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INTRODUCTION AND PREFACE 

The economic ability of the state of Oklahoma to sup

port education has been the topic for discussion by the 

legislature and by educational groups for the past several 

years. There has been considerable research, with tax re

form as the object, and inequalities have been shown in 

economic ability of certain counties of the state. 

The author has endeavored, in this thesis, to make a 

comparative study of the economic ability of the state as 

a whole, with other states, and a comparative study by 

counties within the state of Oklahoma. No attempts have 

been made to offer a tax reform or to suggest how schools 

should be supported. But as the author is engaged in an 

administrative phase of educational work, there has been a 

strong temptation to bring up some methods which might be 

an improvement over the present tax system for the support 

of education. This thesis has, nevertheless, been kept as 

closely as possible within the economic phases of the problem. 

Records relative to wealth, expenditures, enumeration, 

and enrollment and their relation to each other and to the 

problem in general have been cited from the Biennial Reports 

of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction. Wealth 

and income are not a perfect index to economic ability to 

support education, but they are the ones chiefly used at 

present. Since statehood, they have been used as a primary 



source of data. Wealth, especially, is a poor index to a 

county's ability to pay the cost of education, but it is 

the basis used in Oklahoma for determining the amount each 

shall contribute to school support, and so conditions as 

found, have been considered. Income is probably the best 

index to economic ability, but it also has its limitations, 

due to the fact that there are no accurate figures on the 

amount of income received by the people of the state, or 

any part of the state. The data obtainable on incomes are 

at best, only estimates. 

Data on enumeration, enrollment, and expenditures 

v 

used in the tables and comparisons in Chapter IV are taken 

from the reports of the seventy-seven county superintendents 

of the state and the reports of the independent districts 

for the year ending June 30, 1930. The reports are incom

plete in many counties because independent districts have 

not made a financial report for 1930, and probably never 

will. These items are, therefore, all somewhat less than 

a complete report would show. 

The author has included in the 1930 expenditures, only 

those for elementary and secondary education; since higher 

education is financed by the state as a whole, there is no 

basis for comparison within the state. 

In the comparisons of Oklahoma's school expenditures 

with those of other states, all expenditures for public edu

cation are included. 
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The economic elements of Oklahoma's school support 

have been compared with those of the four adjoining states 

and with the extremes and average of the nation. Each of 

the seventy-seven counties has been compared with the state 

average, and the five geographical divisions of the state 

with their averages and with the average of the state. 

Next were compared the economic indices of Oklahoma--the 

. five geographical divisions being compared with each other 

and with the state average. 

The tables and indices as worked out in this thesis, 

are the only ones of the kind available for Oklahoma, as 

far as is known to the author. If in any way they may ever 

be of aid in the solution of the economic adjustment of 

Oklahoma's school finance, I shall feel well repaid for the 

long hours of labor spent in compiling the material and in 

working out the relationships. 

I wish to express my sincere gratitude to the following 

persons: first, to Dr. Philip Holcomb Stephens, acting head 

of the department of Agricultural Economics, whose advice 

and assistance have been of value in the preparation of this 

thesis; to Dean Raymond D. Thomas of the School of Commerce, 

who supplied the date on income by counties; to 1~. William 

Booth of the Agricultural Economics department, who used the 

comptometer for many of the calculations; and to Miss Margaret 

Walters, head reference librarian, all of the Oklahoma Agri

cultural and Mechanical College. 
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The state department of Education was kind in furnishing 

data from the records of that office. I wish especially to 

thank Mr. Marshall w. Gregory and Miss Edna Dean, who 

directed me to the sources of data and assisted me in ob-

taining the desired material. 

Oklahoma A. and M. College, Stillwater 
August, 1931 

L. G. R. 
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A COMPARATIVE S,TUI]Y .. Q]' .. THE ECOJ;WMIC ABILITY 
OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOivlA. 

TO SUJ::PORT EDUCATION. 

CHAPTER I 

A RECORD OF PAST SU~PORT OF EDUCATION 

Shortly after an humble but determined beginning of 

1 

pioneer life in the western regions of Oklahoma, then Okla-

homa Terr±toryg, the early settlers provided as best they 

couldw an el:ementary school system for their children; 

alsp~ as soon as ~ossible they established institutions 

of higher learning~ endowi them with what liberalism their 

~conomic condition would permit. In t east sidet then In-

dian Territory, schools for white children outside of the 

larger towns were either of the mission or subscription 

ty,pe~· Consequently, with the inauguration of statehood, 

140,00Q children were provided~ for the fir timeJ with 

free public instruction. The Indians had schools of their 

own under the supervision of the United States government, 

but even among the Indi'ans~ there were homes which were 

in easy :acc~ess of a school. 

Tha assessed valuations given in Table I this study 

we,re taken from state auditor's reports and were the 

v;~lues certified by the state e ilization bo 

T.l}.e e.numeration was taken from r:t biennial repo s of 

------ ____.:;; __ .. , .. -----
1 ~our.th~ .Bieg!}i~ B~J2.2E.! of he .§t~te §l:~J?er~~}tendent of 

~-l~~Q InstruCtion, p. 229. 



the state superintendent of schools, and is supposed to be 

the record from January first of each year. This practice 

was not followed prior to l~le, so that the data back of 

that time is subject to,the·error which was possible by 

children moving from one district to another between Janu

ary first and April first, and thus being enumerated in 

both places. 

Enrollment figures were taken from the biennial re

ports of the state superintendent of schools and include 

grades one to twelve. 

·The expenditures for education contain only those 

made 0n grac!l.e and secondary schools and are taken from bi

ennial reports of the state superintendent of schools. 

The per capita cost based on enumeration was derived 

by dividing the cost for each year by enrollment. 

The percentage of entmeration attending was derived 

by dividing the enrollment by enumeration. 

The ameunt spent for education for each one hundred 

dollars of wealth was derived by dividing the expenditures 

by assessed valuation and multiplying by 100. 

Tile per capita wealth from 1908 to 1930 was derived 

by dividing the assessed waluation by the enumeration each 

yea:ri 
• 1+'Fhe year 1908 marked the beginning of free education 

2 

fepf::alJ.:'tthe 'Children of Oklahoma', but ·because few buildings 

waJier·avai1able 1 the expenditures in cE>mparison to sch0ol 
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pep\llation were very small• In.one year's time, however, 

!nt(9res~ in the school program <1eveloped to such an extent 

that the results were aston~shing. Money expended jumped 

fr0m the comparatively small figure ()f $3QO,OOO in 1907 to 

$5,800,000 l.n 1908. Fro:q.t.that time, the amount set aside 

fo~ public schools each year shows a gradual increase until 

1917, when a two million dollar increase, or a total of 

$11.,832, 7?8 was recorde.d• This rate of increase was main

taine€1. until 1920, when the growth was nearly seven millions. 

Te that were added four millions more the following year. 

Appropriations for 1922 held steady, gaining only about 

$500,000, but in 1923, they rose again to make a total of 

$29,50~,560, and in 1924, they topped the thirty million 

dollar maFk. The next three years show a slight decrease, 

eut :1929 set a new record of $33,547,955 for education in 

Oklahoma • .Anexpenditure slightly less than the record 

mark ef the p:receeding year is recorded for 1930. These 

~igur,es represent the public expenditures for elementary 

and secondary.education onlyt~t 

Theper capita cost of schools in Oklahoma, based on 

en'Ul1leration, shows an average annual increase during the 

years,,from 190~, to 1917, .of approximately three dollars 

per capita, which rate was maintained for the next three 

years'• In.l920, the augmentation was $9.00 more per capita 

:M.:~.an::the,,preoeding year, or a total of $33.91.. To thifJ 

amount was added ~i6,. 75, making the per oapi ta cost for 1921 
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$40•€16. >Figures for the two yeara iimD.ecl.iately following 

drop slightly, and then vaseillate until 1927 9 when,,.an up

ward swing~begins and co~tin~es _until 1930, the close of 

the period under consideration. From 1908 to 1930, the 

per capita cost of schools in Oltlahoma, based on ,enurrrera

tion, increased 400 per cent. 

The per capita cost, based on enrollment, shows prae

tically the same trend of increase as that of the forego-

ing enumeration. A slightly smaller percentage of increase 

exists in this column, due to a growth in the percentage of 

those attending, as compared with those who were eli 

to attend. 

Figures disclosing the percentage of population which 

was eligible to receive free education versus that which 

availed itself of such an opportunity, show that about 

sixty per cent of the school population of Oklahoma attend-

ed school in 1908. The increase in this respect was 

ual and fairly regular until 1930, when the record shows 

that 92 p:er cent of the children of school age were enrolled 

that year. This percentage would be raised considerably, 

were figures available on the number of persons under twenty

one years of age who are married or who are studying in insti

tutions of higher learning. 

The expenditures for education, when compared to as

sessed valuation, show that for each one hundred dollars of 



wealth in the state of Oklahoma in 1908, forty cents were 

spent for education. This percentage shows a gradual gain, 

with occassional small losses, until 1920, when $1.35 per 

one hundred dollars was expended. This amount was augment

ed by degrees until 1930, when the sum of $1.83 out of ev

ery one hundred dollars was spent by the state of Oklahoma 

on the education of its youth. 

5 



.. ........,...__"". 

1908 $ 733,526,360 497,211 297,075 $ 300,000 
1909 869,4?4,?36 515$4?8 383,579 5,800,000 
1910 937,514,032 539,058 41?,171 8,600,000 
1911 1,326,846,833 556,852 443,227 6,759,412 
1912 1,193,655,846 541,828 438,901 8,957,367 
1913 1,177,079,420 557,0 469,809 8,04?,568 
19l4 1,1??, 7' 345 557,382 496,908 ?,879,906 
1915 1,18?, ,318 587,127 495,722 8,617,391 
1916 1,248,.811,724 605,495 515)403 9,564,242 
1917 1,335,220,5:?7 628,011 549~866 11,832,778 
1918 1,439,581,118 650,908 556,056 13,903,861 
1919 1 ,_ 664,448, 7<15 659,786 561,827 15,897,818 
1920 1,695,788,20? 6'73,106 589,282 22,826,949 
1921 1,739,835,008 G ?,616 609,767 26,477,161 
1922 1,671,?53,031 713,040 637,299 26,9'73,599 
1923 1,.686,208,728 723,883 656,547 29,503,560 
1924 1,665,566,451 707,131 645,172 31,701,224 
1925 1.674,826,952 712,321 654,906 28.506,483 
1926 1.697,364,215 721,522 648,946 27,885,900 
1927 1,729,342,812 ?29,789 655,365 29,540,764 
1928 1,'791,430,389 '7413,3'79 682,159 31,262,378 
1929 1,829,672,051 2 751,009 ' 675,797 

4 33,54'7,956 5 
1930 1,859,602,023 '758 198 3 '722,357 31,183,345 , 

Per Capita Per Capita Percentage Percentage Per Cauita 
of Assessed -w6alth Cost Based on Cost Based on of School 

Eilu"iiiera t ion: Enrollment:- Pop~JO'n 
Enrolled: 

J~ 
'H· .60 $ L.Ol 60 
11.20 15.12 74 
15.95 20,.10 79 
12.14 15 .. 25 79 
16.-f>S 20 .. 41 
14 .. 13 17.15 
14.68 15.86 89 
14.98 17 .. 38 84 
15 .. 80 18,.55 85 
18,84 21.52 87 
21 .. 21 24.82 85 
24.09 28 .. 29 87 
33.91 38 .. 73 87 
37.95 43.43 89 
37.82 42.32 91 
40.?5 44.93 91 
44.83 49 .. 13 92 
40.02 43.52 90 
37.26 42.96 90 
40.48 45.09 91 
41.88 45~82 90 
44.67 49.64 90 
41.12 43.16 90 

valuation Based on 
Expended: EIR~ation: 

$ .40 $14'75.00 
"'7 .. o. 1686.00 

o90 1739.00 
.50 2382.00 
.75 2203.00 
.68 2113.00 
.66 .00 
.. 72 .oo 
.76 2062.00 
.89 2126.00 
.96 2211.00 
095 2522.00 

1,, 2519.00 
1.52 2493.00 
1 .. 61 2344.00 
1.74 2329o00 
1.84 5.00 
1.70 2351.00 
1.64 2352.00 
1.71 2369.00 
1 .. 74 2400.00 
1.83 2436 .. 00 
1.75 2442.00 



FOOTNOTES FOB TABLE I ON PRECEEDING PAGE: 

2 State Auditors Renort, June 30, 1930, p. 15. 

3 Thirteenth Biennial ReRort of ~ State suRe~i~tendent 
of Public Instruction, p. 22?. 

4 Enrollment from 1908 to 1910, found in the Second 
Biennial Reuort of the State Sunerintendent of Public 
Instruction, P• 7?.--- --

Enrollment from 1910 to 1918, found in the Seventh 
Bie11..nial Report .Q.f the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, p. 10. 

Enrollment from 1919 to 1928, found in the Twelfth 
Biennial Report of the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, p. 228. 

5 Expenditures from 1909 to 1919 are found in the Eighth; 
Bieru1ial Renort of the State SuQeyintendent of Public 
Instruct).on, p. 10.-

Exnenditures from 1919 to 1920 are found in the Ninth 
Bi~nnial Reuort of the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, p .. 12.- ~ - -- -

Exnenditures from 1921 to 1929 are found in the 
Thirteenth Biennial Report .Q1. the State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, p. 132. 

Expenditures for 1930 are found in the Annual ~eyorts of 
Count;y: and Cit]l Superintendents, in the State Department 
of Education, Oklahoma City. 

'{ 



CHAPTER II 

A COiflPARISON OF OKLAHON~ WITH 
ITS FOUR NEIGHEORING STATES .. .Al\TD WITH 

THE HIGHEST AND LOvVEST I1TDEX AS TO 

PER CENT AGE OF WEALTH EXPEI\!irED IN EDUCATION 
PERCE~TTAGE OF INCO!~ EXPENDED IN EDUCATION 

PERCENTAGE OF WEALTH INVESTED IN SCHOOL PROPE...BTY 

The relati~~ ability of Oklahoma to s~pport educa

tion isbrought·out more clearly.when its wealth and ex

pend:l;;t1,lres are compared with those of surrounding states 

and with tho~e of the nation's extremes. The United 

States as a whole, spends 2.?4 per cent of the annual 

total income for public education. Oklahoma spends, for 

the,, same purpose, 3.27 per cent of its income. Taking 

the national. base as 100, the index of Oklahoma's expen

ditures is 119.30, which means that for every $100 spent 

in the nat ienal average, 0Iclah0ma spends $119. 30. 

Kansas invests a higher percentage of her estimated 

income in education than does Oklahoma, her expenditures 

along that .. line amounting to 4.24 per cent of the whole .. 

While Oklahoma is spending *~11.9 .. 30, on the sarJ.e basis, 

Kansas isspending $153 .. '70 .. Although New Mexico is 1es~ 

liberal toward education than is Kansas, still she spends 

more of her .. estimated annual income in that field than 

do.es f:lklahoma .... While the latter state spends ~~119.30, 

New. Mexico:;rspends $124.10 .. 



Oklahoma's other two neighboring states, Texas and 

Arkansas, rank below her in the percentage of estimated 

income spent for educational purposes. In comparison 

with the national base of 100, Texas spends only $93.80 

and Arkansas $93.10 against Oklahoma's $119.30. 

Oklahoma's expenditures for education far exceed 

those ot Georgia, the state spending the least portion 

of income for education. Georgia spends only $63.90, 

as compared with Oklahoma's $119.30. 

