
Comparative Study of Post-Marriage Nationality Of  Women in Legal Systems of Different Countries 

 

Procedural Rights and Obligations of Parties in Constitutional Court Proceedings: International Experience and National Perspectives 273 

 

 

International Journal of Multicultural 
and Multireligious Understanding 

http://ijmmu.com 

editor@ijmmu.com 

ISSN  2364-5369 

Volume 12, Issue 6 

June, 2025 

Pages: 273-279 

 

Procedural Rights and Obligations of Parties in Constitutional Court Proceedings: 

International Experience and National Perspectives 

Noila Doniyorovna Nurmamatova 

Doctoral Candidate, Tashkent State University of Law, Uzbekistan  

http://dx.doi.org/10.18415/ijmmu.v12i6.6881 

                                                                                                  

 

Abstract  

This article critically examines the procedural rights and obligations of parties involved in 

constitutional court proceedings through a comparative legal perspective. Drawing on the experiences of 

Germany, the United States, the United Kingdom, Russia, and France, it analyzes key procedural 

safeguards such as access to case materials, legal representation, participation via video conferencing, 

amicus curiae submissions, and enforcement of judicial decisions. The paper also explores Uzbekistan’s 

constitutional framework, highlighting normative limitations and institutional gaps in guaranteeing party 

rights. The study argues that procedural rights are not merely formal tools but foundational instruments 

for constitutional justice, transparency, and the rule of law. Recommendations include expanding direct 

access to the Constitutional Court, enhancing participatory mechanisms, introducing procedural 

innovations like discovery and public oversight, and aligning national law with global best practices. 

These proposals aim to strengthen legal certainty and public trust in constitutional adjudication in 

Uzbekistan.  

Keywords: Constitutional Complaint; Procedural Safeguards; Party Rights; Comparative Constitutional 

Law; Amicus Curiae; Judicial Review; Uzbekistan 

 
Introduction 
 

In contemporary constitutional democracies, access to justice through constitutional complaint 

mechanisms plays a vital role in upholding the rule of law, safeguarding fundamental rights, and 

maintaining institutional balance among branches of government. Yet, the effectiveness of such 

mechanisms depends not only on the existence of a constitutional court but also on the extent to which 

parties can exercise meaningful procedural rights within those proceedings. The procedural design of 

constitutional adjudication can either facilitate or frustrate the realization of justice [1]. 

Legal scholars such as Ronald Dworkin and Robert Alexy have emphasized the normative weight 

of procedural rights, asserting that due process is not merely a procedural formality but an essential aspect 

of constitutional legitimacy and moral integrity within the law [2]. From a Kelsenian perspective, the 

constitutional court serves as the guardian of the Grundnorm, yet its legitimacy hinges on the procedural 

fairness accessible to all subjects of law [3]. 
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Conversely, critics of procedural minimalism argue that constitutional courts—particularly in 

post-authoritarian or transitional contexts—often operate with limited inclusiveness due to restrictive 

admissibility criteria, lack of individual access, and institutional barriers to legal representation [4]. This 

concern is particularly evident in jurisdictions where the constitutional complaint system is either newly 

introduced or insufficiently adapted to democratic standards. 

These tensions raise fundamental questions: To what extent do procedural rights empower 

individuals and civil society in constitutional litigation? How do different jurisdictions reconcile judicial 

independence with participatory justice? Should procedural obligations of parties be harmonized with 

evolving international legal norms? 

This article seeks to engage with these questions by offering a comparative analysis of procedural 

rights and obligations of parties in constitutional court proceedings. By examining the experiences of 

Germany, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Russia, this study explores the legal 

infrastructure, participatory mechanisms, and procedural safeguards afforded to parties. It then evaluates 

Uzbekistan’s legal framework through that lens, identifying normative gaps and institutional 

shortcomings. 

The core argument is that procedural justice should be recognized not as a secondary concern, but 

as a constitutional imperative. Strengthening party participation, legal representation, access to evidence, 

and remedies for unfair proceedings can significantly enhance both the legitimacy and effectiveness of 

constitutional adjudication in Uzbekistan. 

 

Literature Review 

The significance of procedural justice in constitutional adjudication has long been a subject of 

scholarly interest within both legal theory and comparative constitutional law. Ronald Dworkin famously 

asserted that individual rights function as “trumps” against collective decisions and thus require robust 

procedural guarantees to be meaningfully enforceable [5]. From this perspective, constitutional litigation 

is not solely about outcomes but also about the fairness of the process leading to those outcomes. 

