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1. 

PRETRIAL SERVICES WARRANT STUDY 

I. rnt/roduction 

In June 1976, the Research Department of the Pretrial 

Services Agency (PTSA) began a study of bench warrants. Bench 

Warrants are those warran:ts issued when a defendant fails to appear 

at a court hearing in criminal court. The study had two objectives. 

First, PTSA wanted to dete~mine the causes of bench warrants. 

Second, PTSA wanted to propose alternative program options through 

which the agency could reduce the warrant rate. 

For PTSA, understanding the warrant rate is essential. To 

some. degree it is a measure of their success in determining who should 

be released by the court after arraignment. 

For the judges, the warrant rate means more than the ineffi­

cient use of time al.located to cases for defendants who don't appear. 

The non-appearance is an additional violation of the law, the bail 

statute, by a defendant whose first arrest is still pending. The 

warrant introduces a new legal issue into a pending one. 

Controlling the warrant rate is essential to both the 

District Attorney and Legal Aid because both their cases are 

weakened by the defendant's failure to appear. 

It is time consuming for the District Attorney to pull 

together for the hearing all the parties to the crime, the officer, 

the witness, and the complainant. When the defendant does not 



appear, and a new date is set, it is unlikely that ail parties 

will appear again. The Legal Aid attorney has similar reason 

for concern because his client's non-appearance has tarnished the 

case and made it more difficult to defend. 

rIo Description of Study 

The primary source of information for the study was 

information gathered from a questionnaire administered to the 

defendants who had warrants against their names. The heart of the 

questionnaire was a series of questions that attempted to determine 

why the defendant failed to come to court. 

Besides asking the defendant why he failed to come to court, 
. 

the interviewer gathered related information. The interviewer 

gathered personal history from the PTSA ROR sheet and criminal his-

tory from the NYSID sheet and warrant sheet. In addition, the 

researcher questioned the defendant about his awareness of. the 

warrant, his perceptions of the judge, his attorney and the court 

proceedings, and the notifications he received about his hearing. 

III. Wa~rant Return Population 

The researchers interviewed 193 defendants in three 

boroughs, Brooklyn, (58) the Bronx', (23) and Manhattan (112). The 

defendants were only those who had warrants against their names. 

For the sake of the interviewer's convenience, only those defe'ndants I 
. "I 

I 
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who returned to court were interviewed. Some defendants returned 

voluntarily, either on their own or through the efforts of PTSA. 

others returned involuntarily, either because they were re-arrested 

or because they were brought in the warrant squad. Clearly, the 

population sampled. by the interviewers was representative of neither 

the defendant population nor the warrant population. It might be 

described as the warrant return population. Or even more accurately. 

it might be described as two populations, the voluntary warrant 

return population and the involuntary warrant return population. 

This can be graphically illustrated as follows: 

"The Warrant Return Population as a Portion of Total 
Defen~ant Population" 

I
' .~.'"-.. -- .-._ ... -

TOTAL CRIMINAL COURT 
DEFENDANT POPULATION 

Volun.tary Warx'ant 
Return PopuJ:ation 

....... J . . 

.1 

Involuntary warrant 
Return Popu~tion' 
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While reading findings from the study it is essential to keep i.n mind 

the distinctions among the defendant population, the warrant 

population and the warrant return population. Within the warrant 

return population, there were four categories of return. Of the 

193 defendants interviewed, thirty four (34) were PTSA Returns on 

Warrant (PTSA ROW), 51 were voluntary returns, 85 were rearrests, 

and 23 were warrant squad returns. No warrant squad returns were 

interviewed in. Manhattan or the Bronx. No voluntary returns'were 

interviewed in the Bronx or Brooklyn. 

This can be illustrated as follows: 

Warrant Return Defendants In~erviewed, by Borough 

"=l P'SP-. t'1S1\ WPlR.AA-tJ1 

RDW ,·RtllJ,.l St\L\.A-D ,~I.\J 

I 
. , 

"-

l'e" t' fe~ \7 1 "t •• 'Ml! L>·U.~ff~S ven.\i\·~~ f-s 
rdLlflil'7 

----_ .. ---... , 
Manhattan BRONX MOOKLW 

It is possible to make some general, descriptive statements 
about the personal, employment, and criminal histories of _the sample 
population. 
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Personal History: 

1. The warrant return defendant is likely to be male (79%), 

he is likely to live with his parents, a guardian, or a relative 

(64%), and it is unlikely that he has a child (62%). 

Employment History: 

2. Half of the warrant return defendants (54%) are unemployed. 

The remainder atb:md school (4%), work full time (28%), work part 

time (12%) or are being trained for a job (27%). Slightly less 

were unemployed at the time of the arrest (52%). 

Conclusion: The warrant return rate is likely to be the highest 

among the least stable elements of the population, the male, 

unmarried, unemployed defendants without children. 

g.riminal History: 

1. The most common offense among the sample population were 

misdemeanors (110), next most common were felonies (53) and 

least common were violations (20). This characteristic 

of the warrant return population is likely to be very 
, 

different from the warrant population due to the high numbe~ 

of DAT offenders who neither return voluntarily nor are 

brought in by the warrant squad or rearrested. 

2. For nearly 25% of the warrant x'eturn defendants, the arrest 
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was their first. More than 80% of the defendants had three 

of fewer arrests. 

Conclusion: The number of warrants is likely to be hi,ghest 
': 

among those defe·ndants with few arrests. (See Chart #1) 

3. Most defendants (87%) have only one warrant. Hardly any 

defendants (1%) have more than two. And most defendants 

(83%) have never had an earlier warrant. (See Chart #2) 

Conclusion: Most warrant return defendants will have only 

one warrant, and for most the warrant, will be their first . 
..... ' ... ... i.. .-" ....... ""1<-
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Chart #6 

Previous Violation Convictions 

Among Warrant Return Population 
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4. More than half (54%) of the defendants made no court 

appearance on the warrant charge. Almost three quarters 

(73%) made two or fewer appearances. (See Chart #7) 

Conclusion: Most warrant return defendants will have 

limited court appearances, the gre~test number of warrants 

will be among those with two, one or no court appearances. 

