SNA RESEARCH CONFERENCE - VOL. 40-1995

SECTION 11
MARKETING
Dr. Bridget Behe
Section Editor and Moderator

333

SNA RESEARCH CONFERENCE - VOL. 40-1995

Marketing Landscape Plants: How Southern Growers
Compare Nationally
David L. Morgan and Michelle Butcher
Texas
Nature of Work: Where are growers’ primary sales markets? Where do they advertise? How do their marketing decisions size up with other growers? Who makes these
decisions?
NMPRO magazine, in conjunction with Tennessee State University’s Cooperative
Extension Service, asked these questions of wholesale nursery growers in a nationwide
survey. We faxed questionnaires to 178 selected nurserymen with large and small
operations but known to be industry leaders, and then separated their responses
according to six national regions in the American Association of Nurserymen’s 1995
membership directory. Southern growers fell into Region 2 (Delaware, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Maryland, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, the District of Columbia
and West Virginia) and Region 5 (Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, Tennessee and Texas) (Figure 1). Nationally, 43 percent of those
surveyed responded.
Results and Discussion: State and regional sales represented the bulk of Region 2’s
annual sales volume with 34% and 30%, respectively (Figure 2). The largest percentage
of the -advertising budget is spent within state (37%) and regionally (38%). These data
indicate that nurserymen in Region 2 know their markets, or are targeting their advertising toward current customers in their market or delivery areas.. They receive the most
sales within state and regionally, and they allocate the largest percentage of their
advertising budgets to these same areas. Local sales in Region 2 may provide a
dependable market. Understandably, Region 2 growers responded that their main
market research resources used in making business decisions are other growers (21%),
customer surveys (18%) and trade publications (15%). Region 5 growers told us that
state sales comprise 32% of their total annual sales volumes (Figure 3). Local and
regional sales account for 26% each, and national sales are 16%. The largest portion of
the advertising dollar in Region 5 is spent nationally (33%), followed by advertising instate at 30%, regional at 22% and local at 15%. Growers in Region 5 have a strong
sales market within state, locally and nationally, and it appears that they are attempting
to gain a larger national market share by focusing their advertising in that market. How
do these data compare with those of other regions? Respondents in Region 6, considered a progressive nursery area known more for exporting than importing plant
materials, said national sales comprise 36% of the total (Figure 4), and advertising
budgets are similarly dedicated. Growers in Region 6 appear to be attempting to
preserve their national market share and are continuing to expand their national
marketing efforts. Here are some other responses: * 21% of the respondents nationally
said they rely primarily on other growers for their market information. Nineteen percent
said their main source is trade magazines. Region 2 and 5 growers had similar
responses. * Nurserymen plan ahead, but not very far. Seventy-nine percent said they
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plan their marketing strategies 1-3 years in advance. Only 9% said their marketing
strategies were planned five years or more ahead. Region 2 growers indicated that 36%
plan one year ahead, 298 plan three years, 21% plan two years and 14% plan five or
more years ahead. Threefourths of the growers in Region 5 said they plan 1-3 years
ahead. * How do they sell their plant materials? Nationally, 16% - the largest percentage
- said they rely primarily on trade publications. Sixteen percent said they prefer “800”
numbers; 15 percent trade shows; 13% use direct mail. Only 8% said they rely on
catalogs, despite their popularity in the industry (Figure 5). (It should be noted that
catalogs are also used in other advertising avenues such as at trade shows and through
mail.) Region 2 growers said their main market resources are other growers (21%),
customer surveys (18%) and trade publications (15%). In Region 5, respondents gave
the following preferences: other growers (22%), trade publications (20%), state
associations (16%) and national associations (16%). Who makes advertising decisions?
Eighty-eight percent nationally said it is the owner — not the advertising agency or any
other person or body of influence. Region 2 growers responded similarly (92%), and
66% of Region 5 growers credited their owners. Nearly all respondents nationally and
within the Southern regions — said they spend 1-5% of their total sales revenues on
advertising.
Significance to Industry: Wholesale nurserymen can evaluate their own marketing
strategies by determining where their markets are, and comparing their sales volumes
with the direction of their advertising expenditures. These data suggest that many
Southern growers may not realize the significance of matching sales and advertising.
Figure 1. Responses to the NMPRO survey were separated into six national regions.
Southern regions are 2 and 5.
Figure 2. A comparison of sales and advertising expenditure from respondents in
Region 2 of the Southern U.S.
Figure 3. A comparison of sales and advertising expenditures in Region 5, the Southern
U.S. as far west as New Mexico.
Figure 4. A comparison of sales and advertising expenditures in Region 6, the U.S.
West Coast.
Figure 5. Marketing media used by growers nationwide.
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Rankings of Marketing Objectives Among Nursery Managers
Forrest E. Stegelin
Georgia
Nature of Work: The logic of the marketing planning process is akin to the widely used
methods for problem-solving. The strategic planning process provides a solution to a
basic problem, that being how the business can meet its objectives, considering the
short- and long-term economic environment within which it will probably have to
operate. The purpose of a marketing plan is to fulfill the business’s objectives, making
sure at the same time that the means chosen are consistent with the firm’s announced
scope and goals.
With nearly 10,000 farms producing and marketing nursery crops among the states in
the southern region in 1995, plus a five-fold number of retail establishments offering
either green goods only or both green goods and hard goods, development of marketing
plans should be crucial to the strategic planning process for southern nursery businesses. In 1992, 8,416, or 42%, of the U.S. nursery crops farms were in the southern
region [1]. The field production from the 19,930 U.S. nursery crops totaled 342,016
acres, with a production value of $5.17 billion [2]. For 1995, total production is expected
to be 370,000 acres having a $5.28 billion production value. Economic growth is
foreseen to continue, with production estimates for the year 2000 of 420,000 acres and
a $6.55 billion value. Should the 1995 and 2000 forecasts be reasonably accurate, the
annual average growth in the production area would be 2.9% for 1992 to 2000 and 2.7%
for 1995 to 2000, with an annual average growth in production value to be 3.3% for
1992 to 2000 and 4.8% for 1995 to 2000. Consequently, establishment and achievement of appropriate marketing objectives should be pertinent to nursery managers, be
they grower-wholesalers or retail nursery or garden center managers.
A judgement sample of nursery grower-wholesalers (16), garden center retailers with
hard goods (20), and green goods or plants only retailers (14) in Kentucky and Georgia
were surveyed by mail for their ranking of marketing objectives, with a cross-comparison with customers of each of the firms. The survey of nursery marketers also
compared pairs of factors that might logically be evaluated in the price determination
process as to the factor’s relative importance in the pricing activity.
Results and Discussion: Seven broad marketing objectives were cited and asked to
be ranked as to importance by the primary marketing decision-maker in each of the 50
firms. Customers of each of these businesses were asked their ranking of these
objectives according to the customer’s marketing expectations. The comparison of the
rankings of the broad marketing objectives are shown in Table 1. The nursery marketers emphasized quality, availability and low price higher than value, overall customer
satisfaction and post-sale service. The customers ranked quality, overall customer
satisfaction and value highest among the factors with low price, post-sale service and
innovation being bottom on the list.
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Eight marketing objectives were more definitively stated, and again the marketers were
asked to rank the objectives. Differences among the three marketing firm categories
were recorded and noted in Table 2. There was general agreement on the foremost
marketing objective being “to maximize growth in sales subject to profits that represents
reasonable return on investment” but the consensus stopped there. Although some
differences occurred within each of the three marketing firm types, the tabulated results
are based on a weighted-score or ranking among firms in each category of business.
The marketing decision-maker was also provided pairs of factors that might be considered in forecasting and/or developing prices of products for sale, and the marketers
were asked which factor (a or b) is more important in their decision-making. Those
responses are acknowledged in Table 3. Consumer demand, competitor’s prices, and
prices of substitute products appear to be of more concern to the marketers than costs,
profits and inventory supply.
Significance to Industry: Once marketing objectives, preferably quantifiable for ease
in evaluating performance and achievement, are identified, appropriate strategies need
to be specified, which, in turn, require highly specific action plans or tactics to be
employed consistent with the actual conditions in the business and within the industry
served. Marketing objectives need not be universally cited by competing firms, although
some realization of customer’s expectations could expedite the accomplishment of the
marketing objectives, even among nurserymen.
Literature Cited
1. U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau. 1992 Census of Agriculture.
2. Johnson, Doyle C. 1995. Financial Performance of U.S. Floriculture and Environmental Horticulture Farm Businesses, 1987-1992. USDA/ERS Statistical Bulletin.
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Table 1. Comparison of Rankings of Marketing Objectives
Marketer
Consideration

