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PREFACE

The purpose of this study is to discover the effects
of ‘a physical and a geometrical political boundary on the"
electoral patterns of the Oklahoma-Kansas and Oklahoma-
Texas bouﬁdary regions. The spatial aspects of the two re-
gions will be investigated with regards to their historical,
sociological am electoral histories, and the results relat-
ed to boﬁndary effects. The extent to which these effects
are felt will be discussed along with th‘the effects occur.

The author wishes to express his aépreciation to his
major adviser, Dr. Robert E. Norris, for his tolerance,
guidance and assistance through the duration of this thesis.
Appreciation is also expresséd to the "other" committee
members, Drs. Keith D. Harries and George O. Carney, for
their insights, inspirations and invaluable assistance ip
the preparation of the final typescripts. Thanks also to
my friend and typist, Linda Allred.

The Arab mystic, Ibn-ul-Arabi once wrote "Deliver us;
oh Allah, from the sea of names" and many more_thanks afe
due. Firstly, I thank my parents for their encouragement
and support throughout this graduate study, to sociology
professors Drs. Donald Allen and Richard Dodder, and pbli-

tical science professor Raymond Habiby. Those nameless

iii



members of "Thesis Anonymous“ (or is it "Anomalous"?) have
also contributed a semblance of sanity which is occasional-

ly manifest in this document.

iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

_Chapter | Page
I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM . . . « 4+ v« « o o o o o
Introduction . . . + . ¢ ¢ . ¢ e 4 e e . W 1
Significance . . . e o e o e e s o o 2
Statement of the Problem e e e e e e e e . 2
Hypotheses . . ¢ . ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ v ¢« o o« o o o & 2
Methodology, Data, and Period of Time . . . 5
The Study Area . . + v o o « o o o o« o o & 7

Literature ReView . « v & o o o o o « o « o 11
SUMMAYY « ¢« « o « o o o o o o o o o o « o « 16

IT. METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS . . . - « « « o« « o+« o 20

The Study Areas . . « « « « « o o o o « o« « 20
- - L
Technique . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ « o« o« o« « o « « 22
Analysis . . . . . ¢ ¢ et e e e e e e .27
Introduction . . +« + « . « ¢ « o o+ . o 27

~ An Overview . . . . e e e e o . 27

The Study Area Votlng Patterns . 28

The Boundary Voting Patterns . . 60

The East-West Voting Patterns . . 60

Summary and Conclusion . . . . . . . . . . 66

IITI. SOME SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS . . « ¢ « « « « « o 170

Introduction . . ¢ . . ¢« ¢« 4 ¢« 4 + « « o« . 10
Social Characteristics . . . . . ¢« « « « . 11
- o - Y
Time Period . . . « « +¢ ¢ & + « o« o« & o« o« « 13
Technigques . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ v e ¢« o o o o o« « « 13
Analysis . v v ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ s 4 e e e s o« o . 16
Summary and Conclusions . . . . . . . « . . 88

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS . . & ¢ « « o o o o o o _91

SUMMALY &+ « « « « o« o o o o o o o o o « « o 91
Conclusions . . .« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« v « o o o« o o« o o« 95
Implications . . . . « ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢« « ¢« « « o o 97
Further Research . . « « ¢« ¢« o « ¢ o « « « 99



Chapter : : Page
SELECTED -BIBLIOGRAPIIY . . + v v o ¢« o« « o o o o o « » 101

APPENDIX + = « v « o o v o e v e v s v s e e v v o . . 105

o vi



Table

II.

I1T.

IV.

VI.

VIT.

VITIT.

IX.

XI.

XIT.

LIST OF TABLES

National Percentage Vote for Democratic
Presidential Candidate . . . . . . . .« . .

Mean Percentage of the Vote for Democratic
Presidential Candidates by the States and
the Study Counties Within Those States . .

Mean Percentage Vote for Democratic
Presidential Candidate by County Tiers . .

F-Significance for the Study Areas and
F-Statistic of the County Tiers Within
Those Areas . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ o o« o ¢ o o o « o

Mean Difference Between Border Counties and
t-Statistic for Boundary Comparisons . . .

Mean Vote for Democratic Presidential
Candidate by East/West Divisions . . . . .

F-Statistics for East. and West Divisions
of the Study Areas . . . « ¢ ¢« ¢ « o o « =

Mean Density of the Study Areas by East/West
Divisions . . « « ¢ « ¢« ¢ v 4 ¢ o . . . .

Correlations of All Study Elections in Both
Study AYeas . . « 4 o ¢ o o o o o o o o o

Correlations of All Study Elections in the
Northern Study Area . . « ¢« o o o & o« o o &

Correlations of All Study Elections in the

Southern Study Area . . ¢« ¢ « o o o o o o =

Correlations of Social Characteristics with
Study Area Counties by Study Election and
Multivariate F Significance . . . . . . . .

vii

Page

36

37

38

41
62
65
67
67
77

78

79

o



‘LIST OF FIGURES

Figure ~ _ ' ’ Page
1. A Diagrammatic Representation of a Boundary . . . 3
2. The Study Areas . e e e e e e e e e e e 8

3. The Election of 1908 - Profile

29
4. The Election of 1920 - Profile b. e e e e e e e e 30
5. The Election of 1932 - Profile . . . . . . . . . 31
6. The Election of 1944 - Profile . . . . ¢ ¢ .+ .« . 32
7. The Election of 1956 - Profile . .'. . . . . .. 33
8. The Election of 1968 - Profile . . . . . . . . . 34
9. The Election of 1976 - Profilé e 1

10. 1908 EleCtion Map . - « - « « « v+ o . o ... . 39

11. 1920 Election Map . . . e e e e ... a3

12. 1932 Election Map . . . . ¢ & « v o o o« o o« o« « . 46

13. 1944 Election Map . - . . e 4 v e e e e e . 49

14. 1956 Election Map . . . o « « o v o o o « v « . . 51

15, 1968 Election Map . « « v o o o o o o o o o« o o . 54

16. 1976 Election Map . . + v » « v v s s e o ... 56

17. Graph of Northern Study Area Border Counties
F-Statistics . .+ ¢ ¢ & o o ¢ o o o o« o o o o & 58

18. - Graph of Southern Study Area Border Counties
F-Statistics . . . . ¢ . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ . 0 e 0 e e 59

19. Graph of Boundary Comparison t-Statistic . . . . .611

20. Graph of F-Statistic for East/West Division N
of the Northern Study Area . . . .« « &+ « « « o 63

viii



Figure A Page

21. Graph of F-Statistic for East/West Division of ,
the Southern Study Area . . ¢ « « « « « o o o« & 64

ix



CHAPTER I
Statement of the Problem
Introduction

Boundaries are ubiquitous. They are applied at:all
levels of ahalysis in geography. From soils to solar radia-
tion, physical boundaries exist as human artifacts imposed
on gradiénts. Phenomena associated‘with these boundaries
are the result of the immutable, mechanistic forces of na-
ture, without the presence of man. |

From Asia to Anglo-America and from tribe to territori;
al étate, political boundaries have beén the subject of
controversy, conflict and even war. ‘Whilé these boundaries
are thought to be permanent in nature,'as the delinéation
of a state, few have remained unchanged.

The state politicél boundaries of Oklahoma have 1ike~
wise been adjusted to accommodate political pressures froﬁ
forces both outside, and inside the state itseli;‘ This ;
study focused on the effect which Oklahoma's Red River
énd thirty-seventh parallel state boundaries héve upon

Voting‘for President.



Significance

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of

state boundaries in an electoral context. The significance
will reside in its utility to further investigation of this
nature and its ability to contribute to the largef body of
scientific knowledge. |

The implications of this study either reinforce, or call
for a reexamination of some of the ideas concerned with the
characteristics of boundaries and their impact upon a re-

gion.
Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was tb discover the effects:
of a "physical" or "naturally marked" boundary, and a "geo-
metrical" boundary on the electoral pattern of the Oklahoma-
Kansas and Oklahoma-Texas boundary regions.1 The spatial
aspects of the two regions were investigated with regard.
to their electoral and sociological histories, and the re-
sults related to the boundary effects. The extent to which
these effects are felt was also discusséd, along with

why the effects occur.

'Hypotheses

Various definitions of boundaries have been posed. An
attempt to combine the functional and locational attributes
of an area and its bouhdary are essayed to define the

hypotheses in this study.



Hartshorne identified two types of forces which he be-
lieves to be present in the nation-state. The forces, "cen-
tripetal" and "centrifugal," are phenomena which function as
unifying and devisive forces present in the state, respec-
tively.2 Jones expanded this thesis and further specified
these concepts. He suggested that modern states condition

3

fields of movement and circulation within these states.

Furthermore, McCarty described boundaries as shown in

Figure 1.4

Frequency

Distance

Figure 1. A Diagrammatic Representation
of a Boundary

In this figure the thick line represents a boundary. Thus,
a boundary can be considered a barrier to spatial interac-
tion and spatial diffusion. Spatial interaction is the
movement of peoples and communications between them. Spa-
tial diffusion is the way in which these movements disperse.
The people of each state constitute a separate group,

the areal extent of which is determined by the state



boundary. Ad previously mentioned, this bm.mc'lai:y functions
.ag a barrier to spatial interaction, the flows of peopleé
and ideas. On the Oklahoma side of the state boundary spa-
tial interactions are more concerned with the function of
the state (a centripetal force). Thus, the boundary

acts as a barrier to the types of interactions (which~havg
been conditioned by thevboundary) that are oriented toward
Oklahoma. Beyond the boundary the Oklahoma political cen-
ter is of decreasing importance as proximity.to the

other state‘political centers increase. The interactions
of Oklahomans are extraneous to those of Kansans or

Texans, since the former is not ocCupiédiwith thé mainte- -
nance of the latter's state. These behaviors are reinforc-
ed by state taxes, voting for staté officers, sﬁate laws;
and courses in public and private schools concerned with

" their state's history. in short, through these processes
the state's citizens learh, either cpnsciously or uncon-
sciously, to identify with the state and its land.

