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This study provides a comprehensive comparative legal analysis of the status, rights, and obligations
of witnesses in civil proceedings within the legal systems of the Republic of Azerbaijan, the Republic
of Turkey, the Federal Republic of Germany, and the United States of America, and also examines the
procedural specificities of obtaining evidence abroad under the 1970 Hague Evidence Convention. The
author has investigated the classification of participants in civil procedural relations, the established
legal nature of a witness’s duty to cooperate with the court, mechanisms that have proven effective in
ensuring the truthfulness and reliability of testimony, as well as the limits of permissible grounds for
refusing to testify. It has been clarified that different jurisdictions conceptualize the role of the witness
and strive to ensure a balance between the procedural requirements of the court and the substantive
rights and interests of the parties.

It has been established that, in the legal system of the Republic of Azerbaijan, the procedural
framework governing witness participation is regulated through clearly defined obligations, including
compulsory attendance, truthful testimony, and the application of statutory sanctions in the event of
unjustified absence or refusal to testify. The author has investigated legislative provisions concerning the
conduct of witness examination, including mandatory warnings about criminal liability for knowingly
providing false information, which has been demonstrated to underscore the evidentiary significance of
witness statements.

The characteristics of the Turkish approach have been identified in comparison with the other
jurisdictions analyzed, notably a broad range of grounds allowing a witness to refuse testimony. These
grounds extend beyond close familial relationships to include various personal, property-related, and
professional circumstances, thus providing witnesses with a wider protective framework. Moreover,
the author has examined the formalized procedure for oath-taking prior to examination, reflecting the
traditionally recognized moral and legal solemnity associated with giving testimony.

The German civil procedure has been studied as demonstrating an even broader recognition of
protected relationships and interests. In addition to legally established family ties, German law recognizes
factual familial relationships, close emotional bonds, and economic dependence as legitimate grounds
for refusing to testify. It has been demonstrated that this approach emphasizes the protection of witness
autonomy and personal integrity, even if such protections may limit the evidentiary potential available
to the parties or the court.

The study supports the view that the American model, grounded in the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
and the Federal Rules of Evidence, establishes a clearly defined structure for the examination of witnesses.

286



ISSN: 2307-3322 (Print) / ISSN: 2664-6153 (Online)

The system provides for a distinction between direct, cross-, redirect, and recross-examination, with
each stage regulated by studied rules concerning the scope and permissible methods of questioning.
This adversarial model has been demonstrated to be effective in maximizing the reliability of testimony,
allowing each party to challenge the accuracy and credibility of evidence through structured procedural
safeguards.

Finally, the mechanisms established under the 1970 Hague Convention for obtaining international
witness testimony have been examined. It has been demonstrated that the Convention is recognized
as an effective instrument for facilitating judicial cooperation, harmonizing procedures for obtaining
evidence abroad, and ensuring respect for the procedural autonomy of both the requesting and executing
states. It has been established that the interaction between national procedural norms and international
cooperation instruments reflects the growing significance of transnational evidence-gathering in
contemporary civil litigation.

Key words: civil proceedings, witnesses, testimony, interrogation of a witness, refusal to testify,
oath of a witness, direct examination, cross-examination, forced attendance, procedural guarantees,
letter of request.

AxyHnnosa 3.A. [IpouecyasibHi 0co01MBOCTI yuacTi cBiika y UMBiJILHOMY Mpolieci: MOPiBHAJIBHO-
NPaBoOBUii aHaTi3.

