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Abstract: Evidence is the reason of facts and the evidence chain is the reason of
evidence or the reason of reason which decides the logics of judicial proof. “Complete
evidence chain” is the core standard of proof which is significant. In terms of nature the
evidence chain is “not sufficient but necessary in the condition of unnecessary and
sufficiency ” with attributes such as being inevitable in some occasional circumstances and to
prove based on cognition. With the plausible inference with “beneficial support” we can
build the most possible links among evidences. The functions of evidence chain include:
promoting the classification of evidences and make the classified evidences visible replacing
causal logics with the pattern of “emergence” and breakthrough and transcend Wigmore
chart method. Since the logic analysis of judicial proof by the evidence chain belongs to
structuralism analysis comparing with the substantive evidence the structuralism pays more
attention to relations between evidences and it believes that only in the structure of mutual
interpretation and definition of evidence the proof is valuable. From the perspective of

structuralism the truth is produced by the structure.
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