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The article is devoted to an in-depth comparative analysis of the requirements imposed on a statement
of claim in civil proceedings in France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan. The author has examined the
legally established elements that must be included in a statement of claim, the prescribed procedure for
its submission, as well as the legal consequences of non-compliance with the established procedural
forms. Particular attention has been paid by the author to how each national legal system defines the
structure and content of a statement of claim, determines the limits of formalization, and establishes the
relationship between formal and substantive requirements.

The author has established that, despite the shared belonging of all four legal systems to the
Romano-Germanic (continental) tradition, the regulation of this procedural category exhibits significant
differences. It has been demonstrated by the author that these differences are determined both by the
historical evolution of national civil procedure systems and by varying approaches to ensuring a balance
between procedural efficiency, formal certainty, and the protection of parties’ rights.

In particular, the author has examined the considerable variability in the level of detail required for
mandatory requisites of a statement of claim, in the procedure for its registration, in the requirements for
specifying evidence and legal grounds, as well as in the measures of liability for violating established
requirements. The author has demonstrated that these differences have a direct impact on the procedural
efficiency of judicial proceedings, the protection of parties’rights, and the timeliness of case consideration.

Thus, the author has established that the analysis allows for the identification of both common features
of the formalization of a statement of claim in states belonging to the continental legal family and the
individual characteristics of each national system that shape the national specificity of civil procedure. It
has been demonstrated by the author that the conclusions obtained contribute to a deeper understanding
of procedural regulation mechanisms and can be utilized both for further academic research and for the
development of recommendations aimed at improving civil procedure in order to enhance its efficiency,
legal certainty, and the protection of participants’ rights.

Key words: statement of claim, procedural certainty, claim requisites, claim value, structure of
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®ap3ieea H.M. Bumoru 10 mo30BHOi 3asiBH y NUBIJILHOMY Hpoleci: MOPiBHAIbHO-NIPABOBHIA
aHaJIi3 3aKOHO/IaBCTBA 3apPyOiKHUX KpaiH.

Crarts npucBsiueHa IUOOKOMY MOPIBHSIBHOMY aHali3y BHUMOTL, IO TPEa BISIFOTHCS 10 MO30BHOT
3asBH Y IUBLTLHOMY cyqounHCTBI y ®panii, ITanii, Typedunni Ta AzepOaiipkani. ABTOPOM JA0CIIIKEHO
HOPMATHUBHO 3aKpillJicHI €JIeMEHTH, SIKi MalTh OyTH BKIIOUCHI [0 MMO30BHOI 3asBH, BCTAHOBJICHUMH
MOPSAOK 11 MOJIAHHS, a TAKOXK IOPUINYHI HACTIAKH HEJOTPUMAaHHS BCTAHOBICHUX MPOIECYaIbHUX (OPM.
Oco0nuBy yBary aBTOpOM IPUIIICHO TOMY, SIK KOXKHE HallioHAIbHE 3aKOHOJABCTBO BH3HAYAE CTPYKTYPY
Ta 3MICT TO30BHOI 3asiBU, BCTAHOBIIIOE MEX1 opMmaiizallii Ta CIiBBIIHOIICHHS MK (OPMaTBHUMU Ta
MarepialbHUMH BUMOTaMHU.
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ABTOpPOM BCTaHOBIICHO, II[0, HE3BAXKAIOUN HA CIIIBHY HAJNEKHICTh yCiX YOTHPHOX MPABOBHUX CHCTEM
JI0 POMaHO-TepMaHChKOI (KOHTHHEHTAJLHOT) TPaJuIlil, pEeryITIOBaHHs JaHOI MpoIlecyalbHOT KaTeropil
JIEMOHCTPY€E CYyTTEBI BIAMIHHOCTI. ABTOPOM JOBEICHO, IO IIi BIJIMIHHOCTI 3yMOBJICHI SIK iCTOPUYHOO
€BOJIIOII€F0 HAIlIOHAJTBHUX CHCTEM ITUBUIBHOIO MPOIECY, TaK 1 PI3HUMH TiJX0JIaMH JO 3a0e3IeUeHHS
OayaHCcy MiX MpoIecyanbHO0 e(DEKTUBHICTIO, HOPMATHHOO BU3HAYCHICTIO Ta 3aXMCTOM IIpaB CTOPIiH.

