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Abstract: This study investigates the contrasting behaviours of panic buying and rational hoarding
during crises, focusing on the psychological, social, and economic factors that drive these actions and
how consumers justify them post-purchase. The research aims to (1) differentiate between panic buying
(emotion-driven, impulsive purchasing) and rational hoarding (planned, strategic stockpiling), (2)
identify triggers such as fear, media influence, and peer behaviour, and (3) analyse post-purchase
Justification strategies. A mixed-methods approach was employed, combining quantitative surveys of 170
participants from diverse age, income, and geographic backgrounds in India, qualitative interviews with
12 individuals representing varied purchasing behaviours, and analysis of social media trends and news
reports.

Key findings reveal that panic buying is primarily driven by anxiety, social contagion, and sensationalist
media coverage, leading to impulsive purchases of items like sanitisers and toilet paper. In contrast,
rational hoarding involves calculated risk assessment and gradual accumulation of essentials (e.g.,
canned goods), often justified as preparedness for future uncertainties. Post-purchase, panic buyers
frequently rationalised their actions through cognitive dissonance reduction (e.g., “protecting family”)
and social comparison (“others were doing it”), while rational hoarders emphasised future benefits and
altruism (“ensuring community access”).

The study highlights practical implications: businesses can optimise inventory and communication
strategies during crises, policymakers can design anti-hoarding regulations and public awareness
campaigns, and consumers can adopt mindful purchasing habits. Academically, the research clarifies
the distinction between panic buying and rational hoarding, addressing a gap in the literature, and
underscores the role of cognitive dissonance theory and social contagion in shaping crisis behaviours..

Keywords: Panic buying, rational hoarding, post-purchase justification, consumer behaviour, crisis
management, psychological triggers, social influence, cognitive dissonance, risk assessment.

L. INTRODUCTION

Overview of Consumer Behaviour During Crises
Throughout history, crisis situations have triggered dramatic changes in how people shop and consume goods. When
faced with uncertainty, fear, or potential shortages, consumers often abandon their normal purchasing patterns and
engage in behaviours that can seem puzzling to outside observers. Recent global events, particularly the COVID-19
pandemic, have provided researchers with unprecedented opportunities to study these crisis-driven consumption
patterns on a massive scale.
During the early months of 2020, images of empty supermarket shelves became a common sight worldwide. People
rushed to stores to stockpile everything from toilet paper and hand sanitiser to canned goods and cleaning supplies.
Similar patterns emerged during other recent crises, including natural disasters like hurricanes and earthquakes,
economic downturns, and supply chain disruptions. These events reveal how quickly consumer behaviour can shift
from routine purchasing to more extreme forms of acquisition when people feel threatened or uncertain about the
future.
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The study of crisis consumption behaviour has become increasingly important as our world faces more frequent
disruptions. Climate change brings more severe weather events, global supply chains remain vulnerable to various
shocks, and health crises continue to emerge. Understanding how and why people change their buying habits during
these times is crucial for businesses trying to manage demand, governments working to maintain social stability, and
researchers seeking to understand human behaviour under stress.

Panic Buying vs. Rational Hoarding

While media coverage and casual conversation often use terms like "panic buying," "hoarding," and "stockpiling"
interchangeably, research suggests these behaviours represent distinctly different psychological and practical
approaches to crisis consumption. This distinction is fundamental to understanding how people justify their purchasing
decisions after the fact.

Panic buying refers to consumer behaviour that is primarily emotion-driven and impulsive in nature. When people
engage in panic buying, they make quick decisions based on immediate fears, social pressure, or anxiety about potential
shortages. This type of buying typically happens with little advance planning or careful consideration of actual needs.
For example, a person might see crowds at a grocery store and immediately join long lines to purchase items they had
not previously considered buying, simply because others appear to be doing the same. The emotional state driving these
purchases often includes fear, anxiety, and a sense of urgency that overrides normal decision-making processes.
Rational hoarding, in contrast, represents a more planned and strategic approach to crisis preparation. People who
engage in rational hoarding typically assess their situation carefully, consider their actual needs over an extended
period, and make deliberate decisions about what to purchase and in what quantities. This behavior involves more
analytical thinking and forward planning. For instance, a family might calculate how much food they would need for a
two- week quarantine period and then systematically purchase those items over several shopping trips. The emotional
component is still present but is balanced with practical considerations and logical planning.

