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Regularly the Gallup Poll reports on the political attitudes ot the
American publ1c. These reports often show distinct differences in the
pubUc attitudes lUI a result ot: age, education, income, race, religion, sex.
and union membership. Others who poll the public report similar distinc­
tiona. S. M. Upset baa written: "... such factors as occupational status,
Income and clau character of the district in which people live probably
dl8t1nguish the support of the two parties more clearly now than at any
other period in American History since the Civil War.'" This author was
not certain that such conclusions might now apply to Oklahoma. Since
Oklahoma voted Republican in the last three Presidential races, as well as
the 1982 Governor's race, we felt such generalizations mayor may not be
characteristic of the State of Oklahoma. Thus, the purpose of this study
hu been to test the extent of the effect of such economic and social factors
on Oklahoma voting.

In order to determine some of the characteristics of the people of
Oklahoma, we turned to the 1980 Census. There we found much that dis·
Ungulshed one county from another and groups ot counties from other
rroupa ot counties. In general, we could say the counties bordering the
Red River and those tn the southeast third ot the State tended to be rather
atmllar in many respects. We also found rather consistent similarities in
two other groupe of counties: first, those In the northwest third of the
State; and second, Oklahoma, Tulsa, and Washington Counties.

Coupled with the census data, we also recorded how each county voted
in the Preatdential elections of 1962, 19M, and 1980. Further checks were
made on the Gubernatorial and Senatorial races, but we are not reporting
on euch In this paper. In those other various electoral contests there was
lOme variation from the voting in the last three Presidential elections, but
we found that thoee variations do not signlflcantly affect the conclusions
of wa paper.

In making th1a study we compared the counties voting Democratic
tor Pruldent In 1962, 19M, and 1980 With those voting Republican in those
yean on nine different factora. ThOBe factors were as follows: education,
race. averap fann values. median famlly income. famlly income of $3,000
or leu. tamUy Income of $10,000 or more, unemployment, housing, and
native of foreign or mixed parentage. In each of these factors we found
very deflnite and slgnlflcant differences between thoee counties voting
Demoeratlc and thoae counties voting Republican. Because of this con­
tlln.1 varlatlon between the Democratic and Republican counties, we felt
othen ahould have an opportunity to ahare this information.

Tbe omlIalon of two 1"&ther important factora should be noted: rellgi·
oua afftllaUon and union memberBbip. So far &8 we know there Is no
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recent religious Cell8U8 of Oklahoma. One could use an old study, but we
did not feel It would be wise. As for union membenhlp, we felt that the
State has such a amall percentage of workers who are organized, that
such a comparlaon might have uttle meaning. Thl8 may be an error on
our part. We may yet check this factor.

Political observers who trequently gauge public attitudes commonly
associate political party affillatlon with the level of education attained.
They commonly note that most persona with only a grade school education
are Democrats, while most college graduates are RepubUcans. Is th1s
characteristic, 80 frequently noted nationally, also true in Oklahoma? We
cannot say with absolute certitude that such Is the case. but It certainly
seems to be true.

It will be seen In Table Ia that seventy percent of the Democratic
counties in 1960 were counties where the median school years completed
was under nine, while only a little over thirty-five percent of the RepubUcan
counties had 80 low an educational level. Was this only an aberration ot
the 1960 election? No, for one notes that 1962 and 1968 tllustrate the
same bastc characteristic about the educational level of Democratic and
Republican counties. One should also note In Table 1& that In 1952 and
1956 that torty-lour percent and forty-elght percent of the RepubUcan
counties had median school years completed of ten or more. Democratic
counties with 80 high a level of fonnal education amounted to but twelve
percent of all Democratic counties In 1962 and 1960 and thirteen percent in
1956.

We note that only three Oklahoma counties bad a median school level
of twelve or more. In each of the three Presidential electioD8 those three
counties went Republican. Table Ib examines In a bit more depth those
three counties: Oklahoma, Tulsa, and Washington. In Table Ib it wilJ
be seen that the Republican party won decisive victories. It wlll al.lo be
noted that each county's RepUblican margin varies In accordance with the
educational attainment ot those over twenty-five.

Nationally it has been noted that since 1982 non-whites have .up­
ported the Democratic party . In Oklahoma the last three Presidential
elections have shown a marked racial distinction in the voting. ThIs may
be seen in Table n. There are ten counties with less than one percent
non-white population. Each of these ten voted overwhelmingly Republi­
can; that is, they voted from sixty to eighty percent for Eisenhower and
Nixon. It wUI also be noted that seventy-nine to eighty-elght percent of
those counties voting Democratic in those electloD8 had over five percent
non-white persons within the population.

