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Executive Summary

his report is the second in a series

of reports highlighting recent and Section 1 of the report compares recent

hi stori cal t r e n dkio tiends tO®thei natidonal averade,aahdi v e
performance visrvis other states in at- more importantly, compares our perform-
tracting and retaining population, enhancance to our neighboring states in the Great
ing quality of life, and providing eco- Lakes region. Like Ohio, the entire Great
nomic opportunities. It is well known that Lakes region has been saddled with a his-
Ohio has lagged the nation in most eco- torically large manufacturing sector
nomic indicators. But why should we pressed by global competition, a similar
care? For one, lagging economic growth history, and a comparable climate. Thus,
has a corrosive impact that generates selfhese neighbors provide a fair benchmark
fulfilling expectations of aviciousdown- t o assess Ohi obds economic
ward cycle. Ask yourself, do businesses
invest in locations with weaker prospectsWe find that dating back to the early
Other regions compete throughout the  1970s, Ohio has generally underperformed
world, meaning that there are high costs 1o the region in terms of job creation and
the people of Ohio if it chooses to retreatpercapita income. Even in terms of manu-

facturing, Ohio has underperformed its
Such reforms could potentially have largeneighbors. This persistently weak per-
payoffs. For example, if Ohio were to re- formance indicates that the State needs to
turn to the national average in gEpita  move beyond simple or popular explana-
income, that would increase each tions for underperformance and begin to
Ohi oands aver age a oomsiderlsystemicpmbltemns. Wef, oneb o u t
$3,000 (2006%), or $12,000 for a family opiece of good news is that by definition,
four . Li kewi se, i f th©whblesélesresteustyrihganymareufadtur-
would have grown by the national averagmg that has hampered Ohioans is mostly
between 2000 and 2005, that would havecomplete. The sector is much smaller than
meant 307,059 more jobs in Ohio. in the 1960s and no longer has such a
large footprint. Adding grounds for further

Our motivating belief is thatonlywitha opt i mi sm, the Stateds rem
clear understanding of how the State is turers have proven tee quite resilient.
performing compared to its peers can we
make informed judgments. There have Section 2 of the report discusses the
been many explanaticbaasngiog Ohndésaperod- Ohi

gles, so we need to know which explana-We f i nd t hat Ohiob6s | aggi
tions are relevant in designing ways to  is concentrated in its metropolitan areas.
move Ohio forward. Nonmetropolitan Ohio is faring relatively

we l | under the circumstan



economy continues to move south towards Coance arrangements; and a poor climate for at-
lumbus and Cincinnati, while the highest intentracting and retaining potential residents. How-
sities of manufacturing are pulling back to ever, the evidence does not support many of
Northwestern Ohio. Regardless of whether theyese reasons as being primary explanations for
are urban or rural, we find that Ohioanshave t he St ates6 woes.

similar employment patterns by industry. One

implication is that it is fruitless for policy to try §  Ohio is lagging both the nation and the

to divide the State into rural and urban or into Great Lakes region in employment growth. Like
cities vs. (say) townships because our econonghio, the Great Lakes region struggles with its
is so interdependent. manufacturing base and similar climate.

Based on the findings of our past policy brief Ohi 06s manufacturers

(Partridge, Sharp, and Clark, 2007) and the firg{ e 4 | akes neighbors in terms of employment
two sections of this brief, we provide some po'growth. The loss of manufacturing employment

icy recommendations for rural Ohio. Most of 155 heen more concentrated in Northern Ohio.
the emphasis of the media and popular discus-

sion has been on urban Ohio, which motivates,” The share of the Ohio workforce employed
f[he need for more rural f_ocus. Though we rc_aalin the auto industry only fell about 0.5 percent-
ize some of the suggestions are controver5|al,a e points between 1999 and 28051a0estin
we believe that these recommendations can hF 2 ¢ Pt s not a ggp ; ig me
begin a discussion regarding the future of rura L

Ohio. Foremost, we argue that the State needgent struggles itis simply too small.

to enable its regions, including their compone o _
cities, villages and townships to work more coJl  Within Ohio, the geography of employment

hesively in conducting economic developmenthas shifted south to metropolitan Columbus and

and planning. This will require fundamental tayCiNCinnati. Between 1969 and 2005, their joint
reform that removes the incentives for nearby Share of employment has increased from about

jurisdictions to compete and will require tax  Oneéf our t h of the Stitwd eds
sharing arrangements to ensure rural and urbai{!is has primarily come at the expense of met-
areas have adequate resources for service prdvi® P 0 I i tan Cl evel aized and
sion. At the local level, rural Ohio communitiegnétropolitan areas, such as Akron.

