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A SURVIY OF THE IMPACT OF THE INTIRNATIONAL FARM YOUTH EICHANGE
PROGRAIM AT THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY

By
Wade H, Andrews+ and Walter W, 1filler::
INTRODUCTICN

This project is a survey of the impact of the International Farm Youth
Exchange Program on the Ohlo State University community. This study arose
out of recognition of the need for an initial analysis of IFYE-university
relationships by persons attached to the National li=H Club Foundation and
at The Chio State Uniﬁersity. Since many of Ohio!s delegates re-enroll at
Ohio State after their IFYD experience, it was felt that this university ofw-
fered a suitable situation in which to carry out this project, In addition
the staff at Oh;o State had carried out some previous research on the IFYE
program in OChio,

The IFYE program is aimed at developing international understanding and
is conducted by the Cooperative Extension Service and the National LeH Club
Foundation, It is based on the idea that sending young rural Americans to
other nations and bringing young farm people from other nations to Ameriga

would bring a better understanding between rural people around the world,
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Purpose
The primary purpose of this project was to study the impact of the IFYE

program on the university community, Specific objectives include a study of
factors relating to the following:

1) The Chio delegates who continue in college after their foreign experi-
ence,

2) The university groups that have heard a delegate speak,

3) The university groups contributing financial support to IFYE,

i) The types and composition of campus audiences,

5) The awareness, retention and attitudes of campus organization members,

6) The degree of acquaintance and interest of the campus organizations
not having heard a delegate speak,

7) The origin, structure and function of thé campus IFYE committee and
its relationship to campus organizations,
Scope
This project was limited to a study of university students in organized
groups and an analysis of activities of returned student delegates, The rew=
search phase of th;s study was limited to one academic quarter between Januw
ary and March 1956, The study, however, included all organizations that had

sponsored a talk by an IFYE delegate over the years 1953 to 1955 inclusive,

Methods Used

The initial procedure was primarily one of reference to existing record=
ed data, Returned delegates made individual written reports, These reports
served as a source of information and included the name of the group spoken
to, the tiwe and place of each appearance and the approximate number in
attendance,

The list of campus groups that had sponsored IFYE speakers provided the

second means for measurement, These same groups were contacted and permission
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obtained to distribute a short questionnaire to those present in a meeting
during the period of this research, Sixty-four percent of the groups were
reached,

All persons present were reguested to fill in the questionnaire unless
they had done so in another group, The questionnaire which appears in Ap-
pendix I, included questions about the respondentts background, awareness
of the IFYE program, learning as related to the nationgl culture discussed,
retention of !mowledge and attitudes about the program,

A third phase of the study was a survey of campus organizations that had
not sponsored a delegate speaker, This was done by taking a random sample
of every sixth organization from a list of all student groups recognized by
the university, A total of 31 groups were contacted, The survey was made
by telephone with the president or vice president and included questions a=-
bout awareness, knowledge and interest,

A fourth phase included the use of college office records which were re=
ferred to for information concerning IFYE delegates who re-enrolled in the
university after completing their overseas experience, Facui!.ty advisers of
these returned delegates were also contacted for information,

Some additional data regarding contributions to II'YE by various campus
groups were obtained from IFYE contributions record books in the Agriculture
College Office,

"Delegate" or "IFYE" as used in this report, refers to the young people
from Chio and The Chio State University who were sent to foreign countries
for several months to participate and live with farm people of another
nationality and culture,

Reference to the College of Agriculture also includes the School of Home

Economics,



-l -

RETURNED DELEGATES

In measuring the impact of the IFYE program on the Chio State campus it
is significant to know the number of Ohio_delegates who returned to the
university after their foreign experience, From the beginning of the IFYE
program in Chio in 1950 to 1955, 36 COhio delegates have participated, Table
I shows that of those 36, twenty-eight have been students at Ohio State prior
to their IFYE experience and 17 have continued study after returning from a-
broad, These 17, at the time of this report, have included two graduate stu=
dents and 15 undergra@uates who either have completed or are completing their

fourth and final year,

TABLE I

ALL OHIO IFYL DELEGATES AND DELEGATES RE-ENROLLED AT CHIO STATE
AFTER THE IFYE EXPERIENCE, BY SEX AND YEAR,

19501955

1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 Total — Grand
IT ¥ M F M F WMF M F MF MNP Total

Chio IFYE
Delegates 1 1 3 2 4 3 L 4 5 2 L 3 2115 36

Delegates

Attending

Ohio State

Prior to

IFYE 11 22 L2 L3 L o 32 1810 28

Delegates
Re-enrolled
at Ohio
State 11 11 2 2 23 2 0 11 9 8 17

After returning, most delegates continued in their major field of study
usvally having only a few requirements left to complete a degree, During
the period of orientation and preparation prior to going abroad, it was
found that nine students scheduled foreign languages, Rural Sociology, or

International Studies courses,
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There were some significant changes and additions made by delegates
upon returning, These changes included such things as a delegate to a
Spanish speaking country taking two additional courses in Spanish, and a
delegate to Austria taking a course in the Russian language during his re-
maining senior year, Another delegate, after his IFYE experience in Asia,
finished his undergraduate major in Agricultural Engineering and entered
graduate school in Rural Sociology with an ultimate objective of foreign
agricultural service, Of those students having electives remaining after
returning from overseas, courses chosen were Rural Sociology, Sociology,
Geography, Political Science, General Studies, History, Anthropology, and
the foreign languages mentioned in the preceding paragraph,

Delegates who returned to Ohio State after their IFYE experience were
all enrolled in the College of Agriculture or the School of Home Economics
with the exception of one girl majoring in elementary education, Other unw
dergraduate major areas of study of the returned delegates include Animal
Science, 23 Agricultural Economics, 23 Agricultural Education, 1l Dairy
Science, 2; Horticulture, lj Agricultural Engineering, 1; and Home Economics,

Te

CAITPUS APPLARANCIS

No record of campus appearances by returned delegates was available for
the 1950-52 period; however, from 1953 to 1956 accurate data was available
in the form of written delegate reports,

From 1953 to llarch 1956, a total of 33 different campus groups spon=
sored one or more rebturned IFYE delegate speakers, Of the 33 groups, four
were campus Classes and 29 were campus organizations, As seen in Table II
over twice as many organizations and groups hearing IFYE's were in the Col-

lege of Agriculture and School of Home Economics than in other colleges of
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the University, In comparing the number of groups and talks given it was
found that in most cases the number of talks exceeded the number of groups

since some groups heard more than one delegate,

TABLE II

CAMPUS LECTURLS BY IFYE DELEGATZS FOR AGRICULTURLL COLLEGEs# GROUPS AND
NON-AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE GROUPS

A - Number of Groups

No, of Calenw~ Agricultural Non~Agricultural

Delegates dar College College Total
on Campus Year No, b NO, % No, 7
k 1953 7 58 5 L2 12 100
5 1950 16 80 L 20 20 100
2 1955 8 57 6 L3 i 100
Total 31 67 15 33 L6 100

B « Number of Talks

No, % Noe % No, %
L 1953 11 65 6 35 17 100
195 23 85 L 15 27 100
2 1955 10 56 8 Lk 18 100
Total by 71 18 29 62 100

# Includes School of Home Economics

Lectures given by delegates oubside the Agriculture College totaled six
in 1953, dropping to four in 195L and rising in 1955 to a high of eight, The
higher nunber in 1955 is worthy of note because that year shows a large ine
crease in the number of talks, per delegate, over both preceding years, That

is, with only two delegates enrolled there were more talks given than for
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five delegates the previous year, The increase in non~agricultural groups
may be an indication of growing interest outside of the agricultural college,
It may be added also, that the majority of the organizations that had heard
two or more delegates were agriculture organizations and were also important

financial contributors,

Attendance

The estimated total attendance in the 33 differeat groups and 62 meete
ings recorded was 2,687, Attendance at agriculture college organization
meetings averaged L5,L persons while for non-agricultural groups the aver-
age was 38,0, This difference was probably primarily because of larger mem-
bership in the agricultural groups, Attendance at meetings where delegates
spoke was reported as being higher than average meeting attendance; however,

there was no exact way of ascertaining this,

TABLE IIT

TALXS PER DELEGATT TO AGRICULTURE AND HON~AGRI~
CULTURE GROUPS, 1953~1955

Year Agriculture Nonw~Agriculture Total
1953 2,8 1.5 be3
195L ko6 0e8 Selt
1955 50 L0 940
Average Lol 3el 642

Table III shows a definite increase in talks per delegate to groups
both in and out of the agriculture college, the most significant increase

being with the non-agricultural groups, The average number of talks in-
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creased from li,3 in 1953 to 5.4 in 1954 and jumped to 9,0 in 1955, This re=-
veals a three year trend of growing awareness and interest in the IFYE prow

gram as far as the university community is concerned,

FINANCTAL CONTRIBUTTIONS

Several campus organizations have made financial contributions to the
IFYE program, During the 1950-55 period, 21 different campus groups con=
tributed at least once, Of these groups, 18 were agriculture organizations,
three having contributed for six consecutive years, A large part of the cone
tributions made, totaling $2,790, has been contributed by five of the agri-
cultural organizations, These five have been active in the IFYE program
since its beginning in Ohio: +the University L-H Club, the University Grange,
Townshend Agricultural Education Society, The Chio State IFYE Committee, and

Alpha Gamma Sigma,

TABLE IV

CONTRIBUTIONS TO IFYE BY CAIPUS GROUPS BY NUMBER OF GROUPS AND
AIIOUNT PIR NAJOR GROUP, 1950=1955

Agricultural Non-Agricultural Total
Year College Groups College Groups
Ant, Nos Groups Amt, Noe Groups Amt, No, Groups

1950 §721 10 $o0 0 $721 10
1951 5L 7 0 0 59 7
1952 29 5 0 0 29k 5
1953 L6o 6 0 0 Léo 6
195k 809 10 5 1 81k 11
1955 562 L 15 3 578 17
Total $3395 52 $20 L $3L16 56
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As shoun in Table IV contributions were high during the 1950-51 period,
the first year returned delegates were on campus, with ten different agri-
cultural groups contributing, The highest total annual receipts of $81L in
195L reflects to some extent the larger number of 1953 delegates re-enrolled
in the university, The general trend from 1950 to 1955 has been a larger
total number of campus groups contributing annuallys however, the size of
individual group contributions has tended to become smaller,

Until the last two years, 1954 and 1955, no non-agricultural college
groups had contributed, Since 195L three different groups have contributed
a total of four times and even though the amount contributed was small, this
type of response gives some i‘ur"cher indication of a growing interest on the

part of noneagricultural groups,

AUDIENCE CQOMPOSITION

The majority of the audiences hearing delegatg speakers have been coOmm
posed of the agricultural student body and faculty, Vithin the 20 different
agricultural groups hearing IFYE!s since 1953 only four have been audiences
with approximately an equal distribution of both sexes, Of the remaining 16
groups, four were limited to females and twelve were male organizations,
liost of these groups were academic major organizations (Home Economics Club,
Horticultural Society, etc,)s All of these groups with the exception of two
academic classroom audiences included a programusection in their meetings
and utilized IFYE delegates as program speakers,

Thirteen nonw~agricultural groups have heard delegates speak since 1953,
These were composed of six mixed groups including one academic course, The
other seven groups included six female and only one male group (the latter

one was an Lir Force DOTC class), This would seem to indicate a greater ine
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terest among female nonw~agricultural organizations than among the male groups,
however, it should be noted that a greater number of female delegates have
been associated with non~agricultural groups thus possibly stimulating more

interest outside the agricultural college,

AUJAREITESS = ATTITUDES « RETENTION

Questionnaires relating to awareness or acquaintance with IFYE, atti-
tudes toward the program and retention of information by organization meme
bers were distributed to 6l percent or 18 or the 33 organizations having
heard delegate speakers, Of the groups contacted, 13 were agricultural
groups and five were outside of the College of ‘griculture, Of the 13 agrie-
cultural organizations contacted, two were mixed groups, nine had males only
and two had females only, Of the five non=agricultural groups, four were mixe
ed and one was made up of women only, There were 355 respondents, 318 of whom
reported some acquaintance with the IFYE program, The following discussion

presents an analysis of the results, The questionnaire appears in Appendix I,

Awareness

There were 318 respondents that reported having heard of the IFYE proe
gram, Of this number, 165 were freshmen and sophomores and 81 were juniors
and seniors, in the agricultural college, Of the non=agricultural students
who had heard, 45 were lower classmen and 27 were in the upper two classes,
This pattern of reduction in numbers at the higher class ranks is to be exw
pected since this follows the general pattern of the student body as a whole,
However, it gives some indication as to the rapid turnover of those students
that have been exposed to IFYE contacts in the university, The following
tables are divided according to upper and lower classes to show the effect

of the time dimension,
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Two points stand out in regard to turnover, First of all, without a cone
tinuous renewing of the sources of information in the university the impact of
the program would fade very rapidly. On the other hand, the university acts
as a kind of funnel through which students pass and are exposed to the prow
gram as they go on their way toward leadership in their local communities,

As to the extent of awareness of the respondents, only 2,8 percent of
thase responding.in the agricultural organizations had not heard of the IFYE
program while 38,0 percent of those in the noneagricultural groups lacked
awareness,

Table V shows that in a majority of cases initial acquaintance with the
IFYE program for agriculture students with a rural background occurred some
place other than on the campus; that is, they first heard of the program in
their home communities, Students with an urban background either agricultur-
al or none-agricultural reported that their first knowledge of IFYE came on
campus, This result indicates that there is little known about the IFYE prow-
gram in urban areas, Of the small number of agricultural students responding
who had urban backgrounds, 91 percent said that their first awareness of IFYE
was on campus; however, of the agricultural students with rural backgrounds,
5l percent had knowledge of IFYE prior to enrolling at Chio State,

The major off-campus media by which the agricultural students first
heard of IFYE included local 4«H clubs, churches and newspapers, Major onw
campus groups were university L-H clubs, agricultural fraternities and clubs
related to academic majors,

Table V also shows the place of initial acquaintance of the respondents
in noneagricultural organizations, The large majority of the non-agricultur-
al students were of urban background and 95 percent of these people indicated

that their first awareness of IFYE occurred on campus, Of the few non-agrie
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cultural students from rural backgrounds 3l percent had heard of IFYE prior

to coming to Chio State,

TABLE V

PLACE OF INITTAL ACQUAINTANCE CF 318 OHIO STATE STUDENTS THAT HAD HEARD
CF IFYE IN THE AGRICULTURE COLLEGE AND NON~AGRICULTURE COLLEGES
BY CIASS RANK AND BACKGROUND

Agriculture Freshmen and Juniors and _ Total
College Sophomores Seniors Rural Urban
Students Fural  Urban Rural Urban 1o, % Now &
On~Campuss 58 i L8 5 100 L6 19 91
Off=Carmpus 91 2 28 0 119 54 2 9
Total 165 81 219 100 21 100
Non-

Agriculture
Students

On«Campus 0 37 11 15 15 66 52 95

Offw=Campus 8 0 0 1 8 34 3 5
Total L5 27 23 1c0 55 100

% This includes fraternities and organizations that are part of the campus
life whether actually on the university premises or not,

The major ollf=-campus media by which noneagricultural students first
heard of ITYE include newspaper, radio and talks br delegate speakers, lost
mentioned on=campus media were student newspaper, exhibits and delegate speak=-
ers at organization meetings,

Table VI reveals the distribution of students according to two specific
factors, those that had heard delegates speak on campus and those reporting
they had no acquaintance with the organization, The number "not acquainte

ed" is not intended to be representative of the campus, it refers only to
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those present in the organizations before which IFYE!'s had at one time or
another given a lecture, This group would be expected to be small,

A very small number in the agricultural groups were not acquainted
with the program, Among the non-agricultural groups, however, 30 persons re-
ported non-acquaintance which emphasizes differences in awareness, The large
majority of these not aware were in the lower academic ranks and were from
urban areas,

Of the 142 respondents in agricultural groups that reported having
heard a delegate lecture on campus almost all of them were rural and a
majority of them were lower classmen, On the other hand in the non=agricule-
tural groups of those that had heard of the program the greatest number were
of urban background and most were also lower classmen, Among the freshmen
and sophomores in the non-agricultural groups about as many rgpor’oed no pre=-

vious acquaintance as reported that they had heard a delegate,

TABLE VI

RESIDENCE AND CIASS DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AGRICULTURE COLLEGE GROUPS AND
NON-AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE GROUPS FOR THOSE THAT HAD HEARD A DELEGATE
SPEAK ON CAIPUS AND THOSE THAT HAD NO ACQUAINTANCE WITH THE PRO=-

GRAM

Respondents That Treshmen and Juniors and

Had Heard a Dele=- __Sophomores ___Seniors Total
gate on Campus Rural Urban Rural Urban
Agricultural Groups 82 6 53 1 2
Non-Agricultural Groups 6 22 3 13 i
Not Acquainted

With IFYE

Agricultural Groups 5 1 1l 0 7

Non=-Agricultural Groups 5 22 1 2 30
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Tmpact on International Relations

Responses relating to the effect of the IFYE program on international
relations and the respondentst! attitude toward the country discussed were
analyzed for all students who either had their initial contact with IFYE on
campus or who had heard a delegate speaker on campus, Both of these factors
are campus oriented, Tables VII e}nd VIII show the results for both agricule
tural and non~agricultural groups,

An overwhelming majority were favorzble in their attitudes about the
IFYE program, In all but six cases respondents in agricultural organizations
said they thought that relations were improved as a result of IFYE,

With only one exception all respondents in noneagricultural organizations

said that IFYE improved relations,

TABLE VII

EFFECT OF THE IFYE PROGRAM ON INTERNATIONAL REIATIONS BY STUDENIS
IN AGRICULIURE AND NON~AGRICULTURE COLLEGES BY CIASS RANK
AND BACKGROUND:¢

- Treshmen and Juniors and
Aggzﬁi.tzre Sophomores Seniors Total
€ Fural ___ Urban Rural ___ Urban
Improves 98 18 66 5 187
Harms 0 0 0 0 0
No Effect 0 0 2 0 2
Don't Know 0] 2 0 2 L
Non-
Agriculture
Improves 8 38 10 18 y
Harms 0 0 0 0 0
No Effect 0 0 0 0 0
Dontt Know 0 1 0 0 1

# Pertains only to those students whose initial acquaintance was on campus
and/or to students that had heard a delegate speaker on campus,



- 15 -

Table VIII shows that the great majority of responses regarding the
affect on the respondents attitude toward the country were being discussed
in the "more favorable" category, No students indicated “"less favorable "
There were 2L respondents who said that their attitude toward the country
discussed had remained unchangec}. This paﬁ'bern was generally the same for

both class level and background,

TABLE VIII

AFFECT OF THE LECTURE ON THE RESPONDENTS ATTITUDE TCOMARD THE COUNTRY BE~
ING DISCUSSED BY AGRICULTURAL AND NON-AGRICULTURAL STUDENTS
BY CIASS RANK AND BY BACKGROUND:¢

Freshmen and Juniors and
__Sophomores Sgniors Total
Rural Urban Rural Urban
More Favorable 89 17 N 5 175
Less Favorable 0 0 0 0 0
Unchanged 8 2 L 0 A}
. Non= -
Agriculture
More Favorable 7 33 9 20 69
Less Favorable 0 (0] 0 0 0]
Unchanged 1 6 1 2 10

# Pertains only to those students whose initial acquaintance was on campus
and/or to students that had heard a delegate speaker on campus,

Retention and Time

Table IX presents an analysis of responses relating to the rentention of
material presented by 'delegates on campus over a period of years, The questione
naire item stated: "Do you remember anything specific that you laarned about
the country from the presentation?" The responses were then classified into

three fypes, general, specific, and none, Responses classified as "general
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included such unspecific responses as "the culture; " "the way of life," and
"yea", The "specific® answers were those that noted a particular farming
practice, culture trait or custom, Those classified as 'mone" included
those that did not remember anything and a very few who did not fill any-
thing in for the guestion,

The respondents were asked whether they remembered any specific things
that they had learned about the country being discussed, In Table IX we
find that a large percentage of the respondents indicated recalling some-
thing about the culture of the group the delegate had spoken about either of
a general or a specific nature,

The respondents that had heard delegates in earlier years were grouped
together because of the small number for each year from 1951 through 195k,
It was found that in those chronological groupings there was some tendency .
for more of those in the earlier years to report not recalling anything, ale
though the difference was not very great,

A more surprising result was the rather large proportion in the earlier
years that reported something specific that they remembered, In fact the
proportion was somewhat greater for the earlier years than for the later
ones, This result showed a tendency for some spgcific item or items of inw
formation to stick in the minds of the listenerg,

There was definite evidence of recall of information by the respondents
showing learning had occurred among them as a result of the delegate presenw
tation, although a substantial proportion gi‘ thenm reported general answers

such as "their way of life," "customs" etc,



-17 -

TABLE IX

RESPONSES RELATING TO RETENTION OF INFORMATION FOR
ORGANIZATION MEMBERS BY TYPE €F RESPONSE FOR 18
CAMPUS ORGANIZATIONS, 1951-1956

Types T951- 1556
of 1954 "1955 (Part)
Responses No, % No, % Noe
General 11 22 26 53 36 L9
Specific 22 L5 16 33 21 29
None 16 33 7 U 16 22
Total L9 100 L9 100 73 100

Specific Retention

Classification and frequency of "specific!" responses are shown in the
data presented in Table X, Items most commonly remerbered were related to
"farming and crops" and "food and clothing," Also "religion" and "politics"
and "government" were mentioned frequently by students, The large number
of "food and clothing" items in 1956 was due to a greater number ol female
students responding at that time,

TABLE X
SPECIFIC RESPONSES BY ORGANIZATION 1EMBIRS

ypes of Year Talk Was Given
1] Total
e ST R 1 S 11 T L S 11
Technology 0 0 L 0 0 N
Education 1 0 1 2 0 N
Religion ) 0 0 5 3 8
Politics and
Government 2 0 0 1 3 6
Farming-Crops 5 2 5 L I 20
Food & Clothing 0 0 2 3 11 16
Geography 0 0 0 1 0 1.
Total 8 2 12 16 21 59
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Attitudes Toward the Speaker

The purpose of item 16 in the questionnaire was an attempt to probe
the respondentls attitude toward the delegate speaker as an individual and
the manner in which he made his presentation, All persons reported favor=
able impressions about the speaker and his report, All students felt that
the delegate had learned a great deal from the IFYE experience, was enthuw=
siastic about the country and left a good impression, 4 very small number,
only two percent of the respondents, said that the delegate "described only!
and did not "explain why" people behaved as they did; that is, the cultural
norms which determine conduct, Four percent indicated that the delegate did

not contrast what he had seen with American ways,

Voluntary Comments

At the end of the questionnaire form was a space far any additional
comments, Of the total of 186 students hearing delegate speakers on campus 3
58 made additional voluntary responses, There were 3L percent of the female
students that completed this portion of the questionnaire, whereas only 2L
percent of the male respondents made additional voluntary responses, Types
of responces ranged from brief statements (great idea - a wonderful program)
to several sentences expressing a high degree of interest and personal feelw-
ing, A list of these voluntary responses can be found in Appendix II, Fe-
male students tended to be more motivated to react to the type of voluntary
response than male students, in general, female comments were longer and
more inclusive as well, Since this request for additional information was
completely unstructured and voluntary it should not be considered as reprew-
sentative data but perhaps as of suggestive value, The greater number of

female responses may indicate more motivation on the part of women students,



however, it was impossible in this survey to detect why and under what par=

ticular circumstances this increased motivation took place,

Type of Presentotion Used

The slide lecture was fzhe predominant method of presentation used by
delegate speakers on campus, Respondents indicated types of presentation
in the following frequencies:

Slide Lecture - 12
Panel - 2l

Lecture - 20

CAITPUS CRGANIZATIONS THAT HAD NOT HEARD A DELEGATE SPEAKER

From a list of all campus organizations recognized by the university, a
random sample of 31 organizations that had never used a delegate speaker on
their campus programs was selected, The purpose of this survey was to reveal
how many of these groups were acquainted with IFYE, ;n addition a question
about potential interest in an IFYE speaker was asked, The president, or in
a few cases, the vice president of each organization was interviewed by tele~
phone,

Table XI shows that approximately 60 percent of the organizations had
not heard of the IFYE programy the majority of the remaining groups were
only slightly aware of its existance, There were five exceptions where
groups were quite familiar with the program and had considered having a
delegate speak, Two of these groups were in the agriculture college and
three had members who had been IFYE delegates,

A brief explanation of IFYE was given the respondents not acquainted
with the program and following this background information they were asked,

"Do you think your members would be interested in hearing a delegate speakw
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er? In all but three cases the response was positive ranging in degree of
interest from "yes" to "we're definitely interested - thatts just what we
have been looking for," Five organization presidents asked for future refw
erences for additional information concerning the program, The three cases
in which the answer to the final interview question was "maybe" concerned
some more specialized groups including the geology club, Society of Metalw
Jurgists and the Chemical Engineers Club, These respondents indicated they

were interested in specialized programs related to their field,

TABLE XTI

RESPONSES CF LEADERS COF 31 DIFFERENT CAIPUS CRGANIZATIONS REGARDe
ING AWARENESS AND INTEREST CONCERNING THE IFYE PROGRAM

(1) (2) 3)
Are you acquainted Have you ever con~ Do you think your
R with the Internation- sidered having an members would be
esponses al Farm Youth Exchange IFYE delegate ap~ interested in hear-
Program? pear before your ing a delegate
group? speaker?
Yes 12 L 28
No 19 27 0
Maybes XXXX XXXX 3

% Applies only to Question Number 3,

From the data obtained in this survey it appears that IFYE has been
largely limited to the agriculture college groups, However, the interest
shown by these nonwagriculbural organizations indicate a wide area for IFIE

exXpansion on campus,
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THE CAMPUS IFYE COMIITTEE

The IFYE program began in 1948, Cne year later, in 1949, L-H extension
leaders moved to activate the program in Ohio, At that time three groups,
the University L-H Club, Grange, and Farm Bureau were asked to send repre-
sentatives to meet with menbers of the Extension L-H Club department and
the Junior Dean of the College of Agriculture, This group of students and
administration representatives formed a committee that became The Ohio State
University IFYE Committee, Most of the oilficers of the conmittee are chosen
from among the students; the treasurer is a representative from the College
of Agriculture administration while the IFYE project leader in the Agricul=-
tural Extension L-H department coordinates the program between the National
L~H Club Foundation and Chio groups, The purpose of the committee was to
stimulate interest in IFYE and to raise enough money to send Chiots first
delegates, Through the efforts of the IFYE committee in the first year
enough contributions were made to Qrovide adequate f{inancial support for
sending two Chio delegates in 1950,

Functionally the group is an IFYE coordinating committee composed of
interested agricultural college organizations and students as well as exten-
sion and college officials, Since its origin the committee has been an unw
official body in the College of Agriculture, Each organization in the cole
lege is extended an invitation to send an official representative to come
mittee meetings; however, participation is open to any university student
wishing to participete, Several past IFYils are currently committee members,

The activities of the committee have expanded since 1549 to include not
only money raising projects but also an extensive public relations program,
Individual contacts are made by members of thg IFYE committee to past and

potential contributors both on and off campus, Appeals for contributions
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are made by the student members themselves, In addition‘to contacts outside
of the university, the committee sponsors money raising activities of its
own such as cake walks and lunch stands at various campus occasions,

The committee has been responsible for the writing and printing of a
brochure explaining in illustrated form the organization and operation of
the Chio ITYE programs; Also a publicity poster has been prepared by commite
tee members for display purposes at various campus functions,

Apart from financial and publicity functions, the committee has a voice
in Ohio IFYE policy, Each year the committee presents rccommendations cone
cerning the number and selzction of Chio delegates to members of the selec~
tion board who interview IFYE applicantsy At least one student member of the
IFYE committee serves on the interviewing board each year, Student members
also assist the state extension IFYE project leader with the incoming foreign
" exchangees whenever possible throughout the year, Ixchangees are often met
by members who also assist in arranging overnight accomodations in fraternis
ties, dormitories and rooming houses where committee members live,

The committee elects officers annually for a one~year term, Offices inw-
clude chairman, vice chairman, recording secretary, correspending secretary,
and treasurer, lieetings are bimonthly exeluding summer quarter when the
committee as a group is inactive, Gur?ent active membership is 35, include
ing nine official representatives of organizations,

The comaittee has no comstitution or by-laws and there is no dues or
membership fees, It is felt that this informal structure and the voluntaxry
nature of the IFYE committee offers a means by which interested Ohio State
students can actively participate in the Ohio IFYE program, It has been ocb=
served by those associated with the program that students interested in bew

coming foreign delegates have come to acknowledge informally that activity
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on this committee can be a helpful means for training and orientation as
well as in getting into the program,

Further study might be made to investigate the affect that committee
participation may have on students toward taking courses in the social sci-
ences that would better prepare them for the IFYE experience in cross-cule

tural associations and community leadership at home,

SUMMARY

Ohia IFYE delegates have been predominantly Ohio State students or
alumni, Nearly half of the delegates return to the campus after their ex-
perience abroad, lMany returned delegates schedule elective courses of inter=-
national flavor and one after graduation changed his major to a social sci-
ence, All but one of the delegates from the university have been enrolled
in the College of Agriculture or School of Home Iconomics,

Because of the returned delegates close contacts with the agricultural
college and the corresponding interest which lies therey; most campus IFYE
talks have been made before agricultural collegg groups, Financial contri-
butions by agriculture organizations make up 99.,4% of all campus contribu-
tions; however, an increasing number of nonwagricultural groups are hearing
delegate speakers at program meetings, an indication of growing interest,

Audience composition has been primarily agriculbural students and face
ulty, Special interest groups in the agricultural college that have heard
returned delegates speak have been predominantely male while non-agricultur-
al audiences have been composed primarily of female students, The student
population has a rapid turnover which mekes for a continuous need to tell
new students about the program, However, the rapid changes in students means
that many students can be reached who will return to local areas and as local

leaders,
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With regard to the initial acquaintance of Oha‘.o State students with IFYE,
there is a definite correlation between students background and place of inie
tial acquaintance, Most students with rural background said that they had
heard of IFYE in their own communities prior to coming to Ohio State, The
majority of urban students said that their initial acquaintance with IFYE
was on campus, These responses seem to indicate the absence or unawareness
of IFYE in ’ghe urban communities from which these students came,

Only 2.8 percent of the agriculture students surveyed said they had
never heard of IFYE while 38 percent of the s*buden’f:s outside of the College
of Agriculture indicated they were unaware of IFYE,

Of the organizations surveyed having sponsored a delegate speaker, a= '
bout 55 percent of the current members had heard a delegate speak on campus.}
Most of these were male students and on the basis of responses by class rank,
the majority of current members in these organizabtions appear to be in the
Freshman and Sophomore classes,

Respondents almost unanimously indicated that they felt IFYE improved
international relations and that their attitude toward the fore:‘!.gn countries
discussed was more favorable after than before the presentation,

About half of the students hearing delegate speakers on campus seemed
to remember more general items, such as '"the way of life," rather than spe-
cific things the speaker mentioned, However, a substantial number reported
specific things, Of the specific things remembered students mentioned items
relating to agriculture and food and clothing most frequently,

A greater proportion of the female respord ents added additional volun-
tary comments than male students when completing the questionnaire, Female

comments were generally longer and more inclusive,
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The most common method used by delegate speakers to convey their IFYE
experience on campus was the slide lecture presentation,

Of the sample of 31 leaders of organizations n(_)t having sponsored a
delegate speaker, the majority were unaware of IFYE, However, after being
given a brief explanation of the program most of these unacquainted groups
were interested in utilizing delegate speakers on campus,

This study has revealed that IFYE has had a definite effect on the
university community as indicated by student and organization interest, by
awareness, attitude and retention responses, and by the financial support of
campus groups, The continuing active participation of students in the caln-
pus IFYE committee is further evidence of the impact of IFYE on the campus,

However, from the analysis of the data obtained from this survey it
appears that IFYE has been largely confined to agricultural college organie-
zations, Nevertheless, the interest showm by non-agricultural groups, paXre
ticularly from the results of the telephone survey, indicates a wide area
for IFYE expansion and influence on the Ohio State campus, One means for
accomplishing this would be by wider use of the delegates in the class rooms,
bringing to the attention of students the variations in the way of life and
the application of technology and knowledge in other cultures as well as the
reasons for this behavior, Particular attention might well be given to une
derstanding the important value patterns and symbols which a society stresses
in order to give meaning to their behayior. These would be of great value

in bringing about better understanding,



- 26 w

APEENDIX T
The Chio State University
Name of Organization Dept, of Agr, Econ, and
1956 Lur, Soc, Research Project

INTERNATIONAL FAR!M YOUTH EXCHANGE STUDY

Answer these questions only once, D6 not amnswer if you have filled this
questionnaire out in any other group,

1.

Have you ever heard of the International Farm Youth Exchange Program (IFYE)?

Yes Nog

24

3

Ly
5»
64
T»
8.
Oe
10,

11,
12,
13,

In what way did you first hear of the IFYE program?

From what you have heard, what kind of affect does the program have on ine
ternational relations?
(a) improves relations (¢) no effect
(b) harms relations (d) dontt know
Your college lajor
Class rank
Male Female

Your background: Farm Rural nonfarm Urban

Have you heard a delegate speak? Yes_ Noe

Where did you hear the presentation?

If a wniversity group, what specific organization sponsored it? (Name)

Approximate date of meeting (month and year)

What country did he (or she) talk about?
Type of presentations
1. Lecture_____ 3¢ Slide lecture
24 Panel discussion_ ie Other (specify)

1, After hearing the delegate speak did you find that your attitude toward

the péople of the country was:
1, lore favorable _ 2o Unchanged
3. Less favorable_____



15, Do you remember any specific thing that you learned about the country dise
cussed from the presentation?

16, What impression did you receive from the speaker about the country he (or
she) visited? How did you feel about the speaker concerning the follow-
ing:

a, Do you think he had learned a great deal from his experience?
Yes No

be Vas he enthusiastic about the culture he had visited? Yes___ No__

ce Did he leave a good impression with you? Yes____ No

S——

d, Did he merely describe what he had seen or the pictures he had
taken or did he explain reasons why people behave the way they
do?

1, Described only 24 Explained

ee Did he contrast what he had seen with American ways? Yes___ No__
17. Any additional comments:



2,
3.

L.
Se

e

naau

APPENDIX II
SELECTED EXAMPLES OF VOLUNTARY COMIENTS

A good impression left by speaker,
Interesting explanation of cultural contrasts,.

