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Research Article

The framing of criminal charges-often described as the gateway to criminal 
justice-has functioned effectively in English law as the initial prosecutorial 
stage, enabling prosecutors to decide whether to proceed or refrain from 
charging based on case review and governing principles. Given its positive 
impact, this model could be adapted within Iranian law; however, such 
adaptation requires a fundamental shift in the prosecutorial system toward a 
charge-based framework and careful consideration of the relevant theories 
and principles. This descriptive–analytical study examines the charge-framing 
stage in English law to extract influential theories and principles that could 
guide legislators should they choose to establish such a stage in Iran. The study 
concludes that relevant theories include labeling theory, reintegrative shaming 
theory, scapegoat theory, public interest (cost–benefit) theory, and restorative 
justice. Key principles include sufficiency of evidence, utility, expediency, 
harm assessment, and rehabilitative potential. Observance and implementation 
of these principles would make the establishment of a charge-framing stage in 
Iranian law feasible
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1.Accusation

2. The Gate of Criminal Justice
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1. Criminal Rationalization

2. Reintegrative Shaming Theory

3. Braithwaite
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1. The Extent
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1. Remedial Notice
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1. Preliminary Research Stage
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1. Utilitarianism

2. What Should be Done to be Beneficial?
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1. Pragmatism
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1. Measuring the Damage Caused by the Crime
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2. Mediation
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