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Abstract. Survey analysis of 510 floral product consumers in Ohio supermarkets iden-
tified 34 factors that affect floral purchasing. Responses to 106 survey questions were
factor-analyzed using a principal component analysis with varimax rotate that yielded
34 independent factors, accounting for 64% of the total variance. Factors were grouped
into five major categories: product, consumer, store, use (gift), and use (location)
factors. The analysis condensed the domain of consumer floral purchasing issues into
fewer factors that represent the most important influences on floral buying decisions.
The factors are useful in market segmentation and were used to define five market
segments of supermarket-floral customers.
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Traditionally, floral sales were made
through a retail florist for holidays, funerals,
and weddings (Sherman et al., 1956). Floral
retailing has changed dramatically in the past
decade. One substantial change was in-
creased merchandising of floral products
through mass markets, especially supermar-
kets. Initially, supermarkets entered the mar-
ket to alleviate seasonal surpluses in supply
experienced by local flower growers (Good-
rich, 1980). However, supermarkets now
maintain 12% to 15% of the total flower re-
tail market (Kress, 1987).

Previous research identified consumers who
purchased fresh floral products from any re-
tail outlet (Sherman et al., 1956) and iden-
tified consumer product preferences (Hutch-
inson and Robertson, 1979; Miller, 1977;
Robertson and Hahn, 1978). Profiles of con-
sumers who purchased floral products from
supermarkets were made based on demo-
graphics and a few psychographic character-
istics (Baker, 1961; Market Facts, 1985,
1989; Miller, 1977).

Managers of supermarkets and traditional
retail florists need more information about
their customers. Marketing strategies focus
on demographic characteristics rather than
the domain of purchasing issues. Additional
consumer research examining behavioral and
psychographic factors that affect consumer
floral purchases in the supermarket would
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benefit supermarket and traditional retail flo-
rist management in making more informed
decisions concerning future product mer-
chandising strategies. Understanding the range
of components that affect the consumer’s de-
cision to buy flowers would help manage-
ment better meet consumers’ needs.
Therefore, the objective of this research was
to identify principal factors that affect the
consumer’s floral purchase decision in su-
permarkets.

A structured response questionnaire was
developed and tested to measure 35 attitu-
dinal, 63 product, and eight consumer de-
mographic characteristics. These charac-
teristics were measured with nominal, 5-point
semantic differential, 5-point Likert (Peter-
son, 1982), and 5- and 9-point ordinal scales.
A floral product was defined for the partic-
ipants as any fresh floral product, including
cut flowers, potted blooming plants, foliage
plants, and bedding plants. The survey was
pretested in Oct. 1984 in a Columbus, Ohio,
supermarket and modified to aid in the par-
ticipant’s interpretation of specific ques-
tions.

Questionnaires were distributed in Nov.
and Dec. 1984 directly to consumers as they
shopped in the supermarket. Surveys (1369)
were distributed throughout eight Ohio su-
permarkets of two national chains and one
regional supermarket chain. Interviewers in-
tercepted store customers who paused at a
floral display. The interviewer introduced
himself/herself as an Ohio State Univ. stu-
dent and asked the customer if she/he would
be willing to complete a questionnaire at
home. A short description of the purpose of
the study was explained to participants. Spe-
cifically, participants were informed that the
study was intended to improve the assort-
ment and quality of floral products in the
marketplace. The customer was instructed to
mail the completed form to the university in
a self-addressed, postage-paid envelope that
was included with the survey form. Data col-
lection was terminated on 28 Feb. 1985. Of
the 1369 surveys distributed, 510 were re-
turned for analysis, yielding a 37% response
rate.
Ninety-one survey questions were factor-
analyzed (Broschat, 1979) to yield 34 or-
thogonal factors. Principal-components fac-
tor analysis was used to extract the major
independent sources of variance among the
questions (Green, 1978). The principal-com-
ponents solutions used Kaiser’s varimax ro-
tation procedure to define the interrelated
issues more clearly (Kaiser, 1958). All fac-
tors with eigenvalues >1 were retained for
interpretation (Guttman, 1954).

