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ON THE PROBABILITY OF TESTIMONIES

One has extracted a ball from an urn which contains the number of thermessvof this
drawing, of whom the veracity and the probability that he is not mistakeal @ire
supposed known, announces the exit of the n ; one demands the probabilityexif.this
N° 44,

One has extracted a ball from an urn which contains 1 black balls and one wHité\ bal
witness to the drawing announces that the extracted ball is white; one denmends
probability of this exitlf the numbem is very great, this which renders extimary the
exit of the white ball, the probability of the ermar of the falsehood of the withess becomes
quite near to certitude, this which shows how the extiinary facts weaken the belief due
to the testimonies. N 45.

Urn A containsn  white balls, urn B contains the same number of black loalés;has
extracted a ball from one of these urns and one has put it into the otheoorwhich
one has further next a ball. A witness of the first drawing has sedrita ball exit. A
witness of the second drawing announces that he has seen similarly a whitetlaated.
One demands the probability of this double dritorder that this double exit take place, it
is necessary that a white ball extracted from urn fhnfirst drawing, put next into urn B,
has been extracted from it in the second drawing, thishais a quite extraordinary event,
when the numbem of black balls with which one haseahiit is very large. The
probability of this event becomes then very smalipnce it follows that the probability of
the fact, resulting from the collection of many tesinies, decreases in measure as this
fact becomes more extraordinary. N 46.

Two witnesses attest to the exit of the n from an urn which cornk&nsumber. of them,
and of which one has extracted only one ticket. One demands the probalbiityeofit.

One of the witnesses attests to the exit ofthe n  and the déssdb the exit of th@w ; to
determine the probability of the exit of tHeinN°.47.

One or many traditional successionsrof witnesses transmit thefetkie ® + from an urn
which contains the number of them; to determine the probability ofxitis\é 48.



One knows the respective veracities of two witnessieghom at least one, and perhaps two,
attest to the exit of the®ni  from one urn which corgathe numbem of them; to
determine the probability of this exit°N 49.

The judgments of the tribunals are able to be assexiltd the withesseJ.o determine the
probability of the goodness of these judgmeN$s50.

44. |1 will first consider a single witness. The prolgbibf his testimony is
composed of his veracity, of the possibility of hisoerand of the possibility of
the fact in itself. In order to fix the ideas, we gme that one has extracted a
ticket from an urn which contains the number of thend that a witness of the
drawing announces that then is exited. The obsernat &/here the witness
announcing the exit of the°n . Let be the veracityhe witness, or the
probability that he will not at all seek to deceiw; furtherr be the probability
that he is not deceived at all. This put:

One is able to form the following four hypotheseshé&itthe witness does
not deceive at all and is not deceived at all; or heeides not at all and is
deceived; or he deceives and is not deceived at allyfioa he deceives and is
deceived at the same time. We will see whagigriori , uadeh of these
hypotheses, the probability that the witness willlamte the exit of the’n

If the witness does not deceive at all and is not dedeit all, the hi  will be
exited: but the probability of this exit s priori % ; by mplying it by the
probability pr of the hypothesis, one will haye  foe téntire probability of the
observed event under this first hypothesis.

If the witness does not deceive at all and is deceitred? : must not be
exited at all, in order that he announces its exd;pitobability of that ié‘;—1 . But
the error of the witness must carry over one of nba-exited tickets. We
suppose that it is able to carry equally over all: trebability that it will carry
over the A7 will beﬁ ; the probability that the wissenot deceiving at all and
being deceived will announce thin is therefore—= L dy multiplying it
by the probabilityp(1 — ) of the hypothesis itself, onel \h&ve@ for the
probability of the observed event under this second hgst.

If the witness deceives and is not deceived at allnthiewill not be exited at
all, and the probability of that ié;—l ; but the witnessst choose, among the
n — 1 tickets not exited, the°ni . If one supposes that hligcehis able equally
to carry over each of therr;ll,i—1 will be the probabitivat his choice will be
fixed on the A¢ =1 - or is therefore the probabilitgttithe witness will

n n—1

announce the®ni . By multiplying it by the probability— p)r f tlee hypothesis,



one will have@ for the entire probability of the ebged event under this
third hypothesis.

