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Unit4 

 

FINGERPRINT 

 

 ٍ٘بری اٍ٘طت

 

For most of the century since it made its courtroom debut, fingerprinting has 

enjoyed an impeccable reputation for identifying criminals. What jury would 

acquit a suspect if his prints matched those found at the scene of a crime? It was 

thus understandable that when a speaker at a recent meeting on Science and the 

Law held in San Diego by America's Justice Department hinted that the 

technique might not deserve its aura of infallibility, a law enforcement agent in 

the audience was later overheard calling him an unprintable name. 

 

 ثی ضٟزتی اذیز، لزٖ عَٛ ثیطتز تب ضس ٔؼزفی زازٌبٜ زر ثبر اِٚیٗ ثزای وٝ سٔب٘ی اس ٍ٘بری، اٍ٘طت

 جٙبیت صحٙٝ زر وٝ آثبری ثب ٔظٙٛ٘ی اٍ٘طت اثز اٌز. است زاضتٝ ٔجزٔبٖ ضٙبسبیی زر ٘مص ٚ ػیت

 ثٛز زرن لبثُ ثٙبثزایٗ وٙس؟ تجزئٝ را اٚ تٛا٘س ٔی ٔٙصفٝ ٞیئت وساْ ثبضس، زاضتٝ ٔغبثمت ٔب٘سٜ ثبلی

 زازٌستزی ٚسارت تٛسظ زیبٌٛ سٗ زر وٝ لبٖ٘ٛ ٚ ػّٓ اذیز ی جّسٝ زر سرٙزاٖ یه ٚلتی وٝ

 ٔبٔٛر یه ٘جبضس، ذغب٘بپذیز ٞٓ آ٘چٙبٖ است ٕٔىٗ تىٙیه ایٗ وٝ ٌفت ضس، ثزٌشار آٔزیىب

 .وزز٘س ٔی صسا چبح غیزلبثُ ٞبیی ٘بْ ثب را سرٙزاٖ وٝ ضٙیس ٔی لبٖ٘ٛ اجزای

 

 

Understandable, but not, says the speaker, Simon Cole, justified. For he is one of 
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a small group of people that has started looking at the technique which, above all 

others, gave forensic science its scientific status. And, surprisingly, he has found 

it is scientifically and statistically wanting. 

 

 ٌزٜٚ افزاز اس یىی اٚ ٘جبضس، چٝ ثبضس زرن لبثُ چٝ ،یح ٔی زٞستٛض وَٛ، سیٕٖٛ سرٙزاٖ،

 ػّٓ ثٝ ٞب تىٙیه ثمیٝ اس ثیص وٝ ا٘س وززٜ آغبس را تىٙیىی ثزرسی وٝ است ٔززْ اس وٛچىی

 ٘ظز اس تىٙیه ایٗ وٝ است زریبفتٝ تؼجت وٕبَ ثب ٚ. است ثرطیسٜ ػّٕی جبیٍبٞی لب٘ٛ٘ی پشضىی

 .است ثیطتز ٞبی ثزرسی ذٛاستبر آٔبری ٚ ػّٕی

 

This is not to say that the world's prisons are full of innocent victims of dodgy 

evidence. But the fact is, according to Dr. Cole, who researched the subject at 

Cornell University, that fingerprinting has never been subjected to the scientific 

scrutiny required in a modern courtroom. And he thinks it should be . 