JlaHne 10CIiKEHHS MPOTIOHY€E BCEOIUHMI MOPIBHUIBHO-ITPABOBHI aHAJII3 CTATyCy, paB i 000B’A3KiB
CBIJIKIB y IMBUIBHOMY CYIOYMHCTBI B NMpPaBOBUX cHcTemax PecmyOniku A3zepOaitmkan, TypeudwnHw,
Himewunnu ta Cronyuenux llITatiB AMepHKH, a TAKOXK pO3TIIAAAE IPOIETYPHI 0COOIUBOCTI OTPUMAaHHS
JI0OKa3iB 32 KOPJOHOM BIiANMOBIZHO JO ['aa3pkoi KOHBEHIIi mpo mgokasyBanHs 1970 poky. Y poGoti
JOCTI/DKEHO KiTacu(iKallilo Y4aCHUKIB [UBIILHUX MPOIECYabHUX BIAHOCHH, BCTAHOBIICHHUI IMPaBOBUI
xXapakTep 00OB’SI3Ky CBijKa CHIBIPAMIOBATH 3 CYJIOM, MEXaHi3MH, IO JIOBEJIU CBOI ¢(EKTHBHICTH Y
3a0e3MeYeHH]l PaBJIMBOCTI Ta HAJIIMHOCTI MOKa3aHb, a TAKOX MEXIi JOIMYCTHMHX MiJCTaB JUIsl BIIMOBHU
BiJ Ja4i CBi4YeHb. YTOYHEHO, IO Pi3HI FOPHCIMKIT KOHIENTYa i3yIOTh POJIb CBiJIKA Ta 3a0€3MeuyTh
OayaHc MiXk IpoIeCyallbHUMHU IOTpedaMu Cyy Ta MaTepiaIbHUMU IIpaBaMy W IHTepeCcaMu CTOPiH.

BcTanorieHo, 110 y npaBoBiit cuctemi PecyOirikn A3epOaiikan nponeypHi Mexi y4acTi CBIJKIB
perTaMeHTOBaHI Yepe3 YiTKO BH3HA4YCHI O00OB’SI3KHM, BKIIOYHO 3 OOOB’S3KOBOIO SBKOIO, NPaBIHBHMHU
MMOKa3aHHSIMH Ta 3aCTOCYBaHHSM Ieper0aueHUX 3aKOHOM CaHKIH y pa3i HeoOTpyHTOBaHOT HESBKU a00
BiZIMOBH Bix gadvi cBimueHb. [Ipu IbOMY 3aKOHOIABCTBO TAKOK MICTHTH MOJOXKCHHS MIOAO IMPOBEICHHS
JIOTIUTY, 30KpeMa 000B’I3KOBI MOMEPEKECHHS PO KPUMiHAIbHY BIJMOBIIAIBHICTh 32 CBiJJOME HAaTaHHS
HeMpaBauBOi 1H(POPMAIIil, IO MiIKPECITIOE JOBEICHY JOKA30BY 3HAYYIIICTh CBITUCHb.

Bu3sHavyeHi XapaKTepHI PUCH TYPEIBKOTrO MiAXOMy Yy MOPIBHSHI 3 MpOaHATI30BaHUMH, Cepell TKHX
IIUPOKUI TIEpeJTiK MiJCTaB JJIsi BIJIMOBM CBIJKa BiJ Jaui moka3aHb. I[i mijgcTaBu BHXOIATH 3a MEXI
OJM3BKHUX POJAMHHUX 3B’ SI3KIB 1 OXOILIIOIOTH PI3HOMAaHITHI 0COOUCTI, MaifHOBI Ta podeciitHi 00CTaBUHH,
3a0e3Meuyroun CBiKaM IIUPINY 3aXHCHY paMKy. Kpim Toro, Typenbka cucteMa BCTAaHOBIIOE CTPOTHIA Ta
(dbopMaizoBaHUI MOPSIOK MPUHHATTS MPHUCSITH Iepea OMUTOM, IO BiToOpakae TpagulliiHO BU3HAHY
MOpalbHy Ta MPAaBOBY YPOUUCTICTH aKTy Jadi TOKA3aHb.

