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It was young Jonas Stutzman . . . [who was] the first Amishman to make his home 
in what became Holmes County. . . . It was an ever-widening circle around 
Stutzman’s property . . . that was to draw the greatest number of Amish migrants 
to eastern Ohio. 

– L. Beachy, Unser leit: The story of the Amish. Volume one, 2011a

T his article provides a descriptive demographic account of the Amish population in the Greater 
Holmes County settlement, based on information from the 2020 and 2025 population 

directories (Wengerd, 2019; 2024).1 Today, as shown in Figure 1, the Greater Holmes County 
settlement includes not only a large swath of eastern and central Holmes County but also 

1 There are various labels for this settlement. The directories for this settlement are titled “Ohio Amish 
Directory: Holmes County and Vicinity” (Wengerd, 2024). In the listing of the twelve largest Amish 
settlements, the Young Center (2025b) adopted the name “Holmes County area.” The label used in this 
article, the “Greater Holmes County settlement,” is similar to the Census Bureau’s designation for multi-
county metropolitan areas, such as the Greater Cincinnati metropolitan area. 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.18061/jpac.6835
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significant shares of Coshocton, Stark, Tuscarawas, and Wayne Counties.2 Altogether, according 
to estimates of settlement size by the Young Center for Anabaptist and Pietist Studies at 
Elizabethtown College, it is the second-largest settlement, with an estimated population of 
members (baptized) and non-members (mostly children) that is slightly over 39,000 persons 
today.3  

A Brief History and Contemporary Account of the Greater Holmes County Amish 
Settlement 
Jonas Stutzman’s legacy goes beyond recognition as an Amish pioneer of the Greater Holmes 
County settlement. Nolt (2015, pp 125-126) explains that Stutzman’s booklet, “First, Second, and 
Third Appeals to All Men to Prepare for the Approaching Kingdom of God,” was the first “original 
materials published by an American Amish author.” Jonas Stutzman’s nickname was “der Weiss” 
because he wore white in his later years, a color he believed appropriate for meeting Jesus when 
he returns to earth. He built an extra-large chair for Jesus, a chair that is now in the spacious, round 
room where the 10-by-265-foot cyclorama painting at Behalt by the artist Heinz Gaugel (1927–
2000) is also on display. Behalt (“to keep” in German) is also known as the Amish & Mennonite 
Heritage Center, located near Berlin, Ohio, in the heart of the Greater Holmes County settlement 
today. 
 The founding date of the Greater Holmes County community is considered to be 1808, with 
Stutzman settling there more permanently in 1809. His first home and farm is located immediately 
south of the present-day village of Walnut Creek in eastern Holmes County (Beachy, 2011a, p. 
445). The earliest Amish families to this area arrived from the western Pennsylvania county of 
Somerset (Hostetler, 1993), which itself was founded in 1767. Yoder (2022) indicates that in 1809-
1810, 10 Amish households moved to the area between the present-day towns of Walnut Creek 
and Sugarcreek. Over time, more families relocated to the area so that by 1835, an estimated 250 
Amish families were part of the tax rolls, and “the area roughly bounded by present Sugarcreek, 
Baltic, Farmerstown, Beck’s Mills, Saltillo, Benton, Mt. Hope, Winesburg, and back to Sugarcreek 
was by then heavily settled by the Amish” (Beachy, 1981, p. x). See Figure 1, inner circle. 
  

 
2 There may also be a few Amish living to the west in Ashland County who are part of the Greater 
Holmes County settlement. 
3 The 2010 monograph An Amish Paradox about the Greater Holmes County settlement, written by 
Charles Hurst and David McConnell, included the subtitle “Diversity and Change in the World’s Largest 
Amish Community.”  That description was and is accurate in terms of the number of church districts, but 
not in terms of population since Lancaster settlement districts on average include more and larger 
households. 
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Figure 1 
Location and Approximate Geographic Range of the Greater Holmes County Settlement, 1835 (inner circle) 
and 2025 (outer circle)  

 
Map by Ibagli - Own work, released to public domain, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=7597893 
  

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=7597893
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 Other German-speaking groups, including the Dunkers (Die Dunker/German Baptist 
Brethren), who were regarded as skilled farmers, moved from Pennsylvania to Holmes County and 
other locations in Ohio during this early period of statehood, and even before (Hostetler, 1993; 
Knepper, 2003). Many settled in eastern Holmes County along with or often ahead of the Amish 
and were involved in developing the land into farms. By studying the 1870 tax maps, it becomes 
obvious that many of the Amish farms were first occupied by the Dunkers. The tax map is replete 
with Dunker-sounding names like Donner, Fair, Fisher, and Shutt.4  
 Even though an exact year-by-year accounting of the early growth of the Greater Holmes 
County Amish settlement is not possible, we know it was sufficiently large for several of the 
historic ministers’ meetings (Dienerversammlungen) to be held there in the 1860s and 1870s 
(Yoder & Estes, 1999; Beachy, 2011b, p. 355). These meetings led to a sizeable division among 
the Amish at the time, resulting in two factions: the Old Order Amish and the Amish Mennonites 
(Yoder, 1991).5 
 Hostetler (1993, p. 97) provides an account of the size of the Greater Holmes County settlement 
up through 1990, citing six church districts in 1890, 13 in 1920, 49 in 1960, and 131 in 1990. The 
2025 directory for this settlement shows 290 church districts.6 The Greater Lancaster County 
settlement is larger in population, but it has fewer church districts, with 267 in 2025 (Young 
Center, 2025b).  
 Donnermeyer (2021) estimated the Amish population in Holmes County at slightly over 45 
percent of the county’s total population, the highest among any county or county-equivalent in 
Canada and the United States. Wayne County’s Amish population was only 7.8 percent, in part 
because the total population of the county is about 117,000 persons, compared to a much smaller 
Holmes County population of slightly over 44,000. The other counties in the Greater Holmes 
County settlement show even smaller Amish percentages. A close second to Holmes County is 
LaGrange County, Indiana, which is part of the third-largest settlement (Elkhart-LaGrange) and 
whose Amish population is estimated at 44.7% of the county’s total population (Donnermeyer, 

 
4 Co-author Henry Troyer reached this conclusion based on his own examination of the tax maps. Today, 
no land ownership remains in the hands of these Brethren people, but two modern-day churches serve as 
reminders of the Dunker past. One is the Church of the Brethren in Sugarcreek (extant), and the other is 
the Baltic Church of the Brethren, which closed in recent years, and the building is now being repurposed. 
5 This account by Leroy Beachy, titled “The Amish churches of Holmes County,” is found in the Ohio 
Amish Directory: Holmes County and Vicinity, 1973 edition, and several subsequent editions. 
6 The Young Center (2025b) shows 322 church districts in the “Holmes County area.” This includes a 
group of very conservative Amish, nicknamed Swartzentruber, who do not allow information about their 
church districts and households to be included in the directories for the Greater Holmes County 
settlement. Also, near the Greater Holmes County settlement are a number of other, smaller settlements 
that are included in the directories. These settlements, as found in the 2025 directory, include Brinkhaven/ 
Danville (eight church districts), Danville/Butler (five church districts), Glenmont/Brinkhaven (one 
church district), Howard/East Knox (five church districts), Loudonville/McKay (two church districts), 
Tiverton (one church district), Walhonding (two church districts), and Lakeville (four church districts). 
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2021). The population composition of no other county besides these two exceeds 30 percent, and 
only a handful exceed 10 percent.7 
 Also of note, four separate, small Amish settlements include some households with addresses 
in Holmes County (Brinkhaven/Danville, Glenmont/Brinkhaven, Lakeville, Loudonville/McKay), 
plus part of the Lodi-Homerville settlement, which is large in its own right. It spills into 
northwestern Wayne County, with 18 church districts spanning Wayne, Medina, and Ashland 
counties. Figure 2 shows the boundaries for the largest settlements in Ohio, with dots for the 
remaining settlements. As of the end of 2025, Ohio hosts more Amish settlements than any other 
state, over 75 in all, including both the Greater Holmes County settlement and the Greater Geauga 
County settlement, to the east of the Cleveland Metropolitan area (see Figure 2).8 

Affiliations 
Compared to almost all other large Amish settlements, a distinctive trait of the Greater Holmes 
County settlement is its diversity of Amish affiliations. An affiliation is a group of church districts 
that share the same essential ordnung (beliefs and practices) (Kraybill et al, 2013, pp. 138-139). 
Some affiliations are quite large and include similarly-minded Amish groups located at numerous 
other settlements. For example, what is known as the Buchanan County (IA)/Medford (WI) Amish 
affiliation includes nearly two dozen other communities spread throughout the Midwest. This 
affiliation is considered more conservative than other mainline Old Order Amish, “linked by a 
common background and similar ordnung” (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 395). 
 At least nine affiliations, some quite small (i.e., comprising only one or two church districts), 
reside in the Greater Holmes County settlement (Hurst & McConnell, 2010, p. 54). This diversity 
can be expressed across a broad spectrum of technologies and practices. To the casual observer, 
this diversity is readily apparent in the differing styles of buggies. For example, the buggies of 
some groups feature a front windshield, sliding doors, rearview mirrors, hydraulic brakes, 
headlights, flashing rear lights, turn signals, and a host of other features. In contrast, the buggies 
of other groups have few or none of these amenities (Kraybill, 1994, p. 61). 

 
7 The percentage of a county that is Amish depends on only two factors: the actual number of the Amish 
living there and the total size of a county’s population. Based on a 2020 census of the Amish population 
prepared by Donnermeyer  (2021) for the Religious Congregations Membership Study, counties whose 
Amish population is 10 percent or greater include: Douglas County, IL (11.7%), Adams County, IN 
(22.6%), Daviess County, IN (15.4%), Davis County, IA (19.7%), Wayne County, IA (14.9%), Hart, KY 
(13.1%), Geauga County, OH (10.2%), and Vernon County, WI (11.5%). Because Lancaster County is a 
large metropolitan county of over half-a-million residents, the total Amish population there, despite being 
the largest of all, accounts for only 5.2% of the county’s total population. 
8 The inexact wording about the number of settlements in Ohio (and any other state) is because new 
settlements are forming all the time, and occasionally a settlement fails, that is, it becomes extinct. In 
addition, some settlements straddle state lines. For example, there are two Ohio settlements that stretch 
into Pennsylvania but are counted as Ohio-based. These are the Kinsman/State Line (Ashtabula County, 
OH, and Mercer County, PA) and Conneaut/Pierpont (Ashtabula County, OH, and Crawford County, PA) 
settlements. Similarly, more than 100 families from the Indiana-based Adams/Jay settlement and a few 
from the much smaller Hamilton, Indiana, settlement have Ohio addresses, but the bulk of their 
populations are located in Indiana. 
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Figure 2
Location of Settlements in Ohio, 2025* 

Lodi-Homerville, 
18 church districts

Hamilton, IN. settlement, 
1 church district

Greater Holmes County, 
322 church districts

Greater Geauga County, 
163 church districts

Jay/Adams County, IN 
Swiss Amish settlement, 72 
church districts

Fredericktown,
14 church districts

Kinsman/State
Line, OH/PA 

settlement. 2 church
districts

Conneaut  (OH) / 
Pierpont (PA)
settlement, 6 church 
districts

Map by Ibagli - Own work, released to public domain, https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=7597893
*The number of church districts for the larger settlements in Ohio is based on information from the Young Center
(2025a)

https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=7597893
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 There are three primary affiliations9 into which church districts are organized within both the 
2020 and 2025 directories. The three are the Dan (also known as Andy Weaver), the Old Order, 
and the New Order affiliations (Wengerd, 2019; 2024). The 2025 Directory includes maps (pp. ix-
xix) showing the approximate locations of the church districts of these three groupings in the 
Greater Holmes County settlement. 
 A fourth major affiliation in the settlement, the very conservative Swartzentruber Amish do 
not participate in the directory for the Greater Holmes County settlement (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 397). 
The Swartzentruber affiliation began in the second decade of the twentieth century over 
disagreements about the application of the meidung, or bann, for wayward members and those who 
left the Amish for other faith groups after they were baptized (Hurst & McConnell, 2020, p. 38). 
Since then, several subdivisions within the Swartzentruber affiliation have emerged (Hurst & 
McConnell, 2010, pp. 42-43; Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 397), but all varieties of Swartzentruber are more 
conservative in their approach to technology adoption than most other Amish groups. There are 
22 Swartzentruber church districts in the Greater Holmes County settlement, which would be 
approximately 7% of the total population (Gingerich, 2026). 
 Returning to the three major affiliations that are included in the directory, both the Dan and 
New Order churches are divisions from the Old Order mainline, which Stoltzfus (2022, p. 392), 
using the original work of Scott (2011), describes as a “moderate majority group that make up the 
bulk of the large Midwestern Amish settlements.” The Dan church districts, in contrast, are 
generally more conservative in their use of technology than the Old Order, and fall between the 
Swartzentruber and the mainline Old Order Amish. Hurst and McConnell (2010, pp. 42-48) 
describe the Dan Amish as “moderate conservative.” The Dan affiliation developed in the 1950s 
and began over issues related to shunning; however, today the group exhibits a general pattern of 
distinctiveness rooted in the adoption of various technologies. For example, the Dan Amish 
conform to Ohio laws about a slow-moving vehicle sign and blinking buggy lights on the back of 
buggies (something the Swartzentruber Amish have resisted), but do not allow rearview mirrors 
(something the Swartzentruber group also does not allow). 
 The New Order Amish are generally regarded as more progressive than the Old Order. A 
significant share of the events leading up to this division took place in the Greater Holmes County 
settlement during the 1960s, although not all (Beachy, 2011b, pp. 446-447; Kraybill, 1994, pp. 56-
57). The New Order is generally seen as more evangelical, with an emphasis on adult baptism as 
the “new birth” and on a belief in “assurance of salvation” (Hurst & McConnell, 2010, p. 49). In 
terms of technologies, they are generally more progressive than both the Old Order and the Dan 
Amish (Waldrep, 2008). Today, there is a subgroup known as the “New Order-Electric” Amish, 
whose kitchens use technologies similar to those in most non-Amish North American households. 
Some New Order communities allow tractors not only for fieldwork but also for local 
transportation (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 394).  

