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Can Planning Prompt be a Boon for Impulsive Customers? Moderating Roles of Product

Category and Decisional Procrastination

Abstract

Extant research in the Impulse Buying (IB) domain has predominantly focused on how it can
be enhanced and has mostly benefitted marketers. This research, however, shifts the focus to
consumers and how they can mitigate or reduce impulse buying. Drawing on Action Regulation
Theory (ART), we posit that planning prompts mitigates impulse buying; and that this
mitigating effect is stronger for individuals with high (vis-a-vis low) decisional procrastination
as also for vice (vis-a-vis virtue) products. Hypotheses were tested using two studies conducted
in India. Study 1 (n = 200) was conducted using a vignette-based experiment in a hypothetical
scenario while Study 2 (n = 200) was a field experiment conducted on consumers in a mall
setting. Our research advances knowledge with regard to mitigating avoidable impulse buying
and adds to extant research on planning prompts. We also document key theoretical and

managerial implications of our findings.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the past several decades, Impulse Buying (IB) has received much research attention (Fenton-
O'Creevy et al., 2018; lyer et al., 2019). Marketers have an affinity towards IB as it makes
consumers lose their self-control and give in to temptations, thereby increasing the revenue of
marketers (Mattila and Wirtz, 2008). IB contributes significantly to a firm’s sales and profits

and so marketers spend considerable resources trying to advocate/promote IB (lyer et al., 2019;



Verplanken and Sato, 2011). Research has examined extensively, the antecedents that
positively contribute to IB (Beatty and Ferrell, 1998; Mohan et al., 2013; Sharma et al., 2010a).

While IB implies positive connotations for marketers (Ozer and Gultekin, 2015), it
often leads to excessive unplanned spending (Black, 2007; Horvéth et. al, 2015) and severe
consumer distress (Fenton-O'Creevy et al., 2018). Rook (1987) found that over 80% of the
consumers who made impulse purchases have later experienced negative feelings. Verplanken
and Herabadi (2001) argued that buying impulsively led to feelings of regret, remorse, guilt
and frustration. Despite the negative connotations of IB on consumers, extant literature has
been conservative in dealing with IB.

In order to fill this research gap, Dholakia (2000) suggested impulse resistance
strategies in general and called for future research to empirically test the specific operation of
volitional systems and other resistance strategies. Following the seminal work of Dholakia
(2000), there has also been some exploration on how to suppress IB (Bellini and Aiolfi, 2019;
Dhandra, 2020; Dholakia et al., 2005). Based on the literature review in the domain of IB
reduction (that we expand upon in the subsequent section), we classify IB suppressors into 3
categories: personality variables, situational variables, and consumer-led strategies. For
instance, to suppress 1B, we find evidence of the role of personality variables like self-control
(Dholakia et al., 2005), situational variables like spatial crowding (Bandyopadhyay, 2020), and
consumer-led strategies like developing goals (Massara et al., 2014) (Please refer to Table 1
for a detailed literature review on IB suppressors). It is evident that researchers have primarily
dwelt on those strategies that entrust the responsibility of resisting IB entirely on the consumer.
Though consumers set out with the intention to purchase only what is needed, they often fail,
and are therefore, in need of external intervention to help them resist IB. Thus, it is incumbent
upon current researchers to identify specific implementable external interventions that could

help consumers mitigate IB. Thus, this research identifies a variable, planning prompt (an



implementation intention intervention) that can act as an external aid to help consumers curb
IB.

Planning prompt, an implementation intention intervention, has been studied by past
researchers in the consumer behaviour context (Carrera et al., 2018; Milkman et al., 2013; Skar
etal., 2011). However, there has been little focus on its effectiveness on preventing undesirable
behavior as volitional planning intervention. Although the benefits of planning prompts should
not be ignored, existing IB research is marketer-outcome focused and this reflects a missed
opportunity to understand the strengths of such volitional planning interventions. The present
research tries to fill this gap and responds to Gollwitzer and Sheeran’s (2009) specific call to
examine the impact of the implementation intention intervention on IB in routine consumer
settings. Specifically, the present research investigates if planning prompt can be an effective
external intervention in suppressing IB.

Further, as previously noted in research (Milkman et al., 2008; Mishra and Mishra,
2011), consumer behavior differs across product categories of ‘vice’ and ‘virtue’ levels. Vice
products are tempting and appealing but may not be healthy, while virtue products may be less
tempting but provide better health benefits (Wertenbroch, 1998). While consumers find it
difficult to resist the temptation of vice products and the instant gratification these products
provide, they do not have the same inclination to virtue products. Despite the evidence
regarding the role of product category (vice vs. virtue) in consumer decision-making and
consumers’ difficulty resisting IB, there is no empirical evidence on the influence of planning
prompt when product categories vary. Therefore, this research investigates the boundary
condition in terms of product category to suggest how planning interventions could inhibit IB.
Additionally, not all individuals process information in a similar fashion and they do not exhibit
the same degree of readiness to decide on a purchase. The effect of personality on purchasing

and purchase-related behavior is well-documented and ubiquitous in extant literature



(Baumgartner, 2002). Even in the IB domain, personality variables like impulse buying
tendency (IBT), optimum stimulation level (OSL) and shopping enjoyment (SE) have been
shown to impact IB (Mohan et al., 2013). IB is closely related to the decision-making ability
of consumers (Rook, 1987). Consumers who take longer to decide on a purchase tend to engage
less in IB (Frost and Shows, 1993). Based on such evidence from literature, this research
investigates whether the timely decision-making ability of consumers has an impact on the
effectiveness of planning prompts in IB reduction. Past literature (Beswick et al., 1988; Ferrari
and Emmons, 1994) has suggested that people with a higher level of decisional procrastination
take longer to make decisions. Therefore, we examine the interaction of decisional
procrastination (defined as the inability to make timely decisions) (Ellis and Knaus, 1979; Janis
and Mann, 1977) with planning prompts. In extant literature, decisional procrastination has
been treated as a personality trait associated with a lack of conscientiousness (Steel and
Klingsieck, 2016; Van Eerde, 2003) and self-regulatory failure (Steel, 2007). As IB is
associated with self-regulatory failure (Vohs and Faber, 2007), our study also examines
whether a planning prompt can successfully steer a consumer towards a purchase if he/she is
indecisive or reluctant to act immediately. Therefore, we examine whether planning prompts
would be equally effective for decisional procrastinators who typically ‘put things off’. This
research explores whether planning prompts interact with a certain level of decisional

procrastination to produce a more effective strategy for consumers to curb IB.

Therefore, the objective of the present study is to address the following questions on IB
resistance strategy and thereby advance the theory within the IB domain and guide policy-
makers: (1) Do interventions such as planning prompts help customers reduce 1B? (2) If so,
would its impact on reducing IB differ across product categories of vice and virtue? (3) Further,
would its impact on reducing IB differ for individuals with high (vis-a-vis low) decisional

procrastination?



We draw on the Action Regulation Theory (ART) (Carver and Scheier, 1982; Hacker,
1985) to develop a conceptual framework. First, while prior research has generally looked at
“how to enhance IB so that the marketers benefit” (Mohan et al., 2013; Park and Lennon, 2006),
we focus on how to reduce IB so that consumers benefit. Literature dealing with the latter is
sparse and we add to this limited stream. Our research builds on and extends literature by
suggesting planning prompt as an effective 1B reduction strategy. This paper has been credited
as being one of the first marketing studies to examine the boundary conditions for the
effectiveness of planning prompt in the reduction of IB. It considers the moderating roles of
decisional procrastination and type of product (vice/virtue) for reasons that we expand on.