JocnimkeHo HiMeIbKe UBUIBHE CyIOYHHCTBO, SIKE JEMOHCTPYE e MUPIIC BU3HAHHS 3aXUIICHUX
BiHOCHH 1 iHTepeciB. OKpiM 3aKOHOJaBYO BCTAHOBICHUX CIMEHHHUX 3B’SA3KiB, HIMEIbKE MPAaBO BU3HAE
(haKTUYHI POJMHHI BITHOCHHHM, TICHI €MOIIiHI 3B’ A3KM T4 EKOHOMIYHY 3aJICKHICTh SIK 3aKOHHI MiJICTABH
JUISL BIZIMOBM BiJl Jadi CBiYeHb. Takuid MiAXiJ MiJAKPECIIOE CUIbHY OPIEHTAIliI0 HA 3aXUCT aBTOHOMIl
Ta 0COOMCTOI IIJTIICHOCTI CBiZKA, HABITh SKIIO Il TAPAHTIT MOXYTh OOMEXKYBAaTH JOKA30BUH MOTECHIIIA
CTOpiH a0 Ccyay.

[MinTpuMaHO TOYKY 30py, 32 SKOIO aMEpUKaHChKa MOJENb, IO IPYHTyeThcs Ha DeneparbHHUX
MpaBWIIaX MUBUIFHOTO CyqounHCTBa Ta DenepanbHuX MpaBuiaxX T0Ka3iB, BCTAHOBIIOE YITKY CTPYKTYPY
MPOBEIEHHS MONHUTY CBiAKiB. CucTeMa mependadae po3MEeKyBaHHS MPSMUX, TEPEXPECHHUX, MTOBTOPHIX
Ta TIOBTOPHO-TIEPEXPECHUX JOMHUTIB, IPH I[OMY KOJKEH €Tall PETYII0ETHCS TOCHTIHKCHIMH MPaBIIIaMU
om0 00cAry Ta TOMYCTUMUX METOIB OMUTYBaHHs. L[5 3MaranbHa MoIeb 10BeIa CBOIO €(PEKTUBHICTh
y MaKCHMaJbHOMY 3a0e3ICcucHHI HAIiHHOCTI CBIiAYEHB, NO3BOJISIIOYM KOXKHIA CTOPOHI IEpeBipATH
TOYHICTH 1 JOCTOBIPHICTh MMOKa3aHb Yepe3 CTPYKTYPOBaHi IpoliecyalbHi rapaHTii.

PosrnsanyTo MexaHi3mMu, BcTaHOBIEeH] ['aa3bkoro kKoHBeHLi€10 1970 poky, 11 OTpUMaHHS MI>KHAPOJIHHUX
cBimuenb. JloBeneno, mo KonBeHIiss Bu3HAHA €(QEKTUBHUM IHCTPYMEHTOM CIPHUSHHS CYIOBOMY
CIHiBpOOITHULITBY, TapMOHi3alii Npoueayp OTpUMaHHS J0Ka3iB 3a KOPJOHOM Ta 3a0e3MeueHHs MOoBaru
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JI0 MPOLECyaTbHOT aBTOHOMII SIK JI€PKaBH, IO 3alHUTYy€E, TaK 1 JepiKaBH, 10 BUKOHYE. BcTaHOBICHO,
0 B3aEMOJIS MiX HAI[lOHAJIbHUMH TPOIECYyalbHUMH HOPMaMH Ta 1HCTPYMEHTaAMH MIKHAPOJIHOTO
CIIBPOOITHUIITBA JEMOHCTPYE 3pOCTaOYe 3HAYCHHS TPAHCKOPJIOHHOTO OTPUMAaHHS JI0Ka3iB y CydacHOMY
[IHUBITFHOMY CYIOUYHMHCTBI.

KurouoBi cjioBa: nuBiibHE CYJTOYHMHCTBO, CBIJIKH, CBITYCHHS, JOMMT CBIJIKa, BiAMOBa BiJ madi
[oKa3aHb, MPHUCATa CBiJKa, MPSIMUNA JOMUT, IIEPEXPECHUN JAONKUT, MPUMYCOBUN NPHUBIJ, MpOLECyalbHi
rapasTii, cyl0Be JOpy4CHHS.