The key differences between these two approaches extend beyond just the planning involved. Panic buying tends to be
reactive, responding to immediate triggers like news reports or social cues. It often results in purchases that may not
align well with actual needs. Rational hoarding, meanwhile, is more proactive and typically results in purchases that
better match genuine requirements for crisis preparedness.

Understanding this distinction is important because it affects how people think about and justify their purchases
afterward. The psychological processes people use to make sense of their buying decisions differ significantly
depending on whether those decisions were made impulsively or deliberately.

Importance of Studying Post-Purchase Justification Strategies

After making unusual or extreme purchases during crisis situations, consumers must somehow make sense of their
behaviour. This process of making sense of past actions is known as post- purchase justification, and it plays a crucial
role in how people maintain their self-image and psychological well-being after crisis buying episodes.

Post-purchase justification strategies are the mental processes people use to explain, defend, or rationalize their
purchasing decisions after they have been made. These strategies become particularly important when people have
spent more money than usual, bought more items than they typically would, or made purchases that might seem
excessive to others. The need for justification becomes even stronger when the crisis passes and people are left with
large quantities of goods they may not actually need.

The study of these justification strategies matters for several reasons. First, understanding how people rationalise their
crisis purchases can help predict future buying behaviour. If someone successfully justifies panic buying during one
crisis, they may be more likely to engage in similar behaviour during future crises. Conversely, if someone struggles to

justify their purchases or feels regret about them, they might approach future crises differently.

Second, these justification processes affect consumer well-being and satisfaction. People who can successfully
rationalise their crisis purchases are likely to feel better about their decisions and experience less buyer's remorse.
Those who cannot adequately justify their behaviour may experience ongoing stress, guilt, or financial strain.
Copyright to IJARSCT 737

.. . o P ISSN
WWW.I]arSCt.CO.In f. i| 2581-9429 |

©\ IJARSCT /¥




£ IJARSCT

xx International Journal of Advanced Research in Science, Communication and Technology
IJARSCT International Open-Access, Double-Blind, Peer-Reviewed, Refereed, Multidisciplinary Online Journal gD €O
ISSN: 2581-9429 Volume 5, Issue 8, May 2025 Impact Factor: 7.67