The University of Mich"gan's Survey Research Center baa observed
that the size of the farm is direcUy related to the party the fanner sup­
POrtal Average falm values generally reflect the lize of the tann and
farm values in DemocraUc and Republican counties reflect economic dif­
ferences in a clear cut fashion. One may note in Table m that in 19~2

nlnety-one percent of the Democratic counties had an average farm value
of under $40,000. Less than fttty percent of the RepubUcan countiu bad
such low farm values. Thia distinction al80 held in 19M and 1960 with no
really slgnlffcant variation from 1962.

Kedlan fam11y Income 111 another means of dlsUnguialhing Oklahoma.n­
by party. We may note in Table IV that eighty-two percent of the countiell
votlDg Democratic In 1962. 19M. and in 1960 were counties with a median

ac..pbeD. Cob....... Millert aDd Stok., .....~ v..... (New York: Joha
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tam11y lDcome under ..,000. It will aI80 be seen tbat the RepubUcan
countla In that income bracket amounted to but torty-two to fitty-three
percent of au HepubUcan counti. In tboee three PrealdenUal elections.

To ODe who may wtah another economic compariaon than median tam­
U)' lneome, we present lleveral othens. In Table V we can see that over
e1chty percent of the Democratic counties In 1960, but only torty percent
of the RepubUcau counUes, were those counties In which forty percent or
more ot the famiUes had an Income ot ~,OOO or less. This was not pecuUar
to 1HO, for we may note that In both 1952 and 1956 over seventy percent
of the DemocraUc counUea were in th1a low Income bracket.

It .. a trul8m that the country club set votes Republican. Do the
wealthy Yote Republlcan in Oklahoma? A glance at Table VI will show
that Ilxty-flve percent of the Republ1can counties, but only twenty-tour
percent ot the Democratic counaes, were those in which six percent or
more of the famill. had an annual Income of $10,000 or more. One may
aUo note that there were fourteen counties where over ten percent of the
famlU. had an annual income of $10,000 or more in 1960. Only one of
the fourteen countiu voted Democratic.

Are the unemployed in Oklahoma Democrats or Republicans? We
may not know indivtdually how such a person may have voted, but we
have compared the counties where there were large numbers ot unem­
ployed. We bave summarized th1a lntormation in Table vn. Of the
counUu yoting Democratic in 1960, over seventy-six percent had over
tour and a halt percent ot its labor force unemployed. Le88 than fifty
percent of the RepubUcan counties had such a high percentage of unem­
ployed. There was an even sharper contrast in 1952 and 1956. By way of
further contrut one notes that in both 1952 and 1960 there were nine
RepubUcan counUea with Ius than two and tour-tenths percent unem­
ployed. and not a atnele Democratic county with 80 few unemployed.

Where do the people Uve who reside in housing units without a tub
or shower1 In Oklahoma they Uve in counties that vote Democratic. As
Table VIU will show, the ten counties where le88 than ten percent ot the
boUIinC units are without a tub or shower all voted Republican in 1960.
That ame year 8&W twenty-nine percent of the Democratic counties with
torty percent of the houatng units with no tub or shower. Thi8 may be
contruted with leu than eeventeen percent tor the Republ1can party.
Agaln. thla 18 not pecuUar just to 1960, for in 1962 and 1956 only three ot
the fltteen countiu with forty percent ot the housing units without tub or
Ihower voted RepubUcan. TbU8, when the Republicans refer to the "dirty
Democrats", they may be more correct than they reaUze.

Where do the IlOna and daughters of the foreign born Uve? In Okla­
boma the)' BYe in predominantly RepubUcan counties. An examination of
Table IXa wW Wuatrate the extent to which thls 11 true. There are only
eleven counU. In Oklahoma lD which five percent or more of ita population
18 II&Uve of foretp or mixed parentage. In 1968 only one of those eleven
counU-. Wublt&. voted Democratic. In 1962 and in 1960 even it voted
Republlcu. ~ eleven counties are au located In western Oklahoma,
aDd 0D1y ODe is located IIOUtb of tile Canadien River. Tbat one is Waahlt&.
whlcla voted Democratic 1D 18M.