9 There is variation, however slight, in the ordnungs of church districts within each of these three 
affiliations. 
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Research Objectives 
The objective of this article is to provide a profile of the Amish population in the Greater Holmes 
County settlement. It includes only the Amish who prohibit motor vehicle ownership, in keeping 
with Luthy’s (2009) definition. There are other Plain Anabaptist groups in Holmes County, 
including Beachy Amish, who do not prohibit motor vehicle ownership, as well as a variety of 
Mennonite congregations whose members adhere to plain dress and lifestyle. 
 This article uses information from both the 2020 and 2025 directories (Wengerd, 2019; 2024) 
for the Greater Holmes County settlement. The profile includes several specific demographic 
features, such as patterns related to ordination, men’s occupations, marriage, widowhood and 
remarriage, birth intervals, fertility, population pyramids, and twinning. Whenever possible, 
various population characteristics are broken down by the three affiliations of Dan, Old Order, 
and New Order; by sex (female vs. male); and by birthdate to gauge differences by birth cohorts 
in a demographic trait over time.10 

Methodology 
Breaking down data to create demographic comparisons requires a large number of cases. 
Previously, all households in the Greater Holmes County community from the 2020 directory were 
entered into Excel by one of the authors (Troyer) and are used in this article to describe three 
important population characteristics. These characteristics include population pyramids for all 
three affiliations and for the overall population, as well as total fertility and twinning rate. 
 The remaining population characteristics are based on a database that is a one-in-five sample 
of households from the 2025 directory, developed jointly by the authors. In effect, it is a systematic 
random sample in which a researcher decides to sample a certain proportion of cases within a 
particular universe (Groves, 2009, pp. 123-124). For example, a total count revealed 8,239 
households in the 2025 directory for the Greater Holmes County settlement, an increase of about 
11.4% from the 2020 directory. A one-in-five sample would therefore yield a database containing 
about 1,650 cases. In fact, the database for this study includes slightly more households: 1,668. 
We began by randomly selecting a number from one through five. The number three was chosen. 
Data entry for the first church district began with the third household, proceeded to the eighth, then 
the thirteenth, etc. Data entry for the next church district began with the fourth household, then to 
the ninth household, and proceeded accordingly. This rule of a continual rotation of starting points 
(3rd, 4th, 5th, 1st, 2nd, etc.) for each successive church district eliminated any self-selection bias on 

10 This profile does not present statistics and a discussion of the baptism codes, which is reserved for a 
follow-up article. In the directories, there are six codes indicating the status of offspring, including: a – 
single, Amish and living with parents; b – married, Amish, and living in the Greater Holmes County 
settlement or one of the other settlements found in the directory; c – married, Amish, and living in another 
community not included in the directory (and the name of the community); d – child is no longer Amish; 
e – single, Amish, and no longer living with parents; and s – special needs child. The follow-up article 
will discuss the ambiguities of these codes and the challenges of interpreting them, as well as a statistical 
summary of offspring status based on both the 2020 and 2025 directories. 



A Population Profile of the Greater Holmes County Amish Settlement 9 

the part of the authors, such as a preference to enter only households with many offspring, or 
households with only a few offspring, or skipping households consisting only of a single adult.  
 Altogether, based on the size of a church district, the number of households per district in the 
2025 database was almost always between three and seven entries, except for a few large church 
districts with 40 or more households. The range in size of church districts was 49 households to 
seven households, with the caveat that the smallest church district was a numerical outlier. Average 
size was highest among Old Order church districts (28.90 households), followed by an average 
size of 27.56 households for Dan church districts, and 26.15 households for New Order districts. 
 Directories are now a central feature of most Amish communities and serve as a valuable 
source for population research. That was not always the case (Nolt, 2020). For example, Smith’s 
(1960) pioneering demographic profile of the Amish relied on marriage license applications and 
variously published genealogies of Amish families in the Lancaster County area (Donnermeyer, 
2023a). A major impetus for compiling directories was the desire of The Johns Hopkins University 
School of Medicine and other medical centers conducting genetic studies of the Amish population. 
As Nolt (2020, p. 46) notes: 

In 1964, Cross began partnering with Ervin N. Gingerich (1916–2007), a Holmes 
County, Ohio, deacon who had maintained a list of Ohio household heads, to 
expand that list into a comprehensive directory. The resulting volume, issued in 
1965, listed birth and marriage dates, all children and married children’s spouses, 
and occupations of heads of household . . . Church district maps located each family 
geographically, and two indexes listed men and women, with women alphabetized 
by their family-of-origin surname. All of these features would become staples of 
Amish directories in the years to come. The book was published by the Division of 
Medical Genetics, Johns Hopkins University Hospital, and Cross was listed as the 
directory’s editor. 

 These first wave genetic studies usually described the Amish population as insular socially and 
culturally, accompanied by endogamous marriage patterns and prohibitions on birth control (Cross 
& McKusick, 1970, p. 84). The information in the early directories formed the foundation for 
information in more recent directories. Perhaps the most significant addition to contemporary 
directories is baptism status (i.e., “code definition”) that shows whether or not adult offspring have 
remained Amish and married, or left the Amish faith (see footnote 9). This topic is reserved for a 
follow-up article on the demographic profile of the Greater Holmes County settlement. 
 Both the 2020 and 2025 directories include the following information: the name of the 
husband and his occupation (and the occupation of single adult females and of a few 
widows); the address and a telephone number (for most households that are either Old 
Order or New Order, but not for households in the Dan church districts); the name of the 
wife, including her maiden name; the birth dates of  the husband and wife; the names of the 
parents of both the husband and wife (and the church district number if they, too, live in the
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Greater Holmes County settlement); the first name of each child; and each child’s birthdate.11 

Findings 
We begin by reviewing and discussing the results of tables that summarize patterns in 
ordinations, and then proceed to examine the occupations of men. We summarize marriage 
patterns, first by day of the week and month of the year, and note any changes in marriage 
dates over time. Plus, we explore the average age of marriage for husbands and wives, broken 
down by affiliation. We then examine the findings for widowers and widows, as well as 
remarriage. This is followed by a look at birth intervals, from marriage to first birth to 
subsequent births (from data in the 2025 directory), and total fertility, followed by a set of three 
age/sex pyramids from the 2020 directory. Since an age/sex pyramid requires breaking down 
data into five-year age categories by sex, the larger number of cases from the 2020 directory 
was utilized. Where possible, the findings are compared with several other population 
profiles found in the Journal of Plain Anabaptist Communities, including the Greater 
Lancaster County, PA settlement (Donnermeyer, 2023a); the Elkhart-Lagrange, IN settlement 
(Meyers, 2022); the Greater Geauga County, OH settlement (Greksa, 2021); the Michigan 
settlements (Donnermeyer, 2023b); and selected Swiss Amish settlements (Donnermeyer, 
2025). Further, we include some of the earlier work of Smith (1960), and from 
demographically-focused articles from the Journal of Amish and Plain Anabaptist Studies 
that preceded JPAC, including a study of the Amish in Iowa (Cooksey & Donnermeyer, 2013) 
and the occupations of Amish men in Wisconsin (Cross, 2018). Finally, several articles 
published in other journals, such as Rural Sociology, are incorporated into the discussion. 

Ordinations 
Among almost all faith groups in North America, the Amish way of selecting religious leaders for 
each church district is distinctive. All baptized members (men and women) are asked to nominate 
men for the position being filled. Men generally must receive three or more nominations to be 
considered a candidate. A passage from Acts of the Apostles (chapter 1, verses 24-26) about the 
selection of a replacement for Judas by drawing lots (“casting lots”) is read, and the congregation 
prays that God’s choice will be revealed in the process to follow. In another room, officiating 
clergy have prepared a set of Ausbund hymnals, the number of which matches the number of 
candidates, by placing into one of the hymnals a slip of paper on which a Bible verse referring to 
the casting of lots is written. The hymnals are then brought into the room where the candidates and 
congregation are assembled, and each candidate chooses one of the books. The person who 
chooses the hymnal in which the slip of paper was hidden is then considered God’s choice for the 

11 The authors wish to inform readers that the databases (Excel) from the directories do not include 
specific names, addresses, and telephone numbers, only population-related information, such as marriage 
and birth dates. Linking specific reproductive and family information to names, etc., might be considered 
a violation of human subjects protocols without the active consent of those in the study (i.e., those in the 
directories). 
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leadership role and ordained immediately, usually by a visiting bishop (Kraybill et al., 2013, pp. 
90-92). 
 Ordinations in Table 1 are displayed separately for bishops, ministers, and deacons. A “full 
bench” or full set of ordained men for any given church district is typically one bishop, two 
ministers, and one deacon (Hostetler, 1993, p. 106). This is reflected in the number of cases found 
in Table 1. Bishops and deacons represent about half as many cases as ministers. Ministers show 
the youngest average age at the time of ordination, followed closely by deacons. Bishops tend to 
be in their mid-40s at ordination, though a handful were ordained before they turned 40.  
 In the lower half of Table 1 are the occupations of ordained men. These results must be 
interpreted with caution because the current occupation might not have been the one these men 
held when they were first selected for the ministry. Further, there is an unusually high number of 
ordained men for whom an occupation is not listed. This appears to be due to the physical 
arrangement of information in the 2025 directory. Simply, there may not have been enough print 
space to list an ordained man’s occupation; instead, their ordained status and the date of their 
ordination were considered more important than their occupation. 
 The results where occupations were listed indicate that they reflect the general distribution for 
men’s occupation for the Greater Holmes County settlement, with the caveat that the percentage 
of ordained men listed as farmers is higher than that found in the overall population (Table 2). 
Nevertheless, the percentage of bishops, ministers, and deacons (combined) involved in agriculture 
is relatively low: 18.33%. As well, only a small percentage of ordained men are in “traditional” 
occupations, that is, occupations that were part of all American communities before electricity and 
motor vehicles transformed North American and other societies around the world. These 
occupations continue to be necessary services for the Amish, including buggy-making and repair, 
blacksmithing, saddle-making, and other leather works associated with a horse-and-buggy way of 
life. 
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Table 1 
Ordinations by Age and Occupation, 2025 

 
Age at ordination* 

Bishops 
(n=52) 

Ministers 
(n=104) 

Deacons 
(n=54) 

Total 
(n=211) 

     <30 years  5 (9.62%) 24 (23.08%) 9 (16.67%) 38 (18.01%) 
     30-39 years 16 (30.77%) 56 (53.85%) 24 (44.44%) 96 (45.97%) 
     40-49 years 15 (28.85%) 18 (17.31%) 15 (27.78%) 48 (22.74%) 
     50-59 years 10 (19.23%) 5 (4.81%) 6 (11.11%) 21 (9.95) 
     60-69 years 6 (11.54%) 1 (0.96%) 0 (0.00%) 7 (3.32%) 
     Average age (in  
         years) 

 
45.62 

 
35.73 

 
38.52 

 
38.89 

     Age range of  
         ordained men 
         (in years) 

 
26.30 – 64.90 

 
20.60 – 60.47 

 
19.86 – 58.02 

 
19.86 – 64.90 

Current occupation Bishop  
(n=41) 

Ministers 
(n=96) 

Deacons 
(n=43) 

Total 
(n=180) 

     Agriculture** 8 (19.51%) 21 (21.88%) 4 (9.30%) 33 (18.33%) 
     Carpentry &  
         construction 

18 (43.90%) 38 (39.58%) 15 (34.88%) 71 (39.44) 

     Sawmill 0 (0.0%) 4 (4.17%) 1 (2.33%) 5 (2.78%) 
     Traditional***  1 (2.44%) 2 (2.08%) 3 (6.98%) 6 (3.33%) 
     Other, non-farm 14 (34.15%) 31 (32.29%) 20 (46.51%) 65 (36.11%) 
     Missing information 11 -- 9 -- 11 -- 31 -- 

*Age and occupational totals vary due to missing data 
**Includes four bishops and three ministers, respectively, listed as involved both in agriculture and one other non-
agricultural occupation. In all seven cases, their occupation was counted only in the agriculture category. 
***Traditional occupations include blacksmithing, buggy making, etc. 

