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FERNANDO, J.:

In this petition for naturalization, the lower court, notwithstanding the admitted but unauthorized used of aliases
by applicant William Say Chong Hai and his reliance on the testimony of two of his former professorsin the San
Beda College, came to the conclusion that there was no bar to his acquisi-tion of Philippine citizenship.
Accordingly, in the decision of July 19, 1965, such petition was granted. As perhaps could have been expected the
obstacle to the grant of citizenship being rather formidable in character, the government appealed. The appeal
must be sustained and the judgment of the lower court reversed.

1. Thefirst error assigned by the Republic of the Philippines would assail the failure of the lower court, the use by
petitioner of aliases without judicial authority being undoubted, to deny his peti-tion for naturalization as under
the circumstances he could not be held as having conducted himself in a proper and irreproachable manner.

The brief for appellant would support its assignment of error thus: "Petitioner uses severa aliases
interchangeably. Thus, in his Birth Certi-ficate, Exhibit 9, his name appears as Francisco William Say Chiang Hai
while in his Alien Certificate of Registration, his name appears as William Say Chiong Hal Likewise, petitioner
aso used the name of William Say Chiong Hai in his Immigration Certi-ficate of Residence * * * while in his
Income Tax Returns for the years 1960, 1961 and 1962, * * *, he used the name of Wm, Francisco Say Chiong
Hai. In his Residence Certificate A for the years 1960, 1961 and 1962 * * *, he used the name of William
Francisco Say and in the statement of assets, income and liabilities he filed with the Bureau of Internal Revenue,
he added the middle name 'Ty' to the name William Francisco Say Chiong Hai."[1]

It was likewise set forth in such brief: "Peti-tioner himself admitted in open court that most of the time he uses
two names, William Francisco Say, by which he is commonly known in the community, and William Say Chiong
Hai, which he uses in signing parcel posts * * *. He also admitted that when sign-ing papers in business
transaction, he uses the name of William Francisco Say Chiong Hai, William Francisco Say and William
Francisco Say interchangeably * * *."[2]

As indicated above, the stand of the Republic of the Philippines is unassailable. Such an error was indeed
committed. The decision was rendered on July 19, 1965. This Court made clear in aruling on March 31 of that
year, Ang Tee Yee v. Republic,[3] "that the un-explained and unauthorized use of an alias was sufficient to deny
apetition for naturalization." Asamatter of fact, in a 1962 decision,[4] such afact would indicate that the conduct
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of petitioner was not beyond reproach and would therefore be a ground for the failure of his petition for
naturalization. An objection based on such a ground was considered by us valid, again, in a decision rendered on
June 21, 1965, barely a month before the lower court granted the petition for naturalization.[5] Petitioner, to
whom such an act could be attri-buted, is thus deemed "unworthy of Philippine citizenship.[6] “On two occasions
recently, we have reiterated the doctrine that such an unlawful use of an alias suffices or warrants the denia of a
petition for naturalization.[7]

It is thus clear that the lower court failed to exhibit sufficient awareness of decisions that should be deemed
controlling. Shortly before the appealed decision was rendered, we did emphatically state in Cheng v.
Republic,[8] that the use of an alias without authorization is "fatal to the appli-cation for naturalization. " Less
than ayear ago, in Chan De v. Republic,[9] we had occasion to employ the same formulation when we considered
the failure to mention the other names as "fatal to the proceed-ings."

How would the brief for petitioner-appellee seek to impart plausibility to what, as had been clearly shown above
was an erroneous appraisal of the state of the law by the lower court? It would rely on Rao Bin Chiong v.
Republic[10] which it consi-dered as speaking to the effect that the unauthorized use of aliases by the applicant is
merely a minor transgression, involving no moral turpitude or wilful criminality, [and] cannot by itself obstruct
the grant of his application for naturalization, if he has al the necessary qualifications and none of the
disgualifications to become a Filipino citizen."[11] What the brief for appellee fails to mention is that since then
from Yu Seco v. Republic[12] to Chan De v. Republic,[13] our decisions are impressive both as to number and
unanimity in pointing out, as already mentioned, the infirmity, fatal in character, of theillegal or unauthorized use
of an dias.[14]

2. The second assigned error is equally meritorious. The lower court did err in not find-ing that the character
witnesses presented by petitioner could not be considered as credible persons within the meaning of the
Naturalization Act.