The factors were interpreted from the sur-
vey questions with the highest loadings on
the factor. Factor loadings indicate the di-
rection and degree of relationship between
the factor and original question. Commun-
alities represented the amount of variance each
question contributed to the factor solution,
indicating the question’s importance in the
final solution. The factors were grouped into
five categories for ease of explanation: prod-
uct, consumer, store, use (location), and use
(gift recipient).

Mail-survey research has been used as an
acceptable method with minimal systematic
bias (Berkeoven et al., 1975). The use of
mail surveys rather than telephone surveys
and personal interviews allows more depth
in the questioning and greater breadth of is-
sues. The response rate of 37% was higher
than typically received from mailing survey
methods and was likely due to increased par-
ticipant interest or personal contact made
during survey distribution (Dillman, 1978).

Factor analysis has been used in survey
research as a data-reduction technique to de-
fine factors underlying separately measured
quantitative variables (Broschat, 1979). The
varimax rotation yielded a factor solution of
independent factors that are more clearly in-
terpreted than a nonrotated solution. The
analysis yielded 34 factors that were grouped
into five categories: nine consumer factors,
eight product factors, two store factors, nine
gift (use) factors, and six location (of use)
factors. Although the factors are mathemat-
ically independent, grouping the factors into
five categories made explanation easier.

Consumer factor 1 (Table 1) defined the
number of floral purchases a consumer made
in the previous year. It was comprised of
several issues in decreasing order of factor
loadings and communalities, including num-
ber of floral purchases from a supermarket,
total number of floral purchases in the past
year, and number of special trips to the su-
permarket for floral products in the previous
year. Consumer attitudinal issues that com-
prised this factor, in similar order, included
1) usually having floral products in the home,
2) buying floral products for no special rea-
son, 3) the ability to afford floral products
on everyday occasions, and 4) giving flow-
ers on everyday occasions. The emergence
of factor 1 indicated that past purchase ex-
perience influenced the decision to buy more
floral products.

Consumer factor 2 measured the pur-
chaser’s propensity to buy flowers for per-
sonal use and was comprised of 1) the
consumer’s liking to buy floral products for
personal use, 2) having bought flowers for
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personal use in the previous year, and 3)
deriving enjoyment from giving floral prod-
ucts as much as in receiving them. Buying
factors for personal use emerged as a sepa-
456
rate influence from buying products for other
people, occasions, or places.

Consumer factor 3 described a consumer’s
likelihood to work with floral products in a
constructive manner and was termed “do-it-
yourself.” This factor was measured by sur-
vey issues including 1) growing one’s own
flowers for use as fresh cut flowers, 2) pre-
ferring home-grown flowers over store-pur-
chased flowers, 3) liking to arrange one’s
own flowers, and 4) knowing the names of
flowers and plants before purchasing them.
The degree of consumer involvement with
the product to increase the value, as design-
ing or producing flowers, was a separate in-
fluence on the purchase of flowers.

Consumer factor 4 described the degree of
the consumer’s prior planning in purchasing
floral products. Survey issues that measured
this factor included 1) having flowers on a
shopping list before buying them, 2) plan-
ning to buy flowers before seeing them, and
3) knowing what kind of floral product was
desired before a purchase was made. The
degree of prior planning for product pur-
chases, either deliberate or spontaneous pur-
chasing, can affect the purchase decision.

Consumer factor 5 identified the consum-
er’s knowledge to extend the postproduction
life of floral products. Knowledge of care
and handling practices and the use of some
additive in the water for fresh cut flowers
were strongly associated with this factor. A
consumer’s degree of postproduction knowl-
edge could be considered to be one compo-
nent of involvement as was the do-it-yourself
factor. In this instance, the knowledge is
specific to prolonging the useful life of floral
products.