We integrate product category with the study of the negative effects of planning prompt
on IB. While previous research has examined the moderating role of product category on the
enhancement of hedonic purchase behavior (e.g. Trijp et al., 1996; Thomas et al., 2010), the
moderating role of product category in the mitigation of IB remains unexplored. We therefore
examine how vice (vis-a-vis virtue) products influence the relationship between planning
prompt and IB and demonstrate that the negative influence of planning prompt on IB is not just
a standalone effect but a combined one with product category. Finally, this research considers
decisional procrastination to be a personality variable. In particular, it shows that the impact of
planning prompt (in terms of acting as a resistance strategy to IB) is greater for individuals that
rank high on decisional procrastination, as opposed to low. Overall, our study is a novel and
timely endeavor that tries to explain how IB can be resisted and under what conditions it is
likely to occur.

The purview of this research goes beyond filling the research gap that exists in the study of
planning prompts and decisional procrastination in the context of IB reduction. Firstly,
planning prompts have been successfully used in areas related to vaccination reception rates

(Milkman et al., 2011), delinquency among credit card customers (Mazar et al., 2018), and



increase of fruit and vegetable intake (Luszczynska et al., 2016). Thus, planning prompts have
been used to encourage desirable behaviors (e.g. vaccinations) or discourage undesirables ones
(e.g. overuse of credit cards). In this research, the undesirable behavior that we wish to reduce
is excessive I1B. Secondly, they are relatively easier to execute when compared to other IB
reduction strategies such as mindfulness (Dhandra, 2020), need for cognition (Lins et al.,
2015), self-regulation (Dholakia et al., 2005), and emotional stability (Badgaiyan and Vera,
2014) among others, most of which rely on the consumer’s self-control. Planning prompts, on
the other hand, can be employed by policy-makers to improve the efficacy of reducing IB.
Thirdly, this research includes decisional procrastination, a personality variable that can be
identified by policy makers/financial therapists and accordingly applied to consumers (with the
IB reduction strategies suggested by this work) on the basis of their degree of decisional
procrastination. Additionally, this research considers the role of type of product and offers

policy makers robust ways to reduce IB of harmful vice products.

The paper is structured as follows. In the next section, we present the literature review
pertaining to 1B suppressors, planning prompt, decisional procrastination, and ART. We then
integrate the research in these fields to advance three hypotheses. To that end, we conduct two
studies (Study 1: a vignette-based experiment; Study 2: a field experiment) to test our
hypotheses empirically. We discuss our findings, which include theoretical contributions,

implications for practitioners and policymakers, limitations, and directions for future research.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 1B and its suppressors
IB as a domain has been growing substantially over the last several decades (multiple reviews
and meta-analyses by lyer et al., 2019; Amos et al., 2014; Muruganantham and Bhakat, 2013).

However, prior research on IB has predominantly presented the marketers’ perspective and



focused on how IB can be enhanced (Badgaiyan and Verma, 2015; Beatty and Ferrell, 1998;
Mohan et al., 2013). On the other hand, very few studies (Bellini and Aiolfi, 2019; Dholakia,
2000; Massara et al., 2014; VVohs and Faber, 2007) have investigated IB from the customers’
perspective and indicated how IB can be suppressed, curbed or reduced. Research by Dholakia
(2000), suggested impulse resistance strategies in general and sought future research to
empirically test the specific operation of volitional systems and other resistance strategies,
thereby turning the domain’s attention to suppressors, reduction strategies and pertinent

interventions to curb IB.

Dholakia (2000) introduced a model termed CIFE (Consumption Impulse Formation
and Enactment) through which he posits impulse formation enablers like trait impulsivity,
situational variables (e.g. going to a store immediately after getting one’s monthly pay) and
marketing variables (g. physical proximity to products in the store). Dholakia (2000) also
highlights possible inhibitors to the formation of the consumption impulse — current
impediments to impulse formation (e.g. not having enough money), consideration of negative
long-term consequences (e.g. an overweight person tempted by ice cream may think twice
about buying it on impulse) and anticipatory emotions (e.g. feeling good if one realises one can
overcome an impulse). By means of two experiments, Dholakia (2000) creates conditions
dissonant or consonant with 1B enactment.

Based on a deeper understating of this seminal work, the literature that has dealt with
IB resistance after Dholakia (2000) identifies the following categories of factors (that inhibit
IB): related to personality (e.g., self-control), situational (e,g. enactment of IB now mitigates
IB next time around) and strategies consumers can use themselves to reduce IB (e.g. self-
control exercises). We briefly expand on these three broad themes. We delved into literature
reviews of studies that have cited Dholakia (2000) in order to understand the presence of

suppressor or resistance strategies for IB. This approach allowed us to clearly identify the gaps



and also to examine the effectiveness of planning prompt as an implementation intention to
curb 1B and boundary conditions for the same. Dholakia (2000) has been cited 457 times till
date. Of these, we do not consider 222 papers that were either doctoral theses or those written
in languages other than English or those that were printed in journals of little repute. Some of
them were also not available online. Of the remaining papers, 147 (62.6 %) deal with 1B
enhancement, 23 (9.8 %) deal with IB reduction, 33 (14 %) deal with both IB reduction and
enhancement and 32 (13.6 %) deal with other issues.

The research in Table 1 shows prior research on suppressors, reduction strategies and
interventions to reduce IB citing Dholakia (2000). The IB resistance or reduction literature
identifies certain personality variables that inhibit IB like self-control (Sultan et al., 2012;
Efendi et al., 2019; lyer et al., 2019; Moayery et al., 2019), prevention focus (Costa et al.,
2018), mindfulness (Dhandra, 2020), self-monitoring (Sharma et al., 2010a, Sultan et al., 2012)
and self-esteem (Bandyopadhyay, 2017; Dhandra, 2020). Some situational variables that
inhibit 1B (culled from the body or work that quotes/corroborates Dholakia (2000) in the IB
reduction domain) are cognitive accessibility (Haynes et al., 2014), sequential mitigation effect
(if a consumer is part of an impulsive task at time “t”, the propensity to choose on impulse is
reduced at time “t+1”) (Dholakia et al., 2005; Sultan et al., 2012), post purchase experience
(Mittal et al., 2018; Spiteri Cornish, 2020) and spatial crowding (Bandyopadhyay, 2020).
Consumer strategies to reduce 1B include going in accordance with implementation intentions
and forming the goal of restraint (Mau et al., 2019). Other inhibitors of IB may include negative
affect (Parsad et al., 2019).

In sum, the key takeaways that emerge from a review of past research include:

1) The onus of resisting IB is on the consumer (developing traits that inhibit IB or devising
strategies to reduce IB) or 2) Specific situations may hinder IB. However, both of the above

may either be difficult (e.g., developing specific traits to reduce 1B) or outside the control of



policy makers (e.g., specific situations hindering IB). From this perspective, there is a lack of
research that focuses on what policy makers can do to inhibit IB. Can there be an external
intervention that could work as a volitional strategy and reduce undesirable IB? Extant
literature (Milkman et al., 2011, 2013; Handel and Kolstad, 2017) in health psychology and
economics reveals the effectiveness of implementation intentions, including planning prompt,
to exhibit healthy behavior. Barring a few exceptions (Mazar et al., 2018), research on planning
prompts in marketing literature is limited. The same is evident from the review of 235 papers
that suggest a paucity of research on the use of planning prompts in the domain of IB reduction
and boundary conditions to check where planning prompt strategies could work best. The
meta-analysis by Gollwitzer and Sheeran (2006) indicates the possibility of moderators

influencing the relationship between planning prompt and behavior.

Despite the absence of empirical evidence, studies (Van Eerde, 2003) have indicated
decisional procrastination to be a possible moderator between planning prompt and behavior.
Although IB is found to be different for vice vis-a-vis virtue products in extant research (Zhang
et al., 2010; Parrefio-Selva et al., 2014), not many studies have examined the moderating role
of product category in the relationship between planning prompt and 1B reduction. Considering
this, factoring in decisional procrastination and product type as drivers in IB reduction would
enrich existing literature. For instance, the effect of planning prompt on IB would be different
in the case of consumers with decisional procrastination and when based on the type of product
available at hand.