Statement of the problem. The key problem of the study lies in the absence of a harmonized and
uniform approach to regulating the participation of witnesses in civil proceedings across different legal
systems. This imbalance manifests in significant variations in the legal status of witnesses, the scope
of their procedural rights and obligations, the mechanisms of compulsory attendance and measures of
liability, as well as substantial differences in oath-taking procedures, the structure of direct and cross-
examination, and the permissible grounds for refusal to testify.

Additional challenges arise due to insufficient normative clarity regarding certain elements of the
procedural mechanism. In particular, the legislation of the Republic of Azerbaijan lacks legal instruments
to ensure the mandatory participation of interpreters and experts, which limits the court’s ability to
effectively gather evidence. Moreover, the scope of the powers of the executing state’s court in obtaining
witness testimony under the 1970 Hague Convention remains uncertain, indicating gaps and insufficient
regulation of key issues in both national and international procedural frameworks.

Significant differences between the national legal systems of Azerbaijan, Turkey, Germany, France,
and the United States concerning the regulation of the status and participation of witnesses in civil
proceedings, coupled with fragmented regulation of international evidence-gathering procedures, create
the need for the development and scholarly justification of optimal models of procedural regulation.
The heterogeneity of approaches complicates effective interaction between legal systems, hinders the
implementation of international legal assistance, and necessitates the formulation of conceptual criteria
that ensure the coherence of national norms with international standards.

Purpose of the study. The aim of the study is to conduct a comprehensive comparative-legal analysis
of the legal position of witnesses in the civil procedure of Azerbaijan, Turkey, Germany, France, and the
United States, as well as the specifics of obtaining international witness testimony under the 1970 Hague
Convention, in order to identify key similarities and differences and to determine the most effective
mechanisms for ensuring the reliability and procedural consistency of witness testimony.

State of Research. The institution of witness testimony is extensively regulated in the national
legislation of the states under consideration. However, regulation is not uniform. Despite the existence of a
substantial body of norms, significant differences between legal systems persist, and certain mechanisms
(for example, those concerning experts and interpreters) remain unregulated. At the international level,
the 1970 Hague Convention contains a number of general, incompletely developed provisions, leaving
room for interpretative variation by national authorities.

Legal doctrine emphasizes the importance of the institution of witness testimony; however, there is
no universal regulatory model, and each legal system develops its own approach based on its traditions
and procedural principles. International practice demonstrates a diversity of mechanisms, while issues
regarding the scope of the executing court’s powers and the possibility of posing additional questions
remain subject to debate.

Thus, the current state of scholarly and normative development can be characterized as fragmented
and non-unified, necessitating further comparative-legal research to identify an optimal procedural
framework.

Presentation of the main material. All subjects of civil procedural relations, based on the nature
of their authority and legal status, are divided into three main categories. The first group comprises the
court. It should be noted that the concept of “court” as a subject of civil procedural relations includes
not only the judicial authority as an institution but also the judicial panel hearing the civil case and
representing the court itself. The second group consists of the parties to the case, including the plaintiff
and the defendant, as well as third parties. The final group comprises other participants in the judicial
process—judge’s assistants, courtroom secretaries, bailiffs, witnesses, experts, legal experts, interpreters,
and specialists. Unlike the parties to the case, these other participants have no interest in the merits of
the civil dispute [3, p. 33-34].

288



ISSN: 2307-3322 (Print) / ISSN: 2664-6153 (Online)

The list of persons participating in the case is established by Article 46 of the Civil Procedure Code
of the Republic of Azerbaijan (hereinafter CPC AR). According to this provision, participants include
the parties, third persons, applicants, interested persons, as well as public associations, state bodies, and
other entities authorised to apply to the court for the protection of violated or disputed rights.

Alongside the persons participating in the case, the subjects of civil procedural relations include
individuals who assist in the administration of justice. Unlike the former, they do not possess a substantive
or procedural legal interest in the outcome of the dispute. The absence of legal interest presupposes their
procedural objectivity, although a subjective, factual interest may arise during the hearing. However,
such an interest has no legal significance and does not affect their ability to participate in determining
the outcome of the case.