In this research the political center of the state
could be defined as the hypothetical point at which the
vote for the Democratic presidential candidate is greatggt.
This county can be described as the functional "core arga“
of the Democratic vote which'may reflect a friends and
neighbors pattern of the vote.

The northern study aréa includes as its state boundary
a parallel and is uninterrupted by physical.barriers

throughout the study area. The southern study area is



interrupted by the Red River which boﬁnds Oklahoma and Texas.
This boundary can most effortlessly be Crosséd only by
bridge. Presumably, less spatial interaétion occurs

across this boundary due to this physical feature.

From the preceding information these assumptions are
extrapolated,bl) spatial interaction is a major component
of the voting response surface produced by elections, 2)
boundaries condition or shape these interactions resulting
in a distinct electoral area, énd 3) the greater the spa-
tial interaction the more similar.the voting. |

Based upon these assumptions about the functions of
states and their boundaries, the followipg hypotheses
were formulated:

1) voting across both boundaries will be markedly
different,

2) the difference in electoral patterns along the
Oklahoma-Texas Red River boundary will be more marked than
that of the Oklahoma-Kansas geometric boundary,

3) there will be concomitant social differences ih
relation to voting alohg these boundaries'( a reéult of
decreased spatial interaction, and

4) these differences will be measurable and statisti-

cally significant.
Methodology, Data, and Period of Time

The effects of boundaries on voting patterns is demon-

strated by the within group (tier of contiguous counties



wilhin utatu) means being less than the betweeﬁ'gtoup
(éontigudus counties along the boundafY) means, in relation
to their combined variance. These groups of counties seem
ideally established for the analysis of variance and t—test’
‘techniques of statistical testing. The‘statisﬁical testing
techniques handled the data most concisely and with the
- least loss of infofmation compared to other techniques.
Béth were used since the Chanée of statistical error for
t-test increases with the number of t-tests used. The analy-
sis of variance procedure is essentially the same as_thé~
t-test except that it takes intd‘account éll the county
means in each study area (see Chapter II). The analysis of
variance‘will not be répeated‘as often as the t-test and
will therefore provide a check on the test (see Chapter Ii)}
The analysis of variance (AOV) and t-test will be used in
an inferential context since it will be assumed that these
countieé are a sample.of all possible samples of counties;
alqng:boundarieé, with these éharacteristics. The data re-
quired for this study were obtained from the foliowing:

(1) Election Returns - the Secretary of State for Kan-
sas and Texas, the Archives of the State of fekas, thé.QEf

‘lahoma Directory 1977, and the Oklahoma Red Book.

(2) Social Characteristics Data - the U.S. Bureau of
the Census[ ana
(3) Maps, Histories, etc. - any other relevant

sources.



The period 6f time covered started with the date
of Oklahoma's first vote in»a national election for Presi-
dént (as a State of the Union) in 1908, to the'pfesent.at
a roughly 12 year interval. These dates are 1908,-1920,
1932, 1944, 1956, 1968 and 1976, totaling seven elections.
The beginnihg date of 1908 wés chosen because it is Okla-
homa's first presidential election, and the néxt five for
‘their occurrence at 12 yeaf intervals. The final was
chosen because it‘wnBCOntemporary with the currenf writing
of this thésis. The decision for 12 year intervals wAs
made arbitrarily.

The decision to use the DemoCratic yote‘was made be-
cause of that party's proliferétion in the study areas.
The percent wés chosen to give a proportion which would
"control" for the raw totals of densely populated counties.
The decision to usc DPresidential elections is a result of‘
thesévelections, national-involving all states, crossing
‘the state boundaries; These data afe also feadily avail—_

able.

The Study Area

An examination of all state boundaries through time
would be an impressive (yet rigorously masochistic) feat.
Therefore, it was felt that two areas of Oklahoman boun-
daries were sufficient for an analysis of the problem. The
study areas included contiguous counties in two‘nohcon-

tiguous study areas (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2 (Continued)

Key: - 1-Crawlford County, Kansas
2-Neosho County, Kansas
3-Wilson County, Kansas
4-Elk County, Kansas
5-Butler County, Kansas
6-Sedgwick County, Kansas
7-Kingman County, Kansas
8-Pratt County, Kansas
9-Kiowa County, Kansas
0-Ford County, Kansas
A-Cherokee County, Kansas
B-Labette County, Kansas
C-Montgomery County, Kansas
D-Chautaugqua County, Kansas
E-Cowley County, Kansas
F-Sumner County, Kansas
G-Harper County, Kansas
lI-Barber County, Kansas
I-Comanche County, Kansas
J-Clark County, Kansas
K-Ottawa County, Oklahoma
L-Craig County, Oklahoma
M-Nowata County, Oklahoma
N-Washington County, Oklahoma
0-0Osage County, Oklahoma
P-Kay County, Oklahoma
Q-Grant County, Oklahoma

~R-Alfalfa County, Oklahoma
S-Woods County, Oklahoma
T-Harper County, Oklahoma
U-Delaware County, Oklahoma
V-Mayes County, Oklahoma
W-Rogers County, Oklahoma
X-Tulsa County, Oklahoma
Y-Pawnee County, Oklahoma
Z-Noble County, Oklahoma
.~Garfield County, Oklahoma
,~Major County, Oklahoma
(-Woodward County, Oklahoma
)-Ellis County, Oklahoma
- -LeFlore County, Oklahoma
+-Pushmataha County, Oklahoma
| ~Atoka County, Oklahoma
- —Johnston County, Oklahoma
< -Carter County, Oklahoma
~~-Stephens County, Oklahoma
- $-Comanche County, Oklahoma
@-Kiowa County, Oklahoma
%-Greer County, Oklahoma
$-Beckham County, Oklahoma



Figure 2 (Continued)

*~McCurtain County, Oklahoma
/-Choctaw County, Oklahoma
&—Bryan County, Oklahoma

; -Marshall County, Oklahoma
:-Love County, Oklahoma
~ -Jefferson County, Oklahoma
'-Cotton County, Oklahoma
=-Tillman County, Oklahoma
"~-Harmon County, Oklahoma
3-Red River County,  Texas
2-Lamar County. Texas
3-Fannin County, Texas
4-Grayson County, Texas
B-Cooke County, Texas
é-Montague County, Texas
#-Clay County,  Texas
8-Wichita County, Texas
9-willbarger County, Texas
8-Hardeman County, Texas
A-Titus County, Texas ‘
B-Franklin County, Texas
€-Delta County, Texas
B-Hunt County, Texas
E-Collin County, Texas
F~Denton County, Texas
6-Wise County, Texas

H-Jack County, Texas
¥-Archer County, Texas
F-Baylor County, Texas
K-Knox County, Texas

10
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The county unit was used because materials exist (for
example, the census materials) which mcre‘fuliy dcscribe
the characteristics of the area. . These are aggregated data
and nc prediction cf particular characteristics more Speci-'

fic than these data allow was attempted.
Literature Review

The study of pclitical boundaries is not new. They
have held a particular fascination for political geograph¥’
ers. | | |

. Because political boundaries form the areal ex-
pression of the jurisdiction and power of the

system to which they belong, they are perhaps

the most palpable political geographic phenomena,

~and thus have held a strong_attrgction for the

students of pollclcal geography.

Approaches to these stddies have varied in
accordance to the historical and social. factors which
influence their occurrence, to concepts of dynamic‘proceSSes
which shape them, to disputes concefning their proximities,
to "functional® approaches (the context of the activity to
which the boundary is being vieﬁed, stating that activity
as a functional relationship).6 Of these and all othe:7
possible approaches, that which is the most conSpicuogsly
lacking is the electoral.’ | %

"The followiﬁg statements concern the classification of
boundaries which are included in the study area, continues
withvrélevant studies concerning international boundarics{‘_v

followed by an examination of the literature on intra-state

boundaries, and concludes with a review of research in the



12

particular study areas.
Hartshorne called boundaries which are noted for
their physical characteristics alone as "naturally markedx'

boundaries.”g

The southern study area is dissectéd by the
Red River and, thereforevfails intO'Hartshorne's‘deSc:inl
.tion; The northern boundary,-defined in the Kansas Stété—
hood Bill in 1861, is tﬁe 37th pafallel.g This bodndary';‘
type (latitudinal,‘longitﬁdinalf has%been called "geometric"
by Stéphen B. Jones.lo‘ These two classes of boﬁndaries
describe the Oklahoma-Texas and Okiéhdma—Kansas ”étaté
boundariés,'respectiVely. | |

These twobtypes of boundaries have been examihéd.on}
fhe internatiénal scale. Fiscﬁer'has aescfibed what‘chahges

1; After placement of

occurred along the Breener‘boundary.
this boundary it was noted the border, once stratégic,_had
become egonomic, and there were fewer contacés between vil~‘
légesfon the same border side. He ciaimed the 10n§er a bor~. 
der remains unchanged the more "érystallized" the socioio-,‘
gical ties and attachments become for each respective state.
Hartshofne;s_eXaminatién of Upper Silésia revealed that
where boundaries were."superimposed" a lack of integratiqn
Aéxisted within the state, while COntacts, especially'eco—
nomic, were more direcied toward the origin of the pepple.l2
Minghi diséovered teievision prbgram preference_bceomes_lgss
vgimilar as distance increases from the Canadian-American;

13

boundary.”~ Niles Hansen has found that along the Alsaceé

' Baden area economic activity actually is enhanced. He'
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concluded that it seems more reasonable to sfudy border‘re-
‘gions in-the context of economic interpretatioxj;14 The»
border region éroduced a hinterlﬁnd with functions corres-
ponding to the marketing principle and frade and storage
activities. 1In MacKay's analysis of interaction and boun-
daries across the provincial and inﬁernational borders of
Canada, marfiages and phone calls dropped dramatically
across both types of bbundaries. There was a curvilinear
relationship between interaction and distance with more
iﬁteraction occurring within provinces.15