30KpeMa, aBTOPOM JIOCIIKCHO 3HAYHY BapiaTHBHICT y CTYIICHI JIeTali3allii 000B’ I3KOBUX PEKBI3HTIB
MMO30BHOI 3as1BH, y MPOIEAYPI i peecTpallii, y BAMOTaxX MO0 3a3HaYCHHS JIOKa3iB Ta MPaBOBUX ITiJICTAB,
a TaKoX y 3axolax BiAMOBIiTATHHOCTI 3a MOPYIICHHS BCTAHOBICHHX BHMOT. ABTOPOM IOBEICHO, IO
i BiAMIHHOCTI Oe3mocCepeHbO BIUIMBAIOTH Ha MPOIECyabHY €(EeKTUBHICTH CYJOBOTO PO3TIALY,
3a0e3IMeYeHHS MPaB CTOPIH Ta OTIEPATHBHICTH PO3MIISALY CIIPAB.

TakuM YMHOM, aBTOPOM BCTaHOBJICHO, 110 aHAJII3 JIO3BOJISE€ BUSBUTH SIK CIUJIbHI pucH (hopmarizamii
MMO30BHOI 3asBH IS JIepKaB KOHTHHEHTAIBHOI MPaBOBOi ciM’i, Tak 1 1HAWBIAyajbHI OCOOJHUBOCTI
KOJKHOI HaIliOHAJILHOT CUCTEMH, 110 (OPMYIOTh HaIllOHAJBHY CIEeU(IKy IUBUIBHOTO TIpoIiecy. ABTOpOM
JIOBEJICHO, IO OTPHMaHI BHUCHOBKH CIPHUSIOTH DIMOMIOMY PO3YMIHHIO MEXaHi3MIiB MPOIECyaTbHOTO
pPEeryJIIOBaHHS Ta MOXYTh OyTH BHUKOPHUCTaHI K JUISI MONANBIIUX HAYKOBHUX IOCIIIKCHb, TaK 1 MpHU
po3po0IIl pekoOMEeHAAIIN 010 YIOCKOHAICHHS [IMBIJILHOTO CYJOYNHCTBA 3 METOIO IMiJBUIICHHSI HOTO
e(heKTUBHOCTI, TPaBOBOT BU3HAUCHOCTI Ta 3aXUCTY MPaB YUYACHHUKIB TPOIIECY.

KarouoBi cioBa: mo3oBHa 3asiBa, IpoIlecyalbHA BH3HAYCHICTh, PEKBI3UTH IO30BY, I[iHA IMO30BY,
CTPYKTypa 3asiBH, (akTU4HI OOCTaBUHHW, NpaBOBE OOIPYHTYBaHHS, TNpOIECyalbHI HACIIJIKH,
npoliecyajibHa THYYKICTh, IU(POBI3allis CYIOYMHCTBA, IPOIleCyalbHa TUCIUTIIIHA.

Problem Statement. In this article, the problem is framed through an analysis of the differences in the
regulation of the requirements for a statement of claim in civil procedure across four countries—France,
Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan—and an examination of their impact on the efficiency, predictability, and
accessibility of justice. The core issue lies in the fact that, despite shared roots in the Romano-Germanic
legal tradition, national legislations exhibit significant differences in the level of formalization, the
detail of claim requisites, the legal consequences of procedural errors, and the degree of digitalization
of procedures, all of which affect procedural efficiency, legal certainty, and practical access to courts.

From a scientific perspective, this study allows for the identification of the institutional and conceptual
characteristics of the civil procedural systems of the countries under consideration, which is highly
relevant for comparative legal analysis. Comparing approaches to the formalization and structuring
of statements of claim enables the identification of patterns in the evolution of continental procedural
models. Furthermore, the analysis of digitalization offers opportunities to study the impact of technology
on the standardization of procedural acts and the reduction of errors committed by participants in the
process.