should strive to maintain their quality of life,

that may entail, for example, a pleasant naturall Rural Ohio has fared remarkably well in
environment and high quality government ser-terms of maintaining employment despite a very
vices that are efficiently provided. Yet, a nag- challenging environment.

ging feature that needs to be addressed is work-

force quality. 9 Percapita income has fallen across the
State. Falling employment combined with de-
In the next two subsections, we describethe ¢l i ni ng i ncomes suggest

reportds highlight s flagimprodScéviytandprofds. 1 and 2 a
then summarize the policy recommendations,

followed by the main body of the report. 1 Itis possible that the decline in peaipita
o income in some rural Ohio counties is sugges-
Report Highlights tive of rural Ohioans trading off a little less in-

T Ohiobés | aggi ng per famenraorder & achisve a Highes quality of tife. i |
uted to many factors including high taxes; an
over reliance on a declining manufacturing  §  The industry mix across Ohio has changed.

base; the decline of the domestic auto sector; Since 1969, agriculture and manufacturing have
poor schools; weak local and regional govern-

have

reasdc

obs

t he

t hat
I



declined, while services and finance are on thetrong. An effective rural development strategy
rise. Agriculture and manufacturing jobs are should include ways to revitalize our cities.
concentrating in Northwest Ohio, while services

and finance jobs have spread from the largestf Rur al Ohi ods strength
cities to a more uniform distribution across theMaintaining a clean natural environment with

State. high quality government services will ensure
that rural Ohio will be competitive.

9 The industries that employ rural and urban

Ohioans are actually quite similar. One notabld]  Beautiful natural rural places have pros-

exception is that rural Ohioans are much morepered across the United States since the 1970s.

likely to be employed in manufacturing. This persistent trend underlies why Appalachian
Ohio could be on the verge of a turnaround in

9 The evidence shows that it is more impor- its fortunes.

tant whether a worker resides in a suburban,

exurban, or rural setting in determining their 1 Adiverse economy is one way to ensure
industry of employment than whether they, in that rural Ohio will ensure its prosperity.

turn, live in a city, village, or township. There- Though rural policies should be broad based
fore, communities with vastly different govern-across all sectors, the underlying fundamentals
ance structures have common needs in terms gfe the strongest they have been in decades for a

economic development. Economic growth andprosperous agriculture sector to support rural
development does not respect jurisdictional  growth.

boundaries, illustrating the need for cooperation
across these different jurisdictions.

Many Ohio workers and communities have

struggled with the widespread loss of manufac-

turing jobs. The figoodod news is that most o
this restructuring is complete as manufacturing

employs just a fraction of the workforce that it

once did. Going forward, any manufacturing

restructuring will be |l ess of a drag on Ohi
economy. Ohiobs remaining manufacturers hayv
proven quite resilient and the falling value of

the U.S. dollar may even give them a little

bounce.

Highlights of Policy Recommendations for
Rural Ohio

I The State needs to facilitate better coopera-
tion of local municipalities. ZiCentury prob-
lems do not respect Y€ entury jurisdictional
boundaries. Ohio needs to be more innovative
in providing basic services, governance, and

policy.

9 Wasteful tax poaching needs to be curtailed
by State efforts to remove incentives for local
communities to compete with one another and
instead collaborate to build wealth.

I Rural Ohio benefits when urban Ohio is
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Overview

t is well known that Ohio has lagged the nation in most economic indicators. But

why should we care? For one, lagging economic growth has a corrosive impact

that generates séflfilling expectations of a vicious downward cycle. Do busi-
nesses invest in locations with weaker prospects? Poor economic growth traps more
Onhio families with fewer opportunities, except to move elsewhere. And exacerbating
matters, the most able and innovative are the people who are likely to move. Indeed,
illustrating the costs of a weak economy, despite not experiencing tg iarhousing
prices seen elsewhere, Ohio has still been victim to some of the sharpest rises in fore-
closure rates. Weaker conditions mean that
between higher taxes or fewer servitdmth further pressing Ohioans to look else-
where to live. With more Ohioans moving elsewhere, that leaves fewer left to pay to
maintain our infrastructure and government services. Other regions compete, meaning
that there are high costs if Ohio chooses to pull back.