 

 ثٝ ٔجٟٓ ضٛاٞس ثربعز وٝ است ٌٙبٞی ثی ب٘یبٖلزث اس ّٕٔٛ جٟبٖ ٞبی س٘ساٖ وٝ ٘یست ٔؼٙب ثساٖ ایٗ

 ایٗ ٔٛرز زر وزُ٘ زا٘طٍبٜ زر وٝ وَٛ، زوتز ٌفتٝ ثٝ وٝ است ایٗ ٚالؼیت أب. ا٘س رفتٝ س٘ساٖ

 ٔسرٖ زازٌبٜ یه زر ٘یبس ٔٛرز ػّٕی زلیك ثزرسی تحت ٞزٌش ٍ٘بری اٍ٘طت وزز، تحمیك ٔٛضٛع

 ػُٕ رخ ٞس. ایٗ ثبیس وٝ وٙس ٔی فىز اٚ ٚ.  است ٍ٘زفتٝ لزار

 

Modern fingerprinting goes back to Francis Galton, a 19th-century British 

scientist who, ironically, helped pioneer the use of statistics. In 1892, Galton 

looked at the pattern of whorls, arches, and loops that make up fingerprints, and 

estimated that the chance of two prints matching at random was about one in 64 

billion. 
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 لضب، اس وٝ ٌززز ثزٔی ٘ٛسزٕٞی لزٖ ثزیتب٘یبیی زا٘طٕٙس ٌبِتٖٛ، فزا٘سیس ثٝ ٔسرٖ ٍ٘بری اٍ٘طت

 اثز وٝ ٞبیی زایزٜ ٚ ٞب لٛس ٞب، حّمٝ اٍِٛی ثٝ ٌبِتٖٛ ،2981 سبَ زر. ضس پیطٍبْ آٔبر اس استفبزٜ زر

 حسٚز تصبزفی عٛر ثٝ اثز زٚ تغجیك احتٕبَ وٝ سز ترٕیٗ ٚ وزز ٍ٘بٜ زٞٙس، ٔی تطىیُ را اٍ٘طت

 .است ٔیّیبرز 86 زر یه

 

That estimate, however, has never been backed up by any data. Besides, Galton 

was not really comparing whole prints. Instead, he identified places where the 

ridges of which fingerprints are composed, either end or split. These are now 

known as "points of similarity," or" Galton details,"“ and if two prints have 

enough points in common, they are deemed to be identical. Galton's estimate 

relied on using every available point (there are generally between 35 and 50).  

 

 زر ٌبِتٖٛ ایٗ، ثز ػلاٜٚ.  است ٘طسٜ پطتیجب٘ی یا زازٜ ٞیچ تٛسظ ٞزٌش ترٕیٗ ایٗ حبَ، ایٗ ثب

 وزز ضٙبسبیی را ٞبیی لسٕت اٚ ػٛض، زر. وزز ٕ٘ی ٔمبیسٝ ٞٓ ثب وبُٔ را ٞب اٍ٘طت اثز حمیمت

 ایٟٙب.ضٛ٘س ٔی ضىبفتٝ یب رسٙس ٔی پبیبٖ ثٝ یب است، ضسٜ تطىیُ ٞب آٖ اس اٍ٘طت اثز ٞبی  ثزآٔسٌی وٝ

 ٘مبط اٍ٘طت اثز زٚ اٌز ٚ ضٛ٘س ٔی ضٙبذتٝ "ٌبِتٖٛ جشئیبت" یب "تطبثٝ ٘مبط" ػٙٛاٖ ثٝ اوٖٙٛ

 ی ٘مغٝ ٞز اس استفبزٜ ثٝ ٌبِتٖٛ ترٕیٗ. ضٛ٘س ٔی ٌزفتٝ ٘ظز زر یىسبٖ ثبضٙس، زاضتٝ وبفی ٔطتزن

 (.زارز ٚجٛز ٘مغٝ 75 تب 57 ثیٗ وّی عٛر ثٝ) زاضت ثستٍی زستزس زر

 

Current practice, which varies widely from one place to another, has been to 

declare a match if there are somewhere between 8 and 16 points of similarity 

linking a point found at a crime scene and one taken from a suspect. 
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 ثیبٖ یىسبٖ را اٍ٘طت اثز زٚ صٛرتی زر است، ٔتفبٚت ثسیبر زیٍز ٔىبٖ ثٝ ٔىب٘ی اس وٝ فؼّی، رٚیٝ