Pounds, in two articles, has traced the idea of natu-

16, Initially, they were baSed on

ral boundaries in France.
history, for strategic reasons, then, in the-eighteenth
cehtury they weré based on reason, and finally on histo:y
and culture. J. R. V. Prescott, in his article on Nigerian
bqundaries, eétablished that a major claim by several |
tribes in Nigeria which were to be united into one region,
was due to the river, Niger. This river.héd linked the two
tribes for centuries.l’ Fawcett has used "natural regions”
in an attempt to create more harmony in government adminis-

trative areas in England andWales.l8

While primarily a
suggestion in nature, Fawcett's‘tegions Qere divided by
physiographic, population and economic factors. Likewise,
GilbertQ in a series of two articles, has attempted té show 
the geographic incohgruities based upon boundarigs with

little consideration for physical features in the laddgcape;

and has attempted his own hypothetical set of boundaries to



14

19

rectify the situation.”” Millman has shown how agricultur-

al and economic facﬁors may be influenced by iﬁternal béun—
dary structures 6f Scotland.20 | |
In the‘United States many othervstudies of boundaries
have also been conducted. Griswald has observed that no |
state boundary changes had’occurfed in the northeastern

United States from the American Revolution until 1939;21

He then photbgraphed these boundaries ahdvdiécusséd the his-
tory of the boundary delineations, but did nothing in terms
df anhanlysis of the boundary area. 1In 1939, Edward Ull-
man studied the eastern Rhode Island-Massachusetts boundary
zone, and was able to find differences.22 He ascertained
valuation and tax incidence in one state does not affect an
adjacent property just across the line. 'However, identical
'éroperty was equally asseésed in the border towns. Lower
gas fgx resulted in mdre stations on the.Rhode Island side.
Also, thde Island prices péﬁetrated several miies info

- Massachusetts, until settlemeht and gas statiohs thinned 
OQt. lle noted that pavement radically changed, but railway
mainfenance did not‘noﬁiceably change. In summary, he
noted‘tﬁat adaptations are evident in differing degrees,
'largely according to density of settlement. Howard Nelson
found that changes in land use are likely'to<occur_in urban
areas where political boundaries 'change.23

The éffects of boundaries within populations also have

been examined. Thomas Benjamin studied the history and

.population characteristics in Idaho and called it a



"Geographic Monstrosii:y."24 He discovered that Idaho had
been formed as a left-over territory from other statés and
noted internal physical barriers_were‘adequate in séparat—
ing the state into two distinct areas. Brightman also con-
sidered population characteristics in his examination of -

the boundaries of utah. 2>

However, he concluded that the
sttaiéht line boundaries of Utah are actually reflectivefof‘
the ‘economy, popuiation, and settlements of thé state. -
Prescott has suggested that greater attention be paid
. to electofal geography.26 Logan haé answered this plearbY‘
an article on the Queensland-New South Wales boundary.z?
In a federal election, concerning federa;ion for New South
Wales there seemed to be a gréater similarity in a border
fégion vote than elsewhere. Rose found similar results
witﬂzan additional distance decay element in similar votingi_

from the border.28

He also noted great variation in the
diStanCe decay phenomena. Rice found that there were.on
vious differences in voting across state boundaries within
state boundaries when differences in county rank were com-
pared.29 The differences were suggeéted by physical fea-
turés. ,withiﬁ.Oklahdma, Dowger, Hiéks and Norris have
identified é "Canadién River Split" existing in électoréi
patterns-acrdss the Canadian River with one side vo;ing-
predominaptly Democratic, while the other may vote more

30, Jones has also identified a Democratic

Republican.
"little dixie" and a predominantly Republican area in Okla-

homa.31
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Summary

The paper began by describing what boundaries are,_ 
what they mean to political geography and political geo-
graphers, and describing some of their functions. it was
further noted that this study was justified due to the lack
of researéh, and inconclusive results and methodologies em-
ployed by forerunners. Several hypotheses were generated,
the main one being the presence of a statistically signifi-
- cant difference among border>counties as compared to same-
étate counties. The literature feview revealed that while
many studies have been conducted concernihg boundary ef--
fects, methodologies differed from autho} to authér and the
time span covered was usually very restricted. Generally,
the literature indicated that boundaries either unite or
divide people and their interactions and economies.

This first chapter has comprised the statement of thei
problem. The second will be concerned with the data analy-
sis, while the third will examine some selected social char-
actcfistics of the population in these areas. The fourth

chapter will be a summary and conclusion.
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY AND ANALYSIS
The Study Areas

The study areas were decided upon because of the auth-
or's experience of having lived in or around these areas
for many years and because the characteristics of the
physical settings of the state boundaries were found to be
desirable for this thesis. These constitute two non-con-
tiguous study areas.

The northern study area consisted of four tiers of
counties in two states. These tiers were referred to as
NA, NB, NC and ND. NA includes Ford through Crawford coun-
ties and NB includes Cherokee through Clark counties (from
eaét to west). These two tiers lie wholly in Kansas. The
next two tiers are in Oklahoma. These are NC (Ottawa
through Harper) and ND (Ellis to Delaware). Tiers NB and
NC lie along the Kansas-Oklahoma boundary and were referred
to as "border counties." All counties lie in one contigu-
ous area and have existed in their present form since Okla-
homa's statehood.l There are ten counties in each tier,
resulting in a total of 40 counties in the northern study

area  (see Figure 2).

20
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The . southern study area also consists of four tiers of
COunties, Thesé were referred to as SA, SB, SC and SD
(see Figure 1). These tiers contain (from eést fQ west),
Beckham through LeFlore, Harmon tb McCurtain, Red River to
Hardeman, and Titus to Ford counties, respectively. Tiers ‘
SA and SB are located in Oklahoma and tiers SC and SD are
in Texas.: Tiers SB and SC front the Oklahoma-Texas bound-
ary and were called "bofder counties." All of these‘cbﬁn4
ties lie in one contiguous area. All counties have been
in their present form since Oklahoma's statehood except
Greef, Harmon, Cotton, and Comanche. Harmon was created
by special election as a separate county on May 22, 1909
~(from Greer County), and Cotton County (frbm Comanche County)
was proélaimed on August 28,‘1912 by Governor Lee Cruce.g
The southern study area consisted of ten counties in tiers
'SA, SB and SC, and eleven in SD, totaling 41. This study-
‘area is interrupted by the Red River which serves as the

Oklahoma-Texas state boundary.
Data

The data were obtained from the Secretaries of State

of Texas and Kansas, the Oklahoma Red Book, and the Texas

Almanac, 1910, and the Oklahoma Directory, 1977. The data

consisted of votes for the Democratic elector at large or
the vote for Democratic presidential candidate. The elec-
tor at large vote was used for the Texas data in the elec-

tions of 1920 and 1932, and for the election of 1920 in the

i
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Kansas data.. All other data were listed as votes for the

Democratic presidential candidate.
Technique

The data were analyzed statistically. These téchniques
were used to condense the déta, make them more comprehen-
sibie to the investigator, and tb reveal patternswithinﬁ
.the data which might not otherwise be recognizable. 'Thé
techniéues used.were analysis of variance (AOV) and the
t—test.3

The problem was to determine whether cbunty tiers dif-
fer in percent vote for the Democratic presidential candi-
date across the state boundaries, and ‘to demonstrate that
they did not differ as much within their respective state.

Statistically the null hypothesis was,

there is no statistically significant difference in the
mean Democratic presidential candidate vote between the
tiers. The alternate hypothesis was,

Hi: Xl # X2
there is a significant difference between these tier means.

The t;test is appropriate because,

(1) there are two nominal classifications (tiers of -
counties), and

(2) the data are ratio (there is a zero point, the
data area additive).

_The essential assumption behind the difference of means
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test is known as the central limit theorem. This states,
If repeated random samplebbf-sizes N are drawn from
any population (of whatever form) having a meanj¢
"and a variance ¢¥ then as N becomes large, the
samplipg dis?ribution of sample means appﬂoaches
normality, with a means and variance o¥.
The‘test assumes random sampling and a "normal" population.
By normal it is meant that the mean of the sample is 0, and
the standard deviation is equal to one approximately 68
peréent of the scores (in.this case votes) aré within one-
sténdard deviation, 95 peréent are within two standard
deviations and 99 percent are within three standard devia-
tions of thé‘mean. A standard deviation is a measure of
dispersion or clustering about the mean of the sample.
Computationally the t-test is the difference between
the sample means, divided by the standard deviation of the
two classifications, in accordance with the central limit‘
theorem. 1In this case the mean of difference of county
tier vétes divided by the combined standard deviation of
both county tiers. The difference of means test results
in 5 "normalized score" which has the characteristics
described above. When the meané are compared, if they
have been taken from two different populations, the rgSul-
tant “tf will deviate from what could be expected with |
one gréup. 1t'shou1d be noted that a larger "t" wvalue
dbes_not mean that the result is more significant than a
smaller, and significant one. It does indicate that the
distance betwéen the means is greéter, and there is a

greater differencé between the sample means.
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- The significance level of .05 has been set as the nor-
mal research level. If the derived‘t exceeded the tabled t,
the statistic was considered significant. If the derived |
t is less than that value it was not considered signifiCaht.
The .05 level meant that we were willing to accept that any
derived score greater than the tabled value could have 60-
curréd‘by "chance" factors in the sample.

The analysis of variance measures the degreé to which
the mean of one group is related to the others. It is
similar to the t;test in that it is a difference of means
teSt. In this test each sample variance was computed sepa-
rately and involved only the deviations from the mean of
that particular sample. This was compared to the varian-
ce'ofvthe separate means treated as individual scores.5
The analeis of the varaince compares many means, and was
useful when comparing several tiers of counties. The anal-
ysis of variance did not disclose between which gréup‘

" means a difference exits; it only established that a statis-
tical difference existed hetween the areas. |

Initially; an analysis of variance for each study area
(north, then south) was computed, then t-test was used tb
compare the two tiers of county means. For example, for
the election of 1908 an AOV was run for the northern study
area, then three t-tests werevcomputed, one comparinngA
té NB, a second cOmparing NB to NC and the thifd compé:ed
- NC to ND. The same procedure for comparing tier means was

conducted for the southern study area and subsequent study
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elections.