Finally, if the witness deceives and is deceived, tbbaduility that he will not
believe the tii exited will bé;—l , and the probabilitattine will choose it
among then — 1 tickets that he will not believe exited bel 1 ; »=1 —L- orl
will be therefore the probability that he will annacenthe exit of %ii . By
multiplying it by the probability(1 — p)(1 — r) of the hypothesis,eowill have
(H’;ﬁ for the probability of the observed event under tisth hypothesis.

This hypothesis contains one case in which the nexiied, namely the case
in which, the A7 being exited, the witness believe®t exited, and he chooses
it among then — 1 tickets that he believes not exited. fradability of that is
the product ofl by-L- . By multiplying this product by the prility
(1—p)(1—7) of the hypothesis, one will havé-2U52  for the probabitf
the case of which there is concern.

One is able to arrive to the same results in thisn@a Leta, b, ¢, d, i, ...
be then tickets. Since the witness is deceived, he naisbelieve exited at all
the exited ticket, and since he deceives, he must mouace at all as exited the
ticket that he believes exited. We put therefore, enfitist place the exited ticket,
in the second the ticket that the witness believésdxand in the third the ticket
that he announces. Among all the possible combinatibnise tickets three by
three, without excluding those where they are repeabede tare compatibles
with the present hypothesis only those where the ttigk@ch occupies the
second place occupies neither the first, nor the teurdh are the combinations
aba, abc, ... Now it is easy to see that the number of combinatwshich satisfy
the two preceding conditionsqign — 1) ; because the combimatids able to
be combined with the — 1  tickets other thHan , and the eumbcombinations
ab, ba, ac is n(n —1). However the combinations in which thé& is
announced without being exited are of the foabi bai, aci, ... , ared th
number of these combinations(is — 1)(n — 2) ; thus the probalbfity one of
these combinations will take place;li% . The comlmetin which the hi
being exited, it is announced, are of the fawm ibi, ... andntimaber of
these combinations is clearly —1 ; the probabilty thame of these
combinations will take place is therefo%%) . It is es=ary to multiply all

these combinations by the probability— p)(1 —r)  of the hypsitheand then
one will have the preceding results.



Now, in order to have the probability of the exittloé 1 i , one must make a
sum of all the preceding probabilities, relative to #xg&, and to divide it by the
sum of all these probabilities, this which gives,tfas probability,

pr (A=p)(d-r)
n + n(n—1) or "4 (1 - p)(l - T)
o P | () | ()00 p n—1

n n n n

If ris equal to unity, or if the witness is not deceia all, the probability of the
exit of the 1 7 will bep , that is to say the probi&pibf the veracity of the
witness.

If nis a very great number, this probability will bery nearlypr or the
probability of the veracity of the witness, multipliegt the probability that he is
not deceived at alll.

We have supposed that the error of the witness, whendeceived, is able
equally to fall on all the tickets non-exited; but thigoposition ceases to hold, if
some of them have more resemblance than the othdrsthe exited ticket,
because the mistake in this regard is easier. We lathesif supposed that the
witness, when he deceives, has no motive in ordehtmse one ticket rather
than another, this which is able to not take place. iBwill be very difficult to
make enter into a formula all these particular consiters

45. Suppose now that the urn contains 1 black balls anavbite ball,
and that by having extracted one ball, a witness @fdifawing announces the
exit of a white ball. We determine the probabilitytbis exit. We will form the
same hypotheses as we have just made. In the fiesprdbability of the exit of
the white ball is, as abové€; . Under the second hgséththe witness is being
deceived without deceiving, a black ball must be exited, tae probability of
that is’% , and as the witness, supposed truthful, must acedba exit of a
white ball, by that alone that he is mistaken, thabpbility of this announcement
will be therefore"T*1 , a probability that it is necegs@a multiply by the
probability p(1 —r) of the hypothesis, this which giv@él’?fﬂ fibre
probability of the event observed under this hypothesisder the third
hypothesis, the witness being supposed deceiving and abbbaing deceived, a
black ball must be exited, and the probability of tbaﬁ%. By multiplying it by
the probability (1 — p)r of this hypothesis, one will ha\%fw or the

probability of the observed event, under this hypoth&smlly, under the fourth
hypothesis, the witness, deceiving and being deceiveghlésto announce the



exit of the white ball only as long as it will beitexd. The probability of this exit
is L. In multiplying it by the probability1 — p)(1 —r) of the hypasis, one
will have (H’;ﬁ for the probabilty of the observed eventder this
hypothesis.