9 

The state that spends the highest percentage of 

estimated income of all the states is South Dakota, which 

more than doubles the national average with $210.90. Okla

homa's $110.30 looks small when placed beside South Dako

ta's more generous contribution. 

The foregoing comparison of percentages of estimated 

income spent for education by the various states shows 

Oklahoma to be about the median of its four neighbors; 

it shows that her output is almost double that of the 

poorest state in the nation and only a little better than 

one-half that of the highest state. 

A study of the percentage of estimated wealth invest

ed in educational buildings and physical equipment shows 

that Oklahoraa excells in this respect, all of her boundary 

neighbors, having invested $2.30 for each $100.00 tangible 

wealth. Texas ranks a close second with $2.11; Kansas is 
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far down the line with only $1..55, while New Mexico fol

lows closely with :j~L.52 of each ~?100.00 of estimated wealth. 

Arkansas has spent least of all the states in the union for 

educational buildings and physical equipment, as compared 

with her estimated wealth. Out of each $100.00, she has 

invested ~~1.24. Next above Arkansas is Georgia, who 

spends for such purposes, $1.37 of each $100.,00 wealth. 

The state of l\1ichigan has a gTeater portion of wealth in

vested in educational buildings and equipment than has 

any other state, with ~~2.63 of each ~JlOO.,OO. It is obvi

ous, therefore, that Oklahoma has a high per cent of 

wealth invested in buildings and physical equipment for 

educational purposes. She excells all her four neighbors 

and ranks only a very little below the maximum in the 

nation .. 

Taking the same six states used in the foregoing 

comparisons and considering them on the basis of per cent 

of estimated wealth spent for education in the year 1928, 

one finds that Oklahoma spends relatively more than any 

of the other states for the education of its youth. The 

nation, as a whole, spends .62 per cent of its estimated 

wealth for the support of schools; taking this as a base 

index of 100, Oklahoma spends 111, Kansas 103, New Mexico 

88, Texas 96, Arkansas 77, Georgia 64, and South Dakota 17. 

In this respect Olclahoma excells. 
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TA.eBLE II 
SCHOOL EXPENDITURES AND INCOME BY STATES 1928 

ExEend~tur-e·a. 
J 

State - EXEendi ture s Total S'cho'ol Estimated Ineome Per' Gent Index of 
For Public for _._ Expenditur,eS' School Percentage 
'E'Iementar:z: Universities 1 Cost !{eiation of 

and and .. 1S""":r ~cnooi coS:C 
Secondar~ Tea"Ciiers r Income to IncOiiie 

Schoo Is Co!Ies;es - -·· 

United States $2,184,336,638 $264 ,296 ,923 $2,448,633,561 t89,419,ooo,ooo 2.74 100 .00 
Oklahoma 29,358,677 7,148,947 36,507 ,62~ 1,117,737,500 3.27 119.30 , ~ 

Kansas 42,908,395 6,423,348 49,3,31,,7 , 3 1,162,447,000 4 •. 24 154.70 
- ' 

New Mexico 5 ,283,846 2,004,346 7 ,288,:S~2 214,605,600 3.40 124.10 

Texas 65,917,564 12,767,220 78 ,§84., 784 
~ ' v- , 

3,067,071,700 2.57 93.80 
• J 

Arkansas 14,147,283 1,799,026 15, ~6,30~ 625,933 2.55 93.10 . 
Georgia 17,762,241 3,393,010 21, ]56, 25 J-' 207,156,,500 . ... 

1, 75 63.90 

South Dakota 14,928,546 2,632,671 17 ,56'11.,217 304,024,600 5o78 210.90 

1 Research Bulletin~ the National Educational Association, Vol. VIII, No. 4, p. 172. 



TABLE III 

VALUE OF PUBLIC SCHOOL PROPERTY AND INCOME BY STATES 1928 

State Value of All Value of Per Cent Index 
School Pro~~ J.la~ib!e SchOor 

Pr_22~rt_:y: Pro;eerpr 
is o 
Tot a! 

Pr'OEer~l 

United States: $6,333,838,588 $353,520,000,000 1.79 100 .. 00 

Oklahoma 89,092,103 4,261,000,000 2o30 128.49 

Kansas 104,798,310 6,711,000,000 1~55 86.59 

New Mexico 14,574,794 959,000,000 1 .. 52 84 .. 92 

Texas 230,183,913 10,898,000,000 2.11 117 .. 88 

Arkansas 35,498,937 2,866,000,000 1.24 69 .. 27 

Michigan 347,603,929 13,223,000,000 2.63 146 .. 93 

2 Research Bulletin of the National Educational Association, Vol. VIII, 
No .. 4,-p;-!73: -- ---

1-J 
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State 

United States 

Oklahoma 

Kansas 

New Mexico 

Texas 

Arkansas 

Georgia 

South Dakota 

TABLE IV 

SCHOOL EXPENDITURES AND vVEALTH BY STATES 1928 

For Public Value of Per Cent 
Ele!J!entar,I Tangible SchOOl 

and Wealth Cost 
Secondary is Of 

Schoo!s Wealth 

$2,184,336,638 $353,520,000s000 .62 

29,358,672 4,260,000,000 .69 

42,908,395 6,711,000,000 .. 64 

5,283,846 959,000,000 .55 

65,917,564 10,898,000,000 .. 60 

14,147,283 2,866,000,000 .. 49 

17,762,241 4,421,000,000 .. 40 

14,928,546 13,223,000,000 .. 11 

Index 

100 

111 

103 

88 

96 

78 

64 

17 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Note: Figures in this table are derived from material in Tables 

II and III. The figures for wealth are not assessed valuation, but are 
estimated to correct the wealth to the actual cash value of property and 
other forms of wealth. This accounts for the difference given for wealth 
in this chapter and in Chapter I. 

1-
(N 



CHAPTER III 

TEE COST A1TD ThiPORTANCE OF EDUCATION 
AS COl\1PARED WITH TF..AT OF 

CERTAIN OTHER E-XPENDITURES 

14 

The two chapters preceding have considered Oklahoma's 

expenditures for education in their relation to economic 

strength as evidenced by wealth and income. They have 

compared the state of Oklahoma with her neighboring 

states and with the extremes of the nation. Oklahoma, 

in both tests, ranked high. But before the importance 

which the people of Oklahoma place upon education can be 

considered in its true light, the amount paid out by them 

for education must be compared with certain other expendi-

tures. 

First, there should be determined the nature of ex

penditures for education. Do they reduce the amount of 

spendable income, with no hope of equitable return to the 

community, or are they in the nature of an investment up

on which an income is to be realized by the community? 

If one takes the viewpoint of those who consider a 

school as a place where parents can deposit their children 

for safekeeping five or six hours each day, he can easily 

justify the statement that school expenditures reduce the 

spendable income without hope of recompense to the commun-

ity .. 

But if he takes a broad minded view of educational 
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expenditures, he can easily be convinced that they are not 

a loss to society, but an investment upon which a large 

return is realized. They may also be considered a nation-

al insurance protection against the vices of wide-spread 

ignorance. 

To quote directly from a bulletin issued by the 

Bureau of Research of the National Educational Association: 

Such expenditures (for education) are an 
investment, in that they lay the intellectual 
foundation upon which an efficient economic 
system must be based. Ignorant citizens make 
neither good producers nor good cons'I.IDlers. 
The e~onomic superiority of the United States 
and the high standard of living which we are 
able to maintain are the result of efficient 
organization, intelligent cooperation by the 
rank and file of workers, and the use of labor 
saving machinery. Each of these is dependent 
upon the maintenance of a high general level 
of social intelligence, which is one of the 1 
products of an efficient system of education. 

Along the same line, Fairchild, Furness and Buck, 

in their Elementar:y: Economics, argue as follows: 

The economic effects of public education 
are scarcely capable of exaggeration as pro
ducers and claimants of their respective 
shares of the products, and as consumers of 
wealth; the whole character of the people is 
governed by the degree and nature of the ed
ucation which it enjoys. The economic super
iority of the United States and the other 
leading nations of the world, or equally, the 
economic inferiority of such nations as China 
and India, is without doubt, largely to be 
ascribed to differences in education. 2 

The special human aptitudes which are derived from 

1 Bureau of Research, National Educational Association, 
Vol, VIII, Bul, No. 4, P• 174 .. 

2 Fairchild, Furness and Buck, Elementar~ Economics, p. 
20 .. 
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free public education are principally responsible for the 

economic position of the United States, and yet, these 

same aptitudes are of a perishable, rather than of a per

manent quality.. The all-important asset of knowledge 

would be lost in one generation, were it neglected., Vri th

out education, the whole complex civilization of the Unit-

ed States would disappear and this great nation would re-

turn to savagery. Money expended by a state for good 

schools, therefore, rather than constituting an economic 

loss, represents a most excellent investment, as well as 

a replacement or insurance payment, which protects from 

depreciation, the country's most valuable assets. 

It is not the object of the author to classify the 

the list of expenditures which follows, under a heading, 

either of luxuries or of necessities; nor is it his de-

sire to recommend that less should be expended for any 

one of them, but rather to show the arnount of economic 

strength which is devoted to such purposes in comparison 

to the amount of economic strength devoted to educationo 5 

In the year 1928, Oklahomans put into life ins1ITance 

a total of ~1'532,084,95? .. In the same year, Oklahoma ex~ 

pended for elementary, secondary, and higher education, 

the sum of 36,507,624, or 113 per cent of the amount 

3 Bureau of Research, N. E. A., Vol. VIII, Bul .. No. 4, 
p. 174-175. -



1'7 

spent on insurance. This percentage is considerably high

er than the national average of 7'7.84 per cent$ Insurance 

for the protection of dependents and as an investment is 

accepted as the duty of good citizens, but does not edu

cation protect and invest in much the same manner? The 

relative importance of the two, as held by Oklahomans, 

is indicated by the amounts expended on them respective-
4 

ly. 

Oklahoma's expenditures for education in 1928, com

pared with its expenditures for passenger automobiles, 5 

shows that passenger cars are considered more important 

than education, if one may judge by the amount of econom

ic strength devoted to each. The $36,507,624 bill for 

education looks small beside the bill of $265,204,100 

for passenger automobiles. Money spent on schools is 

only 13.77 per cent of the amount spent on automobiles. 

Oklahoma's percentage of expenditures for automobiles 

as compared with that for education is hie.,her than the 

average of the expenditures for the nation. Whereas 

Oklahoma spends 13.77 per cent, the national average of 

the expenditure for education is 19.59 per cent of expen

ditures for automobiles. With the national average taken 

as an index of 100, Oklahoma's index would be ?0.29. In 

4 Bureau of Research, N. E~ A., Vol. VIII, Bul. No.4, 
Table v, p .. 178. 

5 Note: these costs include purchase price and cost 
of maintenance together with operating expense of oars. 
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other words, Oklahoma spends approximately thirty per 

cent less for education as compated to automobiles, than 

does the nation as a whole. To state the fact in a most 

astonishing manner, for each dollar spent for education 

in Oklahoma, six dollars and twenty cents are spent for 
6 

automobiles. 

The estimated expenditures for tobacco and for ed-

ucation in Oklahoma make an interesting comparison. In 

1928, it is estimated that $22,696,932 was spent for to

bacco. Recalling the $36,507,624 spent on education, it 

appears that tobacco expenditures ~1ounted to sixty-two 

per cent of educational expenditures. For each $100.00 

spent for education in Oklahoma, therefore, $62.00 was 

spent for tobacco. 7 

Oklahomans' 1928 bill for soft drinks, ice cream, 

candy, and chewing gum is estimated at $19,612,544, which 

is 53 per cent of the total cost of elementary, secondary 

and higher education for that year.. For each 100.00 

spent on education, ~fo53.00 was spent for the items enum-
8 

erated above. 

Estimated expenditures for amusement, theatres, 

movies, etc .. t in Oklahoma for the same year, amounted to 

$11,4?5,574 .. 00, or 31 cent of the state cost of educa-

6 Bureau of Research, N. E. A., Vol. VIII, Bul. No. 4, 
Table VI, P• T79. 

7 Ibid., Table VII, P• 181. 
8 ~-, p .. 181. 
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tion. Each dollar spent in the education of the people of 

Oklahoma, therefore, was matched by 31 cents for amuse

ments .. 9 

Jewelry, perfumes, and cosmetics constitute no mean 

outlay in the Sooner state, $8,?44,044.00 being expended 

in 1928 for those articles. This sum amounts to 23 per 

cent of the sum spent for education. 10 

Estimates of the expenditures for sporting goods 

and toys in Oklahoma in 1928, show that ~~5,296,396.00 or 

1? per cent of the cost of education in the state, was 

spent thusly .. 11 

The total of the preceding five items reaches 

$6?,85?,490.00, as contrasted with the educational expen

ditures of $36,50?,624.00. The latter figure equals 53 

per cent of the total spent for the few items mentioned 

above. In other words, for each dollar spent for these 

items, fifty-three cents is spent for education. 

Considering similar figures for the United States as 

a whole, the bill for education is only 38.25 per cent of 

the bill for the five mentioned items. For each dollar 

spent in the nation for the five mentioned items, only 

38.25 cents are spent for education. 

9 Bureau of Research, N. E. A., Vol. VIII, Bul. No. 
4, Table VII, p. 181. 

i~ ~·t p. 181. 
Ibid., p .. 181. 



As stated in the beginning of this chapter, it is 

not the object of the author to determine how money 

should be spent, but merely to compare various other 

expenditures with the expenditures for education, so as 

to draw a conclusion as to how much importance the peo

ple of Oklahoma attach to the education of their child

ren. The resulting facts may not be pleasant to face, 

20 

but the interest of education demands that this generation 

give such matters thoughtful consideration, in order that 

the economic and intellectual development of Oklahoma may 

not be retarded. 



CHAPTER IV 

A COMPARISON 
OF THE ECONOMIC ABILITY OF 1rHE STATE 

TO SlPPORT EDUCATION 
BY COUNTIES .AND BY GEOGR.t"".:PHICAL DIVISIONS 

Part I 
A COMPARISON COUNTIES 

A detailed study of the economic ability of the 

state of Oklahoma to support education must necessarily 

involve the wealth and income factors of the political 

divisionso The wealth, as used in this discussion, 

means the assessed valuation\1> is meaning of the term 

is used with the knowledge that is not a corre 

statement of the wealth of the counties; nor is it nee-

essarily correct as a whole, but it is the basis used at 

present to determine support for education, and condi

tions are considered as they are, rather than as one 

might choose them to be. 

The income data used in the tables following are 

taken from Sales Management, c·eptember, 1930, part II, 
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pages 49 to 52. These data were based on income esti

mates by the Bureau of Economic Research and were correct-

on the basis of feder-

al income tax returns ancl also on the number of automobiles 

below $1000 in value and above $1000 in value owned in each 

county. These data were further checked by personal inves-
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tigation in several sections and have proved correct as 

far as any estimate that has been compiled. 

All tables and illustrations have been carefully 

checked; all operations, such as multiplication, divi

sion, addition, and subtraction have been performed on 

machines; and every effort has been made to establish 

accurate results. 

The expenditures for education are considered as 

current expenditures or all expenditures for school pur

poses except debt service. Sinking fund and judgment 

expenditures are not included. 

The graph illustrations, II to VI inclusive, are 

compiled in q_uartiles and the counties are ranked 

7? to 1, for the sake of the appearance of the illustra

tions, the highest rarucing county, 77, being placed at 

the top. 