Third, understanding justification strategies can inform better communication and intervention strategies during crises.
If businesses and policymakers understand how people think about their purchases, they can design messages and
policies that either support reasonable preparation or discourage excessive buying, depending on the situation.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Rick et al. (2008) used neuroscience to show that fear activates brain regions tied to impulsive decisions. This
biological evidence supports why anxiety overrides logic during crises, fueling panic buying. Weber et al. (2009)
highlighted risk assessment in rational hoarding, showing analytical thinkers stockpile based on calculated needs. Their
work contrasts with panic buyers, who act on emotion rather than logic. Christakis et al. (2009) proved that behaviours
spread through social networks. During COVID-19, this explained how panic buying in one community influenced
others globally, creating waves of irrational purchasing. Social Contagion in Crisis Purchasing. Smith et al. (2015)
demonstrated that panic buying spreads rapidly through social networks, with individuals mimicking peers’ behaviours
during crises like the COVID-19 pandemic. Their study highlighted how observing others stockpile essentials triggered
fear-driven purchases, even among those who initially saw no need to hoard. Role of Social Media in Panic Buying.
According to Lee et al. (2020), viral posts on platforms like Twitter amplified perceptions of scarcity during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Misinformation about shortages led to impulsive buying, with users reporting higher anxiety
after exposure to crisis-related content. Cultural Influences on Hoarding Behaviour. Gupta et al. (2018) found that
collectivist cultures, such as India, engaged in more rational hoarding to protect family members, while individualist
societies leaned toward panic buying. Cultural norms around community responsibility shaped justification strategies
post-purchase. Psychological Triggers of Panic Buying A study by Chen et al. (2021) linked anxiety and fear of
uncertainty to impulsive purchases. Participants with higher stress levels were 60% more likely to buy non-essential
items during crises, driven by a need to regain control. Economic Factors in Rational Hoarding, Patel et al. (2022)
revealed that middle-income households strategically stockpiled goods to avoid future price hikes, while low-income
groups prioritised immediate essentials. Financial stability enabled long-term planning in hoarding behaviours. Impact
of COVID-19 on Consumer Behaviour, Kumar et al. (2021) analysed global purchasing patterns during the pandemic,
noting that 78% of respondents engaged in panic buying due to lockdown fears. Toilet paper and sanitisers saw
unprecedented demand spikes. Post-Purchase Regret and Justification, Williams et al. (2019) found that 65% of panic
buyers experienced regret, often justifying purchases as “preparedness.” Cognitive dissonance led to narratives aligning
actions with self-perceived rationality. Media Framing and Consumer Perceptions, A study by Nguyen et al. (2020)
showed sensationalist news headlines increased panic buying by 40%. Media emphasis on “empty shelves” created
artificial scarcity perceptions, overriding logical assessment. Risk Perception and Decision- Making According to
Taylor et al. (2016), individuals with high-risk perception engaged in calculated hoarding, using past crisis experiences
to estimate needs. This group showed lower regret levels compared to impulsive buyers. Supply Chain Vulnerabilities,
Roberts et al. (2021) linked just-in-time inventory systems to panic buying, as minimal stockpiles collapsed under
sudden demand. Their work urged businesses to balance efficiency with crisis resilience. Mental Accounting in Crisis
Spending, Sharma et al. (2020) noted that consumers created separate mental budgets for “emergency funds,” justifying
bulk purchases as investments in safety rather than wasteful spending. Emotional vs. Rational Decision-Making A
neuroeconomic study by Kim et al. (2022) used fMRI scans to show panic buyers had heightened amygdala activity
(fear response), while rational hoarders activated prefrontal regions (planning). Demographic Differences in
Purchasing Behavior Johnson et al. (2023) found older adults (50+) preferred gradual stockpiling, whereas younger
adults (18-30) impulsively bought trending items due to social media influence. Government Policies and Panic Buying
During the COVID-19 pandemic, Wong et al. (2021) observed that nations with clear communication on supply
stability (e.g., Singapore) saw 30% less panic buying compared to those with ambiguous messaging. Long-term Effects
of Crisis Purchasing, A longitudinal study by Martinez et al. (2023) revealed that 45% of panic buyers adopted cautious
spending habits post-crisis, while rational hoarders maintained preparedness without excess.
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Research Gaps

Despite extensive research on crisis-driven consumer behaviour, several critical gaps persist in the literature. First,
existing studies often conflate panic buying and rational hoarding, treating them as interchangeable phenomena rather
than distinct behaviours with unique psychological triggers and decision-making frameworks. This oversimplification
obscures the nuanced differences between impulsive, emotion-driven purchases and calculated, risk-averse stockpiling,
limiting the development of targeted interventions. Second, while prior research has explored the immediate triggers of
these behaviours, there is a paucity of investigation into post-purchase justification strategies. Most studies focus on
purchasing patterns during crises but neglect how consumers retrospectively rationalise their actions to align with self-
perceptions of rationality or societal norms.

Third, methodological limitations prevail, with an overreliance on single-method approaches (e.g., cross-sectional
surveys) that fail to capture the interplay of psychological, social, and economic factors. Few studies employ mixed-
methods designs to triangulate quantitative trends with qualitative insights, resulting in fragmented understandings of
consumer motivations. Fourth, individual differences—such as personality traits, cultural values, and risk tolerance—
remain underexplored. While demographics like age and income are occasionally addressed, psychological factors
influencing why some individuals panic-buy while others hoard strategically are rarely examined.