5. The appearances at which the sentence is imposed or a fine 

is to be paid appear to be key appearances. One fifth 

(20%) of the warrant return defendants miss the "S'entence 

Imposed" appearance. Slightly less (19%) miss prior to 

that appearance or miss the "Fine" appearance (19%). 

conclusion: The two court dates on which warrant return 

rate is likely to be highe$t are the "Sentenced Imposed" 

date and the "Fine" appearance date. (See. Chart #8). 
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IV. Findings on Release Stanus and PTSA Notification 

Besides recommending to the judge which defendants should 

be released, PTSA attempts to assure the defendants' return through 

notification. There are a series of steps in the notification 

process. The first is the card given to the defendant when he is 

released at arraignment. It advises the defendant of his court date 

and requests that he check in with PTSA wi thin 24 hours~. The second 

step is the 24 hour check-in. If the defendant fails to check in 

within 24 hours, PTSA attempts to contact him by ph~ne. The third 

s'tep is a letter mailed to the defendant one week before his 

hearing. The letter reminds him of his court date, and asks him to 

check in with PTSA again. For most defendants this is their last 

PTSA notification. 

Any defendant, ROR or bail, who misses any subsequent hearing 

receives a letter from PTSA informing him that he milsed his court 

hearing. It furthermore advises him that he has 14 days within which 

he may return to court and avoid a warrant. The warrant study 

attempted to determine the impact of the notification process on the 

ROR warrant return population. The findings were the following: 

1. More than half (59%) of the warrant return population 

were ROR defendants. Approximate one quarter (28%) 

were DAT defendants. The remainder were defendants 

released on bail (11%) or remanded (2%). (pee 

Chart #9). 

. · 
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Chart 11'1 Chart //B Chart 1/9 

'Extent of Court Appearances 

on the Warrant Charge 

Portion of Warrant ~eturn Population 
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2. Almost half of the warrant return population who were 

3. 

4. 

released on recognizance (48%) did not remember 

receiving ~ PTSA court date slip or card at arraignment. 

(See Cha:r:t # 10) 

Among those who received the card, ·their recollection 

of who in gave then the card varied, and most (73%) did 

not check in within 24 hours. '(See Chart #11) 

Among those who did not check in iwthin 24 hours, a 

large percentage (86%) of those defendants who had phohes 

did not remember receiving a call from PTSA. Almost 

half of all defendants interviewed (44%) had phones, 

and the .phone number was seldon changed (3%). (See 

Ch'a-:ef' # 12 ) 
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Chart #10 Chart #ll Chart; 1112 
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5. Among the defendants interviewed who had been released 

on recognizance, most (74%) did not remember rec~iving 

a court date notification letter. This was so even though 

the defendant seldom changed his address (9%) . 

. (See Chart #13) 

6. Among those defendants interviewed who received a 

PTSA notification letter, only 10% thought they had 

rec~ived inaccurate information. 
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Chart #l3 

Portion of those ROR defendants who 

received PTSA court date letter 

Yes No Unsure 

Remembered Receiving Letter 

First, some descriptive statements may also be made about 

the cause of warrants. Later, the report will show the relationship 

between these caus~s and other factors. The most important, and 

perhaps most surprising f:inding of the study were the following: 

1. A significant. portion of-' those interviewed (22%) stated 

that they did not know they were supposed to return to 

court for another appearance. 

2. An equally significant portion (21%) Knew they were 

supposed to return and actually came to court building, 

but they still missed their scheduled appearance. 

Conclusion: There appears to be considerable confusion 

'among defendants immediately followi!lg and just prior 

to their court appearances. These may be key notifi-

cation points. (See Chart #16) 
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Defendant's Understanding 

12. 

3. Many' of the warrants are caused by ~gnorance on the 

part of the defendant. (50%).' He m~ght not know the 
. 

correct place or room (8%), the corrct date (20%), 
, 

or the correct hour (8%). He m~ght have been in court 
~/ 

but not have heard his name called (6%). H~./may have 

thought his case was disposed or have forgotten all 

about it (17%). (See Chart #14 and 41=15) 

Conclusion: These warrants are preventable. If ,the 

warrant return defendants had beem bett~r inf;ormed, the 

warrrant rate 'amo~g this. gt\?UP would proba'bly not haVe 

been so high. 
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causes. The defendant may fail to appear due to personal 

or family reasons (25%), financial reasons (15%), 

employment obligations (6%) or because he was unavoid-

ably detained in the hospital, by corrections, or else-

where (13%). 

Conclusion: There are a SUbstantial number of warrants 

due to reasons that the court system probably cannot . 

influence. 

5. Many defendants seem to lack confidence in the court 

system. They may feel the judge (35%) or their 

attorney (35%) is not paying suffic~ent attention to 

their case. Or they may have difficulty understanding 

court proceedings (22%). 

Conclusion: While lack of confidence in the court system 

,may not b,e a cause of warrants, it may be a significant 

contributing factor. 
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VI. Relationship Between Ca'Uses of Warrants and Other Factors 

The most frequent cause of warrant is ignorance. It is also a 

cause that can be prevented. If a defendant is better informed, he is 

less likely to be ignorant 6f his court date. 

On the othe~ hand, some of the causes of warrants are unpreven-

table, like being hela in the hospital. No amount of notification by 

Pretrial Services can get the defendant out of the hospital. for his 

court date. 

In order to better understand the causes of warrants, the study 

tried to determine whether there existed a relationship between the 

cause of the warrant and other factors, like type of charge or release 

status. In particular the study examined the data to determine 

whether there was a relationship between those warrants caused bv 

iqnorance and other factors. It is important to keep in mind that 

these relationships are true for the warrant population. Thev may or 

may not be true for the entire warrant population or defendant popula-

tion. 

Relationship with Borough 

While there' does not exist a strong correlation between the 

borough from which the warrant was issued and the cause of the warrant, 

ignorance appears most likely in Brooklyn and least likely an the 

Bronx. (See Table I) 

Relationship with Type of charge and Release Status 

While there is not a strong correlation between type of charge 

and cause of warrant, the violation ·defendants are more likely than 

("" misdemeanor or felony defendants to have warrant£~./due ,to ignorance. 

