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A SURVEY OF THE Il1PACT OF THE INTEflNP~TIONAL FARM YOUTH EXCHANGE 
PRCGllAM AT THE OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 

By 
Wade H. Andrews* and i·lal ter w. Hiller** 

INTRODUCTION 

This project is a survey of the impact of the International Farm Youth 

Ex:change Program on the Ohio State University comraunity. This study arose 

out of recognition of the need for an initial analysis of IFIE-university 

relationships by persons attached to the National 4-H Club Foundation and 

at The Ohio State University. Since many of Ohiots delegates re-enroll at 

Ohio State after their IFYE experience, it was felt that this university of .. 

fered a suitable situation in which to carry out this project. In addition 

the staff at Ohio State had carried out some previous research on the IFYE 

program in Ohio. 

The IFYE program is aimed at developing international understanding and 

is conducted by the Cooperative Ex:tension Service and the National 4-H 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 .America 

would bring a better understanding between rural people around the world. 

* Assistant Professor of Rural Sociology at The Ohio State University and 
The Ohio Agricultural Ex:periment Station. 

** Research Assistant in Rural Sociology at The Ohio State University and 
a former Ohio IFYE delegate to Pakistan. 
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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 Ohio 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. 

4) 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 the 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 re-

search phase of this study was limited to one academic quarter between Janu­

ary and Harch 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 infor:ma.tion and included the name of the group spoken 

to, the time 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 



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 reauested 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 respondent's background, awareness 

of the IFYE program1 learning as related to the nation~l culture discussed1 

retention of !o:i0tvledge and attitudes about ·t.he 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 Jl groups were contacted. The survey was ma.de 

by telephone 11ith the president or vice president and included questions a­

bout awareness, knotrledge and interest. 

A fourth phase included the use of' college office records which were re­

f erred to for information concerning IFIE delegates who re-enrolled in the 

university after completing their overseas experience. Faculty advisers of 

these returned delegates were also contacted Ior information. 

Some additional data regarding contributions to II'YE by vari011s campus 

groups were obtained i'rom IFYE contributions record books in the Agriculture 

College Office, 

"Delegate11 or 11 IFYEll as used in this report, refers to the young people 

from Ohio and The Ohio State University who were sent to foreign countries 

for several months to participate and live with farm people of another 

nationality and culture. 

Refel"ence to the College of Agriculture also includes the School 0£ Home 

Economics. 
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RETURNED DELEGATES 

In measuring the impact of the IFYE program on the Ohio 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 !FYE 

program in Ohio in 1950 to 19551 36 Ohio 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 undergraduates who either have completed or are completing their 

fourth and final year. 

TABLE I 

ALL OHIO IFYE DELEGATES AND DELEGATES RE-EI\1ROILED AT OHIO STATE 
AFTER THE IFYE EXPERIENCE, BY SEX AND YFAR, 

1950-1955 

1952 
lI lt M F M F 

Ohio IFYE 

Total 
M F 

Grand 
Total 

Delegates 1 1 3 2 4 3 4 4 5 2 4 3 21 15 36 

Delegates 
Attending 
Ohio State 
Prior to 
IFYE 1 l 2 2 4 2 4 3 4 0 3 2 18 10 28 

Delegates 
Re-enrolled 
at Ohio 
State 1 1 l l 2 2 2 3 2 0 l l 9 8 17 

After returning, most delegates continued in their :major field of study 

usually having ,only a few requirements left to complete a degree 0 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. 



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 ~ere 

all enrolled in the College of Agriculture or the School of Home Economics 

with the exception of one girl majoring in elementary education. other un" 

dergraduate major areas of study of the returned delegates include Animal 

Science, 2; Agricultural Economics, 2; Agricultural F.ducation, l; Dairy 

Science, 2; Horticulture, l; Agricultural Engineering, l; and Home Economics, 

7. 

CAIJPUS APP &\RANCITS 

No record of campus appearances by returned delegates was available for 

the 19)0-52 period; however, from 1953 to 1956 accurate data was avai1able 

in the form of written delegate reports. 

From 1953 to llarch 1956, a total of 33 dii'f erent campus groups spon­

sored one or more returned IFYE delegate speakers. Of the 33 groups, four 

were cam.pus 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 

CAHPUS LECTURCS BY IFYE DELEGAT:::S FOR AGilICULTURJ.L COLLEGE* GROUPS AND 
NON-AGRICULTURAL COLLIDE GROUPS 

A - Number of Groups 

No. of Cal en- Agricultural Non-Agricultural Total 
Delegates dar College College 
on Cam;eus Year No. % No. ~ No. c) 

/0 

4 1953 7 58 5 42 12 100 

5 1954 16 80 4 20 20 100 

2 1955 8 57 6 43 14 100 

Total 31 67 15 33 46 100 

B - Number of Talks 

No1 No. No. % 

4 1953 11 65 6 35 17 100 

5 1954 23 85 4 15 27 100 

2 1955 10 56 8 44 18 100 

Total 44 71 18 29 62 100 

* Includes School of Home Economics 

Lectures given by delegates outside the Agriculture College totaled six 

in 1953, dropping to four in 1954 and rising in 195.5 to a high of eight. The 

higher number in 1955 is worthy of note because that year shows a large :tn• 

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 m.a;y be added also, that the rnajority 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 different groups and 62 meet-

ings recorded was 2,687. Attendance at agriculture college organization 

meetings averaged 45.4 persons while for non-agricultural groups the aver­

age was 38.o. 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 III 

TALKS PER DELEGAT:C TO AGRICULTURE AHD NON-AGRI .. 
CULTURE GROUPS, 1953-1955 

Year Agriculture Non~griculture Total 

1953 2.a 1.5 4o.3 

1954 4.6 a.a 5.4 

1955 .5.o 4.o 9.0 . 
Average 4ol 3.1 6.2 

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 lt.3 in 1953 to 5.4 in 195L~ and jumped to 9.0 in 1955. This re-

veals a three year trend of growing awareness and interest in the IFYE pro-

gram as far as the university connnunity is concerned. 

FINA1ICIAL CONTRIBUTIONS 

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 con­

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 4-H Club, the University Grange, 

Townshend Agricultural Education Society, The Ohio State IFYE Committee, and 

Alpha Gamm.a Sigma. 

TABLE IV 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO IFYE BY CAIIPUS GROUPS BY NUMBER OF GROUPS AND 
AiiOU.NT PER I.iAJOR GROUP, 1950-1955 

Agricultural Non-Agricu!tural Total Year College Grou12s College GrouEs 
Amt. No. Grou~s Amt. No. GrouJ2s Amt. No. Grou;es 

1950 $721 10 $ 0 0 $721 10 

1951 549 7 0 0 549 7 

1952 294 5 0 0 294 5 

1953 46o 6 0 0 46o 6 

1954 809 10 5 1 814 11 

1955 562 14 15 3 578 17 

Total $3395 52 $20 4 $3416 56 
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As sh0tm 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 $814 in 

1954 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 annually; however,, the size of 

individual group contributions has tended to become sraa.ller. 

Until the last two years, 1954 and 1955,, no non-agricultural college 

groups had contributed. Since 1954 three different groups have contributed 

a total of four times and even though the amount contributed was small, this 

type of response gives some further indication of a growing interest on the 

part of non-agricultural groups~ 

AUDIENCE C0?1POOITION 

The majority of the audiences hearing delegate speakers have been com.. 

posed of the agricultural student body and faculty. Uithin the 20 different 

agricultural groups hearing IFYEts 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 ma.le organizations. 

liost of these groups were academic major organizations (Home Economics Club, 

Horticultural Society, etc.). All of these groups with the exception of two 

academic classroom audiences included a program section in their meetings 

and utilized IFYE delegates as program speakers. 

Thirteen non-agricultural groups have heard delegates speak since 1953. 

These were composed of six mixed groups including one academic course. The 

other seven groups included si:x: female and only one male group (the latter 

one was an Air Force tOTC class). This would seem to indicate a greater in~ 
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terest among female non-agricultural organizations than among the ma.le groups, 

however, it should be noted that a greater number of female delegates have 

been associated nith non-agricultural groups thus possibly stimulating more 

interest outside the agricultural college. 

AUAREilESS - ATTITUDES ... RETEHTION 

Questionnaires relating to awareness or acquaintance with IFYE, atti­

tudes toward the program and retention of information by organization mem­

bers were distributed to 64 percent or 18 or the 33 organizations having 

heard delegate spealcers. Of the groups contacted, 13 were agricultural 

groups and five were outside of the College of \griculture. Of the 13 agri­

cultural organizations contacted, two were miJ:ed groups, nine had males only 

and two had females only. Of the five non-agricultural groups, four were mix­

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 pro­

gram. Of this number1 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 highE:Jr class ranks is to be e.."'{­

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 ei'f'ect 

of the time dimension. 
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Two points stand out in regard to turnover, First of all, without a con­

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 pro­

gram as they go on their way toward leadership in their local comm.unities. 

As to the extent of awareness of the respondents, only 2.8 percent of 

those responding in the agricultural organizations had not heard of the IF'YE 

program while 38.o percent of those in the non-agricultural 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 non-agricultural reported that their first knowledge of IFYE came on 

campus. This result indicates that there is little known about the IFYE pro­

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, 

54 percent had knowledge of IFYE prior to enrolling at Ohio State, 

The major off-campus media by which the agricultural students first 

heard of IFYE included local 4-H clubs, churches and newspapers. Major on­

campus groups were university 4-H clubs, agricultural fraternities and clubs 

related to academic majors. 

Table V also shows the place of initial acquaintance of the respondents 

in non~agricultural 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-agri-
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cultural students .from rural backgrounds 34 percent had heard of IFYE prior 

to coming to Ohio State. 

TABLE v 

PLACE OF INITIAL ACQUAINTANCE OF 318 OHIO STATE STUDENTS THAT HAD HEARD 
OF IFYE IN THE AGRICULTURE COLLEGE AND NON-AGRICULTURE COLLEGES 

BY CLASS RANK AND BACKGROUND 

Agriculture Freshmen and Juniors ana Tota! 
College S~homores Seniors Rural Urban 

Students Rural Urban Rural urban No0 % No~ ?1 
/0 

On-Campus* 58 14 48 5 100 46 19 91 

Of'f-Campus 91 2 28 0 119 54 2 9 

Total 165 81 219 100 21 100 

Non-
Agriculture 

Students 

On-Campus 0 37 ll 15 J5 66 52 95 
O:ff-Campus 8 0 0 1 8 34 3 5 

Total 45 27 23 100 55 100 

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

The major oi'l'-campus media by which non-agricultural students first 

heard of ll'YE include newspaper, radio and talks b/ delegate speakers. I~ost 

mentioned on-campus raedia v1ere student newspaper, ex.1-iibits and delegate speak-

ers at organization meetings. 

Table VI reveals the distribution of students according to two specific 

factors, those that had heard delegatesEpeak on campus and those reporting 

they had no acquaintance with the organization. The number "not acquaint­

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 IFYEts 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 0£ them were rural and a 

majority of them were lower classmen. On the other hand in the non-agricul-

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 reported no pre­

vious acquaintance as reported that they had heard a delegate. 

TABLE VI 

RESIDENCE .AND CLASS DIFFERENCES BETWEEN AGRICULTURE COLLEGE GROUPS AND 
NON-AGRICULTUUAL COLLEGE GROUPS FOR THOSE THil.T w..D HEARD A DELEGATE 

SPEAK ON CAliPUS AND THOSE THAtr HAD NO ACQUAINT.ANOE WITH THE PRO.. 

Respondents That 
Had Heard a Dele­
gate on CetnPus 

Agricultural Groups 

Non-Agricultural Groups 

Not Acquainted 
With IFYE 

Agricultural Groups 

Non-Agricultural Groups 

GRAM 

Freshmen and 
Sophomores 

Rural Urban 

82 

6 

5 

5 

6 

22 

1 

22 

Juniors and 
Seniors 

Rural Urban 

53 

3 

l 

1 

l 

13 

0 

2 

Total 

142 

44 

7 

;o 



-14 -

Inipact on Internation~l Relations 

Responses relating to the effect of the IFYE program. on international 

relations and the respondents• 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 and VIII sh.ow the results for both agricul .. 

tural and non-agricultural groups. 

An overwhelming majority were favorable 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 IFIE. 

With only one exception all respondents in non-agricultural organizations 

said th.at IFIE improved relations. 

TABLE VII 

EFFECT OF THE IFYE PROGRAM ON' INTERNATIONAL REIA TIONS BY STUDENTS 
IN AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE COLLEGES BY CIASS RANK 

AND BACKGROUND* 

Agriculture Freshmen and Juniors and 
College So;ehomores Seniors Total 

Rural Urban Rural Ur'6an 

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 4 

Non-
A~iculture 

Improves 8 38 10 18 74 
Harms 0 0 0 0 0 
No Eff eot 0 0 0 0 0 
Don•t 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. 
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Table VIII shows that the great majority of responses regarding the 

affect on the respondents attitude toward the country were being discussed 

in the nmore favorable" category. No students indicated "less favorable.u 

There were 24 respondents who said that their attitude toward the country 

discussed had remained unchanged. This pattern was generally the same for 

both class level and background• 

TABLE VIII 

AFFECT OF THE LECTURE ON THE RESPONDENTS ATTITUDE TCWARD THE COUNTRY BE­
ING DISCUSSED BY AGRICULTURAL AND NON-AGRICULTURAL STUDENTS 

BY CIA.BS RIU'\JK AND BY BACKGROUND* 

freshmen and Juniors and 
· SoEhomores . Seniors Total 
!rural Urban Rural Urban 

More Favorable 89 17 64 5 175 
Less Favorable 0 0 0 0 0 
Unchang_ed 8 2 4 0 J.4 

. Non-
Agriculture 

More Favorable 7 33 9 20 69 
Less Favorable 0 0 0 0 0 
Unchanged l 6 l 2 10 

*Pertains onq to those s.tudents 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 question .. 

naire item stated: nno you remeniber anything specific that you learned about 

the country from the presentation?" The responses were then classified into 
-. 

three types, general, specif'ic1 and none, Responses classified as "general" 



.. 16 .. 

included such imspecific responses as nthe culture," "the way of life," and 

"yes"• The 11 specifictt answers were those that noted a particular .farming 

practice, culture trait or custom. Those classified as "none" included 

those that did not remember anything and a very- f evr who did not fill arty'• 

thing in for the question. 

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 yeer from 1951 through 1954. 

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, al• 

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 specific item or items of in• 

formation to stick in the minds of the listeneri• 

There was definite evidence of recall of information by the respondents 

showing learning had occurred among them as a result of the delegate presen­

tation, although a substantial proportion ?f them reported general answers 

such as "their wa:y of life,, n 11 customs11 etc. 
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TABLE IX 

RESPONSES RELl\.TING TO REI'ENTION OF INFOIDiATION FOR 
ORGM1IZA TION MEHBERS BY rfYPE OF RESPONSE FOR 18 

CAHPUS ORGANIZATIONS,, 1951-1956 

Types 1951- 1956 
of 1954 ·1955 (Part) 

Responses No, % No. % Noo % 

General 11 22 26 53 36 49 

Specific 22 45 16 33 21 29 

None 16 33 7 14 16 22 

Total 49 100 49 100 73 100 

Specific Retention 

Classification and frequency of 11 speci.fic 11 responses are shown in the 

data presented in Table x. Items most commonly remerrbered were related to 

11farming and crops 11 and 11 food and clothing•" Also 11religion11 and "politics" 

and 11 government11 were mentioned frequently by students. The large number 

of 11 food and clothingtt items in 1956 was due to a ereater number o.r female 

students responding at that time. 

TABLE X 

SPECIFIC RESPONSES BY ORGANIZATION 1IE11BERS 

'f'YPes of Year Talk Was Given Total Specific 
19~1-52 19S.3 i954 195!:> i9;,t; 

ResEonses 

Technology 0 0 4 0 0 4 
Education 1 0 l 2 0 4 
Religion 0 0 0 5 3 8 
Politics and 

6 Government 2 0 0 l 3 
Farming-Crops 5 2 5 4 4 20 
Food &. Clothing 0 0 2 3 ll 16 
Geography 0 0 0 l 0 l \ . 

Total 8 2 l2 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 enthu­

siastic about the country and left a good impression. A very small number, 

only two percent of the respondents, said that the delegate trdescribed only11 

and did not 11explain 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 uas a space far any additional 

comments. Of the total of 186 students hearing delegate speakers on campus, 

58 made additional voluntary responses. There were 34 percent of the female 

students that completed this portion of the questionnaire, whereas only 24 

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 feel­

ing. A 4st of these voluntary responses can be found in Appendix II. Fe­

male students tended to be more motivated to react to the type oi' voluntary 

response than ma.le students, in general, female comtnents were longer and 

more inclusive as uell. Since this request for additional information was 

completely unstructured and voluntary it should not be considered as repre­

sentative data but perhaps as of suggestive value. The greater number of 

female responses may indicate more motivation on the part of women students, 
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however, it uas impossible in this survey to detect why and under what par .. 

ticular circumstances this increased motivation took place. 

Type of Presentr.tion Us.!.<! 

The slide lecture was the predominant method of presentation used by 

delegate speakers on carnpus 0 Respondents indicated types of presentation 

in the follouing frequencies: 

Slide Lecture - 142 

Panel ... 24 

Lecture - 20 

CAIJPUS ORGANIZATIONS 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. In 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 organiza~ions had 

not heard of the IFYE program; the majority of the remaining groups were 

only slightly aware of its existence. 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 speak-
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er?" In all but three cases the response was positive ranging in degree of 

interest from 11y-es 11 to "we're definitely interested - that's just what we 

have been looking for." Five organization presidents asked for future ref• 

erences for additional information concerning the program. The three cases 

in which the answer to the final interview question was ttmayben concerned 

some more specialized groups including the geology club, Society of Metal­

lurgists and the Chemical Engineers Club0 These respondents indicated they 

were interested in specialized programs related to their field0 

TABLE XI 

RESPONSES OF LEADERS OF 31 DIFFEREHT CA!lPUS ORGANIZATIONS REGARD­
ING AWARENESS AND INTEREST CONCERNING THE IFYE PROO-RAM 

{l) {2) (3) 
Are you acquainted Have you ever con- Do you think your 

Responses with the Internation- sidered having an members would be 
al Farm Youth Exchange IFYE delegate ap- interested in hear-
Program? pear before your ing a delegate 

gl"OUp? speaker? 

Yes l2 4 28 

No 19 27 0 

: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 non-agricultural organizations indicate a wide area for IFIE 

expansion on campus. 
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THE CAMPUS I.FYE 001".ilIITTEE 

The IFYE program began in 1948. One year later, in 1949, 4-H extension 
" 

leaders moved to activate the program in Ohio. At that time three groups, 

the University 4-H Club, Grange, and Fa.rm Bureau were asked to send repre­

sentatives to meet with members of the Ex:tension 4-H C1ub department and 

the Junior Dean o:f the College of Agricul tu.re. This group of students and 

administration representatives formed a committee that became The Ohio State 

University IFYE Committee. Most o:f the o.i'.ficers of the committee 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 4-H department coordinates the prograra between the National 

4-H Club Foundation and Ohio groups. The purpose of the committee was to 

stimulate interest in IFYE and to raise enough money to send Ohiot s first 

delegates. Through the efforts of the IFYE committee in the first yea:r 

enough contributions were ma.de to provide adequate financial support for 

sending two Ohio delegates in 1950. 

Functionall0i the group is an IFIE coordinating conunittee composed of 

interested agricultural college organizations and students as well as exten­

sion and college officials. Since its origin the cormnittee has been an un-

official body in the College of Agriculture. Each organization in the col-

lege is extended an invitation to send an official representative to com-

mittee meetings; houever, participation is open to any university student 

1d.shing to participete. Several past IFY~ts are currently committee members. 

The activities of the committee have expanded since 1949 to include not 

only money raising projects but also an extensive public relations program. 

Individual contacts a:re made by members of the IFIE 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 explain.tng in illustrated form the organization and operation of 

the Ohio IFYE p~ograrnj Also a publ.:i.city poster has been prepared by commit­

tee members for display purposes at various campus functions~ 

Apart from financial and publicity functionsi the committee has a voice 

in Ohio IFIE policyo Each year the com."llittee presents rccomme~dations con­

cerning the number and selection of Ohio delegates to members of the selec .. 

tion board who interview IFYE applicants. 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 

excha.ngees whenever possible throughout the year. Exchangees are often met 

by members who also assist in arranging overnight accomodations in fraterni• 

ties, dormitories and rooming houses where committee members live. 

The committee elects officers annually for a one-year term, Offices in­

clude chairman, vice chairman, recording secretary, corresponding secretary, 

and treasurer. Heatings are bimonthly exoluding summer quarter when the 

committee as a group is inactive. Current active membership is 35, includ­

ing nine official representatives of organizations. 

The comrni.ttee has no constitution or by-laws and there is no dues or 

membership fees. It is felt that this informal structure and the voluntary 

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 ob" 

served by those associated with the progran1 that students interested in be­

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 program0 

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-cul­

tural associations and community leadership at home. 

SUMMARY 

Ohio IFYE delegates have been predominantly Ohio State students or 

alumni. Nearly hal:f' of the delegates return to the campus after their ex­

perience abroad. ?1'any 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 :economics. 

Because of the returned delegates close contacts with the agricultural 

college and the corresponding interest which lies there, most campus !FYE 

talks have been made before agricultural college groups. Financial contri­

butions by agriculture organizations make up 99.4% of all campus contribu­

tions; however., an increasing number of non-agricultural groups are hearing 

delegate speakers at program meetings, an indication of growing interest. 

Audience composition has been prima.rily agricultural students and fac­

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 makes 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. 



With regard to the initial acquaintance of Ohio State students with IFYE, 
I 

there is a definite correlation between students background and place of ini­

tial acquaintance, Most students with rura1 background said that they had 

heard of !FYE 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 the urban communities from which these students came. 

Only 2.6 percent of the agriculture students surveyed said they had 

never heard of IFYE while 38 percent of the students 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 organizations 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 foreign countries 

discussed was more favorable after than before the presentation. 

About half of the students hearing delegate speakers on campus seemed 

to remeniber more general items1 such as 11the way of life1 11 rather than spe ... 

cific things the speaker mentioned. However 1 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 respo:r:d ents added additional volun .. 

tary comments than ma.le students when completing the questionnatre. 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 not having sponsored a 

delegate speaker, the majority were unaware o£ IFYE• However, after being 

given a briei' explanation of the program most of 1h ese unacquainted groups 

were interested in utilizing delegate speakers on oanpus. 

This study' has revealed that IFIE has had a definite effect on the 

university community as indicated by student and organization interest, by . . 
awareness 1 at~itude and retention responses 1 and by the financial support of 

campus groups. The continuing active participation of students in the cam.. 

pus IFYE coimllittee 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 !FYE has been largely confined to agricultural college organi-. . 
zations. Nevertheless, the interest shown by non-agricultural groups; par• 

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 un­

derstanding the important value patterns and symbols which a society stresses 

in order to give meaning to their behavior. These would be of great value 

in bringing about better understanding. 
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Name of Organization 
1956 ---------

The Ohio State University 
Depto of Agr0 Econ0 aJ.td 
Tiur0 Soc. Research Project 

INTERNATIONAL FA.Rl1 YOUTH :EXCHANGE STUDY 

Answer these questions on+z once0 Do not answer if you have filled this 
questionnaire out in a.nY other-g'roup0 

1. Have you ever neard of the International Farm Youth Exchange Program (IFYE)? 
Yes No0 --

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

3. From what you have heard, what kind of affect does the program have on in-
ternational relations? 

(a) improves relations 
(b) harms relations_ -

(c) no effect 
(d) dontt k:noW---

4. Your college 
-----------------------

tmjor __________ ~----------

5. Class rank 
-------------------~-

6. Male Female ----- ----
Rural nonf arm Urban 7. Your background: Farm - --

80 Have you heard a delegate speak? Yes - No. -
9. Where did you hear the presentation? ---------------

10. If a university group, what specific organization sponsored it1 (Name) 

110 ApproA"irna.te date of meeting (month and year) 
------------------------

12. ~Vhat country did he (or she) talk about? 
------------------------~--

13. Type of presentation: 
l~ Lecture 
2. Panel diSC'ussion ___ 

3t Slide lecture 
4. other (specifYf'° ------

14. After hearing the delegate speak did you find that your attitude toward 
the peop~e of the country was: 

11 Uo:re favorable 2. Unchanged - -3. Less favorable -
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15. Do you remember a:rry specific thing that you learned about the country dis~ 
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 - -

b• \las he enthusiastic about the culture he had visited? Yes No - -
c. Did he leave a good impression with you? Yes No - -
d. Did he merely describe what he had seen or the pictures he had 

taken or did he explain reasons why r,a op le behave the way they 
do? 

i. Described only ___ 2. Ex;plained -
e. Did he contrast what he had seen with American ways? Yes No - -

17. Ar!y' additional comments: 



.. 28 .. 

APPENDIX II 

SELECTED ElCAMPLES OF VOLUNTARY OOHHENTS 

l. A good impression left by speaker. 

2. Interesting explanation of cultural contrasts. 

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

4. Very good program - should be promoted. 

5. I remember a fine statement the delegate closed 'With, "If we can learn to 
play together., we can learn to live together.u 

6. 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 11.mericans to others. 

7. The IFYE cormnittee gives a wonderful opportunity for students to take 
an active part. 

a. Ilm very· interested in the program and am considering the possibility of 
applying. 

9 • All the IFYEt s I have ever talked with scy their tri p was the most 
important thing in their lives, I only hope our people impress foreign 
IFYE•s as our IFYEts are impressed by their foreign hosts, 

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

11. 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. 

12, I have heard and spoken with several IFYE1s and I think that this 
progl'am should definitely be continued. It has helped much 'With com­
munity relations as well as international relations. 

13. An excellent talk. Customs were descrioed so that we recei'Ved a greater 
insight into the culture of the country. 
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This coinpilation of facts concerning certain population, agricultural, and 
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in the present form as a mimeographed bulletin by the Department of Ae,ricultural 
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a part of the Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station state project ''Trends in Popula­

tion and Social Change in Ohio 11 which is being done in cooperation with the North 
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This in.Lormation 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 
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counties t'1emselves. Each table has been ranked by counties for both 1950 and 

1940. This makes it possible to observe the trends of changes in counties as well 

as observing di.!:ierences between counties. In a few instances the data were avail-

able for one year only, so t.hat the observation of differences between counties 

for that year is all that can be made. 

A few eA.-planatory remarks seem necessary so that the data may be more accu ... 

rately understood and interpreted. The Bureau of the Census changed the definition 

of ui·ban 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. These people lived under typically urban conditions, 
' 

but were outside the incorporated places of 2,500 or m0re inhabitants. This change 

in definition removed them ;rom 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 t1e first county with that percent-

age value. An example of this can be seen in Table 1 where both Crawiord and 

Stark Counties have the same percenta.i;e 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 enum.erat.ed 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 w.ith 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 ratj_o in these counties favored the males over the females in 19.50. The 

ratios relative positions of the m.o.jority of the other counties are not greatly 

aif ected. It is not likely that the rural nonfarm and rural farm population was 

affected by this chruige in enumeration. 

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

tables. 

The tables ~-nclude information in f'our main areas. First, population includ­

in8 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 includes employment in industries, family income, volume of tradu,. 

The analysis of population information mnrle here adds to the recent Research 

Bulletin 737 of the Ohio Agricultural Experiment 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. Tho profile graphically portrays the conditions in a parti­

cular county 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 additional segments of the population 

such as the rural, rural nonf arm or urban classifications. The profile appears 

in the first section following the tables of contents. 
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TABtE O.F CO?m:NTS 

Introduction 
The County Profile 

Subject Headings of Tables 

I Population 

Rural -Urban Residence • 
Age . • • . • • • • • • 
Sex Ratio • • • • • • • 
Education • . • • • • 
Health Facilities • • • . 

II Agriculture 

Size of Farms • • • 
Farm Tenancy • • 
Employment in Agriculture • 
Value of Farm Products Sold 
Rural Land-Man Ratio • 
other Farm Characteristics 

III Industry 

Employment in Industry 
Family Income • • 
Volume of Trade • 

1.V Ind.ex 

• 
• 
• • 

• . • . • . • • . • . • . . • . • . • 
• • • • . • 

• • • . • . 
• • • • • . • 
• • • • 
• . • . 
• . • 
• • • . • 

• • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 

Farm Operator Level of Living Index • • • • 

• 
• 
• 
• 

• 

. • • . . • . • .. • , • 
• 

• • . • 
• • . • . 
• . • 

• • • 
• • . • . 

• • 
• • • • 
• • • 

• • 

• 

• . • 
• • • . 
• . . 

• . • • 
• . . • 
• • 
• • . • 
• • 
• • . 

• • 

• . 
• • 

• 
• 
• • 

• • • 
• 
• • .. 
• . . 
• • • 
• . • 

Page 
1 
5 

Table 
Number 

l 
!, . 21 

• 29 . 36 

. 38 . 44 . 47 . 52 
• 55 
• 56 

• • • • 59 
• • 61 

• •• 64 

• • • • • • • • 65 
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TEE COUNTY PROFILE 

Harold R. Capener 
Extension Rurt.tl 

Socialogist 

1!1 Stete Total jl County Total · 1 Renk Among 
II I vAll Counties 

I 1940 1950 l 1940 19~0 io4o 19 o 
·---~~~~~----+~~~~~~!~~-=~~~ 

Total Population • • • • • • • • • 

.Percent Urban. • , • • • • 1 I 
i 

i\·rc(;nt Ru:ral Nonfarm • • • . • • 

?crcent Farm • • . • • • . . . . " 
P<""rce:nt unner 5 years of age • • • • 

P6rcE.nt under 15 years of age 

P1i::;1,1.~r,er:t. of p-::rsons 15-64 years 
cf age . . . . . . .. . . . ~ • 

ieTcent of persons 65 years old 
or over . . . . • . . . . . . .. 

!'er-:en""; of dependent popi.1lation, 
t~ose under 15 y€ars of age 1 
ai.1d those 65 ;yea.rs old or over ·1! 

! 
S5X ratio for perGor.s 20-24 j 

yBf..rs old.** . • • • • • • • 

Rex ra~io for persons 65 years ~ 
old. or over** . • • • • • • • ·11 

Perce:'.lt 16-1'7 year olds enrolled I' 
in school • • • • • • • • • • . l 

Median years of school completed I 
persons 25 years old and over ·i 

F:atio of hcspital beds to ,, 
population** • • • • • • . • .! 

:Ratio of Iliysicians to population**.1 

Average size c:f farms • • • • • • .!! 
Percent of :farms under 10 acres 

Percent of fo.rms under 30 e.~res 

.JI 

.11 
·~ I 

**Definitions provided as footnotes on tables. 

I 

11 

l 

I 
I 
I 

11 
il 
ii 
Ji 

'j 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

11 
ll 
I 
I 

fl 

.I 

l 
I 
I 
I 

·1 

I 

I 
I 



TEE COUNTY P.ROFIIE 

State Total 

Percent of farms 500 acres or more • 

Average value of farm land and 
buildings in dollars per farm • 

Average value of farm land and 
buildings in dollars per acre 

P~rcent of farm operators 
classified as tenants . . . . 

