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MANUFACTURED HOUSING:
AN ASSESSMENT OF COMMUNITY ATTITUDES

by
Jorge Horacio Atiles

Rosemary Carucci Goss, Committee Chair
Housing, Interior Design, and Resource Management

(ABSTRACT)

This study examined the opinions of 552 residents of rural Virginia regarding
acceptance of manufactured homes, formerly known as mobile homes, and their
occupants. The purpose of this study was to determine to what extent respondents’
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, innovativeness, and perceptions of
manufactured home characteristics, its occupants and neighborhood characteristics,
predicted the acceptance of manufactured homes.

Data were obtained from two mail surveys distributed among eight rural
counties. One survey covered single-section manufactured homes (N = 274) and
another covered double-section manufactured homes (N = 278). A proposed
theoretical model was adapted from M. J. Dear and S. M. Taylor's (1982) model for
community attitudes toward mental health care facilities. Hypotheses were tested
through multiple regression analyses.

The statistical model for the full sample included 13 independent variables. Six
variables (perceived manufactured home occupant behavior, proportion of
manufactured homes in the county, perceived manufactured home condition,

manufactured home type, respondents’ gender, and manufactured home knowledge)



emerged as significant predictors of manufactured home acceptance (R? = .3541).

Separate regression models for the single- and double-section manufactured
home subsamples were evaluated. In the single-section manufactured home subsample,
perceived manufactured home occupants' behavior, proportion of manufactured homes
in the county, and perceived manufactured home condition were significant predictors
of single-section manufactured home acceptance (R’ = .2522). In the double-section
manufactured home subsample, perceived manufactured home occupants' behavior,
perceived manufactured home condition, respondent's manufactured home knowledge,
and neighborhood physical homogeneity were significant predictors of double-section
manufactured home acceptance (R? = .3574).

Results suggested respondents' socioeconomic and demographic characteristics
were not important in predicting manufactured home acceptance. Instead, acceptance
was mostly the result of perceptions about occupants' behavior, a finding consistent
with Dear and Taylor's (1982) study about acceptance of mental health facilities. In

general, double-section models were more accepted than single-section models.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Housing affordability has received much attention from both policy makers and
researchers through the years. As a general rule, government officials from the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) define affordable housing as a
residential unit that is available for lease or purchase to a family or individual at no
more than 30% of the household's total gross income. Much of the housing available
today does not meet this affordability standard. Thus many limited-income households
are forced into substandard or unaffordable housing or, they become homeless.

Housing that is adequate must meet certain basic needs, be in an adequate
location (in relation to commercial, educational, and health services, for example), and
be available at a certain price (Morris & Winter, 1978). In view of this, housing
affordability can depict household income as insufficient to cover the cost of producing
adequate housing that meets today's building standards and codes.

Regardless of the definition used, the reality is that current housing costs,
among other factors, seriously affect the finances of lower-income households who
must spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing (Koebel, Cavell, &
Morgan, 1993). As the price of housing continues to increase, many builders,
government agencies, and housing advocates are looking for new methods to reduce
housing costs and to continue to provide adequate housing. For example, there is a

trend toward using more prefabricated parts in housing construction such as modular



sections, panelized components, and fully assembled manufactured homes (Moore &
Crocker, 1991).

Manufactured housing (commonly known as mobile homes) is defined in this
study as any single-family factory-built residential structure that rests on a permanent
chassis, is transported fully assembled to a provisional or permanent foundation on a
rented or owned site, and bears a HUD approval label for its construction.
Manufactured homes are currently one popular low-cost housing alternative, and
O'Hare and O'Hare (1993) argue that during times of economic stagnation more
Americans will be viewing factory-built housing as their only chance to attain
homeownership. Currently, six percent of Americans live in manufactured housing.
The state of Virginia ranked 33rd in the nation in the number of households living in
manufactured housing in 1990 with manufactured homes representing 6.4 % of all
housing units in the state (O'Hare & O'Hare, 1993).