(See Table 2) 
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Th~re is a strong correlation between the defendant's release status 

and the cause of warrant. The ROR defendants is least likely to 

have a warrant due to ignorance and the DAT is most likely to have a 

warrant due to ignorance. (see Table 3). 

Conclusion: Pretrial Services should consider some form of 

'limited notification for DAT violation defendants. Perhaps Pretrial 

should. notify DAT defendants only after they have made at least one 

court appearance: 

Relationship with Court Appearances 

~~o key court appearances are those at which the sentence 

imposed or at which a fine has to be paid. The study tried to 

determine what caused the warrant at those appearances. At the 
, 

sentence imposed appearance', the warrant is likely to be due to 

ignorance (see Table 4) and at the fine appearance it is likely to be 

due to financial reasons (see Table 5). Often defendants did not 

know that they would not be penalized for coming to court unable to 
I 

pay a fine. 

Conclusion: The sentence imposed appearance and the fine 
. 

payment appearance are two key court dates. Perhaps Pretrial 

Services should consider notification on those two dates, particu-

larly encouraging the defendant to appear on his fine payment date 

even though he may not be able to make a complete payment. 
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Relationship with Notification 

The study tried to determine whether there exists a 

relationship between the cause of the warrant and the extent to whi~h 

the defendant has been notified. Presumably those defendants who 

had benefited from the PTSA notification process would have warrants 

due to some cause other than ignorance. This did not prove to be 

true in all cases, (see Table 6-9). In fact, in only one instance 

did the proper correlation seem to bear up. Among those defendants 

who received the PTS~ card at arraignment, ignorance was the least 

common cause for the warrant (see Table 7). 

VII • Relationships Among Type,of Retu~n'! Re,lea:se' ~rta:t'u'~ " 
Appearance Date and Number of Appear'an'c'es, 

Among the sample population I there ex:L,st a st;(O~<;r co;t;';(elation 

in the following instances: 

1. DAT defendants were more Ltk,ely than ROR, Ba.il or Correc­

tions defendants to return voluntariiy. This 'is' loqical 

since it is probably unlikely that 'DAT d~fendants will be 
\Ii 

rearrested or returned by the warrant squad. (~able II) 

ROR defendants are likel y to be PTSA R.OW, This 'is loqi.cal 

also since they are more accustomed to the,PTSA noti£i~ 

cation system. 

2. If the 'defendant is a DAT warrant return, he is l:lke,ly to 

miss the Sentence Imposed 'appea'rance. (Table 14) This 

is loqical since it is likely to be 'his first appearance, 

and he will be unaccustomed to court. 
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3. 'Ihe first and second appearances after arraignment are 

likely to be the fine appearances. For those defendants 

who missed the fine appearance, it was most commonly 

the first or second after arraignment. 

Conclusion: Any notification to defendants for appear-

ances after arraignment should fol+ow defendants making 

fine appearances until th,e.y have 1?ai,d' o;£;'f th&=._ enti;r:e 

fine. 

4. It is almost certain that those female defendants in 

Manhattan who have warrants missed the fine appearance. 

(See Table 15) They are probably prostitutes who failed 

to appear because they did not have sufficient money to 

pa.y the fine. 

VIII. Relationship Between Elements of the Notification Process 
and Borough 

The notification process is ':~entral to PTSA t S effort to 

reduce the warrant rate. The study tried to determine whether there 

was any relationship amOl~q the borough and the elements of the 

notification process. The first step in the notification process is 

the check-in card the defendant receives at arraignment. The second 

step is the phone call. And the third is the court date letter. 

Anlong the warrant return population the defendants most likely to 

have received the check-in card card were those in Brooklyn. The 

Ii defendants most likely to have received a phone call were those in 

the Bronx. For this sample population, no borough seemed to do 

better than another at getting court date letters out. Defendant 

address or phone cha~lges did not seem -to be a factor in one borough 

more ~han another. (Tables 16-20) 

.1 
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IX. Summary of Findings and Recommendations 

Finding #1: 

It is clear from the study that ignorance by the 

defendant causes a substantial number of warrants~ This 

ignorance takes many forms, bdt it is consistently present 

in all three boroughs. Most often the defendant was ignorant 

of the date of his court appearance, sometimes appearing a 

a day or two later unaware that a warrant was now out on him. 

In other cases the defendant was ignorant of the time, place 

or room of his court appearance. In some cases the defendan't 

thought his case had been disposed, he simply forgot, or as 

in the case of several OAT offenc1Brs, he received incorrect 

information. In most of these instances the warrant may 

have been prevented if the defendant had received appropriate 

information. ' 

Recommendation: 

Reduce the extent of ignorance through the notifi-

cation system. Expand the system to include an information 

booth in the main floor of each. criminal court and a 

phone number listed under INFORMATION in the criminal 

court section of the phone directory. There are a number 

of reasons PTSA should consider this expansion of service. 

Defendants or their friends or relatives should pe able to 

more easily find out arraignment or court dates and the 

parts of the court in which they are held. 
,\ 

Q 
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This system should prove to 

help reduce the warrant rate. It will be a highly visible 

service. It should reduce the information burden carried 

by other organizations in the court less equipped to handle 

it. And PTSA can expand to encompass this service. at li.ttle 

increased cost. 

Finding #2: 

Besides ignorance, there were other reasons for 

warrants. The defendant may fail to appear due to personal 

reasons, employment obligations, financial reasons, or 

because he was unavoidably detained elsewhere. In contrast 

to ignorance, most of these are unavoidable, unpreventable 

reasons. For example, if a defendant is hospitalized in 

Bellevue or incarcerated on Riker's Island, he is not 

likely to be able to make his court appearance. 

Finding #3: 

The warrant rat~ was h;i-.ghe;r;- among defendants with 

limited court appearances, defendants scheduled to make 

a fine appearance, defendants for whom the arrest is their 

only arrest; and defendants with socio-weak characteristics 

(male, unmarried, unemployed, with no children). 