The analysis of variance was used to affirm that there;
was a‘difference or no difference, in couhty means (as a
check on the t-test). As mentioned in Chapter I, this was
believed to be necessary because as the humber of t—tesﬁ.
used increésed, the possibility of finding differences due
to "chance" increased. If analysis of variance is not N
significant and the t-test doés reveal a significant diff
ference, and if no other explanation is possible; it'méy
bé that the statistic is the result of-some chance factor.
It was also assumed that if a difference between two contin-
uous counties was found there was a significant difference
_between the county tiers not directly compared. Where'sta-
tistical significance was found it was interpreted as the
boundary at which the.centripetal and centrifugal forces
have met, less spatial interaction is present, and a distinct
electoral area has been produced (see Chapter I).

It should also be noted that the tabled values are
given in terms of the F—value. This statistic'is the same
as the t':-value"squared.6 It is an unavoidable consequence
of the COmputer print out that this value is inserted iﬁ-
stead of fhe "t". Computationally, the AOV and t-test é;e
éssentially the same.

In this analysis the border counties of each study’area
were compared. This was accomplished by taking the border

countices of each study area and finding the differences
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between those counties. The northern boundary differences
were compared to the southern boundary differences in this
manner for cach election year studied. In this particular
analysis the significance level of .025 was set as the re-
search level. This means thét we were willing to accept
that derived scores above the tabléd value could have oc-
curred by chance two and a half times out of one hundred.
As a corollary, it was then necessary to predict that one
mean (in this case the southern borderbcountiesﬂ would be
greater than the 6ther (northern) border counties' mean.
Tf the northern mean were found to be greater than the
southern the interpretation of the t-value is not changed;
This means that a type III error, incorrectly predicting the
direction, had béén committed and some explanation as to why
this occurred was offered.

Finally, and in addition to these analyses, another
was performed. The study areas were each divided into east—
west groups by assigning the five easternmdst, on both sides-
of the border, to one group, and the remaining counties to
the other. Thus the northern study area has 20 counties in
the eastern group.andvzo in the western. The southern study
area has 20 in the east and 21 in the western area. Ap Ff
test was'computed in each study area, for every study glecf
tidn, with these groups.

Before beginning the analysis two accomodations were
-necessary. It was previouély mentioned that four new coun-

ties were created in Oklahoma after statehood which were
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inside the southern study’area. None of thése counties
oxisted in their present form in the first study election,
but do théfeafter. Therefore, to determine the,Vote, the
proportion of county population was multiplied by fhe total
~ vote case for the Democratic préSidential candidate in that
 county, and that result was éssignedlto the group. For ex-
ample, if Harmon county were created from one-half of the
population which was Greer County, the 1908'vote for Demo-
cratic candidate Wasvmultiplied by .5. Sécondly, the eleé—
tion returns for 1908 are semi—official.» This was an un-
.aVoidable consequence of the data gathering.‘ An examination
of these returns with subsequent elections did not distin-

guish these as being unreasonable.
Analysis
fntroduction

This section is divided into four parts.‘ The first '
is a brief overview of the electbral patterns in both study
areas, while the second includes a discussion of the na-
tional, state and county tier voting. The third is compris-
eod-of an cxamination of the differences of the border
county votes, and the féurth mentions the east-west voting

differences.

_An Overview. [t should be noted that the two study
arcas are different with respect to voting. An examina-

tion of any of the election profiles will show these
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obvious differcnces. No statistical testing was necessary.
Figures 3 through 9 are the profiles, the counties are num-
bered ffom east to west. For example, NA cénsists of coun-
ties one throﬁgh ten, NB 11 through 20, and‘NC 21 to 30.
Presumably the great differences in voting patterns between
the study areas are due to the migration of people from the
neighboring states to these areas. The percentage of the
vote for the Democratic presidéntial candidate is greatest
in the eastern counties. Meining considered southern Okla-
homa a secondary area of Texas,'and.it has been observed.
that Kansas politics had an effect on the politiés of nor-
thern Oklahoma.7 -Presumably it was main}y Kansans that mi—
grated into northern Oklahoma and primarily Texans who .

migrated into the southern study area.

The Study Area Voting Patterns. In the national elec-

tion of 1908 the Democrat lost by a narrow national margin
(Table I). >ne won in Texas and Oklahoma, and all counties
in the southern study area (Tables II and III).» The AOV
statistic ww;siqnificant in both the northern and southern
study areas. The voting within county tiers of Kansas and
Oklahoma\wuﬁnot significant, but the difference 6f the bor-
der counties wassignificant at the 0.05 level (Figures 3
and 10, Table 1IV). Within'thevsouthern study area the Ok-
1ahoma and Texas counties are not significantly different,
there waé a statistically signifiCant difference between
the border counties. These results indicate that

there are spatial variations in voting across these state .
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boundaries. These state boundaries act as a divide

between the voting patterns in the study areas. At the timé
- of this election technological innovations obviously had no
effect on‘increasing voter similarity. A spirit of nation-
alism may have prevailed (Oklahoma had just become a new
State of the Union), but regardless, a distinct electoral
area of voter response, presumably conditioned by a barrier
to spatial interaction (the state boundary), seems to have

been produced.8

TABLE I

NATIONAL PERCENTAGE VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE

Election Year | Percent of the Vote
1908 : | 44.2
1920 | , S 341
1932 ' 57.4
1944 . o 53.5
1956 42.2
1968 42.9

1976 ' 50.1




TABLE II

MEAN PERCENTAGE OF THE VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC
PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES BY THE STATES
AND THE STUDY COUNTIES
WITHIN THOSE STATES

37

Election Years Kansas - Oklahoma Texas
1908 State 44.4 48.3 74.3
' County Tiers 44.3 46.7 56.0 70.5
1920 State 52.5 42.9 60.5
County Tiers 34.7 37.6 51.7 75.5

1932 State 53.5 74.4 89.3
County Tiers 55.0 69.9 87.7 90.3

19424 State 39.3 55.7 80.9
: County Tiers . 40.5 44.7 71.6 88.6
1956 State _ 34.2 44.9 44.0
County Tiers 33.6 37.8 61.1 55.5

19gg State 34.7 32.0 41.1
County Tiers 32.1 27.1 38.1 45.8
State 44,9 48.7 "51.1

1976 62.0

County Tiers 48.1 46.7 65.2




MEAN PERCENTAGE VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL

TABLE III

CANDIDATE BY COUNTY TIERS

Election Year NA NB NC ND SA SB scC SD
1908 42.1 41.6 46.2 47.2 54.0 57.9 82.9 85.7
1920 34.4 35.0 38.8 36.4 47.9 55.5 76.2 74.8
1932 55.4 54.7 70.8‘ 69.1 85.8 89.5 92.8 88.0
1944 40.1 41.0 46.9 42.5 ‘67.7 75.5 87.2 89.8
1956 33.6 33.5 38.7 37.0 57.3 65.0 54.0 57.0
1968 32.8 31.4 28.9 25.4 36.8 39.4 45.5 46.1
1976 48.1 48.1 47.9 63.3 67.0 62.2 . 61.8

45.6

8¢
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Figure 10 (Continued)

VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE:
31.40-43.55 9 . |

43.56-55.71 % |

55.72-67.87 % *

v67.88—86103,%

80.04-92.20 % ]



TABLE IV

F-SIGNIFICANCE FOR THE STUDY AREAS AND F-STATISTIC

OF THE COUNTY

TIERS WITHIN THOSE AREAS

Election Year NANB NBNC NCND ii:iy SASB SBSC - SCSD 2§Z§y
1908 11 9.52% .14 * 1.37 62.15% 1.52 *
1920 11 2.25 .93 * 7.49% 49.13% .20 *
1932 .16 23.07% .21 * 4.54% 5.89% .74 %
1944 .14 5.45%* 1.6 11.10% 48.14%  4.27% *
1956 .00 3.61 .32 19.62% 12.19% .5 *
1968 .24 .85 1.95 1.93 5.82% .04 *
1976 .00 .01 .42 1.77 3.17 .01

*indicates significant at the .05 level

¥
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The presidential election of 1920 resulted in a land-
slide victory for the Republicans (Table I). The Democrat
carried the states of Texas and Kansas and all of the
southern study area except tier SA (Tables II and III).

The AOV for the northern study area was not significant, nor
was there a difference between the county tiers. The AOV
score for the southern study area was significant (Table Iv),
“and there was a difference within the Oklahoma counties
and the border counties (Figures 4 and 11). The vote was
so high for one candidate (the Republican) that a certain
amount of homogeneity may have been expected, as was found
in the northern study area. In the southern study area the
I'-score was very large, indicating an extreme differénce be- .
tween the border county means. The mean of SA was less than
the others resulting in the significant score (Tables III
and IV). In the north, where no physical barrier inter—
rupts the study area, no difference in voting occurred.
This may be a result of increased spatial interaction.

In the 1932 election the Democrats won, carrying Kan-
sas, Texas and Oklahoma, both study areas, and all coun-
ty tiers (Tables I, II, and III). The AQOV score for the‘
northern study area was significant. There was also a sig-
nificant difference between border counties, but not within
the state's tiers. The southern study area also produéed
a significant AOV score, with a difference between border,
and within Oklahoma county tiers (Table IV). Once again,

the difference in means was greatest across the state
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Figure 11 (COhtinued)

VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE:

25.30-39.33 % .
39.34-53.57 % i
53.38-67.41 % *
67.42-81.45 % »
81.46-95.50 % |
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boundaries, despite technological innovations. The Red
River had the most prohibitive effect on spatial interaction.
Tn the southern study area the difference in voting within
Oklahoma.counties is significant, revealing three electoral
areas, pfesumably due to urbanization (Figures 5 and 12).

In the north the absence of a landslide election had exacer—
bated the difference in voting across the boundary.

