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This article develops an explanationist framework for thinking about evidential issues in law that is meant to be an alternative to the dominant (and highly problematical) probabilistic approach to evidence and proof.  It argues that most arguments about facts in law are instances of ‘inference to the best explanation,’ that is, a pattern of inference whereby explanatory hypotheses are formed and evaluated. According to the explanationist model of legal proof put forward in this paper, reasoning about facts in law involves first the generation of several plausible alternative explanations of the evidence at trial and then the selection, among them, of the one that is best on a test of explanatory coherence. After considering some objections that may be raised against this model, it shows that some recent attempts to render inference to the best explanation into a probabilistic framework founder and thus that Explanationism is a genuine alternative to Probabilism. This article makes a contribution not only to evidence scholarship but also to scholarship on legal reasoning. The massive literature on legal reasoning deals almost exclusively with reasoning about disputed questions of law rather than fact. By working out in detail an explanationist account of evidential reasoning in law, this article significantly contributes to an emerging jurisprudence of evidence. 
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