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A Study on the Subjective Purpose and Objective
Presumption of Financial Fraud Crimes

CUI Zhiwei
( College of Law East China University of Political Science Shanghai 200042 China)

Abstract: All financial fraud crimes have common points the presumption should from objectivity to subjectivi—
ty and it need the subjective element of “for the purpose of illegal possession”. The difference lies in the definition
of “illegal possession” different financial fraud also required different “basic facts” of presumption but the “basic
facts” should have the normal connection and refutability of presumption. On the basis of the normal connection be-
tween the “basic facts” and the “facts to be proved” allow and ensure the refute right of the defendant if he/she is
unable to provide evidence or the evidence can’t make the judge generate any reasonable doubt at the “fact to be
proved” the presumption can be set up.
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