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1. Introduction

Urban residential patterns are a physical
expressions of individual household behavior.
Although each residential choice has a small
impact upon the urban pattern, the aggregate
of individual choices forms the total urban
scene, Many studies of residential mobility
have investigated factors influencing indi-
vidual decisions to move and the processes
involved in the move.?” However, few

studies have examined residential changes

from one type of housing to another, The
move from one dwelling to another is an
important mechanism in meeting changing
family needs and desires, ¥ Many households
have chosen to live in mobile homes as the
price of purchasing a single family conven-
tional home has escalated beyond the means
of the majority of American families, ¥ What
types of families reside in mobile homes?
What type of housing did they live in prior
to their purchase(or lease) of a mobile home?
Are these families satisfied with the resi-

dential environment provdied by the mobile
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" 1) See, for example, Rossi P.H,,1955. Why Families Move, New York, The Free Press. and J.Q.
Simmons, 1968, “Changing Residence-in the City,” Geographic Review, vol, 58, pp.622~651.
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home? Are mobile homes viewed only as a
temporary expedient? Do mobile home dwel-
lers aspire to own a conventional house?
These are some of the questions addressed in
this paper,

In spite of general public opposition to
mobile homes development, they have in-
creased rapidly in urban fringe areas during
the last decade, Because local regulations
often restrict the locational choices available
to mobile home owners, they are often
forced to locate in less favorable residential
environments such as those near industrial
areas, The increasing number of mobile
homes indicates that many families consider
it a viable housing alternative, Therefore,
additional land use planning oriented the
need for mobile home spacs is necessary,
More effective public policy requires that
planners understand the factors influencing
individual decisions to choose mobile homes
in order to make accurate predictions of
future land use needs. An understanding of
the nature and effectiveness of factors which
contribute to individual choices of residential
change would be needed to establish a frame-
work for planning and evaluation of public
land use decisions,

2. Nature of the Research Design

Both past and anticipated residential
changes among mobile home dwellers are
examined, Mobile home residents are divided
into three groups based upon their prior
residence, The first group is families who
previously resided in conventional housing,
the second group formerly lived in another
mobile home and the third group moved
from an apartment or other multi-family
dwelling to a mobile home, Mobile home

dwellers are further divided into three cate-
gories based upon their expressed preference-
for future housing, The first group is com-
posed of those who desire to move to a com
ventional home, the second group of those-
who are content to remain in a mobile home-
and finally a group for whom apartment
living is a future goal,

A stepwise multiple discriminant analysis:
is used to identify variables which affect

both previous and anticipated residence

change categories on the basis of the mag-

nitude of various household and housing
characteristics(Table 1, *) The degree to which
the previous and anticipated residential
change categories can be predicted from the
disicriminating variables is obtained and
the incorrect]lv classified observations can be

Mobile Home Respondents /{ ,.

Distribution of
Blount and Knox Counties,,” . .z
E . Tennessee Y R

Sl e Y ~

- . . : - \\/'
[ .o . ) <7 Sampled area
e S 7 7 Number of interviews

. a completed in sampled area

9 5 > 7 @ Mobile home park
- Ecch cot represents one

mobile home.
- City limits

Fig 1, Distribution of Mobile Home Respond--
ents, Blount and Knox Counties, Tenne-
ssee, 1975.

(Source: Taken from 1973 ASCS Aerial Photo-

graphs, )

— 130 —



examined to detect any interpretable pattern
‘in their geographi caldistribution,

This study uses data collected from inter-
views with 280 mobile home rtsidents in
‘Blount and Knox Counties, Tennessee, The
‘data were collected in 1975 by an undergra-
‘duate class in sociolgical field methods.
‘Selection of individual respondents and their
locations were not controlled in the survey:
‘their approximate locations were, however,
iidentified® (Figure 1).