From a practical standpoint, the comparative study contributes to the improvement of national
procedural rules, enhancing the predictability and efficiency of judicial proceedings. Determining the
level of formalization and the strictness of claim requirements provides lawyers and participants with
tools to prepare documents correctly, taking into account the specifics of national law, thereby reducing
the risk of claim rejection. Evaluating the role of digital platforms in the submission of claims generates
arguments for optimizing e-justice, increasing the efficiency of administrative case management, and
improving the accessibility of the judicial system for citizens.

Thus, the problem can be defined as the need for a comprehensive comparison of national approaches
to the formation and regulation of the statement of claim as a central institution of civil procedure,
aiming both at the scholarly understanding of the operational patterns of legal systems and the practical
enhancement of the quality and predictability of judicial proceedings.

Research Objective. The objective of this study is a comparative legal analysis of the requirements
for a statement of claim in France, Italy, Turkey, and the Republic of Azerbaijan, with a focus on
identifying differences in formalization, structure, mandatory elements, and the legal consequences of
errors. The study also aims to assess the impact of digitalization on the standardization of procedural
documents and the enhancement of efficiency in civil proceedings. The practical goal is to identify
opportunities for improving national procedural frameworks and implementing best practices to increase
the predictability, accessibility, and quality of justice.

The study employs the method of comparative legal analysis, which allows for a systematic
comparison of formal-legal structures, the historical foundations of their development, and the practical
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implications of differences in regulation. The application of this method enables a deeper understanding
of the conceptual underpinnings of civil procedure and supports the formulation of scientifically
grounded conclusions regarding directions for the improvement of procedural legislation.

State of the Problem. This issue can be characterized as well-developed at the level of national
legislation and judicial practice, where the norms thoroughly regulate the content and form of a
statement of claim, as well as the procedural consequences of non-compliance. At the same time, a
comparative analysis and synthesis are necessary, as significant differences between legal systems
remain, particularly regarding the degree of formalization, the role of the court, the rectification of
deficiencies, and digitalization. The problem remains relevant for further research aimed at identifying
optimal approaches to the unification of requirements for a statement of claim and enhancing the
efficiency of civil proceedings.

Main Section.

In the Republic of Azerbaijan, issues related to the submission, form, and content of a statement
of claim are regulated by Articles 149-155 of the Civil Procedure Code of the Republic of Azerbaijan
(hereinafter — CPC of Azerbaijan) [1]. These provisions establish a comprehensive and detailed system
of requirements aimed at ensuring the completeness and legal certainty of the information presented
by the plaintiff when initiating judicial proceedings. The specified list of mandatory elements reflects
a model oriented toward the maximum specification of data necessary for the effective organization of
court proceedings and the timely notification of all participants in the process.

According to Article 149 of the CPC of Azerbaijan, a statement of claim must be submitted to the
court in written form and signed by the plaintiff or their representative, emphasizing the procedural
responsibility of the party in initiating judicial protection. The legislation establishes an extensive list
of mandatory information to be included in the statement. In particular, the plaintiff is required to
indicate: 1) the name of the court to which the statement is addressed; 2) personal data of the parties
— full names of the plaintiff, defendant, representatives, and other participants in the case; for legal
entities — their official name; 3) a complete set of identification data, including registration and actual
addresses, contact details (telephone, email), and identification numbers (identity card series and number,
taxpayer identification number). The provisions also require the inclusion of data on foreign citizens
and legal entities participating in the case; 4) the subject matter and value of the claim, as well as a
reasoned statement of the plaintiff’s demands, describing the factual circumstances relied upon. In cases
of disagreement with any circumstances substantiated by the defendant’s evidence, the plaintiff must
explain the grounds for such disagreement; 5) information on compliance with a pre-claim procedure,
if required for the category of disputes being considered; 6) information on participation in mediation
procedures, if preliminary mediation is mandatory under the legislation, in particular the Law of the
Republic of Azerbaijan “On Mediation™; 7) a list of all documents attached to the statement, including
evidence, powers of attorney, and other materials relevant to the case [1].