Occupations  
The occupations of Amish men in the Greater Holmes County settlement are summarized in Table 
2. In an earlier study, Kreps et al. (1994, p. 173) used occupation counts from the 1965, 1973, 
1981, and 1988 directories for the Greater Holmes County settlement. They noted a significant 
decrease in the percentage of men who farm, from nearly 71% in the 1965 directory to about 38% 
in the 1988 directory. The 2025 directory shows the overall percentage has decreased to 11.44%, 
a rate that is now not much higher than the Greater Geauga County settlement, which Greksa 
(2021) reported to be only 5.5% based on data from that settlement’s 2014 directory. Meyers 
(2022) used the 2017 directory for Elkhart-LaGrange Counties, IN, and found that about 15% of 
men there are farmers, and the percentage is even lower for younger husbands. However, the 
percentages for these two large Ohio settlements and the one in northern Indiana do not represent 
all Amish communities. Donnermeyer (2023b) observed from the 2019 Michigan directory, which 
included almost all settlements in that state, that the percentage of men involved in agriculture 
(either full-time or part-time) was about 41%. In his study of the Greater Lancaster County 
settlement, Donnermeyer (2023a) calculated that slightly under 41% of the men were engaged in 
agriculture, based on data from the 2015 directory for that community. Cross (2013) noted that 
about 58% of men in Wisconsin’s Amish communities were farmers. Although this percentage has 
probably declined since his study, it likely remains the primary occupation for the majority of men 
today. 
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 Table 2 reveals that the most frequent occupation listed in the 2025 directory was carpentry 
and other building trades, ranging from making wooden roof trusses to constructing homes and 
other buildings to furniture-making and cabinet-making. The bottom row of Table 2 indicates that 
about 45% of men are involved in “other non-farm occupations.” This is a potpourri of jobs, 
ranging from electrical work to welding. Some of these occupations may involve working for a 
construction company. This data shows the limits of what can be learned from directories listing 
men’s occupations because the reporting style is not standardized, either across directories or, 
unfortunately, within the same directory. Sometimes men will describe what they do with a single 
word, like “plumber,” but not indicate whether they work for a large construction firm or are self-
employed. Others will list only the company name, which may hint at what they do, like “Trail 
Cabinets,” but lack any other details. Such a person could be the owner of Trail Cabinets, a clerk 
taking orders, a carpenter building cabinets, or someone who installs the finished products. At the 
least, Table 2 shows whether men remain occupationally connected to agriculture. 
 One might think that the conservative Dan Amish would be more involved in agriculture, since 
farming is a traditional occupation. However, the opposite is true. The proportion of Dan Amish 
men involved in agriculture is now below 10%, and the Old Order percentage is below 11%. In 
contrast, the New Order Amish show a substantially higher percentage of agriculturally-related 
occupations (27.27%). The greater involvement of New Order men in agriculture was 
foreshadowed by the earlier study of the Greater Holmes County community by Kreps et al. (1993, 
p 713). At the time of their study, the percentage of men from the Dan affiliation who were farming 
had declined from 66% in 1973 to 45% in 1988. The decline for Old Order men was similar, from 
slightly less than 50% in 1973 to nearly 34% in 1988. However, the decline in farming among 
New Order men was more gradual, from about 47% in 1973 to slightly less than 36% in 1988.12  
 Conversations with several Holmes County Amish men suggest that the higher rates of farming 
among New Orders may be related to the group’s greater ability to adopt new farming 
technologies; hence, they can adjust their agricultural operations to maintain profitability and 
support their families. Another factor is that Dan and Old Order families display higher fertility 
than New Order families (Troyer, 2022b). If the larger pool of boys raised in Dan and Old Order 
families do not move to other settlements as young adults, they will be more compelled to seek 
non-agricultural jobs. Hence, the proportion who remain in agriculture will decline over time; 
however, given population growth, the actual number of Amish men from Dan and Old Order 
affiliations in agriculture may increase somewhat (Kreps et al., 1993). Nonetheless, these results 
call for reconsideration of Ericksen et al.’s (1980) contention about the cultivation of the soil as a 
linchpin of Amish values and social organization. Even though employment in agriculture remains 
very important, it appears to be no longer as central to Amish society as it once was.  
  

 
12 The dates refer to the year a directory was published. Kreps et al. (1994) also calculated percentages 
from the 1965 directory for the Dan Amish and the Old Order Amish, but the New Order affiliation had 
not yet emerged. 
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Table 2 
Occupations of Male Household Heads, by Affiliation  

 Dan 
(Andy Weaver) 

 Old Order Amish 
 

  New Order Amish 
 

Total 

 Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Agriculture** 20 9.39 114 10.56 24 27.27 158 11.44 
Carpentry & 
   construction 

116 54.46 324 30.00 26 29.55 466 33.74 

Sawmill 9 4.26 83 7.69 0 0.00 92 6.67 
Traditional*** 10 4.69 31 2.87 0 0.00 41 2.97 
Other     
   occupations 

58 27.23 528 48.89 38 43.18 624 45.18 

Total 213 100.00 1,080 100.01**** 88 100.00 1,381 100.00 
Missing 9 -- 133 -- 15 -- 157 -- 

*Excludes occupational information from a small one-church district fellowship known as the Stutzman-Troyer 
**Includes 38 cases of men who listed two occupations, one agricultural and one non-agricultural 
***Traditional occupations include blacksmithing, buggy making, etc. 
****Due to rounding error 

Age at Marriage and Age at First Birth 
Family is recognized as one of the three building blocks of Amish society, along with church (i.e., 
membership in a church district) and community (i.e., living in an Amish settlement) (Kraybill, 
2001, pp. 81-82). Table 3 shows the age at the time of marriage for both men and women. It does 
not include remarriage. Few Amish marry before the age of 20, and about the same small 
percentage marry in their thirties. As Table 3 numbers indicate, marriage age is predominantly 
from 20-23 years, accounting for 64.63% of marriages for men and 69.13% for women. Altogether, 
men tend to be slightly older than women at the time of marriage. The average age at first marriage 
for men is 23.53 years, and for women it is nearly 1.5 years younger. 
 Both Smith (1960) and Donnermeyer (2023a) show very similar results for the Greater 
Lancaster County settlement, with age at marriage hovering between 20 and 24 years for men and 
women, no matter the time period of their analyses, which extends from the last decade of the 
nineteenth century (Smith, 1960) through the second decade of the twenty-first century 
(Donnermeyer, 2023a). Similarly, Donnermeyer (2023b; 2025) found the same average age range 
when examining the age at marriage for settlements in the 2023 Michigan directory and for the 
four largest Swiss Amish settlements. Men marry on average at an older age than women, with the 
average difference in the range of about one to two years. 
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Table 3 
Age at Time of Marriage* 
Age                           Males                        Female** 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
     <19 years 55 3.57 231 15.01 
     20-21 years 491 31.86 692 44.96 
     22-23 years 505 32.77 372 24.17 
     24-25 years 264 17.13 135 8.77 
     26-27 years 113 7.33 52 3.38 
     28-29 years 48 3.11 27 1.75 
      >30 years 65 4.22 30 1.95 
Total 1541 100.00 1539 100.00 
Average age                          23.53 years                    22.09 years 

*Does not include five households with no marriage date listed in the 2025 directory  
**Birth dates for two females were not reported in the 2025 directory 

 Table 4 shows the ages of both the husband and wife at the time family formation begins. A 
comparison of the results in Table 4 with Table 3 shows that, on average, a wedded couple becomes 
parents by about the eighteenth month of their marriage. That means men are fathers on average 
before the age of 25, and women are mothers about midway between their twenty-third and twenty-
fourth birthdays. For men, 71.77% are parents by their mid-twenties, and for women, it is 84.54%. 
Once again, differences between various Amish settlements with respect to the age of married 
couples at first birth are minimal, as shown when comparing Cooksey and Donnermeyer’s (2013) 
study of the Iowa Amish, Donnermeyer’s (2023b) study of Michigan settlements, and his analysis 
of the four largest Swiss Amish settlements (Donnermeyer, 2025). 

Table 4 
Age of Married Couples at First Birth 
 
Age 

                       Husbands                         Wives 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

     <19 years 32 2.26 77 5.43 
     20-21 years 178 12.56 405 28.58 
     22-23 years 472 33.31 487 34.37 
     24-25 years 335 23.64 229 16.16 
     26-27 years 196 13.83 109 7.69 
     28-29 years 94 6.63 48 3.39 
      >30 years 110 7.76 62 4.38 
     Total 1417 100.00 1417 100.00 
Average age               24.92 years                  23.51 years 

*A few children were born before the marriage date, but were nonetheless included in the calculations 

 Table 5 shows the ages of the husband and wife at the time of their marriage and at the birth 
of their first child, across the three Amish affiliations. Again, differences are minimal, especially 
for men. About half a year separates the three groups, with men from the Dan group marrying and 
becoming fathers slightly younger than those from the other two affiliations. The same pattern 
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holds for women, with the average age at marriage and the average age at first birth slightly 
younger for those belonging to the Dan affiliation.  

Table 5 
Average Age at Marriage and Average Age at First Birth for Married Couples, by Affiliation 
Affiliation Average Age at Marriage (years) Average Age at First Birth (years)* 

Males Females Males Females 
Dan (Andy 
   Weaver) 

23.11 (n=259) 21.57 (n=259) 24.46 (n=234) 22.88 (n=234) 

Old Order 23.67 (n=1153) 22.12 (n=1153) 25.03 (n=1062) 23.53 (n=1062) 
New Order 23.50 (n=129) 22.88 (n=129) 24.89 (n=122) 24.24 (n=122) 

*Totals may vary slightly due to missing information

Month and Day of Marriage  
Smith’s (1960, pp. 2-4) study of the Amish in southeastern Pennsylvania includes an analysis of 
the “wedding season.” His data, based on nearly 600 cases from one source (marriage license 
applications) and over 1,200 from another source (Amish genealogies), showed that almost three-
fourths of all weddings in that region occurred in November. Further, the percentage of weddings 
in November increased markedly from the period 1890-1899, when it was a mere 10%, to nearly 
82% for the period 1950-1959, while the percentage of weddings held in December declined from 
nearly 74% to nearly 10%. Donnermeyer’s (2023a, p. 13) study of marriages in the Greater 
Lancaster County settlement indicates that this shift in the month of the year has held steady. For 
example, over 75% of marriages in the Greater Lancaster County community during 2010-2014 
took place in November, which was only slightly lower than during 2000-2009.  
 As Hostetler (1993, p. 192) observed: “Weddings are usually held in November and December, 
since this is a time when the work year allows community-wide participation.” However, with the 
decline in the percentage of households that are farming, the late autumn season is now less 
obviously tied to a decline in the intensity of household work. Community-wide involvement 
remains important in almost all Amish marriages, but one cannot generalize from a study of a 
single place. For example, Troyer’s (2021, pp. 98-99) analysis of wedding dates in the Greater 
Holmes County settlement is substantially different. Initially, weddings took place in the autumn 
and winter months (mostly November through February), but by the second decade of the 21st 
century, that pattern had changed, with nuptials in May and June accounting for close to half of all 
wedding events. After a dip in weddings in July, there is a second cluster in August, September, 
and October. As well, Donnermeyer’s (2023b, p. 46) analysis of weddings in the Michigan 
settlements shows a similar preference for May, June, September, and October. The one-in-five 
sample from the 2025 directory for the Greater Holmes County settlement (Table 6) reveals 
essentially the same pattern, but with some shifting over time. May and June remain the preferred 
months for weddings, with August declining a bit so that the second peak is more narrowly 
confined to September and October.  
 Of special note in Table 6, there are minimal differences by affiliation. Whereas 32.71% of 
Dan marriages occurred in May and June, a slightly lower percentage (30.19%) of weddings 
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occurred in the same months within the Old Order, and 32.82% for New Order matrimonial 
services during that same time. Likewise, September and October account for 32.70% of Dan 
weddings, 32.40% of Old Order weddings, and 32.24% of New Order nuptials. Time of the year 
for weddings, therefore, seems to be more strongly defined by place than by affiliation. There is a 
noticeable difference between the Greater Holmes County community and the Greater Lancaster 
County settlement in preferred wedding months, with the caveat that more conservative 
communities in Michigan show a lower percentage of weddings in June and September. All told, 
however, the three studies of settlements beyond the Greater Lancaster community demonstrate a 
different pattern: there is not a single wedding season, but two (Spring and Autumn).  

Table 6 
Month of Marriage by Affiliation 

 Dan (Andy Weaver) Old Order New Order Total 
Month of marriage Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
January 2 0.75 19 1.62 4 3.57 25 1.61 
February 2 0.75 15 1.28 1 0.89 18 1.16 
March 12 4.51 34 2.89 2 1.79 48 3.09 
April 25 9.40 121 10.29 7 6.25 153 9.85 
May 52 19.55 234 19.90 20 17.86 305 19.63 
June 35 13.16 143 12.16 27 24.11 205 13.19 
July 3 1.13 40 3.40 5 4.46 48 3.09 
August 27 10.15 104 8.84 8 7.14 139 8.94 
September 51 19.17 223 18.96 17 15.18 292 18.79 
October 36 13.53 158 13.44 15 13.39 209 13.45 
November 11 4.14 65 5.53 6 5.36 82 5.28 
December 10 3.76 20 1.70 0 0.00 30 1.93 
Total* 266 100.00 1,175 100.00 112 100.00 1,554 100.00 

*Totals may vary slightly between tables for day of the week for marriages and month of the year for 
marriages due to incomplete reporting of a complete marriage date (day, month, year) in the directory. 
Also, totals may not add exactly to 100.00% due to rounding error. 

 The wedding day is “itself a great occasion, not only for the bride and bridegroom, but for the 
kinship community and guests” (Hostetler, 1993, p. 194). While the monthly patterns may vary 
between the two largest settlements and other localities, the day of the week appears to be 
consistent across places and time. For example, Donnermeyer (2023a, p. 14; 2023b, p. 46) found 
Tuesday and Thursday to be the preferred days in the Greater Lancaster County settlement, and 
Thursday to be even more popular among the Michigan settlements.13 Troyer (2021, p. 100) found 
Thursday to be the overwhelming choice for tying the knot in the Greater Holmes County 
settlement, a pattern extending across more than 100 years. Troyer (2021, p. 102) concludes that: 

A day’s worth of work is required to prepare for a wedding, and another day is 
required after the wedding day for cleaning up and reestablishing a degree of 
normalcy. The main consideration was avoiding Sunday for either pre-wedding 
preparation or post-wedding clean up (Scott, 1998).  

 
13 Unfortunately, Smith’s (1960) study did not include an analysis of weddings by day of the week. 
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 Table 7 displays days of the week for weddings by the three affiliations. The most noticeable 
difference is in New Order weddings, which are much more likely to be held on Saturdays. This 
difference is one that will require ethnographic research rather than directory data to explain. 

Table 7 
Day of Marriages by Affiliation* 

 Dan (Andy Weaver) Old Order New Order Total 
Day of marriage Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Monday 2 0.75 4 0.34 0 0.00 6 0.39 
Tuesday 73 27.44 110 9.34 3 2.65 186 11.95 
Wednesday 3 1.13 179 15.20 3 2.65 185 11.89 
Thursday 179 67.29 785 66.64 34 30.09 997 64.07 
Friday 3 1.13 60 5.09 9 7.96 72 4.63 
Saturday 4 1.50 25 2.12 62 54.87 91 5.85 
Sunday 2 0.75 15 1.27 2 1.77 19 1.22 
Total* 266 100.00 1,178 100.00 113 100.00 1,556 100.00 

*Totals may vary slightly between tables for the day of the week for marriages and the month of the year for 
marriages due to incomplete reporting of complete marriage data in the directory.  Also, totals may not add exactly to 
100.00% due to rounding error. 

