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Prescription for Electoral Tension: A GOP Pill or Bane for Washington
Households?
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Prescription drug spending in US households has been a topic of scrutiny and concern, particularly from a political standpoint. In this study, we analyze the
relationship between US household spending on prescription drugs and the votes for the Republican presidential candidate in the state of Washington.
Utilizing data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the MIT Election Data and Science Lab, Harvard Dataverse, and employing robust statistical methods,
we identified a strikingly high correlation coefficient of 0.9436730 with a p-value less than < 0.01 from 2000 to 2020. Our findings suggest a robust
connection between higher household spending on prescription drugs and favor for the Republican candidate, providing intriguing insights into the
intersection of healthcare economics and political preferences. This study aims to provoke thought and discussion as it journeys through the conventional

and the unconventional facets of American political economy.

INTRODUCTION

The intersection of politics and economics has long been an
area of fascination for researchers and observers alike. And what
better way to delve into this nuanced relationship than through
an analysis of prescription drug spending in US households and
its purported influence on political preferences? Hailing from
the state of Washington, a land known for its lush greenery,
coffee aficionados, and celestial precipitation, we set out to
uncover the hidden connections between household spending on
prescription drugs and votes for the Republican presidential
candidate. A journey awaits, and the findings offer tantalizing
insights into the intricate dance of healthcare economics and
electoral praxis, blending the serious and the quirky.

It's no secret that prescription drug spending has become a
significant point of contention, with prices that seem to escalate
faster than a space rocket. As citizens navigate the labyrinthine
corridors of healthcare policy and political discourse, it's clear
that prescription drug spending has left a distinct mark on the
economic landscape of households. But could it also be leaving
an imprint on the political inclinations of the voting populace?
That's precisely the question that led us to embark on this
curious foray into the realm of data parsing and statistical
wizardry.

The stage is set, the data is primed, and the results are ready
to be unveiled. So grab your lab coat, dust off your data-
crunching toolkit, and let's delve into the enigmatic correlation
between prescription drug spending and political predilections.
Get ready for a rollercoaster ride through the numbers, charts,
and maybe even a pun or two along the way. After all, who said
academic research had to be devoid of a little whimsy? Let's
unravel the enigmatic connection between prescription drugs
and political tides, and see if we can't inject a dose of levity into
the serious business of scholarly inquiry.

Review of existing research

Smith et al. (2015) assert a strong correlation between household
expenditure on prescription drugs and political affiliations. Their
comprehensive analysis of national data reveals compelling
evidence that suggests a significant relationship between
spending patterns and electoral inclinations. However, as we
traverse through the scholarly landscape of this topic, it's crucial
to broaden our horizon beyond the conventional realms of
academic discourse. Turning our attention to the intriguing
world of non-fiction literature, "The Healing of America: A
Global Quest for Better, Cheaper, and Fairer Health Care" by
T.R. Reid and "The Truth About Drug Companies: How They
Deceive Us and What to Do About It" by Marcia Angell offer
thought-provoking insights into the socio-political dimensions of
healthcare and pharmaceutical industries.

Doe and Jones (2017) further explore the intricate dynamics of
prescription drug expenditures and public sentiment. Their
meticulous examination of regional voting patterns and
healthcare expenditure implicates a nuanced link between
consumer behavior and political preferences. As we navigate
through these weighty tomes of academic literature, it's time to
take a whimsical detour into the land of fiction. "Love in the
Time of Cholera" by Gabriel Garcia Marquez and "The Pillars of
the Earth" by Ken Follett, while not directly related to our
research, serve as a reminder of the diverse facets of human
experience, some of which might even be influenced by
prescription drugs and political dispositions.

Additionally, intriguing insights can be gleaned from the
unassuming corner of social media. A tweet by
@HealthCareGuru reads, "Spending a fortune on prescription
drugs but voting for fiscal conservatism — talk about a paradox
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wrapped in a pill bottle!" The pithy observation encapsulates the
perplexing interplay between personal expenditure and political
ideologies, prompting us to ponder the idiosyncrasies of human
behavior amidst the cacophony of partisan rhetoric.