Fifth, geographic and cultural biases limit generalizability. Most research originates from Western contexts,
overlooking regional variations in crisis responses, such as India’s unique socioeconomic dynamics during events like
the COVID-19 pandemic. Finally, longitudinal analyses of long-term behavioural impacts are scarce. Existing studies
prioritise immediate post-crisis reflections, leaving gaps in understanding how justification strategies evolve over time
or influence future preparedness. Addressing these gaps is critical to advancing theoretical models of consumer
behaviour under stress and designing equitable policies that mitigate panic-driven disruptions while fostering rational
resilience.

Research Problem

During crises like pandemics or natural disasters, consumers often engage in extreme purchasing behaviours, but it
remains unclear whether these actions stem from panic (impulsive, fear-driven buying) or rational planning (strategic
hoarding). Existing research often mixes these two behaviours, leading to ineffective solutions for managing crises. For
example, labelling all bulk purchases as “hoarding” ignores critical differences: panic buyers might empty shelves of
toilet paper due to social pressure, while rational hoarders may gradually stockpile canned goods based on logical risk
assessments. This confusion makes it hard for businesses to predict demand, governments to design policies, and
consumers to make informed decisions.

Little is known about how people justify their crisis purchases afterwards. Do panic buyers regret their decisions? How
do rational hoarders explain their actions? Without understanding these post-purchase thought processes, it’s difficult to
address recurring issues like shortages, financial strain, or public mistrust. This study tackles these gaps by clarifying
the differences between panic buying and rational hoarding and exploring how individuals rationalise their choices
post-crisis. By doing so, it aims to provide actionable insights for smoother crisis management and better consumer
outcomes.

Objectives of the Study

1. To compare how people justify their actions after panic buying versus rational hoarding.

2. To identify the psychological and social factors that influence post-purchase justification strategies for both panic
buying and rational hoarding.

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
1. Research Design
This study adopted a mixed-methods approach to comprehensively explore the differences between panic buying and
rational hoarding, with a focus on post-purchase justification strategies. The design combined quantitative surveys,

qualitative interviews, and secondary data analysis to triangulate findings. This approach allowed for a holistic
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understanding of consumer behaviour during crises, capturing both broad statistical trends and nuanced psychological
processes.

2. Data Collection Primary Data:

* Surveys:

o Participants: 170 individuals with recent crisis purchasing experiences (e.g., COVID-19, natural disasters).

o Instrument: A structured questionnaire with 45 items, including Likert-scale, multiple-choice, and open-ended
questions.

o Variables Measured:

Demographic factors (age, income, education).

Psychological triggers (fear, anxiety, perceived scarcity).

Purchasing patterns (panic buying vs. rational hoarding).

Post-purchase justification strategies (cognitive rationalisation, social comparison).

o Distribution: Administered online via secure platforms to ensure anonymity and reach a geographically diverse
sample.

* Interviews:

o Participants: 12 individuals selected purposively from survey respondents to represent diverse purchasing behaviours.
o Structure: Semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions.

o Focus Areas:

Emotional vs. rational decision-making during crises.

Evolution of post-purchase feelings and justification narratives.

Long-term behavioural impacts of crisis purchase.

Secondary Data:

* Social Media Analysis: Examined 500 posts from Twitter and Facebook using keywords like "panic buying" and
"hoarding" to identify public discourse trends.

* News Reports: Analysed media coverage from major outlets to assess how narratives influenced purchasing
behaviours.

* Economic Data: Reviewed government reports and supply chain metrics to contextualise purchasing spikes and
shortages.

3. Sampling Technique

* Surveys: Stratified random sampling ensured representation across age (18—60+), income (low, middle, high), and
geography (urban, suburban, rural).

* Interviews: Purposive sampling selected participants based on their survey responses, prioritising diversity in
purchasing behaviours and justification strategies.

4. Data Analysis Quantitative Analysis:

* Tools: SPSS and Excel for statistical computations.

* Techniques:

o Descriptive Statistics: Summarised demographic profiles and purchasing patterns.

o Correlation Analysis: Identified relationships between variables (e.g., anxiety and panic buying).

o Regression Models: Predicted factors influencing panic buying (e.g., media exposure) and rational hoarding (e.g., risk
perception).

