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  For decades, South Dakota voters, together as a state, have voted for a presidential candidate of one party and congressional candidates of another party.  More specifically, South Dakota tends to support the Republican presidential candidate and Democrat congressional candidates in elections.  The statewide split outcome of votes between a Republican president and Democrat congressional candidates could be a cause of various factors.  However, if one were to look closely, county by county, one will notice the presence of split party support in some vital counties in South Dakota.  

For instance, in the election year of 1996, Turner County voters gave Dole, the Republican Presidential candidate, 48.6% of their votes.  Clinton, the Democratic Presidential incumbent, received 41.5%.  For U.S Senate, Turner County gave the Democrat challenger, the U.S. representative, Tim Johnson 51.7% of their votes and the Republican incumbent Larry Pressler received 48.3% votes.  In Yankton County 44.02% of the votes went to Dole and a close 42.8 % of the votes went to President Clinton.  In the race for U.S. senate 54.2% of votes went to Johnson and 45.5 % of votes went to Pressler.  In both counties, the Republican presidential candidate, Bob Dole received the greater percentage of votes.  However, for the U.S Senate race, democrat challenger Tim Johnson received the greater percentage of votes.  

In the 1996 election year, most counties in South Dakota did not have a significant divergence of split outcomes between the presidential candidate from one party and the U.S. senate candidate from another party.  The majority of counties either supported both the Republican presidential and U.S. senate candidates, or the both presidential and U.S. senate candidates of the Democrat party.  Most counties in South Dakota seem to be fairly consistent in their voting patterns, however, there are a few counties that do have split ticket results, some more drastic than others.  This begs the following question: why are some counties in the state of South Dakota more divergent in support between the presidential and U.S. senate candidates of the same party than other counties? 

Literature

The split ticket voter is a unique and fairly new phenomenon in recent decades of presidential and congressional elections throughout the country.  A considerable amount of research of split ticket voting has been conducted to test hypotheses, create theories, and most importantly, to attempt to understand why a voter splits his or her ticket between the presidential and U.S. congressional votes of the Democratic and the Republican parties.       

One notable theory that attempts to explain split ticket voting has been purported by Morris P. Fiorina.  He uses what is known as a policy moderation explanation.  This theory proposes that a voter prefers a divided government in order to forge moderation of policy outputs from the government.  Underlying in this statement is the assumption that voters are purposive in their behavior, meaning that voters cast their ballots in a split ticket manner in hopes of a divided government (Fiorina, 1992, 387-388).  

With the President office occupied by one party and the Senate and/or the House controlled by the majority of the other party, the policy outcomes are likely to be more moderate instead of having more left or right wing composition.  Policy outcomes are largely due to the system of checks and balances.  Hence, with a divided government there will be moderation of public policies, the goal of the voter.  Ergo, the voter splits his or her ballot between the two major parties.  

It must be noted that Fiorina makes it clear that he is not suggesting that most voters, or even many voters for that matter, consciously make the choice to split their ballot in hopes of a divided government outcome which will in turn cause moderation of policies.  Instead, the goals of the voter may be unconscious. Nevertheless, the voting of a split ticket is outwardly purposive in itself.  

But on the other hand, a clearly informed and conscious voter is not completely unrealistic.  There very well may be voters who intentionally split their ballots on the rationale that if enough of the constituency does split their ticket, the government will be divided and the goal of moderating policy outputs will be achieved.  

Within the thesis, Fiorina states that ideological voters are more likely to cast straight ticket votes and moderate voters are more likely to cast split ticket votes.  The primary model stipulates that voters who split their ballots will be concentrated among voters whose ideological preferences lie in between the Democrat and the Republican Party.  The more polarized the political parties are, the greater the possibility of split ticker ballots.  Furthermore, the occurrence of a split ticket vote for a Republican candidate for president and Democrat candidate for congress is more likely if the voter is more adjacent to the Republican Party on issues than the Democratic Party.  In addition, Fiorina asserts that a voter who expresses favor of divided government is more likely to split her vote than other voters are.  This is called the ‘cognitive Madisonian’ hypothesis (Fiorina, 1992, 400-404). 

Other scholars, such as Gary C. Jacobson, propose that a voter utilizes different criteria to determine the presidential and congressional candidate he or she will choose.  As a result, the function of these differing decisional criteria causes different outcomes in presidential and congressional elections.  These various criterions include incumbency, quality of candidates, money spent on campaigning, ideologies, and interest (Jacobson, 2004, 33-37).

The incumbency advantage plays a very large role in South Dakota congressional elections.  It is a powerful explanation of split support during presidential election years.  Nevertheless, incumbency does not always mean an easy win in South Dakota.  The 1996 U.S. senate election displays that there are other factors determining the voting behavior of South Dakotan voters and split ticket outcomes when a three term incumbent lost. 


 The quality of the candidates is a reasonably important factor as well.  This variable is fairly dependent upon the individual voter and his or her view of the quality of the personal characteristics and the ideologies the candidate possess.  Furthermore, the quality of a candidate is also based on their public office experience, state and national connections, and capability to accomplish said goals and promises (Born, 2000, 131).  The factor of quality candidates is an important variable in South Dakota elections, especially in congressional elections.  If a quality candidate does not challenge an incumbent, more than often the incumbent will easily win, no matter what party the incumbent is from.  This reasoning could give ample explanation for the reason as to why a Democrat U.S Senate candidate easily won in the 1998 election. 

