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ABSTRACT. Maintaining and caring for residential landscapes is a crucial aspect of
homeownership in the United States. For homeowners in the United States,
residential lawns represent a significant economic investment, signal their social
commitments, and reflect their personal characters. To investigate the differences
in Florida homeowners’ priorities regarding residential landscape features, an
online survey of 1220 homeowners was conducted. Four different groups of
homeowners were identified based on their perceived importance of the four
landscape features, namely, environmental, financial, aesthetic, and psychological
benefits. Factors such as environmental and financial attitudes and social norms
influencing homeowners’ decision-making were examined. The findings revealed
that homeowners’ knowledge of landscaping practices and environmental
attitudes impact their prioritization regarding landscape features.

Landscapes and private gardens are
a major component of United
States residential landscapes. They

not only enhance the aesthetic appeal of
a property but also offer several social
and environmental benefits such as pro-
viding space for outdoor activities, ab-
sorbing heat, increasing property value,
and contributing to the overall health
and well-being of residents. One major
component of landscapes is turfgrass
lawns. However, traditional turfgrass
lawns are not without drawbacks. To
maintain a lush green appearance, many
residents excessively irrigate and fertil-
ize, which may increase the potential
for groundwater pollution caused by
nutrient leaching. To combat these po-
tential consequences, environmentally

friendly landscape (EFL) alternatives at-
tracted local and state stakeholders’ inter-
est. EFLs are designed to incorporate a
combination of turfgrass and nonturfgrass
plantable areas of native plants, mulch,
and other low-maintenance landscape
components that require less irrigation
water and fertilizer than traditional, pre-
dominantly turfgrass lawns. By reducing
the use of irrigation water and fertilizers,
EFLs have the potential to protect the
environment while preserving aesthetic,
environmental, economic, and psycho-
logical benefits to homeowners.

Homeowners may have various
motivations for their involvement in
landscape maintenance and related ac-
tivities. Although some homeowners
enjoy gardening and landscaping as a
hobby, others appreciate landscapes as
a way to increase their property value.
For example, a recent study by Knuth
et al. (2019) found that there were two
landscape user types: active and obli-
gate users. Active users were greatly in-
volved and experienced in landscape
activities and wanted to participate in
environmental activities such as con-
serving water. These homeowners may
be more receptive to adopting EFLs.
However, obligate users were less in-
volved in gardening activities and were
less interested in environmental percep-
tions and may not have the same level
of experience with or interest in land-
scaping activities. These homeowners
may be less receptive to adopting EFLs.

Despite these fundamental differences
in terms of motivation and level of in-
volvement, it is still unknown whether
the way homeowners perceive these
outdoor spaces substantially influences
how they manage the spaces. There-
fore, during this analysis we sought to
understand the perceptual differences
between Florida homeowners in terms
of their knowledge of landscaping
practices and acceptance of aesthetic,
environmental, financial, and psycho-
logical benefits.

A review of relevant literature indi-
cated that the desire to conform to pre-
vailing social and cultural norms is very
strongly tied to landscape management
decisions (Kurz and Baudains 2012;
Marco et al. 2010; Nassauer et al.
2009). Grove et al. (2006) suggested
that household landscape management
behavior is a plausible predictor of veg-
etative cover for the household. This
means landscape management decisions
are largely influenced by the homeown-
er’s desire to assert their membership in
a lifestyle group and uphold prestige
within the neighborhood (Behe et al.
2018; Grove et al. 2006). In fact, the
presence of a shared social ideal [some-
times in the form of homeowners asso-
ciations (HOAs)] can result in spatial
autocorrelation of gardening practices,
creating a homogenous neighborhood
through similar designs and plant se-
lections, in suburban neighborhoods
(Hunter and Brown 2012; Warren
et al. 2008; Zmyslony and Gagnon
1998). This can influence households
to the point that their preferences may
be different from their landscape be-
haviors (Larsen and Harlan 2006).
Front gardens are present for “public
show” governed by social norms,
whereas back gardens are private and
a more direct expression of personal
preferences (Goddard et al. 2013;
Larsen and Harlan 2006).

Homeowner attitudes, along with
social and cultural norms, toward envi-
ronmental concerns can play a signifi-
cant role in landscape management
decisions. However, the social influ-
ence of landscape maintenance can
clash with EFL adoption, as noted by
Hayden et al. (2015) and Kendal et al.
(2012), who found that consumers
were less likely to engage in environ-
mental behaviors if they cared greatly
about what their neighbors thought of
their landscapes or if they felt they had
a neighborhood standard to uphold.
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Nevertheless, Khachatryan et al. (2020)
found that homeowners in Florida with
greater knowledge of EFLs preferred
designs that were more visually appeal-
ing and required less maintenance than
homeowners who had less knowledge.
Heterogenous landscapes, which tend
to feature greater plant diversity, were
also preferred over homogenous de-
signs. Greater plant diversity has also
been linked with greater environmental
adaptability. The relationship between
EFLs and enhanced environmental
benefits for urban areas have been sup-
ported by previous studies (Gobster
et al. 2007; Hostetler and McIntyre
2001; Jorgensen and Tylecote 2007;
Khachatryan et al. 2017; Nasar 1983;
Uren et al. 2015). Encouraging the in-
stallment of landscapes that require
fewer inputs, such as adoption of the
Florida Friendly Landscaping (FFL)
practices, can help reduce the negative
environmental outcomes from irriga-
tion, fertilizer, and maintenance (Kha-
chatryan et al. 2019; Yue et al. 2012;
2017). This type of program may be of
interest to some consumer segments
who hold environmental concerns in
high regard. These types of consumers
have indicated their willingness to
pay price premiums for environmen-
tally friendly goods and services (En-
gel and P€otschke 1998; Hall and
Dickson 2011; Khachatryan et al.
2014; Knuth et al. 2018a, 2018b;
Straughan and Roberts 1999; Tully
and Winer 2014; Zhang and Kha-
chatryan 2021).

Goddard et al. (2013) indicated
that the aesthetic appearance of the
garden was a top priority for home-
owners because it provides a relaxing
and visually pleasing environment. The
authors found that homeowners were
greatly influenced by their friends’ and
neighbors’ opinions of their landscapes.
Given the strong influence of aesthetics
and curb appeal, homeowners are more
likely to invest in plants and maintain
their landscape to keep up with these
social influences, as noted by Behe
et al. (2018) and Knuth et al. (2018a,
2018b, 2020). Additionally, research
by (Larsen and Harlan 2006) found
that wealthier neighborhoods tend to
have greater vegetation cover and higher
plant diversity, indicating socioeconomic
status can influence landscape preferen-
ces as well as management practices.
Thus, one can conclude that the aes-
thetic appeal of residential landscapes

plays a significant role in shaping home-
owner preferences and subsequent
behaviors.