According to Article 61 CPC AR, witnesses are among those who assist the administration of justice.
It should be emphasized that witness testimony is one of the most common and significant means of
establishing facts relevant to the correct resolution of a civil case. A witness is a participant whose
main function is to provide truthful testimony regarding facts known to him. Witness testimony is
one of the most important sources of evidence, enabling the court to establish the presence or absence
of circumstances supporting the parties’ claims and objections, as well as other facts relevant to the
resolution of the case [4, p. 132].

Under Article 62.1 CPC AR, the court may summon and examine as a witness any person who is
aware of facts relevant to the case. The principal obligations of a witness, prescribed by Articles 62.2
and 62.3 CPC AR, include appearing in court, reporting all facts known to him, providing truthful
testimony, and answering questions posed by the court and parties [1].

Unlike the legislation of the Republic of Azerbaijan, Turkish law provides more lenient financial
measures of liability for witnesses properly summoned to court but failing to appear without a valid
excuse. According to Article 245 of the Turkish Code of Civil Procedure, such a witness is subject to
compulsory appearance and may also be required to compensate expenses caused by his absence and
pay a disciplinary fine of up to 500 Turkish Liras (approximately 12 USD). If the witness subsequently
provides a justified excuse, the expenses and fine are annulled [2]. Furthermore, refusal to answer
questions or to take the oath may result in up to two weeks’ detention.

A comparative analysis of the legal regulation of witness status in civil procedure demonstrates
substantial differences among states regarding obligations, liability, and grounds for refusal to testify.
The legislation of the Republic of Azerbaijan focuses on the duty of the witness to appear in court
and provide truthful testimony, enforcing non-appearance through fines and compulsory appearance.
However, the regulation of interpreters and specialists is insufficiently detailed, creating a gap in the
legal framework. Thus, Article 186 CPC AR provides for a fine of up to 110 AZN (approximately 65
USD) for non-appearance of a witness, expert, or specialist without a valid excuse, and in cases of
repeated unjustified non-appearance, witnesses are subject to compulsory appearance [1]. At the same
time, although Article 186.2 CPC AR provides a mechanism for compulsory appearance of a witness,
similar measures for interpreters and specialists remain unregulated. This issue therefore requires further
legislative clarification.

The French system is characterized by strict financial sanctions for non-appearance or refusal to
testify, creating a strong incentive for witnesses to attend and ensuring the significance of their testimony.
Article 207 of the French Code of Civil Procedure stipulates that absent witnesses may be summoned at
their own expense if their testimony is deemed necessary. Witnesses who fail to appear, or who refuse
without valid grounds to testify or take the oath, may be fined up to 10,000 euros (approximately 11,500
USD). A person who proves that he was unable to appear on the appointed date may be exempted from
fines and expenses [5].

Turkish civil procedure combines coercive measures with robust safeguards for witness rights.
Although fines and compulsory appearance are provided, the law also establishes detailed grounds for
refusal to testify. Article 247 of the Turkish Code of Civil Procedure obliges a witness to appear but
allows refusal to testify if statutory grounds exist. Articles 248 and 249 divide such grounds into two
groups. The first includes personal and family ties: the spouse or former spouse of a party, fiancé(e),
ancestors and descendants of the witness or spouse, adopted persons, blood or marital relatives up to the
third degree, and guardians or wards. The second category includes instances where questions concern
legally protected information (state or professional secrets), or where testimony may cause serious
material harm or affect the honour and reputation of the witness or his close relations [2].
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Thus, the legislator creates a balanced mechanism: when personal, property-related, or status-based
reasons exist, the witness may refuse to testify, but must justify the refusal and provide supporting
evidence, after which the court evaluates its legitimacy.