0 ANOVA: Compared purchasing behaviours across income and age groups.
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Qualitative Analysis:

* Thematic Analysis: Manually coded interview transcripts to identify recurring themes (e.g., "fear-driven purchases" or
"altruistic justification").

* Triangulation: Cross-validated findings from surveys, interviews, and secondary data to ensure reliability.

5. Ethical Considerations

* Informed Consent: Participants provided explicit consent for surveys and interviews, with clear explanations of data
usage.

* Anonymity: Pseudonyms replaced participant names; survey responses were anonymized.

* Confidentiality: Data stored securely with restricted access; raw data destroyed post- analysis.

6. Limitations

» Sampling Bias: Reliance on online surveys may underrepresent non-tech-savvy demographics.
* Geographic Focus: Primarily India-centric, limiting cross-cultural generalizability.

* Self-Reporting: Survey responses may reflect recall bias or social desirability effects.

IV. DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Sample Characteristics
The study collected data from 170 respondents across diverse demographic categories. The sample composition is
presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Sample Demographics (N=170)

Demographic Variable Category IFrequency [Percentage
Age Group 18-30 years 42 24.7%
31-45 years 45 26.5%
46-60 years 46 27.1%
Over 60 years 37 21.7%
Gender Male 78 45.9%
Female 92 54.1%
Income Level Low (<$40,000) 56 32.9%
Middle ($40,000-$80,000) 67 39.4%
High (>$80,000) 47 27.7%
[Education High School 34 20.0%
Bachelor's Degree 39 52.4%
Graduate Degree 47 27.6%
Geographic Location [Urban 71 41.8%
Suburban 68 40.0%
Rural 31 18.2%

Descriptive Statistics
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Key Variables

\Variable Mean  [Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum Skewness
Panic Buying Score 3.42 1.28 1.00 5.00 -0.15
Rational Hoarding Score 2.87 1.15 1.00 5.00 0.23
IPost-Purchase Justification 3.65 1.02 1.50 5.00 -0.41
IAnxiety Level 3.78 0.94 1.00 5.00 -0.32
Social Influence 3.21 1.06 1.00 5.00 0.08
Media Exposure 3.89 0.87 2.00 5.00 -0.56
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Risk Perception 412 1079 2.00 5.00 -0.78 |

Correlation Analysis
Table 3: Pearson Correlation Matrix

\Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Panic Buying 1.000

2. Rational Hoarding -.234 1.000

3. Post-Purchase Justification .567 312 1.000

4. Anxiety Level .623 .089 1445 1.000

5. Social Influence 478 .156 .389 423 1.000

6. Media Exposure 512 201 1367 .398 .556 1.000

7. Risk Perception .298 .567 1423 267 .234 1298 1.000

Note: p <0.01, p < 0.05

Interpretation of Correlation Results:
The correlation analysis revealed several significant relationships supporting the study hypotheses:
e Strong positive correlation between panic buying and anxiety level (r =.623, p < 0.01), indicating that higher
anxiety levels are associated with increased panic buying behaviours.
e  Moderate negative correlation between panic buying and rational hoarding (r = -.234, p < 0.01), confirming
these represent distinct behavioural patterns.
e Strong positive correlation between panic buying and post-purchase justification (r = .567, p < 0.01),
suggesting panic buyers engage more heavily in justification strategies. Strong positive correlation between

rational hoarding and risk perception (r = .567, p < 0.01), indicating rational hoarders base decisions on
systematic risk assessment.

Multiple Regression Analysis
Predicting Panic Buying Behaviour

Table 4: Multiple Regression Analysis - Panic Buying as Dependent Variable

Model Summary

R R Square /Adjusted R Square Std. Error F
.742 .551 .534 .872 32.45
Predictors B SE B B it Sig.
(Constant) -0.892 .387 -2.305 .022
IAnxiety Level 0.634 .089 467 7.124%* .000
Social Influence 0.298 .078 .247 3.821%* .000
Media Exposure 0.267 .095 .182 2.811** .006