Hence, in this research, we attempt to fil the specific gaps delineated above. In doing
so, we respond to the calls of Dholakia (2000) to examine resistance strategies of IB and that
of Gollwitzer and Sheeran (2009) to study the generalizability and effectiveness of planning

prompts in routine consumer settings like retail stores. We position our study in the current
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debate on the effectiveness of volitional systems (Gollwitzer and Sheeran, 2009) by examining
the impact of planning prompt on impulse buying.

< Insert Table 1 about here >

2.2 Planning Prompt

Planning prompt is a well-grounded construct in literature in the field of planning. Ajzen (1991)
suggested that planning is central to the social psychological models of goal pursuit as a path
by which current intentions can be translated into future actions. Even when intentions are
strong, many goals fail to be achieved due to their lack of implementation. This intention -
implementation gap can be filled by planning prompts (Rogers et al., 2013). Planning prompts
encourage individuals to elaborate on their implementation strategies while their intentions are
still vivid (Gollwitzer and Sheeran, 2006). For instance, let us consider that John goes shopping
in a mall with multiple sections. Before he goes shopping, he is presented with an email that
contains a set of questions asking him what he plans to buy and which sections he is planning

to visit. In this scenario, the questions he answers before shopping act as planning prompts.

Planning prompts have been widely studied in the context of consumer psychology. For
example, Milkman et al. (2011) found that the inclusion of planning prompts in emails
increased vaccination rates among employees. Milkman et al. (2013) later found that planning
prompts also increased colonoscopy reception rates significantly. Handel and Kolstad (2017)
indicated that planning prompts delivered through web-based planning tools had a significant
impact on health behaviors such as sleep and exercise. However, some studies (Carrera et al.,
2018; Skar et al., 2011) found that planning prompts were ineffective in changing regular
physical activity habits. This ineffectiveness was attributed to low adherence to the intervention

protocol, largely because the planning prompts were delivered through the internet.

< Insert Table 2 about here >
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Although past research (See Table 2) has investigated planning prompt in the consumer
behavior context, there is paucity of research relating it to 1B since most of the research in the
planning prompt domain has revolved around the theories of self-regulation (Bellini and Aiolfi,

2017; Sultan et al., 2012).

2.3 Action Regulation Theory (ART)

ART is a behavior-oriented cognitive theory that can be related to human behavior (Frese and
Zapf, 1994). It is concerned with the process that intervenes between environmental inputs and
behaviors: the regulatory function of cognition (Frese and Zapf, 1994). The theory is based on
the idea that planning is an essential component of self-regulation (Carver and Scheier, 1982;
Hacker, 1985). It suggests that goals and plans are relevant parameters for regulating one’s
actions (Hacker, 1985). An action sequence consists of the following steps: goals, information
collection, planning, execution and feedback (Frese and Zapf, 1994). Individuals monitor their
environment and gather information that aids them in making plans. The execution of these
plans actively influences the environment in a way such that it benefits the individual. The

results are feedback regarding one’s actions.

In asimilar vein, past research (Dai et al., 2012; Dreher and Brown, 1993) has suggested
that a planning intervention/planning prompt helps reduce distraction from a goal. Furthermore,
Sitzmann and Johnson (2012) used ART to investigate the impact of planning intervention on
trainees’ learning processes and reported that planning intervention targets the initial phase of

the self-regulatory learning process, thereby reducing attrition among trainees.

Since self-regulation is the basis of ART (Frese and Zapf, 1994), it has been widely used
in consumer behavioral contexts (for example, Raabe et al., 2007; Zeelenberg and Pieters,

2007). Furthermore, self-regulation has been mentioned as an IB suppressor (Punj, 2011,

12



Verplanken and Sato, 2011). Based on such evidence from past literature, we use ART as the

basis for our conceptual framework.

3. HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

3.1 Planning Prompt and 1B

While goal setting has a moderate impact on behavior (Sheeran and Webb, 2016), it may not
be able to control strong urges felt in the face of temptation. Implementation-intention
interventions (Gollwitzer, 1999; Gollwitzer and Sheeran, 2006) however with if-then plans are
expected to lead to goal attainment. Planning prompt is a kind of implementation intention
(Gollwitzer, 1993) that is employed as a self-regulatory strategy and aims to help individuals
plan. Individuals are often required to decide when and where they will act and implementation
intentions guide in this regard. They help people reduce the ‘intention - behavior gap’. Sheeran
and Orbell (1999) advocated the inclusion of implementation intentions in the Theory of
Planned Behavior (Azjen, 1991) to deepen the understanding of the relationship between
intention and behavior. Gollwitzer (1999) proposed two phases: first, a motivational phase that
involves the selection of an action; and second, a volitional phase that is concerned with the
implementation of the selected action. While good intentions are crucial (Sheeran et al., 2005),
they may not be sufficient for behavioral enactment. While the Theory of Planned Behavior
focuses on the relevance of the motivational phase of behavioral enactment, Gollwitzer’s
(1999) implementation intention strategy offers insights into ways to effectively overcome

impediments during the volitional stage.

We argue that planning prompt could act as an implementation intention strategy that
helps an individual plan his/her shopping inside the store. Once the plan is made, the individual
enters the retail shop to buy the merchandise. During the execution of the plan, he/she might

encounter distractions (for example, an individual may feel an urge to buy a product that she
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had not planned to buy). However, planning prompt reduces the distractions from
alternative/competing goals (Sitzmann and Johnson, 2012), such as IB in the volitional stage.
This can be explained in the form of a simple if-then plan (Gollwitzer, 1999) where the if-part
pertains to the situation (e.g. strong urge after coming across tempting products inside the store)
and the “then-part” refers to the consequences (e.g. stick to the shopping plan made prior to
entry) (Webb and Sheeran, 2007). The consumers tend to activate the goal-directed response

(buy as per the plan) immediately after getting exposed to the situation inside the store. Hence:

H1: Planning prompt has a negative relationship with IB.

3.2 Moderators

Furthermore, we intend to study the types of products and customers for which/whom planning
prompt would be most effective. Extant literature dwelling on the relationship between
implementation intentions and behavior presents mixed findings. One stream of research
reveals that implementation intentions have a positive effect on behavior (Gollwitzer and
Sheeran, 2006) while another set of studies (e.g., Rutter et al., 2006) shows no effect at all.
Moreover, meta-analyses (Gollwitzer and Sheeran, 2006) reveal significant variations in effect
size, suggesting that moderators play an important role in the relationship between
implementation intention and behavior. Therefore, we propose that certain moderators would

have an impact on the strength of the relationship between planning prompt and IB.

3.2.1 Moderating role of product category

Extant IB literature shows that the incidence of IB is not consistent across all products. It occurs
more in some products than others (Rook, 1987; VVohs and Faber, 2007). Past studies (Jones et
al., 2003) have examined the impact of a few IB antecedents on actual 1B to ascertain whether
it is consistent across product categories. Their findings suggest that the impact of the Impulse

Buying Tendency (IBT) on IB is product category - specific. In light of product category -

14



specific research (Jones et al., 2003; Rook, 1987) in the IB domain, we expect planning prompt

to work differently across a variety of product categories.

One of the accepted basis for classifying product categories (especially in the ‘food’ context)
is the level of ‘vice’ and ‘virtue’ attributes in products (Milkman et al., 2008; Mishra and
Mishra, 2011). Vice products (products such as ice cream, chocolates and chips associated with
a high level of ‘vice’ attributes) provide immediate gratification but are not healthy in the long
term. On the other hand, virtue products (products such as buttermilk, oat cookies and salad
associated with a high level of ‘virtue’ attributes) are not particularly tempting but provide
potential health benefits in the long run. In the current IB stream of research also (Parrefio-
Selva et al., 2014; Zhang et al., 2010), IB is found to be different for vice vis-a-vis virtue
products. Considering the differences between vice and virtue products, we expect product

category (vice vis-a-vis virtue) to moderate the relationship between planning prompt and IB.