Candidates for a political office strategically decide whether or not to run for office based on various national and district issues.  If a potential candidate does not believe he or she is expected to win, nor has a comparable opportunity to win as his or her opponent, the potential candidate will not run in the election.  Due to this rational and strategic assessment, elections, specifically congressional elections, can lack competition.  Thus, candidate decisions shape a race before the voters even cast there votes (Griffith, 2002).  The outcome of split tickets is more likely when one candidate is inferior due to lack of quality, experience, and funding (Roscoe, 2001, 316).   For instance, with a lack of competition in a U.S. senatorial race and great competition in a U.S. congressional and presidential race, split ticket voting is likely to be seen. 

On another note, Grofman, et. al, argues that it is ideological values which are the substantial components in explaining split ticket voting.  By looking at the median voting of a certain district one can explicate that variation of split ticket outcomes is largely due to ideological views of the voters and the views the candidates holds.  It is then believed that conservative districts that support a Democrat House representative are likely to choose a Republican candidate for president.  Likewise, liberal districts represented by a Republican representative are likely to support a Democrat for president.  Also, the quality of candidates, and the magnitude of presidential victory or predicted victory has effects upon split ticket voting (Grofman, et. al, 2000, Roscoe, 2001).           

Partisanship strength is an important component in understanding split ticket voting as well.  Voters who lack a strong sense of connection with one political party will more likely split their tickets than those who have a strong tie to a single party.  Voters with strong partisanship have a great affixation to a party and thus will usually cast a straight ticket.  By comparison, those voters who do not have strong attachments to one party do not feel a psychological motivation to vote with a straight ticket (Garand, Galscock Lichtl, 2000, 180).  Hence, these voters may base their voting decisions on the individual candidates instead of the party affiliation of the candidates. 

Socioeconomic and demographic variables can play a considerable affect upon split ticket voting as well.  Variables include age, race, gender, education, and economic status.  Of these main variables, age has the most theoretical impact upon voting behavior.  Younger constituents have not had enough personal experience and time to evolve and consolidate a set partisan and disposition of their voting patterns.  In other words, younger voters are more likely to split their ballots than older voters (Born, 1994; Gerand and Glascock Lichtl, 2000).  The variables of gender, race, economic standing, and education may have a vital affect upon split ticket voting behavior as well.

According to Davidson and Oleszek, how voters decide to vote rests highly on a numerous variables.  They point to party loyalties, the decline and surge of parties, historical changes in presidential and midterm elections, the appeal of the individual candidates, and the issues important to the voters (Davidson, Oleszek, 2004, 100-111). The authors look to variables relating to the candidates as consequential and substantial factors in voting behavior.  

Political knowledge has been marked as a consequential factor in voting behavior as well.  A voter’s level of political information of the electoral process and the political process will be a determining factor in the extent of the voter’s preference of divided government.  In turn, a voter will link the outcome of divided government to split ticket voting (Garand, and Glascock-Litchl, 2000, 176-177).  While the political knowledge of a voter is included in Fiorina’s policy moderation theory, Grand and Glascock-Litchl take this factor as an independent variable and test it.  Their findings indicate that voters low in political information and knowledge are much less likely to cast a split ballot in desire of an outcome of a divided government as a politically knowledgeable voter is.  

Another argument of split ticket voting asserts that conservative districts which vote Democratic for the U.S. House of Representative are likely to choose a Republican for president, while liberal districts that go Republican for the House are likely to vote for a Democrat for president.  After extensive testing of eight presidential elections from the years of 1964 to 1992, it was found that ideological differences in districts median voter provides substantial explanation to the variation of patterns of split outcomes in districts during this time period.  However, variables of incumbency, poor quality challengers, the magnitude of presidential election victory, and region-specific realignment effects, all play significant roles as well (Grofman, Koetzle, McDonald, Burnell, 2000, 34)     

Hypothesis
So, why is it that some counties in the state of South Dakota are more divergent in voter support between a presidential and congressional candidate of the same party than other counties? The explanation for split ticket outcomes is complicated and multifaceted.  It is too difficult and obscure to attempt to discover the aggregate of the individual voter.  However, by focusing on a county level of analysis and studying the aggregate of county voting outcomes, one may begin to understand why there is large support of a Republican presidential candidates and Democratic congressional candidates in this specific state.  I will hypothesize South Dakotan counties diverge in presidential and congressional candidates due to numerous factors.  

According to vast research, incumbency and candidate quality are two of the largest determinants of split ticket voting in many elections.  However, these two variables do not always provide explanation for split ticket voting behavior.  Furthermore since the factor of incumbency and quality of the candidates does not change county to county, the impact variables cannot be tested against the dependent variable of divergence (split) of votes between the presidential and congressional candidates. Variables such as social and economic demographics do change from county to county and can be measured against the dependent variable.  I believe that variables involving differing demographics of each county- federal funds received, education, average income, percent population of Native Americans, and percent voter turnout do give explanation as to why some counties have split party outcomes and others do not.