Percent of farm operators working 
off the farm 100 days or more 

A~erage age of farm operators ••• 

Per~ent of hired farm workers among 
total farm workers**· • • • • 

PercP-nt employed in agriculture 
(males and females) ••••• 

Percent of males in agriculture 
of total number of males 

Ave:t•agt1 value per farm of farm 
products sold • • • • • • 

• • 

. . 
Percent of farms which reported no 

products sold of total farms 
rt:porting • • • • • • • • • • 

Percent of farms reporting $101 000 
or more products sold of farms 
reporting sales • • • • • • • 

Rural land-man ratio** • • • • • • 

Percent of farms classified as j 
commercial**. • • • • • • • • 1 

Distance in miles to farm trading l 
center visited most frequently ·1 

Percent of farms on hard surface 1 
roads of farms reporting. • • • 

Percent of total employed engaged 
in industry other tbat 
agriculture** • • • • • • • • •I 

**Definitions provided as footnotes on tables 

.1 

11 

j 

I 

lj 

County Total 
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THE COUNTY PROFILE 

Percent 0£ total employed en­
gaged in manufacturing • 

Median income of families and 
unrelated individuals. • 

• • • 

I 

• • .it 
'i 

Percent of farnilies and unrelated 
individuals reporting who had'.! 
an income less ~ ~2, 000 • • I 

Percent of families and unrelated 
individuals reporting who had 
an income of ·~10,000 or more •1; 

Retail trade volume in dollars ,, 
per ca.pi ta • • • • • • • • • •· 

F'arm operators level of living 
index, • • • • • • • • • • • •1; 

j, 
11 

11 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~---11 

I 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--ii 
I 

I 
I, 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--! 
·1 
Ir 
i: ~~~~~~~~~~~-11 