Hans Kelsen’s theory of the Constitutional Court as the “guardian of the constitution” focuses 

more on structural legitimacy, but later critics noted that structural independence without procedural 

inclusiveness can undermine democratic accountability [6]. As Wojciech Sadurski has noted in his 

critique of constitutional courts in post-communist states, excessive formalism and limited access to 

courts have restricted their ability to serve as instruments of transformative justice [7]. 

In terms of institutional models, comparative studies have identified two dominant procedural 

paradigms: individual access models, as seen in Germany and Spain, and state-centric or abstract 

review models, dominant in countries like France or historically in the UK. The individual access model 

is grounded in the principle of subsidiarity, where constitutional courts serve as a last resort after all other 

legal remedies have been exhausted, while still allowing the individual to be a direct claimant [8]. 

Another important concept is the doctrine of amicus curiae, which allows third parties to 

participate in proceedings and enrich the court’s understanding of complex constitutional matters. Paul M. 

Collins argues that this mechanism enhances deliberative quality in adjudication and democratizes the 

litigation process by incorporating non-governmental expertise [9]. 

Recent scholarship has also examined the procedural obligations of parties as vital to the overall 

effectiveness of constitutional courts. For example, Mauro Cappelletti emphasized the need for a 

“procedural revolution” in constitutional justice, where access to courts is coupled with the responsibility 
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to present credible, well-supported claims, ensuring both openness and efficiency in the justice system 

[10]. 

Finally, debates on remote participation, transparency, and public enforcement mechanisms 

have become more prominent in light of digital justice reforms and COVID-19-induced shifts. Scholars 

argue that video conferencing, open data, and public monitoring of court enforcement are becoming 

essential features of procedural legitimacy in modern constitutional systems [11]. 

In summary, the literature reflects a growing consensus that procedural design is central to the 

legitimacy, accessibility, and effectiveness of constitutional courts. As such, this article builds upon 

existing theoretical and empirical insights to assess the alignment of Uzbekistan’s procedural rules with 

global standards. 

 

Methodology 

This research employs a multi-method legal analysis combining doctrinal interpretation, 

comparative constitutional law, and functional institutional assessment to explore the procedural rights 

and obligations of parties in constitutional court proceedings. 

First, the doctrinal method is used to analyze relevant constitutional provisions, court statutes, 

and procedural rules in both Uzbekistan and selected foreign jurisdictions. This approach enables a 

precise understanding of how legal norms define party rights and obligations in various constitutional 

systems [12]. 

Second, the study adopts a comparative legal method, focusing on five jurisdictions: Germany, 

the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Russia. The selection of these countries is based on 

their diverse constitutional models—ranging from centralized and abstract review systems (e.g., France) 

to individual complaint-based systems (e.g., Germany, Spain, and the U.S.)—which allows for the 

identification of best practices and common challenges in ensuring procedural fairness [13]. 

Third, a functional comparative approach is applied to assess how procedural mechanisms 

operate in practice within each legal system. This includes examining how parties access justice, present 

evidence, secure legal representation, and challenge procedural irregularities. The functional lens moves 

beyond black-letter law to consider judicial behavior, institutional design, and user access to justice [14]. 

Finally, a contextual and jurisdictional analysis is used to examine Uzbekistan’s legal 

framework. This includes identifying structural constraints, legislative gaps, and administrative 

limitations that affect party participation in constitutional adjudication. The goal is to situate Uzbekistan’s 

model within the broader international context and propose legally grounded, feasible reforms [15]. 

By combining these methodological approaches, the study seeks not only to describe procedural 

systems but to evaluate their effectiveness, accessibility, and compatibility with international 

constitutional norms. 

 

Main Results and Analysis 

An analysis of the core procedural rights granted to parties in constitutional court proceedings 

reveals that they primarily include the following: 

 Access to Case Materials and Copies – Parties have the right to examine documents submitted to 

the court and to obtain their copies. This right is affirmed in the practices of the Federal 
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Constitutional Court of Germany and the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human Rights 

[16]. 

 Participation in Court Proceedings – Parties may appear in court directly or through legal 

representatives to protect their interests. This right is also guaranteed by Article 6 of the European 

Convention on Human Rights [17]. 

 Right to Present Legal Arguments and Evidence – Parties are entitled to present their views, 

justify their positions, and submit supporting evidence during the hearing [18]. 

 Right to Request Expert Opinions and Summon Witnesses – Upon a party’s request, the court 

may appoint experts or summon witnesses. However, this is subject to the court’s discretion [19]. 

