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A Study on the Validity and Benefit-Cost of
Labeling System for Reuse Wreath

Heo, Seung-Wook - Yang, Sung-Bum

The objective of this study is to analyze the consumer perception of reusable
wreath and present the considerations for introducing the labeling system, and to
calculate the social benefits and costs of that. For this, We did an internet survey
on the perceptions and willingness-to-pay for reuse wreath to 330 adults. As a
result, only 56.1 percent of those who ordered wreath were found to check whether
they actually arrived. 73.6% of the respondents had the willingness-to-purchase a
reusable wreath if the price was reasonable, and 43.6% were in favor of labeling
reused wreath as 'reused wreath'. The social benefits of introducing the reusable
currency marking system are about 155,692 million won and the social cost about
43.52 million won. If reusable wreath are not recognized and purchased at the
price of new one, economic and emotional losses of domestic horticulture farmers
and consumers may occur. Therefore, related agencies will be able to expand sales
of domestic flower producers and protect the economic and emotional benefits of
consumers if they make efforts to establish and operate a reusable wreath labeling
system.

Key words : reusable wreath, reusable wreath labeling system, social benefits and
cost, willingness-to-pay
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33K (wreath)2 A3t == 23} 55 1E@o] T2 ¥E EUE 9V ThRural Devel-
opment Administration, www.rda.go.kr). Hong (2012)2 3}8+S 7 FAL 5 SYARgol A8-3he=
A3} AEo] Z3Fsle] EFENOH, Lim 5(2012)S Zolgtes vt B0 A Aol A
oA ARl a4vt 7 E 859 HHo wel w313, AEd 2= A3 53
FFEORE AFYstal It k82 o}, vk BAlL 1R F Rl AAEY A8 E dgst
= WA EA S AAA ulE AA|sta Qlow, FE AT Y T ofdAY] 53
o2 Fujstal TH(Lee et al., 2020D).

2018 &1 A E AN AR ke sh3ke] A A e 2,

22313 3,884,66070 = At ¢F 590337270011, P4, 371, 2R71d4 59 3@/%011
AHEEE %3818 1,000,00070 2 FH8HE F 6901 7j o] BHEto] EH T e A

HhH(Lee et al., 2020). 3}3e] HHF 7142 100,000€ 2.2 7HHotA 813ke] Ay
°F 6,9009 ¥ FEoltt.

Jy 33 fF5ol ol & ¥ ARES 813 3-43]71A] AAMEStE AAREEEEe] A
FEF oF 30~73%°) ol2+= FA|F ] A3 Y THKwon et al., 2018; Kwon et al., 2019;
Kwon et al., 20202); Lee et al., 2020). A- A &-g-olgt= AddA Eoid agx 471 2
olfi7t glou, ol & AAHEEIEko|gkar 12EHA] X3 AdEjoll A AlfEEk 7bA S A EStaL
TujskAl oA A A 02 o] HAE kel gltk ol = A F7Fe] A
A B4, AFA shek Abgel iE AH[ARY] A A, AAA EHAGFE Al AAEEE )
Ao 4 Yoy, AR LSS e 2o ghogM) o7 o]0

ol

& Qe

oo shatol AHEE W] AAES WANAL TS A A=A FH7E 875
T gk wetA B AFAE SBFEAA ANL Ash YIS AT HBEAAE)
ol @ 2014 Q4L BHS FF AAEHD FAAE 59 A 1T A4FL A
At} Bk ol MG thE T F W Ao AT e 2AS] 4GS
# EAAE 2qo] hE Wols} v G HEUT o & Fal £ulA, AN, FEUA B
A% 5 S HET VU oA BAASNA AT BAAE 0] BHFHS A
shaA gk,

D 33 75383 A 9 §5A4AA NAEI(E DA ES, 2020).
2) B34 s 9% AEE A 2 38 55 %L*éi} HJOJ

(HAN
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T(EEAEF7<E718% 714, 2020).
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Table 1. General characteristics of respondents

N (%)
Male 165(50.0)
Gender
Female 165(50.0)
Age 42.64(S.D.: 9.29)
Number of household 2.96(S.D.: 1.26)
Under 1 million won 12(3.6)
1~2 million won 11(3.3)
2~3 million won 52(15.8)
3~4 million won 53(16.1)
4~5 million won 76(23.0)
Income -
5~6 million won 49(14.8)
(/month)
6~7 million won 23(7.0)
7~8 million won 24(7.3)
8~9 million won 10(3.0)
9~10 million won 7(2.1)
Above 10 million won 13(3.9)

