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### Ramirez vs. Redfern: A Case of Family Support and Reimbursement Under Civil Law

**Facts:**
Jose V. Ramirez and Eloisa de Marcaida, plaintiffs and appellants, filed an action against J.
R. Redfern, defendant and appellee, to recover various sums amounting to £600, £185, and
P875. These sums were claimed as advances made for the support and maintenance of
Redfern’s wife, who is the sister of Eloisa de Marcaida. The trial court, however, absolved
Redfern of the demands, leading to the appeal reviewed by the Philippine Supreme Court.

In 1908, Redfern took his wife and three minor children to England but returned to the
Philippines in 1909, continuing to provide financial support from afar until 1922. Despite
these provisions,  Mrs.  Redfern received money from her sister and brother-in-law (the
Ramirezes) in 1920 and after returning to Manila in 1922. These advances were made
without J. R. Redfern’s knowledge or consent, raising questions about their recoverability
under the Civil Code’s Article 1894.

**Issues:**
The principal legal issue revolves around the applicability of Article 1894 of the Civil Code,
which deals with the right to recover advances made for the support of another’s dependent
without their knowledge. The issues dissected are:
1. Whether Redfern failed to provide sufficient support necessitating the advances from the
Ramirezes.
2. If the Ramirezes are considered “strangers” within the meaning of the law, allowing them
to recover the amounts advanced.
3. Whether their expectations of reimbursement disqualify the advances as being made
“without the expectation of recovering it.”

**Court’s Decision:**
The court found that Redfern did not neglect his financial support obligations to his wife and
children in London,  thereby negating the first  essential  condition of  Article  1894.  The
evidences suggested Redfern provided adequately for his family’s needs according to his
financial capacity, which varied over time. As such, there was no basis for the Ramirezes to
expect reimbursement for the sums they volunteered, particularly considering the funds
were not immediately used for support in one instance, hinting at no urgent need.

Regarding the Ramirezes’ status as “strangers,” the court sidestepped a firm definition by
focusing  on  the  lack  of  necessity  for  the  advances,  given  Redfern’s  ongoing  support.
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Consequently,  the  court  affirmed  the  trial  court’s  decision,  dismissing  the  Ramirezes’
appeal.

**Doctrine:**
Under  Article  1894  of  the  Civil  Code,  a  person  who  volunteers  support  to  another’s
dependent without the knowledge or consent of the person obligated to provide support
cannot claim reimbursement unless the support was necessary due to the obligor’s failure,
and it was not given out of charity or without the expectation of being repaid.

### Class Notes:
– **Family Support Obligations:** Spouses and parents are bound to support each other and
their children as necessitated by their social standing.
– **Article 1894, Civil Code:** Directs on the conditions under which a third party can
recover expenses made for someone else’s dependent. Key elements include necessity, lack
of knowledge by the obligor, and absence of charitable intent.
– **Definition of ‘Strangers’:** The case hints at but does not conclusively address whether
family members qualify as “strangers” under the Civil Code for purposes of reimbursement
of advances for support.

### Historical Background:
The case reflects the socio-legal dynamics of family support obligations in the early 20th
century Philippines, under the Spanish Civil Code that remained in effect. It underscores the
judicial  reluctance  to  intervene  in  family  financial  arrangements  unless  clear  legal
obligations are unmet,  emphasizing the expectation of  financial  self-reliance within the
family unit.


