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Abstract: The supervision sampling efficiency of food safety is an important index to measure the ability of the government
to find problem food and problem enterprises in the supervision and sampling process. It is of great significance to
scientifically measure the efficiency of food safety supervision and random inspection to improve the government's
supervision efficiency and consolidate the food safety strategy. Based on the internal logical relationship between the
unqualified rate of random sampling and the unqualified rate of supervision sampling, this paper systematically constructs a
method to measure the efficiency of food safety supervision and sampling, and makes a quantitative evaluation of the
efficiency of food safety supervision and sampling in China by using the data of 30 kinds of processed food supervision and
sampling at 30 provincial levels. The results show that the overall level of supervision sampling efficiency of food safety in
China from 2017 to 2019 is seriously low, and there are some inter provincial differences. Specifically, from 2017 to 2019,
China’s average supervision sampling efficiency of food safety was only 0.8056, 0.8493 and 0.8673 respectively. Among
them, the average annual growth rate of supervision sampling efficiency of 10 regions was negative. The number of regions
with high and higher supervision sampling efficiency was less than 10, and gradually concentrated in the eastern coastal
areas. Therefore, it is suggested that when carrying out food safety supervision and sampling, the government should
earnestly adhere to the problem oriented principle and effectively improve the supervision sampling efficiency.
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Fig.1 Relationship between supervision sampling efficiency
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Table 1 Sampling inspection data of food safety supervision in various regions from 2017 to 2019
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Table 2 Number of food production enterprises and random sampling qualification rate in different regions from 2017 to 2019

i 20174F 20184F 20194F
Tl (R)  HPHRAGHER(%) SRl (R) MRS EHER (%)  SReliee(R)  HMPHRSAS S % (%)

1A 14702 2.78 16634 1.74 17183 1.46
IS 10965 237 11205 2.69 11547 1.84
TLIR 9294 1.55 9709 1.78 10222 2.12
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BRI 7037 1.90 7414 1.59 7639 1.43
il 6655 2.16 6949 1.58 7220 1.69
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oty 2168 8.87 2447 4.96 2503 3.15
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