Consumer factor 6 measured the consum-
er’s penchant for trying new types of floral
products. Issues that were associated with
this factor included 1) a preference for novel
types of flowers over traditional flowers and
2) the consumer’s desire to try new kinds of
floral products. This factor, too, could be
considered a component of product involve-
ment. Individuals who may not be adven-
turous in their product selection may not be
as interested nor as curious about product
choices as consumers who are more involved
in the purchase decision.

Consumer factor 7 defined a consumer’s
perception of value added. The issue was
related to the factor that indicated that a given
number of arranged flowers had a higher value
than the same number of nonarranged flow-
ers. Valued added has become important in
determining price as enhanced products are
often priced higher than unaltered products.
The consumer’s perception of value of de-
sign services, or lack thereof, would influ-
ence the decision to purchase a specific
product.

Consumer factor 8 was a single-issue fac-
tor that measured the consumer’s preference
for having assistance in the floral selection
process. Assistance, as a service, may or may
not be important to the consumer. This factor
indicated that it is, however, a consideration
in the floral buying decision.

Consumer factor 9 was a single-issue fac-
tor that described how often a consumer
shopped for groceries in the supermarket,
which was positively related to the number
of floral purchases in the supermarket. Their
HORTSCIENCE, VOL. 27(5), MAY 1992
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exposure to floral products would, logically,
be increased with more frequent exposure to
the products.

Product factor 1 (Table 2) identified fra-
grance of a floral product as a factor affect-
ing its purchase. This factor capsulized four
survey issues related to fragrance, including
1) the consumer’s desire to smell floral prod-
ucts before purchasing them, 2) the consum-
er’s desire for fragrant flowers more than
those without fragrance, 3) the consumer’s
desire to touch floral products before pur-
chasing them, and 4) the high importance of
HORTSCIENCE , VOL. 27(5), MAY 1992
fragrance over other floral-product attri-
butes. Some consumers may decide to pur-
chase the flower on the basis of degree of
fragrance, making it a salient characteristic
that would affect the purchase decision.

Product factor 2 identified the style of flo-
ral products and represented a continuum of
a consumer’s preference for casual and nat-
ural over more formally designed floral
products. The factor condensed three survey
issues showing a preference for: 1) a formal
over a casual product, 2) a domestic over an
imported product, and 3) a designed over a
nonarranged product. These issues formed a
continuum of product style from a formal,
designed, and imported product to a casual,
natural, and domestically grown product. The
product has a definite style associated with
it. Style may influence the decision, as the
product purchaser appears to have a specific
destination in mind for the product.

Product factor 3 defined a continuum of
flower postproduction care importance. This
factor was comprised of three issues: 1) flo-
ral longevity (rated as an unimportant prod-
uct attribute), 2) care and handling instructions
(rated as an unimportant product attribute),
and 3) the size of the product as an important
product attribute. Factor 3 described an in-
verse relationship between flower size and
postproduction instruction importance. The
consumer’s knowledge of postproduction life
could come from several sources. This in-
formation may be contained along with the
product and, thus, may be a consideration
when the consumer decides to purchase a
specific floral product.

Product factor 4 condensed two issues that
measured the importance of price: 1) the price
of the product was least important and was
positively related to the factor and 2) the mix
or assortment of the product as an important
product attribute. The emergence of Factor
4 indicated that price was perceived to be
opposite to the product mix. This perception
means that consumers equated a higher-priced
floral product with a broader assortment, as
found at a traditional florist, and a lower-
priced product with a limited product as-
sortment, as found in traditional supermarket
floral departments.

Product factor 5 only defined color, which
was the least important product attribute. The
emergence of color as a single-issue factor
demonstrated the uniqueness of product color
in the consumer’s view, separate from other
attributes.