 Table 8 shows little variation in the day of a wedding by the month in which it occurs, 
especially for the four most frequent months of the year. Yet, there is a clear trend in preferred day 
of the week over time. See Table 9. Even though Thursday remains the most frequent preference, 
Wednesday has become increasingly popular in the twenty-first century. This can also be seen in 
Figure 3 for weddings held on Tuesday through Friday. Monday was excluded from Figure 3 due 
to an insufficient number of cases. 
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Table 8 
Day and Month of Marriage 

Month Mon. Tuesday Wed. Thursday Friday Sat. Sunday Total 
Jan. 5   

20.00% 
0     

0.00% 
0    

0.00% 
19    

76.00% 
0    

0.00% 
0    

0.00% 
1     

4.00% 
25  

100.00% 
Feb. 0     

0.00% 
3   

16.67% 
1    

5.56%  
12    

66.67% 
1    

5.56% 
0    

0.00% 
1     

5.56% 
18  

100.00% 
March 0     

0.00% 
4     

8.33% 
0    

0.00% 
38    

79.17% 
2    

4.17% 
2    

4.17% 
2     

4.17% 
48  

100.00% 
April 2     

1.32% 
14    

9.21% 
16 

10.53% 
104   

68.42% 
6    

3.95% 
7    

4.61% 
3     

1.97% 
152 

100.00% 
May 0     

0.00% 
48  

15.89% 
35 

11.59% 
190   

62.91% 
10   

3.31% 
17   

5.63% 
2     

0.66% 
302 

100.00% 
June 2     

0.98% 
31  

15.12% 
36 

17.56% 
109   

53.17% 
14   

6.83% 
10   

4.88% 
3     

1.46% 
205 

100.00% 
July 0     

0.00% 
1    

2.08% 
10 

20.83% 
29    

60.42% 
 2   

4.17% 
6  

12.50% 
0     

0.00% 
48  

100.00% 
Aug. 1     

0.72% 
13    

9.35% 
23 

16.55% 
78    

56.12% 
 8   

5.76% 
14 

10.07% 
2    

1.44% 
139 

100.00% 
Sept. 1     

0.34% 
22    

7.53% 
41 

14.04% 
191   

65.41% 
17   

5.82% 
18   

6.16% 
2     

0.68% 
292 

100.00% 
Oct. 0     

0.00% 
22   

10.58% 
21 

10.10% 
141   

67.79% 
11   

5.29% 
13   

6.25% 
0     

0.00% 
208 

100.00% 
Nov. 0     

0.00% 
15   

18.29% 
3    

3.66% 
61    

74.39% 
0    

0.00% 
2    

2.44% 
1     

1.22% 
82  

100.00% 
Dec. 0     

0.00% 
8    

26.67% 
0    

0.00% 
19    

63.33% 
0    

0.00% 
1    

3.33% 
2     

6.67% 
30  

100.00% 
*Totals may vary slightly between tables for the day of the week for marriages and the month of the year for 

marriages due to incomplete reporting of complete marriage data in the directory.  Also, totals may not 
add exactly to 100.00% due to rounding error. 
  



20  The Journal of Plain Anabaptist Communities  Vol. 6, No. 2, 2026 

Table 9 
Trends in the Day of Marriage by Decade of Marriage 

Day 
Before 
1970 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s 2010s 

2020-
2024 

Monday 
   Frequency 
   Percent    

0 
0.00 

0 
0.0 

2 
1.21 

0 
0.00 

1 
0.38 

2 
0.52 

1 
0.48 

Tuesday 
   Frequency 
   Percent 

25 
20.00 

21 
11.93 

20 
12.12 

28 
12.17 

36 
13.64 

38 
9.84 

18 
8.57 

Wednesday 
   Frequency 
   Percent 

1 
0.80 

3 
1.70 

6 
3.64 

2 
0.87 

4 
1.52 

101 
26.17 

68 
32.38 

Thursday 
   Frequency 
   Percent 

81 
64.80 

134 
76.18 

118 
71.52 

185 
80.43 

185 
70.08 

199 
51.55 

95 
45.24 

Friday 
   Frequency 
   Percent 

2 
1.60 

3 
1.70 

0 
0.00 

4 
1.74 

16 
6.06 

27 
6.99 

20 
9.52 

Saturday 
   Frequency 
   Percent 

5 
4.00 

13 
7.39 

18 
10.91 

9 
3.91 

19 
7.20 

19 
4.92 

8 
3.81 

Sunday 
   Frequency 
   Percent 

11 
8.80 

2 
1.14 

1 
0.61 

2 
0.87 

3 
1.14 

0 
0.00 

0 
0.00 

Total 
   Frequency 
   Percent 

125 
100.00 

176 
100.00 

165 
100.00 

230 
100.00 

264 
100.00 

386 
100.00 

210 
100.00 

Figure 3 
Trends in the day of marriage, by decade of marriage 
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Remarriage   
Beachy (2021) examined patterns of remarriage, using the 2015 directory for the Greater Lancaster 
County settlement, the 2019 edition of the Amish Mennonite Directory, and data from Smith’s 
(1960) earlier demographic work. He found that most widows and widowers do not remarry, 
although younger widows and widowers were more likely to remarry. Also, there was a significant 
difference between surviving wives and husbands (Beachy, 2021, p. 99). For example, nearly 95% 
of widows in the Greater Lancaster County settlement did not remarry, compared to about 53% of 
widowers (Beachy, 2021, p. 99). The average age of the widows and widowers who lost their 
spouse was nearly 59 years. Also, on average, for all three groups in Beachy’s (2021) study, 
remarriage occurred within 24 months of a spouse’s death. Beachy (2021, p 106) concludes: 

Despite the shifts at all levels of Amish and Amish Mennonite life in the past 
century, informal conventions about widowhood and remarriage appear to have 
remained firm. Expectations about who is to remarry and who is to carry on alone 
are as unflinching as the general expectation to wed. 
Tables 10 and 11 show similar patterns in the one-in-five sample from the 2025 directory 

for the Greater Holmes County settlement. On average, widows were in their 60s at the time of 
their spouse’s death, and widowers were only several years younger, the late 50s and early 60s 
(Table 10).  Also, of the 76 widows in Table 10, only seven remarried (Table 11), making the 
averages unstable given the low number of cases. However, about two-thirds of the widowers 
remarried, with the length of time between the death of their spouse and remarriage calculated to 
be 2.57 years. Also, for widowers the second spouse was much younger, suggesting that men who 
remarry are not marrying other women who lost their husbands, but likely single women who had 
never married. In reference to the number of single women, Beachy (2021, p. 108) observed that: 
“When a wife passes with children in the home and the bereaved husband seeks to remarry, he has 
a ready pool of candidates.” 
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Table 10 
Age at Death of Spouse: Widows and Widowers 
 Husband’s Age at Time of His 

Death 
Age of Widow at Time of 

Husband’s Death 
Widows (n=76)   
     <50 years 12 (16.00%) 11 (14.67%) 
     50-59 years 9 (12.00%) 11 (14.67%) 
     60-69 years 16 (21.33%) 14 (18.67%) 
     70-79 years 17 (22.67%) 23 (30.67%) 
     80-89 years 18 (24.00%) 13 (17.33%) 
     >90 years 3 (4.00%) 3 (4.00%) 
     Range (in years) 23.59 – 91.17 22.87 – 99.25 
     Average (in years) 68.12 67.53 
Widowers (n=30) Wife’s Age at Time of Her 

Death 
Age of Widower at Time of 

Wife’s Death 
     <50 years 6 (20.00%) 5 (16.67%) 
     50-59 years 11 (36.67%) 12 (40.00%) 
     60-69 years 7 (23.33%) 6 (20.00%) 
     70-79 years 4 (13.33%) 4 (13.33%) 
     80-89 years 2 (6.67%) 2 (6.67%) 
     >90 years 0 (0.00%) 1 (3.33%) 
     Range (in years) 28.24 – 89.20 33.93 – 93.88 
     Average (in years) 59.15 60.36 

Table 11 
Remarriage 
 Widower (n=21) Widow (n=6) 
Average age of survivor when spouse died        56.99 years 37.47 years 
Average age of survivor’s spouse at time of death 56.65 years 53.00 years 
Average age of survivor at time of remarriage 59.56 years 42.20 years 
Time between death of first spouse and remarriage 2.57 years 4.73 years 
Average age of second spouse 31.56 years 31.57 years 

Birth Intervals and Total Fertility 
Birth intervals are the time between each birth, except for the time from marriage to first birth. In 
regard to the latter, it is possible that conception occurred before the marriage, as it does sometimes 
in all societies. However, this happens infrequently among the Amish. Table 12 shows the average 
number of months (and years) from a couple’s marriage to first birth for the three affiliations, and 
for the first ten births. These are also shown in Figure 4 as a graph displaying intervals through to 
the seventh birth.   
 Troyer (2022b) collected data on birth intervals and total fertility for Dan, Old Order, and New 
Order Amish women14 born before 1974 based on information from the 2020 directory. Hence, he 
calculated births based on women who had completed their child-bearing years, presumed to be 

 
14 Troyer (2022b) also included another small affiliation, the Hostetler group, which is not included in 
Table 10. 
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women 45 years old and older, with the caveat that a few births for women over 45 are possible. 
What is distinctive about his study is that he also calculated birth intervals and total fertility for 
the Swartzentruber affiliation, utilizing three different genealogical sources.  
 Table 10 shows the inter-birth period from the one-in-five sample taken from the 2025 Greater 
Holmes County directory. It too was based only on women 45 years and older, that is, born before 
1979 (since the information in the 2025 directory was collected in 2024). It indicates an overall 
average of slightly more than 18 months from marriage to first birth, with the average for mothers 
from Dan affiliations showing a shorter time, namely 16.12 months. The length of time for the Old 
Order was slightly higher (19.83 months) than the time period for the New Order (18.41). As 
shown in Table 10 and more clearly displayed in Figure 4, there is a gradual increase in the interval 
from the first through the fourth birth, after which it levels off across all affiliations, with the caveat 
that the inter-birth intervals are consistently shorter for the Dan group.  
 This pattern is very similar to what Troyer (2021, p. 58) found from his study using the 2020 
directory for the Greater Holmes County settlement. Yet, Donnermeyer (2023a, p. 20) found 
essentially the same pattern in his analysis of women (50 years and older) from the Greater 
Lancaster County settlement. For example, the average from marriage to first birth was almost 17 
months, and from first birth to second birth was 21 months.  
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Table 12 
Birth Intervals, First through Tenth Birth 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

*Interval information not reported when n<30 cases 
**Includes 44 cases of first birth preceding marriage, and excludes two cases of births to single adult 
females 
  

 
Birth interval* 

Dan 
(Andy Weaver) 

 
Old Order 

 
New Order 

 
Total 

Marriage to first birth** 
     months 
     years  

n=232 
16.12 

1.34 

n=1065 
19.83 

1.65 

n=120 
18.41 

1.53 

n=1417 
18.18 

1.52 
First to second birth 
    months 
    years 

n=204 
20.55 

1.71 

n=964 
25.48 

2.12 

n=114 
27.03 

2.25 

n=1282 
25.04 

2.08 
Second to third birth 
    months 
    years 

n=182 
22.22 

1.85 

n=833 
30.51 

2.54 

n=103 
29.99 

2.44 

n=1118 
29.11 

2.43 
Third to fourth birth 
    months 
    years 

n=166 
24.68 

2.06 

n=687 
37.24 

3.10 

n=82 
34.77 

2.90 

n=935 
34.79 

2.90 
Fourth to fifth birth 
    months 
    years 

n=140 
28.08 

2.34 

n=518 
34.20 

2.85 

n=65 
35.58 

2.97 

n=723 
33.14 

2.76 
Fifth to sixth birth 
    months 
    years 

n=105 
25.49 

2.12 

n=372 
36.17 

3.01 

n=42 
34.01 

2.83 

n=520 
31.64 

2.63 
Sixth to seventh birth 
    months 
    years 

n=81 
28.93 

2.41 

n=253 
30.12 

2.51 

n=30 
33.30 

2.78 

n=363 
30.11 

2.51 
Seventh to eighth birth 
    months 
    years 

n=50 
27.15 

2.26 

n=163 
27.76 

2.31 

 
-- 

n=230 
28.13 

2.34 
Eighth to ninth birth 
    months 
    years 

n=33 
28.59 

2.38 

n=102 
27.51 

2.29 

 
-- 

n=147 
33.89 

2.34 
Ninth to tenth birth 
    months 
    years 

 
-- 

n=64 
28.05 

2.34 

 
-- 

n=87 
29.35 

2.45 



A Population Profile of the Greater Holmes County Amish Settlement 25 

Figure 4 
Birth Intervals, First to Seventh Birth 

 Given minimal changes when comparing birth intervals from 2020 to 2025 for the Greater 
Holmes County settlement, it was decided to limit reporting of total fertility based on Troyer’s 
(2022b) analysis because it included all households from the 2020 directory, plus a total fertility 
estimate for the Swartzentruber Amish from the various genealogies. These results are reproduced 
in Figure 5.15 
 Total fertility (Bogue, 1969; Lundquist et al., 2015) is the number of live births for women 
who have completed their reproductive period, usually defined as ages 45 or 50 years. Although 
differences among affiliations are minimal when it comes to many Amish demographic 
characteristics, total fertility varies significantly across four affiliations in the Greater Holmes 
County settlement, as shown in Figure 5 (left side) (Troyer, 2022b, p. 58). Total fertility of the 
Swartzentruber group is about 80% higher than that of the New Order group. Women from the 
Old Order affiliation show a slightly higher total fertility rate than women from the New Order 
affiliation. Total fertility rates for all three affiliations are significantly lower than those of the 
Swartzentruber group. 
 To further illustrate the variability in total fertility, the right side of Figure 5 displays the results 
from an analysis of the four largest Swiss Amish settlements (Donnermeyer, 2025, p. 45). Swiss 
Amish are considered more conservative than most other Amish affiliations (Stoltzfus, 2022), but 
nonetheless, within the Swiss Amish themselves, there is variability. The Allen County Swiss 
Amish are generally viewed as less conservative (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 396) than most of the Adams 
County Swiss Amish, and, concomitantly, their total fertility rates differ. Both the California 

15 Similar results for total fertility were found from the one-in-five sample taken from the 2025 directory 
for the Greater Holmes County settlement. 
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Corners, Michigan, and Seymour, Missouri, Swiss Amish have roots back to the Adams County 
group, and all three display higher total fertility than the Allen County group. The Seymour 
settlement’s total fertility is slightly higher than that of the Swartzentruber Amish residing in the 
Greater Holmes County settlement, while the California Corners is slightly lower. The Allen 
County Swiss Amish settlement’s total fertility is close to the rate for the Dan group in the Greater 
Holmes County settlement. All four Swiss Amish settlements manifest higher total fertility rates 
than the Old Order and New Order groups from the Greater Holmes County settlement. 
 All in all, despite many similar population characteristics among the Greater Holmes County 
Amish, there is variation among affiliations, as seen in this analysis of total fertility. Yet, all Amish 
groups have much higher total fertility than the general population for Canada (1.3) and the United 
States (1.6) (World Bank, 2024). How to account for the differences in total fertility among various 
Amish affiliations? All have a pro-natalist (Donnermeyer, 2025) view of the purpose of marriage 
and the value of children. All proscribe the use of birth control medications, yet that does not mean 
that family planning is not practiced in some form. Addressing this seeming inconsistency in total 
fertility statistics demonstrates the limits of quantitative demographic research and the need for an 
ethnographic approach to develop a deeper understanding of fertility and family size within an 
Amish context. 

