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Comprehensive evaluation of the demonstration and guiding effects of food safety risk by social
co-governance in Zhejiang Province
WANG Yulong, CHEN Zhiliang
(Zhejiang Pharmaceutical University, Zhejiang Ningbo 315500, China)

Abstract: Objective This study aimed to provide references for the demonstration and guiding effects of food safety
demonstration city creation, quantitative assessment, and empirical research on the social co-governance level of food
safety risks in Zhejiang Province by analyzing the fuzzy analytic hierarchy process. Methods A comprehensive evaluation
index system and its weight coefficient was established through literature research, the Delphi method, and an analytic
hierarchy process combined with the national and local food safety demonstration city standards. Subsequently, experts
were invited to assess and score application materials based on the fuzzy synthesis method; then, the results of social co-
governance could be quantized. Results The food safety social co-governance evaluation index system developed
contained four primary indices, 12 secondary indices, and 34 tertiary indices. According to the weight sort, local
governments and enterprises were still the two principal parts of regional food security. Public and other social groups were
explored in the collaborative governance as the third party forces. In addition, local governments, enterprises, new
media, guilds, and the public should strengthen the party and the government should have a co-responsibility and
guarantee resources, obtain certificates, and perform self-inspections following the law, and monitor and report public
opinion information, assist high-quality local industry development, and participate in supervision through multiple
channels. Although the overall level of food safety social co-governance was at the “very good” level, the internal
indicators still differed within the three co-created cities. The main weak link was social coordination, which was at a
“good” level. Conclusion The index system can fit the need for the evaluation of food safety social co-governance.

Hence, it has practical application value in the establishment and guiding effects of food safety demonstration cities.
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Table 1 Scale and meaning of relative importance
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Table 4  Coordination coefficient of expert consultations
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Table 5 Comprehensive evaluation system of food safety risks social co—governance and weight distribution

— Y dEhs RYAE/ % Z Yk REDEV Bt S 6l AL/ % 42 JR AL/ %
) N ) U,,, 58 B A 53 83.33 23.36
U, b 75 38 78 WA 1o 4 2 0L 72.35 U, VAR l6.67 s
U, B4 38 42 55 AU 2 s pL ok 63.33 4.74
U B 1875 U, e 88 1T 0 [ AL 11 o 3 19.32 Umﬁﬁéﬁlﬂzﬁ‘n%%HU%@H%TT%’HI%‘J 26.05 1.95
! U, Bkt 4 7= 1t 3 R0 71 7 1 A A 4 AL 10.62 0.79
U, Bl 22 4 KU M) 4 4 o 60.00 1.94
U, B i 22 4 KUK TR B AL 8.33 U, B 22 4 RUB VAl A T T e 20.00 0.65
U B2t XU 22 it 155X T 2 20.00 0.65
U, K5 B RO wHEf 33.15 6.74
U,, BT IE 807 66.87 U, ,, 78 56 28 4 F A il 33.48 6.79
U, ., 76 S5 68 il 28 4 I 25 A% 1 1 33.37 0.78
U 0.2 U, AR e 4 5 3R 10.62 0.78
? U, W A5 SF ik &8 2431 U, ST A ST Al S0 fk 26.05 1.93
U, ik A T T w4 63.33 4.68
e - U,y B fh e 4 4 R vl 38 M) ’ 83.33 2.24
5 U, BB A4 = 48 i B A5 B 16.67 0.45
Uy, AT b2 P 15 {4 10.62 0.50
U, ATk B B3 51 4 26.05 U, 752l 77 7 Ml v T3 % e 63.33 2.96
U, ST A R 26.05 1.22
U,,, BT A AW A 26.05 2.96
U, 4L 23 HpIA] 17.92 U, 9t P S A 20 63.33 U, S I RIS | S £ ity 42 4 B 63.33 7.19
U, B it 22 4 G A7 AL 10.62 1.20
U, P B B XU 7 45 40.55 0.77
U, oAb B A YA 2 5 10.62 U, Gz LG 5 A 47.96 0.91
U, s = r bz 5 11.50 0.22
U, B A2 R 4 26.05 0.36
U, A B 22 A RRAS W4 T 10.62 U, , B 24 e T B 10.62 0.15
U, ARSI 2 63.33 0.87
U, BR28 4 3 38 1 10.62 0.36
(URAT O 251 12.92 U,, A AR VF2E A AL 26.05 U, B R iR AL 38 K it 63.33 2.13
U, TER2E 3R 2 il 56 30 26.05 0.88
U, A a2 R 5 66.87 5.47
U, AmZ 5w 2k 63.33 U, ARACER (B 22 51 B 2431 1.99
U, S HAL 2 5 gtz 8.82 0.72




WITT A B dh XU A 2 R 7 5 G ER A T UF e

EW I, %

—1627—

Uy SRR (BT 1) o R ZATHE TR 145
BEWXS — T RARIRIT 2 O AL TS AHP 4K
PETH5 25 2 R BT AR P A CRFAE 1) 1 W AL iR R P AR

H Nmax, XF B — A8 b 0 0 AT — B 5, CR 38
JNTF 0.1, U B 4% 8 b Y ) T I T — O AR
58,03 6,

s el

]

U,
il 111
Pl it
L] L
il

WSFE =
AT

P BT e 2 KU A 2 IR T4 4 b 2 OB Y [

Figure 1 Analytic hierarchy process model of social co—governance for regional food safety risks
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Table 6 Result of statistics of consistency test
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Table 7 Evaluation vector of multistage fuzzy comprehensive appraisal
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0.60,0.27,0.13,0,0}
0.64,0.32,0.04,0,0)

0.47,0.40,0.13.0,0}

{
{
{0.79,0.17,0.04.,0,0}
{
{0.90,0.05,0.05,0,0}
{

0.79,0.19,0.02,0,0}

{0.66,0.23,0.11,0.005,0}
{0.77,0.19,0.04,0.007,0)
{0.77,0.20,0.03,0,0}
{0.78,0.20,0.02,0,0}
{0.68,0.08.0.16,0.08,0}
{0.68,0.19,0.13,0,0}
{0.80,0.07,0.13,0,0}
{0.40,0.53,0.07,0,0}
{0.54,0.23,0.20,0.03,0}
{0.41,0.36,0.22,0.01,0}
{0.48,0.27,0.23,0.02,0}
{0.37,0.40,0.23,0,0}
{0.52,0.30,0.14,0.04,0}
0.60,0.26,0.14,0,0)

{

{0.38,0.35,0.27.0,0}
{0.84,0.11,0.05.,0,0}
{

0.55,0.30,0.15,0,0}
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Table 8 Results of multistage fuzzy comprehensive appraisal

&b BN FUE A%
IR TR A A R A S A LR A T 83.40  85.65 84.05
B £ 86.31 88.25 86.50
Hb 7 b 2 WORT 1R B 86.25 88.95 86.25
WA 1T W ] AL 1 85.75 86.70  86.50
L 24 KU R PR AT LR 81.00 83.60 81.60
ol [ 82.60 85.05 83.90
FARTAT & 227 84.55 88.05 85.70
WAESFILAE 78.05 77.50  80.30
oAb 2o A 78.25 81.50 79.45
it 2 Pl 78.95 81.20 78.70
ATk Pp 4 BAE 51 45 73.50 7595  79.40
T A A R 80.95 8270  78.25
Al BT R 2 5 81.00 8420 81.40
i ] 84.80 86.45 82.60
ISACED R A R W R T 82.70  80.75  78.00
NS S WL W 85.30 88.00 87.10
MRS H5IRRR LR 85.00 86.65 81.75
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