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Abstract: This paper examines the impact of intrinsic consumer attributes on decision consistency in
houseplant purchasing intentions. Subjects reported their likelihood to buy (LTB) for themselves and
as a gift at perceived bargain and getting expensive price levels. The sample was analyzed according
to those who switched their LTB ratings to relatively lower values versus subjects who did not by
using their demographic characteristics and responses to plant buying behavior questions. Secondly,
subjects who had high initial purchase intents were analyzed versus those who had low initial
purchase intents. The results indicate that inconsistent purchase decisions are more likely to occur at
the perceived getting expensive price level than the perceived bargain price points. Additionally,
there are very few demographic differences among the plant buyers who are consistent with their
purchase intent versus inconsistent, indicating that external environmental cues may have more of an
influence on purchase consistency than intrinsic cues. This information can be utilized by greenhouse
and retail firms to understand when a consumer is less likely to change their plant purchase decision
with a high initial intent. These price points can help firms optimize their current price offerings
within the market and create dialogues with partnering box stores.

Keywords: consumer choice; inconsistency; willingness to pay; price perception; bargain; expensive

1. Introduction

Consumer purchasing begins with intent. That is, a purchasing intention initiates
the decision-making process a consumer will go through before buying a product. Yet,
each purchase intention can be influenced by consumers” degrees of certainty, and if
this certainty outweighs the purchase intention, it can lead to a lost purchase. Previous
research regarding plant purchases showed that factors influencing purchase intention
include having a guarantee of the viability of the plant, price discounts, and clear, strategic
signage [1-3]. However, these are all examples of external influences on a purchase decision.
What internal influences affect consumer decisions to purchase a plant? Does the intended
recipient influence the purchasing decision?

Consumer demand for houseplants has been on the rise since 2015, surging to USD
1.7 billion [4], and insights that could help better predict future demand are applicable to the
entire floral supply chain. In a recent survey by the Society of American Florists, 47 percent
of consumers indicated an intention to purchase houseplants in the next 6 months, up from
37% from the same survey conducted in 2009, driven by Gen Y and Gen X [5]. Thirty percent
of households purchased at least one houseplant last year [6]. However, not all purchase
intentions materialize as, increasingly, consumers desire scaled-down, easy-care plants [5].
On average, U.S. households spend $48 on houseplants each year. Millennials have a high
appreciation of flowers and really like houseplants (51% purchase intention). They buy
on impulse to make themselves feel better. Consumers also indicate that the colors of the
flowers and plants help create or express moods and celebrate their personalities [7,8].
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As the interest in houseplants is anticipated to continue to rise, it is imperative to
evaluate the impact of intrinsic consumer attributes on decision consistency in houseplant
purchase intentions, which is the goal of this study. Understanding the extent to which
potential consumers make inconsistent purchase decisions can provide important informa-
tion on how prevalent low purchase certainty is and why it occurs. Additionally, focusing
on houseplant consumers who have a high initial certainty to buy and their consistency of
their purchase intent can yield beneficial information regarding how to keep their certainty
high and what internal aspects (thought processes) of the consumer constitute a change in
their high intent. This could provide practical information for industry stakeholders as to
how to maintain and increase purchasing consistency for people who have a preexisting
high likelihood (intention) to purchase. With this framework in mind, we seek to investi-
gate inconsistent houseplant purchases in consumers’ likelihood to buy (LTB) decisions.
Therefore, we have five hypotheses based on the relevant literature:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). The plant recipient and price level have the same level of saliency in a plant
purchase decision.

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Plants priced at a discount will have fewer inconsistent LTB decisions than
plants priced at reqular or high prices.

Hypothesis 3 (H3). A person making more inconsistent purchase decisions in their LTB is
demographically different than a person with no inconsistent choices.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). People who purchase more plants have less inconsistency in their LTB decisions.

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Subjects who indicate a high initial likelihood to purchase have a lesser chance
of switching because of their buying certainty at the beginning of the decision process.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Pricing as a Product Attribute

The price level is generally important to consumers, but its importance relative to
other purchasing criteria varies by consumer. Retailers can attract attention and stimulate
product sales through communicating discounts and bargains [2]. Grewal et al. [9] showed
that price discounts, the individuals’ intrinsic reference values, and their perceptions of the
brand quality ultimately influenced the likelihood to purchase through the perceived value
of the product. Since there is minimal packaging associated with plants when they are
purchased, plant consumers tend to focus on the attributes of the plants themselves [10].
Yet, a little over 15 percent of shoppers are price-oriented, are very sensitive to the price,
and fixate on price-related information first, even before viewing the plant. However,
during eye-tracking experiments at retail garden centers, some subjects ignored the pricing
information altogether [11]. This is thought to be due to the subject’s familiarity with the
products, and therefore, they are more reliant on intrinsic cues about the product quality
(e.g., the label, container, and signage,) rather than external cues (e.g., price). In conjoint
experiments comparing the relative importance of attributes influencing plant purchasing
decisions, the price was almost always an attribute of lesser importance [12-16].

2.2. United States Houseplant Market

The houseplant category within the plant market was estimated in 2017 to be USD
1.6 billion in value according to the National Gardening Survey [4]. Roughly 30 percent of
households have a houseplant within their home. Houseplants are commonly termed to be
“entry level” products in the plant market because they can be grown in urban areas and
do not require a garden, making them appealing to 18-34-year-olds. Houseplant purchases
have increased nearly 5 percent since 2015 [4]. Nursery Magazine conducted a survey of
independent garden centers where 41 percent of firms saw an increase of 15 percent or
more in houseplant sales from 2018 to 2019 [17]. Additionally, 22 percent saw an increase
of 5-10 percent, and 11 percent saw an increase in houseplant sales from 11 to 14 percent.
Of those purchases, millennials (25-45 years old) are responsible for 31 percent of recent
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houseplant sales [4]. There is a dearth in formal information reported on houseplant
purchasing in 2020 and early 2021.

2.3. Plant Purchasing Uses

Within the floral plant category, there is a lack of relevant studies about the factors
affecting purchasing decisions for indoor houseplants, since most previous research has fo-
cused on cut flowers. However, cut flowers are traditionally thought of and correlated with
the market for indoor houseplants (termed foliage plants), as presented by the USDA [18].
The literature has found that consumers, as a consecutive step, begin buying plants for
themselves first and transition to buying plants for others as gifts [19,20]. According to
recent estimates, 73 percent of consumers buy flowers for themselves at supermarkets due
to bargain prices frequently being advertised. Women are more likely to self-purchase cut
flowers [21]. Age, marital status, income, fresh floral knowledge, the location grown, and
color were statistically significant factors for the self-purchase decision-making process [22].