Figure 5 
Total Fertility of Primary Affiliations of Amish in the Greater Holmes County Settlement, and Comparison to 
Selected Swiss Amish Settlements 

*P. 58 (Table 1) of Troyer (2021)
**P. 45 (Table 1) of Donnermeyer (2025)
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Population Pyramids: The Structure of the Amish Population 
“Birth cohorts are of special interest to demographers” (Bogue, 1969, p. 150). Age cohorts can be 
stacked on top of each other to form a pyramid-like structure, as seen in the three pyramids in 
Figure 6. As noted by Colyer et al. (2022, p. 38), “Population pyramids intuitively visualize a 
community’s age and sex structure.” Pyramids generally divide each cohort by sex (males on the 
left, and females on the right). The three pyramids representing the three Amish affiliations in the 
Greater Holmes County settlement also display marital status. The data for Figure 6 is based on 
the 2020 directory because the database provides a nearly complete accounting of the population. 
A breakdown of the data by five-year age intervals, sex, and marital status requires a much larger 
number of cases than can be achieved from the one-in-five sample of the Greater Holmes County 
Amish population from the 2025 directory. 
 As might be expected from a group with high fertility, the base of each pyramid is wide; then, 
due to both death and the migration of some Amish families to other settlements, the pyramids 
become increasingly narrower with age. Plus, the blue sections of each age cohort begin to 
disappear with increasing age, as shown by the statistics in Tables 3 and 5, namely that few Amish 
are not married. Although the three pyramids vary in structure, they are similar to those calculated 
by Colyer et al. (2023, pp. 42-44) for the Greater Holmes County settlement, using a sample of 
families from 30 church districts (10 each for the three affiliations) in the 2010 directory. 
 There are two readily recognized differences in Figure 6, however. When the New Order 
pyramid is compared with the pyramids for both the Dan and Old Order affiliations, there is a very 
noticeable shrinkage of New Order in the 15-19 year age group, and for older age groups, a flatter 
pattern that resembles a tower more than a pyramid. The pyramid itself, therefore, likely represents 
a higher rate of those who are baptized leaving the Greater Holmes County settlement for other 
Amish settlements, and a higher rate of defection from the Amish faith to other faith groups. Based 
on data from the 2020 directory, the average overall age also varies by affiliation. The average age 
for the New Order was 33.2 years, compared to 26.8 years for the Old Order and 22.4 years for 
the Dan group (Troyer, 2022b). 
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Figure 6 
Population Pyramids for the Dan, Old Order, and New Order Affiliations in the Greater Holmes County 
Settlement, 2020 

           Old Order (n=21,823)                                          Dan (n=4,648) 

      
                        New Order (n=2,117) 

       
 A comparison of the pyramids based on all Greater Holmes County households from the 2020 
directory with those from the Colyer et al. (2022) study of the same settlement shows how much 
data-collection strategies affect results. Especially for the Dan group, the Colyer et al. pyramid is 
more variable by both the age group and sex. The difference is likely due to the fact that Colyer et 
al. (2022, p. 38) used data from a “digital scan” of the 2010 directory, instead of data entry directly 
by the authors. Mistakes in the software used for the digital scan may have introduced errors, 
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especially in the 16-20 and 21-25 age groups.16 Additionally, some differences could be due to the 
fact that Colyer et al. (2022) sampled only 10 church districts from each of the three major 
affiliations, and that there is a 10-year difference between the directories, reflecting real change 
due to shifting demographics. 

Twinning 
Twinning among the Amish has been of less interest to demographers who study Anabaptist 
populations than other topics, such as fertility and family size. In an article published in 1970, 
Cross and McKusick determined the Holmes County, Ohio, Amish twinning rate to be 15.3 twin 
pairs per 1,000 live births, while the U.S. national twinning rate hovered at around nine per 1,000 
births annually. Within a few decades following the Cross and McKusick study, the twinning rates 
of the American population increased dramatically (Hoekstra et al., 2008; Pison & d’Addato, 
2006) and surpassed those of the Amish, which remained remarkably steady. This surge in the 
twinning rate among the general American population was generally attributed to the widespread 
use of medically assisted reproduction (MAR), which favors multiple births, and to the increased 
birth rates for older women (Pison et al., 2015), who have a higher rate of multiple births.  
 The twinning rates of the different Amish groups in the Greater Holmes County settlement 
vary in a way that parallels the degree of conservatism. The New Order Amish have a rate of 20.1 
twins per 1,000 births, whereas the Swartzentruber Amish have a rate of 34.5 per 1,000 births. 
Since all the groups share a common ethnic stock and virtually identical historical experiences, 
these variations in twinning are difficult to explain. It seems, however, that the variance must be 
related to something about their relative conservativism or progressivism, but it is hard to pinpoint 
without follow-up research using directory data from other settlements and direct interviews with 
key informants who may know something about the occurrence of twins among the Amish. There 
are periodic Amish social gatherings for twins, just as there are teacher conferences, historian 
meetings, and many other occasions for Amish from different places to meet around shared 
interests and experiences. These events may provide researchers with an opportunity to gain a 
better understanding of twinning in an Amish context. 
  

 
16 One of the authors for this study also had access to the digital scan data, first developed by a former 
student at The Pennsylvania State University. However, this author decided that the labor involved in 
correcting mistakes in the scan was greater than the labor involved in simply entering the data directly 
from a directory into Excel. We conclude that the population pyramids in the Colyer et al. (2022) study 
are less accurate than those displayed in this study, even though, in a more general sense, they show the 
same basic demographic foundation of the Amish population. 
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Figure 7 
Twinning Rates (per 1,000 births) for Amish Women and US White Women 

Limitations 
There are several limitations to using data from the directories for the Greater Holmes County 
settlement, as well as from directories of any settlement. First, it must be recognized that the 
validity of the demographic information found in directories is dependent on both the accuracy 
with which adults in the households fill out the forms used to construct the directories and on the 
completeness of household participation in the directories. For example, none of the directories 
for the Greater Holmes County settlement, from 1965 to the present, have included information on 
households belonging to a Swartzentruber church district. Nor do certain statewide directories, 
such as those for Michigan and Missouri, include all Swartzentruber communities. Plus, there may 
be communities that are simply not interested in participating in a directory and see no value in it. 
Recently founded settlements where residents are putting considerable work into establishing new 
homes may not feel they have the time to complete the information to be included in a directory. 
 A second drawback is that information is not uniform across directories, and sometimes even 
within directories, for the same settlement and different years of issuance. Each directory may be 
developed by a different person. For example, while all directories indicate who is a bishop, 
minister, or deacon, not all directories provide dates of ordination. Similarly, codes for offspring 
status can vary across directories, and in some directories, no codes for offspring status are 
provided. 
 Third, occupational information is highly variable, both within a single directory and when 
comparing directories. For example, in a single church district of the 2025 directory for the Greater 
Holmes County settlement, men’s occupations might be listed as “Pepper Plumbing,” “Miller 
Logging,” “Valley Kitchen Design,” and “Diamond Door.” Each designation indicates that the 
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men are not involved in agriculture, but it does not identify exactly what they do to make a living. 
Further, occupational listings for single adult females are frequently missing. One solution (which 
is a compromise) is to code occupations in ways that increase specificity, such as men are either 
involved in agriculture, from dairy or goat farming to growing produce in a greenhouse, or they 
are not. Hence, trends over time are possible in the continued transition of the Amish in relation to 
agriculture, and whether newer and smaller communities are more or less based on agriculture than 
other settlements in the area, and the settlement from which the original families came. Studying 
trends across various non-farm occupations (rather than lumping them all together) would be very 
challenging and likely exhibit substantial error. 
 Fourth, the codes used to show the status of offspring can be problematic, as already discussed. 
Even though they indicate the baptism status, marital status, and whether or not an adult child has 
moved to another Amish community, they do not tell researchers when these events occurred. 
Further, the “d” code indicates adult offspring who are no longer Amish; however, it does not 
include a date of departure. Was it a decision not to be baptized Amish, perhaps joining another 
faith group during their late teens and 20s, or did they drop out later after they were baptized? This 
makes it impossible to develop age-specific rates of retention and/or defection without a very 
tedious and time-consuming process of tracing offspring from later directories back to earlier 
directories while these individuals were still living at home. As mentioned near the beginning of 
this article, a second article will discuss both the strengths and weaknesses of using directories for 
research as a guide to others interested in Amish demographics. 
 Finally, directory data has its limits for what it says about the Amish. It might seem like 
statistical information, as a type of so-called “hard” data, can be uncontested, but that is not the 
case. Qualitative information, such as personal interviews, the researcher’s participation in the 
Amish subculture (Mensack, 2025), and other non-statistical data, is equally important for 
population studies of the Amish. For example, a decrease in total fertility in any of the 
approximately 700 settlements or among various affiliations may indicate a greater emphasis on 
family planning. That supposition, however, cannot be answered with directory data alone, even 
though that data is invaluable for establishing a research question about potential family-planning 
strategies. 

Summary of Results 
The most significant conclusions from this demographic profile of the Greater Holmes County 
Amish settlement are that although there are many similarities in the population across the three 
affiliations and compared to other Amish settlements, there are some noteworthy differences. 
These include a significant shift in men’s occupations away from agriculture to various non-
agricultural pursuits, a change in the month of weddings compared with the Greater Lancaster 
County settlement, and variations in several population characteristics across the three primary 
affiliations within the settlement itself. 
 The average age at the time of ordination ranged from the mid-30s for ministers to nearly 46 
years for bishops (Table 1). The average age for deacons was 38.52 years. Ordained men were 
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substantially more likely to be involved in various agricultural pursuits, but that conclusion can be 
misleading, as only about 18% of the ordained men made a living as farmers, compared to about 
11% of all men from the Greater Holmes County settlement (Table 2). A much larger percentage 
of men, ordained or not, work as carpenters, in various construction trades, or in other non-farm-
related occupations. The transition out of agriculture in the Greater Holmes County settlement was 
noted by comparing it with a previous study of the same settlement (Kreps et al., 1994), and noting 
that three of the four large settlements, including the Greater Geauga County settlement and the 
Elkhart-LaGrange settlements (Meyers, 2022), also showed that agriculture is much less important 
than it used to be. Yet the Greater Lancaster County settlement and settlements from other states 
where studies were conducted show that agriculture remains an important backbone of their 
economies. 
 The age at marriage has not changed much over the decades, with both women and men 
wedded in their early to mid-20s (Table 3). The average age of marriage for men was about 1.5 
years older than for women. Further, about 18 months later, a baby was born to the newly married 
couple (Table 4). Men and women from the Dan affiliation were slightly younger than their Old 
Order and New Order counterparts at the time of first birth (Table 5). Within the Greater Lancaster 
County settlement, it is clear that there is a wedding season marked by the predominance of 
marriage in the late autumn and early winter, but that is not the case in the Greater Holmes County 
settlement where there is not one but two wedding seasons, with one in the spring (May, June) and 
another in the late summer/early autumn (September, October) (Table 6). Yet, in both settlements, 
Thursday is by far the preferred day for weddings (Table 7). Furthermore, there is little difference 
in the day of the week for weddings across the preferred months for marriages (Table 8). However, 
interestingly, even though the month of marriage has not changed in recent times, the day of the 
week is shifting from Thursday to Wednesday (Table 9 and Figure 3).  
 Remarriage patterns are similar in the Greater Holmes County settlement when compared to 
the Greater Lancaster County settlement (Beachy, 2021). The average age of widows is in the mid-
60s, with widowers being several years younger (Table 10). Widowers are far more likely to 
remarry, with an average time of about 2.6 years between the death of their first spouse and 
remarriage (Table 11).  
 Birth intervals among the Amish in the Greater Holmes County settlement show that they 
remain a high-fertility society (Table 12). The interval between marriage and the first birth is about 
1.5 years, increasing with each subsequent birth until the average spacing levels off at 2.5 to 3 
years by the fourth or fifth birth. The birth intervals for the Dan group are slightly shorter than 
both the Old Order and New Order groups (Figure 4).  
 Total fertility is the number of live births for women, usually for females aged 18 to 45 (or 18 
to 50 years). There were very noticeable variations in total fertility across the three affiliations, 
plus an additional calculation for the Swartzentruber affiliation, estimated by Troyer (2022b). The 
Swartzentruber group displayed the highest total fertility, followed in succession by the Dan, the 
Old Order, and the New Order (Figure 5, left side). In addition, a comparison with the four largest 
Swiss Amish settlements also displayed variations (Figure 5, right side), especially between the 
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Swiss group from Allen County and the Adams County Swiss Amish and communities that 
developed out of this settlement. Nonetheless, all groups showed higher fertility than that of the 
non-Amish in North America. These kinds of variations also show up visually when viewed as 
population pyramids (Figure 6), with the caveat that the age-sex structure of the three affiliations 
is also affected by those who move to other settlements, leave the Amish for other faith groups, 
and possible variations by affiliation in rates of mortality by age.  
 At one time, the rate of twinning in Amish families was higher than in the general population. 
However, this has changed over the decades with the introduction of medical advances to help 
couples who previously had difficulty conceiving. Now, twinning is higher in the general 
population. 
 All in all, Amish demographic characteristics change quite slowly. These include age at 
marriage, parents’ age at first birth, birth intervals, preferred wedding day, total fertility, and 
twinning. To search for change within Amish society generally and groups within it more 
specifically, time and affiliation appear as the two most promising factors. For example, shifts in 
occupations and in the month of the year for marriage have occurred over the years. Differences 
between more conservative and more progressive affiliations likewise show that generalizing from 
a study of a single Amish settlement to all Amish must be done cautiously. 