The delegate explained contrasts and why they existed, he had a basic
understanding of the people and their problems,

Very good program « should be promoted,

I remember a fine statement the delegate closed with, "If we can learn to
play together, we can learn to live together,"

Our family was host to an IFYE for six weeks - a wonderful experience
and sure hope I have the opportunity of being and IFYE some day and
spreading the feelings and attitudes of Americans to others,

The IFYE committee gives a wonderful opportunity for students to take
an active part,

I'm very interested in the program and am considering the possibility of
applying,

A1l the IFYE's I have ever talked with say their tri p was the most
important thing in their lives, I only hope our people impress foreign

IFYE!'s as our IFYL!s are impressed by their foreign hosts,

10,

11,

12,

13,

I am very proud of (delegate!s name) and felt that she did an excellent
job of informing us of her country,

The program is an excellent one because I strongly feel that as many
Americans as possible should live, not visit, in a foreign country,
Not only do they learn to respect other peoplets customs and ways of
life but they also learn to appreciate America more,

I have heard and spoken with several IFYE!'s and I think that this
program should definitely be continued, It has helped much with com-
munity relations as well as international relations,

An excellent talk, Customs were described so that we received a greater
insight into the culture of the country,
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This compilation of facts concerning certain population, agricultural, and
industrial inforwation for Ohio has been developed through the resources of the
Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station by the research sociologists and is published
in the present form as a mimeographed bulletin by the Department of Apricultural
Economics and Rural Sociology of the Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station and the
Ohio Agricultural Extension Service, The material included here was developed as
a part of the Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station state project "Trends in Popula-
tion and Social Change in Ohio" which is being done in cooperation with the North
Central Regional Project N.C.18.3

This iniormation will be useful to those planning programs for Agricultural
Extension, schools, churches, community development and for other economic and
social institutions,

The data were taken from U,S., Census reports and has been analyzed and put in
this special comparative form, It is given without detailed explanation or inter-
pretation because it was felt that the tables would be sufficiently understandable
to be of value to leaders of rural social organizations in its present form,

The information in these tables is based on the 1940 and 1950 Censuses of
Population, Agriculture, and Housing and the Auerican Medical Directory for 1940

and 1950, Comparisons are made between 1940 and 1950 as well as between the
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counties themselves, Each table has been ranked by counties for both 1950 and
1940, This makes 1t possible to observe the trends of changes in counties as well
as observing diflferences between counties, In a few instances the data were avail-
able for one year only, so that the observation of differences between counties

for that year is all that can be made,

A few explanatory remarks seem necessary so that the data may be more accu-
rately understood and interpreted, The Bureau of the Census changed the definition
of wrban in 1950, The primary purpose of this change was to include in the urban
category the large and rapidly growing group of people who lived in the suburban
fringes of the larger cities, T@ese people lived under typically urban conditions,
but were outside the incorporated places of 2,500 or more inhabitants, This change
in definition removed them lrom the rural nonfarm and rural farm categories and
placed them in the urban category, Since some of the 1950 tabulations were made
in terms of both the 1940 definition and 1950 definition, it is important to note
which definition the data is based on in each particular table using rural or urban
residence as a factor, A footnote will indicate this for each of these tables,

In those cases where more than one county had the same percentage, they were
arrayed alphabetically, Thus, even though they carried a lower number they should
be considered to have the same actual rank as t:e first county with that percent-
age value, An example of this can be seen in Table 1 where both Crawrord and
Stark Counties have the same percentage value in 1950, but where Crawford County
is ranked in the 12th position and Stark County is ranked in the 13th position,

In 1940 college students were enumeratbed at their parental home, whereas, in
1950 they were enumerated at their college residence, This accounts for the great
amount of change in rank for the tables on sex ratio in the urban population for
certain counties between 1940 and 1950, (See Tables 21 and 22,) The counties most
affected are non-metropolitan counties with larger institutions such as Athens,

Wood, Portage, Butler, and Delaware, As a result of this change in definition the
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urban sex ratio in these counties favored the males over the females in 1950, The
ratios relative positions of the majority of the other counties are not greatly
aifected, It is not likely that the rural nonfarm and rural farm population was
affected by this change in enumeration,

There is a table of subject headings which provides a ready reference to the
tables,

The tables include information in four main areas, First, population includ-
ing rural-urban residence, age, sex, education, and health facilities, Second,
agriculture with size of farms, farm tenancy, employment in agriculture, value of
farm products sold, rural land-man ratio, and other selected factors, Third,
industry incluces employment in industries, family income, volume of tradc,

The analysis of population information made here adds to the recent Research
Bulletin 737 of the Ohio Agricultural Ixperiment Station, titled "Rural-Urban
Population Change and Migration in Ohio 1940-1950,"

The county profile sheet has been developed by Dr, Harold R, Capener, Exten-
sion Sociologist, as a suggested method for making practical use of the data con-
tained in the tables, The profile graphically portrays the conditions in a parti-
cular comty as to its changes and trends, along with the position occupied in
relation to other counties, All tables in the profile are computed on the basis
of the total county population, Additional breakdowns of the data may be added
to the profile by including figures from adcitional segments of the population
such as the rural, rural nonfarm or urban classifications., The profile appears

in the first section following tlie tables of contents,
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Teble 1. Rank of Counties by Percent of Urban Population*
of Totel Population, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 66.4% - 1940 66.8%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 19ko
1. Cuyahoga 97.7 1 97.2 45. Delaware 39.0 50 33.4
2. Hamilton 86.1 2 87.6 46. Wyandot 38.7 L6 35.9
3. Summit 82.3 3 86.3 47. Guernsey 38.3 38 38.8
L, Franklin 82.2 b 85.0 48. Wood 38.2 64 25.6
5 « Luces 78 .2 5 83 .1{' l&9 » Coshocton 37 05 h‘l 37 . 6
6. Mahoning 76.5 6 82.0 50. Ross 37,0 39 38.6
T. Clark 70.3 8 73.9 51. Athens 36.0 48 34,
8. Lorain 63.0 11 70.3 52. Washington 36.0 51 33.4
9. Marion 67.7 12 68.6 53. Highland 35.4 5k 33.0
10. Butler 67.0 10 70.3 54. Champaign 34.8 53 33.0
11. Montgomery 65.9 7 75.8 55. Knox 34.5 56 32.6
12. Crawford 64.3 14 64.0 56. Lawrence 33.3 49 33.9
13. Stark 64.3 9 70.L 57. Logan 32.7 52 33.1
14, Allen €0.9 13 65.2 58. Medina 32.3 55 32.9
15. Erie 60.7 18 576 59. Gallia 31.6 57 31.4
16. Columbiana 59.9 15 60.7 60. Hocking 30.6 59 28.7
17. Hancock 59.0 20 54.8 61. Meigs 30.6 58 28.8
18. Seneca 58.5 19 56.5 62. Pickaway 29.7 60 28.6
19. Richland 56.4 16 59.3 63. Clinton 28.9 63 26.
20. Tuscaravas 54.6 22 54.4 64, Warren 26.0 62 28.1
21. Muskingum 54,4 23 53.7 65. Perry 24.8 66 22.3
22, Trumbull 54.0 17 57.7 66. Henry 23.8 68 21.2
23. Defiance 53.6 28 50.4 67. Madison 234 67 21.5
2L, lake 53.6 30 48.5 68. Carroll 22.3 65 22.5
25. Ashtabula 53.5 26 50.9 69. Darke 21.2 70 19.9
26. Licking 52.3 27 50.5 70. Union 20.6 69 20.2
27. Miami 51.2 21 5k.4 71. Mercer 20.1 T2 18.4
28. Sandusky 51.2 29 k9.9 72. Ottawa 18.8 71 18.5
29, Ashland 50.9 37 41.8 73. Harrison 15.8 Th 13.8
30. Scioto 50.1 2k 53.7 74. Preble 15.7 73 15.2
31. Jefferson 49.3 25 51.2 75. Fulton 13.7 75 12.8
32. Van Wert 48.8 34 L. 4 76. Putnam 11.7 87 0.0
33. Belmont 48.1 31 47.3 77. Adems 0.0 76 0.0
34. Huron L6.9 32 46.0 78. Brown 0.0 77 0.0
35. Fayette 46.8 35 k.o 79. Clermont 0.0 78 0.0
36. Fairfield L.k 33 45.2 80. Geauga 0.0 79 0.0
37. Jackson 43,9 36 43.8 81. Holmes 0.0 80 0.0
38. Hardin kp,3 61 28.1 82. Monroe 0.0 81 0.0
39. Portage 41.0 45 36.7 83. Morgan 0.0 82 0.0
40. Shelby 40.3 L2 37.6 84, Morrow 0.0 83 0.0
41. Greene 0.1 Ly 36.8 85. Noble 0.0 8h 0.0
42, Auglaize 39.2 Lo 38.4 86. Paulding 0.0 85 0.0
43. Wayne 39.1 43 37.2 87. Pike 0.0 86 0.0
I, Williams 39.1 47 35.7 88. Vinton 0.0 88 0.0

* Based on 1940 definition of Urban



Table 2. Rank of Counties by Percent of Rural Nonfarm
Population* of Total Population, Ohio, 1940-1950
State total - 1950 22.9% -~ 1940 17.7%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940

1. Clermont 68.4 10 o.2 45. Champaign 3k4.6 38 28.6

2. Geauga 63.7 9 ko.5 L46. Wayne 34.3 Lo 28.3

3. Ottawa f1.1 L 8.2 7. Meigs 3k.1 ky 26.9

4, Paulding 61.0 2 48.8 48. Henry 33.8 Lo 26.1

5. Harrison 54.8 3 L8.6 Lg. Auglaize 32.2 53 25.1

6. Perry 51.6 6 45.9 50. Fairfield 32.1 46 26.9

7. Pike 51.4 8 42.8 51. Miami 32.1 64 21.5

8. Vinton 50,6 5 Le.Y 52. Richland 31.9 56 23.5

9. Warren 49.3 25 33.7 53. Williems 31.4 62 22.4
10. Morrow 48.9 12 40.8 54k. Muskingum 30.7 54 25.0
11. Brown 48.2 13 40.3 55. Montgomery 30.6 73 17.9
12. Morgan k7.1 1 61.3 56. Tuscarawas 29.9 Ly 27.2
13. Preble 6.7 22 36.1 5T7. Jackson 29.8 43 28.0
14. Adams 45.9 11 ko.9 58. Stark 29.3 69 20,1
15. Greene 45.9 26 33.6 59. Delaware 29.2 58 22.8
16. Fulton 45.4 24 3h.1 60. Erie 29.0 51 25.8
17. Noble 45.4 19 37.1 61. Hardin 28.3 30 32.5
18. Madison k5.1 48 26.5 62. Sandusky 28.0 63 22.3
19. Athens i L 16 38.3 63. Licking 27.3 57 23.4
20. Jefferson i, 2 15 38.6 6L4. Ashtebula 26.9 59 22,7
21. Lawrence 4.1 27 33.5 65. Huron 26.9 66 21,1
22. Monroe 42.8 20 36.7 66. Shelby 26.9 65 21.4
23. Putnam ho.7 7 L1 67. Allen 26.4 71 18.6
2Lk, Pickaway h1.9 61 22.5 68. Wyandot 25.9 70 18.7
25. Wood Li.o 1k Lo.2 69. Columbiana 25.8 67 20.6
26. Mercer Lo.7 33 29.9 70. Butler 25.7 72 18.4
27. Ross Lok 36 29.3 71. Fayette 25.2 76 15.0
28. Logan 40.0 32 31.4 72. Highland 24.8 60 22.7
29. Holumes 39.8 17 37.6 73. Ashland 2h.1 55 2.3
30. Lake 39.8 18 37.1 4. Gallia 23.1 68 20,2
31. Medina 39.7 50 25.9 75. Clark 22.7 78 13.8
32. Clinton 39.4 28 33.h4 76, Ven Wert 22.7 75 15.7
33, Belmont 38.9 23 36.0 77, Lorain 22.6 T4 16.0
34. Darke 38.8 3k 29.7 78. Seneca 20.0 77 1k.3
35. Guerunsey 38.8 29 32.7 79. Mahoning 19.5 82 12.9
36, Hocking 38.6 21 36.1 80, Lucas 19.3 81 13.2
37. Portage 38.0 35 29.7 81. Marion 19.3 80 13.5
38. Knox 37.2 31 31.4 82. Hancock 19.1 79 13.8
39. Union 37.2 37 28.9 83. Defiance 18.4 87 8.7
kQ. Coshocton 36.0 52 25.6 84, Franklin 15.6 83 11.0
L1. Trumbull 35.2 L2 28.1 85. Summit 15.5 85 9.7
42, Carroll 35.0 41 28.1 86. Crawford 1k.4 86 9.5
43. Scioto 35.0 L5 27.0 87. Hamilton  12.7 8k 9.9
Lk, Washington 34.8 39 28,6 88. Cuyahoga 2.1 88 2.2

% Based on the 1940 definition of Urban



Table 3. Rank of Counties by Percent of Rural Farm
Population* of Total Population, Chio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 10.7% 1940 15.5%

County by %  Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Holmes 60.2 3 62.4 45. Jackson 26.3 58 28.2
2. Monree 572 1 63.3 46. Huron 26.2 50 32.9
3. Noble 54.6 2 62.9 47, Ashland 25.0 yy 33.9
L, Adams 54.1 6 59.1 48. Warren ek.7 37 38.2
5. Morgan 52.9 35 38.7 49, Perry 23. 53 31.8
6. Brown 51.8 4 59.7 50. Guernsey 22.9 57 28.5
7. Morrow 51.1 5 59.2 51. Lawrence 22.6 51 32.6
8. Vinton 4o b 11 53.6 52, Ross 22.6 52 32.1
9. Pike 48.6 9 57.2 53« Hancock 21.9 54 31.4
10. Putnam 45,6 10 55.9 54, Fairfield 21.5 59 27.9
11. Gallia 45.3 22 48.4 55. Seneca 21.5 56 29.2
12. Carroll ko.7 19 4ol 56. Crawford 21.3 é2 26.5
13. Henry ho.h 13 52.7 57. Portage 21.0 48 33.6
14, Union 42,2 17 50.9 58. Sandusky 20.8 60 27.8
15. Fulton 4o.9 12 53.1 59. Wood 20.8 L6 34.2
16. Derke 40.0 18 50.4 60. Licking 20.4 6l 26.1
17. Highland 39.8 24 Lk .3 61. Ottawa 20.1 4g 33.3
18. Mercer 39.2 15 51.7 62. Ashtabula 19.6 63 26.4
15. Paulding 39.0 16 51.2 63. Athens 19.6 61 27.2
20. Preble 37.6 21 48.7 64. Miami 16. 65 24,1
21. Geauga 36.3 8 57.5 65. Tuscarawas 15.5 69 18.4
22. Wyandot 35.4 23 454 66. Muskingum 14.9 66 21.3
23. Meigs 35.3 25 Lk .3 67. Saioto 14.9 67 19.3
2k. Shelby 32.8 30 41.0 68. Columbiena 14.3 68 18.7
25. Delaware 31.8 26 43.8 69. Greene 14.0 55 29.6
26. Clinton 31.7 32 ko.1 70. Belmont 13.0 72 16.7
27. Clermont 31.6 7 57 .8 71. Marion 13.0 70 17.9
28. Madison 31.5 1L 52.0 72. Allen 12.7 4 16.2
29. Hocking 30.8 Ly 35.2 73. Richland 11.7 71 17.2
30. Chempaign 30.6 36 38.4 Th. Trumbull 10.8 76 1.2
31. Williams 29.5 27 h1.9 75. Erie 10.3 13 16.6
32. Hardin 29.4 34 39.4 76. Lorain 8.4 7 13.7
33. Harrison 29.4 39 37.6 77+ Butler 7.3 79 11.3
34. Washington 29.2 38 38.0 78. Clark 7.0 78 12.3
35. Auglaize 28.6 L1 36.5 79. Lake 6.6 75 4.4
36. Van Wert 28.5 33 39.9 80. Jefferson 6.5 80 10.2
37. Pickaway 28.4 20 48.9 81. Stark 6.4 81 9.5
38. Knox 28.3 ko 36.0 82. Mahoning 4.0 83 5.1
39. Defiance 28.0 31 40.9 83. Montgomery 3.5 82 6.3
40, Fayette 28.0 29 k1.0 84, Lucas 2.5 86 3.4
41. Medina 28.0 28 41.2 85. Franklin 2.2 84 k.0
42. Logan 27.3 43 35.5 86. Summit 2.2 85 4,0
43. Wayne 26.6 45 34.5 87. Hamilton 1.2 87 2.5
Lk, Coshocton 26,5 40 36.8 88. Cuyahoga 0.2 88 0.6

* Based on the 1940 definition of Urban



Table 4. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 5
Years of Age of Total Population, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 10.7% - 1940 7.3%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Greene 12.9 64 7.6 45, Adams 10.7 75 7.2
2. Holmes 12.8 2 10.5 L6, Hocking 10.7 14 8.8
3. Geauge 12.5 33 8.3 47. Jefferson 10.7 15 8.7
L. Warren 12.2 23 8.6 48, Stark 10.7 72 7.5
5. Putnam 12.1 11 8.9 45, Wyandot 10.7 36 8.2
6. Lake 11.9 73 7.4 50. Erie 10.6 82 6.9
7. Vinton 11.8 3 10.4 51. Henry 10.6 24 8.5
8. Mercer 11.7 17 8.7 52. Ross 10.6 T 9.4
9. Paulding 11.7 22 8.6 53. Williams 10.6 45 8.0
10. Shelby 11,7 30 8.4 5k. Wood 10.6 34 8.3
11. Summit 11.6 85 6.9 55. Clinton 10.5 63 7.6
12, Defiance 11.5 9 9.0 56. Columbiana 10.5 53 7.8
13. Fulton 11.5 55 7.8 57, Crawford 10.5 68 7.5
1k, Jackson 11.5 8 9,1 58. Fairfield 10.5 32 8.3
15. Lawrence 11.5 4 9.8 59. Hancock 10.5 70 7.5
16. Lorain 11.5 Th 7.3 60. Logan 10.5 60 7.7
17. Pike 11.5 1 10.7 61. Morgen 10.5 20 8.6
18. Wayne 11.5 25 8.5 62. Muskingum 10.5 35 8.2
19, Allen 11.4 50 7.8 63. Van Wert 10.5 62 7.7
20. Auglaize 11.4 67 7.5 64. Ashtabula 10.4 81 6.9
21. Clermont 11.4 59 T.7 65. Coshocton  10.L 54 7.8
22. Montgomery 11.4 71 7.5 66. Highland 10.4 38 8.1
23. Portage 11.4 77 7.2 67. Morrow 10.k4 28 8.4
24, Sandusky 11.h4 48 7.9 68. Tuscarawas 10.4 %0 8.1
25. Carroll 11.3 51 7.8 69. Ashland 10.3 37 8.1
26. Miami 11.3 39 8.1 70. Franklin 10.3 86 6.6
27. Preble 11.3 56 7.8 T1l. Knox 10.3 65 7.6
28. Seneca 11.3 57 7.8 72. Lucas 10.3 80 7.0
29 « Butler 11.2 ll~2 8 .0 73 . Cuyahoga 10.1 88 6 2
30. Champaign 11.2 26 8.k Th. Harrison 10.1 18 8.6
31. Huron 1.2 75 7.2 75. Mahoning 10.1 8k 6.9
32. Ottawa 11.2 79 7.1 76. Union 10.1 49 7.9
33. Trumbull 11.2 66 7.6 77. Washington 10.1 iy 8.1
34. Fayette 11.1 13 8.8 78. Belmont 10.0 L6 7.9
35. Medina 11.1 78 7.1 T79. Brown 10.0 58 7.7
36. Clark 11.0 52 7.8 80. Hamilton 10.0 87 6.6
37. Hardin 11.0 27 8.4 81. Licking 10.0 76 7.2
38. Richland 11.0 61 T+7 82. Noble 10.0 21 8.6
39. Darke 10.9 31 8.3 83. Monroe 9.9 19 8.6
ko, Madison 10.9 43 8.0 84, Delaware 9.8 69 7.5
k1. Marion 10.9 L7 T+9 85. Pickaway 9.6 Ll 8.0
42, scioto 10.9 6 9.7 86. Gallia 9.5 10 8.9
L3. Meigs 10.8 16 8.7 8T7. Athens 9.2 12 8.8
Lk, Perry 10.8 29 8.4 88. Guernsey 9.0 83 6.9




Table 5. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under
15 Years of Age of Total Population, Chio, 1940-1950
State total - 1950 25.8%4 - 1940 22.9%

County by %  Renk % Gounty by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940

1. Vinton 33.5 3 30.6 45, Pickaway  27.6 L8 2h .

2. Holmes 33.3 2 30.6 L6, Seneca 27.6 60 23.6

3, Pike 33.3 1 32.4 47. Union 27.6 61 23.6
l“t Geauga 3100 28 25:2 )'l-80 Logan 2705 68 23-1

5. Lawrence 31.0 L 30.3 k9. Noble 27.5 19 26.0
6. Jackson 30.7 8 28.2 50. Portage 27.5 54 23.8
7. Putnan 30.7 9 277 51. Trumbull 27.5 40 2h.7
8. Warren 30.3 22 25.8 52. Fairfield 27.h 34 25.1

9. Adams 30.2 6 28.6 53. Jefferson 27.3 18 26.0
10. Paulding 30.1 14 26.5 54, Marion 27.3 50 ok.3
11. Scioto 30.1 5 29.8 55. Tuscarawas 27.3 29 25.2
12. Clermont 29.7 32 25.1 56. Clinton 27.2 79 22.5
13. Meigs 29.7 20 25.9 57. Ottawa 27.2 75 22.8
1k. Carroll 29.5 26 25.3 58. Columbiana 27.1 46 2.4
15. Hocking 29.5 7 28.3 59. Williams 27.1 65 23.4
16. Preble 29,5 51 24,2 60. Crawford 27.0 Th 22.8
17. Morrow 29.4 38 24.8 61. Ashland 26.9 62 23.5
18. Mercer 29.3 11 27.1 62. Butler 26.9 25 25.5
19. Shelby 29.3 17 26.1 63. Coshocton 26.9 kg 24.3
20. Champaign 29.2 45 2.4 64. Muskingum 26.9 39 2k.7
21, Fulton 28.9 ko 24,5 65. Allen 26.8 6k 234
22. Defiance 28.8 33 25.1 66. Lorain 26.7 7 22.7
23. Gallia 28.7 12 26.8 67. Van Wert 26.7 55 23.8
24, Ross 28.7 13 26.8 68. Richland 26.6 80 22.4
25. Greene 28.6 57 23.7 69. Weshington 26.6 36 24.9
26. Darke 28.5 41 2h.5 70. Ashtabula 26.5 81 22,3
27. Fayette 28.5 35 25.0 Tl. Clark 26.3 72 22.9
28, Perry 28.5 15 26.4 72. Wood 26.3 31 25.2
29. Wayne 28.4 30 25,2 73. Stark 26.2 69 23.1
30. Henry 28.2 23 25.7 T4. Belmont 26.1 27 25.2
31. Lake 28.2 63 23.5 75. Knox 26.1 76 22.7
32. Brown 28.0 L ol by 76. Montgomery 26,1 8L 21.8
33. Miami 28.0 52 23.9 77. Summite 26.1 70 23.1
34. Harrison 27.9 16 26.1 78. Erie 25.8 85 21.5
35. Huron 27.9 71 23.0 79. Delaware 25,7 56 23.7
36. Morgan 27.9 2k 25.6 80. Hancock 25.7 73 22.9
37. Medina 27.8 78 22.7 81. Licking 2547 82 22.1
38. Monroe 27.8 10 27.3 82. Athens 24.8 21 25.8
39. Wyandot 27.8 37 24.9 83. Lucas 24,6 83 21.8
LO. Hardin 27.7 43 24,5 84. Mahoning 24,5 67 23.3
Li. Highlend 27.7 58 23.7 85. Hamilton 23.9 87 20.8
L2, Madison 27.7 b 2h.h4 86. Guernsey 23.7 66 23.3
43, Sandusky 27.7 53 23.9 87. Franklin  23.5 86 20.8
Ly, Auglaize 27.6 59 23.6 88. Cuyahoga 23.4 88 19.9




Tsble 6. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years

of Age of Urban Population, Ohio,#1940-1950

State total - 1950 25.5% - 1940 21.1%

County by %  Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 19ho0 Rank 1350 1950 1940 1940
1. Greene 39.2 28 22.4 45, Fulton 24.8 67 19.9
2. lawrence 32.6 3 2,5 46. Crawford k.7 50 21.1
3. Montgomery 32.3 55 20.9 k7, Harrison 24,7 38 21.9
4, Putnam 31.1 87 0.0 48, Tuscarawas 24.7 18 22.9
5. Trumbull 29.2 16 23.0 49, Williawms 24,7 60 20.7
6. Lake 29.0 23 22.6 50. Wyandot 2L.7 31 22.4
7. Richland 28.0 58 20.8 51. Ashtebula 24.6 52 20.9
8. Pickaway 27.6 2 ok.7 52. Hancock 24.5 35 22.1
9. Defiance 27 .4 10 23.5 53. Columbiana 24.L 26 22.5
10. Stark 27.4 43 21.7 54. Erie 24 .4 51 21.0
11. Iucas 27.2 62 20.5 55. Mercer 24.3 29 22.4
12. Scioto 27,1 1 25.1 56. Ottawa 24.3 71 19.6
13. Jackson 26.9 5 24,2 57. Franklin 2h.2 69 19.8
14. Portage 26.8 45 21.4 58. Hardin 2.1 39 21.8
15. Shelby 26.8 24 22.6 59. Jefferson 2.0 13 23.2
16. Butler 26.7 6 2k.1 60. Carroll 23.9 61 20.6
17. Summit 26.6 27 22.5 61. Ashland 23.8 48 21.2
18. Champaign 26,5 25 22.5 62. Licking 23.8 56 20.8
19. Marion 26.5 8 24.1 63. Preble 23.8 4 18.8
20. Meigs 26.4 57 20.8 64, Wayne 23.7 L7 21.3
21. Perry 26.2 9 24.0 65. Cuyshoga 23.4 68 19.8
22. Madison 26.1 7 2k.1 66. Guernsey 23.2 53 20.9
23. Clark 26.0 37 22.0 67. Knox 23.2 . 172 19.6
24, Fairfield 25.9 4 24.3 68. Union 23.2 73 19.6
25. Sandusky 25.8 30 22.4 69. Darke 23.0 63 20.4
26. Warren 25.8 17 23.0 70. Washington 22.6 66 20.0
27. Wood 25.8 12 23.3 71. Clinton 22.4 70 19.6
28. Allen 25.6 19 22.8 72. Hocking 22.4 40 21.8
29. Auglaize 25.6 34 22.2 73. Coshocton 22.3 64 20.3
30. Huron 25.6 Ly 21.4 T4. Delaware 21.0 32 22,3
31. Miami 25,6 36 22.1 75. Gallia 20.7 75 17.9
32. Belmont 25.5 22 22.6 76. Athens 18.0 kg 21.1
33. Mahoning 25.4 20 22.8 77+ Adams 0.0 76 0.0
34. Muskingum 25.h 21 22.8 78. Brown 0.0 7 0.0
35. Henry 25.3 33 22.3 79. Clermont 0.0 78 0.0
36. Seneca 25.3 11 23.3 80, Geauga 0.0 79 0.0
37. Hamilton 25,2 65 20.0 81. Holmes 0.0 80 0.0
38. Fayette 25.1 14 23.0 82. Monroe 0.0 81 0.0
39. Medina 25.0 59 20.7 83. Morgen 0.0 82 0.0
40. Ross 25.0 15 23.0 84. Morrow 0.0 83 0.0
41. Highland 24,9 54 20.9 85. Noble 0.0 8h 0.0
L2, Logan 24.9 L6 21.3 86. Paulding 0.0 85 0.0
k3. Lorain 24k.9 4 21.8 87. Pike 0.0 86 0.0
bh, Van Wert 2h.9 k2 21.8 88. Vinton 0.0 88 0.0

* Based on the 1950 definition of Urban



Table 7.

Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons under 15

Years of Age of Rural Nonfarm Population*, Ohio 1940-1950

State total - 1950 25.1% - 1940 26.7%

County by %  Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Jackson 35.0 3 33.6 45, Muskingum 28.7 22 27.5
2. Warren 33.8 13 28.6 46. Paulding  28.7 49 25.2
3. Fayette 33.7 38 26.0 Y7. Perry 28.7 Lo 26.0
4, Vinton 33.6 9 30.6 48. Williams 28.7 78 23.4
5. Pike 33.4 5 31.8 L9. Morrow 28.6 68 2k.3
6. Hocking 32.7 8 30.7 50. Van Wert 28.6 69 2k.3
7. Meigs 32.7 11 29,2 51. Allen 28.5 71 24,0
8. Scioto 32.6 1 36.7 52. Harrison 28.5 17 28.0
9. Carroll 31.9 29 26.8 53. Henry 28.3 75 23.8
10. Lorain 31.7 30 26.8 54. Washington 28.3 26 27.1
11. Miemi 31.7 28 26.9 55. Clinton 28.2 86 22.5
12, Columbiana 31 5 l’-“' 28a’+ 56- Erie 28&1 83 22-7
13. Crawford 31.3 67 24,3 7+ Licking 28.1 80 23.0
1k. Defiance 31.3 35 26.3 58. lake 28.0 39 26.0
15. Shelby 31.2 2L 27.4 59. Fulton 27.9 79 23.3
16. Marion 30.9 50 25,1 60. Holmes 27.9 31 26.6
17. Bardin 30.8 60 24.8 61. Union 27.9 52 25.1
18a Medina 30.8 )4'8 2505 620 Portage 27 07 27 27-0
19. Ashland 30.7 62 24,6 63. Adans 27.6 43 25,7
20. Geauga 30.7 59 24 .8 6k. Butler 27.6 7 31.1
21. Jefferson 30.7 10 29.3 65. Logan 27 .4 87 22.4
22. Preble 30.7 57 24.9 66. Athens 27.3 6 31.5
23. Hancock 30.6 85 22.6 67. Clark 26.7 36 26.2
2. Champaign 30.6 58 24.8 68. Noble 26.7 70 24,2
25. Clermont 30.6 L6 25.5 69. Wood 26.4 34 26.5
26. Seneca 30.5 61 27.8 70. Belmont 26.3 19 27.7
27. Gallia 30.4 L 32.4 71. Knox 26.3 84 22.7
28, Sandusky 30.4 45 25.7 72. Pickaway 26.3 23 27.4
29. Mercer 30.1 32 26.6 73. Brown 25.8 88 21.7
30. Tuscarawas 30.1 12 28.6 74. Monroe 25.6 56 2k.9
31. Wyandot 30.0 65 2k.5 75. Morgan 25.2 73 23.9
32. Huron 29.9 81 22.8 76. Madison 24.8 77 23.4
33. Delaware 29.8 66 24,4 77 Trumbull 24.6 16 28.4
34. Coshocton 29.5 25 27.2 78. Summit 23.9 21 27.7
35. Highland 29.5 47 25.5 79. Richland 23.0 4 23.9
36:: Wayne 29 05 h‘l 26-0 80! Stark 22 07 33 26 6
37. Ashtabula 29.4 54 2k.9 81. Cuyahoga 21.9 82 22.7
38. Ross 29.2 37 26.1 82. Guernsey  21.9 53 25.0
39. Putnam 29.1 63 2k.6 83. Mahoning 20.8 L2 25,8
Lo. Auglaize 28.9 76 25.0 84. Franklin  19.9 18 27.8
k1. Fairfield 28,9 Lk 25.7 85. Greene 19.8 55 2h.9
k2, Ottawa 28.9 64 24,5 86. Hamilton 15.1 20 27.7
43. Darke 28.7 T2 24.0 87. Lucas 13.8 15 28. 4
Lk, ILawrence 28.7 2 34.0 88. Montgomery 12.6 51 25.1

* Based on the 1950 definition of Urban



Table 8,

Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15

Years of Age of Rural Farm Population#, Ohio 19L0-1950

State total - 1950 29,6% - 1940 26.1%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank 4
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940  19LO
1. Holmes 36,8 2 33.0 L5, Meigs 29.5 23 27.2

2. Scioto 3h.2 1 33.4 L6, Washington 29.5 22 2746
3. Ross 3L.0 5 32.0 L7. Fayette 9.1 28 26.9
L. Wayne 3349 1k 28.6 18, Monroe 9.4 13 28.7
5, Lawrence 33.5 b 32,5 L9. Pickaway  29..4 81 22.9
6., Callia 33.L 10 30.1 50. Allen 29.1 57 25,1
7. Vinton 33.3 8 30.6 Sl. Highland  29.1 63  2L.8

8. Pike 33,2 3 32,9 52. Auglaize 28.9 60 25,0
9, Madison 33.1 59 25.1 53, Clark 28.9 62  2L.9
10, Hocking 32.5 6 31,1 5h, Muskingum 28,8 37 26.3
11. Adams 32.4 7 30,7 55, Harrison  28.6 58 25.1
12, Paulding 32.L 21 277 56. Licking 28,6 76 23.9
13. Jackson 32,1 11 29.1 57. Williams  28.6 L7 25.7
1lL. Putnam 32,0 9 30,2 58, Miami 28.5 15 28,5
15. Athens 31.8 75 23.9 59. Sandusky  28.5 56 25,2
16. Geauga 31.6 50 25,5 60, Trumbull 28.5 71 2L.3
17. Fulton 3.5 35 26,3 €1, Fairfield 28.L L5 25.7
18, Crawford 31,2 39 26.1 62. Portage 28.2 77 23.7
19. Darke 31.2 32 26,1 63, Van Wert 28,2 116 25.7
20. Mercer 31,0 12 29,1 6L, Noble 28,2 2L 27.1
21. Logan 30.9 L9 25.6 65, Hancock 28.2 67 25
22, Tuscarawas 30.9 29 26.9 66, Belmont 28.1 26 27.0
23, Champaign 3047 Ll 25.7 67+ Lorain 28,0 g2 22,6
2li, Perry 3047 17 28.4 68. Warren 28.0 52 25,4
25, Shelby 30,7 16 28.5 69. Clermont 27.8 66 2he6
26, Stark 30.7 Lo 26.0 70, Ashtabula 27.7 80 22.9
27. Seneca 30.5 19 27.8 71. Delaware 27.7 70 2l.3
28. Morgan 30.3 31 26,6 72, Lucas 27.7 33 2641
29. Preble 3043 51 25,5 73. Erie 27.4 85  2l.%
30. Columbiana 30,2 L1 25.8 7L, Guernsey 27 .k N 2l 7
31. Morrow 3042 55 25.2 75, Greene 273 7L 24,0
32. Clinton 30.1 69 2.3 76. Wood 27.2 61 25,0
330 Ruron BOol 53 2503 77; Butler 27.1 5& 25*2
3Lk. Brown 30.0 3l 26.3 78. Medina 27.0 83 22,5
35, Coshocton 29.9 38 26.2 79. Carroll 26,7 30 26,7
36. Defiance 29.9 27 26.9 80, Marion 26.3 68 2.5
37. Hardin 29.8 36 26.3 81. Montgomery 26.3 78 23.5
38. Henry 29.8 18 28.0 82, Summit 26,2 73 2l 1
39, Richland 29.7 L2 25,8 83, Franklin 25.7 79 23.3
LO. Wyandot 29,7 25 27.1 8l;s Mahoning 25,5 65 2Lo7
L1, Union 29.6 72 2.3 85, Ottawa 2L.8 8L 22.2
l:2, Knox 29.5 L8 25.6 86, Lake 23.8 88 20 2
43, Ashland 29.5 L3 25.7 87. Hamilton 23,3 87 203
L. Jefferson 29.5 20 2747 88. Cuyshoga  20.8 86  21.3

# Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 9. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 15 - 6l
Years of Age of Total Population, Ohio 1940-1950
State total - 1950 65.3% - 19L0 69.3%

County by % Rank Y County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 dank 1950 1950 1910 1940
1. Cuyahoga 6849 1 7hob L5, Sandusky  61.5 33 662
2. Franklin 68,1 3 71.5 L6, Scioto 61..5 56 6L.5
3, Mahoning 67.8 L 71.4 L7. Van Wert 61.2 L6 65.3
L. Summit 67.3 2 71.9 L8, Auglaize 61.0 Lo 65.L