Age -0.012 .005 -.134 -2.287% .024
Income Level -0.187 .082 -.128 -2.281% .024

Note: p < 0.01, p < 0.05

Interpretation: The regression model explains 55.1% of the variance in panic buying behaviour (R>=.551, F =
32.45, p <0.01). Key findings:

Anxiety level is the strongest predictor (f =.467, p <0.01)

Social influence significantly predicts panic buying (B =.247, p < 0.01)
Media exposure increases panic buying likelihood (B =.182, p < 0.01)
Older individuals and higher-income groups show less panic buying
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Post-Purchase Justification Strategies Analysis
Comparison Between Panic Buying and Rational Hoarding Groups
Table 5: Independent Samples T-Test - Post-Purchase Justification Strategies

Justification Strategy Panic Buyers (n=89) |RationalHoarders (n=81) t- value  [Sig.
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Cognitive Rationalization 4.12 (0.84) 3.45(0.92) 4.98 .000
Social Comparison 3.89 (0.97) 2.67 (1.08) 7.71 .000
[Future Benefit Focus 3.76 (1.02) 4.23 (0.78) -3.25 .001
Minimisation of Cost 3.54 (1.15) 2.98 (1.23) 3.11 .002
IAltruistic Justification 2.89 (1.34) 3.67 (1.12) -4.02 .000
Note: p < 0.01

Interpretation: Significant differences emerged in justification strategies between groups:
Panic buyers rely more heavily on cognitive rationalisation and social comparison
Rational hoarders focus more on future benefits and altruistic motivations

Panic buyers are more likely to minimise the perceived costs of their purchases

ANOVA Results - Demographic Differences
Table 6: One-Way ANOVA - Purchasing Behaviour by Income Level

Sum of Squares df Mean Square IF Sig.
Panic Buying
Between Groups 28.456 2 14.228 9.87** .000
'Within Groups 240.678 167 |1.441
Total 269.134 169
Rational Hoarding
Between Groups 19.234 2 9.617 7.54** 1001
'Within Groups 212.890 167 |1.275
Total 232.124 169
Post-Hoc Analysis (Tukey HSD):
Income Comparison Panic Buying Mean Difference [RationalHoarding Mean Difference
Low vs. Middle 0.67 -0.45
Low vs. High 0.89 -0.72
Middle vs. High 0.22 -0.27

Note: p < 0.01, p < 0.05

Hypothesis Testing Results
Table 7: Summary of Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis |Statistical Test [Result Decision

IH1: Panic buyers use more intensive justiﬁcatiorﬂlndependent t-test t=498,p< Supported

strategies than rational hoarders .001

IH2: Anxiety levels predict panic buying behaviour [Regression B =.467, p Supported
.001

H3: Risk perception predicts rational hoardingRegression B =.389, p Supported

behaviour .001

H4: Social influences affect  panic|Correlation comparison r = .478 vs. r =Supported
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buying more than rational hoarding .156
IHS: Higher income groups engage less in panic ANOVA/Regression B=-128,p Supported
buying .05
Ho: Education level  positively Regression B =.198, p Supported
correlates with rational hoarding .01

Key Findings Summary

Objective 1: Comparing Post-Purchase Justification Strategies

The analysis revealed significant differences in how panic buyers and rational hoarders justify their purchases:
Panic Buyers (n=89):

Higher overall justification intensity (M =4.12 vs. 3.45, p <.001)

Greater reliance on cognitive rationalisation and social comparison

More frequent minimisation of purchase costs

Stronger correlation with regret levels (r = .534, p <.001)

Rational Hoarders (n=81):

Focus on future benefit justifications (M =4.23 vs. 3.76, p <.001)

Higher altruistic motivation scores (M = 3.67 vs. 2.89, p <.001)

Less intensive overall justification needs

More satisfaction with purchase decisions (M =4.01 vs. 3.23, p <.001)
Objective 2: Psychological and Social Factors Influencing Justification
The regression analyses identified key predictors of justification strategies:
Primary Psychological Factors:

Panic buying behaviour (f =.412, p <.001) - strongest predictor

Regret levels (f = .298, p <.001) - significant driver

Anxiety levels (f =.123, p =.061) - marginally significant

Social Factors:

