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Government performance evaluation of dairy products
safety regulation in Beijing

CHEN Hong-hua', XIANG Nan'*?
(1. College of Economics & Management, China Agricultural University, Beijing 10083, China;

2. College of Economics & Management, Jilin Agricultural Science and Technology University, Jilin 132101, China)

Abstract To evaluate the government performance of dairy products safety supervision in Beijing City, Delphi method
was adopted to screen the government performance evaluation index system of the safety supervision of dairy products
and the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation method was then used to calculate the index. The results showed that: Public
supervision of dairy products in Beijing overall, the general attitude of the performance assessment index was 69. 19;1In
the fuzzy comprehensive evaluation of the 6 indicators, people were not satisfied with the law enforcement of Beijing’s
dairy products testing and certification; after the evaluation of the 19 second grade indicators, the dairy regulatory
efficiency is the lowest value in supervision organization setting and ability , the detection ability of dairy products and
the value of the number of enterprises with advanced certification is the lowest in products testing and certification,
illegal punishment in place rate is the lowest in the law enforcement evaluation. Countermeasures and suggestions were
put forwarded to the problems of low efficiency, small number of certification enterprises and inadequate enforcement of
the supervision of dairy products in Beijing.
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Table 1 Result of first grade index assignment

75 Ei=E 7N TR A A KA 347 1 T 1 22 AR A o 22
Number Index Sum Mean Stand deviation Relative standard deviation
1 LKA/ E N 50 3.33 0.98 0.29
2 WA PR R E K Be 54 3.60 1.12 0.31
3 W48 BUR 2 69 4. 60 0.51 0.11
4 L il b A 0 K AR 71 4.73 0.59 0.13
5 FL Al bl R 55 3.67 1.18 0.32
6 Ll b W Pk g 61 4.07 1.22 0. 30
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Table 2 Results of second grade index assignment

. N o b 22 AH X A o 2
5 bR — ik bR WO AR WEME o
. . ) Stand Relative standard
First grade index Second grade index Sum Mean
deviation deviation
L AN B R R 65 4.33 0.72 0.17
L i 5 400 LAY 56 3.73 0.88 0.24
RPN TN 45 3.00 0.85 0.28
WA YRR A FL ] b 72 B B 42 2.80 1.01 0.36
chulatory resource input ?L%ﬂﬂ%%,éﬁﬂlﬂ }J)rwﬂlix"["l HZE 47 3.13 0.92 0.29
L S A 2 2 B 7 GDP L 45 3.00 0.93 0.31
7Ll o W 2 2 48 3. 20 0.77 0.24
Ji BN Y L) o A e 2 46 3.07 0.96 0. 31
7L i A ML A O R 71 4.73 0.46 0. 10
W A% ML R B Y i 7Ll 5 2 BB B R 67 4.47 0.74 0.17
Supervision organization FLikl s R AcE T E 35 2.33 0.82 0. 35
setting and abili _ -
setting and abiity L o LA £ AT 58 587 0.83 0. 22
L b 4 28 & R 2 HE AR 66 4,40 0.63 0. 14
W AL A o WA R s LA G A e 3 67 4.47 0. 64 0.14
Regulatory policy L it 2 4 b o A 1) 5 3 70 4. 67 0.49 0.10
formulation L e R R O £ 2 T 65 4.33 0.72 0.17
L 2 AR I B8 70 4.67 0.62 0.13
2L R T % GE FLAA A QS 8 A HIF FRIE R 56 3.73 1.03 0.28
Dairy products testing L5l HACCP AGIE % 59 3.93 1.03 0.26
and tificati _ s -
and ceritication LA Al 1S09000 TAGIE 56 3.73 1.16 0.31
FLAH & Ak GMP I GIE % 61 4.07 0.96 0.24
EEITE S S NP B A B L 50 3.33 0. 90 0.27
il b A 1) e R
ALl ah 7l A e FLH = &5 4 J7 GDP b 62 4.13 0. 74 0.18
Dairy industry
L 7 ol 3 4 2R 46 3.07 1.22 0. 40
development
LA SNk AMESS 7 2L Al b 46 3.07 1. 10 0. 36
L b 7 ol R v B 61 4.07 0.59 0.15
7L i A A A A% 65 4.33 1.05 0. 24
SFLA i W R T . e
BRI EIEIIE g o g s g A 61 LT 0,96 0. 24
Dairy regulatory
enforcement efforts L) ik i HL A ) 1) 7 3¢ 68 4.53 0.74 0.16
L] i 33 1 A A0 TR 3 Ak R Ol 64 4. 27 0. 80 0.19
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Table 3 Evaluation index system of government performance on dairy safety
—F AR AR
First grade index Second grade index
L N LR T
WA RA .