This main body of the report is divided into three sections. First, is an overview of
Ohi o6s historic employment situation to hel
the economy. Second, we provide an overview of the geographical distribution of

Ohi o6s jobs and how this distribution has e
tions will provide the needed context to describe ways to move rural Ohio forward.
Third and finally, we discuss rur al Ohi 006 s

based on reality, not myth. Yet, one of our chief findings is that many of the popular
explanations for Ohiobdbs struggl eposssre not ¢
bl e recommendations to help enhance the 1|iv
residents. These recommendations are divided into those that could be implemented at

the state level and those can be done at the community level.
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| . Tr ends I n Ohi o0s E
Setting the Stage

hio has long lagged the U.S. averhold migration to the Sunbelt that began in

age in terms of employment and earnest in the 1960s. Besides the direct

income growth. The public, poli- effects of losing population, this geo-
ticians and pundits have all offerednu- gr aphi ¢ shi ft in the coun
merous explanations for this predicamenigravity undermined the Great Lakes re-
Some widely circulated (good orbad)ex-gi onés advantage of bein
planations include high taxes; anoverrelt-i onés customer base. Th
ance on a declining manufacturing base; have been further exacerbated by the glob-
the decline of the domestic auto sector; alization of manufacturing that has also
poor schools; bad local and regionalgovpr essured the regiondés ma
ernance arrangements; and poor weather
for attracting and retaining potential resi-Fi gur e 1a confirms that O
dents. Of course, Ohkeattgndvggedtt bl htsion
weather. Yet, it can fundamentally chang&980s, and 1990s, and so far this decade.
its policies to produce an efficient public Onl y i n the 1990s was the
sector and a good foundation to encouragerformance not as weak. More concern-
particular sectors to thrive. This section ing is that the State has also lagged its
will explore the underlying trends in morepeer Great Lakes States. This particularly
detail before further examining the geo- weak performance cannot be solely attrib-
graphic shifts taking place within the uted to industry composition or weather,
State. because those problems have also hin-

dered performance in other Great Lakes

Figure 1a. shows employment growth  States.
over various periods dating back to 1970
for Ohio; the Great Lakes States of Wis- Ohi o06s weak job creation
consin, lllinois, Indiana, and Michigan  concerning if it was accompanied by ris-
summed together; and the United States.ing percapita incomes i.e., at least the
The ot her Great L akewlycrétedjdbeveouldhhave bertiited 6 s
closest peers in terms of traditions, cli- to being high paying. However, Figure 2
mate, and historic industry base. The  shows that this is not the case. Specifi-
Great Lakes r egi on cdiyatke fijue showstpdapita mament r y 6 s
manufacturing center, in which histori- in the Great Lakes States relative to the
cally, close proximity to a significant U.S. average, which is benchmarked to
share of the U.S. population as well as  1.0. In 1955, Ohio was about 10% above
access to the Great Lakes for transporta-the national average, with lllinois being
tion gave it a great advantage over other about 20% above the national average,
regions. Yet, the entire Great Lakes regicend Indiana and Wisconsin being just
has struggled with the largeale house- above the national average. By contrast,

g
e



Percentage Change in Total Employment in the United States, Ohio and the Great
Lakes (Less OH)
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Per-capita Income Ratios in the Great Lakes States: 195506
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Figure 2

Texas and Florid two populous Sunbelt States U.S., but it has also lagged its Great Lakes peer
were about 11 to 13% below the national aver- states. In terms of annual manufacturing job growth
age (not shown). This pattemnderscores the ob- (not shown), in only four years over the 36 year
servation that the Great Lakes regionwasoneos pan di d Ohi ods gr owt h
the more prosperous parts of the nation in the midcakes average. While manufacturing has struggled
20" Century. across much of the U.S. and in the Great Lakes re-
gion, it has particularly suffered in Ohio.
Over the subsequent 50 years, relativeqagita
income in the Great Lakes region declined. By Many experts point to the large shocks that have hi
2006, only lllinois had above averageapita  the domestic auto industry as being particularly
i ncome. -Cabitaimddree hpdefallento  difficult on the State. Figure 4 shows the share of
about 8% below the national average. Only Indias@ployment in motor vehicle production (as well
had lower pecapita income than Ohio in the Greas food processing). Nonetheless, the figure shows
Lakes region. Now, Florida and Texas have modhat the share of Ohioans employed by motor vehi-
estly higher pecapita income than OhfoOverall, cle assembly and supply totaled about 2.5% in
Ohio has not only lagged the national average, bl®899, which is not remarkably different than the
it has lost ground in terms of peapita income andshare in early 1970s. However, the share began to
job growth among its Great Lakes competitors asteadily fall after 1999. Even so, it is important to
its competitors in other regions. note that this share only fell by about 0.5 percent-
age points, clearly illustrating that the relative im-
Figure 3 illustrates manufacturing employment pact of auto manufacturing has been over estimate:
growth in the U.S., Ohio, and the other four Grealy some observers. Though many families and
Lakes (summed together) over the 1970s, 1980s;ommunities have been hard hit, it is hard to argue
1990s, and the 208005 period.In all four peri- t hat Ohi o &-trmsluggish pdrférmahce n
ods, not only has Ohio significantly lagged the can be attributed to this restructuring.