Moreover, homeowners may view
the time, money, and effect expended
on yard care as a worthwhile investment
to improve property values (Blaine et al.
2012; Clayton 2007; Nassauer et al.
2009). Taking care of a lawn is partially
an investment of capital and financial re-
sources because the home presentation
represents the homeowners’ largest fi-
nancial assets (Robbins et al. 2001). As
such, there is a great incentive to invest
time and money into landscape upkeep
(Robbins et al. 2001). In fact, Blaine
et al. (2012) found that 41% of subjects
reported maintaining their landscapes
for financial reasons compared with
61% who wanted their landscape to “fit
into” the neighborhood and 53% who
indicated ease of care. These findings
support the concept of financial obliga-
tions significantly influencing individual
landscape maintenance behavior.

In addition to financial considera-
tions, mental health benefits of plants
have become increasingly important
attributes that consumers and horti-
cultural industry stakeholders consider
(Hall and Knuth 2019). Exposure to
plants in one’s everyday indoor and out-
door environments has been shown to
lead to reduced anxiety and stress, lower
levels of depression, greater happiness
and life satisfaction, enhanced memory
retention, and increased creativity (Hall
and Knuth 2019). However, although
the benefits of landscaping practices to
well-being are widely recognized, there
is a gap in the literature regarding
the prioritization of landscaping for
psychological benefits compared to
other motivations. The meaningful
interactions between people and wildlife
that take place in gardens demonstrate
emotional engagement and are essential
for encouraging long-term pro-environ-
mental behavior (Maiteny 2002).

Previous research has demonstrated
that knowledge plays a critical role in
shaping consumer preferences for dif-
ferent landscapes and influences the
adoption of environmentally friendly
landscapes. Uren et al. (2015) found
that factors such as knowledge, func-
tionality, and social norms were in-
strumental in homeowners’ decisions
to convert to more ecologically sensi-
tive landscapes that incorporate native
plants. Although participants expressed
concerns regarding the environment,

they admitted to selecting native plants
primarily based on their attractive aes-
thetic qualities such as colorful flowers
and bright green foliage. Nevertheless,
conformity to cultural norms that pro-
moted environmentally responsible
behavior emerged as the primary
motivation for embracing a “wild”
style.

Maintenance requirement is a de-
terrent for homeowners when consid-
ering remodeling their yard with less
turf (Shaw 2005). Homeowners often
view mowing turfgrass as less labor-
intensive and time-intensive than pull-
ing weeds or pruning shrubs (Clem
et al. 2021). In Florida, the practices of
the FFL program have been used to pro-
mote sustainable landscape design and
maintenance practices that protect the
environment while reducing homeown-
ers’ labor, energy, and monetary inputs
(University of Florida Institute of Food
and Agricultural Sciences 2022). FFL
principles-based landscapes often incor-
porate more ornamental plants than a
typical Florida landscape and require dif-
ferent maintenance know-how and prac-
tices. This could lead to the perception
that maintaining an FFL program-based
landscape is more time-consuming than
a typical Florida landscape, potentially
deterring homeowners from FFL instal-
lation (Hansen et al. 2018).

During this analysis, we compared
four different motivations, aesthetic,
environmental, financial, and psycho-
logical, for adopting FFL practices of
Florida homeowners according to the
landscape benefit. There were four hy-
potheses: knowledge and perceptions
of landscape care and related ordinances
will predict the curb appeal motivation;
landscape attitude and environmental
concern will predict the environmental
motivation; price discounts and finan-
cial savings will predict the financial
motivation; and wildlife and pollinator-
friendly practices will predict psycholog-
ical motivation.

Materials and methods
PROTOCOL AND SURVEY SECTIONS.

This sample of Floridian homeowners
was collected through a survey with
approval from the university commit-
tee (UF-IRB201600776 approved Oct
2016) involving research with human
participants. The online survey ad-
ministered through an online survey
platform (Qualtrics, Provo, UT, USA)
with sections focusing on sales information,
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factors that encourage Florida residents to
install FFLs, environmental concerns,
knowledge about and familiarity with
environmental factors, and general
household information. The survey
was distributed in Nov 2016 using
the Qualtrics subject panel. These data
were collected before the coronavirus
disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic
and may reflect results that are in line
with behaviors before the COVID-19
pandemic because shutdowns might
have influenced gardening practices.

Florida homeowners (1220 par-
ticipants; single-family dwellings only)
provided complete responses. Two
quality assurance questions were used
to ensure complete, valid responses.
Factors that encourage Florida resi-
dents to adopt FFLs were generated
for the purposes of this experiment
and included the following: “How ef-
fective would the following factors be
in encouraging you to install a Florida
Friendly Landscape?”, “More practical
information on the benefits associated
with Florida Friendly Landscapes”,
“More information on the financial
benefits of Florida Friendly Landscapes”,
and “Landscape ordinances limiting
irrigation water use.” The Environ-
mental Concern scale was adopted
from Weigel and Weigel (1978).
Sales information source-related ques-
tions were adopted from Rihn et al.
(2018).

Participants of the survey were
asked to select from the following the
landscape features which was most im-
portant to them: curb appeal, environ-
mental benefits, financial benefits, and
psychological benefits (Table 1). Par-
ticipants were placed in subsequent
groups based on the feature they felt
was most important, resulting in four
groups of participants.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS.
A summary of the demographic char-
acteristics is shown in Table 2. The
mean age of the sample was 50.08 years,
whereas themean age of the population

of Florida was 41.1 years old (US
Census Bureau 2017). The sample
had slightly more males than the gen-
eral population (59% vs. 49%) and con-
sisted of more white individuals (83%
vs. 55%), less Latino/Hispanic individ-
uals (4.76% vs. 26.4%), and slightly
more educated individuals (53% vs.
45%). Forty-three percent of the sam-
ple was employed full-time, and 29%
of the sample was retired. The sample
included more individuals with mod-
erate household income levels of
$40,000 to $79,000 (41.83%) com-
pared to the Florida population (39.4%)
and less with higher levels of income
than the Florida population. Ap-
proximately one-quarter of the sam-
ple resided in either the southeast
or central areas of the state. Sixty
percent of the sample resided on a
lot size less than one-half of an acre
(0.20 ha), 25% resided on one-half
of an acre, and 14% resided on a

property more than one-half of an
acre.