 اثز اس ای ٘مغٝ وٝ صٛرت ایٗ ثٝ ثبضس زاضتٝ ٚجٛز ضجبٞت ٘مغٝ 28 اِی 9 ثیٗ چیشی وٝ وٙس ٔی

 .زٞس ٘طبٖ یىسبٖ ٔظٖٙٛ اٍ٘طت اثز اس ای ٘مغٝ ثب را جزْ ی صحٙٝ زر ضسٜ پیسا اٍ٘طت

 

Unfortunately, the validity of this process, and the number of points of similarity 

needed to make it statistically secure, have not been scientifically investigated. 

Nor has the alternative technique, recently introduced in England of relying on an 

examiner's overall impression of a match, without any attempt at quantification. 

That puts fingerprinting on shaky theoretical ground. 

 

 اس است، لاسْ آٔبری ٘ظز اس آٖ سبسی ایٕٗ ثزای وٝ ٔطبثٟی ٘مبط تؼساز ٚ فزآیٙس ایٗ اػتجبر ٔتأسفب٘ٝ

 یه وّی ثززاضت ثز تىیٝ ثب اٍّ٘ستبٖ، زر اذیزا جبیٍشیٙی تىٙیه ٕٞچٙیٗ. ٘طسٜ ثزرسی ػّٕی ٘ظز

 ٔٛارز ٕٞیٗ وٝ. است ضسٜ ا٘تربة وٕیت ٌیزی ا٘ساسٜ ثزای تلاضی ٞیچ ثسٖٚ ٚ ٔسبثمٝ اس آسٍٔٛ٘ز

 .وٙس ٔی ٔتشِشَ تئٛری ٘ظز اس را ٍ٘بری اٍ٘طت

 

And two other things make the situation worse in practice. The first is that 

fingerprints found at crime scenes tend to be incomplete. What are being 

compared are thus not whole prints, but mere fragments. Nothing, not even 

Galton's original analysis, has anything to say about the likelihood of fragments 

of prints coinciding in different individuals.  

 

 زر ضسٜ یبفت اٍ٘طت اثز وٝ است ایٗ ٔٛرز اِٚیٗ. وٙس ٔی ثستز را اٚضبع ػُٕ زر ٘یش زیٍز چیش زٚ

 اس ٞبیی تىٝ ثّىٝ ٘یست، وبُٔ اٍ٘طت اثز ضٛز، ٔی ٔمبیسٝ آ٘چٝ ثٙبثزایٗ،. است ٘بلص جزْ صحٙٝ

 افزاز زر اٍ٘طت اثز لغؼبت یىسب٘ی احتٕبَ ٔٛرز زر ٌبِتٖٛ، اصّی تحّیُ حتی چیش، ٞیچ.است آٖ
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 .٘سارز ٌفتٗ ثزای چیشی ٔرتّف،

 

The second difficulty is that most fingerprint evidence found at the scene of a 

crime is "latent." In other words, it requires treatment with chemicals, or 

illumination with ultraviolet light, in order to make it visible enough to work 

with-and, even then, it is often indistinct. How valid it is to compare such filtered 

evidence with the clean crisp prints obtained from suspects in controlled 

conditions is another unexplored question. 

 

 ثٝ. است «ٟ٘فتٝ» ضٛز، ٔی یبفت جزْ صحٙٝ زر وٝ اثزاٍ٘طتی ضٛاٞس اوثز وٝ است ایٗ زْٚ ٔطىُ

 ٔطبٞسٜ لبثُ وبفی ا٘ساسٜ ثٝ را آٖ ثتٛاٖ تب زارز ٘یبس ثٙفص ٔبٚراء ٘ٛر یب ضیٕیبیی ٔٛاز ثٝ زیٍز، ػجبرت