Note: S.D.=standard deviation
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Arg-3Hgke] thgh IA R, Fuf ol BAA E9) AR, A BTl s ZALS
Aok Fule) e AAE3Ske] JhA o] AFttH Fuld ool = AR, A B AT
A2 AtEkgko] 100,000 0l2t 7HEE ¢ SIS HO) A EVHET 5A 02 A}
3FFTH10,000€ 5 100,00097F4] 5,000 HA 0.2 ZAMEH. AAME-S3EA AlE =Yl
e FeuHAgeREE A WA, ARt 5, FAS TFEAEIA, HAR] 5,
A 2 9 3R AE g 28, A 2 3R, F7)FH T gukd Aol g gr
3N, A4 AR5 FF 5 UAE 5H HEE AL ZABATHI: HE FL35HA
2T}, 2: TasHA gt 3: BEolt), 4: Fa3sIT, 5 vlg- F835h.

ZAEe] 442 A 16578(50.0%), 14 16578(50.0%)°1™, H+ A2 42,644 0]tk
(Table 1). 7}7% B 7FY = 2969 olth

2. A3 EAAIE £999] v & 2 Ho

AAL-E-3LeE A A
Ak ARE A H e
of& Alytsheh ol 23t 2 = de T A= fﬂﬁ
AR Q2 ARIATE AALSSHEE Bl AlrEkeke Fejte 2 dE 5 gle wd
7 Aedes, AF UL AAEER f5dds =AY BEFoRN A
= HEHE FUoR sl

AR B8-S FEA BlE Ao Bl vEoR FEIAT FEAdA HE-E A
AHgEHEolghs EAIE 7] A8l BAsE EAR AAH o2, gRe] He vlge A
AHEEIRE fH5o] 2AF B ©@ES ffs] RAshe odko= Aojsiitt

AR A o wE& AFEsh] Asl AEEAe] W8, Lee 5(2020), S H A= FA S
ge, 7HEARA RS AnE ARSI
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o 192K2019) S FE = Trlste] M= Hol = AP 15798(47.6%)°]
Rom, TEA o ALFS 173(52.4%) 0.2 UERFTHTable 2). 77 A3 o] Y= ALze]
38k ARS8 = el 215149, 424%)°] 78 wekon, Otg o2 ATA(789, 21.9%),
(6473, 18.0%), =2 T 3713289, 7.9%)2] <ot} 13] Fula9-& H 97,000
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Ao &2 YEGTH

sl3hs gk & AR =g A tE) Elske A5 88(56.1%)°1, &1t oF
= 795 69%(43.9%)%] A S &2 UEFTHTable 3). o= 3}k Fu] 9|7} *JEH oA &
&3] AAAE A 2= AL Yrlsiy, o= <8l 33 f5S FHA & vtee o
& AFsh= Aolgt AdE

Table 2. Purchasing experience and use of wreath

Purchasing . o .
experience (N(%)) Using (N(%)) Price
Funeral 151(42.4)
Wedding 78(21.9) Min. 10,000 Won, Max.
. . 1,200,000 Won,
Purchase 157(47.6) Business opening 64(18.0)
Mean 97,000 Won, S.D.
Celebration 28(79) 100.000 Won
Others 35(9.8)
Not purchase 173(52.4) - -
Total 330(100.0) - -

Note: S.D.=standard deviation

Table 3. Checking after purchase of wreath

N(%)
Check every time 25(15.9)
Check sometimes 63(40.1)
Not check 49(31.2)
Not check at all 20(12.7)
Total 157(100.0)
Table 4. Treatment of wreath used
N(%0)
Recycled and sold to other buyers 56(35.7)
Discarded 52(33.1)
Not know 36(22.9)
Visitors take it 12(7.6)
Others 1(0.6)
Total 157(100.0)
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s}gto] AREH & A W gl ‘g2 FEANA AL-gE o] BujEATh (569, 35.7%)
7F 7Hd Bokom, agg-o g cHy|"ATP(52H, 33.1%), ‘& EETP(36Y, 22.9%), “HE2Y
o] ZFHZITP (121, 7.6%)2] =2 UEFSTHTable 4).

