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JUSTICE HECHT, joined by JUSTICE OWEN, JUSTICE BAKER, and JUSTICE ABBOTT, concurring.

The principal question in this case is whether a person may buy all or part of a legal

malpractice claim purely as an investment, unrelated to any other transaction.  That is the issue that

the defendant raised and the parties argued in the district court, and the issue that the district court

decided.  It is the issue that the parties briefed in the court of appeals, and the issue that the court of

appeals decided.   It is the issue that the parties briefed and argued in this Court.  The answer is that1

if the interest purchased gives such a buyer not merely a share in any recovery but substantial control

over the claim, the transfer contravenes public policy and is therefore void.
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The Court dodges the only question the parties and the lower courts have put to us because,

it says, the assignor of an interest in a legal malpractice claim may prosecute the claim even if the

assignment is void.  No doubt he can, but that does not spare the Court from answering the question.

If the assignor would not prosecute his claim, absent an assignee’s investment in it, then the validity

of the assignment is, as a very real and practical matter, crucial to the case.  The assignor could

prosecute his claim, but he won’t.  And if the assignee would not continue to bankroll the

prosecution of the claim if he knew that he could not share in the recovery, that too would affect the

case.  Holding the assignment invalid does not require judgment against the assignor, I agree, but

it will certainly affect the assignor’s willingness to continue on and the assignee’s willingness to

finance the effort.  The assignor, the assignee, and the defendant are all three directly affected by

whether the assignment is valid, and they are entitled to an answer — which is that the assignment

is invalid.

The parties in this case are in the same situation as the parties in Elbaor v. Smith.   There a2

plaintiff and defendant settled with a so-called Mary Carter agreement: that is, the defendant took

an assignment of a financial interest in any recovery by the plaintiff, and remained a party in the case.

At trial, the settling defendant supported the plaintiff’s position as against a nonsettling defendant.

We held that such agreements contravene public policy because they provide ulterior financial

incentives for parties to take positions they would not otherwise take and thus unfairly distort

litigation.   There is nothing wrong with one defendant siding with the plaintiff against another3
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defendant; the one defendant may believe the other to be liable.  The vice is not in the unusual

alignment of the parties, but in the financial incentives that encourage the alignment.  So in the

present case: the vice is not in a mere assignment of part of plaintiff’s recovery, but in an assignment

coupled with such control that the third party assignee has a commercial investment in the outcome

and the power to protect it.  Whether the assignment in this case is valid has very real and practical

significance to all the parties.  I would conclude that the assignment in this case is invalid, for the

reasons I now explain.

I

Severely intoxicated, Mark W. Baker was driving his motorcycle home from Mimi’s Pub

about 2:00 a.m. when police officers attempted to stop him, apparently for driving on the wrong side

of the road.  Trying to outrun them, Baker lost control, wrecked his motorcycle, and sustained

serious injuries.  He was charged with multiple offenses, pleaded nolo contendere to one — evading

arrest — and received deferred adjudication.

Baker decided to sue the owner of Mimi’s Pub for selling him alcoholic beverages when he

was so obviously intoxicated as to be a clear danger to himself and others, a cause of action

permitted by section 2.02(b) of the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Code.   He retained attorneys John C.4

Mallios and James D. Blume, and their firm, Mallios and Associates, P.C. (collectively, “Mallios”)

to represent him.  On Baker’s behalf, Mallios sued Shades Automotive Glass Tinters, Inc., whom
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Mallios thought was the owner of Mimi’s Pub, and obtained a default judgment for more than $1

million.

Mallios believed the judgment to be uncollectible, but Baker was not convinced, so when he

saw T. G. Herron’s advertisement in a local newspaper offering to buy judgments in excess of

$25,000, Baker sought Herron’s help.  After some investigation, Herron concluded that Shades

Automotive did not own Mimi’s Pub, and thus, Mallios had sued the wrong entity.  Because Baker’s

personal injury claim against the real owner was by then barred by limitations, he decided to sue

Mallios for legal malpractice.

