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Abstracts

The Legitimacy of “One Country Two System” Policy Viewed From Post National Structure Theory
YANG Hanxu Xu Hai-bo Tian Qi-bo
Abstract: The interpretation of the traditional national structures theory is not perfect in every respect on
“one country two systems” thus the supporters of “Taiwan independence” and “Hong Kong Independence ”
exploit the limitations of the traditional molecular structural interpretation. They questioned the validity of the
“one country two systems” by emphasizing the differences of culture and institution in four areas. In fact the
situation of the four areas contact each other more closely under the “one country two systems” could be inter—
preted by Jiirgen Habermas’s “post national ” structures theory. By the view of “post national structure” theo—
ry we can find out the origins of political validity of “one country two systems” under the different cultures

ideologies and social systems.

“Confiscation without conviction” from the point of view of interested parties
DENG Xiao-dong
Abstract ~ “Confiscation without conviction” system in China‘s criminal procedure law is specified in the
form of confiscation of illegal incomes  which is quite rough and vague in critical details and caused confu—
sions in judicial practice and is especially not conducive for the protection of property rights of interested par—
ty . Fine regulations of the main body status and procedure rights of interested party rely on the research
conclusion regarding the nature of the procedure the structure of litigation object of proof proof standards

which is based on a correct understanding of “conclude a case by verdict”.

The Distinction and Confluence of Anti —Avoidance on the Both Sides of the Taiwan Straits
—A Comparative Analysis of Legal Rules
YU Peng-feng
Abstract: Tax avoidance and anti-avoidance are important issues in tax law. Although the anti-avoidance
system on both sides of the strait is different because of its own legislative background evolution philosophy
and form the internal factors of anti-tax avoidance and special anti-avoidance rules tend to converge. The per—
fect path for the Mainland and Taiwan anti-avoidance rules is a) to balance the interests of the public finance
and the taxpayer in value b) to synthesize legislation administrative and judicial anti —tax avoidance function
In the model ¢) to deal with relationship between anti-avoidance rules and tax principles anti-avoidance
rules and tax treaties general anti —avoidance and special anti —tax avoidance in the system d) to improve
the anti-avoidance cooperation mechanism of information exchange dispute resolution tax collection and oth—

ers in terms of implementation.



