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form. In recent years, German lawmakers have tried to strengthen the regulation of the informal
negotiation system by legislation, so that the system could be brought within the ambit of the law.
An Amendment of German Criminal Procedural Law Concerning the Negotiation System was finally
adopted in August 2009. Beginning with the problems presented in the course of development of
German negotiation system, as well as combining the relevant precedents of the German Federal
Supreme Court and the latest legislative amendment of the Bundestag, this article illustrates the
operational pattern of the negotiation system in German criminal proceedings and related procedur-
al provisions. Moreover, from the perspective of functional comparisons, the article draws a dis-
tinction between the American plea bargaining and the German negotiation system, with a view to

providing useful reference for the reform of criminal procedures in China.
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