Today, manufactured housing is a relatively low-cost alternative to conventional
stick-built housing that can play a major role in providing affordable, safe, and
adequate single-family housing to limited-income homebuyers and tenants (O'Hare &
O'Hare, 1993; White, 1992; Goss, Parrott, & Engelen-Eigles, 1992; U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], 1991; Collin & Cowan, 1990; Virginia
Department of Housing and Community Development, 1988; Manufactured Housing
Institute, 1985). The use of inexpensive housing units--such as factory-built housing

and accessory apartments--is considered by some experts to be a viable way to address



housing affordability problems in the United States due to the economies of scale that
characterize the "high-quantity/low-cost" production of manufactured housing (White,
1992).

Despite the affordability advantages associated with manufactured housing,
many sectors of the population oppose its use. In fact, some community residents,
local public officials, and builders reject manufactured housing as an acceptable option
for residential use, particularly, when the manufactured home unit is to be located
anywhere near them (HUD, 1991). This phenomenon is what many call the "Not In
My Back Yard" [NIMBY] syndrome.

NIMBY has become a widely used term in the vocabulary of community
developers, urban planners, and housing specialists. NIMBY commonly refers to the
opposition to the location of specific building types, developments, or activities that are
perceived as undesirable or even dangerous. Although some residents may
acknowledge the need for creating more affordable housing, shelters, or landfills, the
basis for rejection of these types of development is related to location. Many residents
approve of these types of developments provided they are not near their homes (Stover,
Cloud, Garner, Phillips & Strauss, 1994).

NIMBY actions, which are often supported by zoning or other planning laws,
are exclusionary in nature because they can prevent the location of both affordable
housing developments as well as noxious or hazardous facilities. Therefore, NIMBY

actions have: a) served to halt and control real or perceived dangerous and hazardous



land uses, b) controlled development and reduced the chances for limited-income
households to find affordable housing, and c) limited neighborhood human services
facilities, such as homeless shelters.

The NIMBY syndrome is also, in many instances, supported by local land-use
regulations that confine manufactured housing (particularly, single-section units) to
mobile home parks or small lot subdivisions, excluding them from most residential
districts. NIMBY actions affect the placement of manufactured housing and
consequently limit the affordable choices available to limited-income households. For
example, in 1986, only 16 states allowed manufactured housing in residential zoning
districts outside mobile home and trailer parks (Sanders, 1986). Today, however,
more states recognize the role of manufactured housing as a low-cost alternative and
are actively advising local governments to promote the use of manufactured homes as a
means to reach acceptable housing affordability levels (White, 1992; HUD, 1991).

In summary, affordable housing for limited-income households can take many
forms, from subsidized units of single-family detached dwellings, multifamily
apartments, cluster developments or single-room occupancy units, to low-cost modular,
panelized, and manufactured homes. These affordable options, however, have
experienced public opposition which have resulted in NIMBY practices across the
nation. Consequently, the NIMBY syndrome is a threat to alternative forms of housing
that alleviate the housing cost burdens of limited-income families and first-time

homebuyers.



Problem men

Placing manufactured housing in most communities becomes a difficult task to
perform partly due to the development of NIMBY attitudes which translate into
community opposition. Because some communities find ways to use local zoning laws
to control the placement of manufactured homes (particularly single-section units),
many limited-income homebuyers are excluded from residential developments and are
further restricted to mobile home parks or subdivisions, or isolated rural areas.

Many years of regulatory changes, housing needs research, and redesign of
manufactured housing units have created a new housing product that addresses many of
the perception problems of the past. Despite these improvements, negative perceptions
about manufactured housing continue to prevail. Thus, research is needed to determine
NIMBY attitudes and community opposition to manufactured housing.

Pur jecti f th

This study examined the opinions held by community residents regarding
manufactured homes and their residents in the state of Virginia. This study sought to
identify the most relevant factors affecting the perceptions and opinions which lead to
opposition or acceptance of manufactured housing. The study also addressed how the
respondents’ perceptions of their neighborhoods affect or contribute to the development

of NIMBY attitudes towards manufactured homes.



Objectives

The objectives of this study were to determine:

1.

Which selected characteristics of the neighborhood residents (i.e.,
respondents) and their communities contributed to the development of
perceptions and opinions about manufactured homes, their occupants,
and the neighborhoods in which they are located.

