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### Title: Harden v. Harden and Recto v. Salumbides

### Facts:
Fred Harden,  an American,  and Esperanza Perez,  married in  the  Philippines  in  1917,
acquiring significant conjugal properties until their separation in 1938. In July 1941, Mrs.
Harden engaged Claro M. Recto as counsel to sue Mr. Harden for administration/accounting
of conjugal properties, agreeing to pay Recto 20% of her share. The lawsuit was interrupted
by the war. Afterward, in 1946, the properties were placed under receivership. The case
concluded in  1949,  favoring Mrs.  Harden,  but  an amicable settlement was reached in
Canada in 1952, prompting Recto to seek a charging lien for his fees. Despite opposition,
the Court ruled for Recto, establishing a balance due of P203,305.97 after auction sales.
Salumbides,  Mr.  Harden’s  attorney-in-fact  and  a  stockholder  in  Surigao  Consolidated
Mining, contested Recto’s execution moves but was ultimately ordered to submit dividends
and capital for Recto’s unpaid fees.

### Issues:
1. Whether all dividends received by Salumbides are included under the July 1, 1957 order
to turn over to the receiver.
2.  If  Salumbides’  disbursement of  dividends for  the Harden family  benefits  affects  his
obligation to comply with the court’s order.
3. Applicability of defenses like prior judgments, prescription, laches, waiver, and procedure
following Mr. Harden’s death.
4.  The  nature  of  Recto’s  claim  and  whether  it  should  be  pursued  in  administration
proceedings of Mr. Harden’s estate.

### Court’s Decision:
The Court affirmed the lower court’s orders, rejecting Salumbides’ arguments. It clarified
that  all  dividends  received  were  included  in  the  order,  Salumbides’  subsequent
disbursements did not nullify his obligation, defenses like prior judgments, prescription,
laches, and waiver were inapplicable, and following Mr. Harden’s death, the claim pursued
by Recto for attorney’s fees was based on Mrs. Harden’s personal obligation, not a money
claim against Mr. Harden’s estate.

### Doctrine:
The case reaffirms the principle that a charging lien for attorney’s fees can be pursued
independently of administration proceedings for an estate, emphasizing the attorney’s right
to compensation from specific assets under litigation or subject to a legal claim.



G.R. No. L-22174. July 21, 1967 (Case Brief / Digest)

© 2024 - batas.org | 2

### Class Notes:
– **Charging Lien**: A right of a lawyer to have fees secured from judgments or settlements
achieved on behalf of the client.
– **Dividends in Litigation**: Dividends arising from shares subject to legal contention may
be claimed by a litigant as part of the contested assets.
– **Defenses against Execution**: Arguments such as prior judgments, prescription, laches,
and waiver were discussed, highlighting specific conditions under which they may or may
not apply.
–  **Administration  Proceedings**:  Distinguished  from  claims  against  an  individual  for
personal  obligations,  underlining  that  certain  claims  can  continue  outside  estate
administration  procedures.

### Historical Background:
The litigation spans over two decades, reflecting the complex interplay between personal
legal  struggles  and  historical  events  such  as  World  War  II,  which  interrupted  legal
proceedings. The case exemplifies the enduring challenges and legal mechanisms available
in disputes over conjugal property and attorney’s compensation, set against the backdrop of
Philippine legal developments in the mid-20th century.