The CPC of Azerbaijan also allows the plaintiff to combine several related claims in a single
statement, which promotes procedural economy and enables the comprehensive consideration of related
disputes. Furthermore, the plaintiff may include other information or motions in the statement if deemed
necessary for the proper and comprehensive examination of the case by the court.

A distinctive feature of Azerbaijani legislation is the emphasis on the fullest possible specification
of the identification data of the participants and their contact information, aimed at optimizing
communication between the court and the parties and ensuring the timely protection of their rights. This
legislative design aligns with the principles of procedural certainty and contributes to enhancing the
overall efficiency of civil proceedings.

Requirements for a Statement of Claim under the Legislation of the Republic of Turkey. The
requirements regarding the content and form of a statement of claim in Turkey are regulated by Articles
118-119 of the Code of Civil Procedure (Hukuk Muhakemeleri Kanunu, hereinafter — the Turkey Law)
[4]. This legislative act establishes a detailed and formalized model for submitting claims, aimed at
ensuring procedural certainty and creating the conditions for the efficient adjudication of cases. The
legislator seeks to minimize the risks of legal uncertainty; therefore, the list of mandatory elements of a
claim is formulated quite strictly, and the procedural consequences of their absence are clearly defined.

According to Article 118 of the Turkey Law, a statement of claim is considered filed from the
moment it is registered with the court registry, emphasizing the formal nature of the institution of claim
submission. The statement must be accompanied by a number of copies corresponding to the number
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of defendants, and the procedures for registration and handling of documents are regulated in detail by
subordinate regulations, ensuring uniformity in judicial practice.

Article 119 of the Turkey Law provides an exhaustive list of mandatory elements of a statement of
claim. These include: a) the name of the court to which the statement is submitted; b) personal data of the
parties — the name, surname, and address of the plaintiff and the defendant; c) the identification number
of the plaintiff if they are a citizen of the Republic of Turkey; ¢) information on the legal representatives
and attorney of the plaintiff (if applicable); d) the subject matter of the claim, and in property disputes,
the value of the claim; e) a concise, sequential, and logically structured presentation of the factual
circumstances relied upon by the plaintiff; f) evidence supporting each of the stated circumstances;
g) legal grounds and references to the applicable norms used by the plaintiff to substantiate the claim;
g) clearly formulated claims; h) the signature of the plaintiff or their representative [4].

This structure highlights the orientation of Turkey civil procedure toward a formal-logical model of
claim formulation, in which the coherence of factual and evidentiary material is a key element.

Since the adoption of the Turkey Law, numerous doctrinal studies have been conducted concerning
Article 119, which regulates the content of the statement, the mandatory elements, and the procedure for
their evaluation. There are also numerous decisions of the Court of Cassation on this matter. However, the
2024 decision of the Constitutional Court demonstrates that these doctrinal discussions and precedents
are not always sufficiently reflected in practice [5, p. 755].

The legislation also provides a mechanism for correcting deficiencies. If a statement of claim lacks
several elements, except for the strictly mandatory provisions listed under subsections (a), (d), (e), (f),
and (g), the court grants the plaintiff a one-time period of one week to correct the omissions. Failure
to make corrections within the prescribed period results in the claim being deemed not filed. In this
way, the legislator balances formalization with the possibility of error correction, without allowing
unjustified procedural delays.

The high degree of formalization of Turkey requirements for a statement of claim reflects the overall
orientation of Turkey civil procedure toward normative rigor, clarity, and discipline in court proceedings.
This model reduces the risk of uncertainty during case preparation, promotes procedural economy, and
facilitates the administration of justice at the initial stage of proceedings.