Local florists are an important venue for gift purchases of cut flowers because of
product and service quality perceptions [5,20]. For gift purchasers of flowers, age, being
male, having an associate or bachelor’s degree education, income level, direct access,
local production, color, and uniqueness all mattered during the selection process [22].
Caplow [23] reported that a primary motivation of gift givers is to fortify important
relationships or maintain goodwill with gift recipients. A product perceived as cheap or
inexpensive might not fulfill the intended functions they require of the gift. Therefore, a
consumer may be willing to pay more for gifts purchased in floral shops because of the
additional perceived value (e.g., conspicuous consumption aspects) offered by florists.

Huang [19] compared the decision-making process of floral consumers for both self
and gift purchases. Self-purchasers rely more heavily on shop windows and newspapers
or magazines as a source of external information than gift purchasers. Gift purchasers also
tend to use word-of-mouth recommendations and their personal preferences more in their
floral purchasing decisions. Because flower self-purchasers are potentially heavy users of
flowers, they may have more floral knowledge than gift purchasers [24-26]. Self-purchasers
and gift purchasers of flowers behave differently in their external information search, which
may result from differences between them in terms of the perceived risk of making incorrect
decisions and in terms of expected gains and perceived time, money, energy, or other factors
that influence consumer willingness to conduct an external information search [24-26].
Gift purchasers focus more on the symbolic meaning and situational value. Self-purchasers
focus more on longevity, price discounts, and product quality [24-26].

2.4. Likelihood to Buy to Evaluate Purchasing Intent

The likelihood to buy scale was adapted from Infosino [27] as a new way to forecast
product sales. In essence, this scale was created to further assist with forecasting the Juster
scale, which “examines the relationship between purchase intention and purchase behavior
for durables” [28]. The question of likelihood to buy (LTB) is based on the concepts of
willingness to pay and value [27]. LTB is a common scale used in marketing to assess a
consumer’s certainty to purchase [11,13,29-31].

When consumers make a purchase, they make this acquisition by participating in
four important cognitive steps: recognition of a problem or need, information research,
evaluation of the alternatives, and finally, the product choice [32]. After the product choice
is made, the process of evaluating how the choice works out begins and influences the
consistency that the same choice will be made the next time the desire or need for a similar
decision occurs [33]. These choices can be evaluated through using the LTB scale.

2.5. Certainty and Consistency in Experiments

Inconsistent decisions have been evaluated in the economic, psychological, and mar-
keting literature via discrete choice experiments. Seelensminde [34] considered an inconsis-
tent “choice” as a decision that is not homogeneous with previous or subsequent decisions,
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which is congruent with Carlsson et al. [35], defining consistent decisions as making the
“same choice in two equal choice tasks”. The reasons for this inconsistency include the
complexity of the task at hand [34]; unintended mistakes that do not conform to rational
decision-making [36-38]; subjects focusing only on one or two attributes [39]; some not
caring, leading to inconsistency in answers [40]; and some making a switch intentionally
after evaluating their internal switching costs [41]. One theory, passive-bounded rationality,
posits that as individuals face increasingly costly choice sets, they continue to attend to
all the information in the choice set, but they increasingly make mistakes in processing
that information [42,43].

In psychology specifically, there are three main theorems that are used to explain
cognitive consistency: Heider’s balance theory, Osgood’s congruity model, and Festinger’s
cognitive dissonance theory [44]. Each of these schools of thought seek to address incon-
sistencies in different ways. Heider’s balance theory postulates that consistency occurs
through an interpersonal perspective, while Osgood’s congruity theory “deals with attitude
change resulting from the conveyance of information from a source about an object, event
or person” [44]. Cognitive dissonance theory is explained as psychological discomforts or a
state of disequilibrium amongst one’s cognition (values, beliefs, attitudes, and knowledge)
resulting from the inflow of conflicting messages, objects, events, or experiences [44,45].
The cognitive dissonance theory has a wider application, including the use by consumer
behavior scientists to understand post-purchase behavior.

In a study evaluating consistency through decision reliability, inconsistency is common
in binary options, whether it is between two goods or monetary amounts [46]. Additionally,
the response time is longer for early as opposed to later decisions and inconsistent as
opposed to consistent decisions, indicating that the response time may be an indicator of
decision difficulty [46].

3. Materials and Methods

This study was conducted online through the Qualtrics survey platform in early May
2019 and approved through the university’s committee involving research with human
subjects (IRB2016-01783). The sample size consisted of U.S. residents of ages 18 years and
older. Subjects were recruited using Qualtrics’s recruited subject pool to acquire a random,
stratified national sample. All 50 U.S. states were represented through 2094 complete
responses (out of a total of 2680 collected respondents).

3.1. Study Survey

The survey consisted of (1) screening questions to determine study eligibility, (2) eval-
uation of 45 miniature houseplant products, (3) a section on houseplant purchases, and
(4) a section on respondent sociodemographic characteristics. To participate in the survey,
the subject had to pass a series of questions in the screening block to determine if they
were interested in purchasing houseplants. The questions related to purchasing house-
plants in the past 12 months and how likely they were to purchase houseplants in the
future. Exclusion criteria included if the subject did not purchase any plants in the past
12 months. Additionally, subjects were excluded if they failed two quality assurance checks
to determine if they were reading the questions. An example of the quality assurance
questions is “To ensure that you are reading the question, please select “Yes” as your
answer to this statement.” To prevent subject fatigue, each subject randomly rated 11 of the
45 houseplant products.

3.2. Houseplant Images and Ratings

Images of houseplants chosen for the study were selected in consultation with industry
professionals. The miniature houseplants include the genera of Anthurium, Dracaena,
Echeveria, Ficus, Hawthoria, Hoya, Monstera, Mammillaria, Juniper, Tillandsia, and Zanzibar in
sizes ranging from 3 to 15 inches tall. All the houseplants were in or attached to a container
including Tillandsia. The height of each product was indicated within each image.
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In the section of the survey where the houseplants were evaluated, subjects were
presented with a product picture and answered three sets of questions. First, subjects were
asked to rate their likelihood to buy (LTB) the product for themselves and as a gift for
someone else (using a Likert scale, ranging from 0 (very unlikely to buy) to 5 (very likely
to buy), which was adapted from Huddleston et al. [11] and Behe et al. [47]). Then, on
a follow-up screen, they were asked to indicate at which point the houseplant product
price was (1) too low to trust its quality (too cheap), (2) considered to be a bargain price
(bargain), (3) getting expensive for their taste, but they would still consider buying it
(getting expensive), and (4) too expensive, and they would not consider buying it (too
expensive). These four price points were free-response questions, with the requirements
that the too cheap price value had to be greater than and not equal to USD 0 and that
the higher price level category could not be less than the previous one (for example, the
reported too expensive price could not be less than getting expensive or bargain price
levels). This method was adapted from the Van Westendorp pricing model [48]. Lastly, the
subjects were asked to rate their LTB (using the same Likert scale from 0 (very unlikely to
buy) to 5 (very likely to buy) as before) at the bargain and getting expensive price values
they input from the previous screen. This three-part process was completed for each of the
11 products the subjects evaluated.

3.3. Statistical Analysis

To evaluate our hypotheses, we use two analyses: the overall switching behavior of
the subjects and a subsection of subjects who were highly likely to purchase houseplants.