JD Table JXb we bave abown thoee eIeftD counties where at least five
pvceDt or more of the population 11 nattve of forelp or mixed parentap
aDd how tboee eleftll voted In the Jut three PresIdential elecUODII. It wiD
be DOted that Major CouIlty CO"eletenUy cast tile Idpest percentage tor the
Republican cudklatee. Major County aJ80 bad the hlpest percentage of
Ita populattoD wbo were Dat1ve of 'foreign or mlzed paren.tap. One nota
that the percmtqe of Kajor Oowlty was over' twelve percent Dative of
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foretgn or mixed parentage.

The Census Bureau recorded the country of origin of the foreign .oak
for several ot the eleven counties shown on Table IXb. In Blalne County
forty-five percent were from RU88la and twenty-three percent from Ger­
many. In Garfield County fifteen percent were fromRuaala and thirty
percent from Germany. The country of origin of the foreign stock of
Kingfisher County shows ten and a half percent from Russia and forty­
eight percent from Germany. In Major County one finds thirty-nine per­
cent from Russia and seventeen percent from Germany. FInally, one
notes this same pattern in Washita County, where thirty-nine percent of
the foreign stock were from Russia and twenty-one percent from Germany.
Thus, country of origin does make a difference in Oklahoma, just as in
Iowa, North Dakota, Texas, or in other States as noted In many prevloW'
studies. Oklahoma definitely seems to tollow the pattern of other States
where German and Russian stock vote Republican.

Country of origin seems to be particularly significant In the case ot
Major County, for how else can one really account for this county being
the most Republican county in all of Oklahoma. Of those eleven counties
shown in Table IXb, Major County has the largest percentage of housing
units without tub or shower, the lowest level of formal education, the low­
est average farm value, the second lowest median family income, and the
largest percentage of families with an Income under '3,000. Thu., UWI
factor of Major County having the States's largest percentaa'e of the
population who were native of foreign or mixed parentage is very probably
the only explanation for the county's deep and abiding loyalty to the
Republican party.

In summary, we found very d1atlnct economic, political, and social
differences between Oklahoma's counties. These variations are on both a
north-south and an east-west basis. Should a line be drawn diagonally
from the northeast comer to the southwest comer of Oklahoma, one would
find most of the education, employment, and wealth to the northwest ot
that Une. To the southeast one would find most of tbe illiteracy, poor
bousing, poverty, and unemployment. One would find most of the foreign
Itock northwest of the line. One would find the bulk of the non-whites
lYing southeast of that diagonal. certalnly. the Democratic counties are
generally southeast of the line. As In national studies, this examination
baa illustrated that in the state of Oklahoma economic statu., national
origin, race, and education are all significant factors in dIatlngutsbln,
Democratic and Republican counties. As Oklahoma continues its Jl'OWth
.. a two-party state, these cbaracterlstlcs should even more lharply delin­
eate thoee countlee supporting the two partie..
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TABLE Ib

MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS COMPLETED BY PmsoNS OVER TWENTY-FIVE

IN THREE OKLAHOMA COUNTIES AND THE REPUBLICAN PERCENTAGE

IN THREE PREsWENTIAL ELECTIONS

School Years
CompletedCounty

Oklahoma
Tulsa
Washington

12.0
12.1
12.2

~7.6

61.3
64.5

59.8
65.5
69.3

61.•
63.0
71.4

Source; Table 35, U.B. Cen8U3, 1960, Vol. 38, pp. 141-142.
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184 PROC. OF THE OKLA. ACAD. OF SCI. FOR 1963

TABLE IXb

Pl:acZNTAOE OP PoPULAftON THAT WAS NATIVE OP FoREIGN OR MIXED

PAD:NTAOE IN ELEvEN OKLAHOMA COUNTIES IN 1960 AND THE

REPuBLICAN P!aCENTAGES IN THREE PRESIDENTIAL ELrorIONS

NaUve of ForeIgn or
County Mixed Parentage 1952 1958 1960

Alfalfa 7.2 78.8 70.3 7t>.7
Blaine 8.6 72.7 67.6 67.9
Canadian Got> 63.f t>9.f t>7.f
EW8 8.2 78.3 67.6 7f.6
Garfield 6.6 71.f 69.f 69.3
Grant 8.3 72.f M.8 62.0
KlnBflaher 8.9 77.0 70.2 M.5
Major 12.f SO.t> 7f.8 80.2
Noble 7.8 71.0 63.7 62.6
Wuhlta 6.2 55.2 «.f t>7.1
Wooda t>.9 71.0 M.l 68.1

Source: Table 86. U.8. Oeuu, 1960. Vol. 38, pp. Ifl-1U.
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