Recommendation: 

Defendants should be notified of every appearance 

through sentencing and payment of fine. If the notification 

system is targeted at certain groups, consider the above 
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characteristics. For example, if a defendant is not coming 

in at a fine appearance due to lack of money, he should 

be advised to appear, pay a portion of the fine or none at 

all, set a new date and avoid a warrant. 

Finding #4: 

Many defendants seem to lack confidence in the 

court system. They, may feed that the judge or attorney is 

not paying sdfficient attention to their case, or" they may 

experience difficulty in understanding' court proceedings. 

The latter appeared to be true particularly in Manhattan. 

Recommendation: 

Consider a more active role by the court representa­

tives, or trust the- representatives in the information booth 

to clear up misunderstandings. Ideally a PTSA representa­

tive would· see the defendant immediately upon his release at 

arraignment, discuss his appearance and clear up misunder­

standings. 

Finding #5: 

Slightly more than half of the defendant population 

surveyed had received a court date card at arraignment. 

Approximately half of those failed to check in with PTSA 

within 24 hours. 

Recommendation: 

Combine the two tasks. Have the defendants report 



"21. 

to the information booth upon his release. There he can 

check in, receive the card, and have the problems explained. 

Finding #6: 

The population surveyed is not likely to have 

received a PTSA court date phone call or letter, even though 

half have phones, and few defendants change their addresses 

orp~onenumbers. This is particularly true for defendants 

arraigned in Manhattan. On the other hand, if the defendant 

does receive the information from PTSA, it is seldom incorrect. 

Recommendation: 

Review the phone and letter notification system. 

Determine why some defendants are not contacted. 

Finding #7: 

The DAT defendants are most likely to have forgotten 

court appearance date. Th.ey are the most likely to have 

received incorrect or misleading information. But they are 

also the defendants most likely to return voluntarily. 

Recommendation: 

Consider notification of bail and DAT defendants. 

In order to limit the scope perhaps PTSA should consider 

notifying the DAT's only after their first court appearance. 

o 
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TABLE I 

ABSOwm 
PI:!iI peT 
COL PCT 
'lOT PCT 

BROJKLYN BRONX MAN Q S.I. 

IGNORANCE 33 6 50 1 1 91 
36P 6P SSP 1P 1P 

VAR X 53P 24P 44P lOOP lOOP 45P 
l6P 3P 25P 1P 1P 

CAUSE 
PERSONAL 16 8 25 0 0 49 

OF REASONS 33P l6P 5lP OP OP 
26P 32P 22P OP OP 24P 

WARRANT 8P 4P l2P OP OP 

EMPLOYMENT 3 2 6 0 0 11 
OBLIGATIONS 27P l8P SSP OP OP 

1P 8P 5P OP OP 5P 
1P 3P OP OP 

FINANCIAL 9 4 15 0 0 28 
REASONS 32P l4P 54P OP OP 

5P l6P l3P OP OP l4P 
4P 2P 7P OP ~P 

UNAVOIDABLY 1 5 18 0 0 24 
DETAINED 4P 21P 75P OP OP 

2P 20P l6P OP OP l2P 
1P 2P 9P OP OP 

62 25 114 1 1 203 
31P l2P 56P 1P 1P 

2 
=15.715 Sig.= .40 x df= 16 

'FINDING: , 

No strong correlation between BOROUGH and CAUSE OF WARRANTS 

Anong all ooroughs, ignorance is nost likely in Brooklyn, least likely 
in the Bronx. 

In Brooklyn, the IOC>st likely cause of warrants is ignorance. In the Bronx 
and Manhattan, it is IOC>st likely due to the defendant being unavoidably 
detained. 
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TABIE 2 . 

COUNT . VAR.Q'4' , , , T¥.l?E OF' CHAR.GE 
COLUMN P 

, 

ROW P 
TOTAL P 

FELON~ l1l:SDEMR VIOLAT:I:ON TOTAL 

<.11 ~GNORANCE I 2Q 7 /.59 7 I 14 7 93 • .35 .. ~9 
./ 

• .67 
.21 .63 '.15 

, 
(21 PERSONAL L 12 7 /.29 I I 2 I 43 

~SONp' ," .• 21 .. 24 , .10 
, : .'~' , '. .28 .67 .05 .. :,. 

(41. EMJ;'LO~J1EN'r ' t 5 I C§J [JO 11 
• 

OB~IGATIONS .09 ;05 .00 - ' 

.45 .55 .00 

(8) FINANCIAL /87 I 16 7 I 1 7 28 
REASONS .14 .13 .19' 

.29 .57 .14 

J /101 (16) UNAVIODABLY / 12 / 1 / 23 
DETAINED .21 .08 .05 

.52 .43 .04 

57 120 21 198 

X2=14.392 
df= (.10' Sig.=.40 

FINDINGS: 
Violations defendants are more likely than other defendants 
to not appear due to ~gnorance. 

Warrants on felony defendants are most likely to be caused 
by their being unavoidably detained, misdemeanor defendants 
are most likely to be caused by personal reason, and violation 
defenpants ar.e most likely due to ~gnorance. 

;' 

. , 
':, 

", f 



'l.:ABLE 3 

COUNT 
COLUMN P VAR 58 
ROW P 

DEF .. ;RELE~SE STA,TU$ 

V,AR X 
CAUSE ROR BA:tL 

OF 
WARRANT I GNOR.ANCE. 51 9. 

.43 . .. 41 
.55 .10 

PERSONAL 28 9 
REASONS .24 •. 41 

.60 .19 
EMPLOYMENT 7 1 
OBLJGATIONS .0.5 .. .0.5 

.64 .09 

fINA.NCIAL 17 3 
',REASONS .15 .14 

.63 .11 

UNAVIODABLY 14 Q 
DE.TAINED .12 •. QQ 

.61 .00 

117 22 

X
2

=24 .2,479 df1!il12 

fINDING: 

D,A.,T CQRR TOTAL 

32 ~01 93 
.55 ~25 
.34 .01 
,10. 0 47 

.17 •. 00 

.21 .00 
3 '0 11 

•. 05 .. 00 
.27 .00 

7 .f! 27 
.12 .. 00 
.26 .00 

6 ',3 23 
.. 10 ., '7 5 
.26 .13 

58 .,4 201 

Sig •. =.02 

DAT DEFENPANTl-S .QEFENDANT MOST LIKEL~1· TO' HAVE, WARRANT 
C,A-qSED' BY' .IGNOMNCE.. ' . 