Social influence (f =.162, p <.01) - moderate predictor
exposure indirect effect on purchasing behaviour

Peer comparison behaviours are more prevalent in panic buyers

Economic Factors:

Purchase amount (f =.267, p <.001) - higher spending increases justification
Income level shows an inverse relationship with justification intensity

Cost minimisation strategies are more common in lower-income groups

Significance of the Study
This research holds critical importance for multiple stakeholders, offering insights that bridge academic understanding
and real-world applications. Below are the key areas where this study makes a meaningful impact:

For Businesses and Retailers
e Understanding the difference between panic buying and rational hoarding helps businesses manage
demand during crises. For example, retailers can:
e Adjust inventory levels by predicting which products are likely to see panic-driven spikes (e.g., toilet paper
during COVID-19) versus gradual hoarding (e.g., canned goods).
e Design targeted communication to calm anxious shoppers (e.g., “We have enough stock!”) and reassure
strategic buyers (e.g., “Plan wisely for emergencies”).
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e Implement purchase limits to prevent stockouts and ensure fair access, reducing chaos in stores.
e For Policymakers and Governments
The findings guide effective crisis management strategies:
Public awareness campaigns can address misinformation (e.g., clarifying supply chain stability) to curb panic.
Regulations against price gouging ensure essentials remain affordable during shortages.
Resource distribution plans can prioritize vulnerable groups, ensuring equitable access to necessities.
For Behavioural Scientists and Psychologists
The study advances knowledge about human decision-making under stress:
It highlights how fear and social influence drive panic buying versus how risk assessment guides rational
hoarding.
Post-purchase justification strategies (e.g., “I bought extra to protect my family”) reveal how people cope with regret,
offering insights into cognitive dissonance.
For Consumers
Individuals gain tools to make informed choices during crises:
Recognizing emotional triggers (e.g., fear of scarcity) helps avoid impulsive purchases
Learning from rational hoarders’ strategies (e.g., gradual stockpiling) promotes preparedness without excess.
Academic Contributions
Clarifies definitions: By distinguishing panic buying (impulsive, fear-driven) from rational hoarding (planned,
strategic), the study resolves confusion in existing literature.
Fills research gaps: Prior studies often overlooked post-purchase justification, a key focus here.
Mixed-methods approach: Combining surveys, interviews, and social media analysis provides a comprehensive view
of crisis behaviours.
Societal Benefits
Reduces shortages: By addressing panic buying triggers, communities can maintain stable access to essentials.
Promotes resilience: Educating people about rational preparedness fosters collective responsibility during
emergencies.
Future Research
The study lays the groundwork for exploring:
Cultural differences in crisis behaviours (e.g., individualist vs. collectivist societies).
Long-term impacts of panic buying on financial habits and mental health.

V. CONCLUSION

This research explored the critical differences between panic buying and rational hoarding during crises, focusing on
how consumers justify their purchases afterwards. By analysing psychological triggers, social influences, and economic
factors, the study revealed that panic buying and rational hoarding are distinct behaviours driven by different
motivations. Panic buying is impulsive, fueled by fear, anxiety, and social pressure, while rational hoarding
involves careful planning, risk assessment, and a focus on long-term preparedness. These differences shape how people
explain their actions post-crisis, with panic buyers often justifying purchases as “necessary for family safety” and
rational hoarders framing their actions as “smart preparation.”

The findings are crucial for businesses struggling to manage unpredictable demand during emergencies. Retailers can
use these insights to identify products likely to face panic-driven spikes (e.g., sanitizers, toilet paper) versus gradual
hoarding (e.g., canned goods, medicines). Implementing strategies like purchase limits, transparent communication
about stock levels, and dynamic pricing can reduce chaos and ensure fair access. For instance, clearly stating “No
shortage—supply chains are stable!” on social media can calm anxious shoppers, while offering bulk discounts on non-
perishables might cater to strategic hoarders.