The presidential election of 1944 was one in which the
Democratic candidate won in Texas and Oklahoma and the south-
ern study area, but neither Kansas nor the northern study
area (Tables I, II, and III). The AOV for the northern study
area was not significant and there was no statistically sig-
| nificant difference within the state county tiers, but there
was a significant difference across the border (TablelV).

The southern study area did have a significant difference
within Oklahoma, the border and Texas counties. The greatest
distance between these_means was between the border counties.
It appears that the Red River still acted as the major bar-
rier to spatial interaction in this area. The differenceé
within Oklahoma and Texas may have been due to the polarizirng
effect of this election. (The vote was extremely high for
the Democrat in this eléction.) This concentration may hAVe
effected the study area populations in many ways since four
clectoral areas have been identified in this region. In the
northern study area, the differences in vote were stiil very

great and may be due to the polarizing effect of this
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Figure 12 (Continued)

VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE:
35.60-47.89 % .
47.90-60.19 2 +
60.20-72.49 % X
72.50-84.79 % »
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clection effecting the study area in the same fashion as it
did in the south (PFigures 6 and 13).

in the clection of 1956 the Democratic candidate won
only the counties in the southern study area. He did not
win the national election, Oklahoma, Kansas or Texas, nor
the northern study area counties (Tables I, II and III).
The southern study area again shows a significant AOV score
(Table 1V), and therc is a difference within Oklahoma and
across the border counties. This time, however, the great-
cst difference is within the Oklahoma counties. The highest
mean is in SB} which must have produced the significant
difference. It may be assumed that urbanization was not as
great in this county tier, and the result is three areas of
different electoral patterns (Figures 7 and 14).

The election of 1968 was very close. The Democrat
lost the presidential bid (Table I). He did not carry:
Kansas, Texas, Oklahoma or any of the study area tiérs
(Tables 11, 111, and 1V). The AOV score in the northern
study area is not significant, and there were no signifi-
cant differences within the states of Kansas or Oklahoma, or
bet&een the border counties. The southern study area AOV
value is significant. There wasa difference between the
bordcr counties, but not within either of the state county
tiers in the southern study area (Tables II,III, and IV). There
were only two electoral areas with the Red River acting as
the boundary between them. As a comparison with a more con-

centrated vote (for example 1944) it appears that when the
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Figure 13 (Continued)

VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENT1AIL CANDIDATE:
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I'igure 14 (Continued)

VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE:
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vote averages are low, within the northern study areas there
are differences in vote across the border. 1In the southern
study area it did not appéar to matter how great the vote
was, the Red River still divided the study area into two
distinctly different electoral areas (Figures 8 and 15).

The final study election was 1976, in which the Democrat
won the national election, the southern study area and Texas
(Tables I, 17, and III). There was né significant AOV score
for cither of the study areas. There are also no signifif
cant differences between any of the county tiers in either'
of the study areas, for the first time in any of the study
clections (Table 1V). Apparently spatial interaction and
spatial diffusion of technological innovations had finally
overcome the physical and»geometrically marked boundaries
in the two study areas (Figures 9 and 16).

The second part of this section will deal with thévF—
statistic over time. TFigure 17 depicts the F-statistic
of the northern border counties. Generally the shift was
downward. The only exception is 1932, for which the state
means for Kansas, Oklahoma and Texas, and all coﬁnty tiers
were highest. After the 1932 election the differences de-
cline over time. In PPigure 18 the F-statistic for the
southern border countices afe shown. The 1944 value is the
only c¢xcepltion to an otherwise downward trend. In this
election the state and tier means were the most different,
comparad to other clections. From these two figures it can

be discernced that Lhe boundary differences are diminishing
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Figure 1% (Continued)

VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE:

17.00-25.73 % ~
25.74-34.47 % 3
34.48-43.21 % X
43.22-51.95 % ®

51.96-60.70 % x
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Figure 16 (Continued)

VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATE:

31.80-41.19 %

-

41.20-50.59 %

50.60-59.99 %
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60.00-69.39
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69.40-78.90

ce



PLIT 5F NGOT=Fayeacs LEGENDE & = 1 283, = = 2 283, ZTC
ORTSE
27 .
1
[
1
]
28 +
1
'
t
[
21 .
}
[
t
1
18 .
]
'
1
)
15 .
[}
'
[
. [
12 *
'
1]
1
1
9 *
1
]
1
[
[ .
]
1
'
i
3 *
[
'
' )
] l\
[+] * A
]
csesfececavantrerrrnencdrrr v nan devone LR R L L fmmmcmwe- frmercm—- bermcv- [ R tomm e demmmr e - oo L e e -
1802 1908 191e 192¢ 1926 1932 1538 1944 1950 1956 1962 1968 1574 198¢

YEAR

Figure 17. Graph of Northern Study Area Border Counties F-Statistics

8¢.



2LO0T 0F SCUTHFeYEAS LEGENS: a4 = 1 'G33s 2 3 2 235 ET.

SAUTHE
vz &
N
' .
L)
!
&s .
] &
)
t
]
$6 .
1
!
1
]
43 -
1
1
]
]
40 *
1
[}
t
t
32 *
[ ]
1
1
1]
24 *
!
1
1]
L]
16 L3
]
]
]
1
[} +
t
1
L]
]
0 +
! .
recteeccnene L trenemnne temmancen bocmcanne Prmcmcnaa Ll LD DL beccevatcjrcncasnn brevsncenjoncnn scedocronncn e
1902 1908 1914 1920 1526 1932 1938 1944 19%0 1956 1952 1968 1S7s 1980
YEAR

- Figure 18. Graph of Southern Study Area Border Counties F-Statistics

65



60

over time. This substantiates what was found in the first

section of the analysis.

The Boundary Voting Patterns. This section is devoted

- to an‘examination of the boundary counties. In Figure 19
the differences in these border counties areﬂshown; once
again the indication is that the t-values are.decreasing,_
the differences in voting across these boundaries are de-
creasing. Furthermore, all values are significant except
the one for the 1976 election (Table V). The mean differ-
ence of the southern bordet counties were greater ih all
elections except that of 1932, indicating that the Red River
coincided with a greater voting differeﬂce (see Figure'ZO).
The greater difference in the north may:be attributable
to the fact that the state difference of Kansas‘and Oklaho-

‘ma were greater than in any other electioh (see Figure 21).
In the last study election thé difference between the riﬁer
and geometric boundary county voting -patterns are statisti-

cally indistinguishable.

The East-West Voting Patterns. The final part of this

section deals with the east-west differences in voting pat-
terns of the two study areas. The east-west differences in
the south are shown in Table VI. None of these values were
statistically significant, and there is a gradual decline”
in the mean vote differences. VThe proliferation of ﬁrbéniz-
‘ed areas thfouqhout this area, and concommitant' spatia1

interaction, may explain these results. In the northern
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TARLE V

MEAN DIPFFERFNCE BETWEEN BORDER COUNTIES AND
t-STATISTIC FOR BOUNDARY COMPARISONS

Flection Year Nor th South t-Statistic

1908 5.4 25.0 7.7%
1920 6.2 20.7 4.4%
1932 16.1 11.5 —4.2%
1944 7.5 12.4 2.4
1956 | 5.8 13.3 3.1%
1968 3.4 9.7 5.1%
1976 5.2 6.5 N .67

* indicates significance at the .025 level.
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MEAN VOTE FOR DEMOCRATIC PRESIDENTIAL
. CANDIDATE BY EAST/WEST DIVISIONS

TABLE VI

65

Electj.on Year North South
zast 133 612
1920 oot 3.8 et
1932 hoss c3.0 S0,
1944 Wost 101 8002
1956 East 1o 252
1968 oot 27.7 1302
197 Bast 192 1.2
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‘study area the results were quite differeht. There seeﬁs 
to be, ﬁot only an upward trend, but all values are sta-
tistically significant except those of 1908 and 1932 |
(Table VII). A rural-urban split may explain this
difference in Democratic presidential candidate Voting (see
Chapter III). It should be noted that the density of the
eastern county group is very high, actually twice as higﬁ |
as the western group in the northern study area (Table
VIII). The lack of significant difference in the 1908 elec-
tion may reflect an east-west migration‘into this area, that
of 1932 may reflect the popularity of the Democratic candi—

date.
Summary and Conclusion

In the beginning it was hypothesized that the differ-
ehéé in electoral patterns across the boundaries would be
sighificant, and more marked across the Red River»statel
boundary,, This hypothesis haé been substantiated. It was
alsé hypothesized that.there would be statistically signif-
icant differences across the state boundaries. This Was
also been substantiated. All of these were felt to be in
- accordance with a spatial interaction theofy.v It was aséum- A
ed that those areaé with easiest access would vote with
greater similarity.

| An éast-west difference in voting behavior was also
examined; andAfouhd to predominate in the northern study

area. No east-west differences were discovered in the
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TABLE VII

F-STATISTICS FOR EAST AND WEST DIVISIONS
OF THE STUDY AREAS

Election Year North South
1908 1.56 | 1.74
1920 4.54% .11
1932 _ .1 1.15
1944 -  5.61% | 0.00
1956 13.26%* 0.59
1968 o - 3.76% 1.22
1976 | - 3.96% 1.16

* indicates significance at the .05 level.