f 

~~~~~~---~~~--~~~~--! 

/I 
ii 
If 

" ~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~---1! 

Ii 

State Total 

1940 1950 

County Total Rank Among 
All Counties 

I 1940 1950 I 1940 1950 

,! 

' ,, 
'I 

·1 

i1 
11 
ii 
11 
11 

I• 

I 

I 

I 

i! 
'I 

" d 
I 

1j 
'I 

il l 

I 
I' 

' I 
I' ,, 

II 

ii 
'• 

I 

d 

I 

l 

I'! I 
I 
I 



Table l. Rank of Counties by Percent of Urban Population* 
of Total PoEul.ationz Ohioz 1240-1220 
State total - 1950 66.4,; - 1940 66.~ 

County by ~ Rank 'lo County by 1' Rank '!> 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 194-0 1940 

1. Cuyahoga 97.7 l 97.2 45. Delaware 39.0 50 33.4 
2. Hamilton 86.1 2 87.6 46. Wyandot 38.7 46 35.9 
3· Summit 82.3 3 86.3 47. Guernsey 38.3 38 38.8 
4. Franklin 82.2 4 85.0 48. Wood 38.2 64 25.6 
5· Lucas 78.2 5 83.4 49. Coshocton 37.5 41 37.6 
6. Mahoning 76.5 6 82.0 50. Ross 37.0 39 38.6 
7 • Clark 70.3 8 73.9 51. Athens 36.0 48 34.5 
8. Lorain 69.0 ll 70.3 52. Washington 36.0 51 33.4 

9· Marion 67.7 12 68.6 53. Highland 35.4 54 33.0 
10. Butler 67.0 10 70.3 ;4. Champaign 34.8 53 33.0 
11. Montgomery 65.9 7 75.8 55· Knox 34.5 56 32.6 
12. Craw:f'ord 64.3 14 64.o 56. Lawrence 33.3 49 33.9 
13• Stark 64.3 9 70.4 57 • Logan 32.7 52 33.1 
14. Allen 60.9 13 65.2 58. Medina 32.3 55 32.9 
15· Erie 60.7 18 57.6 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• Riehl.and 56.4 16 59.3 63. Clinton 28.9 63 26.5 
20. Tu.scarawas 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.o 17 57.7 66. Henry 23.8 68 21.2 
23. Defiance 53.6 28 50.4 67. Madison 23.4 67 21.5 
24, 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 54.4 71. Mercer 20.1 72 18.4 
28. Sandusky 51.2 29 49.9 72. ottawa 18.8 71 ia.5 
29~ Ashland 50.9 37 41.8 73• Harrison i5.8 74 J.3.8 
30. Scioto 50.1 24 53.7 74. Preble 15·7 73 i5.2 
31· Jefferson 49.3 25 51.2 75• Fulton 13·7 75 12.8 
32. V'an Wert 48.8 34 44.4 76. Putnam 11·7 87 o.o 
33· Belmont 48.1 31 47.3 77• Adams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Huron 46.9 32 46.o 78. Brown o.o 11 o.o 
35· Fayette 46.8 35 44.o 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36. Fairfield 46.4 33 45.2 Bo. Geauga o.o 79 o.o 
37· Jackson 43,9 36 43.8 81. Holm.es o.o 80 o.o 
38. Hardin 42.3 61 28.1 82. Mom-oe o.o 81 o.o 
39· Portage 41.0 45 36.7 83. Morgan o.o 82 o.o 
40. Shelby 40.3 42 37.6 84. Morrow o.o 83 o.o 
41. Greene 40.1 44 36.8 85. Noble o.o 84 o.o 
42. Auglaize 39.2 4o 38.4 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 
43. Weyne 39.1 43 37.2 87. Pike o.o 86 o.o 
44. Williams 39.1 47 35.7 88. Vinton o.o 88 o.o 
* Based on 1940 definition of Urban 



Table 2. Rank of Counties by Percent of Rural Non:farm 
Population* of Total Population, Ohio, 1940-1950 
State total - 1950 22.~ - 1940 17.7'fo 

County by 'lo Rank 'lo County by 1' Rank a;., 
Bank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

l. Clermont 68.4 10 42.2 45. Champaign 34.6 38 28.6 
2. Geauga 63.7 9 42.5 46. Wayne 34.3 40 28.3 
3. Ottawa 61.1 4 48.2 47. Meigs 34.1 47 26.9 
4. Paulding 61.0 2 48.8 48. Henry 33.8 49 26.1 
5. Harrison 54.8 3 48.6 49. 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 46.4 52. Richland 31 .. 9 56 23.5 

9· Warren 49.3 25 33.7 53. Williams 31.4 62 22.4 
10. Morrow 48.9 12 40.8 54. Muskingum 30.7 54 25.0 
11. Brown 48.2 13 40.3 55. Montgomery 30.6 73 17·9 
12. Morgan 47.1 l 61.3 56. Tuscarawas 29.9 44 27.2 
13. Prebl.e 46.7 22 36.1 57· Jackson 29.8 43 28.0 
14. Adams 45.9 11 4o.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 34.1 60. Erie 29.0 51 25.8 

17· Noble 45.4 19 37.1 61. Bardin 28.3 30 32.5 
18. Madison 45.1 48 26.5 62. Sandusky 28.0 63 22.3 
19· Athens 44.4 16 38 .. 3 63. Licking 27.3 57 23.4 
20. Jefferson 44,2 15 38.6 64. Ashtabula 26.9 59 22 .• 7 
21. Lawrence 44.1 27 33.5 65. Huron 26.9 66 2l..l. 
22. Monroe 42.8 20 36.7 66. Shelby 26.9 65 21.4 
23. Putnam 42.7 7 44.1 67. All.en 26.4 71 18.6 
24. Pickaway 41.9 61 22.5 68. Wyandot 25.9 70 18.7 
25. Wood. 41.0 14 40.2 69. Columbiana 25.8 67 20.6 
26. Mercer 40.7 33 29.9 70. Butler 25.7 72 18.4 
27. Ross 4o.4 36 29.3 71.· Fayette 25.2 76 15.0 
28. Logan 4o.o 32 31.4 72. Highland 24.8 60 22.7 
29. Holmes 39.8 l.7 37.6 13· Ashland 24.1 55 24.3 
30. Lake 39.8 18 37.1 74. Gallia 23.1 68 20.2 
31. Medina 39.7 50 25.9 75• Clark 22.7 78 i3.8 
32. Clinton 39.4 28 33.4 76, Van Wert 22.7 75 15·7 
33~ Belmont 38.9 23 36.0 77• Lorain 22.6 74 16.o 
34. Darke 38.8 34 29.7 78. Seneca 20.0 77 14.3 
35· Guernsey 38.8 29 32.7 19 • Mahoning 19.5 82 12.9 
36, Hocking 38.6 21 36.1 8o. 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 4o. Coshocton 36.0 52 25.6 84. Franklin i5.6 83 ll..O 

41. Trumbull 35.2 42 28.1 85. Summit 15·5 85 9.7 
42. Carroll 35.0 41 28.1 86. Crawford 14.4 86 9.5 4a. Scioto 35.0 45 27.0 87. Hamilton 12.7 84 9.9 
44. Washington 34.8 39 28.6 88. Cuyahoga 2.1 88 2.2 

* Based on the 194o definition of Urba~ 



Table 3· Rank of Counties by Percent of Rural Farm 
PoEulation* of Total PoEulationz Ohioz 1240-1920 
State total - 1950 10. 7°/o 1940 15·51i 

County by % Rank % County by $ Rank 'lo 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Holmes 60.2 3 62.4 l+5. Jackson 26.3 58 28.2 
2. Monree 57.2 l 63.3 46. Huron 26.2 50 32.9 
3. Noble 54.6 2 62.9 47. Ashland 25.0 47 33.9 
4. Adams 54.1 6 59.J., 48. Warren 24.7 37 38.2 
5. Morgan 52.9 35 38.7 49. Perry 23.6 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 49.4 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 42.7 19 49.4 56. Crawford 21.3 62 26.5 
13· Henry 42.4 13 52.7 57. Portage 21.0 48 33.6 
14. Union 42.2 17 50.9 58. Bandusky 20.8 60 27.8 
15· Fulton 40.9 12 53.1 59· Wood 20.8 46 34.2 
16. Darke 4o.o 18 50.4 60. Licking 20.4 64 26.1 

17. Highland 39.8 24 44.3 61. Ottawa 20.1 49 33.3 
18. Mercer 39.2 15 51.7 62. Ashtabula 19°6 63 26.4 
19· Paulding 39.0 16 51.2 63. Athens 19.6 61 27.2 
20. Preble 37.6 21 48.7 64. Miami 16.7 65 24.1 
21. Geauga 36.3 8 57.5 65. Tuscarawas 15·5 69 18.4 
22. Wyandot 35.4 23 45.4 66. Muskingum 14.9 66 21.3 
23. Meigs 35a 25 44.3 67. Soioto 14.9 67 19·3 
24. Shelby 32.8 30 41.0 68. Columbiana 14.3 68 18.7 

25. Delaware 31.8 26 43.8 69. Greene 14.o 55 29.6 
26. Clinton 31.7 32 40.1 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 14 52.0 72. Allen 12·7 74 16.2 
29. Hocking 30.8 44 35.2 73· Richland 11.7 71 17.2 
30. Champaign 30.6 36 38.4 74. Trumbull 10.8 76 14.2 
31. Williams 29.5 27 41.9 75. Erie io.3 73 16.6 
32. Rardin 29.4 34 39.4 76. Lorain 8.4 77 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 41 36.5 79· Lake 6.6 75 14.4 
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 42 36.0 82 • .Mahoning 4.o 83 5.1 
39· Defiance 28.0 31 40.9 83. Montgomery 3.5 82 6.3 
40. Fayette 28.0 29 41.0 84. Lucas 2.5 86 3.4 
41. Medina 28.0 28 41.2 85. Franklin 2.2 84 4.o 
42. Logan 27.3 43 35.5 86. SUmmit 2.2 85 4.o 
43. Wayne 26.6 45 34.5 87. Hamilton 1.2 87 2.5 
44. Coshocton 26.5 40 36.8 88. Cuyahoga 0.2 88 o.6 

* Based on the 1940 definition of Urban 



Table 4. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 5 
Years of Ase of Total PoEulationz Ohioz 1240-1920 

State total - 1950 io.7~ - 1940 7.3~ 
County by °/o Rank '1o County by % Rank 1' 
Rank 1950 1220 1240 1940 Rank 1220 1220 1240 1240 
l. Greene 12.9 64 7.6 45. Adams 10.7 75 7 .2 
2. Holmes 12.8 2 io.5 46. Hocking 10.7 14 8.8 
3. Geauga 12.5 33 8.3 47. Jefferson l0.7 15 8.7 
4. Warren 12.2 23 8.6 48. Stark l0.7 72 7.5 
5. Putnam 12.l 11 8.9 49. Wyandot l0.7 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 ll.7 17 8.7 52. Ross 10.6 7 9.4 
9· Paulding 11.7 22 8.6 53. Williams 10.6 45 8.o 

10. Shelby 11.7 30 8.4 54. Wood 10.6 34 8.3 
11. Summit ll.6 85 6.9 55· Clinton l0.5 63 7.6 
12. Defiance 11.5 9 9.0 56. Columbiana l0.5 53 7.8 
13. Fulton 11.5 55 7.8 57, Crawford io.5 68 7.5 
14. 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 74 7.3 60. Logan l0.5 60 7.7 
17. Pike 11°5 l l0.7 61. Morgan 10.5 20 8.6 
18. Wayne 11.5 25 8.5 62. Muskingum l0.5 ~5 8.2 
19. Allen 11.4 50 7.8 63. Van Wert io.5 62 7.7 
20. Auglaize 11.4 67 7.5 64. Ashtabula 10.4 81 6.9 
21. Clermont 11.4 59 7.7 65. Coshocton 10.4 54 7.8 
22. Montgomery 11.4 71 7.5 66. Highland 10.4 38 8.1 
23. Portage ll.4 77 7.2 67. Morrow 10.4 28 8.4 
24. Sandusky ll.4 48 7.9 68. Tuscarawas 10.4 40 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 l0.3 86 6.6 
27. Preble 11·3 56 7.8 71. Knox: l0.3 65 7.6 
28. Seneca 11.3 57 7.8 72. Lucas 10.3 80 7.0 
29. Butler 11.2 42 8.o 73• Cuyahoga 10.1 88 6.2 
30. Champaign 11.2 26 8.4 74. Harrison 10.1 18 8.6 
31. Huron 11.2 75 7.2 75· Mahoning 10.l 84 6.9 
32. Ottawa 11.2 79 7.1 7'· Union l0.1 49 7.9 
33· Trumbull 11.2 66 7.6 77• Washington 10.l 41 8.1 
34. Fayette ll.l 13 8.8 78. Belmont lO.o 46 7.9 
35· Medina 11.l 78 7.1 79• Brown 10.0 58 7.7 
36, Clark 11.0 52 7.8 80. Ramil ton 10.0 87 6.6 
37. Hardin 11.0 27 8.4 81. Licking 10.0 76 7.2 
38. Richland 11.0 61 7 .. 7 82. Noble 10 .. 0 21 8.6 
39. Darke l0.9 31 8.3 83. Monroe 9.9 19 8.6 
4o. Madison io.9 43 8.o 84. Delaware 9.8 69 7.5 
41 .. Marion l0.9 47 7.9 85. Pickaway 9.6 44 e.o 
42. Scioto 10.9 6 9.7 86. Gallia 9.5 10 8.9 
43. Meigs 10.8 16 8.7 87. Athens 9.2 l2 a.a 
44. Perry 10.8 29 8.4 88. Guernsey 9.0 83 6.9 



Table 5. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 
12 Years of Ase of Total PoEulationz Ohio! 1940-1220 
State total - 1950 25·81> - 1940 22.c;rfo 

County by °/o Rank 1o Qounty by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

l. Tinton 33.5 3 30.6 45. Pickaway 27.6 48 24.4-
2. Holmes 33.3 2 30.6 46. Seneca 27.6 60 23.6 
3,. Pike 33.3 1 32.4 4'7. Union 27.6 61 23.6 
4. Geauga 31.0 28 25.2 48. Logan 27.5 68 23.1 
5. Lawrence 31.0 4 30.3 49. Noble 27.5 19 26.0 
6. Jackson 30.7 8 28.2 50. Portage 27.5 54 23.8 
7. Putnam 30.7 9 27.7 51. Trumbull 27.5 40 24.7 
8. Warren 30.3 22 25.8 52. Fairfield 27.4 34 25.1 

9. Adams 30.2 6 28.6 53· ~efferson 27.3 1$ 26.0 
10. Paulding 30.1 14 26.5 54. Marion 27.3 50 24.3 
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· otta.wa 27.2 75 22.8 
14. Carroll 29.5 26 25.3 58. Columbiana 27.1 46 24.4 
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 74 22.8 

17• Morrow 29.4 38 24.8 61. Ashland 26.9 62 23.5 
18. Mercer 29.3 ll 27.1 62. Butler 26.9 25 25.5 
19· Shelby 29.3 17 26.1 63. Goshocton 26.9 49 24.3 
20. Champaign 29.2 45 24.4 64. Muskingum 26.9 39 24.7 
21. Fulton 28.9 42 24.5 65. Allen 26.8 64 23.4 
22. Defiance 28.8 33 25.1 66. Lora.in 26.7 77 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. Washington 26.6 36 24.9 
26. Darke 28.5 41 24.5 70. Ashtabula 26.5 81 22.3 
27. Fayette 28.5 35 25.0 71. 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 74. Belmont 26.1 27 25.2 
31. Lake 28.2 63 23.5 75· Knox 26.1 76 22.7 
32. Brown 28.0 44 24.4 76. Montgomery 26.1 84 21.8 

33· Miami 28.0 52 23.9 77. Summit 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 24 25.6 80. Hancock 25.7 73 22.9 
37. Medina 27.8 78 22.7 81. Licking 25.7 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 
40. Hardin 27 .. 7 43 24.5 84. Mahoning 24.5 67 23.3 
41. Highland 27.7 58 23.7 85. Hamilton 23.9 87 20.8 
42 .. Madison 27.7 47 24.4 86. Guernsey 23.7 66 23.3 
43 .. Sandusky 27.7 53 23.9 87. Franklin 23.5 86 20.8 
44. Auglaize 27.6 59 23.6 88. Cuyahoga 23.4 88 19·9 



Table 6. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years 
of A~e of Urban PoEula~ionz Ohioz*l940-l9d0 

State total - 1950 25·5% - 1940 21.1~ 

County by % Rank °/c County by % Rank °/a 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Greene 39.2 26 22.4 45. Fulton 24.8 67 19-9 
2. Lawrence 32.6 3 24.5 46. Crawford 24.7 50 21.1 
3 • Montgomery 32.3 55 20.9 47. Harrison 24.7 38 21.9 
4. Putnam 31.1 87 o.o 48. Tuscarawas 24.7 18 22.9 
5· Trumbull 29.2 16 23.0 49. Williams 24.7 60 20.7 
6. Lake 29.0 23 22.6 50. Wyandot 24.7 31 22.4 
7. Richland 28.0 58 20.8 51, Ashtabula 24.6 52 20.9 
8. Pickaway 27.6 2 24.7 52. Hancock 24.5 35 22.1 

9. Defiance 27.4 10 23.5 53. Columbiana 24.4 26 22.5 
io. Stark 27.4 43 21.7 54. Erie 24.4 51 21.0 
11. Lucas 27.2 62 20.5 55. Mercer 24.3 29 22.4 
12. Scioto 27.1 l 25.1 56. Ottawa 24.3 71 i9.6 
13· Jackson 26.9 5 24.2 57. Franklin 24.2 69 19.8 
14. Portage 26.8 45 21.4 58. Hardin 24.1 39 2J..8 
15· Shelby 26.8 24 22.6 59 • Jefferson 24.o 13 23.2 
16. Butler 26.7 6 24.1 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 74 18.8 
20. Meigs 26.4 57 20.8 64. Wayne 23.7 47 21.3 
21. Perry 26.2 9 24.o 65. Cuyahoga 23.4 68 19.8 
22. Madison 26.1 7 24.1 66. Guernsey 23.2 53 20.9 
23. Clark 26.0 37 22.0 67. Knox 23.2 .- 72 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 i9.6 
28. Allen 25.6 19 22.8 72. Rocking 22.4- 40 21.8 
29. Auglaize 25.6 34 22.2 73. Coshocton 22.3 64 20.3 
30. Huron 25.6 44 21.4 74 • .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 i8.o 49 21.1 

33· Mahoning 25.4 20 22.8 77. Adams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Muskingum 25.4 21 22.8 78. Brown o.o 77 o.o 
35· Henry 25.3 33 22.3 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36. Seneca 25.3 11 23.3 80, Geauga o.o 19 o.o 
37· Hamilton 25.2 65 20.0 81. Holmes o.o 80 o.o 
38. Fayette 25.1 14 23.0 82. Monroe o.o 81 o.o 
39· Medina 25.0 59 20.7 83. Morgan o.o 82 o.o 
4o. Ross 25.0 15 23.0 84. Morrow o.o 83 o.o 

41. Highland 24.9 54 20.9 85. Noble o.o 84 o.o 
42. Logan 24.9 46 21.3 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 
4J. Lorain 24.9 41 21.8 87. Pike o.o 86 o.o 
44. Van Wert 24.9 42 21.8 88. Vinton o.o 88 o.o 

* Based on the 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 7 • Rank of Counties by Perce11t of Persons under 15 
Years of Age of Bural Nonfarm Population*, Ohio 1940-1950 

State tot~l - 1950 25.1~ - 1940 26.7f, 

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 47. Perry 28.7 40 26.0 
4. Vinton 33.6 9 30.6 48. Williams 28.7 78 23.4 
5· Pike 33.4 5 31.8 49. Morrow 28.6 68 24.3 
6. Hocking 32.7 8 30.7 50. Van Wert 28.6 69 24.3 
7. Meigs 32.7 11 29.2 51· Allen 28.5 71 24.o 
8. Scioto 32.6 1 36.7 52. lla.rrison 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 .. Miami 31.7 28 26.9 55· Clinton 28.2 86 22.5 
12. Columbiana. 31.5 14 28.4 56. Erie 28.1 83 22.7 
13. Crawford 31.3 67 24.3 57· Licking 28.1 80 23.0 
14. Defiance 31.3 35 26.3 58. Lake 28.0 39 26.0 
15. Shelby 31.2 24 27.4 59· Fulton 27.9 79 23.3 
16. Marion 30.9 50 25.1 60. Holm.es 27.9 31 26.6 

17. Hardin 30.8 60 24.8 61. Union 27.9 52 25.1 
18. Medina 30.8 48 25.5 62. Portage 27.7 27 27.0 
19· A$hland 30.7 62 24.6 63. Adams 27.6 43 25.7 
20. Geauga 30.7 59 24.8 64. Butler 27.6 7 31.l 
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 
24. Champaign 30.6 58 24.8 68. Noble 26.7 70 24.2 

25. Clermont 30.6 46 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 4 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 24.9 
31· Wyandot 30.0 65 24.5 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 74 23.9 
36. Wayne 29.5 41 26.0 80. Stark 22.7 33 26.6 
37. Ashtabula 29.4 54 24.9 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 24.6 83 . Mahoning 20.8 42 25.8 
40. Auglaize 28.9 76 25.0 84. Franklin 19·51 18 27.8 

41. Fairfield 28.9 44 25.7 85. Greene 19.8 55 24.9 
42. Ottawa 28.9 64 24.5 86. Hamilton 15-1 20 27.7 
43. Darke 28.7 72 24.o 87. Lucas 13.8 15 28.4 
44. Iawrence 28.7 2 34.o 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 1940-1950 

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

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

1. Holmes 36.8 2 33.0 45. Meigs 29.5 23 27.2 
2. Scioto 34.2 1 33.4 46. Washington 29.5 22 27.6 
3. Ross 31.i..O 5 32.0 47. Fayette 29.4 28 26.9 
4. Wayne 33.9 14 28.6 48. Monroe 29.4 13 28.7 
5. Lawrence 33.5 4 32.5 49 • Pickaway 29.4 81 22.9 
6. Gallia 33.4 10 30.l 50. Allen 29.l 57 25.l 
7. Vinton 33.3 8 30.6 51. Highland 29.1 63 211. 8 
8. Pike 33.2 3 32.9 52. Auglai. ze 28.9 60 25.0 

9. Madison 33.1 59 25.1 53. Clark 28.9 62 24.9 
10. Hocking 32.5 6 31.l 54. Muskingum 28.8 31 26.3 
11. Adams 32.4 7 30.7 55. Harrison 28.6 58 25.,1 
12. Paulding 32.4 21 27.7 56. Licking 28.6 76 23.9 
13. Jackson 32.1 11 29.l 57. Williams 28.6 47 25.7 
14. Putnam 32.0 9 30.2 58. Miami 28.5 15 28 .. 5 
15. Athens 31.8 15 23.9 59. Sandusky 28.5 56 25 .. 2 
16. Geauga 31.6 50 25.5 60. Trumbull 28.5 71 24 .. 3 

17. Fulton 31.5 35 26.3 61. Fairfield 28.4 45 25 .. 7 
18 • Crawford 31.2 39 26.l 62. Ponage 28.2 77 23.7 
19. Darke 31.2 32 26.4 63. Van Wert 28.2 46 25.7 
20. Mercer 31.0 12 29.l 64. Noble 28.2 24 27.1 
21 .. Logan 30.9 49 25.6 65. Hancock 28.2 67 24.5 
22. Tuscarawas 30.9 29 26.9 66. Belmont 28.1 26 27.0 
23. Champaign 30.7 44 2s. 7 67. Lorain 2s.o 82 22.6 
24. Perry 30.7 17 28.4 68. Warren 28.0 52 25.4 

25. Shelby 30.7 16 28.5 69 • Clermont 27.8 66 24.6 
26. Stark 30.7 ho 26.0 70. Ashtabula 27.7 80 22.9 
27. Seneca J0.5 19 27.8 71. Delaware 27.7 70 24.3 
28. Morgan 30.3 31 26.6 72. Lucas 27.7 33 26.4 
29. Preble 30.3 51 25.5 73. Erie 27 .4 85 21.5 
30. Columbiana 30.2 41 25.8 7 4. lliernsey 27 .4 64 24.7 
31. Morrow 30.2 55 25.2 75. Greene 27.3 74 24.0 
32. Clinton 30.1 69 24.3 76. Wood 27.2 61 25.0 

33. Huron 30.1 53 25.3 77. Butler 27.1 54 25.2 
34. Brown 30.0 34 26.J 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 Bo. Marion 26.3 68 24.5 
37. Hardin 29.8 36 26.3 81. Montgomery 26.3 78 23 .. 5 
38. Henry 29.8 18 28.0 8 2. Summi. t 26.2 73 24 .. 1 
39. Richland 29.7 42 25 .. 8 83. Franklin 25. 7 79 23 .. 3 
40. Wyandot 29. 7 25 27.1 84. Mahoning 25.5 65 24., 7 

4L Union 29.6 72 24.3 85. Ottawa 24.8 84 22,2 
L2,, Knox 29.5 48 25.6 86. Lake 23.8 88 20 2 
43~ Ashland 29 .. 5 43 25. 7 87. Hamilton 23.3 87 20 J 
44. Jefferson 29.5 20 27.7 88. Cuyahoga 20.8 86 21 .. J 

* Based on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 9. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 15 - 64 
Years of Age of Total Population, Ohio 1940-1950 

State total - 1950 65.3 '~ - 1940 69 .3 % 

County by % Rank ·r.. County by % Rank % 0 

Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 :W.nk 19 50 1950 1940 1940 

1. Cuyahoga 68.9 1 74.4 45. Sandusky 61.5 33 66.2 
2. Franklin 68.1 3 71.5 46. Scioto 61..5 56 64 .. 5 
3. l\IJA.honi ng 67.8 4 71.4 47. Van Wert 61.2 46 65 .. 3 
4. Summ.i. t 67.3 2 71.9 48. Auglaize 61.0 40 65.4 
5. Hamilton 67 .. 0 6 71.1 49. Huron 60.8 39 65.s 
6. Lucas 66.8 5 71.2 50. Shelby 60.8 63 64.1 
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 44 65.L 
10. Stark 65.3 9 69.9 5l.~. Defiance 60.6 51 64.9 
11. Richland 65.2 10 69.5 5.5. Henry 60.6 64 64.0 
12. Trumbull 65.o 11 69.5 56. Washington 60.6 73 63.3 
13. Jefferson 64.8 1.5 68.4 57. Harrison 60.5 €;9 63.6 
14. Clark 64.6 14 68.4 58. Hardin 60.3' 62 64.l 
15. Lake 64.5 12 68.9 59. Clermont 60.2 68 63.6 
16. Greene 64.4 28 66.5 60. Clinton 60.2 54 6L.8 

17. Portage 64.3 22 67.J 61. Gallia 60.2 72 63.3 
18. Erie 64.2 13 68.7 62. Lawrence 60.2 79 62 .. 4 
19. Athens 64.1 53 64.8 63. Logan 60.1 h7 65.2 
20. Allen 64.o 17 67. 7 64. Perry 59 .9 60 64.2 
21. Wood 64.o 49 65.1 65. Union 59 .9 52 64.9 
22. Belmont 63.1 23 67.2 66. Wyandot 59.9 71 63.4 
23. Delaware 63.0 55 64.8 67. Darke 59.8 61 6h~l 
24. Licking 63.0 24 67.1 68. Fulton 59 .8 59 611.J 

25. Ashtabula 62.9 16 68.0 69. Carroll 59 .7 57 64"3 
26. Columbiana 62.9 25 67.0 70. FA.yette 59 .6 58 64.3 
27. Ottawa 62.7 21 67.J 71. Geauga 59 .6 43 65w4 
28. Hancock 62.6 30 66.4 72 • Champai gn 59.4 66 63¥8 
29. Marion 62.6 29 66.5 73. Hocking 59.2 18 67. ~ 
30. Madison 62.4 32 66.2 74. Preble 59 .2 74 63.: 
31. Muskingum 62.4 37 65. 7 75. Highland 59.l 67 63.,7 
32. Medina 62.J 19 67.4 76. Morrow 59.0 76 63.0 

33. Ross 62.3 45 65.3 77. Brown 58.9 77 62.9 
34. Fairfield 62.2 42 65.4 7 8 • Paulding 58.7 7~ 63.l 
3 5. Pickaway 62.2 38 65. 7 79. Putnam 58.5 Bo 62.4 
36. Knox 62.1 31 66.4 80. Noble 58.4 81 62.2 
37. Miami 61.9 35 66.1 81. Jackson 58.3 82 62.1 
38. Ashland 61.8 34 66.l 82. Mej gs 58.o 78 62.9 
39. Coshocton 61.8 41 65.4 BJ. Monroe 57 .8 84 61.2 
40. Seneca 61.8 48 65.l 84. Morgan 57.8 83 61.8 

41. Tuscarawas 61.8 36 66.l 85. Holmes 57.7 86 60.6 
42. Wayne 61.7 50 65.o 86. Adams 57.,4 85 60.9 
43. Crawford 61.6 26 66.8 87. Pike 56.9 88 59. 7 
44. 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 Populationf Ohio 1940-1950 

State total - 1950 65.3% - 1940 71. 7% ---
County by % Rank o~ County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 19LO 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 
--· ---- -
l. Athens 72.4 27 69.1 45. Scioto 62.9 31 68.9 
2. Cuyahoga 68.8 1 74.6 46. Hardin 62,.8 63 65.G 
3. Jefferson 68.o 10 71.5 47. Henry 62.8 59 66.2 
4. Delaware 67.8 68 65.4 48. Huron 62.8 48 67.3 
5. Gallia 67.7 4 72.4 49. Sandusky 6208 52 67.1 
6. Lorain 66.9 13 71.3 50. 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 72.2 

9. Mahoning 66.3 5 72.3 53. Perry 62.7 55 66.9 
10. Wayne 66.o 32 68.9 54. Belmont 62.6 20 69. 7 
11. Ottawa. 65.1 11 71.5 55. Madison 62.6 72 64.7 
12. Erie 65.5 18 69.8 56. Harrison 62.4 58 66.5 
13. Butler 65.2 34 68.7 57. Van Wert 62.4 51 67 .2 
14. Licking 65.1 25 69.5 58. Darke 62.3 61 66.l 
15. Portaf!e 65.l 24 69. 7 59. Carroll 62.2 30 68.9 
16. Allen 64.9 29 68.9 60. Trumbull 62.2 9 71.6 

17. Ashtabula 64.9 15 70.3 61. Richland 62.1 14 ?1..1 
18. Columbiana 64.9 26 69 .3 62. Champaign 61.9 67 65~4 
19. Medina 64.9 23 69. 7 63. Auglaize 61.8 57 66.,5 
20. Coshocton 64.8 22 69. 7 6L.. Wyandot 61.8 69 65.3 
21. Hamilton 64.8 7 71.8 65. Defiance 61.6 62 66~1 
22. Ross 64.7 35 68.6 66. :Meigs 61.1 42 67~8 
23. Wood 64.6 64 65.8 67. Fayette 61.0 66 65 .. 5 
24. Mercer 64.5 Li3 67 .8 68. Preble 60.9 73 64 .. 2 

25. Fairfield 61..r.3 46 67.6 69. Jackson 60.7 71 64.,? 
26. Clinton 64.2 40 68.1 70. Highland 60.4 65 65 .. 6 
27. Clark 64.1 21 69. 7 71. Fulton 59. 7 70 65.2 
28. Knox 64.1 19 69 .8 72. Pickaway 59.5 74 63.7 
29. Ashland 63.9 33 68.7 73. Putnam 59.3 87 o.c 
30. Guernsey 63.1 17 69.9 74. Montgomery 58.3 8 71.8 
31. Lnke 63.7 16 70.l 75. Lawrence 54.8 50 67.2 
32. Muskingum 63.7 4J. 68.l 76. Greene 51.9 45 67.7 

33. Warren 63.7 60 66.2 77. Adams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Hancock 6J.6 54 67.0 78. Brown o.o 77 o.o 
35. Seneca 63.6 56 66.6 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36. Washington 63.6 h7 67 .5 80. Geauga o.o 79 o.o 
37. Marion 63.5 49 67.3 81. Holmes o.o 80 o.o 
38. Miami 63.5 44 67.8 82. Monroe o.o 81 o.o 
39. Tuscarawas 63.4 39 68.3 83. Morgan o.o 82 o.o 
40. Crawford 63.3 37 68.4 84. Morrow o.o 83 o.o 

41. Hocking 63.3 15 61.5 85. Noble o.o 84 o.o 
42. Logan 63.1 38 68.3 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 
43. Stark 63.l 12 71.4 87. Pike o.o 86 o.o 
44. Willi ams 63.0 36 68.5 88. Vinton o.o 88 0.,0 

*Based on 1950 definition as Urban 



Table 11. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 15-64 
Years of Age of Rural Nonfarm Population-1~, 
Ohio, 1940-1950 

State total - 1950 66.2% - 1940 64.5% 

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

1. Montgomery 82.3 3 68.4 45. Auglaize 59 .5 33 63.8 
2. Lucas 81.0 7 66.9 46. Fulton 59.0 44 6J.o 
3. Hamilton 78.7 10 66.6 47. Perry 58.9 25 64.5 
4. Greene 75.l 19 65.l 48. Miami 58.8 72 60.9 
5. Franklin 73.5 18 65.1 49. Ashland 58.7 34 63.6 
6. Mahoning 72.3 4 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 40 63.2 

9. Stark 70.2 9 66.7 53. Huron 58.3 37 63.5 
10. Summit 70.1 8 66.9 54. Marion 58.3 47 62.7 
11. Trumbull 69.0 11 66.6 55. Delaware 58.2 28 64 .. 0 
12. Butler 66.8 51 62.5 56. Union 58.l 78 60,,5 
13. Pickaway 65.2 84 59.5 57. Darke 58.o 64 6L6 
14. Lake 65.1 6 67.0 58. Carroll 58.o 42 63.0 
15. Clark 64.4 21 64.9 59. Seneca 58.0 62 61 .. 8 
16. Madison 64.4 61 61.8 60. Warren 58.o 76 60,, 7 

17. Portage 64.3 32 63.9 61. Morgan 57.9 52 62, 3 
18. Belmont 63. 7 15 65.8 62. Morrow 57.9 73 60.9 
19. Lawre nee 63.6 80 60.3 63. Van Wert 57.9 60 61.9 
20,. Wood 63.5 30 64.o 64, Clinton 57.7 56 62.1 
21. Allen 63.2 16 65. 7 65. Preble 57.7 77 6o.5 
22. Pt.0ss 63.0 12 66.5 66. Noble 57 .6 26 64.? 
23. Erie 62.5 5 67.0 67, Shelby 57.6 74 60.9 
24. Lorain 62.3 13 66.3 68. Brown 57 .5 35 63.6 

25. Jefferson 61.8 17 65.2 69 • Defiance 5? .5 67 61.4 
26. Ottawa 61.5 lh 66.o 70. Logan 57 ,4 46 62.9 
27. Muskingum 61.4 41 63.l 71. Putnam 57 .4 49 62.7 
28. Knox 61.3 20 65.l 72. Crawford 57 .3 59 61.9 
29. Scioto 60.7 87 58.8 73. Gallia 57 .1 88 58.c 
30. Harrison 60 .. 2 54 62.2 74. Hocking 57 .1 66 61.5 
31. Licking 60.2 29 64.0 75. Monroe 56.8 58 62.0 
32. Guernsey 60.1 24 64.5 7 6, Champaign 56.5 79 60.4 

33., Coshocton 60.0 53 62,2 77. Pike 56.5 82 59.8 
34. Holmes 60.0 57 62.l 78. Hancock 56.4 45 62.9 
35. Wayne 60.0 50 62.6 79. Williams 56.4 75 60..9 
36. Athens 59 .9 69 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 64.0 82. Hardin 56.o 63 6L~7 
39. Columbiana 59.8 36 63.5 83. Jackson 56.o 86 59.,4 
40. Tuscarawas 59.8 39 63.3 84. Meigs 55.4 71 60 .. 9 

41. Fairfield 59.8 43 63.0 85. Wyandot 55 .. 4 85 59.5 
42. Sandusky 59. 7 22 64.8 86. Highland 55.3 81 60,2 
43. Clermont 59.6 38 63.3 (37. Vinton 54.8 70 61.,0 
44. Mercer 59.6 48 62.7 88. Geauga 40.3 23 64 .. 5 

*Based on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 12 Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 15-64 Years 
of .Age of Rural Farm Population*, Ohio 1940-1950 ___ ... ...... 
State total - 1950 60.6% - 1940 64.5% 

County by ?o Rank % County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Cuyahoga 63.7 1 70.0 45. Preble 60.5 38 64.8 
2. Hamilton 65.3 18 66.4 46. Brown 60.4 69 62.4 
3. Summit 65.2 5 68.8 47. Feyette 60.4 42 64.6 
4. Lake 64.6 3 69.4 48. Highland 60.4 51 64.2 
$. Mahoning 64.2 19 66.4 49. Licking 60.4 34 65.0 
6. Marion 64.l 20 66.1 50. Seneca 60.4 60 63.7 
7. Butler 63.8 17 66.5 51. Stark 60.3 27 65.:5 
8. Ottawa 63.B 12 67.0 52. Columbiana 60.2 55 64.o 

9. Franklin 63.7 11 67.3 53. Darke 60.1 36 64.9 
10. Montgomery 63.6 7 68.0 54. Morrow 60,l 49 64.fa 
11. Greene 63.5 16 66.7 55. Clinton 60.o 31 65.o 
12. Lucas 63.3 24 65.8 56. Harrison 59.9 40 64,4 
13. Warren 63.l 29 65.2 57. Tuscarawas 59 .9 59 63.8 
lh. Miami 62.a 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.o 60. Champaign 59.B 35 64.9 

17. Lorai.n 62.2 6 68.5 61. Coshocton 59.8 64 63.4 