Presently, if one reunites among the preceding prolibihose in which the
white ball is exited, one will have the probabilitf this exit, by dividing their
sum by the sum of all the probabilities, this whichegiv

pr+(1—-p@A-r)
pr+(1—pA—r)+[pd—-r)+ 1 —p)rjn-1)
for the probability of the exit of the white balpmsequently
[pA—r)+ (A —p)rj(n—-1)
pr+(1—pA—r)+[pd—-r)+ A —p)rjn-1)
is the probability that the fact attested by the @gsof the drawing has not
taken place.

One is able to observe here that, if one names ptbbability that the
witness announces the truth, one will have

q=pr+ 1 —-pl-r);

because it is clear that he spoke true, in the casiofi there is concern, either
that he deceives not at all and is not deceived abrathat he deceives and is
deceived. This expression@f gives

l—g=pl—r)+(1—p)r.

In effect, the probabilityl —¢ that he does not enuncite truth is the
probability that he deceives not at all and is deceipkd, the probability that he
deceives and is not deceived at all. The preceding expmeskithe probability
that the attested fact is false becomes thus

(1—-¢)(n—1)
g+ (1—gq)(n-1)
If the numbern — 1 of black balls is very great, this pitolig becomes to

very nearly equal to unity or to certitude, if the ermorthe mistake of the
witness is in the least probable. Then the fact that attests becomes




extraordinary. Thus one sees how the extraordinatg faeaken the belief due
to the witnesses, the mistake or the error becommausthh more possible as the
attested fact is the more extraordinary in itself.

46. We consider presently two urns A and B, of whichfilsé contains a
great number, of white balls, and the second the sammber of black balls.
One draws from one of these urns a ball that one aeplmto the second urn;
next one draws a ball from this second urn. A witredgbe first drawing attests
that one white ball is exited; a witness of the sdodrawing attests similarly that
he has extracted a white ball. Each of these tesi#sp considered isolated,
offers nothing of the unlikely. But the consequence whesults from their
collection is that the same ball, exited from thst fdrawing, has reappeared in
the second, this which is a phenomenon so much maraoedinary as: is a
greater number. We will see how the value of thedertesies is weakened from
It.

We nameq the probability that the first witness erates the truth. One
sees, by the preceding section, that in the presemd tas probability is
composed of the probability that the witness deceiasat all and is not
deceived at all, added to the probability that he deceiudsis deceived at the
same time; because the witness, in these two casasciates the truth. Let  be
the same probability relative to the second witn@se is able to form these four
hypotheses: either the first and the second witngsthsatruth; or the first says
the truth, the second does not say it; or the secamesgi says the truth, the first
does not say the truth at all; or finally neithertbé two say the truth. We
determinea priori , under each of these hypotheses, the pitbaliilthe
observed event.

This event is the announcement of the exit of onigevidall at each drawing.
The probability that one white ball is exited at fingt drawing is® , since the ball
extracted is able to be equally exited from urn A omfrtarn B. In the case where
it has been extracted from urn A and put into urmB; 1 Islaé contained in
this last urn, and the probability to extract frora ivhite ball is7%+1 ; the product
of by #1 is therefore the probability priori  of the extiantof one white
ball in the two consecutive drawings. In multiplying yt the probabilitygg’ that
the two witnesses say the truth, one will have



!/

aq
2(n+1)

for the probability of the observed event, under ttst fiypothesis.

Under the second hypothesis, the ball has been eedr&cim urn A and put
into urn B: the probability of this extraction Js .okkover, since the second
witness does not say the truth, a black ball has bgeacted from urn B, and
the probability of this extraction ity . By multiplyirtgerefore% by-“5 , and
the product by the probability(1 + ¢’) that the first witneags the truth while
the second does not say it, one will have

q(1 —g¢')n
2(n+1)

for the probability of the observed event under thesgétypothesis.

Under the third hypothesis, a black ball has been &rilafrom urn B and
put into urn A: the probability of this extractiongs Moreover, a white ball has
been further extracted from urn A, and the probabilitthe extraction is"5 ;
by multiplying therefore; by; , and the product by the pbilia (1 — )¢’
that the second witness says the truth, while tis¢ dioes not say it, one will
have

(1 =g)gn
2(n+1) "’

for the probability relative to the third hypothesis.