at



Percentage Change in Manufacturing Jobs in the United States, Ohio and the Great Lakes (less OH)
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It is worthwhile to point out that other Stateshavé c r eat i ve destructionéd t
been able to withstand major restructuring such ases, whereas other states have proven more dy-
the post Cold War downsizing in defense industrieamic.

in California. The question is why has Ohio been

unable to O6reinvent 6 iTheyeirt dfthis discussorshaobeen ® hdlpalispelh

Ohio Employment Shares of Motor Vehicle and Food S ©me of the myths that s
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2.50%

2.00%

150% AL 1L

o0 44411111 I

os50% A444H 144144411 HHHHHHH A

0.00%

P

&

2

ot

K3

o]

K3

B Motor Vehicles © Food Processing
Figure 4

\‘5{\ & @ \‘3%)\ \‘a%b @%b \96\ \‘3# \‘ad\ @Cg& \‘340 \‘36\ @QQ fﬁp\ m“db quq

Simple explanations are either found lacking, out-
right incorrect, or better apply to a past era. Our
attention should focus elsewhere. One upshot is
that the State should consider some fundamental
reforms if it is to substantially change this direc-
tion. Such reforms could potentially have large
payoffs. For example, if Ohio were to return to the
national average in p@apita income, that would
increase each Ohioanods
about $3,000 (2006$), or $12,000 for a family of
four . Li kewi se, i f Ohi o¢
grown by the national average between 2000 and
2005, that would have meant 307,059 more jobs in
Ohio.

(e}

This brief will not be able to entirely assess the rea-
sons for Ohiobdbs wunderper
policy brief noted that

at

rrc

> O

—_——
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puts it at a disadvantage with other states

(Partridge, Sharp and Clark, 2007). Nonetheless,

the evidence does provide some simple explana-

tions from basic economics using supply and de-

mand curves. Specifically, relatively slow employ-

ment and income growth is most consistent with
relatively | arger problems fo
opposedtoqualitpf-l i f e deficiencies fo
households (including ounigration due to cli-

mate)® To rephrase, the largest problem is a rela-

tive decline in the productivity and profitability of

its businesses. Finding ways to increase the produc-
tivity of Ohiobébs workers and profitability of it
businesses would likely be a key feature of a suc-

cessful policy to move Ohio forward.

Ohi o06s businesses

r
r Ohi o006s
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[ T he Shi fting Geog

he last forty years have brought a tan areas are typically reclassified as met-
remarkabl e real iropatitané nt of Ohi 00s
economic geography. For 1969 and
2005, Figure 5 shows the distributionof The sout hward shift of th
Ohi ob6s jobs f or e a €ihcinwafiand GokrimbushhasammsthyC 0 s
(Cincinnati, Cleveland, and Columbus), come at t he expense of N o
Ohi o6s f isizesl metrepdlitan m urban areas. In 1969, metropolitan Cleve-
areas with a 2000 population greater thadand was home to over 1 out of every 5 of
400,000 (Akron, CanteiMassillon,Day- t he St atebs |j obs, but thi
ton, Toledo, and YoungstowwWarren in 6 by 2005. The share of jobs in medium
Boardman), Ohi o6s siiedretropditarealredsalso fahhleyt3 peo- -
politan areas, and nonmetropolitan Ohio.centage points over the period, with four
The main winner over the period has beeaf these metropolitan areas being in
The Distribution of Total Employment in Metropolitan and Nonmetrolpolitan Ohio
Cincinnati- Cincinnati-

