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Abstract : Inthe theoriesof legal scienceof evidence, its key of the foundation isto form a cognitive the-
ory conformable to the gecialty of modern proving activities. Due to the uncertainty about the identity
between judicia factsand the redlity of cases, gopropriate legal procedures and rules should be followed to
guarantee the largest posshility of theidentity. The conception of evidence should trander from the tra-
ditionaly narrow understanding to a dynamic understanding. The conformity of evidence to reditiesis
restricted by current cognitive conditions. The logical concluson of the traditionally narrow theory of
proof isthat judges have obligationsto find the reality of the case and the taking care obligation , although
not al the judgments take the finding of reaity asits necessary precondition and ultimate aim. The re-
search method of the legal science of evidence should be a multiple, open and up - to - date system.

Key words: epistemology , redlity , evidence, proof in litigations, research methods
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