Marketing
Objective

Customer
Expectation

1

Quality

1

2

Availability

4

3

Low Price

5

4

Innovation

7

5

Value

3

6

Overall
Customer
Satisfaction

2

7

Post-Sale
Service

6

Table 2. Comparison of Marketing Objectives Among Marketing Firms
Rankings By:
Marketing Objective

Grower/Wholesaler

Garden Center
(w/hardgoods)

Green Goods
Retailer

To maximize customer
satisfaction

6

3

4

To maximize profits

8

7

5

To maximize sales

4

2

3

To maximize growth in
sales subject to profits
that represents reasonable
return on investment

1

1

1

To minimize costs

3

5

6

To provide public service
by offering best possible
products at lowest price

7

6

2

To minimize risk

2

8

7

To obtain a portion of
market power

5

4

8
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Table 3. Relative Importance of Factors in Price Development or Forecasting
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Comparison of Lawn Maintenance Expenditures Among
Households in the Southern Region
Charles R. Hall, Curtis F. Lard, Clarinda L. Smith and Brad E. Seidel
Texas
Nature of work: The turfgrass industry encompasses a number of sectors in the
landscape sector, including sod producers, landscape contractors, lawn maintenance
firms, households, golf courses, schools, municipalities, and many others. An analysis
of the turfgrass industry in Texas is near completion. This study evaluates single-family
households and other major turf “consumers” mentioned above in terms of their annual
expenditures on the maintenance of turf.
This paper addresses household sector expenditures as indicated by preliminary
survey results in Texas. These expenditures are compared to those reported in other
major states including Ohio, Tennessee, and Florida (3,1,2). While turfgrass industry
surveys have been conducted in other states (i.e. Kentucky, North Carolina, and
Alabama), Ohio, Tennessee, and Florida were chosen as representatives of Climatic
Zones 6, 7 and 8, 9 and 10, respectively.
A statistically representative sample of Texas households was surveyed in order to
obtain data regarding: (1) lawn care practices, (2) types of grasses grown, (3) sizes of
lawns, (4) who maintains the lawn, (5) lawn maintenance expenditures, and (6)
landscape expenditures. Demographic characteristics of households which maintain
their lawns were developed, along with a demographic profile of those who had the
highest annual expenditures on lawn maintenance.
Results and discussion: Total expenditures on lawn maintenance by single-family
households in Texas are shown in Table 1. Households spent an estimated $2.5 billion
maintaining their lawns in 1993. Mowing expense accounted for the largest share of the
total ($1 billion), followed by watering costs ($540 million). Equipment expense was the
third largest item, totaling $492 million. In terms of items applied to the lawn, fertilizer
($235 million) and chemicals ($200 million) together nearly matched the total watering
expense.
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Table 1. Total single-family household lawn maintenance expenditures in Texas,
1993 (preliminary results).
Item