Table IV is arranged in q_uartiles with the rank 

wealth used as a basis. Quartile one includes the nine

teen counties of lowest wealth per capita for populatj_on 

between the ages of six and twenty-one years inclusive. 

Quartile four includes the twenty counties of highest 

wealth per capita for population between six and twenty

one years inclusive. The other irty-eight counties 

between these extremes are divided into two quartiles, 

numbers two and three, and are ranked according to wealth 



per capita, as in the foregoing instances. 

Table V is arranged in quartiles according to per 

capita income for the total population, based on the 

federal census report for 1930. Each county is ranked 

and the nineteen counties of lowest per capita income 

are placed in Quartile one~ while the twenty counties 

of highest income are placed in Quarttle four.. The in

tervening thirty-eight counties are included in Quar

tiles two and three. 
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Other factors that relate to the economic ability 

of the counties are placed in the tables. Table IV con

tains not only per capita wealth, but also the amount 

expended for education per $100 wealth; the per capita 

cost based on enmueration; the per capita cost based on 

enrollment; and the index of wealth for each county. 

The index of ability based on wealth is ived by 

taking the state average, $2,442, wealth per capita of 

persons between the ages of six and twenty-one and divid

ing the per capita wealth for each county by that number., 

State average is given the value of 100 and the indices 

for the counties are given values in accordance to the 

per capita wealth. State aid as a factor is also includ

ed in TableJV. 

Table v contains the data based on income, urban, 

farm, total and per capita, and in addition, the amount 

if gross production tax that is returned to each county 



for schools. The amount spent for education per $100 in

come was found by dividing expenditures by income and mul

tiplying by 100. The index to ability was found by divid

ing the per capita income by the income average for the 

state, $466 .. 

A few words of explanation concerning the graph il

lustrations which immediately follow are necessary. The 

illustrations from II to VI inclusive were derived from 

data compiled from various sources. All data used in mak

ing such compilations and graphs as are here included is 

for the year ending July first, 1g30. 

The figures on wealth and per capita wealth were 

taken from the Thirteenth Biennial Report of the State 

Superintendent of Schools, page 235. 

The expenditures for education per $100 vteal th were 

derived by dividing the expenditures by the wealth for 

each county and then multiplying the result by 100~ 
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The income data was taken from Sales Management for 

September, 1g30, part II, pages 49 to 52. The expenditures 

for education per ~~100 income vrere derived by dividing the 

expenditures for education by the total income--each county 

considered separately, and then multiplying by 100. 

The :per capita cost based on enumeration was derived 

by dividing the expenditures for eaeh county by the school 

population of six to twenty-one years inclusive. 

The per capita cost based on enrollment was derived 



by dividing the total expenditures of each county by the 

total enrollment of each county. 

The term wealth as used in these tables, means the 

assessed valuation as certified by the State Equaliza

tion Board as a basis for taxation. 

Income data is the best estimate available, but any 

income data is only an estimate when the different sec

tions of the country are considered. 
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COMPARISONS BASED ON WEALTH 

Quartile I: 

County Per Capita Amount \Vealth State ill ~ Ca12ita Per Canita Current 
--viealt'fi Expended In:iex Cost Cost Ex12enditures 

Base<ron Ba"ieaon !936 
Ages &.--~ Enumeration Enroilment 

McCurtain $ 821 $2.86 .34 $109,026 $23.56 $28.04 $322,372 
Delaware 544 3.12 .35 49,056 26.33 32.14 132,933 
Adair 856 2.74 .35 27,197 23.82 27.55 125,862 
Sequoyah 909 3.14 .37 62,097 28.59 29.94 207,292 
Mcintosh 1010 2.60 .41 58,395 26.34 28.88 247,917 
Haskell 1133 2.47 .42 38,091 25.62 27.78 155,186 
Cherokee 1204 1.45 .49 10,500 17.51 21.91 100,371 
Choctaw 1295 2.30 .53 35,417 20.80 30.78 235,758 
LeFlore 1364 1.93 .56 64,109 26.38 29.70 397,031 
Pushmataha 1438 2.08 .59 36,380 29.92 33.94 150,653 
Pittsburg 1488 1.98 .61 97,468 29.58 34.37 482,924 
Latimer 1527 1.73 .62 20,961 26.55 33.15 101,051 
Pottawatomie 1545 2.19 .63 3,208 33.95 37.48 793,685 
Greer 1548 2.16 .63 43,642 33.54 33.71 323,463 
Caddo 1563 1.70 .63 51,257 26.61 28.79 436,664 
Hughes 1564 1.90 .64 51,087 29.82 30.74 301,737 
Mayes 1598 1.69 .65 19,616 27.15 33.15 163,521 
Ottawa 1605 2.21 .66 21,304 35.60 35.77 434,193 
Bryan 1626 2.80 .66 45,511 37.05 41.61 419,610 

Total $24,497 $43.10 $844,722 $535.49 $594.32 $5,441,223 

State Av--- 2,442 1.75 100 erases--
Avera§e of 
guart~~e 1 1,313 2.26 .53 28.29 31.55 

~ 821-1,626 

Bim 805 renee CN State CD 

lverage 2,442 1.75 100 38.84 43.16 



COMPARISONS BASED ON ~~LTH 

Quartile II: 
County Per Ca.Eita Amount Wealth State Aid ~ Catita Per Catita Current 

--wealth Expended Index Cos Cos ExEenditures 
Based on Ba S"e'd"" on 1930 

~,2--m: EnumeraTion Enrollment 

McClain $ 1632 $ 1.72 .67 $25,844 $ 28.16 $ 30.51 $ 214,899 
Beckham 1657 1.79 .68 33,452 29.70 33.69 313,846 
Garvin 1670 1.78 .68 41,410 29.73 32.53 507,009 
Okfuskee 1680 2.12 .69 17,686 35.68 38.21 351,311 
Harmon 1741 1.90 .71 16,212 33.18 34.85 162,087 
Stephens 1741 1.95 .71 32,844 34.11 37.06 385,441 
Coal 1743 2.19 .71 33,165 38.27 40.18 152,369 
Roger Mills 1752 1.82 .72 34,812 32.02 35.22 161.640 
Pontotoc 1764 1.97 .72 50,211 34.90 36.88 376,857 
Jackson 1776 1.96 .73 50,440 34.92 36.50 341,383 
Atoka 1811 1.81 .74 22,889 32.85 36.25 161,691 
Johnston 1839 1.93 .75 36,909 35.65 38.84 158,328 
Washita 1860 1.63 .76 40,475 30.35 36.16 309,408 
Love 1888 2.13 .77 12,446 40.20 45.30 133,736 
Creek 1900 1.87 .78 25,879 35.54 40.02 823,557 
Grady 1900 1.54 .78 19,434 29.43 35.04 507,009 
Comanche 1911 1.66 .78 23,699 31.73 37.88 309,044 
Cotton 1930 1.74 .79 15,948 33.68 38.63 178,669 
Wagoner 1954 1.51 .so 7,113 29.56 30.44 229,511 

Total $34,149 $35.02 $495,472 $631.79 $699.30 $5,777,795 

Average of' 
Quartile-yi 1,797 1.84 .73 33.36 37.07 
~a g $1;632-1,954 

ge Differ-
ence 322 

~ 
<0 



COMPARISONS BASED ON WEALTH 

Quartile III 

County Per Capita Amount Wealth State Aid P~ Capita ~ Capita Current 
--wealth Expended Index Cost Cost EXEend!tures 

Based on BaSe'Cr"on 1930 
Ages~--~ Enumeration Enrollment -

Kiowa $ 1,981 $ 1.61 .81 $ 18,397 $ 32.02 $ 36.11 $ 321,343 
Jefferson 2,052 1.61 .84 31,527 33.09 36.44 201,446. 
Cleveland 2,069 1.54 .85 14,510 31.99 33.40 255,688 
Marshall 2,069 1.77 .85 17,124 36.83 39.97 136,303 
Olonulgee 2,097 1.80 .86 32,947 37.79 42.20 735,869 
Dewey 2,111 1.88 .86 26,358 39.74 43.92 177,147 
Seminole 2,142 2.08 .88 20 44.65 46.97 1,090,323 
Murray 2,161 1.72 .88 6,929 37.25 41.92 144,359 
Blaine 2,345 1.65 .96 25,401 38.81 43.80 268,242 
Nowata 2,391 1.63 .98 4,817 38.99 44.35 181,290 
Carter 2,501 1.80 1.03 17,940 45.17 49.77 637,721 
Muskogee 2,508 1.62 1.03 12,034 40.79 44.84 829,164 
Lincoln 2,524 1.35 1.03 15,794 34.08 36.21 388,458 
Rogers 2,527 1.46 1.03 3,500 37.12 38.84 233,231 
Custer 2,543 1.45 1.04 4,205 37.03 39.31 306,922 
Tillman 2,654 1.55 1.09 11,162 41.37 45.23 331,358 
Harper 2,786 1.75 1.14 17,325 48.91 58.32 129,084 
Logan 2,787 1.55 1.14 377 43.32 49.33 351,090 
Craig 2,889 1.33 1.18 4,902 38.44 44.42 208,998 

Total $45,127 $31.15 $265,269 $737.39 $815.35 $6,918,036 

1.64 .97 38.59 42.92 

~ 



County ill Capita 
Wealth 

Ages ~--m: 

Pawnee $ 3,055 
Canadian 3,236 
Major 3,380 
Osage 3,426 
Oklahoma 3,466 
Ellis 3,679 
Woodward 3,795 
Payne 3,858 
Kingfisher 3,863 
\Voods 3,872 
Tulsa 3,947 
Noble 4,057 
Beaver 4,116 
Garfield 4,383 
Kay 4,439 
Washington 4,530 
Texas 4,821 
Alfalfa 5,427 
Cimmaron 6,082 
Grant 6,627 

Total $84,059 
-----·--" 

Average of 
~uarti!e-rv 4,203 
Range ~3,0566,627 
Range Difference 

3,572 

Amount 
Expended 

$ 1.35 
1.24 
1.27 
1.71 
1.38 
1.46 
1.44 
1.17 
1.38 
1.10 
1.64 
1.24 
1.29 
1.21 
1.31 
1.38 
1.16 
1.18 
1.20 
1.02 

$26.13 

1.31 

COMPARISONS BASED ON WEALTH 

Quartile IV 

Wealth State Aid Per Capita ~ Capita -Index Cost Cost 
Based on BaBe"don 

Enumeration Enrollment 

1.25 $ 7,520 $ 41.25 $ 48.00 
1.32 5,013 40.24 46.46 
1.38 14,754 43.05 52.78 
1.40 6,408 58.59 64.24 
1.42 14,480 48.03 55.80 
1.51 .6,769 53.90 55.27 
1,5b 7,097 55.02 62.41 
1.58 5,131 45.41 49.93 
1.58 0 53.39 60.55 
1.59 6,505 42.59 45.18 
1.62 12,413 64,90 72.02 
1.66 0 50.47 59.39 
1.68 3,793 53.19 62.97 
1.79 1,047 53.30 63.47 
1.82 750 58.44 61.48 
1.85 1,158 62.89 68.63 
1.97 4,235 56.34 63.93 
2.22 6,197 64.25 75.65 
2.49 750 73.02 76.20 
2.71 398 67.92 69.92 

$34.40 $104,418 $108,617 $121,353 

1.72 54.31 60.67 

Current 
Ex;Eenditures 

1930 -

$ 268,332 
324,060 
166,268 
932,508 

2,566,;547 
177,982 
250,022 
531,881 
272,308 
211,209 

3,239,932 
234,549 
202,659 
643,089 
781,391 
492,334 
251,712 
302,790 
115,759 
287,310 

$12,252,442 

IJ:=. 
1-' 



COMPARISONS BASED ON INCOME 

Quartile I 

Income in Thousands Income Amount Index to Gross 
Urban Farm Total ru Ex,Eended EconomiC Production 

c p t~ for Ao:i.IIty A,EEOrtionea 
Education Based on to 
per $166 Income SchoorFunds 

State $294,455 $810,025 $1,113,480 $466 $ 3.07 100 
Seminole 6,792 2,997 9,787 125 10.39 27 $663,315 
DelaWtare 1,486 1,437 2,923 190 4.20 41 
Adair 2,194 8,790 3,073 208 4.58 44 
Pottawatomie 11,746 4,839 16,585 249 4.49 53 248,361 
Latimer 1,981 907 2,888 258 3.89 55 
Roger Mills 1,698 1,994 3,692 261 4.77 56 
McCurtain 5,802 3,432 9,234 266 3.50 57 
Pushmataha 2,406 1,538 3,944 268 4.05 58 
Cherokee 2,406 1,672 4,078 273 2.73 59 
Le Flore 7,712 4,284 11,996 280 3.28 60 306 
Mayes 2,759 2,274 5,033 281 3.42 60 
Wagoner 3,396 3,027 6,423 286 3.61 60 1,673 
Cimmaron 567 1,017 1,584 293 6.86 63 
Sequoyah 3,184 2,541 5,725 294 3.66 63 145 
Atoka 2,406 1,997 4,403 303 3.78 65 
Mcintosh 4,033 4,056 8,089 313 3.16 67 33 
Haskill 2,547 2,603 5,150 318 3.08 68 1 22 
Rogers 4,458 1,594 6,052 319 3.82 68 4,545 
Pittsburg 12,594 3,711 16,365 323 2.89 69 305 

Total 80,167 46,799 126,966 5108 80.16 918,405 

286 4.22 57 ~ 
ro 

125-323 
198 



COMPARISONS BASED ON INCOME 

Quartile II 

County Income in Thousands Income Amount Index to Gross 
Urban Farm Total Qer Ex;eended EconomiC Production 

C~J;>it~ for IOI!Ity A;e;eortioned 
Education Based on to 
per 1100 Income School '"Funds 

Pontotoc $ 7,146 $3,466 $10,612 $327 $2.28 70 $13,280 
Cleveland 5,094 3,008 8,102 328 3.18 70 
McClain 3,396 3,783 7,179 333 2.97 71 
Choctaw 2,406 1,672 4,078 340 3.08 75 
Craig 3,821 2,330 6,151 341 3.14 73 9 
Custer 5,164 4,289 9,453 344 3.12 74 
Murray 2,759 1,541 4,300 347 3.25 74 107 
Hughes 7,288 3,390 10,678 352 3.92 75 13,978 
Coal 2,335 1,725 4,060 352 3.95 76 
Dewey 2,335 2,375 4,710 355 3.59 76 
Grady 10,401 7,156 17,557 367 2.34 79 13,780 
Caddo 8,703 9,673 18,376 367 2.39 79 4,041 
Beckham 5,660 5,038 10,698 369 2.77 79 553 
Comanche 8,006 4,639 12,705 374 2.22 80 56 
Blaine 4,033 3,813 7,846 375 3.15 80 
Ottawa 12,806 1,723 14,529 375 3.17 80 41,665 
Nowata 3,749 1,402 5,151 379 3.51 81 11,039 
Garvin 7,075 4,941 12,016 383 2.98 82 2,400 
Lincoln 7,995 5,321 13,316 395 3.02 85 8,629 

Total 110,232 71,285 181,517 57,03 1444 291,054 

Averafe of 
~art le-:!f 358 3.00 76 
Range 327-395 

!Po 
Rs.11~ Difference 68 CN 



COMPARISONS BASED ON INCOME 

Quartile III 

County Income in Thousands Income Amount Index to Gross 
Urban Farm Total 

~ 
Ex;2ended EconomiC Production 

c p t~ for AEiiity I;EEOrtioned 
Education Based on to 
RTn}!QQ Income SchoorFunds 

come 

Stephens $ 8,986 $4,745 $13,731 $404 $2.76 87 $32,109 
Bryan 6,863 6,336 13,199 405 2.80 87 
Marshall 2,193 2,279 4,472 406 3.12 87 770 
Johnston 2,830 2,559 5,389 412 3.18 88 
Logan 7,783 3,827 11,605 415 3.03 89 44,900 
Jefferson 3,538 3,723 7,261 418 2.91 90 3,677 
Woodward 3,962 2,678 6,640 419 3.63 90 
Payne 12,169 3,007 15,176 423 4.10 91 19,933 
Okfuskee 7,358 5,435 12,793 441 2.79 95 27,109 
Major 2,477 2,989 5,466 448 3.03 96 
Love 1,981 2,431 4,412 448 3.12 96 
Greer 3,821 5,207 9,028 449 2.55 96 
Okmulgee 23,065 2,880 25,945 459 3.09 98 16,347 
Ellis 2,335 2,500 4,835 459 3.44 98 
Canadian 8,206 4,367 12,573 473 2.48 101 
Cotton 3,467 3,839 7,306 473 2.70 101 4,400 
Washita 5,023 8,952 13,975 475 2.20 102 
Garfield 16,485 5,978 22,463 494 2.97 106 21,078 
Kiowa 6,296 8,468 14,764 498 1.96 107 13 

Total 128,838 92,200 221,036 8419 55.86 1805 170,336 

Average of 
Quartile III 443 2.93 95 
Range 404-498 
Range Difference 94 .r::. 