BINARY LOGIT MODEL. Because
participants were given four landscape
features and asked to select the most
important one, the dependent variable
(chosen landscape feature) was cate-
gorical, and the four categories were
mutually exclusive. A binary logit
model was considered for each cate-
gory of the four landscape features.
Because one of the landscape features
was environmental benefits, the binary
dependent variable y had a value of
one (1) if the respondent perceived
environmental benefits as the most
important landscape feature and a value
zero (0) otherwise. Therefore, a series
of binary outcomes were generated.

The conditional probability of
choosing environmental benefits given a
set of covariatesX can be presented as:

Table 1. Types of Florida homeown-
ers (N 5 1220) and their prioritized
landscape feature.

Category N Sample (%)

Environmental 228 19
Financial 229 19
Curb appeal 598 49
Psychological effect 165 14
Total 1,220 100

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the sample (N 5 1220) compared with
those of the Florida population (US Census Bureau 2017). Demographic charac-
teristics include age, sex, income, race, location within Florida, and lot size of a
single-family home.

Demographic characteristic

Sample Population

Mean

Age (years) 50.08 41.1
Male (%) 59 49
White (%) 83 54.9
Black (%) 6.48 16.9
Latino (%) 4.76 26.4
Asian (%) 3.12 3.0
Native American (%) 0.82 0.5
Pacific Islander (%) 0.08 0.01
Education: bachelor’s degree or higher (%) 52.55 45
Full-time employment (%) 43.40 53.6
Retired (%) 28.69 19.7
Income (%)
<$20,000 3.04 18.6
$20,000–$39,999 16.82 39.4
$40,000–$79,999 41.83
$80,000–$99,999 12.31 42
>$100,000 26.02

Florida region (%)
Northwest 7.21
Northeast 6.80
Central 21.31
Central-west 14.92
Central-east 7.30
Southwest 14.01
Southeast 28.44

Lot size (%)
Less than one-half acre (0.20 ha) 60.49
One-half acre 25.66
More than one-half acre 13.85
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P y5 1jXð Þ5 exp Xbð Þ
11 exp Xbð Þ , [1]

where the set of variables in the X
vector (1�KÞ includes homeowner
perceptions of the effectiveness of in-
formation, financial benefits, and local
ordinances promoting FFLs. Home-
owners’ general concerns about the
environment and sales and prices of
landscape-related products were in-
cluded. Additionally, homeowners’
attitudes toward landscapes, whether
they have heard of FFL, their knowl-
edge about the FFL principles, general
turfgrass care requirements, soil care
and soil type, knowledge about local
residential landscape regulations, water
conservation practices, as well as knowl-
edge about wildlife- and pollinator-
friendly landscapes were also included.
More details regarding these explana-
tory variables are provided in Table 3.
A list of individual demographic char-
acteristics such as age, sex, ethnicity,
educational levels, household size, and
income levels were included to control
for differences across homeowners. To

further control for variations across dif-
ferent regions and population areas, re-
gional dummies and population density
dummies were also included. b was the
vector of parameters to be estimated.

The general log likelihood func-
tion for an individual i with a sample
size n is:

‘ bð Þ5 S
n

i5 1
1� yið Þlog 1� exp Xibð Þ

11 exp Xibð Þ
� �

1 yilog
exp Xibð Þ

11 exp Xibð Þ
� �

, [2]

which can be rewritten as:

‘ bð Þ5 S
n

i5 1
yiXib� log 11 exp Xibð Þð Þ� �

:

[3]

The estimated b coefficients in Eq. [2]
do not directly represent the marginal
effects of the independent variables on
the probability. Postestimation com-
mands were used to estimate and re-
port marginal effects. In the case of a
continuous variable, the marginal ef-
fect of xj (e.g., the jth variable is age)
on the probability is given by:

@P Xð Þ
@xj

5 bj
exp Xibð Þ

11 exp Xibð Þ½ �2 : [4]

For a binary variable xk that has
the values of 1 and 0 (e.g., the kth vari-
able was whether participants had heard
of FFL), the marginal effect is calcu-
lated as:

@P Xð Þ
@xk

5P x1, :::, xk�1, 1, xk11, :::, xKð Þ

�P x1, :::, xk�1, 0, xk11, :::, xKð Þ
[5]

where K is the total number of varia-
bles in the X vector.

Results and discussion
As summarized in Table 1, ap-

proximately one-half of the partici-
pants (598 participants) indicated that
curb appeal was the most important
landscape feature to them, followed by
financial benefits (19%) and environ-
mental benefits (19%). Fourteen per-
cent (165 participants) indicated that
psychological benefits were most im-
portant to them.

Table 3. Relevant information, knowledge, and socio-demographic explanatory variables used within the logit model and
separated into four categories of Florida homeowners’ landscape feature priorities (curb appeal, environmental, financial,
and psychological).

Curb appeal Environmental Financial Psychological

Explanatory variable Variable scale points Mean

Encouraging factors:
information

1 5 not effective
7 5 very effective

5.19 5.62 5.04 5.40

Encouraging factors: financial 1 5 not effective
7 5 very effective

5.45 5.70 5.53 5.46

Encouraging factors: ordinance 1 5 not effective
7 5 very effective

4.55 5.00 4.67 4.85

Environmental concerns 1 5 strongly disagree
5 5 strongly agree

3.49 3.58 3.45 3.43

Sales and price concerns 1 5 extremely uncharacteristic
7 5 extremely characteristic

6.24 6.10 6.41 6.19

Landscape attitude 1 5 strongly disagree
5 5 strongly agree

3.17 3.22 3.24 3.17

Knowledge of Florida Friendly
Landscapes principles

1 5 not knowledgeable at all
7 5 very knowledgeable

3.95 4.91 3.99 4.49

Knowledge of turfgrass care and
requirements

1 5 not knowledgeable at all
7 5 very knowledgeable

4.23 4.54 4.19 4.44

Knowledge of soil care and type 1 5 not knowledgeable at all
7 5 very knowledgeable

3.56 4.28 3.71 4.12

Knowledge of residential
landscape local regulations

1 5 not knowledgeable at all
7 5 very knowledgeable

4.09 4.77 4.31 4.42

Knowledge of water
conservation practices

1 5 not knowledgeable at all
7 5 very knowledgeable

4.60 5.26 4.79 4.75

Knowledge of wildlife- and
pollinator-friendly landscapes
and gardening

1 5 not knowledgeable at all
7 5 very knowledgeable

3.74 4.81 3.88 4.45

Have you heard of Florida
Friendly Landscapes?