Product factor 6 identified the floral prod-
uct package. This factor condensed two is-
sues: 1) the floral package and 2) care and
handling instructions. Both questions were
positively related to this factor. The rela-
tionship of these two variables with the
package factor indicated the consumer’s per-
ception of care instructions as part of the
package rather than as a separate character-
istic.

Product factor 7 extracted one issue per-
taining to floral product delivery: flowers
delivered by the commercial florist have less
meaning than flowers delivered by the pur-
chaser. Delivery, being a single-issue factor,
indicated its uniqueness in the consumer’s
mind.

Product factor 8 described an additional
factor pertaining to floral product color. This
factor defined a continuum of color intensity
that the consumer perceived as separate from
the actual color of the product, as defined
by Product factor 5. The continuum defined
in this factor extended from a bright to a
pastel color, indicating that color intensity
was perceived as distinct from the color it-
self.
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Store factors

Store factor 1 condensed five issues that
pertained to the quality of supermarket floral
products (Table 3). The issues of supermar-
ket floral product quality being 1) the same
as a traditional retail florist’s, and 2) as fresh
were both strongly related to this factor. The
issues of supermarket flowers being 3) a bet-
ter bargain than a traditional retail florist’s
and 4) a more convenient place to buy flow-
ers were somewhat less positively related.
The issue of 5) purchasing flowers for every-
day occasions was also related to this factor.

Store factor 2 was related to the super-
market’s image only. The factor described
the consumer’s perception of the supermar-
ket product mix as being similar when com-
pared with a traditional florist’s product mix.

Gift (use) factors

Gift factor 1 expressed buying flowers for
a holiday family meal (Table 4). This factor
condensed four survey issues that included
past purchases for 1) Easter, 2) Thanksgiv-
ing, 3) Christmas, and 4) for use in the din-
ing room. These issues comprised a factor
that accounted for the use of floral products
during special family occasions that have a
special, more elaborate main meal associated
with them.

Gift factor 2 related to purchasing a floral
product for a mother. The four issues that
comprised this factor were the consumer’s
purchase of flowers for 1) a parent regardless
of occasion or event, 2) Mother’s Day, 3) a
birthday, and 4) a grandparent. This factor
indicated that the purchase of flowers for a
mother was expressed uniquely from pur-
chases for the father.

Gift factor 3 defined the purchase of flow-
ers after the death of an individual. Three
issues related to this factor are purchases of
flowers for 1) Memorial Day, 2) the ceme-
tery, and 3) a funeral. Although these flow-
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ers are not given in the traditional sense of
a floral gift, these purchases are nonetheless
made for an individual(s) other than the flo-
ral-product purchaser.

Gift factor 4 identified purchases of floral
products for men as a unique factor. Three
issues were condensed in this factor: 1) con-
sumer agreement that men like to receive
flowers as much as women, 2) past con-
sumer purchase of flowers for male friends,
and 3) consumers liking to have flowers near
them at work. The extraction of this factor
indicated the consumer’s perception of buy-
ing flower products for men was different
from buying flowers for a parent, spouse, or
others.

Gift factor 5 defined a factor of purchasing
floral products for coworkers or colleagues.
Two survey issues, 1) buying flowers for a
coworker and 2) buying flowers for the of-
fice, were positively related to this factor.

Gift factor 6 expressed the consumer’s
purchase of flowers for women. The factor
was-comprised of three issues: 1) past pur-
chase of a floral product for a spouse, 2) for
an anniversary, and 3) the lack of purchase
of flowers for a female friend. The emer-
gence of this factor indicated that floral pur-
chases for women are related to their marital
status.

Gift factor 7 quantified the purchase of
flowers for a wedding. The three issues that
loaded on this factor were past purchase of
a floral product for 1) a daughter, 2) a wed-
ding, and 3) a place of worship. Just as fu-
neral flowers emerged as a unique floral gift
factor, wedding flowers appeared to be per-
ceived as a unique floral gift to be used, in
most instances, by someone other than the
floral purchaser.