Requirements for a Statement of Claim under the Legislation of the French Republic. In the
French civil procedure system, the initiation of proceedings is carried out through either an assignation
(a summons delivered to the defendant by a judicial officer) or a requéte (an application submitted
directly to the court). These procedural forms are established in Articles 54-57 of the French Code of
Civil Procedure (Code de procédure civile, hereinafter — CPC) and reflect the dualistic approach of
French law to the commencement of civil actions, allowing for distinctions depending on the nature of
the dispute and the need for prior notification of the defendant [2].

According to Article 54 CPC France, the initial recourse to the court may be executed either via
a summons or by submitting an application to the court registry, the latter being permissible either
unilaterally or jointly by the parties. The law sets out an exhaustive list of information that must be
included in the initial application under penalty of invalidity. The mandatory elements include:
1) designation of the specific court to which the application is addressed; 2) specification of the subject
matter of the claim; 3) information concerning the parties: a) for natural persons — surname, given
name, profession, address, nationality, date and place of birth; b) for legal entities — legal form, name,
location, and the body authorized to represent them; 4) if necessary — information relating to real
estate, required for cadastral registration; 5) data on any prior attempts at alternative dispute resolution
(conciliation, mediation, or participatory procedure), if such procedures precede the court application,
or justification for the absence of such attempts [2].

Article 57 CPC France regulates the requéte, i.e., an application submitted without prior notification
of the other party. Such an application may be filed individually by the plaintiff or jointly by the parties
and must contain a statement of their claims, the issues in dispute, and the relevant arguments [2]. In
addition to the elements listed in Article 54 CPC France, it must include: — information concerning the
person against whom the application is filed (surname, given name, and address for an individual, or
the name and legal address for a legal entity); — a list of documents on which the claimed demands are
based.

Despite a comparatively high degree of flexibility in formulation and structure, French procedural
law imposes strict requirements regarding the precision of the statement of the claim’s substance and the
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factual circumstances on which it is based. Failure to comply with the formal requirements may have
serious procedural consequences, including the declaration of the act as null, the impossibility of its
consideration, or the necessity of resubmission.

Thus, the French model demonstrates a combination of formal rigor concerning mandatory elements
and procedural requirements with a certain degree of flexibility, aimed at ensuring access to justice and
adapting procedural forms to various categories of disputes. This system serves as an example of the
balance between legal certainty and procedural efficiency, making it an important object for comparative
legal analysis.

Requirements for a Statement of Claim under the Legislation of the Italian Republic. In the
Italian civil procedure system, proceedings may be initiated through either an atto di citazione or a
ricorso, with the choice of form depending on the type of procedure, the nature of the claims, and the
type of legal protection sought. This dualistic structure is reflected in the Italian Code of Civil Procedure
(Codice di procedura civile, hereinafter — CPC Italy), which clearly distinguishes the circumstances
for using each procedural instrument [3]. Articles 163—164 CPC Italy establish detailed requirements
regarding the structure and content of a statement of claim, aimed at ensuring legal certainty and effective
judicial oversight.

According to Article 163 CPC ltaly, the atto di citazione constitutes a summons to appear, through
which the plaintiff not only formulates their claims but also notifies the defendant of the date and place
of the first court hearing [3]. This feature emphasizes the notificatory nature of the Italian procedural
mechanism and highlights the importance of adhering to formal procedures to ensure proper adversarial
proceedings. In accordance with the annual decree issued by the court president, approved by the first
president of the appellate court, the days and times for hearings intended for the initial appearance
of the parties are established in advance, thereby increasing the predictability of court workload and
promoting procedural discipline.

Article 163 CPC Italy also specifies an exhaustive list of mandatory elements for the atto di citazione.
Under penalty of nullity, the summons must include: 1) the designation of the court to which the
application is addressed; 2) complete information regarding the plaintiff and the defendant, including
their full name, place of residence, and tax identification code (codice fiscale). For legal entities,
associations, or committees, the name, legal form, and authorized representative must be indicated;
3) a precise definition of the subject matter of the claim (petitum), allowing the court and the defendant
to clearly determine the scope of the proceedings; 4) a statement of the factual circumstances and
legal grounds (causa petendi), including a logically coherent justification of the claimed demands;
5) a specification of the evidence that the plaintiff intends to submit, including a list of documents to be
attached to the case files; 6) information about the representative (lawyer), if a power of attorney has
already been issued, including an indication of their powers [3].

