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Abstract :Neither substantive crimina law nor criminal procedure law has the function of deter-
mining the fact of the case. The' legd truth” standard has the same content as the standard for
determining whether evidence is sufficient. Therefore,” lega truth”as a standard of proof cannot
hold water and the concept of“ legal truth” is a pseudo - concept. The standard of “ objective
truth” isan organic unity of determining whether the evidence is true and determining whether
the evidence is sufficient. The doctrine of“ objective truth” , subjected some necessary limitations,

can be regarded as the basc standard of proof in criminal procedure.
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