.r::. 



COMPARISONS BASED ON INCOME 

Quartile IV 

Co'l!n~y Income in Thousands Income Amount Index to 
Urban Farm Total prr Ei;eenued !conomlC - for AEI!itr Cap_t~ 

Education Based on --~0 

lTn}!QQ !ncome--schoOI Funds 
ncome 

Pawnee $ 7,783 $ 2,339 $10,122 $510 $ 3.25 109 $ 13,576 
Kingfisher 3,466 4,699 8,165 519 2.61 111 
Woods 4,669 4,291 8,960 527 2.43 113 
Creek 31,343 3,722 35,065 548 1.93 117 98,208 
Harmon 2,335 5,407 7,742 556 1.97 119 
Carter 19,385 3,400 22,785 557 3.17 119 65,322 
Harper 1,556 2,799 4,355 561 2.78 120 
Texas 3,113 4,824 7,937 563 3.80 121 100 
Osage 24,833 3,167 28,000 592 3.64 127 112,753 
Noble 6,286 2,703 8,989 596 3.11 128 10,204 
Kay 24,693 5,075 .29,768 600 2.40 129 60,737 
Jackson 6,579 10,836 17,415 606 1.91 130 
Washington 16,203 809 17,012 611 2.86 131 8,853 
Muskogee 36,177 5,168 41,345 623 1.81 134 4,198 
Beaver 2,264 4,893 7,157 624 3.88 134 
Alfalfa 4,246 5,795 10,041 660 3.16 142 
Grant 4,104 5,621 9,725 688 3.01 148 4,596 
Tillman 3,113 4,824 7,937 731 1.90 157 373 
Tulsa 134,499 2,504 137,003 731 3.23 157 11,302 
Oklahoma 156,420 3,939 160,359 732 3.25 157 112,741 

Total 493,067 86,815 579,882 12,135 56,10 2640 402,963 

Average of 
Quartile IV 606 2.80 132 
Range 510-732 ~ 

Range Difference 122' 
(11 



46 

Adair County: 

Adair county has a wealth index of 35, which means 

the economic strength of that county is only a little 

more than one-third the average for the state of Oklahoma 

The amount expended for education per ~?100 wealth is high 

but a large per cent of the amount comes from state aid 

funds. The sum, therefore, does not represent an outlay 

of an excessive maount by the people of Adair county. 

The per capita costs based on enumeration and enrollment 

are so low that the state aid as administered does not 

overcome the economic disadvantage due to the low econom

ic index based on wealth. 

The urban income is relatively high as compared with 

the farm income, but the per capita income is so low that 

the economic ability based on income does not offset in 

any way the economic weakness due to low wealth index. 

The income index is 44, which shows that Adair county 

has less than one-half the econom.ic strength due to income, 

of the average of the state. The low economic strength of 

Adair county is due to the mountainous topography, a poor 

soil, and a lack of industrial activity. 

Alfalfa County: 

Alfalfa county represents aLmost the other end of the 

scale in its economic ability to support schools. The wealth 

index of 148 indicates that its wealth gives it strength al-
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most one and one-half times that of the state average. It 

requires only a very low expenditure per $100 wealth to 

support education, but the per capita expenditures are 

practically three times as great as those of Adair county, 

just considered .. 

Alfalfa county also ranks high in economic strength 

with income as a basis. The income index is 222, or more 

than two and one-fifth times the average of the state .. 

The urban and farm incomes are well balanced·in 

Alfalfa county, with a slightly larger income going to 

the farms.. This indicates a wealthy rural population, 

but does not bring down the urban averages as is the case 

in some of the poorer counties. 

The economic strength of Alfalfa county is due main

ly to its large per cent of very fertile soil under cul

tivation in money producing crops. 

Atoka County: 

Atoka county is another of the poorer counties of the 

state, due largely to the mountainous condition and poor 

soil of that section. The wealth index of 74 shows that 

this county has less than three-fourths the wealth per 

capita of the average for the state.. The expenditure for 

education per $100 wealth is relatively low, notwithstand

ing the fact that approxirnately one-eighth of the money 

comes from the State aid fund .. 

The per capita costs based on enumeration and enrollment 
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are only about one-half that of the county just considered-

Alfalfa--are also below the average for the state. 

The income index of Atoka county is 65, or approxi

mately two-thirds of the average for the state. The ur

ban and farm incomes are both low. The economic strength 

as indicated by income is lower than that indicated by 

wealth. A relatively high expenditure for education per 

$100 income is given for Atoka county, this being du~ to 

a low income index and to the addition of State aid funds. 

Beaver County: 

Beaver county represents the sparsely settled portion 

or plains section of Oklahoma's panhandle. The per capi

ta wealth is relatively high. The index of 168 indicates 

that the economic strength based on wealth, is one and two

thirds times that of the state average. The expenditures 

per $100 wealth are about average and the per capita cost 

is above average, showing that the economic effort is com-

mensurate with ability. 

The urban income is less than the farm income, so 

that there are not many poor sections to lower the aver~ 

abe of the county. State aid is very small. The amount 

spent for education per $100 income is relatively high, 

this being due to small enrollment per teacher in the one 
1 room schools of the county. The index ability based on 

1 Thirteenth Biennial Report of the State Sunerintend
ent £! Schools, P• 243o 
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incomes is 134, or one and one-third times the average for 

the state0 There is no income from oil or mineral in 

Beaver county .. 

The economic strength as indicated~ is probably due 

to the fact that there are only a small nuro.ber of people 

to claim the natural resources, and also to the lack of 

a public utilities tax. 

Beckham County: 

Beckham county is below the average of the state, 

both in wealth and income. The wealth index is only 68, 

while the income index is 79$ The wnount spent for edu-

cation per ~100 wealth is relatively low, considering 

that approximately one-tenth of its expenditures are giv-

en by the state from State aid funds. 

The income is vvell balanced between the urban and 

farm communities, so that the economic weakness is general 

rather than concentrated in rural districts. 

The reason that Beckham county does not rank so high 

in economic strength as do many of the other counties is 

that only fifty per cent of its land is under cultivation, 

and the great gypsum beds~ which cause this lack of agri-
2 

cultural activity, have not been developed to any uses 

2 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, P• 134. ---
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Blaine County: 

Blaine county is almost up to the state average in 

ability ed on wealth, as its index of 96 shows. The 

expenditures for publlc educatj.on amount only to $1.65 

for each ~~100 wealth, \'lith eight per cent of all current 

expenditures paid by State aid. Blaine county's income 

index is lower than its wealth index, its eighty being 

about four-fifths of the state average. Three dollars 

and fifteen cents per $100 income are spent for education, 

which is above the state average. 

There is no oil or mineral income for schools. The 

agricultural and l:L ve stock industries of Blaine county 

are highly developed, and as an agricultural county, the 

economic strength is above the average. 

Bryan County: 

Bryan county is in the poorer section of the state 

with a wealth index of 66, or two-thirds of t state av-

erage. The expenditure for education per $100 wealth is 

a little above average with per capita costs below aver 

The state furnishes about one-tenth of the money expended 

for educational purposes from State aid funds. 

The income of Bryan county is relative higher than 

its wealth, the index based on income being 87, or seven

eighths of the state average. The urban and farm incomes 

are about equally balenced, which fact indicates that con-

" 
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ditions are generally unifonn throughout the county. 

Caddo County: 

Caddo county is among the lower counties in per cap

ita wealth, its index being 64, or less than two-thirds 

of the state average. The per capita costs are low, and 

about one-twentieth of the expenditures are from weak 

school funds or state aid. 't The ~lo?O expenditure per 

$100 wealth is very low. Urban and farm incomes are well 

balanced, so that the economic weakness is general rather 

than in farm communities alone. 

The low indices of economic strength are due to the 

fact that Caddo county is purely agricultural, having lit-

tle or no manufactures or mineral industries. 

Canadian County: 

Canadian county is in the group of counties with a 

high economic strength based on wealth~ The index is 132, 

ore one and one-third times the state average. The expen

ditures for education per $100 wealth is low, being only 

$1.24, but the per capita costs are about average. 

The income index for Canadian county is about the 

state average, 101. The urban income is nearly double 

the farm income.. State aid funds constitute only a small 

part of the total 8lllount, which indicates that above aver

age economic strength is the rule in this county. 

canadian county's relatively high economic index is 



due to its industrial center, ElReno; to the railroads, 

shops, and flour lling industry. Diversified farmi 

adds its share to the economic strength of the county~ 

Carter County: 

Carter county is on the border line of the poorer 

southern section of the state, but due to the fact that 
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Ardmore, leadi city in this county, serves as a distrib-

uting center in the southern and southeastern portion of 

the state, the wealth index is about average--103. The 

per capita costs are little aboife average, 

The income index is 119, or about one and one-fifth 

times the state average. The urban income is near six 

times the farm income, this difference being due to Ard

more's commercial importance as a distributing point, as 

well as to the oil development in Carter county. Due to 

the distribution of gross production tax, a great ~1ount 

of state aid is not necessary in this countyo 

Cherokee County: 

Cherokee county, in the extreme east of Oklahoma, is 

one of those counties low in economic ability to support 

education. Its wealth index is 49, or less than one-half 

the state average. Its per capita costs are the lowest in 

the state and its expenditures for education per $100 wealth 

are among the smallest the state. This low wealth ex 



53 

is due to the rough, hilly topography, and to the 1Joor soil 

of the county.. The state, through the weak school fund, 

furnishes one-seventh the expenditures for Cher-

okee county schools. 

The income index is little better than that for 

wealth, being only 59, or about three-fifths of the state 

average. The urban income is greater than the farm in

come and this fact, together with the amount of state aid 

given its schools, is indicative of the low economic 

strength which prevails in farm communities in Cherokee 

county. 

Choctaw County: 

Choctaw county, although in a different section of 

the state, is weak in economic str h~ Its wealth in-

dex of 53 is little more than one-half the state's aver

a·ga. A relatively high expenditure for education per 

$100 wealth is made in Choctaw county, and the per capita 

costs are hi than those of Cherokee county, but still 

below· state average. 

The income index of Choe:taw county is relatively high-

er than the wealth tn , but still is only ?3, or less 

than three-fourths the state average~ Urban income is 

greater than rural income. 

Choctaw county's lack of econordc strength is du.e to 

the fact that it is dominantly agricultural and that the 
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agriculture is of the unprofitable type so often found in 

the south, name , mnall cotton farming. Only about twenty 

per cent of the t area is under cultivation. 3 

Cimmaron County: 

Ci1umaron county is second in wealth per capita for 

persons between the ages of six and twenty-one, with a 

wealth index of 249, or about two and one-half times the 

state average.. Expenditures for education per ~noo wealth 

are very low, being only $1~20. Per capita costs are the 

highest in the state, this being due to the large number 

of districts having a small enrollment, and to the very 

few larger school units. Cimmaron county is a sparsely 

settled section, and has little urban wealth or income" 

This is one county in which there seems to be little 

correlation between per c ita wealth and income, the in

come index being only 63, or little more than three-fifths 

the state average. The arid climate and sparse settlement 

makes the economic strength to support education low .. 

Cleveland County: 

Cleveland county approaches the state average in 

wealth index, but i·f:; has less than seven-ei&;hths of the 

100 index for the entire ate. Per capita costs are be-

low the state average. Expenditures for education 

$100 wealth are relatively low~ amounting to only $1.54. 

The income index of 70 is lower than the wealth index .. 

3 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, P• 138. 
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Urban income ranks higher than does farm income, due to the 

university payrollo Portions of the county are very pro

ductive, but the southeastern part is sand and clay which 

has erroded to such an extent that most of it has been 

abandoned. Fifty-four per cent of the farms are operated 

by tenants. It is the sum of such factors that give Cleve

land county low economic strength. 

Coal County: 

Coal county is in the section of low economic strength, 

having a wealth index of 71~ or less than three-fourths the 

average per capita wealth. The per capita costs for edu

cation in Coal county are almost average, while the expen

ditures for education per $100 wealth are registered at 

the comparatively high figure of $2.19. 

The inoome index is a little above the wealth index, 

and due to mining and rock crushing industries, the urban 

inoome exceeds that of the farmo 

No income results from gross production of minerals. 

The northern sections of the county are hills; the southern 

part is prairie, but neither agriculture nor mining have 

been developed sufficiently to bring the economic strength 

above average. 

Comanche County: 

Comanche county is in the large cotton farming area, 

but its wealth is limited, due to the fact that practically 

one-half of the county has been reserved by the United States 



government for the 1'ort Sill Military Reservation and for 

game and forest preserves.4 Per capita cost for education 

is below average and the amount spent for education per 

$100 is low as compated with state average. 

The income index is 80, or four-fifths of state aver

age. Urban income is nearly double that of the farm, due 
.::: to the United States government pay roll.v 

State aid supplies one-twelfth of the county's school 

expenditures. 

Cotton County: 
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Cotton county is another county in the large cotton

farming area. It has a wealth index of 79, which is about 

four-fifths of the average for the state. The greater por

tion of the land is tillable, but due to the ty:pe of agri

culture and to the fact that cotton is practically the only 

product, the wealth iEdex is not high. Per capita costs 

for schools are below the average of the state and the ex

penditures per $100 wealth are likewise low. 

The income of Cotton county is lj_ttle above the state 

average, having an index of 101~ A very small mnount for 

school support comes from a gross production tax, but it is 

necessary that an additional sum be granted from State aid .. 

Craig County: 

Craig county, located in the northeastern corner of 

the state, is in the general fanning area and has a wealth 

4 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, P• 140. 
5 ~·' p,. 14o:-
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index of 118, or almost one and one-fifth--times that of the 

state average. The waste land in Craig county constitutes 

about ten per cent of the total area, the greater portion 

being in cultivation and in pasture for live stock,. 0 The 

expenditures per capita for education are practically 

equal to the state average. 