18. vifilliams 62.2 30 65.2 62. Mercer 59.B 68 62.5 
19. Hancock 62.0 15 66.B 63. Muskingum 59.8 70 62.3 
20. Portage 62.0 9 67.5 64. Belmont 59.7 63 63.4 
21. Ashtabula 61.9 14 66.8 65. Huron 59. 7 52 64)2 
22. Van Wert 61.9 40 64.8 66. Putnam 59.5 71 62.1 
23. Erie 61.7 10 67.4 67. Madison 59.4 4 68.9 
24. Richland 61.7 39 64.B 68. Washington 59.4 76 61.0 

25. Trumbull 61.7 13 67.0 69. Crawford 59.1 37 64.8 
26. Delaware 61.5 32 65.0 70. Noble 59.0 75 61~0 

27. Auglaize 61.4 25 65.5 71. Perry 58.8 72 61.9 
28. Clermont 61.4 58 63.9 72. Paulding 58.7 57 64.0 
29. Allen 61.3 28 65.3 73. Monroe 58.5 77 60.7 
30. Clark 61 • .3 45 64.4 74. Adams 58.4 78 60~5 
31. Hardin 61.l L1 64.7 7 5. Lawrence 5a.2 86 59.6 
32. Henry 61.1 61 63.5 76. Meigs 58.l 74 61.0 

33. Sandusky 61.l 26 65.5 77. Athens 57.9 50 64.3 
34. Fairfield 61.0 54 64.1 78. Hocking 57.9 79 60.;; 
35 .. Shelby 61.0 65 63.1 79. Morgan 57.8 73 61.5 
36. Defiance 60.9 56 64.o Bo. Scioto 57.6 83 59.b 
37. Pickaway 60.9 2 69.7 81. Wayne 57.5 66 62.9 
38. Wyandot 60.9 62 63.5 82. Pike 57it2 87 59.6 
39. Guernsey 60.8 h3 64.5 83. Ross 57.1 81 60.2 
40. Jefferson 60.8 47 64.4 84. Jackson 56.8 80 60.3 

41. Fulton 6o.7 33 65.0 85. Gallia 56.6 84 59.7 
42. Ashland 60.6 44 64.4 86. Vinton 56.6 82 59.9 
43. Knox 6o.5 48 64.4 87. Holmes 56.2 85 59.7 
44. Logan 60.5 53 64.2 88. Geauga 40.6 21 66.0 

* Based on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 13. Hank of Counties by Percent of Persons 65 Years 
Old and Over of Total Population, Ohio, 1940-1950 

-------- . 
State total - 1950 8,9% - 1940 7 .8% 

County by % Rank '.~ County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 1950 191(0 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Guernsey 14.7 37 10.1 45. Seneca 10.8 38 10.1 
2. Monroe 14.4 14 11.5' 46. Vinton lOcoB 62 9.0 
3. Morgan 14.J 4 12.6 47. Muskingum 10.7 54 9.6 
4, Noble 14.1 8 11.8 48. Astabula 10.6 51 9.7 
5. Hif.hland 13.2 3 12.6 49. Defiance 10.6 39 10.0 
6. Brown 13.1 1 12.7 50. Fairfield 10.4 55 9.5 
7. Washington 12.8 9 11.8 51. Pickaway 10.2 44 9.9 
8. Clinton 12.6 2 12.7 52. Clermont 10.l 18 11.3 

9. Union 12.5 15 11.5 53. Marion 10,l 61 9.2 
10. Adams 12.4 28 10.5 54. Miami 10.l 40 lOc;O 
11. Logan 12.4 10 11. 7 55. Ottawa 10.l 43 9 .. 9 
12. Meigs 12.3 20 11.2 56. Columbiana 10.0 69 846 
13. Wyandot 12.3 11 11.7 57. Erie 10.0 47 9,,8 
14. Williams 12.2 21 11.2 58. Mercer 10.0 59 9.,4 
15. Van Vlert 12.l 24 10.9 59. Madison 9.9 58 9,4 
16. Hardin 12.0 17 11.h 60, Medina 9.9 42 9.9 

17. Fayette 11.9 26 10.7 61. Shelby 9.9 49 9.B 
18. Knox 11.8 23 10.9 62. Wayne 9.9 50 9.A 
19. Darke 11.7 16 11.4 63. Pike 9.8 72 7.9 
20. Hancock 11.7 27 10.7 64. Wood 9.7 :: 3 9.7 
21. Harrison 11.6 34 10.3 65. Geauga 9.h 57 9.4 
22. Morrow 11.6 6 12.2 66. Allen 9 .. 2 63 8,9 
23. Perry 11.6 60 9.4 67. Clark 9.1 67 8.7 
24. Auglaize 11.4 22 11.0 68. Hamil ton 9.1 70 8.1 

25. Champaign 11,4 7 11.8 69. Holmes 9.0 66 8.8 
26. Crawford 11.4 31 10.4 70. Ross 9.0 73 7.9 
27. Ashland 11.3 29 10.4 71. Warren 8.9 36 10.2 
28. Coshocton 11.3 33 10.3 72. Lawrence a.a 77 7 .3 
29. Delaware 11.3 12 11.5 73. Lucas 8.6 81 7.0 
30. Fulton 11.3 19 11.2 74. Stark 8.5 82 7.0 
31. Hocking 11.3 65 8.8 75. Franklin B.4 74 7.7 
32. Huron 11.3 13 11.5 76. Scioto 8.4 85 5.1 

33. Licking 11.3 25 10.8 77. Portage 8.2 64 8.9 
34. Preble 11.3 5 12.6 78. Richland 8.2 71 8.1 
35. Henry 11.2 35 10.3 79. Jefferson 7,.9 86 5.,6 
36. Paulding 11.2 32 10.4 80, Lorain 7.8 80 7.,.2 
37. Athens 11.1 56 9.4 81. Cuyahoga 7.7 84 5~7 

38. Gallia 11.l 41 9.9 82. Mahoning 1.1 87 5,.3 
39. Jackson 11.0 52 9,.7 83. Trumbull 7.5 83 5 .. 8 
40. Tuscarawas 10.9 68 8 .. 7 84. Butler 7.3 79 7~2 

41. Belmont 10,8 15 7.6 85. Lake 7.3 76 7,.6 
42. Carroll 10.8 30 10.4 86. Montgomery 7.3 78 7.3 
43. Putnam 10.8 45 9.9 87. Greene 7.0 48 9 .. 8 
44. Sandusky 10.8 46 9.9 88. Summit 6.6 88 5 .. 0 



Table 14. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 65 Years 
Old and Over of Urban Population~:-, Ohio, 1940-1950 

- State total - 1950 9.2% - 1940 7.2% 

County by % Rank % County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 19.50 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Fulton 15.5 2 14.9 45. Ashtabula 10.5 .51 8.8 
2. Preble 15.J l 17.0 46. Warren 10 • .5 24 10.8 
3. Darke 14. 7 3 13.5 47. Shelby 10.4 33 10.3 
4. Highland 14.7 4 13.5 48. Ross 10.3 54 8.4 
5. Hocking 14.3 26 10.7 49. Wflyne 10.3 41 9,.8 
6. Union 14.0 16 11.4 50. Erie 10.l 45 9~2 

7. Cl'lrroll 13.9 28 10.5 51. Lucas 10.l 65 7.3 
8. Fayette 13.9 13 11.5 52. Medina 10.l 44 9c6 

9 • Washington 13.8 5 12.5 53. Hamilton 10.0 59 8.2 
10. Wyandot 13.5 9 12.3 54. Marion 10.0 53 8.6 
11. Clinton 13.4 7 12.3 55. Ottawa 10.0 49 8.9 
12. Guernsey 13.1 46 9.2 56. Scioto 10.0 70 6.o 
13. Hflrdin 13.1 6 12.4 .57. Clark 9.9 56 8.3 
14. Coshocton 12.9 37 10.0 58. Richland 9.9 61 8.1 
15. Harrison 12.9 11 ll.6 59. Fairfield 9.8 6,1 8.1 
16. Pickaway 12.9 12 11.6 60. Athens 9.6 40 9.8 

17. Knox 12.7 27 10.6 61 .. Putnam 
. 
9.6 87 o.o 

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 8 .. 3 
20, Lawrence 12.6 57 8.3 64. Stark 9.5 69 6,9 
21. Meigs 12.5 15 11.4 65. Montgomery 9.4 66 7.3 
22. Jackson 12.4 22 10.9 66. Franklin 9.0 63 7.6 
23. AshlRnd 12.3 34 10.l 67 • Greene 8.9 38 9.9 
24. Williams 12.3 25 10.8 68. Trumbull 8.6 72 5.4 

25. Crawford 12.0 29 10.5 69. Mahoning 8.3 74 4.9 
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. H<mcock 11.9 21 10.9 72. Portage 8.1 50 8.9 
29. Henry 11.9 14 11.5 73. Jefferson 8.o 73 5.3 
30. Tuscarawas 11.9 52 8,.8 74. Cuyahoga 7.8 71 5.6 
31. Champaign 11.6 10 12.l 75. Lake 7.3 64 7.3 
32. Gallia 11.6 42 9.7 76. Summit 6.9 75 4.8 

33. Huron 11.6 18 11.3 77. Adams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Sandusky 11.4 30 10.5 78. Brown o.o 77 o.o 
35. Madison 11.3 19 11.2 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36.. Delaware 11.2 8 12.3 80. Geauga o.o 79 o.o 
37. Mercer 11 .. 2 39 9.8 81. Holmes o.o 80 o.o 
38. Licking 11.1 43 9.7 82. Monroe o.o 81 o.o 
39. Perry ll.l 48 9.1 8J. Morgan o.o 82 o.o 
40. Seneca 11.1 36 10.1 84. Morrow o.o 83 o.r 

41. Defiance 11.0 31 10.4 85. Noble o.o 84 o.o 
42. Miami 10.9 35 10.l 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 
43. Muskingum 10.9 47 9.1 87. Pike o.o 86 o.o 
44, Columbiana 10.7 58 8.2 88. Vinton 0,0 88 o.o 

* Based on 1950 de.fini ti on of Urban 



Table 15. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons 65 Years 
Old and Over of Rt1ral Nonfarm Population*, 
Ohio 19 40-19 50 
State total - 1950 B.?% - 1940 8.8% 

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

1. Guernsey 18.o 49 10.5 45. Ashland 10.6 34 11.8 
2. Monroe 17 .6 22 13.1 46. Coshocton 10.5 47 10.6 
3. Morgan 16.9 16 13.8 47. Wayne 10.5 39 11.4 
4. Brown 16.7 7 14.7 48. Mercer 10.3 45 10.? 
5. Adams 16.2 26 12.8 49. Hocldng 10.2 68 7.8 
6. Noble 15. 7 38 11.5 50. Carroll 10.l 52 10.2 
7. Highland 15.2 14 14.3 51. Pike 10.1 64 8.4 
8. Logan 15.2 8 14. 7 52. Tuscarawas 10.1 67 8.1 

9. Williams 14.9 2 15. 7 53. Wood 10.1 59 9.5 
10. Wyandot 14.6 1 16.o 54. Belmont 10.0 79 6.5 
11. Clinton 14.1 3 15.4 55. Fayette 10.0 13 14s3 
12. Union 14.o 12 14.4 56, Muskingum 9.9 60 9.4 
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 42 11.2 
15. Van Wert 13.5 17 13.8 59. Geauga 9.6 44 10~7 
16. Henry 13.4 24 13.0 6o. Ottawa 9.6 57 9 .. 5 

17. Darke 13.3 11 14.4 61. Miami 9.5 33 12.2 
18. Hardin 13.2 20 13.5 62. Erie 9.4 51 10.~ 

19. Fulton 13.l 18 13.7 63. Medina 9.3 L3 10.6 
20. Washington 13.l 36 11.7 64, Jackson 9.0 72 7.0 
21. Hancock 13.0 10 14.5 65. Clark 8 .. 9 63 8,9 
22. Champaign 12.9 4 14.8 66. Columbiana 8.7 66 8,1 
23. Athens 12.8 69 7.5 67. Pickaway 8.5 23 13.1 
24. Paulding 12.7 29 12.6 68. Allen 8.3 50 10 • .3 

25. Gallia 12.5 56 9.6 69. Warren 8.2 46 10.7 
26. Knox 12.4 31 12.2 70. Portage 8.0 62 8.8 
27. Perry 12.4 61 9.3 71. Ross 7.8 70 7 .4 
28. Holmes 12.l 41 11.3 7 2. Lawrence 7.7 83 5.7 
29. Delaware 12.0 37 11.6 73. Jefferson 7.5 84 5.5 
30. Meigs 11.9 54 9,9 74. Stark 7.1 77 6.7 
31. Huron 11.8 19 13.? 75. Lake 6.9 73 7.0 
32. Licldng 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 
34. Preble 11.6 9 14.6 78. Scioto 6.7 88 4~5 
35. Vinton 11.6 65 8.4 79. Fra.nklin 6.6 71 7-1 
36. Seneca 11.5 21 13.4 80. Trumbull 6.4 86 5oO 
37. Crawford 11.4 15 13.8 81. Hamilton 6.2 82 5..,7 
38. Fairfield 11.3 40 11.3 82. Lorain 6.o 74 6.9 
39 • Harri son 11.3 55 9.8 83. Hi chland 6.o 75 6,9 
40. Defiance 11.2 30 12.J 84. &ummi t 6.o 85 5.4 

41. Shelby 11.2 35 11.7 85. Butler 5.6 81 6, Ii 
lt2. Ashtabula 10.8 43 11.l 86. Lucas 5.2 87 4. 7 
43. Madison 10.8 5 lh.8 87. Greene 5.1 53 10~0 

4L. 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 Old 
an~ Over of Rural Farm Population*, Ohio, 19u0-1950 

State total - 1950 9,Bp - 1940 9.4% 

Countr ·oy % Rank % County by % Rank % 
Rarik 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Noble 12.8 3 11.9 45. Trumbull 9.$ 64 8.7 
2. Heigs 12.4 5 11.8 46. Auglaize 9.7 39 9.5 
3. Belmont 12.2 37 9.6 47. C..rawiord 9.7 51 9.l 
4. Honroe 12.1 19 10.6 48. Jef .ferson 9.7 77 7.9 
5. Morgan 11.9 2 11.9 ~9. Uorrow 9. 7 25 10.4 
6. Guerusey 11.8 13 10.8 50. Pickaway 9.7 84 7.4 
7. Lal~e 11.6 24 10.4 51. Allen 9.6 36 9.6 
8. Harrison 11 • .5 21 10.5 52. Brown 9.6 9 11.3 

9. Hamilton 11.1.; 1 13.3 53. Colur,1biana ?.6 27 10.2 
10. l.uskin~um ll.L1 7 11.4 54. Hocking 9.6 72 8.4 
11. 01,,tawa 11.1+ 14 10.8 55. liarlon 9.6 44 9.4 
12. Jacl>.son 11.1 18 10.6 56. Pike 9.6 83 7.5 
13. Washj ng,t.on 11.1 8 11.4 57. Champair_;,n 9.5 42 9.4 
14. Licking 11.0 12 11.0 58. Wyandot 9.4 47 9.4 
15. "I:.,rie 10.9 10 11.1 59. .cl.dams 9.2 58 8,8 
lA Clermont 10.8 6 11.5 60. Defiance 9.2 52 9.1 ,. 
17. Delaware 10,8 17 10.7 61. Greene 9.2 LB 9.3 
18. Fairfield 10.6 28 10.2 62. l1ercer 9.2 73 8.4 
19. Franklin 10,6 43 9.4 63. flre')le 9.2 35 9.7 
20. Cuyahoga 10.5 60 L. 7 6~. Tuscarawas 9.2 50 9.3 
21. I-Ii3hland 1:-J.5 11 11.0 65. 1Jillia.i-11s 9.2 53 9.1 
22. fliedina 10.5 38 9.6 66. Dutler 9.1 75 8.3 
23. Perry 10 • .5 34 9.7 67. Hardin 9.1 5L 9.0 
24. Union 10.5 33 9.G 6D. Henry 9.1 67 8.5 

25. Wood 10 • .5 55 9.0 69. Seneca 9.1 69 8.5 
26. Astabula 10.4 26 10.3 10. Geauga 9.0 66 8.5 
27. Sandusky 10,4 49 9.3 71. Lucas 9.0 80 7.8 
28. Athens 10.3 4 11.8 72. Stark 9.0 70 8 • .'.) 
29. Coshocton 10.3 23 8.9 73. Paul Jin:..; 8.9 76 8.3 
30. I1iahonin1:, 10.3 57 8.9 74. Ross 8.9 £1 7.8 
31. Fayette 10.2 65 8.5 75. Farren 8., 9 46 9.4 
32. Huron 10.2 22 10.5 7';• Darke e.1 61 8.7 

33. Lontsomery 10.l 68 8.5 77. 1:iami 8.7 79 7.9 
34. Vinton 10.1 41 9.5 7C. Logan 5.6 30 10.2 
35. Gallia 10.0 29 10,2 79. Wayne 8.6 71 8.5 
36. ~\nox 10.0 31 10.0 Bo. Richland 3.6 45 9.h 
37. Ashland 9.9 32 9.9 81. Surmlli t 8.6 86 7.1 
38. Clinton 9.9 l~ 10.7 82. Putnam 8.5 82 7.7 
39. Van Wert 9.9 40 9.5 83. Lawrence 8.3 78 7.9 
4o. Carroll 9.8 20 10.5 84. Shelby 8.3 74 6.4 

41. Clark 9.8 1.5 10.7 65. Scioto 8.2 D7 6.8 
42. Hancock 9.8 63 8.7 86. Fulton 7.8 62 8.7 
43. Lorain 9.8 56 8.9 87. Ladison ?.5 88 6.o 
44. 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 65 Years of Age and Over (Dependent 
~opul&tion) of Total Population, Ohio 1940-1950 

st~te total - 1950 34.7% - 1?40 30.7% 

County by "' Ran~c % County ~Y c' Rank % '" /o 
Rank 1950 1?50 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Vinlion 44.3 2 39.6 45. Crawford 3C.4 64 33.2 
2. ?i~-:e 43.1 1 40.3 46. Guernsey 38.4 63 33.h 
3. Adaras L2.6 L~ 3~.l 47. rayne 3L.3 40 35.n 
J.1. tlolmes 42.3 3 39.4 48. Ashland 38.2 51~ 33.9 
) • i:onL'oe L2.2 5 35.8 49. Coshoct:.on 38.2 47 34.G 
6. liorgan 42.2 6 3e.2 so. Seneca 38.2 41 34.9 
7 • ti.E'ibS 1+2.0 13 37.1 .SL Tuscarawas 38.2 56 33.9 
8. Jac:.son 41. 7 7 37.9 52. 11iarru. 36.1 55 33.9 

9. Foble Ll.6 8 3 7 .8 53. Knox 37.9 60 33.6 
10. l)utnam 41.S 10 37.S 54. .!!'airfield 37.8 48 34.6 
11, Pauldine 41.3 15 36.9 55. Pickaway 37.8 53 34.3 
12. Browr. 41.1 11 37.1 56. 11edina 37.7 71 32.6 
13. borrow 41,0 14 37.0 57. Ross 37.7 44 34.7 
1L1. Highland l+O. 9 23 36.3 5G. Le.dison 37.6 57 33.8 
15. 1:ockinc L~o.8 12 37.1 59. faisl.in&,um 37.6 .52 34.3 
l.S. Preble 10.8 16 36.8 60. Hancock 37.4 59 33.6 

17. Chai.'lpaisn 4o.5 2h 36.2 61. I11arion 37.4 62 33.5 
18. 1i'ayctte 40.4 32 35. 7 62. Ottawa 37.3 69 32.7 
19. Geauga L~o.1.i 49 34.6 63. AshLabula 37.1 73 32.,0 
20,. Carroll 40.3 31 35.7 64. Columbiana 37.1 65 33~0 

21. Darke 40.2 27 35.9 65. Delaware 37.0 37 35.2 
22. Jfulton 40.2 33 35.7 66. Licking 3?.0 66 32.9 
23. Perry 40.1 30 35.8 67. BeJmont 36.9 67 32.,8 
24. Union 40.1 39 3.5.1 6D. Allen 36.0 72 32.3 

25. Uyandot 40.1 19 36.6 69. Wood 36.0 42 34.9 
26. Logan 39.9 43 3Li.8 70. Athens 3.5.9 35 35.2 
2 7. Clerr.1ont 39.8 21 36.L 71. Erie 35.8 76 31.3 
28. Clinton 39.8 36 35.2 72. Portace 35.7 70 32.7 
29. Gallia 39.8 17 36.7 73. Greene 35.6 61 33.J 
30. Law.cence 39.6 9 37.6 74. Lake 35 • .5 77 31.l 
31. Herdin 3'J. 7 28 35.9 75. Clark 35.4 71- 31.6 
32. Harrison 39.5 22 36.!.i. 76. Jefferson 3.5.2 r' 31.6 ;) 

33. Defiance 39.4 38 35.1 772 Trumbull 35.0 79 30.5 
34. Henry 39.4 25 36.0 7C. Richland 34.8 78 30.5 
35. Washington 39.4 18 36.7 79. Stark 3h.7 80 30.1 
36. !forcer 39.3 20 36.5 80. Lorain 34.5 81 29.9 
37. 1·Jilliams 39.3 50 34.6 ol. Butler 34.2 68 32.7 
38. Huron 39.2 51 34.5 82. Montgomery 33.4 82 29.l 
39. Shelby 39.2 29 35.9 83. Lucas 33.2 84 28.8 
40. Warren 39.2 26 36.o 84. Hamilton 33.0 83 28.9 

41. Auglaize 39.0 46 34.6 85. Summit 32.7 87 28.1 
42. Van Wert 38.8 45 34. 7 86. Mahoning 32.2 85 28.6 
43. Sandusky 3D.5 58 33.e 87. Fra!lklin 31.9 86 28.5 
44. Scioto 38.S 34 35.5 88. Cuyahoga 31 .. 1 88 25 .. 6 



Table lC. Rank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years 
of Age and 65 Years of Age and Over (Dependent 
fopulation) of Urban l1opulation~~, Ohio 1940-1950 

State total - 1950 34.7 - 1940 2e.3 

County by % Rank x; County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Greene 4D.l 31 32.3 45. Lake 36.3 60 29,9 
2. Lawrence 45.2 24 32.8 46. Vuskingum 36.3 36 31.9 
3. Montgomery 41.7 69 28.2 47. Warren 36.3 16 33.8 
4. Putnam 40.7 87 o.o 48. Ashland 36.1 42 31.3 
5. Pickaway 4o.5 1 36.3 49. Clark 35.9 53 30.3 
6. ll'ulton 40.3 5 34.8 50. Knox 35.9 58 30.2 
7. Highland 39.6 10 34.4 51. Clinton 35.8 35 31.9 
8. Jackson 39.3 4 35.1 52. Fairfield 35.7 30 32.4 

9. Preble 39.l 2 35.8 53. Mercer 35.5 33 32.2 
10. Fayette 39.0 9 34.5 54. Wood 35.h 12 3}.J..2 
11. Meies 38.9 32 32.2 55. Ross 35.3 41 31.h 
12. Defiance 38.li 14 33.9 56. Coshocton 35.2 54 30.J 
13. Auglaize 38.2 17 33.5 57. Hamilton 35.2 68 28.2 
l.4. T:J'yandot 38.2 6 34.7 58. Allen 35.l. 44 31.1 
15. Champaign 38.l 7 34.6 5 9. Ash·tabula 35.1 61 29.7 
16. Richland 37.9 62 28.9 60. Colur11biana 35.l 5o 30.1 

17. Trumbull 37.8 67 28.4 61. 1iedina 35.1 55 30.3 
18. Carroll 37.8 45 31.l 62. Licking 34.9 51 30.5 
19. Darke 37.7 13 33.9 63. Portage 3L~. 9 56 30.3 
20. Harrison 37.6 18 33.5 64. Bti.tler 34.8 43 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 34.3 66 28.5 
23. l'iadison 37 .ii 3 35.3 67. Wayne 34.o 47 31.l 
24. Lucas 37.3 70 27.8 68. Mahoning 33.7 71 27.7 

25. Perry 37.3 20 33.l 69. Summit 33.5 74 27.3 
26. Hardin 37.2 11 34.2 70. Franklin 33.2 73 27.4 
27. Henry 37.2 15 33.8 71. Lorain 33.1 63 28.7 
28. Huron 37.2 26 32.7 72. Gallia .32.3 72 27.6 
29. Sandusky 37.2 22 32.9 73. Delaware 32.2 8 3h.6 
30. Shelby 37.2 23 32.9 74. Jefferson 32.0 65 28.5 
31. Union .37.2 48 31.0 75. Cuyahoga 31.2 75 25.4 
32. Scioto 37.1 46 31.l 76. Athens 27.6 49 30.9 

33. Williams 37.0 40 31.5 77. Adams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Logan 36.9 37 31.7 78. Brown o.o 77 o.o 
35. Stark 36.9 64 28,6 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36. Crawford 36.7 39 31.6 80. Geauga o.o 79 o.o 
37. Hocking 36.7 28 32.5 81. Holmes o.o 80. o,.o 
38.. Tuscarawas .36.6 38 31.7 82. Monroe o.o 81 o.o 
39. Marion 36 • .5 27 32.7 83, Morgan o.o 82 o.o 
40. Nia.mi 36.5 34 32,2 84. Morrow o.o 83 o.o 

41. Hancock 36.4 21 33.0 8.5. Noble o.o 84 o.o 
h2. Seneca 36.4 19 33.4 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 
43. Washington 36.4 29 32.5 87. Pike o.o 86 o.o 
44. Guernsey 36.3 59 30.l 88. Vinton o.o 88 o.o 
*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 Population~i-, 1940-1950 
Sc;ate total - 19.50 33.8% - 1940 35.5% 

Co,mty bj" % Rank % County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 nrmk 1950 1950 1940 1940 ---
l. Vinton Li5.2 20 39.0 45. Lercer 4o.4 41 37.3 
2. Hie,hla..1d 41+. 7 8 39.8 46. Geaupa 40.3 64 35.5 
3. neigs 44.6 14 39.l 47. Sandusky 40.3 67 35.2 
4. Wyandot 44.6 5 4o.5 48. Ashtab"ula 40.2 59 36.0 
5. HJ.rdin 44.o 26 38.3 49. Columbiana 40.2 52 36.5 
6. Jackson 41~.o 3 L~o.6 5o. Fairfield 40.2 46 37.0 
7. Ada.."11.S 43.8 23 JB.5 51. Tuscarawas 40.2 51 Jl.7 
8. Fayette 43.7 6 40.3 52. Athens 40.1 19 39.0 

9. Hancock 43.6 43 37.1 53. Medina 40.1 57 36.1 
10. 1Jilliams 43.6 18 39.l .54. Coshocton 4o.o 34 37.8 
11. Champaign 43.5 10 39.6 55. Holmes ho.a 33 37.9 
12. Pike 43.5 7 40.2 56. i:vayne 4o.o 39 37.4 
13, 1Ionr0e 43.2 31 30.0 57. Guernsey 39.9 65 35~5 
11..i.. Gallia 42.9 1 ti.2.0 58. Harrison 39.8 35 37.8 
15. tlocking 42.9 24 38.5 59. Licking 39.8 61 36.0 
16. Crawford 42.7 29 38.1 60. Scioto 39.3 2 41.2 

17. Logan 42.6 44 37.1 61. Knox 38.7 71 34.9 
18. Pu.tnru:n 42.6 42 37.3 62. r1uskingum 38.6 48 36.,9 
19. Brown 42.5 55 36.)4 63., Ottawa 38.5 75 3L1.0 
20. Defiance 42.5 22 38.6 6l~. Jefferson 3tl.2 72 Jl.8 
21. Noble 42.4 63 35.7 65. Lorain 37.7 76 33.( 
22. Shelby 112.4 17 39.1 66. ~J~ie 37.5 83 33.v 
23. Clinton J.i2.3 32 37.9 67, Itoss 37.0 77 33.> 
24. Preble 1i2.3 11 39.5 68. Allen 36.8 73 34.3 

25. Uorgan 42.1 37 37.7 6';. Hood 36.5 62 36.0 
26. Morrow 42.1 16 39.l 70, Lawrence 36.4 9 39.7 
27. Van Hert 42.1 30 38.1 71. Belrnont 36.3 74 34.2 
28. Carroll l~2.o h5 37.0 72. Portnge 35.7 58 36.1 
29. Darl~e 42.0 25 38.h 73. Clarl,. 35.6 6D 35.1 
30. Seneca 42.0 28 38.2 74. 11adison 35.6 27 38.2 
31. Tarr en 42.0 13 39.3 75. Lake 34.9 84 33.0 
32. Union 41.9 12 39.5 76. Pickaway 3lf.8 4 40.5 

33. Delaware 41.,8 60 36.o 77. Butler 33.2 38 37.5 
34. S:enry 41.7 Lf9 36.B 78. Trumbull 31.0 79 33.4 
35. Huron 41.7 53 36.5 79. Summit 29.9 82 33.l 
36. Ha.rion 41.7 40 37.3 80. Stark 29.8 80 33.3 
37. Paulding l+l.4 36 37.8 81. Richland 29.0 87 30.8 
38. Washington 41.4 21 3G.8 82. Cuyahoga 28.7 88 29.5 
39. Ashland 41.3 54 36.4 83. Ma.honing 27.7 85 32.4 
40. Miami 41.2 15 39.l 84. Franklin 26.5 69 34.9 

41. Perry 41.1 66 35.5 85. Greene 24.9 70 34.9 
lt2. Fulton 41.0 47 37.0 86. Hamilton 21.3 78 33.4 
43. Auglaize 40.5 56 36.2 87. Lucas 19.0 81 33.l 
44. Clermont 40.4 50 36 .. 7 88. Nontgomery 17.7 86 31.6 

),'- Based on 19S'O definitj_on of Urban 



Te.ble 20, F..ank of Counties by Percent of Persons Under 15 Years 
of Age and 65 Years of Age and Over (Dependent 
POf1Ulc:'..t:Lon) of Rural Farm Population~~, Ohio, 19L~0-1950 

State total - 1950 39.4~ - 1940 35.5 

County bJ d Rank cr1 County by % Rank % /0 /0 

Ra~l.k 19)0 1950 19L~o 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Holmes 43.8 L 40.3 45. Logan 39.5 37 35.8 
2. Gallia 43.4 3 1.io. 3 46. Preble 39.5 49 35.2 
3. Vinton 43.4 6 40.l 47. Ashland. 39.,4 39 35.6 
4. Jackson l~3.2 8 39.7 48. Fulton 39.3 56 35.o 
5. Ross 42.9 7 39.8 49. Guernsey 39.2 45 35._t:; 
6. Pike L2.8 2 !+o.4 50. Jefferson 39.2 42 35.-S 
7. 1·Jayne 42.5 22 37.1 51. Defiance 39.l 32 36.0 
s. Scioto 42.4 5 40.2 52. Pickaway 39.1 87 30.J 

9. llorgnn 42.2 15 38.S 53. ·wyandot 39.1 27 36.5 
10, Athens 42.1 38 35.7 51-'. Fairfield 39.0 34 35.9 
11. Hocking 42.1 10 39.5 5). Shelby 39.0 23 36.9 
12. I'.ieigs 41.9 12 39.0 55. Hardin 38~9 47 35.3 
13. Lawrence 41.8 ·1 40.4 57. Henry 3tl.9 26 36.5 
14. Adruas 41.6 9 39.5 58. Sandusky 38.9 62 34.5 
15. I1onroe 41.5 11 39.3 59. Allen 38.7 60 34.7 
16. Paulding 41.3 33 36.o 60. Clark 38.7 40 35.6 

17. Perry 41.2 16 3B.l 61, Auglaize 38.6 61 JL1.5 
18. Noble 41.0 13 3~.o 62. Clermont 38.6 30 36.,1 
19. Craw.ford 40.9 48 35.2 63. Delaware 38.5 55 35.o 
20. Geauga L.o.6 66 34.o 64. Erie 38.3 79 32.6 
21. Hadison Lo.6 85 31.1 65. 11.ichland 38.3 50 35.2 
2 2. Washington 40.6 14 39.0 66 Trumbull 38.3 77 33&0 
23. Putnam 40.5 17 37.9 67. Ashtabula 38.1 73 33~2 

24. Belmont 40.3 24 36.6 68. Van Wert 38.1 51 35.2 

25. Huron 40.3 36 35. tl 69. Hancock 38.o 74 33.2 
26. Carroll 40.2 21 37.2 70. Portage 38.o 80 32.5 
27. Champaign 40.2 52 3.S.l 71. Lorain 37.8 83 3l.5 
28. Coshocton 40.2 25 36.6 72. Williams 37.8 59 34~8 
29. }forcer 40.2 20 37.5 73. Wood 37.7 67 34.o 
30. !Iuskingum 40.2 18 37.7 74. Nedina 37.5 81 32.1 
31. Harrison 40.1 41 35.6 75. liia.rn:i 37.2 75 33.2 
32. Tuscarawas 40.1 29 36.2 76. Warren 36.9 58 34.3 

33. TJnion 40.1 65 34.1 77. Lucas 36.7 64 34.? 
34. Clinton 4o.o 54 35.o 78. Greene 36.5 72 33.3 
35. Darke 39.9 53 35.1 79. Montgomery 36.4 82 32.0 
36. Morrow 39.9 44 35.6 Bo. Franklin 36~3 78 32.7 
37. Columbiana 39.8 31 36.0 21, Butler 36.2 71 33.5 
38. Stark 39.7 63 34.5 82. Ottawa 36.2 76 33.0 
39. Brown 39.6 19 37.6 83. Marion 35.9 68 33.9 
40. Fayette 39.6 46 35.4 84. Mahoning 35.8 70 33.6 

41. Hir,hland 39.6 35 35.8 85. Lake 35.4 86 30.6 
42. Licking 39.6 57 35.o 86. Summit 3~.8 84 31.2 
43. Seneca 39.6 28 36.J 87. Hamilton 34.7 69 33.6 
44. Knox 39.5 43 35.6 88. Cuyahoga 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 Po~ulationl Ohioz 1940-1950 

Sto.tc Ratio 1~50 - 91.0 - Ratio 1940 - 96.e 

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County Ratio Rank Ratio 
Raul\: lS50 1950 1940 1940 R?-uk 1950 1950 1940 194(! 
l. Ross 136.l 4 128.1 45. Warren s;4.2 55 103.1 
2. Acheus 135.3 64 l00.3 46. Fayette 94.1 47 105.3 
3. Rlchland 123.1 1 145.5 47. Licking s,,3.9 ~7 102.8 
4. Portage 122.3 22 112.4 48. Shelby 72.9 9 119.6 
5. Hardin 118.7 45 105.5 49. Sandusky 92.1 65 100.1 
6. Wood 114.7 59 102,7 50. Paulding 52.0 10 117.3 
7. Munrue 112.6 16 115.2 51. Ottowa si.G 30 109.8 
8. Murrow 112.0 18 113.9 52. Tuscarawas ;;1.2 50 104,7 

9. Vintou 1e7.2 5 125.8 53. Crawford 91.1 38 107 .. 9 
10. Knox 106,7 58 102.7 54. Guernsey 91.l 17 115.0 
11. Ma.dison 106.7 8 119.8 55. Lawrence s,1.1 42 io6.o 
12. Delaware 106.6 35 108.6 56. Jackson 90.9 46 105.5 
13. Mercer 106.3 

,... 
124.6 57, Lucas 90.4 86 89.4 0 

14. Greene 106.0 2 137.2 58, Preble 90.2 14 115 .9 
15• Henry 105.9 29 110,5 59. Meigs 90.0 27 111.3 
16. Putno.m 105,3 31 109.5 60. Jefferson 89.9 68 99.4 

.... 

17. Wyandot 103.9 26 112.0 61. Musldngum 89.8 79 92.9 
18. Brown 103.2 32 109.4 62. Champaign 89.6 67 99.4 
1$. Clinton 102.5 52 103.8 63. Van Wert 8s.3 72 98.7 
20. Carroll 100.0 24 112.0 64. Erie 89.0 37 108.o 
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.l 67. Columbiana. 88,6 73 98.1 
24. Pi cl\.away 98.7 12 116.6 68. Adams 88.o 34 108.7 

25, Wayne 98.5 51 104.1 69, Medina 87.8 25 112.0 
26. Huron 518 .. 4 39 107.5 70. Fairfield 87.4 74 s6.r, 
27. Franklin 98.2 87 88.8 71. Geauga 87.2 7 122.4 
28. Noble 97.9 15 115.7 72. Highland 87.2 75 96.7 
29. Defiance 97.8 40 106.9 73, Stark 87.1 77 93.9 
300 Hocking 97.8 13 116.3 74, Clark 86.9 81 ~2.4 
31. Seneca 97.8 43 106.0 75. Allen 86.o 78 93.8 
32. Lorain 97.3 53 103.5 76. Williams 86.o 49 105.0 

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 97.1 8o 92,7 79. Lairn 84.8 54 103.1 
36 Pike 97.0 3 131.5 80. Summit 84.6 84 90.4 
37c 1\.<iglaize 96.3 20 113.4 81. Marion 84 .. 4 70 99.1 
38., 1/c;.shington 96.2 71 98.9 82. Coshocton 84.2 44 105,7 
39. Gallia. 96.0 48 105.3 83. Hamilton 83 .. 9 88 85.7 
4o. Morgan 95.6 21 113,l 84. Trumbull 83.9 66 99.9 

41. Ashtabula. 95.5 41 106.7 85. Montgomery 83.6 85 90.2 
42., Jia:d~e 95.5 36 108.5 86. Miami 83~2 56 102.9 
43 • .L ogo.n 95.0 6~ 99.1 87~ Scioto 83.1 82 9L2 
41t ~ Ii l :;_ton 94.4 19 113.5 88. Union 81.7 6o 102.2 

ff· Number of Males per 100 Females 



To.ble 22. Ro.nk of' Counties by Sex Ro.tic** fo"J: Persons 20 .. 24 Yeo.rs of Age 
of Urbo.u Po~ulation*z Ohioi 1940-1950 

State Ro.tic 1950 - 88.o ~ Ratio 1940 - 89.6 

County by Ro.tio .Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio 
Ranl~ 1950 1$'50 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1S:50 1940 1940 

l. Athens 166.6 73 79.6 45. Pickaway 83.4 12 96.6 
2. Porto.ge 130.3 55 86.2 46. Hamilton 83.3 58 84.6 
3. Hardin 130.0 75 76.6 47. Mercer 83.3 23 93.6 
4. Wood 125.6 71 80.1 48. Montgomery 83.3 49 87.7 
5. Delawo.re 107.1 40 90,0 49. Lawrence 83.2 16 95.0 
6. Greene 103.I+ l 157.4 50. Allen 82.9 53 86.9 
7. Butler 100.6 41 89.8 51. Champaign 82.8 56 85.7 
8. Wyo.ndot s0.3 61 83.8 52. Licking 82.4 13 95.9 

)) • Franlclin 98.7 52 87.0 53• Shelby 81.8 9 98.2 
10 • Dcfio.nce 98.2 28 91.4 54. :Marion 81.1 20 94.3 
11. Warren 98.2 57 84.9 55. Trumbull 81.1 35 90.4 
12. Lora.in 97.9 14 95.8 56. Muskingum 80.7 63 82.4 
13. Seneca 95.4 19 94.6 57· Knox 8o.4 6o 83.9 
it~. Ashland 95.1 68 81.2 58. Union 79.7 43 89.4 
15. Ashtabula. 94.9 21 94.2 5$• Fulton 78.7 59 83.9 
16. Huron 94.8 36 90.2 60. Jackson 78.7 17 94.9 

17. Clinton 94.5 33 90.6 61. Guernsey 78.6 lO 96.9 
18. Uo.shington 94.5 66 81.7 62. Fairfield 78.5 67 81.3 
19. Hocking 92.9 27 91.8 63. Belmont 78.3 48 87.8 
20. Henry 92.8 74 76.7 64. G.o.llia 78.2 22 94.2 
21. ilayne 90.6 72 79.7 65, Williams 77.7 50 87.6 
22. Logan 90.2 54 86.3 66. Van Wert 76.8 51 87~1 

23. Lucas 89.9 42 89.4 67. Preble 76.2 2 107~1 

24. Mo.dison 89.2 15 95.3 68. Miami 76.1 18 94.8 

25. Auglaize 88.7 4 106.o 69. Medina 75.1 !~4 89 • .: 
26. Sc.ndusky 88.4 3!1- 90.6 70. Scioto 74.6 65 81.7 
27. Jefferson 88.1 2> 91.4 71. Highland 73.J. 64 82.l 
28. Perry 87.7 1 100.3 72. Meigs 73.0 '.< 106.2 .., 
29. Mahoning 87.6 8 99.5 73. Carroll 70.8 69 81.l 
30. Ross 87.3 70 81.0 74~ Coshocton 70.6 21.I- 93.3 
31. Clark 86.3 37 90.1 75. Putno.m 66.9 87 o .. o 
32. Crawford 86.3 25 93.1 76. Harrison 64.8 6 100.8 

33. Richland 86.2 30 91.4 77. Adams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Ottawa 85.8 62 83.7 78. Brown o.o 77 o.o 
35. Stark 85.5 32 90,8 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36, Fayette 85.3 11 96,6 80. Geauga o.o 79 o.o 
37, Cuyahoga 85.1 39 90.1 81. Holmes o.o 80 o.o 
38. Tuscarawas 84.7 26 92.7 82. Monroe o.o 81 o.o 
39. Do.:rke ay..6 31 90.8 83, Morgan 0,0 82 o.o 