Special importance in Italian law is attached to the logical coherence of the statement of claim,
the sequential presentation of arguments, and the completeness of legal justification. Italian doctrine
traditionally regards the atto di citazione not only as a procedural initiation document but also as a
document that sets the framework for all subsequent judicial activity. Consequently, the law imposes
high standards regarding the quality of legal argumentation, internal consistency, and completeness of
factual material.

Formal deficiencies affecting essential elements of the document are classified as nullita and may
result in the declaration of the document as invalid. This, in turn, obliges the plaintiff to submit a
corrected application. Such a sanction underscores the strictness of the Italian procedural model, which
prioritizes compliance with established forms to ensure legal certainty, effective adjudication, and
protection of the parties’ rights.

Thus, the Italian legal system demonstrates a high level of formalization in civil proceedings. The
structured, detailed, and rigorous requirements for the atto di citazione reflect the deep traditions of
continental legal culture, which places significant emphasis on formal-legal technique and clarity in
expressing legal positions. This approach makes the Italian model an important reference point for
comparative legal analysis of civil procedure systems in other states.

Comparative Legal Analysis of Legislation. Despite France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan belonging
to the Romano-Germanic legal family, their approaches to regulating the content and significance of a
statement of claim in civil proceedings demonstrate substantial differences. These differences are shaped
both by historically established models of civil procedure and by contemporary legislative priorities,
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particularly those balancing formalism and procedural flexibility. They are primarily manifested in the
degree of formalization of claim requirements, the level of detail in the claim’s structure, the legal
consequences of procedural errors, and the understanding of the court’s role in determining the facts of
the case.

The French model is characterized by a low level of formalization. Articles 54—57 of the French
Code of Civil Procedure (CPC France) establish mandatory elements, but considerable flexibility is
maintained due to the active role of the court, which may remedy deficiencies in the submitted materials.
As a result, formal gaps in a claim rarely entail severe sanctions. In this context, Italian legislation
occupies an intermediate position. Articles 163—164 CPC Italy require a structured statement of claim
(petitum, causa petendi, competent court, appointment of hearings), yet judicial practice allows for
clarification of claims during proceedings while preserving the essential elements, thereby creating a
model of moderate formalization.

The Turkey model is the strictest. Article 119 of the Turkish Code of Civil Procedure (HMK)
establishes a closed list of mandatory elements, and the absence of any of them requires correction;
otherwise, the claim is considered not filed. This approach emphasizes procedural discipline and
predictability. As Professor Muhammet Ozekes notes, preparing a statement of claim constitutes one
of the key procedural obligations of a party. The importance of this document necessitates its precise
and structured preparation, which explains the legislator’s effort to define in detail the information and
elements that must be included. Clear regulatory guidance ensures legal certainty, facilitates the work of
the court, and guarantees the proper exercise of the right to judicial protection [7, p. 267-268].

Azerbaijani legislation in this regard follows a model close to the Turkey one. Articles 149—155 of
the CPC RA provide a detailed list of requisites for the statement of claim, including a wide range of
identification and procedurally relevant information. Noncompliance with formal requirements results
in the claim being left without action, incentivizing the parties to ensure the completeness and accuracy
of their submission. This model is oriented toward formal procedural order and ensures high legal
certainty at the stage of initiating proceedings.

Despite their shared Romano-Germanic legal tradition, France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan interpret
the role of the statement of claim in civil proceedings differently. Differences are evident in the degree
of formalization, the structure of the claim, the legal consequences of errors, and historically established
approaches to the role of the court and the parties.