Policymakers can leverage this research to design better crisis responses. Public awareness campaigns addressing
misinformation (e.g., clarifying that masks are widely available) can curb panic. Regulations to prevent price gouging
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and ensure equitable distribution of essentials are equally vital. For example, during the COVID-19 pandemic, countries
like South Korea and New Zealand successfully minimized panic buying by combining strict anti-hoarding laws with
real-time updates on supply chains.

For consumers, understanding the line between panic and rational behavior empowers smarter decisions. Recognizing
emotional triggers (e.g., fear of scarcity) helps avoid impulsive purchases, while adopting strategies like staggered
stockpiling ensures preparedness without waste. The study also highlights the psychological toll of post-purchase
regret, showing that panic buyers often struggle to justify their actions, leading to guilt or financial stress.
Academically, this work fills gaps in existing literature by clearly distinguishing panic buying from hoarding, a
confusion that previously led to oversimplified solutions. The mixed-methods approach (surveys, interviews, and social
media analysis) provided a 360-degree view of crisis behaviour, combining statistical trends with personal narratives.
For instance, interviews revealed that rational hoarders often drew on past crisis experiences (e.g., natural disasters) to
plan purchases, while panic buyers admitted to copying others’ behaviours without evaluating their own needs.

The study has limitations. Its focus on urban Indian consumers may limit applicability to rural or global contexts. Future
research could explore cultural differences, for example, collectivist societies prioritising family needs versus
individualist cultures focusing on personal security. Longitudinal studies tracking purchasing habits across multiple
crises could also reveal how experiences shape future behaviour
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Section 1: Demographics:
1. What is your age range?
- Under 18
- 18-25
- 26-35
- 36-45
- 46-55
- 56+

2. How do you identify your gender?
- Female

- Male

- Prefer not to say

- Other:

3. What is your highest level of education?
- High School

- Bachelor’s Degree

- Master’s Degree

- PhD/Doctorate

- Other:

4. What is your current occupation?

- Student

- Working Professional

- Homemaker

- Self-Employed

- Retired

- Unemployed
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- Other:

5. What is your approximate monthly household income (INR)?
- Less than 320,000

- 320,000-350,000

-350,001-%1,00,000

- Above %1,00,000

- Prefer not to say

6. Where do you currently live?
- Urban (City)

- Semi-Urban (Town)

- Rural (Village)

Section 2: Purchasing Behaviour During Crises. (Likert Scale: Strongly Disagree — Strongly Agree)

Instructions: How much do you agree with the following statements about your behaviour during crises (e.g., COVID-
19, natural disasters)?

7. 1 bought more items than usual because I feared they would run out.

- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

8. I stockpiled essentials to prepare for future shortages.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

9. News reports or social media influenced my decision to buy extra supplies.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

10. I regretted some purchases after the crisis ended.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

11. Seeing others buy in bulk made me feel like I should do the same.

- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree
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- Neutral
- Agree
- Strongly Agree

12. I bought extra items to protect my family’s well-being.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

13. I planned my purchases carefully to avoid overspending.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

14. T trusted that shops would restock quickly, so I didn’t panic buy.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

15. I felt anxious about not having enough supplies during the crisis.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

16. I bought items just because they were on sale or discounted.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

17. T avoided buying extra items to ensure others had access to essentials.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree
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18. I felt pressured by friends/family to buy more than I needed.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

19. I researched product availability before making purchases.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

20. I felt guilty about buying too much after the crisis.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

21. I prioritised buying items that could last a long time (e.g., canned food).
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

22. I believe my purchases were necessary, even if others called it “hoarding.”
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

23. I bought items I didn’t need because of misleading information.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

24. 1 followed government guidelines to avoid panic buying.

- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree
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25. T used past crisis experiences to decide what to buy.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

26. I donated excess supplies to others after the crisis.
- Strongly Disagree

- Disagree

- Neutral

- Agree

- Strongly Agree

Section 3: Open-Ended Questions (Optional | Short Answer)

27. Describe one instance where you bought something extra during a crisis. What was your main reason?
28. How did you feel about your purchases after the crisis ended?

29. If you could go back in time, would you change any of your buying decisions during the crisis? Why?
30. What advice would you give others to avoid panic buying during a crisis?
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