For overall switching behavior, we looked at the consistency of decisions between
subjects who were consistent in their decisions versus those who were inconsistent. The
LTB ratings for self and gift purchases (initial ratings) were compared to the LTB ratings
for the bargain and getting expensive price levels (post ratings), resulting in four treatment
groups (Table 1). If the initial ratings were greater in value than the post ratings, an
inconsistent decision was noted as a switch in behavior and purchase intent. If the value
of the initial rating was less than or equal to the post rating, a consistent decision was
noted, and there was no switch in the intent to purchase. Due to the number of inconsistent
decisions present, if the subject had at least one switch (out of the 11 miniature houseplant
products), they were marked as a switcher (= 1). If there were no switches, they were
marked as a non-switcher (= 0).

Table 1. Four treatment groups used to analyze inconsistency in likelihood to buy.

Analysis 1
Switchers Non-Switchers
Follow-up LTB < Initial LTB Follow-up LTB > Initial LTB
Purchase by Recipient (Self vs. Gift for Others)
Price Level Self-Purchase, Bargain Price Gift Purchase, Bargain Price
rice Leve Self-Purchase, Getting Expensive Price Gift Purchase, Getting Expensive Price
Analysis 2
Non-Plant Buyers Plant Buyers
Follow-up LTB < Initial LTB of 4 Follow-up LTB > Initial LTB of 4
Purchase by Recipient (Self vs. Gift for Others)
Price Level Self-Purchase, Bargain Price Gift Purchase, Bargain Price
rice Leve Self-Purchase, Getting Expensive Price Gift Purchase, Getting Expensive Price

A follow-up analysis focused only on subjects who rated the houseplant products as
likely to buy (rating of 4) or very likely to buy (rating of 5) for themselves or as a gift for
someone else. Those who indicated a high initial LTB, and therefore a high probability
of purchasing, were denoted as plant buyers. Using the 11 houseplant products, if the
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subject made an inconsistent decision, they were marked as a non-plant buyer, or if they
made consistent decisions, they were marked as a plant buyer (Table 1). To keep consistent
with Analysis 1 of the overall sample, if the subject had at least one switch, they were
marked as a switcher (= 1), and if they had no switches, they were marked as a non-
switcher (= 0). This analysis was done to provide information for horticulture industry
stakeholders focusing on consumers who are assumed to be highly interested in plants and
plant-related productions.

For both analyses, STATA software (version 16.1, College Station, TX, USA) was used
to conduct two sets of four binary logit regressions with the dependent variables of switch-
ers or non-switchers and plant buyers or non-plant buyers. The independent variables
were demographic characteristics including gender, income, education, relationship status,
region of residency, house type, and population density (metro, suburban, small town,
or rural). Additionally, the metrics of the number of plants owned, plant purchasing
frequency, and passing the attention check were included.

Two sets of four binary logit regressions were used to evaluate the influence of the
reported price levels on the switching behavior for both overall switchers or non-switchers
and plant buyer switchers or non-switchers. As before, the dependent variable was each of
the four treatment groups (self or gift purchase at the bargain or getting expensive price
levels). The independent variables were the aggregate price levels of bargain and getting
expensive. The means (or percentage) of each of the demographic variables and price
levels are listed in Table 2. A comprehensive list of the levels within each demographic
variable is available in Table S1. Additionally, the means and standard deviations of the
four price levels are available in Table S2. To compare the number of switchers in the
overall sample to the plant buyer switchers, a Pearson’s chi-squared test was used for
each of the treatment groups. Compared with the 2019 American Community Survey [49],
our survey respondents represented a similar distribution. Census data indicates that the
mean household income was USD 65,712. Nationally, 33.1% of Americans had a bachelor’s
degree or further education. Females represented 50.8% of the population, and the median
age was 38.5 years [49].

3.4. Binary Logit Model

Binary logit models were used to analyze the relationship between purchase intention
consistency and a set of sociodemographic variables, including gender, income, education
level, relationship status, area of residency, house type, purchasing frequency, and number
of plants owned. The probability (P;) of the ith participant’s purchase decision consistency
can be represented by

1

Tivef W

i
where x; represents participant i’s purchasing frequency, the number of plants purchased,
and sociodemographic variables and f indicates the estimated coefficients. Marginal effects
were then estimated. For continuous variables, the marginal effects indicated the percent
change in the probability given a one-unit (or instantaneous change if the unit is very
small) increase from the mean in the independent variables. Marginal effects for indicator
variables indicated the percent change in the probability when the independent variable
increased by one unit or moved from the base attribute level to the level of interest.
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Table 2. Demographic characteristics (independent variables) of the sample.
Demographic Characteristic Definition Mean or % SD
Age Years (no.) 38.9 13.5
Gender 0 = male; 1 = female 0.56 0.50
Income Average of levels USD 58,923.04 USD 44,692.92
USD < 20-39.9 k 42.38%
USD 40-69.9 k 28.54%
USD 70-99.9 k 14.37%
USD > 100 k 14.70%
Education Some high school or less 1.95%
High school diploma or GED 20.85%
Some college courses 26.08%
Associate degree 13.61%
Bachelor’s degree 23.49%
Some graduate school 2.18%
Graduate or professional’s degree 11.83%
Relationship Status Not married or single 23.72%
In a relationship 12.29%
Married 45.15%
Divorced or separated 14.42%
Widowed 4.42%
Region of Residency Northeast 4.42%
Mid-Atlantic 15.80%
Midwest 21.83%
South 29.64%
Southwest 11.77%
West 16.54%
House Type Single-family home 60.60%
Townhouse 4.71%
Condominium 3.22%
Multi-family home 3.39%
Apartment 18.84%
Co-op 0.289%
Ranch style home 2.58%
Mobile home 5.40%
Population Density Major town or city 24.12%
Suburban 43.08%
Small town 13.04%
Rural area 19.76%
Number of Plants Owned None 6.15%
1 11.95%
2-5 51.87%
6-10 20.85%
11-15 5.17%
Over 15 4.02%
Plant Purchasing Frequency Once a week or more 22.57%
2-3 times monthly 43.88%
Once monthly 16.83%
2-3 times yearly 12.35%
Once yearly 12.35%
Do not purchase at all 4.37%
Attention Check 0 = passed; 1 = failed 0.30 0.47

4. Results
4.1. Switchers versus Non-Switchers

Half of the respondents (1060 of the 2094) made at least one switch for self-purchases at
the bargain price level (Figure 1). At most, two subjects switched all 11 decisions. Nearly all
the respondents (1837) made at least one switch for self-purchases at the getting expensive
price. Two-thirds of the respondents (1156) made a switch for gift purchases at the bargain
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price, while nearly all the respondents (1852) made at least one switch for gift purchases
at the getting expensive price. There were more switches between the price levels than
between the two types of recipients.