Conclusion 
Directories of Amish communities offer a way for scholars to understand the population dynamics 
of the Amish, though directory data has its flaws and limitations. Even with this study of the 
Greater Holmes County settlement, combined with many other studies of settlements, both large 
and small, and old and new, there is plenty of room for additional explorations of Amish 
populations from directory data. For example, with the rapid expansion of settlements into the 
West, South, and New England, are there noticeable differences between such populations and 
those in Pennsylvania and Midwestern states? To what extent do various newer settlements follow 
the demographic patterns of the settlements from which many of the original or founding families 
came? How distinctive are the differences, based on comparisons of various affiliations? To what 
extent is there either continuity or change (or both, simultaneously) in population characteristics 
over time? There is much more work to do! 
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	significant shares of Coshocton, Stark, Tuscarawas, and Wayne Counties.
	A Brief History and Contemporary Account of the Greater Holmes County Amish Settlement 
	Jonas Stutzman’s legacy goes beyond recognition as an Amish pioneer of the Greater Holmes County settlement. Nolt (2015, pp 125-126) explains that Stutzman’s booklet, “First, Second, and Third Appeals to All Men to Prepare for the Approaching Kingdom of God,” was the first “original materials published by an American Amish author.” Jonas Stutzman’s nickname was “der Weiss” because he wore white in his later years, a color he believed appropriate for meeting Jesus when he returns to earth. He built an extra-large chair for Jesus, a chair that is now in the spacious, round  room where the 10-by-265-foot cyclorama painting at Behalt by the artist Heinz Gaugel (1927– 2000) is also on display. Behalt (“to keep” in German) is also known as the Amish & Mennonite Heritage Center, located near Berlin, Ohio, in the heart of the Greater Holmes County settlement today. 
	significant shares of Coshocton, Stark, Tuscarawas, and Wayne Counties.
	 The founding date of the Greater Holmes County community is considered to be 1808, with Stutzman settling there more permanently in 1809. His first home and farm is located immediately south of the present-day village of Walnut Creek in eastern Holmes County (Beachy, 2011a, p. 445). The earliest Amish families to this area arrived from the western Pennsylvania county of Somerset (Hostetler, 1993), which itself was founded in 1767. Yoder (2022) indicates that in 1809-1810, 10 Amish households moved to the area between the present-day towns of Walnut Creek and Sugarcreek. Over time, more families relocated to the area so that by 1835, an estimated 250 Amish families were part of the tax rolls, and “the area roughly bounded by present Sugarcreek, Baltic, Farmerstown, Beck’s Mills, Saltillo, Benton, Mt. Hope, Winesburg, and back to Sugarcreek was by then heavily settled by the Amish” (Beachy, 1981, p. x). See Figure 1, inner circle. 
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	 Other German-speaking groups, including the Dunkers (Die Dunker/German Baptist Brethren), who were regarded as skilled farmers, moved from Pennsylvania to Holmes County and other locations in Ohio during this early period of statehood, and even before (Hostetler, 1993; Knepper, 2003). Many settled in eastern Holmes County along with or often ahead of the Amish and were involved in developing the land into farms. By studying the 1870 tax maps, it becomes obvious that many of the Amish farms were first occupied by the Dunkers. The tax map is replete  with Dunker-sounding names like Donner, Fair, Fisher, and Shutt.
	 Even though an exact year-by-year accounting of the early growth of the Greater Holmes County Amish settlement is not possible, we know it was sufficiently large for several of the historic ministers’ meetings (Dienerversammlungen) to be held there in the 1860s and 1870s  (Yoder & Estes, 1999; Beachy, 2011b, p. 355). These meetings led to a sizeable division among the Amish at the time, resulting in two factions: the Old Order Amish and the Amish Mennonites (Yoder, 1991).
	 Hostetler (1993, p. 97) provides an account of the size of the Greater Holmes County settlement  up through 1990, citing six church districts in 1890, 13 in 1920, 49 in 1960, and 131 in 1990. The 2025 directory for this settlement shows 290 church districts.
	 Other German-speaking groups, including the Dunkers (Die Dunker/German Baptist Brethren), who were regarded as skilled farmers, moved from Pennsylvania to Holmes County and other locations in Ohio during this early period of statehood, and even before (Hostetler, 1993; Knepper, 2003). Many settled in eastern Holmes County along with or often ahead of the Amish and were involved in developing the land into farms. By studying the 1870 tax maps, it becomes obvious that many of the Amish farms were first occupied by the Dunkers. The tax map is replete  with Dunker-sounding names like Donner, Fair, Fisher, and Shutt.
	 Donnermeyer (2021) estimated the Amish population in Holmes County at slightly over 45 percent of the county’s total population, the highest among any county or county-equivalent in Canada and the United States. Wayne County’s Amish population was only 7.8 percent, in part because the total population of the county is about 117,000 persons, compared to a much smaller Holmes County population of slightly over 44,000. The other counties in the Greater Holmes County settlement show even smaller Amish percentages. A close second to Holmes County is LaGrange County, Indiana, which is part of the third-largest settlement (Elkhart-LaGrange) and whose Amish population is estimated at 44.7% of the county’s total population (Donnermeyer, 
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	2021). The population composition of no other county besides these two exceeds 30 percent, and only a handful exceed 10 percent.
	 Also of note, four separate, small Amish settlements include some households with addresses in Holmes County (Brinkhaven/Danville, Glenmont/Brinkhaven, Lakeville, Loudonville/McKay), plus part of the Lodi-Homerville settlement, which is large in its own right. It spills into northwestern Wayne County, with 18 church districts spanning Wayne, Medina, and Ashland counties. Figure 2 shows the boundaries for the largest settlements in Ohio, with dots for the remaining settlements. As of the end of 2025, Ohio hosts more Amish settlements than any other state, over 75 in all, including both the Greater Holmes County settlement and the Greater Geauga County settlement, to the east of the Cleveland Metropolitan area (see Figure 2).
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	2021). The population composition of no other county besides these two exceeds 30 percent, and only a handful exceed 10 percent.
	Compared to almost all other large Amish settlements, a distinctive trait of the Greater Holmes County settlement is its diversity of Amish affiliations. An affiliation is a group of church districts that share the same essential ordnung (beliefs and practices) (Kraybill et al, 2013, pp. 138-139). Some affiliations are quite large and include similarly-minded Amish groups located at numerous  other settlements. For example, what is known as the Buchanan County (IA)/Medford (WI) Amish affiliation includes nearly two dozen other communities spread throughout the Midwest. This affiliation is considered more conservative than other mainline Old Order Amish, “linked by a common background and similar ordnung” (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 395). 
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	 There are three primary affiliations
	 A fourth major affiliation in the settlement, the very conservative Swartzentruber Amish do not participate in the directory for the Greater Holmes County settlement (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 397). The Swartzentruber affiliation began in the second decade of the twentieth century over disagreements about the application of the meidung, or bann, for wayward members and those who left the Amish for other faith groups after they were baptized (Hurst & McConnell, 2020, p. 38). Since then, several subdivisions within the Swartzentruber affiliation have emerged (Hurst & McConnell, 2010, pp. 42-43; Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 397), but all varieties of Swartzentruber are more conservative in their approach to technology adoption than most other Amish groups. There are 22 Swartzentruber church districts in the Greater Holmes County settlement, which would be approximately 7% of the total population (Gingerich, 2026). 
	 Returning to the three major affiliations that are included in the directory, both the Dan and New Order churches are divisions from the Old Order mainline, which Stoltzfus (2022, p. 392), using the original work of Scott (2011), describes as a “moderate majority group that make up the bulk of the large Midwestern Amish settlements.” The Dan church districts, in contrast, are  generally more conservative in their use of technology than the Old Order, and fall between the Swartzentruber and the mainline Old Order Amish. Hurst and McConnell (2010, pp. 42-48) describe the Dan Amish as “moderate conservative.” The Dan affiliation developed in the 1950s and began over issues related to shunning, however, today the group exhibits a general pattern of distinctiveness rooted in the adoption of various technologies. For example, the Dan Amish conform to Ohio laws about a slow-moving vehicle sign and blinking buggy lights on the back of buggies (something the Swartzentruber Amish have resisted), but do not allow rearview mirrors  (something the Swartzentruber group also does not allow). 
	 There are three primary affiliations
	 The New Order Amish are generally regarded as more progressive than the Old Order. A significant share of the events leading up to this division took place in the Greater Holmes County settlement during the 1960s, although not all (Beachy, 2011b, pp. 446-447; Kraybill, 1994, pp. 56-57). The New Order is generally seen as more evangelical, with an emphasis on adult baptism as the “new birth” and on a belief in “assurance of salvation” (Hurst & McConnell, 2010, p. 49). In terms of technologies, they are generally more progressive than both the Old Order and the Dan Amish (Waldrep, 2008). Today, there is a subgroup known as the “New Order-Electric” Amish, whose kitchens use technologies similar to those in most non-Amish North American households.  Some New Order communities allow tractors not only for fieldwork but also for local transportation (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 394).  
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	 The New Order Amish are generally regarded as more progressive than the Old Order. A significant share of the events leading up to this division took place in the Greater Holmes County settlement during the 1960s, although not all (Beachy, 2011b, pp. 446-447; Kraybill, 1994, pp. 56-57). The New Order is generally seen as more evangelical, with an emphasis on adult baptism as the “new birth” and on a belief in “assurance of salvation” (Hurst & McConnell, 2010, p. 49). In terms of technologies, they are generally more progressive than both the Old Order and the Dan Amish (Waldrep, 2008). Today, there is a subgroup known as the “New Order-Electric” Amish, whose kitchens use technologies similar to those in most non-Amish North American households.  Some New Order communities allow tractors not only for fieldwork but also for local transportation (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 394).  
	 The New Order Amish are generally regarded as more progressive than the Old Order. A significant share of the events leading up to this division took place in the Greater Holmes County settlement during the 1960s, although not all (Beachy, 2011b, pp. 446-447; Kraybill, 1994, pp. 56-57). The New Order is generally seen as more evangelical, with an emphasis on adult baptism as the “new birth” and on a belief in “assurance of salvation” (Hurst & McConnell, 2010, p. 49). In terms of technologies, they are generally more progressive than both the Old Order and the Dan Amish (Waldrep, 2008). Today, there is a subgroup known as the “New Order-Electric” Amish, whose kitchens use technologies similar to those in most non-Amish North American households.  Some New Order communities allow tractors not only for fieldwork but also for local transportation (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 394).  
	 The New Order Amish are generally regarded as more progressive than the Old Order. A significant share of the events leading up to this division took place in the Greater Holmes County settlement during the 1960s, although not all (Beachy, 2011b, pp. 446-447; Kraybill, 1994, pp. 56-57). The New Order is generally seen as more evangelical, with an emphasis on adult baptism as the “new birth” and on a belief in “assurance of salvation” (Hurst & McConnell, 2010, p. 49). In terms of technologies, they are generally more progressive than both the Old Order and the Dan Amish (Waldrep, 2008). Today, there is a subgroup known as the “New Order-Electric” Amish, whose kitchens use technologies similar to those in most non-Amish North American households.  Some New Order communities allow tractors not only for fieldwork but also for local transportation (Stoltzfus, 2022, p. 394).  
	 There are three primary affiliations