Rook and Fisher (1995) suggested that the urge to buy impulsively is an important
antecedent of 1B and that normative influence moderates the relationship between the urge to
buy and IB. Their research presented conceptual and empirical evidence that consumers’
normative evaluations (i.e. judgment about the appropriateness of engaging in 1B) moderate
the relationship between the urge to buy and actual IB such that the relationship is stronger
when consumers think that acting on an impulse is appropriate. In line with their findings, we
argue that virtue products provide long term benefits and hence, purchasing such products is
normatively right (Olsen et al., 2014). Therefore, even if a planning prompt is provided for
virtue products, positive normative evaluations could overcome the impact of planning prompt.
Therefore, reduction in IB due to the presence of planning prompts could be lower for virtue
products. On the contrary, vice products are naturally tempting and sans long term advantages.

Consuming vice products is therefore normatively wrong (Olsen et al., 2014). This suggests

15



that when planning prompt is provided for vice products, there could be a substantial reduction

in IB.

Additionally, 1B is considered normatively wrong (Rook and Fisher, 1995). Hence,
consumers feel some guilt in displaying 1B (Rook, 1987; Yi and Baumgartner, 2011). When a
planning prompt is provided to consumers for a vice product, they are unable to overcome this
guilt/cognitive dissonance (Mishra and Mishra, 2011; Thomas et al., 2010); the reason being
that the product is inherently ‘sinful’. However, when a planning prompt is provided for a
virtue product, consumers may not feel the same level of guilt or dissonance. Even if they have
this dissonance, they are able to reduce it easily (vis-a-vis vice products) since virtue products
are inherently good for them. Thus, they may rationalize/justify that there is nothing wrong in

consuming a product that is inherently good for them. Hence:

H2: Product category moderates the negative relationship between planning prompt and IB
such that the (negative) relationship (between planning prompt and IB) is stronger for vice

products as compared to virtue products.

3.2.2 Moderating role of decisional procrastination

The most difficult moment in any IB situation comes immediately after the impulse to buy is
first felt (Rook, 1987). All consumers do not exhibit the same degree of readiness to resist IB.
Consumers possess different personality traits and hence varying abilities to process
information. Decisional procrastination, which is defined as the inability to make timely
decisions when faced with conflicts and choices (Ellis and Knaus, 1979; Janis and Mann,
1977), is one such personality trait (Steel and Klingsieck, 2016; Van Eerde, 2003). There is
strong evidence that people with a higher level of decisional procrastination take longer to

make decisions (Beswick et al., 1988; Ferrari and Emmons, 1994; Frost and Shows, 1993).
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This motivated us to empirically test whether decisional procrastination can play a moderating

role in the relationship between planning prompt and IB.

According to Janis and Mann (1977), decisional procrastination is a defensive
avoidance maladaptive mechanism adopted by consumers. We investigate whether the
relationship between planning prompt and 1B would be accentuated with high (vis-a-vis low)
decisional procrastination. In accordance with Van Earde’s (2003) definition, high decisional
procrastinators can accelerate the implementation intention strategy by using a planning prompt
to support desirable behavior, such as a purchase plan. Furthermore, we argue that when such
a planning prompt is given, customers with a high decisional procrastination tendency would
postpone their impulse purchases more than those with a low decisional procrastination
tendency. This is arguably because the purposive postponement of a decision to buy when
faced with a choice in a specific time frame gives high decisional procrastinators time to

deliberate on and possibly control IB. Hence:

H3: Decisional procrastination moderates the negative relationship between planning prompt
and IB such that the (negative) relationship (between planning prompt and IB) is stronger

(weaker) for high (low) decisional procrastinators.

4, METHOD
Two studies were conducted to test the hypotheses. Study 1 was a vignette-based experiment
based on hypothetical buying scenarios, while Study 2 was a field experiment in a mall aimed

to establish generalizability.

4.1 Study 1

4.1.1 Sample and Data Collection
We used a sample of 200 undergraduate adult students from a large university in India who

participated in this study voluntarily in return for a partial course credit. The study was designed
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taking a cue from past research (e.g., Rook and Fisher, 1995) that has used hypothetical buying
scenarios to collect data. The subjects were asked to select one of a set of purchase alternatives
in a hypothetical buying scenario. In line with past research, this was considered a measure of
IB (Dholakia, 2000). Following the selection of the behavior, the subjects responded to

multiple measures, the details of which will now be described.

Measurement of Planning Prompt

We designed a total of four buying scenarios (planning prompt - vice, no planning prompt -
vice, planning prompt - virtue, no planning prompt - virtue). It was thus a 2*2 fully cross-
factorial design with two types of products (vice versus virtue) and planning prompt (present
versus absent). A group of 50 subjects was randomly exposed to one of the scenarios (thus, n
= 200). In order to ensure that randomization was successful, the authors followed the
procedure suggested by Ouellet et al. (2015) to check whether there are significant statistical
differences across conditions for the following variables: age, self-discrepancy, shopping
enjoyment, self-control, self-monitoring, stress reaction, and gender. The results of ANOVA
for the first six listed continuous variables are presented in Table 3a, which shows that the
differences are not statistically significant. This indicated that randomization was successful
for these continuous control variables.

< Insert Table 3a about here >

Since the gender variable was categorical in nature, we conducted a chi square test. The chi
square was not statistically significant (Chi square = 2.168, df = 3, p = 0.538), indicating that
randomization was successful even for gender.

Appendix A presents all of the four hypothetical buying scenarios designed for Study 1. We
used one-way ANOVA to check whether our manipulation for planning prompt (vis-a-vis no
planning prompt) was successful. The results indicated that the manipulation was successful
(M planning prompt = 1.61, M no planning prompt = 4.05, F (1, 198) = 514.59, p = 0.000). Further, the
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respondents were asked to indicate (on a scale of 1-7) whether they think that Geeta (the lady
in the hypothetical buying scenario) had received planning cues before she entered the grocery

shop. This rating was then considered a perceived planning prompt to test the hypothesis.

Measurement of Impulse Buying Behavior

After reading the hypothetical buying scenario, the respondents were asked to select one of five
purchase alternatives they think Geeta should choose. These alternatives were designed in line
with past research in this field (Rook and Fisher, 1995) to capture the level of impulsiveness in
purchasing decisions. There were five such levels to measure impulsiveness, ranking from low
to high, which are presented along with their respective hypothetical buying scenarios in

Appendix A.

Measurement of decisional procrastination and control variables

Decisional procrastination was measured on the Decisional Procrastination Scale (DPS)
(Mann, 1982; Cronbach alpha 0.7). To substantiate that IB captured in the study was
exclusively due to the planning prompt, the authors engaged other antecedents that could affect
IB from past literature as control variables in the study. Pre-established scales were used to
measure these variables: self-discrepancy (Dittmar, 2005), shopping enjoyment (Beatty and
Ferrell, 1998), self-control (Youn and Faber, 2000), self-monitoring (Lennox and Wolf, 1984),
and stress reaction (Youn and Faber, 2000). Finally, the subjects reported demographic

variables such as gender and age.

4.1.2 Analyses and Results

Test for Common Method Bias (CMB)
Since we collected the criterion and predictor variables from the same source, Common
Method Bias (CMB) could be an issue (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To mitigate CMB, this research

embedded questions between the criterion and predictor variables such as self-control and self-
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discrepancy in line with Podsakoff et al. (2011). The authors also tested for CMB statistically.
The Harman’s single factor test (Harman, 1967) was adopted and results showed that the single
factor accounted for only 37.5% of the variance, which was far less than the suggested

threshold of 50% (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Thus, CMB was not an issue in Study 1.

Test for Multicollinearity

Table 4a shows means, standard deviations and Pearson correlations between all the variables
of interest in Study 1. These include the dependent variable, IB; the independent variable,
planning prompt; the moderating variable, decisional procrastination; and control variables.
The control variables, consistent with past research in this genre, were age (Ferrari et al., 2009),
self-discrepancy (Luna-Arocas, 2008), shopping enjoyment (Beatty and Ferrell, 1998), self-
control (Sultan et al., 2012), self-monitoring (Sharma et al., 2010a), and stress reaction (Youn
and Faber, 2000). The authors measured and added all the control variables in the regression
model. The study examined Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) and found none above 1.11,
which is much below the standard acceptable threshold of 10 (Dagger et al., 2007; Thompson
and Prendergast, 2015). This suggested that multicollinearity was not a problem and we

therefore ran the regression.