In order to have a visual of the divergence of voter between the presidential and U.S. senatorial candidates from the Republican and Democratic parties I have included a table analyzing election results of 1996 and 1998 in each county of South Dakota.  The table compares the percentage of votes received in the 1996 presidential election between Bob Dole (R), and the U.S. senatorial incumbent Larry Pressler (R) and the difference of support between the 1996 Presidential Democrat candidate, Clinton, and the 1998 U.S. Senatorial Democrat candidate, Daschle.  

After examining a map of South Dakota counties I was able to discover which counties were more consistent with a voting behavior and which counties were more divergent in their voting outcomes in the elections years of 1996 and 1998.  The counties that are more consistent in the sense that the election results show support for both the Republican Presidential candidate and U.S Senate candidate in the 1996 election year, appear to be west of the Missouri River, or located in the center of the state.  I found this to be very interesting and helpful in determining a hypothesis.  

The majority of the straight ticket voting counties are located west of the Missouri River, which separates the state into half.  Or, they tend to be located in the central of the state, near the river line.  These counties are usually more rural and less populated than eastern counties of South Dakota, with the exception of a few counties such as Pennington.  Counties with larger populations and more urban areas are more likely to receive larger amounts of federal funding.  Furthermore, in general, the populations of counties that are east of the river tend to have persons with higher levels of education, and so, overall, these counties also have higher average incomes. In addition, the counties west of the Missouri River tend to have a higher percentage of Native American population. 

In order to create a hypothesis that explains the divergence of vote (the dependent variable), county to county, I looked at the mentioned demographics that diverge themselves amongst the 66 counties of South Dakota.  The variables that I test for a direct correlation to the dependent variable are the amount of federal funds a county receives, the average income of a county, the percentage of voter turnout in a county, the percentage of population who are American Indian, the percentage of population with a high school degree and lastly, the percentage of population of those with a college degree. 

I decided to include federal funds as an independent variable largely because in an interview with former U.S. senator, Larry Pressler on September 08 of 2004, he shed some insight upon split ticket voting for me.  From his own experience and observation, he believes that the amount of federal funds a county receives will have an impact upon voting outcomes.  I agree, and will test for a relationship between this variable and the dependent variable.  I expect this variable to have one of the greatest impacts upon the dependent variable.  

I believe that the amount of average income the people in a county have will affect the dependent variable as well.  It is largely known that those with lower incomes prefer Democratic candidates because the Democratic Party tends to support large public programs for those of lower incomes.

Percentage of voter turnout, I believe will have a significant impact upon the dependent variable.  Generally, the higher the percentage of voter turnout, the closer an election will be, and the lower the percentage of turnout, the more easily the incumbent will be reelected (Nicholson and Ross, 1997).     

According to Dr. Richard Witmer of Creighton University, in recent years Native American voter turnout has dramatically increased.  Counties with a large percentage of Native Americans will see an impact on voting outcomes (Witmer, 2004,1).  This information is very relevant to my research and I believe I will find that a greater divergence of vote is more prevalent in counties that have a higher percentage of Native Americans. 

Also, those who are more highly educated are more likely to vote (Shaffer, 1982, 179). I can then assume that the more highly educated will turnout more as well.  This means that in counties with higher percentage of high school and college educated will more than likely have higher voting turnouts, and as said earlier, higher voting turnouts lead to closer races, or in my case, great divergence of voter support between the presidential and U.S. senate candidates from the same party.  Furthermore, it is accepted belief that those with a college degree or beyond tend to be more democratic.

Thus, I will hypothesize that the more federal funds a county receives, the larger the average income of a county, the higher the percentage of voter turnout, the higher the percentage of Native Americans in a county, the higher the percent population with a college degree and the higher the percent of population with a high school degree in a county will give way to a higher percentage of divergence (or split voting) between the presidential and U.S. senatorial candidates of the same party in the races of 1996 and 1998.  I only look at the federal elections of 1996 and 1998, and the voting outcomes of the presidential and U.S. senate races of these years because they are recent, prominent examples of split voting in counties of South Dakota.  

Additionally, I expect the relationship of the independent variables with the dependent variable in the year 1996 to all be of a positive correlation. Since I subtract percent vote of the Republican U.S. senate candidate from the Republican presidential candidate to measure the divergence of vote, a positive correlation means that a divergence is in favor of the Republican presidential candidate instead of the Republican U.S. senate candidate.  In 1998, I except to see a negative correlation between the independent variables and the dependent variable because I subtract the Democrat U.S. senate votes from the Democrat presidential candidate (1996) in order to measure the split voting outcomes.  

The primary reason why I anticipate different correlations of the two years is because I suspect that the South Dakotan people are more apt to vote for a Republican for president and a Democrat candidate for the congressional offices.  This is largely rooted in the argument people will vote for a Republican for president to ensure national conservative economic policies and then vote for a Democrat congressional candidate to ensure that the state will receive large “pork” or federal funds (Krantz, 2004, Fiorina, 1992).  After seeing a trend of South Dakotan voters supporting a Republican president and Democrat congressional candidates, I believe this theory applies to the people of the state of South Dakota.  For both election years, I also anticipate to see the independent variables of federal funds and voter turnout to have the strongest relationship with the divergence (split) vote outcomes.

Percent Divergence (% vote D - % vote P) of 1996 election and Percent Divergence (% vote C - % vote D) in 1998* election

*the Clinton vote is from 1996 election year.