4o. Lake 84.6 5 102.5 84. Morrow o.o 83 o.o 

41. Columbiana 84.5 38 90.1 85. Noble o.o 84 o.o 
42. Hancock 84.4 1n 88.3 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 
43, Erie 84.o li-5 89.2 87. Pike o.o 86 o.o 
44. Summit 83.6 46 88.8 88. Vinton o.o 88 o.o 
** Number of Males Per 100 Females 

I 

* Based on 19~0 definition of urban 



Table 23. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio** for Persons 20-24 Years 
of ~\ge of Ruro.l Nonfarm Po:2ulation* _, Ohio 19l~O-h2;50 

StRte R~tio 1950 - 92.4 - Ratio 1940 99.1 

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio 
Ri:mk 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Rj.chland 233.8 1 335.7 45. Seneca 88.9 30 s;B.8 
2. Ross l~l.4 2 223.0 46. Delaware 88.7 45 95.1 
3. Knox 124.lt 28 99.5 47. Huron 88.5 31 98.7 
l~. Madison 110.6 40 96.2 48. Ashland 88.o 76 88.6 
5. Greene 10)..9 16 104.s; 49. Jefferson 88.o 25 l00.5 
6. Lic:~ing 106.6 72 89.3 50. Marion 88.o 62 S,l.0 
7. Portase 104.S> 44 515.3 51. Athens 87.9 13 106.2 
8. Hayne 104.3 52 93.6 52, Jackson 87.8 50 93.9 

9. Mercer 104.2 19 103.7 53. Scioto 87.3 69 89.7 
J.O. Fayette 102.7 1.0 111.3 54. Shelby 87.3 4 124.l 
11. Hardin ~~.6 27 100.3 55. Columbiana 87.1 38 (';' L' 

)I0•_,1 

12. Putnam 99.1 82 84.6 5 6. Hamil ton 87.1 57 91.8 
13 • Hem"Y 98.8 49 93.9 57. Champaign 87.0 48 94.8 
11~. Pic:£mmy 98.6 46 95.0 58. Darke 86.9 65 89.9 
15. Morrow lj7-9 88 78.7 5SJ· Auglaize 86.4 59 91.6 
16. Noble 97.5 36 97.3 6o. Mahoning 86.4 42 95.s 

17. Erie 97.1 3 137.4 61. Carroll 85.9 39 s;6.6 
18. Harrison 97.0 84 83.9 62. Stark 85,4 74 8$.l 
1):. Clermo11t 95.8 73 89.1 63. Fairfield 85.3 21 101.8 
20. Cli11ton 95.5 77 88.2 64. Crawford 85.0 43 95.7 
21. Logan 95.0 75 89.0 65. Preble 85.0 78 87.4 
22. Perry 94.7 7 114.tll 66. Washington 84.7 63 90.8 
23. Monroe 93.9 5S 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 41 96.1 69. Pike 83.8 8 113.6 
26. Guernsey 92.7 11 110.0 70. Meigs 83.5 51 93.7 
27. Cuyahoga 92.5 23 100.6 71. Lake 83.4 60 91.3 
28. Muskiugum 92.3 67 89.9 72. Defiance 83.2 5 123.2 
29. Hocking 92.0 9 113.4 73. Morgan 83.1 55 92.4 
30. Tuscarawas 92.0 22 101.4 74 .. Warren 82.9 37 97.1 
31. Vinton 91.8 12 106.6 75. Brown 82.2 8o 86.l 
32. Holmes 91.6 66 89.9 76. Butler 82.2 7S 86.J 

33. Van Uert 91.3 24 100.6 77. Hancock 81.9 56 92.3 
34. Lucas 91.0 87 79.0 78. Clark 81.5 86 79.0 
35. Paulding 90.6 33 97.8 79. Montgomery 81.3 64 90.4 
36, Belmont 90.4 J..Lr 105.2 80. Ashtabula 8o.8 68 89.8 
37. Franklin 90.1 61 91.2 81. Medina 79.5 54 92.4 
38. Lorain 89,7 35 97.3 82. Trumbull 79.4 26 100.4 
39. Ottowa 89.7 15 105.1 83. Coshocton 77.1 20 103.3 
4o. Summit 89.6 34 97.8 84. Highland 76.7 71 89.4 

41. l.llen 89.5 32 98.4 85. Williams 76.1 70 89.7 
42. Wyandot 89.4 6 121.9 86. Geauga 75.9 85 79.7 
43. Hood 89.3 47 ))4.9 87. Adams 73.9 83 83.9 
44. Sandusky 89.0 58 91.8 88. Union 65.1 18 .J.-04.1 

** Number of Males per 100 Females 
*Based on 1950 def lnition of urban. 



To.ble 24. Ranlc: of Counties by Sex Ra.tio** f'or Persons 20-21~ Years of Age 
of Ruro.l I!'o.rm PoEula.tion~ * Ohio l 1940-l950 

Sto.te Ra.tio 1950 - 118.~ - Ratio 1940 - 138.5 

County by Ratio Ra.nk Ratio County by Ro.ti a Rank Ro.tio 
Rank 1950 l950 1940 191~0 R..:.nk 1950 1950 1940 1940 
1.Muskingum 11~6.5 30 141~ .5 45. Hancock 118.8 59 132.0 
2. Richlo.nd 143.0 13 153,8 46. ~lilliams 118.7 54 134.3 
3. Carroll 142.9 27 145.7 47. Meigs 118.4 65 130.7 
4. Ho.rr is on 138,6 9 159.l 48. Perry 118.4 41 137.5 
5. Lawrence 137.3 69 129.8 1~9. Seneca 117.9 43 137·3 
6. Coshocton 136.3 79 124.o 50. Athens 117.1 1-1-7 136.3 
7. Morrow 133.7 22 147.6 51. Van Wert 117.l 85 114~4 
8. Mahoning 133.0 16 151.7 52. Shelby 116.8 2() 145,3 

9. Clinton 131.7 57 132.9 53. Ashland 116.6 46 136.7 
10. Jefferson 131.4 15 152.9 5h. Hocking 116.4 24 146.6 
11. Brown 131.0 61 131,8 55. Pil<:.e 116.4 20 148,.3 
12. Vinton 131.0 17 150.5 56. Darke 116.2 68 130.0 
13. Medino. 129.6 12 154.4 57. Crawford 116.1 6 161.9 
14. Portage 129.2 1 179.6 58. Summit 115.9 81 123&·5 
15. Monroe 129.0 ·ro 129.5 59. Hardin 115.6 53 135.0 
16. Hamil ton 128.9 88 106.8 60. Belmont 113·5 42 137.4 

17. Licking 128.0 52 135.2 61. Geo.uga 112.4 2 169.3 
18. Trumbull i27.9 7 16o.7 62. Franklin 112.1 4o 137·5 
19. Auglo.ize 127.6 35 140.0 63. Morgan 112.0 62 131.6 
20, A.shta.bulo. 127,0 11- 166.o 64. Lucas lll.9 31 141.6 
21. Putnam 127.0 60 131.9 65. Montgomery 111.9 66 i30.7 
22. Jackson 126.7 25 146.1 66. Defiance 111.2 64 130.9 
23. Mercer 125.7 1l+ 153.4 67. Sandusky 110.2 76 128.o 
24, Delo.ware 125.3 45 136.9 68. Miami 109.8 26 146.l 

25, Ross 124.9 75 128.6 69. Butler 109.7 71 129.3 
26. Wyandot 124.6 44 13'7 .2 70. Clermont 109.l 10 158.7 
27. Pickaway 124.5 39 137-7 71. Wayne 109.1 ll 156.3 
28. Ho.:rren 124.5 67 130.3 72 .. Preble 108.0 23 146.7 
29. Guernsey 124.l 8 159.3 73, Greene 10'{.9 19 149.4 
30. Scioto 123.2 49 135 .. 6 74. Ottnwa 107.6 48 i35.6 
~l.. Fairfield 122.~ 51 135.3 75. Fayette 106.7 86 113.4 
32. Henry 122.8 37 139.2 76. Union 106.6 87 107 .. 9 

33, Tuscarawo.s 122.6 5 163.4 77. Holmes 106.o 77 125 .. 1 
34. Huron 122,4 21 148.o 78. Champaign 104.5 82 118.9 
35. Knox 122.3 56 133.0 79. Logan 103.8 89 124.o 
36. Wood 122.0 38 138.2 80. Ada.ms 103.2 58 132.6 
37. Lorain 121.8 3 167.9 81. Fulton 103.2 55 133.2 
38. Columbiana. 121.7 36 139.5 82. Erie 102.7 18 150.0 
39. Stark 121.0 33 140.5 83. Marion 100.0 74 128.7 
4o. Go.llia 120.2 83 116.2 84. Noble 98.3 72 129.0 

41, Washington 120.2 73 129.0 85. Allen 98.1 78 124.9 
42. Madison 120.l 28 145,6 86. Lake 97.1 32 140.7 
43. Clark 119.8 63 131.4 87. Paulding 95.1 34 140.l 
44. Hi5hland 119.0 84 ll5.7 88. Cuyaho5a 24.1 20 135.3 

** Number of Males Per 100 Fem.ales 
~Based on 1950 definition of urban 



To.ble 25. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio** for Persons 65 Years of Age 
and Over of Tot?l Population!-Ohio, 1940-1950 

Sto.te Rc.tio 1950 - 89,1 - Ratio 1940 - 92.9 --
County by Ratio Ro.nl:;. Rc.tio County by Ratio Ro.nk Batie 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 191~0 1940 

l.Pike 124.7 2 117.8 45. Hardin 94.4 25 103.3 
2. Jefferson 111.7 17 106.0 46. Auglaize s4.3 47 100.0 
3. Adams 107 .·7 6 113~.3 47. Ross 93.7 46 100.3 
1~. Geaue;a. 107 .:+ l 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.l 50. Logo.n 93.2 44 100.5 
7, Trumbull 105.8 2L~ 103.7 51. Huron 93.0 58 97.2 
8. Holmes 105.3 4 114.o 52, Highland. 92.5 72 93.4 

9. Morgan 104.9 31 102.9 53. Crawford 92.4 60 96.8 
10. Henry 104.'{ 18 105.8 54. Delaware 92.2 39 100.3 
11. Monroe 104.7 32 102.8 55. Fulton 92.0 l~ ;· 99.) 
12. Morrow 103.0 8 110.4 56, Fairfield 91.9 64 96.6 
13. Mercer 102.9 3 114.5 57. Fayette 91.6 55 97.8 
14. Paulding 102.8 5 113.4 58. Licking 91.6 61 96.8 
15. G~ernsey 102.1 14 107.7 59. Clinton 91.3 71 93.s, 
16. Noble 101.7 7 112.7 60, Wyandot 91.2 37 101.6 

17. Portage 101.7 33 102.6 61. Do.rke 90.7 23 104.1 
18.. Belmont 100.8 20 104.7 62. Sto.rlc 90 .. 2 79 91.6 
19. HockinG 100.8 21 104.4 63. Lake 90.1 65 96.1 
20. Putnam l00.7 10 109.1 64. Summit 89.6 83 90.0 
21. Jackson 100.l 59 ~;i?.l 65. Erie 89.l+ 77 92.8 
22. Meigs 100.1 19 105.1 66, Warren 89.1~ 50 99.2 
23. Ottawa 100.1 9 109.4 67. Williams 89 .. 1 56 97.6 
21J. • Lo.wrence 9$'.4 45 100.4 68. Knox 89.0 69 9!~ .4 

25s Union 9~.3 38 101.0 99. Columbio.na 88.9 79 92.9 
26. Madison 99.1 15 107.0 70. Allen 88.2 43 100.5 
27. Cho.m:paign 98.8 26 103.2 71, Greene 88.o 70 '.:)4.1 

28. Mahoning 98.4 40 100.8 72. Richland. 88.o 85 88 .. 4 
2:;. Brown 97.5 53 98.3 73. Muskingum 87.8 80 9LO 
30 • Co.rroll 97.0 11 109.0 74. Seuoca. 87.8 82 90.7 
31. Tusco.ro.was 96.1~ 52 98.4 75. Van Wert 87.2 35 102.11-

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 y4.5 
34. Medina SJ6.o 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. P±ekaway 95.5 27 io3.2 80. Clark 85.3 74 93.? 
37. Lorain 95.4 51 98.9 81. Ha11cock 85.2 511: 97.9 
38. Shelby 95.4 41 100.7 82. AshJand 85.1 67 95.0 
39. Scioto 95 .. 1 62 96.8 83. Lucas 85.0 81 90.8 
4o. Coshocton 95.0 16 106.l 84. Mia.mi 84.9 78 92.1 

41. Harrison 95.0 34 102.5 85. Washington 84.9 63 96.8 
42. Wayne 94,8 73 93.4 86. Montgomery 84.4 84 89.4 
43. Clermont 94.6 36 101.6 87. Frankl.in 79.3 87 81.0 
44. U~od 94.6 1~ J,08.2 88 .. Hamilton 75.0 88 76.7 
** Nuraber Mo.lea Per 100 Females 



TnblP 26. Rank of Counties by Se:x: ~atio-lHl- for Persons 65 Year.? of 
Age and Over of Urban iJopulation~l-, Ohio, 1940-1950 

State - 1950 Ratio 81.1 - 1940 Ratio 82.0 
-·-- ----·--
Count;r by Ratjo Rank Ro..tio County by Ratio Rank Ratio 
Rank 1950 l'.1:-;o 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 19l~o 

1. Jefierson 9<5.3 3 94.1 45. IIuskingum 76.4 57 77.4 
2. Trumbull 96.7 lh 88.3 46. Franklin 76.3 61 76.6 
3. linhoninf~ 95.3 2 95.6 47. Fairfield 76.1 65 75.6 
4. Henry 90.7 49 79.9 48. H:--rdin 76.o 29 83.3 
S. 11ercer 88.2 1 103.0 l.t.9. Colurnbi8na 75.7 50 79.0 
6. Lorain 87.6 9 90 • .5 so. Putnam 75.3 87 o.o 
7. Sum111it 86.6 24 84.6 51. Cc:irroll 7h.3 73 71.0 
8. Belmont 86.2 10 89.9 52. Greene 74.o 68 72.9 

9. Cuyahoga. 86.o 28 83.9 53. Van Wert 73.9 16 87.8 
10. 1'\Tood 85. 7 20 85.4 54. Wyandot 73.7 42 Bl.4 
11. Lrke 85 • .5 12 88 • .5 55. Sandusky 73.6 66 7h.7 
12. Guernsey 84.7 6 92.2 56. Cos:1octon 73.5 8 91.2 
13. Portngc 84. 7 35 82.4 57. H<:imil ton 73.5 67 73.3 
14. Defiance 8t1.3 33 82.9 58. HPncock 73.1 26 Bh.o 
15. Union 84.3 64 75.7 59. Knox 72.9 71 71.6 
16. Stark 81+.2 21 85.3 60. H.Lghland 72.8 59 76.8 

17. Madison 83.9 39 81.7 61. Erie 72.7 58 77.1 
18. Crawford 83.3 18 85.7 62. Ashland 72.6 31 82a9 
19. Tuscaraw<1.s 83.2 27 84.o 63. Gallia 72.2 4D 80.0 
20. Jacl:son 83.l 3h 82.5 64. Pickaway 72.l 43 81.1 
21. Lucas 63.0 13 8G.3 65, Miami 70.6 54 78 • .< 

22. Heigs 02.9 5 92./ (>6. 1,Jilliams 70.6 53 78.8 
23. Ashtabula. 82.l 17 86.4 67. Clinton 70.3 74 70.2 
24, Cham.1aign 81.8 32 82.9 6(1, Fulton 70.3 72 71.l 

25. Huron 81.2 SS 78.5 69. IIedina 70.2 40 81.7 
26, Montgomery 81.2 30 83,1 70. Warren 70.1 44 80.8 
27. Auglaize 01,1 36 82.3 71. Delaware 69.0 70 71.9 
28, Perry &o.8 4 93.0 72. Ross ~R.8 46 80.1 
29, Butler 80.3 25 84.li 73. Preble 8.4 60 76,8 
30. Richland 80.0 63 76.o 74. Washlngton 67.6 56 78.o 
31, Scioto 79.9 41 81.4 75. Harrison 65.3 75 69.4 
32. Shelby 79.8 45 80,6 76. Darke 63.5 69 72.1 

33. Lawrence 79.7 38 81 .. 8 77. Adams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Licking 79o2 37 81.9 78. Brown o.o 77 o.o 
35. Clark 79,1 23 84.7 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36. Ottawa 79.0 11 89.2 Bo. Geauga o.o 79 o.o 
37. Marion 78.9 22 85.1 81. Holm.es o.o 80 o.o 
38. Allen 78.1 1.5 87.8 82. Uonroe o.o 81 o.o 
39. Wayne 78.o 62 76.1 83. Morgun o,o 82 o.o 
40. Seneca 77.3 47 80.1 84. narrow o.o 83 o.o 

41. Fayette 76.9 19 85.4 85. Noble o.o 84 o •. o 
42. Hocking 76.8 52 78.9 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 

43. Logan 76.6 51 79.0 87. Pike o.o 86 o .. o 
44. Athens 76.4 7 91.3 88. Vinton o.o 88 o.o 

** Number mnles per 100 f emnles 
*Based on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 27. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio~H~ for Persons 65 Years 
of Age ar1d Over of H.ural 1fonfarm Population* Ohio 
1940-1950 ' 

State - 19.50 Ratio 99.0 - 1940 Hatio 96.o 

County by .lcatio Hank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio 
Rank 1950 19.SO 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 19h0 
1. Cuyahoga 135.1 1 130.7 45. 11ichland 97.0 22 102.9 2,. Jef £erson 122.8 3 115.6 46. IIonte;omery 96.7 11 109.3 
3. Erie 119.4 25 102.3 47. Union 96.2 62 91.5 4. Lorain 117.0 14 108.0 48. Harnil ton 96.1 68 90S 5. Trumbull 116.5 4 114.8 49. Wayne 96.o 54 93.l 
6. Delmont 115.8 9 111.3 5o. Lic:~ing 95.8 53 93.8 
7. Scioto 11).3 13 108.6 51. Ottawa 95.B 32 100.9 
8. Lawrence 113.7 24 102.5 52. Hancock 95.4 48 95.o 
9. Tuscarawas 112.9 19 105.6 53. Madison 94.8 64 91.) 

10. Perry 111.4 33 100.8 54. Huron 94.6 74 88.:) 
11. Columbiana 110.0 l.~o 99.1 55. Geauga 94.5 39 99.j 
12. Jackson 108.7 18 105.9 56. A.darns 9h.4 80 84.o 
13. Fayette 107.7 30 101.3 57. Cham~)aig,n 93.7 44 97.2 
14. Hocking 106.4 5 113.4 5~. Auglaize 93.4 56 92. 7 
15. Pike 106.3 60 91.7 59. Ml'skin~um 93.2 70 90.::. 
16. Ross 106.3 65 90.8 60. Wyandot 93.0 67 90.7 

17. Guernsey 106.1 34 100.5 61. Ashtabula 92.5 43 97.3 
18. Lucas io6.o 29 101.5 62. Meigs 92.l 71 89.9 
19. Coshocton 105.8 23 102.7 63. Harrison 92.0 28 101.9 
20. Summit 10).1 7 113.3 64. Holmes 91.8 63 91.2 
21, Portage 104.8 47 95.3 65. Greene 91. 7 55 92.8 
22. J:ickaway 104.5 2 118.o 66. Shelby 91.7 50 94 .. 6 
23. riahoning 104.l 10 109.9 67. Clinton 91.5 84 80.9 
24. Hardin 10.3.8 26 102.2 68. Preble 91.4 69 90.4 

25. Allen 103.5 6 113.3 69. Lake 91,1 61 91.,6 
26. Stark 103.2 49 94.8 70. Ashland 90.9 81 82.3 
27. Henry 102.8 20 104.5 71. Pa.i.lding 90.7 52 93.9 
28, Clark 102.4 36 99.8 72. Warren 90.7 66 90.8 
29. Franklin 10202 35 100.1 73. Vinton 89.8 79 85.7 
30. Crawiord 101.9 8 113.2 74. Wood 89.6 12 108.7 
31. liarion 101.4 27 102.2 75. Darke 89.0 41 98.4 
32. 111ercer 101.0 31 101.0 76. Gallia 88,9 76 87 .. 5 

33., Butler 10002 16 10603 77. Williams 87.9 85 80.5 
34. Carroll 99.1 15 107.4 78. Brown 87.7 87 76.6 
35. Defiance 98.5 83 81.1 79. Ii'ulton 87.6 73 89.fJ 
36. Sandusky 98.3 21 103.7 Bo. Knox 87.3 59 91.9 
37. Miami 98.o 51 94 • .S 81. Van Wert 86.7 58 92.4 
38. Athens 97.8 17 106.2 82. l\orrow 84.l.~ 57 92,5 
39. Delaware 97.2 38 99.4 83. Morgan 84.1 88 71.4 
40, Medina 97.2 42 98.o 8).J.. Noble 83.6 82 81.6 

41. Putnam 97.2 46 96.o 85. Highland 83.0 78 86.o 
42ll Seneca 97.1 75 8?.9 86. Washington 83.0 77 86.8 
43. Fairfield 97.0 37 99.7 87. Clermont 82.9 72 89.5 
44. Logan 97.0 45 96.3 88. Monroe 81.8 86 79.0 

l~ Nurr~er males per 100 females 
* Based on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 28. Rank of Counties by Sex Ratio** for Persons 65 Years 
of Age and Over of Fcural Farm Population~i- Ohio 
1940-1950 ' 

State - 1950 itatio 127.2 - 1940 Ratio 132.2 

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio 
Rank 19.50 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 ----
1. Jeff er&on 152.7 66 126.7 45 I id.a.mi 126. 7 14 140.5 
2. Pik:e 149.5 9 JJ.~5.9 46. Harrison 126.o 79 120.9 
3. !iahoning 142.7 25 136.9 47. Dela.ware 125.9 27 136 .. 7 
4. Hocking 140.l 54 129.2 48. Crawiord 125.8 71 124 .. 5 
5. Char.rpaign 139.6 12 141.6 49. Van Wert 125.5 47 132.3 
6. Summit 139.6 8 146.2 5o. Clinton 125.2 18 139.7 
7. horgan 138.9 34 134.6 51. Auglaize 12h.9 26 136.R 
8. Scioto 138.o 41 133.4 52. Pickaway 124.9 87 115.: 

'.). Uilliams 137.6 11 l)..+4.9 53. Licking 124.7 44 132.7 
10. Iionroe 137 .J-1- 72 121.1,3 54. Wyandot 121.~. 7 22 138.4 
11. Highland 137.2 85 117.9 5~. Knox 124.4 67 126.4 
12. Ross 137.1 7 147.4 56. Uoble 124.4 30 135.7 
13, Geauga 136.9 4 152 . .5 57. Washington 123.9 52 129.5 
lh. Pauldinr 136.4 5 149.8 .SB. Holmes 123.6 13 11.10. 7 
15. Ottawa 136.1 40 133.4 59. Cuyahoga 123.1 81 120.l 
16. Ashtr:.bula 135.9 39 133.~ 60. Stark 122.9 45 132.5 

17. Erie 135.5 2l~ 137.0 61. Wood 122.9 38 133.6 
16. Trumbull 1.3h.9 21 138.6 62. Hancock i22.n 16 140.4 
19. J:orl'ow 134.6 49 131.6 63. Butler 122.6 42 133.3 
20. Tuscarawas 134.5 17 ll.io.o 64. Clermont 122.6 80 120.3 
21. Lawrence 134.4 73 123.6 65. Clark 122.5 28 136.5 
22. Medina 133.7 46 132.4 66. Lorain 122.5 51 129.7 
23. Columbiana 132.4 35 134.o 67. Fairfield 122.4 62 127.4 
24. Greene 132.2 36 133.7 66 ?1ontgomery 121. 8 76 122.6 

25. Hamilton 132.0 2 154.6 69. Franklin 121.7 31 135.4 
26. Jackson 131.6 82 119.0 70. Luce.s 121.0 48 132 .. l 
27. Adams 131.4 3 154.o 71. Fulton 120.3 61 127.8 
2 8. l':adison 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 .. o 
30. Athens 131.2 88 113.9 74. Seneca 119.1 74 123.l 
31. Perry 131.2 32 135.4 75. Henry ll8.9 70 124.6 
32. Portage 131.2 15 J.4o.5 76. Ashland 117.8 60 127.S 

33. Wayne 131.l 70 121.0 77. Fayette ll7.5 86 116.6 
3h.. Guernsey 131.0 19 139.6 78. Warren ll?.5 57 128.'/ 
35" Belmont 130.7 29 13.5.8 79. Allen 116.5 20 139.4 
36. Vinton 129.6 83 119.0 80. Logan 116 .. l 43 133.3 
37., Hardin 128.9 53 129.3 81. Carroll 115.9 37 133.6 
38. Coshocton 12C.3 68 i26.o 82. ?iercer 115.7 50 131.5 
39, Defiance 128.o 59 127.9 83. Putnam 115.7 55 129.2 
4o. Gallia 1213.o 56 128 .. 7 81.~. Brown 115.5 77 122.2 

41. Richland 127.8 84 118119 85. Sandusky ll5.2 6 149.8 
420 Meigs 127.7 75 123,0 86. Union 114.8 69 125.2 
43. Iiuskingum 127.7 64 127.l 87. Lake 113.6 63 127.l 
44, Darks 127.3 23 137.4 88. Narion 112.2 65 112.2 

*11- Ntunbi=>r males per 100 females 
* ~asad on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 29. Rank of CountiGs by Percent 16-17 Year Olds Enrolled 
in School of Total Population, Ohio, 1940-1950 

State total - 1950 81.4% - 1940 79.0~ - -' County by )(., Rank td County by (lt % I" rtank 
Rank 1950 19)0 1940 1940 

/I-

:1ank 1950 1)150 1940 1940 
l, lmj.011 90.7 7 84.6 45. Athens 81.7 66 72.5 2, ~J,)od 90.7 17 e2 •. ~ 46. Columbiana Ll.3 30 79.6 3, Washineton 90.2 :)6 75.1 4?. Sandusky 81.1 21 81.5 
~. Henry 8C,7 65 72.6 4G. Clark Go,9 45 76.6 5. Van Wert 8G.7 26 ao.6 4?. Butler 80.7 24 C0.7 
6, Del'i&nce 88.3 37 ?8,0 50 • ... Jaulding Bo.6 64 72. 7 
7. Fulton 87.9 31 79.6 51, Monroe Bo.Ji 68 71.0 
8. redina. 87.0 6 85,2 52, Morrow 80.2 14 83.1 

9. Trumbull 87.0 19 82.0 53. Beliaont 79.8 40 77.3 
10. ifoncock 06.9 5 85.4 54. Darke 79.8 61 73.4 
ll, Preble e6.5 32 79,c:; 55. Franklin 79.8 51 75.5 
12, 11iarni 86.4 27 80.3 56. Wayne 79.5 36 78.1 
13. 11Jilliams 86.4 43 76.9 57. Hardin 79.4 44 76.8 
14. Ashlnml 86.1 39 77.5 58. Montgomery 79.l 34 78.8 
15. Putnnm 85.8 76 67.4 59. Richland 78.9 49 76.1 
16. Huron 85.7 18 82.1 6o. Hocking 78.6 70 70.l 

17. Summit 85.6 2 8'(. 6 61. Perry 78.1 63 72.') 
18. Lucas 85.5 20 81.8 62. Hamilton 77.6 40 76.3 
19 0 Knox 85.4 29 79.9 63. Champaign 77.2 55 75.1 
20, otta.wa 85.3 1.i.6 76.5 64. Coshocton 77.1 57 75.o 
21. Lake 85.2 8 84.o :)5. Mercer 77.1 75 69.0 
22. Lorain 85.2 3 86.h 66. Tuscarawas 77.1 33 79.2 
23. CuyA.hoga 84.7 13 83.1 67. Hifhland 76.9 52 75.5 
24. Jefferson El+. 7 35 78.6 68. Huskingum 76.5 71 70.0 

25. Noble 8h.7 23 80.8 69. Guer.nsey 76.4 59 7h.7 
26. Mahoning 81~. 3 10 83.7 70. Uorgan 75.6 !>Li 75.4 
27. Portage e4.2 4 86.2 71. Geauga 75.o 47 76.4 
28. Auglaize 83.6 38 77.9 72. Jackson 7h.6 72 69.6 
29. Carroll 03 • .5 60 71.2 73. :B'airfield 74.4 67 71.0 
30. Lickine; 83.5 So 75.6 74. Ross 74.l 79 65.8 
31. Wyandot 83.5 42 n.o 7 5. Harris on 73.3 62 72.9 
32. Crawford 83.3 12 83.3 76. 11adison 72.3 82 63.7 

33. 1farion 83.2 25 so.6 77. Scioto 72.2 78 66.1 
34. Erie 83.1 16 82.7 78. Brown 71.4 81 64.5 
35. Delauare 83.1 53 75.l.~ 79. Lawrence 71.1 74 69.0 
36. Stark 83.l 9 83.9 80. Clermont 69.2 80 65.7 
37. Ashtabula 83.0 15 83.0 81. Fayette 60.o 77 66.3 
33. Logan 83.0 1 87.7 82. Vinton 67.9 86 56.5 
39. Greene 82.6 11 83.5 83. Adams 67.7 87 53.1 
40. Shelby 82.3 69 71.0 84. Warren 67.4 58 74.9 

41, Allen 82.1 22 80.9 85. Gallia 66.1 85 57.1 
42. Seneca 82.1 41 77,0 86. Holmes 61.4 88 51 .. 3 
43. Meigs 81.9 73 69.2 87. Pike 59.3 84 57.o 
44. Clinton 81,8 28 80.2 88. Pickaway 56.7 83 61.J 



'rable 30, Rank of Counties by Percent of 16-17 Year Olds 
Enrolled in School of Urban Population~~ Ohio 
1940-1950. ' 

State total - 1950 82.7 - 1940 81.3% .. -..... --County by % Rank % County by % Rank % Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 --- ---
1. Fnlton 100.0 2 90.7 45. Clark 1 82.6 63 75.4 2. Preble 100.0 46 80.0 46. ColUJ:iana 82.6 27 82.8 
J. Wood 9).i.l 32 82.h 47. Asht bula 82.3 15 85.2 h. Auglaize 94.o 40 81.2 48. 1fedina 81.6 17 84.5 5. Washington 93.5 30 82.6 49. Richland 81.5 43 80.9 6. Union 92.3 6 88.1 50. Seneca 81.1 26 82.9 
7. Champaign 91.7 48 79.6 51. Sandusky 81.0 23 83.2 
8. Defiance 91.5 45 80.6 52. Williams 81.0 28 82.8 

9. Darke 90.9 34 82.0 53. Carroll 80.0 55 77.l 
10. Van Wert 90.? 37 81.8 54. Franklin 80.0 62 75.5 
11. Hocking 90.6 21 83.3 55. Pickaway Bo.o 73 65.6 
12. Delaware 90.2 5 88.5 56. Montgomery 79.8 49 79.0 
13. Clinton 89.7 57 77.0 57. Lawrence 79.6 19 83.6 
14. Henry 89.7 1 91. 7 5G. Marion 79.6 51 78.6 
15. Ashland 89.5 67 72.1 59. Greene 78.9 58 76.7 
16. Hancock 88.6 11 85 .. 7 60. Butler 78.7 47 79.7 

17. Knox 88.2 33 82.3 61. Highland 78.6 50 78.8 
18. Shelby 87.9 52 77.9 62. Fairfield 7S.3 68 72.1 
19. Huron 87.8 8 86, 7 63. Belmont 77.7 39 81.4 
20. Licking 87.6 65 74.4 64. Hamilton 77.5 59 76. 7 
21. Miami 86.6 36 82.0 65. Scioto 77.0 64 74,5 
22. Lorain 86.3 10 86.5 66. Putnam 76.9 87 o.n 
23. Lucas 86.J 35 82.0 67. noss 76.5 71 71.') 
2!i. Trumbull El6.1 25 83.0 68. WtJando t 75.5 41 81.1 

25. Lake 85.8 12 85.6 69. Guernsey 75.3 56 77.l 
26. Logan 85.7 9 86. 7 70. Muskingum 75.o 70 71.() 
27. Summit 8.5.6 7 87.7 71. Mercer 67.6 22 83.3 
28. Wayne 85.5 4 88.9 72. Warren 66.7 69 12.: 
29. Erie 85.3 l.~4 80.7 73. Fayette 64.9 74 61.4 
30, Coshocton 85.1 42 80.9 7h. Harrison 61 • .5 60 76,6 
31. Allen 85.o 38 81.7 75. 1'1adison 60.1 72 69.1 
32. Athens 85.o 66 73.8 76. Gallia 56.5 75 52.1 

33. Perry 85.o 29 82,6 7 7. Ji.dams o.o 76 o.o 
34. Hardin 84.9 54 77.4 78, Brown o.o 77 o.o 
35. Jefferson 84.9 53 77.8 79. Clermont o.o 78 o.o 
36. Cuyahoga 84.6 24 83.1 Bo. Geauga o.o 79 o.o 
37. Stark 8l+.4 14 85.l.i. 81. Holmes o.o 80 o.o 
38. Crawford 84.1 18 84.2 82. Monroe o.o 81 o.o 
39. Jackson 83.9 61 75.B 83. Morgan o.o 82 o.o 
4o. Portage 83.9 3 90.7 84. Morrow o.o 83 o.o 

41. l!eigs 83.8 31 82.4 85. Noble o.o 84 o.o 
42. Hahoning 83.5 20 83.6 86. Paulding o.o 85 o.o 
43. Ottawa 83.3 16 85.o 87. Pike o.o 86 o.o 
44. Tuscarawas 82.7 13 85.6 88. Vinton o.o 88 o.o 
* BaseO. on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table 31. Rank of Counties by Percent of 16-17 Year Olds 
Enrolled in School of i:l.ural Nonfarm Population~~ 
Ohio, 1940-19)0 ' 

State total - 1950 79.CTA- 1940 77.0% 

County by % Rank Cf/ County by % Rank % p 

Rank 19)0 19.50 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Uyandot 92.0 66 71.7 45. Erie 79.5 12 85.5 
2. \Jashington 91.B 1~5 77.5 46. Hi3hland 79.4 60 73.8 
3. Cuyahoga 91.4 11 8).6 47. Shelby 79.4 78 64.6 
L~. Geauga 91.1 21 83.8 48. Crawford 79.3 19 8L~.3 
5. Knox 90.5 33 80,6 49. Belmont 78.9 54 76.0 
6. Defiance 90.3 39 78.9 50. Columbiana 78.9 51 76.7 
7. Van Wert 89.7 32 81.2 51. Clark 78.8 37 79.4 
8, lknr;y 89.6 42 78.3 52. Sandush.7 78.7 13 85 .. 5 

9. Trumbull 89.4 30 81.7 SJ. Noble 78.3 5 87.4 
10. Fulton 88.6 15 85.3 .54. Hamilton 78.1 59 74.o 
11. Union 88.6 9 86.5 55. Champaign 77.5 67 71.4 
12. liahoning 87.8 7 87.1 56. Franklin 77.4 63 72.6 
13. Hedina 87.8 8 86.8 57. Morgan 77.4 58 74.l 
14. Ottawa 87.5 35 79.9 58. Nadison 77.0 64 72.5 
15. Licking 86.9 53 76.5 59. Huron 76.9 23 83.0 
16. Ma.rion 86.8 25 82.9 60, Honta;omery 76.6 50 76.8 

17. Monroe 86.8 43 78.o 61. Tuscarawas 76.6 52 76.6 
18. Greene 86.7 4 87.4 62. Delaware 75.9 86 58.3 
19. Ashtabula 86.3 2 80.7 63. Huskingum 75.8 71 69.8 
20. Seneca 86.o 17 84. 7 64. Perry 75.8 65 71,9 
21. Williams 86.o 29 82.0 65. Carroll 75.o 27 82.3 
22. Wood 85.8 20 84.o 66. Brown 74.5 70 70.2 
23. Portage 84.3 18 84.5 67. Hocking 74.o 75 67.3 
24. Jefferson 84.2 57 74.3 68. Fayette 73.8 73 68.7 

25. Hercer 83.6 36 79.7 69. Holmes 73.3 69 70.9 
26. Wayne 83.6 31 81.7 70. Guernsey 73.5 56 74.3 
27. Butler 83.5 24 82.9 71. Allen 72.9 38 79.l 
28. Sununi t 83.5 6 87.3 72. Darke 72.7 h9 77.2 
29. Logan 83.3 1 88.8 73. Coshocton 72,6 72 69.3 
30. Morrow 83.3 16 85.3 74. Harrison 72.1 55 74,5 
31. Ashland 83.0 14 85.3 75. Adams 71.7 81 62. 6 
32, Miami 83.0 41 78.6 76. Hardin 71.2 47 77.4 

33. Lake 82.9 28 82.3 77. Clermont 70.8 74 68,') 

34. Vinton 82.9 83 59.4 78. Gallia 70.6 87 57~7 

35. Putnam 82.6 48 77.3 79. Richland 69.8 77 64.7 
36. Preble 82,2 44 77.5 80. Clinton 69.4 46 77.4 
37. Hancock 82.0 3 88.5 81. Lawrence 69.2 82 60 • .-~ 
38. Auglaize 81.3 40 78.8 82. Ross 69.o 88 54.R 
39. Meigs 81 • .3 79 64.5 83. Fairfield 68.9 76 65.5 
40. Stark 81.2 22 83.7 84. Scioto 67.1 84 59.2 

41. Lorain 80.6 10 86.3 85. Pike 62.7 85 59,1 
42. Athens 80.2 68 70.9 86. Warren 62.3 61 73.7 
43. Lucas 80.2 26 82.5 87. Jackson 58.3 80 63.9 
44. Pauldint:; 79.7 34 80.6 88. Pickaway 33.7 62 73.0 

* Based on 1950 definition of Urban 



Table .32. Rank of Counties by Percent of 16-17 Year Olds 
En:rolJ.ed in School oi .lural Farm .f'opulationir 
Ohio, 19L10-1950 ' ---
State total - 1950 79.4~; - 19h0 72.8% --

County bs 
•I Rank % County by ,, % 1oJ /0 Rank 

Rank 1950 19~0 1940 1?40 Rank 1950 1950 1940 191.i 

1. I ra.r i.<.in 95,2 6 85.7 45. Seneca n1.o 75 63. 
2. Sur.unit 94. 7 4 86.2 46. Darke so.9 60 69. 
J. Wood 92.Li 19 81.0 47. Logan 80.B 1 87. 
1.i. Lttko 92.3 l4 82.5 48 • Colwubiana 80.7 50 73. 
5. Union 91.5 13 82.7 49. Pickaway ao.4 85 55. 
6. Willia.int: 90.9 55 71.0 50. Guernsey 80.2 53 72. 
7. i:~iami 90.4 26 7C.D 51. Ashtabula so.o 3h 76. 
8, tfodi:na 90.0 7 84.9 52. Harrison 79.5 58 70. 

9. Putnam 90.0 '19 61.7 53. Shelby 79.5 61 69. 
10, Carroll 88.9 59 69.5 54. Ottawa 79.3 69 67J 
11. Clinton 88.9 10 83.7 55. Ross 78.6 '64 68tt 
12. Mahoning 88,9 29 77.7 56. ~..,airfield 78.5 32 761 
13. Butler 88.3 12 82.9 57. Hamilton 78.3 52 72. 
14. Belmont 88.1 56 10.1 58. Jackson 77.8 70 66,1 
15. Noble 87.8 31 77.1 59. Stark 77.8 41 75.1 

16. Wyandot 07.8 37 76.2 60. Auglaize 77.6 45 74.1 

17. Henry 87.7 13 64.2 61. ~Iorrow 77.6 15 81~1 

18. Huron e1.1 35 76.2 62. Knox 77.2 28 11. 
19. toraj.n 67.5 2 86.5 63. Perry 76.9 63 68., 
20. Preble S7.l 21 80.7 64. Monroe 76.6 68 67.1 
21. Ho.ncock 87.0 9 a3.a 6,. Coshocton 76.3 .51 73. 
22, Je!i'erson 86,0 47 74.S 66. Mercer 75,8 81 59. 
23. Van ~vert 86.o 24 79.2 67. Warren 75.3 30 77, 
2Li. Washington 86,0 62 68,8 68. Highland 75.o 46 74. 

25, Fra.nl::lin 85.7 16 81.3 69. Hoclcing 75.o 74 63. 
26, Trumbull 85.6 2;) 79.0 70, Uontgomery 75,o 18 81. 
27. Portage 84.3 11 83.4 71. Morgan 7Li.5 40 75. 
28. Fulton 84.l 43 75.2 72. Licking 74.3 33 76. 
29. Allen 84.o 22 79,7 73. ?!adison 73.l 82 57. 
30. Greene 84.o 8 84.8 74. Clark 72,3 23 79. 
31. Crawford 83.9 17 81.2 75. Scioto 71.1 84 55. 
32, Ashland 83.6 27 78.l 76. Wayne 69,6 66 67. 

33. Delaware 83.3 20 80.9 77. Brown 69.4 78 61. 