< Insert Table 4a about here >

Test for Heteroskedasticity

In line with recent research (Andani and Wahyono, 2018; Hendrawan and Nugroho, 2018), we
performed the heteroskedasticity test (Glejser, 1969) to ensure that the residuals were
approximately normally distributed in the regression analysis. We present the results of the
Glejser test for Study 1 in Table 5a, which indicates that heteroskedasticity was not a problem
(Sig. value of planning prompt is 0.191which is greater than 0.05). Therefore, we used OLS

regression in SPSS for further analysis.
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< Insert Table 5a about here >

Regression Analysis
The regression model represented a good fit (R%qj = 0.72, f (1, 198) = 520.46, p = 0.000) and
the results revealed a significant negative relationship between planning prompt and IB (§ = -

0.85, p = 0.000), thus supporting H1.

To test the moderating role of product category (H2), the study used PROCESS Model 1
(Hayes, 2017). In line with H2, the results showed a significant interaction (b = 0.37, SE =
0.03, 95% confidence interval, [CI] = [0.32, 0.42]) indicating that product category moderates
the relationship between planning prompt and IB, which supports H2. Furthermore, to
corroborate the finding, a regression analysis was performed separately for vice and virtue
products. The results showed that the relationship between planning prompt and IB is stronger
for vice (Bice-cream = -0.964, p = 0.000) vis-a-vis virtue products (Bjuice= -0.785, p= 0.000). In
order to further check whether the difference between regression coefficients ( values) for
vice and virtue products is significant, we used the multi - group analysis AMOS Plug - in
(Gaskin and Lim, 2018). The results showed that the difference in Betas was significant
(Difference in Betas = 0.179, p = 0.000), which supported H2. Fig. 1 represents the moderating
role of product category (vice vis-a-vis virtue) in the relationship between planning prompt and

IB.
< Insert Fig. 1 about here >

Similarly, to test the moderating role of decisional procrastination in the relationship between
planning prompt and IB (H3), we again used PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes, 2017). In line with
H3, the results showed a significant interaction (b = -0.1, SE = 0.008, 95% confidence interval,
[CI] = [-0.12, -0.09]), indicating that decisional procrastination moderates the relationship

between planning prompt and IB. This suggests support for H3. Fig. 2 represents the
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moderating role of decisional procrastination (high vis-a-vis low) in the relationship between

planning prompt and IB.

< Insert Fig. 2 about here >

4.1.3 Discussion

The results of Study 1 supported the hypothesis that planning prompt has a negative
relationship with 1B and that this relationship is stronger for vice products (vis-a-vis virtue
products) and for individuals with high (vis-a-vis low) decisional procrastination. Although the
results of Study 1 supported the hypotheses, we wanted to replicate the findings in an actual
buying scenario. Past research (Rook and Fisher, 1995; Sharma et al., 2010a) has suggested
that using a mall-intercept approach to testing the hypotheses with actual retail shoppers
ensures that there is a greater heterogeneity in the sample, leading to greater confidence in
generalizing the results. Hence, Study 2 was conducted with a real shopper sample in a mall
setting. Study 2 was undertaken for three specific reasons. The first was to examine the multi
dimensional relationship between planning prompt, decisional procrastination, product
category and IB among a more diverse sample of non-student participants. The second reason
was to test the relationship in an actual retail shopping environment, which is closer to a natural
setting. Moreover, this allowed us to examine the actual IB soon after its occurrence. Third, we
used actual 1B as a dependent variable instead of urge to buy. A few studies in the IB domain
have considered urge to buy as a close proximate of IB and hence considered it as a proxy for
measuring IB (e.g. Beatty and Ferrell, 1998; Chen et al., 2019). However, past research has
also warned that although the urge to buy impulsively is a close proximate of IB, there could
be times it might not convert into actual IB (Beatty and Ferrell, 1998; Sharma et al., 2010a).

Hence, we planned to conduct Study 2 in order to capture actual IB.
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4.2 Study 2

4.2.1 Sample and data collection

In line with Mohan et al. (2013) and Sharma et al. (2010a), we used a mall intercept approach
during a four-week period to survey shoppers as they exited a large grocery mall. Initially 470
shoppers were contacted and informed about the study at the mall entry gate. Of these, 210
shoppers (45%) agreed to participate. The response rate was within the range of 37-48%, as
reported in prior research which had a similar approach (Sharma et al., 2010a). No significant
differences were found between the demographics (age, gender and occupation) of the
participants of this study and non-participants (those who declined to participate in the study).
Thus, the possibility of sampling bias due to self-selection was limited. The elimination of
responses with excessive missing values left us with a final sample of 200 (43% response rate),

with more females (59%) than males (41%) and an average age of 35 years.

In this study, as a part of their final year project, two trained undergraduate students
intercepted and interviewed actual grocery shoppers about their recent purchases in the mall
and the extent of IB in their purchase decisions. In addition to providing planning prompts at
the entry gate (for the treatment group shoppers), the student investigators checked the
shoppers’ shopping baskets at the exit gate of the mall. Furthermore, the investigators asked
the shoppers about their vice and virtue perceptions of the food products they had purchased.
This procedure provides a realistic assessment of the actual purchase behavior of retail grocery

shoppers (Beatty and Ferrell, 1998).

A large grocery shopping mall in India was chosen because of its high traffic and
elevated degree of in-store browsing. We collected the data over a four-week period, rotating
the times of the day and the days of the week in order to obtain a sample representative of the
population of shoppers at this mall during the period. All the participants entered a lucky draw
with prizes of sizable gift certificates that were redeemable at the same mall. A total of five gift
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certificates worth INR 200 each (at the time of conducting the mall survey, USD 1 was
approximately INR 70) were given away as prizes. After the participants answered the
questions at the mall exit gate, the members of the survey team debriefed them with regard to

the purpose of the study.

4.2.2 Procedure

Initially, the actual purpose of the study was hidden from the participants in order to rule out
any bias in their responses (Shiv and Federokhin, 1999).At the mall entry gate, shoppers were
informed that the study was about the impact of store ambience on their shopping behaviour.
If they agreed to participate, they were instructed to fill out a questionnaire before entering the

mall. At the exit, they were asked a few questions about the items they had bought.

We randomly assigned subjects to one of the two conditions (planning prompt and no
planning prompt) as they entered the mall. For example, the first person entering the mall was
assigned to the planning prompt condition, the second to the no planning prompt condition, the
third to the planning prompt condition and so on and so forth. In order to ensure successful
randomization, we tested the following variables across conditions: age, self-discrepancy,
shopping enjoyment, self-control, self-monitoring, stress reaction, and gender. The results of
ANOVA (for the first six listed continuous variables) are presented in Table 3b which shows
that the differences are not statistically significant. Hence, the subjects were randomly assigned

to the experimental conditions successfully.

< Insert Table 3b about here >

In line with Study 1, we conducted a chi square test for gender. The chi square for Study
2 was not significant (Chi square = 0.081, df = 1, p = 0.776) and the randomization was
successful. For the participants “in treatment the group” (100 participants), the questionnaire

had two questions: “Which sections of this mall will you be visiting?” and “What specific items
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will you look for in this shopping trip?” These questions were asked in order to provide
planning prompts to the shoppers before they entered the mall. This planning prompt
manipulation was done in line with past research (Dreher and Brown, 1993). The planning
prompts were not present in the questionnaire given to the control group (100 participants).
Thus, Study 2 was a field experiment in a mall setting. We used a one-way ANOVA to ensure
that our manipulation for planning prompt (vis-a-vis no planning prompt) was successful. The
results indicated that the manipulation was successful (M planning prompt = 0.1, M no planning prompt =
0.6, F (1, 198) = 1016.53, p = 0.000). Furthermore, we asked the participants to indicate (on a
scale of 1-7) whether they thought they had received some planning cues before entering the
mall. This was done to ensure the success of the planning prompt manipulation. The
manipulation check was used as a measure for planning prompt in the subsequent data analysis.
As was the case for Study 1, the authors measured all other independent and control variables
with standard scales and demographic variables including gender, age and occupation.