The income index does not rank so high for Craig 

county, being only 73, or less than three-fourths that of 

the state average. A lack of any manufacturing makes the 

income index relatively low. A small amount of gross pro

duction tax, and an inconsiderable amount of state aid are 

added to the school funds of Craig county. 

Creek county: 

Creek county is in the general or diversified farming 

area, but its largest agricultural crop is cotton. The 

wealth index is low, amounting only to 78, while the per 

capita cost for education is below the average for the 

state .. 

The oil industry overshadows the agricultural produc-

tion, and since oil is produced in practically every sec

tion of the county, agriculture is given little chance for 

full development. 

Creek county's income index is more favorable, being 

117. The urban income, due to oil and industries other 

than agriculture, is about eiv1t and one-half times the 

:farm income. Gross production tax and state aid constitute 

6 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, p. 141. 
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one-eie:hth of the funds expended for educational purposes~ 

Custer County: 

Custer county is in the border line between the large 

wheat and cotton farming sections and divides its areas 

about equally between the tvvo crops. 7 The wealth index 

of 104 is slightly above t state average, while per 

capita cost for education is below state average. 

The income index drops to only 73. Urban income is 

higher than farm income, due to the Southwestern State 

Teachers' College, to public buildings, and road construc

tion in that county. There is no school sUpJ)ort from 

gross production , but there is a small amount of 

state aid, totalling $4205 for the entire county. 

Delaware County: 

Delaware county, located the eastern borderline 

of Oklahoma, is bounded on the east, both by Missouri and 

by Arkansas. It is the second lowest county in per capita 

wealth in the state, the wealth index reachi only to 35, 

or little more than one-third the e average. 

The per capita costs are about twenty-five per cent 

below the state average~ and the expenditure for schools, 

the state aid fund furnishes thirty-seven per cent.. The 

$3.12 expended for education per ~ilOO wealth appears high~ 

but more than one-third of the amount comes from the st e's 

weak school fund. 

7 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, p. 1428 



The income index of Delaware county so is second 

lowest in the state, being only 41• or about two-fifths 

of the average for the state. There is no mineral or 

gross production tax to add to the school funds. 
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The comparatively low economic strength of Delaware 

county is due to the fact that it lies almost wholly in the 

Ozark uplift, only a small per cent of the area is cul-

tivated. Its industries other than agriculture, are lum

bering, cheese-makl.ng, and furni~ure making, although they 

yield, altogether, very little income.8 

Dewey County: 

Dewey county, located the we central section of 

the state~ approaches the state average in wealth, with an 

index of 86 .. capita costs are almost the same as the 

state average .. 

The index of income for Dewey county j_s 76, which in

dicates that the per capita income is three-fourths that of 

the state as a wholeo 

Dewey county is on the border line between the wheat 

and cotton areas and its agricultural crops are divided be-
g tween these tvro proclucts.. The soil is largely sandy loam, 

although one-third of the area is made up of black jack hills. 

The soil is not richly productive, and since other industries 

8 Almanac, Oklahoma, 1930, P• 143. 
9 ill.Q; .. , p .. 143. 
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have not been developed, this county does not rank as high 

as do some of the nearby counties. Fifteen per cent of the 

expenditures for schools are paid for by state aid. 

Ellis County: 

Ellis county, bordering Texas and the Oklahoma pan

handle, ranks high in wealth per capita. The index of 151 

is one and one-half times that of the state average. The 

per capita cost is approximately thirty per cent above 

that of the state as a whole. Expendj_tures for education 

per $100 wealth are low in this county, being only $1.46. 

The income index of 98 is almost the state average, 

while expenditures per $100 income are high, reaching $3.14 

in comparison with the average figure of S3.07. Only a 

small amount of state aid is given this county. 

Ellis county ranks high in economic ability to support 

education, due mainly to the large wheat farms and to a 

profitable system of agriculture. There are practically no 

industries other than agriculture. 

Garfield County: 

Garfield county, in the north central wheat-producing 

area, is one of the counties of highest wealth per capita, 

having an index of 179; this means that it ran}~s one and 

three-fourths times the average of the state. There is a 

low expenditure of $1.21 per $100 wealth. Per capita 

costs are almost fifty per cent above the state average. 



The income index for Garfield is high, reaching 106, 

although the amount expended per ~~100 income is somewhat 

below the state , amounting to $2.97. 

The superior economic strength of Garfield county is 

due partly to the fact t its principal city, Enid, has 
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several well developed trial enterprises, among which 

oil refining, flour lling, and wholesale distributing are 
10 

most importanto The soil is rich and productive and helps 

to place Garfield county as the center of one of the great

est wheat growing sections in the United States. 

A small amount of gross production tax is produced 

for school use, to which is added a less amount of state aid. 

Garvin County: 

Garvin county is a south central county, on the border-

line between the large cotton farms of the southwest and the 

small cotton farms of the south-east. 

Per capita costs for education are about twent ive 

per cent below average for the state. The wealth in-

dex of 68 ranks about two-thirds that of the average .. 

The income index for Garvin county is 82, which is 

approximately that of state as a whole. The expendi-

tures per $100 wealth are low, but the expenditures 

$100 income rate a little more than the state average. 

As an agricultural county, Garvin is about average in 

__________________ , ____ ____ 
10 Oklahoma l~manac, 1930J P• 144. 
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economic strength. There are some industrial enterprises 

in Pauls Valley, the chief city, where are located a cot

ton compress, grain elevators, cotton gins, and wholesale 

establishments. Enough industrial activity exists to 

produce an urban income considerably above that of the 

rural districts$ 

Grady County: 

Grady county is considered a southwestern cotton pro-

ducing county~ has a vreal th index of 78, or about av-

erage for agricultural counties in the cotton producing 

areas. Per capita costs are below the state average, as 

is the runount expended for education per ~?100 wealth .. 

The income index for Grady county is 79, which is 

about four-fifths that of the state average. The city of 

Chickasha has railroad shops, a large broom earn warehouset 

a large cotton-seed oil mill, a flour mill, and the largest 

cattle feeding pens in the United States. Although these 

industries tend to raise the wealth and income of the county, 

they are not sufficient to bring up the wealth and income 

averages with those the state. 

About five per o of total school costs are derived 

from gross production tax and from state aid combi " 

Grant County: 

Grant county has the highest wealth index in the state--

11 Oklahoma Aln1anac, 1930, P• 145. 
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271--which is almost two and three-fourths times the average 

for the state. An expenditure of $1.02 per $100 wealth is 

recorded, which figure is the lowest in the state. Per cap

ita costs are alrao sixty :per cent above the state average. 

Grant county is also high in income index, having a 

148, or one and one-half times the average for the state. 

A small amount of gross production and state aid are added 

to the school expenditures, but the sum of both these items 

is less than five thousand dollars. 

The fact that Grant county ranks highest in per capita 

wealth is due to the fertile soil, to the type of farming, 

and to the ability of the people. 

Greer County: 

Greer county is in the southwestern part of the state 

in the large cotton fanning area. Its wealth index is low 

amounting only to 63, indicating less than two-thirds the 

ability of the state as a whole. Per capita costs are about 

twenty-five per cent below the average of the state; almost 

one-fifth of the expenditures for schools is furnj.shed by 

the weak school fund. The amount expended for education 

per $100 wealth is above the state average, but with the 

state aid deducted, it would be about average .. 

Greer county is approximately average in income ·index, 

with a 96, although the amount spent for education per ~~100 

income is below the average. The county affords no gross 

production tax, which migh·t be added to school funds. 
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Greer county is rough and hilly, especially in the 

eastern part, through which the Wichita chain of mountains 

runs. There is a considerable amount of alkali in the soilm 

so that agriculture, the principal industry 1 is handicapped. 

Granite and brick industries rank next to agriculture, and 

although they add to the total income, it does not rise 

any higher than the most of the cotton counties .. 

Harmon County: 

Harmon county is another of the large cotton farming 

counties. It has a wealth index of 71, which is about av

erage for cotton producing sections. Per capita expendi

tures for education raru{ about twenty per cent below the 

average for the state, even after ten per cent is furnished 

by the state aid fund. There is no gross production tax 

to add to school funds .. 

The income index is high, being 119, or almost one and 

one-fifth the state average. 

The best soil of Harmon county is not exceedingly pro-

ductive, while the southern part of the county is dotted 

\Vi th sand dunes which render that part non-productive en

tirely. A gas refinery and a cotton-seed oil mil consti

tute the manufacturing industries. 

Harper County: 

Harper county is in the wheat producing section of the 

state. Its wealth index is 114, or about one and one-sev

enth t~~es the state average. Per capita costs for education 
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are twenty-five per cent above the average, while the 

amount expended for education per $100 wealth is just equiv

alent to the state average. 

Harper cou.nty has an income index of 120, which is 

one and one-fifth that of the state as a whole.. Less than 

the state average is expended per $100 income. 

Harper county is a high plain, with light sandy soill2 

that is less productive than that of its neighbors. This 

accounts for there being a lower economic strength in Har

per county than in the other wheat producing counties. 

A.bout one-eighth of the money spent for schools comes from 

state aid, 

Haskell County: 

Haskell county's wealth index of 42 makes it rank 

about two-fifths as high as the state average. Per capita 

costs for education are about one-third less than the aver

age for, the state. The amount S];!ent fol~ education per ~ilOO 

wealth is above average, but more than twenty-five per cent 

:>f the school expenditures comes from the state aid fund .. 

The income index of 68 is about two-thirds that of the 

state average, while expenditures per $100 income are al

nost the same as the state average. The low· economic abi 

ity found in Haskell county is due to the hilly, rooky land 

and to the little industrial development. 

12 Oklahoma Alrn.anac, 1930, P• 147. 
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Hughes County: 

Hughes county is on the border line between the gener

al farming area ru1d the small farm cotton producing area. 

About 90 per cent of the land is tillable, but due to the 

type of fanning, the rural income is less than one-half 

that of the urban income. 

The wealth index of Hughes county is only 64, or 

less than two-thirds the state average. Per capita expen

ditures for education are one-third less than the state av

erage, even though the weak school fund contributes one

sixth of the expenditures for schools. 

The income index is 75, or just three-fourths the 

state average. There are no well developed industries in 

Hughes county; this lack, couples with the type of farming 

to produce a low economic ability. Gross production adds 

a very small amount toward the school fund. 

Jackson county: 

Jackson county is in the large cotton farm area. The 

wealth index of 73 is less than three-fourths the state av

erage. Per capita expenditures for education are about 

twelve per cent below the state expenditures as a whole, 

even though the state aid funds furnish nearly fifteen per 

cent of the amount spent on schools in this county .. 

The income index for Jackson county is very high for 

a cotton producing county, amounting to 130; it is not nec

essary, therefore, to suend such a great amount for schools 



per $100 income. The county ranks highest in economic 

ability of any of the typical cotton producing counties. 

Its soil is fertile and practically eighty per cent of 
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it is cultivated.. Its chief city, .Altus, is a center f'or 

distribution in the southwestern part of the state. Here 

are located the largest cotton com1Jress in the state, a 

large cotton-seed oil mill, creameries, and a foundary .. 

.All these industries add to the wealth and income of Jack

son county and increase its economic strength to a consid

erable extent. There is no gross production tax. 

Jefferson County: 

Jefferson county is another county located in the 

large farm cotton producing area~ It has a wealth index 

of 84. The per capita costs for education are amost twenty 

per cent below the average for the state. Fifteen per cent 

of the money for school expenditures is furnished by the 

state aid fund, 

Jefferson county has an income index of 90; less than 

the average amount per $100 income is spent for education. 

Considering the cotton producing counties, Jefferson is 

above the avera~e in economic strength. The railroad 

shops at Waurika and a cotton compress and several gins 

add to the total wealth and income. There is a small gross 

production tax, which is added to school funds .. 

Johnston County: 

Johnston county is in the small farm cotton growing area. 
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It has a w·ealth index of 75, or three-fourths the state av

erage. Seventeen per cent of school expenditures for the 

county is furnished by the state. 

The income index of 88 amounts to seven-eighths of the 

state average.. The county is mountainous and the crop pro

duction as given by the 1928-1929 report, 13 shows that the 

cultivated area is liraited and that crops are not large. 

The granite quarries at Tishomingo add somewhat to the in-

come of the countyo No gross production funds exi 

Kay County: 

Kay county is in the north central part of the state, 

on the border line between the wheat producing area and 

the general farming area of the northeast. It has a wealth 

index of 182, indicating that it has almost one and seven-

eighths the wealth per capita as has the average county of 

the state. 