Baker and Herron signed an agreement reciting that Baker wanted to sue Mallios but lacked

“the necessary resources” and needed Herron’s assistance “in the form of coordination of various

matters”, all of which Herron desired to supply.  The agreement stated that:

C Herron would recommend legal counsel for Baker and negotiate terms of employment
subject to Baker’s approval, would “provide support services in the form of the coordination
of matters pertaining to” Baker’s claims against Mallios, and would pay “all attorney’s fees,
costs and expenses of the investigation, pursuit and prosecution” of those claims;

C Herron would be reimbursed out of any recovery from Mallios and would also be entitled to
fifty percent of any recovery net of all expenses, but if there were no recovery, Baker would
have no obligation to repay Herron any fees or expenses spent for prosecution of the lawsuit;

C Baker’s claims could not be settled without both Baker’s and Herron’s consent, which
neither could withhold unreasonably;

C Baker warranted that he had provided Herron all available information concerning his claims
against Mallios, and that such information was true;

C Baker would “fully cooperate in the investigation, pursuit and prosecution” of the claims
against Mallios; and
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C Herron could terminate the agreement if he determined that prosecution of Baker’s claims
“would prove not to be economically feasible”, in which event Herron would be responsible
for fees and other expenses incurred to that point and Baker would owe Herron nothing.

A few days later Herron recommended attorney Darrell D. Minter, and Baker and Minter

signed a contract providing that Minter would prosecute Baker’s claims against Mallios.  The

contract stated that Baker would pay attorney fees based on stated hourly rates, as well as costs and

expenses.  At the same time, however, Baker, Minter, and Herron all signed an agreement that

provided :

C Because the hourly rates Baker had agreed to pay Minter were lower than Minter’s usual
rates, Herron would pay Minter in addition a contingent fee of ten percent of any net recovery
by Herron;

C Herron would guarantee payment of all sums due Minter; and

C Minter would look solely to Herron for payment of all sums due.

Minter then filed this lawsuit for Baker against Mallios.  Mallios moved for summary

judgment on the ground that Baker’s prosecution of a legal malpractice claim in which he had

assigned Herron an interest contravened public policy because it would encourage the commercial

merchandising of such claims.  The district court granted Mallios’s motion, and Baker appealed.  The

court of appeals reasoned that if Baker retained ownership of his claim, his assignment to Herron of

an interest in any recovery could not involve a marketing of his claim that might transgress public

policy considerations.   The court noted Baker’s insistence that he had not ceded control of the5

litigation to Herron, that Herron’s role was limited to providing financing, and that Baker retained
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the right of a client to direct his attorney’s actions.   According to Baker, even Herron’s right to6

approve a settlement would not allow him to prevent a settlement but gave him only a claim for

breach of contract if Baker settled without his approval.   The court concluded that Baker controlled7

this litigation to the same extent as if his agreement with Herron did not exist.   Determining that8

Baker’s assignment to Herron did not implicate any other policy reasons for disallowing assignments

of legal malpractice claims, the court reversed the summary judgment and remanded the case for

further proceedings.9

This Court granted Mallios’s petition for review.10

II

I first consider whether Baker’s assignment to Herron violates public policy.

A

The early common law did not allow assignments of choses in action.   The two principal11

explanations offered for this rule are that it prevented litigation like that already prohibited by
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champerty and maintenance,  and that the common law regarded rights as personal.   Concerning12 13

the former, the great Lord Coke declared that there was an “aversion of the ‘sages and founders of

our law’ to the ‘multiplying of contentions and suits’”.   Concerning the latter, “Holmes argued that14

rights at common law (and in most early legal systems) were perceived to be relational and

situational — that is, determined by the identity of the particular individuals involved and their

transaction or circumstances.”15

An increasingly mercantile world demanded and eventually got the removal of restraints on

alienation of debts and other contract rights, which led to an erosion of barriers to assignments of

other rights and in other contexts.   Now, most American jurisdictions favor assignments of most16

choses in action, although some jurisdictions — not including Texas — do not allow assignment of

personal injury claims.   Still, the old caveats about assignments of choses linger.  As the Court17

explained in State Farm Fire and Casualty Co. v. Gandy:

Practicalities of the modern world have made free alienation of choses in
action the general rule, but they have not entirely dispelled the common law’s
reservations to alienability, or displaced the role of equity or policy in shaping the
rule.  Even today, the general rule is that a contractual assignment may be
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"inoperative on grounds of public policy".  RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF CONTRACTS