 Right to Representation and Legal Counsel – Parties may be represented by attorneys who act on 

their behalf in court [20]. 

 Right to Appeal or Petition a Court Decision – Although many constitutional court decisions are 

final, some jurisdictions allow for a review or reconsideration. However, in Uzbekistan, decisions 

of the Constitutional Court are final and not subject to appeal [21]. 

These procedural rights are commonly guaranteed under the legal systems of many countries. 

Parties appealing to the Constitutional Court of Uzbekistan can exercise some of these rights. 

Nevertheless, it is essential to expand the procedural rights of parties in the context of further developing 

the constitutional complaint mechanism. 

In Germany, several procedural conveniences are granted to parties, including financial assistance 

during the proceedings. Specifically, economically disadvantaged complainants may access legal aid 

through the “Prozesskostenhilfe” system, ensuring effective protection of their rights and access to 

qualified legal services. However, this support is only available to those who meet specific eligibility 

criteria defined by the court [22]. Furthermore, decisions of the Federal Constitutional Court of Germany 

are binding upon public authorities. Failure to implement such decisions leads to legal liability, although 

public oversight of enforcement is not institutionalized — the matter remains within the jurisdiction of 

state authorities and the court [23]. 

In the United States, the amicus curiae institution is widely employed, allowing interested 

individuals and organizations to submit their legal opinions without being direct parties to the case. This 

mechanism plays a critical role, particularly in enriching the legal analysis of constitutional matters and 

providing expert knowledge to the court [24]. The U.S. Supreme Court often relies on such submissions 

in cases involving civil rights, economic interests, and environmental protection, drawing on 

contributions from NGOs, academic institutions, and legal scholars [25]. 

Another important aspect is the ability of parties to file complaints regarding bribery or improper 

influence. If a party or third party attempts to unlawfully influence the court process, this can be reported 

to higher judicial authorities under the Law on the Conduct and Capability of Judges. Additionally, 

parties may file complaints concerning judicial bias or violations of impartiality and fairness [26]. 

In the Russian Federation, parties in constitutional proceedings enjoy broad procedural rights and 

capacities. They are entitled to present their legal positions comprehensively, and the Constitutional Court 

formulates legal interpretations concerning the practical application of laws within each case [27]. 

Parties also have the right to participate via videoconference. Given Russia’s vast geography, 

remote participation ensures equal access, especially for individuals or organizations located far from 

Moscow or Saint Petersburg. This not only facilitates the proceedings but also ensures inclusive 

participation in the trial [28]. 
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In the United Kingdom, court proceedings are guided by principles of openness and public 

access. These allow both parties and the public to monitor trial progress and stay informed about 

implementation of decisions. The openness of judicial proceedings is guaranteed under the Senior Courts 

Act 1981 and the Criminal Justice Act 2003 [29]. However, full audio or video recordings of hearings are 

only permitted with court approval, and official transcripts are available through HM Courts & Tribunals 

Service, though they are not always public [30]. 

Moreover, enforcement of judicial decisions against government institutions is carried out 

through mechanisms of constitutional review (Judicial Review). If a court declares a governmental policy 

unconstitutional, parties may monitor compliance. In cases of non-enforcement or delay, they can reapply 

to the court for an enforcement order [31]. 

Thus, in addition to standard procedural rights, developed countries offer enhanced guarantees 

such as: 

 Financial legal assistance to low-income parties; 

 The amicus curiae model for indirect participation; 

 Oversight mechanisms for enforcing court decisions; 

 Opportunities for remote hearings. 

Integrating these mechanisms would significantly improve Uzbekistan’s constitutional complaint 

system and ensure better access to justice for all citizens. 

 

Conclusion 

The procedural rights of parties in constitutional court proceedings are fundamental to ensuring a 

fair, transparent, and equitable judicial process. Meanwhile, procedural obligations maintain order and 

discipline within proceedings. Based on international practice, the following reforms are recommended 

for Uzbekistan: 

 Granting individuals direct access to the Constitutional Court (e.g., as in Germany or Spain); 

 Introducing the amicus curiae model to involve civil society and experts; 

 Regulating litigation costs and legal representation following UK and French models; 

 Expanding remote participation in court proceedings, inspired by Russian practice; 

 Institutionalizing evidence disclosure and oversight mechanisms for the enforcement of judgments, 

as practiced in the US and UK. 

These reforms will significantly strengthen the constitutional complaint mechanism, enhance the 

procedural status of parties, and promote constitutional justice and citizen engagement in Uzbekistan. 
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