2. AAEITO HEF A4 B Aol Al

AAHESLEEel] Tfsl] Eo]& Ho] it SHT AP 224T(67.9%) 2.2 YEGoH, 7}
Ao] Attt AQAHESIE-S Fuld AL JThal SEF AP 2439 (73.6%) 2=
EFtTHTable 5). 3-S5 AAHESE 818kol] AfALE-3L8b olgh= FAIE st 2o sl 1867
(43.6%)7F ZHshe A0 E AL AT AAHEEEE ool Abe} QIR gl AR O
et wxHEA Az}, o oakel ARy 1.829, p: 0.176), Tl AR} AR (1™
0.000, p: 0.993) Ftoll= ATl e AL Z YT

AAESLE-S T AL JE SHAE SR AAESIEel| A BetaA} e 5
2 A 100 doA Ha 101 ol em, et 42,1699 (F3Hak 45,0009, HRIFE 50,000
o2 YEFTHTable 6).

Table 5. Perception and willingness-to-purchase on reuse wreath

Willingness-to-purchase (N(%))
x *(p-value)
Yes No Total
Yes 170(51.5) 54(16.4) 224(67.9)
Perception
. No 73(22.1) 33(10.0) 106(32.1) 1.829(0.176)
(N(%))
Total 243(73.6) 87(26.4) 330(100.0)
Yes 137(41.5) 49(14.8) 186(56.4)
Approval on
. No 106(32.1) 38(11.5) 144(43.6) 0.000(0.993)
labeling
Total 243(73.6) 87(26.4) 330(100.0)

Table 6. Willingness-to-pay on the reuse wreath

WTP (Won)
Mean 42,169(14,351.1)
Median 45,000
Mode 50,000
Max. 100,000
Min. 10,000

Note: ( ) =standard deviation
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Table 7. Effects of the factors on the WTP of reuse wreath

Coeftficient (t-value)
Constant 26,000.891(4.084)"
Gender (female=0) -2,532.769(-1.015)
Age 84.538(0.646)
Household -2,359.518(-2.336)"
Income 1,589.018(2.851)"
Purchase (No=0) 3,235.024(1.278)
Reuse labeling (Not agree=0) -344.221(-0.135)
R? 0.041

Note: single and double asterisks (*) denote significance at 5%, and 1% level respectively
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Solo] g MAE elont /}TY fof 2508 AT 5
N 0o
=

TE A EAFHo] EA UEFGTHTable 7).
3. A3 ZAAE =Yl wE v EAE

AL BAASE T o] T2 aHdof & Ao 2= <qatdA ol of
3 AR FMNA4218) 2 JEPFTHTable 8). 1tHS- 02 “Ie| & £34.198), A7 %<l &
£4.15%y, ‘BE A 28, AT =D FTREIIHY, AnlA THE.7948), <FAIL UE(A
Zh, Hf Ak 5)(3.654), ‘FAS] TFEA(RIA, HARD $)(3.59% )y Y woltt. ol Uit &

A A g % AR AR BAAEE B A8 29E 9

AR

Table 8. Importance on the reuse wreath labeling system

Mean (S.D.)

Disclosure of information on violators 4.21(0.87)

Fine level 4.19(0.86)

Regular crackdown 4.15(0.80)

Training, guidance, and promotion of related companies 3.91(0.81)
Consumer education and promotion 3.79(0.84)

Labeling contents (producer, seller) 3.65(0.86)

Labeling readability (location, design) 3.59(0.87)

Note: 1-very not important, 5 - very important



Ao el ¥ FLEE Rofala it AL ouidth FF AANLEHI EAA
Soate A A4 BE 9 o A Ui AuEs) 5S¢ 53 avidel Ha)s
Zo|£% wsof Ark.

G EAl I Al A e daiME S 1 ANE e V13E FE A
©(1351, 40.9%) 5Tt g 813 712 o] UH Sz )3 FE RS Hisls =
Z1(1957, 59.1%) 2.2 UEFSTHTable 9). ol FH3 A5 FF2 3l 38 7149 of
216385 FH3of k= Z1 o2 YEiT

Table 9. Punishment level on the violation of reuse wreath labeling

N(%) Punishment level
Giving opportunities for improvement 135(40.9)
. Average: 21.63
Fine level 195(59.1) .
Max.: 100, Min.: 1
4. AL BAAIE o g uga) A