Regulatory resource input

W LA B E K e

Supervision organization setting and ability

B
ﬂﬁ”%%ﬂﬁb%ﬂ?
L LK

DIRARES

FLit i 4 e BT 3 e

FL 22 42 58 S 4R N 2 A B e

A O A

Regulatory policy formulation

L

FL I i 22 S A o 19 52 38 1
FLAH i M BOR A 28 JT

TEHRE Y 5835

L o A I K DA

Dairy products testing and certification

L 2 A K e

LA & Ak HACCP SAGIE %
2L Al GMP IAGIE %

FLA AT A R

Dairy industry development

Ll i =k 5 Hb 7 GDP L E

FL ah ™l 4 Hh B2

L A PRk

Dairy regulatory enforcement efforts

FL B e

i

BN 3 VS PN
FLAH o ML b 5T 2 i

ZPL A o 3 92 ik AU TR 32 Ak B AR 0

3 dtmEWES AT EEE BN ST

UE#F 3%
BT

A Yk JH B IR SR 2012-12-15—2013-01-25, 7
6 T 4 b e L A AR PR X R X 0k R T L
FF R 3k 76 30 P R IX R b i 2L o Mol A B B
e A v B Sy R A XL R A N S A
BT AR =N I R R (SNSRI /A O TE
o RHE LI 77, Je ik 8 700 4y . FICH 3L
)4 646 1y, LSRN 92.29% .
3.2 itk

P A ARG B 4,8 A T s T FL
il fi WA BN SRR PR RN ST LR 5.
3.3 ETEMESEMNENIZIESH
3.3.1 HBAEBRE RITHHE

Fh b 50T 2L S M BOF SO 1 S i
(F 5) P& NBBR LR TE S RS 4 gk
Pod FIEE S P S FE R R E ry R T 2L
il it W IERF SRV A A FR B 45 8 AR A R LSRR T

3.1

(R 6)H SR Jm LS [ R AN F
[0.20 0.24 O
R, = |0.18 0.24 O
10.19 0.22 0
r0.12 0.22 0
0.16 0.22 0
Rz —
0.18 0.23 0
L0.15 0.24 0
[0.17 0.21 O
R, = |0.17 0.22 O
10.16 0.23 0.
[0.20 0.23 O
R, = |0.17 0.28 O
10.22 0.27 0
ro.16 0.23 0
R; =
L0.17 0.22 O
ro.14 0.22 0
0.15 0.20 ©
R; =
0.09 0.18 0
L0.10 0.16 O

.18
.18
.21
.30
.22
.22
.27
.25
.25

25

.45
.44
.38
.21
. 20
.21
.23
.22
. 26

. 387

. 384
. 367

S L L0 0O 0 0 0 O O o0 O o O O o o o o o

40

40
37
34
387
36
36
207
17

22]

.39}
.41

.43

42

.51
.48
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Table 4 Statistics of basic information of 646 questionnaires
. N LPEUN 4 AV
i H (=801 o ,
Proportion of
Item Information item Quantity
total people
el e 301 46.7
Sex £‘S 345 53.3
>15~25 163 25.2
ES/ % =>25~35 272 42.1
Age >35~45 137 21.2
>45 74 11.5
LRLT 98 15.2
i) LR D 229 35.4
Education AR} 278 43.1
i KU B 41 6.3
FLl i B 152 23.6
Bl -
FLA Al TAE A B 127 19.7
Occupation
AR B 367 56. 7
RIIX 185 28. 4
PE I X 118 18.1
X35k X 94 14.4
Region TEUE X 78 12.0
1 M X 50 8.5
oAb IX 35K 12 18.6
F5 FETIHREEBFHKIEMNE RS IT
Table 5 Statistics of government performance evaluation of dairy products in Beijing city
_ ~ X SNEL
B &ty /&L 7 It Bt — % % Total
ota
First grade index Second grade index Good Better Normal Bad
number
) L AN B R T 126 154 118 248 646
AR ER AR E PN . .
, L it BN DB 119 155 116 256 646
Regulatory resource input
L A T 122 142 135 247 646
L 5 A LR I AR 78 142 194 233 646
W B R R R i e
L B e LR LR £ A K 102 141 145 258 646
Supervision organization setting and B
bili FLi it & 2 FHIT AR RE ) 115 146 145 240 646
ability
FLi it 5 42 5 R N 2 Ak TR AR 100 156 218 172 646
Pu— L ot M v AR R A 5 110 133 160 243 646
143 "‘E A Ay ﬁ"i
- L b 22 A UE 1 58 B 112 145 159 230 646
Regulatory policy formulation
FL o e B AY T 104 148 164 230 646
Lt ot 5 00 TAAIE Ll 2 A 8 78 129 149 291 646
Dairy products testing and FL S A HACCP TAJIE % 71 110 181 284 646
certification FLH Al GMP JAIE %R 84 142 174 245 646
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First grade index Second grade index Good  Better Normal  Bad b
Sk FLA Al A 7 GDP 106 148 137 255 646
Dairy industry development Ll 4 b 108 143 131 264 646
FL i B Al G A R 90 142 136 278 646
FL W B Ay B FL i it v B R R B 97 129 149 271 646
Dairy regulatory enforcement efforts = 4 5 53 #1 4b 55 2] f37 2% 58 116 142 329 646
L) it 3 v ik A0 JRD ik Ak B AR L 65 103 168 310 646