§ 317(2)(b) (1981).  The Restatement notes numerous limitations on alienation of
choses in action.  Id. ch. 15, introductory note.  The increase in litigation caused by
assignments, noted by Lord Coke, remains a matter of concern.  So does the effect
of alienability on the parties and circumstances in the original transaction or
occurrence.  As Holmes succinctly summarized, "[t]he history of early law
everywhere shows that the difficulty of transferring a mere right was greatly felt
when the situation of fact from which it sprung could not also be transferred.
Analysis shows that the difficulty is real."   HOLMES, supra, at 409.18

B

This Court considered the assignment of legal malpractice claims in Zuniga v. Groce, Locke

& Hebdon.   There, the defendant in a products liability suit assigned his claim against his own19

lawyer to the plaintiffs as part of a settlement of their lawsuit.  Observing that “[i]n most

jurisdictions one cannot assign a cause of action for legal malpractice”,  we explained:20

      Most of the authorities disallowing assignment have reasoned that to allow
assignability would make possible the commercial marketing of legal malpractice
causes of action by strangers, which would demean the legal profession.  This is a
legitimate concern.  We do not relish the thought of entrepreneurs purchasing the
legal rights of clients against their attorneys as an ordinary business transaction in
pursuit of profit.21

We added, however, that we did not know “the extent to which this fear would be realized if we were

to permit assignment, or whether it has been realized in the few states that have already permitted

assignment.”   Instead, our attention in Zuniga was directed to the reversal in positions the22
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assignment created in the circumstances of that case.  For plaintiffs to have successfully prosecuted

a legal malpractice claim against defendant’s attorney they would have had to contend that but for

the attorney’s negligence they would have lost the prior case, a position diametrically opposed to

their position in the prior case.  We concluded that “[f]or the law to countenance this abrupt and

shameless shift of positions would give prominence (and substance) to the image that lawyers will

take any position, depending on where the money lies, and that litigation is a mere game and not a

search for truth.”   Thus, we held that “an assignment of a legal malpractice action arising from23

litigation is invalid.”24

Although the Court recognized in Zuniga, as have most other courts faced with the issue, that

legal malpractice claims should not be freely marketable, our disapproval of the assignment in that

case did not bar all transfers of legal malpractice claims.  For example, we recently acknowledged,

in Douglas v. Delp, that under federal law, a debtor’s legal malpractice claims become property of

the bankruptcy estate upon filing, to be pursued by the bankruptcy trustee.   Also, in American25

Centennial Insurance Co. v. Canal Insurance Co., we held that an excess insurance carrier could be

equitably subrogated to an insured’s action against his attorney, as well as the primary carrier, for

negligence in handling the defense of the liability claim.   We considered this subrogation right to26

be necessary to prevent the primary carrier and the insured’s lawyer from taking unfair advantage
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of the excess carrier.  Although other courts differ on the subject, many have recognized that a

person can assert a legal malpractice claim through equitable subrogation.   Neither Douglas nor27

American Centennial involved a commercial marketing of a legal malpractice claim or the concerns

such a transfer invokes.

In sum, this Court has disapproved voluntary assignments of legal malpractice claims that

necessitate a duplicitous change in the positions taken by the parties in antecedent litigation, and we

have expressed reservation about any commercial marketing of legal malpractice claims, but we have

not precluded the transfer of such claims to the client’s surrogate, such as a bankruptcy trustee, and

we have allowed equitable subrogation in certain circumstances.  Before turning to the assignment

in this case, I briefly survey the law in other jurisdictions.
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Most American courts that have considered the matter have concluded that voluntary

assignments of legal malpractice claims violate public policy.   The reasons for this conclusion vary.28

As to both voluntary and involuntary assignments, courts cite the personal nature of both legal

services and the attorney-client relationship,  as well as the preservation of the attorney-client29

privilege,  as justifications for disallowing assignments of such claims.  Courts have also expressed30
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concern that assignments will lead to commercial marketing of claims and increased litigation,31

resulting in increased costs of malpractice insurance and increased costs in legal services.   Further,32

courts have cautioned that the possibility of a client’s assignment of a claim to an adversary will

require the client and adversary to reverse positions in the malpractice suit,  will promote33

collusion,  and will temper the attorney’s zeal, loyalty, and independent judgment in representing34

his client so as to avoid offense to the adversary or the risk that a third party will incite his client

against him.35

The commercial marketing concern — the focus of the parties’ arguments in the present case