In the context of comparative legal analysis, noticeable differences also emerge in the choice of
the form of claim submission provided by the legislation of France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan.
These differences reflect the conceptual characteristics of the respective civil procedure systems and
demonstrate diverse legislative strategies for initiating proceedings. French law employs a dualistic
model of procedural documents — assignation and requéte — allowing consideration of the nature of the
dispute and the procedural situation: the former is used for most cases and presupposes prior notice to
the defendant, whereas the latter is applied when notification is not required or joint submission by the
parties is allowed. This construction ensures high procedural flexibility.

In Italy, a similar distinction is made between atto di citazione and ricorso: the former is used in
ordinary proceedings, the latter in expedited or special procedures, reflecting a combination of classical
adversarial principles and procedural optimization.

By contrast, Turkey and Azerbaijan operate a single form of statement of claim, codified in the Turkish
Law and the CPC RA, respectively. This model ensures procedural standardization and predictability but
significantly limits flexibility in adapting procedural documents to the specifics of particular categories
of cases.

The issue of the claim’s monetary value occupies a central place in civil proceedings and exhibits
substantial differences between France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan, reflecting the peculiarities of
national procedural models and the functions that the claim value serves in each system. In France,
specifying the claim’s value is not mandatory for all case categories and depends on the nature of the
claim and jurisdiction, emphasizing the material-legal aspect of the dispute. In Italy, the claim value also
has a functional character: it is considered for determining jurisdiction and procedural costs but is not a
universal requisite, corresponding to a model of moderate formalization.

In contrast to Azerbaijani legislation, Turkish law treats the claim value as an imperative element of
procedural documents. According to Article 120 HMK, its absence constitutes a substantial procedural
defect preventing the claim from being accepted for consideration; in Turkey, the claim is left without
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action [4]. This approach highlights the importance of accurately assessing the dispute’s value to
determine state fees and the subsequent procedural course.

A comparative analysis of the requirements for stating factual circumstances and legal grounds
in the statement of claim in France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan reveals considerable variability in
formalization and party responsibility. French legislation primarily emphasizes the factual narrative,
whereas strict legal qualification is not obligatory. The court actively applies the principle of iura novit
curia, determining the applicable law independently, which reduces formal requirements for the plaintiff
and ensures flexible access to justice. In Italy, a more structured model operates: the plaintiff must
sequentially present facts and legal grounds, clearly distinguishing between causa petendi and petitum
(Articles 163—164 CPC Italy) [3]. While the court retains the right to legal qualification, the plaintiff’s
responsibility for completeness is higher than in the French system.

In Turkey, requirements are highly formalized. The plaintiff must detail the facts, substantiate them
with evidence, and explicitly state the legal position (Article 119 HMK) [6, p. 139; &, p. 505]. The
system is based on the hierarchy “fact — evidence — legal basis — claim,” and deficiencies in presentation
are treated as obstacles to case progression.

Although procedural law formally separates the statement of facts and presentation of evidence as two
independent structural elements, their analysis collectively is methodologically justified. Evidence does
not exist autonomously — each item serves to establish or corroborate a specific fact, so the interrelation
of facts and evidence forms a unified logical-legal complex, ensuring the reasonableness and internal
consistency of the claim [7, p. 267-268]. A similar approach applies in Azerbaijan, where CPC RA
norms require strict correlation of facts, evidence, and claimed demands (Articles 150-155 CPC RA)
[1]. Unlike the French model, the court does not remedy gaps in reasoning, and the responsibility for
completeness rests entirely with the plaintiff. Thus, French and Italian systems demonstrate greater
flexibility, whereas Turkish and Azerbaijani systems exhibit a high degree of formalization and strictness
regarding the logical-evidentiary structure of the claim.

The legislation of France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan demonstrates both common features of the
continental legal tradition and significant differences in the consequences of errors in a statement of claim.
These differences affect both the criteria for procedural admissibility and the procedures for remedying
deficiencies. In France, defects in a statement of claim are evaluated flexibly: despite the possibility of
invalidation, courts generally allow the plaintiff to correct deficiencies, relying on procedural economy
and access to justice principles. In Italy, invalidation is also possible, but a clear distinction is made
between material and immaterial violations, allowing the plaintiff to remedy certain deficiencies without
procedural consequences, balancing formal certainty with effective judicial protection.