Finally, under the fourth hypothesis, a black ball lirss been extracted from
urn B, and the probability of this extractionjis . Nehis black ball, put into urn
A, has been extracted from it in the second drawind,the probability of this
extraction is7%+1 ; by multiplying therefore the product loége two probabilities
by the probability(1 — ¢)(1 — ¢’) that none of the witnesses shgstruth, one
will have

(1-9)( -4
2(n+1)

for the probability relative to the fourth hypothesis.
Now the probability of the fact which results fronetbollection of the two
testimonies, namely, that a white ball extractedthe first drawing has



reappeared in the second drawing, is clearly equal to timalpility relative to
the first hypothesis divided by the sum of the probaslitelative to the four
hypotheses; this probability is therefore

!/

qq
¢ +(1-q)(1—-¢)+[g(1—-¢)+q(1—q)]n

The phenomenon of the reappearance of a white bahensecond drawing
becomes so much more extraordinary as the number allefdf each urn is
more considerable, and then the preceding probabilitgrbes very small. One
sees therefore that the probability of the fact tegufrom the collection of the
witnesses is extremely weak, when it is extraordinary

47. Consider simultaneous witnesses: we suppose two vetniesaccord on
a fact, and we determine its probability. In orderixdHe ideas, we suppose that
the fact is the extraction of th€ i from an urnchhtontains the number  of
them, such that the observed event is the accordooWitmesses of the drawing
to enunciate the exit of th@ n . We namme gnd thspective veracities, and
we suppose, in order to simplify, that they are not eedeat all. This put, one is
able to form only these two hypotheses: the witreesag the truth; the witnesses
deceive.

Under the first hypothesis, th€ n  is exited, and tlodadility of this event
IS % By multiplying it by the product of the veracitipgandp’ of the witnesses,
one will havep?p/ for the probability of the observe@mty under this hypothesis.

In the second, the’ri  is not exited, and the probabilithis event is"%1 ;
but the two witnesses are agreed to choose‘ttie n gathen — 1 non-exited
tickets. Now the number of different combinations \whéce able to result from
their choice ign — 1)? , and in this number they must chabaewhere the hi
is combined with itself; the probability of this chei is thereforeﬁ . By
multiplying it by the preceding probability”;l—1 , and by the quwots of the
probabilitiesl — p and — p’ that the witnesses deceive, ohdavie 7(1;2(:)]’/)
for the probability of the observed event, under tlveseé hypothesis.

Now, one will have the probability of the exit ofethi? i by dividing the

probability relative to the first hypothesis by thersof the probabilities relative
to the two hypotheses; one will have thereforetlier probability,
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pp

(—p)(-p) "
pp 4+

(0)

If n =2, then the exit of the hi is as probable as its-Bxit, and the
probability of its exit, resulting from the accord béttestimonies, is

/

pp
pp +(1—p)(A—p)

This is generally the probability of a fact attestgdtwo witnesses, when the
existence of the fact is as probable as its nomast If the two witnesses are
equally truthful, this which giveg = p , this probability beees

p2

P+ (1—-p)?

In general, if the number of the equally truthful wisess affirms the existence
of a fact of this kind, its probability resulting froimet testimonies will be

r

N
P+ (1—p)r

But this formula is applicable only in the case whéeeéxistence of the fact and
its nonexistence are in themselves equally probable.

If the numbem of the tickets of the urn is very gréatnula © ) becomes to
very nearly unity, and consequently the exit Bfin xisesnely probable. That
holds to this that it is very little credible thaetlvitnesses, wishing to deceive,
are agreed to enunciate the same ticket, when the otait®a great number of
them. Simple good sense indicates this result from dleeilos; but one sees at
the same time that the probability of the exit & thi is much diminished, if the
two witnesses, seeking to deceive, have been ablearooime another.

We suppose now that the first witness affirms theaibe 1§ i , and that the
second witness affirms the exit of tieish . One e tbform then the following
three hypotheses: the first witness says the truthtlas second deceives; in this
case the hi is exited, and the probability of thisneve %; moreover, the
second witness, who deceives, must choose among téee rath-exited tickets
the ? 7', and the probability of this choice;li%;r1 . Thedurct of these two
probabilities by the product of the probabilities and p’ that the first witness
not deceive and that the second deceive, will be thieapiidy of the observed



event or of the enunciation of the exit of tf&in d dnunder this hypothesis, a
probability which is thug\ =4} .