Of particular interest is the German approach, which expands the grounds for refusal by recognizing
broader personal circumstances (such as de facto cohabitation or engagement) and financial dependence
of the witness on a party. This allows for objective consideration of possible impacts on the witness’s
impartiality and free will (Sections 383 and 384 of the German Code of Civil Procedure) [6]. In the
national legislation of the Republic of Azerbaijan, such circumstances are not treated as grounds for
exemption from the duty to testify.

In terms of financial dependence, German law recognizes situations in which a witness is materially
dependent on a party to the proceedings. Such dependence constitutes sufficient grounds for refusal to
testify, as it may objectively influence the witness’s impartiality and freedom of will.

Overall, it can be concluded that Turkish legislation combines elements of witness protection
with mechanisms of coercion, ensuring a balance between the interests of the court and the rights
of participants. The Azerbaijani approach focuses primarily on sanctions and compulsory measures,
whereas the French model emphasizes financial responsibility, creating incentives for appearance.
These differences demonstrate that effective regulation of witness testimony requires a comprehensive
approach that considers the personal and legal interests of participants, as well as ensures the prompt
and fair adjudication of civil cases.

The procedure for examining witnesses during judicial proceedings is regulated by Article 195 of
the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Azerbaijan (CPC AR). In accordance with this provision,
each witness is examined individually, without the presence of other witnesses. At the initial stage, the
presiding judge ascertains the nature of the witness’s relationship with the parties to the proceedings and
invites the witness to present everything personally known regarding the facts of the case. Thereafter,
the witness is cautioned about criminal liability for refusal to testify and for providing knowingly false
information, as stipulated in Article 62.4 CPC AR [1].

Pursuant to Article 194 CPC AR, prior to the commencement of testimony, the presiding judge must
establish the witness’s identity, explain his or her procedural rights and obligations, and warn of liability
for unjustified refusal to testify and for giving knowingly false testimony. After these explanations are
provided, the witness confirms them by signature, which is recorded in a separate protocol and attached
to the minutes of the court hearing. In German civil procedure, however, the approach differs in certain
respects. Under §395 of the German Code of Civil Procedure, the judge warns the witness, prior to
questioning, of the obligation to provide truthful information [6]. A distinctive feature of the German
model is that the oath, if deemed necessary, is administered after the testimony has been given, thereby
serving as an ex post confirmation of its truthfulness.

The legislator of the Republic of Turkey employs a different framework. In Turkish civil procedure,
the oath is administered before the examination begins, underscoring its preventive function and aiming
to ensure good-faith conduct by the witness from the outset. According to Article 258 of the Turkish
Code of Civil Procedure, all present, including the judge, stand during the administration of the oath.
The judge addresses the witness with the question: “Do you swear that the answers you give to the
questions addressed to you as a witness will be truthful, and that you will not conceal any information,
based on your honor, good faith, and all values and beliefs sacred to you?” The witness responds:
“I swear that I will answer the questions truthfully, without concealing anything, based on my honor, good
faith, and all values and beliefs sacred to me.” At that moment, the oath is considered administered [2].

In the United States, the procedure for administering an oath to a witness is governed by the Federal
Rules of Evidence (FRE). Rule 603 requires that every witness, prior to giving testimony, must affirm
a commitment to tell the truth through an oath or solemn affirmation. No specific formula is prescribed,
allowing for consideration of various religious and cultural backgrounds. The essential requirement
remains that the form employed must exert a morally binding effect on the witness and ensure awareness
of the responsibility for truthful testimony [8]. Despite the procedural flexibility, the obligation to take
an oath serves as a universal mechanism for securing the reliability of witness testimony and upholding
the principle of truthfulness in the process.

Norms regulating the participation of witnesses and the procedure for their examination in U.S.
civil proceedings are enshrined in the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (FRCP) [9], adopted by the
Supreme Court pursuant to the authority granted by the Rules Enabling Act [11]. Under Rule 43(a),
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unless otherwise provided by federal law or specific rules, witness testimony is presented orally in open
court, reflecting the principle of the immediacy of evidence [9]. This provision codifies the principle of
direct presentation of evidence.