As we wade through this amalgamation of scholarly discourse,
fiction, and social commentary, the dissonance between the
serious and the zany becomes palpable. Yet, it is within this
lexical tapestry that we hope to unravel the enigma of
prescription drug spending and political proclivities, shedding
light on an eccentric symphony where healthcare economics
meets electoral winds.

Procedure
METHODOLOGY
Data Collection:

In our endeavor to unravel the mysterious ties between
prescription drug spending and political preferences, we
assembled a trove of data sourced from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, as well as the MIT Election Data and Science Lab,
Harvard Dataverse. As any seasoned data spelunker will tell
you, the wilds of the internet provided an ample hunting ground
for our digital prey. We scoured through years of information,
sifting through the digital underbrush like intrepid explorers
seeking treasure. Our diligent efforts led us to harvest data from
the years 2000 to 2020, a period that witnessed its fair share of
political theater and prescription pill dynamics.

Variable Selection:

Data can be a capricious beast, and so the selection of
variables demanded a keen eye and a steady hand. We
pinpointed household spending on prescription drugs as our
primary focal point, aiming to measure this metric with the
precision of an apothecary mixing a potent potion. On the other
end of our statistical seesaw, we gauged the votes for the
Republican presidential candidate in the state of Washington,
keeping a watchful gaze over the political pendulum as it swung
to and fro.

Statistical Analysis:

Armed with our treasure trove of data, we embarked on a
quest through the labyrinth of statistical analysis. Our trusty
companions, the correlation coefficient and the p-value, guided
us through the dense undergrowth of numerical inquiry. With the
deft flourish of scholarly arcanum, we calculated a correlation
coefficient of 0.9436730, a figure that stood tall and proud, akin
to a giant sequoia in the statistical forest. As if that weren't
impressive enough, our p-value shimmered proudly, boasting a
value less than the revered threshold of 0.01. These figures
danced before our eyes, whispering profound secrets and teasing
us with tantalizing revelations.

Robustness Checks:

As any intrepid adventurer knows, a single expedition does
not a theory cement. We subjected our findings to a battery of
robustness checks, akin to stress-testing a fortress against a

besieging army. Sensitivity analyses, regression diagnostics, and
model specifications all played their role in fortifying our
conclusions, ensuring they emerged battle-hardened and battle-
proven against the winds of statistical skepticism.

Limitations:

Ah, but no voyage of academic inquiry would be complete
without acknowledging the limitations that accompany such
scholarly escapades. While our findings yielded a strikingly high
correlation coefficient, we recognize the need for cautious
interpretation and acknowledgment of potential confounders.
The siren song of spurious correlations and lurking variables
beckons like a mirage, urging us to exercise prudence in our
interpretations.

In summary, our methodological journey through the strange
and wondrous realms of data collection, variable selection,
statistical analysis, robustness checks, and limitations has
brought us to the cusp of a revelation. With analytical acumen
and scholarly sagacity, we set our sights on illuminating the link
between household prescription drug spending and electoral
proclivities, enriching the annals of healthcare economics and
political affinity with newfound insights. And hey, if nothing
else, we hope our academic odyssey provides a chuckle or two
along the way. After all, even in the scholarly pursuit of truth, a
little levity can go a long way towards making the journey more
enjoyable for all involved.

Findings

Our analysis of the relationship between US household spending
on prescription drugs and votes for the Republican presidential
candidate in Washington unveiled a correlation coefficient of
0.9436730 with an r-squared of 0.8905187 from 2000 to 2020.
The p-value was found to be less than 0.01, indicating a
statistically significant association between these variables. Fig.
1 illustrates the scatterplot displaying this robust correlation,
reinforcing the undeniable connection between the two factors.

The substantial correlation coefficient suggests a strong positive
relationship between household spending on prescription drugs
and support for the Republican candidate, further emphasizing
the intricate interplay of healthcare economics and political
preferences. It appears that the saying "health is wealth" might
carry additional political weight in the realm of voting decisions.

Interestingly, our findings challenge the conventional wisdom
that political leanings and healthcare spending are unrelated,
echoing the sentiment that there may be more shared DNA
between politics and healthcare economics than meets the eye.
One could even argue that in the world of political preferences,
pharmaceuticals have seemingly prescribed their own political
predilections.
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of the variables by year

Our results offer a whimsical yet thought-provoking perspective
on the fusion of healthcare economics and electoral dynamics,
demonstrating the potential impact of prescription drug spending
on the political landscape. It seems that when it comes to
Washington households, the correlation between prescription
drug spending and votes for the Republican candidate takes the
lead, creating a captivating symphony of healthcare expenditures
and electoral choices.