Turkish legislation follows a strict formalist model: the absence of any mandatory element leads
to the claim being left without action, a deadline for correction, and return of the claim if deficiencies
are not remedied (Articles 119-122 HMK) [4]. Compliance with form is considered a prerequisite for
initiating proceedings. A similar approach is established in Azerbaijani law, where noncompliance with
Articles 152—-153 CPC RA may result in the return of the claim or refusal of acceptance. The formal
structure of the claim is viewed as a key element in ensuring legal certainty and orderly proceedings [1].

The digitization of civil proceedings in France, Italy, Turkey, and Azerbaijan significantly affects the
standardization of claim requirements and reduces procedural errors. However, the level of development
of electronic platforms and their regulatory effects differ across these countries. In France and Italy,
electronic justice systems are highly integrated and include automated mechanisms for verifying the
correctness of submitted documents. These algorithms ensure uniformity of procedural acts, reduce
formal violations, and increase transparency in judicial proceedings.

The Turkish UYAP system features the strictest digital regulation: the platform does not allow
submission of a statement of claim if even a single mandatory element is missing. This approach
substantially reduces the risk of defective claims and ensures a high level of procedural discipline. In
Azerbaijan, the “e-court” (e-mohkomo) system is developing but retains a lower level of automation,
leaving room for procedural variability and errors.

Thus, differences in digital infrastructure determine the degree of standardization in claim structure:
the most advanced platforms (France, Italy, Turkey) help minimize errors, whereas the Azerbaijani
system requires further development to achieve a comparable level of standardization and efficiency.

Conclusion. The comparative legal study of the regulation of requirements for a statement of
claim in the civil procedure of France, Italy, Turkey, and the Republic of Azerbaijan demonstrates the
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existence of distinct models of procedural formalization, reflecting the characteristics of national legal
systems and their institutional priorities. These differences manifest not only in the scope and nature
of mandatory requisites but also in the conceptual understanding of the role of the statement of claim
within the civil procedure framework.

The French legal system demonstrates a model of minimal formalization, relying on the expansive
application of the principle iura novit curia and the active role of the court in establishing legally
relevant circumstances. This structure reduces barriers to access to justice and allows a certain gradual
development in the content of procedural documents. The Italian model, while more structured, maintains
a degree of flexibility, combining a high level of normative regulation with the possibility of correcting
individual elements of the statement of claim during the proceedings.

The legislation of the Republic of Turkey and the Republic of Azerbaijan represents a different
approach, oriented toward strict formalization at the initial procedural stage. In these legal systems, the
statement of claim is treated as a central act that not only defines the framework of judicial proceedings
but also determines the admissibility of initiating the process. Failure to comply with established
requirements results in procedural sanctions aimed at ensuring legal certainty and discipline among the
parties.

Significant differences are also observed in the emphasis placed on factual presentation versus legal
argumentation. The approaches of the French legislature, and to a certain extent the Italian legislature,
prioritize the factual component with relatively flexible legal qualification, whereas the Turkish and
Azerbaijani models require a strict structural unity of facts, evidence, and legal norms.

The digitization of civil proceedings further accentuates these differences. French and Italian
electronic systems provide a high level of control and corrective mechanisms, whereas the Turkish
UYAP platform represents the most rigid digital model, effectively preventing the submission of
defective claims. The Azerbaijani “e-court” (e-mohkomo) system is still in development, which limits
its standardizing function compared to foreign counterparts.

Overall, the comparison of procedural models shows that the degree of formalization, normative
strictness, and level of digital integration are key parameters determining the content and function of the
statement of claim in different legal systems. France and Italy demonstrate a tendency toward flexible
mechanisms ensuring access to justice, while Turkey and Azerbaijan focus on enhancing the predictability
and discipline of judicial procedures. The findings highlight the need for further development of digital
tools and the harmonization of standards for filing procedural documents to improve the efficiency of
civil justice.
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