1 5 yes
0 5 no

0.51 0.69 0.52 0.62
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The marginal effects of factors on
homeowners’ prioritization of land-
scape features from the binary logit
models are shown in Table 4. The es-
timated coefficients associated with
these marginal effects can be found in
Supplemental Table 1. Overall, our
analysis revealed several factors. For
example, encouraging FFL installa-
tion factors, environmental concerns,
sales and price concerns, overall atti-
tudes toward landscaping, and knowl-
edge of FFL principles played distinct
roles in shaping homeowners’ prioriti-
zation of landscape features (Table 4).
Consistent with our expectations, the
provision of more practical informa-
tion about FFL principles (e.g., plant
selection, environmental impact) was
positively associated with homeowners’

prioritization of the environmental ben-
efits feature. Conversely, financial infor-
mation about FFL such sales and price
concerns, was positively associated with
prioritizing features concerning finan-
cial benefits. In the subsequent sections,
we delve into detail of each hypothesis
about homeowner types, beginning
with the hypothesis 1: curb appeal
motivation.

Hypothesis 1 (knowledge and per-
ceptions about landscape care and re-
lated ordinances will predict the curb
appeal motivation) was partially sup-
ported. Nearly one-half of the partici-
pants selected curb appeal as their top
priority feature, as expected. However,
landscape attitude had no effect on pre-
dicting curb appeal. These homeowners
may maintain their landscape primarily

because of social obligations or because
social values are important to them.
Therefore, they are participating in the
maintenance of their landscape to gain
approval from their neighbors, not be-
cause they enjoy it. Another reason is
that environmental concerns or psycho-
logical values are important to them
(Knuth et al. 2019).

Knowledge of turfgrass care and
requirements seems to exert a stronger
influence (Table 4) on homeowners’
decision-making than any factors pro-
moting environmentally friendly land-
scapes. Knowledge of turfgrass care
and requirements did have a positive
effect, with a marginal effect of 4.47%,
indicating the greater the knowledge
of care and requirements, the more
likely they would be to prioritize curb

Table 4. Binary logit model-based marginal effects (ME) and standard errors (SE) of relevant information, knowledge, and socio-
demographic explanatory variables on Florida homeowners’ landscape feature priorities.

Curb appeal Environmental Financial Psychological

Explanatory variable ME SE ME SE ME SE ME SE

Encouraging factors: information 0.0119 0.02 0.0321i 0.01 20.0545 0.01 0.0208 0.01
Encouraging factors: financial �0.0126 0.02 �0.0075 0.01 0.0392 0.01 20.0248 0.01
Encouraging factors: ordinance �0.0197 0.01 �0.0002 0.01 0.0131 0.01 0.0034 0.01
Environmental concerns 0.0180 0.04 0.0079 0.03 �0.0475 0.03 0.0170 0.02
Sales and price concerns 0.0234 0.02 20.0360 0.01 0.0265 0.01 �0.0079 0.01
Landscape attitudes �0.0491 0.03 0.0393 0.02 0.0268 0.02 �0.0174 0.02
Knowledge of Florida Friendly Landscapes principles �0.0184 0.01 0.0267 0.01 �0.0143 0.01 0.0056 0.01
Knowledge of turfgrass care and requirements 0.0447 0.01 20.0268 0.01 �0.0064 0.01 �0.0051 0.01
Knowledge of soil care and type �0.0064 0.01 �0.0019 0.01 �0.0002 0.01 0.0103 0.01
Knowledge of residential landscape local regulations �0.0163 0.01 0.0036 0.01 0.0095 0.01 �0.0002 0.01
Knowledge of water conservation practices �0.0051 0.01 0.0091 0.01 0.0175 0.01 20.0235 0.01
Knowledge of wildlife and pollinator friendly landscapes
and gardening

�0.0361 0.014 0.0257 0.01 �0.0076 0.01 0.0131 0.01

Have you heard of Florida Friendly Landscapes? 20.0625 0.03 0.0436 0.02 �0.0024 0.02 0.0192 0.02
Demographics
Male 0.0408 0.03 0.0165 0.02 �0.0358 0.02 �0.0183 0.02
Age 0.0029 0.00 0.0003 0.00 �0.0014 0.00 �0.0014 0.00
White 0.0355 0.04 �0.0032 0.03 20.0888 0.03 0.0762 0.03
Education: bachelor’s degree or higher 0.0005 0.01 �0.0057 0.00 �0.0079 0.00 0.0121 0.00
Full-time employment 0.0337 0.03 �0.0242 0.03 0.0085 0.03 �0.0159 0.02
Retired �0.0044 0.04 �0.0084 0.03 0.0003 0.04 0.0168 0.03
Children in household �0.0045 0.02 �0.0019 0.01 �0.0025 0.01 0.0114 0.01
Adults in household 0.0504 0.02 20.0274 0.01 �0.0059 0.01 �0.0110 0.01
Income 0.0290 0.01 �0.0097 0.01 �0.0093 0.01 �0.0075 0.00

Florida region
Northwest �0.0337 0.07 �0.0429 0.05 0.0074 0.05 0.0562 0.04
Northeast 0.0411 0.07 �0.0615 0.05 0.0322 0.05 �0.0111 0.04
Central 0.0340 0.05 �0.0260 0.03 �0.0067 0.04 0.0103 0.03
Central-east 0.0589 0.07 0.0040 0.04 0.0020 0.05 �0.0532 0.04
Southwest �0.0246 0.06 �0.0630 0.04 0.0633 0.04 0.0193 0.03
Southeast 0.0516 0.05 �0.0379 0.03 0.0050 0.04 �0.0108 0.03

Population density
City 0.0071 0.07 �0.0291 0.04 0.0172 0.05 0.0183 0.04
Suburb 0.0266 0.06 �0.0252 0.04 0.0255 0.04 �0.0052 0.04
Small town 0.0399 0.07 �0.1214 0.05 0.0273 0.05 0.0521 0.04

i Significance according to the 95% confidence interval is indicated in bold.
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appeal of their landscape. Additionally,
there was a negative effect of knowl-
edge of FFLs, with the marginal effect
of �6.25%. This indicated that the
more information and knowledge they
had about FFLs, the less likely they
were to rank curb appeal as the most
important beneficial feature of their
landscape. This result is not surprising
because those who prioritize curb ap-
peal tend to have a greater understand-
ing of how to make their landscape
look visually appealing, but they may
not be as concerned with the impact of
their behavior on the environment. Be-
cause they are not necessarily con-
cerned about the environment, they
are less likely to know how their be-
havior affects wildlife and to be con-
cerned with programs such as the
FFL program.

