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Abgtract : This thedsinvestigates and analyses the structura shortcomings of public prosecution

—style and dl sortsof abusesin the lawstit practice comprehensvely and deeply , and clearly
putsforward that the duplicate ——doctrine of public prosecution —style is conflicting with the
ideas of value which our adversary waysof court trials seek , and d < does not accord with the law
demandsof crimina procedure, 9 it should be abrogated. The most effective measure to guard
against the ambush triad and prgudge in the crimina procedure are to establish the charge -

statement - only doctrine and the count and a9 the disclosure of evidence in the crimina
proceeding structure which are organic parts of the adversary ways of oourt trids.
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