and father, and that in
spite of [Michelle's] alleged wrongdoings, he still exerted his best efforts
to save their marriage.

Thus, as to [Michelle's] alleged psychological incapacity, the Court finds
[Martin's] testimony to be self-serving and Dr. Adamos' findings to be
without sufficient basis.

Taking all the foregoing into consideration, the Court finds no sufficient
basis for granting the relief prayed for in the petition.

WHEREFORE, premises considered, the instant petition is DENIED.
SO ORDERED.[13]

Martin moved for the reconsideration of the RTC's decision on May 18, 2011.[16]
Finding the arguments in the motion unmeritorious, the RTC denied the motion in its

Order[17] dated September 7, 2011:

In the case at bar, the Court found no sufficient basis for making a
finding that either petitioner or respondent or both were afflicted with a
psychological disorder within the contemplation of existing law and
jurisprudence. Such being the case, there was no need to resort to Dr.
Adamos' findings.

Having said this, the Court finds no compelling reason to set aside its
March 10, 2011 Decision.

Wherefore, premises considered, the pending Motion for Reconsideration
is DENIED.

SO ORDERED.[18]

Unsatisfied with the RTC's ruling, Martin appealed the denial of his petition to the

CA.[19] In his Appellant's Brief, Martin submitted that it is not necessary for the
psychologist to personally examine the incapacitated spouse, or Michelle in this
case, before the court may rule on the petition for declaration of nullity of marriage.

[20] He also argued that, at the very least, there was sufficient evidence to support

his own diagnosis of psychological incapacity.[21] Martin thus claimed that the RTC
committed a reversible error in dismissing his petition.



The Republic filed its own brief opposing the appeal of Martin. Arguing that there
was no basis for Dr. Adamos' findings as to Michelle's psychological incapacity, the
Republic asserts that there was no independent proof to establish this claim.
Fmlhermore, the Republic argued that Martin supported his petition for declaration

of nullity of marriage with self-serving testimonies and hearsay evidence.[22]

Ruling of the CA

On review, Martin's appeal was granted. In its Decision[23] dated July 10, 2013, the
CA held that:

WHEREFORE, the instant appeal is GRANTED. The assailed Decision dated
March 10, 2011 and the Resolution dated September 07. 2011,
respectively, issued by the [RTC] of Pasig City, Branch 261, are hereby
REVERSED AND SET ASIDE. Accordingly, the marriage between [Martin]
and [Michelle] is hereby declared NULL and VOID ab initio under Article
36 of the Family Code.

SO ORDERED.[?4]

The CA found that there was sufficient evidence to support Martin's claim that he is
psychologically incapacitated. The CA also negated the RTC's ruling by referring to
Martin's own testimony, in which he narrated his tendency to impose his own

unrealistic standards on Michelle.[25] In its challenged decision, the CA likewise
ruled that Michelle's diagnosis was adequately supported by the narrations of Martin

and Jose Vicente.[26]

Aggrieved, the Republic filed its motion for reconsideration from the CA's Decision

dated July 10, 2013.[27]1 The CA denied the motion in its Resolution[28] dated
November 28, 2013 for being a mere rehash of its earlier arguments.

The Republic is now before this Court, arguing that there was no basis for the CA's
ruling granting the petition for declaration of nullity of marriage. It argues that the
testimony of Martin was self-serving, especially m relation to Dr. Adamos' diagnosis
that Michelle was psychologically incapacitated to comply with the essential marital
obligations under the Family Code. According to the Republic, there were no other
witnesses that were presented in court, who could have testified on Michelle's

behavior.[2°]
Ruling of the Court

The Court finds the present petition partially unmeritorious. The totality of evidence
supports the finding that Martin is psychologically incapacitated to perform the
essential obligations of marriage.

The psychological incapacity of a spouse must be characterized by (a) gravity; (b)
juridical antecedence; and (c) incurability, which the Court discussed in Santos v.

CA, et al.[30] as follows:

The incapacity must be grave or serious such that the party would be
incapable of carrying out the ordinary duties required in marriage; it
must be rooted in the history of the party antedating the marriage,
although the overt manifestations may emerge only after the marriage;



and it must be incurable or, even if it were otherwise, the cure would be
beyond the means of the party involved.[31]

The Court later clarified in Marcos v. Marcos!32] that for purposes of establishing the
psychological incapacity of a spouse, it is not required that a physician conduct an
actual medical examination of the person concerned. It is enough that the totality of
evidence is strong enough to sustain the finding of psychological incapacity. In such
case, however, the petitioner bears a greater burden in proving the gravity, juridical

antecedence, and incurability of the other spouse's psychological incapacity.[33]

While the Court has consistently followed the parameters in Republic v. Molina,[34]
these guidelines are not meant to straightjacket all petitions for declaration of nullity
of marriage. The merits of each case are determined on a case-to-case basis, as no

case is on all fours with another.[35]

Martin, as the petitioner in this case, submitted several pieces of evidence to
support his petition for declaration of nullity of marriage. He testified as to his own
psychological incapacity and that of his spouse, Michelle. In particular, he stated that

Michelle was confrontational even before their marriage.[36] He alleged that Michelle
always challenged his opinions on what he thinks is proper, which he insisted on
because he witnessed the abuse that his mother went through with his biological

father.[37] He also thought that Michelle was highly impressionable and easily
influenced by friends, as a result of which, Martin alleged that Michelle acted

recklessly and without consideration of his feelings.[38]

The psychological findings of Dr. Adamos were also presented in the trial court to
corroborate his claim. According to Dr. Adamos, Michelle suffered from Narcissistic
Personality Disorder as a result of childhood trauma and defective child-rearing

practices.[39] This disorder was supposedly aggravated by her marriage with Martin,
who she constantly lied to. It was also alleged in the Psychological Impression

Report that Michelle openly had extra-marital affairs.[40]

The basis of Dr. Adamos' findings on the psychological incapacity of Michelle was the
information provided by Martin and Jose Vicente. Jose Vicente was a close friend of

the respondents, having introduced them to each other before their marriage.[41]
Jose Vicente was also allegedly a regular confidant of Michelle.[42]

While it is true that Michelle was not personally examined or evaluated for purposes
of the psychological report, the trial court was incorrect in ruling that Dr. Adamos'

findings were based solely on the interview with Martin.[*3] Even if that were the
case, the findings of the psychologist are not immediately invalidated for this reason
alone. Because a marriage necessarily involves only two persons, the spouse who
witnessed the other spouse's behavior may "validly relay" the pattern of behavior to

the psychologist.[44]

This notwithstanding, the Court disagrees with the CA's findings that
Michelle was psychologically incapacitated. We cannot absolutely rely on the
Psychological Impression Report on Michelle. There were no other independent
evidence establishing the root cause or juridical antecedence of Michelle's alleged
psychological incapacity. While this Court cannot discount their first-hand
observations, it is highly unlikely that they were able to paint Dr. Adamos a