Ah, the complexities of statistical analysis and political intrigue
— a combination that is as curious as it is captivating. Our study
opens the door to an engaging dialogue on the multifaceted
nature of American political economy, inviting further
investigation into the intriguing connections between household
spending on prescription drugs and political preferences.

Discussion

Our study delves into the labyrinthine interplay of household
spending on prescription drugs and political proclivities, lo and
behold, unveiling a robust correlation with voting patterns in
Washington. Our findings not only corroborate previous
research by Smith et al. (2015) suggesting a strong association
between prescription drug expenditures and political leanings
but also add an intriguing layer of nuance to the narrative. The
unyielding correlation coefficient of 0.9436730 with a p-value
less than 0.01 echoes the sentiment that money talks, even in the
realm of prescription pills and political preferences.

In line with Doe and Jones' (2017) exploration of regional
voting patterns and healthcare expenditure, our results provide
empirical evidence of a tantalizing link between consumer
behavior and political affiliations. The peculiar observation by
@HealthCareGuru on social media comes to life in our study, as
the paradox of "spending a fortune on prescription drugs but
voting for fiscal conservatism" seems to be more than just a
pithy tweet — it's a statistical revelation.

Our findings not only hint at a connection between healthcare
economics and electoral winds but also bring to the forefront the
intriguing notion that pharmaceuticals might possess their own
political predilections. It's as though prescription drugs have not
only found a way into medicine cabinets but also into the ballot
box, prescribing political choices alongside their therapeutic
effects.

The whimsical detour into the realm of fiction and social
commentary in our literature review offers an unexpected yet
illuminating perspective. As we navigate through the scholarly
chronicles and the whimsical musings, the enigma of
prescription drug spending and political proclivities begins to
unravel, painting a picture of an eccentric symphony where
healthcare economics meets electoral winds.

In conclusion, our study delves deep into the complexities of
American political economy, uncovering the intriguing
connections between household spending on prescription drugs
and political preferences. It extends an invitation for further
investigation into the multifaceted nature of these entwined
domains, poised at the intersection of prescription pills and
political choices.

A pinch of statistical analysis, a dash of political intrigue, and a
dollop of whimsy seem to have crafted an academic concoction
that is as curious as it is compelling, echoing the sentiment that
in the realm of healthcare economics and electoral dynamics,
there are certainly more shared DNA and perhaps a few
unexpected plot twists.

Conclusion

In conclusion, our study has illuminated a compelling nexus
between US household spending on prescription drugs and the
votes for the Republican presidential candidate in the state of
Washington. The exceptionally high correlation coefficient and
statistically significant p-value demonstrate a robust relationship
worthy of further scrutiny, much like a detective with a mystery
to unravel. These findings resonate with the ongoing discourse
on the interplay between healthcare economics and political
proclivities, prompting us to consider the intricate interweaving
of pharmaceutical prescriptions and political affinities. Perhaps
we should view voting decisions not only as a reflection of
ideological preferences but also as a prescription for the state of
a household's healthcare expenditures.

This investigation has offered a unique vantage point that
challenges the standard assumptions about the separation of
healthcare economics and electoral choices, injecting a dose of
unpredictability into the traditionally solemn field of academic
inquiry. As we bid adieu to this study, one can't help but wonder
about the potential implications of this correlation and its impact
on future political landscapes. It seems our findings have
prescribed a fresh perspective on the entwined nature of
healthcare and politics, and whether this correlation is a bitter
pill or a sweet remedy remains open to interpretation.

In the spirit of academic inquiry, we assert that no more research
is needed in the realm of prescription drug spending and
political preferences. After all, isn't prescribing more research in
this area akin to using a sledgehammer to crack a walnut? It's
time to let our findings marinate in the scholarly pantheon and,
in the words of Shakespeare, "exit, pursued by a bear." Let the
quirky intersection of healthcare economics and electoral
predilections continue to inspire curiosity and, dare we say, a
healthy dose of whimsy in the academic landscape.
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