Number of single-family households
Mowing expenditures
Watering expenditures
Equipment expenditures
Fertilizers
Chemicals
Other items
State total

Total household lawn maintenance
expenditures in Texas
[millions]
4.9
$1,000
540
492
235
200
55
2,525

Texas single-family households spent $515 on lawn maintenance in 1993. This was
greater than households in Tennessee ($183) and Ohio ($301). The definition of a
household in the Tennessee and Ohio studies may have varied from the definition of a
household in this study (i.e. single-family households excluding multiple dwellings),
which may have contributed to the lower state totals in Ohio and Tennessee. In
addition, underlying factor costs could have been calculated differently among state
studies. The total per household lawn maintenance expense in Florida ($1,317) is more
than double that of Texas (see Table 2). The “high” lawn maintenance expense in
Florida as compared to the Texas figure could be the result of more intense lawn
practices and a longer growing season. Also, the average size of lawn was considerably larger in Florida (1.09 acres) than in Texas (0.413 acres), which is a possible
source of variation in total lawn expense between the two states. Other contributing
factors were Florida’s cost of fertilizers and chemicals as compared to those in Texas
(see Table 2), Florida’s expenditures on lawn services.
Other expenditures ranked similarly across states with the exception of mowing
expense, where Ohio’s was considerably larger than that of the other states. Lawn size
varied among states, with the largest average sized lawns in Florida (1.09 acres).
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Table 2. Comparison of Texas single-family per household expenditures on lawn
maintenance with other states’ per household expenditures.
Item
Texas 1993
Average size of lawn
(acres)
.413
# of single-family h.h. 4,869,000
Total expense
$515
Equipment expense
$251
Watering expense
$111
Fertilizer expense
$47
Chemical expense
$40
Labor & lawn service
$55
Other items
$11
a

b

C

Florida 1991/92
1.09a
3,032,769
$1,317
$158
NA
$95
$130
$600
$334

Ohio 1989 Tennessee 1991
.600
2,518,771
$301
$207
$7
$9
$6
$50
$22

.560
1,108,320
$183b
$81c
NA
$18
$17
$17
$50

Calculated from Florida results, divided total acres of lawn by the total number of
households.
Calculated from Tennessee results, divided state total household expense by the
number of households.
Calculated from Tennessee results, multiplied total household expense by the
equipment percent of total and divided by the number of households.

