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**Republic of the Philippines v. Kamran F. Karbasi**

—

**Title:** Republic of the Philippines vs. Kamran F. Karbasi

—

**Facts:**

Kamran F. Karbasi, an Iranian national born in Tehran, fled Iran due to the Iran-Iraq war in
1986 and arrived in the Philippines on July 11, 1990. He initially entered using an assumed
name, Syed Gul Agha, with a Pakistani passport. Recognized as a Person of Concern by the
United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), Karbasi eventually applied for
naturalization under Commonwealth Act No. 473.

Throughout his stay in the Philippines,  Karbasi  resided in various locations,  eventually
settling in Dipolog City, where he married Cliji G. Lim Karbasi, a Filipino citizen. He opened
an electronics repair shop and believed he satisfied the residence and income requirements
stipulated by the Naturalization Law. His witnesses attested to his good moral character
and integration into Filipino society.

The Regional Trial Court (RTC) found his evidence sufficient and granted his petition for
naturalization on January 17, 2007. The Republic, through the Office of the Solicitor General
(OSG), appealed the decision to the Court of Appeals (CA) on grounds of failure to comply
with character, income, and reciprocity requirements. The CA upheld the RTC decision,
prompting the Republic’s petition for review before the Supreme Court.

**Issues:**

1.  Whether  Karbasi  possesses  a  “lucrative  trade,  profession,  or  lawful  occupation”  as
required under the Naturalization Law.
2. Whether the alleged discrepancy in Karbasi’s declared income in his Income Tax Returns
(ITRs) affects his application for naturalization.
3. Whether reciprocity between Philippine and Iranian laws on naturalization needs to be
proven.

**Court’s Decision:**
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1. **Lucrative Trade, Profession, or Occupation:**
–  The  Court  evaluated  Karbasi’s  employment  and  income,  which  included  running  an
electronics repair shop and entering into service contracts with reputable companies. The
OSG’s argument based on statistical data was deemed insufficient to establish that Karbasi
lacked a lucrative trade or occupation. The Court affirmed that Karbasi showed industry,
hard work, and the ability to support his family, satisfying the legal requirement.

2. **Discrepancy in Income Reporting:**
–  The Court  acknowledged Karbasi’s  explanation  for  underreporting income,  which he
believed  was  correctly  withheld  at  the  source  by  contracting  companies.  This  was
distinguished from the case of Lim Eng Yu v. Republic, where underdeclaration was linked
to evading tax. The Court found Karbasi’s explanation credible and did not consider the
underreporting  as  reflective  of  moral  depravity  sufficient  to  disqualify  him  from
naturalization.

3. **Reciprocity Requirement:**
– The Court interpreted the Naturalization Law in the context of international human rights
obligations,  specifically  the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of  Refugees.  Since
Karbasi was recognized as a refugee, the reciprocity requirement was deemed inapplicable.
The Philippines, as a signatory, has obligations to facilitate refugee naturalization, making
Karbasi’s proof of reciprocal naturalization rights with Iran unnecessary.

**Doctrine:**

1.  **Lucrative Employment Standard:**  Naturalization applicants  must  have an income
enabling reasonable comfort and not pose a public charge. In evaluating this, courts must
consider specific circumstances beyond mere statistical data.

2. **Income Reporting:** Discrepancies in income declaration in naturalization proceedings
must be thoroughly examined for intent. Innocent mistakes, if credibly explained, may not
necessarily indicate moral depravity.

3. **Reciprocity for Refugees:** The international obligations under the 1951 Convention
Relating to the Status of Refugees take precedence, exempting recognized refugees from
strict reciprocity requirements in naturalization proceedings.

**Class Notes:**
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– **Naturalization Requirements (Section 2, Commonwealth Act No. 473):** Age, residence,
good moral character, lucrative profession/occupation, language proficiency, and children’s
education.
–  **Naturalization  Disqualifications:**  Certain  criminal  convictions,  political  beliefs
incompatible  with  a  democratic  government,  or  insufficient  reciprocity,  among  others.
– **1951 Refugee Convention Articles 6 and 34:** States must facilitate refugee assimilation
and naturalization, mitigating strict procedural requirements wherever possible.

**Historical Background:**

The case illustrates the legal tension between national exigencies in naturalization policies
and  international  human  rights  commitments.  Post-World  War  II  era  saw  extensive
international efforts to protect refugees, resulting in conventions like the 1951 Refugee
Convention, influencing sovereign states’ legislation. The case underscores the importance
of adaptability within domestic naturalization laws to accommodate these global human
rights frameworks.


