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### Title:
**Manuel Yu vs. Republic of the Philippines: A Case on the Requirements for Naturalization
in the Philippines**

### Facts:
Manuel Yu, born of Chinese parents in Manila on March 22, 1934, applied for Philippine
citizenship. He has resided continuously in the Philippines, having only left for a short
vacation to China during his childhood. Fluent in Tagalog and English, and educated up to
some college in the Philippines, Yu has demonstrated adherence to Philippine customs,
traditions, and principles underlying its constitution. He is not affiliated with any groups
opposing  organized  government  or  involved  in  any  criminal  activity.  Furthermore,  the
country  of  his  citizenship  (Republic  of  China)  grants  Filipinos  the  right  to  become
naturalized citizens, and it is not at war with the Philippines.

Yu claimed to be employed as a sales representative with an annual income of P1,440.00 at
the Victory Steel Chair Factory owned by his mother, qualifying him for citizenship except
for the question of having a “lucrative occupation.” His claim was supported by his and his
mother’s  testimonies.  However,  doubts  were  raised concerning the  genuineness  of  his
employment status due to his salary’s source.

The Court of First Instance of Manila denied his petition for naturalization, prompting Yu to
appeal to the Supreme Court of the Philippines.

### Issues:
1. Whether the employment claimed by Manuel Yu qualifies as a “lucrative occupation” as
required for naturalization.
2. Whether the additional board and lodging provided by employment can be considered
part of income for determining a “lucrative occupation.”

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court affirmed the decision of the Court of First Instance of Manila, holding
that Yu does not possess a lucrative lawful occupation, a requirement for naturalization. The
Court considered that income derived from employment by one’s parents requires stringent
proof of authenticity to eliminate any suspicion of convenience arrangements for meeting
statutory requirements. Yu’s monthly income of P120.00, even when supplemented by an
estimated value of P60.00 for board and lodging (totaling P180.00 monthly), was deemed
insufficient against the backdrop of the prevailing high cost of living and the low purchasing



G.R. No. L-17748. November 28, 1962 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

power of the Philippine currency. The Court referenced previous cases where even higher
monthly incomes were deemed not lucrative for naturalization purposes.

### Doctrine:
The doctrine emphasized in this case is that applicants for naturalization must demonstrate
having a “lucrative occupation” – one that, in the context of prevailing economic conditions,
provides sufficiently for a decent living above mere subsistence. Furthermore, when the
applicant’s  employment  is  by  a  parent,  additional  scrutiny  is  applied  to  ensure  the
employment is genuine and not merely arranged to meet legal requirements.

### Class Notes:
–  **Lucrative Occupation Requirement:** To be naturalized,  one must have a lucrative
occupation, which is assessed within the economic context, considering cost of living and
currency value. Income derived from familial employment is subject to stringent proof of
authenticity.
– **Income Evaluation:** The Court considers both cash income and benefits (like board and
lodging) in evaluating the financial eligibility for naturalization.
–  **Legal  Requirements  for  Naturalization:**  Besides  having  a  lucrative  occupation,
applicants  must  demonstrate  good  moral  character,  adherence  to  principles  of  the
Philippine Constitution, and no affiliations with groups opposing organized government.

### Historical Background:
The legal requirements for naturalization in the Philippines, including having a lucrative
occupation, have roots in ensuring that those seeking citizenship are capable of contributing
positively to society and living independently without becoming a public burden. This case
illustrates the judiciary’s role in interpreting what constitutes “lucrative” within evolving
economic situations, ensuring that the law remains relevant and applicants meet a standard
beneficial to societal integration.


