G.R. No. 46274. November 02, 1939 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Fisher vs. Robb: A Case of Moral Responsibility and Legal Consideration

### Facts:

In September 1935, John C. Robb, commissioned by the Philippine Greyhound Club, Inc.
(PGC), traveled to Shanghai to research dog racing operations. There, he met A.O. Fisher,
managed a similar enterprise, and informed him about PGC’s operations, resulting in Fisher
buying shares in PGC. Fisher paid two installments towards these shares totaling P5,000.
PGC eventually failed, and Robb attempted to protect investors’ interests by integrating
PGC’s remnants into a new entity, The Philippine Racing Club. Robb, feeling morally
responsible, promised Fisher to personally refund the second installment. Fisher,
dissatisfied, demanded a complete refund, leading to a legal conflict.

The case elevated to the Supreme Court after the Court of First Instance of Manila ruled in
Fisher’s favor, demanding Robb pay back P2,000 with interest and costs. Robb challenged
this decision, prompting a Supreme Court review.

### Issues:

1. Whether Robb’s promise, based on moral responsibility, to refund Fisher’s investment
constitutes a legally binding consideration under Philippine Civil Code Articles 1254, 1261,
1274, and 1275.

2. Whether moral obligation alone can establish a legal contract necessitating fulfillment of
the promise made by Robb to Fisher.

### Court’s Decision:

The Supreme Court overturned the lower court’s ruling, deciding in favor of Robb. It held
that Robb’s promise, driven by moral responsibility rather than a legal obligation, did not
constitute a legally binding consideration. The Court underscored that for a contract to
exist, there must be a meeting of minds on the subject matter and consideration, which was
absent in this case. The Court delved into the nature of onerous contracts and elucidated
that Robb’s moral obligation to compensate Fisher did not meet the requisites of a legal
consideration since Fisher neither provided nor promised any benefit in return for the
reimbursement.

### Doctrine:
The case established that moral obligations, absent legal obligations or material benefits
exchanged, do not constitute sufficient consideration for a legally enforceable contract. It
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reiterated the fundamentals of contractual law in the Philippine context, emphasizing the
necessity of consent, subject matter, and legal consideration for contract validity.

### Class Notes:

- **Legal Contract Essentials**: Consent of parties, definite subject matter, and lawful
consideration.

- **Moral vs. Legal Obligation**: Moral obligations, in the absence of legal ties or benefits
exchanged, lack enforceability in a court of law.

- ¥*0Onerous Contracts**: Requires a reciprocated provision of a detriment or burden by one
party to the other.

- ¥Articles Cited**:

- **Art. 1254**: A contract is born from the moment parties consent to be bound, either to
deliver something or to provide a service.

- **Art. 1261**: Essential elements for the formation of contracts include consent of
contracting parties, a definite object, and a lawful consideration.

- ¥*Art. 1274 & 1275**: Define the nature of consideration in onerous contracts and
establish the nullity of contracts based on illegal or absent consideration.

### Historical Background:

The Fisher vs. Robb case illuminates the complexities surrounding moral responsibility and
its legal implications in early 20th-century Philippine context. The case underscores the
evolving nature of contractual law and highlights the judiciary’s role in delineating between
moral obligations and legally enforceable duties. This case arose during a period when
businesses and investments in the Philippines were expanding, and the legal system was
faced with the task of adjudicating emerging commercial disputes.
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