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CASTRO, J.:

This is an appea from an order of the Court of First Instance of Manila, dated October 29, 1963, denying the
appellant Tan Chua's petition for naturalization.

Tan Chua alias Carlos Cua, on December 4, 1959, filed a petition for naturalization with the CFl of Manila (CC
42059). On October 15, 1960, after due hearing, the court rendered judgment, declaring that he possesses all the
qualifications required by law, and none of the disqualifications, to become a Filipino citizen, and, consequently
granted the petition.

On September 19, 1962 the petitioner filed a motion to set his case for final hearing. On June 10 1963 the
Solicitor General filed an opposition seeking dismissal of the petition on the grounds that (1) the court has no
jurisdiction over the case as the petition omitted to mention the previous addresses of the petitioner, in violation of
section 7 of Commonwealth Act 473, as amended; and (2) that the petitioner has not conducted himself in a
proper and irreproachable manner during his residence in the Philippines, as he had assumed and used an alias,
Carlos Cua, without judicial authority. The court, in its subsequent order of October 29, 1963, denied the petition,
upon the grounds relied upon by the Solicitor General, and upon the additional grounds that (1) the petitioner
“committed numerous errors both in the writing of English sentences and in Tagalog trandlation”; and (2) he
operated a travel agency from 1956 to January, 1958 without authority to do so, in violation of section 6 of
Republic Act 1478 as amended by Republic Act 2627. His motion for reconsideration of the order of dismissal
was also denied.

The vital issue posed in this appeal iswhether the court a quo erred in denying the petition for naturalization.

The rule is well-settled that a court, at the hearing on a motion to take oath, is not limited to inquiring whether a
petitioner for naturalization (1) has left the Philippines for abroad; (2) has dedicated himself continuously to a
lawful calling or profession; (3) has not been convicted of any offense or violation of Government promulgated
rules; and (4) has not committed any act prejudicial to the interests of the nation or contrary to any Government
announced policies (sec. 1, R.A. 530). Upon the contrary, it may inquire into "any question affecting the
qualifications of the applicant" (Lim Hok Albano, etc. vs. Republic, L-10912, Oct. 31, 1958, and the cases therein
cited; Ong Ching Guan vs. Republic L-15691, March 27, 1961). Indeed, it is likewise settled that the Government
is not estopped to question a petitioner's qualifications even after his petition for naturalization has been granted,
for unlike final decisions in actions and other court proceedings, a decision or order granting citizenship to an
applicant does not really become executory, and, a naturalization proceeding not being a judicia adversary
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proceeding, the decision therein is not res judicata as to any matter which would support a judgment canceling the
certificate of naturalization (Republic vs. Go Bon Lee, L-11499, April 29, 1961).

The record shows that the appellant stated in his petition for naturalization only his last place of residence - 757
Ongpin St., Sta. Cruz, Manila, but failed to state his former places of residence, namely, llaya St., Tondo, Manila,
1936-1937; Sto. Cristo St., Binondo, Manila, 1937-1945; Clavel St., Binondo, Manila, 1945-1948; 51 Soler St.
Sta. Cruz, Manila, 1948-1954; 843 San Fernando St., Manila, 6 Oriente St., Binondo, Manila, 1954-1955; and 534
Ongpin St., Binondo, Manila. His failure to state his previous places of residence in his petition for naturalization
isin violation of section 7 of Commonwealth Act 473, a fatal defect that warrants the dismissal of his petition
(Yap vs. Republic, L-19832, August 23, 1966, and the cases therein cited). Such omission moreover amounts to
"falsifying the truth, indicating lack of good moral character which disqualifies him from admission to Philippine
citizenship" (Ong Tai vs. Republic, L-19418, December 23, 1964). The fact that at the hearing held on September
26, 1960, in his application for clearances to the different investigative agencies before his original petition was
heard, and to the same agencies before his petition to take his oath of allegiance was heard, he stated his said
former addresses, did not thereby cure this defect (Lo vs. Republic, L-15919, May 19,1961; Qua vs. Republic,
L-19834, October 27, 1964; Kao Heng etc. vs. Republic, L-21079, February 28,1966; Y ap vs. Re-public, supra.)

The record likewise shows that the appellant used the alias "Carlos Cua" without judicial authority, in violation of
section 1 of Commonwealth Act 142, which provides that "Except as a pseudonym for literary purposes, no
person shall use any name different from the one with which he was christened or by which he has been known
since childhood, or such substitute name as may have been authorized by a competent court," as well as section 2
of the same Act which requires a person "desiring to use an alias or aliases" "to obtain judicial authority” therefor.
The use of said alias without judicial authority "hardly speaks well of his (petitioner's) character or his fitness to
become a Fili-pino citizen" (Cosme Go Tian Ana @ Anavs. Republic, L-19833, August 31, 1966), indicates that
he has not conducted himself properly, and disqualifies him to acquire Philippine citizenship (Lim Bun vs.
Republic, L-12822, April 26, 1961).

ACCORDINGLY, the order appealed from is affirmed, at petitioner-appellant's cost.

Concepcion, C.J., Reyes, JB.L., Dizon, Regala, Makalintal, Bengzon, J.P., Zadivar, and Sanchez, JJ., concur.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 2 of 3
Bar review courses, mock exams and a study planner that keeps you on pace - batas.org



BATAS.org - Philippine Law Library G.R. No. L-22310. April 24, 1967

Study smarter at BATAS.org

The Philippine bar review and law-school companion built around how your brain actually remembers.

The complete Philippinelaw library - freefor everyone.

More than 100,000 Supreme Court decisions, Republic Acts, and executive issuances - full-text searchable, browsable
by category and year, and always free. No paywall, no login. This PDF came fromit.

Audio case-brief lectures.

Any decision becomes a podcast-style lecture - facts, issues, ruling, and doctrine - with read-along highlighting and a
hands-free presentation mode. Study while commuting, working out, or resting your eyes.

Bar review built on the science of memory.

Complete, sequenced courses for al eight bar subjects, narrated like podcasts and reinforced with retrieval practice and
spaced review - the study techniques with the strongest evidence behind them.

Thefull law-school curriculum.

One subscription unlocks the entire J.D. curriculum - every subject, every lesson, with your progress tracked down to
the paragraph so you can pick up exactly where you left off, on any device.

Mock examsthat tell you whereyou stand.

Timed multiple-choice exams graded instantly, with per-subject score breakdowns and focus suggestions that point you
at your weakest topics first.

A study planner that keepsyou on pace.

Set your schedule and BATAS tells you every day whether you are on track for bar day - and exactly which lesson to
take next.

Start free at https://batas.org

The law library is free forever - and your first lesson is one click away.

The text of this document is an official public record and remains in the public domain. Formatting, presentation, and compilation © 2026
batas.org.

Downloaded free from the batas.org Law Library. Share it freely - the library is free for every law student, bar reviewee, and practitioner.

© 2026 batas.org - Philippine Bar Review & Law-School Companion Page 3 of 3
Study hands-free: podcast-style lessons with read-along highlighting - batas.org