.3. Variables Selected for Analysis

“The age of the head of the household and
‘the number of children in the family were
-used as surrogates of stage in the life cycle,
‘One of the frequently cited causes of family
mobility is change in the lifecycle, ¥ Families
«choose housing to meet their changing needs.
Housing needs change markedly after chil-
dren are born and as the family expands.
When the children are finally old enough to
leave home, their parents may be confronted
‘with the problem of adjusting to living space
that may be too large for their needs and
too expensive to maintain, Analysis of the
characteristics of the sample of mobile home
dwellers showed that many of the families
were at an early stage of the family life
cycle. Young adults (under 29 years of age)
comprise 43.7 percent of the total respon-
dents, ® Households without children are

common in mobile homes, Fifty-two percent
of the respondents have no children and
another 26.2 percent have only one child. ”

Residential satisfaction and neighborhood
conditions have been shown to significantly
influence mobility, For example, Stegman
implies that satisfaction with neighborhood
quality separates the mover from  the non-
mover, ® Hence, the second group of varia-
bles used in the analysis includes wvariables
that measure satisfaction with privacy,
security, housing cost, residential location
and neighborhood condtion. These attifudinal
data were ordinally scaled along a five point
continuum from extremely satisfied (rated 5)
to extremely unsatisfied(rated 1). In general,
older people were more satisfied with their
present mobile homes than younger families,

The third set of variables employed in the
study include socioeconomic information such
as education and occupation of the household
head, and family income. One of the major
determinants of housing choice is the price
of the dwelling unit which is, in turn, a
function of family income.® A considerable
portion of the respondents were non-workers
(retired, students,and unemployed persons). A
majority of the working household heads
among the mobile home residents are en-
gaged in blue-collar occupations(6.25 percent
of the total working people). It is mainly low
income families who live in mobile homes,
The median family income of the respon-
dents was $8073 in 1975. This income

4) Of the 280 respondents to the survey instrument presented in Table 1, the location of 29 could not

be determined,

5) Moore, E., 1974, Residential Mobility in the City, Commission on College Geography, Resource Paper
No. 13, Washington, D.C.: Association of American Geographers.
6) Young household heads (under 24 years of age) comprised only 9.4 percent of the total families in

Knox County in 1970.

7) Fifty-two percent of all households in Knox Couty in 1970 had at least one child.
"8) Stegman M. A., 1965, “Accessibility models and residential location”, Journal of the American Ins-

titute of Planners, vol. 35, pp. 22~28.

‘9) M.C. Reid, 1965, Housing and Income, Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
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figure is equivalent to $6281 in 1970 dollars,

The median income of all households in Knox

County in 1970 was $8195,'” However,
mobile home family heads have a higher
than average educational attainment, Seven
ty-three percent of mobile home residents
are high school graduates compared to the
1970 average of 51.7 percent in Knox
County.

The importance of accessibility to work
has received much attention as an explana-
tory variable in the residential site selection
process, ! Research on the influence of job
location upon residential mobility is contra-
dictory, '* In an intra-urban context, many
residents may exhibit a greater preference
for neighborhood quality, or accessibility to
compatible friends and neighbors than for
accessibility to employment opportunities.
Locational variables used in the analysis are
grouped into two categories: 1) accessibility
to daily activities and 2) the degree of social
ties to an area,'® Social ties represent fa-
miliarity with an area or closeness to rela-
tives and friends. In the survey, the most
frequently cited accessibliity factor influenc-
ing mobile home location is accessibility to
work place(23.3 percent of totel respandents).
followed by closeness to school(Z. 2 percent of
total) and to shopping centers(2.4 percent of
total), The remaining 65.1 percent of those
surveyed explained their locational choice on
the basis of the attachrﬁent (social ties)

they felt with th‘e,‘ fesidential location,

Sixty-eight percenf; of the mobile honie
residents base their rationale for mobile home
living upon economic reasons, such as “low
housing cost,” or “low down payment,” The
remaining 32 percent indicate reasons such
as “easy housekeeping,” “built-in furniture”
and “mobility”, It had been thought that one
of the features of mobile home living which
attract people is its potential for mobility, 4
However, mobility is not an important rea-
son for choosing a mobile home, Only 8.5
percent of the total respondeins indicated
mobility as an important reason for choosing
to live in a mohile home, Reasons stated
for mobile home living vary considerably
among different age groups. Economic rea-
sons are more important for the younger age
group than for the older people, The im-
portance placed on economic reasons increase
as family size increases

4. Analysis of Residential Change
from Previous Dwelling to a
Mobile Home

Eight variables were entered into a step-
wise multiple discriminant analysis, in
order to distinquish between three a prior
groups of mobile home migrants based upon
their former type of residence, Two discri-

10) Computation of adjustment to 1970 equivalent income was based on the Consumer Price Index by
Region for All Items”, Monthly Labor Review, vol. 98, no. 6(1975).

11) See, for example, Alonso, W., 1964, Location and Land Use, Cambridge, Mass. : Harvard University
Press, and Kain, J.F., 1962, “The journey-to-work as a determinant of residential location,”
Papers and Proceedings of the Regional Science Association, vol. 9, pp. 137~160.