AAHEEHEE FAAE EQog IR v g3 oS Artetel o] Setsteka Tx5%
e /g o2 TH(Table 10). ©]= Table 22] A& 51 Tx3}2ho] XA ] 64.3%°] 23},
Lee 5(2020)°) Aol A SpARTE F oF 87.3%F AAsh= o= e o
ot

HlA} el zﬂA]—%—p:]-i}- FA F AAEERS 3Tl B8 T &l doE
woto] AhERTh EA] F AALE SRR o i TS A E T (EH T A A
&

l"

E)oll AEZRAIA Uebd AAHEEEE 8 8ES Fot] AEstsion, 38 & 4]
2 Jode Atk B 7HA(100,0009)00 4 AfAE- SRkl thdk Fo HhA = oAb
S Agte =E3JTE ol E Fa) AEE 2| A 351313 6338200 Y, Zx313

81,1431k Q1o 2 F 144,525 %} 9 o] TH(Table 10).

Ao o] AARESLEE A § FUHE 21k Gl 313 3 YA E
Fot 4tEdth A & F7HE AslE O35 S AAE SR F RS R A
AHEE)O AEZAMNA UERG AAHEES ARG ES Fot AFEsidlen, 38 T A
= Altskgke] 2 714(20,0009/3 3o A A AFE-8L3ke] & 714
, T38| 79 12,0009)S At =F3HATE o] & Sl A= A
7,063 9F 1 Z23}8F 401909 o2 F 11,8027 o]tk(Table 10).
AE T2 gddA TQ} o -2 k& 7} c%l*hﬂrﬂ%ia ot AF=Edth A e
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Table 10. Consumers and producers benefits on introducing the labeling system for reuse

wreath
Congratulation | Condolence Total Note
wreath wreath
Amount of wreath (EA)(A) 2,018,712 3,884,660 5,903,372 Lee et al. (2020, Table 8)
Reuse rate (%)(B) 73.7 49.1 - Lee et al. (2020, Table 14)
Amount of reuse wreath
1,488,372 1,905,450 3,393,823 AxB
(EA)C)
Accept: bability of
o cceptance probability o 136 i Table 5
7 reuse wreath (%)(D)
o
3
g Estimated amount after
reuse wreath labeling 1,095,983 1,403,104 2,499,088 CxD
(EA)E)
WTP on reuse wreath
42,169 - Table 6
(Won)(F)
Subtotal(million Won) 63,382 81,143 144,525 [Ex(100,000-F)]/1,000,000
Rejecti bability of
ejection probability o 264 i Table S
reuse wreath (%)(G)
Estimated amount of new
§ wreath after reuse wreath 392,389 502,346 894,735 CxG
§ labeling (EA)(H)
Surplus per new wreath
18,000 8,000 - Lee et al. (2020, Table 15)
(Won)(I)
Subtotal (million Won) 7,063 4,019 11,802 (Hx1)/1,000,000

7 AIEE ] A9 A ARGAITFEE ARGA F, SARAE oA 2018 3HE R
AE Zujdy stz 9 AE A A ARSI THEWS 3,7863, Al 18,106
). AL EL FTYFAEEZ JJral 9] 20123 F-H 2019'3 9] H LA FA] 9HkH

HHE(1.48%)< X*%o};’i W, JAFE EE 20123 FE 201932 HF AR FEA] v FA
4EH»(265%4 NME 2239} o2 T A2H AR UL oF geuul <o THTable 11).
A< Hl%% AAHEESoletE BAE SH7] S8 B BAF AFHI o ®
7F4 AT o= Table 10914 Al4s EA] & AAHESL3E o 75 ol TAH A 2§

& Fato] ABUT BAW AN EE Lee SQO20)NH HES FH 32§ PE 71A
Z
4

G4t o5 Bl 4EW FEAAL] 0§ oF 2,999 7k flojT),
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Table 11. Government fines on introducing the labeling system for reuse wreath

Result Note
Sellers (EA)(A) 21,892 Korea Statistical Information Service"
. . National Agricultural Products Quality
Estimated detection rate (%)(B) 1.48 .
Management Service
. National Agricultural Products Quality
Estimated fine (thousand Won/seller)(C) 265 .
Management Service
Estimated fine income (thousand Won) 85,685 AxBxC