Number of Switches
for Self /Bargain

0 =1l
(a)
Number of Switches

as Self /Getting
Expensive

Number of Switches
as Gift /Bargain

LU
(b)

Number of Switches
Gift/Too Expensive

12%

'12% '

0 =1 =0 =1

(c) (d)

Figure 1. Number of inconsistent decisions of Switchers and Non-Switchers by the treatment group:
(a) Self Purchase at Bargain price; (b) Self Purchase at Getting Expensive price; (c) Gift Purchase at
Bargain price; (d) Gift Purchase at Getting Expensive price.

Next, we assessed if the individuals who reported a higher price for the bargain and
the getting expensive price inputs were more likely to make inconsistent decisions at each
price level. Table 3 reflects the marginal effects of the binary logit model for each of the
four groups. No matter the reported value, subjects who made a switch at the bargain price
level were not less likely to make an inconsistent decision. This was not true for the getting
expensive price level. No matter the price reported, subjects at the getting expensive price
level for both self and gift purchases were more likely to make a switch at the high price
(getting expensive) than the low price (bargain).

Across the four groups, some demographic and plant purchasing behavior consis-
tencies were different between switchers and non-switchers, as indicated by the marginal
effects in Table S3. Specific aspects of those differences are discussed below.

Respondents who switched at the self-purchase bargain price were less likely to
make a switch if the subject was of a higher age category, compared with the 18-24 age
category. If the respondent failed the first attention check, they were 5.8% more likely to
make a switching decision for self-purchases at the bargain price. If the person lived in a
townhouse, they were 11.9% more likely to make an inconsistent decision than a person
who lived in a single-family home, while the remaining housing types had no influence.
Lastly, a subject who purchased houseplants monthly was 7.6% more likely to have made a
switch in their purchasing decision than a person who bought houseplants weekly.
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Table 3. Marginal effect estimates from four binary logit models summarizing the effects of the reported bargain and getting

expensive prices on switching behavior between switchers and non-switchers (n = 2094).

Switchers and Non-Switchers

Self-Purchase, Self-Purchase, Gift Purchase, Gift Purchase,
Bargain Getting Expensive Bargain Getting Expensive
Variables * dy/dx Y SE dy/dx SE dy/dx SE dy/dx SE
Bargain Price 0.0035 <0.01 —0.0032 <0.01 0.0027 <0.01 —0.0030 <0.01
Getting Expensive 0.0002 <0.01 0.0006 <0.01 0.0001 <0.01 0.0005 <0.01
Log Likelihood —1444.9869 —774.0785 —1436.0519 —744.1785
LR x2 12.60 11.17 8.06 10.95
Prob > x? 0.0018 0.0038 0.0178 0.0042
Pseudo R? 0.0043 0.0072 0.0028 0.0073

“ Bold font indicates significance at p-values < 0.05. ¥ Marginal effects.

Males were 5.9% more likely to have made an inconsistent decision than females at
the self-purchase, getting expensive price level. If the subject lived in an apartment or
a ranch-style home, they were 4.1% or 8.5% more likely, respectively, to make a switch
in their purchase intent compared with a subject who lived in a single-family home. If a
subject purchased plant yearly for themself at the getting expensive price level, they were
11.4% less likely to make a switch in their purchase intent than a subject who purchased
plants weekly.

If the subject failed the attention check, they were 5.8% more likely to make a switch
in their purchasing decision at the gift purchase, bargain price level. If the subject made be-
tween USD 70,000 and USD 99,999 annually, they were 9.0% less likely to switch compared
with a subject who made less than USD 20,000 a year. Subjects who lived in a townhouse
were 11.3% more likely to make an inconsistent purchasing decision, and if a subject lived
in a dwelling categorized as “other” (did not fit within the other categories of housing),
they were 23.1% more likely to make a switch in their purchasing intent.

Very few demographic characteristics had an influence on the switching behavior
in the gift purchase, getting expensive treatment category. If a subject purchased plant
yearly, they were 12.0% less likely to make a switch in behavior compared with buying
weekly. The behavior was not different by age, gender, income, education level, relationship
status, population density, region of residency, housing type, the number of plants owned,
frequency of purchase, or the attention check results.

4.2. Plant Buyer Switchers versus Non-Plant Buyer Switchers

To compare the number of switchers to the number of plant buyers in each treatment
group, a Pearson’s chi-squared test was performed to determine if people who purchased
more plants had less inconsistency than the overall sample. As confirmed in Table 4 there
was no difference in the number of subjects, indicating that plant buyers did not have less
inconsistency in their LTB ratings.

Table 4. Comparison of the proportion of subjects as switchers and plant buyers in each of the four
treatment groups.

Treatment Groups

Switchers (1 = 2094) vs. Plant Buyers (n = 1890) Chi-Squared, p-Value

Self Purchase at the Bargain Price 0.3584, 0.5490
Self Purchase at the Getting Expensive Price 0.6341, 0.4260
Gift Purchase at the Bargain Price 1.5683, 0.2100
Gift Purchase at the Getting Expensive Price 0.2957, 0.5870

Figure 2 provides a visual representation of number of plant buyer switchers and
plant buyer non-switchers. Two-thirds of the respondents (1067 of the 1890) made at least



Behav. Sci. 2021, 11,73

10 of 17

one switch for self-purchases at the bargain price level. Nearly all the respondents made
a switch for self-purchases at the getting expensive price level as well as for both price
levels for gift purchases. Additionally, when looking at the plant buyers by their reported
values at both price levels (Table 5), plant buyer switchers at the bargain price level were
1.3% more likely to make a switch at the bargain price. The remaining treatment groups
had the same number of switches regardless of their reported prices at either price level.
Even though we assumed the plant buyers had strong internal valuations of the product at
the beginning of the decision process, they were less consistent with their initial and post
LTB ratings.

Number of Switches for Number of Switches for
Self/Bargain Self/Expensive
4%

V

w0 w1l 0 =1
(@) (b)
Number of Switches Nubmer of Switchers for
Gift/Bargain Gift/Expensive
5% 4%

/ V

Q) =1 () =1

(0) (d)

Figure 2. Number of inconsistent decisions of Plant Buyer Switchers and Non-Switchers by the
treatment group: (a) Self Purchase at Bargain price; (b) Self Purchase at Getting Expensive price;
(c) Gift Purchase at Bargain price; (d) Gift Purchase at Getting Expensive price.

To assess plant buyers further and potentially determine why they had less certainty
than hypothesized, the demographic characteristics were assessed. Table 54 displays the
marginal effects of the demographic characteristics of the plant buyers. When looking
at the possible internal influences that affect purchases, plant buyers who made incon-
sistent decisions for purchases for themselves at the bargain price level (self-purchase,
bargain) were less likely to make a switch in their purchase intent if they were in the
35-44 (15.6%), 45-54 (21.3%), 55—64 (22.8%), or 65-74 (21.3%) age group. A subject who
lived in a townhome was 12.0% more likely to make a switch in their purchase intent
than one in a single-family home. Subjects who purchased plants a few times monthly
or monthly were 8.6% and 8.7% more likely to make a switch in their purchase intent,
respectively, than if purchasing weekly.
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Table 5. Marginal effect estimates from four binary logit models summarizing the effects of the reported bargain and getting

expensive prices on the switching behavior between plant buyer switchers and plant buyer non-switchers (1 = 1813).