TABLE VIII

MEAN DENSITY OF THE STUDY AREAS BY
EAST/WEST DIVISIONS

Study Year North South
1920 East %g'g 3g 2
West :
East 54.5 36.9
1940 West 21.9 26.0
1960 kast 61.8 24.7

West 30.7 28.5
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southern study area. The difference in the north was be-
-iigyeg_gg,peiap indication of a rural-urban characteristic
of £hé'v6ting éopulations, the lack of difference was be-
lieved to bé the result of similar density throughout that
study aréa.v

It has been assumed that spatial interaction, centri-
petal and centrifugal forces, and the voting patterns which"
boundaries, (as barriers to spatial interaction) create, ex-
plain the electoral differences. The combination of these
factors éive the states their idenﬁity and integrity. The
focus of this chapter has been the functional relationship
~between voting and boundaries. It was believed that this
is related to the hotion that the peoplé of a state act as
one political group, the areal extent of that group marked
by the state boundary. The conclusion of this chapter
must be that state boundaries, once a barrier to spatial_
interaction, seem to be disintegrating in the electoral

sense, due to the increasing movement of peoples and ideas.
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CHAPTER III

SOME SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

Introduction

The primary focus of this chapter is the association
of several selected social characteristics of the population
with the vote for Democratic presidential candidate,in the
areas defined in Chapter II. To reiterate, it was found
that voting patterns became similar ovef time, both within
the states and across the state boundaries. Centripetal
and centrifugal forces were assumed to perform a function
related to this phenomena. Furthermore, it was believed that
the spatial voting patterns reflect these political actions
of unity and diversificatidn more nearly than any other
single surrogate measure. It was also noted that spatial
interaction and barriers to this interagtion are phenomenacﬁ
major significance in determining where these forces converges
and that distinct electoral area emergebas a result of the
varying intensities of these forces. Included in this chap-
ter is the definition of the aforementioned sociai charac-
teristics, data, technique of analysis, and results and con-

clusions.

70
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social Characteristics

Thé characteristics examined wére obtained from the
U.S. Census. The census years used were 1920, 1940 and
1960. These data are comparable from census to census.
All were taken from the county level data. The census years
were chosen as an abbreviation of an otherwise monolithic
data set. These presumably will reflect the major social
and demographic changes which have occurred in the study
areas.l The chosen characteristics are,

(1) Population change,

(2) Density,

(3) Age, and

(4) Education.

These characteristics have been founq or are thought to have
significant effects upon the outcome of elections.2 Each
will be discussed in turn.

The variable "Population change" is defined as the pro-
portion of population increase or decrease of each county; The
computational formula used was Xi/Xj' where %_is the decenial
- year most previous to the election and ins the next decenial
year (for example, the 1920 county population divided by the
1910 county population). For this variable the total county
population was used. For the counties in the southern
study area which "split" to form two counties (see Chap-
ter 1I) proportions were determined by dividing the popu-

lation of the new county by the old, as was done in



72

establishing the vote (see Chapter II). The population
change figure presumably reflects the migration and growth
factors of the county.

The "Density" variable was determined by dividing the
population of each county by the total area of the county
in square miles. The split county densities were determin-
ed by the samevpropOrtional method described above. This
variable will presumably reflect urbanization as counties
with higher densities, and ruralism, as counties with lower
densities.

The "Age" variable was determined for each county by
estimating the median age for years previous to 1950. The
1960 census data included median age as'a standard feature.
Prior to 1950 ages were divided into age brackets covering
several years, with the population totals for those age
brackets. The age classification with thé highest total
was found, and the average age was computed from this brac-
ket. The age variable may reflect the conservatism ofvthe
county population. |

The "Education" variable was determined by the above
method to determine the median educational level prior to
the 1960 census. The 1960 census data included median edu-
cation level as a standard:feature. The education variable

may reflect the liberalism of the county population.

Data

The data for this chapter were found in the U.S. Census
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of Population from 1910 to 1960, the City and County Data

Book, and the'girectory of Oklahoma, 1977. As has been

mentioned, all data are comparable since they were obtained

~ from the same sources and at equal intervals through time.

Time Period

To condense the materials as much as possible and still

retain the demographic integrity of the areas, data from the
following years and for the following variables were obtain-
ed,

(1) Density, Age and Education - 1920, 1940 and 1960,

and,

(2) Population Change - 1920, 1940 and 1960.
While the first study election was 1908, the population
change data are from 1920 and 1910. This is because there
was no regular U.S. Census data available for Oklahoma in

1900.
Techniques

Two statistical techniques were employed in analyzing
the data, correlation and multivariate analysis of variance.
The correlation technique used was the "product moment cor-
relation coefficient." In this technique the coefficient
varies on the range of 1.0 to -1.0, the former indicating a
perfect positive linear relationship between the two varia-
bles. As it approaches 1.0 it may be said that as one vari-

able increases the other increases a similar amount, as the



74

coefficient approaches -=1.0 it may be said that as one
variable decreases the other increasés a similar amount.3

The multivariate analysis of variance works in the
same fashion as analysis of variance (see Chapter II), ex-
cept that it takes all the different variables into account
through cross tabulafions with the other variables and ar--
rives at a "pooled" estimate of the variation in the data.
Thus, it determines an "effect" of the variables in relatioh
to each other. Computationally, it will take the education,
age, density, and population change variables to determine
the between counﬁy variance for this combination, and di&ide
by the variation of the vote within thelcounty tiers. 1If
the derived value is significant, variaﬂce and difference
of means type statistical testing must neceséarily stop.

This means that the variation between social variables are
not sufficient to account for the variation in the vote with-
in the county tiers. TIf the derived value is not significant,
several procedures exist which can be used to determine which
variable is more important in effecting the vote.

In this analysis, with a limited set of data; it was
felt that the statistical’testing would end after the MUlti—
variate F was determined. Thiswas a result of a decision to
attempt to maximize the data. It should be noted that when
the multivariate F was not significant the correlations will
be higher since much of the variation within vote has been

identified by the variation in the social characteristics.
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These techniques were used to compare the county sta-
tistics of,

(1) The bemocratic vote of 1920 with "Population
change" in 1920, the "Density" in 1920, the "Age" in 1920
and "Education" in 1920,

(2) The Democratic vote of 1944 with "Population
change" in 1940, "Density" in 1940, "Age" in 1940 andfﬁEaﬁ_
cation" in 1940, and |

| (3) The Democratic vote of 1968 with "Population
change" in 1960, "Density"” in 1960, "Age" in 1960, and "Edu-
~cation" in 1960. |
' These variable combinations are assumed to reflect the major
demographic and sociologicalvconditions at the time of each
election. The correlations relate the Democraticvpresiden‘
tial candidate vote to each of the variables separately for
éach election vyear, with the same county breakdown as was -
used in Chapter II.

It was assumed that the study elections with significant
electoral differences in the Dembcratic presidential candi—
date vote will not correlate as strongly with the social
variables as those with no significant differences. It should
should be noted that the study elections with significant
east-west differences do not reveal as high correlations
between Democratic presidential candidate voting and social
characteristics as those with no'significant east¥we$t_elec—

toral differences.
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Analysis

It was observed that the correlation of vote in any
election with the preceding election was very similar
(Table IX). In the study areas’ we can discern that the
vote in the election of 1920 correlates with the 1908 vote
at .93. The voté in these two elections is very similar.or.
associated. The vote in the elections of 1968 and 1976 cor-
relate at .75, the vote is still very similar. These
county voting patterns do not change much from one election
to the next. It was also ascertained that there was a
general decline in the similérity of the vote. This
may be the result of a polarization of rural and urban atti-
tudes (supportative of the spatial interaction hypothesis)
or the result of oscillation between conservative and liber-
al candidates selected by the Democratic party. In the
northern stﬁdy area (Table X) there‘mm;increasing similarity
in voting. This is due to increaséd spatial interaction
across the border and the diffusion of technological innova-
tions in this area. These do substantiate the conclusiohs
about this area made in Chapter II. In the southern study
area (Table XI) the voting between elections became less
associated with each election. This was to be expectéd since
it was found that the electoral patterns in this area Were
becoming more statistically similar over time (see Chapter
II). Thus, the Voting patterns were becoming less associated.

The first study election of this chapter was 1920, when



TABLE IX

CORRELATIONS OF ALL STUDY ELECTIONS
IN BOTH STUDY AREAS

1908 1920 1932 1944 1956 1968 1976
1908 1.0000 0.9314 0.6883 0.8888 0.6179 0.7401 0.5404
1920 - 1.0000 0.7253 0.9254 0.6785 0.7810 0.6017
1932 - - 1.0000 0.8074 0.7457  0.5373 0.6212
1944 - - - 1.0000 0.8233 0.7973 -.7206
1956 - - - - 1.0000 0.7468 0.8690
1968 - - - - - 1.0000 0.7479
1976 - - - - - - 1.0000

LL



TABLE X

CORRELATIONS OF ALL STUDY ELECTIONS
IN THE NORTHERN STUDY ARFA

1908

1968

1920 1932 1944 1956 1976
11908 1.0000 0.4578 0.4572 0.4496 0.5940 0.1552 0.4017
1920 - 1.0000 0.4307 | 0.5387 0;5690 0.3902 0.2272
1932 - - 1.0000 0.4645 0.5836 -0.0340 0.3459
1944 - - .- 1.0000 . 0.7499 0.4554 0.4482
1956 - - - - 1.0000 0.6089 0.7200
1968 - - - - - 1.0000 0.7256
1976 - - - - - - 1.0000
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TABLE XI

T e CORRELATIONS OF ALL STUDY ELECTIONS
- e IN THE SOUTHERN STUDY AREA

1908 1920 1932 ' 1944 1956 1968 1976

1908 1.0000 0.8822  0.1572 0.8681 -0.2084 0.6302 ~0.1723
1920 - 1.0000 0.1712 0.8911 -0.1460  0.6452 ~0.6470
1932 - -  1.0000 0.1598 ~0.1081 -.0357 ~0.2145
1944 - - - 1.0000 -0.0277  0.6796 -0.0414
1956 - - - - 1.0000 -.3215 0.6270
1968 - | - - - RO 1.0000 0.3302

1976 - = - - - - 1.0000

6L
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James Cox (Democrat) lost in a landslide election to
Warren G. Harding (Republican). In the northern study

area there were no statistically significant vote dif-

ferences between any of the county tiers (Chapter II, Table
V). In the southern study area there was a statistically
significant difference in Cox vote within the Oklahoma and
border counties (Table IV).

In the northern study area the multivariate F was not
significant for the Kansas, Oklahoma and border county tiers.
This means that the variation of the vote within the county
tiers was explained by the variation of the social charac*
teristics between the county tiers. It was assumed that
these social characteristics were representative of the popu-
lations who voted for the Democratic presidential candidate.

