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Pefore discussing the geographic patterns of turnover rates displayed
on these three maps, it 1is first necessary to explain how the phusical
expansion of the campus is depicted. BRBecause this analusis was conducted
by block, and because each map represents & period of approximately Z0
years, it was not possible to depict the exact extent of campus for a given
time period. Instead, the following general decision rule was employed:
if the majority of a block was owned by the university for the majority of
the time pericd depicted, that block was considered "campus" for the pur-
poses of that particular map.

At first glance, it may appear that the geographic pattern of rela-
tive stability does not support the hypothesis outlined earlier--that uni-
versity expansion stimulates instability in surrounding neighborhoods. How-
ever, if each timg period is analyzed more closely, some possible relation-
ships and conclusions concerning the effects of university expansion on
neighborhood stability are suggested.

In the earliest time period (1926-1945), the blocks immediately
surrounding the college were, for the most part, relatively unstable. A
line of instability extended in a Northwest direction rom the (college)
and other scattered pockets of instability existed in the Northern section
of the study area. The most stable areasy including the Smokey Hollow area
to the East, were somewhat removed from the college; most of the blocks in
the most stable category were located on the periphery of the study area.

By the final time period (1956-1984), nearly all of the blocks in  the
least stable category were located North of the freeway. Another pocket of
relative instability was located in the Sleepy Hollow area. Land ta the
South and West of the university, even that land adjacent to it, was

relatively stable.
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According to the hypothesis presented, one might expect that the
transfer rates would be most associated geographically with the university
in the latest time period when most of the campus growth took place. The
maps show, however, that instability was more closely related spatially
with the university in the two earlier time periods.

Map 1@ suggests that the university’s influence on turnover rates was
greatest in %he 1946-1965 period. This map showsy for each blocky which of
the three time periods had the greatest number of turnovers. For all but
one of the blocks adjacent to the campus area, the turnover rate was
highest during the 17446—-1943 time period.#*

The fact that the university’s influence on turnover rates appeared
stronger in the earlier time periods, and was sitrongest during the 1944-
1945 time period, is not necessarily inconsistent with the hypethesis that
the expansion of the university contributed to the relative instability of
the surrounding neighborhoods. Instead, it would appear that the anticipa-
tion or expectation of expansion had a greater destabilizing effect than
did any possible negative externalities present after expansion took place.
An  exception to this general rule appears to be the Smokey Hollow area
which became less stable after the university actually began toc purchase a

fair amount of property in that area in the late 1970°c. #%

*#Recall that campus was actually smaller in the earlier time pericds so
that the term "adjacent" is used loocselu.

*%It should be noted that the purchase of property by the university is
itself not sufficient to cause a block to have enough transfers to be
categorized as unstable. Because the university almost never sells
property once it is purchased, and because the parcels within a block must
change hands more than once to be unstable, other transactions must be
taking place for a block to be categorized as unstable.
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MAP 10: ySU, NEIGHBORHOOD STUDY
STUDY AREA
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While the preceding discussion addresszed the issue of whether or not
proximity te the university was a factor in ownership transfer rates, it
did not thoroughly deal with the degree or extent of this influencs. One
way to get at this aquestion is to compare the study area to the control

area in terms of turnover rates and neighborhood stability.

Table & shows the average number of times ouwnership of a parcel of
land changed in each of the three time periods and the overall study pericd
for both the study ares and contrel area. The two areas arg shown to  have
nearly indentical ‘turnover rates. Thus, it would appear that the univer-
sity’s influence is of little significance.

However, recall that it was suggested that the major influence of the
university occurred only in blocks immediately adjacent to the university,
and only during the 1944-1%&5 time pericd. If we examine average turnover
rates calculated only for those blocks adjacent to the university, the
average turnover rate for the 194&6-465 time pericd was 2.1, This compares
with 1.7 for the control area. Given this difference, it may be more accu—
rate to state that the university’s impact was geographically and ftempo-
rally limited than to conclude that it had no impact at all on neighborhood

stability.

Conclusions
Meighborhoods surrcunding Youngstown State University were examined
for, possible impacts related to university expansion during a pericd of
several decades. The scope of the study was primarily limited to analyzing

potential impacts related to land use and neighborhood stability.
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Table &:

Study Ares

Average Turnover Rates

1926-45

1946-5653

1966-84

1926-84

1.4

1.8

1.5

4.8
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Impacts were generally classified as either direct or indirect.
Changes which occurred as a result of land actually being taken and used by
the university as it expanded were classified as direct impacts. Indirect
impacts were defined as those changes which were influenced by university
expansion and which occurred in neighborhoods surrounding the university.

Approximately 68 acres of land were directly impacted by university
expansion betwen 1933 and 1983, More than &@ percent of this land had
previously been used for residential purposes. CGther previous uses
included commercial (11%) and public/semi-public uses not associated with
the university {(9%)5 approximately 17 percent aof the land had previously
been vacant.

fnalysis of land use changes in adjacent neighborhoods betuween 1955
and 1983 suggested that the major indirect impacts of university expansion
were a decrease in residential land and an increase in vacant land. How-
ever, further analysis using a contrel area suggested that these changes
were probably more the result of other factors and would have cccurred
regardless of university expansion. In fact, some evidence suggested that,
by increasing the demand for housing in the area, university expansion may
have delayed a longer term trend towards less residential uses and more
vacant land in the area.

An anlysis of property turnover rates from 1924 to 1985 suggested  that
university expansion may have, to some degree, had a distabalizing effect
on neighborhood stability. However, this effect appeared toc bhe very
limitedy both spatially and temporarlly. It alsc appeared that anticipa-

tion of expansion was more destabilizing than expansion itself.
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Pased on this analysis,y it appears that negative effects of university
expansion are relatively limited. Given all the positive impacts which &
university has on a community, the advantages of university expansion

appear to generally exceed the disadvantages.
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