As noted in the appellant's brief: "Petitioner's character witnesses are not credible persons within the meaning of
the Revised Naturalization Law. Al-though both were at one time or another petitioner's professors or teachers at
San Beda College, their acquaintance with petitioner was limited to school activities and very little else. Their
testimonies themselves are patently insufficient because they fail to give details about petitioner's life and
character to show how well they know him and why they believe him to be qualified for Filipino citizenship.
Recaredo Enriquez testified that during the time that he has known petitioner, he could not even remember the
topics they talked about, but may be ‘it was a common topic or just a small talk' * * *, On the part of witness
Zosimo C. Ella, he admitted that his acquaintance with petitioner is more of the relation between professor and
student; their meeting had taken place only in the classrooms * * *."[15]

The lower court viewed the matter differently. Thus. "As to the other ground of the opposition, the Court finds
after examining the testimony of the character witnesses of the petitioner that said witnesses have known the
petitioner since 1946 when the petitioner was a primary student at San Beda College, and their dealings with the
petitioner extend through the high school and college years of the peti-tioner both inside and outside of the school
activities. They therefore had the opportunity to observe the conduct and character of the petitioner. Such being
the case, the said witnesses are competent persons to testify, as they did testify favorably, on the conduct and
reputation of the petitioner."[16]

Here, again, the lower court failed to exhibit fidelity to our controlling decisions, which, it must ever be borne in
mind, should be treated with the utmost respect and deference by inferior tribunals. As early as July 18, 1951, this
Court, in an opinion by Justice Tuason, relying on American decisions of a persuasive character, stressed the
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importance of character witnesses. Thus:. "In the case of In re Kornstain, 268 Fed. Rep. 182, the court expressed
the same idea and reasoned: 'In naturalization petitions, the Courts are peculiarly at the mercy of the wit-nesses
offered by the candidate. Such candidate takes care to see that only those who are friendly to him, are offered as
witnesses. The Courts can-not be expected to possess acquaintance with the candidates presenting themselves for
naturalization-in fact, no duty rests upon them in this particular; so that witnesses appearing before them are in a
way insurers of the character of the candidate concerned, and on their testimony the courts are of necessity
compelled to rely. A witness who is incompetent renders an application void. (United States v. Martorana, 171
Fed. 397, 96 C.C.A 353) A competent witness cannot be substituted for an in-competent one. (United States v.
Gulliksen, 244 Fed. 727, 157 C.C.A. 175.) The question of a witness qualifications in naturalization proceedings
is therefore a matter of more than usual importance.”[17] After setting forth the above, the opinion stated that the
above reasoning is "sound and reasonable and therefore we made it "our own."[18]

We went further in Lim Ching Tian v. Republic,[19] a 1961 decision. Thus. "The law requires that a vouching
witness should have actually known an appli-cant for whom he testified for the requisite period prescribed therein
to give him the necessary competence to act as such. The reason behind this requirement is that a vouching
witness is in a way an insurer of the character of petitioner because on his testimony the court is of necessity
compelled to rely in deciding the merits of his petition. It is, therefore, impe-rative that he be competent and
reliable. And he is only competent to testify on his conduct, character and moral fitness if he has had the
opportunity to observe him personaly, if not intimately, during the period he has allegedly known him. Such
knowledge Flores did not possess. Heis, therefore, disqualified to act as character witness."

It does not admit of doubt then that to impute the utmost credence to testimony coming from character witnesses,
who were professors in the San Beda College, where petitioner studied, would be to disregard the realities of the
situation. Whatever may be said of the extent of knowledge a teacher or a professor may have of a student as
such, even if it be admitted that a certain degree of intimacy could have been assumed, it cannot rise to that degree
of certainty as to his possessing all the qualifications and none of the disqualifications that a court of justice must
rely upon to be rightfully possessed of that requisite confidence in the award of citizenship. Nor is this the only
objection. It has been shown that the knowledge acquired of petitioner dated only from 1946. Again, the period
required for the acquaint-ance that must exist for such witnesses to be deemed credible was not present Had the
lower court in thisinstance, as in the first error assigned, been more exacting in its appraisal of the testimony thus
offered, it could not have fallen into this error.[20]

More specifically, the use of a tutor or professor as attesting witnesses had in at least three cases been frowned
upon by this Court be-cause of the far from persuasive nature of their testimony:[21] We do so again.

WHEREFORE, the appealed decision of July 19, 1965 by the lower court is hereby reversed, with costs against
petitioner-appellee.

Reyes, JB.L., Acting C.J., Dizon, Makalintal, Zaldivar, Sanchez, Capistrano, and Teehankee, JJ., concur.
Concepcion, C.J., and Castro, J., on official leave.
Barredo, J., on official leave.
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