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Abstract : Overlgpping Proof is a traditional way to make out the truth in criminal procedure activities.
Though many have questioned its handicap of the eficiency of crimina litigations and the mistakes in
crimina judicature it may lead, it is ill a rational way of the legal discourse, reflecting the law of judi-
cia cognition and the spirit of rationalism of crimina judicature. To the practice, the most important
thing isto master the ssund boundary of the overlapping of proof , which liesin where the overlgpping
could lead to the true of the proofs and the inner conviction of judges about the case facts. Due to our
purpose of justice aswell aseficiency , we must manage the boundary of the overlapping of proofs reason-
ably.

Key Word : evidence, proof , overlapping of proofs, crimina litigations
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