Gift factor 8 identified the purchase of flo-
ral products for a special event. The two is-
sues related to this factor were 1) past
purchases of a floral product for a special
event and 2) the purchase of flowers for an-
Location factor 2 defined the placement
of flowers inside the home and was mea-
sured by two survey issues: past purchase of
flowers for 1) the bathroom and 2) the kitchen.
This factor indicated two rooms where flow-
ers were likely to have been placed when
used in the home.

Location factor 3 identified a continuum
of using flowers on clothing. Only one issue,
“I like to wear flowers,” was related to the
factor. This factor indicated that wearing flo-
ral products was considered a unique way to
use flowers by the consumer.

Location factor 4 condensed two issues
relating to placement of floral products in the
home, buying flowers for 1) the study and
2) the entrance.

Location factor 5 was a single-issue fac-
tor: purchase of flowers in the previous year
for an occasion other than those mentioned.
The factor accounted for events for which
flowers were purchased and not probed in
the questionnaire.

Location factor 6 was a single-issue factor
that captured information not specifically
probed in the survey; the consumer’s pur-
chase of flowers for use in a place outside
the home not mentioned in the survey was
strongly correlated with this factor.

The 34 factors related to either consumer,
the product, the location of purchase, or the
use of the floral product in a particular lo-
cation or by an individual. Four of the five
groups of factors described are similar to the
four components found in a gift-giving par-
adigm described by Belk (1976). The four
components of Belk’s model were: 1) the
giver, 2) the product (gift), 3) the individu-
al’s perception of him/herself, and 4) the gift
recipient. The floral purchasing factors iden-
tified here were condensed into a similar
framework: 1) consumer factors, 2) product
factors, and 3) use of the product either by
one or more persons (or the purchaser). The
factors that relate to the store could be con-
sidered, in a broad sense, to pertain to the
product.

Belk’s paradigm gave structure to gift-
giving situations that comprise a significant
portion of floral purchases. From a broad

other relative. This factor capsulized floral
purchasing for an individual at a time other
than a traditional, formal holiday or regu-
larly occurring occasion.

Gift factor 9 identified the single issue of
purchasing flowers for Father’s Day. The
emergence of this factor indicated that con-
sumers perceived buying flowers for a father
as distinct from buying flowers for a mother
or men in general.

Location use factors

Location factor 1 quantified the consum-
er’s use of floral products outside the home
(Table 5). Three survey issues comprised this
factor: buying floral products for 1) outside
places, including the yard and patio; 2) the
yard; and 3) for the porch or patio. These
issues together expressed a continuum of flo-
ral-product use outside the home rather than
in specific locations inside the home.
HORTSCIENCE , VO L. 27(5), MAY 1992
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perspective, even flowers that are bought for
use by the purchaser could be considered a
gift to himself/herself. Thus, the 91 survey
measures used in this research were con-
densed into 34 factors that pertain to the flo-
ral purchaser, the intended user (personal or
gift), and the floral product itself.

Each factor is expressed on a continuum,
which means that consumers can be scored
on each factor. The factors themselves are
useful in that they substantially reduce the
dimensions of consumer-floral purchasing.
They are most useful when consumers are
scored on each factor. The consumer factor
scores can be used to determine homoge-
neous groups or market segments. Future re-
search should focus on using these factors in
a consumer-segmentation analysis.

One approach divided supermarket floral
consumers into five segments based on these
34 factors and demographic variables (Behe
et al., 1992). Fourteen factors contributed
most to the differences between segments,
including factors of product assortment,
number of purchases, degree of personal use,
and package importance. Clusters can be used
by supermarket and florist management as
potential target markets.

Other segmentations could focus on the
role of these 34 factors in identifying indi-
viduals likely to purchase certain kinds of
floral products and services or predicting the
likelihood of the next floral purchase.
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