— was explained in the first case to consider the assignability of legal malpractice claims, Goodley

v. Wank & Wank, Inc.   The plaintiff in that case had taken an assignment of a woman’s claims36

against her attorneys for their conduct of her divorce.  The court’s opinion does not indicate that the

plaintiff was related to his assignor or involved in her divorce.  The court refused to allow the

assignee to prosecute the claims, explaining:
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It is the unique quality of legal services, the personal nature of the attorney’s
duty to the client and the confidentiality of the attorney-client relationship that invoke
public policy considerations in our conclusion that malpractice claims should not be
subject to assignment.  The assignment of such claims could relegate the legal
malpractice action to the market place and convert it to a commodity to be exploited
and transferred to economic bidders who have never had a professional relationship
with the attorney and to whom the attorney has never owed a legal duty, and who
have never had any prior connection with the assignor or his rights.  The commercial
aspect of assignability of choses in action arising out of legal malpractice is rife with
probabilities that could only debase the legal profession.  The almost certain end
result of merchandizing such causes of action is the lucrative business of factoring
malpractice claims which would encourage unjustified lawsuits against members of
the legal profession, generate an increase in legal malpractice litigation, promote
champerty and force attorneys to defend themselves against strangers.  The endless
complications and litigious intricacies arising out of such commercial activities
would place an undue burden on not only the legal profession but the already
overburdened judicial system, restrict the availability of competent legal services,
embarrass the attorney-client relationship and imperil the sanctity of the highly
confidential and fiduciary relationship existing between attorney and client.37

A number of courts have echoed Goodley’s concern that assignments of legal malpractice claims

would lead to commercial marketing of such claims.   Even when courts have upheld assignments38

of legal malpractice claims as part of a larger transaction, they have distinguished such situations

from commercial marketing of claims.39
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462 N.Y.S.2d 175, 177 (N.Y. App. Div. 1983), aff’d, 463 N.E.2d 608 (1984); Allstate Ins. Co. v. American Transit Ins.

Co., 977 F. Supp. 197, 201 (E.D.N.Y. 1997) (applying New York law); Ohio Cas. Ins. Co. v. Southland Corp., No.
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& Sorgi, 549 N.W.2d 429, 433 (Wis. 1996).
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None of the handful of cases that have allowed a transfer or assignment of a malpractice

action has involved a purely commercial marketing of a claim like the one here.  Rather, these cases

involve, for example, transfers in connection with: equitable subrogation;  the purchase of a40

business, its property, or its assets and obligations;  federal regulatory or bankruptcy statutes;41 42
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App. Div. 1997); Chang v. Chang, 642 N.Y.S.2d 628, 629 (N.Y. App. Div. 1996); Tawil v. Finkelstein Bruckman Wohl

Most & Rothman, 646 N.Y.S.2d 691, 692 (N.Y. App. Div. 1996); Oppel v. Empire Mut. Ins. Co., 517 F. Supp. 1305,

1306 (S.D.N.Y. 1981); Collins v. Fitzwater, 560 P.2d 1074, 1076 (Or. 1977), overruled on other grounds, Lancaster

v. Royal Ins. Co., 726 P.2d 371, 374-75 (1986); Ammon v. McCloskey, 655 A.2d 549, 551 (Pa. Super. Ct. 1995).  Cf.

Bohna v. Hughes, Thorness, Gantz, Powell & Brundin, 828 P.2d 745, 757-58 (Alaska 1992) (distinguishing partial
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executions by a judgment creditor;  and settlements with the opposing party.   (As already43 44

explained, this Court in Zuniga has refused to allow assignments in the latter situation. ) 45

Thus, for example, in Thurston v. Continental Casualty Co.,  the Maine Supreme Court46

allowed a corporate defendant in a products liability suit to assign to the plaintiff its malpractice

claim against its attorney to settle the plaintiff’s claims against the shareholders of the corporation.

The court did not discuss the role-reversal problem that we concluded in Zuniga should prohibit such

an assignment, but the court did stress: “We are not here confronted with the establishment of a

general market for such claims; this assignee has an intimate connection with the underlying

lawsuit.”   Later, in New England Mortgage Services Co. v. Petit,  the same court refused to allow47 48

a judgment creditor a lien on a judgment debtor’s legal malpractice claim unrelated to the proceeding

in which the judgment was rendered.  The court reasoned that the judgment debtor could not
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voluntarily assign the claim to the judgment creditor “because the latter has neither the intimate

connection nor the clear interest in the claim necessary to become a party to that [legal malpractice]

action,” citing Thurston.   Because the claim could not be voluntarily assigned, it could not be49

involuntarily attached.   Thurston and New England Mortgage make clear that Maine does not50

permit a person to assign a legal malpractice claim to a complete stranger.