	 
	Dole % vote ‘96
	Pressler % vote ‘96
	% Difference (D-P vote)
	Clinton % vote ‘96
	Daschle % vote ‘98
	% Difference vote (C-D vote)

	AURORA
	44.67549
	45.70884
	-1.03335
	41.83995
	61.43155
	-19.5916

	BEADLE
	42.76891
	44.04442
	-1.27551
	46.42816
	70.22472
	-23.7966

	BENNETT
	47.07424
	51.22592
	-4.15168
	44.27948
	66.5285
	-22.249

	BON HOMME
	41.55995
	45.11601
	-3.55606
	45.66356
	70.86817
	-25.2046

	BROOKINGS
	45.35131
	43.99857
	1.352743
	45.28921
	67.2949
	-22.0057

	BROWN
	41.35101
	41.11165
	0.23936
	48.11212
	68.18849
	-20.0764

	BRULE
	40.80699
	42.95775
	-2.15076
	45.3827
	61.8819
	-16.4992

	BUFFALO
	20.9375
	22.74143
	-1.80393
	72.65625
	77.38095
	-4.7247

	BUTTE
	53.24036
	63.68868
	-10.4483
	30.95433
	51.48548
	-20.5311

	CAMPBELL
	64.2268
	60.26971
	3.957095
	20.82474
	53.24544
	-32.4207

	CHARLES MIX
	42.40397
	43.92963
	-1.52567
	47.41016
	63.47057
	-16.0604

	CLARK
	44.51383
	46.16071
	-1.64689
	42.6405
	71.16693
	-28.5264

	CLAY
	36.03733
	31.92641
	4.110923
	53.48169
	71.69223
	-18.2105

	CODINGTON
	45.18318
	46.09354
	-0.91036
	42.7137
	66.98303
	-24.2693

	CORSON
	41
	52.45776
	-11.4578
	41.46154
	50.87001
	-9.40847

	CUSTER
	51.83199
	59.41211
	-7.58012
	33.4227
	47.40915
	-13.9865

	DAVISON
	44.77949
	47.24306
	-2.46357
	44.6865
	63.82947
	-19.143

	DAY
	36.28644
	37.29149
	-1.00505
	52.08038
	72.28319
	-20.2028

	DEUEL
	40.6556
	44.13793
	-3.48233
	46.40272
	68.23917
	-21.8364

	DEWEY
	33.19859
	34.79355
	-1.59497
	56.29106
	64.92013
	-8.62907

	DOUGLAS
	63.38397
	66.61409
	-3.23012
	27.44893
	48.02867
	-20.5797

	EDMUNDS
	45.671
	45.38293
	0.288064
	42.12121
	61.65517
	-19.534

	FALL RIVER
	47.31058
	53.42105
	-6.11047
	39.24234
	55.36392
	-16.1216

	FAULK
	52.26782
	47.51825
	4.74957
	35.49316
	59.4703
	-23.9771

	GRANT
	43.64438
	44.99369
	-1.34932
	44.20769
	65.23461
	-21.0269

	GREGORY
	49.65064
	49.73674
	-0.0861
	37.9367
	61.37566
	-23.439

	HAAKON
	68.81303
	72.42448
	-3.61144
	22.03258
	45.52529
	-23.4927

	HAMLIN
	49.02103
	49.78118
	-0.76015
	39.92023
	65.82064
	-25.9004

	HAND
	52.33686
	48.79755
	3.539309
	35.40564
	64.58234
	-29.1767

	HANSON
	52.21643
	54.22308
	-2.00665
	35.26728
	58.88133
	-23.6141

	HARDING
	68.40764
	73.69759
	-5.28994
	19.23567
	47.49642
	-28.2608

	HUGHES
	56.79969
	54.27296
	2.526736
	35.43467
	59.08709
	-23.6524

	HUTCHINSON
	55.66351
	56.21512
	-0.55161
	32.85605
	60.36385
	-27.5078

	HYDE
	54.5354
	54.5354
	0
	34.18142
	60.96491
	-26.7835

	JACKSON
	55.26091
	57.38832
	-2.12741
	36.18477
	51.84405
	-15.6593

	JERAULD
	38.8563
	43.40029
	-4.54398
	48.09384
	66.82654
	-18.7327

	JONES
	63.51166
	63.11475
	0.396906
	25.24005
	47.4339
	-22.1938

	KINGSBURY
	43.21893
	44.0571
	-0.83818
	45.21826
	69.8
	-24.5817

	LAKE
	38.41344
	43.04331
	-4.62987
	49.35522
	71.70919
	-22.354

	LAWRENCE
	46.91803
	57.07997
	-10.1619
	37.7886
	53.74264
	-15.954

	LINCOLN
	48.92279
	49.59068
	-0.66789
	42.4246
	60.64743
	-18.2228

	LYMAN
	47.66907
	43.1449
	4.524175
	42.41628
	64.04959
	-21.6333

	MARSHALL
	38.33482
	39.67828
	-1.34347
	52.76046
	72.19388
	-19.4334

	MCCOOK
	47.44767
	49.06764
	-1.61997
	42.82042
	62.85203
	-20.0316

	MCPHERSON
	62.24784
	63.88077
	-1.63293
	26.68588
	50.48113
	-23.7952

	MEADE
	54.31561
	61.24515
	-6.92955
	32.25806
	51.90706
	-19.649

	MELLETTE
	52.25564
	52.76074
	-0.5051
	37.84461
	65.54726
	-27.7027

	MINER
	38.34788
	44.48898
	-6.14109
	49.63062
	73.70456
	-24.0739

	MINNEHAHA
	44.24231
	45.9339
	-1.69159
	48.04529
	63.20403
	-15.1587

	MOODY
	37.00759
	38.53904
	-1.53145
	52.15034
	71.49737
	-19.347

	PENNINGTON
	54.322
	59.96405
	-5.64205
	35.99504
	50.5219
	-14.5269

	PERKINS
	58.09693
	65.81451
	-7.71758
	27.18676
	50.3125
	-23.1257

	POTTER
	57.52056
	54.77032
	2.750246
	31.37485
	55.57084
	-24.196

	ROBERTS
	37.98754
	39.85658
	-1.86904
	50.45003
	69.64746
	-19.1974

	SANBORN
	43.81085
	45.67643
	-1.86558
	44.99305
	71.04405
	-26.051

	SHANNON
	11.07706
	15.1502
	-4.07314
	84.32574
	78.76844
	5.557303

	SPINK
	44.99864
	43.81134
	1.187296
	44.58981
	67.28625
	-22.6964

	STANLEY
	57.52533
	54.17266
	3.352664
	32.85094
	60.34612
	-27.4952

	SULLY
	57.7561
	56.47059
	1.285509
	31.31707
	56.43803
	-25.121

	TODD
	24.20894
	25.44751
	-1.23857
	69.3119
	74.6784
	-5.3665

	TRIPP
	53.63985
	52.42508
	1.214762
	34.73819
	61.78218
	-27.044

	TURNER
	48.62997