5., Hamilton 67.0 6 71.1 L9. Huron 60.8 39 65.5

6, Lucas 66,8 5 71.2 50. Shelby 60,8 63 6l.1
7. Montgomery 66,6 7 70.9 51, Warren 60.8 65 64.0
8. Butler 65,8 20 67.3 52. Mercer 60.7 70 63.5
9, Lorain 65,5 8 70.1 53. Williams  60.7 Lk 6541
10. Stark 65.3 9 69.9 Slie Defiance 60.6 51 6l..9
11. Richland 65,2 10 69.5 55, Henry 60.6 i 6l1.0
12, Trumbull 65,0 11 9.5 55, Washington 60.6 73 6343
13, Jefferson 6.8 15 68.L 57. Harrison 60,5 &9 6346

il Clark 6l1.6 1k 68.1 58, Hardin 60.3 62 6l.1
15. Lake 6L.5 12 68.9 £9. Clermont 60.2 68 63.6
14, Greene 6l 28 66.5 60, Clinton 60,2 sl 6L.8
17. Portage 6L.3 22 6743 61, Gallia 60,2 72 63.3
18, Erie 6.2 13 68.7 62. Lawrence 60,2 79 62eh
19. Athens 6l.1 53 6L.8 63. Logan 60.1 L7 65.2
20, Allen 6l.0 17 67.7 6li. Perry 59.9 60 6li.2
21. Wood 6010 L9 65.1 65, Union 59.9 52 6L.9
22, Belmont 63,1 23 6742 66. Wyandot 59.9 71 63.L
23, Delaware 63.0 55 6l.8 67. Darke 59.8 61 6lial
2h. Iicking 63.0 2L 67.1 68. Fulton 5.8 59 6l.3
25, Ashtabula 62.9 16 68,0 69. Carroll 59.7 57 6.3
26, Columbiana 62.9 25 67.0 70. Fayette 59.6 58 64.3
27. Ottawa 62,7 21 67.3 71. Ceauga 59.6 L3 65.L
28. Hancock 62.6 30 66.1L 72. Champaign 59.L 66 63.8
29. Marion 62.6 29 66,5 73. Hocking 59.2 18 67.5
30, Madison 62.4 32 66.2 7L, Preble 59,2 Th 63,7
31. Muskingum 62,k 37 65.7 75. Highland 59.1 67 63.7

32, Medina 62,3 19 67.4 76, Morrow 59.0 76 6340
33. Ross 62.3 L5 65.3 77+ Brown 58.9 77 62,9
3. Fairfield 62,2 L2 65.4 78. Paulding  58.7 7% 63.1
35, Pickaway 62,2 38 65.7 79. Putnam 58,5 8C 6241
36, Knox 62,1 31 66. L 80, Noble 58.4L 81 62,2
37. Mami 61.9 35 66.1 81, Jackson 58,3 82 62,1
38. Ashland 1.8 3L 66,1 82, Meigs 58.0 78 62.9
39. Coshocton 61.8 inl 65.4 83, Monroe 57.8 8L 61.2
LO. Seneca 51.8 L8 65.1 8L, Morgan 57.8 83 61,8
1. Tuscarawas 61.8 36 66.1 85. Holmes 57.7 86 60,6
L2, Wayne 61l.7 50 65.0 86. Adams 57.4 85 60.9
L3. Crawford 61.6 26 66,8 87. Pike 56,9 88 59.7
. Guernsey 61.6 27 66,6 88, Vinton 55.7 87 60,4




Table 10. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 15-64
Years of Age of Urban Population} Ohio 1940-1950

State total = 1950 65.3% - 190 71.7%

County by % Rank 7 County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
l. Athens 7202—[- 27 69 nl )45. SCj.OtO 62;9 31 68.9
2. Cuyahoga €8.8 1 7L.6 L6, Hardin 62,8 63 6540
3. Jefferson 68.0 10 71.5 L7. Henry 62.8 59 66.2
L. Delaware 67.8 68 65.1 L8. Huron 62.8 L8 67.3
5, Gallia 67+7 i 72.4 L9, Sandusky  62.8 52 67.1
6. Lorain 66,9 13 71.3 £0. Shelby 62.8 53 67.1
7. Franklin 66,8 3 72.6 51. Union 62.8 28 69.0
8. Summit 66,5 2 72.7 52, Lucas 62,7 6 T2e2
9, Mahoming 6643 5 72.3 53+ Perry 62.7 55 6649
10, Wayne 66,0 32 68.9 5k, Belmont 62,6 20 69417
11. Ottawa 65.7 11 71.5 55. Madison 62.6 72 6lie7
12, Erie 65.5 18 69.8 56, Harrison 62,1 58 66.5
13. Butler 65.2 3)4 6807 570 Van Wert 62.)4 51 67.2
1L, Iicking 65.1 25 £9.5 58, Darke 62.3 61 66,1
15, Portage 65,1 2L 69.7 59, Carroll 62.2 30 68.9
16. Allen 61,9 29 68.9 60, Trumbull 62.2 9 71,6
17. Ashtabula 6L.9 15 70.3 61, Richland 62,1 1L 71.1
18. Columbiana 6L.9 26 69.3 62. Champaign 61.9 67 65. L
19. Medina 64.9 23 69.7 63. Auglaize 61.8 57 66.5
20. Coshocton 6L.8 22 69 .7 6li, Wyandot 61.8 69 65.3
21. Hamilton 6L.8 7 71,8 65, Defiance 61.6 62 66,1
22, Ross 6L 7 35 68.6 66, Meigs 61.1 L2 67.8
23, Wood 6L 6 6L 65.8 67. Fayette 61,0 66 65.5

2L, Mercer 6L 5 L3 67.8 68, Preble 60.9 73 6l.
25, Fairfield 6.3 L6 67.6 69. Jackson 60.7 71 6.7
26, Clinton 61,2 Lo 6841 70. Highland 60.4 65 65.0
27. Clark 6L.1 21 69.7 71, Fulton 59.7 70 65,2
28. Knox 6,1 19 69 .8 72, Pickaway  59.5 Tk 6347
29; Ashland 63.9 33 6807 73. Putnam 59-3 87 0.C
30. Guernsey 6347 17 69.9 7he Montgomery 58.3 8 71.8
31, Lake 63.7 16 70.1 75. Lawrence 54.8 50 6742
32, Muskingum 63.7 il 68.1 75+ Creene 51.9 L5 6747
33, Warren 63.7 60 66,2 77. Adams 0.0 76 0.0
3k, Hancock 63.6 5L 67.0 78. Brown 0.0 - 77 0.0
35, Seneca 63.6 56 66.6 79 Clermont 0.0 78 0.0
36. Washington 63.6 L7 67.5 80, Geauga 0.0 79 0.0
37. Marion 63.5 L9 67.3 81, Holmes 0,0 80 0.0
38. Miami 63.5 inn 67.8 82, Monroe 0.0 81 0,0
39. Tuscarawas 63.14 39 68.3 83. Morgan 0.0 82 0.0
Lo, Crawford 63.3 37 68.L 8lis Morrow 0.0 83 0.0
L1. Hocking 63.3 75 6.5 85, Noble 0.0 8l 0.0
L2, Logan 63.1 38 68.3 86, Paulding 0,0 85 0,0
. Stark 63.1 12 71.4 87. Pike 0.0 86 0.0
Ll Williams 63,0 36 68.5 88, Vinton 0.0 88 0.0

# Based on 1950 definitionjas Urban



Table 1l1.

Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 15-6l
Years of Age of Rural Nonfarm Population,
Ohio, 19L0-1950

State total - 1950 66.2% - 1940 6L.5%

County by Rank A County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Montgomery  82.3 3 68.4 L5. Auglaize  59.5 33 63.8
2. Lucas 81.0 7 66,9 L6. Fulton 59.0 Ll 63.0
3, Hamilton 78.7 10 66.6 L7. Perry 58.9 25 6L.5
i, Greene 75.1 19 65.1 L8, Mami 58.8 72 60.9
5. Frenklin 73.5 18 65.1 L9. Ashland 58.7 3L 63.6
6, Mahoning 72.3 N 67.6 50. Paulding 58.6 55 62,2
7. Cuyahoga 71.3 1 70.5 51. Washington 58.6 68 61.2
8. Richland 71.0 2 69.2 52. Henry 58.3 Lo 63.2
9. Stark 70.2 9 66.7 53, Huron 58.3 37 63.5
10, Summit 70.1 8 66.9 5l;, Marion 58,3 L7 6247
11, Trumbull 69.0 11 66,6 55, Delaware 58.2 28 6L,0
12, Butler 66.8 51 62.5 56, Union 58.1 78 60.5
13, Pickaway 65.2 8L 59.5 57. Darke 58,0 6l 61.6
1L, Lake 65.1 - 6 67.0 58, Carroll 58.0 L2 63.0
15, Clark 6L L 21 6L.9 59. Seneca 58.0 62 61.8
16, Madison 6L 61 61.8 60, Warren 58.0 76 60,7
17. Portage 6L.3 32 63.9 61, Morgan 57.9 52 62.3
18, Belmont 63.7 15 65.8 62, lMorrow 57.9 73 50.9
19, Lawrence 63.6 80 60.3 63. Van Wert 57.9 60 61.9
20, Wood 63.5 30 6L4.0 6L, Clinton 57.7 56 62,1
21, Allen 63.2 16 65,7 65. Preble 57.7 77 60.5
22. Loss 63.0 12 66.5 6. Noble 57.6 26 6lLe?
23. Erie 6245 5 67.0 67, Shelby 57.6 g 60.9
2Ly, Lorain 62,3 13 6643 68. Brown 57.5 35 63.6
25, Jefferson 61.8 17 65.2 69, Defiance 57.5 67 6l.L
26, Ottawa 6l.5 1L 66.0 70, Logan 57.L L6 6249
27. Muskingum 6l L1 63.1 71. Putnam 57.4 L9 62,7
28. Knox 61.3 20 65¢l 72. Cranord 57 3 59 61.9
29. Scioto 60,7 87 58.8 73. CGallia 57.1 88 58.C
30. Harrison 60.2 5L 62.2 7h. Hocking 57.1 66 61,5
31, Licking 6042 29 6L.0 75. Monroe 56.8 58 62.0
32. Guernsey 60.1 2L 6L.5 76, Champaign 56.5 79 60.h
33. Coshocton 60.0 53 62,2 77. Pike 56,5 82 59,8
3L Holmes 60,0 57 62.1 78, Hancock 56.4 L5 62.9
35, Wayne 60,0 50 62.6 79. Williams  56.4 75 609
36. Athens 59.9 €9 61.0 80. Fayette 56,3 83 59,7
37. Medina 59.9 31 63.9 81, Adams 56.2 65 61.5
38. Ashtabula 59.8 27 6.0 82, Hardin 56.0 63 61,7
39. Columbiana 59.8 36 63.5 83, Jackson 56.0 86 59k
0. Tuscarawas 59.8 39 63.3 Bli. Meigs S5 71 60.9
1. Fairfield 59.8 L3 63.0 85, Wyandot Ss.L 85 59.5
L2, Sandusky 5947 22 6L.8 86. Highland  55.3 81 60.2
L3, Clermont 59.6 38 63.3 87. Vinton 5L.8 70 61.0
Ll. Mercer 59.6 L8 62.7 88. Geauga L0.3 23 6L.5

* Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 12 Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 15-6l Years

of Age of Rural Farm Population¥, Ohio 1940-1950

State total - 1950 60.6% - 1940 6L.5%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 19LoO 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Cuyahoga 63.7 1 70.0 L5, Preble €0.5 38 6L, 8
2. Hamilton 65.3 18 66,1 46. Brown 60.L 69 62,1
3. Summit 65,2 5 68.8 UT7. Feyette 60.L L2 6L.6
L. Lake 6L.6 3 69.4 L,8. Highland 60.h 51 6L, 2
5. Mahoning 6l 2 19 66,1 L9. Licking 60.L 3L 65.0
6. Marion 6li.1 20 66,1 50. Seneca 60. L 60 63.7
7. Butler 63.8 17 66.5 51, Stark 60.3 27  65.5
8. Ottawa 63.8 12 67.0 52. Columbiana 60.2 55 6l1.0
9, Franklin 63.7 11 67.3 53. Darke 60.1 36 6L.9
10. Montgomery 63.6 7 68,0 5L. Morrow 60,1 L9 6Ll
1. Greene 63.5 16 66.7 55, Clinton 60.0 31 65,0
12, Lucas 63.3 2L 65.8 56, Harrison  59.9 Lo 6L.b
13, Werren 63.1 29 65.2 57. Tuscarawas 59.9 59 63.8
1L, Miami 62.8 15 66,8 58, Union 59.9 23 65,9
15, Medina 62.5 8 67.9 59. Carroll 59.8 67 62.8
16. Wood 62.3 22 66.0 60. Champaign 59.8 35 6l.S
17. Lorain 62,2 6 68.5 61. Coshocton 2.8 6L 631
18, Williams 62,2 30 65,2 62, Mercer 59.8 68 62,5
19. Hancock 62,0 15 66,8 63. Muskingum 59.8 70 62.3
20. Portage 62,0 9 67.5 6li. Belmont 59.7 63 63.4
21. Ashtabula 61.9 1k 65.8 65, Huron 59.7 52 6,2
22, Van Wert 61.9 Lo 6.8 66, Putnam 59.5 71 62,1
23. EBErie 61.7 10 67.4 67. Madison 59.4 L 68.9
2l,, Richland 61.7 39 64.8 68. Washington 59.L 76 61.0
25, Trumbull 61.7 13 67.0 69. Crawford 59.1 37 61,8
26, Delaware 6l.5 32 65,0 70. Noble 59.0 75 61.0
27. Auglaize 6l.ly 25 65.5 71. Perry 58,8 72 61.9
28. Clermont é1.h 58 63.9 72, Paulding  58.7 57 6L.0
29, Allen 61.3 28 65.3 73. Monroe 58.5 77 60.7
30. Clark 61.3 L5 6L The Adams 58.L 78  60.5
31. Herdin 61.1 11 6L.7 75. Lawrence  58.2 86  59.6
32. Henry 61l.1 61 63.5 76. Meigs 58.1 7L 61,0
33. Sandusky 6l.1 26 65.5 77. Athens 57.9 50 6L.3
3ke Fairfield 61.0 5L 6li.1 78. Hocking 57.9 79 60,5
35. Shelby 61,0 65 63.1 79. Morgan 57.8 73 61.5
36, Defiance 6049 56 64,0 80. Scioto 57.6 83 59,58
37. Pickaway 60.9 2 69.7 81. Wayne 57.5 66 6249
38. Wyandot 60,9 62 63.5 82, Pike 57,2 87 59.6
39. Cuernsey 60,8 L3 6L, 5 83. Ross 57.1 81 6042
4O, Jefferson 60,8 L7 6L.L 8li. Jackson 56.8 80 60,3
l1l. Fulton 60.7 33 65,0 85, Gallia 56.6 84  59.7
42, Ashland 60.6 Lk 6ol 86. Vinton 56.6 82 5949
L3. Knox 60.5 L8 6l 87. Holmes 56.2 85  59.7
L. Logan 60.5 53 6L.2 88. Geauga L0.6 21 6640

#* Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 13, Iank of Counties by Percent of Persons 65 Years
0ld and Over of Total Population, Ohio, 19L0-1950
State total - 1950 8,9% - 1940 7.8%

County by % Rank k4 County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 19L0 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 19LO
1. Guernsey 17 37 10,1 i5. Seneca 10.8 38 10,1
2. Monroe L. 1k 11.5 L6+ Vinton 10,8 62 9,0
3, Morgan 1h.3 N 12.6 L7. Muskingum 10.7 5h 9.6
L. Noble 1.1 8 11.8 L8. Astabula  10.6 51 9.7
Sn }'ﬁ-ghland 1302 3 1206 ’-l-9o Defiance 10;6 39 10,0
6. Brown 13.1 1 12,7 50. Fairfield 10.L 55 9.5
7. Washington 12,8 9 11.8 51. Pickaway 10.2 L 9.9
8. Clinton 12.6 2 12.7 52. Clermont 10.1 18 11.3
9. Union 12,5 15 11.5 53, Marion 10.1 61 9.2
10. Adams 12.4h 28 10,5 Sl Miami 10.1 Lo 10.0
11, Logan 12‘1.‘. 10 11-7 55. Ottawa 10,1 hB 9&9
12. Meigs 12.3 20 11,2 56, Columbiana 10.0 69 8.6
13. Wyandot 12,3 11 11,7 57. Erie 10.0 L7 9.8
1l, Williams 12.2 21 11.2 58, Mercer 10.0 59 9.k
15, Van Wert 12.1 2l 10.9 59+ Madison 9.9 58 9.k
16. Hardin 12,0 17 11.L 60, Medina 9.9 42 9.9
17. Fayette 11.9 26 10.7 61, Shelby 9.9 L9 9.8
18, Knox 11.8 23 10.9 62, Wayne 9,9 50 9.8
19, Darke 11.7 16 11.k 63. Pike 9.8 72 749
20, Hancock 11.7 27 10.7 6lis Wood 9.7 T3 9.7
21, Harrison 11.6 3k 10.3 65, Geauga 9.k 57 9.4
22, Morrow 11.6 6 12,2 65, Allen 9.2 63 8,9
23, Perry 11.6 60 9.k 67. Clark 9.1 67 8.7
2L, Auglaize 11.h 22 11.0 68, Hamilton 9.1 70 8.1
25, Champaign 11,4h 7 11.8 69. Holmes 9.0 &6 8.8
26, Crawford 11.Lh 31 10.L 70. Ross 9,0 73 Te9
27. Ashland 1.3 29 10.L 71. Warren 8.9 36 1042
28. Coshocton 11.3 33 10.3 72, Lawrence 8.8 77 Te3
29. Delaware 11.3 12 11.5 73, Lucas 8.6 81 7.0
30, Fulton 11.3 19 11.2 Th. Stark 8.5 82 740
31. Hocking 11.3 65 8.8 75. Franklin 8.4 7L 77
32, Huron 11.3 13 11.5 76, Scioto 8.4 85 5.7
33, Licking 11.3 25 10.8 77. Portage 8.2 6l 8.9
3L, Preble 11.3 5 12.6 78, Richland 8.2 71 8e1
35. Henry 11.2 35 10.3 79. Jefferson 7.9 86 5.6
36, Paulding 11,2 32 10.4L 80, Lorain 7.8 80 7.2
37. Athens 11.1 56 9.4 81, Cuyzhoga 7.7 8L 5.7
38. Gallia 1.1 1 9.9 82, Mahoning 7.7 87 5.3
39. Jackson 11.0 52 9.7 83, Trumbull 7.5 83 5.8
L0. Tuscarawas 10.9 68 8.7 8L, Butler 7.3 79 7.2
1. Belmont 10,8 75 7.6 85. Lake 7.3 76 7.6
2. Carroll 10,8 30 10.4 86, Montgomery 7.3 78 7.3
L3. Putnam 10,8 L5 9.9 87. Greene 7.0 L8 9.8
Lk, Sandusky 10.8 L6 9.9 88, Summit 6.6 88 5.0




Table 1h.

Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 65 Years

01d and Over of Urban Population#, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 9.2% - 1940 7.2%

%

County by Rank % County by g Rank g
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Fulton 15.5 2 1L.9 L5. Ashtabula 10.5 51 8.8
2e Preble 1503 1 1700 ).l6. Warren 10.5 224 10.8
3. Darke 1h.7 3 13.5 L7. Shelby 10.4 33 10,3
},. Highland b7 L 13.5 L8+ Ross 10.3 sk 8.4
5. Hocking 1.3 26 10.7 L9, Wayne 10.3 il 9.8
6. Union .0 16 11.L 50, Erie 10.1 L5 9.2
7. Carroll 13.9 28 10.5 5l. Lucas 10.1 65 Te3
8. Fayette 13.9 13 11.5 52. Medina 10.1 Lk 96
9. Washington  13.8 5 12,5 53. Hamilton  10.0 59 8.2
10, Wyandot 13.5 9 12,3 5L, Marion 10.0 53 8.6
11. Clinton 13.4 7 12.3 55. Ottawa 10.0 L9 8.9
12, Guernsey 13.1 L6 9.2 56. Scioto 10.0 70 6.0
13, Hardin 13,1 6 12,k 57. Clark 9.9 56 8.3
1L, Coshocton 12.9 37 10,0 58. Richland 9.9 61 8.1
15, Harrison 12.9 11 1.6 59, Fairfield 9.8 60 8,1
16, Pickaway 12,9 12 11.6 60, Athens 9.6 Lo 9.8
17. Knox 12.7 27 10,5 61. Putnam 9.6 87 0.0
18, Van Wert 12,7 20 11.0 62, Wood 9.6 23 10,9
19. Auglaize 12.6 17 11.3 63, Allen 9.5 55 843
20, Lawrence 12.6 57 8.3 éli, Stark 9.5 69 6,9
21, Meigs 12,5 15 11.L 65, Montgomery 9.4 66 7.3
22, Jackson 12.L 22 10,9 66, Franklin 9.0 63 7.6
23, Ashland 12.3 3L 10,1 67. Greene 8.9 38 9.9
2L, Williams 12.3 25 10,8 68, Trumbull 8.6 T2 5.k
25, Crawford 12.0 29 10,5 69+ Mahoning 8.3 7h L9
26. Logan 12.0 32 10.4 70, Lorain 8.2 68 6.9
27, Belmont 11,9 62 7.7 71, Butler 8.1 67 7.2
28, Hancock 11.9 21 10.9 72. Portage 8.1 50 8.9
29. Henry 11.9 1 11.5 73, Jefferson 8.0 73 5.3
30. Tuscarawas 11.9 52 8.8 74 Cuyahoga 7.8 71 5.6
31. Champaign 11.6 10 12.1 75, Lake 7.3 6l 7.3
32, Gellia 1.6 L2 9.7 76, Summit 6.9 75 L.8
33. Huron 11.6 18 11.3 77. Adams 0.0 76 0.0
3}40 Sand\lSky 110h 30 10.5 780 Brown 0.0 77 0.0
35, Madison 11.3 19 11.2 79, Clermont 0.0 78 0.0
36. Delaware 11.2 8 12.3 80, Ceauga 0.0 79 0.0
37. Mercer 11.2 39 9.8 81, Holmes 0.0 80 0.0
38. Licking 11.1 L3 9.7 82, Monroe 0.0 81 0.0
39- Perry 11.1 h8 9.1 83. Morgan 0.0 82 0.0
L0, Seneca 1.1 36 10,1 8lis Morrow 0.0 83 0.¢
L1, Defiance 11,0 31 10.L 85, Noble 0.0 8L 0.0
L2, Miami 10.9 35 10.1 86, Paulding 0.0 85 0.0
L3, Muskingum 10.9 L7 9.1 87. Pike 0.0 86 0.0
Lliy Columbiana 10,7 58 8.2 88, Vinton 0,0 88 0.0

%* Based on 1950

definition of Urban



Table 15. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 65 Years
Old and Over of Rural Nonfarm Populations,
Ohio 19L0-1950

State total - 1950 8,7% - 19L0 8.8%

County by 4 Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 19540 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Cuernsey 18.0 L9 10.5 L5, Ashland 10.6 34 11,8
2. lMonroe 17.6 22 13.1 L&, Coshocton 10.5 L7 10.6
3, Morgan 16.9 16 13.8 L7. Wayne 10.5 39 1l.h
Li. Brown 16.7 7 1h.7 L8, Mercer 10.3 L5 10.7
5. hdems 16.2 26 12,8 L9. Hocking 10.2 68 7.8
6. Noble 15,7 38 11.5 50. Carroll 10.1 52 10.2
7. Highland 15.2 1k 1h.3 5l. Pike 10.1 6l 8.4
8. Logan 15.2 8 4.7 52, Tuscarawas 10,1 67 8.1
9. Williams 1h.9 2 15.7 53. Wood 10.1 59 9.5
10. Wyandot 1L.6 1 16,0 5h. Belmont 10.0 79 6.5
11, Clinton 1h1 3 15.4 55. Fayette 10.0 13 14.3
12, Union 1L.0 12 1h.h 56, Muskingum 9.9 60 9.L
13. Morrow 13.5 6 14.8 57. Sandusky 9.9 58 9.5
14. Putnam 13.5 28 12,7 58, Clermont 9.8 L2 11.2
15. Van Wert 13.5 17 13.8 59. Ceauga 9.6 Ll 10,7
16, Henry 13.4 2L 13,0 60. Ottawa 9.6 57 9.5
17. Darke 13.3 11 1h.h 61, Miami 9.5 33 12,2
18. Hardin 13.2 20 13.5 62, Erie 9.4 51 10.R
19. Fulton 13.1 18 13.7 63, Medina 9.3 L3 10.6
20. Washington 13.1 36 11.7 6l Jackson 9.0 72 7.0
21. Hancock 13.0 10 1.5 65. Clark 8.9 63 8.9
22, Champaign 12,9 L 14.8 66, Columbiana 8.7 66 8.1
23, Athens 12.8 69 7.5 67+ Pickaway 8.5 23 13,1
2li. Paulding 12.7 29 12.6 68, Allen 8.3 50 10,3
25, Gallia 12,5 56 9.6 69. Warren 8.2 L6 10.7
26. Knox 12.L 31 12.2 70. Portage 8.0 62 8.8
27. Perry 12.4 61 9.3 7l. Ross 7.8 70 7.4
28. Holmes 12.1 il 11.3 72, Lawrence 7.7 83 5.7
29, Delaware 12,0 37 11.6 73, Jefferson 7.5 8L 5.5
30. Meigs 11.9 Sk 9.9 7L. Stark 7.1 77 6.7
31. Huron 11.8 19 13.7 75. Lake 6.9 73 7.0
32. Licking 11.7 25 13.0 76. Mahoning 6.9 78 6.6
33. Auglaize 11.6 27 12.7 77. Cuyahoga 6.8 76 6.8
3L. Preble 11.6 9 1h.6 78. Scioto 6.7 a8 L.5
35. Vinton 11.6 65 8.L 79. Franklin 6.6 71 7-1
36, Seneca 11.5 21 13.4L 80, Trumbull 6.4 86 5.0
37. Crawford 11.h4 15 13.8 81. Hamilton 6,2 82 5.7
38. Fairfield 11.3 LO 11.3 82, Lorain 6.0 7h 6.9
39. Harrison 11.3 55 9.8 83. Richland 6.0 75 8.9
LO. Defiance 11.2 30 12.3 8L, Summit 6.0 85 5.4
1. Shelby 11.2 35 11.7 85. Butler 5.6 81 6.,
L2, Ashtabula 10.8 L3 11.1 86, Lucas 5.2 87 b7
43, Madison 10.8 5 14.8 87. Greene 5.1 53  10.0
Lli, Marion 10.8 32 12.2 88. Montgomery 5.1 80 6.5

¥ Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 16,

Rank of Counties by Percent o. Persons 65 Years 0ld

anc. Over of Rural Farm Populations, Chio, 19L0-1950

State total - 1950 9.8k - 1940 9.L%

County oy % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1950 Rank 1950 1950 1940  19LO
1, Noble 12,8 3 11,9 L5, Trumbull 9.8 6l 8.7
2, lleigs 12,4 S 11.8 L6, Auglaize 9.7 39 9.5
3., Belmont 12,2 37 9,6 L7, Crawford 9.7 51 9,1
i, Monroe 12,1 19 10.6 L8, Jeiferson 947 77 7.9
5. Morgan 11.9 2 11.9 L9, Morrow 97 25 10.L
6. Guernsey 11,8 13 10,8 50, Pickaway 9.7 8l 7.
Te Lal.e 1106 214- 100Ll 51. Allen 9.6 36 9.6
8. Harrison 11.5 21 10,5 52, Browm 9.6 9 11,3
9, Hamilton 11.L 1 13.3 53. Columbiana 9.6 27 10,2
10, lauskinoum 11,1 7 114 5li, Hocking 9.6 72 8.4
11, Ovtawa 11,4 1L 10,8 55, liarion 9.6 LL 9.4
12. Jackson 11,1 18 10,6 56, Pike 9.6 83 7.5
13, Washington 11,1 8 114 57, Champaicn 9.5 12 9.4
1y, Licking 11.0 12 11.0 58, Wyandot o L7 9.1
15, Trie 10,9 10 11,1 59, adams 942 58 8,8
14, Clermont 10,8 6 11.5 60, Defiance 92 52 9.1
17. Delaware 10,6 17 10.7 61, Grecne 9.2 L8 2.3
18, Fairlfield 10,6 20 10,2 62, liercer 9e2 73 8.1
19, Franklin 10,6 L3 Yokt 63. Prevle 9.2 35 9.7
20, Cuyahoga 10,5 60 Le7 6li, Tuscarawas 9.2 50 9.3
21, Hizhland 12.5 11 11,0 65, Williams Q6?2 53 9,1
22, ledina 10,5 38 9.6 66, Butler 9.1 75 8.3
23, Perry 10.5 34 9.7 67. Hardin 9.1 sk 9.0
2li, Union 10.5 33 9.0 63, Henry 9,1 67 8.5
25, Wood 10,5 55 9.0 69, Seneca 9,1 69 8.5
26, Astabula 10.L 26 10.3 70. Geauga 9.0 66 8.5
27, Sandusky 10,4 L9 93 71, Lucas 940 80 7.8
28, Athens 10,3 N 11,8 72. Stark 9.0 70 8.5
29. Coshocton 10.3 23 8.9 73, Pavlding 8.9 76 8.3
30, Mahoning 10.3 57 8.9 7h. Ross 8.9 g1 7.8
31, Fayette 10,2 65 8.5 75. Varren 8¢9 L6 9.4
32, Huron 10,2 22 10.5 74. Darke €7 61 8,7
33, Lontgomery 10,1 68 8.5 77, ldami 847 79 749
3L, Vinton 10.1 41 9,5 7€, Logan 8.6 30 10,2
35, Gallia 10,0 29 10,2 79, Wayne 8,6 71 8.5
35, Xnox 10,0 31 10,0 80, Richland 8.6 L5 9.0
37. Ashland 9.9 32 9.9 81, Surunit 8.6 86 7.1l
38, Clinton 949 14 10,7 82. Putnam 8.5 82 Te7
39, Van Wert 9,9 Lo 9.5 83, Lawrence 8.3 78 7.9
40, Carroll 9,8 20 10,5 8, Shelby 843 7k Eolt
L1, Clark 9,8 15 10,7 65, Scioto 8.2 07 6.8
12, Hancock 9.8 63 8.7 86, Fulton 7.8 62 8.7
L3, Lorain 9.8 56 849 87. lLadison 7.5 88 6,0
Lli, Portage 9.8 59 8.8 88, Holmes 7.0 85 7.3

# Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 17. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years
of Age and %5 Years of Age and Over (Dependent
Population) of Tolal Population, Ohio 1940-1950

Stale total ~ 1950 3L,7% - 1940 30.7%

County by e Rank % County by % Rank q
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940  19hO
1. Vinlon Lh.3 2 39.6 L5, Crawford  3C.k 6l 33.2
2, Pile 43.1 1 Ln.3 L6, Guernsey  38.4 63 33,1
3. Adams L2,6 b 39.1 L7, Tayne 36,3 L0 35,0
lj. Holmes L2,3 3 39.4 8, Ashland 38,2 5l 33,9
5, lionroe L2.2 5 36,8 L9, Coshocton 38,2 L7 3L.6
6. liorgan L2,2 6 38,2 50, Seneca 38,2 L1 3L49
To Lieigs 2,0 13 37.1 51, Tuscarawas 30,2 6 3349
8, Jacl.son L1.7 7 37.9 52, Miami 36.1 55 33.9
9, lNoble L1,6 8 37.8 53, Knox 37.9 60 33.6
10, Putnam 41,5 10 37.5 Sli, Fairfield 37.8 L8 3Le6
11, Paulding L1.3 15 34,9 55, Pickaway 37.8 53 3lie3
12, Browr h1,1 11 37.1 56, iledina 37.7 71 32,6
13, lorrow Li,0 14 37.0 57, Ross 37.7 Lk 3ha7
1, Highland 0.9 23 3643 50. lLadison 37.6 57 33,8
15, uocking, 10,8 12 37.1 59, ivsLintum  37.6 52 3Le3
15, Preble 10,8 16 36,8 60, Hancock 37.4 59 33.6
17, Champaicn 0.5 2l 3642 61, larion 37.k 62 33,5
18, Tayctte Lo.L 32 35,7 62, Ottawa 37.3 69 32,7
19, Geaugsa LhoJi L9 3L.6 63, Ashtabula  37.1 73 32,0
20, Carroll L0.3 21 35.7 6li, Columbiana 37.1 65 33,0
21, Darke L0.2 27 35.9 65, Delaware 37,0 37 3542
22, Fulton 40,2 33 35,7 66. Licking 37,0 66 32,9
23, Perry 10,1 30 35.8 67. Belmont 36,9 67 32,8
2l;, Union L0,1 39 35.1 63, Allen 36,0 72 32.3
25, lyandot Lo,1 19 36.6 69. ood 36,0 L2 3LeS
256, Logan 39.9 L3 3Le8 70. Athens 35.9 35 35.2
27. Clernont 39.8 21 36,4 71, Erie 35,8 76 31,3
28, Clinton 39.8 36 3542 72, Portage 35,7 70 32,7
29, Gallia 39.8 17 3647 73. Greene 35.6 61 33,
304 Lawrence 3% 6 9 37 6 7Ll-. Lake 35-5 77 3l. 1
31, Herdin 3947 28 35.9 75, Clark 354 7L 31,6
32, Harrison 3945 22 3644 76, Jefferson 35,2 75 31,6
33, Defiance 39.L 38 35.1 77, Trumbull 35,0 79 3045
3L, Henry 39.4 25 3640 70. Richland  3L.8 78 30.5
35, Washington 39,4 18 36417 79. Stark 3l 7 80 30,1
36, llercer 39.3 20 3645 80, Lorain 3.5 81 29¢9
37. Williams 39.3 50 3L.6 81, Butler 342 68 32,7
38, Huron 39.2 51 3Le5 82, Montgomery 33.L 82 29.1
39. Shelby 39,2 29 35.9 83, Lucas 33,2 8l 28,8
L0, Warren 39,2 26 36,0 8ly, Hamilton 33,0 83 28.9
L1, Auglaize 39.0 L6 3.6 85. Summit 32,7 87 28,1
L2, Van Wert 38.8 L5 3.7 86, Mahoning 32,2 85 28,6
L3, Sandusky 38,5 58 33.0 87. Franklin 31,9 86 28,5

Ll Scioto 38,5 3 35.5 88, Cuyahoga  31.1 88 25,6




Table 10, Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years
of Age and 65 Years of Age and Over (Dependent
Fopulation) of Urban Population#, Ohio 1940-1950

