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### Title:
Republic of the Philippines vs. Court of Appeals and Roridel Olaviano Molina

### Facts:
This case initiated on August 16, 1990, when Roridel Olaviano Molina filed a petition for the
declaration of nullity of her marriage to Reynaldo Molina, citing “psychological incapacity”
under Article 36 of the Family Code. They were married on April 14, 1985, in Manila, with a
son born the following year. Allegations of immaturity, irresponsibility, and abandonment by
Reynaldo were detailed,  alongside the claim that  after  losing his  job in  1986,  Roridel
became  the  family’s  sole  breadwinner.  The  couple  separated  in  1987,  with  Reynaldo
allegedly abandoning Roridel and their child.

Reynaldo’s  response  contested  the  allegations,  citing  conflicts  arose  from  Roridel’s
behavior, negligence in household duties, and failure to handle finances. During the pre-
trial, both parties confirmed their marriage, the birth of their son, their factual separation,
and custody arrangements, without seeking financial support or damages from each other.

The Regional Trial Court, and subsequently the Court of Appeals, declared the marriage
void ab initio, based on psychological incapacity. The Solicitor General then appealed to the
Supreme Court, arguing an incorrect interpretation and application of Article 36 by the
lower courts.

### Issues:
1.  Whether  “opposing  and conflicting  personalities”  equate  to  psychological  incapacity
under Article 36 of the Family Code.
2. Whether the marital disagreements and difficulties presented constitute the measure of
psychological incapacity intended by the law.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court granted the petition, reversing the decisions of the lower courts. It held
that  the  evidence  only  demonstrated  irreconcilable  differences  and  conflicts,  not  a
psychological incapacity of constitutional gravity and permanence. The Court emphasized
that psychological incapacity should denote an incapability to fulfill marital obligations due
to a psychological, not physical, issue, clearly demonstrative of an utter insensitivity or
inability to fulfill marital obligations. The evidence failed to illustrate the incapacity was
grave, existing at the time of marriage, or incurable, thus, the marriage between Roridel
Olaviano and Reynaldo Molina remains valid.
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### Doctrine:
The doctrine established revolves around the interpretation of “psychological incapacity”
under Article 36 of the Family Code, requiring it to be of a psychological nature, grave,
existing  at  the  time  of  marriage,  and  incurable.  The  guidelines  set  by  this  case  for
interpreting psychological incapacity emphasize the necessity for a clear showing of these
elements, underscoring the protection of marriage as an inviolable social institution.

### Class Notes:
1. **Psychological Incapacity** – A ground for the nullity of marriage under Article 36 of the
Family Code, characterized by gravity, juridical antecedence, and incurability, not merely
based on irreconcilable differences or conflicting personalities.
2. **Article 36, Family Code** – Provides the legal basis for the nullity of a marriage based
on psychological incapacity, requiring that incapacity must be psychological, grave, existing
at the time of marriage, and incurable.
3. **Interpretation Guidelines**: The Supreme Court set specific guidelines for interpreting
Article 36, emphasizing the need for medical or clinical identification, proven existence at
the time of marriage, and incurability of the psychological incapacity.

### Historical Background:
This landmark case underscores a pivotal moment in Philippine jurisprudence where the
Supreme Court clarified the ambit of “psychological incapacity” as a ground for the nullity
of marriage under the Family Code, reinforcing the protective mantle over marriage and the
family  as  enshrined in  the Philippine Constitution.  It  highlights  the Court’s  responsive
stance in  delineating the bounds of  legal  provisions  vis-à-vis  societal  realities  and the
evolving understanding of psychological health.