	Research Objectives 
	The objective of this article is to provide a profile of the Amish population in the Greater Holmes County settlement. It includes only the Amish who prohibit motor vehicle ownership, in keeping with Luthy’s (2009) definition. There are other Plain Anabaptist groups in Holmes County, including Beachy Amish, who do not prohibit motor vehicle ownership, as well as a variety of  Mennonite congregations whose members adhere to plain dress and lifestyle. 
	 This article uses information from both the 2020 and 2025 directories (Wengerd, 2019; 2024) for the Greater Holmes County settlement. The profile includes several specific demographic features, such as patterns related to ordination, men’s occupations, marriage, widowhood and remarriage, birth intervals, fertility, population pyramids, and twinning. Whenever possible, various population characteristics are broken down by the three affiliations of Dan, Old Order, and New Order, by sex (female vs. male), and by birthdate to gauge differences by birth cohorts in a demographic trait over time.
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	the part of the authors, such as a preference to enter only households with many offspring, or  households with only a few offspring, or skipping households consisting only of a single adult.  
	 Altogether, based on the size of a church district, the number of households per district in the 2025 database was almost always between three and seven entries, except for a few large church districts with 40 or more households. The range in size of church districts was 49 households to seven households, with the caveat that the smallest church district was a numerical outlier. Average size was highest among Old Order church districts (28.90 households), followed by an average size of 27.56 households for Dan church districts, and 26.15 households for New Order districts. 
	 Directories are now a central feature of most Amish communities and serve as a valuable source for population research. That was not always the case (Nolt, 2020). For example, Smith’s (1960) pioneering demographic profile of the Amish relied on marriage license applications and variously published genealogies of Amish families in the Lancaster County area (Donnermeyer, 2023a). A major impetus for compiling directories was the desire of The Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine and other medical centers conducting genetic studies of the Amish population. As Nolt (2020, p. 46) notes: 
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	In 1964, Cross began partnering with Ervin N. Gingerich (1916–2007), a Holmes County, Ohio, deacon who had maintained a list of Ohio household heads, to expand that list into a comprehensive directory. The resulting volume, issued in 1965, listed birth and marriage dates, all children and married children’s spouses, and occupations of heads of household . . . Church district maps located each family geographically, and two indexes listed men and women, with women alphabetized by their family-of-origin surname. All of these features would become staples of Amish directories in the years to come. The book was published by the Division of Medical Genetics, Johns Hopkins University Hospital, and Cross was listed as the directory’s editor. 
	 Altogether, based on the size of a church district, the number of households per district in the 2025 database was almost always between three and seven entries, except for a few large church districts with 40 or more households. The range in size of church districts was 49 households to seven households, with the caveat that the smallest church district was a numerical outlier. Average size was highest among Old Order church districts (28.90 households), followed by an average size of 27.56 households for Dan church districts, and 26.15 households for New Order districts. 
	the part of the authors, such as a preference to enter only households with many offspring, or  households with only a few offspring, or skipping households consisting only of a single adult.  
	the part of the authors, such as a preference to enter only households with many offspring, or  households with only a few offspring, or skipping households consisting only of a single adult.  
	 Altogether, based on the size of a church district, the number of households per district in the 2025 database was almost always between three and seven entries, except for a few large church districts with 40 or more households. The range in size of church districts was 49 households to seven households, with the caveat that the smallest church district was a numerical outlier. Average size was highest among Old Order church districts (28.90 households), followed by an average size of 27.56 households for Dan church districts, and 26.15 households for New Order districts. 
	In 1964, Cross began partnering with Ervin N. Gingerich (1916–2007), a Holmes County, Ohio, deacon who had maintained a list of Ohio household heads, to expand that list into a comprehensive directory. The resulting volume, issued in 1965, listed birth and marriage dates, all children and married children’s spouses, and occupations of heads of household . . . Church district maps located each family geographically, and two indexes listed men and women, with women alphabetized by their family-of-origin surname. All of these features would become staples of Amish directories in the years to come. The book was published by the Division of Medical Genetics, Johns Hopkins University Hospital, and Cross was listed as the directory’s editor. 
	In 1964, Cross began partnering with Ervin N. Gingerich (1916–2007), a Holmes County, Ohio, deacon who had maintained a list of Ohio household heads, to expand that list into a comprehensive directory. The resulting volume, issued in 1965, listed birth and marriage dates, all children and married children’s spouses, and occupations of heads of household . . . Church district maps located each family geographically, and two indexes listed men and women, with women alphabetized by their family-of-origin surname. All of these features would become staples of Amish directories in the years to come. The book was published by the Division of Medical Genetics, Johns Hopkins University Hospital, and Cross was listed as the directory’s editor. 
	In 1964, Cross began partnering with Ervin N. Gingerich (1916–2007), a Holmes County, Ohio, deacon who had maintained a list of Ohio household heads, to expand that list into a comprehensive directory. The resulting volume, issued in 1965, listed birth and marriage dates, all children and married children’s spouses, and occupations of heads of household . . . Church district maps located each family geographically, and two indexes listed men and women, with women alphabetized by their family-of-origin surname. All of these features would become staples of Amish directories in the years to come. The book was published by the Division of Medical Genetics, Johns Hopkins University Hospital, and Cross was listed as the directory’s editor. 
	the part of the authors, such as a preference to enter only households with many offspring, or  households with only a few offspring, or skipping households consisting only of a single adult.  

	too live in the Greater Holmes County settlement), the first names of each child, and each child’s birthdate.
	Findings 
	We begin by reviewing and discussing the results of tables that summarize patterns in ordinations, and then proceed to examine the occupations of men. We summarize marriage patterns, first by day of the week and month of the year, and note any changes in marriage dates over time. Plus, we explore the average age of marriage for husbands and wives, broken down by affiliation. We then examine the findings for widowers and widows, as well as remarriage. This is followed by a look at birth intervals, from marriage to first birth to subsequent births (from data in the 2025 directory), and total fertility, followed by a set of three age/sex pyramids from the 2020 directory. Since an age/sex pyramid requires breaking down data into five-year age categories by sex, the larger number of cases from the 2020 directory was utilized. Where possible, the findings are compared with several other population profiles found in the Journal of Plain Anabaptist Communities, including the Greater Lancaster County, PA settlement (Donnermeyer, 2023a), the Elkhart-Lagrange, IN settlement (Meyers, 2022), the Greater Geauga County, OH settlement (Greksa, 2021), the Michigan settlements (Donnermeyer, 2023b), and selected Swiss Amish settlements (Donnermeyer, 2025). Further, we include some of the earlier work of Smith (1960), and from demographically-focused articles from the Journal of Amish and Plain Anabaptist Studies that preceded JPAC, including a study of the Amish in Iowa (Cooksey & Donnermeyer, 2013) and the occupations of Amish men in Wisconsin (Cross, 2018). Finally, several articles published in other journals, such as Rural Sociology, are incorporated into the discussion. 
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	leadership role and ordained immediately, usually by a visiting bishop (Kraybill et al., 2013, pp. 90-92). 
	 Ordinations in Table 1 are displayed separately for bishops, ministers, and deacons. A “full bench” or full set of ordained men for any given church district is typically one bishop, two ministers, and one deacon (Hostetler, 1993, p. 106). This is reflected in the number of cases found in Table 1. Bishops and deacons represent about half as many cases as ministers. Ministers show the youngest average age at the time of ordination, followed closely by deacons. Bishops tend to be in their mid-40s at ordination, though a handful were ordained before they turned 40.  
	 In the lower half of Table 1 are the occupations of ordained men. These results must be interpreted with caution because the current occupation might not have been the one these men held when they were first selected for the ministry. Further, there is an unusually high number of ordained men for whom an occupation is not listed. This appears to be due to the physical arrangement of information in the 2025 directory. Simply, there may not have been enough print space to list an ordained man’s occupation; instead, their ordained status and the date of their ordination were considered more important than their occupation. 
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	 The results where occupations were listed indicate that they reflect the general distribution for men’s occupation for the Greater Holmes County settlement, with the caveat that the percentage of ordained men listed as farmers is higher than that found in the overall population (Table 2). Nevertheless, the percentage of bishops, ministers, and deacons (combined) involved in agriculture is relatively low: 18.33%. As well, only a small percentage of ordained men are in “traditional” occupations, that is, occupations that were part of all American communities before electricity and motor vehicles transformed North American and other societies around the world. These occupations continue to be necessary services for the Amish, including buggy-making and repair, blacksmithing, saddle-making, and other leather works associated with a horse-and-buggy way of life. 
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	 Table 2 reveals that the most frequent occupation listed in the 2025 directory was carpentry and other building trades, ranging from making wooden roof trusses to constructing homes and other buildings to furniture-making and cabinet-making. The bottom row of Table 2 indicates that about 45% of men are involved in “other non-farm occupations.” This is a potpourri of jobs, ranging from electrical work to welding. Some of these occupations may involve working for a construction company. This data shows the limits of what can be learned from directories listing men’s occupations because the reporting style is not standardized, either across directories or, unfortunately, within the same directory. Sometimes men will describe what they do with a single word, like “plumber,” but not indicate whether they work for a large construction firm or are self- employed. Others will list only the company name, which may hint at what they do, like “Trail Cabinets,” but lack any other details. Such a person could be the owner of Trail Cabinets, a clerk taking orders, a carpenter building cabinets, or someone who installs the finished products. At the least, Table 2 shows whether men remain occupationally connected to agriculture. 
	 One might think that the conservative Dan Amish would be more involved in agriculture, since farming is a traditional occupation. However, the opposite is true. The proportion of Dan Amish men involved in agriculture is now below 10%, and the Old Order percentage is below 11%. In contrast, the New Order Amish show a substantially higher percentage of agriculturally-related occupations (27.27%). The greater involvement of New Order men in agriculture was  foreshadowed by the earlier study of the Greater Holmes County community by Kreps et al. (1993, p 713). At the time of their study, the percentage of men from the Dan affiliation who were farming had declined from 66% in 1973 to 45% in 1988. The decline for Old Order men was similar, from slightly less than 50% in 1973 to nearly 34% in 1988. However, the decline in farming among  New Order men was more gradual, from about 47% in 1973 to slightly less than 36% in 1988.
	 Conversations with several Holmes County Amish men suggest that the higher rates of farming among New Orders may be related to the group’s greater ability to adopt new farming technologies; hence, they can adjust their agricultural operations to maintain profitability and support their families. Another factor is that Dan and Old Order families display higher fertility than New Order families (Troyer, 2022b). If the larger pool of boys raised in Dan and Old Order families do not move to other settlements as young adults, they will be more compelled to seek non-agricultural jobs. Hence, the proportion who remain in agriculture will decline over time; however, given population growth, the actual number of Amish men from Dan and Old Order affiliations in agriculture may increase somewhat (Kreps et al., 1993). Nonetheless, these results call for reconsideration of Ericksen et al.’s (1980) contention about the cultivation of the soil as a linchpin of Amish values and social organization. Even though employment in agriculture remains very important, it appears to be no longer as central to Amish society as it once was.  
	 Table 2 reveals that the most frequent occupation listed in the 2025 directory was carpentry and other building trades, ranging from making wooden roof trusses to constructing homes and other buildings to furniture-making and cabinet-making. The bottom row of Table 2 indicates that about 45% of men are involved in “other non-farm occupations.” This is a potpourri of jobs, ranging from electrical work to welding. Some of these occupations may involve working for a construction company. This data shows the limits of what can be learned from directories listing men’s occupations because the reporting style is not standardized, either across directories or, unfortunately, within the same directory. Sometimes men will describe what they do with a single word, like “plumber,” but not indicate whether they work for a large construction firm or are self- employed. Others will list only the company name, which may hint at what they do, like “Trail Cabinets,” but lack any other details. Such a person could be the owner of Trail Cabinets, a clerk taking orders, a carpenter building cabinets, or someone who installs the finished products. At the least, Table 2 shows whether men remain occupationally connected to agriculture. 
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	holds for women, with the average age at marriage and the average age at first birth slightly younger for those belonging to the Dan affiliation.  
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	occurred in the same months within the Old Order, and 32.82% for New Order matrimonial services during that same time. Likewise, September and October account for 32.70% of Dan weddings, 32.40% of Old Order weddings, and 32.24% of New Order nuptials. Time of the year for weddings, therefore, seems to be more strongly defined by place than by affiliation. There is a noticeable difference between the Greater Holmes County community and the Greater Lancaster County settlement in preferred wedding months, with the caveat that more conservative communities in Michigan show a lower percentage of weddings in June and September. All told, however, the three studies of settlements beyond the Greater Lancaster community demonstrate a different pattern: there is not a single wedding season, but two (Spring and Autumn).  
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	 Table 7 displays days of the week for weddings by the three affiliations. The most noticeable difference is in New Order weddings, which are much more likely to be held on Saturdays. This difference is one that will require ethnographic research rather than directory data to explain. 
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	 Table 7 displays days of the week for weddings by the three affiliations. The most noticeable difference is in New Order weddings, which are much more likely to be held on Saturdays. This difference is one that will require ethnographic research rather than directory data to explain. 
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	Old Order 
	 Table 8 shows little variation in the day of a wedding by the month in which it occurs, especially for the four most frequent months of the year. Yet, there is a clear trend in preferred day of the week over time. See Table 9. Even though Thursday remains the most frequent preference, Wednesday has become increasingly popular in the twenty-first century. This can also be seen in Figure 3 for weddings held on Tuesday through Friday. Monday was excluded from Figure 3 due  to an insufficient number of cases. 
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	Remarriage   
	Beachy (2021) examined patterns of remarriage, using the 2015 directory for the Greater Lancaster County settlement, the 2019 edition of the Amish Mennonite Directory, and data from Smith’s (1960) earlier demographic work. He found that most widows and widowers do not remarry, although younger widows and widowers were more likely to remarry. Also, there was a significant difference between surviving wives and husbands (Beachy, 2021, p. 99). For example, nearly 95% of widows in the Greater Lancaster County settlement did not remarry, compared to about 53% of widowers (Beachy, 2021, p. 99). The average age of the widows and widowers who lost their spouse was nearly 59 years. Also, on average, for all three groups in Beachy’s (2021) study, remarriage occurred within 24 months of a spouse’s death. Beachy (2021, p 106) concludes: 
	Despite the shifts at all levels of Amish and Amish Mennonite life in the past century, informal conventions about widowhood and remarriage appear to have remained firm. Expectations about who is to remarry and who is to carry on alone are as unflinching as the general expectation to wed. 
	Remarriage   
	Tables 10 and 11 show similar patterns in the one-in-five sample from the 2025 directory for the Greater Holmes County settlement. On average, widows were in their 60s at the time of their spouse’s death, and widowers were only several years younger, the late 50s and early 60s (Table 10).  Also, of the 76 widows in Table 10, only seven remarried (Table 11), making the averages unstable given the low number of cases. However, about two-thirds of the widowers remarried, with the length of time between the death of their spouse and remarriage calculated to  be 2.57 years. Also, for widowers the second spouse was much younger, suggesting that men who remarry are not marrying other women who lost their husbands, but likely single women who had never married. In reference to the number of single women, Beachy (2021, p. 108) observed that: “When a wife passes with children in the home and the bereaved husband seeks to remarry, he has a ready pool of candidates.” 
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	women 45 years old and older, with the caveat that a few births for women over 45 are possible. What is distinctive about his study is that he also calculated birth intervals and total fertility for the Swartzentruber affiliation, utilizing three different genealogical sources.  
	 Table 10 shows the inter-birth period from the one-in-five sample taken from the 2025 Greater Holmes County directory. It too was based only on women 45 years and older, that is, born before 1979 (since the information in the 2025 directory was collected in 2024). It indicates an overall average of slightly more than 18 months from marriage to first birth, with the average for mothers from Dan affiliations showing a shorter time, namely 16.12 months. The length of time for the Old Order was slightly higher (19.83 months) than the time period for the New Order (18.41). As shown in Table 10 and more clearly displayed in Figure 4, there is a gradual increase in the interval from the first through the fourth birth, after which it levels off across all affiliations, with the caveat that the inter-birth intervals are consistently shorter for the Dan group.  
	 This pattern is very similar to what Troyer (2021, p. 58) found from his study using the 2020 directory for the Greater Holmes County settlement. Yet, Donnermeyer (2023a, p. 20) found essentially the same pattern in his analysis of women (50 years and older) from the Greater Lancaster County settlement. For example, the average from marriage to first birth was almost 17 months, and from first birth to second birth was 21 months.  
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	 Given minimal changes when comparing birth intervals from 2020 to 2025 for the Greater Holmes County settlement, it was decided to limit reporting of total fertility based on Troyer’s (2022b) analysis because it included all households from the 2020 directory, plus a total fertility estimate for the Swartzentruber Amish from the various genealogies. These results are reproduced in Figure 5.
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	Corners, Michigan, and Seymour, Missouri, Swiss Amish have roots back to the Adams County group, and all three display higher total fertility than the Allen County group. The Seymour settlement’s total fertility is slightly higher than that of the Swartzentruber Amish residing in the Greater Holmes County settlement, while the California Corners is slightly lower. The Allen County Swiss Amish settlement’s total fertility is close to the rate for the Dan group in the Greater Holmes County settlement. All four Swiss Amish settlements manifest higher total fertility rates than the Old Order and New Order groups from the Greater Holmes County settlement. 
	 All in all, despite many similar population characteristics among the Greater Holmes County Amish, there is variation among affiliations, as seen in this analysis of total fertility. Yet, all Amish groups have much higher total fertility than the general population for Canada (1.3) and the United States (1.6) (World Bank, 2024). How to account for the differences in total fertility among various Amish affiliations? All have a pro-natalist (Donnermeyer, 2025) view of the purpose of marriage and the value of children. All proscribe the use of birth control medications, yet that does not mean that family planning is not practiced in some form. Addressing this seeming inconsistency in total fertility statistics demonstrates the limits of quantitative demographic research and the need for an ethnographic approach to develop a deeper understanding of fertility and family size within an Amish context. 
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	Population pyramids: The structure of the Amish population 
	“Birth cohorts are of special interest to demographers” (Bogue, 1969, p. 150). Age cohorts can be stacked on top of each other to form a pyramid-like structure, as seen in the three pyramids in Figure 6. As noted by Colyer et al. (2022, p. 38), “Population pyramids intuitively visualize a community’s age and sex structure.” Pyramids generally divide each cohort by sex (males on the left, and females on the right). The three pyramids representing the three Amish affiliations in the Greater Holmes County settlement also display marital status. The data for Figure 6 is based on the 2020 directory because the database provides a nearly complete accounting of the population. A breakdown of the data by five-year age intervals, sex, and marital status requires a much larger number of cases than can be achieved from the one-in-five sample of the Greater Holmes County Amish population from the 2025 directory. 
	 As might be expected from a group with high fertility, the base of each pyramid is wide; then, due to both death and the migration of some Amish families to other settlements, the pyramids become increasingly narrower with age. Plus, the blue sections of each age cohort begin to disappear with increasing age, as shown by the statistics in Tables 3 and 5, namely that few Amish are not married. Although the three pyramids vary in structure, they are similar to those calculated by Colyer et al. (2023, pp. 42-44) for the Greater Holmes County settlement, using a sample of families from 30 church districts (10 each for the three affiliations) in the 2010 directory. 
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	 There are two readily recognized differences in Figure 6, however. When the New Order pyramid is compared with the pyramids for both the Dan and Old Order affiliations, there is a very noticeable shrinkage of New Order in the 15-19 year age group, and for older age groups, a flatter pattern that resembles a tower more than a pyramid. The pyramid itself, therefore, likely represents a higher rate of those who are baptized leaving the Greater Holmes County settlement for other Amish settlements, and a higher rate of defection from the Amish faith to other faith groups. Based on data from the 2020 directory, the average overall age also varies by affiliation. The average age for the New Order was 33.2 years, compared to 26.8 years for the Old Order and 22.4 years for the Dan group (Troyer, 2022b). 
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	especially in the 16-20 and 21-25 age groups.
	Twinning 
	Twinning among the Amish has been of less interest to demographers who study Anabaptist populations than other topics, such as fertility and family size. In an article published in 1970, Cross and McKusick determined the Holmes County, Ohio, Amish twinning rate to be 15.3 twin pairs per 1,000 live births, while the U.S. national twinning rate hovered at around nine per 1,000  births annually. Within a few decades following the Cross and McKusick study, the twinning rates of the American population increased dramatically (Hoekstra et al., 2008; Pison & d’Addato, 2006) and surpassed those of the Amish, which remained remarkably steady. This surge in the twinning rate among the general American population was generally attributed to the widespread use of medically assisted reproduction (MAR), which favors multiple births, and to the increased birth rates for older women (Pison et al., 2015), who have a higher rate of multiple births.  
	especially in the 16-20 and 21-25 age groups.
	 The twinning rates of the different Amish groups in the Greater Holmes County settlement vary in a way that parallels the degree of conservatism. The New Order Amish have a rate of 20.1 twins per 1,000 births, whereas the Swartzentruber Amish have a rate of 34.5 per 1,000 births. Since all the groups share a common ethnic stock and virtually identical historical experiences, these variations in twinning are difficult to explain. It seems, however, that the variance must be related to something about their relative conservativism or progressivism, but it is hard to pinpoint without follow-up research using directory data from other settlements and direct interviews with key informants who may know something about the occurrence of twins among the Amish. There are periodic Amish social gatherings for twins, just as there are teacher conferences, historian meetings, and many other occasions for Amish from different places to meet around shared interests and experiences. These events may provide researchers with an opportunity to gain a better understanding of twinning in an Amish context. 
	Twinning 
	especially in the 16-20 and 21-25 age groups.
	especially in the 16-20 and 21-25 age groups.
	Twinning 
	 The twinning rates of the different Amish groups in the Greater Holmes County settlement vary in a way that parallels the degree of conservatism. The New Order Amish have a rate of 20.1 twins per 1,000 births, whereas the Swartzentruber Amish have a rate of 34.5 per 1,000 births. Since all the groups share a common ethnic stock and virtually identical historical experiences, these variations in twinning are difficult to explain. It seems, however, that the variance must be related to something about their relative conservativism or progressivism, but it is hard to pinpoint without follow-up research using directory data from other settlements and direct interviews with key informants who may know something about the occurrence of twins among the Amish. There are periodic Amish social gatherings for twins, just as there are teacher conferences, historian meetings, and many other occasions for Amish from different places to meet around shared interests and experiences. These events may provide researchers with an opportunity to gain a better understanding of twinning in an Amish context. 
	 The twinning rates of the different Amish groups in the Greater Holmes County settlement vary in a way that parallels the degree of conservatism. The New Order Amish have a rate of 20.1 twins per 1,000 births, whereas the Swartzentruber Amish have a rate of 34.5 per 1,000 births. Since all the groups share a common ethnic stock and virtually identical historical experiences, these variations in twinning are difficult to explain. It seems, however, that the variance must be related to something about their relative conservativism or progressivism, but it is hard to pinpoint without follow-up research using directory data from other settlements and direct interviews with key informants who may know something about the occurrence of twins among the Amish. There are periodic Amish social gatherings for twins, just as there are teacher conferences, historian meetings, and many other occasions for Amish from different places to meet around shared interests and experiences. These events may provide researchers with an opportunity to gain a better understanding of twinning in an Amish context. 
	 The twinning rates of the different Amish groups in the Greater Holmes County settlement vary in a way that parallels the degree of conservatism. The New Order Amish have a rate of 20.1 twins per 1,000 births, whereas the Swartzentruber Amish have a rate of 34.5 per 1,000 births. Since all the groups share a common ethnic stock and virtually identical historical experiences, these variations in twinning are difficult to explain. It seems, however, that the variance must be related to something about their relative conservativism or progressivism, but it is hard to pinpoint without follow-up research using directory data from other settlements and direct interviews with key informants who may know something about the occurrence of twins among the Amish. There are periodic Amish social gatherings for twins, just as there are teacher conferences, historian meetings, and many other occasions for Amish from different places to meet around shared interests and experiences. These events may provide researchers with an opportunity to gain a better understanding of twinning in an Amish context. 
	especially in the 16-20 and 21-25 age groups.