.34• Lucas 83.1 39 75.9 78. Gallia 69.l 80 59. 
3.5. Defiance 83.0 42 75.3 79. Fayette 66.7 57 70. 
36. Sandusky 62.9 36 76.2 Bo. Clermont 66.3 76 63. 
37. Erie 82.B 5 85.8 81. Champaign 66.o 48 74. 
.38, Hardin 82.5 38 16.0 82, Tuscarawas 65.l 67 67. 

39. Paulding 82,4 71 66.3 83, Adams 61~.9 87 47. 
4o. Richland 81,7 44 75,o 84, Lawrence 62.5 72 65, 

41, Meigs 81.4 77 63,2 85, Geauga 57.5 54 
42, Athens 81,3 49 73 .. 4 86., Vinton 56.5 86 
43. Cuyahoga 81 • .3 .3 86t2 87, Holmes 55.6 88 
44, Muskingum 8ltl 65 68 .. .3 80. Pike 55.4 83 

* Based on 1950 definition of Urban 



~ble 33. Ro.nk of Countiee by Median lellt'a of School Completed by 
Persons 25 Yea.rs of Age o.nd. Over for Toto.l Population, Ouio> 
1240-1220 

Gto.tc tota.l Modlan Yeo.rs 1950 - 9.9 - Median Yee.rs 1940 - 8.6 

County by McdiO.ll Ro.tlk Median County by Median Ra.tilt 
Rc:.nl~ 1~50 Yeo.rs 1940 Years Rank 1950 Years 1940 

1220 1240 1~50 

l. Gruene ll.6 5 9.0 45. Butler 9.3 52 
2 .. r.a.:...c ll.5 2 9.4 46, Hamilton 9.3 42 
3. Franl~lill ll.3 l 9.6 47. Vo.11 Wtlrt 9.3 38 
4. Dcltmo.rc ll.l 4 9.1 48. Clinton 9.2 34 
5. Himcocl. ll.l 16 8.8 49. Ho.rd.in 9.1 43 
6.. Portngc 10.~ 7 9.0 50. Athens 9.0 64 
7. M~di1'lc. 10.8 3 9.2 51. Columbiana. 9.0 53 
8. Loscm io.7 17 8.8 52. Musltingum. 9.0 45 

9. Gca.u~o. l0.6 15 a.a 53, Paulding 9.0 70 
10. Aohlcmd l0.5 11+ 8.8 54. Shelby 9.0 61 
ll. Knox 10.!) 6 9.0 55. Warren 9,0 49 
12. SULlDllt io.5 13 8.9 56. Wyandot 9.0 50 
13. Cuyo.hogo. lO.l~ 25 8.7 57. Co.rroll 8.9 65 
14 • Loi~o. j.11 l0.4 18 8.8 58. Clermont 8.9 66 
15. Monte;omc:ey l0.4 12 8.9 59· Darke 8.9 54 
16. Ashtabula. 10.3 8 8.9 60. Fa.yette 8.9 55 

17. Clo.rk io.3 9 8.9 61. HeIJrY 8,9 67 
18. Liclting 10.3 ll 8.9 62. M.o.dison 8.9 44 
19. Allan l0.2 22 8.7 63, Mercer 8.9 58 
20. Marion 10.2 19 a.a 64. Morgan 8.9 59 
21. Mia.mi 10.2 20 8.8 65. Perry 8.9 60 
22. Wood l0.2 33 a.7 66. Putnam 8.9 71 
23. Cro.wi'ord 10.l 24 8,7 67. Tus care.was 8.9 62 
21~. Erie lO.l 26 8.7 68. Washington 8.9 63 

25. Richland lO.l 2l 8.8 69. Guernsey 8.8 74 
26. Sa.ndusl;.y 10.l 28 8.7 70. Highla.11d 8.8 57 
27. Tr'Ulllbull lO.l 30 8.7 71..,Jeftereoo 8.8 78 
28. Huron lO .. O lO 8.9 72 • Picko.wa.y 8.8 80 
29. Luco.a lO,O 37 8.6 73, Ross 8.8 72 
30. Defiance 9.8 35 8.6 74. Belmont 8.7 77 
31. Morrow 9.8 27 a.7 75. Brown 8.7 73 
32. Seneca. 9.a 29 8.7 76. Harrison 8.7 56 

33. Ue.yI'l.e 9.8 32 8.7 77• Hocking 8.7 75 
34.. Fairfield 9.7 36 8.6 78, ;Erolmes 8.7 68 
35. Preble 9.7 47 8.5 19• Noble 8.7 76 
36. Cha.m;po.1gn 9.6 23 8,7 80. J'aol!..son 8.6 83 
37 • Ottawa. 9.6 l~6 8.5 81. Lawrence 8.6 87 
38, Sto.rk 9.6 48 a.5 82, Meigs 8.6 84 
39, Coshocton 9.5 4o 8.5 83. V:Lnton 8.6 86 
4o, Fulton 9.5 41 8.5 84, NJ,D:Ds 8.5 81 

41. Me.honing 9.; 69 8.3 85. Ga.ilia. 8.5 82 
42. Union 9.5 .31 8.7 86. Mot1roe 8.5 79 
43. u1111rz: 9,5 39 8f 6 87. Scioto 8.5 85 
~.A~ ze 2·~ 51. 8.4 ae. fike 8.3 88 
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Table 34. Ro.nl{. or Counties by Medio.n Yeo.rs of School Completed by 
Persons 25 Yea.rs of 11..gc o.nd Over for Ruro.l Nonfo.rm Populnt~on, * 
Ohio, 1940-1950• 

State toto.l Mcdlnn Yeo.rs 1950 - ~.3 - Median Yeo.rs 1940 - 8.5 

Medio.11 Ruu.1~ Median Medio.n Ra.ok MeU.io.n 
eounty by Yeo.rs 19110 Yeo.rs County by Yeo.rs 1940 Yeo.rs 
Ro.nlt 1950 1950 1940 Ro.nk 1950 1950 1$140 

l. Lo.ke 12.0 2 9.9 45. Henry 9.0 58 8.4 
2. Cuyo.hogo. ll.4 6 9.3 46. Mercer 9.0 59 8,4 
3. Gec.ugo. ll.4 l 9.9 47, Morgo.n 9.0 32 8.6 
4. Greene ll.2 3 9.6 48. Muskingum 9.0 44 8.5 
5. Porto.e.;e l0.9 9 9.0 49. Po.ulding 9.0 67 8.3 
6. t.shto.bulo. l0.7 5 9.3 50. Putnam 9.0 45 8.5 
7. Medino. l0.7 4 9.5 51• Carrollr 8.9 71 8.2 
8, Clo.rlt 10.6 21 8.7 52. Cho.m:prsn 8.9 27 8_6 

9. Delo.wo.re 10,6 14 8.8 53. Clinton 8.9 39 8.5 
10. Liclting 10.6 7 9.2 54. Columbia.no. a.s 64 8.3 
11. J.!lric lO.l~ 22 8.7 55. Cochecton 8.9 55 8.4 
12. Logc.n l0.4 23 8.7 56. Holmes 8.9 31 8.6 
13. Montgomery 10.4 20 8.8 57. Union 8.9 31 8.6 
.Ll1-. Huron l0.3 8 9.0 58. Vo.n Wert 8.9 49 8.5 
15. Laro.in l0 .. 3 24 8.7 59. Washington 8.9 70 8.3 
16. Ma.honing l0.3 18 8.8 6o. Brown 8.8 54 8.4 

17. Morrow l0.3 11 8.9 61. Darke 8.8 56 8.4 
18. Franklin 10.2 15 8.8 62. Ho.rdin 8.8 30 8.6 
19. Hamilton 10.l 42 8.5 63. Ma.di son 8.8 4~ 8.5 
20. Mlezi1i 10.1 19 8.8 64. Noble 8.8 66 8.3 
21. Summit 10.1 12 8.9 65. Perry 8.8 68 8.3 
22. Trumbull 10.l 36 8.6 66. Shelby 8.8 69 8.3 
23. l~len 10.0 52 8.4 67. Tuscarawo.s 8.8 74 8.2 
24. Hancock 10.0 29 8.6 68, Warren 8.8 60 8.4 

25. Knox 10.0 10 8.9 69. Wyo.nd.ot 8.8 61 8.4 
26. Marion 9.8 25 8.7 70. Athens 8.7 77 8.o 
27. Richlo.nd 9.8 46 8.5 71. Fayette 8.7 78 s.o 
28, \rood 9.8 51 8.5 72. Harrison 8.7 57 8.4 
29. t..shlo.nd 9.7 13 8.8 73. Highland 8.7 65 0.3 
30. Fulton 9.7 16 8.8 74. Jef .f'erson 8.7 85 7.8 
31. Se11eco. 9.7 35 8.6 75. Monroe 8.7 72 8.2 
32. Crawford 9.6 28 8.6 76. Vinton 8.7 75 8.2 

33, Defia.nce 9.6 40 8.5 77. Acie.ms 8.6 62 8 .. 3 
34. Preble 9.6 34 8.6 78. Guernsey 8.6 80 8.o 
35. Uo.ndusky 9.6 47 8.5 79. Hocking 8.6 82 7.9 
36. Uilliruns 9.6 26 8.7 80. Ross 8.6 76 8.1 
37• Fo.i+field 9,5 41 8.5 81. Belmont 8.5 84 7.3 
38. Luco.a 9.5 17 8.8 82. Gallia. 8.5 79 s.o 
39. Ottawo. 9.5 33 8.6 83. Meigs 8.5 81 8.o 
4o. Clerm.ont 9.2 38 8.5 84. Lo.wrence 8.4 88 7.5 

41. Stork 9.2 1~8 8.5 85. Pike 8.4 83 7.9 
42, Wayne 9.2 50 8.5 86. Scioto 8.4 86 7.7 
li3. f,u13lo.ize 9.1 53 8.4 87. Jackson 8 .. 3 87 7.6 
44. Butler 9.0 63 8.3 88. Pickaway 8.3 73 8 .. 2 

*Based on 1950 definition of ur&iii. 



To.ble 35. Rank of Counties by Medio.n Yeo.rs o.f' School Completed by 
Persons 25 Yeo.rs of l~ge o.nd Over for Ruro.l Fa.rm Po:pulo.tion~ * 
Ohio, l:)~O-l;:,50 -

Sta.GL total Mcdl~n Yeo.rs 1950 - 8.8 - Medio.n Yeo.rs 1940 - 8,2 

Medio.n Rank Median Median RD.Ok M..::dio.n 
County by Yeo.rs 1940 Yeo.rs County by Yee.rs 1940 Yeo.rs 
Rt..nlt 1950 1~50 1940 Ro.nlt 1950 lSJ50 J..940 - 8.7 1. Delc..wurc .L0.7 2 45. Fu.yette 8.9 48 8.2 
2. Fro.nl~lin io.5 3 8.7 46. Luco.a 8.9 62 8.1 
3. Ht\ncocl~ l0.5 10 8.5 47. Mo.honing 8.9 51 G.2 
li.. Lo.l~e lO.l~ 1 8.8 48. Sa.nduslcy 8.9 39 8.3 
5. 1030.n 10.4 7 8.6 49. Williams 8.9 3J 8.4 
6. Laro.in 10.2 12 8.5 50, Carroll 8,8 59 8.1 
7, Greene 9.9 5 8,6 51. Columbia.no. 8.8 1~5 8 .. 2 
8. Knox 9.9 11 8.5 52, Do.rke 8.8 46 8.2 

~. Licldn3 9.8 6 8.6 53. Mo.dison 8.8 63 8.1 
10, Clo.rl~ 9.7 4 8.6 54. Morgan 8,8 52 8.2 
11, Medino. 9.7 13 8.5 55. Muskingum 8.8 53 8.2 
12. ilooa. 9.·r 32 8.J~ 56. Ottawa 8.8 65 8.1 
13. AJhlo.nd 9,G 18 8.4 57. Perry 8.8 55 8.2 
14. Porto.c;e 9,6 37 8.3 58, Seueco. 8.8 40 8.3 
15 • Sw.nni t 9.G 29 8.4 S9· Shelby 8.8 66 8.1 
16, Cha.mpo.ic;n 9.5 8 8.5 60. Stc.rk 8,8 57 8.2 

17. Eric 9.5 21 8.4 61. ~vayne 8.8 58 8.2 
18. Tri.u11bttll 9.5 15 8.5 62. Athens 8.7 68 8.o 
19. Cu:yo.ho130. 9.4 9 8.5 63. Clermont 8,7 60 8.1 
20. Marion 9.4 25 8.4 64. Guernsey 8.7 71 8.o 
21. Morrow $.'.3 14 8.5 65 • Ho.mil ton 8.7 72 8.o 
22, P1:eble 9.3 28 8.4 66. Henry 8.7 73 8.o 
23. Union 9.3 16 8.5 67, Highlo.nd 8.7 50 8.2 
24. Allen 9.2 17 8.4 68. Mercer 8.7 64 8.1 

25, Mio.mi 9.2 .26 8.4 69. Noble 8.7 74 8,o 
26, Montaomcry 9.2 27 8.4 70. Putnam 8.7 56 0.2 
27 • .Ashta.bula. 9.0 33 8.3 71. Tusca.ro.wa.s 8,7 67 8.1 
28, Clinton 9.0 19 8.4 72. Belmont 8.6 69 8 .. 0 
29 • Cro.wf'ord 9.0 20 8.4 73, Brown 8.6 70 8.0 
30. Def io.ncc 9.0 47 8,2 74, Ho.rriso11 8.6 49 8.2 
31, 1',C'.irfield 9,0 22 8.4 75. Hocking 8,6 7'{ 7.9 
32. Fulton 9.0 35 8.3 76. Washington 8,6 75 8.o 

33. Geauga. 9.0 23 8,4 Tf. Go.llio. 8.5 76 7.9 
34. Ho.ruin 9.0 36 8.3 78. Holmes 8.5 61 8.1 
35, Huron 9.0 24 8.4 79. Jefferson 8,5 82 7,8 
3G. Paulding 9.0 54 8.2 8o. Meigs 8,5 78 7.9 
37. Piclto.way 9.0 84 7.7 81. Ross 8.5 83 7.8 
30, Richland 9.0 38 8.3 82. Ad.runs 8.4 81 7.8 
39, Vo.n Hert 9.0 41 8.3 83. Monroe 8.4 79 7.9 
4o. Wo.rren 9.0 30 8.4 8l+. Vinton 8.4 80 7.9 

1~1, Hyo.ndot 9.0 l~2 8.3 85. Jo.cltson 8.3 85 7.6 
42. Au13laize 8.9 Li.3 8.2 86. Pike 8.3 87 7.4 
43. Butler 8.9 44 8.2 87. Lawrence 8,2 86 7.5 
44, Coshocton 8.9 34 8.3 88, Scioto 8.2 88 7,4 
* Bo.scd on 1950 dd't!nition of urban, 



Tnble 36. Ratio of Phy~±cio.ns to Population**, Ohio, 1940-1950 

State total Rn.tic 1950 - 13.6 - Ro.tic 1940 15.4 

County by Ratio Rank Ro.tic County by Ratio ~o.nk Ratio 
Ro.nk l;:J50 1950 1940 19L:.o Rm1k 1950 1950 1940 1940 

l. Union 30.:.; 6 15.5 45. Geo.ugo.. 7.9 56 9.3 
2. Logan 24.9 10 13.5 46. Lo.h:e 7.8 31 11.2 
3. Cuyahoga 23.5 1 23.7 47. Mio.mi 7.7 32 11.2 
4. Hamilton 19.8 3 20.8 48. Ross 7.7 22 12.1 
5 • ]'ro.nklin i8.o 2 21.1 49. Shelby 7.7 47 10,0 
6. Luca.s ll.i..2 5 15.7 50. Trumbull 7.6 76 7.1 
7. Allen 13.li. 8 13.9 51. Pike 7.5 80 6.2 
8. Mahoning 12.6 13 12.8 52. Fulton 7.4 41 10.2 

9. Summit 12.5 16 12.6 53. Highland 7.4 53 0 6 ,,. 
10. Montgomery 11.9 4 16.1 54" Jefferson 7.4 ~? 9.3 
11. Clo.rk 11.5 28 11.2 55. Mercer 7.4 u5 8.!l-

12. Erie 11.2 11 13.2 56- Va:n WE.lrt 7 .11- 59 9.3 
13. Richland 11.l 12 12.9 5'(. Columbia.no. 7.3 74 7.5 
11'-. Clinton l0.9 9 13.7 5 8. Guernsey 7.3 68 8.2 
15. Na.rion 10.6 17 12.5 5>· Auglaize 7.2 23 11.8 
16. Butler io.5 54 9.5 60. Perry 7.2 72 7.7 

17. Huron 10.4 7 14.7 61. Henry 7.1 44 10.1 
10. Ho.ruin 10.1 21 12.2 62. Wyandot 7.1 48 $'.9 
19. Licl>:ing >·9 18 12.4 63. Darke 7.0 63 8.5 
20. Sto.rk 9.9 25 11.7 64. Morrow 7.0 87 3.8 
21. l!.,o.irfield 9.8 h-3 10.1 65. Ho.rrison 6.8 69 7,9 
22. 1:nox 9.6 15 12.6 66. Ottawa. 6,8 62 8.6 
23. ~To.yne 9.5 27 ll.5 67. Coshocton 6.7 60 8.8 
2!~. Ma.dis on 9.4 39 10.5 68. Lo.wrcnce 6.7 71 7.7 

25, Scioto 9 .1~ 52 9."7 69. Belmont 6.6 70 7. '7 
26. Go.llio. 9.2 30 11.2 70. Paulding 6.6 50 9.7 

, 27. Lo1·0.in 9.2 3li- 11.0 71. Preble 6.6 37 l0.7 
28. Washinston 9.2 55 9.4 72. Meigs 6.5 67 8.3 
29. Williams 9.2 21~ 11.8 73. Porto.ge 6.4 75 7.5 
30. Seneca. 9.1 26 11.5 74. Brown 6.3 79 6.5 
31. Ho.ncock 9.0 33 11.0 75, Defiance 6.2 61 8.6 
32, Medino. 8.9 49 9.7 '(6. Fo.yette 6.2 64 8.4 

33. Cra.wford 8.8 29 11.2 77. Morgo.n 6.2 66 8.4 
34. Tuscaro.wa.s 8.7 58 9.3 78. Holmes 5.9 88 2.8 
35" Ashland 8.5 42 10.l 79. Jackson 5.8 82 5.6 
36. Ashtabulo. 8.5 45 10.0 80, Picknwo.y 5.8 r- (\ 7 ' ..... ;/ . 
37, Athens 8.5 li-o 10,2 81. Hocking 5,6 '(' '7. 0 

38 .. Clermont 8.3 38 10.6 82. Ad.ams 5 ,l+ 78 6.9 
39. Putnam 8.3 35 10.8 83. Monroe 5.2 81 5.9 
40. Cho.mpa;i.gn 8.2 19 12.3 84. Noble 4.3 83 5.5 

l~L Glfcene 8.2 20 12.3 85. Warren 3.6 73 7,7 
42 e So.nduslcy 8,2 84 4.6 86. Carroll 3.2 86 4.o 
43,. Wood 8.1 36 10.8 87. Vinton 2.8 85 4.3 
4li. • De lm-ltl.r e 7.9 14 12.7 88. Muskingum 1.7 lJ.6 10.0 

**Number of physicians per 10,009 persons~ · 
-~: ~ ~~ F19¥o-19-s-o 



Table 37. Ratio of Hospital Beds to Population*l~, Ohio, 
1940 .. 1950 

State - 1950 Ratio 30.2 - 19LO Ratio 33.2 

County by Ratio Rank Ratio County by Ratio Rank Ratio 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 195'0 1940 1940 

1. Allen 55.5 12 33.7 45. Tuscarawas 15,2 40 15.0 
2, Hamilton 55.3 3 63.3 46. Fairfield 14.9 69 o.o 
3, Lucas 42.8 7 46.2 47. Ottawa 14.6 80 o.o 
4. Franklin ho.5 4 48.2 48. Ashland 14.5 53 10.1 
5. Cuyahoga 39.3 6 47.5 49. 1 Tayne 13.8 l 139.0 
6, liuskingum 38.9 14 .33.0 5o. Darke 13,2 57 7.2 
7, Butler 38,0 8 39.9 51. Delaware 13.2 68 o.o 
8. Hardin 37.7 33 17.0 52. Lawrence 13.2 18 26,l 

9. Knox 34.o 15 32.9 53. Defiance 13.1 43 14.4 
10, Huron 32 • .3 17 27.6 54. \Jashinr;,ton 12.2 47 12.4 
11. Richland 31.3 11 34.2 55. Athens i2.o 51.L 8.7 
12, Gallia 30.1 24 21,7 56. Ashtabula 11.4 39 15.6 
13. Summit 29.6 9 .36.6 57. Meigs 9.5 75 o.o 
14. Uarion 29.2 21 22.3 5f3, Henry 8.9 59 6,2 
15. Miami 28.9 2.3 21.8 59. Pickaway 7.,8 52 10.4 
16. Stark 28.8 22 22,0 60. Clinton 6.3 56 7.5 

17. Uontgomery 28.7 10 34,5 61. Williams 6.1 58 6 .. 3 
J8. Medina 28.0 31 17.6 62. Greene 3.4 55 8,4 
19. Crawford 27.6 28 18.6 63. Wood 1.8 60 4.6 
20. Jefferson 21.S 30 17.8 64. Adams o.o 63 o.o 
21, Columbiana. 2~.6 27 19.4 65. Auglaize o,o 64 o.o 
22. Na.honing 26.6 13 3.3.0 66, Brown o.o 65 o.o 
2.3. Erie 26.3 19 25.7 67, Carroll o.o 66 o.o 
24. Lake 25.3 5 48.o 68. Clermont o.o 67 o.o 

25. Clark 24,2 2 64.l 69. Fayette o.o 70 o.o 
26. Licking 23.4 34 17,0 70. Geauga o.o 71 o.o 
27. Mercer 23,0 32 17.1 71. Harrison o.o 72 o.o 
28, Belmont 22,7 44 14.3 72. Jackson o.o 73 o.o 
29. Scioto 22 • .3 20 2.3.8 73,. Logan a.o 62 2.0 
,30. Lorain 21 .. 5 16 29.9 74. Madison o.o 74 o.o 
31, Van Wert 21.1 .36 16.4 75, Ho:nroe o,o 76 o.o 
32. Shelby 20.4 41 14.6 76. Horgan o.o 77 o~o 

:n. sanduekY' 20.0 35 16.6 71. MQrtaw Q,O 78 0,0 
34. J'lll.ton 19.9 26 19.5 78. NQble o,o 1~ o.o 
35. Trumbull 19,6 48 11.9 79. Paulding o.o 81 o.o 
36. Coshocton 19.3 h2 14 .. 4 Bo. Perry o.o 82 o.o 
37. Guernsey- 19.0 25 19.8 81. Pike o.o 83 o.o 
38. Highland 17.7 49 ll.8 82. Preble o.o 84 o.o 
)9. Ffa.ncoek 17.2 J8 15.7 B 3. Pu:mam o.o 85 o.o 
40, Porl&ge 17.2 50 10.7 84. Ross o.o 51 10.7 

41. Hocking 16.9 )7 16.3 85. Union o.o 86 o.o 
42. Seneca 16,8 29 17.9 86. Vinton o.o 87 o.o 
.4). Helmes i6.o 45 14,0 87• Warren o.o 61 2.7 
44. Champaign 15.7 46 13.9 88. 'Wyandot o.o 88 o.o 

**Number of h©spital b~ds per 10,000 persons. 
~.· ~ ~ ~ ~19¢(1- /9~-o 



Table 30. Rank of Counties by Average Size of Farms, Ohio, 
1940-1950. 

-------... -
State botal - 1950 105.2 Acres - 1940 93.7 Acres --

County by Acres Rank Acres County by Acres Rank Acres 
RariJ<: 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 191~0 1940 

l. Hadison 206.9 1 185.5 45 • .Auglaize 109.2 46 98.2 
2. Fa.tette 185.4 3 160.4 4"). Jackson 108.8 53 94.3 
3. Pickaway 184.3 2 161.2 47. Licking 107.7 48 97.0 
4. Pauldin~ 163.0 4 139.6 48 .. Iiorrow 107.1 39 100.8 
5. Ross 149.9 6 129.6 49. Preble 107.1 41 100.4 
6. Harian 143.8 5 130.7 50. Monroe 105.9 63 87.1 
7. Harrison 141.l 13 118.3 51. 11eigs 105.6 67 82 .. 3 
G. Wyandot 139.4 8 123.8 52, Warren 105.4 49 96,3 

9. Hardin 136.8 17 115.4 53. Perry 105.2 56 92.0 
10, Coshocton 135.7 11 121.3 54. Tuscarawas 104.o 45 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 54 92.7 
13, Van Wert 130.3 31 105.7 57. Washington 102.8 59 88.0 
14. Seneca 130.2 12 119.2 58. Fairfield 102.1 52 95.o 
15. Hocking 128.6 14 117.5 59. Richland 101.4 43 98.7 
16. Deiiance 126. 7 20 111.,8 60. Erie 98.7 65 83.4 

17. Champaign 12~.5 10 122.~ 61. Brown 98.o 58 89.B 
18. Logan 125.2 25 109.5 62. Fulton 96.9 62 87.7 
19, Crawford 125.o 15 117.1 63. Gallia 96.B 57 91.0 
20, Morgan 121.i..8 24 110.l 64. Wayne 96.8 60 87.8 
21. Union 12h.7 19 112.'7 65. Belmont 95.B 69 79.5 
22. Highland 124.5 21 111.3 66. ll1iami 92.7 66 82.6 
231 ffimcock 124.2 22 110,5 67. Geauga 92.6 64 84.o 
24. 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 86..6 68 81,7 
27. Clark 120.5 38 101.5 71, Scioto 86.6 80 67.8 
28. Noble 118,9 33 lo5.o 72, Ashtabula 86.4 71 15.B ' 
29, Greene i1s.o 23 110.3 73. Darke 84.B 70 78.4 
30. Husking\Ull 117.6 47 97.6 74. Medina 84.4 73 74.6 
31. Carroll 117.3 28 107.5 75,. Lorain 81.4 77 72.8 
32. Guernsey 116.6 40 100,4 76, Columbiana 80.1 75 73.3 

33. Williams 115.9 30 106.9 77, Clermont 78.5 72 75.2 
34. Adams 115.7 18 113.4 78, Portage 11.0 74 74.2 
35. Wood 115.5 35 103.6 79. Lawrence 74,7 Bl 65.B 
36. Holmes 114.1 27 108.4 80. Trumbull 74.3 78 72. 7 
37. Shelby 113,7 26 109.5 81. !Iahoning 74.2 79 68.6 
,38. Sandusky 112.7 44 98.6 82, Stark 66.l 82 60.1 
39. Putnam 112.4 37 102.l 83. Montgomery- 65.8 83 56.4 
40. Henry 111.0 36 103.3 BL~. Lucas 59.4 85 50.9 

41. Delaware 110.7 5o 96.1 85. Hamilton 54.7 86 47.5 
42. Athens 110.3 51 9~.4 86. Lake 53.6 Bh 52.1 
43. Ashland 110.2 34 103,6 87. Summit 43,6 87 45.3 
44. Mercer 109.9 42 99,5 88. Cuyahoga 32.0 88 32.6 



Table 39. Rank of Counties by Percent of Farms Under 10 Acres, 
Ohio, 191.f0-1950 

·--· 
StRte total - 1950 9.4% - 1940 9.9% 

County by % Hank % County by o1 Rank % ;a 

Rank 1950 1950 19Lfo 1940 Rank 1950 1950 19~··') 1940 
·--

1. Cuyahoe;a 35.Li 2 33.6 ~-.5. Delaware 7.8 4.3 7.8 
2. Surn .. '11it 32.9 1 3~ .• o 46. Portage 7.7 31 9.h 
3. Lucas 22.3 3 2L1 .• 6 47. Van "t1lert 7.7 57 6.6 
4. Hamilton 22.0 6 21.8 48. Warren 7.7 33 9.3 
5. Lake 20.6 4 22.5 49. Ashtabula 7.6 17 12.l 
6. 1'iontgomery 20.0 7 19,2 5o. Huron 7,6 60 6.3 
7. Franklin 17.8 5 22,3 51. Sandusky 7.6 51 6.9 
8. Stark 17.6 8 19.1 52. Pickaway 7.4 69 5.6 

9. Clark 14.9 9 17.6 53. Licking 7.3 35 8.9 
10,. Allen 13.5 39 8,2 54. Clinton 7.2 54 6.7 
11. Jeil'erson 12.9 12 14.5 55. Geauga 7.0 29 9.6 
12. Hahonin:~ 12.9 16 12.3 56. Athens 6.9 22 11,1 
13. 3cioto 12.5 10 17,2 57. Union 6.9 74 5.4 
l)+. Bu.tler 12.3 11 1.5.8 58. Muskingum 6.5 26 10,2 
15. 1iiami 11.6 36 8,8 59. Williams 6.5 07 3.6 
16, Greene 11.5 32 9.3 60. Jackson 6.4 18 11,7 

17. Trumbull 11.2 21 11.3 61, Madison 6.4 63 6,1 
18. Fnirfield 10.5 34 9.1 62. Mercer 6,4 72 5.4 
19. Lorain 10.5 19 11.5 63. Ashland 6.3 46 7.3 
20. Colurnbiana 10.3 20 11.3 64. Fulton 6.2 68 5.8 
21. Belmont 10.1 13 14.3 65 • Defiance 6.1 67 5.9 
22. Erie 10.0 24 11.0 66. Heigs 6.1 15 12.9 
23. Champaign 9.8 L.2 7.9 67. Coshocton 6.o 80 468 
2L.. Lawrence 9.7 11+ 13.0 68. Guernsey 6.o 59 6~3 

25. Henry 9.4 50 6.9 69. Paulding 6.o l1' 7.5 +.-' 

26. Putnam 9.3 70 5.6 70, Hardin 5.9 56 6.6 
27. Ross 9,3 27 10.0 71. Morrow 5.9 73 5.4 
2 8. \<Jyandot 9.3 76 5.2 72, Perry 5.9 38 8.7 
29. Clermont 9.2 25 10.3 73. Hancock 5.8 75 5.2 
30. Darke 9.2 71 5.5 74. Adams 5.7 84 4.1 
31. Wayne 9.2 28 9.7 75. Gallia 5.6 47 7.3 
32. Logan 9.1 30 9.6 76. Knox 5.6 65 6 .. o 

33. Tuscarawas 8.8 61 6,3 77. Highland 5.4 44 7 4i 8 
34. Crawford 8.7 55 6.7 78. Holmes 5.4 83 4.3 
35. I 00.rion 8,6 40 8.2 79. Washington 5.1.~ 41 s.1 
36. Wood 8.5 58 6.6 Bo. Vinton 5.2 52 6.8 
37. Auglaize 8.3 53 6.7 81. Harrison 4.9 37 8.7 
38. Preble 8.3 49 7.0 82. Brown 4.8 62 6.1 
39. Seneca 8.2 78 5.1 83. Hocking 4.8 77 5.1 
~.o. Shelby s.2 88 3 .. 5 84. Pike 4.3 81 4.8 

41. !-iedina 8.1 23 11.1 85. Monroe 4.2 79 5.o 
42. Ottawa s.1 64 6.1 86. Carroll 3.6 85 L~.1 

43. Fayette 7.9 48 7.1 87. Horgan 3.5 82 4.6 
44. Richland 7.9 66 6.o 88, Noble 3.2 86 4.1 



Table 4o. Ro.nk of Counties by Peccent of F'arms Under 30 
Ac:res, Ohio, 19l~0-1750 .. ____ .. 
State total 1950 21.7% - 1940 22.4% 

Comity by % Rank (</ County by 5b Ilank 
,., 

/0 ,o 
Rai1k 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1:110 191.t.O 

1. Cuyahoga 10.0 1 65.9 4:-:. Marion 17.6 54 15 9 
2. Summit 61.2 2 57.8 l1 ~. Sandusky 17.6 49 16 ... J 
3. Lake 51.7 4 52.l.~ l+7. Union 17.6 68 14.2 
4. Hamilton .51.3 3 53.0 48. Perry 17.4 34 20.6 
5. Lucas 45.7 5 47.4 49. Crawford 17.3 75 13 .. 0 
6. Montgomery 4o.4 7 38.6 5o. Wyandot 17.2 77 12#9 
7. Franklin 37.7 6 41.6 51. Wood 16.9 71 13 .. 9 
8. Stark 37.5 8 37.6 52. IIuskingum 16.6 28 22.1 

9. Lorain 30.9 12 30.0 53. ~iercer 16.5 69 14.1 
10. Clork 30.7 10 34.9 54. Morrow 16.4 74 13.3 
11. IIahoning 30.2 13 29.4 55. lleigs 16.3 16 28.4 
12. Scioto 29.8 9 37.5 .56. Fayette 16,2 57 15.7 
13. Trumbull 29.7 17 28.4 57. Jackson 16.1 30 22.1 
14. Lawrence 27 • .5 11 33.9 58, Pickaway 16.1 78 12.6 
15. Allen 21.0 41+ 18.3 59. Clinton 15.8 63 15.1 
16. Butler 26.3 15 28.7 60, Gallia 15. 7 41 18.9 

17. Portn.ge 26.3 24 26.0 61, Putnam 15.6 79 12.4 
18. Erie 26.1 21 27.l 62. Williams 15.2 88 7.8 
19. Columbio.na 26.0 20 27.1 63. Ashland 15.l 53 16.o 
20. Jefferson 2).7 18 28.3 64. Knox 15.l 64 15.1 
21. I!iruni 25.6 29 22.3 65. Washington 15.o 38 19.8 
22. Clermont 25.4 25 25.7 66. Seneca 14.9 85 10.4 
23. Geauga 23.8 26 25.o 67. Hc.'U'din 14. 7 50 16.2 
24. Groene 23.7 35 20.5 68. Mn.dison 14.5 67 11.i.3 

25. Belmont 2.3.3 14 29.3 69. Guernsey 14.1.i 51 1601 
26. Darke 22.9 48 16.3 70. Vinton 14.4 43 18.9 
27. Fairfield 22.7 39 19.7 71. Fulton 14.1 .58 15.7 
28. Uedina 21.9 23 26.0 72. 'Inn Wert 14.l 59 15 .. 7 
29. Ross 21.8 27 24.0 73. Henry 14.o 76 13.0 
30. Champaign 21,.7 45 17.2 7~. Harrison 13.8 40 19~0 

31. Ashtabula. 21,5 19 27.9 75. Highland 13,8 52 16.l 
32. Wayne 20.9 32 21.4 76. Pike 13.4 65 14,8 

33. Ottawa 20.a 42 18.9 77. Adams 13.0 84 10.4 
34. Wnrren 20.7 36 20 • .5 78. Defiance 13.0 66 14.5 
35. Logan 20.4 31 22,l 79. Hancock 13,0 86 io.4 
36, Athens 20.3 22 26.4 80. Paulding 12.7 56 15.8 
37. Dela.ware 20,l 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. Hocldng 12 • .3 72 13.5 
40, Preble 18.9 46 16.9 84. Monroe 11,3 70 14.o 

41. Licking 18.7 31 20.4 85. Holmes 10,9 87 lo.4 
42. Tuscarawas 18.7 47 16,9 86, Morgan 10,2 73 13.4 
43. Shelby 18,2 83 11.1 87, Carroll 9.9 82 u.2 
44. Huron 18.o 55 15.8 88, Noble 9.3 81 11.5 



To.ble lJ.1. Ro.nk of Counties by Per Cent of F..i.rms 500 Acres or More) 
Ohio, l~40~1s150 

State toto.l % 1950 .81 - % 1940 .47 

Ccunty by 

"' 
Rank ~ County by 

i!50 
Rank % 

Ranl~ lS,50 1950 1940, 1940 Ro.nk 1950 1940 1940 

1. Madison 6.03 1 4.45 45 • Defiance .63 43 .33 
2. l•'a;yette 5,43 2 3.64 46. Tuscarawas .60 53 .25 
3. Picl:away 4.86 3 3.05 47, Lake .59 24 .62 
4. Ross 4.11 4 2.97 48. Miami ,59 41 .35 
5. Clarl1:. 2.75 6 l.71 49. Butler .57 42 .34 
6, Pil~e 2.30 5 2.23 50, Perry .57 45 .33 
7., Harrison 2.15 11 .99 51, Hamilton .56 71 .14 
8. Vinton 2.08 8 l.45 52. Belmont .55 57 .20 

9. Hocking 2.02 14 .86 53, Carroll ,54 79 .10 
10 • .Tyandot 1.80 19 .73 54. Mercer .51 72 .14 
11, Puulding l.79 12 .91 55. Lucas .49 66 .17 
12. Mariou. 1.63 '"( 1.58 56, Wayne .49 49 .26 
13 .. Greene J.,46 17 .74 57. Hancock .43 63 .18 
14. Coshocton 1.40 13 .88 58. Richland .43 46 .28 
15. Cli1~ton 1.26 10 1.04 59. Lawrence .42 33 .. 43 
16. Champaign 1.24 9 i.07 60. Shelby .42 48 .27 

17, Logan 1.20 20 .72 61. Erie .39 73 .13 
18. Muskingum 1.20 36 .38 62. Ashland .38 65 .17 
19. Ho.rdin 1.16 21 .68 63. Putnrun .38 83 .10 
20. Franklin 1.10 32 .43 64. Washington .38 '{') .13 
21. Scioto 1.10 23 .63 65. Henry ,35 69 .16 
22. Morgo.n 1.08 38 .37 6b. Ashtabula .31~ 60 .19 
23. Union 1.05 25 .60 67. Preble .31~ 70 .15 
24, Adams 1.00 15 .82 68. Sandusky .33 52 .25 

25 • Hichlo.:1d. .98 26 .57 69. Allen .31 59 .19 
26. Knox .98 27 .55 70. Monroe ,31 81 .10 
27. Athens .94 16 .79 71. Trumbull .31 55 .22 
28. Guernsey .93 51 .25 72. CoJ.umbiana .30 78 .11 
29. Jackson .93 18 .74 73. Lorain .28 64 .18 
30. Crawford. .88 29 ,49 74. Moutgomery .28 82 .10 
31. Jefferson .82 22 .65 75. Ottawa .26 61 .19 
32. Licl:ing .81 44 .33 76. Holmes .24 74 .13 

33. Meigs .79 34 .41 77,. Portage ,24 77 .12 
34. Seneca .79 30 .47 78. Clermont .23 88 0.-0 
35. Huron .72 28 .53 79. Williams .23 68 .17 
36. Noble .71 47 .27 So. Mahoning .22 85 .o4 
37. Gallia. .69 37 .37 81. Morrow ,22 67 .17 
38. Auglaize .68 50 .25 82. Cuyahoga ,19 76 .12 
39. Delo.we.re .68 35 .40 83. Brown .14 62 .18 
4o. Fa:4rfield .68 4o .36 84, Fulton .12 84 .07 

41, Geo.uga ,68 31 .44 85. Medina .11 8o ~10 

42. Wood .68 56 .21 86. Stark .10 86 .o4 
43. Vo.n Uert .67 54 .25 87. Summit .08 58 .20 
44. TJarren .64 39 ,37 88, Darke .02 87 .02 



Table 42. Rank of Counties by Average Value of Farm Land and Buildings 
in Dollars per Fe.rm., Ohio, 1940-1950 

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

County "by $ .Rank $ County by $ RO!lk $ 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Madison 35,517 l 13,822 45, Lorain 14,772 41 6,915 
2. Fayette 30,072 2 13,030 46. Fairfield 14,570 44 6.,.496 
3. Pi cl~away 28,746 3 12,274 47., Huron 14,342 52 5,905 
4. Va.1 Wert 28,507 10 9,587 48. Ross 13,829 46 6,378 
5. \Tood 26,894 9 9,,952 49 • SUlnm.i t 13,520 43 6,548 
6. Henry 26,077 8 9,963 50. Medina 13,183 50 6,054 
7 .. Paulding 25,456 5 l0,988 51. Licking 12,415 5:i 5,6;4 
8. Cuyahoga 24,682 4 11,364 52, Richland. 12,408 57 5,120 

9. llyo.nd.ot 22,700 22 8,100 53. Holm.es 12,390 51 5,905 
10. Ho,ncock 21,895 20 8,320 54. Clermont 12,01.1-4 61 4,726 
11, Greene 21,726 ll 9,520 55. Portage 11,870 58 4,950 
12. Cliilton 21,702 it~ 9,110 56, Sto.rk 11,707 49 6,126 
13. Marion 21,525 17 8,756 57. Highland. 11,700 55 5,277 
1~. Putnam 21,213 16 8,847 58. Morrow 11,570 6o 4,769 
15. Clark 20,722 13 9,338 59, Mahoning 11,153 54 5,559 
16. liai~din 20,702 2l 81160 60. Kuox l0,885 59 4,840 

17. Lucas 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 8,741 63. Columbiana 9,558 66 3,773 
20. Shelby 19,892 39 7,001 64. Ashtabula 9,357 65 4,106 
21. Mercer 19,704 28 7,544 65. Tuscarawas 9.dl0 64 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 
24. Fulton 19,290 30 7,477 68. Brown 8,217 68 3,686 

25. Sandusky 19,181~ 19 8,437 69. Pike 7,924 75 3,073 
26 .. Franklin 18,705 12 9,342 70. Muskingum 7,645 70 3,642 
27. Miami 18,686 29 7,497 71, Ha:i.~rison 7,461 67 3,696 
28, Allen 18,273 38 7,263 72. Carroll 7,356 71 3,512 
29. Erie 18,014 37 7,332 73. :Selmont 7,295 72 3,351 
30. Montgomery 17,877 33 7,423 74. Perry 6,968 73 3 .• 123 
31. Otto.wo. 17,814 23 7,895 75. Ada.ms 6,924 74 3,102 
32 .. Seneca 17,799 27 7,662 76. Guernsey 6,6lt.6 82 2,462 

33. Preble 17,699 24 7,893 77. Washington 6,565 76 21 7A3 
34. Defiance 17,303 26 7,751 78, Athens 6,239 77 2,758 
35. Williams 17,223 40 6,957 79. Scioto 6,097 84 2.,.291 
36. Cre:wf ord. 171143 34 7,419 80. Morgan 6,070 81 2,489 
37. Au.glaize 17,128 3l 7,474 SL Meigs 6,022 85 2,287 
38. Warren. 16,764 25 7,826 82, Gallia 5,967 80 2,512 
39. Do.rke 16,746 48 6,290 83. Hocking 5,916 79 2,624 
4o. Logan 16,548 47 6,327 84. Lawrence 5,660 86 2,147 

41~ Geo.uga 16,450 35 7,384 85, Noble 5,625 78 2,694 
!~2. \la.yne 16,398 42 6,793 86. Jackson 5,564 83 2,434 
43. Delaware 15,725 45 6,402 87. Vinton 4,578 88 1,648 
44, Lalte 15,141 7 10,389 88. Monroe 4,395 87 2,055 



Table 43. Rank of Counties by .n.Verage Va.lue of Fa.rm Land and Buildings 
in Dollars Per i1.cre, Ohio, 1940-1950 

Sto.tc toto.l $ 1950 136.34 - $ 1940 65 .91 

coµnty by $ Rank $ County by $ Rank $ 
Rank 1950 1950 191~0 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Cuyahoga 71~7 .08 l 348.13 45. Trumbull 142.12 54 59.,15 
2. Ho.rn.ll ton 379,60 2 225.75 46. Union 138.26 46 65 .. 23 
3. Luco.s 33s.16 4 146.82 47. Defiance l37·70 40 69.32 
l~. Summit 326.46 5 144.1~5 lt8. \lilliams 137.09 47 65.11 
5. Lo.:~c 308,33 3 199.29 49. Delo.wo.re 135,61 44 66.54 
6. Montgomery 280.45 6 131.62 50. Seneca 135.29 48 64,30 
7 • Henry 220.26 10 96.48 51, Fc.iri'ield i33.39 41 68.34 
a. llood 220.16 11 96.05 52. Crawford i32.25 50 63#38 

9, Franklin 216.93 7 127.91 53. Logan i25.31 54 57.81 
10. Otto.wa. 213.10 9 96,69 54. Columbiana 115.84 58 51.49 