Industry significance: Analysis of data from the Texas Turfgrass Economic Impact
Study, along with data from other states in the southern region, indicate that turfgrass
related lawn maintenance expenditures in the South are significantly larger than
expenditures in the northern regions of the country. As mentioned earlier, this may
partially attributed to the more intense cultural practices and longer growing season
associated with turfgrass maintenance in the South.
It is expected that manufacturers who supply turfgrass-related maintenance items such
as fertilizers, agri-chemicals, mowing equipment, etc. will be specifically interested in
the breakdown of expenditures by region for determining market development strategies. In addition, turfgrass producers, nurseries, and garden centers should be able to
determine relative market shares within their respective sectors and develop strategic
market responses accordingly.
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Product and Service Quality Perceptions
of Five Traditional Garden Centers1
in Charlotte, North Carolina
Bridget Behe, Jay Hudson, Harry Ponder and William Barrick
Alabama
Nature of work: Mass merchandisers and home centers have changed how and where
landscape products and services are marketed. The traditional retail garden center has
been the primary source for consumer purchases of landscape plant material and
related products, while also offering information and services to clients. Products and
services offered by both kinds of retailers overlap, often with little distinction between
them. Parsurmann, Berry, and Ziethamal developed a reliable and valid survey
instrument to measure expected and perceived quality of services offered by an
individual retailer (2). The SERVQUAL instrument contains 22 expectation questions
and 22 perceptions questions. Groups of questions comprise each of five service
quality dimensions: (a) tangibles, or the appearance of physical facilities and personnel,
(b) reliability, or the ability to perform services when promised, (c) responsiveness, or
the willingness to help customers when requested, (d) assurance, or the knowledge and
courtesy of employees, and (e) empathy, the individualized attention given to customers. SERVQUAL has been used successfully to evaluate service quality effectiveness
in non-horticultural businesses (2) and floral retailers in Texas (1). Our objective was to
apply the SERVQUAL instrument to the retail landscape industry.
We created a survey instrument by modifying the 22 expectations and 22 perceptions
questions found in the original SERVQUAL instrument. We added five questions to
assess consumer perceptions of product quality. Questions were asked using a Likertscale (1-5) where the consumer indicated the degree to which they agree or disagree
with the statement. We also asked consumers to allocate 100 points to each of the five
service quality dimensions, based upon how important each dimension was to them.
We selected Charlotte, North Carolina, as the location for testing since it has been
successfully used as a test market (3). Cooperation was enlisted from five traditional
retail garden center managers to survey their customers on two weekends in the spring.
Traditional garden centers were defined as free-standing, primarily landscape horticultural businesses offering a full line of horticultural products and services. Graduate
students from Auburn University and North Carolina State University distributed 1124
surveys on March 31 and April 1 and April 28 and 29, 1995
Results and Discussion: We received 263 responses for a response rate of 23.4%.
Data was tabulated and analyzed using SAS software. An average score was calculated for each respondent for each of the five service quality and one product quality
dimensions. Individual scores were averaged to create a grand average score.
Averages were calculated for the six dimensions for both expectations and perceptions.
A gap score was calculated for each individual by subtracting the perceptions score
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from the expectations score. A positive gap score indicated that the retailer exceeded
consumer expectations. A negative gap score meant that the retailer fell short of
consumer expectation.
Participants had an average age of 48.3 years, 15.5 years of education, and household
income of $45,686 in 1994. They were 82% female and 18% male respondents.
Consumers were first asked to allocate 100 points to the five service quality dimensions.
We expected consumers to assign 20 points to each of the five dimensions, if they were
equally important. The five service quality dimensions were not equally important to the
retail garden center customers (Table 1). The tangibles dimension, or physical facilities
of the outlet, and the reliability dimension, or how quickly a service was performed, were
less important than the responsiveness dimension, or how quickly a service was
performed, and the assurance dimension, or the knowledge and courtesy of employees.
The empathy dimension, or the amount of individual attention, was of greater importance than the tangibles and reliability dimensions, but less important than the responsiveness and assurance dimensions.
The perceptions and expectations of retail garden center products and services were
high, with each dimension receiving an average score of at least 3.5 on a scale of 1.0 to
5.0 (Table 1). All service quality dimensions, except for tangibles, received an average
score of 4.0 or greater.
Consumers expected a higher level of quality of products than what they perceived to
be available from their specific garden center, creating a negative gap in the product
quality (Table 1). A negative gap was observed for all the service quality dimensions,
except for the tangibles dimension. For the physical characteristics of the retail store,
traditional garden centers met, but did not exceed, consumer expectations.
Significance to the industry: Product and service quality are important to retail
garden center consumers. They expect to have a higher quality of product in the
traditional garden center than what they perceive to be available. Changing their
expectation may be more difficult than changing their perception of product quality.
Educating consumers about what high product quality is may be a starting place. There
is also a gap in the quality of service expected by consumers as well. In all areas
except for the physical facilities, garden centers fall short of consumer expectations.
While expectations may be most difficult to change, the perception of better service
could be more easily changed. Service quality gaps are largest for responsiveness,
assurance, and empathy. Service will remain a competitive edge for the traditional retail
garden center of mass-merchandisers and home centers. Focusing on improving
service reliability, assurance, and empathy may close the quality gap and improve the
garden centers’ competitive edge in the market place.
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Table 1. Perceptions, expectations, and gaps in five service and one product quality
dimensions for five traditional retail garden center outlets in Charlotte, North Carolina.
Quality
Dimension

Points
Allocated2

Perception
Avg.

Expectation
Avg.

Gap
Avg.

Tangibles

12.1

3.67

3.59

0.08

Reliability

17.5

4.06

4.72

-0.66

Responsiveness

24.3

4.12

4.57

-0.46

Assurance

25.6

4.30

4.63

-0.33

Empathy

20.5

4.14

4.42

-0.27

Products

3.86

4.48

-0.63

Overall

4.03

4.40

-0.37

1

We are grateful to the Horticultural Research Institute who generously funded this
project.

2

Consumers were asked to allocate a total of 100 points among the five service quality
dimensions.