Middletown Middletown
14.18% 17.32%

Nonmetro

o Nonmetro .
15.52% Cleveland-Elyria- 15.41%, Cleveland-Elyria-
Mentor Mentar
21.57% 17.79%
Small Metro
Small Metro

10.29%
8.63%

" Columbus

10.37% "~ Columbus

15.65%

Medium Metro Medium Metro
28.07% 25.20%
1969 Figure 5 2005

metropolitan Columbus, with its share of Northern Ohio.

employment rising from about 1 in 10 jobs

in 1969 to approaching 1 in 6 jobs in Finally, Ohiobés smal/l me t
2005. Metropolitan Cincinnati has also  were home to over ortenth of the States

gained, from about 1 out of every 7 Ohio jobs in 1969, but today the ratio has fallen

jobs in 1969 to over 1 in 6 in 2005. Non- to about ondwelfth.

metropolitan Ohio has held its own during

this period, which is particularly impres- One implication is that Ohio has relatively

sive given that fAsfiewegsfQuhesnofmgtrowpadl i Th



performer® metropolitan Cincinnati and Colum- Gr eat Lakes St ates. I n 1969,
bug still only account for about orhird of the  percapita income was about at the national metro-
Stateds jobs (and Ci n @olitmmazerage)vghiledt was attout 5%habave thee c e nt |

sl owed). Al most all o fnatibnal aver&ge m 196Dirstherotber foww reat i t an a
eas have been struggling over the course of the lates States. These figures respectively fell to
few decades. about 8% and 2% below the national average in

2005.

This raises obvious issues of targeting resources.

Should Ohio focus its efforts in alleviating the  Both metropolitan Cincinnati and Columbus-per

bl ows that have hit t kapitastome rendagedsttabout thg natiomabaveme t r o -

politan areas or should it target its resources to age throughout the period (not shown). However,

eas that have shown the most promise? Amantnmeft r op ol i t a n-cafiitamooredfaln d6s per

economists is the need to target resources at thdinom about 16% above the national average in 1969

highestvalued use because otherwise, not only to about 3% above the national average in 2005.

does one see weaker results, but one also runs tBmaller Ohio metropolitan areas have experienced

risk of spreading resources too thin to be effectiveven sharper relative declideg.g., Lima and

anywhere. That means Ohio faces difficult choic&oungstowrWarren both fell almost 20 percent-

if it wants to reverse its current pattern. age points relative to the national average. The
relative weak performance ir

Metropolitan and nonmetropolitan peapita in-  metropolitan areas in terms of job and income

come both generally follow the State trends thougfowth is most consistent with weak productivity

with slightly different implications described be- and weak profitability of their businesses.

low. Figure 6 shows perapita income in metro-

politan Ohio relative to the U.S. metropolitan avdrigure 7 shows that in 1969 average-gapita in-

age and the metropolitan average in the other foaeme in nonmetropolitan Ohio and in the other four

Per-capita Income Ratios in Metropolitan Ohio
and the Great Lakes (less OH): 1962005
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Per-capita Income Ratios in Nonmetropolitan Ohio
and the Great Lakes (less OH): 1962005
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Figure 7

Great Lakes Statesd n ovhichevould bgueoptoduted moressluggiahsob w e
both about 13% above the U.S. nonmetropolitangrowth. One example appears to be Wayne County,
average. In the other Great Lakes States, this which has experienced relatively robust population
sharply fell to about 3% above the nation in 2005rowth even as relative peapita incomes have

Yet, the decline was more precipitous in nonmettmeen declining. Something must be attracting new
politan Ohio, where it is now about two percentagesidents to Wayne County that is offsetting its
points below the national average. lower percapita income.

The relative decl i ne -iAsrefileated loyehe WaypecCobunty exampl€ thére
capita income may not be as harmful as might bés tremendous diversity across Ohio that is not cap-
interpreted. Indeed, relative to nonmetropolitan tured in aggregate data. Even within metropolitan
America, Ohi o0od6s non me tCtewelpra, Medina Gourdyrhas a&xglodedwitterapid
fared so badly in terms of job growth. In fact nongrowth while its neighbors have lagged. To illus-
metropolitan Ohio job growth actually exceeded trate this diversity, Figure 8 shows county employ-
the U.S average in the 1990s which was a situatieent growth over the 1962005 period and the
that has not applied to metropolitan Ohio (see Figiore recent 1992005 period. Over the longer
ure 1b). period, growth has been particularly fast in the
fringe exurban counties of metropolitan Cincinnati,
Together, this suggests that nonmetropolitan Ohfdleveland, Columbus, and Toleilaespite general
ans are willing to tradeoff a little higher quality ofsluggishness in their respective metropolitan areas
life for lower incomes, which is by no means a (with the exception of Columbus). However, ex-
negative outcome. That is, on the whole, if rural cept for Franklin County (Columbus), the four met-
Ohioans wer@ot making such a tradeoff, they  ropolitan core counties have grown much more
would migrate to places with higher incomes,  sluggishly. Some other metropolitan counties have



