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Title: Republic of the Philippines vs. Lim Biak Chiao

Facts:
The case involves Lim Biak Chiao’s petition for naturalization as a Filipino citizen which was
granted  by  the  lower  court  on  October  17,  1966.  The  Republic  of  the  Philippines,
represented by the Solicitor  General,  appealed the decision to the Philippine Supreme
Court. The appeal centered on two main objections: first, the petition for naturalization
lacked any allegation that Lim Biak Chiao possessed good moral character, and second, he
failed to establish that he had lucrative employment or occupation.

The detailed procedural posture:
1. Lim Biak Chiao filed his petition for naturalization on December 14, 1964.
2. The lower court granted his petition on October 17, 1966, subject to the provisions of
Republic Act No. 530.
3. The Republic of the Philippines, via the Solicitor General, appealed the decision to the
Supreme Court, citing the two principal errors related to the requirements of good moral
character and lucrative employment.
4. Lim Biak Chiao was granted an extension of fifteen days to file a brief in response but
opted not to do so.

Issues:
1. Whether the petition for naturalization should have been dismissed due to the lack of an
allegation of good moral character.
2.  Whether  Lim  Biak  Chiao  failed  to  establish  that  he  had  lucrative  employment  or
occupation.

Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court reversed the lower court’s decision, ruling in favor of the Republic of
the  Philippines.  The  Court  emphasized  the  necessity  for  a  petitioner  to  meet  all  the
qualifications and follow all the conditions prescribed under the Naturalization Law.

1. On the issue of good moral character, the Court underscored that the Naturalization Law
explicitly requires the petitioner to be of good moral character, a qualification that must be
both alleged in the petition and proven. The Court cited previous decisions that reinforced
the doctrine that failure to allege or prove good moral character justifies the dismissal of
the petition for naturalization.

2.  Regarding  the  requirement  of  lucrative  employment,  the  Court  clarified  that  the
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petitioner must demonstrate an income sufficient to support himself and his dependents
comfortably. The Court referenced previous rulings, stating that the employment must not
only meet ordinary necessities but also provide a margin for adequate support in case of
unforeseen circumstances, without becoming a public charge. Lim Biak Chiao’s income was
deemed insufficient when considering his family size and the economic conditions at the
time.

Doctrine:
The decision reiterated two key doctrines:
1.  Applicants  for  naturalization  must  explicitly  allege  and  prove  all  the  qualifications
required by the Naturalization Law, including good moral character.
2. Lucrative employment or occupation for naturalization applicants means having a gainful
employment that allows for comfortable living according to prevailing standards and avoids
becoming a public burden.

Class Notes:
1.  **Good  Moral  Character  in  Naturalization**:  Applicants  must  explicitly  allege  and
demonstrate good moral character in their petitions as per Commonwealth Act No. 473.

2. **Lucrative Employment Requirement**: Under the Naturalization Law, applicants must
show evidence  of  employment  that  not  only  meets  basic  needs  but  also  provides  an
appreciable margin for adequate support in adversity, aligning with the prevailing living
standards and human dignity.

Historical Background:
Naturalization cases in the Philippines, such as Republic vs. Lim Biak Chiao, are pivotal in
understanding the judicial interpretation of the Naturalization Law (Commonwealth Act No.
473). These cases reflect the evolving standards and requirements for foreign nationals
seeking Filipino citizenship, underlining the judiciary’s role in balancing the necessities of
state security and the individual rights of applicants. The decision in this case aligns with
the  Philippine  legal  system’s  consistent  emphasis  on  strict  adherence  to  legislative
mandates concerning citizenship.