BA.IL DEfENDANT IS DEFENDANT 'MOST Ll:I<ELY TO HAVE 
WARMNT CAUSED B¥ .1?ERSONAL ;REA.SONS.. . 

Ii 

ROR not due to ignorance 
Bail likely due to personal 
.PAT likely due to ignorance 
CORR likely due to unavoidably detained 



TABLE 4 

" .. .. . 
VAR '0'8' .... MISSED' SCHEDULE.D· , ·S. ':J:'.: . :A.l;>PEAR.ANCE.S 

COUNT 
COLUMN P 
ROW P . ;ms 'NO " 'TOTAL 

(11 IGNOMNCE. 24 21 
.58 .47 
.53 .46 

('2>- PERSONA,L 7 .. 14 
~SONS .17 .26 

.33 .67 

(4)'' EMPLOY$NT 1 3 
OBLIGAT:.r:ONS .02 .06 

.25 .75 

(81 FINANCIAL. 5 12 
REASONS .12 .23 

.29 .71 

l16l UNAVIOD,ABLY' 4 2 
DETA.INED .Q9 .04 

.67 .33 

41 52 

d;E:::4. S~.g.:::;.19 

FINDING: Ignorance is most likely to be cause of those 
wno missed the Sentence Imposed appearance. 

45 

21 

4 

17 

6 

93 



TABLE 5 

COUNT 
COLUMN P VARO 9 MISSED SCHEDULED FINE APPEARANCE 
ROW P ~~~~~~~--------~------~~-------------

VAR X 
CAUSES 

OF 
WARRANT 

, 

YES NO TOTAL 

IGNORANCE 17 12 29 
.41 .52 
.59 .41 

PERSONAL 8 7 15 
REASONS .19 .30 

.53 .47 

EMPLOYMENT 2 2 4 
OBLIGATIONS .05 .09 

.50 .50 

FINANCIAL 12 2 14 
REASONS .29 .09 

.86 .14 

UNAVIODABLY 2 0 2 
DETAINED .05 .00 

1.00 .00 

41 23 64 

df=4 Sig.=.18 

FINDING: ON FINE APPEARANCES, THE CAUSE OF THE WARRANT 
IS MORE LIKELY TO BE FINANCIAL REASONS THAN IT WOULD 
BE ON OTHER APPEARANCES. 



COUNT 
ROW P 
COLUMN P 

VAR X 
CAUSE 

OF 
WARRANT 

TABLE 6 

VAR 6'2 .. DEE",' '; 'SEE' , PTSA' . WITHIN '2'4' HOURS 
~--'-___ -'---'o_,,_, ... ,,~--'-__ ";;;"::'_--'-~=~"::'-'="--':':'':'''''=''':~ 

XES NO TOTAL 

IGNORANCE 4 18 22 
.18 .82 
.25 .37 

PERSONAL 8 13 21 
REASONS .38 .62 

.50 .27 

EMPLOYMENT Q 3 3 
OBLIGATIONS .00 .100 

.00 .06 

FINANCIAL 1 9 10 
REASONS .10 .90 

.06 .18 

UNAVIODABLY 3 6 9 
DETAINED .33 .66 

.19 .12 

16 49 65 

2_ 
X -5,.0.464 df=4 Sig.=.220 

'WIND'ING: 
THOSE DEFENDANT WHO CLAIM IGNORANCE AS THE CAUSE OF 
THEIR WARRANT ARE LIKELY NOT TO HAVE CHECKED IN' 
WITH PTSA w!r 24 HOURS. 

These defendants who failed to check in are likely to 
have warrants due to employment obligations, financial 
reasons, or ignorance. 

" 

-. ' 

-- - -------~-~----'-"-~-'-------" 
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TABLE 7 

ABSOilJ'lE 
R:."M par 
COL par 
'lOT par VAR 60 DEFENDANT RECEIVE PTSA CARD 

YES NO UNSURE TOTAL 

IGf.\JORANCE 15 15 4 34 
44P 44P l2P 
30P 39P 80P 37P 
l6P l6P 4P 

VAR X 
PERSONAL 17 11 0 28 

CAUSE REASONS 6lP 39P OP 
34P 29P OP 30P 
l8P l2P OP 

EMPLOYMNET 
OBLIGATIONS 3 1 1 5 

60P 20P 20P 
6P 2P 20P 5P 
3P lP lP 

WARFANT FINANCIAL 8 7 0 15 
REASONS 53P 47P OP 

16P l8P OP l6P 
9P 8P OP 

UNAVOIDABLY 7 4 0 11 
DETAINED 64P 36P OP 

l4P llP OP l2P 
8P 4P OP 

'IO'rAL 50 38 5 93 
54P 4lP 5P 

~ =9.365 df = 8 Sig. =.33 

FINDOO: 

No strong correlation between whether the DEFENDANT RECEIVED the 
PTSA CARD at arraignrrent and the CAUSE OF WARRANT. 

If the defendant did receive teh card, the least likely cause of 
'o/arrant is ignorance. 

If the cause of the warrant was; ignorance, it is likely that the 
defendant does not recall receiving the PTSA card at arraignment. 