The correlations of the vote and social characteristics
indicatcd a linear relationship between these variables
across the northern study area (Table XII). The correla-
tion of the vote for Cox and population change was very simi-
lar in the Oklahoma and bofder counties, but that of Kansas
is approximately one-half of this value. This may be ex-
plained by the growth of the Oklahoma counties; the increas-
ed spatial interaction seems to have affected this associa-
tion with the vote. BAll correlations of density and vote
for Cox indicate that high density was associated with higher
voting for this Demccratic presidential candidate. These
correlations, reflecting urbanization, seem to be slightly

less associated with the Cox vote than population change.



TABLE XII

' CORRELATIONS OF SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS WITH
STUDY AREA COUNTIES BY STUDY ELECTION AND

MULTIVARIATE F SIGNIFICANCE

Population Change Density Age Education F
Northern Study Area - 1920
Kansas Counties .24 .43 .3 .04
Border Counties .49 .37 .05 -.33
Oklahoma Counties .45 .34 -.04 0
Southern Study Area - 1920
Oklahoma Counties -.31 .3 0 .4 *
Border Counties .25 .19 .11 -.43 *
Texas Counties -.13 -.12 -.12 -.03 *
Northern Study Area - 1944
Kansas Counties .1 .33 .26 .22
Border Counties .34 .22 -.29 -.34 *
Oklahoma Counties .27 .01 -.13 -.03
Southern Study Area - 1944
" .Oklahoma Counties -.30 .24 S =227 .27
Border Counties -.04 .28 .28 .27 *
Texas Counties -.03 -.01 .31 .34 » *

18



TABLE XII (Continued)

Population Change Density  Age Education F

Northern Study Area - 1968

Kansas Counties .5 .34 -.55 0

Border Counties -.01 .20 .26 -.42

Oklahoma Counties -.08 -.13 0 -.49
Southern Study Area - 1968

Oklahoma Counties -.24 -.09 .06 .34

Border Counties -.10 .15 .30 .22

Texas Counties -.55 -.19 .52 -.22

* Indicates significance at the .05 level.

Z8



83

it nppoarg that Cox’vote and age are the least‘associated.
''he highest association is in the Kansas counties. This may
reflect the blder,more conservative population voting for |
Cox. Education and Cox vote were the most inconsistent With'
respect to the areal groupings. In the border area, the
greater the Cox vote the less educated the population, other;
wise the association is extremely slight.

Tn the southern study area the multivariate F is signif-
icant for the Oklahoma bordér and Texas éounties. This meéns
that the variation within the social characteristics between
‘the county tiers is not sufficient to explain the variation
in the Cox vote within the county tiers. It can be assuméd
that these social factors ére not representative of the vot-
ers, they reflect the voting in a way which is not addi-
tive, or there was some other factor affecting the vote for' 
Cox.

In the southern study area the correlations of the Cox
vote and the social éharacteristics indicated a linear rela-
tionship between these variables across the study area. The
populatiqn change and age correlations are more similar with—
in Oklahoma and Texas counties than within the'bofdér cqun7'
ties. In the Texas counties, the greater the vote fof Cbx,
the less the population change, density, age and education.
This indicated that these voters were more conservati&e,
rurél, and from areas of little population change. The
border counties differ from the Texas counties in that the

correlations are positive. The greater the vote for Cox the
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yreater the population change, the higher the density and.
the greater the education. This may reflect the growth of
urbanized areas in this region. In the Oklahoma counties

the greater the density and education the highef the Cox_:
vote, and the greater the population‘change the less the

vote for Cox. The age variable is unassociated with the

Cox vote. These correlations indicate fhat Cox had rather
widespread support in both urban areas and aréas with little
population change.

The next study election was 1944, in which Franklin D.
Roosevelt (Democrat), ran for an unprecedented fourth term as
president against Thomas Dewey (Republican). Therewas a statis-
tically significant difference in voting between,the border
counties in the northern study area. There were no signif;
icant difference in voting between the border counties in
the northern study area, nor were there no significant differ—
ences within the Kansas and Oklahoma study area county tiers
(Table IV). In the southern study area, thefe were signifi-
cant differences in voting between all county tiers.

In the northern study area the multivariate F was signi-
ficant for the border counties but not statistically signi—»
ficant for the counties within Kansas or Oklahoma. This‘
means that the variation of the vote within county tiers was
explained by variation of the social characteristics in the
Kansas and Oklahoma county tiers. However, the variatidn
of the social characteristics between the county. tiers wés_

not sufficient to explain the variation within the vote in
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the border counties. It could be assumed that these social
factors wererépresentative of the voter characteristics
within these Kansas and Oklahoma counties but some other
factor héd influenced the vote in the border couhties.

In the northern study area, therewasa line or rela-
tionship between the voting and social characteristics
across the study area. The correlations within the Kansas
counties were positive for each variable. The greater the
vote for Roosevelt the greater the population change, high-
er thé density, greater the age and higher the education.
Given the fairly strong correlations the urban, educated
and older populatiohs.seem to have vbted more for Roosevelt.
Among the border counties, population cﬁange and density
were positively associated with the vote; while age and edu-
cation were negatively associated witﬁ the vote for Roosevelt.
This seemed to indicate that younger, urbanized and changingi
county populations voted for Roosevelt. The Oklahoma coﬁnv
ties have correlations which werevery similar to those of
the border counties. Once again Roosevelt seemed to haVe
captured the younger and more changing county populatiohs.
The very slight correlation with density may be due to Tulf
sa'county and its Republican leanings. |

In the southern study area the multivariate F was sig—
nificant fof the border and Texas study area counties, and
not significant for the Oklahoma counties. This means that
the variation of the social characteristics between the\

county tiers was not sufficient to explain the variation
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within the vote of the Texas and border county tiers, but
the social characteristics were representative of the.voter
characteristics in the Oklahoma counfies. Some other factor
seems to have been operating on the vote in the Texas and
border counties.

The southern study area correlations of the Roosevelt
vote and social characteristics indicate a linear relation-
ship between the variables across the study area. Within
the Oklahoma counties the greater the density and education;
the higher the vote for Roosevelt. Roosevelt had secured the
vote of the liberal urbanites, and lost the vote of the con-
servative ahd little changing county popplations. The Texas
and border counties were similar in that the greater the vote
for Roosevelt, the greater the age and education. Here,
Roosevelt had received the vote of the old and educated. it
should also be noted that urbanization was highly asSociéted~
with vote in the Texas counties. Otherwise the correlations
of the border and Texas counties were negligiblé. |

The final study election was 1968, in which Hubert H.
Humphrey (Democrat) ran against Richard M. Nixon (Republican)
There were no statistically significant electoral differ;
ences betwéen any of the county tiers in the northern stﬁdy 
area. There was a statistically significant difference‘be-
tween the border counties in the southern study area, but
not within the Oklaﬁoma or Tekas counties (Table IV).

The multivariate F was not significant for any of the

county tiers in the northern study area. This means that
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the variation within the vote was explained by the variation
of the social characteristics between the county tiers in
this area. It was assumed that these social factors were
representative of the voter characteristics within this
area. |

The correlations in the northern study area of vote
and social characteristics indicated a linear relationSHiéh
between these variables, across the study area. Within the
Kansas counties the greater the population change and urban-
ization, the higher the vote for Humphrey. The‘age Variable
was associated with less Humphrey vote and there was no asso-
ciation of vote with education. This means that Humphrey
received greater vote from populations which were urbanized,
changing and young. Among the border counties Humphrey re-
ceived votes from the young, urbanized, and less educated.
There was a negligible association with population change.
The Oklahoma voters which gave greater vote to Humphrey were
rural and less educated. The association of this vote and
population change and age was slight.

In the southern study area the multivariate F was not
significant for the Oklahoma and Texas counties, but was
significant for the border counties.‘ This means that the
| variation within Humphrey vote was explained by the variafion
of the social characteristics between the Oklahoma and Texas
counties, but the variation of those characteristics in
that area was not sufficient to explain the variation of

the Humphrey vote within the border counties. It was
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assumed that the social factors are representative of the

voter characteristics within Oklahoma and Texas, but there
was some other influence on this voting among the borderkT

counties.

These correlations also reveal a linear relationship -
between vdte for Humphrey and the social variables,across
the study area. 1In the Oklahoma counties Humphrey voters
tended to be more educated and from less changing popula-
tions. Among the border counties, the Humphrey vote was as;
sociated with the urbanized, more educated and older popula-
tibns. The Humphrey voters in the Texas counties tended to.
‘be more rural, older, less educated and from iess changing

areas.
Summary and Conclusions

This chapter began by noting that the voting in the
study areas combined were similar when the study elections
were compared over time. A trend toward greater similarity
in voting was observed in the northern study area, and a

tendency toward greater dissimiliarity in the southernétudy
'area.4 Given the disintegratioh of thestatistically dete#—
.mined boundaries, several hypotheées were tested (Chaptgr I).‘
The main hypothesis, that greater similarity in voting would
be accompanied by greater similarity in the voting popula-

tions, was substantiated. When totals were compared, county
tiers with no significant difference in voting had greater'

correlations than county tiers where there were significant
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differences. 1Tn addition, it was assumed that when the
multivariate F-score was significant and when east-west
differences pfedominated,~correlations'would bé the ldwest.
This assumption was verified. (Hartshorne had stated tﬁat
similar people aid centripetal forces, while dissimilér
populations will act decisively upon a political region.’)5
.-As a last comment, it should be observed that in all .
cases, with the exception éf the Oklahoma counties in 1944,"
when the differences between counties in voting was statis-
ticdlly significant, the multivariate F was also significant.
This probably means that some other variable is needed to
more fully describe the vote difference.I Quite possibly,
income and/or transportation data would ameliorate this‘
quizzical condition. Such data, however; are difficult to

obtain.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary

The objective of this thesis was to discover the ef-
fects of political boundaries on the vote for Democratic
presidential candidate. The primary idea behind this study
was based upon the federalistic system. In this system the
people of each state are considered a séparate entity, with
different tax structures, laws and such; Hartshorne had de-
scribed such forces which function to unite and divide the
state as "centripetal" and "centrifugal," respectively.;
Since state boundaries mark the legal limit of each state it
was assumed that these forces would meet at the state boun-
‘afies.z It was further assumed that boundaries would act
as a barrier to spatial interaction, resulting in greater
interaction along either side of the boundary.3

The central assumption of this thesis was that a func-
tional relationship exists between the Democratic voting
and the spatial interéction among the people of the state.
In this case, the vote for the Democratic presidential can-

didate was assumed to reflect these two factors: 1) the

identification of the people with the state (the centripetal

91
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force described above, a cognitive mechanism), and 2) spa-
tial interaction, the movement of people and ideas (their
behavior).