After the participants completed the questionnaire at the entry gate, they were asked to come
to the interview counter at the exit gate once they had completed their shopping. At the exit
gate, the members of the survey team checked the shopping baskets of the participants with
their consent. As the study is related to ‘food’ as a product category (vice and virtue food
products), food items from their shopping baskets were separated. The members of the survey
team asked the participants, ‘Does this item give you immediate pleasure/long term benefits?’
and ‘Is this item unhealthy/ healthy?’ From their responses, we classified the products into
‘vice’ (unhealthy and immediate pleasure) and ‘virtue’ (healthy and long-term benefits)

categories.

Furthermore, in order to assess the level of impulsiveness in the purchase decision, the
investigators recorded the total number of food items bought by participants. Shoppers

described each of the purchases as planned or unplanned, in line with the approach followed
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by Beatty and Ferrell (1998) and Mohan et al. (2013). To eliminate the items that pertained to
reminder purchases, the investigators asked the participants: “When you saw this item, were
you reminded that you were out of this item and needed it?”” Only those purchases which were
unplanned and not considered reminder purchases were considered to be pure impulse buys.
Finally, the level of impulsiveness in the purchase decisions made by each shopper (IB) was
calculated by dividing pure impulse purchases by total number of purchases. Investigators
asked whether each item the shopper had bought was planned/unplanned. Let’s assume he/she
mentioned that four of the ten items he bought were unplanned. For each of the unplanned
items, the investigator asked, “When you saw this item, were you reminded that you had run
out of this item and needed it?” Let’s assume again that he/she mentioned that one item was a
reminder purchase. That item was removed. Therefore, for this shopper, IB was calculated as

three (total impulse purchases) out of ten (total purchases).

From the vice and virtue responses obtained from the shoppers, we classified the total
number of purchases into ‘total vice’ and ‘total virtue’ categories. Next, pure impulse purchases
were classified into ‘vice impulse’ and ‘virtue impulse’ categories. IB vice Was then calculated
by dividing vice impulse by total vice, whereas IB virwe Was calculated by dividing virtue
impulse by total virtue. To give an example, assume that the shopper in the previous example
stated that five of the ten items he/she had bought were vice products and five were virtue
products. Among these vice and virtue categories, we repeated the same process as above and
asked him/her about unplanned and reminder purchases. He/she said that three out of five vice
product purchases were unplanned and that no item was a reminder purchase. Therefore, IB vice
was calculated as three (vice impulse)/five (total vice). For the virtue products he/she had
bought, he/she mentioned that all the products were planned. Hence, IB virtue Was calculated as

0 (virtue impulse)/ 5 (total virtue).
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4.2.3 Data analysis and findings

In Study 2, we collected responses from subjects and computed the DV from these. Thus, the
dependent and independent variables came from different sources, precluding the presence of
the common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2011). Further, we tested for multicollinearity and
heteroskedasticity in a manner similar to that of Study 1. Table 4b shows means, standard
deviations and Pearson correlations between all the variables of interest in Study 2. We
examined Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) and found none above 1.06, which is substantially
below the standard acceptable threshold of 10 (Dagger et al., 2007; Thompson and Prendergast,

2015) indicating no evidence of multicollinearity.
< Insert Table 4b about here >

We tested for heteroskedasticity (Glejser, 1969) just like we did in Study 1. The results of the
Glejser test for Study 2 indicated that heteroskedasticity was not a problem (Sig. value of
planning prompt is 0.169 which is greater than 0.05). Therefore, we used OLS regression in

SPSS for further analysis. The results of the Glejser test for Study 2 are presented in Table 5b.
< Insert Table 5b about here >

The results of the regression analysis indicated that the control variables were not significant.
Hence, we do not discuss these further. The regression model indicated a good fit with
significant R%gj value for 1B (R%qj= 0.82, f (1,198) = 880.5, p = 0.000). The results revealed

that planning prompt relates negatively with IB ( = -0.89, p = 0.000), thus supporting H1.

To test whether the negative relationship between planning prompt and IB is stronger for vice
products as compared to virtue products (H2), we performed separate regression analyses for
vice and virtue products. As IB vice and IB virue Were computed by the procedure mentioned
above, we used these variables directly as dependent variables in our regression models. The

results showed that the relationship was stronger for vice products (f = -0.87, p = 0.000) as
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compared to virtue products (f = -0.57, p = 0.000). Similar to Study 1, this study also used a
multi-group analysis AMOS Plug-in (Gaskin and Lim, 2018) to check whether the difference
between the regression coefficients (B values) for vice and virtue products is significant. The
results showed a significant difference in Beta values (Difference in Betas = 0.3, p = 0.000),
indicating support for H2. Fig. 3 represents the moderating role of product category (vice vis-

a-vis virtue) in the relationship between planning prompt and IB.

< Insert Fig. 3 about here >

Next, in line with Study 1, we used PROCESS Model 1 (Hayes, 2017) to test the moderating
role of decisional procrastination in the relationship between planning prompt and IB (H3).
The results showed a significant interaction (b = 0.01, SE = 0.004, 95% confidence interval,
[CI] = [0.0004, 0.0198]), suggesting the moderating role of decisional procrastination in the
relationship between planning prompt and IB. This indicates support for H3. Fig. 4 represents
the moderating role of decisional procrastination (high vis-a-vis low) in the relationship

between planning prompt and IB.

< Insert Fig. 4 about here >

Table 6 represents a summary of the results of Study 1 and Study 2.

< Insert Table 6 about here >

5. GENERAL DISCUSSION
Literature on IB has generally dealt with enhancing benefits for marketers (Beatty and Ferrell,
1998; Sharma et al., 2014). However, IB harms consumers in many ways (Fenton-O'Creevy et
al., 2018) and research does not study how to curb it. Despite being aware of the harmful
effects of IB (Pradhan et al. 2018), consumers often fail to resist their temptations and end up

buying impulsively and regret later. In line with this reasoning, planning prompt emerged as a
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strong predictor to reduce IB. We followed a robust research design that included two studies
— one a vignette-based experiment and the other a field experiment in a shopping mall setting.
We found that planning prompt has a negative relationship with 1B and is stronger for vice (vis-
a-vis virtue) products. The consumer trait of decisional procrastination moderated this effect
and consumers with high (vs. low) decisional procrastination reported low levels of IB. The
results suggest that planning prompt, product type and the decisional procrastination have a
crucial role to play in reducing IB, which is critical from a consumer welfare standpoint. We

next discuss the theoretical and practical implications of our study.

5.1 Theoretical Implications

Our study extends theory and research on IB in several ways. 1B research in general has
predominantly studied ways to enhance IB (lyer et al., 2019; Sharma et al., 2010a; Verplanken
and Sato, 2011); however, some research has also studied how IB can be reduced. The seminal
work of Dholakia (2000) spawned work in this area. While Dholakia (2000) made an important
contribution in identifying IB suppressors and suggesting impulse resistance strategies in
general, he did not study planning prompt in particular; neither did he consider decisional
procrastination and product type. He called for future research to empirically test the specific
operation of volitional systems and other resistance strategies. His work may have identified
personality variables like self-control (Sultan et al., 2012; Efendi et al., 2019; lyer et al., 2019;
Moayery et al., 2019), situational variables like not having enough time or money (Chang et
al., 2014) and consumer strategies like self-control exercises (Sultan et al., 2012), but it has not
considered planning prompts, and moderators like decisional procrastination or type of

product; our work fills these gaps in this line of research. We delineate details below.