	48.2817
	0.348264
	41.52061
	64.17489
	-22.6543

	UNION
	42.90378
	46.20609
	-3.30231
	45.66929
	63.74464
	-18.0753

	WALWORTH
	52.38437
	53.16456
	-0.78019
	33.66798
	58.31276
	-24.6448

	YANKTON
	44.01768
	45.48121
	-1.46354
	42.77136
	66.15151
	-23.3802

	ZIEBACH
	40.32258
	43.5307
	-3.20812
	51.93548
	62.36559
	-10.4301


Methodology


To test my hypothesis, I gathered statistical data from various sources.  My data information came from the 1990 Census of the United States Census Bureau (www.census.gov), the Secretary of State Election Information website of the South Dakota State governmental website (www.sdsos.gov), and from a database of Dr. Richard Witmer of Creighton University. 

  
Once I gathered all my data into an SPSS file, I began my statistical analysis.  The unit of analysis I use is on the county level.  My dependent and all of my independent variables are ratio variables; hence I will use a multivariate regression analysis.  My dependent variable is the percent divergence of support between the presidential and congressional candidates in the election years of 1996 and 1998. (It must be noted that in the year of 1996 was a presidential election year and 1998 was a midterm election year).  


In my analysis, I test six independent variables.  The first independent variable is federal funds.  This variable consists of the amount of federal funds each county received for the years of 1996 and 1998.  The second independent variable that I analyze is the average income of the population for each county.  All the household incomes were added and divided by the number of households and multiplied by 100, then and an average was found.  The Third independent variable I analyze is percentage of voter turnout.  I divided the total turnout of voter in a county by the county population of those 18 and older, and then multiplied by 100.  The next independent variable is the percent Native American population in each county.  This variable was found by dividing the number of Native Americans in a county by the population total and then multiplying by 100.  The fifth independent variable is the percentage of county population with a college degree.  The sixth independent variable I test is the percentage of the county population with a high school degree.  In order to determine these variables I took the percentage of the population with a college degree, divided it by the county population and then multiplied by 100.  I did this to determine percentage of high school degree as well. 

 Analysis


To concisely analyze results of multivariate regressions, one must look at five key elements.  First, the regression unstandardized coefficient, B, or otherwise known as the slope, predicts how much change in the dependent variable is associated with a unit increase in the independent variable, holding all other independent variables constant.  The intercept, labeled as the constant in the SPSS results, predicts where the equation line crosses the y-axis and what the value of the dependent variable will be when all the independent variables equal zero.  The standardized coefficient, Beta, predicts how much change of the dependent variable is associated with a unit increase in the independent variable in units of standard deviation.  Multiple independent variables can be compared to one another using the Beta values of each in order to determine which independent variable has the largest impact upon the dependent variable.  

Additionally, the T-value and its significant level determines whether the slope value of the independent variables would be in the distribution of sample slopes if the Null hypothesis, which states there is no relationship between the independent and dependent variable, were true, measured in units of standard deviation. Typically, one wants a T-value of +/- 1.96 and a significance level of .05 or less in order to reject the Null and confidently state there is a relationship between the independent and dependent variables.  Finally, the R square and the adjusted R square indicates the proportion of variation of the dependent variable that is explained by the independent variables.  I will be looking at the adjusted R square in this analysis since I have a small sample of 66 counties (N=66) for each election year.      

