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“The appellate institution constitutes a fundamental pillar for ensuring due process and rectifying
potential errors of lower courts within contemporary legal systems. Defining the scope and boundaries
of the appellate court’s jurisdiction, and examining the extent of its adherence to—or independence
from—the subject matter of the initial ruling, represents one of the most significant theoretical and
practical challenges in the judicial process. The central problem of this research is whether the
appellate court’s jurisdiction is strictly confined to the scope of the appeal and the contents of the first-
instance judgment, or if it can engage in an independent substantive and formal evaluation of the case
within the framework of procedural laws. Adopting a descriptive-analytical method and relying on
Iranian civil and criminal procedural regulations, unified judicial precedents, legal doctrines, and
comparative examples from foreign legal systems, this article analyzes this question. The findings
indicate that while the first-instance ruling serves as the starting point and the primary framework for
appellate proceedings, it does not impose an absolute restriction on the appellate authority.
Nevertheless, the exercise of independent powers by this authority must remain within the limits of
the law and respect principles such as judicial security, the predictability of judgments, and the
stability of proceedings.”
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Extended Abstract

1. Introduction

A system of fair trial in any rule-of-law society is founded upon principles such as the right to appeal,
guaranteeing supervision over the performance of courts, and preventing the consolidation of judicial
errors. The appellate institution holds a pivotal position in this regard, such that almost all
contemporary legal systems have recognized its existence as essential for the realization of judicial
justice and compliance with fair trial standards .The fundamental philosophy of this institution is to
establish a second stage of proceedings capable of compensating for potential deficiencies in the first-
instance stage. This is because, although the first-instance proceedings are of particular importance in
terms of discovering the truth and examining the parties’ evidence, the occurrence of error within it is
highly probable due to the heavy volume of lawsuits, time constraints, and the involvement of human
factors.

2. Theoretical Framework

In this context, one of the most important and yet most challenging questions regarding the appellate
institution is defining the scope and boundaries of the appellate court’s jurisdiction and the extent of its
dependence on or independence from the first-instance ruling. In other words, it is unclear whether the
appellate authority should decide solely based on the grounds of appeal and the matters adjudicated by
the lower court, or whether it is permitted to conduct a comprehensive substantive and formal review of
the case within the framework of the law. This issue is significant not only from a theoretical
perspective but also leaves a profound impact in practice on judicial security, the predictability of
judgments, the defense rights of the parties, and the efficiency of the judicial system.

3. Methodology

This article adopts a descriptive-analytical method and relies on Iranian civil and criminal procedural
regulations, unified judicial precedents, legal doctrines, and comparative examples from foreign legal systems
to analyze this question.

4. Results & Discussion

An examination of the "scope and boundaries of the appellate court's authority" within the framework of restricting
this authority to what was raised and adjudicated at the first-instance stage reveals that the extensive disagreements
among the law, doctrine, and judicial practice are the product of structural ambiguities in Iranian procedural
regulations. An analysis of legal provisions, unified judicial precedents, theoretical and jurisprudential foundations,
and the practical procedure of the courts indicates that, on one hand, the legislator attempts to establish a clear
boundary between the appellate and first-instance stages to prevent a complete repetition of the proceedings;
however, on the other hand, by granting broad corrective powers to the appellate court, the legislator has practically
transformed this authority into an effective and sometimes substantive stage. This duality has led to three different
perceptions of the appellate stage in practice: at times a purely supervisory and limited authority, at times a
substantive and broad authority, and at times a hybrid authority that operates both within the framework of the
appeal and possesses the power for independent analysis and modification.
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5.Conclusions & Suggestions

It is appropriate for the Judiciary to establish a uniform framework for the exercise of corrective powers
by appellate courts through the issuance of circulars or advisory opinions, in order to reduce the
disparity in practice among provinces. Ultimately, the development of a comprehensive database of
appellate judgments and providing systematic access to it can contribute to the formation of stable
judicial precedent.Overall, the findings of this research indicate that if the appellate stage is correctly
positioned at the boundary between "limited intervention” and "comprehensive analysis,” it can
simultaneously preserve substantive justice and guarantee judicial security and procedural efficiency.
Coherence in this area is not only a necessity for judicial system reform but also a primary condition for
public trust and the proper administration of justice within the Iranian legal system.
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