First, we contribute to the IB literature by taking a customer-centric perspective and
focusing on preventing undesirable behavior such as IB. By viewing IB through the lens of
ART, our study enriches the hitherto sparse literature on IB resistance strategies. Prior research
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has predominantly focused on underlying factors that increase 1B (Amos et al., 2014). While
these factors undoubtedly enable managers to strengthen/enhance 1B, some studies consider
this strategy to be normatively wrong (Rook and Fisher, 1995) as it may result in consumers
making unwanted/unwarranted purchases (Horvath et al., 2015). Our study is novel in that it
offers new insights that encourage consumers to adhere to their pre-decided purchase plan and

thereby resist IB.

Second, we respond to Gollwitzer and Sheeran’s (2009) call to study the
generalizability and effectiveness of planning prompts in routine consumer settings. Research
in this genre has generally focused on health related behavior like sleep, exercise, and the way
we receive medical treatment such as colonoscopy (Handel and Kolstad, 2017; Milkman et al.,
2013). As such, it has suggested that planning prompt can reduce the gap between intention
and behavior and thus share a positive relationship with these health-related behaviors.
However, we examine planning prompt in a different consumer behavior context (IB) and
suggest a negative relationship between planning prompt and I1B. We designed the planning
prompt such that it acts as a deterrent to IB (“Which items do you plan to buy?”), rather than a
driver of IB (e.g. “Go ahead and indulge yourself, what is wrong?”’). We present a dynamic
research context that shows planning prompts being used to influence the shopping behavior

of consumers in a retail store.

We demonstrate the value of a planning prompt as an implementation intention in new
behavior formation or the continuation of a behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Armitage and Conner,
2000) in a retail setting. Most of the research in the implementation intention literature has
focused on the gap between intention and behaviour. Consumers often have the motivation to
implement their well-intentioned plans and achieve their goals (Webb and Sheeran, 2006),
however, there might be instances of failure to do so in the absence of a volitional strategy
(Gollwitzer, 1999). While having good intentions in the pre-decisional stage are a necessary

30



condition for executing plans, it may not be sufficient for behavioral enactment. Our study
demonstrates that planning prompts, an implementation intention strategy (volitional) in the
post-decisional stage, can help consumers enact a desirable behavior (buy as planned) and
minimize undesirable behavior (IB). Planning prompts guide consumers to keep to their

intended plans and steer them towards behavioral enactment (Gollwitzer, 1999).

Third, our research not only finds a resistance strategy for IB but also suggests when
this resistance would work better and identifies some new boundaries to support it. Past
researchers (Mann, 2016) have deemed it important to examine decisional procrastination in
newer contexts, yet scant attention has been paid to their call. Therefore, we examined the role
of decisional procrastination, a personality trait, as a moderator between planning prompt and
IB. Specifically, our study demonstrates that the impact of planning prompt would be greater
for consumers who rank high (vis-a-vis low) on decisional procrastination. Our findings reveal
that the negative relationship between planning prompt and IB is accentuated for high
decisional procrastinators and attenuated for low decisional procrastinators. A few past studies
(Van Eerde, 2003) have indicated that decisional procrastination is a possible moderator
between planning prompt and behavior but have been unable to provide any empirical evidence
for the same. Our study is the first to empirically show the moderating role of decisional
procrastination between planning prompt and IB. Moreover, this is arguably the first study that
finds an interaction between decisional procrastination and planning prompt. We provide
plausible explanations for the accentuated impact of planning prompt on high decisional
procrastinators. A planning prompt might help consumers plan, thus ruling out competing
alternatives for high decisional procrastinators and consequently, free them from the cognitive

load of evaluating and arriving at a decision.

Fourth, based on empirical evidence, this research suggests that planning prompt works
better in reducing IB for vice products as compared to virtue products. As vice products are
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normatively wrong to purchase, planning prompt further supports the negative normative
connotation associated with vice products, thereby reducing the probability of the customer
buying impulsively. On the other hand, as virtue products are normatively right to purchase,
the presence of planning prompt in virtue product purchases does not have any significant

impact on IB.

Finally, although extant research (Moser, 2018; Peck and Childers, 2006) has advocated
using field experiments to examine the impact of the antecedents on IB, researchers in the IB
domain have used either a lab experiment (Sharma et al., 2010a, 2014) or a mall survey (Mohan
et al., 2013; Sharma et al., 2010a). Additionally, with the exception of a few (Mazar et al.,
2018), most of the research studies on implementation intention in the consumer research
domain have been conducted in lab settings. To our knowledge, ours is one of the first few
studies to use a field experiment in a mall setting in order to analyse the impact of planning

prompt as an IB resistance strategy.

5.2 Policy/ Consumer Welfare Implications

This research also provides several suggestions to policy makers. Our study has significant
implications on an individual who is unable to act on a good intention, leading to deleterious
repercussions for him/her. Extant research has noted that self-control, self-esteem, self-
monitoring, and self-regulation are needed to suppress IB (Sharma et al., 2010b; Silvera et al.,
2008; Verplanken and Sato, 2011). However, it is not pragmatic to assume that the temptation
to buy on an impulse and the subsequent negative impact it has on consumers can be eliminated

quickly and easily via self-mechanisms, as has been suggested by previous research.

Our study offers insights on designing implementable resistance strategies for the
benefit of consumers. Recent research suggests that ethical firms and retailers may strive to

reduce “purely uninhibited impulse purchases that may lead to later regret and dissatisfaction”
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(lyer et al. 2019). In line with this, our research suggests that policy makers and firms may
invest in prompting people to make their shopping plans before they enter the store. This would

support them to act on their good intentions, adhere to their plans, and avoid IB altogether.

Planning prompt is found to be a simple, yet powerful resistance strategy against IB and this
can be incorporated into an organization’s marketing plan to promote consumer well-being and
welfare. In particular, an organization that encourages the customer to plan may create goodwill
and this would indirectly benefit the organization in the long run. When customers perceive
these goodwill investments, they will reciprocate with loyalty and/or the intention to continue
the relationship with the organization (lyer et al. 2019). Thus, educating customers about the
negative aspects of 1B, as well as spreading awareness about the reduction of IB through
planning intervention may help generate a sustainable consumption culture that would benefit
both, the firm and the consumer. Our study indicates that planning prompts could be the

implementation intention strategy that would make people create and execute their plans.

While many consumers indulge in IB additional profit from impulse buying by consumers,
they may not encourage consumers to desist from IB though recent research suggests otherwise
(lyer et al. 2019). However, policy makers may take note of our findings and use them to reduce
unwarranted IB. For instance, usage of mobile phones has a significant impact on the shopping
process (Holmes et al., 2014). Many consumer decisions are also influenced in-store (Gilbride
et al., 2015). Hence, if buying decisions can be influenced in-store, so can decisions to not buy
impulsively. To give an example, policy makers might publicize an app titled, ‘Wise Shopping
App’ that would work as a planning prompt. Shoppers can be encouraged to download this app
in a way similar to companies that urge consumers to download fitness apps. The ‘Wise
Shopping App’ could ask shoppers to create a list every time they shop, plan their shopping

activities before they shop and thereby alleviate IB tendencies.
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While many consumers indulge in IB, only some of them may be concerned about it.
These consumers may “self-identify” as being anxious about unnecessary IB. There are sites
that help consumers make wise financial choices — for example, www.statusmoney.com and
www.savings.com.au. Our findings can be used by policy makers and sites like these to
earmark consumers who “self-identify” as those unable to eliminate barriers to purchase. These
sites, using past online data, can find out with reasonable certainty those consumers who are
worried about their tendency to IB. They can then advise them on the use of simple planning
prompts to curb their unnecessary IB. For example, before going on a shopping trip, a planning
prompt can be given to the customer, “Which sections of the mall are you planning to visit?”
or “Which items are you going to buy?” These questions may act as planning prompts and save

customers from engaging in unnecessary IB.