The Rhode Island Supreme Court’s recent decision in Cerberus Partners, L.P. v. Gadsby &

Hannah  illustrates best the careful restrictions courts have imposed in upholding transfers of legal51

malpractice claims.  There, financial institutions purchased loans, and all attendant rights, from the

original lenders.  It turned out that security for the loans had not been perfected, and the purchasers

were forced to settle with the borrower in bankruptcy for less than the balance owed.  The purchasers

then sued the original lenders’ lawyers for failing to perfect the security interests for the loans.  The

court held that “where an assignee of a commercial loan agreement brings a legal malpractice action

against the attorney who represented the original lender in the commercial loan transaction, the

assignment of that negligence claim, if arising from the assigned commercial loan agreement, is not

prohibited by Rhode Island law.”    The court likened the situation to that in Richter v. Analex52



 940 F. Supp. 353 (D.D.C. 1996) (stating that “[t]he courts that have barred the assignment of legal malpractice53

claims have relied primarily on factors not present in this case, including the fear that parties will sell off claims,

particularly to opponents or completely unrelated third parties, and a concern about jeopardizing the personal nature of

legal services”).
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Corp.  and Hedlund Manufacturing Co. v. Weiser, Stapler & Spivak,  both cases allowing53 54

assignments of legal malpractice claims attendant to purchases of business assets and liabilities.  The

court emphasized, however, that “plaintiffs did not merely purchase the legal malpractice claim”55

and that the court was “not dealing here with a situation where a legal malpractice claim was

transferred to a person without any other rights or obligations being transferred with it.”   The court56

explained:

We acknowledge the distinction between market assignments involving purely
economic transactions, such as involved in the case before us, and freestanding
malpractice personal injury claim assignments that necessarily involve and invoke
the unique lawyer-client relationship and duty of confidentiality; privity, and the duty
of the lawyer that runs only to the client; the creation of possible commercial markets
for such claims; and the demeaning of the legal profession along with the prospect
of having attorneys defend themselves against strangers and the possibility of being
forced to divulge confidential lawyer-client information in defending against
assigned claims. . . .

We are persuaded of the soundness of the reasoning employed by those courts
in jurisdictions that have distinguished between the voluntary assignment of a bare
legal claim for malpractice and the assignment of a claim for malpractice that is part
of a general assignment in a commercial setting and transaction that encompasses a
panoply of other assigned rights, duties, and obligations.57
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The court thus distinguished a transfer of a legal malpractice claim as part of the related rights and

obligations in another transaction from a simple sale of a claim to an investor, the situation before

us now.

None of the cases supports an assignment of a malpractice claim purely as an investment.

In fact, I am aware of only one court that has discounted concerns about the commercial marketing

of malpractice claims.  In New Hampshire Insurance Co. v. McCann, the Massachusetts Supreme

Judicial Court wrote:

We suspect that fear of “open trading” is based in part on outmoded concepts and
protectionism.  We “have long abandoned the view that litigation is suspect,” and
have recently abolished the rule against champerty, now permitting the litigation of
claims financed by others in return for their receipt of a portion of the proceeds of the
litigation.  There is nothing to show that, in those jurisdictions that permit the
voluntary assignment of a malpractice claim, there has been an increase in baseless
lawsuits.58

The court does not say what jurisdictions permit a commercial marketing of legal malpractice claims,

and I know of none, including Massachusetts.  Indeed, the court stressed that the case before it did

not involve the commercial marketing of claims, stating that “[t]his case does not raise the specter

of open trading of legal malpractice claims,”  and again, “[w]e do not have an assignment which59

opens the doors to a general market for legal malpractice claims.”   It therefore comes as no surprise60

that there is little evidence of baseless litigation as a result of such commercial marketing of claims;

indeed, since the practice is nowhere permitted, it would be surprising if there were any.  Nor is it
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surprising that there has been no increase in baseless litigation in jurisdictions that permit

assignments of legal malpractice claims only in the context of other transactions.  The cases I have

cited illustrate that claims are usually asserted in such situations in combination with or to protect

other rights.