351

SNA RESEARCH CONFERENCE - VOL. 40-1995

Service Quality Evaluation of a Non-Traditional Garden Center
Jay T. Hudson, B.K. Behe, H.G. Ponder and W.E. Barrick
Alabama
Nature of Work: Service quality is a competitive business edge in a marketing
strategy. The difference between consumer perceptions and expectations is the service
quality gap, which shows businesses how well they are meeting consumer demands.
Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry defined five distinct dimensions involved in delivering
quality service (3). They were: (a) tangibles, the appearance of physical facilities,
personnel, and communications material; (b) reliability, the ability to perform the
promised service dependably and accurately; (c) responsiveness, the willingness to
help customers and provide prompt service; (d) assurance, the knowledge and courtesy
of employees and their ability to convey trust and confidence; and (e) empathy, the
caring, individualized attention the firm provides its customers. These five dimensions
were formulated into a SERVQUAL questionnaire (3). Studies involving quality service
have been done previously in the credit card, repair and maintenance, long-distance
telephone, banking, and retail florist industries with much success (1,3).
Our objective was to apply SERVQUAL to the retail landscape horticulture industry. We
used a modified form of SERVQUAL to evaluate the quality of service among two
different facets of the retail garden center industry: non-traditional garden center service
quality is outlined here. Non-traditional centers were defined as those standing as part
of a mass-merchandising operation with primarily non-horticultural products and offering
limited or no special horticultural services. In addition to the five service quality
dimensions of SERVQUAL, we added a sixth dimension, products.
The study was begun in fall, 1994, when demographics research indicated Charlotte,
North Carolina, to be the nearest suitable test market to Auburn University, Alabama
(2). Visits to potential garden centers were made in spring, 1995. Three non-traditional
outlets were selected for participation. Surveys were distributed on two weekends,
March 31 to April 1 and April 28 to 29. Participants were approached by Auburn
University and North Carolina State graduate students standing in the garden centers of
each outlet. Potential participants were asked to take the survey home, complete it, and
mail it back to Auburn in the business reply envelope provided.
Results and Discussion: A total of 3,629 surveys were distributed with 640 completed
and returned, yielding a response rate of 17.6%. Of these, 2,505 were distributed in
non-traditional garden centers with 377 returned, for a response rate of 15%. Respondents were found to be 67% female and 33% male, while average age was 47.5 years,
average years of education was 15.4, and average family income was $43,504.
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Data were analyzed using the SAS software and T-test procedure. An average score
was calculated for each respondent on each of the dimensions. These scores were
then averaged with other respondents’ scores to create the average shown. Expectations scores were calculated in the same manner. The service quality gap was
calculated by subtracting the expectations average from the perceptions average score
on each dimension. A positive gap score indicates that the retailer exceeded consumer
expectations. A negative gap meant that the retailer fell short of consumer expectations.
Four questions comprised the tangibles dimension. Results indicated that consumers
expected the physical facilities of the retailer to be similar to what was perceived. We
saw no gap in the tangibles dimension (Table 1). Five questions comprised the
reliability dimension. Results showed that consumers expected the ability to deliver
dependable and accurate services to be greater than what was perceived. A gap of 0.94 was observed in the reliability dimension. Four questions comprised the responsiveness dimension. Again, results showed that the willingness to help and provide
prompt service to customers was expected to be greater than what was perceived. A
gap of -1.16 was observed in the responsiveness dimension. Four questions comprised
the assurance dimension. The results showed that consumers expected the knowledge, courtesy, trust, and confidence of employees to be greater than what was
actually perceived. A gap of -1.02 was observed in the assurance dimension. Five
questions comprised the empathy dimension. Once again, results indicated that
consumers expected the caring, individualized attention given them to be greater than
what was perceived. A gap of -0.83 was observed in the empathy dimension. Eight
questions comprised the product dimension. Again, results showed that consumers
expected the variety of healthy, clearly marked plants to be greater than what was
perceived. A gap of -1.01 was observed in the product dimension. The perceptions
average of 3.65 subtracted from the expectations average of 4.47 resulted in an overall
service quality gap of -0.82 (p=0.0001), showing that service quality was significantly
less than what consumers expected. All but one dimension of service quality (tangibles)
were expected to be higher than they were perceived for non-traditional garden centers.
In another section of the survey, participants were asked to allocate a total of 100 points
among the five dimensions of service quality. If the consumer viewed each of the
dimensions as equally important, a total of 20 points would have been allocated to each
of the five dimensions. The results showed that consumers shopping in non-traditional
garden centers viewed the willingness of employees to help customers and provide
prompt service (responsiveness) as well as knowledgeable, courteous, confident and
trustworthy employees (assurance) as most important, while the appearance of physical
facilities (tangibles) was viewed to be least important (Table 2).
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Significance to Industry: For a business to be successful in any of the service quality
dimensions, the gap (perceptions minus expectations) must be zero or positive. A
negative gap in any dimension indicates that the business is falling short of what the
consumer expects to receive in that particular dimension. When the dimensions for
perceptions and expectations are averaged, an overall measure of service quality can
be obtained. For non-traditional garden centers, the overall measure of -0.82 falls short
of what consumers expect. In an industry where competition has become intense,
improving service quality could give a business a distinct competitive advantage. The
results indicate that an opportunity certainly exists for non-traditional garden centers to
raise service quality standards up to levels consumers have come to demand.
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Table 1. Perceptions and expectations of customers for non-traditional garden centers
on five service quality dimensions and one product dimension.
Perception
Avg.

Expectation
Avg.

Gap
Avg.

p-level

Tangibles
Reliability
Responsiveness
Assurance
Empathy
Product

3.90
3.78
3.49
3.61
3.57
3.52

3.86
4.72
4.65
4.63
4.40
4.53

0.04
-0.94*
-1.16*
-1.02*
-0.83*
-1.01*

0.3437
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001
0.0001

Overall

3.65

4.47

-0.82*

0.0001

* Significant at a = 0.05 using Student’s t-test.
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Table 2. Allocation of 100 points among five service quality dimensions. Expected
average is 20 points per dimension.