Our results showed that planning prompts mitigated IB to a greater extent for vice vis-
a-vis virtue products. This is good news for policy makers, since they can now employ simple
planning prompts, as demonstrated by our study, to reduce IB in the case of vice products
which are more harmful than virtue products. This has important implications for the health

and well-being of consumers who are particularly susceptible to vice products.

The ‘Wise Shopping’ app could be used not just for shopping trips but also for activities
like dining in restaurants and can be advertised on sites such as the ones named above.
Consumers who seek help in reducing 1B would be likely to visit these sites which can also be
promoted through popular financial therapists or debt advisors. When going to restaurants,
most diners do not choose healthy items on the menu when unhealthy items are also available
(Biswas et al., 2017). It is highly probable that many of these unhealthy (i.e. vice) choices are
impulsive. Hence, if diners download such an app and the app alerts them to planning their

menu choices (in other words, a planning prompt), the probability of choosing vice items on
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the menu would decrease (since planning prompts work better at mitigating IB for vice

products), leading to better health and consumer welfare.

Finally, the results of both studies revealed that planning prompts reduced IB to a
greater extent for consumers that ranked high for decisional procrastination, rather than those
who ranked low for this trait. Policy makers may initially target those consumers who rank
high for decisional procrastination (by measuring this at the time of enrolment, for example).
Alternatively, policy makers or relevant sites/financial therapists may send these planning
prompts more frequently to consumers who rank low on decisional procrastination, so that their
unnecessary 1B urges are reduced correspondingly. Using data gleaned from customers with
their consent or through companies like Mindset Media (a company that targets consumers
based on personality traits), policy makers may identify consumers high on decisional

procrastination.

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

While this work documents several key theoretical and managerial contributions, it is not free
of limitations. First, the study was restricted to only one country, India, where there is a broad
spectrum of cultural influences that impact IB (Muruganantham and Bhakat, 2013; Podoshen
and Andrzejewski, 2012). Future research can replicate this study in other countries/cultures.
Further, as 1B can commonly occur in online spaces as well (Dawson and Kim, 2009; Jeffrey

and Hodge, 2007), future work may consider IB resistance strategies in the online domain.

While prior research (Ferrari et al., 2009; Harriott and Ferrari, 1996) found a negative
correlation between age-related and decisional procrastination, this study did not find any
evidence of any such correlation (Please refer to correlation matrices in Table 4a and 4b).

Future research may fill these gaps as it was beyond the scope of our study.

35



This research has suggested the role of two moderators (decisional procrastination and
product category) in the planning prompt-IB relationship. Upcoming research can explore the
moderating role that self-efficacy (people’s beliefs in their ability to influence events that affect
their lives) and goal commitment play in the planning prompt-1B relationship. This study
provided a planning prompt at the entrance to the mall, prior to the shopping experience. Future
research can investigate whether providing reinforcement or reminder messages regarding their

plan (through SMS) while they are actually shopping, would further reduce IB.

Thus, this work not only makes key contributions to existing literature but also has the
potential to open new avenues for research regarding this socially important and emerging

research area in the realm/field of consumer behavior.
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Appendix A
Hypothetical buying scenario: Vice product with Planning prompt

Geeta is a 25-year-old married woman. She wants to buy sugar for her house. It’s a warm
afternoon. She goes to a grocery shopping mall. She has money to buy only sugar and not
anything else. At the entry gate, she was asked about her shopping plans: Which items are you
planning to buy? Which sections of the mall are you planning to visit? Once she answered the
questions, she entered the mall and put the sugar in the shopping basket. When she was moving
to billing counter to pay for sugar, she saw ice cream cups of different flavours on the shelf.
The weather is really hot and she likes ice-cream a lot). However, with the money she is having,
she is able to buy either sugar or ice-cream.

After reading this scenario, select which one of the five purchase decision alternatives Geeta
would make.

(1) Buying sugar only

(2) Wanting ice-cream but not buying it

(3) Deciding not to buy sugar and to buy ice-cream

(4) Buying both the sugar and ice-cream with a credit card

(5) Buying these plus some chocolates also with a credit card.

Hypothetical buying scenario: Vice product without Planning prompt

Geeta is a 25-year-old married woman. She wants to buy sugar for her house. It’s a warm
afternoon. She goes to a grocery shopping mall. She has money to buy only sugar and not
anything else. She entered the mall and put the sugar in the shopping basket. When she was
moving to billing counter to pay for sugar, she saw ice-cream cups of different flavours on the
shelf. The weather is really hot and she likes ice-cream a lot. However, with the money she is
having, she is able to buy either sugar or ice-cream.

After reading this scenario, select which one of the five purchase decision alternatives Geeta
would make.

(1) Buying sugar only

(2) Wanting ice-cream but not buying it

(3) Deciding not to buy sugar and to buy ice-cream

(4) Buying both the sugar and ice-cream with a credit card

(5) Buying these plus some chocolates also with a credit card.

Hypothetical buying scenario: Virtue product with Planning prompt

Geeta is a 25-year-old married woman. She wants to buy sugar for her house. It’s a warm
afternoon. She goes to a grocery shopping mall. She has money to buy only sugar and not
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anything else. At the entry gate, she was asked about her shopping plans: Which items are you
planning to buy? Which sections of the mall are you planning to visit? Once she answered the
questions, she entered the mall and put the sugar in the shopping basket. When she was moving
to billing counter to pay for sugar, she saw juice packets of different flavours on the shelf. The
weather is really hot and she likes juice a lot. However, with the money she is having, she is
able to buy either sugar or juice.

After reading this scenario, select which one of the five purchase decision alternatives Geeta
would make.

(1) Buying sugar only

(2) Wanting juice but not buying it

(3) Deciding not to buy sugar and to buy juice

(4) Buying both the sugar and juice with a credit card

(5) Buying these plus some oats biscuits also with a credit card.

Hypothetical buying scenario: Virtue product without Planning prompt

Virtue product without Geeta is a 25-year-old married woman. She wants to buy sugar for her
house. It’s a warm afternoon. She goes to a grocery shopping mall. She has money to buy only
sugar and not anything else. She entered the mall and put the sugar in the shopping basket.
When she was moving to billing counter to pay for sugar, she saw juice packets of different
flavours on the shelf. The weather is really hot and she likes juice a lot. However, with the
money she is having, she is able to buy either sugar or juice.

After reading this scenario, select which one of the five purchase decision alternatives Geeta
would make.

(1) Buying sugar only

(2) Wanting juice but not buying it

(3) Deciding not to buy sugar and to buy juice

(4) Buying both the sugar and juice with a credit card

(5) Buying these plus some oats biscuits also with a credit card
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Figure Legends

FIGURE 1 Study 1- Moderating role of product category (Vice vis-a-vis Virtue) in the
relationship between planning prompt (PP) and Impulse Buying (IB)

Figure 1 graphically depicts moderation of the effect of Planning prompt (PP) on IB at Vice
vs. Virtue levels of Product Category. In the case of Vice (vis-a-vis Virtue) product category,
the line follows a sharper negative slope, indicating that for vice (vis-a-vis virtue) products,

the negative relationship between Planning prompt (PP) and IB is stronger.

FIGURE 2 Study 1- Moderating role of decisional procrastination (DP) in the
relationship between planning prompt (PP) and Impulse Buying (IB)

Figure 2 graphically depicts moderation of the effect of Planning prompt on IB at high vs.
low levels of Decisional Procrastination. In the case of high Decisional Procrastination (vis-
a-vis low Decisional Procrastination), the line follows a sharper negative slope, indicating
that for high Decisional Procrastination (vis-a-vis low Decisional Procrastination), the

negative relationship between Planning prompt and IB is stronger.

FIGURE 3 Study 2- Moderating role of product category (Vice vis-a-vis Virtue) in the
relationship between planning prompt (PP) and Impulse Buying (IB)

Same as Figure 1 (except that we draw it based on Study 2).

FIGURE 4 Study 2- Moderating role of decisional procrastination (DP) in the

relationship between planning prompt (PP) and Impulse Buying (1B)

Same as Figure 2 (except that we draw it based on Study 2).
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