 اثز ثب را ای ضسٜ فیّتز ضٛاٞس چٙیٗ اٌز ایٙىٝ. است ٘بٔطرص اغّت ٘یش سٔبٖ آٖ زر حتی ٚ وزز

 وٙیٓ ٔمبیسٝ آیس، ٔی زست ثٝ ضسٜ وٙتزَ ضزایظ زر ٔظٙٛ٘یٗ اس وٝ تٕیشی ٚ ٚاضح ٞبی اٍ٘طت

 .است زیٍزی ی ٘طسٜ ثزرسی سٛاَ ثبضس، ٔؼتجز ٔیتٛا٘س چمسر

 

The upshot is that, at least by comparison with the techniques used to process 

DNA evidence (which are often, in tribute to the awe in which the older 

technique is held, referred to as “DNA fingerprinting"), fingerprints look 

technically flawed. And lawyers-backed in America by a judgment made in 1993 

that set standards for the admission of scientific evidence in court-are starting to 

notice. 

 

 ثزای اغّت وٝ) DNA ضٛاٞس پززاسش ثزای استفبزٜ ٔٛرز ٞبی تىٙیه ثب ٔمبیسٝ زر حسالُ ٘تیجٝ، زر

 ٘ظز اس اٍ٘طت اثز ،(ضٛز ٔی ضٙبذتٝ« DNA ٍ٘بری اٍ٘طت» ػٙٛاٖ ثب تز، لسیٕی تىٙیه ثٝ احتزاْ ازای

 وٝ 2885 سبَ زر حىٕی ثب آٔزیىب زر حٕبیت ٔٛرز ٚولای. رسس ٔی ٘ظز ثٝ ٘بلص فٙی
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 ٔسبِٝ ایٗ ثٝ تٛجٝ ثٝ ضزٚع وزز، ٔی تؼییٗ زازٌبٜ زر ػّٕی ضٛاٞس پذیزش ثزای را استب٘سارزٞبیی

 .وزز٘س

 

 

The turning point was the case of Byron Mitchell, who allegedly drove the 

getaway car in a robbery carried out in Pennsylvania in 1991. In 1998, Mr. 

Mitchell appealed against his conviction. The case turned on two latent prints-

one found on the getaway car's steering wheel and the other on its gear lever-that 

were said to link him to the crime. 

 

 را٘ٙسٜ پٙسیّٛا٘یب، زر 2882 سبَ زسزی زر ظبٞزا وٝ ثٛز، ٔیچُ ثبیزٖٚ ی پزٚ٘سٜ ٔبجزا، ػغف ی ٘مغٝ

 ٘ظز تجسیس ذٛز ٔحىٛٔیت ػّیٝ ٔیچُ آلبی ،2889 سبَ زر. وزز٘س فزار آٖ ثب وٝ ثٛز ٔبضیٙی ی

 ٚ وزز٘س فزار آٖ ثب وٝ ٔبضیٙی فزٔبٖ رٚی یىی - زاز ٘طبٖ را پٟٙبٖ اٍ٘طت اثز زٚ پزٚ٘سٜ ایٗ. وزز

 .وٙس ٔی ٔزتجظ جٙبیت ثب را اٚ ضس ٔی ٌفتٝ وٝ - ز٘سٜ اٞزْ رٚی زیٍزی

 

 

The details of the case are tortuous; Mr. Mitchell's conviction was upheld this 

year, but his lawyer Robert Epstein, another doubter of the value of fingerprints, 

is still trying to have it overturned. During the course of the trial, however, the 

Department of Justice did something that had never been done before. It carried 

out a rough and ready experiment to test the reliability of fingerprints. 