In this section of analysis, two tables display the statistical results I received after running two separate multivariate regressions.  Table 1 refers to the 1996-election year data results and Table 2 refers to the 1998 election year data results.  Again, I hypothesize that counties with large amounts of federal funds, a large average income, a high percentage of voter turnout, a high percentage of Native Americans, a high percentage of population with a college degree, and a high percentage of population with a high school degree will have a higher divergence (or split outcomes) than counties that do not have these characteristics.  In 1996, I expect to find a positive correlation between the independent variables and the dependent variable.  In the election year of 1998, I believe I will find a negative correlation between the independent and dependent variables.  For both election years I expect that the independent variables of federal funds and percent of voter turnout will have the strongest relationships, or impact, with the dependent variable of divergence (split) of votes.  

The Null hypothesis states that no relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable exists.  I hope to disprove the Null hypothesis using all of my independent variables in both of the election years and prove that a relationship does exist between all the independent variables and the dependent variable.  

Table 1.  Multivariate Regression of Split voting in 1996

	1996
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	T-Value
	Sig. Level

	Constant
	-22.484
	7.144
	
	-3.147
	.003

	Federal Funds
	-.00000000817

(-.0817)*
	.0000000051

(.051)*
	-.218
	-1.598
	.115

	Average Income
	.00024

(.240)**
	.000090

(.090)**
	.323
	2.657
	.010

	Percent Voter Turnout
	.211
	.063
	.558
	3.366
	.001

	Percent Native American
	.057
	.026
	.390
	2.179
	.033

	Percent college degree
	.264
	.106
	.410
	2.484
	.016

	Percent high school degree
	-.068
	.120
	-.080
	-.567
	.573


*in terms of $10,000,000.00    **in terms of $1,000.00


	R Square
	Adjusted R Square

	.257
	.181



For the year of 1996, I received a regression equation of y= -22.482 - .00000000817x1 + .00024 x2 +.211x3 .057x4 + .264x5 + -.068x6.  The intercept of the equation is -22.482 meaning that if all the independent variables equated to a value of zero there would be a -22.482 divergence of vote between the presidential and U.S. senate candidates of the same party in a county of South Dakota.


The independent variable of federal funds resulted in a slope of -.00000000817 with a t-value of -1.598 and a significance level of .115.  The rule of the t-value and significance levels is that in order to reject the Null hypothesis, which states that there is no direct correlation between an independent and dependent variable one must receive a t-value of 2 or greater and a significance level of .05 or less.  However, since the values of the federal funds variable is fairly close to the values needed to reject the Null, I will insist that there is a notable measure of association between the variable of federal funds and the divergence in voting outcomes in a county.  I still have an 88.5% confidence level that I will get the slope and can reject the Null hypothesis.  

The slope of this independent variable shows, holding all other independent variables constant, that for every increase in a dollar a county receives there is a negative divergence of support between the presidential and senate candidates of the same party by .00000000817 units.  In applicable terms, if I multiply the independent variable by 10,000,000, for every $10,000,000.00 a county receives there will be a decrease of divergence (split) of vote by .0817 units, holding all other variables constant.  I had originally expected the independent variable of federal funds to have a positive and a larger impact upon the dependent variable.


The variable of average income resulted in a t-value of 2.657 and a significance level of .010 and a slope value of .00024.  Holding all other variables constant, this means that for every dollar increase in the average income of a county there is a .00024 unit increase of divergence.  This is to say that if I multiply the variable by 1000 to achieve more relevant meaning, for every $1,000.00 increase in the average income of a county there will be an increase of divergence of vote by .00024 units, holding all other variables constant. 

Percentage of voter turnout proved to have a highly influential relationship with the dependent variable of divergence of vote support.  The independent variable has a slope of .211 and a t-value of 3.366 with a significance level of .001.  Holding all other variables constant, for every increase in one percentage of voting turnout there is an increase of divergence of .211 in a county.


Percentage of the Native American population holds an interesting correlation with the dependent variable.  This independent variable has a slope of .057 and a t-value of 2.179 with a significance level of .033.  This means that for every increase in the percentage of people who are Native American there is a positive increase in the amount of divergence of support between the presidential and senate candidates of the same party in a county by .057 units, holding everything else constant.


Percentage of population with a college degree proved to have a direct relationship upon the dependent variable.  The t-value for this independent variable is 2.484 with a significance level of .016.  The slope equals .264.  Holding all other variables constant, for every one- percent increase in the percentage of the county population with a college degree there is an increase in the divergence of vote by .264 units.


The independent variable of percentage of population with a high school degree shows not to have a direct correlation with the dependent variable.  With a t-value of -.567 and a significance level of .573, there is no real correlation between this independent variable and the dependent variable.  However, for the variable of percentage of population with a college degree there proves to be a link to the dependent variable.  This independent variable has a t-value of 2.484 and a significance level of .016 and a slope of .264.  Holding all other variables constant, this means that for every one percentage increase in the population of those with a college degree there is an increase in divergence of vote of .265 units.  


By looking at the Beta values of all the independent variables that are of significance, I am able to find which variables had the strongest impact on the dependent variable in units of standard deviation in comparison to the other independent variables.  In 1996, percent voter turnout held the strongest correlation with a Beta value of .558.  Percent college degree had a value of .410.  Percent of Native American population had a Beta value of .390.  Average income had a value of .323, and the independent variable that held the smallest impact upon the dependent variable was federal funds with a Beta value of -.218.  I had originally expected federal funds to be one of the variables with the strongest impact upon the dependent variable.    