12) Roseman, C.C., 1971, “Migration, the journey to work and household characteristics: an analysis
based on non-areal aggregation” Fcomomic Geography, vol. 47, pp. 467~474.

13) See, for example, Speare, A., Jr. 1974, “Residential satisfaction as an intervening variable in resi~
dential mobility”, Demography, vol. 11, pp. 173~189.

14) Zimmer, B.G., 1973, “Residential mobility and housing”, Land Ecomomics, vol. 49, pp. 345~350.

— 132 —



Table 2. Standardized Discriminant Funetion
Coefficients for Residential Change from ‘Pre-
vious Dwelling Type to Mobile Home,

Standardized Coefficients

: *
Variables Function 1  Function 2

Numberof children
(0;1;2;3 or more)
Age of household head
(under 29; 30~59; 60 0.308
or over)

—0.063 0.530

—0.088
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Yigure 2, Locations of Observations and Group

Centroids in Functional Space:
Residential Change from Previous
Dwelling Type to Mobile Home,

minant functions were derived(Table 2). The
first function explains 69.7 percent of the
discrimianting power in the original varia-
bles and the second function explains an
additional 21,3 percent, Residential location
and age factors contribute the most to tke
explanation of the first function, Variables
related to satisfaction with the neighborhood
children and income are highly related to the
second function,

Each centroid of the three prior housing
type groups is plotted in a functional space
defined by the two dimensions(Figure 2), The
horizontal dimension is represented by the
first discriminant function and the vertical
dimension by the second function., Based on
the discriminant function coefficients listed
in Table 2, the horizontal dimension might
be labeled an “age” factor since the impor-
tance of nonpecuniary aspects of the loca-
tional choice are positively related to age,

The vertical dimension could be called a

Years of education of

family head —0.249

—0.156

Family income —0.391 0.313

Residential location
(nominal variable) 0.562
(Accessibility vs. .
“social ties”)

Resaons for mobile
home living (nominal
variable)
(non-economic vs. eco-
nomic reasons)
Security Satisfaction
(5 point ordinal scale)
Neighborhood satisfac-
iton(5 point ordinal 0.124 0.771
scale)

—0.102

—0.097 —0.326

—0.385 —0.337

Source: Calculated by the authors

* The use of nominal dummy variables as indep-
endent uariables in discriminant analysis pres-
ents no special conceptual or technical problems.
Although the normality assumption is not met,
the optimality of linear discriminant functions
is not sensitive to the normality of the data, See
D.G. Morrison, “Discriminant Analysis” in R.
Ferber, ed. 1974, Handbook of Marketing
Research (New York: Mc Graw-Hill).

“familism” factor, The spatial separation of
the three centroids in the space defined by
the two discriminant functions implies that
there are substantive differences among the
three groups. The first dimension effecti-
vely distinguishes between the house-to-
mobile home move and the apartment-to-mo
bie home move, since the two groups have
almost opposite characteristics with respect
to that dimension, A household with an
older age structure is more likely move from
a house to a mobile home whereas an apar-
tment to mobile home move is more likely
among the younger age group, Those persons
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in the house-to-mobile  home  group do not
place much importance upon the accessibility
of the mobile home to working and shopping
opportunities, A corollary of the lack of
concern for the accessibility features of re-
sidential location is the importance of “so-
cially-oriented” or “neighborhood-oriented”
activities. A household in the house-to-mobile
home group places great value or rlatives,
friends in his neighborhood, and familiarity
with an area, For example, many older people
in the sample wanted to move from a house
to a mobile home which could be place on
lots owned by their children., Older people
may sell their house and buy a mobile home
in order to take advantage of the concomit-
ant ease of housekeeping and maintenance,.
In making the change in dwelling type, they
may still desire to stay in a familiar neigh-
borhood.