 

 اٚ ٚویُ أب ضس، تبییس جبری سبَ زر ٔیچُ آلبی ٔحىٛٔیت  است؛ ذٓ ٚ پیچ پز پزٚ٘سٜ جشئیبت

 زر ٕٞچٙبٖ است، ٔطىٛن ٞب اٍ٘طت اثز زاضتٗ ارسش ثٝ وٝ افزازی اس زیٍز یىی اپستیٗ، راثزت
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 ا٘جبْ وبری زازٌستزی ٚسارت ٔحبوٕٝ، عَٛ زر حبَ، ایٗ ثب. وٙس ِغٛ را حىٓ ایٗ تب است تلاش

 ٔٛرز ٞب اٍ٘طت اثز ثٝ اعٕیٙبٖ ٔیشاٖ تب ضس ا٘جبْ سرت آسٔبیطی. ثٛز ٘طسٜ ا٘جبْ ٞزٌش لجلا وٝ زاز

 .ٌیزز لزار ثزرسی

 

It did this by sending the latent prints, plus inked prints of Mr. Mitchell's fingers, 

to the laboratories of 53 state law enforcement agencies. Eight of the 35 agencies 

that responded were unable to find a match for one of the latent prints, and six 

failed to match the other-an average failure rate of 20%. That is a shocking result. 

And confidence in the department's objective attitude to scientific evidence is not 

enhanced by its response to the first round of results. 

 

 ثٝ ٔیچُ آلبی اٍ٘طتبٖ اس جٛٞزی ٞبی اٍ٘طت اثز ػلاٜٚ  ثٝ ٟ٘فتٝ ٞبی اٍ٘طت اثز ارسبَ ثب را وبر ایٗ

 پبسد وٝ آصا٘سی 57 اس آصا٘س ٞطت. ٌزفت ا٘جبْ ایبِتی لبٖ٘ٛ اجزای سبسٔبٖ 75 ٞبی  آسٔبیطٍبٜ

 ٞٓ زیٍز آصا٘س ضص ٚ وٙٙس پیسا ٔغبثمت ٟ٘فتٝ ٞبی اٍ٘طت اثز اس یىی ثزای ٘تٛا٘ستٙس زاز٘س

 ٘تیجٝ یه ایٗ.ثٛز ٪15 ضىست ٔیشاٖ ٔیبٍ٘یٗ پس - وٙٙس پیسا ٔغبثمتی اٍ٘طت اثز زیٍز ثب ٘تٛا٘ستٙس

 اِٚیٗ زر وٝ پبسری ثب ػّٕی، ضٛاٞس ثزاثز زر ثرص ایٗ ػیٙی ٍ٘زش ثٝ اػتٕبز ٚ. است زٞٙسٜ تىبٖ

 .٘یبفت افشایص زاز ٔب ثٝ ٘تبیج ی ٔزحّٝ

 

It slipped enlarged photographs of the latent prints and the prints from Mr. 

Mitchell into transparent plastic sleeves, and marked red dots on the sleeves to 

suggest which of Mr. Mitchell's prints matched the latent ones and where. When 

this "modified" evidence was sent back to the errant laboratories, most of the 

examiners took the hint and agreed that the prints did actually match, after all. 
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 ٞبی وبٚر زر را ٔیچُ آلبی ٞبی اٍ٘طت اثز ٚ ٟ٘فتٝ ٞبی اٍ٘طت اثز اس ضسٜ  ثشري ٞبی ػىس

 وساْ زٞٙس ٘طبٖ تب وزز٘س ٔطرص ٞب وبٚر رٚی رً٘ لزٔش ٘مبط ثب ٚ زاز٘س لزار ضفبفی پلاستیىی

 یىسیٍز ثب ٞب آٖ وجبی ٕٞچٙیٗ ٚ ٟ٘فتٝ ٞبی اٍ٘طت اثز ثب ٔیچُ آلبی ٞبی اٍ٘طت اثز اس یه

 ثٛز٘س ٘ىززٜ پیسا ٔغبثمتی وٝ ٞبیی  آسٔبیطٍبٜ ثٝ «ضسٜ ثشري» ضٛاٞس ایٗ وٝ ٍٞٙبٔی. زارز ٔغبثمت