Plant Buyer Switchers and Plant Buyer Non-Switchers

Self-Purchase, Self-Purchase, Gift Purchase, Gift Purchase,
Bargain Getting Expensive Bargain Getting Expensive
Variables v dy/dx " SE dy/dx SE dy/dx SE dy/dx SE
Bargain Price 0.0125 0.01 0.0001 <0.01 —0.0003 <0.01 —0.0003 <0.01
Getting Expensive —0.0016 <0.01 0.0017 <0.01 0.0017 <0.01 0.0017 <0.01
Log Likelihood —1224.9215 —292.2543 —346.2265 —296.3763
LR x2 26.38 8.35 5.71 6.52
Prob > x? 0.0000 0.0154 0.0575 0.0384
Pseudo R? 0.0107 0.0141 0.0082 0.0109

¥ Bold font indicates significance at p-values < 0.05. * Marginal effects.

For plant buyers who made inconsistent decisions when purchasing for themselves
at the getting expensive price level, males were 11.9% more likely to make a switch in
their purchase intent than females. If the subject’s income was above USD 70,000 annually,
they were 3.5% and 4.0% more likely to make an inconsistent purchasing decision. If a
subject was in a relationship but unmarried, they were 3.5% more likely to make a switch
in their purchase intent than if they were single. If the subject lived in a townhome or a
mobile home, they were 5.0% and 4.7% more likely to make a switch in their purchase
intent, respectively, than if living in a single-family home. The more frequent a plant buyer
purchased for themselves at the getting expensive price level, the less likely they were to
make a switch in purchase intent (few times monthly: 4.8% more likely, monthly: 6.0%
more likely, and a few times yearly: 6.7% more likely).

Plant buyers for gift purchases at the bargain price level made less inconsistent
decisions if they were 45-54 (5.2% less), 55-64 (3.8% less), or 65-74 (4.9% less) years old
compared with 18-24-year-olds. A respondent who owned more than 15 plants was 6.7%
more likely to make a switch in their purchase intent compared with a person who had
none. A respondent who purchased plants a few times monthly or few times yearly was
2.7% and 4.2% more likely to change their purchase intent, respectively, compared with
purchasing weekly.

For plant buying gift purchasers at the getting expensive price level, a respondent in
the 45-54 age category was 5.7% less likely to make an inconsistent decision compared
with 18-24-year-olds. Additionally, purchasing a few times yearly resulted in a 3.2% higher
likelihood of having inconsistent purchase intent compared with purchasing weekly.

5. Discussion
5.1. Hypothesis 1: Plant Recipient and Price Level Have the Same Level of Saliency in a Plant
Purchase Decision

Within the context of this study, it appears that gifting decisions are slightly more
inconsistent vis-a-vis self-purchase decisions. Price levels were an important attribute in
this experiment. There seemed to be a greater number of decision switches for both self and
gift purchases between the two price levels even when they reported their preferred price
at each level which indicates the subjects were very price-conscious. This indicates that,
unlike in the work of Huddleston et al. [11], the pricing was attended to and greatly con-
sidered. The price sensitivity finding is supported by Hovhannisyan and Khachatryan [50],
where the price elasticity of foliage plants was found to be more price-responsive than
other plant categories and elicited the greatest variability in expenditures. Therefore, H1
(that the plant recipient and price level have the same level of saliency in a plant pur-
chase decision) is not supported, as the price plays a larger part in the decision-making
process than the end user of the plant (i.e., self-purchase vs. gift for others). The method
in which we presented the LTB and Van Westendorp pricing questions is unique and
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intellectually involved. The subject’s choice inconsistency was in support of the passive
response theorem, where the subjects were trying to track all of the information they were
reporting. Yet, the more information they try to be cognizant of, the more errors that they
make [42,43]. In the case of this experiment, they tried to track the images of the plants,
their LTB ratings for themselves and as a gift, and the four pricing levels, but as the passive
response theorem presented, there was an increasing cost to attend to all the information,
and therefore, subjects increasingly made mistakes in processing the information. An
alternative explanation is that subjects could be relatively neutral about the houseplants
and therefore make mistakes because of a lack of attention [40]. This is also supported by
the difference the individuals who failed or passed the attention check showed in their
inconsistent decisions.

5.2. Hypothesis 2: Plants Priced at a Discount will Have Fewer Inconsistent LTB Ratings than
Plants Priced at Regular or High Prices

Even though the subjects reported buying plants in the past year, they could be
less certain. Therefore, H2 (that plants priced at a discount will have fewer inconsistent
decisions than plants priced at regular or high prices) is partially supported.

Though each person’s intrinsic value on a plant was slightly different, the sensitivity
of the price was higher at the getting expensive price for purchases, as indicated from the re-
sults in Table 3. This theoretical framework is the same for previous works regarding plants
and pricing [12-16]. The individuals within this experiment were very price-sensitive.
This is perhaps consistent with the findings in Behe et al. [10], where these subjects were
price-oriented and determined their purchases based on price alone, and Hovhannisyan
and Khachatryan [50], who reported that the demand for ornamental plants is generally
price elastic. At the bargain price level, the reported price had no effect on the number of
switches, indicating that no matter the price value at this level, it was at the floor of the
subject’s monetary threshold, and they would switch depending on other factors.

5.3. Hypothesis 3: A Person Making More Inconsistent Decisions in Their LTB Rating is
Demographically Different than a Person with No Inconsistent Decisions

Looking at each of the treatment groups for switchers and non-switchers, there are
different aspects that influence the consistency of decisions as well, supporting H3 (i.e., a
person making more inconsistent decisions is demographically different than a person with
no inconsistent decisions). For example, age, gender, and housing type were important
characteristics to consider for self-purchasing decision consistency. Yet, there were other
demographic characteristics that differentiate the treatment groups from one another,
indicating that though the price seemed to be more important in the purchase decision,
whom the plant was being purchased for was still considered. Overall, it appears that
smaller housing footprints, as in townhouses and apartments, lead to more switching. This
may be because of the lack of space available for apartment dwellers or the lack of lighting
available through adequate window space.

These differences in consumers seem to derive from the cognitive dissonance theory
presented by Festinger [51], where there is a lack of equilibrium in choice consistency based
on the inflow of conflicting messages, objects, events, or experiences of the person [44].
In the case of this experiment, the information presented to the subjects did not change
through the entire decision-making process, yet there could be conflicting messages or
experiences the subject was experiencing based on the subject’s values, beliefs, attitudes,
and knowledge that was displaying through their behavior and causing dissonance [52].
Festinger [51] postulated that one of the ways in which cognitive dissonance occurs is
through a mistake in a high-involvement decision. Because there were differences between
the subjects who made inconsistent decisions versus those who did not, which could be
derived from their beliefs, attitudes, and knowledge, causing a higher level of dissonance
in their decisions.