In sum: First, most jurisdictions that have considered the assignability of legal malpractice

claims have broad prohibitions against such assignments under any circumstances, based in part on

concerns that such claims not be commercially marketed for purely investment purposes, what this

Court referred to in Zuniga as “entrepreneurs purchasing the legal rights of clients against their

attorneys as an ordinary business transaction in pursuit of profit.”   Second, the courts that have61

allowed assignments in various circumstances have emphasized, or at least noted, the distinctions

between the permitted assignment and claims marketed commercially for investment purposes.

Third, no reported decision in an American jurisdiction has upheld a transfer of a legal malpractice

claim purely as an investment.

D

One of the common law’s reservations to assignment of choses — that some rights cannot

fairly be asserted by strangers to the parties and their circumstances — is implicated by an

assignment of a legal malpractice case if the assignee takes more of an interest in the claim than

merely a share of any recovery.  If the assignor conveys so much of any recovery or makes other

concessions that he cedes substantial control of the litigation to the assignee, the assignee may insist
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that the assignor take positions against his former attorney with which he is uncomfortable or face

allegations by the assignee that he is breaching the assignment agreement.  An assignee may be more

willing to risk sanctions or counterclaims and may be in a position to insist that the assignor do the

same or suffer the allegation of refusal to cooperate.  If in the course of the litigation the assignor

faces giving evidence detrimental to his position, the assignee may accuse the assignor of

misrepresenting the strength of the claim at the outset.  In short, an assignee who has not only a

financial stake in the outcome of the case but substantial ownership and control of the claim itself

can require the assignor to take positions the assignor would not otherwise take.  While this concern

is not identical to the one we expressed in Zuniga, it is related.  The concern has caused courts from

Goodley on to conclude that commercial merchandising of legal malpractice claims is likely to lead

to confusion and conflict in the resulting litigation.

The two principal justifications for freely assignable legal malpractice claims are access to

financing to prosecute such claims and consistency with the treatment of other choses of action.  The

first is undercut by the contingent fee, which allows impecunious clients with meritorious claims to

retain counsel.  It is not at all clear that unrestricted assignments will supply resources to help assure

that meritorious claims are litigated that contingent fee arrangements do not already provide.  As for

the second justification, the assignability of some choses in action does not require that all choses

be assignable.  As I have already noted, assignments of choses are still restricted in various contexts

for policy reasons.

In Texas, as in most states, a lawyer may not acquire a proprietary interest in the cause of

action or subject matter of litigation the lawyer is conducting for a client, other than a lien to secure
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payment of his fee and expenses, and a contingent fee allowed by law.   The proposed final draft62

of the Restatement of the Law Governing Lawyers explains the reason for this rule:

The justification for the rule . . . is that a lawyer’s ownership gives the lawyer
an economic basis for claiming to control the prosecution and settlement of the claim
and provides an incentive to the lawyer to relegate the client to a subordinate
position.  The risk in such an arrangement is greater than it would be with a
contingent fee; a contingent fee — in addition to being limited in most cases to well
less than half of the recovery — is clearly designated as payment for the lawyer’s
services rendered for the client.63

The reasons for prohibiting a lawyer from acquiring an interest in his client’s claim, other than a

contingent fee for services provided, that allows the lawyer to control prosecution of the claim apply

as well to non-lawyers.

An assignment of a part of any recovery on a claim to a person other than the lawyer

prosecuting the claim does not, by itself, raise the danger that the assignee will attempt to control the

litigation.  Thus, for example, a person may obtain a loan to finance prosecution of a claim and

pledge the proceeds as security for repayment without necessarily ceding significant control of the

litigation to the lender.  Only a person who takes so great a stake in a claim that he in essence owns

it, or who, in effect, invests in a claim, obtaining at the same time significant rights to protect the

investment, raises the problems involved in commercially marketing claims.

For these reasons, I would conclude that an assignment of an interest in a legal malpractice

claim is contrary to public policy if the assignee takes the interest purely as an investment unrelated
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to any other transaction and acquires not merely a financial interest in the outcome but a significant

right of control over the prosecution of the claim.

E

Whether Baker has ceded to Herron a significant right of control over the prosecution of the

claim against Mallios depends on the agreements between them.  I therefore disagree with the

appellate court’s concern that “whether Baker has ceded control of the litigation to Herron is a matter

that is not fully developed.”64

I also disagree with the appellate court’s conclusion that Baker “controls the litigation to the

same extent that a client in a case not involving an assignment controls the litigation.”   Baker65

cannot settle his claim without Herron’s consent.  Baker has, therefore, ceded to Herron some control

over the prosecution of the malpractice claim.