	Figure 7 
	Twinning Rates (per 1,000 births) for Amish Women and US White Women 
	Figure 7 
	Limitations 
	Twinning Rates (per 1,000 births) for Amish Women and US White Women 
	Figure 7 
	Figure 7 
	Twinning Rates (per 1,000 births) for Amish Women and US White Women 
	Limitations 
	Limitations 
	Limitations 
	Figure 7 

	men are not involved in agriculture, but it does not identify exactly what they do to make a living. Further, occupational listings for single adult females are frequently missing. One solution (which is a compromise) is to code occupations in ways that increase specificity, such as men are either involved in agriculture, from dairy or goat farming to growing produce in a greenhouse, or they are not. Hence, trends over time are possible in the continued transition of the Amish in relation to agriculture, and whether newer and smaller communities are more or less based on agriculture than other settlements in the area, and the settlement from which the original families came. Studying  trends across various non-farm occupations (rather than lumping them all together) would be very challenging and likely exhibit substantial error. 
	 Fourth, the codes used to show the status of offspring can be problematic, as already discussed.  Even though they indicate the baptism status, marital status, and whether or not an adult child has moved to another Amish community, they do not tell researchers when these events occurred. Further, the “d” code indicates adult offspring who are no longer Amish; however, it does not include a date of departure. Was it a decision not to be baptized Amish, perhaps joining another faith group during their late teens and 20s, or did they drop out later after they were baptized? This makes it impossible to develop age-specific rates of retention and/or defection without a very tedious and time-consuming process of tracing offspring from later directories back to earlier directories while these individuals were still living at home. As mentioned near the beginning of this article, a second article will discuss both the strengths and weaknesses of using directories for research as a guide to others interested in Amish demographics. 
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	substantially more likely to be involved in various agricultural pursuits, but that conclusion can be misleading, as only about 18% of the ordained men made a living as farmers, compared to about 11% of all men from the Greater Holmes County settlement (Table 2). A much larger percentage of men, ordained or not, work as carpenters, in various construction trades, or in other non-farm-related occupations. The transition out of agriculture in the Greater Holmes County settlement was  noted by comparing it with a previous study of the same settlement (Kreps et al., 1994), and noting that three of the four large settlements, including the Greater Geauga County settlement and the Elkhart-LaGrange settlements (Meyers, 2022), also showed that agriculture is much less important than it used to be. Yet the Greater Lancaster County settlement and settlements from other states where studies were conducted show that agriculture remains an important backbone of their economies. 
	 The age at marriage has not changed much over the decades, with both women and men wedded in their early to mid-20s (Table 3). The average age of marriage for men was about 1.5 years older than for women. Further, about 18 months later, a baby was born to the newly married couple (Table 4). Men and women from the Dan affiliation were slightly younger than their Old Order and New Order counterparts at the time of first birth (Table 5). Within the Greater Lancaster County settlement, it is clear that there is a wedding season marked by the predominance of marriage in the late autumn and early winter, but that is not the case in the Greater Holmes County settlement where there is not one but two wedding seasons, with one in the spring (May, June) and another in the late summer/early autumn (September, October) (Table 6). Yet, in both settlements, Thursday is by far the preferred day for weddings (Table 7). Furthermore, there is little difference in the day of the week for weddings across the preferred months for marriages (Table 8). However, interestingly, even though the month of marriage has not changed in recent times, the day of the week is shifting from Thursday to Wednesday (Table 9 and Figure 3).  
	 Remarriage patterns are similar in the Greater Holmes County settlement when compared to the Greater Lancaster County settlement (Beachy, 2021). The average age of widows is in the mid-60s, with widowers being several years younger (Table 10). Widowers are far more likely to remarry, with an average time of about 2.6 years between the death of their first spouse and remarriage (Table 11).  
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	Swiss group from Allen County and the Adams County Swiss Amish and communities that developed out of this settlement. Nonetheless, all groups showed higher fertility than that of the  non-Amish in North America. These kinds of variations also show up visually when viewed as population pyramids (Figure 6), with the caveat that the age-sex structure of the three affiliations is also affected by those who move to other settlements, leave the Amish for other faith groups, and possible variations by affiliation in rates of mortality by age.  
	 At one time, the rate of twinning in Amish families was higher than in the general population. However, this has changed over the decades with the introduction of medical advances to help couples who previously had difficulty conceiving. Now, twinning is higher in the general population. 
	 All in all, Amish demographic characteristics change quite slowly. These include age at marriage, parents’ age at first birth, birth intervals, preferred wedding day, total fertility, and twinning. To search for change within Amish society generally and groups within it more specifically, time and affiliation appear as the two most promising factors. For example, shifts in occupations and in the month of the year for marriage have occurred over the years. Differences between more conservative and more progressive affiliations likewise show that generalizing from a study of a single Amish settlement to all Amish must be done cautiously. 
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