In Azerbaijani civil procedure, the examination of witnesses follows a structured sequence: questions
are initially posed by the party who called the witness, followed by questions from the other participants
in the proceedings. The judge may intervene at any point to clarify information or guide the examination,
and if necessary, may summon the witness again or conduct a confrontation to resolve contradictions.
The comparative analysis thus reveals a shared fundamental objective—ensuring truthful testimony,
while demonstrating differences in the procedural organization of examination and oath-taking.

In U.S. civil procedure, the first stage of witness examination, known as direct examination, is
conducted by the party that called the witness. This sequence is directly established in Rule 611 of the
Federal Rules of Evidence, applied in conjunction with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure [8].

Rule 43(a) FRCP allows exceptions to the general requirement of in-court oral testimony [9]. The
court may permit an examination outside the courtroom when substantial obstacles exist, such as health
conditions, security risks, significant distance, or other objective difficulties. However, real-time audio
or video transmission to the courtroom remains mandatory, ensuring adherence to the principles of
openness and adversarial proceedings.

Comparative analysis of different legal systems demonstrates that the institution of witness
testimony is a universal mechanism for ensuring the reliability of judicial proceedings, yet the
procedural means of its implementation vary substantially. The Azerbaijani model provides detailed
regulation of examination and places particular emphasis on warnings of liability. In Germany, the
oath is administered after testimony, giving it a confirmatory effect. In Turkey, the oath functions as
a preventive measure, intended to instill good-faith behavior before testimony begins. The American
system exhibits procedural flexibility while preserving the principles of immediacy, adversarial process,
and transparency, including the possibility of obtaining remote testimony. Despite these differences, all
models aim to ensure truthful and procedurally admissible witness testimony, relying on a formalized
oath procedure, clarification of obligations, and clear procedural safeguards.

In civil procedure, examination traditionally consists of two stages: direct and cross-examination.
Direct examination is conducted by the party that called the witness and is aimed at eliciting information
supporting its position. Thereafter, the opposing party may conduct cross-examination, the purpose of
which is to verify, clarify, or reveal inconsistencies in the testimony. Cross-examination is limited to
the scope of the direct examination. This means that questions may address only those issues previously
raised. For example, if the direct examination concerned the appearance of a vehicle involved in a traffic
accident, it would be impermissible to expand the cross-examination to include questions about the
driver’s pre-accident behavior if that aspect had not been previously addressed. This model ensures a
structured process and prevents arbitrary expansion of the subject matter under review.

International regulation of witness examination is based on the 1970 Hague Convention, under
which the executing state applies its own procedural rules. At the same time, it may follow specific
requests from the foreign court concerning the method or manner of obtaining testimony, provided
such requests do not conflict with its domestic law or create procedural or practical obstacles. Article
9 of the Convention explicitly establishes this balance between the autonomy of national procedural
regulation and respect for the foreign court’s request. Letters rogatory must be executed without
undue delay [7].

A telling example can be found in English judicial practice, particularly in «J. Barber and Sons v.
Lloyds Underwriters» (1986), where the court refused to admit a videotaped witness examination at
the trial stage [10]. The significance of this decision goes beyond the specific dispute, as it illustrates
the fundamental commitment of the English justice system to strict adherence to procedural norms
established in national legislation and court rules. The court explicitly noted that, despite the potential
technological advantages of video recording, its use as a full-fledged substitute for in-person testimony
could not be deemed permissible in the absence of clear statutory regulation.

This precedent thus underscored the traditional position of English procedural law, which places
particular emphasis on the immediacy of judicial examination of evidence and the judge’s direct
observation of a witness’s demeanor and reactions. Any departure from the classical model of oral
proceedings—including the introduction of technical recording methods—requires prior legislative
authorization setting out the conditions, limits, and legal effect of such evidentiary procedures.
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The ruling in «J. Barber and Sons v. Lloyds Underwriters» serves as an illustration of a broader
principle: courts are not empowered to expand the range of procedural instruments on their own initiative
when such instruments implicate fundamental guarantees of adversarial proceedings and the immediacy
of evidence assessment. The refusal to admit the videotaped testimony was based not on technical or
practical considerations, but on the fact that the relevant procedural mechanism was absent from the
existing law, and its introduction would require formal regulation by the legislature or higher judicial
authorities.