Whether perceptions about manufactured homes played a significant role
in the respondents' level of acceptance for the location of manufactured
homes inrtheir neighborhood.

To what extent perceptions about manufactured home households
explained levels of acceptance or attitudes toward the location of
manufactured homes.

Whether perceptions regarding neighborhood social and physical
characteristics played a significant role in the development of levels of
acceptance or attitudes toward the location of manufactured homes in a

neighborhood.

The research questions were:

1.

To what extent do perceptions about manufactured home characteristics affect or

determine individual attitudes toward manufactured homes?



2. To what extent do perceptions of manufactured home households affect or
determine individual attitudes toward manufactured homes?

3. To what extent do perceptions of the respondent's neighborhood characteristics
or suitability for manufactured homes affect or determine individual attitudes
toward manufactured homes?

Delimitation of th
This study did not concentrate on the regulatory barriers to the placement of
manufactured housing in a community. The research was conducted within rural and
suburbah areas in the state of Virginia and the researcher did not concentrate on
developing mechanisms for overcoming NIMBY attitudes. The state of Virginia was
chosen because of the availability of research funds.
Limitations of thg‘ Study
This study was limited to the Commonwealth of Virginia; specifically, non-
metropolitan counties [Non-MSA]. Furthermore, it covered eight counties in the state
that exemplified communities from the Urban Crescent, Southwest, Southside, and

Central regions of Virginia. The counties are illustrated in Table 1 according to the

state region and percentage (i.e., highest or lowest in region) of mobile homes present

in the county. Subjects involved in the statistical analyses resided in rural communities

of Virginia.



Table 1

lec unties in Virgini
. Region County Name Planning District % Mobile
Commission (PDC) Homes,
Trailers &
Other
Bath Central Shenandoah Low (17%)
Central
Craig Fifth High (26 %)
Sduthhampton Hampton Roads Low (15%)
Southside
Buckingham Piedmont High (29%)
Pulaski New River Valley Low (15%)
Southwest
Buchanan Cumberland Plateau High (38%)
Golden Rappahannock Rappahannock-Rapidan | Low (2%)
Crescent
(North to . . . .
Southeast) King & Queen Middle Peninsula High (30%)
Assumpti

This study assumed that there will continue to be a demand for manufactured
housing as a form of affordable housing in the future and that the problems of housing
affordability for limited-income and first-time homebuyers will continue to exist. It
also assumed that there is a trend in Virginia to create legislation that will allow
manufactured homes in residential zoning districts in addition to agricultural zoning

districts.



Im nce of th

Previous studies have concentrated on NIMBY actions toward toxic waste
dumps, landfills, trash incinerators, group homes for the mentally-ill, shelters for the
homeless, hospices for AIDS victims, halfway homes, and nuclear plants. All these
structures have one common characteristic; they all are public or human service
facilities. No study to date had addressed NIMBY actions regarding private
residential structures outside service facilities.

Manufactured homes, in this case, are not public service facilities but another
option for housing today's middle- and limited-income households and first-time
homebuyers (Goss, Parrott, & Engelen-Eigles, 1992; Nutt-Powell, 1982). Therefore,
the nature and development of the NIMBY attitude in community residents may
involve different factors that could cause or trigger sentiments of rejection towards
manufactured housing and its residents. Brion (1991) argues, NIMBY is not a
problem in itself but a "phenomenon that symptomizes a problem" (p. xiii). And the
problem is a perceived harm brought by the presence of manufactured housing that
causes people to object to their placement in residential communities. This study
attempted to fill a gap in the housing research which exists due to the relatively small
amount of literature about the development of perceptions and acceptance levels
regarding manufactured homes, manufactured home households, and neighborhood
suitability or "fit" for manufactured homes. Results from this study could serve to

support public policy decisions in Virginia regarding regulations about the placement



of single- and double-section manufactured homes in various zoning districts.
Definition of Terms
Attitude
Attitudes are predisposed actions which are consistently favorable or
unfavorable towards an object. Attitudes are learned. They also refer to a person's
favorable or unfavorable feeling, affect or evaluation about an "object.” In this study,
attitudes exemplified the "acceptance level" or outcome that a respondent had

regarding the manufactured homes in his or her neighborhood.