x6 LEETIAHREERMGITHERAREERNE.REE

Table 6 The government performance evaluation system of dairy products in Beijing city and

the weight of each index.the degree of membership

— AR o K
E a

First grade index x;

TRAERR

Second grade index xy

TRARAANE a
The weight of

second grade

xu XT v BRI E 1y

Membership degree r; of xy to y;

It B A — 2%

and weight a; index a Good Better Normal Bad
AR E N AR o) 0.63 0. 20 0.24 0.18  0.38
fﬁf?fi&/\ " LA A AN B 3 0.11 0.18 0. 24 0.18  0.40
LA A 2R s 0.26 0.19 0.22 0.21 0.38
LA i WA LA I R 2 0.58 0.12 0.22 0.30  0.36
W ML R S K e T x L DL E B ALK 22 0.07 0.16 0.22 0.22 0.40
a;=0.15 FLH 2 AR RE S 20 0.13 0.18  0.23  0.22  0.37
L A SR A AL TR ) 0.22 0.15 0.24 0.27 0.34
FLH S WA A e A SE T M 2 0.33 0.17 0.21 0.25 0.38

! o

ffff%ﬂm“ S 152 4B M 09 55 3 0. 35 0.17 022 0.25  0.36
| L it W IO B A P s 0.32 0.16 0.23 0.25 0.36
b R et Rl =i e 0.45 0. 20 0.23 0. 45 0. 20
jLﬁ:%'Jja:?D!WuE . AL Al HACCP AJES oy 0. 30 0.17 0.28 0.44  0.17
FL A GMP SAIE# 24 0.25 0.22 0.27 0.38 0.22
24 5 R R 1 FLAE T 5 H 7 GDP G x5 0.42 0.16 0.23 0.21 0.39
as =0.15 FLE R A T 2 0.58 0.17  0.22  0.20  0.41
L i T R A4S R 0.13 0.14 0.22 0.21 0.43
L] 24 WA B PAT e TLI A R R O B e 0.08 0.15 0.20 0.23  0.42
as =0.17 S i 75 B 5 B0 R 0.55 0.09 0.18 0.22  0.51
L it 32 i A0 0] 92 Ak BRAF L 26, 0.24 0.10 0.16 0.26 0.48
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H & Z N HE AR IR R 45 IR EZE R AT 4T
g3 R GET 43 B (B 09 O 15 22 4 — 2098 A
RN E a; Moa, BRI EE A=
(0.14,0.15,0.19,0. 20,0.15,0. 17); A, = (0. 63,
0.11,0.26);A, = (0.58,0.07,0.13,0. 22); A, =
(0.33,0.35,0.32);A, = (0. 45,0. 30,0. 25); A, =
(0.58,0.42)3A4;=(0.13,0.08,0.55,0.24),
3.3.2 PR AEABEMESITFHESGE L
HACER R A ~As ISR JEJE M BE R ~R; . 43
SR RAIEAN HERE T ~Ts
T, =R, + A, = (0.195,0. 234,0. 382,0. 187)
T, =R, + A, = (0.153,0.222,0. 381,0. 241)
T, =R, + A, = (0.166,0.219,0. 366,0. 250)
T, =R, + A, = (0.119,0.196,0. 429,0. 255)
T, =R. + A, = (0.165,0. 224,0.402,0. 206)
T, = R, + A; = (0.103,0.182,0. 485,0. 229)
VIR R AE T ~ T, AT 0] 5 4l — 4R
B — GASR DT 6 B