State total - 1950 34,7 -~ 1940 28.3

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Greene LO.1 31 32,3 L5, Lake 36,3 60 29,9
2, Lawrence L5.2 2L 32,8 L6, Muskingum 36,3 36 31,9
3, Montgomery  L1.7 69 28,2 L7, Warren 3643 16 33,8
L. Putnam Lo.7 87 0.0 118, Ashland 36,1 L2 31,3
5, Pickaway L0.5 1 36.3 L9, Clark 35.9 53 30.3
6. Fulton 40,3 S 34,8 50. Knox 35,9 58 30,2
7. Highland 39.6 10 3h.h 51, Clinton 35,8 35 31.9
8. Jackson 39.3 b 35,1 52, Fairfield 35,7 30 32,1
9. Preble 39-1 2 3508 530 Mercer 3515 33 .32.2
10, Fayette 39.0 9 34,5 She Wood 35.h 12 34,2
11, Meigs 3809 32 3202 55- Ross 35;3 hl 31ol‘r
12, Defiance 38,4 1 33.9 56, Coshocton 35,2 5L 30.3
13, Auglaigze 38,2 17 33.5 57. Hamilton 35,2 é8 28,2
lho WyaﬂdOt 38 o2 6 314-0 7 58 . Allen 35 ol m—L 310 1
15, Champaign 38,1 7 34,6 59, Ashtabula 35.1 61 29,7
16, Richland 37.9 62 28,9 60, Columbiana 35,1 50 30,7
17. Trumbull 37.8 67 28,14 61, ledina 35.1 55 30,3
18. Carroll 37.8 L5 31,1 62, Licking 3L.9 51 30.5
19, Darke 37.7 13 33.9 63, Portage 3L.9 56 30,3
20, Harrison 37.6 18 33.5 6li, Butler 3.8 L3 31,3
21, Van Wert 37.6 25 32,8 65. Erie 34.5 57 30,2
22, Belmont 37.4 52 30,3 66, Ottawa 343 66 28,5
23, Madison 374 3 35.3 67, Vayne 3L.0 L7 31,1
2k, Lucas 373 70 27,8 68, Mahoning 3347 71 27.7
25, Perry 373 20 33.1 69, Summit 33.5 7l 27.3
26, Hardin 37.2 11 3L.2 70, Franklin 33,2 73 27.4
27. Henry 37.2 15 33.8 71. Lorain 33.1 63 28,7
28, Huron 372 26 32.7 72, Gallia 3243 72 27.6
29, Sandusky 37.2 22 32,9 73, Delaware 3242 8 34,6
30, Shelby 37.2 23 32,9 7. Jefferson 32,0 65 28,5
31, Union 37.2 L8 31.0 75. Cuyahoga 31.2 75 25.4
32, Scioto 371 L6 31,1 76, Athens 27.6 L9 30.9
33, Williams 37,0 Lo 31.5 77« Adams 0.0 16 0.0
3L. Logan 36,9 37 31,7 78, Brouwn 0,0 77 0,0
35, Stark 36,9 el 28,6 79, Clermont 0.0 78 0,0
36, Crawford 36,7 39 31.6 80, Geauga 0.0 79 0.0
37. Hocking 36,7 28 32,5 81, Holmes 0.0 80 . 0,0
38, Tuscarawas 36,6 38 31.7 82, Monroe 0,0 81 0,0
39, Marion 36,5 27 32.7 83, Morgan 0.0 82 0,0
L0, Miami 36,5 34 3242 8li, Morrow 0.0 83 0,0
41, Hancock 36.L 21 33,0 85. Noble 0.0 8l 0,0
k2, Seneca 36,4 19 33,4 86, Paulding 0.0 85 0.0
43, Washington 36,4 29 32.5 87. Pike 0.0 86 0,0
Lli, Guernsey 36,3 59 30,1 88, Vinton 0.0 88 040

# Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 19. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years
of Age and 65 Years of Age and Over (Dependent
Population) of Rural Non Farm Populationst, 1940-1950
Scate total - 1950 33.8% - 19L0 35,5%
County by % Rank % County by % Rank
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940  1%LoO
1. Vinton L5.2 20 3940 LS, lercer Lo L1 3743
2, Hiphlaad L7 8 39.8 L6, Geauga 40,3 6l 35,5
3, Meigs b6 1 39,1 U7. Sandusky 40,3 67 35,2
Y. Wyandot Lh,6 5 L0.5 L8. Ashtabula 40,2 59 36,0
5. Hardin Lh.0 26 38.3 L9, Columbiana L0,2 52 36.5
6. Jackson Lh.o 3 40,6 50, Fairfield L0,2 L6 37.0
7. Adams 43,8 23 38,5 51. Tuscarawas L0,2 51 3€.T
8, Fayette 43,7 6 40,3 52, Athens 0.1 19 39,0
9, Hancock b3.6 L3 37.1 53, Medina Lo.1 57 36.1
10, Williams L3.,6 18 39.1 Sh. Coshocton 40,0 3l 37.8
11, Champaign 3,5 10 39.6 55, Holmes 1;0,0 33 37.9
12, Pike 3.5 7 Lo,2 564 Wayne 10,0 39 37.4
13, lonrone L3.2 31 38,0 57. Guernsey 39,9 65 35,5
1, Gallia h2.,9 1 42,0 58, Harrison 39,8 35 37.8
15, Hocking L2.,9 2l 38.5 59, Licking 39,8 61 36,0
16, Crawford h2.7 29 38.1 60, Scioto 39,3 2 L1.2
17. Logan 2,6 L 37.1 61, Knox 36,7 71 3L.9
18, Putnam L2,6 L2 37.3 62, luskingum 38,6 L8 36,9
19, Brown 42,5 55 36,1 63, Ottawa 38,5 75 3,0
20, Defiance L2.5 22 38,6 6, Jefferson 38,2 72 3..8
21, Noble L2.h 63 35.7 €5, Lorain 37.7 76 33./
22, Shelby e 17 39,1 66, irie 37.5 83 33,0
23, Clinton ll2a3 32 379 670 Ress 37.0 7 33.0
2L, Preble 2,3 11 39.5 68, Allen 36,8 73 3ha3
25, lorgan L2,1 37 37.7 Ay, 1ood 36,5 62 36.0
26, Morrow Le,1 16 39,1 70, Lawrence 36,4 9 39,7
27, Van Uert Lho,1 30 38,1 71. Beluonkt 36,3 n 3.2
28. Carroll 12,0 L5 37.0 72. Portage 357 58 36,1
29, Darke 2,0 25 38,4 73, Clarh 35.6 68 35.1
30, Seneca 42,0 28 38,2 7L, lladison 35,6 27 38,2
31, Jarren 42,0 13 39.3 75. Lake 3449 8L 33.0
32, Union Lb1,9 12 39.5 76, Pickaway  3L.8 n R
33. Delaware 41,8 60 36,0 77. Butler 33,2 38 37.5
3k, Henry h1,7 L9 36.8 78+ Trumbull 31.0 79 33.L
35, Huron L1,7 53 3645 79. Summit 29.9 82 33.1
36, Marion L1.7 Lo 37.3 80, Stark 29,8 80 33.3
37. Paulding Ll.L 36 37.8 81. Richland 29.0 87 30.8
38. Washington Li.L 21 33.8 82, Cuyahoga 28.7 88 29.5
39, Ashland 41,3 sl 36,4 83, Mahoning 277 85 32.
LO. Miami L1,2 15 39.1 8L, Franklin 26,5 69 3.9
41, Perry .1 66 35.5 85. Greene 2L.9 70 349
2, Fulton 41,0 L7 37,0 86, Hamilton 21,3 78 33.4
L3, Auglaize L0,5 56 3642 87. Lucas 19,0 81 33,1
Lli. Clermont Lo L 50 36,7 88, Montgomery 17,7 86 3.6

* Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Teble 20, Lank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years
of Age and 65 Years of Age and Over (Dependent
Population) of Rural Farm Populations, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 39,L% - 19L0 35,5

County by % Ranlk % County by 4 Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Holmes L3,.8 L 40,3 LS. Logan 39,5 37 35,8
2. Gallia hBo)-L 3 }4003 héc Preble 3905 h9 35.2
3, Vinton L3.L 6 Lo.1 47, Ashland 39.4 39 35,6
L, Jackson 13,2 8 39,7 L8, Fulton 39,3 1) 35.0
5. Ross L2,9 7 39.8 L9. Guernsey 39,2 LS 35,5
6., Pike 42,8 2 LoL 50, Jefferson 39,2 L2 35,5
7. Wayne L2,5 22 37.1 51, Defiance 39.1 32 36,0
8. Scioto L2k LY 0,2 52, Pickaway 39.1 87 30,3
9. liorgan L2,2 15 38.5 53. Wyandot 39,1 27 36.5
10. Athens L2.1 38 35,7 5l,, Fairfield 39,0 3l 35,9
11. Hocking Lh2.1 10 39,5 55. Shelby 39,0 23 36,9
12, lieigs L1,9 12 39.0 55, Hardin 38,9 L7 35,3
13, Lawrence 41,8 -1 404 57. Henry 38,9 26 36,5
1h, Adaus L1.6 9 39.5 58, Sandusky 38.9 62 3L.5
15, lionroe L1.5 11 9.3 59, Allen 38,7 60 3L, 7
16, Paulding Lh1,3 33 36,0 60, Clark 38,7 Lo 35,6
17. Perry 11,2 16 38,1 61, Auglaize 38,6 61 3L,5
18, Noble L1.0 13 39,0 62, Clermont 38.6 30 36,1
19, Crawford L0.9 L8 35,2 63, Delaware 38,5 55 35,0
20, Geauga L0.6 66 3L0 éli, Erie 38.3 79 32,6
21, Madison L0.6 85 31,1 65, ichland 38,3 50 35,2
22, Washington L0.6 14 39,0 66 Trumbull 38,3 77 33.0
23. Putnam L0.5 17 37.2 67. Ashtabula 38,1 73 33,2
2l;, Bclmont L0.3 2h 36,6 68, Van Wert 38,1 51 35,2
25. Huron 40,3 36 35.8 69, Hancock 38,0 N 33.2
26, Carroll L0,.2 21 3742 70, Portage 38,0 80 32.5
27, Champaign 40,2 52 35.1 71, Lorain 37.8 83 31.5
28, Coshocton L0.2 25 36.6 72, Williams 37.8 59 34.8
29, Mercer 40,2 20 37.5 73+ Wood 37.7 67 34.0
30, lMuskingum 10,2 18 37.7 7L, Medina 37.5 81 32,1
31, Harrison 40,1 L1 35.6 75, liiami 3742 75 33,2
32, Tuscarawas L0.1 29 36,2 76, Warren 36.9 58 3h.3
33, Union Lo.1 65 3L.1 77. Lucas 36,7 6L 34,2
3L, Clinton 40,0 5l 35,0 78+ Greene 3645 72 33.3
35, Darke 39,9 53 35.1 79. Montgomery 36,4 82 32,0
36, Morrow 39.9 Luh 35.5 80. Franklin 363 78 32,7
37. Colwsbiana 39,8 31 36,0 g1, Butler 36,2 71 33,5
38, Stark 39.7 53 3h.5 82, Ottawa 36,2 76 33,0
39, Brown 39,6 19 37.6 83, Marion 35.9 68 33.9
L0, Fayette 39,6 L6 35.4 8L, Mahoning  35.8 70 33.6
41, Highland 39.6 35 35.8 85, Lake 35.4 86 30,6
2, Licking 39.6 57 35,0 86, Summit 3l.8 8L 31.2
L3, Seneca 39,6 28 36,3 87. Hamilton  3L.7 69 33.6
LkL, Knox 39,5 L3 35,6 88, Cuyzhoga  31.3 88 30,0

% Based on 1950 definition of Urban,



Table 21. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio** for Persons 20-24 Years of
Age of Total Population, Ohio, 1S40-1950

State Ratio 1950 - 91.0 - Ratio 1940 - 96,8

County by Ratic Rank Ratio County Ratio Rank Ratio
Ra.k 1£50 1550 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940

1. Ross 136.1 s 128.1 45, Warren ch.2 55 103.1

2. Athens 135.3 N 100.3 L6, Fayette 9k.1 L7 105.3

3. Richland 123.1 1 5.5 L7. Licking $3.9 57 102.8

k. Portage 122.3 22 l12.4 L8, Shelby $2.9 9 119,6

5. Hardin 118.7 L5 105.5 L9, Sandusky 92,1 65 100.1

6. Wood 11h.7 59 102.7 50, Paulding ¢2.0 10 117.3

7. Munroe 112.6 16 115.2 5Ll. Ottowa 51.0 30 109.8

8. Murrow 112.0 18 113.9 52, Tuscarawas Y1.2 50 10%,7

9, Vinton 167.2 5 125.8 53. Crawford cl.l 38  107.9
10. Knox 106.7 58 102.7 54. Guernsey 91.1 17 115.0
11. Madison 106.7 8 119.8 55. Lawrence ¢l.l k2 106.0
12. Delaware 106.6 35 108.6 56. Jackson G0.9 46 105.5
13. Mercer 106.3 5 124 .6 57. Lucas 90 b4 86 894
14. Greene 106.0 2 137.2 58. Preble g0.2 4 115.9
15. Henry 105.9 29 110,5 59. Meigs $0.0 27 111.3
16, Putnam 105.3 31 10%.5 60, Jefferson  89.9 68 99.4
17. Wyandot 103.9 26 112.0 61, Muskingum 89.8 79 92.9
18. Brown 103.2 32 109.4 62, Champaign  89.6 67 59.4
1S. Clinton 102.5 52 103.8 63. Van Wert 8%.3 72 98.7
20, Carroll 100,0 2k 112.0 64. Erie 89.0 37 108.0
21. Holmes 99.7 28 111.0 65. Hancock 88.9 63 100 .4
22, Clermont 99.2 23 112.2 66. Mahoning 88.8 61 100.8
23. Harrison 99.0 33 109.1 67. Columbiana 88,6 73 98.1
24, Pickaway 8.7 12 116.6 68. Adams 88.0 3k 108.7
25, Wayne 98.5 51 10k.1 69, Medina 87.8 25 112.0
26. Huron U8k 39 107.5 70. Fairfield 87.4 h 647
27. Franklin 08.2 87 88.8 71l. Geauga 87.2 7 122,54
28, Noble 9745 15 115.7 72. Highland 87.2 75 96.7
29. Defiance 97.8 Lo 106.9 73. Stark 87.1 7 93.9
30. Hocking 97.8 13 116.3 Th, Clark 86.9 81 924
31. Seneca 97.8 43 106.0 75. Allen 86.0 78 93.8
32. Lorain 97.3 53 103.5 76. Williams 86.0 kg 105.0
33. Perry 97«2 11 116.9 77. Belmont 85.6 62 100 .4
34, Ashland 97.1 76 96.6 78. Cuyahoga 85.2 83 90.5
35. Butler 7.1 80 92,7 79. Lake 84,8 54 103.1
3¢ Pike G7.0 3 131.5 80. Summit 8.6 8L 90.k4
37. Auglaize 96.3 20 113.4 81. Marion Bl L 70 99.1
38. leshington 96.2 71 98.9 82. Coshocton  84.2 Ll 105.7
39. Gallia 96.0 418 105.3 83. Hamilton 83.9 88 85.7
40. Morgan 95.6 21 113,1 84, Trumbull 83.9 66 99.9
L1. Ashtabula 95.5 L1 106.7 85. Montgomery 83.6 85 90.2
L2, Darle 95.5 36 108.5 86. Miami 83.2 56  102.9
3. Logan 95.0 6y 99.1 87. Secioto 83.1 82 9L.2
L, Fuiton ok .4 19 113.5 88. Union 81.7 60  102.2

*¥ Nunber of Males per 100 Females



Toble 22. Ronk of Counties by Sex Ratio** for Persons 20-24 Years of Age
of Urbon Population¥*, Qhio, 1940-1950

State Ratic 1950 - 88.0 - Ratio 1940 - 89.6

County by Ratio  Ramk Ratio County by Retio Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1050 1940 19ke
1, Athens 166.6 73 79.6 45, Pickaway 83.4 12 96.6
2. Portage 130.3 55 86.2 46, Hamilton 83.3 58 8L.6
3, Hardin 130.0 75 76.6 47. Mercer 83.3 23  93.6
L, Wood 125.6 71 80.1 48, Montgomery 83.3 49 8747
5. Delaware 107.1 40 0.0 LY. Lawrence 83.2 16 95.0
6. Greene 103.4 1 157.4 50. Allen 82,9 53 8649
7. Butler 100.6 L1 89.8 51. Champaign 82.8 56 85.7
8. Wyondot 9.3 61 83.8 52. Licking 824 13 95.9
9. Franklin 98.7 52 87.0 53. Shelby 81.8 9 98.2
10. Defiance 98.2 28 o1.4 54. Marion 81,1 20 9h,3
11, Werren 98.2 57 849 55+ Trumbull 8l.1 35  90.4
12. Lorain 9749 1k 95.8 56. Muskingum 80,7 63  82.4
13. Senece 95.4 19 ch.6 57. Knox 80.4 €0 83.9
1%, Ashland 951 68 81.2 58, Union 9.7 43 89.k4
15. Ashtabula 94.9 21 ok.2 5% Fulton 78.7 59 83.9
16. Huron ok.8 36 90.2 60. Jackson 78.7 17 k.9
17. Clinton 9.5 33 90,6 61l. Guernsey 78.6 10 96.9
18. Washington ok.5 66 8L.7 62, Fairfield 78.5 67 81.3
19, Hocking 9249 27 91.8 63. Belmont 78.3 48 87.8
20. Henry 92,8 4 76.7 64. Gallia 78.2 22 ok.2
21. Uayne 90,6 72 79.7 65. Williams 7.7 50  87.
22, Logan 9042 54 86.3 66. Ven Wert 76.8 51 87.1
23. Lucas 89.9 L2 89.4 67. Preble 76.2 2 107.1
2k, Madison 89.2 15 95.3 68, Miami 76.1 18 oh,8
25. Auglaize 88.7 L 106.0 6S. Medins 75.1 Ll o2
26. Sendusky 88.4 34 90.6 70. Scioto 4.6 65 81.7
27. Jefferson 88.1 2¢ 9Lk 71. Highland 73.1 64 82.1
28. Perry 87.7 7 100.3 72, Meigs 7340 3 106.2
29. Mehoning 87.6 8 99.5 73. Carroll 70.8 69  81.1
30. Ross 87.3 70  81.0 74, Coshocton 70.6 24  93.3
31, Clark 86.3 37 90.1 75. Putnom 66.9 87 0.0
32, Crawford 86.3 25 93.1 76. Harrison 64.8 6 100.8
33. Richland 86.2 30 Ol.4 7. Adams 0.0 76 0.0
34. Ottawa 85.8 62 83.7 78. Brown 0.0 7 0.0
35. Stark 85.5 32 90,8 79. Clermont 0.0 78 0.0
36. Fayette 85,3 11 96.6 80. Geauga 0,0 79 0.0
37, Cuyahoge. 85.1 39 90.1 81, Holmes 0.0 80 0.0
38. Tuscarawas 8.7 26 92,7 82. Monroe 0.0 81 0.0
39. Darke 84.6 31 90.8 83, Morgan 0,0 82 0.0
4o, 1ake 8h.6 5 102,5 84, Morrow 0.0 83 0.0
41. Columbiana 84.5 38 90.1 85. Noble 0.0 8k 0.0
L2, Hancock 8h.L L7 88.3 86. Paulding 0.0 85 0.0
43, Erie 8k .0 45 89.2 87. Pike 0,0 86 0.0
4, Sumit 83.6 46  88.8 88. Vinton 0.0 88 0,0

** Number of Males Per 100 Females
* Based on 1950 definition of urban



Table 23. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio¥*¥ for Persons 20-24 Years

of Age of Rural Nonfarm Population¥*, Ohio 1940-1950

State Rutio 1950 - 92.4 - Ratio 1940 99.1

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1550 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950  1Sk0 140
1, Richland 233.8 1 335.7 L5. Seneca 88.9 30 ¢8.8
2, Ross 161 .4 2 223.0 46, Delaware 88.7 45 65,1
3. Inox 12k 28 9945 47. Huron 88.5 31 98.7
L. Madison 110.6 ko 9642 48, Ashland 88,0 76 88.6
5. Greene 105.9 16 10k.y L3, Jefferson 88,0 25 100.5
6. Licuing 106.6 72 89.3 50. Marion 88.0 62  ¢1.0
7. Portage 10k.9 Ll G5.3 51. Athens 87.9 13 106.2
8. Vayne 10k,3 52 93.6 52, Jackson 87.8 50  93.9
9. Mercer 104.2 19 103.7 53. Scioto 87.3 69  89.7
10. Fayette 102,7 10 111.3 54, Shelby 87.3 b oo12h,.1
11. Hardin SN 27 100,3 55, Columbiana 87.1 38 96.v
12. Putnam 9.1 82 84,6 56. Hamilton 87.1 57 91.8
13. Henry 98.8 Lo 93.9 57. Champaign 87.0 48 94,8
1. Piciawvey 98.6 L6 95.0 58. Darke 86.9 65 89.9
15, Morrow 97.9 88 8.7 59. Auglaize 86.4 59  9l.6
16. lcble 97.5 36 97.3 60. Mahoning 86,k 42 95,5
17. Erie 97.1 3 137.4 61, Carroll 85.9 39 96.6
18. Harrison 97.0 8l 83.9 62. Stark 85,4 74 8S.1
1Y. Clermout 95.8 73 8s.1 63. Fairfield 85.3 21 101.8
20. Cliuton 95.5 7 88.2 64, Crawford 85.0 43 95,7
2l. Logan 95.0 75 89.0 65. Preble 85.0 78  87.4
22, Perry o7 7 11k, 66, Washington 84,7 63  90.8
23. Monroe 9349 53 93.1 67. Lawrence 84,2 29  99.5
24, Gallia 93.4 17 104.6 68. Miami 83.8 81 85.2
25, Fulton 93.1 L1 96.1 69. Pike 83.8 8 113.6
26, Guernsey V2.7 11 110.0 70. Meigs 83.5 5L 93.7
27. Cuyahoga 92.5 23 100.6 71. Lake 83.4 60  91.3
28, Muskingum 2.3 67 89.9 72. Defiance 83.2 5 123.2
2¢. Hocking 92,0 9 113.4 73. Morgan 83.1 55  92.b
30. Tuscarawas 92.0 22 101.4 4. Warren 82,9 37 97.1
31, Viaton 91.8 12 106.6 75. Brown 82.2 80 86,1
32, Holmes 01.6 66 89.9 76. Butler 82.2 7% 86,3
33. Van Uert 91.3 2L 100.6 77. Hancock 81.9 56  92.3
3k, Lucas 91.0 87 79,0 78. Clark 81.5 86 79.0
35. Paulding 90.6 33 97.8 79, Montgemery — 81.3 6Lt 90.4
36. Belmont 90.4 14 105.2 80. Ashtabula 80.8 68 89.

37. Franklin 50.1 61 91.2 8l. Medina 7945 5k 92.4
38. Lorain 89.7 35 97.3 82. Trumbull 794 26 100.k
39. Ottowa 89.7 15 105.1 83. Coshocton 7.1 20 103.3
40, Sumit 89.6 3k 97.8 8, Highland 16.7 71 89.4
41, fllen 89.5 32 984 85, Williams 76.1 70  89.7
k2, Wyandot 89.4 6 121.9 86. Geauga 75.9 85 T9.7
43, Yood 89.3 L7 b9 87. Adams 7349 83 83.9
4, Sandusky 89.0 58 91.8 88, Union 65.1 18 .0h.1

** Nunber of Males per 100 Females

* Based on 1950 deflnition of urban.



Table 24. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio** for Persons 20-24 Years of Age
of Rural Form Population,¥ Ohio, 1940-1950

State Ratio 1950 - 118.9 - Ratio 1940 - 138.5

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Renk 1950 1950 1940  1gho
1 Muskingum 16,5 30 1hk.5 45, Hancock 118.8 59  132,0
2. Richland 143.0 13  153,8 L6, Williams 118,7 54 134.3
3. Carroll 142.9 27 15,7 474 Meigs 118,k 65  130.7
i, Horrison 138.6 9 159,1 L8, Perry 118,k L1 137.5
5. Lawrence 137+3 69  129.8 L9, Seneca 117.9 L3 137.3
6. Coshocton 136.3 79 124,0 50. Athens 117.1 47 136.3
7+ Morrow 133.7 22 1hk7.6 51. Van Wert 117.1 85 11h.4
8. Mshoning 133.0 16 151.7 52. Shelby 116.8  2¢  145.3
§. Clinton 131.7 57 132.9 53. Ashland 116.6 46  136.7
10, Jefferson 131.4 15 152.9 54, Hocking 116.4 24 146.6
11, Brown 131.0 61  131.,8 55, Pike 116,420  148.3
12. Vinton 131.0 17 150.5 56. Darke 116.2 68  130.0
13, Medina 129.6 12 154.4 57. Crawford 116.1 6 161.9
1k. Portage 129.2 1 179.6 58, Summit 115.9 8l  123.5
15. Monroe 125.0 70 129.5 59. Hardin 115.6 53  135.0
16. Hamilton 128.9 88 106.8 60. Belnont 11345 Tl 1374
17. Licking 128.0 52 135.2 61. Geauga 112.4 2 169.3
18, Trumbull 127.9 7 160.7 62. Franklin 12,1 ko 137.5
1. Auglaize 127.6 35  140.0 63. Morgen 112.0 62  13Ll.6
20. Ashtabula  127.0 L 166.0 64, Lucas 111.9 31  1hl.6
21. Putnom 127.0 60  13L.9 65. Montgomery 111.9 66  130.7
22. Jackson 126.7 25 146.1 66. Defiance 111.2 64  130.9
23. Mercer 125,7 14 153,k 67. Sandusky 110.2 76 128,0
2k, Deloware 125.3 ks 136.9 68. Miami 109.8 26  146,1
25, Ross 124,02 75 128.6 69. Butler 109.7 71 129.3
26. Wyandot 124.6 Wi 137.2 70, Clermont 109.1 10  158.7
27+ Pickaway 124,5 39 137.7 T, Voyne 106.1 11 156.3
28, Varren 124.5 67 130.3 72. Preble 108.0 23  1hb.7
29. Guernsey 124,1 8 159.3 T3« Greene 107.9 19 1ho.4
30. Scioto 123.2 Lo  135.6 T4, Ottawa 107.6 48  135.6
3i. Fairfield  122.9 51  135.3 75. Fayette 106.7 86  113.4
32. Heary 122.8 37 139.2 76. Union 106,6 87 107.9
33. Tuscarawas 122.6 5 163.h4 77. Holmes 106,0 7 125.1
34, Huron 122,4 21 148.0 78. Champaign 10k.5 82  118.9
35. Knox 122,3 56  133.0 79. Logan 103.8 80  12k.0
364 Wood 122,0 38  138.2 80. Adams 103.2 58 132,56
37. Lorain 121.8 3 167.9 81, Fulton 103.2 52 133.2
38. Columbjana  121.7 36 139.5 82. Erie 102.7 18  150.0
39. Stark 121.0 33  140.5 83. Marion 100.0  Th  128.7
40, Gallia 120.2 83 116.2 8k, Noble 98.3 72 129.0
41, Weshington 120.2 73 129.0 85. Allen 98,1 78  124.9
k2, Madison 120.1 28  145,6 86. Lake 97.1 32  1h40.7
43. Clark 119.8 63  13L.4 &7. Paulding 95.1 3%  140.1
th, Highland  119.0 8l 115,7 88, Cuyahoga oh,l 50  135.3

** Number of Males Per 100 Females
¥ Based op 1950 definition of urban



Table 25. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio*¥* for Persons 65 Years of Age
and Over of Total Population,-Ohio, 194%0-1950

State Ratio 1950 - 89,1 - Ratic 1940 - 92,9

county by Ratio Rankk  Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1.Pike 124.7 2 117,.8 45, Hardin ol 4 25 103.3
2, Jefferson 111.7 17  106.0 L6, Auglaize ch,3 47 100.0
3, Adoms 107.7 6 113.3 47, Ross 93.7 46  100.3
L, Geauga 107.4 1 123.8 48, Ashtabula 93.5 42 100.6
5. Perry 106,9 12 109.0 49, Preble 93.5 48 99.6
6. Vinton 106.2 29 103.1 50. Logan 93.2 4 100,5
7. Trunbull 105.8 2L 103.7 51. Huron 93.0 58 97.2
8. Holmes 105.3 L 11k.0 52, Highland 92.5 72 93.4
9. Morgan 104.9 31  102.¢ 53. Crawford 92.4 60 9.8
10. Henry 10k,7 18  105.8 54, Delaware 92,2 39  100.3
11l. Monroe 04,7 32 102.8 55. Fulton 92.0 4o 9945
12. Morrow 103.0 8 110.4 56, Fairfield 91,9 3 96.6
13« Mercer 102.9 3 11k.5 57. Fayette 91.6 55 97.8
ik, Paulding 102,38 5  113.4 58. Licking 91,6 61 96.8
15« Guernsey 102,1 14 107.7 59, Clinton 91.3 71 9345
16. Noble 101.7 7T 112.7 60, Wyandot 91.2 37 10L.6
1T. Portage 101.7 33  102.6 61l. Darke 90.7 23  104.1
18, Belmont 100.8 20  10h4.7 62. Stark 90.2 79  91.6
19, Hocking 100.8 21  10L.k 63. Lake 90.1 65 96.1
20, Putnam 100.7 10 109.1 64. Summit 8.6 83 90 .0
21, Jackson 100.1 59 97.1 65. Erie 89,k 77 92.8
22, Meigs 100.1 19 105,11 66, Warren 89.k 50 9942
23. Ottawa 100.1 9  109.k4 67. Williams 89.1 56 9746
2L, Lawrence o0t L5 100.4 68. Knox 89,0 69 ol &
25, Union 99 3 38 101.0 69. Columbiona 88.9 76 92.9
26, Madison 99,1 15  107.0 70. Allen 88.2 43 100.5
27. Champaign 98.8 26  103.2 71, Greene 88.0 70 Ol o1
28. Mahoning 8,4 Lo  100.8 72+ Richland 88.0 85 88.k4
2Y. Brown 97.5 53 98.3 73. Muskingum 87.8 80 91.0
30. Carroll 97.0 11 109.0 74, Sencca 87.8 82  90.7
3l.Tuscarawas 96.4 52 98.4 75. Van Wert 87.2 35  102.h
32. Gallia 96.3 28 103.1 76, Butler 86.8 75 93.0
33. Defiance 96.2 57 97.2 77+ Marion 86.8 68 9.5
34k, Medina 96.0 22  104.3 78. Sandusky 86.8 66 96,1
35. Athens 95.6 30 103,0 79. Cuyahoga 86.6 86 85.2
36. Piekavay 95.5 27  103.2 80. Clark 85.3 Th 9342
37. Lorain 95 1t 51 98.9 81. Hancock 85.2 5% 979
38. Shelby 95,4 41 100.7 82, Ashland 85.1 67 95.0
39. Scioto 95.1 62 96,8 83, Lucas 85.0 8L  90.8
40. Coshocton 95.0 16 106.1 8l. Miami 849 78 92.1
41, Harrison 9540 34 102.5 85, Washington 84,9 63 9648
k2. Wayne ok,8 73 93,4 86. Montgomery Sk 8L 89.4
43. Clermont ok.6 36 101.6 87. Franklin 79.3 87  8l.0
by, Wood ok .6 13 108.2 88. Hamilton 75 .0 88  76.7

¥ Number Males Per 100 Females



Table 26,

Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio¥¢ for Persons 65 Years of
Age and Over of Urban ropulation®, Ohio, 19L0-1950

State - 1950 Ratio 81,1 - 1940 Ratio 82,0
County by Ratio  Rank  Ratlo County by Ratio  Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Jefierson 9843 3 9L.1 L5, luskingum  76.L 57 .
2, Trumbull 96,7 1l 8043 L6, Frankl%n 76,3 61 ;2.%
3, liahoning 9543 2 9546 L7, Fairfield 76.1 65 75.6
i Henry 90,7 L9 7949 148, Herdin 76,0 29 83,3
5, llercer 6842 1 103.0 49, Columbisna 75,7 50 79,0
6., Lorain 87.6 9 90.5 50. Putnam 75.3 87 0.0
7o Sumilt 86,6 2k Bli,6 51, Carroll 7h.3 73 71.0
8. Belmont 86,2 10 89.9 52, Greene 74,0 68 7269
9. Cuyahoga 86,0 28 8349 53, Van Wert  73.9 14 87,8
10, Wood 85,7 20 85.L 5h. Wyandot 73.7 L2 81k
11, Leke 8545 12 88.5 55. Sandusky  73.6 66 The7
12. Guernsey 8L 7 6 9242 56, Coshocton 73,5 8 91.2
13, Portage 8L 7 35 82,4 57. Hamilton  73.5 67 73.3
14, Defiance 8l1e3 33 8249 58, Hrncock 73.1 26 8l1,0
15, Union 8Le3 6L 1547 59, Knox 72,9 71 71.6
16, Stark 8l142 21 8543 60, Highland 72.8 59 76.8
17, Madison 83.9 39 8l.7 61, Erie 72,7 58 77.1
18, Crawford 83,3 18 85.7 62, Ashland 72,6 31 82,9
19, Tuscarawas 83.2 27 8L.0 63, Gallia 72,2 L 80,0
20, Jackson 83.1 3l 82,5 6ly, Pickaway 72,1 L3 81.1
21, Lucas 03,0 13 8643 65, Miami 70,6 ol 7844
22, Meigs 82,9 5 9247 (6, Williams 70,6 53 7848
23, Ashtabula 82,1 17 8644 67, Clinton 70.3 7l 7042
2, Champaign 81,8 32 8249 63, Fulton 7043 72 71.1
25, Huron 81,2 55 7845 69, lledina 7042 Lo 81,7
26, Montgomery 81.2 30 83,1 70, Warren 70.1 Ll 808
27, Auglaize 01l.1 36 82.3 71, Delaware 69,0 70 7149
28, Perry 50,8 L 93,0 72, Ross 68,8 L6 80e1
29, Butler 8043 25 8loli 73. Preble Sl 60 7648
30. Richland 80,0 63 7640 7h. Washington 67.6 56 7840
31, Scioto 79.9 Ll 8l.l 75, Harrison 65,3 75 694l
32, Shelby 798 L5 80,6 76, Darke 63.5 69 72.1
33, Lawrence 7947 38 81.8 77. Adams 0,0 76 0.0
3L, Licking 7902 37 81,9 78, Brown 0,0 17 0.0
35, Clark 79,1 23 Blia7 79, Clermont 0.0 78 060
36, Ottawa 79,0 11 89,2 80. Geauga 0,0 79 0e0
37, Marion 78.9 22 85.1 81, Holmes 0.0 80 060
38. Allen 78,1 15 8748 82, lonroe 0,0 81 0.0
39, Wayne 7840 62 76.1 83, Morgan 0,0 82 060
L0. Seneca 773 L7 80.1 8, lMorrow 0e0 83 D40
L1, Fayette 7649 19 85.L 85, Noble 0,0 8L, 0.0
L2, Hocking 76,8 52 7849 86, Paulding 0,0 85 0.0
L3, Logan 76,6 51 7940 87, Pike 0,0 86 0.0
» Athens 764l 7 91.3 £8. Vinton 0.0 88 0,0

*¥% Number males per 100 femnles
# Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 27,