Note 1: Wholesaler + retailer in flowers industry

g 7o) g2 ANAESIE 59 A B ©ES 9JE HAhE o4to g JHA ST
ol WA ot o AAHEEE AL 9 GEH| 8-S Fote] MR AAHESkE =
Ab B e HE-2 20191 HARR Al e HIERD FAl B oF 61.8%F A4S ALk o]
S B8l A= AF9 W& oF 43529 o)

Table 12. Social cost on introducing the labeling system for reuse wreath

Result Note
Estimated amount after reuse wreath
. 2,499,088 Table 10
labeling (EA)(A)
Sellers .
Cost labeling (Won)(B) 1,200 Lee et al. (2020, Table 15)
Subtotal (million Won)(C) 2,999 (AxB)/1,000,000
Sellers (EA)(D) 21,892 Lee et al. (2020, Table 9)
Cost of investigation and crackdown National Agricultural Products
Government 61.8 . .
(thousand Won/seller)(E) Quality Management Service
Subtotal (million Won)(F) 1,353 (DxE)/1,000
Total (million Won) 4,352 C+F

QAL TIAAE YT OZH A S AvAH ], ikt HH90S &3k
ALE] A ol of 155,692‘3.‘1} dolH, FEUA = AR B &S T3 AL ZF B]Le oF
435290 lojt}, AL5]A Hols} ugo] Aol= oF

Uebs . mebA AR EA A= =Yt
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Table 13. Social benefit and cost on introducing the labeling system for reuse wreath

Result Note

Consumers (million Won)(A) 144,525

Producers (million Won)(B) 11,802

Benefit
Government (million Won)(C) 86
Total (million Won)(D) 155,692 A+B+C

Seller (million Won)(E) 2,999

Cost Government (million Won)(F) 1,353
Total (million Won)(G) 4,352 E+F
Benefit-Cost (million Won) 151,340 D-G

Benefit-Cost

Benefit/Cost 35.8 D/G

2 A7 AAESHeel] i aniAk QA EAste] FF LS BAAE =9
A Ak AN, AR SHE EAIAIES ARl ol wES A Zlo®
T8 Ade g 2

A, A2 1493 $8kE FE7E A o] A2 1578(@7.6%)010 o1, F8 A8 E= &
dla], e, A, o = 3] ol 18] Flgde oF 97,0009 o] ATt 7l

dEol A= AH T 88%(56.1%)%H0] AA =2 Aol ths #lsts o2 YE

<t 733 A=
ot ole 3R A AAHESIES AR RSOl E ESta Al o g2 &of )
st A sk 59 33 f5S FHIhA @ vtos dQle AlFdte Aolgr AuET
Aol A3t AAESIEHS FulE A} JAohal SEEE AFE 2437(73.6%)
olm, AstE AAHEG 3k AYAEEE olgk= FAIE st Aol il 186 (43.6%)7F
FHdete Ao 2 AT AARESIE-S Tl AL e SEAS] Bt HUAE9
Ab T A2 42,1699 02 UERRTE metA B AAAE AAESIEe] THE S olBT B
Al AAsI fE5sh= Zo] sttt
AR, HAHEEEE FAAEE =UF Jo] T efalof & Ao Z= 9Nty
Aol thek AR FMAE218Y, ‘FE B F24.198), A7)0 BE14.157)y, ‘AEdA w
&, A= 2 TREIAEY, ‘AavA TRE79-Y, TAY e, FuA 5)3.654),
FEAY ZFEAGIA, OAR] 5)3.59%8)y Y «oltt ol "tk SEAE FAIY WE
2 JtEARGE AAZ FAASY FAHS Y A $9E 5 e Aol UE) =& F
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AE5E Fosia = Ae ondth

npx e o 2 AALEEE BAAEE EYOR QA3 AFSF W)L oF 1556927 9, A}
o7 W82 oF 435208k dojth. WA AR EAA S Bl £9E BTl
Tk

AT AAESES 1AsHA X ol Atste A e A st e
T 2k Ul sElAE srke] BAA S, anlae] AAA B AN 2L 520

f

A5 A AAEHE FAAES £ 7Fs S Ul v Bo) Uk AFAA 4
FES BAL ATE T2 AL AL DAL AL 3ol %A Ao, & APE
xmi EASA Qi FEHE AAGETO] te £ulAe] a3t AbslA we) 8l v g
& Ar2ace Aol S} SIek T B B AASIE TAAE S92 T4
A R AN m—t— @ 1%— A3 Yok APl BTET S5
glo} A7 Bhol A A A58 %3} g9 =PRI T YA
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