 اثز وٝ وزز٘س ٔٛافمت ٟ٘بیتب ٚ وزز٘س تٛجٝ ٘ىبت آٖ ثٝ وٙٙسٌبٖ  ثزرسی ثیطتز ضس، ثبسٌززا٘سٜ

 .  زار٘س ٔغبثمت ٚالؼبً ٞب اٍ٘طت

 

This case, in Dr. Cole's view, casts serious, and for the first time, quantitative 

doubt on the reliability of fingerprints. More research would thus be welcome, 

and America's National Institute of Justice (an arm of the Department of Justice) 

is proposing to study the matter, and has made $500,000 available to do so. This 

is, in effect, an admission that fingerprinting as now practiced may not actually 

be reliable. 

 ثٛزٖ اػتٕبز ٔٛرز ی زرثبرٜ وٕی ٚ جسی تززیس ثبر اِٚیٗ ثزای وَٛ، زوتز ٘ظز اس پزٚ٘سٜ ایٗ

 ّٔی ٔٛسسٝ ٚ ضٛز، ٔی استمجبَ ثبرٜ ایٗ زر ثیطتز تحمیمبت اس ثٙبثزایٗ،. وزز ایجبز ٞب طتاثزاٍ٘

 ٚ وٙٙس ٔغبِؼٝ را ٔٛضٛع ایٗ وززٜ پیطٟٙبز( زازٌستزی ٚسارت ثبسٚاٖ اس یىی) آٔزیىب زازٌستزی

 ایٗ ثٝ اػتزاف ٚالغ زر ٔٛرز ٕٞیٗ. است ٌزفتٝ ٘ظز زر وبر ایٗ ا٘جبْ ثزای ٞٓ ثٛزجٝ زلار 755555

 .٘جبضس اػتٕبز لبثُ ٚالؼب است ٕٔىٗ ٌیزز، ٔی ا٘جبْ اوٖٙٛ وٝ ٍ٘بری اٍ٘طت وٝ است ٔسبِٝ

 

 In the meantime, the use of a technique that may have an error rate as high as 

20% raises a lot of legal questions. If these are not answered soon, many more 

cases that turned on a few smudges left behind by a careless criminal or an 

innocent bystander are going to be dragged before the appeals courts. 
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 سٛالات ثزسس، ٞٓ زرصس 15 تب آٖ ذغبی ضزیت است ٕٔىٗ وٝ تىٙیىی اس استفبزٜ ٔیبٖ، ایٗ زر

 ٞبی  پزٚ٘سٜ اس ثسیبری ٘طٛز، زازٜ پبسد ٔٛارز ایٗ ثٝ سٚزی ثٝ اٌز. وٙس ٔی ایجبز را سیبزی حمٛلی

 ٔٛرز زٚثبرٜ ا٘س، ٌذاضتٝ جب ثٝ ِىٝ چٙس ٌٙبٜ ثی ٌزی ٘ظبرٜ یب احتیبط ثی ٔجزْ یه تٛسظ وٝ زیٍز

 .ٌزفت ذٛاٞٙس لزار ثزرسی
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New word: English explanation / ٔؼٙی فبرسی 

 

Fingerprint: an impression of the skin pattern in the fingertip left on an object 

that it has touched, esp. one made with ink and used as identification/  اٍ٘طت،  اثز

 اٍ٘طت ٍ٘بری

 

Courtroom: a room in which law court proceedings take place/ٜزازٌبٜ، اعبق زازٌب  

 

Jury: a body of persons summoned to a court of law who are sworn to hear 

evidence and give a true verdict in a case/ٖٞیئت ٔٙصفٝ، صٚری، زاٚرٌب  

 

Justified: made reasonable or excusable by demonstrated facts; warranted/ ُلبث 

 لجَٛ

 

Acquit: to clear (someone) of a charge or accusation, as in a court of law/ ٝتجزئ 