Per capita expenditures for education are about 40 per 

cent above the state average, there being only a very small 

amount of aid contributed from the state f"lmds o 

The income index of Kay county is relatively high, to

talling 129, or about one and one-third times the state av

erage. The countyrs economic strength is due to the rich ag

ricultural land and varied farm crops, to the live stock and 

oil industries. The gross production tax yields sixty thousand 

13 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, P• 150. 
~~~~ --------
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dollars a year for schools. 

Kingfisher County: 

Kingfisher county is in the central part of the state. 

Its wealth index is 158, or almost one and three-fifths 

times the state average. Per capita costs are about 40 

per cent above the state average. The expenditures per 

$100 wealth need not be high, and equal only $1.38. 

The county also has a high income index, 111, which 

is slightly above the state average. Kingfisher county is 

one of the two counties that received no money from the 

state weak school fund. Neither is there a gross produc

tion tax to add to the school expenditures. 

Seventy per cent of the land is cultivated, and the 

principal crop is wheat. Kingfisher is another of the rich 

agricultural counties that can attribute its economic 

strength to the products of the soil. 

Kiowa County: 

Kiowa county is located in the cotton growing area of 

large farms.. Its wealth index is 81. The per capita costs 

for schools are twenty per cent below the state average .. 

state aid amounts to about six per cent of the total expen-

ditures .. 

The income index is higher than the average. rating 107. 

Farm income is higher than the urban income, which fact is due 

to the great amount of cotton and wheat produced. Granite 
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and concrete add to the urban and total wealth of the county. 

Latimer County: 

Latimer countyf in the small cotton farm area, has the 

low wealth index of 62, or little more than three-fifths 

that of the state average. Per capita costs are twenty-five 

per cent below the state average. 

The county is mountainous and only a small per cent 

of the land is suitable for farming. Coal mining is anoth

er industry, but neither farming nor mining is profitable 

enough to enable the county to support good schools. About 

twenty per cent of school support comes from the state aid 

fund. There is no gross production tax. 

Le Flore County: 

Le Flore county is in the southeastern part of the 

state in the area of small cotton farms. It has a wealth 

index of 56, which is little more than one-half the average 

for the state. Per capita costs for education are about 

one-third less than the state average. There is no gross 

production or mineral income for school support, while about 

one-sixth of the school expenditures is derived from the 

weak school fund. 

The income index of 60 is also low, being two-fifths 

the average for the state$ This county consists of a large 

mountainous area, with some good farm land and a great a

mount of waste land. Coal mining is the principal industry. 
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A glass manufacturing plant at Poteau adds slightly to the 

urban income, but the industries are not extensive enough 

to give the county a strong economic index for the support 

of its schools .. 

Lincoln County: 

Lincoln county, located in the central part of the 

state, has a wealth inc1ex of 103, which is above the aYer

age. Per capita costs are almost twenty per cent below the 

average of the state. About four per cent of the school 

expenditures is supplied by the state's weak school fund" 

The gross production tax adds another two per cent. 

The income index is 85, with urban income exceeding 

that of the farmse Agriculture is the incipal indust 

and cotton is the principal crape The economic strength of 

Lincoln county is somewhat greater than that of a typical 

cotton producing county, due to a small production of oil. 

Logan County: 

Lagan county is in the central part of the state. It 

has a wealth index of 114, or abo·ut one and one-seventh 

times that of the state average. Per capita costs are 

twelve and one-half per cent above the ate average. ate 

aid adds a negligable amount, while the gross production tax 

y.ields about one-eighth of the total amount spent for schools .. 

The income index for Logan county is 89, the urban in

come being double that of the farms. ~Phe low farm income is 

due to the poor productive qualities of the soil to sheet 



erosion in many places. The unusual urban income is due 

to the state fraternal institutions and to the oil and 

manufacturing industries of Guthrie. 

Love County: 

72 

Love county is located in the southeastern part of 

the state, in the area of small cotton farms. Its wealth 

index is 77. The expenditures per capita for schools are 

a little above the state average, although the state fur

nishes nine per cent of the school funds from the weak 

school money .. 

Love county has a high income index of 96, the farm 

income being greater than the urban, due to the fertility 

of the soil and to the tendency to develop diversified farm

ing in this county. There is no gross production tax. Eco

nomic ability ranks above that of the cotton producing coun

ties joining it. 

Major County: 

Major county is located in the northwest wheat growing 

area, and has a wealth index of 138. Per capita expendi

tures for schools are about twenty per cent above the state 

average, the state aid fund being drawn upon for about eight 

per cent of the total amount.. There is no gross production 

tax to further school funds. 

The income index is 96, or almost average. One-half of 

the county is occupied by the Glass mountains. and is there

fore not productive.. About one-third is level wheat land, 
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which fact accounts for Major county's ranl;:ing lower than 

its wheat-producing neighborso 

Marshall County: 

hall county is in the southeastern part of the 

state, in the small cotton farm area. The wealth index 

of 85 is above the average for cotton producing groupo 

Per capita expenditures for education are only about ten 

per cent below that of the state average, although one

ej_ghth of school support comes from the state aid fund. 

There is so a small amount of gross production tax which 

is added to the school money. 

The income index is about the same as the wealth in

dex--87. Fal'lll and urban incomes are nearly equaL. 

The reason for Marshall's economic advantage over 

the other cotton producing counties to the east is its 

rich soil and a development of diversified farming. 

Mayes County: 

Mayes county, in the northeastern part of the state, 

is in the general farming area. It s a low wealth 

of 65, which is only three-fifths of the state average. 

Per capita cost is more than twenty-five per cent below 

that of the state as a whole. 1'wel ve and one-half per c 

of the total is furnished by state aid. 

The income index is only 60, farm and urban incomes be

ing about equal. There is no gross production tax to add 

to school expenditures. 
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Mayes county is strict agricultural, but has a large 

portion of its eastern area in the Ozarlc uplif't, 1vhich is 

unproductiveo There are some very productive lands, but a 

great deal of the prairie regions of the north is pastured 

or used for prairie haye The lack of industries and the 

limited agriculture gives to the cou .. nty a low economic in

dex .. 

McClain County: 

McClain county, in the central part of the state, has 

a low income index of 67, which is two-thirds the state av-

eragee Per capita costs are about one~third less than the 

average of the state, although the state furnishes one

eights of the total school expenditures. 

The income index is 71, urban and farm incomes rank.-

ing about equally. Fifty per cent of the total area is in 

farms, broom corn being the principal crop. Industries of 

the county include a cotton-seed oil mill, a flour mill, and 

gins, but altogether, they do not give the county an economic 

index much above t average cotton county. 

IA:cCurtain County: 

McCurtain cotmty has the lowest wealth index of all 

the counties of the st e, 34, or one-third the average. 

Per capita expenditures for education are about one-third 

less than the average of the state. The state furnishes 

the greatest amount of state aid to McCurtain county of any 
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county in the state, one-third of all school costs being 

paid from the weak school fund. 

McCurtain county also has a very low income index of 

5?, whi is little more than one-half the state average. 

About two-thirds of the total area of the county is moun

tainous or hillyo The remaining area is good bottom land, 

but there are no industries other than farming and live 

stock raising, and they do not yield an income sufficient to 

care for the educational interests. 

Mcintosh County: 

Mcintosh co-unty is in the cotton producing area, th 

a wealth index near the bottom of the list. Forty-one is 

only two-fifths of the state averageo The per capita ex

penditure is about one-third less than the state average. 

while twenty-three per cent of the school expenditures comes 

from the state aid fund. 

Intosh county also has a low 

farm and urban incomes ranking 

There is a portion of the county in 

ome index of 67, 

ely the same, 

two Canadian r 

bottoms which is very productive, but the upland and hill 

regions contain poor soil. No manufactures or industries 

other than a icu.l ture of the cot tom farming type exist, 

which accounts for the lovv economic index of Mcintosh county. 

Murray County: 

Murray county, in the south central part of the state, 
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has a wealth index of 88. Its per capita cost for schools 

is about five per cent below that of the state average. 

Less than five per cent of the school support is derived 

from state aid funds. 

The income index is 74, or approximately three-fourths 

the state average, urban income ranking higher, comparative

ly, than the farm. This last is due mainly to the fact 

that the southern portion of the county is in the Arbuckle 

mountains, while the state institution and tourist trade 

add to the urban income. Platt national park also takes a 

portion of the county, which otherwise might add to the 

rural income. 

Muskogee County: 

Muskogee county, located in the eastern part of the 

state, has a wealth index of 103. The per capita costs for 

education are little above the state average, weak school 

aid providing one per cent of the total expenditures.. Gross 

production adds about three per cent more to the school fund. 

The income index is 134, or one and one-third times the 

average of the state. Urban income equals about seven times 

that of the rural districts. 

The economic superiority of Muskogee is due to the fact 

that the city of Muskogee is a railroad center and a distrib

uting point for the northeastern part of the state. There 

are also refineries and ffinall manufacturing industries in 

the city which raise the urban income. 
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Noble County: 

Noble county is in the north central part of the state 

on the border line between the wheat producing area of the 

north west and the general farming e.rea of the northeast. 

It has a wealth index of 166, or one and two-thirds times 

that of the state average. Per capita costs are about 

thirty-five per cent above state average. The amount ex

pended for education per $100 wealth is low, being only 

$1.24. Noble county is one of the two counties in the 

state that receives no state aid for school. 

The income index for Noble county is 128--one and one

fourth times the state average. Urban income more than 

doubles farm income., The gross production tax adds about 

four per cent to the school funds of the county. 

The economic strength of this county is due to its 

fertile soil, diversified farming, oil production, and to 

the importance of Perry, its chief city, as a distributing 

center for the surrounding countr:yside. 

Nowata County: 

Nowata county is in the northeastern section of the 

state, in the general farming area.. Its wealth index is 98, 

or practically average. Per capita costs are almost the 

same as the state average. 

The income index of Nowata county is 81, or four-fifths 

of the state average, urban income being more than double 



the farm income. This last is due to the fact that only 

about twenty per cent of the land is cultivate~, 14 while 

oil and mining industries tend to bring the economic 

strength up to average. More than six per cent of the 

school funds come from gross production tax"' State aid 

funds add less than three per cent. 

Olcfuskee County: 

Okfuskee county is in the east central part of the 

state, on the border 1 between the general farming area 
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and the small cotton.farming area and the wealth index is 

only 6g, a little more than two-thirds of the state average. 

Per capita cost is per cent below average. 

The income index of Okfuskee county is 95, or almost 

average. Urban income is greater than farm income, due to 

oil development@ Okfuskee county is above the average agri

cultural county only because of its oil industry.. Seven 

per cent of school cost comes gross production tax 

and five per cent additional from the weak school fund pro

vided by the stateD 

Oklahoma County: 

Oklahoma county is in the central part of the state, 

on the dividing line between t wheat and cotton areas. Its 

wealth index is 1.42 or one and two-fifths times the state 

average; per capita cost is about thirty per cent above state 

average. 
Ol<:lahoma county has an j_ncome index of 157, which is 

14 Oklahoma ~' 1930, P• 158. 



almost one and three-fifths times the state average, and 

thereby, the highest in the state. 
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The economic superiority of Oklahoma county is due 

only in a small way to agriculture, the most of its ad

vantages being derived from the location of the state 

capitol within its boundaries. Oklahoma City likewise, 

serves as a distributing center for the state in many 

fields, while industrial activj_ties and oil production add 

greatly to the wealth and income of Oklahoma county .. 

Gross production tax yields less than five per cent 

of the expenditures for Oklahoma county schools, while 

state aid funds grant them one per cent of their total ex-

penditures. 

Olanulgee County: 

Okmulgee county is in the east central part of the 

state, bordering the general and cotton farming areas. It 

has a wealth index of 86, which is seven-eighths of the 

state average. Per capita costs for education are about 

two per cent below the state average. 

Okmulgee county has an income index of 98, which is 

just below the state average.. Its urban income is approx

imately eight and one-half times that of the rural districts .. 

The soil of Okmulgee county is productive in the valley areas 

but not so in the prairie and hilly portions. 

The city of Olcmulgee is the center of oil production 
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and Henryetta, the southern part of the county, is the 

center of coal production for the surrounding areas. Plate 

glass and factories, metal foundaries, smelters, 

chemical and cake factories, the manufacture of gasoline, 

oil, and by-products oil are all found. in the countyol5 

In addition to these, Oklahoma Gas and Electric 

has a large plant near Okmulgeeo 

Mining, manufacturing, oil production, and farming 

combined do not give to Okmulgee the high economic index 

that one would expect, due to the fact that manufactttres 

are running to capacity, while coal and oil are not produced 

at capacity; a general slump in all prices has cramped Ok-

mulgee county•s educational program until but two per cent 

of the total school funds comes from gross production tax~ 

A little more than four per cent is added by state aido 

Osage County: 

Osage county is in the northeastern part of the state 

and is a ranch and grazing country located between the 

and general farming areas~ The wealth index is 140) or one 

and two-fifths times the state average. capita costs 

for education are about fifty per cent above the state aver-
16 

age. 

The income index of Osage county is 127, urban ineome 

being about eight times the farm income. 

15 Oklahoma ~anac, 1930, P• 160. 
16 IQ!£., P• 160. 
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The economic strength of Osage county lies mainly in 

the oil gas production, in the per capita payments to 

members of the Osage tribe of Indicms from oil royalty, 

to lease sales, and to the grazing industry, Twelve and one

half per cent of the school funds comes from gross produc

tion tax, while less than one per cent is supplied by state 

aid. 

Ottawa County: 

Ottawa county is in the northeastern corner of the 

state in the general farming area. Its wealth index is 66, 

or two-thirds that of the state average; per capita cost 

is about twenty per cent below the state average. 

Ottawa county 7 s income index of 80 is four-fifths 

that of the state average, urban income amounting to nine 

times that of the farm income,. This unusual difference is 

due to zinc mining in the Commerce and Pitcher areas, as 

well as in that section surrounding the com1ty's commercial 

center, Miami. 

11 Nine per cent of the school funds for Ottawa county 

comes fwm gross productton taxes, mainly on lead zinc. 

The state adds to this nearly five per cent from state aid 

funds. 
The lack of a greater eoonomj.c strength in Ottawa 

county can be explained by the fact that its principal in

dustry, mining, does not operate to capacity at all times, 



due to the fluctuating price of ore. 

Pawnee County: 

Pawnee county is on the border of the central and 

southeastern sections of the stateo Its wealth index is 

125--one and one-fourth times the state average; per cap

ita cost is about ten per cent above average. 
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The economic strength of the county lies largely in 

its oil production and refining and in the manufacture of 