Tangibles
Reliability
Responsiveness
Assurance
Empathy

Average

p-level

14.73
18.60
23.91
25.49
17.27

0.0001*
0.0067*
0.0001*
0.0001*
0.0001*

* Significant at a = 0.05 using Student’s t-test.
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Adjustment in the Distribution of Nursery Sales by
Plant Category ad Root Packaging: 1988 To 1993
John R. Brooker, Roger A. Hinson and Steve C. Turner
Tennessee, Louisiana and Georgia
Nature of Work: The United States greenhouse/nursery industry experienced considerable growth during the 1980s (2). At an average annual growth rate of about 10
percent, commodity cash receipts to the green industry more than doubled from a value
of $4 billion in 1982 to a value of $8.4 billion in 1991. This growth was not distributed
equally among the producing regions of the country. Identification of structural changes
in the industry should help nurserymen as they adjust to these changes and/or attempt
to anticipate future changes.
In 1989, under the auspices of a Regional Research Committee, referred to as S-103,
researchers at Land Grant Universities participating in the project conducted a survey of
nurserymen in 23 states (2). The overall purpose of that survey was to collect information on product flows, sales methods, price determination, transportation, and advertising. A second survey of nurserymen was conducted in 1994 to provide another cross
sectional data set regarding the marketing practices and trade flows of environmental
horticultural products.
While nurserymen in 24 states participated in the 1994 survey, only eight southern
states are discussed in this paper - AL, AR, GA, KY, LA, MS, NC, and TN. Adjustments in the distribution of total annual sales by plant category and root packaging
between 1988 and 1993 are highlighted here.
Results and Discussion: The percentage of annual sales defined as retail versus
wholesale changed by relatively small amounts in six of the eight southern states
covered in this paper (Table 1). However, in AR the percentage of annual sales
classified as wholesale declined 21% between 1988 and 1993. The reverse situation
occurred in NC, where the percentage of sales categorized as wholesale increased from
68% to 91%. With respect to the percentage of firms involved in wholesale and retail
sales, more than 90%
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Table 1. Weighted average percentage distribution of nursery sales as wholesale or
retail in eight
southern states, 1988 and 1993.
State
Item
Year
AL
AR
GA
KY
LA
MS
NC
TN
percent
Wholesale:
Firms
1988 100.0
93.8
92.7
88.1 92.2 92.8 93.9 96.1
1993 100.0
83.3
88.3 100.0 91.7 100.0 97.8 96.7
Change 0.0 -10.5
-4.4
11.9 -0.5
7.2
3.9
0.6
Sales
1988
93.4
67.4
78.7
63.8 91.5 91.1 67.7 93.4
1993
98.2
46.8
79.2
58.2 96.6 87.5 91.4 88.8
Change 4.8 -20.6
0.5
-5.6
5.1 -3.6 23.7 -4.6
Retail:
Firms
1988
43.3
87.5
63.5
73.8 39.1 42.8 62.2 33.3
1993
25.0 100.0
65.0
60.0 41.7 30.0 50.0 27.5

Sales

Change -18.3
1988
6.6
1993
1.8
Change -4.8

12.5
32.4
53.2
20.8

1.5
21.3
20.8
-0.5

-13.8
36.2
41.8
5.6

2.6
8.5
3.4
-5.1

-12.8
8.9
12.5
3.6

-12.2
32.3
8.6
-23.7

-5.8
6.6
11.2
4.6

Source: Survey conducted in 1989 and 1994.