 وززٖ، رٚسفیس وززٖ، ثزعزف وززٖ

 

Forensic: pertaining to or used in legal proceedings/لب٘ٛ٘ی، زازٌبٞی، ثحثی  

 

Dodgy: something that is dodgy seems rather risky, dangerous, or unreliable; an 
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informal word/ٚحیّٝ آٔیش، حیّٝ ٌز، حمٝ ثبس، عفزٜ ر  

 

Scrutiny: a close and careful inspection/تحمیك، رسیسٌی، ٔٛضىبفی، ثزرسی  

 

Whorl: a pattern of spirals or concentric circles/ٖحّمٝ، پیچ، حّمٝ یب پیچ ذٛرز  

 

Arches: used in names of moths with curving arch-shaped patterns on the wings, 

such as dark arches. 

 

Loop: the circular shape made when a piece of string, ribbon, wire, rope, or the 

like is curved back toward itself/حّمٝ، چزخ، حّمٝ عٙبة، پیچ  

 

Ridge: a long, narrow hilltop, mountain range, or watershed/ ٔزس، ٘ٛن، ِجٝ، ثز 

 أسٌی، سّسّٝ

 

Validity: the quality or condition of being valid/صحت، زرستی، تصسیك  

 

Shaky: shaking; trembling/َضؼیف، سست، ٔتشِش  

 

Coinciding: occur at the same time/ٖٕٞشٔبٖ، ٔمبر  
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Fragment: a broken off or incomplete part/ٜذززٜ، تىٝ، لغؼٝ، پبرٜ، ثبلی ٔب٘س  

 

Illumination: the act of illuminating or the state of being illuminated/ ،ٖرٚضٗ وزز 

سبسی، تذٞیت رٚضٗ  

 

Crisp: firm but brittle, as a cracker/چیش ذطه، تزز، ٔجؼس  

 

Upshot: the most important issue, result, or conclusion/ْذلاصٝ، ٘تیجٝ، سزا٘جب  

 

Allegedly: according to what has been alleged/ثٙب ثٝ اظٟبرات  

 

Conviction: the process or act of finding a person guilty of a crime or 

misdemeanor/ٔحىٛٔیت ، سزس٘ص  

 

Trial: in law, an examination of evidence presented to a judicial tribunal, usu. in 

order to determine a person's guilt or innocence/ ،ٝوٛضص، أتحبٖ، ٔحٙت، ٔزافؼ 

 ٔحبوٕٝ، زازرسی

 

Enhanced: to heighten, improve, or increase, as in quality, value, attractiveness, 
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or reputation/ٖافشٚزٖ، سیبز وززٖ، ثبلا ثزز 

 

Quantitative: of, concerning, or capable of being measured or expressed as, a 

quantity/وٕی، اس ِحبػ وّٕی ، ٔمساری  

 

Smudge: a dirty blot or mark; smear; stain/ اِٛزٌی، سیبٜ ضسٖ ِىٝ، اثز ٚ یب ٘طبٖ  
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New Word Synonym Antonym 

Smudge smear, soil, stain  

Quantitative  measurable 

 

 

Enhance ameliorate, develop, 

enrich, improve, 

upgrade 

 

attenuate, besmirch, 

counteract, debase 

Trial examination, hearing, 

inquiry 

 

Conviction judgment, 

punishment 

acquittal, acquittal 

Upshot consequence, 

outcome 

 

Crisp crackly, crunchy soft 

Illumination light darkness, ignorance 

Fragment bit, part, piece, scrap, 

section 

 

Shaky fidgety, jittery, 

jumpy 

stable, steady 

Validity  invalidity 

Loop bend, bow, circle, 

coil 

 

Scrutiny examination, perusal, 

study 

 

Acquit absolve, clear, 

exculpate, exonerate, 

arraign, condemn, 

convict, indict 
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justify 

Justified unjustified, 

unwarranted 

 