ll. Mia.mi 205.90 15 90.79 55. Licking 112.73 53 58.29 
12. Allen 203.87 23 82.86 56. Huron 112,29 59 50.55 
13• Vo.11 Wert 199.39 16 90.67 57• Ashtabula 111,03 56 54.16 
11~, Ful to Lt 195.68 22 85.26 58. Holmes io9.92 55 54.49 
15. Butler 190.47 13 94.26 59. Richland 109.50 57 51.88 
16. Do.rl:e 186.61 28 80.20 60. Morrow io5.88 63 47,32 

17. Lorain 185,59 l2 95.02 61. Ashland 101.17 60 50.40 
18. Pu c~io.m 185,52 19 86,67 62. Highland. 93.15 62 47.42 
lS. Greene 183.59 20 86.29 63. Ross 92.61 61 49.22 
20, Clo.rl;. 183.05 14 92.03 64 .. Tuscarawas 90.36 65 42.38 
21. Geo.ugo. i75.32 18 87,.88 65. Knox 88.17 6'• 45,,17 
22. Sandusky i75.05 21 85.54 66. Jefferson 85,35 68 39.89 
23. Sta.rlc 172.68 8 101.95 67. Brown 80.63 67 41.06 
24. Erie 172.33 17 87.91 68, Lawrence 76.29 74 32.62 

25. Hancock 168.44 35 75.28 69. Scioto 75.94 72 33.a2 
26. Mercer 168,15 34 75.84 70. Belmont 74.95 66 42.13 
27, Preble 166,74 30 78.63 71. Perry 69.00 71 33.94 
28. Medino. 166.39 26 81,12 72. Gallia 66.03 79 27,61 
29. Uayne l65,l~8 31 77.33 73, Carroll 65.53 73 32.,66 
30. Shelby l.65.39 49 63.94 74. Muskingum 65.42 69 37.29 
31. Auglaize 165.03 33 76.12 75, Coshocton 63.17 70 35.96 
32. Cli1J.tOl1. 162.70 37 73.58 76. Adams 60.so 8o 27.35 

33. Fayette 160.29 25 81.25 77• Pike 59.38 83 25.00 
34, Wo.rren i59.56 24 81.31 78. Washington 59.08 75 31.63 
35 • Madison i58.85 36 74.51 79, Athens 56.76 77 28.92 
36, Paulding 157.32 29 78.70 80. Meigs 55.44 78 27.78 
37. Mahoning 156.34 27 81.03 81. Jackson 55.14 81 25.79 
38. Clermoi~t 156.28 51 62.85 82. Guernsey 54.84 84 24.53 
39. Oho.mpa,ign i51.32 38 72.92 83. Harrison 53.26 76 31.24 
40, Portage 149.55 43 66.71 84. Morgan 51.55 86 22.60 

41, Ho.rd.in 146.53 39 70.68 85. Noble 47.89 82 25 .65 
42. Marion 143.52 42 67.00 86. Hocking 45.51 87 22.33 
43 • Picltaway 143.09 32 76.15 87. Monroe 41.00 85 23,60 
44. tfyand.ot 142,81 45 65.42 88 .. Vinton 34.74 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 <fo Ranl~ % County by ' R6Dk °/o 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Ranl\. 1950 1950 1940 1940 

la Meidioon*** 37.9 l 45.2 45. Holmes 15.4 ~4 23.1 
2. Fayette · 37.2 5 41.4 46, Morrow 15.4 31 30.3 
3. Henry 35.6 6 41.3 47, Licking 15.1 48 24.9 
4. Piclmwa.y 33.4 2 43.2 48, Huron 14.6 42 26.9 
5. Seneca. 33.2 3 42.7 49. Ashland 11~.3 45 25.6 
6. Clinton 32.5 9 38.8 50. ~erry 11~.l 59 20.5 
7. Wood 31.6 13 38.0 51. Knox 14.o 51 23,6 
8. Huncocl\. 30.9 8 40.0 52. Hocking 13.5 60 20.4. 

9. Mio.mi 30.9 10 38.8 53. Clermont 13 .. l 47 24.9 
10. Paulding 30.7 7 41.0 54. Lucas 13.0 49 24.7 
11.. Hardin 30.6 15 37.6 55. Richland 12.8 44 26.5 
12. Vo.11 Wert 29.9 16 37.3 56. Hamilton 12.3 58 20.5 
13. Fulton 29.7 21 35.0 5'7. Pilce 12.3 56 20 .. 7 
llt. Greene 29.7 14 37.7 58. Athens 12 .. 0 67 18.3 
15 • Chmnpa.ign 29.5 12 38.5 59., Morgan 11.7 73 17,7 
16 • Do.r ke 29.4 4 41.6 60. Noble ll.7 84 14.7 

17. So.nduslcy 28 .. 5 17 37.1 61. Belmont 11.5 57 20.6 
18. Putnam 27.5 20 35.2 62. Harrison 11.3 62 20.2 
19. Wyandot 27.4 22 34.9 63. Geauga l0,7 50 24.3 
29. Preble 26.7 11 38.7 64. Scioto 10 .. 7 63 19.3 
21. Willis.ms 2~.1 18 36.1 65. Coshocton io.1 83 14.8 
22. Loea.n 25,9 24 33.4 66 • Musl;;:ingum 10.l 71 18.,0 
23, Defiance 25.2 26 32 .. 8 67. Monroe 10.0 77 17 .. 2 
24, Shelby 24.9 19 35.6 68. Stark 9,8 66 18~3 

25. Auglaize 24.6 32 29.4 69. Jefferson 9.7 64 19.1 
26. Marion 24,l 33 28.8 70. Lawrence 9.4 72 17 .. 8 
27. Ross 23.7 38 27.9 71. Med.ina 9.4 76 17.2 
28. Highland 23.5 25 33.1 72. wa.s~;$?agton 9,3 65 18e9 
29., Crawford 22.6 37 28.3 73. Tuscarawas 9.0 78 16$6 
30. Brown 22.2 23 34.8 74. Guernsey 8.9 8~ 11~ .. 3 
31. Butler 22.2 30 30•5 75. Jaclrnon 8.5 82 14.9 
32. Adams 22.1 34 28.6 76. Gallia 8.3 74 17.4 

33. Clo.rl~ 22.0 29 31.0 77. Lorain 8.3 66 .18.8 
34. Mercer 21.9 35 28 .. 6 78. Meigs 8.o 87 13.7 
35. Allen 21.6 27 32.1 79• Vinton 7.8 70 18'.l 
36. Union 20.9 36 28.5 80. Summit 7.7 55 20.8 
37,. Wa.rren 19.8 28 31.6 81. Carroll 7.6 8o 15.l 
38. Ottawa 19.3 43 26.9 82. Cuyahoga 6.7 52 23.1 
39 • Moi1tgomery 18.3 4o 27.6 83. Portage 6.7 81 i5.o 
4o. WQ.yne 18.3 39 27.8 84. Columbiana 6.3 69 18.l 

41. Fairfield 18.1 53 23.1 85. Lalte 6.o 75 17.3 
42. Fra.rild.1n i6.1 41 27.1 86. Mahoning 5.7 86 14.1 
43. Erie 15.8 61 20.2 87. Trumbull 5.7 88 13.4 
lJ.4. Delaware 15.4 46 25.2 88. Ashtabula 5.4 79 15.8 

™ No. 1 :position Viewed from the standpoint of the ta.rm econ?my would 
norma.lly be considered· the ... lea.st ti.dvanta.geous :position. 



Table 45. Rank of Counties by Percent of Farm Operators Working 
Off the Farm 100 Days or More, Ohio,1940-1950 

State total % 31.5 .. '{o 1940 21. 3 

cou11ty by 'lo Ro.nk 'lo County by ; Rank ~ 
Ranl.: 15:150 1950 1940 1940 Ra.nk 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. SUI!l!lli t *** 63.0 l 52.0 45. Guernsey 30.3 47 17.6 
2. Trumbull 55.1 7 36.8 46. Delaware 30.1 41 18.6 
3. Lake 5i.2 4 39.5 47. Fairfield 29.6 46 17.7 
4. Cuyahoga 50.8 2 1~4.6 48. Ottawa 29.5 66 12.4 
5. Me.honir1g 49.3 9 35.6 49. Knox 29.4 60 13.6 
6. Portage 49.2 15 31.6 50. Huron 29.1 62 12.6 
7. Sta.rl1: 48.2 8 36.0 51. G.J.llia 28.2 l~2 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 27.5 39 20.4 
10. Lawrence 45.9 12 33.1 54. Preble 27.2 ~8 15.4 
11. Geauga 45.4 20 29,8 55. Wayne 26.4 49 17.6 
12. Tuscarawas 44.8 29 26.4 56. Mo:onoe 26.3 52 17.l 
13. Hamil ton 44.4 14 31.6 57, Greene 25.7 53 16.7 
14. Ashtabula. 44.1 27 26.7 58. Noble 24.7 54 /' 

lo.~> 

15. Montgomery 43.6 5 37.9 5 9. Champaign 24.l 59 13.b 
16. Lucas 43.5 ll 317.5 60. Crawford 23.9 68 12.0 

17. Columbiana. 43.0 19 30.0 61. Logan 23.7 56 15.4 
18. Lora.in 43.0 21+ 28.0 62. Sandusky 22.8 69 ll.6 
19. Richla.~1.d. 42.4 37 21.3 63. Darke 22.3 75 10.8 
20. Hocl1:ing 42.2 17 30.7 64, Marion 21.5 57 15.4 
21. Clermont 4l.6 31 25.4 65. Shelby 21.4 80 10.0 
22. Vinton 40.2 10 35.1 66. Wood 21.4 72 11.1 
23. Medina. 37.9 28 26.6 67. Auglaize a.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. Co.rroll 36.8 33 25.1 70. FultQn 19.8 71 11·2 
27. Harrison 36.7 34 24.l 71. Defiance 19.5 83 8.9 
28. Muskingum 36.4 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 31.1 74. Mercer 18.9 51 17.3 
31. Belmont 35.,5 36 22.6 75• Williams 18.6 84 8.3 
32. Warren 35.4 35 22.9 76. Paulding 18.5 74 10.9 

33. Franklin 35.0 13 31.9 77. Brown 18.3 77 10.2 
34. Licl;:ing 34.7 41~ 18.4 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.l 
37. Ashland 32.3 45 ie.o 81. Hancock 15.9 86 7.3 
38. Coshocton 31.9 38 20.4 82. Madison 15.4 64 15.4 
39. Allen 31.8 50 17.4 83. Ada.ms 15.3 73 ll,O 
40. CJ..o.rk 31.6 22 28.8 84. Van Wert 15.0 85 7 .L 

41. Meigs 31.5 21 29.1 85. Fayette 14.9 76 lo.;i 

42.. Washington 31 .. 3 4o 19.l 86. Hardin 14.4 78 10,.J. 
43. Erie 30., 55 i6.o 87 .. Putnam 13·9 88 5.9 
44 .. Mi~ 30. 43 18.5 88. Renry 12.6 87 7.1 

*** No. l positio~ viewed from the $"taodpoint of the fa.rm economy would 
normaJ...l;y be considered the ~east a.d.vanta.geous position-



Table 46. Rank of Counties by Average Age of Farm Operator, Ohio, 1940 
Average Age 1940 • 50,8 

county by Average Age County by Average J.g~ 

Rank 1940 1940 Rank 1940 1940 

1. Clinton {BH~ 55.6 45. Logan so.a 
2. Franklin 54.5 46. Pickauay so.a 
3. Guernsey 53,4 47. Highland 50.7 
4. Horgan 53.4 48. Huron so. 7 
5. nashington 53.4 49. Ottawa so. 7 
6. Jackson 53.2 So. Warren 50.1 
7. Heigs 53.1 51. Marion 5o.6 
8. Huskingum 53.1 52. Fayette so.5 

9. Noble 52.9 53. Geauga so.5 
10. Delmont 52.8 54. Greene so.s 
11. Athens 52.7 SS. Montgomery so.s 
12. Carroll 52. 7 56. Lucas 5o.4 
13. Coshocton 52.6 57. Auglaize 50.3 
14. Hamilton 52.6 .58. Richland so.3 
15. Harr is on 52.6 59. Union 50.3 
16. !Ionroe 52.6 60. Crawford so.2 

17. Perry 52 .4 61. Scioto so.1 
18. Ashtabula 52.3 62. Morrow 50,0 
19. Licking .52.3 63. Miami 49.9 
20. Cuyahoga .52.2 64. Adams 49.7 
21. Gallia 52.2 65. Butler 49.7 
22. Vinton 52.1 66, Champaign 49,7 
23. Columbiana 52.0 67. nayne 49.6 
24. Jefferson 52.0 68. Preble 49.S 

25. Erie 51.8 69. Summit 49.4 
26. Hocking 51.8 70, Allen 49.3 
27. Hedina 51.7 71. Sandusky 49.3 
28. Stark 51.7 72. Madison 49.2 
29. Tuscarawas 51.7 13. Wyandot 49.2 
30. Mahoning 51.6 74. Mercer 49.0 
31. Lake 51.5 75. Hancock 48.9 
32. Pike 51.5 76. Seneca 48.9 

33. Portage 51.5 77. Shelby 48.9 
34. TrUlllbull 51.5 78. Wood 48.9 
35t Clermont 51.4 19. Hardin 48.8 
36-> Fairfield 51.4 80. Van Hert 48.6 
37 ~ Lawrence 51.4 81. Darke 48.5 
38., Lorain 51.4 82. Defiance 48.5 
39. Ashland 51.3 83. Holmes 48.5 
L.o. Delaware 51.3 84. Hilliams 48.1 

41., Ross 51.3 85. Paulding 47.9 
42,, Clark 51.2 86. Fulton 47.7 
4J Brown 5o.8 87. Putnam 47.7 
44" Knox 5o.a 88. Henry 47.0 

*** No. 1 position viewed from the standpoint of the farm e<?onomy 
would normally be considered the least advantageous pos1tion. 



Table 47. Rank of Counties by Percent Hired Farm Workers Are 
of Total Farm Workers-iH~, Ohio, 1940-1950 

State total ~ 1950 12.1% - 1940 13.9% 
Co11nty by % Rank % County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Lake 37.0 2 32.7 45. Uiami 10.5 55 11.4 
2. Cu;yahoga 3~.o 5 28.5 46. Knox 10.2 77 8.4 
3. riadison 32.7 3 29.5 47. Highland 10,1 44 12,4 
4. Pjckaway 30.3 4 29.3 48 .. Richland 10,1 17 18,2 
5. Fayette 28,3 1 32.8 49. Coshocton 10.0 47 12.1 
6. Clark 26.1 6 26.7 5o. Gallia io.o 72 8.9 
7. Franklin 25.2 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 1.5.1: 53. Seneca 9.5 37 13.3 
10. Ross 20.7 8 22.1 54. Ashland 9.4 51 11.8 
11. Erie 20.1 7 24.3 55. Brown 9.3 70 8.9 
12. Hamilton 19.8 9 21.6 56. Perry 9.0 83 1.0 
13. Clinton 18.2 21 17.6 57. Washington 8,8 57 11._,4 
14. Summit is.o 12 20,8 58. Wyandot 8.7 3L 13,,3 
15. Warren 17.1 18 18.0 59. Preble 8.5 40 12~ 7 
16, Champaign 16.9 11 21.0 60. Crawl'ord 8.4 39 13 .. l 

17. Geauga 15.5 22 17.4 61. Holmes 8.3 48 12 .. 1 
lo. Lorain 15.5 31 14.5 62. Clermont 8.1 71 8 9 
19. Ii'airfield 15.2 32 14.4 63. Harrison 8.1 50 11 9 
20. Wayne 15,o 19 18,0 64. Jackson s.1 52 11.,.7 
21. Columbiana 11.t. 9 25 15.7 65. Guernsey 7.9 79 8.1 
22. Astabula 11.t. 6 28 15.3 66. Sandusky 7118 56 11.4 
23, Delaware 13.7 34 13.8 67, Tuscarawas 7.6 33 11.1.0 
24. Medina 1.3.7 26 15.5 68. Ada.ms 7.5 80 7.7 

25. Licking 13.5 23 16.6 69. Hocking 7.5 73 8,8 
26. Butler 13.4 14 19.8 70. Muskingum. 7.5 65 10.0 
27. Stark 13.4 30 14.6 71. Mercer 1.2 75 8.7 
28. Hardin 13 • .3 46 12.3 72. Auglaize 7.1 58 11.3 
29. Huron 13.3 16 18.7 73. Putnam 7,0 84 6,8 
30. Scioto 13.0 74 8.8 74. Monroe 6.7 88 5.7 
31. Union 13.0 24 16,6 75. Van Wert 6.7 82 7.4 
32. Marion 12.7 13 20,3 76. Henry 6.2 54 11.5 

33. !1ontgomery 12.5 20 17.7 77. Shelby 6.2 69 9.3 
34. Ottawa 12.3 61 10.6 78. Carroll 6.1 43 12.4 
35. Meigs 12,2 64 10.l 79. Fulton 5.7 63 10,l 
36. Mahoning 12.0 49 12,l 80. Allen 5.6 62 10.1 
37. Athens 11,B 67 9.8 81, Hancock 5.5 78 8.2 
38. Portage 11.5 27 15.4 82. VJ.nton 5.5 59 u.2 
39. Jefferson 11.3 35 13.7 83. Darke 5.4 87 6(2 
40. Lawrence 11,2 53 11.6 8~. Morrow 5.1 6G 9,9 

41, Pike 11.2 42 12.5 85. Williams 4.9 60 io,,a 
42. Wood 11.2 45 12.4 86. Paulding 4.5 68 9 .. 3 
43. Belmont 10,6 41 12,6 87. Noble 4.1 86 6,.3 
44. Morgan 10.6 81 7.4 88. Defiance 3.2 85 6 5 

*it- Total farm workers includes .Camily and/ or hired workers. 



Table 48. Rank of Col.ll1ties by Percent of ilales Employed as 
Farmers and Farm Managers, Farm Laborers (Unpaid 
Far.1ily Worki;;rs) Farm Laborers, Except Unpaid, and 
Farmforei11an of Total Employed of Total PopulationJ 
Ohio, 1940-1950 

----··--
State total - 19)0 6.21~ - 1940 10.5% 

County by (,' Rank % County by % Rank % /<J 

Rank 1950 1950 19L10 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1)140 1940 --- -
1. Adams L~7 .o l 58.6 45. GuernsGy 15.6 49 24.l 
2. 11onroe 42.3 5 50.2 46. Ross 15.5 52 22.4 
3. Brown l+l.O 3 54.B 47. Wood 15.5 44 26.0 
!+. Noble 40.3 2 57.2 48. Hedina 15,.1 41 27.6 
5. HolJ11es 38.3 4 :;1.9 49. Warren 15.o 43 26.9 
6. Pike 36.5 11 46.5 5o. Huron 14.9 48 25.o 
7. Gallia 34.6 12 43.1 51. }!"'airfield 14.3 54 21.7 
s. I:Iorgan 31-i..4 9 47.8 52. Ashland 14.2 51 22.9 

9. Putnam 33.0 6 .50.2 53. Hocking 13.9 63 18.3 
10. J:1orrow 32.3 7 49.1 54. Perry 13.9 62 18.7 
11. Henry 31.2 10 Li.6.9 55. Seneca 13.6 53 21.s 
12. Union 31.0 13 42.6 56. Crawford 13.5 58 20.9 
13. Highland 30.9 19 40.2 57. Sandusky 12.5 5~ 21.7 
14. Pickaway 29.4 15 42.0 58. Athens 12.4 6,~ 15~5 
15. Paulding 29.3 8 40.3 59. Licking 12.4 61 19.3 
16. Had.is on 29.l 14 42.0 60. Ottawa 12,4 46 25.,4 

17. Fulton 27.9 16 41.7 61. Lawrence 21.1 59 20,5 
18. Darke 26.9 18 40.4 62. Greene 11.0 50 2:·.o 
19. Ha1·din 26.7 22 38.4 63. Miami 10.4 64 l?')O 
20. Clinton 26.5 23 37.7 64. Marion 9.9 65 15.9 
21. l<'ayette 26.0 24 37.7 65. Ashtabula 9.5 60 20.3 
22. Wyandot 26.0 21 39.0 66. Portage 9.4 57 21.4 
23. tiercer 25.3 20 39.3 67. Muskingum 8.o 67 13.4 
24. Meigs 25.o 28 33.7 68. Tuscarawas 7.6 68 13.3 

25. Vinton 24.2 30 32,.6 69 .. Belmont 7.4 70 11.9 
26. Champaign 23.9 27 34.7 70. Scioto 1.0 75 9.5 
27. Preble 23.B 17 41.3 71. Allen 6,5 71 11.4 
28. Williams 23.1 29 33.0 72. Colrunbiana 6.2 72 10.9 
29. Delaware 22.1 26 37,l 73. Erie 6.2 69 13.0 
30. Carroll 21.2 34 30.7 74. Richland 5.5 73 10. 7 
31. Defiance 20. 7 32 32.3 75, Clark 4.7 77 8.3 
32. Shelby 20.1 33 31.5 76. Lorain 4.2 76 8.9 

33. Au13laize 19.8 35 30.5 77, Butler 4,1 79 6,8 
34. Logan 19.8 37 30.l 78. Lake 4.1 74 10.2 
35. Van Wert 19.7 31 32 • .5 79. Trumbull 3.2 78 7.1 
36. Washington 19.5 38 29.7 80. Jefferson 2.9 81 4.3 
37 • .tfoox 17.3 40 28.3 81. Stark 2.6 80 4. 7 
38. Geauga 17.1 2~ 37 • .5 D2. Mahoning 1.6 83 2.9 
39c. Hancock 16.8 45 25 • .5 83, Montp;omery 1 • .5 P-? 3.2 
4o. :Jayne 16.8 42 27.6 84. Franklin 1,4 L;; r. ) 

'-• 

41. Clermont 16.4 36 30.3 85. Lucas 1.1 85 ::i.1 
42. Coshocton 16,2 47 25,3 86. Summit o.s 86 : • 8 
43. Harrison 16.1 39 20.4 87. Hamilton 0.1 87 -· 3 44. Jackson lS.8 56 21.4 88. Cuyahoga 0.3 88 'J.5 



Table 49. Rank of Counties by Percent of }'T...ales and Females 
Employed as Farmers and Farm Managers, Farm Laborers 
(Unpaid Family Workers) Farm Laborers, Except Unpaid, 
and Farmf oreman of Total Rural Farm Population 
Employed, Ohio, 1940-1950 

State total-1950 56.5% - 1940 66.2% 

County by % Rank % County by % Rank % 
Rank 19;)0 1950 1940 l9l+O Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Adams 80.2 1 66.7 45. Greene 59.3 43 69.6 
2. 1iadtson 76.7 10 80.3 46. Sandush.7 .59.2 39 72.0 
3. Hardin 75.9 5 82.1 47. Delaware 58.8 34 73.0 
4. Brown 75.1 3 83.5 4~. Miami 57.1 55 65.5 
5. Highland 75.1 6 81.2 49 :"' ishland 55.3 51 66.8 
6. Hancock 74.1 13 78.4 5o. Clark 55.3 71 56.9 
7. FayQtte 73.8 8 80.4 51. Licking 55.o 45 68.7 
8. Clinton 73.3 11 80.0 52. Perry 54.6 76 54.7 

9. Monroe 72.8 37 72.7 53. Huron 54.4 41 71.7 
10. Williams 72.8 19 76.8 54. Erie 53.4 52 66.7 
11. Pickaway 72.2 15 77.9 55. Delmont 52.9 59 62.6 
12. Putnam 72.2 2 84.7 56, Athens 51.9 68 57.7 
13. Henry 71.9 4 82.6 57. Jackson 51,8 57 64.3 
lh. Noble 71.7 12 79.9 58, Nuskingum 51.1 65 6o.4 
lS. Holmes 70.3 16 77.4 59. Ottawa 51,0 47 68,2 
16. Auglaize 69.7 20 76.6 60. Allen 50.7 53 66.4 

17. Champaign 69.3 17 77.2 61. Carroll 50.3 62 61.7 
18. Paulding 68.8 9 80,4 62, Medina 50.3 64 61,l 
19. Wyandot 68.4 7 81.0 63, Harrison 49.9 54 65. 7 
20. Logan 68.l 21 76.6 64. Warren 49.9 58 62. 7 
21. Defiance 67,9 26 7.5.8 65. Butler 48.5 73 55.8 
22. Darke 67.3 2L~ 76.3 66. Tuscarawas 48.2 61 61.9 
23. llercer 67.2 29 75.4 67 • La·wrence 46.7 69 57.6 
2Li. Union 67.2 14 78.3 68. Ashtabula 46.4 $6 64.8 

25, Harion 67.0 35 73.0 69. Clermont 45.9 60 62.1 
26. Gallia 66.9 31 74.o 70. Richland 44.7 63 61.4 
27. Morgan 66.l 32 73.7 71. Geauga 44.6 66 59.5 
28. Van Wert 65.8 18 77.2 72. Vinton 44.4 74 54.9 
29. Shelby 65.3 23 76.h 73. Columbiana 44.o 72 56.8 
JO, Wayne 65.1 40 72,0 74. Scioto 43.9 77 51.7 
31. Fulton 64.7 30 7.5.l 75. Hocking 43.6 78 51.5 
32. Guernsey 64.7 36 72. 7 76. Jefferson 41.9 85 41.5 

33. Crawford 63.8 25 76.1 77. Lorain 41.2 67 $8.4 
34. Morrow 63.4 22 76.6 78. Franklin 40.9 79 51.1 

35. Wood 62.9 48 67.9 79. Portage 40.5 70 57.2 

36. Washington 62.7 33 TJ.6 80. Montgomery 40.3 83 45.4 

37. Seneca 62.6 38 72.3 81, Stark 38.4 81 46.6 

38. Meigs 62.4 46 68.4 82. hahoning 36.5 80 5o.o 
39. Fairfleld 61.9 44 69.5 83. Lucas 34.1 75 54.8 
40. Coshocton 61.5 49 67.1 84. Hamilton 33.8 86 39.l 

41. Pike 61,3 42 70.6 85. Lake 33.8 84 45.1 

42. Preble 61.2 27 75.8 86. Trmnbull 28.9 82 46.3 

43. Ross 60,l 50 66.9 87. Summit 23.9 87 35.3 

44. Knox 59.5 28 1),1 88. Cuyahoga 22.8 88 35,2 



Table 5o. Rank of Counties by Percent Er.iployed in Af.,ricul ture 
(Uales and 1 emales) of Total Population Employed 
Ohio, 1940-1950 ' 

---
State total - 1950 6. 9~~ - 19L~O 11,0% 

County by r" Rank % COUJ."lty by % Rank crf 
I" /Q 

Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

l. AU.ams 51.5 1 59.l 45. Warren 17.1 43 28.0 
2. Honroe hB.o 6 .50.9 46. Medina 16.9 42 28.2 
3. B:rown 44.6 3 55.8 47. Wood 16.4 44 26.8 
4. Noble 4h.6 2 58.9 48. Ashland 16.3 5o 2ti.o 
5. Holmes 44.5 4 53.8 49. Jackson 16.2 57 22.0 
6. 1forgan 30.8 8 49.5 5o. Ross 16.1 53 22.8 
7. Pike 37.5 11 47.1 51. Fairfield 15.9 56 22.2 
8,. Putnam 36.7 5 51.3 52. Huron 15.7 48 25.6 

9. Morrow 36.0 7 50.1 53. Perry 15.4 62 19.0 
10. Gallia 35. 7 13 44.1 54. Cra.wi'ord 14.9 58 21.9 
11. Highland 34.7 19 41.4 55. Hocking 14.9 63 18.5 
12. Honry 33 .. 4 10 48.o 56. Seneca 14.6 55 22.5 
13. Union 33.3 12 44.2 57. Athens 13.8 66 16.1 
11+. Hadison 31.5 14 43.l 58. Licking 13.7 61 20.2 
15. Pnulding 31.4 9 49.3 59. Sandusky 13.5 54 22.5 
16. Pickaway 30.5 16 )+2.7 60. Ottawa 12.9 47 25.9 

17. Darke 29.8 18 41.4 61. Lawrence 12.7 60 21.2 
13. Fulton 29.4 15 43.0 62. Greene 12.0 51 23.6 
19. Hardin 29.0 22 39.8 63. IIiami 11.6 64 17.8 
20., !1ercer 28.6 21 40.1 64. Ashtabula 11.5 59 21.4 
21. Wyandot 28.1 20 4o.8 65. Portage 11.2 52 23.0 
22. Clinton 27.8 26 313 • .3 66. 11..."U'ion 10.6 65 16.5 
23. Fayette 27.5 23 38.9 67. Muskingum 8.7 67 14,.0 
24. rleigs 26 .. 6 28 34.4 68. Tuscarawas 8.6 68 13.6 

25. Champai1.;n 26cl 27 35.B tD9. Belmont 8.2 70 12.2 
26. Preble 25.6 17 42.3 70. Scioto 7.6 75 10.0 
27., Vinton 2506 32 33.0 71. Allen 7.1 71 11.8 
2 8 o Williams 25.3 29 33.7 72. Columbiana 7.1 73 11.4 
29,, Delaware 23.6 25 38.4 73. Erie 6.6 69 13"4 
30" Aue;laize 23c5 35 31.3 74. Richland 6.1 74 11.l 
31. Shelby 23.5 33 32.5 75. Lake .5.2 72 11.7 
32,. Cr,rroll 22.5 311 31.5 76. Clarke 5.1 77 8.8 

33~ Defiance 22.1 31 33.0 77. Lorain 4.6 76 9.4 
340 Washington 21.4 38 30.4 78. Butler 4.4 79 7c2 
35't Logan 20.s 37 30.9 79. Jefferson 3.5 81 4.5 
36, Van Wert 20.3 30 33.2 80. Trmnbull 3.5 78 7.4 
370 Wayne 20.2 41 29.1 81. Stark 3.0 80 5.o 
38. Geauga 19.7 24 38.7 82. Mahoning 1,9 83 3.1 
39. Knox 19.5 40 29,,1 83. Franklin 1.8 84 2.8 
40o Coshocton 18.4 45 26.3 84. llontgomery 1.8 82 3.5 

41. Guernsey 18.4 49 24.9 8.5. Lucas 1.4 85 2.4 
42. Clerr,1ont ie.o 36 31.3 86. Hamilton l.O Q'7 1.6 
43. Hancock 17.9 46 26,1 87, Summit 1,0 86 2,0 
41.f. Harrison 17,1 39 29.3 83, Cuyahoga o.S 88 0.1 



Table 51. Rank of Counties by Percent of Hales in Agriculture 
of Total Number of Bales, Ohio, 1940-1950. 

State total - 1950 5.0% - 1940 7.3% 
Counly by C'.' /o Rank % County by % Rank % 
Ro.nk 1950 1950 19~0 1940 Rank 1950 1950 191.i.O 1940 --
1. Adams 30.4 5 30.2 45. Fairfield 11.4 54 14.o 
2. Drown 28.3 l 3L1.o 46. Clermont 11.3 36 19.2 
3. nonroe 27.l 19 24.7 47. Harrison 11.2 42 17.2 
~- Noble 26.8 6 29.3 48. Warren 10.9 40 17.4 
5. Holmes 26.h 2 31.6 49. Wood 10.9 48 16.0 
6. Putnmn 23.5 3 30.9 50. Crawford 10.8 49 15.4 
7. liorgan 23.4 10 26.6 51. Guernsey 10.8 57 12.9 
o. Horr ow 23.0 4 30.8 52. Seneca 10.4 52 14.8 

9. Union 22.8 7 28.6 53. Ross 9.9 60 11.9 
10. Highland 22.7 15 25.5 54. Sandusky 9.9 51 14.8 
11. Henry 21.9 8 27.6 55. Ottawa ,. 9.5 41 17.3 
12. :B'ulton 20.3 9 27.5 56. Jackson 9.3 61 10.5 
13. P_i.ke 19.9 34 19.5 57. Licking 9.2 56 13.0 
l!i.. Paulding 19.8 11 26.5 58. Hocking 9.0 65 9.1 
15'. Darke 19.7 12 26.4 59. Perry 8.9 64 9.6 
16. Nercer 19.6 16 25.5 60. liiami 8.2 59 12.4 

17. Gallia 19.1 30 20.0 61. .Ashtabula 7.6 55 13.4 
18. 'lyandot 18.9 14 25.6 62. lfarion 7.5 62 io.5 
19. Clinton 18,.6 21 23.6 63. Lawrence 7.4 63 9.6 
20. :&'ayette 18.6 22 23.3 64. Greene 7.3 50 14.9 
21. Ifr•.dison lS.5 2L~ 22.0 65~ 1~ortnge 7.0 53 14.3 
22. Champaign 17.6 26 21.s 66 • .Athens 6.9 71 7.7 
23. Hardin 17 • .5 20 23.7 67. I1uskingum 6.3 66 8.8 
2h. Williams 17.5 23 22.6 68. Tuscarawas 5.6 68 7.9 

2.5. Pickaway 17.4 25 22.0 69. Allen 5.1 69 7.8 
26 • .Preble 17.2 17 25.3 70. Belmont 5.1 74 6.4 
27. Delnware lG.o 18 25.l 71. F..rie 5.1 67 8.6 
28. Shelby 16.o 29 20.4 72. Columbiana 4.8 73 7.3 
29. Augl<'ize 15.5 28 20.4 73. Scioto 4.7 77 5.1 
30. Heic;s 15.3 47 16.o 74. Richland 4.4 72 7.4 
31. IJ'an Wert 15.2 27 21.3 75. Clark 3.9 76 6.o 
32. Defiance 14.9 31 19.9 76. Lake 3.5 70 7.8 

33. Carroll 14.6 33 19,5 77. Lorain 3 .. 4 75 6.4 
3Lf. Logan 14.1 38 18.6 78, Butler 3.2 78 4.8 
35. Vinton 13.3 58 12.5 79. Trumbull 2.5 79 4.5 
36. Washington 13.3 43 17.2 Bo. Stark 2.2 80 3.3 
37. Hancock 13.l 39 17.6 81, Jefferson 2.1 Bl 2.7 
38. Wayne 13.1 37 19.0 82. Montgomery 1.4 82 2.5 
39. Geauga 12.8 13 26.1 83, Franklin 1.3 83 2.0 
40. Knox 12.8 35 19.~ 84. Ha.honing 1.3 84 2.0 

41. Coshocton 12.4 46 16.2 85. Lucas 1.1 85 1.6 
42. Medina 11.9 32 19.8 86. Hamilton o.? 87 1.2 
43. Ashland ll.8 44 17.0 87. Summit 0.7 86 1.3 
44. Huron 11.5 45 16.5 88. Cuyahoga o.4 88 o.5 



Tc.ble 52. Ra.uk of Cou.;.:ties by Average Value Per Fo.rru. of Farm Pro-
.~ucts Soldz Ohio 2 1940-1950 
Sent~ totcl $ 1$50 3 804.93-$ is4o 1 ~o8.4 

County by $ Ro.nk CoUDty by Rank 
Rank 1950 1950 is;1~0 1940 Ro.ilk 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Mo.dison 9416.0)) 1 2642.05 45. Fairfield 3923.86 50 1167.51 
2. Fc.yctte 8193.65 3 2259.80 46. Allen 3871.87 42 1260.86 
3. Pickmmy 7561.96 2 2289.62 47. Kl:.ox 3671.49 49 1178.05 
4. Clinton 6537.:78 13 1774.05 48. Montgomery 3531,09 46 1214.10 
5. Clark 634~.:.36 4 2004.82 49. Hamilton 3522 .. 22 47 1188.12 
G. I11ulton 5887.61 24 1574.67 50. Medina 3497.53 51 1103.59 
7• Grccr..c 5824.86 11 1823.63 51. Licking 3486.07 53 108o.62 
8. Henry 5763.50 7 15'45 .55 52. Ottawa 3470.20 39 1325.78 

9. Cuyahoga 5738.28 17 1707.65 53. Ashland 3140.66 59 999.66 
10. Marion 5572.85 8 1s15.69 54. Stark 3098.4> 55 1063.20 
11. Champaign 5567 .1;.· 

,,-
1945.84 55. Morrow 3038.36 63 900.81 0 

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 
14. Uyo.ndot 5383.72 15 1752.76 58. Mahoning 2971.84 57 1029.77 
15. Put1:am. 5288.07 21 1626.61 59. Columbiana 2819.20 61 943.56 
16. Var. Wert 5268.13 12 1821.21 6o. Richland 2756.16 60 967.49 

17. Hancock 5070.87 19 1684.95 61. Tuscarawas 2740.41 64 868.87 
18. Mercer 5053.94 37 1341.63 62. Portage 2712.52 58 1006.21 
1$. Auglaize 5051.00 30 1427.45 63. Ashtabula 2668.01 56 1048.29 
20. Miruui 5030.97 20 1650.48 61.i-. Brown 2665.13 66 733.95 
21. Sandusky 4995.62 26 1504.55 65. Mus:dngum 2462.01 73 631.09 
22. Preble 4963.52 16 1743.26 66. SumLlit 2365.69 52 .:.083.00 
23. Cruvr.rord 4936.:;1 14 1768.34 67 • Trumbull 2232.s1 65 858.98 
24. Union 4923.30 27 1481.55 68. Ado.ms 2232.13 75 616.71 

25. Wayne 4915.65 22 1625.16 69. Lawrence 2204.75 86 403.86 
26. Paulding l.j.889.16 5 1965.57 70. Carroll 2164.82 70 651.20 
27. Seneca 4725.71 23 1610.42 71, Perry 2082.34 72 636.23 
28. Shelby 4725.19 28 1460.70 72 .. Clermont 2064,76 67 671.28 
29. Lucas 4633.00 25 1526.16 73. Harrison 2009.02 69 653.38 
30. Fro.nklin 46o>-32 34 1390.81 74. Belmont 1962.78 68 667.51 
31. Butler 4551.00 43 1251.70 75. Jefferson 1846.68 71 641,61 
32. Lake 4534.53 :; 1990.92 76. Pike 1810 .. 96 74 623.80 

33. Williams 4443.36 35 1385.31 77. Morgan 1795.25 77 569.12 
34. Darke 4438.01 38 1331.72 78. Scioto 1687.58 83 470.26 
35. Defis.nee 4427 .. 69 32 1408.05 79. Noble 1679.57 79 497 .. 10 
36. Wornm 4352.42 41 1282.07 80. Washington 1675.43 81 479.76 
37. Logei.n 4307.06 33 1397.11 81. Gallia. 1658.08 84 458.34 
38. Eric 4293.06 29 1437.98 82. Hocking 1657.66 80 489.18 
39. Ross 4208.57 44 1249.34 83. Meigs 1620.66 85 439.68 
40. Lorain 4115.07 36 1383.30 84., Athens 1583.98 76 614.46 

41. Holmes 4088.89 40 1290.72 85. Guernsey 1581.35 78 530.32 
42!, Delo.ware 4039.66 31 1413.12 86. Jackson 1522. 71~ 82 475.10 
43. Huron 3997.28 45 1231.65 87. Monroe 1389.86 87 378.71 

. 44 • Highland 3953.25 54 1071,38 88. Vinton 1013.44 88 320.50 



Table 53. Rank of Cotmties by Percent of Farms Which Reported 
No. Products Sold of 'I'otal Farms Reportin3, Ohio 
1940-1950. 

State total - 1950 6.2% - 1940 1.8% 

C0unty by % Rank % County by % Rank of 
70 

Rank 1950 1950 1940 191.i,O Rank 1950 1950 19lt.O 1940 

1. SturJni t ~H~-4~ 19.6 19 2.7 45. ~Ionroe 5.9 1 7.0 
2. Lawrence 18.3 27 2.3 )46. Clark 5.2 59 o.9 
3. Hocking 17.2 9 3.7 47-. Knox 4. 7 17 2.8 
4. Scioto 15.8 33 2.0 48. Fairfield 4.3 50 1.0 
5. Jefferson 15.7 28 2.2 49. Greene 3.9 78 0.3 
6. Vinton 15.6 11 J.5 5o. Hiami 3.6 65 0.7 
?. Jackson 14.7 41 1.6 51. Holmes 3.4 49 1.1 
s. Trumbull lh.4 47 1.2 52. Crawford 3.3 88 0.1 

9. Lnke 14.o 4 4.4 53. Erie 3.2 45 1.2 
10. Athens 13.0 44 1.3 54. Clinton 3,1 66 o.6 
11. Hamilton 12.8 3 4.5 55 .. Ashland 2.9 57 0.9 
12. Belmont 12.4 8 3.7 56. Preble 2.9 56 1.0 
13. Clermont 12.4 43 1.5 57. Union 2.9 62 0.9 
14. Perry 11.9 25 2.5 58. Fulton 2.7 73 o.4 
15. Ashtabula 11.1 14 3.1 59. Allen 2.6 63 o.8 
15. Columbiana 10.7 30 2.1 60. Brown 2.6 58 0.9 

17. Geauge. 10.6 18 2.1 61. Huron 2.4 51 i.o 
18. Portage 9.9 55 1.0 62. Wayne 2.4 42 1.6 
19. Lucas 9.8 34 1.9 63. \·Jyandot 2.4 C2 0.3 
20. nuskingum 9.8 7 3.8 64. Darke 2.3 72 o.4 
21. Guernsey 9.7 2 6,0 65. Sandusky 2.3 70 o.5 
22. Harrison 9.5 23 2 • .5 66. Adams 2.2 40 1.6 
23. Lorain 9.4 64 o.8 67. Fayette 2.1 83 0.2 
24. Pike 9.3 36 1.9 68. Morrow 2.1 53 1.0 

25. Meigs 8.8 10 3.7 69. Highland 2.0 4", 1.2 
26. Cuyahoga 8.6 22 2.5 70. Madison 2.0 69 o.5 
27, Coshocton 8.3 20 2.6 71. Ottawa 2.0 54 i.o 
28. Stark 8.2 37 1.9 72. Champaign 1.8 71 o.4 
29. Noble 8.1 24 2 • .5 73. Marion 1.8 60 0.9 
30. Gallia 7.9 26 2.3 74. Auglaize 1.7 77 0.3 
31. l·fo.honing 7.9 31 2.1 75. Hardin 1.5 79 o.3 