These results are very interesting, and they have also have provided for an important understanding as to why some counties are more divergent in support for the presidential and U.S. senate candidate of the same party for the year of 1996.  The explanation of divergence is somewhat different in the election year of 1998.  Instead of five independent variables holding a significant impact upon the dependent variable, such as in 1996, there are four independent variables of significant impact. 

Table 2.  Multivariate Regression of Split voting in 1998

	1998
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	T-Value
	Sig. Level

	Constant
	-11.718
	7.863
	
	-1.490
	.141

	Federal Funds
	.0000000057

(.057)*
	.0000000053

(.053)*
	.093
	1.071
	.289

	Average Income
	.000197

(.197)**
	.000112

(.112)**
	.137
	1.753
	.085

	Percent Voter Turnout
	-.212
	.061
	-.361
	-3.469
	.001

	Percent Native American
	.147
	.029
	.549
	5.007
	.000

	Percent college degree
	-.054
	.123
	-.046
	-.436
	.665

	Percent high school degree
	-.070
	.144
	-.045
	-.487
	.628


* in terms of $10,000,000.00    **in terms of $1,000.00

	R Square
	Adjusted R Square

	.693
	.661



In the year of 1998, the equation of the multivariate regression is y= -11.718 + .00000000570x1 + .000197x2 - .212x3 + .147x4 - .070x5 - .054x6.   The intercept of the regression line equals -11.718 meaning that when all the independent variables have a value of zero, the divergence of support between the presidential and senate candidates will be -11.718.  

The slope of the independent variable of federal funds equals .00000000570 with a t-value of 1.071 and a significance of .289.  As stated before, by standard rule, in order for the Null hypothesis to be rejected I must have a t-value of 2 or more and a significance level of less than .05, give or take a few.  The t-value and the significance level illustrate that this specific independent variable does not possess a highly influential association with the dependent variable of divergence in a county under standard thoughts.  Nevertheless, I still have a 71.1 percent chance of getting a slope of .00000000570 and so I will take a risk and assert that the amount of federal funds a county received is of considerable importance.

The slope of this independent variable is .00000000570.  This means that for every dollar a county receives in federal funds there will be .00000000570 unit increase in the divergence of voting outcome.  In more relevant terms, if I multiply the slope by 10,000,000, holding everything else constant, for every $10,000,000.00 a county receives there will be a .057 increase in the divergence (split) of the vote.  

I had originally believed that the independent variable of federal funds would have held a more impressive relationship with the dependent variable.  Also, I had predicted that in 1998 the impact of all the independent variables upon the dependent variable would be negative.  I predicted this because South Dakota tends to elect a Republican for president and Democrats for congressional seats.  Thus, when I subtracted the percent vote of the Democratic U.S. senate candidate from the Democratic presidential candidate, I assumed a negative divergence between the independent and dependent variables would occur, showing favor for a Democrat U.S. senate candidate over a Democrat presidential candidate. 


The variable of average income in a county does not have much influence upon the dependent variable either; however, it does hold a slight association.  I will consider this variable as significant for the same argument I consider federal funds to be significant for both election years.  There is a 91.5 percent chance of getting the slope value and rejecting the Null using this variable, so I will insist that this variable does have somewhat of a relationship with the dependent variable.

With a significance level of .085 and a t-value of 1.753, there is a minor measure of a relationship.  The slope of this variable was .000112, signifying that for every dollar increase in the average income of the county in South Dakota there will be a .000112 increase in the divergence of the vote, holding everything else constant.  Or in more applicable terms, by multiplying the variable by 1,000, I can then state, holding everything else constant, for every $1,000.00 more the average income of a county is, there will be an increase of .112 units of the divergence of voter support between the presidential and U.S. senate candidate of the same party.  


The percent voter turnout holds a substantial correlation with the dependent variable with a t-value of -3.469 and a significant level of .001.  The slope is -.212.  For every percentage increase in voter turnout there is a -.212 unit of divergence.  The percentage the population of Native American also showed to have a very strong influence upon the divergence of the support between the presidential and senate candidates in a county.  This independent variable has a slope of .147, a t-value of 5.007 and a significance of .000.  Holding all other variables constant, for every increase in one percentage of the population American Indian, there is an increase of divergence of vote by .147 units.


The percentage of population with a high school degree or college degree showed not to hold a significant relationship with the dependent variable and so the Null hypothesis cannot be rejected using these two variables for the year of 1998.  The variable of percentage of population with a high school degree has a t-value of -.487 and a significance level of .628.  The independent variable of percentage of population with a college degree has a t-value of -.436 and a significance level of .665. In 1998, there is not definitive correlation between percentage of population with a high school or college degree and the divergence of vote in counties of South Dakota.  

The independent variables of federal funds, average income, percent voter turnout, and percentage of Native Americans, all proved to have a relationship with the dependent variable.  By comparing the Beta value of these independent variables I am able to compare the strength of the variables’ impact upon the dependent variable in terms of units of standard deviation.  In 1998, percentage of Native American population showed to have the strongest relationship with the divergence of vote.  The Beta value equaled .549.  Percentage of voter turnout was the second strongest variable with a Beta value of -.361.  Average income had a Beta value of .137.  And federal funds had an impact upon the dependent variable of .093.  Like in the year 1996, I had expect the variable of federal funds to have one of the strongest impacts upon the divergence (slit) of votes between the presidential and U.S. senate candidates of the same party. 

