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a market for lemons J . Journal of economic perspectives 1999 13

An Experimental Study on the Regulatory Effect

of “Double Random and One Open” Food Industry

HUANG Shanshan' QIAN Senping' LI Ying® HE Jiayi’
(1. School of Economics Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023 China;
2. School of Life Science and Technology University of Science and Technology of China Hefei 230026 China;
3. School of Economics Bath University City of Bath BA2 7AY
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland)

Abstract: China will fully implement the “double random one open” market supervision to create a fair and just market
competition environment. The article conducts research on the “double random one open” regulatory mechanism and intro—
duces the frequency of supervision and punishment into the lemon market experiment to examine the impact of food fraud and
different regulatory mechanisms on the behavior of consumers and retailers and to explore what kind of regulatory mechanisms
can effectively curb the production of food fraud. By introducing supervision and punishment mechanisms into the lemon market
experiment we found that the increase in supervision frequency can significantly improve the status of food fraud but the in—
crease in penalties will have a significant effect on price increase. This paper points out that the supervision department should
strengthen the frequency and scope of supervision control the punishment enforce the law and morality at the same time and
strengthen the construction of food safety ethics. From the perspective of social welfare this paper proves that high supervision
and appropriate punishment is the best combination policy.

Key words: food fraud; lemon market; deterrence theory; punishment; regulatory frequency