" 

l;: 

__ --'-'''-,r ___ __ _ ________ " 



TABLE 8 

COUNT 
ROW PeT 
COL PeT 
'IOT peT 

VAR 63 DEFENDANT RECEIVE PTSA PBONE CALL 

YES NO ' UNSURE . ''IDI'AL 

IGNORANCE 5 23 2 
VAR X l7P 77P 7P 

56P 35P SOP 
6P 29P 3P 

CAUSE 
PERSONAL 2 18 1 

OF REASONS lOP 861' 5P 
22P 271' 25P 

3P 23P lP 

EMPLOYMENT 1 4 0 
OBLIGATIONS 20P 80P OP 

llP 6P OP 
lP 5P OP 

FINAl\CIAL 0 13 1 
REASONS OP 931' 71' 

OP 20P 25P 
OP l6P lP 

UNAVOIDABLY 1 8 0 
DETAINED llP 88P OP 

llP l2P OP 
lP' lOP OP 

'IOTAL 9 66 4 , 
llP 84P 5P 

x2:: 4.067 df = 8 Sig. == .85 

FINDING: :No clear relationship between whether the DEFENDANT RECEIVED A 
PHONE CALL FROM PTSA and the CAUSE OF '!HE WARRANT. 

\\ 

30 

381' 

21 

271' 

5 

61' 

14 

l8P 

9 

llP 

79 

'Ii 
;,~ 

iJ 



COUNT 
Rem PCT 
COL PCT 
'lOT PCT 

cAUSE 

OF 

WARRANT 

FINDING: 

TABLE 9 

VAR 64 DEFENDANT RECEIVE PTSA LE'ITER 

YES NO UNSURE 'lD'J'..AL 

IGNORANCE 7 25 2 34 
21P 74P 6P 
33P 36P 67P 37P 

8P 27P 2P 

PERSONAL 9 19 0 28 
REASONS 32P 68P OP 

43P 28P OP 30P 
lOP 20P OP 

EMPLOYMENT 1 4 0 5 
OBLIGATIONS 20P 80P OP 

5P 6P OP 5P 
1P 4P 'OP 

FINANCIAL-- 2 12 1 15 
REASONS l3P 80P 7P 

lOP l7P 33P l6P 
2P l3P 1P 

'IOTAL 21 69 3 93 
22P 74P 3P 

Am:mg warrant return defendants, there exists no strong correlation 
between whether the DEFENDANT renembers RECIVING A prrSA LETTfi'.....R and 
the CAUSE OF rrnE WARRANT. 
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'. TABDE 10 

TYPE OF RETURN VAR 05 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

X p:; 

~ 

E-! 

Z 

~ 

(::rj 

p:; 

~ 

:s: 

Iil 
0 

rx:l 

CIl 

::> 
~ 

() 

PTSA REARREST WARRANT VOLUNTARY 
ROW SQUAD RETURN 

IGNORANCE 6 9 1 9 
24.0p 36.0p 4.0p 36.0p 

15. Op 10.8p 3.5p 15.5p 

PERSONAL 4 11 4 9 
REASONS 14.2 39.2p 14.3p 32.1p 

10.Op l3'~ 3p l4.3p l5.5p 

EMPLOYMENT 1 6 2 2 
OBLIGATIONS 9.0p 54.0p l8.0p 18.0p 

2.5p 7.2p 7.lp 3.4p 

FINANCIAL 
REASONS 12 17 6 14 

24.4p 34.6p l2.2p 28.5p 
30.0p 20.5p 21.4p 24.1p 

UNAVOIDABLY 17 40 15 24 
DETAINED l7.7p 41.6p 15.6p 25.0p 

42.5p 48.2p 53.6p 4l.3p 

TOTAL 40 83 28 58 
19.1p 59.7p 13.4p 27.7p 

X2= 6.870 df = 12 Sig.=.85 

HYPOTHESIS: Voluntary returns are likely to be informed, 
unavoidable 
Involuntary returns are likely to be ignorant, 
avoidable 

FINDINGS: NO Clear relationship 

TOTAL 

25 
12.0p 

28 
13.4p 

11 
5.3p 

49 
23~4p 

96 
45.9p 

209 
100.28 
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TABLE 11, 

CORRELATION BETWEEN RELE~S~ STATUS AND TX~E OF RETURN 

VAF~58 nef R~~l P;A).~I urn . 
COUNT 

ROW PCT 
~t 1>AJL 

ROW 
.. COL PCT 1)"'1 CbflIWZil08JS 

TOT PCT 1 2 3 4 ".'. 

VAF~05 
1 26 . 6 ~' ,0 34 .:.. , ~?A 76+5P ~ 7 t 6F' , 5. 9F' OF' 18.8F' ' . aow .. . ' ;24.3P .30.0P ;3.9F' '. OF' 

J{ 14.4F' 3. 3F'. ·1.1P OP .. 
-:z 
~ '2 46 10 19 2 77 
~ R~~S1 59.7F' 13.0F' 24.7F' 2.6P 42.5F' W 43.0F' 50.0P 37.3F' 66.7P r::.{ 

25.4F' 5.5P lO.SP 1.lP 
~ 
Q 3 12 2 9 0 23 

~ \'I4l\atU\fJI 52.2P 8.7F' ;39.1P OP 12.7P 

1= f'lQUA-O 11 • .21=' 10.0F' 17.6P OP 
6.6P 1.1F' 5.0P OF' 

4. 23 2 21 1 47 
- VDf-.. 48.9P 4.3P 44.7P 2.1F' 26.0P 

. (la).W, 21.5P 10.0P 41+2P 33 ~ 3Ft 
12.7? 1.1F' 11.6P .6P 

j .. ' .. ,.: t . , 
.. ~ I 

COLUMN.' " '107 20 51 3 . 181 
TOTAL " '59+1P 1i.0F' 28.2P 1t7P 100.0F' 

, i 
.~ 

RAW CHI sa = 19.70184 WITH 9 D. F. , SIG. - .01 ' , 

.. . 
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TABLE 12 

CORRELATION BETWEEN ARRAIGNMENT AND TYPE OF RETURN 

f-. 

\ 

-I...: 

~ 

;;..~ 

" 

,) 

;... 