Conclusion

The statistical multivariate regression results of the election year of 1996, (Table 1), reveal that my hypothesis is upheld in part and disproved in part.  The results are very intriguing.  My independent variables of federal funds, average income, percent voter turnout, percent Native American, and percentage of population with a college degree all have significant relationships with the divergence of voting (or split ticket) outcomes amongst the counties of South Dakota.  I am able to reject the Null hypothesis using these five independent variables for the election year of 1996.  Thus, my results demonstrate that in this particular election year, counties that have smaller amounts of federal funds, larger average income, higher percent voter turnout, higher percent Native American, and higher percent population with a college degree will more than likely have a higher percent divergence (split) of voting outcomes than other counties. 

Taken together, all the independent variables explain for 18.1 percent (adjusted R square) of the reason as to why some South Dakota counties are more divergent in support for the presidential and senate candidate of the same party than other counties for the election year of 1996.  The regression testing the independent variables to the dependent variables also revealed that the independent variable of percentage of population with a high school degree held no significant correlation with the dependent variable.

In 1998 (Table 2) my hypothesis was upheld in part and disproved in part.  I am able to explain for an astounding 66.1 percent of the divergence of voting outcomes amongst South Dakota counties.  This is quite an ample increase of explanation from the election year of 1996. There are various factors that could account for this large difference in the results of the regressions and the impact the independent variables have upon the dependent variable.  These factors include things such as that 1996 was a Presidential election year where as 1998 was a midterm election year.  There was a larger voter turnout in 1996 than in 1998.  Also, the U.S. Senatorial race in 1998 was not as nearly as competitive as the 1996 election, which consisted of two high quality candidates.  Additionally, there was a larger Native American turnout in 1998 than in 1996.  These factors can potentially have a great influence upon the impact the independent variables have in the two distinct elections.  

  I am able to reject the Null hypothesis using four of my six independent variables in the election year of 1998. The statistics contend a county that receives larger amounts of federal funds, has a larger average income, a higher percent voter turnout, and a higher percent Native American population will more likely have higher percent divergence (or split) voting outcomes than counties that do not have the same attributes.  


In conclusion, after analyzing the multivariate regression results of the two election years I tested for, I have found that my hypothesis was some what correct, some what incorrect, and still lacking a full explanation for the reasons as to why some counties in South Dakota are more divergent in voting support between the presidential and U.S. senatorial candidates of the same party than other counties.  In comparison of the two years, I lack the most explanation in the year of 1996.  However, with an 18.1 percent explanation, I still have the ability to provide for some comprehension of split voting in South Dakota.  

In 1998, I explain for much more variance in the dependent variable than in the year of 1996.  I have been able to describe for 66.1 percent of the divergence of vote among counties, which I find to be quite astonishing as well as pleasing.  Nevertheless, there is still a 33.9 percent portion of explanation that is needed in order to fully grasp split voting in South Dakota for the year of 1998.  

In all, these results of both election years are extremely beneficial in attempting to understand the voting behavior of South Dakotans and the notion of split ticket voting within the state and throughout the county.  These results also support multiple theories about split ticket voting.  With the regression results, an assortment of ideas about the importance of various socioeconomic impacts upon elections and split ticket voting are supported.  These arguments are linked to the idea that voter turnout has an effect upon split ticket voting.  In addition, the results of my research provide support theories that assert factors such as education, income, race, and “pork” do impact election results, along with driving the occurrence of split ticket voting.  Both behavioral and ration-choice theories of why people vote the way they do are evident within my results, meaning that populations in counties of South Dakota have split ticket outcomes due to behavioral and rational reasonings. 

The results of the two regressions lead to more questions of interest.  The difference of association the independent variables have upon my dependent variable of the two election years is very interesting.  The question of why there is a notable difference of the relationship the independent variables have with the dependent variable in the two distinct election years would make for an interesting question.  Discerning the reason as to why I am able to explain for 66.1 percent of the split voting outcomes in 1998, and in comparison, a much smaller 18.1 percent explanation in 1996 would be intriguing to know as well.   


More research to answer the latter questions and my own research question is still desired to fully realize reason for the divergence (split) of election outcomes in the state of South Dakota.  Variables such as ideology, public opinion, age, job sector, and marginal votes, all of which I did not consider, could hold a great influence upon the divergence among counties and further the understanding of split ticket voting in South Dakota and throughout the country.  

Overall, I am very satisfied with the results from my analysis.  I find the results of my research captivating and substantial.  Determining that percent population of Native American, percent population with a college degree, percent voter turnout, average income, and amount of federal funds are correlated to the divergence, or split, of votes between the presidential and U.S. senate candidates of the same party has provided for a remarkable amount of explanation and understanding of split voting in countries of South Dakota. These statistics also bare insight into the phenomenon of split ticket voting in elections throughout the state and country.  Evaluating the same independent variables in this specific case study in a national study could possibly reveal comparably valuable results, furthering the knowledge of party voting divergence and even split ticket voting itself.
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