Beliefs

A belief links an "object” to some "attribute.” Beliefs are cognitive (i.e.,
opinions) and have various degrees of strength. A belief involves a link between an
object (i.e., manufactured housing) and a content category or attribute. Beliefs, in this
study were referred to as "perceptions or expectations" held by neighborhood
residents in 'relation to the potential impacts that manufactured housing may bring to
their communities.
Neighborhood

In this study, neighborhood referred to the perceived geographical area within a
larger society in which people with common interests and services reside.
Geographical proximity

Also called the closeness factor, relates to physical proximity to a Locally

Unwanted Land Use [LULU]. Greater physical proximity tends to be associated with

10



increasingly negative attitudes or NIMBY syndrome (Dear & Gleeson, 1991).
Innovativeness

Personality trait which may contribute to the development of acceptance or
rejection levels towards an object. An individual regarded as innovative is believed to
have a higher acceptance level for new and alternative forms of housing.
Manufactured housing

Any single-family factory-built residential structure that rests on a permanent
chassis, is transported fully assembled to a provisional or permanent foundation on a
rented or owned site, and bears a HUD approval label for its construction.
NIMBY syndrome

Not in My Back Yard syndrome, "refers to the protectionist attitudes of and
oppositional tactics adopted by community groups facing an unwelcome development
in their neighborhood." (Dear, 1992, p.288)

ingle-section manuf hom

Sometimes called "single wide," this term referred to manufactured houses that
are self contained in one section usually not greater than 14'-16' in width and
approximately 70' in length.
Double-section m r

Sometimes called "double wide," this term includes double-sections or multiple
components that when placed together provide more space than the basic single-section

home (Nutt-Powell, 1982).
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Literature available on manufactured homes and NIMBY is scarce; however,
this chapter includes studies that contribute relevant information regarding acceptance
or rejection of manufactured homes. Research findings are reviewed on the evolution
of manufactured housing, a history of NIMBY research, impediments to manufactured
housing, manufactured housing characteristics, manufactured housing household
characteristics, neighborhood characteristics, and personal innovativeness toward
housing. A conceptual framework is presented along with a proposed theoretical
model.

The Evolution of Manufactured Housin

The term "manufactured home" is the latest attempt by the federal government
and housing industry to describe a form of single-family dwelling which is assembled
at a factory and delivered to a site. The predecessor to manufactured housing was the
travel trailer of the 1920s, followed by the mobile home of the 1950s and 1960s.

According to Wallis (1991), the annual production of trailers, designed to be
towed by an automobile, increased during the 1930s and 1940s mainly because of their
use for military housing during the World War II years. Increased advertisement, use,
and production of trailers made them more visible to the nation. At that time
community opposition to the location of this type of transportable dwelling in

residential neighborhoods became evident. Although the travel trailer was designed

12



primarily for vacationers, the impoverishment resulting from the Great Depression era
forced poor families into trailers for permanent housing (Brown & Sellman, 1987).
Trailer camps thus acquired the image of "shantytowns on wheels" and the cycle of
negative perceptions began to set in the minds of conventional housing residents.

The size of the travel trailer increased to a width of 10' in 1954 and thus gained
its new terminology as a "mobile home" even though the general public still called it a
trailer. This single 10'-wide mobile home became even larger in the 1960s when the
12'-wide and later the 14'-wide mobile home dominated production. In 1969, double-
wide mobile home models became available to consumers (Wallis, 1991).

During the late '60s and early '70s, 2.5 million mobile homes were produced at
no direct cost to the federal government, thus, being the most affordable non-
subsidized form of housing. Mobile homes were recognized by the federal
government as legitimate forms of permanent housing for American society.
Recognition, however, translated into a national exposure which raised questions
about regulation of the industry regarding the safety and durability of the units. In
1976, legislation that regulated the construction of mobile homes was enacted when
Congress passed the Mobile Home Construction and Safety Standards Act (42 U.S.C.
Section 5402(6), 1976).

Although mobile homes provided more substantial housing for their residents,
they continued to carry the stigma of impoverishment and impermanence associated

with trailers (Brown & Sellman, 1987). Negative perceptions were also fueled by the
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