Herron’s agreement with Baker gives him additional means of controlling the litigation.

Herron’s right to recommend legal counsel and to negotiate the terms of employment, although

subject to Baker’s approval, gives Herron more sway over the lawsuit.  Baker is obliged to “fully

cooperate in the investigation, pursuit and prosecution” of the claim against Mallios.  Herron’s

contractual right to insist on Baker’s full cooperation allows him to demand that Baker take or not

take certain positions.  Herron’s unilateral right to terminate the agreement if he decides that

prosecution of Baker’s claims “would prove not to be economically feasible” provides additional

incentive to Baker to comply with Herron’s wishes.  Baker’s warranty that he has accurately and
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truthfully conveyed to Herron the facts concerning his claim threatens consequences should less

favorable evidence be elicited.

Herron’s control of the litigation is enhanced by his contractual relationship with Minter.

Baker’s counsel, Minter, has agreed to look only to Herron for payment of his fee, and has a

contingent interest in Herron’s recovery.  It blinks reality to think that Minter will not consider

himself as much or more accountable to Herron than to Baker.

The arrangement among Baker, Herron, and Minter is not merely to provide financing for

prosecution of Baker’s claim against Mallios.  Most telling is the fact that Baker has no obligation

to repay fees and costs expended by Herron.  Minter’s sole source of payment is Herron, and

Herron’s sole source of recompense is from any recovery obtained from Mallios.  Herron’s

assumption of all responsibility for the expense of prosecuting Baker’s claim is not a loan, like a

bank might make, but an investment.  Baker has not merely assigned Herron an interest in any

recovery; rather, he has marketed his legal malpractice claim to Herron, a practice we concluded in

Zuniga contravened public policy.  To allow an assignment like the one here is to approve of the

commercial marketing of legal malpractice claims, a result that other courts confronted with the issue

have rejected.  I am not aware of any case approving an assignment in circumstances like those

before us.  I would therefore hold that Baker’s assignment to Herron is invalid.

F

I need respond to JUSTICE ENOCH only briefly.

JUSTICE ENOCH argues that the Legislature has approved assignments of legal claims in

section 12.014(a) of the Property Code, which states:
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A judgment or part of a judgment of a court of record or an interest in a cause
of action on which suit has been filed may be sold, regardless of whether the
judgment or cause of action is assignable in law or equity, if the transfer is in writing.

The statute does not, of course, apply in the present case because Baker did not assign Herron an

interest in a judgment or a cause of action on which suit had been filed; rather, Baker assigned

Herron an interest in a cause of action to be filed.  More importantly, we have held that this statute

does not either validate or invalidate assignments of causes of action but simply provides for notice.

Thus, we explained in Mitchell, Gartner & Thompson v. Young:

“The purpose of this statute is merely to furnish parties dealing with the cause notice
of the assignments, and it is not intended that it should affect the validity of any sale
of a cause of action, or any part thereof, or the sale of a judgment.”66

In Zuniga, we disallowed assignments of legal malpractice claims in certain circumstances without

regard to section 12.014(a), not because it escaped our attention, but because it is irrelevant.

JUSTICE ENOCH suggests that my views are “‘based in part on outmoded concepts of

protectionism,’”  thereby dismissing the scores of cases I have cited.  His modern view has yet to67

find support in a single reported decision in any jurisdiction of which either of us is aware.

III

The question remains whether Baker can prosecute his claim against Mallios despite the

invalid assignment to Herron.  Mallios argues that to allow Baker to prosecute his claim would be

to condone the assignment to Herron, thereby encouraging other such assignments.  Like the Court,

I do not agree.  If the assignment is invalid, neither Baker nor Herron can enforce his rights under
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it.  Without a contractual prospect of recovery on Baker’s claim, Herron presumably would have no

incentive to continue to finance the litigation.  Herron would certainly have no ability to control the

litigation.  Once the assignee’s control over the litigation is vitiated, the law’s concerns would be

removed.  It would be unfair to punish Baker for executing the assignment by depriving him of his

claim against Mallios altogether.

*          *          *          *          *

Accordingly, for the reasons I have explained, I would affirm the judgment of the court of

appeals.

Nathan L. Hecht
Justice
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