brick in Cleveland, a city in the eastern part of the coun

ty. Near five per cent of the school funds comes from 

gross production on oil. Less than three per cent is sup

plied by state aid funds. 

Payne County: 

Payne county is in the north central section of the 

state. It has a wealth index of 158, which is one and 

three-fifths times that of the state average; per capita 

expenditures for schools are about twelve and one-half 

per cent above the state average. 

Its income index of 91 amounts to nine-tenths of the 

average for Oklahoma, the urban income being four times as 

great as that of the farms. 

Payne county has three important towns: Stillwater, 

cushing, and Yale; Cushing and Yale are centers of oil pro

duction and refining, Cushing being the pipe line center of 

a very large section. Stillwater is the county seat and the 

home of the Agricultural and chanical College. Incomes 
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from the inctvstries resulting from oil as well as the col

lege payroll constitute important sources of income, in 

addition to that due from agriculture. 

The gross production tax yields less than four per 

cent of the school expencli tures; state atd furnj. shes an 

additional one per cent. 

Pittsburg County: 

Pittsburg county is in the southeastern sectiort of 

the state, in the small cotton farm area. It has a wealth 

index of 61, or three-fifths that of the state average; per 

capita costs for education are about twenty-five per cent 

below the average for the state. The income index is 69, 

urban income being three and one-half times the farm income. 

The county consists largely of rolling prairie and 

timbered hills, which are not generally the most productive. 

Three hundred and five dollars makes up the entire 

gross production tax spent for schools in the county. It 

is necessary that the state furnish twenty-two per cent of 

the total from state aid funds. 

McAlister, chief city of sburg county, is the 

cr::mter of t greatest coal mining district in the state. 

It boasts also a cotton seed oil mill, a brick factory, 

iron worl<:s, and a sash and door factory~ 17 The city serves 

17 Oklahoma !.J.manac, 1930, p .. 162. 



as a distributing point for a large surrounding territory .. 

Because the mining and other listed industries pay such 

low annual wage, the economic strength of Pittsburg county 

is considerably below average. 

Pontotoc County: 

Pontotoc county is in the south central ~art of the 

state, bordering the small cotton farming area. It has a 

wealth index of 72; per capita costs are about twenty per 

cent below the state average. 
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The income index is 70, urban income being double that 

of the rural districts. The farn1 income is low, partly be

cause of the type of farming; also, since it is a hilly 

country, only a small per cent of the area is cultivated. 

The urban income is increased by the co~nercial and indus

trial activities in Ada, the chief city. The largest Port

land Cement plant in the south is located here. Caskets, 

stone ware, brick, and tile are listed runong its manufac

tureso Due to a low wage scale, the economic strength of 

Pontotoc county is likewise low, in spite of its varied in-

dustries .. 

Less than four per cent of the school support comes 

from gross production, thirteen per cent being supplied by 

funds from state aid. 

Pottawatomie County: 

Pottawatomie county is in the central part of the state. 

It has a wealth index of 63; per capita costs are twenty per 
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cent below state average. 

The income index is 53, urban income raruring about two 

and one-half times that of the farm income. Cotton is the 

principal farm product, but there is a tendency toward a 

diversified system of agriculture .. 18 The economic weak-

ness of this county is due largely to the demoralized con-

dition of its principal industry, oil production and manu

facture. Nevertheless, thirty-one per cent of the school 

expenditures come from the gross production tax, only a small 

portion being donated by state aid. 

Roger Mills County: 

Roger M:ills county is in the west central part of the 

state, on the border line between the large cotton farming 

area and the wheat producing area. Its wealth index is 72; 

per capita expenditures for education are about twenty per 

cent below the state average. 

The income index amounts to 56, and surprisingly, farm 

income exceeds the urban, in spite of sand hills and waste 

lands which make up considerable areas in the country. 

Wheat and cotton are the principal agricultural ctops, but 

light rainfall is also a limiting factor in crop production. 19 

Rogers County: 

Rogers county is in the northeastern part of the state, 

in the general farming area. Its wealth index is 103; per 

18 
19 

Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, p. 163. 
Ibid .. , p .. 164. 
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capita costs are about ten per cent below the state aver-

age. 

The income index is 68, urban income amounting to al

most three times that of the farms. The prairie land is 

average in productivity, the principal crops being cotton, 

corn, and feed crops. 20 And yet, agricultural output is 

not sufficient to raise the income to the average of the 

state. 

Less than two per cent of the school funds comes from 

gross production tax in Rogers county; one and one-half 

per cent additional is given by state aid funds. 

Seminole County: 

Seminole county is in the central portion of the state, 

bordering the cotton area of the southwest. It has a wealth 

index of 86; per capita costs for schools are about ten per 

cent above the state average. 

Seminole county ranks lowest in income per capita in 

the state, this being due to the demoralized condition of 

the principal industry, oil production, when the 1930 data 

was taken. The agricultural industry has been considerably 

weakened by the development of oil. 

The city of Seminole is rich, and yet, it is wealc in 

proportion to its population. A large per cent of this 

population came there for industrial activities, and now 

20 Oklahoma ~ana~, 1930, P• 164. 
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the one industry--oil--is temporarily bankrupt. 

Sixty-one per cent of school costs are derived from 

gross production tax on oil. P~ inconsiderable amount of 

state aid is added to the educational funds .. 

Sequoyah County: 

Sequoyah county is on the eastern border of the state 

about half way between Red river and the Kansas line. It 

is between the general fai'l..ning and small cotton farming 

areas, and has a wealth index of 37, or little more than 

one-third of the state average. Per capita cost is about 

one-third less than state average. 

The income index of the county is 63, urban income 

somewhat exceeding the farm income. The country is hilly 

and tlinbered, most of the productive land lying in creek 

and river bottoms.. Industries have not been developed and 

consequently, the economic ability of the county is low. 

Twenty-nine per cent of the school funds come from 

state aid, Sequoyah county being able to add only a small 

amount of gross production tax to the support of education. 

Stephens County: 

stephens county is in the southwestern part of the 

state, in the large cotton farming area. It has a wealth 

index of 71. Per capita costs for education are about six-

teen per cent below the state average. 

The income index is 87, or seven-eighths of the state 

average, urban income being practically double the farm 
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income. Duncan is the principal town of the county. 

For a section whose most important industry is agri

culture, the economic index is good. Eight per cent of 

the school funds are derived from gross production and 

eight per cent more is added by state aid0 

Texas County: 

Texas county is one of the paru1andle counties. Its 

wealth index is 197, or almost double that of the state 

average. Per capita cost for education is nearly fifty 

per cent above the state average. 

The income index is 121, which is one and one-fifth 

times that of the state average. Farm income exceeds the 

urban. 

Texas county is a broad level plateau, but by narrow 

canyons, it is cut; the land seems best adapted to the 

raising of wheat.. Lack of a sufficient amount of rainfall 

is one of its greatest handicaps. 21 The economic strength 

is typical of the wheat growing areas. 

state aid funds add about two per cent to school funds, 

while the gross production tax of Texas county adds less 

than one per cent. 

T i lJJnan County : 

Tillman county is located in the southwestern part of 

the state, in the large cotton farming area. It has a 

21 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, P• 166. 
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wealth index of 109$ The per capita cost of education is 

about five per cent above average. 

The income index for Tillman makes it the second 

ranking county 5.!1 the state, Oklahoma county being tbe 

only one that exceeds it in income r capita. Farm in-

come is greater than urban income., 

The soil of Tillman county is very productive~ and 

most of the land is under cultivation. The topography is 

level to rolling from the Red river to the W1.chi ta moun

tains. Frederick, the principal city, has some minor in-

dustries,. Oil is produced along Red river, but agri-

culture is responsible for the economic strength of this 

county, 

Three per cent of the school funds comes from state 

aid, and a very small amount only, from gross production tax. 

Tulsa County: 

Tulsa county is in the nort astern part of the state, 

in the general farming area. This coun has a wealth index 

of 162, more than one and three-f 

age. Per capita cost is sixty-nine 

s times the state aver-

cent above st e 

average. 

The income index of Tulsa county is equal to those of 

Tillman and Oklahoma counties, each the three rank 

equally with the high income index of 157. 

The superior economic strength of Tulsa county is due 

to the dominating position which the city of Tulsa holds in 
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the oil world. Tulsa is a most important distributing cen

ter for the oil industry, and is the home of several large 

independent producerso 

ss t one-half of one per cent of the school funds 

comes from gross production, and about the same amount is 

supDlied by state aid. 

Wagoner County: 

Wagoner county is in the northeastern section of the 

state, in the general farming area. Its wealth index of 

80 is four-fifths of the state averageo Per capita cost 

for education is about one-third less than that of the 

state avera 

The income index of Wagoner county is only 61, urban 

income ranking a little higher than :farm income., The land 

of Wagoner county is very productive and a large per cent 

of its area is under cultivationo The of \lagoner is a 

railroad center, and in addition, has some minor industr s. 

Agriculture is the source of economic strength, and since 

this industry has been in a comparatively weak status for 

the past few years, '~'Jagoner cou11ty is not stron~; in its 

ability to support education~ 

Washington County: 

Washington county is in the northeastern of the 

state, in the general farming area. Its wealth index is 

185; per capita cost for schools is about fifty-two per cent 

above that of the state average. 
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The income index for the county is 131, the urban in

come being more than twenty times that of the farm districts. 

This is due to the cities of Bartlesville and Dewey. Bar

tlesville is the home of several huge oil companies whose 

large pay rolls do much toward increasing the urban average .. 

Zinc smelting and the manufacture of cement are other of its 

industries which have their effects. 

The land is, rolling prairie and timbered hills, only 

the creek and river valleys being very productive. The eco-

nomic strength of Washington county is due, therefore, to 

industrial, rather than agricultural enterprises. 

Nevertheless, only a fraction over one per cent of ns 

school funds come from gross production tax. Less than one 

per cent comes from the state aid fund. 

Washita County: 

Washita county is in the southwestern part of the state 

in the large cotton farming area. It has a wealth index of 

?6; per capita cost is about twenty per cent below that of 

the state average. 

The income index is 102, the farm income ranking higher 

than the urban income. Cotton is the most tmportant crop, but 

there were more than two million bushels of wheat grown in 

Washita county in 1929. 22 Also, a large corn crop is produced 

22 Oklahoma Almanac, 1930, P• 169. 



annually. Altogether~ there are enough other crops grown 

to show a tendency toward a diversified farming program. 

Thirteen per cent of the county's school funds comes 

from st e aid. There is no gross production tax. 

·woods County: 

Woods county is in the northwestern part of the st e 

in the vrhsa t growing area. It has a wealth index of 159. 

Per capita costs for education are about five per cent 

above the state average. 

The income index is 113, urban and farm incomes being 

near the sa.rne in value. The land of ds county is pro-

ductiveo icul tttre is the main industry, live stock or 

the cattle i stry ranking a close second. The economic 

strength is due largely to the type of farming and to the 

rich soil. 

There is no gross production tax. The state provides 

three cent of the school costs of Woods county from t 

state aid fund., 

Woodward County: 

Woodward cow1ty is in the stern part of the 

state in the wheat growing section. Its wealth index is 

155. The c ita cost for education is about fifty per 

cent above the average for the ate& 
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The income index is 90, urban income rating above farm 

· The county lies in two physiographic provinces, the 1ncome. 

gypsum hills in the east and the high plains region in the 



west.. Agriculture is the main industry and wheat is the 

principal crop. Live stock raising is of less importance 

than it was in earlier years .. 

There is no school income from gross production tax. 

State aid funds provide slightly less than three per cent 

of school costs for the county. 
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A COMP.lilliSON 
OF TBE ECONOMIC .ABILITY OF THE STATE 

TO SurPORT EDUCATION 
BY COUNTIES 1\liiD BY GEOGRAPHICAL DIVISIONS 

PART II 
A C !\RISON BY GEOGHJ\.1-'HIC.li..L DIVISIONS 

After a brief discussion of each county in Oklahoma~ 

relative to expenditure, per capita cost, and the economic 

factors involved, a study of the different sections of the 

state seems in ordero For the sake of comparison, the 

state is divided into five different sections, nlliuely: 

central, northeast, northwest, southwest, and southeast, 

The accompanying tables do not contain the same mater-

ial that is found in Tables II to 1 yet they contain 

those factors that are necessary to the study in view, that 

is, the per capita wealth, per capita income, wealth index, 

income index, the per capita cost based on enrollment, the 

percentage of each ~ilOO expended for education that is de-

rived from state aid, and the amount that comes from gross 

production. The cost based on enrolJJnent is what consti

tutes the economic load. The average index for both wealth 

and income, was derived by getting the average for the giv

en section and dividing it by the st e average for wealth 

and income. The counties in e section are ranked on the 

basis of wealth. The income, per capita costs, and other 

items are included merely for the sake of information., 



The county rating lowest in per capita wealth is on 

the first line of each sectional list and the county 

rating highest is on the last line. The totals, averages, 

ranges, and differences are given for each section 

at the bottom of the page. All a are from 1930 re-

ports. 
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Wealth Wealth Income 
per Index Index 

Q§JJ_i ta 

Pottawatomie $1,545 63 53 
McClain 1,632 67 71 
Garvin 1,670 68 82 
Pontotoc 1,764 72 70 
Creek 1,900 78 118 
Cleveland 2,069 85 70 
Seminole 2,142 88 27 
Lincoln 2,524 103 85 
Logan 2,787 114 89 
Pavmee 3,055 125 109 
Canadian 3,236 132 101 
Oklahoma 3,466 142 157 
Payne 3,858 158 9J.. 
Kingfisher 3,863 158 111 
Noble 4,057 166 128 

Total (15) 39,568 

Average 2,637 108 91 
Range 1,545 63 27 

to 4,057 tol66 to 128 
Range Dif., 2 .. 512 103 101 

CENTRAL SECTION 

Amount of 
State Aid 

Eer {!oo.oo 
Ex:pended 

for Education -
$10.40 

12 .. 02 
12 .. 23 
13 .. 32 

3 .. 14 
5 .. 67 

0 
4 .. 06 

.. 10 
2.80 
1.,54 

.56 
1 .. 96 

0 
0 

57 .. 80 

3e85 
0 

tol3.32 
13.,32 

Amount of 
Gross-

Production 
;eer }lo_o.of) 

for Education -
$ 31 .. 29 

0 
.. 70 

3 .. 52 
11.92 

0 
61,39 

2.,22 
12 .. 78 

5 .. 05 
0 

4.39 
3 .. 74 

0 
4 .. 35 

141.35 

9.4'7 
0 

t 0 61.,39 
61.39 

~ CaJ2ita. 
Income 

$ 249 
333 
383 
327 
548 
328 
125 
395 
415 
510 
473 
732 
423 
519 
596 

6,356 

423 

607 

Per Capita 
Cost 

BaSe'don 
Enrollment 

$ 32.48 
30.,51 
32 .. 53 
36 .. 88 
40 .. 02 
33 .. 40 
46.97 
36 .. 21 
49 .. 33 
48 .. 00 
46.46 
55.88 
49 .. 93 
60 .. 35 
59 .. 39 

663.54 

44.23 

30 .. 04 

<D 
en 
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A study of the accompanying table on the Central 

geographical section of the state reveals that there is a 

wide difference in the economic ability of the county hav-

ing the lowest ices and the one 

dices. Noble county, with the highe 

this section, has two and fort 

ing the highest in

',veal th index of 

hundredths times t 

ability of Pottawatomie, with 100 as a basis of compari

son. Fortunately for Pottawatomie county, abnost one

third of school expense is paid by gross production on 

oil, which makes the amount expended for each child en-

rolled not so far below the averageQ 

The income index of Oklahoma county, the highest in 

this section, is five and eighty-one hundredths times 

that of Seminole county, which has the lowest index in 

this section. Sixty-one and thirty-nine hundredths per 

cent of the school costs of Seminole county comes from 

the gross production tax on oil 1 ich provides adequate-

ly for schools~ Other counties of low jndices are not as 

fortunate as the two just ment nole and Potta-