Analysis of the Hague Convention shows that it does not provide a direct answer to whether the
executing state’s court may ask additional questions beyond those included in the foreign court’s
request, leaving the matter to national legislation. The Convention also permits the presence of a judge
from the requesting state during the examination, provided domestic law of the executing state allows
this. Overall, international practice demonstrates diverse approaches to witness participation in civil
proceedings. The most effective method is considered to be the preliminary explanation of criminal
liability for false testimony and obtaining confirmation from the witness of readiness to provide truthful
information, which reduces the risk of distortion and facilitates subsequent assessment of evidentiary
reliability

Conclusion. A comparative analysis of the legal status of witnesses and the mechanisms of their
participation in civil proceedings across various legal systems demonstrates a multiplicity of approaches
to regulating their duties, liabilities, and grounds for refusal to testify. The Azerbaijani model is
characterized predominantly by an imperative method of legal regulation: the legislator places primary
emphasis on the obligations of witnesses and the application of sanctions for their violation, while
issues concerning the liability of other actors assisting the administration of justice remain insufficiently
elaborated and require further normative clarification. Turkish legislation, by contrast, offers a more
balanced mechanism that combines procedural coercive measures with a developed system of lawful
grounds for refusing to testify, thereby ensuring both the protection of the witness and the effectiveness
of judicial proceedings. The French model demonstrates the predominance of strict financial sanctions
as a means of ensuring appearance and truthful testimony, whereas the German system provides an
expanded list of circumstances that may objectively affect a witness’s impartiality, including personal
and financial ties to the parties.

A comparison of national regulatory approaches allows the conclusion that no universal model for
governing the status of witnesses exists; however, each legal solution seeks to achieve an optimal balance
between the interests of justice and the need to respect human rights. The effectiveness of regulation
in this sphere is ensured through a combination of procedural safeguards, liability mechanisms, and
consideration of individual circumstances that may influence the completeness and reliability of
testimony. As a result, the institutional design of the witness’s status in civil proceedings performs a
key function: ensuring fair, objective, and comprehensive adjudication. This underscores the necessity
of further improving national legislation in light of international trends and best comparative-legal
practices.

The conducted analysis shows that the institution of witness testimony retains its fundamental
purpose, ensuring the reliability and completeness of judicial fact-finding, across different legal systems,
although the mechanisms for its implementation vary significantly depending on national procedural
traditions. The Azerbaijani model is marked by detailed formalization of examination procedures
and heightened emphasis on warnings regarding liability, aimed at strengthening witness discipline.
The German approach, which provides for the oath to be administered after the testimony is given,
imparts to it the character of an ex post confirmation of truthfulness. In contrast, in Turkey the oath
serves a preventive function, shaping an orientation toward truthfulness before questioning begins. The
American system demonstrates procedural flexibility and adaptability to practical circumstances while
maintaining the key principles of immediacy, adversarial process, and publicity, including through the
use of remote technologies.

A comparison of European and Anglo-Saxon approaches, as well as international mechanisms
established by the 1970 Hague Convention, shows that no universal procedural standard for witness
examination exists. Nevertheless, the requirement to ensure conditions minimizing the risk of
distortion of testimony remains common to all systems. The effectiveness of the procedure increases
when clear procedural guarantees are combined with ethical-legal mechanisms (such as the oath and
formal warnings) and with the court’s ability to actively oversee the completeness and coherence of the
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examination. Taken together, these elements allow the institution of witness testimony to be regarded
as a key component of the law of evidence, the development of which is directed toward enhancing the
quality of judicial proceedings and ensuring fairness in law enforcement.
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