At the bargain level for self-purchases, older consumers were more consistent in their
purchasing decisions than younger consumers. Additionally, perhaps if a consumer were
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purchasing more frequently, they would be more likely to accept the asking price if it were
below a certain level (as in a bargain) for the product versus a consumer who purchased
less frequently. Yet, with the expensive price categories, purchasing yearly led a lesser
chance of making a switch in purchase intent. This may be because the consumer had a
set yearly price ceiling (a budget) in their mind. As a result, though who were the least-
frequent purchasers were willing to commit to the expensive price level, while those who
purchased plants the most frequently were more likely to spend their budget on multiple
purchasing occasions.

Interestingly, males were more likely to make a switch in purchase intent at the getting
expensive level for self-purchases. This finding parallels the cut flower literature (which,
historically, houseplants have been grouped with), where females were more likely to make
self-purchases and to spend more on their self-purchases than males [19].

5.4. Hypothesis 4: People Who Purchase More Plants Have Less Inconsistency in Their
LTB Ratings

Another aspect of interest is that if an individual purchase more plants, they are more
likely to make a switch in purchase intent. This was false for all four treatment groups.
Overall, the number of switchers in the full sample, compared to just plant buyers, was no
different. Therefore, H4 (that people who purchase more plants have less inconsistency
in their buying certainty) was not supported for plant buyer switchers or plant buyer
non-switchers. For plant buyers, the marginal cost for making a switch was relatively small,
as indicated by the number of switchers in each of the treatment groups.

5.5. Hypothesis 5: Subjects Who Indicate a High Initial Likelihood to Purchase Have a Lesser
Chance of Switching Because of Their Buying Certainty at the Beginning of the Decision Process

It is beneficial to know that plant buyers with high likelihoods to purchase initially had
the same likelihood to change their decision as a non-plant buyer, even when stating their
preferred price. This could indicate that plant buyers do not consider the purchase decision
further than an initial impulse response, which is not in support of H5. Additionally,
the linear increase in price is not a determinant of decision consistency for plant buyers
(Table 5), indicating that other aspects of the purchase decision were at play and the subjects
were not as sensitive to price increases at either the bargain or getting expensive price
levels. The rejection of H4 and H5 may provide indirect support for the hypotheses that
external factors may influence decision consistency in plant purchases. Aspects of the
product such as color, signage, viability of the plant, and other retail environmental cues
may be “pushing” the product information into the consumer’s decision-making process
and, as a result, be the solidifying factor of purchase intent consistency rather than aspects
about the consumer themselves [1-3,11,38].

Plant buyers were similar in their demographic and behavioral attributes and there-
fore may be more homogenous in their cognitive processing. As a result, they may
also have more similar attitudes, values, and knowledge leading to similar levels of
cognitive dissonance [51].

Interestingly, for plant buyers, the price attribute was not as important in the decision-
making process as the general consumer. Another way to describe them is that plant buyers
are not as sensitive to prices, regardless of if they are bargain or getting expensive prices.
Price did not affect the consistence and intent to purchase as much as other potential factors
for plant buyers.

As opposed to the overall sample, the less frequently plants were purchased, the more
likely there was to be a switch in the purchase decision. This may be, again, because the
consumer had a set yearly price ceiling (a budget) in their mind. It could also be that more
frequent plant buyers gain more positive utility from purchasing than plant buyers who
buy less frequently, especially for self-purchases.
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6. Conclusions

The objective of this study was to evaluate the impact of intrinsic consumer attributes
on decision consistency in plant purchasing intentions. Specifically, it quantified the extent
to which houseplant purchasers who may have started with a high intent to purchase later
lost certainty in their likelihood to buy, leading to inconsistent decision behaviors. Retail
industry stakeholders frequently rely on stated preferences when transactional data are not
accessible (e.g., new product introduction) to adjust or optimize pricing and other relevant
retail marketing practices. The results in this study showed that hypothetical commitment
bias partially exists, even when the price points are suggested by the consumer. Given
consumers’ high sensitivity to changes in ornamental plant prices, it is especially important
to understand the circumstances under which potential customers are likely to switch. For
frequent houseplant buyers, inconsistent purchasing intention behavior is just as likely
as in the public. However, very little distinguishes what causes a plant buyer to make
an inconsistent decision. The passive reaction theorem would be less likely to hold for
plant buyers, because all four of the plant buyer treatment groups were not different in
their decision consistency when considering the attention check failure. This suggests
that whether they passed the attention check or not, the subjects had similar decision
consistencies. It could be that they, again, were considering all the information and simply
made a mistake. Alternatively, it could be that external, retail environmental cues have
a stronger influence on the consistency of purchase intent and play a greater role than
internal cues.

6.1. Managerial Implications

This information can be utilized by firms to understand when a consumer is less likely
to change their decision to purchase after arriving at the retail firm or website with a high
initial intent to purchase a plant. Additionally, consumers are more likely to change their
decisions if the price is higher, even if they set the price values themselves. The results also
revealed that inconsistent purchasing behaviors (e.g., switching from an initial high intent
to purchase to lesser or no intent) exist for both self and gift purchase intentions.

The older the plant buyer, the less likely they were to make a switch in their purchase
intent at the bargain price level for self and gift purchases. This was also true for the overall
sample for self-purchases. Older consumers may be more established plant purchasers than
younger consumers. They have been purchasing houseplant products longer and therefore
may be more confident in their decisions to purchase than younger consumers, who may
be just entering the market with a discretionary income or establishing themselves as plant
purchasers. Older consumers were also less likely to change their decisions to purchase
plants for themselves or as gift purchases. Additionally, if a consumer purchases plants
less frequently, they are more likely to be inconsistent with their purchase intent.

These price points can help greenhouse and retail firms optimize their current price of-
ferings within the market. Greenhouse firms can bring the likelihood to purchase and incon-
sistent decision information into dialogues with partnering box stores to assist with negoti-
ations, specifically bringing exclusive houseplant-related programs so that box stores are
able to differentiate the houseplant category within the home improvement marketplace.

It is important to understand what internal cues can change consumers’ purchase de-
cisions and, ultimately, prevent them from buying. However, providing external cues such
as signage, plant tags, displays, and adequate information about the plant are important
aspects that the firm can employ to assist the consumer in their purchasing decision. Future
work can include questions about the subjects” knowledge related to plant care, how much
they enjoy purchasing plants, and if their knowledge, mood, and enjoyment play a role in
purchase intent consistency.