Percentage Change in Total Employment in Ohio from 1969 to 2005
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really lagged in terms of job growdhDayton, intensities of manufacturing have pulled back to
Youngstown, and Steubenville are prominent exNorthwestern Ohio. Nevertheless, ongoing softness
amples. in the value of the U.S. dollar will provide wel-
come relief for Ohiods manuf
There are also pockets of faster growth outside dhced intense global pressures.
the core of metropolitan areas. For example, Han-
cock and Holmes Counties fared quite well, whil@ hough manufacturingds restr

exurban Carroll County has alsofaredwell. By pai nf ul f or many of Ohi o0ob6s ¢
contrast, in North Central Ohio, there is a clusterraws is that this restructuring is mostly complete.
slower growing counties centered around Crawfdrch 1969, 3 1. 6% of Ohi o06s | ok
County, which historically has had a high concering compared to 22.6% in the U.S. By 2005, these
tration in manufacturing. shares had respectively fallen to 12.3% and 8.5%.

For one, this illustrates tfF

Though a clear pattern is the persistence acrossthat much different than the national average. Like-
both periods, there are signs of particular regionsvise, even if Ohio lost all of its remaining manu-
that are emerging engines of growth. For exampfacturing jobs hich it will noj, the corresponding
nonmetropolitan counties in between Cincinnati 12.3% employment share loss would represent a
and Columbus fared much better during the latermuch smaller decline than the almost 20 percentage
19912005 period, which also applied to rural  point decline between 1969 and 2005 (31.6%
counties to the immediate northwest of Columbu$2.3%). Thus, going forward, any future restructur-
Job growth has been uneven across Appalachiamg in manufacturing will be much less painful for
Ohio. For example, in the far southeast, JacksorOhi oans t han it was in the g
County has turned in strong job growth perform-maining manufacturers have proven to be quite
ances, but Meigs and Monroe Counties fared releesilient and are candidates to surprise many ob-
tively poorly during the period. servers in the future.

Not only has Ohi o6s e rrigures ¥lraedri2 corgaimia similar det @f maps for
graphically since the late 1960s, but industry corthie service and finance sectors. In 1969, the exist-
position has also changed. Figure 9 is a set of miaygsservice and finance jobs werefay concen-
that shows the share of total county income fromt r at ed i n the Stateds m 5t U
all sectors generated by the agricultural industry ervening period, these sectors became more impol
1969, 1991, and 2005, with the same legend in alint across both rural and urban counties. One mi-
three periods to better illustrate the evolution overor exception worth noting is that service employ-
time (also see endnote 2). The maps show the critent is slightly less intense in Northwestern Ohio.
cal role agriculture played across the State in 196%ally, Figure 13 shows the same set of maps for
with high shares being exhibited in all counties government employment. The share of income gen
with the exception of the core metropolitan counerated by government employment has increased
ties and Appalachian Ohio. This pattern has across the State, with ne g
evolved, where the highest income shares in agring especially high in Southeastern Ohio.
culture have pulled back mainly to the northwest
part of the State by 2005. A clear pattern is the convergence of industry
structures across the St@ateural Ohio is not so
Figure 10 shows a similar set of maps for manufddferent from urban Ohio. In addition, employ-
turing. Foremost, the figure shows that most of ment in rural and urban Ohio is more concentrated
Ohio is much less reliant on manufacturing than in the service producing sectors, helping to make
forty years ago. In addition, it is not surprising théhe State more diversified against changing na-
in 1969, manufacturing was most important in  tional and global pressures than was the case forty
Northern Ohio. Over time, like agriculture, higheryears ago. Though many service producing jobs



Figure 9.
Share of Income
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Figure 10.
Share of Income
Generated by
Manufacturing Sector

1969, 1991, 2005
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Figure 11.
Cleveland Share of Income
Generated by
Service Sector
1969, 1991, 2005
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