Under the second hypothesis, the first witness decadghe second does
not deceive. Then the°n’ is exited, and the probahilitghis event is: .
Moreover, the first witness chooses tlein  out efith- 1 non-exited tickets,
and the probability of this choicej;ai—1 . By multiplyifgetproduct of these two
probabilities by the product of the probabilities- p  ahdhat the first witness
deceives and that the second does not deceive, ommvdlill(;—f)f)/ .

Finally, under the third hypothesis, the two witnesdeseive at the same
time. Then none of the two tickets ahd is exitece probability of this event
IS "7*2 Moreover, the first withess must choose the rand the second must
choose thehi’ , among the— 1  non-exited tickets, and tiebility of this
composite event i%n}—l)z. By multiplying the product of these probabilities
by the product of the probabilitids— p ahd- p’  that the fwsdl the second
witness deceive, one will ha&@%w for the probabiltyhe observed
event, under this hypothesis.

Now one will have the probability of the exit of time i, by dividing the

probability relative to the first hypothesis by thersof the probabilities relative
to the three hypotheses; the probability of this isxiherefore

p(1—p)
1— pp/ _ (1*1;)91*]7/)

If n =2, that is to say if the existence of each fatested by the two witnesses
is a priori as probable as its nonexistence, then the preceauiiobability
becomes% , Wherp =p/ , this which is clear besides, the testimonies
destroying themselves reciprocally. In general, ifch & this kind is attested by
r witnesses and denied by  witnesses, all equally trutibfisl,easy to see that
its probability will be

r—r!

p
P+ (1 =p)

that is to say the same as if the fact were atldste — ' witnesses.

48. We will consider presently a traditional chainrof itnesses, and we
suppose that the transmitted fact is the exit of the from an urn which

10



containsn tickets. We designate fy  its probabilitye Hadition of a new
witness will change this probability intg.,.; , a probigpivhich will be formed:

1° of the product of). by the veracity of the new wites veracity that we will
designate by, ., ; 2° of the product of the probability p, it new

witness deceives, by the probability- y, that the pregediitness has not
said the truth, and by the probabil';t;ﬁ—1 that the newnegds will choose the
exited ticket, in the number of the— 1  other tickets tki@a one which has
been indicated to him by the preceding witness; thexedoe will have

1
Yr+1 = Pr+1Yr + m(l - pr+1)(1 - yr)a

an equation of which the integral is

_ 1 (ap—1)(nps — 1)---(np, — 1)
Yr = 5 +C (n — 1)7, s

C being an arbitrary constant. In order to determinerie will observe that the
probability of the fact, after the first testimong, by that which precedes, equal

to p; ; one has thereforg = p; , this which givés= 2= ; hence
_1 no1 (g = Dinpy = 1)(np — 1)
=0 n (n—1) '

If nis infinite, one has
Yr = D1P2---Pr-

If n=2, that is to say if the existence of the factas probable as its
nonexistence, one has

Y = ! + 1(2291 —1)@2p2—1)---(2p, — 1).

2 2

In general, in measure as the traditional chain isopg®d, y. approaches
indefinitely to its Iimit% , a limit which is the prealbility, a priori, of the exit of
the i? i . The terrrfi‘;—1 "npl—j of the expressiornypf is theretfbae which the
chain of witnesses adds to this probability. One sees how the probability is
weakened in measure as the tradition is prolonged. In, tthéhmonuments,
printings and other causes are able to diminish thistaide effect of the times;
but they are never able to entirely destroy it.

11



If one has two traditional chains, eachrof witnessieone supposes the
witnesses of these chains equally truthful and if teevatness of the one of the
chains accords with the last of the other to affih@ exit of the fii , one will
have the probability of this exit, by substituting  foandp’ in formulad ) of
the preceding section, which becomes thence

y?
(

1*%)2 ’
yr+

49. We consider two witnesses of whigh apld are tlspentive
veracities. One knows that both or at least onehef them, without being
contradicted by the other who, in this case, hagprmtounced at all, affirm that
the ? ¢ is exited from one urn which contains the numbeof them. By
supposing always that one has extracted only a singlet,tione demands the
probability of the exit of the%

Let » andr’ be the respective probabilities that theesses pronounce. One
is able to make here only the following four hypothedésthe two witnesses
pronounce and say the truth; 2° the two witnesses proa@mitdeceive; 3° one
of the witnesses pronounces and says the truth, anothbe witness does not
pronounce; 4° one of the witnesses pronounces and decamnkthe other does
not pronounce.