VAR!O orw, f\Q~6~oo 
COUNT .. 

f:OW PCT 
, 'D~;r. 1\~~1bNeo. COL peT 

TOT peT 1 2 
VAR05 

1 2 32 
'VlW\ 5.9F' 94.1P 
QblU 4.2F' 22.9P 

1.1F' 17.0F' 

., 16 66 

~ 
~I\~~ 19.5F' 80.5F' 

33.3F' 4~.1F' 
..::S 

~ 
8. ~5P 35.1P 

p£ 
3 8 15 

U. wA~ 34.8F' 65.2P 
(j) 

~tM 1.6.7P 10.7F' 

& 
4.3P a.op 

-;:;...-
22 27 1-- 4 

\}CL, 44.9P 55.iP 
(LV,'.J-l. 45~8P 19.3P 

11.7P 14.4P 

COLUMN 48 140 
TOTAL 25.5P 74.5P 

RAW, J:.I:II SQ' = l,.'i ~~a.o 1 _ WIT~ 

I 
\ 

VltH\1 

rww 

34 
l8.iP·· 

82 
43.6F' 

23 
12.2P 

49 
26.1F' 

188 
100. OF' 

~ II f. , Sig=.OO3 

.. 

. , 

- ~ .. 



TABLE 13 

CORRELATION BETWEEN DAT AND S.I. APPEARANCE 

VAR08 
BY VAR30 

VAR30 DEF. ARRAIGNED OR DAT 

COUNT 
ROW PCT' ROW 
COL PCT DAT ARR 
TOT PCT 1 2 

VAR08 
1 23 15 38 

YES 60.SP 39.5P 44.2P 
95.8P 24.2P 
26.7P 17.4P 

II 
2 1 47 48 

NO 2.1P 97.9P 55.8P 
4.2P 75.8P 
1.2P 54.7P 

~ 
~H COLUMN 24 62 86 
~oo TOTAL 27.9P 72.1P 100.0P 

CORRECTED CHI SQ = 33.16057,1 D.F. , SIG. = .0000 

\'----'".-----.::'----~~---------
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TABLE 14 

CORRELATION BETWEEN S.I. APPEARANCE AND NUMBER 
OF APPEARANCES 

.... ~-VAR08 M1-~® ~tQtto~\r 
COUNT . s.r. I\prf;MtAllt'f:. 

ROW PCT " . ROW 
COL PCT ~FrS·· NO 
TOT peT i 2 

VAF~07 
1 1 .. .' 

-" .~ :.<:.... 10. OF' 
16.7F: 
4.0P 

2 3 
42.9F' 
50.0P 
12.0P 

1 
25 .. OF' 
16.7F' 
4.0P 

i 
SO.OF' 
16.7P 

4.0F' 

9 
90.0P 
47 t 4P 
36.0P 

4 
57.1P 
21.1F' 
16.0P 

3 
75.0P 
15.8F' 
12.0F' 

1 
50.0P 

5.3F' 
4.0P 

o 2 
OF'· .1(,)00 Of' 
OF' .10·.5P 
OF' . 8.9P. 

COLUMN. 6 . . ~9 
76.0P TOTAL 24.0P 

RAW CHI SQ == 

10 
40.0F' 

7 
28.0P 

4 
16.0F' 

2 
a.op 

2 
8.0P 

25 
100.0r" 

I 

. I 

I 
i 
t . 

., ; 

.4317 
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TBALE 15 

CORRELATION AMONG BOROUGH, SEX, AND FINE APPEARANCE 

BY VAR20 

~Y VAFW2 
VALUE 

VALUE 

2 ~ fe,t-AI\\-:e, 

'3. Ml\N~nrn\-~' , 

'1'. 
\-

, , , 
, , 

'.' 

VAR20 ~t11JZ. \5 
fiN\JlNG~ H {S V~ h~~ ~~ i~w. tk~~( 

, wVto' ~~~S ~I[ ~iI\e. Gfve-{)'}V'OJll(t. \tI\ 

C'OUNT 
RmJ F'CT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

t,,1AR09 

COLUMN 
'TOTAL 

ROW 

2. Y~MI\\Jt. 

16 
100.0P 
100.0P 
100. OF' 

16 
100.0P 

16 16 
100.0F' 100.0P 

MISSING OBSERVATIONS 
..... ~ ..... ,. . .... -

. ~\t\~ OJe ~\lJt~1 

" . 
135 
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TABLE 16 

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND PTSA CARD 

,--.~ -:, ... ,...- -- . , VAR02 
BY VAR60 HYf'o1M\1,Sr£'~ !".1an.l1a~t,an q~!§pga.Pt~, less ,1i~~lY '. to' rece~v'f#j,fc~~4, 

• _. . ,.'- • , ",'1" 

COUNT 
VAR60 .be.F ~e~l ve ff~A e,"~1) . 

ROW'PCT 
COL PCT ~rt~ 
TOT PCT 1 

VAR02 :. , 

~u~I~i\ ·,8 
30.8F' 

eofn1~~ " 19.5? 
, 10.iP 

2 8 
PoYe'Y\' 57.1P , ~, 

, ~ 9. SF' 
10.1P 

f J.;w. \\~~Mt\ 25 
64.iP 
61.0F' 
31.6P 

COLUMN 41 
TOTAL ' 51.9P 

RAW CHI SO -
" 

NO' 
,2 

16 
61.5F' 
48.SP' , 
20.3F' 

4 
28.6P 
12.1F' 
, 5.1F' 

13' 
33.3P 
39.4F' 
16.5P 

33 
41.8P 

9" 16095 WITH 

, " 

4 
7 t 7P 

40.0P 
2.5P 

2 
14.3P 
40.0P 
~.5P 

1 
2.6P 

20.0P 
1.3P 

2p 
32.9? 
•• 't 

14 ' 
1t.7P 

39 
49.4P 

5 79 
6.3P 100.0P 

~l'~~~Nb: ~o0ut~, 

~.l\~.1 W\~~~ . 
' .. 

:. ". . .~ 
" , . " . 

t . 1 . 

.t· • : ... t. I ~ ." 

" 
" , . , , , 

, ' . 
'J 

-;\ 

~. , 
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TABLE 17 

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND PTSA PHONE CALL 

, BY 0~~~~ ~YQ01~t:bJ~/;' less likely t'.> r~c~iv~ phone call in Manp.atta,n ." ... ,'" 

COUNT 
~OW PCT ' 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT-

VAR02 
1 

2 

2 
9.1ft . 