[0.195 0.234 0.382 0.187]
0.153 0.222 0.381 0.241
T 0.166 0.219 0.366 0.250
0.119 0.196 0.429 0.255
0.165 0.224 0.402 0.206
10. 103 0.182 0.485 0.229]
3.3.3 FEEASAANBAFTEGH L

Eﬁﬁgﬁzlg‘%ﬁ Y:{y1 s Vo s V39 Vu } = {ﬁ}aﬁﬁ}a
— M, 22 ) IR A S GUR 43 B S TR

44 H={95.80,65,50}, FFHE>90 7 HlF,
>80~90 KW, >60~80 H—f,<<60 K,
3.3.4 HBHZAFMERAASH

MR PR R 25 S I R B T R iEE S
HEFE H A DTS — OB 25 5 VR 45 2R X — 91
FEAR I PE MG 4> 9 R 71, 56,69, 23,69, 77.67. 7,
70.25.67.4(F 1),

RGN T RN B=A « T=
(0. 148 4,0.211 9,0. 409 2,0. 230 9) = (b by + by s
i) o X AC T L i A BOM S8EE B I
E=B + Y"=95b, +80b, +65b, +506, =69. 19,

X — G AR 25 A P S A an F

1) 7 RO b 5t v 2L i i W A KO SRR — e s
B RO AR FE ECh 69. 19,

2) — AR AR B 28 A PR A ME B R B MR IR A
71.56,70.25,69.77,69.23,67. 70 1 67. 40, 43 HI4%
FWEGIRBN  FLH ™l & e, W48 BOR ) E
WA AR TR K RE 7 o Lt A 0 A DA TE & 2L o A
EHEE . A6 AR X b st 0 A
T SATIE 0 A A AT T B R AN

3% R AR bR AT R 25 5 PR A B TR AR
AFE TR PFO AR 224K, 43 51y 68,9 il 68. 05 7EFL
il it WA ML) 1 B R R T v 48 A A B IR 48 AR Ry
W WM I I SRR (66, 5) 5 B B Th B I
FEPEFE bR 20 B AR N 67. 855 FL A b DA GIE W 3 13
FE BRI BARAR T 675 77l & F 45 0 48 A5 AH 25 A K
WEAE Pk I B rh A S B A R R Ry 62. 75,

£ —RM_GEMEETNER

Table 7 The results of fuzzy comprehensive evaluation of the first and second grade

R b W ww —m oz OER

First grade index Second grade index Good Better Normal Bad Evaluation
result
— PRI LR S RN 0.195 0.234 0.382 0.187 71.56
WEAE IR A R YA YN e 0.20 0.24 0.18 0.38 68. 90
Regulatory resource input il i W45 A F SR 0.18 0.24 0.18 0.40 68. 00
L ot WA 22 2 0.19 0.22 0.21 0.38 68. 30
— R 5 G T 0.153 0.222 0. 381 0. 241 69. 23
W 4 B 1 I fi FL A A WA LA I F R 0.12 0.22 0. 30 0. 36 66. 50
Supervision organization FLfl S AL (S B ALK 0.16 0.22 0.22 0. 40 67.10
setting and ability L it 2 4 L 5 A 0.18 0.23 0.22 0. 36 67. 80
FL b 22 4 58 R A I 2 AL FE R 0.15 0.24 0.27 0. 34 68.00




511 AR R e | N T N 7 e D A= 1 N S R A 183
£ 78D
. B N BRiEEES
— AR YRR It iy — i % .
) Evaluation
First grade index Second grade index Good Better Normal Bad
result
— PR 55 TN 0.166  0.219  0.366  0.250 69. 77
W 45 TR 1 o Al 1 e 2 e e .
LD ol WA 2 R 1Y S R 0.17 0.21 0.25 0.25 68. 20
Regulatory policy
. 7L & 2 A bR o ) 58 5 T 0.17 0.22 0.25 0.25 68. 00
formulation
7L i AR BRI N 0.16 0.23 0.25 0.25 67. 85
— PR 25 A& VRN 0.119 0.196 0.429 0.255 67.70
S0 ARG A _
T i1 T AR L 2 4 T 0.12 0. 20 0.23 0.45 64. 85
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