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SERVICE OF SUMMONS ON PRIVATE DOMESTIC CORPORATIONS 

Antonio P. Bonilla 

To confer jurisdiction upon the court over a private domestic 
corporation which is the defendant in a civil action, proper service of 
summons upon that corporation is essential. But what is a proper service 
of summons? 

That is the question to which this brief note is addressed. More 
precisely perhaps, in the light of the most recent Supreme Court decisions, 
what is the present ruling on when is there proper service of summons 
upon a private domestic corporation? 

The Rule 

First, the law. Section 13 of Rule 14 of the Revised Rules of Court 
states: 

Section 13. Sl'rvict' upon privatt' domestic corporation OJ partner­
ship "If the defendant is a corporation organized under the laws of the 
Philippines or a partnership duly registered, service may be made on the 
president, manager, secretary, cashier, agent or any of its directors." 

There are two obvious elements in the law: first, that the subject of 
summons is a private corporation or partnership, duly established under 
Philippine law or registered as the case may be; and second, that service 
must be made on any of the above-named persons. The unarticulated 
elements involve the questions of when and where may the summons be 
served. By way of inordinately driving home the point that uneasy 
questions of law may arise precisely on account of these two latter aspect~ 
of the quoted provision, one way ask, for instance, whether the serv,ice 
of summons would be valid if it were served on the president of the 
company while he was having lunch in an obscure restaurant with I,is 
mistress. The time (not to mention the timing, which would rather be 
indiscreet) and the place of service raise fine questions of validity. And\ 
that is where jurisprudence has come to the rescue, sifting through the 
texture of the law. 

T~e Rulings, Then 

In an earlier case, 1'rinica Inc. v. Polaris Marketing Corp. (60 SCRA 
321} decided in 1974, the Supreme Court held that service of s~.<mmons 
was improper ~nd hence, the lower court's judgment must be aside whl?n 
summons was served on the President of the corporation in open court 
while he, as a lawyer, was attending to another case. A much earlier 
case, dt>cided in 1967, Pn1itled Claveci/la Radio System v. Antillon (19 