6.2. Limitations and Future Research

Our current findings focused on one product category, which may not translate to
other plant products or other products in general. Therefore, future work can focus on other
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plant-related categories using the same methodology. Additionally, we examined internal
cues that affect decision consistency but ignored external cues. Future research looking at
decision consistency with different environmental cues may create a more holistic view of
consumer decision consistency.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/bs11050073 /51, Table S1: Levels of each demographic characteristics, Table S2: The price levels
of the sample, Table S3: Marginal effects estimate from four binary logit models summarizing the
effects of sociodemographic characteristics, attention check, and reported houseplant purchasing
habits in-fluence on switching behavior between Switchers and Non-Switchers (n = 2094), Table S4:
Summary of sociodemographic characteristics, attention check, and reported prices in-fluence on
switching behavior for Plant Buyer treatment groups.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, HK,; funding acquisition, H.K.; methodology, HK;
project administration, H.K.; resources, H.K.; supervision, H.K,; formal analysis, M.].K.; investigation,
M.J.K., HK. and C.R.H,; data curation, M.].K. and H.K.; writing—original draft preparation, M.] K.;
writing—review and editing, M.].K., H.K. and C.R.H.; visualization, M.].K. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: This study was conducted according to the guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki and approved by the institutional review board of the University of Florida
(IRB201601783).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.
Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Behe, B.K,; Fry, ].E. How do Plant Guarantees Reduce Consumer Risk Perceptions? J. Risk Res. 2019, 23, 1-17. [CrossRef]

Behe, B.K.; Knuth, M.].; Huddleston, P.T.; Hall, C.R. Seeing red? The role of font color, size, and sale sign location in retail garden
center displays. J. Environ. Hort. 2020, 38, 120-127.

Knuth, M.; Behe, B.K.; Huddleston, P.T. Simple or complex? Consumer response to display signs. Interdiscip. ]. Signage Wayfinding
2020, 4, 7-22. [CrossRef]

Cohen, P. National Gardening Survey, 2018 Edition. 2018. Available online: GardenResearch.com (accessed on 20 December 2020).
Research, R. 2016 Generations of Flowers Study. 2016. Available online: https://endowment.org/generationsstudy/ (accessed
on 16 December 2020).

Group, G.M. 2019 Garden Trends Report: Rooted Together. Available online: http://grow.gardenmediagroup.com/2019-garden-
trends-report (accessed on 1 December 2020).

PMA. Trends in Mass-Market Floral, PMA: Newark, DE, USA, 2016.

Yue, C.; Zhao, S.; Rihn, A. Marketing Tactics to Increase Millennial Floral Purchases. 2016, pp. 1-72. Available online:
https:/ /endowment.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FMRF_MarketingMillennialsReport.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2020).
Grewal, D.; Krishnan, R.; Baker, J.; Borin, N. The effect of store name, brand name and price discounts on consumers’ evaluations
and purchase intentions. J. Retail. 1998, 74, 331-352. [CrossRef]

Behe, B.K.; Campbell, B.L.; Khachatryan, H.; Hall, C.R.; Dennis, J.H.; Huddleston, P.T.; Fernandez, R.T. Incorporating eye tracking
technology and conjoint analysis to better understand the green industry consumer. HortScience 2014, 49, 1550-1557. [CrossRef]
Huddleston, P.T.; Behe, B.K.; Minahan, S.M.; Fernandez, R.T. Seeking Attention: A study of in-store merchandise displays using
eye-tracking. Int. ]. Retail Distrib. Manag. 2015, 43, 561-574. [CrossRef]

Behe, B.K.; Campbell, B.L.; Hall, C.R.; Khachatryan, H.; Dennis, J.H.; Yue, C. Consumer preferences for local and sustainable
plant production characteristics. HortScience 2013, 48, 200-208. [CrossRef]

Knuth, M,; Behe, B.K.; Hall, C.R.; Huddleston, P.T.; Fernandez, R.T.J.H. Consumer perceptions, attitudes, and purchase behavior
with landscape plants during real and perceived drought periods. Am. Soc. Hortic. Sci. 2018, 53, 49-54. [CrossRef]

Knuth, M.].; Behe, B.K.; Huddleston, P.T.; Hall, C.R.; Fernandez, R.T.; Khachatryan, H. Water Conserving Message Influences
Purchasing Decision of Consumers. Water 2020, 12, 3487. [CrossRef]

Rihn, A.; Khachatryan, H.; Campbell, B.; Hall, C.; Behe, B. Consumer preferences for organic production methods and origin
promotions on ornamental plants: Evidence from Eye-tracking Experiments. Agric. Econ. 2016, 47, 599-608. [CrossRef]


https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/bs11050073/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/bs11050073/s1
http://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2019.1569092
http://doi.org/10.15763/issn.2470-9670.2020.v4.i2.a67
GardenResearch. com
https://endowment.org/generationsstudy/
http://grow.gardenmediagroup.com/2019-garden-trends-report
http://grow.gardenmediagroup.com/2019-garden-trends-report
https://endowment.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/FMRF_MarketingMillennialsReport.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-4359(99)80099-2
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.49.12.1550
http://doi.org/10.1108/IJRDM-06-2013-0120
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.48.2.200
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI12482-17
http://doi.org/10.3390/w12123487
http://doi.org/10.1111/agec.12258

Behav. Sci. 2021, 11,73 16 of 17

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.
25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.
43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

Yue, C.; Hall, C.R.; Behe, B.K.; Campbell, B.L.; Dennis, ].H.; Lopez, R.G. Are Consumers Willing to Pay More for Biodegradable
Containers than for Plastic Ones? Evidence from Hypothetical Conjoint Analysis and Nonhypothetical Experimental Auctions.
In Proceedings of the Agricultural and Applied Economics Association, Denver, CO, USA, 25-27 July 2010; p. 37.

Spirgen, K. Houseplant Mania; Nursery Magazine: Valley View, OH, USA, 2020.

NASS; USDA. Floriculture Crops 2018 Summary; United States Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural Statistics Service
(USDA /NASS): Washington, DC, USA, 2019.

Huang, L. Floral Product Behaviors and Their Influence on Consumer Floral Purchase Frequency. HortTechnology 2005, 15, 766-771.
[CrossRef]

IPSOS. Floral Purchase Tracking Study 2016; IPSOS: Paris, France, 2017; pp. 1-71.

Palma, M.; Ward, R. Measuring demand factors influencing market penetration and buying frequency for flowers in the US. Int.
Food Agribus. Manag. Rev. 2010, 13, 65-82.

Li, Z.; McCracken, V.; Connolly, J. An Evaluation of Factors Influencing Consumer Purchase Decisions of Cut Flowers: A Study of
Washington Consumers; Agricultural and Applied Economics Association: Boston, MA, USA, 2016.