The results show that some of
the demographic variables played a
role predicting the curb appeal land-
scape motivation. Specifically, older
individuals with slightly more adults
in the household and a greater annual
household income were more likely to
prioritize curb appeal over other land-
scape features. This result combined
with the result of a negative influence
of FFL knowledge on curb appeal
motivation suggested that consumers
who may be more influenced by their
neighbors’ landscapes and social nu-
ances choose landscapes features that
are not always aligned with environ-
mental practices. They do so to appeal
to the social influences on them.
These findings are similar to those of
Hayden et al. (2015) and Kendal
et al. (2012), who found that social
influences clash with environmentally
friendly landscapes.

Hypothesis 2 (landscape attitude
and environmental concern will pre-
dict the environmental motivation) was
supported. Higher levels of knowledge
about the FFL principles and favorable
attitudes toward landscapes were more
likely to predict motivation for environ-
mental features of landscapes. Knowl-
edge of FFL principles and landscape
attitude had a positive influence on the
prioritization of the environmental fac-
tors of the landscape (with marginal ef-
fects of 2.67% and 3.93%, respectively).
However, homeowners’ sales and price
concerns negatively influenced the pri-
oritization of the environmental benefit
feature (�3.63%). The greater the
sales and price concerns regarding a

landscape, the less likely they were
to prioritize the environmental fac-
tors of their landscape. In previous
literature, medium-income house-
holds preferred turfgrass-orientated
landscapes over environmental-ori-
entated landscapes (Zhang and Kha-
chatryan 2020). Low-income and
high-income households preferred
environmental-orientated landscapes
over turfgrass-orientated when com-
bined with financial rebate incentives.
The percentage of medium-income
households sampled for this study
may explain the negative relationship
between financial incentives and envi-
ronmental benefit.

Additionally, too much financial
incentive had a lesser effect on envi-
ronmental behavior adoption. Partici-
pants with low incentive requirements
were willing to pay more for environ-
mentally friendly attributes than their
counterparts in the medium and high
incentive requirement groups (Zhang
and Khachatryan 2020). The results
and combined literature indicated that
financial incentives do not influence all
participants equally, and, in fact, that
rebate incentives seemed not to influ-
ence participants’ environmental adop-
tion intentions at all.

The more knowledge of turfgrass
care and requirements, the less likely
the homeowners are to consider the
environmental features of their land-
scape as most important (with a mar-
ginal effect of �2.68%). This is in line
with the results reported by Zhang
and Khachatryan (2021), who found
that consumers are knowledgeable
about environmental impacts and the
principles of engaging in environmen-
tally friendly practices but are less fa-
miliar with “standard” lawn and turf
care practices. Knowledge did play a
part in the intention to adopt environ-
mentally friendly landscapes, similar
to the results reported by Uren et al.
(2015).

Several sociodemographic vari-
ables have significant impacts on
landscape feature optimization. Large
households with more adult family
members are less likely to prioritize
environmental features of their land-
scape as most important. However,
the negative result associated with res-
idency in small town is consistent with
the findings of Engel and P€otschke
(1998), Hall and Dickson (2011),
Khachatryan et al. (2014), Straughan

and Roberts (1999), and Tully and
Winer (2014), who suggested that
being from a small town led to a
lesser likelihood that the home-
owner prioritized environmental fea-
tures of their landscape as most
important. However, being from a
small town led to a lesser likelihood
that the homeowner would prioritize
environmental features of their land-
scape as most important.

Hypothesis 3 (price discounts and
financial savings will predict the financial
motivation) was supported. Although
homeowners who prioritized financial
benefits were negatively influenced by
encouraging information about FFLs in
terms of the environment, they were
receptive to encouraging informa-
tion about FFL in terms of finances
(marginal effect of 3.92%); addition-
ally, they were concerned about sales
and price information and prioritized
the financial features of their land-
scape (marginal effect of 2.65%). This
result may be attributable to the large
amount of individuals with medium
household incomes who were not be-
ing as environmentally motivated as
those with low-income and high-income
households (Zhang and Khachatryan
2020). These results are consistent
with the findings of Blaine et al. (2012),
who reported that they solely prioritized
the financial gains of an improved land-
scape and least costly options for main-
taining the landscape. They may view
the time, money, and effects spent on
yard care as an investment and a way to
improve the property value (Blaine et al.
2012; Clayton 2007; Nassauer et al.
2009). However, none of the knowl-
edge about FFLs or care for the land-
scape in any capacity played a part in the
homeowners’ prioritization of the finan-
cial features of their landscape. Being
white negatively influenced the financial
motivation. This may be because much
of Florida’s high-earning population is
white and may not respond as well to
discounts and monetary savings because
these reasons are not as salient as other
motivations (All4HealthFL 2023).

Hypothesis 4 (wildlife-friendly and
pollinator-friendly practices will predict
psychological motivation) was not sup-
ported. The results showed that en-
couraging factors of installing FFL
landscapes did not affect homeowners’
prioritization of psychological features
of their landscape. The homeowners’
prioritization of psychological factors
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was unaffected by environmental con-
cerns and concerns for sales and price.
Homeowners were less likely to priori-
tize the psychological features of their
landscape if they had a greater knowl-
edge of conservation practices for their
landscape and if they had knowledge of
encouraging financial factors related to
their landscape.

The COVID-19 pandemic influ-
enced gardening and health. Mateer
et al. (2021) found that promoting
one’s personal health mattered most to
gardeners during the pandemic (Mateer
et al. 2021). There was a positive effect
on students and adolescents who were
near plants and gardens compared with
those who were not (Jackson et al.
2021; Trevinov et al. 2022). Interest-
ingly, most people were visiting green-
spaces more during COVID-19 than
before the pandemic (Grima et al.
2020). In Switzerland and China, these
behaviors persisted after COVID, but
this has yet to be formally reported in
the United States (Chen et al. 2022;
Venter et al. 2021).

Uren et al. (2015) reported that
knowledge played a part in influencing
homeowners to be more environmentally
sensitive and to place less impor-
tance on the psychological benefits
they derive from their landscape, but
the knowledge of wildlife-friendly and
pollinator-friendly practices showed in-
significant effects on the prioritization
of psychological benefits. In addition,
more educated and white homeown-
ers were more willing to prioritize
psychological features of their land-
scape. This may indicate that these
individuals are not financially or en-
vironmentally motivated to partici-
pate with their landscapes; however,
they may prioritize meaningful inter-
actions with people and mental and
emotional engagement with wildlife
(Maiteny 2002). More investigations
are required to understand other
psychological aspects of landscape
motivation.