28.6? 
3.1F' , 

",3' 
30.0f'., 
42. 9P,. 
. i{.6P 

, ' 
'.'2 ' 

6 tt"P 
'28.6F 

~·iF' 
COLUMN :' 7 

TOTAL lO.SP 

2 

19 
S4.t 4ft , 

'33.+ ?F' 
29.2P 

• 'I " , 

6, 
60·.0P 

.. lQ.7ft 
'" 9 .2F' 
f ",. 

31 
93·.9P 
55.4P' 
,47.t 7ft 

56 ' 
S6.2P 

RAW CHI sa :;; 7.92451 WITH 

'" 

~:MW~~~~~··.· 
. , .. " 

ROW 
~f"WJ1 .. ~. :,' 

3' 

1 
4.oP, 

50.0P 
1·~W ... , .'. 

. ~. 
10.0P 
50.0P· 
{.Sp: 

.. 10' ' . 
15~:4P'" , 

o 
OF' 

. 'OF' 
OF' 

2, 
3.1P 

, 3i' 
,~O.~P . 

. 65 
100tOP 

4 II.F., 8IG. :z:: 

, , 

" , • t.'" ,I' 

.i '. 

" 

.' ~ I 

" 

• • .. ~ ',. '/' I 

.. . ., , ., 

'.', ... ", '/ 

.~ • I" • 

.0944 . 

. , 

I' 
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TABLE 18 

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND PTSA LETTER 

MISSING OBSERVATIONS = 128 
-.. . .. -..... ~... ,~-~ .... -.. ~-:--" ~. .. ., -: - . . . 

VAR02 II~ ~ '.~h~ch ... ~O~oug~ h~~ least succ~ss getti,ng letters 
BY VAR64 "(f\V,i-\e.Sl).)\ ,':: ':,'to the ¢l~fendants.:.. Brqn~,'transient pop, 

'_.' ,::.; .. ; .' Manh{:ltt.an L trans.~_~~t J?£e ." ': ' , 
VAR64 {)Sr rwcn~e- Pl7r.\ {..'¢.n~~ 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

VAR02. 
1 6 

{bQOO'4.-~t>J ~3. 1 F' 
31.6P 

7.6P 

, ';, " ,2 ,5 
" '. ~)~N ~, '35. 7P , 

. ~6. 3F' 
6.3P 

, . "MA:NH'f\lt\~ 20 • ~P 

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

42.1P 
10.1F' 

19 
24.1P 

, 

NO 
2 

19 
73.1.P 
32.8P 
24.1P 

9 
64.3F' 
15.5P 
11.4P 

, 30 
76.9P 
51.7P 
38.0P 

58 
73.4P 

1.76187 WITH 

, " 

" , ~,~ 

_,.f • . :~ " .', 

.,' 

t 
3.8P 

50.0F' 
1.3P 

o 
OF' 
OP 
OF' 

t 
2.6P 

50.0F' 
1.3P 

2 
2.5F' 

ROW 

26 
32.9P 

14. 
17.7P 

39' , 
49.4P 

79 
1.00.0P 

- - --"'-- --- ---- -----

IJ 



( ) 

" I 

.• ./f,. " 

TABLE 19 

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND DEFENDANT ADDRESS CHANGE 

'. . .... -. .. '" .. 
" J: .... , ,_, 

BY 0~~~; \-\~P01\-\ ~l~ ~ : ~r:~n~ p.~=!.l~"~,q.~.t ~,~~~e~,~_. :~~~ni~i ; 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 

'TOT PCT 
VAR'02' . ' 

VAR65 1>E.f U\AtJ6~/ AWlZe~S ' F'JNV1JJb ~ ~at A..fu,~ 
·f 

, '1 
, ~t1w~\itJ 
" 

2 
0ncN "I-

3 
l\Mt,mA1fA tJ 

COL.UMN 
TOTAL 

.4 
16 .. 7F:' 
66.7F' 

6.5F' 

0 
OP, 

, OFt' 
OF' , 
,,! 
L. 

6.7P 
33.3P 

3.2F' 

6 
9.7P· 

.' ,I " , 
! 

' ' 

I 

~Q 
~/..:.. 

, I 
, 1 

? 20 
J33.3P' 

/35 t 7P 
i 32.;3F' 

8 
100~OP 

14.3P 
12.9F' 

28 
93 t 3F' 
50.0F' 
45.4P 

,56 
90.3P , 

RAW CHI sa = 2.50952 WITH 
, CRAMER'S V = .20119 , 

FWW 

24 
38.7P· i 

8 
12.9P 

3,0 
48.A,P. 

62 : 
100.0P 

, l 

CONTINGENCY COEFFIC~ENT =, .19723 r" 
LAMDA (ASYMMETRIC) = .06250 WITH!VAR02 
" "' . .. 

.2851 

, DEF'. ' 

, , , 

, " 
, .. ~ 

" 



.. ')1'.' 
TABLE 20 

CORRELATION BETWEEN BOROUGH AND DEFENDANT PHONE CHANGE 

- .04048 WITH VAR65 DEP. 
MISSING OBSERVATIONS - 131 

\ _ " ,.f 

j 

COUNT 
ROW PCT 
COL PCT 
TOT PCT 

VAr~02 

, ~1lliO~~'tB 

, ... 
~()~J~~ 

3 

1 
4. OF' 

lOO.OF' 
'2.8P 

0, 
OP 
OF', 
'OP' 

0 
.' UJt..!~"11MJ· . 'OF.' , 

'OP 
'.9P 

COLUMN 1 
" TOTAL .2 .'8F' , 

RAW CHI sa ., 

ROW 
No 

2 

24 25 
96.0F' 69.4P 
68.6P 
6~ .7? 

1 1 
100tOP 2~?F' 

: 
2.9P 
2~EfF'. " 

, " 

. 10 '~ 10 : 

100tOP 1 27.8P , 

28.6P 
2?8P , 

I 

35 36 
97.2P 100.OP 

.,.45257 WITH ~ II t f" t..,. ?I~. = : ... J, :Z,rt,7 fi .. .' . " 

" 

" . 
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