19,0-1950

Rank of Counties by Sex Ratios¢ for Persons 65 Years
of Age ard Over of Rural

fonfarm Population#, Ohio

State - 1950 Ratio 99.0 - 1940 Ratio 96.0

County by

natio

Rank

Ratio

County by Ratio Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950  19k0 1940
1, Cuyahoga 135,1 1 130,7 L5, Richland 97,0 22 102,9
2, Jefferson 122,8 3 115,6 Lé. llonigomery 96,7 11 109.3
3. Erie 119, 25 102.3 L7, Union 96,2 62 91.5
Ly, Lorain 117.0 1k 108,0 L8, Hamilton 96,1 68 90.5
5. Trumbull 116,5 i 114,8 L9, Wayne 96,0 5, 93,1
6, Belmont 115,8 9 111.3 50, Liciking 95.8 53 93,8
7. Scioto 115.3 13 108,6 51, Ottawa 95,8 32 100.9
8. Lawrence 113.7 2l 102,5 52, Hancock 95.4 L8 95.0
9., Tuscarawas 112,9 19 105.6 53, Madison 9L, 8 an 91.0
10, Perry 111.L 33 100,8 5L, Huron SIS 7L 884 5
11, Columbiana  110,0 0 99.1 55. Geauga 9L, 5 39 99, 3
12, Jackson 108,7 18 105.9 56, Adams ohL 80 ELa0
13, Fayette 107.7 30 101.3 57. Champaign 93,7 Ll 97.2
1, Hocking 1064 5 1134 53, Auglaize  93.L 56 92,7
15, Pike 1056.3 60 91.7 59, Muskineum 93,2 70 9041
15, Ross 106,3 é5 90.8 60. Wyandot 93,0 67 9047
17. Guernsey 106,1 34 100.5 61, Ashtabula 92,5 L3 97.3
18, Lucas 106.0 29 101,5 62, Meigs 92,1 71 89.9
19, Coshocton 105.8 23 102.7 63, Harrison 92,0 28 101.9
20, Summit 105,1 7 113.3 él;, Holmes 91.8 63 91,2
21, Portage 104.8 L7 95.3 65, Greene 91,7 55 92,8
22, Pickaway 10L.5 2 118,0 66, Shelby 91,7 50 9L.6
23, Mahoning 04,1 10 105.9 67. Clinton 91,5 8l 80,9
2L, Hardin 103,8 26 102,2 68, Preble 91.L 69 90.4
25, Allen 103.5 6 113.3 69. Lake 91,1 61 91.6
26, Stark 103,2 L9 9L, 8 70. Ashland 90.9 81 82,3
27, Henry 102,8 20 104.5 71, Paalding 90,7 52 93.9
28, Clark 102.L 36 99,8 72. Warren 90,7 65 90.8
29, Franklin 102,2 35 100.1 73. Vinton 89,8 79 85,7
30, Crawiford 101,9 8 113.2 The Wood 89.6 12 108, 7
31, liarion 101.L 27 102,2 75, Darke 89.0 hl 98,4
32, Mercer 101,0 31 101.0 76, Gallia 8.9 76 87,
33, Butler 100,2 16 10643 77, Williams 87,9 85 80.5
34, Carroll 99.1 15 1074 78. Brown 87.7 87 76,5
35, Defiance 98.5 83 81.1 79, ¥Fulton 87.6 73 89,0
36, Sandusky 98.3 21 103.7 80, Knox 8743 59 91.9
37, Miami 98,0 51 oL.5 81, Van Wert 86,7 58 92.4
38, Athens 97.8 17 106,2 82, lorrow Bliolt 57 92,5
39, Delaware 97.2 38 99.1 83, Morgan 8L.1 88 T1l.L
L0, Medina 97.2 L2 98.0 8l;, Noble 83,6 82 81.6
L1. Putnam .2 L6 96,0 85, Highland  83.0 78 86.0
L2, Seneca gg.l 75 87.9 86, Washington £83.0 77 86,8
L3, Fairfield 97,0 37 99,7 87, Clermont 82,9 72 89,5
L, Logan 97,0 L5 96,3 88, lMonroe 81.8 86 79.0

*% Number males per 100 females

* Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 28.

opulations, Ohio

Rank of Counties by Sex Ratiow# for Persons 65 Years
of Age and Uver of Lural Farm P

1940-1950
State - 1950 latio 127,2 - 1940 Ratio 132.2

County by Ratio Rank  Ratio County by Ratio  Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 19540 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Jefterson 152.7 66 126, 7 L5, idami 126, 140,
2, Pike 149.5 9 15,9 L6, Harrison 126.3 % 1%0.3
3, Lahoning 2,7 25 136,9 L7. Delaware 125,9 27  136.7
li, Hocking 10,1 5L 129,2 L8. Crawford 125.8 71 124L.5
5, Charpaign  139,6 12 11,6 U9, Van Vert 125.5 L7 132.3
6. Swmmit 139.6 8 46,2 50, Clinton  125,2 18 139,7
7. liorgan 138.9 3L 13L.6 51. Auglaize 12L.,9 26 136,8
8. Scioto 138,0 Ll 133.4 52, Pickaway 12,9 87 115,
o, Villiams 137.6 11 k9 53, Liclking  12L.7 Ly 1327
10, lionroe 137.k4 72 1263 Sli, Wyandot — 12L,7 22 138.L
11, Highland 137.2 85 117.9 55. Knox 12,0 67 1251
12, Ross 137.1 7 7.0 56, ilovle 12k 30 135,.7
13. Geauga 136.9 ) 152,5 57. Washington 123.9 52 129,5
1;, Paulding 136.4 5 149.8 5¢, Holmes 123.6 13 10,7
15, Ottawa 1351 Lo 133.4 59, Cuyahoga 123,1 81 120,1
16, Ashtabula 135,9 39 133.5 60, Stark 122.9 45 132.5
17, Erie 135.5 2l 137.0 61, Wood 122,9 38 133.6
16, Trumbull 13L.9 21 138, 6 62, Hancock 122.8 16 1404
19, lorrow 134.6 L9 131,6 63, Butler 122,56 42 133.3
20, Tuscarawas  13L.5 17 140.0 6, Clermont 122.6 80 120.3
21, Lawrence 13L4 73 123,6 65, Clark 122.5 28 136.5
22, Medina 133.7 L6 132,15 66, Lorain 122,5 51 129,7
23, Columbiana 132,4 35 134,0 67, Fairfield 122.4 62 127.L
2L, Greene 132,2 36 133.7 66 Montgomery 121,8 76 122,6
25, Hamilton 132,0 2 15L.6 69. Franklin 121,7 31 135.L
26, Jackson 1316 82 119.0 70, Luces 121.0 48 132.1
27. Adams 131.L 3 154,0 71, TFulton 120.3 61 127.8
28, Madison 131.3 1 163.4 72. Huron 120,3 10 145.2
29, Shelby 131,3 33 135,2 73, Preble 120.0 58  128.0
30, Athens 131,2 88 113,9 7k, Seneca 119,1 7h 123.1
31, Perry 131,2 32 135,4 75. Henry 118,9 70 12L.6
32, Portage 131,2 15 140,.5 76. Ashland 117.8 60 127,08
33, Wayne 131.1 70 121,0 77. Fayette  117,5 86  116,6
3. Guernsey 131,0 19 139,56 70, Warren 117.5 57  128,7
35, Belmoat 130,7 29 135,8 79. Allen 116.5 20  139.L4
36, Vinton 129,6 83 119.0 80, Logan 116.1 L3 133.3
37, Hardin 128.9 53 129,3 @1, Carroll  115,9 37 133,6
38, Coshocton  128,3 68 126,0 82, lercer 115.7 50  131.5
39, Defiance 128,0 59 127,9 83, Putnam 115,7 55 129,2
40, Gallia 128,0 56 128.7 8li, Brown 115,5 77 122,2
41, Richland 127.8 8L 118.9 85, Sandusky 115,2 6  149,8
L2, Meigs 127.7 75 123.,0 86, Union 11h,8 69  125,2
43, lluskingum  127,7 6L 127.1 87, Lake 113.6 63  127.1

o Darke 127,3 23 137,k 88, Marion 112,2 65 112,2

¢ Number males per 100 females

¥* Nasad on 1950 definition of Urhan



Table 29, Rank of Counties by Perceat 16-17 Year Olds Enrolled
in School of Total Population, Chio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 81,4% - 1940 79,04

Rank 1950 1950 194o 1940 Rank 1950 1950  1%Lo 1793;0
1, Union 90,7 7 8L.6 L5, Athens 81,7 66 72,5
2, "lwod 90.7 17 €245 L6, Columbiana 1,3 30 79.6
3, Washington 90,2 56 75.1 L7, Sendusky 81,1 21 81.5
li, Henry 8{3.7 65 72,6 LS, Clark 60,9 L5 76,6
5, Van Vert 8C.7 26 30.6 L9, Butler 80,7 21 0.7
6, Delience 8843 37 78,0 50, caulding  80.6 6l 72.7
7. Fulton 87.9 31 79.6 51, Monroe 80, 68 71,0
8, ledina 87.0 6 85,2 52, Morrow 80.2 1k 83,1
9, Trumbull 87.0 19 82,0 53. Bel.ont 79.8 Lo 77.3
10, lencock 66,9 5 85.L 5L, Darke 79.8 61 734
11, Preble €6.5 32 7945 55. Franklin 79,8 51 75.5
12, Miami 86,4 27 80,3 56, Wayne 79.5 36 78.1
13, Williams 85.L4 L3 7649 57, Hardin 794 Ly 76,8
14, Ashland 86,1 39 7745 S8, Montgomery 79,1 3L 78,

15, Putnam 85.8 76 6744 59, Richland 78,9 L9 76.1
16, Huron 85.7 18 82,1 60, Hocking 78,6 70 70,1
17. Sumit 85,6 2 8746 61, Perry 78.1 63 7249
18, ILucas 85.5 20 81.8 62, Hamilton  77.6 3 76,3
19, Enox 85,4 29 7949 63, Champaign 77,2 55 75.1
20, Ottawa 85.3 L6 7645 6, Coshocton 771 57 75.0
21, Lake 85,2 8 84,0 55, Mercer 77.1 75 69,0
22, Lorain 85,2 3 86,1 66, Tuscarawas 77.1 33 79,2
23, Cuyahoga 8L.7 13 83.1 67, Highland 76,9 52 75.5
2li, Jefferson €7 35 78,6 68, luskingum  76.5 71 70,0
25, Noble 8li.7 23 80,8 69, Guernsey 76,1 59 o7
26, Mahoning 83 10 8347 70, Morgan 7546 5k 5.4
27, Portage Ely,2 L 06.2 71, Geauga 7540 L7 76,4
28, Auglaize 83.6 38 779 72, Jackson The6 72 69,

29, Carroll £3.5 60 7.2 73. Fairfield 7h.h 67 71.0
30. LiCking 8305 50 75-6 7}4' Ross 72#.1 79 65'8
31, Wyandot 83.5 L2 77,0 75, Harrison  73.3 62 72.9
32, Crawford 83,3 12 83.3 76, lladison 72,3 82 63,7
33, Marion 83,2 25 80,6 77. Scioto 72,2 78 66,1
3L, Erie 83.1 16 82,7 78, Brown 71k 8l €h.5
35, Delaware 83,1 53 75.4 79, Lawrence 71,1 h 69.0
36, Stark 83.1 9 8349 80. Clermont 69,2 80 6547
37, Ashtabula 83.0 15 83.0 81. Fayette 65,0 77 65.3
38, Logan 83,0 1 87,7 82, Vinton 6749 86 56,5
39. Greene 82,6 11 83,5 83, Adams 67,7 87 53.1
0. Shelby 82,3 69 710 8li. Warren 67k c8 7h.9
L1, Allen 82,1 22 80.9 85, Gallia 66,1 85 57,1
b2, Seneca 82,1 L1 77,0 86, Holmes 61,4 88 51.3
L3, Meigs 81,9 73 69,2 87. Pike 5943 8l 576

WL, Clinton 81,8 28 80,2 88, Pickaway 56,7 3 _6L3




Table 30, Rank of Counties by Percent of 16-17 Year 0lds
Enrolled in School of Urban Populations, Chio

1940-1950,
State total - 1950 82,7 - 1940 81,3%
County by % Rank % County by 4 Rank A
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Raak 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Fulton 100,02 90,7 L5, Clark |, 82,6 63 75l
2. Preble 100,0 L6 80,0 L6, Columbiana 82.6 27 82.8
3. Wood Ol 32 82, Ii7. Ashtdbula 82,3 15 85.2
Lo Auglaize 9L.0 Lo 81,2 48, Medina 81.6 17 8L..5
5. Washington 93.5 30 82,6 L9. Richland 81.5 43 80.9
6. Union 92,3 6 88,1 50. Seneca 81.1 26 82,9
7. Champaign 91,7 L8 79.6 51, Sandusky 81,0 23 83.2
8. Defiance 91.5 L5 80,6 52, Williams 81,0 28 82,8
9. Darke 90.9 3L 82,0 53, Carroll 80.0 55 77.1
10, Van Wert 90,7 37 81.8 5L, Franklin 80,0 62 75.5
11. Hocking 90,6 21 83.3 55. Pickaway 80,0 73 65.6
12, Delaware 90,2 5 88.5 56, Montgomery 79.8 119 79.0
13, Clinton 89,7 57 77.0 57. Lawrence  79.6 19 83,6
1L, Henry 89,7 1 91.7 58. Marion 79.6 51 78.6
15, Ashland 89.5 67 72.1 59, Greene 78,9 58 76,7
18, Hancock 88,6 11 85.7 60, Butler 78.7 L7 79.7
17, Knox 88,2 33 82,3 61, Iighland  78.6 50 78.8
18, Shelby 87.9 52 7.9 62, Fairfield 78.3 68 72.1
19, Huron 87,8 8 86,7 63, Belmont 777 39 814
20, Licking 87.6 65 Thal 6li, Hamilton  77.5 59 757
21, Miami 86,6 36 82,0 65, Scioto 77.0 6l L5
22, Lorain 86,3 10 86,5 66, Putnam 76,9 87 0.0
23, Lucas 86,3 35 82,0 67. Ross 76,5 71 1.2
2, Trumbull 86,1 25 83,0 68, Wyandot 75.5 L1 81,1
25, Lake 85,8 12 85,6 69, Guernsey  75.3 56 7.1
26, Logan 85.7 9 86,7 70, lMuskingum 75,0 70 71.0
27. Summit 85.6 7 87.7 71, Mercer 67.6 22 83,3
28, Wayne 85,5 L 88.9 72, Warren 66,7 69 7241
29, Erie 85.3 Lk 80.7 73, Fayette 6.9 7k 61,5
30, Coshocton 85.1 L2 80,9 7L, Harrison 61,5 60 76,6
31, Allen 85.0 38 81,7 75, Madison 60,7 72 69.1
32, Athens 85,0 66 73.8 76, Gallia 56.5 75 52,1
33, Perry 85.0 29 82,6 77, Adams 0.0 76 0.0
3L, Hardin 8L49 5L 774 78+ Brown 0.0 17 0.0
35, Jefferson 8L.9 53 778 79. Clermont 0.0 78 0,0
36, Cuyahoga 8L.6 2l 83,1 80, Geauga 0.0 79 0.0
37. Stark 8lLy 1 85,L 81, Holmes 0,0 80 0.0
38, Crawford 8L,1 18 8h,2 82, Monroe 0.0 81 0.0
39, Jackson 83.9 61 7548 83, Morgan 0.0 82 0.0
LO. Portage 83.9 3 90,7 8li, Morrow 0,0 83 0.0
L1, Meigs 83.8 31 82.4 85, Noble 0,0 8L 0.0
Li2, Mahoning 83,5 20 83.6 86, Paulding 0,0 85 0.0
L3, Ottawa 83.3 16 85.0 87. Pike 0.0 86 0,0
Lli, Tuscarawas 62,7 13 85.6 88, Vinton 0,0 88 0,0

# Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 31, Rank of Counties by Percent of 16-17 Year Olds
Enrolled in School of Rural Nonfarm Populations,
Ohio, 19L0-1950

State total - 1950 79,06~ 1940 77.0%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Renk 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Uyandot 92,0 66 717 L5, Erie 795 12 85, 5
2, Vlashington 91,8 L5 7745 L6, Hizhland  79.k 60 73,8
3. Cuyahoga 9Ly 11 8.6 L7. Shelby 794 78 6L.6
li, Geauga 91,1 21 83.8 L8, Crawford  79.3 19 8L.3
5, Kuox 90.5 33 80,6 L9, Belmont 789 5k 76,0
6. Defiance 90.3 39 7849 50, Columbiana 78,9 51 76.7
7. Van Wert 89.7 32 81,2 51, Clark 78.8 37 791
8. Henry 89.6 L2 78.3 52, Sandusky = 78,7 13 85.5
9, Trumbull 89.h 30 81,7 53, Noble 76843 5 87.L
10, Fulton 88,6 15 85.3 5l Hamilton 78,1 59 74,0
11, Union 88.6 9 86,5 55, Champaign 77.5 67 71.L
12, liahoning 87.8 7 87.1 56, Franklin  77.4 63 72.6
13, liedina 87.8 8 86,8 57. Morgan 77k 58 7h.1
1L, Ottawa 87.5 35 79,9 58, Madison 7740 él 72.5
15, Licking 8649 53 7645 59, Huron 7649 23 83,0
16, Marion 86,8 25 82,9 60, Montgomery 76.6 50 7648
17, Monroe 86.8 L3 78,0 61, Tuscarawas T6.6 52 76,6
18, Greene 8647 L 87.4 62, Delaware 7549 86 58.3
19, Ashtabula 8643 2 86.7 63, Muskingum 75.8 71 698
20. Seneca 8640 17 8L.7 6ly, Perry 758 65 71.9
21, Williams 86,0 29 82,0 65, Carroll 75.0 27 82.3
22, Wood 85.8 20 8,0 66, Brown 7he5 70 7062
23. Portage 843 18 8L.5 67. Hocking 740 75 6743
2L, Jefferson 8L, 2 57 7he3 68, Fayette 73,8 73 68,7
25, Mercer 83,6 36 79,7 69, Holmes 73,8 69 70.9
26, Wayne 83,6 31 81,7 70, Guernsey  73.5 56 The3
27. Butler 83.5 2l 82.9 71, Allen 7249 38 79.1
28, Summit 83.5 6 87.3 72, Darke 7247 L9 7742
29, Logan 83.3 1 88.8 73, Coshocton 72,6 72 69,3
30. Morrow 83.3 16 85,3 7L, Harrison 721 55 L5
31, Ashland 83.0 14 85.3 75, Adams 71.7 81 62.6
32, Miami 83.0 1 7846 76, Hardin 71.2 L7 an
33, Lake 82,9 28 82.3 77, Clermont 70,8 74 68,2
3L, Vinton 82,9 83 59,4 78, Gallia 70.6 87 577
35. Putnam 82.6 LI-B 77.3 79- Richland 6908 77 6&-0
36, Preble 82,2 Ly 775 80, Clinton 691 L6 7.4
37. Hancock 82,0 3 88.5 81, Lawrence 6942 82 60,3
38, Auglaize 81,3 Lo 78,8 82, Ross 6940 88 5h,8
39, Meigs 81.3 79 6L,5 83, Fairfield 6849 76 6545
4o, Stark 81,2 22 83,7 BlL. Scioto 67.1 8l 5942
41, Lorain 80.6 10 86,3 85, Pike 62,7 85 59,1
2, Athens 80,2 68 70,9 86, Warren 6243 61 73.7
43, Lucas 80,2 26 82,5 87, Jackson 5843 80 63,9
i, Paulding 79.7 3L 80,6 88, Pickaway 3347 62 73,0

# Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 32, Rank of Counties by Percent of 16-17 Year Olds
Enrolled in School of .wral Farm Populationit,
Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 79.L% - 19,0 72.8%

County by ” Ranlk % County by 5% Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950  19h0 19l
1, llarion 95,2 6 85.7 L5, Seneca 81.0 75 63.
2, Surmit O, 7 b4 85,2 L6, Darke 80.9 60 694
3, Wood 92,b 19 81,0 17, Logan 80,8 1 87.
e Lake 92,3 1 82,5 L8, Columbiana 80,7 50 73
5. Union 91,5 13 82.7 L9, Pickaway  80.L 85 554
6o Williame 90.9 55 71,0 50, Guernsey 8042 53 72,
7. liami 904 26 76,0 51, Ashtabula 80,0 3l 764
8, Medina 90,0 7 84,9 52, larrison 7945 58 70,
9, Putnam 90,0 (9 61,7 53, Shelby 7945 61 694
10, Carroll 88,9 59 69,5 5L, Ottawa 79.3 69 674
11, Clinton 88,9 10 83.7 55, Ross 78.6 Bly 684
12, Mahouing 88,9 29 7.7 56, Fairfield 78,5 32 76%
13, Butler 88,3 12 82,9 57, Hamilton 7843 52 T2,
1L, Belmont 88,1 56 70,7 58, Jackson 778 70 66,
15, Noble 87.8 31 7.1 59, Stark 77.8 L1 75,
16, Wyandot 87,8 37 7642 60, Auglaize  77.6 L5 7L,
17, Henry 87.7 73 64,2 61, lorrow 7746 15 81,
18, Uuron €7.7 35 7642 62, Knox 7742 28 7.
19, Lorain £7.5 2 86,5 63, Perry 7649 632 68.
20, Preble 67.1 21 80.7 6l, Monroe 76,6 68 674
21, Hancock 87,0 9 83,8 65, Coshocton 7643 51 73,
22, Jefierson 86,0 L7 0.5 66, Mercer 75.8 81 59,
23, Van Wert 86,0 2L 7942 67, Warren 7543 30 770
2li, Washington 86,0 62 6848 68, Highland  75.0 L6 he
25, Franiklin 85,7 16 81.3 69, Hocking 7540 7h 63,
26, Trumbull 85.6 25 79,0 70, lMontgomery 75.0 18 81.
27, Portage 8Lh.3 11 83,4 71, Morgan k5 Lo 5.
28, Fulton 8L.1 L3 752 72, Licking 7he3 33 76,
29, Allen 8L.o 22 79,7 73, lladison 73.1 82 574
30, Greene 8L,0 8 8h.8 7L, Clark 72,3 23 794
31, Crawford 83.9 17 81,2 75, Scioto 71.1 8L 55,
32, Ashland 83,6 27 78,1 76, Wayne 69,6 66 674
33, Delaware 83.3 20 80,9 77« Brown 69,4 78 61,
3L, Lucas 83.1 39 7549 78, Gallia 69,1 80 5%
35, Defiance 83,0 L2 75.3 79. Fayette 66,7 57 70,
36, Sandusky 82,9 36 76,2 80, Clermont 6643 76 63,
37. Erie 82.6 5 85.8 81, Champaign 66,0 L8  7h.]
38, Hardin 82,5 38 7640 82, Tuscarawas 65.1 67 674
39, Paulding 82.L 71 6643 83, Adams 6he9 87 47,6
L,0, Richland 81,7 Lk 75,0 8L, Lawrence 62,5 72 65,1
L1, Meigs 81.L 77 63,2 85, Geauga 5745 5L 724
L2, Athens 81,3 L9 7344 86, Vinton 56,5 86 5l ]
43, Cuyahoga 81.3 3 8642 87, Holmes 55.6 88 hZ,:
. Muskingum 81,1 65 6843 80, Pike 55l 83 564]

# Based on 1950 definition of Urban



Table 33. Rank of Countles by Medien Years of School Completed by
Persons 25 Years of Age and Over for Total Population, Ouio,
1940-1.950

Gtete total Medlan Years 1950 - 9,9 - Median Years 1940 - 8.6

County by Median Ronk  Median County by Median Rank
Renl 1950 Years 1940 Years Renk 1950 Years 1940
1950 1940 1550

1. Greene 11.6 5 9.0 45, Butler 9.3 52
2. Lale 11.5 2 9.h 46, Hamilton 9.3 L2

3. Fronllin 11.3 1 9.6 47, Von Wert 9.3 38
4, Delavare 11.1 b 9.1 48. Clinton 9.2 3k

5. Hancocl 11.1 16 8.8 49, Hardin 9.1 43

6. Portoge 10.9 T 9.0 50. Athens 9.0 6l
T Mudine 10.8 3 9.2 5l. Columbiana 9.0 53

8. Logan 10.7 17 8.8 52, Muskingum 9.0 L5

9, Geauga 10.6 15 8.8 53, Paulding 9.0 70
10. Ashlond 10.5 1 8.8 54, Shelby 9.0 61
11. Knox 10.5 6 9.0 55. Warren 9,0 49
12, Sunmlt 10.5 13 8.9 56. Wyandot S.0 50
13. Cuychogn 104 25 8.7 57. Carroll 8.9 65
14, Lorain 10.4 18 8.8 58, Clermont 8.9 66
15. Montgomexry 10.4 12 8.9 59. Darke 8.9 54
16. Ashtebula 10.3 8 8.9 60, Fayette 8.9 55
17. Clork 10.3 9 8.9 61. Henry 8,9 67
18. Licking 10.3 11 8.9 62. Madison 8.9 Ly
19. Allen 10.2 22 8.7 63. Mercer 8.9 58
20, Merion 10.2 19 8,8 64, Morgon 8.9 5%
21, Miami 10.2 20 8.8 65. Perry 8.9 60
22, Wood 10.2 33 8.7 66. Putnam 8.9 71
23, Crawford 10.1 2l 8.7 67. Tuscarawas 8.9 62
2, Trie 10.1 26 8.7 68. Washington 8.9 63
25, Richland 10.1 21 8.8 69. Guernsey 8.8 Th
26. Sandusky 10.1 28 8.7 70. Highlend 8.8 57
27, Trumbull 10.1 30 8.7 7Lle Jefferson 8.8 78
28, Huron 10.0 10 8.9 72. Pickoway 8.8 80
29. Luccs 10.0 37 8.6 73, Ross 8.8 T2
30. Defiance 9.8 35 8.6 74, Belmont 8.7 7
31. Morrow 9.8 27 8.7 75. Brown 8.7 73
32, Seneco 9.8 29 8.7 76. Herrison 8.7 56
33 layne 9.8 32 8-7 e Hocking 8'7 15
3bs Fairficld 9.7 36 8.6 78. Holmes 8.7 68
35. Preble 9.7 L7 8.5 79+ Noble 87 76
36. Champoign 9.6 23 8.7 80, Jackson 8.6 83
37. Ottawa 9.6 L6 8.5 81, Lawrence 8.6 87
38, Stark 9.6 48 8.5 82, Meigs 8.6 8k
39, Coshocton 9.5 Lo 8.5 83. Vinton 8.6 86
40, Fulton 9.5 b1 8.5 8L, Adams 8.5 81
k1. Mehoning 9.5 69 8.3 85. Gallia 845 82
42, union 9.5 31 8.7 + Monroe 8.5 79
43, yi111 9.5 39 8.6  87. Seioto 8.5 85
4k, Ag@a?‘é‘i 9.3 51 8.4 88. Pike 8,3 88




Table 34, Ronk of Counties by Median Years of School Completed by

Persons 25 Years of Age and Over for Rural Nonform Population,*
Ohio, 1940-1950.

State total Median Years 1950 - ¢.3 - Median Years 1940 - 8.5

Median Rank Medion RaAnk Median
c¢ounty by Years 1940 County by Years 1940
Rank 1950 1950 Rank 1950 1950
1. Loke 12.0 2 2.9 45, Henry 9.0 58 8.
2. Cuyahoga 11.4 6 9.3 46, Mercer 9,0 59 8,
3. Geauga 11.4 1 9.9 47, Morgan 9.0 32 8.
L, Greene 11.2 3 9.6 48, Muskingum 9.0 Ly 8.
5. Portage 10.9 9 9.0 49, Paulding 9.0 67 8.,
6. Lshtabula 10.7 5 Se3 50. Putnem 9.0 45 8.
7. Medina 10.7 4 9.5 51. Carroll} 8.9 TL 8.
8. Clark 10.6 21 8.7 52, Champ?fign 8.9 27 8.
S. Delaware 10.6 14 8.8 53. Clinton 8.9 39 8.
10. LicKing 10.6 7 9.2 54, Columbiana 8.9 64 8.
11, ¥rie 10.4 22 8.7 55. Cochocton 8.9 55 8,
12, Logen 10.4 23 8.7 56. Holmes 8.9 31 8.
130 MOn'bgomex‘y 10 o,“' 20 808 570 Union 819 37 80
L Huron 10.3 8 2,0 58. Van Wert 8.9 49 8.
15. Lorain 10.3 24 8.7 59, Washington 8.9 70 8.
16, Mehoning 10.3 18 8.8 + Brown 8.8 5l 8.
17. Morrow 10.3 11 8.9 61l. Darke 8.8 56 8.
18, Franklin 0.2 15 8.8 62, Hardin 8.8 30 8.
19. Homilton 10,1 L2 8.5 63. Madison 8.8 1}3 8.
20, Miemi 10,1 19 8.8 64, Noble 8.8 €6 8.
2l. Summit 10.1 12 8.9 65. Perry 8.8 68 8,
22. Trumbull 10.1 36 8.6 66. Shelby 8.8 69 8.
23. Lllen 10.0 52 8. 67. Tuscarawas 8.8 Th 8.
24, Hancock 10.0 29 8.6 68, Warren 8.8 60 8.
25. Knox 10.0 10 8.9 69. Wyandot 8.8 61 8.
26, Marion 9.8 25 8.7 70. Athens 8.7 1 8.
27. Richland 9.8 L6 8.5 T1. Fayette 8.7 78 8,
28, Vood 9.8 51 8.5 72. Harrison 8.7 57 8.
29, Ashland 9.7 13 8.8 73. Highland 8.7 65 8.
30, Fulton 9,7 16 8,8 74, JefFerson 8.7 85 7
31, Seneca 9.7 35 8.6 75. Monroe 8.7 T2 8.
32. Crawford 9.6 28 8,6 76. Vinton 8.7 75 8,
33, Defiance 9.6 Lo 8.5 77. Adams 8.6 62 8.
34, Preble 9.6 34 8.6 78, Buernsey 8.6 80 8.
350 SanduSky 906 2'4'7 8;5 79- HOCk.ing 8;6 82 7.
36. Villioms 9.6 26 8.7 80, Ross 8.6 76 8.
370 Fairfie:.d 9'5 hl 8:5 81. Belmont 8.5 8)'1' 7'
38. Lucas 9.5 17 8.8 82. Gallia 8.5 79 8.
39. Ottawa 9.5 33 8.6 83. Meigs 8.5 81 8.
Lo, Clermont 9.2 38 845 84: Lowrence 8.k 88 7.
b1, Stark 9.2 18 8.5 85. Pike 8.k 83 Te
L2, vayne 9.2 50 8.5 86, Scioto 8.k 86 Te
k3. fuglaize 9.1 53 8k 87, Jackson 8,3 87 Te
44, Butler 2.0 63 8.3 88. Pickaway 8.3 73 8.

*Based on 1950 definition of urtan.
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Toble 35. Rank of Counties by Median Years of School Completed by
Persons 25 Yeors of fige and Over for Rural Form Population,*
Ohio, 1L10-1550 )

Stabc total Medicn Years 1950 -~ 8.8 - Median Yeors 1940 - 8.2

Median  Rank Median Median Rank Median

County by Yeors 1940 Years County by Years 1940 Years
Renk 1950 1950 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1540
1, Delaware 10.7 2 8.7 45, Fayette 8.9 48 8.2

2, Franklin 10,5 3 8.7 46, TLucas 8.9 62 8.1

3. Hencocl 10.5 10 8.5 47. Mahoning 8.9 51 8.2

4, Lake 10.4 1 8.8 48. Sandusky 8.9 39 3.3

5. Logon 104 7 8.6 ko, Williams 8.9 3. 8.k

6. Lorain 10.2 12 8.5 50, Carroll 8.8 59 8.1

7. Grecnc 9.9 5 8.6 51. Columbiana 8.8 L5 8.2

8. Knox 2.9 11 8.5 52. Darke 8.8 L6 8.2

(/o LiC].iing 908 6 806 53~ Madison 8-8 63 8.1.

10. Clark 9.7 i 8.6 54. Morgen 8.8 52 8.2
11, Medina 9.7 13 8.5 55. Muskingum 8.8 53 8.2
12, tiood S.7 32 8.4 56. Ottawa 8.8 65 8.1
13, Ashland 9.6 18 8.k 57. Perry 8.8 55 8.2
14. Portage 9.6 37 8.3 58. Senece 8.8 40 8.3
15, Swmit 9.6 29 8.4 59. Shelby 8.8 66 8.1
16. Chompaign 9.5 3 8.5 60. Stark 8.8 57 8.2
17. Brie 9.5 2% 8k 6l. Wayne 8.8 58 8.2
18. Trumbull 9.5 15 8.5 62. Athens 8.7 68 8.0
19. Cuyshoga 9.h 9 8.5 63. Clermont 8.7 60 8.1
20, Marion 9.4 25 8.4 64, Guernsey 8.7 71 8.0
21. Morrow ¢.3 1k 8.5 65, Hamilton 8.7 72 8.0
22. Preble 9.3 28 8.k 66. Henry 8.7 73 8.0
23. Union 9.3 16 8.5 67. Highland 8.7 50 8.2
24, Allen 9.2 17 8.4 68. Mercer 8.7 64 8.1
25, Miomi 9.2 26 8.k 69. Noble 8.7 Th 8.0
26. Montgomery G.2 27 8.h 70. Putnam 8.7 56 8.2
27. Ashtobula 9,0 33 8.3 Tl. Tuscarawas 8.7 67 8.1
28, Clinton 9.0 19 8.4 72. Belmont 8.6 69 8.0
29, Crawford 9.0 20 8.4 73+ Brown 8.6 70 8.0
30. Defionce 9.0 L7 8.2 T4. Horrison 8.6 Lo 8.2
3L, Foirfield 9.0 22 8.k 75. Hocking 8.6 T 7.9
32, Fulton 9.0 35 8.3 76. Washington 8.6 75 8.0
33. Geauga 9.0 23 8.4 77« Gallia 845 76 T3
34, Hardin 9.0 36 8.3 78. Holmes 8.5 61 8.1
35, Huron 9,0 2k 8.4 79+ Jelferson 8.5 82 78
30. Paulding 9.0 54 8.2 80. Meigs 845 78 749
37. Pickaway 9.0 8l TaT 81, Ross 8.5 83 7.8
38. Richland 9.0 38 8.3 82. Adams 8.4 81 7.8
39. Van Vert 9.0 L"l 8.3 83. MOnroe 8.4 79 709
Lo, Warren 9.0 30 8.4 8. vinton 8.k 80 749
41, tyandot $.0 L2 8.3 85. Jackson 8.3 85 7.6
Y2, Auglaize 8.9 43 8.2 86. Pike 8.3 87 Tk
43, Butler 8.9 Lk 8.2 87. Lawrence 8,2 86 745
bh. Coshocton 8.9 3k 8.3 88, Scioto 8.2 88 Tobt

* Based on 1950 definition of urban,



Table 36. Ratio of Phystcions to Population¥*, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total Ratio 1950 - 13.6 - Ratio 1940 15.k4

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 19k0 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940

1. Union 30.% 6 15.5 45, Geauga 749 56 9.3

2, Logan 24,9 10 13.5 46. Lake 748 3L 1l.2

3. Cuyahoge 23.5 1 23.7 L7, Miomi 7.7 32 11.2

L. Hemilton 19.8 3 20.8 L8, Ross Te7 22 2.1

5, Franklin 18.0 2 21.1 4o, Shelby T.7 L7 10,0

6. Lucas 4.2 5 15.7 50, Trumbull 7.6 76 7.1

7. Allen 13.4 8 13.9 51, Pike 745 80 6.2

8., Mahoning 12.6 13 12.8 52, Fulton 7ol 41 10.2

9, Summit 12,5 16 12.6 53. Highland Tl 53 2.6
10. Montgomery 11.9 i 16.1 54, Jefferson 7ok R7 9.3
11. Clark lll5 28 11.2 55. Mercer 7.)‘!‘ 05 8.4
12. Erie 11.2 11 13.2 56, Van Wert Tk 59 9.3
13. Richlond 1.1 12 12,9 57. Colunbiana T3 h 7.5
13, Clinton 10.9 9 13.7 58. Guernsey T3 68 8.2
15, Morion 10.6 17 12.5 5¢. Auglaize 7.2 23 11.8
16. Butlér 10.5 5L 9.5 60. Perry 7.2 72 T.7
17. Huron 104 7 4.7 6L, Henry 7.1 Ll 10.1
18, Hardin 10.1 21 12,2 62, Wyandot Tel 48 .9
1S, Licking SH) 18 12.4 63, Darke 740 3 8.5
20. Stork 9.9 25 11,7 6l Morrow 7.0 87 3.8
21, Fairfield 9.8 b3 10.1 65. Harrison 6.8 69 7.9
22, Knox SHS) 15 12.6 66, Ottawa 6.8 62 8.6
23. layne 945 27 11.5 G7. Coshocton 6.7 60 8.8
2. Madison Q. 39 10.5 68. Lawrence 6.7 71 7.7
25, Scioto 9.k 52 9.7 69, Belmont 6.6 70 TeT
26. Gollia 9.2 30 11.2 70, Paulding 6.6 50 9.7
27. Lorain 9.2 3% 11.0 71l. Preble 6.6 37 10.7
28, Washington 9.2 55 9.4 72, Meigs 6.5 67 8.3
29, Williams 9.2 2l 11.8 73. Portage 6.4 75 Ts5
30. Seneca 9.1 26 11.5 T4, Brown 6.3 79 6.5
31. Honcock 9.0 33 11.0 75, Deliance 6.2 61 8.6
32, Mcdina 8.9 Lo 9.7 76. Foyette 6.2 64 8.k
33. Crawford 8.8 29 11.2 77+ Morgon 6.2 66 8.l
3k. Tuscorowas 8.7 58 9.3 78. Holmes 5.9 88 2.8
35. Ashland 8.5 L2 10.1 79. Jackson 5.8 82 5.6
3G. Ashtabula 8.5 ks 10.0 80, Pickaway 5.8 . 9.7
37, Athens 8.5 Lo 10,2 81. Hocking 5.6 iy 7.9
38. Clermont 8.3 38 10,6 82, Adams 5.4 78 6.9
39. Putnom 843 35 10.8 83. Monroe 5,2 81 5.9
40. Chempaign 8.2 19 12.3 8%, Noble .3 83 5.5
L1, Gmcene 8.2 20 12.3 85. Warren 3.6 13 T-7
b2, Sondusky 8,2 84 4.6 86. Carroll 3.2 86 4.0
L3, Wood 8.1 36 10.8 87. Vinton 2.8 85 k.3
Ll. Delawere 749 1k 12.7 88, Muskingum 1.7 L6 10.0

*¥¥* Number of physiciens per 10,000 persons.