32. Wn.shington 7.5 6 4.1 76, Shelby 1.5 76 o.4 

33. Franklin 7.4 12 3.4 77. Wood 1.2 81 0.3 
34. Tuscarawi:ts 7.3 13 3.2 78. Pickaway 1.0 61 0.9 
35. Ross 7.1 39 1.7 79. Logan o.8 52 1.0 
36. Carroll 7.o 21 2.5 80. Putnam o.8 75 o.4 
37. Warren 6.6 48 1.2 81 11 Seneca o.8 85 0.2 
3B. Morgan 6.5 s 4.3 82. Defiance o.7 67 o.6 
39. Hedina 6.4 29 2.2 83. Mercer 0.1 74 o.4 
4o. Delaware 6.4 15 3.0 8J..i. Williams o.5 87 0.2 

41. Uontgomery 6.4 35 1.9 85. Huncock o.4 68 o.5 
42. Richle.nd 6.3 38 1 .. 8 86. Henry o.4 84 0.2 
43. Licking 6.2 16 3.0 87. Van Wert 0.3 86 0.2 
44. Butler 5.9 32 2.0 88. Paulding o.o 80 o.3 
?HH!- No. 1 position viewed from the standpoint of the farm economy would normally 

be considered the least advantageous position. 



Table 5li. ~ank of Counties by Percent of Farms lleporting 
.?10, 000 or Hore Products Sold of Farms Reporting 
Sales, Ohio, 1940-1950 . .~ 

State total - 1950 7.0/, - 1940 o.5% 
County by % Rank % County by % Rank % 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 ----
1. Madison 31.5 1 2.8 4C'' :::>. Allen 6.1 44 o.4 
2. 1'"'ayette 26.8 5 1.9 !+6. Geauga 6.1 37, o.5 
3. Pickaway 24.8 4 2.0 47. Defiance 6.o 47 o.4 
4. Clinton 20,4 27 o.6 48. Knox 6.o 39 o.5 
5. Cha..i1:)aign 15.8 10 1.2 49. Licking 5.8 50 o.4 
6. Clark 15.4 3 2.1 5o. Ottawa 5.3 60 0.3 
7. Greene 14.9 8 1.3 51. Coshocton 5.2 66 0.2 
8. Fulton 13.6 36 o.5 52. Columbiana 5.o 35 o.5 

9. vJyandot 13.1 22 o.s 53. lfahoning 4.4 30 o.6 
10. Van ~'lert 12.3 43 o.5 54. Ashtabula 4.2 33 o.5 
11. Wood 12.3 26 0.7 55. Tuscarawas t+. 2 62 0.3 
12. Ross 12,1 19 0.9 56. .J:'ortage 3.9 24 0.7 
13. Ii'ranklin 12,0 20 o.s 57. Stark 3.7 42 o.5 
14. Cuyahof,a 11.6 2 2.5 58. Ashland 3.6 55 0.3 
15. i ·crcer 11.0 59 0.3 59. Holmes 3.6 83 o.o 
16. Shelby 10.9 68 0.2 60. Pike 3.5 52 o.4 

17. Preble 10.8 18 0.9 61. Morrow 3.3 76 0.1 
18. Butler 10.4 34 o.5 62. Richland 3.2 67 0.2 
19. Hardin 10.4 13 1.0 63, Trumbull 3.2 61 0.3 
20. Crawford 10.l 7 1.4 64. Clermont 2.5 65 0.2 
21. Union 9.8 21 o.8 65. Meigs 2.5 75 0.1 
22. Auglaize 9.7 45 o.4 66. Scioto 2.5 78 0.1 
23. Hancock 9.5 23 0.7 67. Summit 2.5 25 0.7 
24. Henry 9.2 16 o.9 68. Hocking 2.3 74 0.1 

25. Wayne 9.2 12 1.1 69. Brown 2.2 81 o.o 
26. Delaware 9.1 48 o.4 70. nuskingum 2.2 77 0.1 
27. Logan 9.1 29 o.6 71. Washington 2.2 79 0.1 
28. Erie 8.6 28 o.6 72. Belmont 2.1 70 0.1 
29. Sandusky B.3 40 o.5 73. Harion 2.1 15 l.o 
30. Williams 8.2 54 o.4 74. Adams i.6 80 o.o 
31. Putnam 7.9 53 Osl~ 75. Jackson i.6 56 o.3 
32. lliami 7.8 17 o.9 76. Harrison 1.5 72 0.1 

33. Seneca 7.8 41 o,5 77. Perry i.5 87 o.o 
34. Darke 7.6 46 o.4 78. Gallia 1.4 71 0.1 
35. Hamilton 7.6 11 1.2 79. Athens 1.3 63 0.2 
36. :Fairfield 7.4 49 o.4 Bo. Carroll 1.3 64 0.2 
37. Lorain 6.9 14 1.0 81. Lawrence 1.3 58 0.3 
38. Lucas 6.9 6 1.5 82. 11organ 1.2 85 o,o 
39. Lake 6.8 9 1,3 83. 11onroe 1.1 84 o.o 
ho. I :ontgouery 6.7 31 o.6 <34. Jefferson 0.9 57 o.3 

41. Warren 6.7 69 0.2 G5. Vinton o.9 88 o,o 
1+2. Highland 6.6 73 0.1 86. Hable o.s 86 o.o 
43. I!edina 6.4 51 o.4 87. Guernsey o.3 82 o.o 
44. Huron 6.3 38 o .. 5 88. Paulding o.o 32 o.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 45. Allen 15,7 43 15.3 
2. Fayette 33.7 2 25.8 46. Butler 15.3 52 14.1 
3e Pickaway 31.6 17 19.1 47. Licking 15.2 25 18.o 
4. Madison 31.2 6 22,1 48. Richland 15.2 42 15.4 
5. Van Wert 27.6 13 20.3 49. Adams 14.4 55 13.8 
6, Wyandot 27.0 7 21,9 5o. Noble 13.2 47 14.5 
7. Hancock 26.5 12 20,3 51. Wayne 13.1 56 13.7 
8. Hardin 26,2 9 21.3 52. Lorain 12.7 62 12.2 

9. Marion 26.2 3 25,3 53, Cuyahoga 12.6 83 8,2 
10. Defiance 25.l 22 18.4 54. Perry 12.5 61 12.8 
11. Wood 24.6 33 17.1 55. Tuscarawas 12.3 49 14.3 
12, Clinton 23.9 4 22.7 56. Holmes 12.2 45 14.8 
13. Willia.ms 23.6 23 18,4 57. Carroll 12,1 57 13.6 
14. Henry 22.3 30 17.7 58. Clermont 12.1 6o 13.3 
15, Seneca 22.2 20 18.6 59. Harrison 12,l 51 14.2 
16. Champaign 22.0 10 20.4 60. Medina 12.1 67 11.4 

17. Crawford 21.9 11 20.4 61. Muskingum 12,1 48 14.3 
18. Union 21.1 8 21.6 62. Montgomery 22.0 70 9.9 
19, Auglaize 21.6 18 18.8 63. Guernsey 11.4 44 15.2 
20, Highland 21.3 5 22.3 64, Pike 11,4 68 ll,l 
21, Clark 21.1 38 15.9 65. Ashtabula 11.l 64 ll,8 
22. Putnam 21.1 27 17.9 66. Jef'ferson l0.5 76 9.3 
23. Logan 20.6 16 19.1 67. Belmont :i.0.3 66 11 • .5 
24. Greene 20.5 29 17.8 68. Jackson 10.1 54 14.1 

25, Shelby 20.3 21 18.5 69. Columbiana 9.7 72 9.7 
26. Mercer 20.1 34 17.0 10. Lucas 9.7 82 8.4 
27, Sandusky 19.7 35 16.2 71. Stark 9.7 73 9. 7 
28. Brown 18.5 15 19.5 72. Mahoning 9.5 77 9.3 
29. Huron 18.5 19 18.6 73. Portage 9.2 74 9.6 
30. Preble 18.5 26 l7.9 74. Hocking 9.l 69 l0.3 
31. Delaware 18.3 28 17.8 75. Monroe 8.9 63 12.2 
32. Fulton 18.2 41 15.7 76. Morgan 8. 7 46 14.B 

33. Miami 18.2 39 15.8 77. Geauga 8.4 80 a.a 
.34. Ottawa 18.2 58 13.5 78. Trumbull 1.9 71 9.8 
35. Knox 17.7 14 19.6 79. Washington 1.1 75 9.5 
.36. Darke 17.6 40 15.7 Bo. Athens 7.6 81 8.6 
37. Fair.field 17.6 31 17,2 81. Summit 7.5 86 6.5 
38. Erie 17.5 53 14.l 82. Meigs 7.4 78 9.1 
39. :Franklin 17.S 50 14.2 83. Vinton 7.4 19 a.9 
40. Ashland 17.0 36 16,l 84. Lake 7.3 . 84 7.3 

41. Warren 16.7 37 16.1 8.5. Hamilton 7.2 as 5.9 
42. Coshocton 16.6 24 ia.o 86. Scioto 6,8 87 6.o 
43. Itoss 16.4 59 13.4 87. Gallia 6.7 65 U.6 
44. Morrow 16.l 32 17.2 aa, Law:i:'e:Q.Ce 4,9 85 6.7 

** Total erc.pland to rural farm population 



Table 56. Rank of Counties by Percent of Farms Classified 
as Commercial**, Ohio, 19$0 

State total - 1950 67.4% 

County by % County by % 
Rank 1950 1950 Rank 19$0 1950 

1. Henry 91.1 45. Erie 69.0 
2. Van Wert 90.9 46. Butler 67.9 
3. Putnam 90.1 47. Licking 67.7 
4. Hancock 89.6 48. Coshocton 66.9 
5. Hardin 88.9 49. Noble 66.4 
6. Mercer 88.7 5o. Medina 65.8 
7. Hadison 88.5 51. Franklin 64.3 
8. Paulding 88.o 52. Richland 62.$ 

9. Seneca 87.1 53. Morgan 61.0 
10. Williams 87.1 54, Montgomery 6o.8 
11. Fulton 86.7 55. Lorain 60.0 
12. Wood 86.4 56. Carroll 59.7 
13. Fayette 86.3 57. Lucas 57.2 
14. Wyandot 86.3 58. Ross 56.8 
15. Defiance 85.8 59. Guernsey 56.4 
16. Shelby 85.3 60. Muskingum 55.9 

17. Pickaway 85.1 6L. Tuscarawas 55.7 
18, Auglaize 85.o 62. Harrison 55.4 
19. Marion 81~.8 63. Gallia 55.o 
20. Darke 84.o 64. Columbiana 54.6 
21. Sandusky 83.9 65. Monroe 54.o 
22. Union 83.6 66. Stark 53.9 
23. Crawford 82.9 67. Mahoning 53.3 
24. Clinton 81.7 68. Washington 52.6 

25. Holmes 81.5 69. Clermont 52.4 
26. Brown 80.8 70. Perry 52.3 
27. Highland 80.1 71. Geauga 52.2 
28. Wayne 79.8 72. Belmont 51.9 
29. Preble 79.2 73. Portage 51.6 
30. Champaign 79.1 74. -Ashtabula 5o.5 
31. Logan 78.5 75. Meigs 49.7 
32. Ottawa 77.6 76. Pike 47.4 

33. Hiami 76.4 77. Hamilton 46.3 
34. Huron 76,2 78. Trumbull 44.7 
35. Adams 75.7 79. Athens 44.o 
36. Greene 75.6 80. Jackson 44.o 
37. Allen 74.8 81,. Cuyahoga 41.9 
38. Knox 74.6 82. Hocking 41.9 
39. Harrow 74.6 83. Lake 41.4 
4o. Delaware 73.5 84. Jefferson 40,.l 

41. Ashland 72 .. 6 85. Scioto 34.6 
42. Clark 71.3 860 Lawrence 33.5 
43. Fairfield 70.7 87. Vinton 32.9 
44. Warren 69.2 88. Summit 30.7 

** In general, f a.rms were classified as commercial when the value of the 
products sold ameunts to ~l,200 or more. 



Table 57. Rank of Counties by Avera';e Dis t.ance 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. Lawrence1HH!- 10 45. Belmont 5 
2. Coshocton 8 46. Columbiana 5 
3. Gallia 8 47. Crawford 5 
4. Guernsey 8 48. Cuyahoga 5 
5. Jefferson 8 49. Defiance 5 
6. lfuskingum 8 5o. Fairfield 5 
7. Pike 8 51. Franklin 5 
8. Scioto 8 52. Greene 5 

9. Fayette 7 53. Hamilton 5 
10. Hocking 7 54. Hancock 5 
11. Jackson 7 55. Hardin 5 
12. Licking 7 56. Harrison 5 
13. Meigs 7 57. Huron 5 
J.4., Monroe 7 58. Lake 5 
15. Morgan 7 59. Lucas 5 
16. Ross 7 60. Uarion 5 

17. Washington 7 61. Mercer 5 
18. Ashland 6 62. Miami 5 
19. Athens 6 63 .. Morrow 5 
20. Butler 6 6L~. Ottowa 5 
21. Carroll 6 65. Preble 5 
22. Champaign 6 66. Richland 5 
23. Clark 6 67. Sandusky 5 
24. Clinton 6 68. Seneca 5 

25. Delaware 6 69. Shelby 5 
26. Erie 6 10. 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 5 
31. Madison 6 75. Auglaize 4 
32. Mahoning 6 76. Brown 4 

33. Medina 6 77 • Clermont 4 
34. Noble 6 78. Darke 4 
35. Perry 6 79. Fulton 4 
36. Pickaway 6 Bo. Henry 4 
37. Portage 6 81. Logan 4 
38., Summit 6 82. Montgomery 4 
39. Trumbull 6 83. Paulding 4 
40. Tuscarawas 6 84. Putnam 4 

41. Vinton 6 85. Wayne 4 
42. Adams 5 86. Williams 4 
43. Allen 5 87. Wood 4 
44. Ashtabula 5 88. Holmes 3 

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



Table .58. Rank of Counties by Percent of Farms on Hard 
Surfaced Roads of Farms Reporting, Ohio, 1940-19.50 

State total ~ 1950 58.3% - 1940 42.4% 

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

1. Cuyahoga 93.8 4 85.4 45. Portage 57.4 39 43.6 
2. Hancock 93.6 9 72.1 46. Clinton 56.2 47 39.9 
3. Wood 92.9 1 77.7 47. Highland 55.7 .52 36.3 
4. Allen 91.3 21 57.0 48, Union 55.o 46 4o.5 
5. Erie 90.5 1 89.7 49. Geauga .54.8 33 47.7 
6. Montgomery 90.1 10 68.3 5o. Fulton 53.9 4.3 42.6 
7. tlamilton 89.4 2 88.8 51. Ross 53.6 67 24.1 
8. Butler 89.2 22 56.B 52. Columbiana 53.5 58 32.1 

9. Seneca 87.8 3 86,7 53. Fairfield 52..0 44 41.1 
10. Lucas 87.3 6 81.5 54. Williams 50.3 54 36.o 
11, Franklin 85.o 5 82.1 55. Stark 49.2 50 37.2 
12. Lake 84.7 16 61,2 56. Medina L.B.5 53 36.o 
13. Miami 83.3 25 56.1 57. Adams 47.2 71 21.8 
14, lV,Ia.honing 82.3 8 77.4 58, Richland 46.8 .51 37.1 
1.5. Henry 81.0 11 67.5 59. Scioto 46.1 66 24.8 
16. Putnam 80.2 18 59 • .3 60. Paulding 44.9 62 29.0 

17. Clark 79.8 14 62.3 61. Licking 43.6 63 27.6 
18* Wyandot 79.7 23 56.8 62. Jefferson 42 • .5 57 32.7 
19. Sandusky 78.7 12 65.3 63. Morrow 41.l 56 33.3 
20. Champaign 78.1 24 ' 56.2 64. Pi.l{:e 40.7 81 16.o 
21. Ott.awa 77,0 17 6o.5 65. Ashland 4o.o 59 31.9 
22. Fayette 75.7 34 46.5 66. Brown 39.9 61 29.0 
23. Marion 72. 7 15 61.8 67, Harrison 38.4 64 26. 7 
24. Hardin 72,6 41 43.0 68. Vinton 37.4 70 22.2 

25, Pickaway 72.3 31 50.1 69. Jackson 36 .. 9 68 23.1 
26. Lorain 11.0 13 6.5.1 70. Belmont 36.8 6o 29.8 
27. Logan 70.8 42 42.8 71. Carroll 34.6 84 14.6 
28. Huron 10.2 19 50.9 72. Knox 34.4 75 19.6 
29. Madison 70.l 26 54.3 73. Meigs 34.4 82 15.3 
30. Summit 70.1 32 47.8 74. Perry 34.1 78 17.6 
31. Warren 69.6 30 5o.4 75. Athens 33.4 65 25.4 
32. Auglaize 68.6 27 53.7 76. Hocking 33.2 69 22.7 

33. Van Wert 68.6 48 38.9 77. Tuscarawas 32.4 72 21.5 
34. Darke 68.4 45 4o.8 78. Muskingum 32.2 74 19.9 
35. Delaware 67.5 38 44.o 79. Noble 30.1 77 17.8 
36. Trumbull 67.3 20 57.2 Bo. Morgan 30.0 88 11.7 
37. Crawford 65.6 29 51.3 81. Lawrence 29.7 76 19.2 
38. Clermont 64.4 35 44.9 82. Qallia 28.9 83 14.9 
39. Defiance 64.1 28 .52.1 83. Washington 28.7 85 14.6 
40. Preble 63.1 55 34.5 84, Wayne 28.0 73 21.4 

41. Greene 61.6 37 44.4 85. Guernsey 26.5 79 16.8 
42. Shelby 61.1 36 44.$ 86. Coshocton 24.9 86 13.4 
43. Mercer 59.7 49 37.7 87. Holmes 24.3 87 11.8 
44. .l\Bhtabula 58.l 40 43.0 88 4 Monroe 23.2 80 16.o 



Table 59. Rank of Counties by Percent of Total Employed Engaged 
in Industry Other Than kgriculture~H~, Ohio, 1940-1950 

-
State total - 1950 92.0% - 1940 87.6% 

County by ()) Rank % County by % Rank % /0 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 
1. Cuyahoga 99.4 1 99.2 45. Wayne 79.1 41 69.7 
2. Hamilton 98.9 2 98.3 46. Logan 78.7 44 68.9 
3. Summit 98.8 3 97.8 47. Defiance 77.8 51 66.9 4. Lucas 98.4 4 97.5 48. Jackson 77.4 42 69.2 5. Uontgomery 98.1 7 96.4 49. Guernsey 77.0 5o 67.0 
6. iPranklin 97.9 5 96.9 5o. Shelby 76.3 49 67.3 
7. Mahoning 97.8 6 96.4 51, Auglaize 76.o 47 68.o 
8. Stark 96.5 8 94.o 52. Coshocton 76.o 48 67.8 

9. Trumbull 96.4 10 92.4 53. Hocking 76.o 43 69.0 
10, Butler 95.5 9 92.6 54c Delaware 75.8 59 60.8 
11. Clark 94.8 11 91.l 55. Washington 75.4 55 65.4 
12 .. Lake 94.6 15 88,o 56. Williams 74.4 54 66.o 
13. Lorain 94.5 12 89.7 57. Athens 73.7 57 61.6 
14. Richland 93.8 14 88.9 58. Preble 73.7 70 57.0 
15, Allen 92. 7 16 87.8 59. Belmont 73.6 45 68.5 
16. Erie 91.9 17 84.9 60. Champaign 73.6 56 63.9 

17. Scioto 91.5 13 89.2 61. Fayette 71.9 61 60.6 
18. Columbiana 90.l 18 84.6 62. Clinton 11.6 58 60.9 
19. Marion 89.l 19 ' 83.2 63. Carroll ?1.0 62 60.2 
20. Portage 88 • .3 32 76.2 64. Mercer 70.8 65 59.2 
21. Ashtabula 88.1 24 18.1 65. Hardin 70.5 64 59.2 
22. Mia.mi 88.1 21 81.8 66. Fulton 70.4 71 56.9 
23. Greene 87.9 31 76.2 67. Darke 69.7 66 58.o 
24. 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 
26. Sandusky 85.5 30 76.4 70. Madison 68,1 72 56.7 
27. Licking 85.3 23 ?8.2 71. Paulding 68.1 79 5o.4 
28. Tuscarawas B5.3 25 78.o 72. Henry 66.4 78 51.8 
29. Crawford 84.9 26 77.7 73. Union 66.4 75 55.5 
30. Seneca 84.5 29 76.6 74. Perry 65.6 63 59.6 
3l. Huron B4.l 34 74.3 75. Highland 64.4 67 58.o 
32. Fairfield 83.7 27 76.9 76. Vinton 64.l 74 55.9 

33. Lawrence 83.4 35 74,l 77. Morrow 63.9 80 49.7 
34. Ross 83.4 28 76.7 7'8.. Putnam 62.9 82 48.3 
35. Ashland G3.l 33 75.4 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 48.3 
38. Medina 82.1 39 70.0 82. Gallia 58.7 76 52.7 
39. Ottawa 81.8 52 66.3 83. Brown 55 .. 2 84 44.1 
4o. Clermont 81.7 46 68,.2 84. Morgan 53.6 83 44.3 

41. Hancock 81.6 36 72.6 85, Holmes 51.9 86 4:t,..5 
42. Geauga. 80.0 60 60.8 86. Adams 47.8 87 4o.5 
43. Knox 79.5 40 69.7 87. Noble 45.2 88 37.2 
44. Van Wert 79.3 53 66.1 88. Monroe 44.5 85 42.2 

** Includes construction; manufacturing; transportation, communication, and other 
pub+ic utilities; wholesale and retail trade; finance, insurance, and real 
estate; personal services; entertainment and recreation services; professional 
and related services; and public administration. 



Table 60. Ro.uk or Countios by Percent of Total Employed Engaged 
in Mo.nuto.cturil1g, Ohio, 1940-1950 

State total % 1950 36.6 - ~ 1940 33.4 

ro % 
. 

County by Ro.nl.: County by 
1~50 

Ra.ak <fo 
Ranl;: 1950 1950 l94o 1~40 Ro.llk 1950 1940 i94o 
l. Trumbull ,3.9 1 ,3.6 45. Hocl~ing 28 .. 2 §~ 25.8 
2. Lora.in s-.1 5 5.2 46. Licldng 27.9 25.8 
3. Summit 48.8 2 48.9 47. Ashtabula. 27.8 55 16.7 
4. Butler 47,6 4 45.6 48. Marion 27.8 31 ~ .3 
5. Columb is.no. 47.1 10 41,l 49. Wood 27.5 50 20.4 
6. MD.honing 47.1 ~ 47.4 50. Morrow 26.6 62 14.7 
7 • Sto.rlt 46.4 44.6 51, Jackson 26.3 47 21.7 
8 .. Lo.l;:a 46.3 14 35,9 52. Cho.mpaign 25.7 54 17.9 

9, Richland 45 .. 2 8 44.3 53. Bolmont 25.5 37 24.4 
10. Montgomery 43.8 7 44.5 54. Fulton 25.1 64 13.2 
11. Cuyahoga 40.3 ll 38.1 5 5 • Frru:lltlin 25.0 40 23.4 
12. Eric 40.2 23 30.4 56. Guernsey 25.0 46 21.7 
13. Clark 39.2 9 41.l 57, Perry 25.0 51 20.2 
14. Mio.mi 39.2 13 37.2 58. Hurou 24,9 57 ,i6.6 
15. Jefferson 39,1 12 37.3 59, Williams 24.2 52 18.7 
16. Wo.rrc11 39.0 25 30.3 6o. Ross 23.8 41 23.1 

17. Luca.a 38.6 15 35.7 61. Da.rltc 23.4 6o 15.1 
18. &.nd.uslcy 37.9 26 29.4 62. Paulding 23.4 84 6.5 
191 Ashlru1d 37.3 19 31.7 63. Greene 21.5 56 16.6 
20. Tusco.ro.wo.s 37.1 21 31.5 64. Vinton 21.5 67 11.9 
21. Medino. 36.0 24 30.3 65. Dala.w.rc 21.1 71 9.8 
22. Musltingum 36,0 22 31.2 66. Pu.tnam 20.4 85 5.9 
23. Scioto 35.9 16 35.1 67. Washington 20.3 63 14.3 
24. Po:rto.ge 35.6 20 31.7 68. Wyandot 19.6 66 12.2 

25. Scm.oco. 35.6 27 28.9 69, Hordin 18.9 77 9.3 
26. Fairfield. 35.5 18 33.8 70. Highland 18.3 59 15.4 
27. Shelby 35.1 30 27.7 71. Cliuton 17.1 69 ll.4 
28 • Ha.mil ton 34,o l7 33.9 72. Harrison 17.0 68 ll.6 
29. do.rroll 33.7 32 27.0 73. Madison 16.7 75 9.4 
30. Auglaize 32.8 35 25,5 74. Fayette 16.5 65 12.4 
31,, OraWford. 32.8 29 2a.o 75. Logo.n 16.5 72 9.6 
32. Geauga. 32.4 53 18.l 76. Brown 16.2 73 9.5 

33. Coshocton 32.0 36 25.4 77 • Henry i5.6 82 6.9 
3411 Otto.wn 32.0 42 22.9 78. Holmes 15.6 79 7.1 
35. Allen 31.4 28 28.4 79. Pike 15.J. 78 8.4 
36. Boncock 31.1 39 23.5 80. Pic:ko.way 14.8 74 9.5 
37, K11ox 3l.,O 38 23.6 81. Union 14.4 70 l0.8 
38. Lawrence 30.7 45 22.4 82. Athens u.6 76 9.~ 
39. Wayne 30.7 44 22.5 83. Morgan ll.l 83 6.9 
40. Clermo11t 30.6 43 22.8 84. Ad.a.ms 8.7 81 6.9 

41. Mercer 30,.1 49 20.5 85. Noble 7.8 88 4.l 
42. Preble 29.5 61 15.0 86. Meigs 7.6 8o 7.0 
43. Defiance 29.3 48 20.8 87. MolU'Oe 7.5 86 5.0 
44. Vo.n Hert 29.2 58 15.7 88. Go.llia 5.4 87 4.3 



Table 61, Rank of Counties by Median Income of Families 
and Unrelated Individuals, Ohio, 1950 

State total 1950 Median Income f,:,3024 
County by Median County by Median 
Rank 1950 Income Rank 1950 Income 

1950 1950 
1. Lake 3566 45. Licking 2530 
2. Lucas 3516 46. Knox 2486 
3. Cuyahoga 3451 4 7 • W'yandot 2473 
4. Montgomery 3384 48, Putnam 2464 
5. Summit 3290 49. Wood 2449 
6. ottawa 3262 5o. Darke 2442 
7. Mahoning 3261 51. Muskingum 2422 
8. Trumbull 3219 52. Williams 2411 

9. Frn.nklin 3205 53. Belmont 2389 
lOo Lorain 3203. 54. Champaign 2388 
11. Richland 3180 55. Coshocton 2382 
l2. Jeff er son 3082 56. Ross 2372 
13. Erie 3081 57. Carroll 2365 
14. Stark 3073 58, Madison 2365 
1.5. Geauga 3069 59 .. Paulding 2360 
16. Butler 3024 60, Clermont 2359 

17, Clark 3006 61. Scioto 2338 
18. Sandusky 2991 62,. Harrison 2323 
19. Medina 2990 63, Lawrence 2309 
20. JYT.i.ami 2968 64. Pickaway 2256 
21, Ashtabula 2947 65. Union 22.31 
22. Allen 2917 66, Fayette 2209 
23. Greene 2916 67, Logan 2182 
24. Hawilton 2899 68. Perry 2112 

,, 
2.S, Warren 2831 6~. Delaware 2109 
26. Seneca 2797 7Q• Morrow 2076 
21. Columbiana 2793 71. Holmes 2058 
28. Mercer 2786 72. Clinton 205.3 
29. Huron 2732 73. Hardin 1980 
30. Marion 2732 74. Washington 1974 
31. Hancock 2700 75. Hocking 196o 
32. Van Wert 2698 76. Guernsey 1865 

33. Auglaize 2691 77, Jackson 1822 
34. Fulton 2671 78. Meigs 1741 
35. Tuscarawas 2668 79. Highland 1702 
36. Crawford 2662 80. Morgan 1614 
37. Defiance 2653 81. Noble 1597 
38. Wayne 2634 82. Brown 1454 
39. Shelby 2614 83. Gallia 1385 
4o. Preble 2599 84. Athens 1384 

41. Ashland 2591 85. Adams 136o 
42. Portage 2577 86. Pike 1346 
~.3. Henry 2569 87, Vinton 1346 
44. 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 % 
Rank 1950 1950 Rank 1950 1950 
l. Monroe~HE- 68.4 45. Wayne J7.7 
2. Pike 68.2 46. Wyandot 37.3 
3. Adams 67.4 47. Putnam 37.l 
4. Gallia 64.4 48. Fairfield 37.0 
5. Vinton 63.7 49. Ashland 36.6 
6. Athens 62. 7 5o. Henry 36.2 
7. Brown 62.3 51. Fulton 35.7 
8. Noble 60.3 52. Huron 35.1 

9. Morgan 59.3 53. Hancock 35.o 
10. Highland 56.9 54~ Greene 31+.7 
ll. Meigs 55.2 55,. Shelby 34.6 
12. Jackson 53.5 56. Grawf ord 34.5 
13. Guernsey 53.2 57. Warren 34.3 
:14. Hocking 50.9 58. Auglaize 34.2 
15. Hardin 5o.5 59. Tuscarawas 34.l 
16. Washington 5o.5 6o. Defiance 34.o 

17. Clinton 48.8 61. Marion 33.7 
180 Holmes 48.5 52. Mercer 33.6 
19. Morrow 48.4 63. Hamilton 33.4 
20. Delaware 47.7 64. Seneca 33.1 
21. Perry 47.0 65. Van Wert 32.6 
22. Logan 45.9 66. Butler 32.5 
23. Fayette 44.6 67. Allen 32.0 
24. Union L~4.4 68. Geauga 32.0 

25. Pickaway 44.3 69. Ashtabula 31.9 
26. Clermont 43.l 70. Columbiana 31.5 
27. Scioto 43.0 71. Clark 30.4 
28. Woad 42.7 72. Medina 29.8 
29. Ross 42.2 73. Miami 29.5 
30. Lawrence 42.l 74. Sandusky 28.9 
31. Champaign 41.9 75. Franklin 28.1 
32. Harrison 41.6 76. Erie 27.6 

33. Madison 41.2 77. Jefferson 27,1 
34. Willia.ms 40.7 78. Stark 26.8 
35. Muskingum 4o.5 79. Richland 25.7 
36. Carroll 4o,4 8011 Lorain 25.o 
37. Paulding 40.3 61. Cuyahoga 23.7 
38. P,ortage 39.8 82. Montgomery 23.7 
39. Belmont 39. 7 83, Ottawa 23.7 
40. Coshocton 39.2 84. Trumbull 23,2 . 

' 

41. Knox 39.2 85'. Lucas 22,8 
42. Licking 39.l 86. Summit 22,7 
k3. DFke 38.B • 87. Mahoning 22.6 
h4a P;eble 37.7 88. Lake 19.3 

*** No. l position viewed .f':rom the standpoint of the ta.rm economy woulO. 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 
Hore for •.rotal Population, Ohio, 1950 

State total - 1950 2,6% 
County by % County by % 
Rank 1950 1950 Rank 19.50 19,50 

1, Cuyahoga 4.3 45. Clermont 1,4 
2, Franklin 3.6 46, Fairfield 1,4 
3, Lucas 3.6 47. Licking 1,4 
4, Geauga 3.5 48, Auglaize 1.3 
5. Hamilton 3.3 49. Greene 1,3 
6, Ma.honing 2.9 50, Huron 1,3 
7, Montgomery 2,9 51, Knox 1.3 a. Madison 2 .. 7 52, Muskingum 1,.3 

9, Lake 2,5 53, Clinton 1.2 
10. Richlroid 2 • .5 54. Paulding 1,2 
11, Medina 2,4 55. Ross 1,2 
12, Mercer 2.4 56, Scioto 1,2 
13, Jefferson 2,3 51, Seneca 1.2 
14. Swnm.i t 2.3 58. Wyandot 1,2 
15. Champaign 2.2 59, Ashtabula 1,1 
16, Defiance 2,2 60, Crawford 1,1 

17, Butler 2,l 61, Hardin 1,1 
18, Stark 2.1 62. Logan 1,1 
19, Wood 2.1 63, Warren l,l 
20, Erie 2.0 64. Darke 1,0 
21, Henry 2.0 65, Harrison 1,0 
22, Lorain 2.0 66, Shelby 1,0 
23, Van Wert 2,0 67, Belmont .9 
24, AJ,.len l.9 68, Gallia .9 

25. Fulton 1,9 69, Holmes .9 
26, Marion 1.9 10. Jackson .9 
27., Pickaway 1.9 71. Lawrence .9 
28, Trumbull 1,9 72. Noble .9 
29, Hancock 1,8 73, Carroll .a 
30. Miami i.a 74. Guernsey- .a 
31. Porta8e 1.8 75. Morgan ,8 
32. Putnam 1.8 76. Union .a 
33. Wayne 1.8 77. Washington .a 
34. Williams i.8 78. Athens ,6 
35. Clark 1. 7 79. Highland .6 
36. Columbiana 1.7 80, Hocking ·' 37. ottawa 1.7 81. Morrow .5 
38. Sandusky 1.7 82, Brown .4 
39. Coshocton 1,6 83. Meigs .4 
4o. Delaware 1.6 84. Perry .4 

41. Preble 1.6 85. Pike .4 
42. Tuscarawas i.6 86. Vinton .4 
43. Fayette 1.5 87, Monroe .3 
~.Ashland 1.4 88. Adams 0..,0 



Table 64. Rank of Counties by Retail Trade Volume in Dollars 
Per Capita, Ohio, 1940-1950 

State total - 1950 $92 7. 84 - 19L~o $353. 42 
County by $ Rank $ County by $ Rank $ 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Lucas 1119.82 3 418.22 45. Champaign 812.60 47 266.49 
2. Cuyahoga 1053.26 4 416.04 46. Lake 793,54 13 352.80 
3. Hamilton 1044.23 2 442,14 47. Coshocton 792,24 46 267.24 
4. lfontgomery 1025.36 5 4o5.78 48. Tuscarawas 788,07 38 291,81 
5. Narion 1023.30 29 318.39 49. Ottawa 785,50 35 299.79 
6. Clinton 1018.11 23 327.06 50, Highland 783.88 43 269,05 
7. nadison 1017.85 44 268.12 51. Delaware 776.21 52 260.16 
8. Allen 1013.15 8 377.24 .52. Wyandot 765.33 37 293.74 

9. Franklin 1006.27 1 444.99 53. Putnam 761,80 68 222.74 
10. Logan 1001.53 42 287.20 54, Trumbull 736,66 41 288.28 
11. Summit 983.13 6 386.48 55. Union 732.92 39 290.33 
12, Mahoning 975.20 7 381.56 56. Hardin 731.00 62 243.38 
13, Richland 963.26 10 368.31 57. Scioto 729.07 .51 260.20 
14. Fulton 957.86 33 302.84 58. Fairfield 711.76 53 258,88 
15. Crawford 954.28 24 322.79 59. Wood 707.71 63 240.53 
16. Preble 949.94 54 257.53 6o. Ross 706.21 57 254.40 

17. Stark 946.38 9 370.0l 61. Pickaway 704.28 73 197.53 
18. Clark 946.02 14 350,02 62. Portage 696.99 48 265.09 
19. Erie 943.78 11 363.93 63. Guernsey 692.29 66 231.05 
20. Defiance 943.68 40 289,24 64. Warren 688.33 61 244.70 
21. Mercer 942.39 56 257.43 65. Washington 679.78 65 235.98 
22. Hancock 936.07 34 300.69 66. Jackson 676.85 64 236.00 
23. .Ashland 933,41 15 346.0l 67. Athens 655.86 6o 246. 72 
24'4! Williams 928, 75 31 317.64 68.. Hocking 650.41 75 194,94 

25. Fayette 926.98 22 329.06 69. Greene 646,45 59 249.56 
26, Auglaize 920.95 58 254.34 70. Meigs 616,22 72 203,37 
27. Wayne 915,25 27 320.43 71, Geauga 609.51 67 226,15 
28. Darke 914.42 49 263,66 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 74. Paulding 589.55 70 211.70 
31. Medina 902.84 19 332,66 75, Perry 581,23 76 187.44 
32, Butler 902,17 20 332,15 76. Morgan 581,02 83 166.37 

33. Sandusky 899.90 30 318.0l 77. Clermont 578,85 71 206,19 
34. Knox 897.21 36 299.03 7 8, Lawrence 577,16 77 174.59 
35. Van Wert 895,33 45 267,80 79. Morrow 537.57 82 167. 65 
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 79 173.25 
39. Lorain 876,25 21 330.92 83. Holmes 500.16 74 196.69 
40. Columbiana 865.51 16 335. 77 84. Adams 496.95 84 134.99 

41. Muskingum 840.02 17 335.54 85. Noble 436.85 85 132.24 
42, Licking 822,51 32 306.88 86. Monroe 400,34 87 113.46 
43. Jefferson 817.72 18 334.64 87. Pike 398.64 86 126.61 
44., Shelby 813.96 50 261.67 88, Vinton 326.24 88 104.21 



Table )65. Rank of Counties by Farm Operator Level of Living 
Index, Ohio, 1940-1950~~ 

State total - 1950 Index 148 - 1940 Index 113 

Cou...11ty by Index Rank Index County by Index Rank Index 
Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 Rank 1950 1950 1940 1940 

1. Fayette 189 11 137 45. Richland 153 46 120 
2. Clark 179 1 145 46" Summit 153 38 125 
3. Putnam 179 8 138 47. Hardin 152 48 119 
4. Henry 176 4 142 48. Knox 152 59 105 
5o Madison 176 31 129 49. Shelby 1.52 18 135 
6. Cuyahop.;a 175 6 138 5o. Columbiana 1.51 57 111 
7. Fulton 172 15 136 51. Mercer 150 51 117 
8. Pickaway 172 21 134 52. Williams 150 45 121 

9. Allen 171 9 137 53. Highland 149 64 101 
10. Wyandot 171 33 127 54. Paulding 149 34 126 
11. Butler 169 5 138 55. Warren 149 54 114 
12. r·ontgomery 168 16 136 56. Wayne 146 42 123 
13. Champaign 167 2 144 57 • Ashtabula 145 55 113 
lL~. Hancock 167 3 142 58. Clermont 145 61 104 
15. Van Wert 167 39 125 59. Ottawa 145 53 ll6 
16. Franklin 166 7 130 60. Ross 145 65 96 

17. Fairfield 164 29 129 61. ~fuskingum 144 63 103 
18. Huron 163 26 131 62. Morrow 142 60 105 
19. Lake 163 12 137 63. Trumbull 142 49 119 
20. Seneca 163 14 137 64. Geauga 139 58 111 
21. Miami 162 20 134 65. Carroll 136 62 103 
22. Preble 162 22 134 66. Perry 136 73 65 
23. Sandusky 162 44 122 67. Coshocton 134 66 95 
24. Clinton 161 36 12.5 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 43 122 71,. Belmont 125 77 81 
28. Crawford 16o 10 137 72 .. Brown 125 70 86 
29. Delaware 16o 27 130 73. Guernsey 12) 76 82 
30~ Greene 160 25 131 7L. Tuscarawas 125 67 93 
3111 Logan 160 37 125 75. Athens 123 69 89 
32. Hamilton 1.59 19 13L~ 76. Noble 123 68 90 

33., Union 159 28 130 77. Monroe 122 84 66 
3h" Harian 1;58 17 135 78. Harrison 121 75 83 
3.5 r; A.uglaize 157 32 128 79. Gallia 120 81 72 
36,, Hedina 157 23 132 80. Jefferson 117 71 86 
37., Stark 157 47 120 81. Washington 115 82 69 
38. Darke 156 50 117 82. Scioto 114 79 76 
39 ... Defiance 156 40 124 83. Pike 111 86 59 
40,. F.irie 155 24 131 84. Jackson 105 83 67 

hl~ Licking 155 56 113 85. A.dams 102 85 62 
42'1' Lucas 155 30 129 86. Lawrence 100 88 56 
43. Mahoning 155 41 123 87. Holmes 97 74 84 
44., Portage 153 52 117 88• Vinton 95 87 59 
* Source: Uargaret J. Hagood, Farm-Opera.tor Family Level-of-Living Indexes for 

Counties of the United States u.s.D.A.. B.A.E, May 1952. 
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