G.R. No. L-11240. February 13, 1958 (Case Brief / Digest)

### Title:
Conchita Liguez v. The Hon. Court of Appeals, Maria Ngo Vda. de Lopez, et al.

### Facts:

This case revolves around a controversial donation made by Salvador F. Lopez, now
deceased, in favor of Conchita Liguez. The key facts of the case and its procedural journey
are as follows:

1. Salvador F. Lopez made a donation to Conchita Liguez, a minor aged sixteen at the time.
2. The donation, which was complete and executed, was later contested by Lopez’s
successors, claiming it was made with an illicit cause, on grounds of immorality.

3. The case reached the Supreme Court after the heirs of Lopez appealed the decision that
originally favored Liguez, with the latter seeking to retain the donated property based on
the completed act of conveyance.

4. The heirs filed a motion for reconsideration after the Supreme Court initially decided
against their contention, arguing the donation was null and void due to its illicit cause, and
that they should not be barred from questioning the donation’s validity.

### Issues:
The Supreme Court was presented with several legal issues for resolution:

1. Whether the donation made by Lopez to Liguez, presumed to be tainted with an immoral
cause, was null and void.

2. The application of the pari delicto rule.

3. Whether the deceased donor’s heirs could challenge the donation’s legality.

4. The application of the principle of estoppel to the case.

### Court’s Decision:
The Supreme Court analyzed and resolved the aforementioned issues as follows:

1. **¥Illicit Cause and Nullity of the Donation**: The Court recognized the donation’s immoral
cause but cited Articles 1305 and 1306 of the Civil Code of 1889, which prevent a guilty
party from reclaiming what was given under a contract nullified due to an illegal
consideration. Thus, even though the donation was void, it produced the effect of
transferring ownership since it was already executed.

2. **Pari Delicto Rule**: The Court rejected the application of the pari delicto rule,
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emphasizing the privileged legal stance of minors. Given Liguez’s minor status when the
donation was executed, her culpability wasn’t on par with Lopez, an adult.

3. ¥Heirs’ Right to Challenge**: The Court held heirs or successors could not assert better
rights than the predecessor and could not challenge the donation’s validity based on
reasons exclusively tied to their status as successors.

4. **Estoppel Principle**: The Court dismissed the application of estoppel by laches,
prioritizing the public policy over parties’ ability to retract from an illegal contract.

### Doctrine:

This case reaffirms the doctrine that a party cannot invoke their own culpability as grounds
for relief in transactions considered void due to illegal considerations, emphasizing “Nemo
auditur propriam turpitudinem allegans” or “No one can be heard to invoke their own
turpitude.”

##4# Class Notes:

- **Critical Legal Concepts**: The case hinges on understanding the nullity of contracts due
to illicit cause, the special protection of minors in law, the principle whereby heirs cannot
claim rights superior to their predecessors, and the differentiation between executed and
executory contracts in the realm of illegal considerations.

- ¥*Relevant Statutes**: Articles 1305 and 1306 of the Civil Code of 1889, detailing the
effects of contracts nullified by illegal considerations, play a central role.

- *¥Application**: The case illustrates the complex interaction between the moral
expectations governing contractual relations, the legal protections afforded to minors, and
the principles underlying property transfer upon execution of a donation.

### Historical Background:

The case captures a period in Philippine jurisprudence where the application of the Spanish
Civil Code of 1889 remained pivotal, particularly in matters of contracts and donations. It
underscores the transition from traditional to modern principles regarding the protection of
minors and the enforceability of contracts deemed immoral or illicit by today’s standards.
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