Conclusions
American homeowners’ engage-

ment with landscape care varies widely.
These homeowners have different pri-
orities in term of landscape features
and benefits, such as social, environ-
mental, financial, or psychological fea-
tures and benefits. These priorities can
be affected by the homeowners’ envi-
ronmental- or landscape-related

knowledge, perceptions, as well as their
sociodemographic characteristics. For
policymakers and extension agents, un-
derstanding these priorities is helpful to
effectively engage with homeowners
and promote environmentally friendly
landscape programs, such as the FFL
program. Curb appeal and environmen-
tal, financial, and psychological factors
are often emphasized to promote the
adoption of EFL landscapes.

EFL programs develop landscape
designs to fulfill these aesthetic and
psychological needs. Although these
factors are certainly important, it is
important to recognize that different
homeowners may have other priori-
ties. For example, homeowners who
prioritize social norms are more likely
to seek out EFL design options. This
highlights the importance of under-
standing the motivations and priori-
ties of different homeowners when
promoting landscape programs.

Curb appeal and aesthetics are
the main priorities for most home-
owners in Florida. Communicating
the benefits of FFL programs while
also communicating how they can be
aesthetically pleasing is essential to ap-
peal to these homeowners. Extension
agents should consider providing pic-
tures or design examples of FFL land-
scapes that are comparable in aesthetics
to non-FFL landscapes to show that
incorporating environmentally friendly
practices do not diminish the aesthetic
quality of the landscape. Because these
consumers care less about how envi-
ronmentally friendly their landscapes
are, education and programming should
have a greater effect by showing the im-
pact on wildlife and the environment
through facts about improvement or
mitigation. Achieving buy-in from
HOAs may also be effective for imple-
menting FFLs for aesthetic homeown-
ers. Socially influenced homeowners
often are governed by the rules of their
HOA. If the entire neighborhood must
adhere to new landscape rules, then
there may be the same level of compara-
bility as before, but with different
requirements.

Moreover, the educational mate-
rials related to FFLs were effective
among Florida homeowners who pri-
oritize environmental features. This is
because Florida homeowners are rela-
tively more knowledgeable about the
FFL principles and have a positive atti-
tude about their landscape care and

wildlife as well as pollinator habitats.
Continuing to provide these educa-
tional materials will appeal to these
homeowners with higher environmen-
tal concerns. Effective education and
programming for homeowners who
prioritize the environment should in-
clude information about FFLs during
landscape or pruning workshops. Ask-
ing independent garden retail centers
to provide information about FFLs
may create a connection point to reach
more consumers. These homeowners
have highly positive landscape atti-
tudes, thus indicating that they spend
time and money on their landscape.
The focus should not be on discount
sales or cost-savings by implementing
FFLs because this is ineffective; in-
stead, it should be on the environmen-
tal benefits and impacts of these types
of landscapes. Care should be taken to
not provide information about turf-
grass care and sweep FFLs into the
general education about landscapes.
These types of consumers are less likely
to be familiar with “standard” lawn
care techniques and are only interested
in the environmental options, exclu-
sively. Therefore, retail garden centers
should focus on environmental mes-
sages about FFLs.

For financially motivated home-
owners, money talks. Extension agents
should communicate the benefits of
FFLs through the lens of monetary
savings on fertilizer and pesticide in-
puts, water savings, and the potential
increase in the homeowner’s property
value with the installation of environ-
mentally friendly landscapes. Explaining
these benefits as financially beneficial is
paramount. Additionally, it is advanta-
geous to show this group of consumers
pictures or designs of FFLs and non-
FFL landscapes to visually demonstrate
this point. Another method is to show
a “before” picture of a non-FFL land-
scape and an “after” picture of the up-
scaled, FFL-converted landscape to
determine if they perceived improved
property value from this installation.

The endeavor would appeal to the
homeowners who prioritize financial
features of their landscape as aestheti-
cally pleasing. It is helpful to discuss
the county’s or state’s natural environ-
ment remediation cost-savings (i.e.,
savings of any county’s or state’s public
funds) if all homeowners participated
in the FFL or Water Star programs.
Florida Water Star is a certification
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program for homes and commercial
buildings that use less water in land-
scapes, irrigation systems, and indoors.
These types of messages may resonate
with the financially driven homeown-
ers and influence them to engage in
the FFL landscape program to save
money, which is of most interest to
them.

Care must be taken during the
interpretation of these results. More
work is necessary before we can un-
derstand the underlying factors of
why homeowners prioritize psycho-
logical benefits in their landscape. The
present study only analyzed Florida
homeowners’ choices, and the results
cannot be extrapolated to the general
United States population. Addition-
ally, the distribution and data collec-
tion of this survey were conducted
before COVID-19. Some consumer
landscape and gardening decisions
may have changed since this promi-
nent event. Understanding the prior-
ities and motivations of homeowners
regarding the adoption of landscape
practices is essential to the effective
promotion of EFL programs. By tailor-
ing communication and educational
materials to homeowners with different
priorities, policymakers and extension
agents can increase the effectiveness of
these programs and help create a more
sustainable urban environment for
everyone.

References cited
All4HealthFL. 2023. Median household
income by race/ethnicity. https://www.
all4healthfl.org/demographicdata?id=12&
amp;sectionId=936. [accessed 8 Sep 2023].

Blaine TW, Clayton S, Robbins P, Grewal
PS. 2012. Homeowner attitudes and prac-
tices towards residential landscape man-
agement in Ohio, USA. Environ Manage.
50:257–271. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00267-012-9874-x.

Behe BK, Knuth M, Hall CR, Huddles-
ton PT, Fernandez RT. 2018. Consumer
involvement with and expertise in water
conservation and plants affect landscape
plant purchases, importance, and enjoy-
ment. HortScience. 53:1164–1171. https://
doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI13119-18.

Chen L, Liu L, Wu H, Peng Z, Sun Z.
2022. Change of residents’ attitudes and
behaviors toward urban green space pre-
and post-COVID-19 pandemic. Land
(Basel). 11:1051. https://doi.org/10.3390/
land11071051.

Clayton S. 2007. Domesticated nature:
Motivations for gardening and percep-
tions of environmental impact. J Environ
Psychol. 27:215–224. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jenvp.2007.06.001.

Clem TB, Hansen GM, Dukes MD, Mo-
mol E, Kruse J, Harchick C, Bossart J.
2021. Sustainable residential landscapes in
Florida: Controlled comparison of tradi-
tional versus Florida-friendly landscaping.
J Irrig Drain Eng. 147:04021025. https://
doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IR.1943-4774.
0001577.

Engel U, P€otschke M. 1998. Willingness
to pay for the environment: Social struc-
ture, value orientations and environmental
behaviour in a multilevel perspective. Innov
Eur J Soc Sci Res. 11:315–332. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13511610.1998.9968571.