of the surveyed nurserymen in AL, KY, LA, MS, NC, and TN reported making wholesale
sales in 1993. In AR, 17% of the firms did not make any wholesale sales. AR was the
only state in which all firms in the 1994 survey reported making retail sales. Only 25%
of AL’s surveyed nurserymen made retail sales. The percentage of firms in the other six
states ranged from 28% to 65%.
Respondents were asked to distribute their total annual sales among major plant
categories (Table 2). While 12 categories were used in the survey, only the top five
categories are discussed in this paper. Deciduous trees was reported as the most
important category by nurserymen in KY and TN, accounting for 45% and 41% of total
annual sales, respectively. Among the surveyed nurserymen in the eight southern
states, the percentage of total sales attributable to deciduous trees declined in six
states, with reductions ranging from 0.3% in GA to 9.9% in LA.
Sales of deciduous shrubs was not the most important plant category in any of the
surveyed states. The percentages of annual sales in 1993 ranged from 4.8% in GA to
12.3% in TN. Since 1988, the share of total sales from deciduous shrubs declined in
four states, while comparable increases occurred in the other four states.
Evergreen shrubs was the leading plant category in five of the eight states in 1988,
ranging from 31% of annual sales in AR to 51% in LA. Between 1988 and 1993, the
percentage of annual sales accounted for by this plant category declined dramatically in
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LA, falling from 51% to 17%. The percentage of total annual sales in GA, MS, and NC
declined by 14%, 12%, and 11%, respectively. Apparently growers in other states
outside these eight selected southern states experienced expanded sales of deciduous
shrubs because the sizable reduction in six states was only slightly offset by relatively
small expansion in the remaining two states. The AL nurserymen reported an increase
of 7%, and in TN the increase was only 2%.
Likewise, the weighted average percentage of annual sales accounted for by evergreen
shrubs and evergreen trees declined in all eight states featured in this paper. Modest
positive and negative adjustments occurred with vines and ground covers, roses,
herbaceous perennials, tree fruit, small fruit, and propagating material. The catch-all
“other” plant category increased substantially between 1988 and 1993 in several states.
For instance, LA growers reported that 51% of total annual sales were in this category,
which was reported at 0.3% for 1988. This dramatic shift may be the result of the
sample selection process being different in the 1989 survey versus the survey in 1994.
Sales by root packaging method in 1993 continued to be dominated by container sales,
which was the case in 1988 (Table 3). Nurserymen in AL reported making the largest
percentage of total sales in containers, which amounted to 87% in 1988 and 84% in
1993. Also, the percentage of total sales in containers dropped slightly in AR, GA, KY,
LA, and MS. As a percentage of total annual sales, TN nurserymen reported the
smallest share, 29% in 1993, which was an increase of 12% since 1988. Balled and
burlapped continued to be the leading root packaging method in TN, even though the
percentage of sales dropped from 57% to 42%. Balled and burlapped fell to second
place in NC, where the share of sales declined from 40% to 27%.
Significance to Industry: Considerable effort has been devoted in numerous states
to expand production and sales of “alternative crops.” As farmers who traditionally
produced field crops venture into the green industry, sources and volumes of supplies
will change. These new producers, or expansion by established producers, will affect
long-run adjustments in the competitive position of production areas. Nurserymen
responding to the expanding demand for green-industry products will also impact
supplies and sources of supplies. Data collection efforts such as the ones reported in
this paper and subsequent analyses by researchers in most states that participated in
the survey will help to provide insight to industry participants as they respond to these
dynamic macro-type economic forces.
Literature Cited
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Table 2. Weighted average percentage distribution of nursery sales by plant category in
eight southern states, 1988 and 1993.
State
Plant Category Year
AL
AR
GA
KY
LA MS
NC TN
percent
Deciduous Trees 1988
9.4 17.3 11.8 40.9 19.7 13.3 20.4 45.7
1993
6.6 17.8 11.5 45.0
9.8 12.0 16.7 40.8
Change -2.8
0.5
-0.3
4.1 -9.9 -1.3
-3.7 -4.9
Deciduous Shrubs 1988
9.5
9.3
5.3 12.0
3.3
2.3
2.9 10.3
1993
7.6
6.4
4.8
9.2
4.4
5.0
5.8 12.3
Change -1.9 -2.9
-0.5
-2.8
1.1
2.7
2.9 2.0
Evergreen Shrubs 1998
40.6 30.6 33.4
8.8 51.4 49.4 31.5 9.6
- Broad Leaf
1993
47.6 24.8 18.9
9.7 17.4 37.9 20.3 11.2
Change 7.0 -5.8 -14.5
0.9 -34.0 -11.5 -11.2 1.6
Evergreen Shrubs 1988
19.3
9.9 20.4 14.4
6.4 22.2
9.0 3.9
- Narrow Leaf 1993
7.0
8.7
8.5
8.3
4.8 10.6
8.1 6.8
Change -12.3 -1.2 -11.9
-6.1 -1.6 -11.6
-0.9 2.9
Evergreen Trees 1998
3.6
8.0
7.9 18.7
7.1
3.5 27.0 10.4
1993
3.4
2.9
3.8
9.5
4.2
3.1 14.9 8.9
Change -0.2 -5.1
-4.1
-9.2 -2.3 -0.4 -12.1 -1.5
Vines and ground 1988
7.0
5.2
6.6
1.0
8.3
2.1
3.3 4.8
covers
1993
6.3
3.1
6.4
2.8
2.8
3.4
4.0 1.8
Change -0.7 -2.1
-0.2
1.8 -5.5 -1.3
0.7 -3.0
Roses
1988
0.9
4.4
2.4
0.3
0.3
2.4
0.5 0.1
1993
4.1
1.5
1.0
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.3 0.3
Change 3.2 -2.9
-1.4
0.6
0.6 -1.5
-0.2 0.2
Herbaceous
1988
0.4
2.9
4.9
1.1
1.4
2.4
2.2 0.1
Perennials
1993
3.0
2.7 10.7
3.9
0.6
7.8
7.9 0.5
Change 2.6 -0.2
5.8
2.8 -0.8
5.4
5.7 0.4
Tree Fruit
1988
1.7
4.6
0.8
0.2
0.3
0.7
0.3 7.1
1993
2.1
6.3
2.6
0.9
0.9
0.6
0.3 10.7
Change 0.4
1.7
1.8
0.7
0.6 -0.1
0.0 3.6
Small Fruit
1988
0.6
1.6
1.4
0.0
0.2
1.6
0.7 1.2
1993
0.8
6.9
0.5
0.3
0.2
0.7
0.7 3.0
Change 0.2
5.3
-0.9
0.3
0.0 -0.9
0.0 1.8
Propagating
1988
7.1
1.5
4.6
0.9
1.2
0.0
2.0 6.2
material
1993
6.1
7.6
6.4
5.2
2.7
3.1
1.7 2.0
Change -1.0
6.1
1.8
4.3
1.5
3.1
-0.3 -4.2
1988
0.0
4.7
0.4
1.5
0.3
0.0
0.1 0.6
Other a
1993
5.4 11.3 24.8
4.3 51.3 15.0 19.2 1.6
Change 5.4
6.6 24.4
2.8 51.0 15.0 19.1 1.0
a
Bedding plants, hanging baskets, azaleas, poinsettias, sod, etc.
Source: Surveys conducted in 1989 and 1994.
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Table 3. Weighted average percentage distribution of nursery sales by root packaging
in eight southern states, 1988 and 1993.
State
Root Packaging Year
AL
AR
GA
KY
LA MS
NC TN
percent
Bare root
1988
0.9