Thedian z,ﬂﬁuuﬁa?( Z&N/?slo -/950



Table 37,

Ratio of Hospital Beds to Population#*, Ohio,
1940~1950

State -~ 1950 Ratio 30,2 - 1940 Ratio 33,2

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank  Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940

1, Allen 55,5 12 3347 5, Tuscarawas 1542 Lo 15,0

2, Hamilton 55,3 3 63,3 L6, Fairfield 1L,9 69 0.0

3, Lucas 42,8 7 4642 L7, Ottawa 14,6 80 0.0

e Franklin 40,5 I 18,2 1,8, Ashland .5 53 10.1

5. Cuyahoga 3943 6 L75 49, "Tayme 13,8 1 139.0

6, luskingum 3849 1 33.0 50, Darke 13,2 57 Te2

7. Butler 38,0 8 3949 51, Delaware 13,2 68 0.0

8, Hardin 3747 33 17.0 52, lLawrence 13.2 18 2641

9, Knox 34,0 15 32,9 53, Defiance 13.1 L3 UL
10, Huron 32,3 17 2746 5L, Washington 12,2 L7 12,4
11, Richland 31,3 11 3442 55, Athens 12,0 5l 8.7
12, Gallia 30,1 2l 21,7 56, Ashtabula  1l.L 39 15.6
13, Summit 29,6 9 3646 57, Meigs 945 75 0,0
1k, Marion 29,2 21 2243 58, Henry 8¢9 59 6.2
15, Miami 28,9 23 21,8 59, Pickaway T«8 52 10.L
16, Stark 28,8 22 22,0 60, Clinton 6.3 56 Te5
17, Montgomery 28,7 10 34,5 61, Williams 6.1 58 643
18, Medina 28,0 31 17.6 62, Greene 3L 55 8.4
19, Crawford 27.6 28 18,6 63, Wood 1,8 60 L,6
20, Jefferson 2745 30 17,0 6Ly Adams 00 63 0.0
21, Columbiana 26,6 27 19.4 65, Auglaize 0,0 élL 0.0
22, Mahoning 2646 13 33,0 66, Brown 0,0 65 0.0
23, Erie 26,3 19 25,7 67, Carroll 0.0 66 0.0
2l;, Lake 25,3 5 48,0 68, Clermont 0.0 67 0.0
25, Clark 21,2 2 6l.1 69, Fayette 0.0 70 0.0
26, Licking 23,14 3y 17,0 70. Geauga 0.0 71 0,0
27, Mercer 23,0 32 17,1 71, Harrison 0.0 72 0.0
28, Belmont 22,7 Ui 1.3 72. Jackson 0.0 73 0.0
29, Scioto 22,3 20 23,8 73, Logan 0,0 62 240
30, Lorain 21,5 16 29,9 7h. Madison 0.0 (N 0,0
31, Van Wert 21,1 36 164 75, lonroe 0.0 76 0.0
32, Shelby 20,4k L1 1.6 76, llorgan 0.0 7 0,0
33, Sendusky 20,0 35 16,6 T7s Morrow 0,0 78 0.0
3l Fulton 19,9 26 1945 78, Noble 040 79 0.0
35, Trumbull 19,6 L8 11,9 79, Paulding 040 81 0.0
36, Coshocton 19,3 k2 b 80, Perry 0,0 82 0,0
37, Guernsey 19,0 25 19,8 81, Pike 040 83 0,0
38, Highland 17,7 L9 11,8 82, Preble 0.0 8l 0.0
39. Hancock 1742 38 15,7 63, Putnam 0.0 85 0.0
L0, Portage 17.2 50 10,7 8L, Ross 0.0 51 10,7
L1, Hocking 16,9 37 16,3 85, Union 0.0 86 0.0
L2, Seneca 16,8 29 17.9 86, Vinton 040 87 0.0
43, Holmes 16,0 L5 1,0 87, Warren 0.0 61 2.7
Ly Champaign 15,7 k6 13,9 88, Wyandot 040 88 040

#% Number of hospital beds per 10,000 persons .

4&/:14&:7 3444//95/4— /756



Table 38,

Rank of Counties by Average Size of Farms, Ohio,
19L0-1950,

State total - 1950 105,2 Acres ~ 1940 93,7 Acres

County by Acres  Rank Acres County by Acres Rank  Acres
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1910 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, ladison 206,9 1 185.5 LS. Auglaize 109.2 L6 98,2
2, Fayette 185, 3 160.4 L5, Jackson 108.8 53 9.3
3, Pickaway 184,3 2 161,2 L7, Licking  107.7 L8 97.0
i, Paulding 163,0 Y 139.6 L8, liorrow 107.1 39 100.8
5. Ross 9,9 6 129,6 49, Preble 107.1 L1 100.L
6, lMarion 13,8 5 130,7 50, Monroe 105.9 63 87,1
7. Harrison 11,1 13 1186,3 51, lieigs 105.6 67 82,3
8. Wyandot 139.4 8 123,8 52, Warren 105,4 L9 96,3
9, Hardin 136,8 17 1154 53, Perry 105,2 56 92,0
10, Coshocton 135,7 11 121,3 5l;, Tuscarawas 10,0 L5 98,6
11. Clinton 133,6 7 123.8 55, Jefferson 103.7 55 92,2
12, Pike 132.3 9 122,9 56, Butler 102,8 Sl 92,7
13, Van Wert 130,3 31 105,7 57. Washington 1028 59 88,0
1, Seneca 130,2 12 119,2 58, Fairfield 102,1 52 9540
15, Hocking 128,6 14 117.5 59, Richland 101,L L3 98,7
16, Defiance 12647 20 111,8 6Q, Erie 987 65 83.L
17, Champaign  125,5 10 122,10 61, Brown 98,0 58 89,8
18, Logan 125,2 25 109,5 62, Fulton 9649 62 8747
19, Crawford 125,0 15 117,1 63, Gallia 96,8 57 91,0
20, Morgan 124,8 2L 110,1 blie Wayne 96,8 60 87.8
21, Union 12h,7 19 112.7 65, Belmont 95.8 69 79.5
22, Highland 12h5 21 111.3 66, Miami 92,7 66 82,6
23, Hancock 124.2 22 110.5 67. Geauga 92,6 o 84,0
2k, Vinton 123.9 32 105,5 68, Franklin  90.3 76 73.0
25, Knox 121,8 29 107,2 69, Allen 89,0 61 87.7
26, Huron 121,3 16 116,8 70, Ottawa 8666 68 81,7
27. Clark 120,5 38 101,5 71, Scioto 8646 80 6748
28, Noble 118,9 33 105,0 72, Ashtabula 86,k 71 7548 "
29, Greene 118,0 23 110,3 73, Darke 8L.8 70 78.L
30, luskingum  117,6 L7 976 7he Medina 8liols 73 Tha6
31, Carroll 117.3 28 107.5 75, Lorain 81,4 77 7248
32, Guernsey 116,6 Lo 100,k 76, Columbiana 80,1 75 7343
33, Williams 115,9 30 106,49 77, Clermont 7845 72 7542
3L, Adams 115,7 18 113.4 78, Portage 7740 7l 7he2
35, Wood 115.5 35 103.6 79, Lawrence L7 81 65,8
36, Holmes 11h,1 27 1084 80, Trumbull The3 78 7247
37, Shelby 113,7 26 109,5 81, Mahoning  7he2 79 68,6
38, Sandusky 112,7 Ll 98,6 82, Stark 66,1 82 60,1
39, Putnam 1124 37 102,1 83, Montgomery 65,8 83 5611
40, Henry 11,0 36 103.3 8L, Lucas 59.4 85 50.9
hi. Delaware 110,7 50 96,1 85, Hamilton  5L.7 86 L7.5
42, Athens 110, 3 51 95l 86, Lake 53.6 8h 52,1
L3, Ashland 110,2 3L 103,6 87. Summit L3,6 87 L5.3
Ll, Mercer 109.9 L2 99,5 88, Cuyahoga 32,0 88 32,6




Table 39.

Ohio, 1940-1950

Rank of Counties by Percent of Farms Under 10 Acres,

State total - 1950 9.,L% - 1940 9,9%

County by % Ranlk % County by 4 Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 190 1940
1. Cuyalioga 35.k 2 33,6 L5, Delaware 7.8 43 7.8
2. Sumnit 32,9 1 34,0 L6. Portage 7.7 31 9.
3. Lucas 22,3 3 2,6 L7+ Van Wert ToT 57 6.6
i, Hamilton 22,0 6 21.8 L8, Warren 77 33 9.3
5. Lake 20,6 L 22,5 L9, Ashtabula 7.6 17 12,1
6. liontgomery 2040 7 19,2 50, Huron 7,6 60 6.3
7. TFranklin 17.8 5 2243 51, Sandusky 7.6 51 6.9
8, Stark 17.6 8 19,1 52, Pickaway Y n 69 5.6
9, Clark 1L.9 9 17.6 53, Licking Te3 35 8.9
10, Allen 13,5 39 842 Sl Clinton 7.2 Sl 6.7
11, Jeilerson 12,9 12 14,5 55. Geauga 7.0 29 9,6
12, lahonin< 12,9 15 12,3 56, Athens 6.9 22 11,1
13, Scioto 12,5 10 17,2 57. Union 6.9 74 Sl
1, Butler 1243 11 15,8 58, Muskingum 6,5 26 10,2
15, liami 11,6 36 8.8 59, Williams 645 87 3.6
16, Greene 11.5 32 93 60, Jackson 6.1 18 11,7
17, Trumbull 11,2 21 11.3 61, Madison bl 63 61
18, Fairfield 10.5 3L 9.1 62, Mercer 6,1 72 S
19, Lorain 10.5 19 11.5 63, Ashland 6.3 L6 743
20, Columbiana 10.3 20 11.3 6L, Fulton 6,2 68 5.8
21, Belmont 10,1 13 143 65, Defiance 641 67 5.9
22, Erie 10,0 2l 11,0 66, Meigs 6.1 15 12,9
23, Champaign 9.8 L2 749 67. Coshocton 6,0 80 L,8
2L, Lawrence 9.7 1 13,0 68, Guernsey 6,0 59 6,3
25, Henry 9.4 50 649 69, Paulding 640 Lo 7.5
26, Putnam 9.3 70 56 70, Hardin 5e9 56 6.6
27, Ross 943 27 10,0 71, Morrow 59 73 Seld
28, Wyandot 9,3 76 542 72, Perry 5.9 38 8.7
29, Clermont 9.2 25 10,3 73, Hancock 5.8 75 562
30, Darke 9,2 71 5.5 7L, Adams 5.7 8L hel
31, Wayne 942 28 947 75, Gallia 5.6 L7 7e3
32, Logan 9.1 30 9.6 76, Knox 5.6 65 60
33, Tuscarawas 8.8 61 643 77. Highland Selt Lh 748
3L, Crawford 8.7 55 647 78, Holmes Sk 83 La3
35, larion 8,6 10 8.2 79. Washington 5,k Tl 8.1
36, Wood 8.5 58 6.6 80, Vinton 542 52 6,8
37. Auglaize 8.3 53 6,7 81, Harrison L9 37 8.7
38, Preble 8,3 49 740 82, Brown L,8 62 6al
39, Seneca 8.2 78 5,1 83, Hocking L.8 77 Sel
L0, Shelby 8,2 88 3.5 8L, Pike b3 81 .8
b1, Nedina 8.1 23 11,1 85. Monroe L.2 79 5.0
42, Ottawa 8.1 6l 6.1 86, Carroll 3.6 85 Lol
;3. Fayette 7.9 L8 7.1 87, Morgan 3.5 82 Le6
Llys Richland Te9 66 6,0 88, Noble 3.2 86 Lol




Table LO. Rank of Counties by Per-cent of Farms Under 30
Acres, Ohio, 1940-1350.

State total 1950 21,7% - 1940 22,4%

County by % Rank a2 County by % Rank 4
Rank 1950 1950 19Lo 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1010 19k0
1, Cuyahoga 70,0 1 6549 L. Marion 17.6 sk 15 9
2, Summit 61,2 2 57.8 lio, Sandusky 17.6 L9 16.3
3. Lake 51,7 i 5241 li7, Union 17,6 68 14,2
li, Hamilton 51.3 3 53,0 L48. Perry 17.L4 3L 20,6
5. Lucas 115.7 S h? u)-l )49n Crawford 17.3 75 1340
6, Montgomery Lok 7 38,6 50, Wyandot 17,2 77 12,9
7, Franklin 3747 6 11,6 51, Wood 16,9 71 13.9
8. Stark 37.5 8 37.6 52, lluskingum 18, 28 22,7
9, Lorain 30,9 12 30,0 53, lMercer 16,5 A9 U1
10, Clork 30,7 10 349 5. Morrow 16,0 7l 13.3
11, llahoning 30,2 13 29,44 55, leigs 16,3 16 28.L
12, Scioto 29,8 9 37.5 56, Fayette 16, 57 15,7
13, Trumbull 29,7 17 28,4 57. Jackson 16,1 30 22,1
1, Lawrence 27,5 11 33,9 58, Pickaway 16,1 78 12,6
15, Allen 27.0 Ll 18,3 59. Clinton 15,8 63 15,1
16, Butler 26,3 15 28,7 60, Gallia 15,7 L1 18.9
17, Portage 26,3 2l 26,0 61, Putnam 15,6 79 12,4
18, Erie 26,1 21 27«1 62, Williams 15,2 88 78
19. Columbiana 26,0 20 27.1 63, Ashland 15,1 53 16,0
20, Jefferson 25,7 18 28,3 6l Knox 15,1 N 15,1
21, lfiami 25,6 29 22,3 65, Washington 15,0 38 19,8
22, Clermont 25,4 25 2547 66. Seneca 1.9 85 10,k
23, Geauga 23.8 26 25,0 67, Hardin 1.7 50 16,2
2li, Greene 23,7 35 20,5 68, Madison 1.5 67 1.3
25, Belmont 23,3 1 29,3 69, Guernsey 1, U 51 16,1
26, Darke 22,9 L8 1643 70, Vinton Ul L3 18,9
27, Fairfield 22,7 39 19.7 71, Fulton 1.1 58 15,7
28, lMedina 21,9 23 26,0 72, Van Wert 1.1 59 15,7
29+ Ross 21,8 27 211,0 73, Henry 14,0 76 13.0
30, Champaign 21,7 U5 17.2 7L, Harrison 13,8 Lo 19,0
31, Ashtabula 21,5 19 2749 75, Ilighland 13,8 52 16.1
32. Wayne 2049 32 21.L 76, Pike 13,4 65 1.8
33, Ottawa 20,8 L2 18,9 77. Adaums 13,0 8L 10,4
34, Warren 20,7 36 20,5 78, Defiance 13,0 66 14,5
35, Logan 206k 31 22,1 79. Hancock 13,0 86 10,4
3%, Athens 20,3 22 26,4 80, Paulding 12,7 56 15,8
37« Delaware 20,1 33 20,8 81, Brown 12,6 62 15,1
38, Richland 19,8 60 15.5 82, Coshocton 12,6 80 12,3
39, Auglaize 19.0 61 15,3 83, Hoclhing 12,3 72 13,5
410, Preble 18,9  Lbé 16,9 8L, Monroe 11,3 70 14,0
L1, Licking 18,7 37 20,4 85, Holmes 10,9 87 10,4
li2, Tuscarawas 18.7 L7 16,9 86, lorgan 10,2 73 13.4
L3, Shelby 18,2 83 11,1 87, Carroll 9.9 82 11,2

Ll;, Huron 18,0 55 15,8 88, Noble 943 81 11,5




Table 4l. Rank of Counties by Per Cent of Furms 500 Acres or More,

Ohio, 1SKO-1L50

State total % 1950 81 - % 1940 47

Ceunty by % Rank 94 County by ? Rank %
Renk 1.50 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Madison 6403 1 L.bs L5, Defiance 63 43 33
2. Mayette 5,43 2 3.64 L6, Tuscorawas  +60 53 25
3. Piclkaway 4,86 3 3.05 L7, Lake 59 2k .62
L, Ross L1l L 2.97 418, Miami +59 L1 .35
5. Clark 2.75 6 1.71 L9, Butler ST 42 o3k
6. Pike 2.30 5 2.23 50. Perry 257 45 .33
7, Harrison 2.15 11 «99 51. Hamilton 56 71 o L4
8. Vinton 2,08 8 145 52« Belmont 55 57 «20
9, Hocking 2.02 1k .86 53, Carroll Sk 79 +10
10. .Jyandot 1.80 19 .73 54, Mercer W51 72 oLk
1l. Paulding 1.79 12 »OL 55. Lucas 49 66 L7
1.2' mriOll 1063 7 1058 56. W‘ayne .J’"9 l+9 026
13. Greene L.46 17 n 57. Hancock 43 63 .18
1k, Coshocton 1.k40 13 .88 58, Richland W43 L6 .28
15, Cliuton 1.26 10 1,04 59, Lawrence 2 33 43
16, Champaign l.24 9 1.07 » Shelby A2 48 27
17 Loga.n 1.20 20 n72 610 Erie 39 73 »13
18. Muskingum 1.20 36 .38 62. Ashland .38 65 A7
19. Hardin 1.16 21 .68 63, Putnam .38 83 .10
20, Franklin 1.10 32 U3 64, Washington 38 e, .13
21, Scioto 1,10 23 .63 65. Henry 35 69 W16
22. Morgai 1,08 38 «37 6b. Ashtabula .34 60 .19
23, Union 1.05 25 »60 67+ Preble o3b 70 W15
2, Adems 1.00 15 .82 68. Sandusky .33 52 25
25, Highland .98 26 5T 69. Allen »31 59 219
26. Knox .98 27 «55 70. Monroe 31 81 .10
27. Athens 4 16 W79 7l. Trumbull 31 55 22
28. Guernsey «93 51 025 72, Columbiana .30 78 o1l
29. Jackson 93 18 oTH 73. Lorain 28 S .18
30. Crawford .88 29 149 T4, Montgomery .28 82 .10
31. Jefferson .82 22 .65 75. Ottawa 26 61 .19
32, Licling .81 Ll 33 76, Holmes o2k e .13
33, Meigs .79 3k W1 77+ Portage o2k 7 .12
3k4. Sencca .79 30 A7 78. Clermont 23 88 040
35. Huron .72 28 .53 79. Williems .23 68 W17
36. Noble eTL L7 27 80. Mshoning .22 85 Ol
37« Gallia .69 37 .37 81, Morrow 22 67 W17
38. Auglaize .68 50 25 82, Cuyahoge W19 76 W12
39. Delaware .68 35 .40 83. Brown o1k 62 W18
Lo, Fairfield .68 o) 36 84, Fulton W12 8k 07
Ll. Geauga 68 31 ol 85. Medina W11 80 10
b2, Woogg 28 56 21 86. Stark /10 86 Ok
43. Van Vert 67 54 .25 87. Summit .08 58 20
L, varren an 39 37 88, Darke 02 87 02




Table 42, Rank of Counties by Average Value of Farm Lend and Buildings
in Dollars per Farm, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total $ 1950 14,575 - $ 1940 6,176

County by $ Renk $ County by $ Rexk $
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1950 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Madison 35,517 1 13,822 45, Lorain 1,772 41 6,915
2., Payette 30,072 2 13,030 46, Fairfield 14,570 e 6,496
3. Pickawsy 28,746 3 12,274 47, Huron 14,342 52 5,905
b, Vaa Wert 28,507 10 9,587 U8, Ross 13,829 6 6,378
5. Wood 26,894 9 9,952 49, Sunmit 13,520 43 6,548
6, Henry 26,077 8 9,963 50« Medina 13,183 50 6,054
7. Paulding 25,456 5 10,988 51, Licking 12,415 53 5,604
8. Cuyahoga 24,682 L 11,36k 52, Richland 12,408 57 5,120
9. lyandot 22,700 22 8,100 53, Holmes 12,390 5L 5,905
10. Hancock 21,895 20 8,320 5L, Clermont 12,044 61 L,72
11, Greene 21,726 11 9,520 55. Portage 11,870 58 4,950
12. Clinton 21,702 1k 9,110 56, Stark 11,707 ko 6,126
13. Marion 21,525 17 8,756 57. Highland 11,700 55 5,277
14, Putnen 21,213 16 8,847 58, Morrow 11,570 60 4,769
15, Clari 20,722 13 9,338 59, Mahoning 11,153 5k 5,559
16, Hardin 20,702 21 8,160  60. Knox 10,885 59 k4,840
17. Iucas 20,648 32 7,471 61, Ashland 10,698 56 5,219
18, Hamilton 20,283 6 10,725 62, Trumbull 9,963 63 4,299
19. Butler 20,182 18 8,74l 63. Columbiana 9,558 66 3,713
20, Shelby 19,892 39 7,001 6k, Ashtabula 9,357 65 4,106
21, Mercer 19,70k 28 7,544 65, Tuscarawas 9,310 6 4,178
22, Champaign 19,618 15 8,923 66, Coshocton 8,802 62 4,363
23. Union 19,403 36 7,354 67. Jefferson 8,658 69 3,677
2k, Fulton 19,290 30 7,477 68. Brown 8,217 68 3,686
25, Sandusky 19,184 19 8,437 69. Pike 7,924 75 3,073
26, Frenklin 18,705 12 9,342 70, Muskingum 7,645 70 3,642
27, Miami 18,686 29 7,497  Tl. Harrison 7,461 67 3,69
28, Allen 18,273 38 7,263 72, Carroll 7,356 L 3,512
29. Erie 18,014 37 7,332 73+ Belmont 7,295 72 3,351
30, Montgomery 17,877 33 7,423 The Perry 6,968 73 3,123
31, Ottawa 17,81k 23 7,895 75. Adams 6,924 T 3,102
32. Scneca 17,799 o7 7,662 76, Guernsey 6,6l6 82 2,h62
334 Preble 17,699 2l 893  T7. Washington 6,565 % 2,773
34, Defiance 17:303 26 %721 78, Athens 6,239 7 2,’558
35, Willisms 17,223 10 6,957 79, Scioto 6,097 8 2,201
36. Crawford 17,143 3k 7,419 80, Morgan 6,070 8L 2,489
37. fuglaize 17,128 31 7,474 8L, Meigs 6,022 8 2,287
38. VWarren 16,76k 25 7,826 82, Gallia 5,967 g0 2,512
39. Darke 16,746 48 6,290  83. Hocking 5,916 79 2,62k
L0. Logan 16,548 L7 6,327 84, Lawrence 5 4660 86 2,147
41, Gesuga 16,450 35 8y 85, Noble 5,625 78 2,604
k2. 1rayne 16,398 42 Z:$93 86. Jackson 5,56k 83 2,3k
43. Delaware 15,725 45 6,402 87. Vinton 4,578 88 1,648

bl, Tele 15,141 7 10,389 88, Monroe 4,395 87 2,055




Teble 43, Rank of Counties by average Value of Farm Land and Buildings
in Dollars Per icre, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total $ 1950 136.34 - § 1940 65,01

County by $ Ranlk $ County by $ Rank $
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Cuyahoga  Th7.08 1 348,13  L45, Trumbull 1h2.12 54  59.15
2, Haailton  379.60 2 225,75 k6. Union 138.26 4% 65,23
3., Lucas 339.16 L 146,82 47, Defiance 137.70 Lo 69.32
Lo Suwmit 326,46 5 1445 48, Willisms  137.09 4T 65,11
5. Laic 308.33 3 199.29 49, Delaware 135.61 Ly 66454
6. Montgomery 280,45 6 131.62 50, Seneca 135,29 48 64,30
7« Henry 220,26 10 96.48 51, Fairfield 133.39 L1 68434
8. Tood 220,16 11 96,05 52, Crawford 132.25 50 63.38
9, Franklin 216,93 7 127,91 53, Logan 125.31 54 57.8L
10, Ottawa 213,10 9 96,69 54, Columbiana 115.84 58 51,49
11, Miami 205.90 15 90,79  59. Licking 112,73 53 58,29
12, Allen 203,87 23 82,86 56, Huron 112,29 59 50455
13, Van Wert 199,39 16 90.67  57. Ashtabula 111,03 56  5k,16
14, Fultoa 195,68 22 85.26 58, Holmes 109.92 55 54449
15, Butler 190.47 13 ok.26 59, Richland 109,50 57  51.88
16, Darle 186,61 28 80,20 60+ Morrow 105,88 63  L7.32
17. Lorein 185,59 12 95,02 61, Ashland 101,17 60 50,40
18. Putiam 185,52 19 86.67 62, Highland  93.15 62 L7142
1S+ Greene 183.59 20 86429 63. Ross 92,61 61 49,22
20, Clark 183.05 1k 92,03 6L, Tuscarawas 90.36 65 42.38
21. Geauga 175.32 18 87,88 65. Knox 88.17 6" 5,17
22, Sandusly 175.05 21 85 .54 66, Jefferson 85,35 68  39.89
23. Stark 172.68 8 101.95 67. Brown 80.63 67 41.96
24, Brie 1-72033 17 87;91. 68. Lawrence 76. 29 71']' 32. 2
25, Hancock 1681k 35 75428 6S. Scioto 7549k 72 33.02
26. Mercer 168,15 34 75 .84 70. Belmont 4495 66 42,13
27« Preble 166474 30 78.63 71l. Perry 69.00 7L 33.9%
28+ Medina 166439 26 81,12  T2. Gallia 66.03 79  27.51
294 Viayne 165.48 3L 7733  T3s Carroll 65453 73 32.66
30+ Shelby 165439 Yo 63,94  The Muskingum  65.42 69 37429
3l. Auglaize  165.03 33 76,12  75. Coshocton 63417 70 3549
32, Clinton 162,70 37 73.58 764 Adems 60,90 80 27435
33, Fayette 160.29 25 81,25  T7. Pike 59.38 83  25.00
34, Worren 159.56 2l 81.31 78, Washington 59.08 75  3l.63
35+ Madison 158.85 36 751  T9, Athens 56476 77  28.92
36. Paulding  157.32 29 78,70 80, Meigs 55 Ltk 78 27478
37. Mohoning 156,34 27 81,03 81. Jackson 55.14 8L  25.79
38. Clermont  156.28 51 62.85  82. Guernsey  5khe8h4 8k 24,53
39« Champaign 151.32 38 72,92 83, Harrison  53.26 76 31,2k
Lo, Portage 149.55 43 66,71 84, Morgen 51455 86 22,60
L1, Howrdin 146453 39 70,68 85, Noble 47.89 82  25.65
L2, Marion 143,52 42 67,00 86, Hocking 45.51 87 22433
43, Pickaway  143.09 32 76,15  87. Monroe 11,00 85 23,60

L4, Wyandot 142,81 L5 65.k2  88. Vinton 3o Th 88  15.62




Table 44, Rank of Counties by Percent of Farm Operators Classfied as
Tenants, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total % 1950 17.9 - % 1940 26,3

County by % Rank % County by % Renk %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Medison®#x 37.9 1 bs5.2 45, Holmes 15.4 54 23.1
2, Payette .. 37.2 5 b1k 46, Morrow 15.4 31 30.3
3. Henry 35.6 6 41.3 47, Licking 15,1 48 24,9
L, Pickoway 334 2 43.2 48, Huron 14,6 4o 26,9
5. Seneca 33.2 3 2,7 49, Ashland 14,3 45 25,6
6. Clinton 32.5 9  38.8 50. Perry 14,1 59 20,5
7. Wood 31.6 13 38.0 51. Knox 14,0 51 23,6
8. Hancock 3049 8 40,0 52« Hocking 1345 60 20.4
9. Miami 30.9 10 38.8 53 Clermont  13.1 Ly 24,9
10. Poulding 30.7 7 41,0 54, Lucas 1340 ko 2l 7
1l. Hardin 3046 15 3746 55+ Richland 12,8 Ly 26.5
12, Van Wert 29.9 16 373 56, Hamilton 12,3 58 2045
13. Fulton 29.7 2L 35,0 57. Pike 12,3 56 2047
l)'{'c Greene 29.7 ll{' 37.7 580 Athens 12.0 67 1803
15. Champaign 29.5 12 3845 59, Morgan 11,7 73 1747
16, Dorke 29.4 L 41,6 60, Noble 11,7 8l 1h.7
17, Sondusky 2845 17 37,1 61. Belmont 11.5 57 20.6
18. Putnam 2745 20 3542 62, Harrison 1l.3 62 2042
19 . WyandO'b 27 .)‘“ 22 3’4 09 63 . Geauga 10 17 50 2)4' 33
20. Preble 26,7 11 38,7 6lhe Scioto 10,7 63 19.3
21, Williams 26,1 18  36.1 65+ Coshocton 10,1 83 14,8
22, ]-Jogan 25 . 9 2)"}' 33 .)4' 66 . MU.Sk.inglml 10.1 7]. 18 Ne
23, Defiance 2542 26 32,8 67. Monroe 10.0 77 17.2
2k, Shelby 24,9 19 3546 68. Stark 9.8 66 18.3
25. Auglaize 2Lh,.6 32 29k 69, Jefferson 9.7 64 19.1
26+ Marion 2h,1 33 28.8 70. Lawrence ekt T2 17.8
27« Ross 23,7 38 27-9 Tle Medina 90)-[- 76 17.2
28 . High.laﬂd 23 » 5 25 33 oL 72 . Waﬁhmg'ton 9 . 3 65 18 & 9
294 Crawford 22,6 37 28.3 73. Tuscarawas 9.0 78 16,6
30. Brown 22.2 23 34.8 T4. Guernsey 8.9 85 4.3
31, Butler 22,2 30 3045 75. Jackson 845 82 1h.9
32. Adams 22,1 3k 28,6 76. Gallia 8.3 Th 17k
33+ Clark 22,0 29 31.0 TTe Lorain 8,3 66 118.8
34, Mercer 21.9 35 28,6 T8+ Meigs 8.0 87 13.7
35, Allen 21.6 27 32,1 79. Vinton 7.8 70 18,1
36. Union 2049 36 28,5 . Summit T.7 55 20.8
37+ Warren 19.8 28 31.6 81, Carroll T.6 80 15.1
38. Ottawa 19.3 43 2649 82, Cuyashoga 6.7 52 23.1
39, Montgomery 1843 4o 2746 83. Portage 6,7 81 15.0
40, Wayne 18.3 39 27.8 84, Columbiana 6.3 69 18.1
Ll. Fairfield 18.1 53 23.1 85. Lake 6.0 75 17.3
42, Franklin  16.1 b1 27.1 86, Mahoning 5.7 86 1h.1
43, Erie 15.8 61  20.2 87. Trumbull 5.7 88 134
L, Delaware  15.4 L6 25.2 88, Ashtabula 5.4 79 15.8

R No. 1 position viewed from the standpoint of the farm econony would
normally be considered-the least advantageous pesitione



Table 45. Rank of Counties by Percent of Farm Operators Working
Off the Farm 100 Days or More, Ohio,l940-1950

Statc total % 31.5 -~ % 1940 21.3

County by % Ranlk % County by g Renk A
Rank 1950 1950 140 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1040
1. Summit *¥* 63,0 1 52,0 45, Guernsey 30.3 L7 17.6
2, Trumbull . 55.1 7 36.8 46, Delaware 30.1 41 18.6
3. Lake 51.2 L 3945 47, Fairfield 29.6 46 17.7
I, Cuyahoga 50.8 2 Lk .6 48. Ottawa 29.5 66 12.4
5. Mahoning 49,3 9 35.6 L9, Knox 29.4 60 13.6
6. Portage 49,2 15 31.6 50. Huron 29,1 62 12.6
7. Stark 48,2 8 36.0 51, Gallia 28.2 L2 18.6
8. Jefferson 47.7 6 37.6 52. Morrow 27,9 70 11.4
9. Scioto 47.0 3 43.6 53. Morgan 2745 39 20.4
10, Lawrence )4'509 12 33 oL 524‘. Preble 2702 58 15.’4'
11l. Geauga L5 .4 20 29,8 55. Wayne 26. o) 17.6
12. Tuscarawas L4l4.8 29 26.4 56, Monmoe 26.3 52 17.1
13. Hamilton Lh 14 31.6 57. Greene 25.7 53 16,7
14, Ashtabula  Lh.1 27 26.7 58, Noble 2,7 54 15.5
15, Montgomery U43.6 5 37.9 59. Champaign 24.1 59 13,0
16, Lucas 43.5 11 34.5 60, Crawford 23.9 68 12.0
17. Columbiana 43.0 19 30.0 61, Logan 23.7 56 15.4
18, Lorain 43.0 2l 28.0 62, Sandusky 22.8 69 11.6
19, Richland o4 37 21.3 63. Darke 22.3 75 10.8
20, HOCking }'4'202 17 3007 6""; Marion 21.5 57 15 '14'
21, Clermont  L4l.6 31 25.4 65. Shelby 21k 80 10.0
22. Vinton Lo.2 10 35.1 66. Wood 21.4 72 11.1
23, Medina 379 28 26.6 67. Auglaize 21,3 81 9.4
24, Athens 37.8 18 30.6 68. Holmes 21.0 61 12.8
25. Jackson 37.6 25 27.4 69. Clinton 19.9 65 12.5
26. Carroll 36.8 33 25,1 70. Fulton 19.8 71 11.82
27. Haxrrison 36.7 3k 2h.1 71, Defiance 19.5 83 8.9
28, Muskingum 36.k 30 25.6 72. Seneca 19.4 48 17.6
29. Butler 36.2 23 28.2 73. Union 19.3 63 12.6
30. Perry 36.2 16 3L.1 T4. Mercer 18.9 51 17.3
31, Belmont 3545 36 22.6 75. Willisms 18,6 8h 8.3
32. Warren 35.4 35 22.9 76, Paulding 18.5 et 10.9
33. Franklin 35.0 13 31.9 T77. Brown 18.3 T7 10.2
34, Licking 3.7 Ll 18.k4 78. Wyandot  17.9 82 9.2
35, Ross 34.5 32 25,3 79. Highland 17.8 67 12.3
36. Pike 33.3 26 27 .4 80, Pickaway 17.8 79 10.1
37. Ashland 32.3 45 18.0 81, Hancock 15.9 86 7.3
38. Coshocton 31.9 38 20.4 82, Madison  15.k4 ol 15.4
39. Allen 31,8 50 17 M 83, Adams 15.3 73 11,0
40. Clark 31.6 22 28.8 84, Van Wert 15.0 85 T4l
hl. Meigs 31.5 21 29,1 85. Fayette 1.9 76 10.5
L2, Washington 31.3 Lo 19.1 86, Hardin 1h .k 78 10,3
L3, Erie 30.9 55 16,0 87. Putnem 13.9 88 5.9
4y, Miemi 30,4 L3 18.5 88. Henry 12, 87 7ol