Gobster PH, Nassauer JI, Daniel TC, Fry
G. 2007. The shared landscape: What
does aesthetics have to do with ecology?
Landsc Ecol. 22:959–972. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10980-007-9110-x.

Goddard MA, Dougill AJ, Benton TG.
2013. Why garden for wildlife? Social and
ecological drivers, motivations and barriers
for biodiversity management in residential
landscapes. Ecol Econ. 86:258–273. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.07.016.

Grima N, Corcoran W, Hill-James C,
Langton B, Sommer H, Fisher B. 2020.
The importance of urban natural areas
and urban ecosystem services during the
COVID-19 pandemic. PLoS One. 15:
e0243344. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0243344.

Grove JM, Troy AR, O’Neil-Dunne JP, Burch
WR, Cadenasso ML, Pickett STA. 2006. Char-
acterization of households and its implications
for the vegetation of urban ecosystems. Ecosys-
tems (N Y). 9:578–597. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10021-006-0116-z.

Hall CR, Dickson MW. 2011. Economic,
environmental, and health/well-being bene-
fits associated with green industry products
and services: A review. J Environ Hortic.
29:96–103. https://doi.org/10.24266/
0738-2898-29.2.96.

Hall CR, Knuth MJ. 2019. An update of
the literature supporting the well-being
benefits of plants: A review of the emo-
tional and mental health benefits of plants.
J Environ Hortic. 37:30–38. https://doi.
org/10.24266/0738-2898-37.1.30.

Hansen G, Warner L, Monaghan P, Ott
E, Fogarty T, Lewis C, Momol E. 2018.
Perceptions of Florida-Friendly Landscapes:
Linking visual quality and environmental
health through landscape codes. Univ
Florida Ext Bull ENH1258.

Hayden L, Cadenasso ML, Haver D, Oki
LR. 2015. Residential landscape aesthetics

and water conservation best management
practices: Homeowner perceptions and
preferences. Landsc Urban Plan. 144:1–9.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.
2015.08.003.

Hostetler NE, McIntyre ME. 2001. Effects
of urban land use on pollinator (Hyme-
noptera: Apoidea) communities in a desert
metropolis. Basic Appl Ecol. 2:209–218.
https://doi.org/10.1078/1439-1791-
00051.

Hunter MCR, Brown DG. 2012. Spatial
contagion: Gardening along the street in
residential neighborhoods. Landsc Urban
Plan. 105:407–416. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.landurbplan.2012.01.013.

Jackson SB, Stevenson KT, Larson LR,
Peterson MN, Seekamp E. 2021. Connec-
tion to nature boosts adolescents’ mental
well-being during the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Sustainability. 13:12297. https://
doi.org/10.3390/su132112297.

Jorgensen A, Tylecote M. 2007. Ambiva-
lent landscapes — Wilderness in the urban
interstices. Landsc Res. 32:443–462. https://
doi.org/10.1080/01426390701449802.

Kendal D, Williams KJ, Williams NS. 2012.
Plant traits link people’s plant preferences
to the composition of their gardens. Landsc
Urban Plan. 105:34–42. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.11.023.

Khachatryan H, Rihn A, Hansen G, Clem
T. 2020. Landscape aesthetics and mainte-
nance perceptions: Assessing the relation-
ship between homeowners’ visual attention
and landscape care knowledge. Land Use
Policy. 95:104645. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.landusepol.2020.104645.

Khachatryan H, Suh DH, Xu W, Useche
P, Dukes MD. 2019. Towards sustainable
water management: Preferences and will-
ingness to pay for smart landscape irrigation
technologies. Land Use Policy. 85:33–41.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.
2019.03.014.

Khachatryan H, Suh DH, Zhou G,
Dukes M. 2017. Sustainable urban land-
scaping: Consumer preferences and will-
ingness to pay for turfgrass fertilizers. Can
J Agric Econ. 65:385–407. https://doi.
org/10.1111/cjag.12129.

Khachatryan H, Yue C, Campbell B, Behe
B, Hall C. 2014. The effects of consider-
ation of future and immediate consequences
on willingness to pay for eco-friendly plant
attributes. J Environ Hortic. 32:64–70.
https://doi.org/10.24266/0738-2898.32.
2.64.

Knuth M, Behe BK, Hall CR, Huddles-
ton P, Fernandez RT. 2018a. Consumer
perceptions of landscape plant production
water sources and uses in the landscape during
perceived and real drought. HortTechnology.

542 � December 2023 33(6)

https://www.all4healthfl.org/demographicdata?id=12&sectionId=936
https://www.all4healthfl.org/demographicdata?id=12&sectionId=936
https://www.all4healthfl.org/demographicdata?id=12&sectionId=936
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-012-9874-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-012-9874-x
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI13119-18
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI13119-18
https://doi.org/10.3390/land11071051
https://doi.org/10.3390/land11071051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2007.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IR.1943-4774.0001577
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IR.1943-4774.0001577
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IR.1943-4774.0001577
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.1998.9968571
https://doi.org/10.1080/13511610.1998.9968571
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-007-9110-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-007-9110-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2012.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243344
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0243344
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-006-0116-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-006-0116-z
https://doi.org/10.24266/0738-2898-29.2.96
https://doi.org/10.24266/0738-2898-29.2.96
https://doi.org/10.24266/0738-2898-37.1.30
https://doi.org/10.24266/0738-2898-37.1.30
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2015.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2015.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1078/1439-1791-00051
https://doi.org/10.1078/1439-1791-00051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2012.01.013
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132112297
https://doi.org/10.3390/su132112297
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426390701449802
https://doi.org/10.1080/01426390701449802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2011.11.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104645
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.104645
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.03.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2019.03.014
https://doi.org/10.1111/cjag.12129
https://doi.org/10.1111/cjag.12129
https://doi.org/10.24266/0738-2898.32.2.64
https://doi.org/10.24266/0738-2898.32.2.64


28:85–93. https://doi.org/10.21273/
HORTTECH03893-17.

Knuth M, Behe BK, Hall CR, Huddleston
PT, Fernandez RT. 2018b. Consumer per-
ceptions, attitudes, and purchase behavior
with landscape plants during real and
perceived drought periods. HortScience.
53:49–54. https://doi.org/10.21273/
HORTSCI12482-17.

Knuth M, Behe BK, Hall CR, Huddles-
ton PT, Fernandez RT. 2019. Sit back or
dig in: The role of activity level in land-
scape market segmentation. HortScience.
54:1818–1823. https://doi.org/10.21273/
HORTSCI14158-19.

Knuth MJ, Behe BK, Huddleston PT,
Hall CR, Fernandez RT, Khachatryan H.
2020. Water conserving message influen-
ces purchasing decision of consumers.
Water. 12(12):1–21. https://doi.org/10.
3390/w12123487.