By contrast, younger housholds are con-
cerned with accessibility to work place or
'school. Convenience to daily activities is
emphasized in the apartment-to-mobile home
group, This latter group also tends to be
more concerned with security of neighbor-
hood environments, Households in this group
are least satisfied with the security of their
present mobile home environments. The de-
sire to own their own home seems to be in-
fluential in making the decision to move
from an apartment to a mobile home,

The vertical dimension (the “familism”factor)
primarily distinguishes the mobile home-to-
mobile home group from the other two
groups(Figure 2). Most households who moved
from one mobile home to another mobile
home have children and are concerned with
a good neighborhood environment, They
chose mobile homes as a housing alternative
mainly because of their low cost,

Stepwise multiple discriminant analysis

provides information that allows the resear-

. “cher to defermine how adequate the discﬁ-f

minant functions(and therefore the original vari-:
ables entered into the analysis) are in differen-
tiating between the three a prior groups of
residential change described above. If the,
original variables were adequate to describe
the variation between groups, then the line'ar:.
discriminant functions would classify every:.
observation into the proper a priori group.
With less than perfect discriminatory power,
some observations might have variable char-
acteristics that would make them appear
more like another group, If the spatial distri-
bution of misassigned observations syste-.

‘ matically varies(i.e. in a non-random fashion)

over the study area, then another variable,
not present in the analysis, may account
for the pattern of wvariation, The groups
based upon prior housing type correctly clas-
sified 60.1 percent of the total of 148 usa-
‘ble responses(Table 3). The off-diagonal ele-

Table 3. Result of the Discriminant Analysis
for Residential Change from Previous Dwelling

Type to Mobile Home

Predicted group
No. of membership

Actual Group cases
Group 1 |Group 2 lGroup 3

From house to
mobile home

From mobile

81 49 15 17
(60.5%)1(18.5%)1(21.0%)

: 5 13 3
2 home to mobilel 21 | (93.89%) (61 9%)|(14.3%)
From apart- 6
3 ment to

13 27
mobile home 46 1(13.0%) (28.3%)|(58.7%)

Overall Misassignment: 59 of 148 cases(39.9%)
Source: Calculated by the authors

ments of the classification matrix in Table
3 give the number and percentage of obser-
vations that are misclassified, The incorre-
ctly classified respondents have been identi-
fied by their geographical location (Figure
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Housing type.

3). Misclassified households are located in
three major areas: Clinton Highway and U..
'S, Highway 33 outside the Knoxville City
limits; and Sutherland Avenue within Kno-
xville, Fewest errors in classification occur-
red in west Knoxville and west Knox County,
“The clustered pattern of misclassified obser-
vations implies that a model to explain the
«hoice process of present mobile home resi-
dents is not yet fully specified.

5) Analysis of the Future Dwelling
Preferences of Mobile Home
Residents

Four variables were found to be signifi-
<ant in the discrimination between expressed
preference for future housing type. Those
‘variables are age, number of children, occu-
pation and residential location, Of the two
derived linear discriminant functions, the
first function, associated almost exclusively
with age structure, contribute 79, 6 per cent

of the overall discrimination, Occupation and
residential location variables contribute to
the second function(Table 4). Over fifty-five

Table 4. Standardized Discriminant Function

Coefficients for Anticipated Residential Change
from Mobile Home,

Standardized Cosfficients
Function 1 Function 2

—0.154 —0.152

Variables

Number of children
(0;1;2;3 or more)
Age of household head
(under 29; 30~59; 60 0.907
or over)

Occupation (nominal
variable)

(non-worker vs. worker)
Residential location
(nominal variable)
(accessibility vs. “sacial
ties”)

—0. 408

—0.074 —0.793

=0.270 —0. 465

Source: Calulated by the authors.
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ticipated Residential Change from
Mobile Home,

tions were correctly classified by the two
functions, (Table 5).

The first function might be labelled as a
“life-cycle” dimension and the second func-
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Table 5. Results of the Discriminant Analysis
for Anticipated Residential Change from Mo-
bile Home,

Predicted Group
Membership

Group 1 |Group 2 |Group 3

Actual Group [No. of
Preference Cases

1 From mobile - 65 ‘ 34 | 20 11
home to house (52. 3%)1(30. 8%)1(16. 9%)
From moblle. 12 28 6

2 home to mobilel 46 |(56.19%)|(60. 9%)|(13. 0%)
From mobile

3 home to
apartment

0 3 4
\ (0. 0%)|(42. 9%)|(57. 1%)

Overall misassignment: 52 of 118 cases(44.1%)
Source: Calculated by the authors.

tion as a “labor force” dimension, The“life-
cycle” dimension can distinguish between
those mobile home residents for whom the
conventional home is the ultimate goal and
"those residents that prefer mobile home
living, .