2.4
9.7
4.2
1.0
0.2
6.6 20.9
1993
2.3
8.2
4.3
0.9
5.8
0.2 10.1 19.3
Change 1.4
5.8
-5.4
-3.3
4.8
0.0
3.5 -1.6
Balled & potted 1988
2.7
3.2
2.4
2.4
0.4
0.2
1.0 1.5
1993
4.9
6.8
1.3
1.4
1.8
1.3
0.7 7.7
Change 2.2
3.6
-1.1
-1.0
1.4
1.1
-0.3 6.2
Balled &
1988
6.0 15.6 11.9 66.0 30.3 12.4 40.4 58.9
burlapped
1993
7.7
8.5
9.2 65.9 17.1
1.0 26.8 41.8
Change 1.7
-7.1 -2.7
-0.1 -13.2 -11.4 -13.6 -17.1
Processed balled 1988
2.7
0.0
0.8
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1 1.7
1993
0.1
0.0
0.2
0.7
0.1
0.0
0.2 1.3
Change -2.7
0.0
-0.6
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.1 -0.4
Container
1988
87.3 78.6 74.5 27.4 67.6 84.7 46.8 16.4
1993
84.4 75.8 71.6 26.2 65.8 82.5 55.4 28.9
Change -2.9
-2.8 -2.9
-1.2 -1.8 -2.2
8.6 12.5
Field grow bag
1988
0.4
0.2
0.7
0.0
0.7
2.4
0.1 0.0
1993
0.8
0.7
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1 0.1
Change 0.4
0.5
-0.5
0.0 -0.7 -2.4
0.0 0.1
In-ground
1988
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0 0.0
container
1993
0.1
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.2
0.6
0.4 0.2
Change 0.1
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.2
0.6
0.4 0.2
Other
1988
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
5.2 0.6
1993
0.0
0.0 12.4
4.8
9.3 14.4
6.1 0.8
Change 0.0
0.0 12.4
4.8
9.3 14.4
1.1 0.2
Source: Surveys conducted in 1989 and 1994.
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Marketing Nursery Crops To Landscapers
Melvin P. Garber
Georgia
Nature of Work: A survey of landscape installers in Georgia was conducted to gather
information that would help nurserymen develop a profitable marketing strategy for the
landscape market. Landscape installers surveyed were members of the Georgia Green
Industry Association or the Metropolitan Atlanta Landscape and Turf Association.
Questionnaires were sent to 189 firms, and we received 80 completed forms for a 42%
response rate. Responses were analyzed according to size of the landscape installation firm based on the 1993 wholesale value of plant material purchased: small
(<$50,000), medium ($50,000 - $200,000), and large (>$200,000).
Results and Discussion: The most important factors in selecting the production
nursery where plants were purchased, as judged by the percent response for “very
important”, were plant quality (85%), availability of plant material in desired sizes (63%),
and availability of plant varieties (60%). The ability of growers to satisfy the second
and third rated factors could be enhanced through communication with landscape
architects who specify plant varieties and sizes in their landscaping plans which account
for 76% of the plant material purchased by landscape installers. The ability of nurserymen to supply high quality plants of the requested varieties and in the desired sizes is of
highest importance to landscape installers since more than 90% of the respondents
rated these factors as “important” or “very important”.
The two most frequently listed opportunities for growers to assist landscape installers
were: (1) improved plant quality and size standards and (2) production of plants
specified by landscape architects. Improvement in these areas would enable growers to
become better suppliers to the landscape installation industry. Landscapers wanted
greater uniformity of plant material within an order and between orders. Also landscapers preferred that plant specification not be by container size only since there is too
much variability in plant material in a target container size such as a #1 container. The
second opportunity identified provides additional impetus for nurserymen to develop a
communication program with landscape architects.
According to a recent survey, landscapers were the largest and most important
customer group for re-wholesalers (1). More than 40% of re-wholesalers reported that
50-80% of their sales were to landscape contractors. Development of effective
marketing plans by re-wholesalers, nurserymen, and other suppliers to the landscape
trade requires an understanding of landscapers’ buying habits and decision making
criteria (2, 3).
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Approximately 97% of Georgia landscape installation firms purchased plants in-state,
and in-state purchases were 73% of all plant material purchases. Most firms (91%)
purchased directly from growers and obtained the largest percentage of plant material
from this source (59%). The small firms purchased a higher percentage (85%) of their
plant material in-state than did medium (67%) or large firms (64%). A lower percentage
of small firms (59%), compared to medium (95%) and large (100%) firms, purchased
plants out-of-state. Of the firms that purchased out-of-state, the percentage of plant
material purchases was the same for all firm sizes (26%-38%). Small firms were more
likely to buy locally while large firms were more likely to draw sources from a larger
geographic area.
The grower, re-wholesaler, garden center, and broker accounted for at least 99% of the
dollar value of plant material purchases for small, medium, and large firms. All size
firms purchased the largest percentage of product directly from growers. Large firms
purchased a higher percentage of the value of their plants (69%) directly from growers
than did small (49%) or medium (47%) firms. Small (36%) and medium (36%) firms
purchased a higher percentage of the value of their plants from re-wholesalers than did
large (25%) firms. The major re-wholesalers in Georgia are located in the metropolitan
Atlanta area and tend to have lower minimum purchase requirements, which may have
accounted for the higher proportion of purchases by small firms. The re-wholesalers
also allow for local pick-up and delivery on short notice. Re-wholesale prices are
generally higher than growers’ prices, which may account for the lower proportion of
business from large firms, which have greater opportunity to leverage their large volume
purchases.
Approximately two-thirds of all sizes of firms projected increased plant material
purchases, and the remaining one-third projected at least the same level of purchases.
No firm projected a lower level of plant purchases within the next 3 to 5 years.
Significance to Industry: Data suggests that growers supplying the landscape trade
should consider re-wholesalers as a part of their distribution network in addition to direct
sales to landscapers. Specific suggestions are provided so that nurserymen can be
better suppliers for the landscapers.
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