Caplow, T. Rule enforcement without visible means: Christmas gift giving in Middletown. Am. ]. Sociol. 1984, 89, 1306-1323.
[CrossRef]

Behe, B.K. Market Segmentation and Product Targeting at the Conceptual level. HortTechnology 1992, 2, 192b-193b. [CrossRef]
Behe, B.K,; Prince, T.A.; Tayama, H.K. Analysis of consumer purchases of floral products in supermarket. HortScience
1992, 27, 455-459. [CrossRef]

Behe, B.K.; Wolnick, D.]. Type of Floral Product Purchased and Demographic Characteristics and Floral Knowledge of Consumers.
HortScience 1991, 26, 414-416. [CrossRef]

Infosino, W.J. Forecasting new product sales from likelihood of purchase ratings. Mark. Sci. 1986, 5, 372-384. [CrossRef]

Juster, ET. Consumer buying intentions and purchase probability: An experiment in survey design. J. Am. Stat. Assoc.
1966, 61, 658-696. [CrossRef]

Knuth, M.; Behe, B.K.; Hall, C.R.; Huddleston, P.; Fernandez, R.T. Consumer perceptions of landscape plant production water
sources and uses in the landscape during perceived and real drought. HortTechnology 2018, 28, 85-93. [CrossRef]

Behe, B.K.; Huddleston, P; Sage, L. Age Cohort Influences Brand Recognition, Awareness, and Likelihood to Buy Vegetable and
Herb Transplants. HortScience 2016, 51, 145-151. [CrossRef]

Smith, T.A. A buyer behavioural model for associating personality traits with likelihood to buy life in-surance. J. Cust. Behav.
2019, 18, 61-78. [CrossRef]

Vinerean, A. The influence of hedonic and utilitarian motivators on likelihood to buy a tourism package. Expert ]. Mark.
2013, 1,28-37.

Solomon, M. Consumer Behavior: Buying; Prentice Hall: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2004.

Selensminde, K. The impact of choice inconsistencies in stated choice studies. Environ. Resour. Econ. 2002, 23, 403-420. [CrossRef]
Carlsson, F.; Merkbak, M.R.; Olsen, S.B. The first time is the hardest: A test of ordering effects in choice experiments. J. Choice
Model. 2012, 5, 19-37. [CrossRef]

Foster, V.; Mourato, S. Testing for consistency in contingent ranking experiments. J. Environ. Econ. Manag. 2002, 44, 309-328.
[CrossRef]

Lichtenstein, S.; Slovic, P. Reversals of preference between bids and choices in gambling decisions. J. Exp. Psychol. 1971, 89, 46.
[CrossRef]

Selensminde, K. Inconsistent choices in stated choice data; use of the logit scaling approach to handle resulting variance increases.
Transportation 2001, 28, 269-296. [CrossRef]

Johnson, ER.; Mathews, K.E. Sources and effects of utility-theoretic inconsistency in stated-preference surveys. Am. |. Agric. Econ.
2001, 83, 1328-1333. [CrossRef]

Sengupta, J.; Johar, G.V. Effects of inconsistent attribute information on the predictive value of product attitudes: Towards a
resolution of opposing perspectives. J. Consum. Res. 2002, 29, 39-56. [CrossRef]

Burnham, T.A.; Frels, ].K.; Mahajan, V. Consumer switching costs: A typology, antecedents, and consequences. J. Acad. Mark. Sci.
2003, 31, 109-126. [CrossRef]

Conlisk, J. Why bounded rationality? . Econ. Lit. 1996, 34, 669-700.

De Palma, A.; Myers, G.M.; Papageorgiou, Y.Y. Rational choice under an imperfect ability to choose. Am. Econ. Rev.
1994, 84, 400-419.

Awa, H.O.; Nwuche, C.A. Cognitive consistency in purchase behaviour: Theoretical & empirical analyses. Int. . Psychol. Stud.
2010, 2, 44.

Altschul, A; Sinclair, H. Psychology for Nurses, 5th ed.; The English Language Book Society and Bailliere Tindall: London, UK,
1981.

Brown, T.C.; Kingsley, D.; Peterson, G.L.; Flores, N.E.; Clarke, A.; Birjulin, A. Reliability of individual valuations of public and
private goods: Choice consistency, response time, and preference refinement. J. Public Econ. 2008, 92, 1595-1606. [CrossRef]
Behe, B.K; Zhao, J.; Sage, L.; Huddleston, P.T.; Minahan, S. Display signs and involvement: The visual path to purchase intention.
Int. Rev. Retail Distrib. Consum. Res. 2013, 23, 511-522. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH.15.4.0766
http://doi.org/10.1086/228017
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH.2.2.192b
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.27.5.455
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.26.4.414
http://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.5.4.372
http://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1966.10480897
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH03893-17
http://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI.51.2.145
http://doi.org/10.1362/147539219X15633616548524
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021358826808
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1755-5345(13)70051-4
http://doi.org/10.1006/jeem.2001.1203
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0031207
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010351102128
http://doi.org/10.1111/0002-9092.00286
http://doi.org/10.1086/339920
http://doi.org/10.1177/0092070302250897
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2008.01.004
http://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2013.832695

Behav. Sci. 2021, 11,73 17 of 17

48.

49.
50.

51.
52.

Van Westendorp, PH. NSS Price Sensitivity Meter (PSM)-A New Approach to Study Consumer Perception of Prices. In Proceed-
ings of the 29th ESOMAR Congress, Venice, Italy, 5-9 September 1976.

United States Census Bureau. 2019 American Community Survey; U.S. Department Commerce: Washington, DC, USA, 2019.
Hovhannisyan, V.; Khachatryan, H. Ornamental Plants in the United States: An Econometric Analysis of a Household-Level
Demand System. Agribusiness 2017, 33, 226-241. [CrossRef]

Festinger, L. A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance; Stanford University Press: Stanford, CA, USA, 1957.

Aronson, J.; Cohen, G.; Nail, P. Self-Affirmation Theory: An Update and Appraisal. In Cognitive Dissonance: Progress on a Pivotal
Theory in Social Psychology; Harmon-Jones, E., Mills, J., Eds.; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 1999.


http://doi.org/10.1002/agr.21488

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Pricing as a Product Attribute 
	United States Houseplant Market 
	Plant Purchasing Uses 
	Likelihood to Buy to Evaluate Purchasing Intent 
	Certainty and Consistency in Experiments 

	Materials and Methods 
	Study Survey 
	Houseplant Images and Ratings 
	Statistical Analysis 
	Binary Logit Model 

	Results 
	Switchers versus Non-Switchers 
	Plant Buyer Switchers versus Non-Plant Buyer Switchers 

	Discussion 
	Hypothesis 1: Plant Recipient and Price Level Have the Same Level of Saliency in a Plant Purchase Decision 
	Hypothesis 2: Plants Priced at a Discount will Have Fewer Inconsistent LTB Ratings than Plants Priced at Regular or High Prices 
	Hypothesis 3: A Person Making More Inconsistent Decisions in Their LTB Rating is Demographically Different than a Person with No Inconsistent Decisions 
	Hypothesis 4: People Who Purchase More Plants Have Less Inconsistency in Their LTB Ratings 
	Hypothesis 5: Subjects Who Indicate a High Initial Likelihood to Purchase Have a Lesser Chance of Switching Because of Their Buying Certainty at the Beginning of the Decision Process 

	Conclusions 
	Managerial Implications 
	Limitations and Future Research 

	References