The state boundaries of Oklahoma were chosen as a site
to study these'boundary effects on Voting.. The northernv
study area had-no "naturally marked boundary," while the
southern study area had such a boundary, the Red RiverQ4
Presumably, spatial interaction across the horthern bordef»
was less inhibited than across the southern, where the
ri&er acted as a greater barrier to spatial interaction,

‘The second chapter of the thesis illuminated
the spatial variation in voting across these state boun-
‘daries. Based upon the'previoﬁs assumptions several
hypotheses were tested. The boundary did divide the
vote‘into distinct electoral areas. Statistically signif—
icant differences in voting'were found across both state
boundaries. In the north, these differences were found ih
the eléctions of 1908, 1932 and 1944. Otherwise, no sig-
nificaht differences across the boundary or within this
study area were found. It was also discovered that,iniall
elections in which there were no significant differences
across the bdundary, there were significant easthest dif-
ferences in the study area. iThe election of 1944‘was the
only exceptibn to the east-west/split-no boundary difference
rule. In this election, the mean difference in east—wéstl |
voting is nearly identical to that of the difference betwéén

the border counties. It was also found that the AQV
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(analysis of variance) score was not significant, indicat-
- ing that a great deal of variation in the data existed.
This meant that the sociological differences of urban and
ruralism were approximately equal to that produced by the
boundary. Since subsequent elections showed predominate;,
ly east-west differences, it was assumed that the socio-
electoral "turning point"'occurred in this election ahd:'
there was a subsequent voting alignment change. In thé
southern study area, statistical significance was foﬁnd
~across the boundary in all study elections except the 1976
election. It was discovered that there were significant
differences within the county tiers of Oklahoma (in four
elections) and Texas (in one election). It was felt thét
'the boundary had effected the spatial interaction causing
#he electoral difference, otherwise it was posed that ur-
banization contributed to the within state electoral dif-
'ferehCes. When east-west comparisons were made no statis-
tically significant differences were found.

When the differences between the border counties in
the two study areas were compared, they were found to be
staﬁistically significant in all but the final election.
Apparently the type of boundary became of decreasing im-
portance over time. Both boundaries acted as_less of a
barriér aé technological innovations and mass media devices
increased.

The third chapter was directed toward an examination
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of the social characteristics of the populations'in the
study area counties, in relation to the vote. It was aséum4
ed that the majority of the people in the study areas were
from the same population (the population of northern Oklaf‘
homa came from Kansas, those in southern Oklahpma céme;from
Texas).G- The characteristics examined were 1) population
chanige (a ratio of county population taken at three ten year
intervals), 2)vdensity (of each county), 3) age (median.Of
each county population), and 4) education (median of each
county population). Respectively, these were assumed to
reflect the migration, urbanizatidn, residential status, and
conservatism, and liberalism and (possiply income level)é of
each county population. The analysis of this data indicat-
ed that, in the northern study area, population change and
density were most consistently highly correlated with the
Democratic vote, and age and education were most highly as-
sociated with the Democratic vote in the southern study
area. A linear relationship between the vote and thesg
social characteristics was observed for each study elec-
tion when significant differences in voting weré discovered.
Multivariate statistical testing showed significant “ef;
fects" when the variation of the social characteristics
»bétween county tiers was compared to the variation of the
vote within>the county tiers. This means that theSe'vari-
ables are not additive or that some other facfor was :_
influencing the voting patterns. When no significant elec-

~ toral differences were found, the multivariate F was not
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significant. This means that the variation of’the social
characteristics between county tiers was sufficient to "ex-
plain" the variation of voting within these county tiers.
This indicated that the social characteristics in the analy-

sis were representative of the voter characteristics.
Conclusions

The Oklahoma side of the southern study area has been
called "little dixie" because of the high turn out of Demo-
cratic vote in this area. It is also characterized by an

7

older population. The boundary differences in voting is

a result of Texas and Arkansas migration patterns into

the area and‘the predominance.of the Democratic pafty
through time, a result of an older, less changing population
concentrated in this area. Many of these older people |
still remember their migration into the state, thus account—
ing for the difference across the border (this migratioh

may reflect differences which led these people to migraté
into this area). The differences between the counties with-
in Oklahoma and Texas is an indication of their lack of
contact with the border or different kinds of information
reaching the more urbanized counties within this study area.
The history of border conflicts with Texas is reflected‘in
the voting differences. Those people nearest the border ére
more keenly aware of the border than those further back ffdm

the Red River.

The boundary differences were found to decrease over
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time in the southern stﬁdy area. This was the result of
incfeased‘interaction across the boundary. The government
began to grant many bridge contracts in the 1920's, making
interaction easier. Also, the older population in thisarea
is declining, since the study election covers 68 years. No
east-west differences were found in this study area.

In the northern study area, popuiation'change-and:deh4‘"
sity eorreiated mest consistently high with the Democratic
presidential candidate vote, and east-west differencesvwere
found to prevail. The voting differences across the boun-

- dary were foundvonly in the elections of 1908, 1932 and
1944. Spatial interaction may be the p;imary motivator, al-
.though it was noted that this older population seems to vote
as conservatively as those in the southern study area. The
larée difference in east-west voting indicates a "rural-
urban“:split. ‘These differences were found when the bound?.
ary differences were not significant in all study electionsf
except that of 1944. 1In his book on Oklahoma politics,
Jones has posed that when it "comes to a choice between
~ Democrat end'Republican" the rural-urban split is most‘eﬁi—
“dent. A visual scan of Figures 2-8 will reveal a greaﬁer‘;
dispersion of the vote in the westernmost counties ef Oklaf
homa and Kansas. This variability in political_attitudesv
in agricultural areas has been noted by several researchers'
and is the most likely reason for the east-west split,? (It'
can be observed that, in the closer elections, counties sur%

rounding the urban areas voted more similarly.) The
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boundafy differences in the northern study area decreased
over time. This was a result of'increased interaction'and
innovation diffusion across the boundary.

When border county differences were compared over timé,
they diminished. This was due to increased spatial interac-
tion across both boundaries. As has been mentioned, the “
nOrﬁhern'boundary does not occur as a physical feature and
presumably was less a barrier to spatial interaction than
the Red River boundary in the southern study area. As
innovations such as automobiles, televisions and radios be-
came more abundant, interactions increased, the grthh of
urban centers also contributed to the declining electoral

significance of the boundaries.
Implications

It has been shown that political boundaries may
coincide with existing electoral patterns. These bound-
aries may coincide with exisfing electoral patterns. These
boundaries appear to perform some function which decreased '
sparial interaction. It has also been shown that the sig-
nificance of boundaries may change over time, and in rela¥
.tion to the type of boundary. As technological leﬁels be-
come more developed, certain kinds of boundaries may no
longer be effective to control expansion of these techno-
logies. And, finally, spatial interaction seems to be a
major component of electoral change and boundary disintegraQ

tion.
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A more specific comment on the declining electoral sig-
nificance of the state boundaries is pertinent. An,impbr-
tant consideration of this thesis was the presumed relation-
ship of the electoral patterns to the identificatidn ofiﬁhe
people with their étate; The disintegration of the distinct-
ly marked electoral areas may suggest that this presuﬁption
as superfluous and illusory, or that some more deeply'rdot;'
ed culture change aspect has been measured. The ruralfurban
split, which was suggested by the east-west voting patternéA
in the northern study area and‘thought’to be the reason for
the within state electorél differences in the southern study
area, indicates that an economic influenpe has overridaen
the politico—sociological state boundary voting differehges.
This indicates that the people in the study areas are now
more concerned with their economic situation than the
political alignment of their state. These results may be',
construed as a general trend toward a cultural homogeneity:
_that is believed to be occurring in the United States,.but
it may also reflect cultural stratification (rural and urbén»
a result of the economic condition of these people. Aé indus-
tries tend to move toward more rural areas, these people may
be more able to afford and buy more of their own culture. (It
must be remembered that this is a type of spatialvinteracé
tion, although it is not exactly the same type of spatial
~iﬁteréction which was postulated at the beginning of this  
thesis.) Thus, it may be that areas»with more similar’ecoé

nomic and cultural features vote with greater similarity. .
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vFurther Research

Eventually all state boundaries should be studied,
through time, to reinforce the findings presented in this
thesis. Diffusion pattern studies would yield interest-
ing results in relation to this political phenomenon.

The. circulation across boundaries would illuminate soméw”
importantbaspects of political boundaries. The effects of
urbanizatioh and ruralism, migrants and residents, ethnic
and populatiqn voting patterns, would undoubtedly shed light
‘on much of what has been preSented.

| Furthermore, the variables used did not "explain" the
béundary differences (see Chapter III).i This was an unfor-
tunate, yet not unpredicted result. Gi;en the limited data
set and restricted nature of the data, it might have been
more surprising if the difference were so easily explained.
Fdrther, more detailed analysis, should include more spa-
tial interaction data, transportation, and income data.

These variables would quite possibly account for the vari-

ation in the boundary voting patterns.
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APPENDIX
A NOTE ON THE FIGURES

\vFigufeé 3 through 9 and 17 through 21 are computer pro¥'
duced. These figures were execﬁted by the Statistical
»Analysis System (1976 version) under the "plot" procedure.
Figure 2 and figures 10 through‘lﬁ were also computer
produced. These choropleth maps were generated with the
CHORMAP computer mapping program currently available to the

Oklahoma State University students.
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