watomie. 

Garvin county, wtth indices little above theirs, has 

an income of only seven-tenths of one per cent from gro s 

production tax. The state gave twelve one-fourth per 

cent additional for schools, but even with this aid, thir

ty per cent less was expended for each school child of 

Garvin county than for the average of the central section. 
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No attempt has been made to work out a correlation be

tween economic indices and per capita costs, but a glance 

at the three columns, wealth index, income index, and per 

capita costs, '.Vill convince anyone that there is a positive 

correlation between these factors. A rise in the indices 

of wealth and income is always accompanied by a correspond

ing rise in per capita expenditures .. 

The central section requires a smaller share of expen

ditures from state aid than does any other, while the only 

two counties in the state that received no weak school 

funds, Kingfisher and Noble, are in this section. Gross 

production tax adds more tmYard educational expenditures 

in this section than in any other. 

The income index of Seminole county seems, at first 

glance, to be out of line, but the low figure is due to 

the demoralization the principal industry, oil produc-

tion, when these data were taken. 

This central section consists, in general, of prairie 

land and includes cotton farms of both the large and small 

types as well as wheat and general farming areaso 

The range in economic ability to support education is 

due to the difference in soil productivity; to the varia

tion in types of farming; and to the difference in farm ani 

industrial incomes. 



County 

Delaware 
Adair 
Sequoyah 
Cherokee 
Mayes 
Ottawa 
Wagoner 
Okmulgee 
Nowata 
Muskogee 
Rogers 
Craig 
Osage 
Tulsa 
Kay 
Washington 

Total (16) 

Average 
Range 

Range Dif .. 

Wealth 
J2e;: 

$ 844 
865 
909 

1204 
1598 
1605 
1954 
2097 
2391 
2508 
2527 
2879 
3426 
3947 
4439 
4530 

37,723 

2357 
844 

to 4530 
3686 

~realth 
Index 

35 
35 
37 
49 
65 
66 
80 
86 
98 

103 
103 
118 
140 
162 
182 
185 

96 
35 

to 185 
150 

Income 
Index 

41 
44 
63 
59 
60 
80 
61 
98 
81 

134 
68 
73 

127 
157 
129 
131 

88 
41 

to 131 
90 

Amount of 
State ATO. 

per ~~!oO:Oo 
E.xuended 

for Education 

$ 37 .. 20 
21 .. 60 
29.95 
10 .. 46 
11.99 

4 .. 90 
:5 .. 09 
4 .. 47 
2.,65 
1.45 
1.50 
2.34 

.68 

.. 38 

.,08 
.. 23 

132,.97 

8.31 
.. 08 

to 37 .. 20 
37.12 

Amount of 
Gross

Production 
;eer £11oo:.o:Q 

for Education 

0 
0 

.06 
0 
0 

9.,59 
.. 55 

2 .. 22 
6.08 

.. 50 
1 .. 94 

0 
12.09 

o34 
7.77 
1.79 

42 .. 93 

2,.68 
0 

to 12,09 
12 .. 09 

Per pa£ita Per Ca~ita 
--rncome Cos 

- = Ba~on 

$ 190 
208 
294 
273 
281 
375 
286 
495 
379 
623 
319 
341 
592 
731 
600 
611 

6,598 

412 
190 

to 731 
541 

EilrO!'lment 

$ 32.14 
27 .. 55 
29.94 
21 .. 91 
33 .. 15 
35.77 
31 .. 44 
42 .. 20 
44 .. 35 
44 .. 84 
38.84 
44 .. 42 
64.,24 
72 .. 02 
61 .. 48 
68 .. 63 

692.42 

43.30 
21 .. 91 

to 72 .. 02 
50.11 

<0 
<0 
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The northeastern section of the state has within 

its bounds, the Ozark uplift, 1ch is east of the Grand 

river and north of the Arkansas river. It includes also 

the prairie regions west of the Ozarks, to the central 

and northwestern sections. On the south, it is bounded 

by the southeastern section, which will be discussed 

later. 

The counties of the Ozark uplift are the lowest in 

wealth and income, not only in the northeast section, 

but also in the entire ·state~ There are other individu

al counties having lower indices, but as a whole, this 

region ranks lowest in economic ability to care for the 

education of its children. 

The irie portions of the northeastern section 

contain some of the mo productive soil in the state, but 

the richness varies so ~~eatly in different localities 

that one square mile may produce bountiful crops, while 

an adjoining section have a ilure. All types of 

soil found in the state, with the exception of the red 

bed soil, are represented in the northeastern section, 

which variety makes general farm the rule in most 

counties. 

washington county, with a wealth index of 185, has 

five and twenty-eight hundredths times the economic strength 

that Delaware and Adair counties have. A c ison the 

same counties with income index as a basis, reveals the 
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fact that Washington has three and nineteen one-hun

dredths times the ability of Delaware and Adair counties .. 

Disregarding state aid, the per capita expenditures 

based on enrollment in Washington county are, per child, 

more than double that of Delaware county. Without state 

aid, Washington has practically three times the cost per 

capita as has Delaware. 

Ottawa ranks highest of the Ozark counties, but this 

is due to zinc mining and to the industrial payroll. 

Tulsa county has the highest income index in the 

northeast section; this rating is due to industrial ac

tivities, rather than to farming enterprises.. The com

parison throughout this discussion, includes both farm

ing and industrial counties, but if the difference in 

industrial wages and farm prices is considered, the com-

parison does not do justice to the farming counties. 

As in the central section, per capita costs of edu-

cation increase generally with the increase in wealth and 

income indices .. 

Of every $100 expended for education in Delaware 

county, the state supplies ~~3'7.20 from its weak school 

fund. Kay county is granted eight cents of every $100 

it spends for educational purposes. Delaware and Kay 

counties are the two extremes, Delaware receiving the 

greatest amount of state aid of any county in Oklahoma 

and Kay receiving the least. 



NORTFvVESTERN SECTION 

Count_y Wealth Wealth Income Amount of Amount of ~ Q.~~J2lli Per .2!:Pit,; 
;eer """"i"i1deX Index State Aid Gross~ Income Cost 

;eer ll.Q_9.00 Production - Basecf"' on Ca;eita 
6-21 Expended per-1100.00 Enrollment 

for Education for E ucation 

""' .. -~·"""- - -
Roger Mills $1752 72 56 $21 .. 53 $ 0 $261 $ 35 .. 22 
Dev:ey 2111 86 '76 14.87 0 355 43 .. 92 
Blaine 2345 96 80 9,46 0 375 43 .. 80 
Custer 2543 104 '74 .. 37 0 344 39.,31 
Harper 2786 114 120 13.,42 0 561 58e32 
l.Iaj or 3380 138 96 8 .. 87 0 448 52 .. 78 
Ellis 3679 151 98 3 .. 80 0 459 55.,27 
Woodwar·d 3795 155 90 2,.83 0 419 62,41 
Woods 3872 159 113 3.,07 0 527 45o18 
Beaver 4116 168 134 L,87 0 624 62o 
Garfield 4383 179 106 .. 16 3 .. 2;'7 494 63,4'7 
Texas 4821 121 1.,68 .04 563 63.93 
Alfalfa 5427 222 142 2.04 0 660 75.65 
Cinnnaron 6082 249 63 .64 0 293 76.20 
Grant 6627 271 148 .13 1.60 688 69.,17 

Total 57,719 85.74 4o9l 7071 812.38 
···~- -·-~--- ~~- -

Average 3845 157 101 5.71 ,.33 471 54.16 
Range 1752 72 56 .16 0 261 35.,22 

to 6627 to 271 to 148 to 21 .. 53 to 3.27 to 688 to 76.20 
Range Dif. 4875 99 92 21.37 3 .. 27 1±67 40.98 

f-J 
0 
ro 
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The northwestern section of the state lies largely 

in the plains and prairie regions, but includes the gyp

sum hills and high plains of the panhandle area. 

s section has the highe average wealth and 

income indices of any section in the state. This evi

dence of economic strength id due not to industrial 

enterprises, but to the rich soil, to the type of farm

ing, and to the ability of the farmers of this region. 

The only industrial center in the section is Enid, whose 

enterprises are not sufficient to raise the average of 

the entire section very mucho 

There is a great variat Vii th the area, both in 

wealth and income indices. Grant county, on the basis 

of wealth per capita, is three and seventy-six hundredths 

times as able to support education as is Hoger Mills county. 

The income indices of the same counties indicate that Grant 

county has two and eighty-two hundredths times the abj_lity 

of Hoger llso Per capita expenditures for education in 

Grant county are almost double those in Roger Mills county,. 

state aid does not constitute as large a portion of 

expenditures in this section as in the others; however, 

each county receives some state d, varying from 

one dollars and fifty cents per d to thirteen cents 

h dred There is per un • 
ctioally no income from gross 

production. 
The average per capita cost in the northwest section 



Count-y Wealth Wealth 
;eer Index 

_Qa;eita; 
6-21 

Greer $1548 63 
Caddo 1563 64 
Beckham 1657 68 
Harmon 1741 71 
Stephens 1741 71 
Jackson 1776 73 
Washita 1860 76 
Love 1888 77 
Grady 1900 78 
Comanche 1911 78 
Cotton 1930 79 
Kiowa 1881 81 
Jefferson 2052 84 
Carter 2501 103 
Tillman 2654 109 

Total 28,700 

-
Average 1913 78 
Range 1548 63 

to 2654 to 109 
Range Dif .. 1106 46 

SOUTHVVESTERN SECTION 

Income Amount of Amount of 
Index State Aid Gross-

Jier I!OO .. OQ Production 
~~ndeq Eer jfoo .. o~ 

for Education for Educat on - -
96 $19 .. 77 $ 0 
79 11.73 .. 92 
79 10 .. 65 .. 17 

119 10 .. 00 0 
87 8 .. 52 8.33 

130 14 .. 65 0 
102 13.,08 0 

96 9.30 0 
79 3,.83 2 .. 71 
80 7,.66 .. 01 

101 8 .. 92 2 .. 46 
107 5 .. 72 0 

90 15 .. 65 1 .. 82 
119 2 .. 81 10 .. 24 
157 3,.36 .. 11 

149 .. 56 25 .. 77 

101 7.97 1 .. 78 
79 2o81 0 

to 157 to 18.,77 to 10.24 
78 15 .. 96 10 .. 24 

Per Ca;r:ita 
Income. 

$449 
367 
369 
556 
404 
606 
475 
448 
367 
374 
472 
498 
418 
557 
731 

7092 

472 
367 

to 731 
364 

~ Capita 
Cost 

BaS6Cron 
Enrollment 

$33 .. 71 
28 .. 79 
33 .. 69 
34 .. 85 
37.06 
36 .. 50 
36 .. 16 
45,.30 
35 .. 04 
37.88 
38.63 
36,.11 
36 .. 44 
49.77 
45o23 

565 .. 16 

37.67 
28 .. 79 

to 49.,7? 
20 .. 98 

f-1 
0 
JP. 



is twenty-five per cent higher than the state average. 

The range difference is practically equal to the aver

age expenditure per capita for the state. 
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The southwestern section of the state includes the 

area of large cotton farms; its is also the broom-corn 

section. The western counties grow some wheat, but this 

region is not particularly adapted to wheat. The soil, 

generally, is very productivet although rainfall is a 

limiting factor, especially in the western portion, 

where the late summer drouth sometimes reduces the yield 

of the entire area. 

The range in per capita wealth is not as great in 

this section as in certain others. Tillman, the richest 

county in per capita wealth, has only one and seventy

three hundredths times the ability of Greer county. The 

range in income index is somewhat greater than in that of 

wealth, Tillman county having an ability double that of 

three other counties: Caddo, Beckham, and Grady. 

state aid supplies ten per cent of the money expend

ed for schools in this section. All of the counties re

ceive some, the range being from eighteen dollars and 

seventy-seven cents per one hundred dollars in Greer 

county to two dollars and eighty-one cents in Custer county,. 

Gross production yields only a small amount of the 

total school costs, one dollar and seventy-eight cents of 

each one hundred. dollars being derived from that source. 



SOUTHEASTERN SECTION 

County Wealth Wealth Income Amount of Amount of Per Capita Per Capita 
cr Index Index State Aid Gross- Income -c"O'St 

Capita - per ~IOOeQQ Produc:Cion """"""""''.''""' .. ""-
Ba~on 

~'"6:.2!"'" Expended ;eer: i!oo.oo Enrollm'Gi1t 
.f..2!: ~n Expended 

.for Education - ~-

..,..,..__.,...~ . ~ 
~.,....._ __ 

~ 

McCurtain $ 821 34 57 $33.81 $ ~, \ 0 $ 266 $28.04 
Mcintosh 1010 41 67 23.55 0 313 28o88 
Haskell 1133 42 68 23.90 .. 07 318 27$78 
Choctaw 1295 53 73 15.02 0 340 30.78 
Le Flore 1364 56 60 16 .. 14 .07 280 29 .. 70 
Push.Yflataha 1438 59 58 24.14 0 268 33.,94 
Pittsburg 1488 61 69 20.18 0 323 34 .. 37 
Latimer 1527 62 55 20&74 0 258 33.15 
Hughes 1564 64 75 l6o93 4.63 352 30.74 
Bryan 1626 66 87 10.,84 0 405 41.61 
Okfuskee 1680 69 95 5.03 7.71 441 38.21 
Coal 1743 76 21 .. ?6 0 352 40.113 
Atoka 1811 74 65 14,15 0 302 36.25 
Johnston 1839 75 88 23o3l 0 412 38.84 
Marshall 2069 85 87 12.56 o56 406 39e97 
Murray 2161 88 74 4.79 .07 347 41.92 

Total 24,569 286.85 13 .. 11 5384 554.36 
----~----~------~ .... _.....-..,..,.., ? - ·-

Average 1535 66 72 17.93 .. 82 336 34.64 
Range 821 41 55 4~79 0 258 27.78 

to 2161 to to 95 to 33o8l to 7.71 to to 41.92 
Range Dif. 1340 40 29.,02 7.71 183 14.14 

1-' 
0 
Q) 
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The average per capita cost is about eighteen per 

cent below the average for the stateo A range difference 

of only twenty dollars and nine-eight cents exists between 

Greer, the first county, and Tillman~ the fi eenth. 

This section is dominantly agricultural, with few 

other industries, but as a cotton producing region, it 

is one of the richest in the Southwest. 

The southeastern section of the state is the region 

of small cotton farms.. Generally, the section is rough 

and hilly, including much mountainous and timbered land, 

although the western portion is in the prairie region. 

Industries other than farming are coal mining and oil 

production, but neither yields sufficiently to increase 

the income and wealth of these counties above those of 

the agricultural level. There is not a county in this 

section of the state that has a wealth or income index 

equal to the state average. 

The range in economic ability, based on wealth, is 

broad; Murray county, the highest in wealth per capita, 

has two and fifty-eight hundredths times the wealth per 

capita of McCurtain county. The income index shows a 

smaller range than does the wealth index, Okfuskee county, 

the highest in per capita income, hav only one and two

thirds times the income per capita of McCurtain county. 

state aid for weak schools makes its great contribu

tion in this section of the state, ranging from thirty-
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three dollars and eighty cents per $100 expenditure in 

McCurtain county to dollars and seventy-nine cents 

in Murray county .. -The average of the state is seventeen 

dollars and nine-three cents. 

Gross production tax yielc1s only a small amount of 

school support in this section. 

Per capita costs for education average about twenty

five per cent below the state average. If st e aid were 

taken away, some of t se counties could have little more 

than three months of school. 

The type of farming and the poor soil, together with 

a lack of profitable industries, makes this section one 

of the lowest in the state in economic ability to provide 

for education. 

SUMMA1"1Y 

Taking both wealth and income as bases of comparison, 

the northwestern section has the highest index of economic 

ability in the state to support e cation. is section 

has two and thirty-seven hundredths times the economic 

strength of the southeastern section. On the same basis 

of comparison, the northwestern section has double the 

ability to support schools. 

The northeastern section third in economic il-

ity based on wealth, but it is not up to state average. The 

northwestern sect ion has one and seventy-three hundred.ths 
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times the ability of the northeastern section. 

The central section ranks second in economic strength 

but it is little above the state average. The northwest

ern section has one and forty-five hundredths times the 

central section. 

The northwestern and southwestern sections rank the 

same in income index. There is not such a range of dif

ference in income index as in that of wealth. The two 

highest are only one and four-tenths times greater than 

the southeastern, the poorest. The northwestern section 

is only about one and thirteen hundredths tbnes the other 

two, central and northwestern. 

State aid per one hundred dollars expended for educa

tion is highest in the southeastern and in order, south

western, northeastern, northwestern, and central sections. 

Gross production is in about reverse order. The central 

section gets the greatest amount per one hundred dollars 

expended for education. Northeastern ranks second highest 

in this respect.. Soutlnvestern and southeastern rank third 

and fourth, and northwestern ranks lowest. 

The average per capita costs follow the same rank 

order as that of wealth. Northwestern has the highest, 

central, northeastern, southwestern, and southeastern, 

ranking second, third, fourth, and fifth respectively. 

Oklahoma ranl\:s low in economic ability when compared 
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with other states of the union. In wealth per child, 

Oklahoma ranks thirty-eighth; based on economic resources 

per child, Oklahoma ranks thirty-seventh. 23 

With economic resources per child as a basis of 

comparison, Oklahoma has an index of 55, as compared 

with the national averageo Units of annual total income 

per child show Oklahoma to have an index of 65. 24 

23 Research Bulletin of the National Educational 
Association, Vol. IV, Nos:-1 and 2, p. 30. 

24 1Q1£., P• 36. 
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CONCLUSION 

Education is one of the major objectives of organ

ized society in America.. That portion of economic goods 

which shall be devoted to accomplishj.ng this objective is 

a matter that each state decides individuallyo The people 

of Oklahoma have assigned increasing amounts of their eco

nomic goods to the support of education for their child

ren from 1907 to 1930. 

Oklahomans spend a relatively larger portion of their 

economic goods for educational purposes than do the average 

of the nation, but the actual value placed on education by 

the people of this state is more clearly understood when 

the percentage of total economic goods applied toward edu

cation is compared with the portion used for other purpos

es. Olclahomans have little about which they can boast from 

this standpoint., 

There are wide differences in the economic abilities of 

certain counties and sections of the state to support educa

tion; at the same time, there is a direct relationship betwe 

the economic index of a county or section and the per capita 

cost based on enrollment$ Per capita expenditures vary di-

rectly in proport to economic ability of a given locality. 

Oklahoma as a state, ranks loW in economic ability to 

support education, but it is able to provide ample education

al opportunities for all, if a more equitable system can 

devis whereby schools will receive their just portion of 

the total economic goods. 
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