**¥%* No, 1 position viewed from the s%andpoint of the farm economy would

normally be considered the least advantageous position,



Table 46, Rank of Counties by Average Age of Farm Operator, Ohio, 1940

Average Age 19,0 -~ 50,8

County by Average Age County by Average Age
Rank 1940 1940 Rank 1940 1940
1. Clinton st £5.6 1i5. Logan 50.8
2. Franklin 54.5 L6, Pickavay 50.8
3. Guernsey 53.L 47, Highland 50.7
,-l-- MOrgan 530’-‘- h8. Huron 50.7
5. Tashington 53.L L9, Ottawa 50,7
6., Jackson 53.2 50, Varren 50.7
7. Meigs 53.1 51. Marion 50.6
8. Muskingum 53.1 52, Fayette 50.5
9. Noble 52.9 53. Geauga 50.5
10, Belmont 52.8 5. Greene 50,5
11, Athens 52.7 55. Montgomery 50.5
12, Carroll 52.7 56, Lucas 50.L
13, Coshocton 52.6 57. Auglaize 50,3
1l;, Hamilton 52.6 58, Richland 50,3
15, Harrison 52.6 59. Union 50.3
16, llonroe 52.6 60. Crawford 50.2
17, Perry 52.Lh 61, Scioto 50.1
18, Ashtabula 52.3 62, Yorrow 50,0
19, Licking 52.3 63, Miami L9.9
20. Cuyahoga 52,2 6L, Adams 49,7
21, Gallia 52,2 65, Butler L9.7
22, Vinton 52,1 66, Champaign L9.7
23, Columbiana 52, 67, Viayne L9.6
2ly, Jefferson 52.0 68, Preble 49.5
25, Irie 51,8 69, Summit Lo.h
26. Hocking 51.8 70, Allen L9.3
27. Medina 51.7 71. Sandusky 49.3
28. Stat‘k 5107 72. Madison h9q2
29. Tuscarawas S1.7 73+ Wyandot 9.2
30, Mahoning 51,6 7L, Mercer 49.0
31, Lake 51.5 75. Hancock 18.9
32, Pike 51,5 76. Seneca 48.9
33, Portage 51.5 77. Shelby L8.9
3k, Trumb\gxll 51.5 78, Wood L8.9
350 Clermont 51;’4 79. Hardin heua
36, Fairfield S1.L 80, Van Tlert L8.6
37. Lawrence S1.h4 81. Darke L8.5
38, Lorain 51.L 82, Defiance L8,.5
39, Ashland 51,3 83, Holmes L8.5
L4O. Delaware 51.3 8L, Williams 18.1
. Ross 51.3 85. Paulding L7.9
ﬁ%o Clark 51,2 86. Fulton L7.7
L3 Brown 50.8 87. Putnam L7.7
L. Knox 50.8 88, Henry 47.0

s No, 1 position viewed from the standpoint of the farm economy
would normally be considered the least advantageous position,



Table U7,

Rank of Counties by Percent Hired Farm Workers Are
of Total Farm Workerss#, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 12,1% - 19L0 13,9%

Covnty by % Rank % County by A Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Lake 37.0 2 32,7 L5, Miami 10,5 55 11.L
20 Cuyahoga BDCO S 2805 . Knox 10.2 77 B.LL
3, liadison 32,7 3 29,5 L7, Highland 10,1 Lk 12,4
L, Picikaway 30,3 N 29.3 L8, Richland 10,1 17 18,2
5. Fayette 28,3 1 32,8 L9, Coshocton 10,0 L7 12,1
6, Clark 26,1 6 26,7 50, Gallia 10,0 72 8.9
7. Franklin 2542 15 19,0 51, Logan 10,0 76 8,5
8. Greene 23.5 10 21,2 52, Trumbull 10,0 36 13.6
9. Lucas 21,0 29 15.1 53. Seneca 9.5 37 13.3
10, Ross 20,7 8 22,1 5L, Ashland 9.l 51 11,8
11, FErie 20,1 7 2143 55. Brown 9.3 70 B9
12, Hamilton 19,8 9 21,6 56, Perry 2.0 83 7.0
13, Clinton 18,2 21 17.6 57. Washington 8.8 57 11.bh
1L, Summit 18,0 12 20,8 58, Wyandot 8e7 30 13.3
15, Warren 17.1 18 18,0 59, Preble 8.5 Lo 12.7
16, Champaign 16,9 11 21,0 60, Crawlord 8.4 39 13.1
17, Geauga 15,5 22 17.4 61, Holmes 8.3 148 12,1
16, Lorain 15,5 31 14,5 62, Clermont 8.1 71 89
19, Fairfield 152 32 1L 63, Harrison 841 50 11 9
20, Wayne 15.0 19 18,0 6Ly, Jackson 8.1 52 11,7
21, Columbiana 1h,9 25 15,7 65. Guernsey 7.9 79 8.1
22, Astabula 1, 28 15,3 66, Sandusky 7.8 56 11.L4
23¢ Delaware 13,7 3l 13.8 67, Tuscarawas 7.6 33 1.0
2l;, Medina 13,7 26 15,5 68. Adams 7.5 80 7.7
25, Licking 13,5 23 16,6 69, Hocking 745 73 8.8
26, Butler 13.L 1L 19,8 70, lMuskingum 75 65 10,0
27. Stark 13.L 30 1.6 71, Mercer T2 75 87
28, Hardin 13,3 116 12,3 72+ Avglaize Tel 58 11,3
29, Huron 13.3 16 18,7 73. Putnam 7.0 8L 6.8
30, Scioto 13,0 74 8,8 7L, Monroe 6.7 88 5.7
31, Union 13,0 2L 16,6 75, Van Wert 6.7 82 Tolt
32, Marion 12,7 13 20,3 76, Henry 6e2 5l 11,5
33, llontgomery 12.5 20 17.7 77. Shelby 6.2 69 93
3l, Ottawa 12.3 61 10.6 78, Carroll 6,1 L3 12.4
35, Meigs 12,2 6L 10,1 79. Fulton 5.7 63 10,1
36, Mahoning 12,0 L9 12,1 80, Allen 5.6 62 10,1
37. Athens 11,8 67 9.8 81, Hancock 5eb 78 8e2
38, Portage 11,5 27 15.4 82, Vinton 5.5 59 11.2
39, Jelferson 11.3 35 13,7 83, Darke 5.4 87 6,2
L0, Lawrence 11,2 53 11,6 8li, Morrow 5.1 60 9.9
L1, Pike 11,2 L2 12,5 85, Williams 4,9 60 10,8
L2, Wood 11,2 L5 12,1 86, Paulding L5 68 9.3
13, Belmont 10,6 L1 12,6 87. Noble L1 86 6.3
« Morgan 10,6 81 an 88, Defiance 3,2 85 65

##% Total farm workers includes {amily and/or hired workers,



Table )-I-B .

Rank of Counties by Percent of llales Employed as
Farmers and Farm Managers, Farm Laborers (Unpaid

Fanily Workers) Farm Laborers, Except Unpaid, and
Farmforewan ol Total Employed of Total Population,
Ohio, 19L0-1950

State total - 1950 6,2% - 1940 10.5%

County by % Rank % County by A Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1. Adanms 17,0 1 5846 L5, Guernsey 15.6 L9 2L, 1
2, llonroe 42,3 5 50.2 L6, Ross 15,5 52 22,4
3e Brown lllno 3 SLL.S Ll-?u Wood 15.5 ,-l-h 2600
i, Noble L0.3 2 57.2 L8. Medina 15,1 L1 27.6
5. Holies 38.3 )—l- 5109 ,-1-90 Warren 1500 )-LB 2609
6. Pike 36.5 ll )-‘-6.5 500 HUI'OH 114-09 L!-B 2500
7. Gallia 3L.6 12 43,1 51, Fairfield  1L.3 5L 21,7
8, lorgan 3ok 9 L7.8 52, Ashland 1,2 51 22,9
9, Putnam 33.0 6 50,2 53. Hocking 13,9 63 18,3
10, Morrow 32,3 7 Lg.1 5. Perry 13.9 62 18,7
11, Henry 31,2 10 16,9 55. Seneca 13,6 53 21,8
12, Union 31,0 13 L2,6 56, Crawford 13,5 58 2049
13, Highland 30,9 19 0,2 57. Sandusky 12,5 55 21,7
1, Pickaway 29.h4 15 42,0 58, Athens 12,4 6. 15,5
15, Paulding 29,3 8 13,3 59. Licking 12,4 61 19.3
16, lladison 29,1 1L L2,0 60, Ottawa 12.4h L6 25,0
17. Fulton 2749 16 1.7 61, Lawrence 21,1 59 20,5
18, Darke 26,9 18 L0 Lu 62, Greene 11,0 50 22,0
19, Hardin 2647 22 38l 63, Miami 10,4 élL 17,0
20, Clinton 26,5 23 37.7 6li, Marion 9.9 65 15,9
21, Fayette 2640 2l 37.7 65, Ashtabula 9.5 60 2043
22, Wyandot 26,0 21 39.0 66, Portage 9l 57 21.h
23, liercer 25.3 20 39.3 67. Muskingum 8.0 67 13,4
2L, Meigs 25,0 28 33.7 68, Tuscarawas 7.6 68 13,3
25, Vinton 2le2 30 32,6 69. Belmont Tk 70 11,9
26, Champaign 23,9 27 347 70, Scioto 740 75 9.5
27. Preble 23,8 17 41,3 71, Allen 645 71 11,4
28, Williams 23.1 29 33,0 72+ Colunbiana 642 72 10,9
29, Delaware 22,1 26 37,1 73. Erie 6,2 69 13,0
30, Carroll 21,2 3k 30,7 7h. Richland 5.5 73 10.7
31, Defiance 20,7 32 32.3 75, Clark LT 17 8.3
32. Shelby 20,1 33 31,5 76, Lorain L2 76 8.9
33, Auglaize 19,8 35 30,5 77, Butler Lyl 79 6.8
3L, Logan 19,8 37 30,1 78, Lake el 74 10,2
35, Van Wert 19,7 31 32,5 79, Trumbull 3.2 78 Tel
36, Washington 19.5 38 29,7 80, Jefferson 2.9 81 Le3
37, Knox 1743 Lo 28,3 81, Stark 2.6 80 L7
38, Geauga 17.1 25 3745 02, Mahoning 1.6 83 249
39, Hancock 15,8 L5 25,5 83, Montgomery 1,5 £2 3,2
110, Wayne 16,8 12 27.6 8l Franklin 1.4 Uit Z5
Ll. Clermont 16.L 36 30,3 85, Lucas 1.1 85 .1
li2, Coshgcton 16,2 L7 2543 86, Summit 0.8 86 .8
 L413, Harrison 16,1 39 28,4 87, Hamilton 0.7 87 -3
- 4ly, Jackson 15,8 56 21,4 88, Cuyahoga 0,3 88 )¢5




Table 49,

Rank of Counties by Percent of Males and Females

Employed as Farmers and Farm Managers, Farm Laborers
(Unpaid Family Workers) Farm Laborers, Except Unpaid,

and Farmforeman of Total Rural Farm Population

Imployed, Ohio, 19L0-1950

State total-1950 56,5% - 1940 66.2%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950  19ko 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 19kO
1. Adams 80.2 1 86,7 LS. Greene 59.3 L3 6946
2. ljladison 7647 10 80.3 L6, Sandusky 59,2 39 72,0
[lardin 7549 5 82,1 47, Delaware 58,8 34 7340

)—l- Brown 7501 3 83.5 LLQ Miami 57.1 55 65 5

5. Highland 75.1 6 81,2 49, #shland 5543 51 6648

6, Hancock 7hol 13 784 50, Clark 55,3 71 56,9

7. Fayette 73.8 8 804 51, Licking 55,0 15 68,7

8. Clinton 7343 11 80,0 52, Perry 5h.6 76 5l 7

9. lonroe 72,8 37 7247 53, Huron Shok Ll 71,7
10, Williams 72.8 19 76,8 Sh., Erie 53.4 52 6647
11, Pickaway 7242 15 77.9 55. Delmont 52,9 59 62,6
12, Putnam 72,2 2 8L 7 56, Athens 51.9 68 57.7
13, Henry 71.9 L 82,6 57. Jackson 51,8 57 6h.3
1l;, Noble 71,7 12 7949 58, Muskingum 51,1 65 60,1
15, Holmes 70,3 16 77.h 59, Ottawa 51,0 L7 6842
164, Auglaize 69,7 20 7646 60, Allen 5047 53 664l

. Champaign 69, 17 772 61, Carroll 50,3 62 617
ig. Paulging 68.8 9 80,44 62, Medina 5043 6ly 61,1
19, Vyandot 68,1 7 81.0 63, Harrison 49,9 sl 65¢7
20. Logan 68,1 21 7646 6Ly, Warren 19,9 58 6247
21, Defiance 67,9 26 7548 65. Butler 4845 73 55.8
22, Darke 67.3 2L 7643 66, Tuscarawas LB8,2 61 61,9
23, llercer 67.2 29 751 67, Lawrence L6e7 69 57.6
2li, Union 6742 1 78,3 68, Ashtabula L6l 56 6l 8

. Marion 6740 35 73.0 69, Clermont 45,9 60 62,1
22. Gallia 66,9 31 7L.0 70. Richland L7 63 61.L
27, lorgan 6641 32 73.7 71, Geauga Ll 6 66 5945
28, Van Wert 65,8 18 7742 72, Vinton Lol N Sh.g
29, Shelby 65.3 23 7614 73, Columbiana  LL,O 72 56,
30, Vayne 6541 Lo 7240 The Scioto L4349 77 51.7
31, Fulton 6L 7 30 75.1 75, Hocking 43,6 78 51.2
32, Guernsey 6La7 36 7247 76, Jefferson  L1,9 85 h1,

63,8 25 76,1 77. Lorain 41,2 67 58.L
gi: ﬁgiiﬁzrd 63.& 22 7646 78, Franklin L0.9 79 51.%
35, Wood 6249 L8 6749 79. Portage 10,5 70 i;;u
36, Washington 62,7 33 73.6 80, Montgomery  L0.3 23 2
37, Seneca 62,6 38 7243 81, Stark. 38 L4 81 4.
38, Meigs 6244 L6 6844 82, Mahoning 36,5 g Sh‘8
39, Fairfield 61,9 A 6945 83, Lucas 3h.8 gé 2o
L0, Coshocton 61,5 49 67.1 8L, Hamilton 33. .

' . 2 7046 85, Lake 33.8 8L L5.1
t%' ?iiﬁle 2%,3 27 7548 86, Trumbull 28,9 82 hg.B
L3. Ross 6.1 50 6649 87, Summit 23,9 81 %53 3

: Knox 5945 28 15,1 88, Cuyahoga 22,8 35,2




Table 50, Rank of Counties by Percent Employed in Agriculture

(llzles and lemales) of Total Population Employed,
Ohio, 19L0-1950

State total - 1950 6,94 - 1940 11,0%

County by % Rank 4 County by A Rank g
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950  19LoO 19,0
1. Adams 51,5 1 59,1 L5, Warren 17,1 L3 28,0
2. lonroe 48.0 6 50,9 L4, Medina 16,9 L2 28,2
3. Brown }4)406 3 55-8 L7, Wood lé.h. LLLL 26.8
i, Noble L6 2 5849 L8, Ashland 16,3 50 21,0
5, Holmes Ll 5 n 53.8 L9, Jackson 16,2 57 22,0
6. Morgan 38,8 8 1945 50, Ross 16,1 53 22,8
7. Pike 37.5 11 L7.1 51, Fairfield 15,9 56 22,2
8« Putnam 36.7 5 51.3 52, Huron 15,7 L8 25,6
9. Morrow 36,0 7 50.1 53, Perry 15k 62 19.0
10, Gallia 35,7 13 Llel 5k, Crawford 1,9 58 21,9
11, Highland 3L.7 19 LiL 55, iocking 1.9 63 18.
12, Henry 33.L 10 18,0 56. Seneca 1.6 55 22,5
13, Union 33¢3 12 L2 57. Athens 13.8 66 16.1
1L, Madison 31.5 1L L3l 58, Licking 13.7 61 2042
15, Paulding 31l.L 9 493 59, Sandusky 13.5 Sk 22,5
16, Pickaway 3045 16 2.7 60, Ottawa 12,9 L7 25.9
17. Darke 29,8 18 I 61, Lawrence 12,7 60 21,2
18, Fulton 29.L 15 43,0 62, Greene 12,0 Sl 23,6
19, Hardin 29,0 22 3948 63, liami 11,6 6L 17,8
20, llercer 28,6 21 L0.1 flis Ashtabula 11,5 59 21,
21, Wyandot 2841 20 L0.8 65. Portage 11.2 52 2340
22, Clinton 27.8 26 3863 66, Marion 10.6 65 16.5
23, Fayette 2745 23 3849 67. Muskingum 8e7 67 14,0
2L, Meigs 26,6 28 3Lk 68, Tuscarawas Beb 68 13,6
25, Champaign 26,1 27 3548 69, Belmont 8.2 70 12,2
26, Preble 25,6 17 Li2.3 70, Scioto Teb6 75 10,0
27, Vinton 25,6 32 33,0 71, Allen Tel 71 11,8
28, Williams 25,3 29 33.7 72. Colunbiana 71 73 11.h
29, Delaware 23.6 25 384 73. Erie 6.6 69 13,4
30, Auglaize 23¢5 35 31.3 7. Richland 6.1 yn 11.1
31, Shelby 23.5 33 32.5 75+ Lake 5.2 72 11.7
32. Cerroll 22,5 3l 31,5 76, Clarke 5.l 77 8.8
33, Defiance 22,1 31 33,0 77 Lorain Le6 76 9l
3L, Washington 21. L 38 3044 78, Butler Lol 79 Te2
35. Logan 2048 37 30,9 79+ Jefferson 345 81 lie5
36, Van Wert 20,3 30 33,2 80, Trumbull 3.5 78 Tolt
37, Wayne 2042 L1 29.1 81, Stark 3.0 80 5.0
38, Geauga 19.7 2L 38,7 82, Mahoning 1.9 83 3.1
39, Knox 19.5 Lo 291 83, Franklin 1,8 8L 2.8
1,0, Coshocton 1841 L5 26,3 8li, llontgomery 1,8 82 3,5
i1, Guernsey 18.L 149 2L, 9 85. Lucas 1L 85 2.1t
L2, Clermont 18,0 36 31,3 86, Hamilton 1,0 07 1.6
L3, Hancock 17,9 hé 26,1 87, Summit 1,0 86 2,0
Ly, Harrison 17,1 39 2943 88, Cuyahoga 0.5 88 0.7




Table 51,

of Total Number of llales, Ohio, 1940-1950,

Rank of Counties by Percent of llales in Agriculture

State total ~ 1950 5,0% =~ 1940 7.3%

Counly by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940  19L4O
1, Adams 30.4 5 30,2 L5, Fairfield 11,4 Sl 1,0
2, Brown 2843 1 34,0 L6, Clermont 11,3 36 19,2
3, lonroe 27.1 19 2L.7 L7, Harrison 11,2 L2 17,2
L, Noble 26,8 6 29.3 L8, Warren 10,9 Lo 17.4
5, Holmes 26,1 2 31,6 L9, Wood 10,9 148 16,0
6, Putnam 23.5 3 30,9 50, Crawford 10.8 Lo 15,4
7. liorgan 23.L 10 26,6 51, Guernsey 10,8 57 12,9
8, liorrow 23,0 b 30,8 52. Seneca 10.L 52 14,8
9. Union 22,8 7 28,6 53, Ross 9.9 60 11,9
10, Highland 22,7 15 25,5 SL, Sandusky 9.9 51 14,8
11, lHenry 21,9 8 27,6 55, Ottawa 9,5 L1 17,3
12, Fulton 20,3 9 27.5 56, Jackson 9.3 61 10,5
13, Pike 19.9 34 19,5 57, Licking 942 56 13,0
1l;, Paulding 19,8 11 26,5 58, Hocking 940 65 9,1
15, Darke 19,7 12 26414 59, Perry 849 on 9,6
16, Mercer 19,6 16 25,5 60, lliami 8.2 59 12,4
17. Gallia 19,1 30 20,0 61, Ashtabula 7.6 55 13,L
18, Tiyandot 18,9 1y 25,6 62, Marion 745 62 10,5
19, Clinton 18,6 21 23,6 63, Lawrence Tolt 63 9.6
20, Fayette 18,6 22 23,3 6li, Greene Te3 50 1,9
21, lladison 18,5 2l 22,0 65, Portage 70 53 1he3
22, Champaign 17,6 26 21,8 66, Athens 649 71 TaTl
23, Hardin 17.5 20 23,7 67, lluskingum 643 66 8.8
2lie Williams 17,5 23 22.6 68, Tuscarawas 5.6 68 Te9
25, Pickaway 17,4 25 22,0 69, Allen 5.1 69 7.8
26, Preble 17,2 17 25,3 70, Belmont Sll yn 6oLt
27, Delaware 16,0 18 25.1 71, Frie 5.1 67 8.6
28, Shelby 16,0 29 2044 72, Colurbiana  L.8 73 Te3
29, Augleize 15,5 28 2044 73, Scioto Le7 77 5.1
30, leigs 15,3 L7 16,0 74, Richland Ly 72 7ol
31, Van Wert 15,2 27 21,3 75, Clark 3.9 76 60
32, Defiance 1.9 31 19.9 76, Lake 3,5 70 7.8
33, Carroll 1.6 33 19,5 77. Lorain 3.4 75 6y
3}, Logan 1.1 38 18.6 78, Butler 3.2 78 1,8
350 Vinton 13.3 58 1205 79+ Trumbull 2.5 79 LL.S
36, Washington 13.3 L3 17,2 80. Stark 242 80 3.3
37, Hancock 13.1 39 17.6 81, Jefferson 2.1 81 2.7
38. Wayne 13,1 37 19,0 82, Montgomery 1L 82 2.5
39, Geauga 12,8 13 26,1 83, Franklin 1.3 83 2.0
L0, Knox 12,8 35 19.h 8Ly, Mahoning 1.3 8l 2,0
41, Coshocton 12,0 L6 16,2 85, Lucas 1,1 85 1,6
L2, ledina 11,9 32 19,8 86, Hamilton 0.7 87 1.2
43, Ashland 11.8 Ll 17.0 87, Summit 0.7 86 1,3
L), Huron 11,5 L5 16,5 88, Cuyahoga 0.k 88 0e5




Teble 52. Raunk of Counties by Average Value Per Farm of Farm Pro-
ducts Sold, Ohio, 1940-1950

Scate total $ 1650 3,804.03-3 1SLO 1,208.43

County by 8 Raik $ County by $ Rank $
Rank 1950 1950 1540 15k0 Rank 1950 1650 1940 1940
1. Madison oh16.0y 1 2642,05 45, Fairfield 3923.86 50 1167.51
2. Fayctte 8193.65 3  2259.80 L5, Allen 3871.87 L2  1260.86
3. Pickaway 7561.96 2  2289.62 L7, Knox 367149 L4y 1178.05
L, Clinton 6537.98 13 1774.05 4L8. Montgomery 3531.09 46 121k4,10
5. Clark 634,36 L 2004.82 L9, Hemilton  3522.22 L7 1188.12
G. Fulton 5887.61 2L 1574.67 50. Medina 3497.53 51 1103.59
7+ Greene 5824,86 11  1823,63  51. Licking  3486,07 53 1080.62
8. Henry 5763.50 7  1¢45,55 52. Ottawa 3470.20 3¢ 1325.78
9. Cuyahoga 5738.28 17  1707.65 53, Ashland 3140.66 59 999,06
10, Marion 5572,85 8 1915.69 5k, Stark 30¢8.4k¢ 55 1063,20
1l. Champaign  5567.1¢ 6  1945.84 55. Morrow 3038.36 63  900.81
12. Hardin 5537.38 18 1688.50 56. Geauga 3020,06 48 1178.90
13. Wood 5519.63 10 1833.36 57. Coshocton 3007.78 62  906.53
1%, VUyandot 5383.72 15 1752.76 58, Mehoning 2971.84 57T 1029.77
15. Putrem 5288.07 21 1626.61 59, Columbiana 2819.20 6L 943,56
16, Ven Wert 5268.13 12 1821.21 60. Richland 2756416 60  967.49
17. Hancock 5070.87 19 1684,95 61l. Tuscarawas 2740.41 6k 868.87
18, Mereer 5053.54 37  1341.63 62, Portege 2712.52 58 1006.21
1¢. Auglaize 5051.00 30  1hk27.45 63. Ashtabula 2668,0L 56 1048.2¢
20. Miomi 5030.97 20  1650.48 64, Browm 2665.13 66 733.95
21, Sandusky L4g95,62 26  1504.55 65. Musiingum 2462,01 73  631.09
22, Prcble Lhog3.52 16 1743.26 66, Sumnit 2365 .69 52 1083.00
23, Crawford Lho3z6.oL 14 1768.34 67. Trumbull 2232.51 65 858,98
2L, Union 4923,30 27  1481.55 68, Adans 2232,13 75 616,71
25. Wayne Lo15.65 22  1625,16 69. Lewrence 2204.75 8  403.86
26. Paulding L88g.16 5  1965.57 70+ Carroll 2164,82 70 651.20
27. Seneca L725,71 23 1610.42 Tl. Perry 2082.34 72 636.23
28, Shelby y725,19 28  1460.70 72. Clermont  2064,76 67 671.28
29. Lucas 4633.00 25  1526.16 73. Harrison 2009,02 65 653.38
30, Fronklin L60% .32 34 1390,81 T4, Belmont 1962,78 68  667.51
31, Butler 4551,00 k3 1251.70 75. Jefferson 1846.68 7L 64l,61
32, Lake 4534 ,53 g 1990.92 76. Pike 1810.96 T4  623.80
33. Williams 4hh3.36 35 1385.31 77 Morgan 1795425 77 569.12
34, Darke L438,0L 38  1331.72 78. Scioto 1687.58 83 1470.26
35. Defiance LL427.65 32 1408.05 7S« Noble 1679457 79  497.10
36« Worren 4352.42 41 1282.07 80. Washington 1675.43 8L  479.76
37. Logan 4307.06 33 1397.1l1 8l. Gallia 1658.08 8%  L458.34
38. Erie 4263,06 29  1437.98 82, Hocking  1657.66 80 489,18
3S. Ross 4208.57 Ly 124g,.34 83, Meigs 1620.66 85 439,68
40, Lorain 4115,07 36 1383.30 84, Athens 1583.98 76 614,46
41, Holmes 4088.8¢9 Lo  1250.72 85. Guernsey 1581.35 78  530.32
L2, Delawarc 4039.66 31 1413.12 86. Jackson 1522.7h 82 475,10
43, Huron 3967.28 45  1231.65 87. Monroe 1389.86 87 378.7L
4L, Highland 3953.25 54  1071.38 88, Vinton 1013.44 83  320.50




Table 53.

Rank of Countles by Percent of I'arms Which Reported
No, Products Sold of Total Farms Reporting, Ohio
1940-1950.

State total - 1950 6,2% - 1940 1,8%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Swmmitiees 19,5 19 2,7 L5, Monroe 5.9 1 740
2. Lawrence 18.3 27 2,3 L6, Clark 5.2 59 0.9
3. Hocking 17.2 9 347 h?b Inox )-‘-07 17 208
).l.. Scioto 1508 33 2.0 hBU Fairfield htB 50 1.0
5, Jefferson 15.7 28 2.2 19, Greene 3.9 78 0.3
6. Vinton 15.6 11 3.5 50, Miami 3.6 65 0.7
7. Jackson 1,7 L1 1.6 51, Holmes 3L Lo 1,1
8, Trumbull 1L L7 1.2 52, Crawford 3.3 88 0.1
90 Lake 1)4.0 LL )-hh 530 Erie 3.2 LLS 102
10, Athens 13,0 LL 1.3 5L, Clinton 3.1 66 0.6
11, Hamilton 12,8 3 L5 S5, Ashland 2,9 57 0.9
12. Belmont 12,k 8 3e7 56, Preble 2.9 56 1,0
13, Clermont 12,4 L3 1.5 57. Union 2.9 62 0.9
1. Perry 11,9 25 245 58+ Fulton 247 73 0.l
15, Ashtabula 11,1 o 3.1 59, Allen 2,6 63 0,8
15, Colunbiana 10,7 30 2.1 60, Brown 2,6 58 09
17. Geauga 10,6 18 2.7 61, Huron 2.4 51 1.0
18, Portage 2.9 55 1.0 62, Wayne 2.4 L2 1.6
19, Lucas 9.8 3L 1,9 63, Wyandot 2.4 02 0.3
20, Muskingum 948 7 3.8 6li, Darke 2.3 72 Ouls
21, Guernsey 9.7 2 6,0 65, Sandusky 2.3 70 0.5
22, Harrison 9¢5 23 2.5 66, Adams 2.2 Lo 1.6
23, Lorain 9. ély 0.8 67, Fayette 2,1 83 0.2
2li, Pike 9e3 36 1.9 68, Morrow 2.1 53 1.0
25, Meigs 8.8 10 3.7 69 Highland 2,0 1A 1.2
26, Cuyahoga 8.6 22 245 70. Madison 2.0 69 0.5
27, Coshocton Be3 20 2.5 71, Ottawa 2,0 sl 1.0
28, Stark 8.2 37 1.9 72, Champaign 1.8 71 O
29, Noble 8.1 24 2.8 73, Marion 1.8 60 0.9
30. Gallia 769 26 2.3 74, Auglaize 1.7 77 0.3
31, Mahoning Te9 31 2.1 75, Hardin 1.5 79 0.3
32, Washington 745 6 L.l 76+ Shelby 1.5 76 0.l
33. Franklin Tl 12 3.4 77. Wood 1.2 81 0.3
3li, Tuscarawas T3 13 3.2 78, Pickaway 1.0 61 0.9
35, Ross Tel 39 1.7 79. Logan 0.8 52 1.0
36, Carroll 7.0 21 2.5 80. Putnam 0.8 75 Oelt
37. Warren 6.6 L8 1.2 81, Seneca 0.8 85 0e?
36, Morgan 6.5 5 L3 82, Defiance 0.7 67 0.6
39, Medina 6oli 29 242 83, Mercer 0.7 h OJls
1i0, Delaware Boli 15 3.0 8, Williams 0.5 87 0.2
L1, Montgomery 6. 35 1.9 85, Hancock Ouls 68 045
L2, Richland 643 38 1.8 86, Henry Ouls 8L 042
L3, Licking 642 16 3,0 87, Van Wert 0,3 86 0.2
L, Butler 5.9 32 2.0 88, Paulding 0.0 8o 0.3

e No, 1 position viewed from the standpoint of the farm economy would normally
be considered the least advantageous position,



Table Sli, Rank of Counties by Percent of Farms Reporting
210,000 or llore Products Sold of Farms Reporting
Sales, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 7.0% - 1940 0.5%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rarnk 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Madison 31,5 1 2.8 L5, Allen 6.1 Ll 0.k
2. Payette 26,8 5 1.9 LA, Geauga 6.1 37 0.5
3, Pickaway 2L.8 L 2.0 L7, Defiance 6,0 L7 O.lt
i, Clinton 20.L 27 0.6 18, Knox 6,0 39 0.5
5. Chaiaign 15,8 10 1,2 L9, Licking 5.8 50 O.L
6, Clark 15.L 3 2.1 50, Ottawa 5.3 60 0.3
7. Greene 1.9 8 1.3 51, Coshocton 542 66 0.2
8, Fulton 13,6 36 0.5 52, Columbiana 5,0 35 0.5
9, Wyandot 13,1 22 0.8 53, Mahoning Lokt 30 0.6
10, Van Wert 12.3 L3 0.5 54, Ashtebula L2 33 0.5
11, Wood 12.3 26 0.7 55, Tuscarawas le2 62 0.3
12, Ross 12,1 19 0.9 56, Portage 3.9 2l 0.7
13, Franklin 12,0 20 0,8 57. Stark 3.7 42 0a5
1l;, Cuyahoga 11,6 2 245 58, Ashland 3.6 55 0.3
15, lercer 11,0 59 0.3 59, Holmes 3.6 83 0.0
16, Shelby 10,9 68 042 60. Pike 3.5 52 Oeli
17. Preble 10,8 18 0.9 61, Morrow 3.3 76 Oe1
18, Butler 10, 34 045 62, Richland 3.2 67 0,2
19. Hardin 10,4 13 1.0 63, Trumbull 3.2 61 0.3
20, Crawford 10,1 7 L.k 6, Clermont 25 65 042
21. Union 9.8 21 0.8 650 MeigS 2.5 75 O-l
22, Auglaize 9.7 L5 Ol 66, Scioto 245 78 0.1
23, Hancock 9.5 23 0.7 67. Sumit 245 25 0.7
2L, Henry 942 16 049 68, Hocking 263 N 0.1
25, Wayne 9e2 12 1,1 69, Brown 242 81 0.0
26, Delaware 9.1 L8 0.l 70, Muskingum = 2,2 7 0.1
27. Logan 9.1 29 0.6 71, Washington 2,2 79 Oel
28, Erie 8,6 28 0.6 72. Belmont 2.1 70 Oel
29, Sandusky 843 Lo 0.5 73, Marion 2.1 15 1,0
30, Williams 8,2 N 0ol 74, Adams 1.6 80 0.0
31, Putnam 7.9 53 Oult 75. Jackson 1.6 56 0.3
32, Miami 7.8 17 0,9 76, Harrison 1.5 72 00l
33, Seneca 7.8 L1 0¢5 77« Perry 1.5 87 0.0
3L, Darke 7.6 L6 0. 78, Gallia 1L 71 0.1
35, Hamilton 7.6 11 1,2 79. Athens 1.3 63 0,2
36, Fairfield Toli L9 Ol 80, Carroll 1.3 N 0e2
37. Lorain 6.9 1L 1.0 81, Lawrence 13 58 0¢3
38, Lucas 649 6 1.5 82, Morgan 1,2 85 0,0
39, Lake 6.8 9 1,3 83. Monroe 1.1 8l 0,0
;0. I-ontgonery 6.7 31 0.6 8L, Jefferson 0,9 57 0.3
L1, Warren 6e7 69 042 05, Vinton 0.9 88 0,0
L2, Highland 6e6 73 0.1 86, loble 0.8 86 0.0
L3, lledina 6l 51 Ol 87. Guernsey 0.3 82 0.0
Ll, Huron 6.3 38 0.5 88, Paulding 0,0 32 0.6