The “labor force” dimension distinguishes
the mobile home-to-apartment group from
the other two groups(Figure 4). Older people
are more likely to prefer mobile home living, -
and younger families u1t1mately wish to be
home owners, Those two groups are sepa-
rated along the “life-cycle” (age) dimension
continuum, The results indicate that younger
households view their mobile home as a tem-
porary housing expedient and desire to
have their own convcntional house in the

~ future, By contrast, older families consider
their homes as a real and permanent housing

"alternative,

6 Conclusions

Analysis of the prior residential choice
process and the future migration intentions
of a sample of mobile home residents indic-
ated that stage in the family life cycle (age
of the household head, number of children), sa-
tisfaction with neighborhood characteristics,
and the importance placed upon pecuniary
aspects of the location(i. e. accessibility to jobs.
and services) are most closely related to resi-
dential changes among mobile home dwellers.

Respondents who moved from a conven-
tional home to a mobile home tended to be
older people with few children and with
great expressed concern for their families
and neighborhoods, Those who moved from
apartments to mobile homes tended to be
younger families with few children and little
expressed concern for the neighborhood en-
vironment, Households who move frdm one:

'mobile home to another or who have resided

in mobile homes fo,f many years are likely

to be family-oriented. These respondents.
have larger families and expressed concern
with providing a good neighborhood for their
children. The families in the latter group
tend to occupy an intermediate age structure
between the other two groups,

— 136 —



Table 1. Survey Instrument Used in the Analysis of Mobile Home Residents

Study of Mobile Home Owners

Information on Household
How many adults live here? How many children?
How old is the head of the household?

How many years of school did he/she complete?

And what is his/her occupation?

Finally, would you please tell me into which of these groups did your total family income fall last year?

under $ 3,000 - $10,000 to $ 14,999
$3,000 to $4,999 - $15,000 to $ 19,999
$5,000 to $7,499 __ #20, 000 or more

$7,500 to $9,999

Purchase of Mobile Home

What was the price of this home when you bought it?

under $3,000 _ $ 8,000~ $8,999

$3,000~%$4,999 ___ $9, 000~ $ 9,999

$ 5,000~ $ 6,999 # 10, 000~ § 10, 999

#7,000~8$7,999 _ $11,000 or more ]

When purchased? Size of home X . How much was the interest?
Insurance? Lot rental? How much are your monthly

payments?_____ Annual repair costs?

Previous Dwelling Experience

What type of housing did you live in before you moved into this home?

Before you bought this home, what other types of housing did you consider?

What would you say was your most important reason for choosing a mobile home?

Second most reason?

Why did you choose this location area(not park) for your mobile home?

Length of residence

Satisfaction with Mobile Home Living

Now I'd like to ask you to rate the following things as I name them according to whether in your
opinion they are EXCELLENT(5), VERY GOOD(4), GOOD(3), FAIR(2), or POOR(1). (Interviewer
note “not relevent-no opinion” as final category.) :
Mail delivery 5 4 3 2 1 NR
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Table 1. (con’t)

Privacy 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Security 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Satisfaction with home 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Satisfaction with lot size 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Satisfaction with neighbors 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Satisfaction with location 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Satisfaction with local dwelling cost 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Quality of service for home’s problems 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Special service for problems 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Condition of home upon delivery 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Stability of foundation set-up 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Continue only if park residents

Park recreational facilities 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Play areas 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Social activities 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Laundry 5 4 3 2 1 NR
‘Maintenance services 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Management 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Rental terms 5 4 3 2 1 NR
Do you have a lease? What are the general terms of renting here?

Prospective

As you review your experience with living in a mobile home, what would you say are its major advant-
ages?

What are its major disadvantages?

What are the major advantages of the particular model which you bought?

Would you purchase a model from this same manufacturer again?

What features would you look for in a mobile home if you were to purchase one now?

How long do you plan to live here in this mobile home?

When you decide to move, what type of housing will you move to?

Other Comments

Is there anything else you could tell us about your experience in living in a mobile home which might
help us in our research?(Pause and help person review.)
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Tablel. (con’t)

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

Interviewer to complete this section without subject, after interview has been completed.

On the same rating scale used earlier, please rate,

Cooperation of subject in interview

Awareness of mobile home costs by subject
Awareness of alternatives in financing
Awareness of basic construction of mobile home
" Awareness of source of maintenance problems
Interior appearance

Immediate exterior appearance

Area’s or park’s appearance

Interviewer to describe immediate surroundings of
mobile home

G oen U1 ol ol o1

S O N

W W W W W W ww

DD N NN NN NN

i = T T I R Y

NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR
NR

Distance(feet) to nearest neighbor

Neighborhood-area

Location

Interviewer Comments:
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