Kurz T, Baudains C. 2012. Biodiversity in
the front yard: An investigation of land-
scape preference in a domestic urban con-
text. Environ Behav. 44:166–196. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0013916510385542.

Larsen L, Harlan SL. 2006. Desert dream-
scapes: Residential landscape preference and
behavior. Landsc Urban Plan. 78:85–100.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.
2005.06.002.

Maiteny PT. 2002. Mind in the Gap: Sum-
mary of research exploring inner influences
on pro-sustainability learning and behaviour.
Environ Educ Res. 8:299–306. https://doi.
org/10.1080/13504620220145447.

Marco A, Barthelemy C, Dutoit T,
Bertaudi�ere-Montes V. 2010. Bridging
human and natural sciences for a better
understanding of urban floral patterns:
The role of planting practices in Mediter-
ranean gardens. Ecol Soc. 15:26268122.
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26268122.

Mateer TJ, Rice WL, Taff BD, Lawhon B,
Reigner N, Newman P. 2021. Psychosocial
factors influencing outdoor recreation dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic. Frontiers
Sustainable Cities. 3:621029. https://doi.
org/10.3389/frsc.2021.621029.

Nasar JL. 1983. Adult viewers’ preferences
in residential scenes: A study of the relation-
ship of environmental attributes to prefer-
ence. Environ Behav. 15:589–614. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0013916583155003.

Nassauer JI, Wang Z, Dayrell E. 2009.
What will the neighbors think? Cultural
norms and ecological design. Landsc Ur-
ban Plan. 92:282–292. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.landurbplan.2009.05.010.

Rihn A, Khachatryan H, Wei X. 2018. As-
sessing purchase patterns of price conscious
consumers. Horticulturae. 4:13. https://
doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae4030013.

Robbins P, Polderman A, Birkenholtz T.
2001. Lawns and toxins: An ecology of
the city. Cities. 18:369–380. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0264-2751(01)00029-4.

Shaw DA. 2005. Questioning the use of
lawn in the arid West: Testing personal
preferences and analyzing turf use in Utah
(PhD Diss). Washington State Univ, Pull-
man, WA, USA. https://hdl.handle.net/
2376/322. [accessed 9 Apr 2022].

Straughan RD, Roberts JA. 1999. Environ-
mental segmentation alternatives: A look at
green consumer behavior in the new millen-
nium. J Consum Mark. 16:558–575. https://
doi.org/10.1108/07363769910297506.

Trevinov JE, Monsur M, Lindquist CS,
Simpson CR. 2022. Student and nature in-
teractions and their impact on mental health
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Int J En-
viron Res Public Health. 19:5030. https://
doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19095030.

Tully SM, Winer RS. 2014. The role of
the beneficiary in willingness to pay for
socially responsible products: A meta-anal-
ysis. J Retailing. 90:255–274. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2014.03.004.

University of Florida Institute of Food
and Agricultural Sciences. 2022. Florida-
Friendly LandscapingTM Program 9 Prin-
ciples. https://ffl.ifas.ufl.edu/about-ffl/9-
principles/. [accessed 1 Jun 2022].

Uren HV, Dzidic PL, Bishop BJ. 2015.
Exploring social and cultural norms to
promote ecologically sensitive residential
garden design. Landsc Urban Plan. 137:

76–84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
landurbplan.2014.12.008.

US Census Bureau. 2017. QuickFacts –
Florida. https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/
FL. [accessed 15 Dec 2022].

Venter ZS, Barton DN, Gundersen V, Fig-
ari H, Nowell MS. 2021. Back to nature:
Norwegians pstain increased recreational
use of urban green space months after the
COVID-19 outbreak. Landsc Urban Plan.
214:104175. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
landurbplan.2021.104175.

Warren PS, Lerman SB, Charney ND. 2008.
Plants of a feather: Spatial autocorrelation of
gardening practices in suburban neighbor-
hoods. Biol Conserv. 1:3–4. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biocon.2007.10.005.

Weigel R, Weigel J. 1978. Environmental
concern: The development of a measure.
Environ Behav. 10:3–15. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0013916578101001.

Yue C, Hugie K, Watkins E. 2012. Are
consumers willing to pay more for low-in-
put turfgrasses on residential lawns? Evi-
dence from choice experiments. J Agric
Appl Econ. 44:549–560. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S107407080002410X.

Yue C, Wang J, Watkins E, Bonos SA,
Nelson KC, Murphy JA, Meyer WA, Hor-
gan BP. 2017. Heterogeneous consumer
preferences for turfgrass attributes in the
United States and Canada. Can J Agric
Econ. 65:347–383. https://doi.org/10.
1111/cjag.12128.

Zhang X, Khachatryan H. 2020. Investi-
gating monetary incentives for environ-
mentally friendly residential landscapes.
Water. 12:3023. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ufug.2021.127322.

Zhang X, Khachatryan H. 2021. Interactive
effects of homeowners’ environmental con-
cerns and rebate incentives on preferences
for low-input residential landscapes. Urban
For Urban Green. 65:127322. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ufug.2021.127322.

Zmyslony J, Gagnon D. 1998. Residential
management of urban front-yard land-
scape: A random process? Landsc Urban
Plan. 40:295–307. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0169-2046(97)00090-X.

� December 2023 33(6) 543

https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH03893-17
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTTECH03893-17
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI12482-17
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI12482-17
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI14158-19
https://doi.org/10.21273/HORTSCI14158-19
https://doi.org/10.3390/w12123487
https://doi.org/10.3390/w12123487
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916510385542
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916510385542
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2005.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2005.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145447
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504620220145447
https://www.jstor.org/stable/26268122
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsc.2021.621029
https://doi.org/10.3389/frsc.2021.621029
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916583155003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916583155003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2009.05.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2009.05.010
https://doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae4030013
https://doi.org/10.3390/horticulturae4030013
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0264-2751(01)00029-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0264-2751(01)00029-4
https://hdl.handle.net/2376/322
https://hdl.handle.net/2376/322
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363769910297506
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363769910297506
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19095030
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19095030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2014.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2014.03.004
https://ffl.ifas.ufl.edu/about-ffl/9-principles/
https://ffl.ifas.ufl.edu/about-ffl/9-principles/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2014.12.008
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/FL
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/FL
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2021.104175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2021.104175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916578101001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916578101001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S107407080002410X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S107407080002410X
https://doi.org/10.1111/cjag.12128
https://doi.org/10.1111/cjag.12128
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2021.127322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2021.127322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2021.127322
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ufug.2021.127322
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(97)00090-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(97)00090-X