Table 55, Ranks of Counties by Rural Land-Man Ratio#¥ Ohio,

1940-1950

State - 1950 Ratio 15,6 - 1940 Ratio 14,6

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940

1. Paulding 35.3 1 26,6 L5, Allen 15,7 43 15,3

2. Fayette 33,7 2 25,8 L6, Butler 15.3 52 1,1

3. Pickaway 31.6 17 19.1 L7, Licking 15.2 25 18.0
i, Madison 31,2 6 22,1 L8, Richland 15,2 L2 15,4
5. Van Wert 27.6 13 20,3 L9. Adams h.L 55 13,8

6, Wyandot 27,0 7 21,9 50, Noble 13.2 L7 14.5

7. Hancock 26,5 12 20,3 51, Wayne 13,1 56 13,7

8, Hardin 2642 9 21,3 52, Lorain 12,7 62 12,2

9. Marion 2642 3 25,3 53, Cuyahoga  12.6 83 8.2
10, Defiance 25,1 22 184 5L, Perry 12,5 61 12,8
11, Wood 2U.6 33 17,1 55, Tuscarawas 12,3 L9 1.3
12, Clinton 2349 L 22,7 56. Holmes 12,2 L5 14,8
13, Williams 23.6 23 18.L 57, Carroll 12,1 57 13.6
14, Henry 2243 30 17.7 58, Clermont 12,1 60 13.3
15, Seneca 22,2 20 18,6 59. Harrison 12,1 51 14,2
16, Champaign 22,0 10 201 60. Medina 2.1 67 1l.L
17. Crawford 21,9 11 2044 61, Muskingum 12,1 L8 143
18, Union 21,7 8 21,6 62, Montgomery 12,0 70 949
19, Auglaize 21,56 18 18.8 63, Guernsey 11k Ll 15,2
20, Highland 21.3 5 22.3 6ly, Pike 11.L 68 11.1
21, Clark 21,1 38 15.9 65, Ashtabula 11,1 8l 11,8
22, Putnam 21,1 27 17.9 66, Jefferson 10.5 76 9.3
23, Logan 20,6 16 19,1 67. Belmont 10.3 66 11,5
2li, Greene 20.5 29 17.8 68, Jackson 10.1 sk 1.l
25, Shelby 2043 21 18,5 69, Columbiana 9.7 72 91
26, Mercer 20.1 kin 17.0 70. Lucas 9.7 82 8.1
27. Sandusky 19,7 35 16,2 71, Stark 9e7 73 %7
28. Brown 18.5 15 19,5 72. Mahoning 945 77 9,3
29, Huron 18,5 19 18.6 73, Portage 9e? N 9.6
30, Preble 18,5 26 1749 7L. Hocking 9.1 69 10,3
31, Delaware 18.3 28 17,8 75« Monroe 8.9 63 12,2
32, Fulton 18.2 41 15.7 76, Morgan Be7 L6 14,8
33, Miami 18,2 39 15.8 77. Geauga 8ol 80 8,8
3L. Ottawa 18,2 58 13,5 78, Trumbull 7¢9 71 9.8
35;. Knox 17 -7 lh- 19o6 790 WaShing‘bon 707 75 905
36, Darke 17.6 L0 15.7 80, Athens 7.6 81 8.6
37, Fairfield 17.6 31 17.2 81, Summit 745 86 645
38, Erie 17.5 53 1.1 82, Meigs Tolt 78 9.1
39, Franklin 17.5 50 1,2 83, Vinton Tolt 79 8e9
L4O. Ashland 17.0 36 16.1 8L, Lake 7.3 84 7.3
L1, Warren 16,7 37 16.1 85, Hamilton T2 88 5.9
12, Coshocton 16,6 2l 18.0 86, Scioto 6,8 87 6.0
i3. Ross 16,4 59 13.4 87, Gallia 6.7 65 11,6
Ll, Morrow 16,1 32 1742 88, Lawrence Lo 9 85 a7

#% Total cropland to rural farm population



Table 56, Rank of Counties by Percent of Farms Classified
as Commercials¥, Ohio, 1950

State total - 1950 67.L%

County by % County by %
Rank 1950 1950 Rank 1950 1950
1, Henry 91.1 45, Erie 69,0
2. Van Wert 90,9 46, Butler 67,9
3« Putnam 90,1 L7, Licking 67.7
L. Hancock 89,6 48, Coshocton 66,9
S. Hardin 88,9 L9, Noble 66,4
6. Mercer 88.7 50, Medina 65,8
7. Madison 88,5 51, Franklin 6L, 3
8. Paulding 88,0 52. Richland 62,5
9, Seneca 87.1 53, Morgan 61,0
10, Williams 87.1 5L, Montgomery 60,8
11, Fulton 86.7 55. Lorain 60,0
12, Wood 86,1 56, Carroll 59.7
13, Fayette 86,3 57. Lucas 5742
1k, Wyandot 8643 58, Ross 56.8
15, Defiance 85,8 59, Guernsey 56,4
16, Shelby 8543 60, Muskingum 55,9
17. Pickaway 85,1 61, Tuscarawas 55.7
18, Auglaize 85,0 62, Harrison 55l
19, Marion 8l 8 63, Gallia 55,0
20, Darke 8L,0 6li, Columbiana 54,6
21, Sandusky 83.9 65. Monroe 54,0
22, Union 83,6 66, Stark 53.9
23, Crawford 82,9 67, Mahoning 53.3
2, Clinton 81,7 68, Washington 52,6
25, Holmes 81,5 69, Clermont 52.4
26, Brown 80,8 70, Perry 5243
27, Highland 8047 7l. Geauga 5242
28, Wayne 79.8 72, Belmont 51,9
29, Preble 7942 73, Portage 51,6
30, Champaign 79,1 7L - Ashtabula 5045
31, Logan 7845 75, Meigs L9.7
32, Ottawa 776 76, Pike L7.b
33, Miami T6ek 77 Hamilton h6.3
34, Huron 7642 78, Trumbull Lh.7
35, Adams 75,7 79+ Athens L0
36, Greene 75.6 80, Jackson Ll,0
37. Allen 74,8 81. Cuyahoga L1.9
38, Knox The6 82, Hocking L1,9
39, lMorrow The6 83, Lake LiL
1,0, Delaware 73.5 8L, Jefferson L0,1
i1, Ashland 72.6 85, Scioto 3L.6
b2, Clark 7163 86, Lawrence 33.5
i3, Fairfield 70,7 87. Vinton 32,9
Llis Warren 69,2 88, Summit 307

#% In general, farms were classified as commercial when the value of the
products sold ameunts to §1,200 or more,



Table 57, Rank of Counties by Avera:e Distance in Miles

From Farms to Trading Center Visited Most
Frequently, Ohio, 1950

State total = 1950 6 miles

County by Miles County by Miles

Rank 1950 1950 Rank 1950 1950
1, Lawrencessts 10 L5, Belmont 5
2. Coshocton 8 L6, Colunbiana 5
3¢ Gallia 8 L7¢ Crawford 5
lie Guernsey 8 L8, Cuyahoga 5
5, Jefferson 8 i9. Defiance 5
6o Muskingum 8 50, Fairfield 5
7. Pike 8 51, Franklin 5
8. Scioto 8 52, Greene 5
9, Fayette 7 53, Hamilton 5
10, Hocking 7 5Sli, Hancock 5
11, Jackson 7 55. Hardin 5
12, Licking 7 56, Harrison 5
13, leigs 7 57. Huron s
1, Monroe 7 58, Lake 5
15, Morgan 7 59, Lucas 5
16, Ross 7 60, Marion 5
17, Washington 7 61, Mercer 5
18, Ashland 6 62, Miami 5
19, Athens 6 63, Morrow 5
20, Butler 6 6, Ottowa 5
21, Carroll 6 65, Preble 5
22, Champaign 6 66, Richland 5
23, Clark 6 67+ Sandusky 5
2k, Clinton 6 68. Seneca 5
25. Delaware 6 69, Shelby 5
26, Erie 6 70, Stark 5
27, Geauga 6 71, Union 5
28, Highland 6 72+ Van Wert 5
29, Knox 6 73+ Warren 5
30, Lorain 6 74, Wyandot g
31, Madison 6 75, Auglaize L
32, Mahoning 6 76, Brown I
33, Medina [ 77 Clermont L
3L, Noble 6 78, Darke L
35, Perry 6 79« Fulton L
36, Pickaway 6 80, Henry L
37, Portage 6 81, Logan L
38, Summit 6 82, Montgomery L
39, Trumbull 6 83, Paulding L
40, Tuscarawas 6 8Ls Putnam L
Vinton 6 85, Wayne L
t%: Adams 5 86, Williams L
L3, Allen 5 87. Wood L
LYy, Ashtabula 5 88, Holmes 3

be considered the least advantageous position,

v-u%* No, 1 position viewed from the standpoint of the farm economy would normally



Table 58,

Rank of Counties by Percent of Farms on Hard

Surfaced Roads of Farms Reporting, Ohio, 194041950

State total = 1950 58.3% - 1940 L2.,L%

County by % Rank % County by 4 Rank %
Rank 1950 1950 1940  19Lo Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1, Cuyahoga 93.8 L B85k L5, Portage 57.L 39 L3.6
2, Hancock 93.6 9 72,1 L6, Clinteon 56,2 L7 39,9
3+ Wood 92,9 7 177 L7, Highland 5567 52 36,3
L, Allen 91,3 21 57.0 4,8, Union 55¢0 Lé 10,5
5, Erie 90,5 1 89.7 L9, Geauga oL.8 33 L7.7
6, Montgomery 901 10 68,3 50, Fulton 5349 L3 42,6
7. Hamilton 89.4 2 88,8 51, Ross 53.6 67 2h,1
8. Butler 89,2 22 56,8 52. Columbiana 53,5 58 32,1
9, Seneca 87.8 3 86,7 53, Fairfield 52,0 LhL 1,1
10, Lucas 8743 6 81.5 54, Williams  50.3 ol 36,0
11, Franklin 85,0 5 82.1 55. Stark 49,2 50 3742
12, Lake 8L.7 16 61,2 56, Medina 48,5 53 36,0
13, Miami 83.3 25 56,1 57. Adams L7,2 71 21,8
1l;, Mahoning 82,3 8 7.k 58, Richland  L6,8 51 37.1
15, Henry 81,0 11 67.5 59, Scioto Lbel 66 24,8
16, Putnam 80,2 18 59,3 60, Paulding  Lhe9 62 29,0
17. Clark 79.8 1 62,3 61, Licking L3.6 63 2746
18, Wyandot 79.7 23 56,8 62, Jefferson L245 57 32,7
19, Sandusky 78.7 12 65.3 63, Morrow Li1,1 56 33.3
20, Champaign 7841 2 56,2 6L, Pike LOJ7 81 16,0
21, Ottawa 77,0 17 60.5 65. Ashland 40,0 59 31,9
22, Fayette 7547 3l L6.5 66, Brown 39,9 61 29,0
23, Marion 72,7 15 61.8 67, Harrison 384 6l 26,7
2, Hardin 726 L1 L3.0 68, Vinton 37,4 70 22,2
25, Pickaway 7243 31 50,1 69, Jackson 36,9 68 23.1
26, Lorain 71,0 13 65,1 70, Belmont 36,8 60 29.8
27. Logan 70,8 L2 L2,8 71, Carroll 3Le6 8l 1L.6
28, Huron 7042 19 58,9 724 Knox 3Lk 75 19.6
29, Madison 70.1 26 54e3 73, Meigs 3Ll 82 15.3
30, Summit 7041 32 )47.8 Ths Perry 3h01 78 1706
31, Warren 69,6 30 5044 75. Athens 3344 65 25,1
32, Auglaize 68,6 27 53.7 76, Hocking 33,2 69 22,7
33, Van Wert 68.6 L8 3849 77. Tuscarawas 32,4 72 21,5
3Ly, Darke 684l L5 0.8 78, Muskingum 32,2 N 19.9
35, Delaware 67.5 38 Lk, 0 79, Noble 30,1 7 17.8
36, Trumbull 67.3 20 5742 80, Morgan 30,0 88 11,7
37. Crawford 65.6 29 51,3 81, Lawrence 29,7 76 19,2
38, Clermont 6lioks 35 L9 82, Gallia 28,9 83 1.9
39, Defiance 6li,1 28 52,1 83, Washington 28,7 85 W6
LO. Preble 63.1 55 3L, 8li, Wayne 28,0 73 21.L
L1, Greene 61,6 37 nwh 85, Guernsey 26,5 79 16,8
L2, Shelby 61.1 36 Llie5 86, Coshocton  2L,9 86 13.4
43, Mercer 5947 L9 37.7 87, Holmes 2L.3 87 11,8
Lli. Ashtabula 58.1 Lo 43,0 88, Monroe 23,2 80 16,0




Table 59, Rank of Counties by Percent of Total Employed Engaged
in Industry Other Than Agriculture%, Ohio, 194,0-1950

State total - 1950 92,0% - 1940 87,6%

County by % Rank % County by % Rank
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1§h0
1. Cuyahoga 99.4 1 99,2 L5, Wayne 79,1 L1 69,7
2, Hamilton 9849 2 98.3 L6, Logan 78,7 Lk 68,9
3, Summit 98.8 3 97.8 L7. Defiance 7748 51 664
i, Lucas 98.L L 9745 L8, Jackson 774 42 6942
5. lontgomery 98.1 7 96,4 L9, Guernsey  77.0 50 67.0
6. Franklin 97.9 5 9649 50, Shelby 76,3 L9 67.3
70 Mahoning 9708 6 96c)-l Sl. Auglaize 76.0 LL? 68;
8. Stark 96,5 8 9L0 52, Coshocton 76,0 L8 67.8
9. Trumbull 96,4 10 92.L 53, Hocking 7640 L3 69,0
10, Butler 9545 9 92,6 5L, Delaware 75.8 59 60,8
11, Clark 94,8 11 91,1 55, Washington 75,L 55 65,1
12, Lake 9,6 15 88,0 56, Williams Thel 5k 66,0
13. Lorain 9LLQS 12 8907 570 Athens 73.7 57 6106
1L, Richland 93.8 1L 88.9 58. Preble 3.7 70 57.0
15, Allen 92,7 16 87.8 59, Belmont 73.6 L5 68,
16, Erie 91,9 17 8l, 60, Champaign 73,6 56 63,9
17. Scioto 91.5 13 89,2 61, Fayette 71.9 61 60.6
18, Columbiana 90.1 18 8L,6 62, Clinton 71.6 58 6049
19, Marion 89.1 19 | 83,2 63, Carroll 71.0 62 60,2
20, Portage 88,3 32 76,2 6l,, Mercer 70.8 65 59.2
21, Ashtabula 88.1 2l 78,1 65, Hardin 7045 6l 59,2
22, Miami 88.1 21 81.8 66, Fulton 70.4 71 5649
23, Greene 87.9 31 7642 67, Darke 69.7 66 58,0
2li, Jefferson 87.7 22 80,9 68, Pickaway 69,3 69 57.0
25, Muskingum 87.3 20 82,2 69, Wyandot 68,9 73 56,7
264 Sandusky 85,5 30 76,1 70, Madison 68,1 72 56,7
27. Licking 85.3 23 7842 71, Paulding 6841 79 50.4
28, Tuscarawas 85,3 25 78.0 72, Henry 66,4 78 51.8
29, Crawford 8L, 9 26 7747 73, Union 66.L 75 55.5
30, Seneca 8li.5 29 76,6 e Perry 65,6 63 59.6
31l. Huron 8lel 3L 7he3 75, Highland 8l 67 58.0
32, Fairfield 83,7 27 7649 76. Vinton 6.1 h 55.9
33. Lawrence 834 35 h,1 77« Morrow 63,9 80 L9e7
34. Ross 83.L4 28 7647 78. Putnam 62,9 82 4843
35, Ashland 83,1 33 5.4 79. Meigs 61.5 68 57.5
36, Wood 82,9 37 71,8 80, Pike 61,2 77 52.0
37. Warren 82.6 38 71.7 81, Harrison 59.2 81 58,3
38, Medina 82.1 39 70,0 82, Gallia 58.7 76 52,7
39, Ottawa 81,8 52 6643 83, Brown 5542 8L Lh.1
;0. Clermont 81.7 L6 68,2 8L, Morgan 53,6 83 L3
L1, Hancock 81.6 36 72.6 85, Holmes 51.9 86 1.5
L2, Geauga 80,0 60 60,8 86, Adams L7.8 87 L0.5
L3, Knox 79.5 Lo 69.7 87. Noble L5,2 88 37.2
L, Van Wert 7943 53 66,1 88, Monroe Lh5 85 U2.2

3¢ Includes construction; manufacturing; transportetion, communication, and other
public utilities; wholesale and retail trade; finance, insurance, and real
estate; personal services; entertainment and recreation services; professional
and related services; and public administration,



Toble 60. Rank of Countics by Percent of Total Euployed Engaged
in Manufacturing, Ohio, 194%0-1950

Statc total % 1950 36.6 - % 1940 33.4

County by % Rank % County by % Rauk ¢
Ranlk 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940  19k0
1. Trumbull 3.9 1 33.6 45, Hocking 28.2 33 25,8
2, Lorain g.1 5 5.2 46, Liching 279 3 25.8
3. Sumit 48.8 2 4L8.9 k7, Ashtabula 27.8 55  16.7
L, Butler L7.6 L 45.6 48, Marion 27.8 31 2.3
5, Columbiana 47.1 10 1,1 49, Wood 27.5 50 20.%
6. Mahoning h7.1 3 L7k 50, Morrow 26.6 62  1h.7
T. Stork Lé.b 6 Lh.6 51, Jockson 2643 k7 21.7
8. Lake 46.3 1L 35.9 52, Champaign 2547 54 17.9
9, Richland 45,2 8 Lh,3 53, Belmont 25.5 37 2h.h
10, Montgomery 43,8 7 4h,s 54, Fulton 25.1 64  13.2
11. Cuyahoga 40.3 11 38.1 55, Franklin 25.0 Lo  23.k
12, Eric Lo,2 23 30.4 56, Guernscy 25,0 46  21.7
13. Clark 39.2 9 Li.1 57. Perry 25,0 5L 20.2
14, Miami 39.2 13 37.2 58. Huron 2k,9 57 1646
15, Jefferson 39,1 12 37.3 59. Williams 24,2 52 18.7
16. Warren 39.0 25 30.3 60. Ross 23.8 41 23,1
17. Lucas 38.6 15 35.7 61. Darke 234 60 15.1
18, Sandusky 37.9 26 29.4 62. Paulding 23 .4 8L 6.5
19, Ashlaond 37.3 19 31.7 63. Grecne 21.5 56 16.6
20. Tuscarawas 37.1 21 31.5 64, Vinton 2L.5 67 1l.9
21, Medina 36.0 2l 30.3 65. Delaware 21l.1 71 9.8
22, Muskingum 36.0 22 31.2 66, Putnam 204 85 5.9
23. Scioto 35.9 16 35.1 67. Washington 20.3 63 1h.3
24, Portage 35.6 20 3L.7 68. Wyandot 19.6 66 12.2
25, Sencea 35.6 27 28.9 69. Hardin 18.9 7 9.3
26, Fairfield 35.5 18 33.8 70. Highland 18.3 59 15.4
27. Shelby 35.1 30 27.7 71. Clinton 17.1 69 1l.h
28, Hamilton 3%,0 17 33.9 72, Harrison 17.0 68 1l.6
29, Carroll 33.7 32 27.0 73+ Madison 16.7 75 9.4
300 Auglaize 32 -8 35 25 '5 7,"‘ . Fayette 1605 65 120)4'
311 Crawford 32 .8 29 28 «0 75 a Log&n 16, 5 72 9. 6
32, Geauga 32.4 53 18.1 76. Brown 16.2 T3 9.5
33. Coshocton 32.0 36 25,4 77. Henry 15.6 82 6.9
34, Ottawa 32.0 42 22.9 78. Holmes 15.6 79 Tl
35. Allen 3L.4 28 28.4 79. Pike 15.1 78 8.kt
36. Hencock 31.1 39 23.5 80. Pickaway 14.8 4 2.5
37. Knox 31,0 38 23.6 8L. Union 4.4 70 10.8
38. Lawrcnce 30.7 45 22,4 82. Athens 11.6 76 9.3
39. Wayne 30.7 Ly 22.5 83. Morgan 11,1 83 6.9
4O, Clermont 30.6 43 22.8 84, Adams 8.7 81 6,9
41, Mercer 30,1 4o 20,5 85. Noble T.8 88 L1
Ll'2- Preble 29.5 61— 15 .0 86. Meigs 7’6 80 760
k3, Defiance 29.3 48 20.8 87. Monroe 7.5 86 540
LY, van Vert 29,2 58 15.7 88. Gallia 5l 87 4.3




Table 61,

Rank of Counties by Median Income of Families
and Unrelated Individuals, Ohio, 1950

State total 1950 Median Income $302L

County by Median County by Median
Rank 1950 Income Rank 1950 Income
1950 1950
1, Lake 3566 L5, Licking 2530
2. Lucas 3516 L6, Knox 21,86
3o Cuyahoga 3451 L7, Wyandot 24,73
L, Montgomery 3384 48, Putnam 246l
5. Summit 3290 L9, Wood 2449
6. Ottawa 3262 50, Darke 242
7. Mahoning 3261 51, Muskingum 2L22
8. Trumbull 3219 52, Williams 2L11
9. Franklin 3205 53, Belmont 2389
10, Lorain 3201 5Ly, Champaign 2388
11, Richland 3180 55+ Coshocton 2382
12, Jefferson 3082 56, Ross 2372
13, Erie 3081 57. Carroll 2365
1, Stark 3073 58, Madison 2365
15, Geauga 3069 59, Paulding 2360
16, Butler 3024 6C, Clermont 2359
17, Clark 3006 61, Scioto 2338
18, Sandusky 2997 62, Harrison 2323
19, Medina 2990 63, Lawrence 2309
20, Miami 2968 6l Pickaway 2256
21, Ashtabula 2947 65, Union 2231
22, Allen 2917 66, Fayette 2209
23, Greene 2916 67, Logan 2182
2l Hamilton 2899 68, Perry 2112
25, Warren 2831 69, Delaware 2109
26, Seneca 2797 70, Morrow 2076
27+ Columbiana 2793 Tle Holmes 2058
28, Mercer 2786 72, Clinton 2053
29« Huron 2732 73 Hardin 1980
30, Marion 2732 744 Washington 197h
31, Hancock 2700 75, Hocking 1960
32, Van Wert 2698 76, Guernsey 1865
33, Auglaize 2691 77. Jackson 1822
3Lhe Fulton 2671 78, Meigs 1741
35, Tuscarawas 2668 79. Highland 1702
36, Crawford 2662 80, Morgan 161
37. Defiance 2653 81, Noble 1597
38, Wayne 263l 82, Brown W54
39, Shelby 261l 83, Gallia 1385
L0, Preble 2599 8li, Athens 1384
L1, Ashland 2591 8°, Adams 1360
L2, Portage 2577 86, Pike 1346
L3, Henry 2569 87. Vinton 1346
Ll Fairfield 2548 88, Monroe 1207




Table 62, Rank of Counties by Percent of Families and Unrelated
Individuals Reporting Who Had an Income of Less Than
$2,000 for Total Population, Ohio, 1950

State total - 1950 30.,7%

County by % County by Z
Rank 1950 1950 Rank 1950 1950
1. Monroesst 68,4 L5, Wayne 37.7
2, Pike 68,2 Lé. Wyandot 3743
3- Adams 67')-1 Ll»?. Putnanm 37.1
L, Gallia SN L8, Fairfield 37,0
5, Vinton 63,7 L9, Ashland 36,6
6. Athens 62,7 50, Henry 36,2
7. Brown 62,3 51, Fulton 35,7
8. Noble 6043 52, Huron 35,7
9« Morgan 59.3 53, Hancock 3540
10, Highland 5649 5l, Greene 3heT
11, Meigs 5542 55, Shelby 3Le6
12, Jackson 53.5 56, Crawtord 345
13, Guernsey 53,2 57+ Warren 3.3
1), Hocking 5049 58, Auglaize 34,2
15, Hardin 5045 59, Tuscarawas 3.1
16, Washington 5045 60, Defiance 3L.0
17. Clinton 48,8 61, Marion 33,7
18, Holmes 4845 52, Mercer 33,6
19, Morrow 48,4 63, Hamilton 33.h
20, Delaware L747 6bli, Seneca 3361
21, Perry L4740 65¢ Van Wert 32,6
22, Logan L5,9 66, Butler 32,5
23, Fayette L6 67, Allen 32,0
2. Union Lb L 68, Geauga 32,0
25. Pickaway Lh.3 69, Ashtabula 31,9
26, Clermont L3.1 70, Columbiana 31,5
27 Scioto 43.0 71, Clark 30,4
28, Wood 42,7 72+ Medina 29,8
29+ Ross L2,2 73s Miami 2945
30, Lawrence L2,1 744 Sandusky 28,9
31, Champaign L1,9 75, Franklin 28,1
32, Harrison L1.6 76, Erie 27,6
33, Madison 41,2 77. Jefferson 2741
3Le Williams 40,7 78, Stark 26,8
35, Muskingum 40,5 79, Richland © 25,7
36, Carroll Lok 80, Lorain 25,0
37. Paulding 40,3 81, Cuyahoga 2347
38, Portage 39.8 82, Montgomery 23,7
39, Belmont 39.7 83, Ottawa 2347
40, Coshocton 39,2 8, Trumbull 23,2 -
L1, Knox 3942 85, Lucas 22,8
L2, Licking 39,1 86, Summit 2247
43, Darke 38,8 . 87, Mahoning 22,6
Lli, Preble 3747 88, Lake 19,3 -

##% No, 1 position viewed from the standpoint of the farm economy would normally
be considered the least advantageous position,



Table 63, Rank of Counties by Percent of Families and Unrelated
Individuals Reporting Who Had an Income of $10,000 or

lore for Total Population, Ohio, 1950

State total = 1950 2,6%

County by % County by %
Rank 1950 1950 Rank 1950 1950
1, Cuyahoga L3 L5, Clermont 1L
2. Franklin 3.6 L6, Fairfield 1L
3¢ Lucas 3.6 L7, Licking 1L
L, Geauga 3.5 L8, Auglaize 1.3
5. Hamilton 343 L9, Greene 1e3
6. Mahoning 249 50, Huron 13
7. Montgomery 2.9 51, Knox 1.3
8, Madison 2.7 52, Muskingum 1.3
9. Lake 245 53, Clinton 1,2
10, Richland 245 She Paulding 1,2
11, Medina 2.1 55, Ross 1,2
12, Mercer 2.l 56, Scioto 1,2
13, Jefferson 2¢3 57, Seneca 1.2
14, Swmit 23 584 Wyandot 1,2
15, Champaign 242 59, Ashtabula 1le1
16, Defiance 242 60, Crawford 1.1
17, Butler 2.1 61, Hardin 1.1
18, Stark 2¢1 62, Logan lel
19, Wood 2.1 63, Warren 1.1
20, Erie 240 6éli, Darke 1.0
21, Henry 2.0 65, Harrison 1,0
22, Lorain 2,0 66, Shelby 1,0
23, Van Wert 260 67, Belmont o9
2. Allen 1.9 68, Gallia o9
25, Fulton 1.9 69, Holmes «9
26, Marion 1,9 70, Jackson o9
274 Pickaway 1.9 71, Lawrence «d
28, Trumbull 1.9 72« Noble 9
29, Hancock 1,8 73, Carroll 8
30, Miami 1,8 74 Guernsey 8
31, Portage 1,8 75, Morgan o8
32, Putnam 1.8 764 Union o8
33, Wayne 1.8 77+ Washington 8
3L, Williams 1,8 78. Athens b
35, Clark 1.7 79+ Highland NS
36, Columbiana 1.7 80. Hocking 5
37. Ottawa 1.7 81, Morrow o5
38, Sandusky 1,7 82, Brown ol
39, Coshocton 1.6 83, Meigs ol
1,04 Delaware 1.6 8lis Perry U
L1le Preble 1.6 85, Pike ol
L2, Tuscarawas 1,6 86, Vinton ol
L3, Fayette 1,5 87, Monroe o3

Ly, Ashland 1L 88, Adams 0,0




Table 6l.

Rank of Counties by Retail Trade Volume in Dollars
Per Capita, Ohio, 1940-1950

State total - 1950 $927,8L -~ 1940 $353,L2

County by $ Rank $ County by $ Rank $
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 19Lo 1940
1, Lucas 1119, 82 3 L18,22 LS, Champaign 812,60 L7 266449
2. Cuyahoga 1053.,26 L L16,0L L6, Lake 793,54 13 352,80
3. Hamilton 104,23 2 Lh2,1h L7, Coshocton 792,2L L6 267,2L
Li. Montgomery  1025,36 5 L,05,78 L8, Tuscarawas 788,07 38 291,81
5e Marion 1023,30 29 318,39 L9, Ottawa 785,50 35 299.79
6, Clinton 1018,11 23 327,06 50, Highland 783,88 L3 269,05
7. Madison 1017.85 LL 268,12 51, Delaware 776,21 52 260,16
8. Allen 1013,15 8 377424 52, Wyandot 765,33 37 293,74
9, Franklin 1006,27 1 Uik, 99 53, Putnam 761,80 68 222, 7k
10, Logan 1001,53 42 287,20 5h, Trumbull 736,66 L1 288,28
12, Mahoning 975420 7 381,56 56, Hardin 731,00 62 213,38
13, Richland 963,26 10 368,31 57. Scioto 729,07 51 260,20
1}, Fulton 957,86 33 302,84 58, Fairfield 711,76 53 258,88
15, Crawford 954,28 24 322,79 59, Wood 707,71 63 240453
16, Preble oL9, 9L 5L 257,53 . Ross 706,21 57 254,40
17, Stark 9L6e38 9 370,01 61, Pickaway 70L.,28 73 197,53
18, Clark oL6,02 1 350,02 62, Portage 696,99 L8 265,09
19, Erie 943,78 11 363,93 63, Guernsey 692,29 66 231,05
20, Defiance 9L3,68 L0 289,24 6, Warren 688,33 61 244,70
21, Mercer 9h2,39 56 257,43 65, Washington 679,78 65 235,98
22, Hancock 936,07 3L 300,69 66, Jackson 676,85 6L 236,00
23, Ashland 933,41 15 346,01 67, Athens 655,86 60 26,72
24, Williams 928,75 31 317,64 68. Hocking 650.L1 75 194,94
25, Fayette 926,98 22 329,06 69. Greene L6, L5 59 2li9.56
26, Auglaize 920,95 58 25l 3k 70. Meigs 616,22 12 203,37
27, Wayne 915,25 27 320,43 71, Geauga 609,51 67 226,15
28, Darke 91k k2 L9 263,66 72, Harrison 600,19 81 172,70
29, Seneca 905,22 28 319,92 73, Belmont 595,78 69 214,73
30, Henry 902,91 55 257,51 7h4e Paulding 589,55 70 211,70
31, Medina 902,84 19 332,66 75 Perry 581,23 76 187l
32, Butler 902,17 20 332,15 76, Morgan 581,02 83 166.37
33, Sandusky 899.90 30 318,01 77, Clermont 578,85 71 206,19
3L, Knox 897,21 36 299,03 78, Lawrence 577,16 77 17L.59
35, Van Wert 895,33 L5 267,80 79, Morrow 537,57 82 167465
36, Ashtabula 890,68 12 353,25 80, Carroll  537.21 80 172,79
37. Huron 885,29 26 321,64 81, Brown 527,02 78 173,35
38, Miami 882,35 25 322,73 82, Gallia 525,25 79 173425
39, Lorain 876,25 21 330,92 83, Holmes 500,16 7L 196, 69
40, Columbiana 865,51 16 335,77 8L, Adams 496,95 8L 134,99
L1, Muskingum 840,02 17 335,54 85, Noble L3685 85 132,24
42, Licking 822,51 32 306,88 86, Monroe Loo, 3L 87 113,146
43, Jefferson 817,72 18 33L,6L 87, Pike 398,64 86 126,61
L}, Shelby 813,96 50 261,67 88, Vinton 326,24 88 10L421




Table )65‘

Rank of Counties by Farm Operator Level of Living

State total - 1950 Index 148 -~ 1940 Index 113

County by Index Rank Index County by Index Rank Index
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940
1., Fayette 189 11 137 L5, Richland 153 L6 120
2, Clark 179 1 5 L&, Summit 153 38 125
3. Putnam 179 8 138 L7, Hardin 152 L8 119
L. Henry 176 N 2 L8, Knox 152 59 105
5. Madison 176 31 129 L9, Shelby 152 18 135
6, Cuyahoga 175 6 138 50, Columbiana 151 57 111
7. Fulton 172 15 136 51, Mercer 150 51 117
8, Pickaway 172 21 134 52, Williams 150 L5 121
9, Allen 171 9 137 53, Highland 149 6l 101
10. Wyandot 171 33 127 5l, Paulding 149 3L 126
11, Butler 169 5 138 55, Warren 149 Sl 11
12, lontgomery 168 16 136 56, Wayne 146 L2 123
13, Champaign 167 2 1Ll 57, Ashtabula 1L5 55 113
1, Hancock 167 3 12 58, Clermont 145 61 104
15, Van Wert 167 39 125 59, Ottawa 1L5 53 116
16, Franklin 166 7 1338 60, Ross 145 65 96
17, Fairfield 16k 29 129 61, Muskingum 1Lk 63 103
18, Huron 163 26 131 62, Morrow 12 60 105
19, Lake 163 12 137 63, Trumbull 142 L9 119
20, Seneca 163 1 137 blis Geauga 139 58 111
21, Miami 162 20 134 65, Carroll 136 62 103
22, Preble 162 22 134 66, Perry 136 73 85
23, Sandusky 162 Ly 122 67, Coshocton 13k 66 95
2L. Clinton 161 36 125 68, Meigs 133 78 80
25, Lorain 161 13 137 69, Hocking 129 80 73
26, Wood 161 35 126 70, Morgan 128 72 85
27, Ashland 160 L3 122 71, Belmont 125 77 81
28, Crawford 160 10 137 72, Brown 125 70 86
29, Delaware 160 27 130 73, Guernsey 125 76 82
30, Greene 160 25 131 T4. Tuscarawas 125 67 93
31, Logan 160 37 125 75« Athens 123 69 89
32, Hamilton 159 19 13l 76, Noble 123 68 90
33, Union 159 28 130 77« Monroe 122 8l 66
3l Marion 158 17 135 78, Harrison 121 75 83
35, Auglaize 157 32 128 79, Gallia 120 81 72
36, ledina 157 23 132 80, Jefferson 117 71 86
37., Stark 157 L7 120 81, Washington 115 82 69
38, Darke 156 50 117 82, Scioto 114 79 76
39, Defiance 156 Lo 124 83, Pike 111 86 59
L0, Erie 155 2l 131 8L, Jackson 105 83 67
41, Licking 155 56 113 85, Adams 102 85 62
L2, Lucas 155 30 129 86, Lawrence 100 88 56
43, Mahoning 155 L1 123 87, Holmes 97 Th 8L
L, Portage 153 52 117 88, Vinton 95 87 59

# Source: Margaret J, Hagood, Farm-Operator Family Level-of-Living Indexes for

Counties of the United States Ue.SeD.As

BJAQ Ec May 1952 .
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