Under the first hypothesis, th€ n  is exited, and tlodadility of this event
IS % It is necessary to multiply by the product of thebabilitiesr and’ that
the two witnesses have pronounced, and by the produae probabilitiep and
p’ that they say the truth; one will have thus

pp .rr’
n

for the probability of the observed event, under tigolthesis.

In the second, the’ri is not exited, and the probabiithis event is"%1 :
But, if the two witnesses deceive without hearing onetlzer, the probability
that they will agree to enunciate the saniein WEW iS Ihecessary to

multiply the product of these probabilities by the proligbi+’ that the two
witnesses pronounce at the same time, and by the {iitybglb— p)(1 — p’) that
they both deceive. One will have thus

12



(1 —p)(L—p)rr
n(n—1)

for the probability of the observed event, under tleeisé hypothesis.

Under the third, thei is exited, and the probabilityhes event is% Ctis
necessary to multiply by the probabilipy(1 — ') 4+ p'7/(1 —r)  that onehef
witnesses pronounces by saying the truth, while therothitness does not
pronounce it at all. One will have thus

pril —r) +p'r’(1 = 1)
n

for the probability of the observed event under thigotigesis.

Finally, under the fourth, the®n is not exited, and phebability of this
event is ”;1 ; but the witness who deceives must choosetite n — 1 non-
exited tickets, and the probability of this choic%{ig It is necessary to multiply
the product of these probabilities by the probability
(1—pr(1—7")+ 1 —-p)r'(1—r) that one of the witnesses pronouncing
deceives, while the other witness does not pronourateait. One has thus

(A=prd—=r)+ 0 -p)r'(t=r)

for the probability corresponding to the fourth hypothesi

Now one will have the probability of the exit of th&i, by dividing the sum
of the probabilities relative to the first and to theéd hypothesis by the sum of
the probabilities relative to all the hypothesess tinhich gives, for this
probability,

pp'rr’ +pr(1 —7') + p'r'(1 —r)
pp ! +r(L—r")+r(1—r)+ 7(17]))(17127/)”/ .

These examples indicate sufficiently the method to stlbge calculation of the
probability of the testimonies.

50. One is able to assimilate the judgment of a tribumédh pronounces
between two contradictory opinions to the result & tastimonies of many
witnesses of the extraction of a ticket from one wimch contains only two
tickets. In expressing by the probability that the jupigeounces the truth, the

13



probability of the goodness of a judgment rendered by uitsgnanii be, by that
which precedes,

r

I
pr+(1—p)’

r being the number of judges. One is able to determine thébpbservation of
the ratio of the judgments rendered by unanimity by thmerial to the total
number of judgments. When this number is very great, sigiaating it byn , and
by i the number of judgments rendered by unanimity, onéavie to very nearly

T 1— r_ _.

p+(l=p) =
the resolution of this equation will give the veracjyof the judges. This
equation is reduced to a degree less than half, by makiag + \/E It
becomes thus

(L4 a) + (1= Jay =2,

n

an equation which, developed, is of degfee L;ér , accorgimgiseven or
odd.

The probability of the goodness of a new judgment rendeyegnanimity
will be

n r

If one supposes the tribunal formed of three judges, dhkave

1 47 —n
S .
P=73 12n

We will adopt the + sign; because it is natural to supposeath judge a
greater probability for the truth than for error. Het half of the judgments
rendered by the tribunal have been rendered by unaniﬂnﬂy,% = % , and one
finds p = 0,789. The probability of a new judgment rendered by umigniwill
be 0,981 . If this judgment is rendered only by plurality, itslgbility will be p
or0,789.
In general, one sees that the probability % (1 — p)" of the gesslof a

new judgment rendered by unanimity is so much greatersaa greater number

14



and as the values pf and —jpf are greater, this whiglndis on the wisdom of
the judges. There is therefore a great advantage totfrertribunals of appeal,

composed of a great number of judges chosen among the emi@gitened
persons.
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