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Industry self-discipline social supervision and vertical collaboration:
research on food safety behavior based

on the perspective of social co-governance

ZHANG Minghua' WEN Jinfeng' LIU Zengjin®
(1. College of Safety Science & Engineering Nanjing Tech University Nanjing 211800 China;
2. Shanghai Academy of Agricultural Sciences Shanghai 201403 China)

Abstract: This paper studies the differences in producer food safety behavior and the causes based on the perspective of
social co-governance. The theoretical analysis reveals that the industry self-discipline and social supervision are the main cau—
ses for the differences in food safety behavior. The vertical collaboration and enterprise endowment factors lead to the differ—
ences as well. This paper empirically tests these propositions above hypothesis by using the questionnaire survey of 194
enterprises” use of food additives with Binary Logit model. The empirical results show that: (1) The enterprise with more
stringent self-discipline has more normative food safety behaviors. The enterprise that carries out the national or international
standard of food additives strictly shows more normative on the issues of food additives; (2) The government supervision plays
an important role in food safety behavior and the greater detection probability and penalties the more normative of
enterprise’s food safety behavior; (3) In the social regulation the public regulation does not affect enterprise food safety be—
havior. In reality the public supervision is far from effective regulating enterprise behavior on food additives; (4) In the
process of vertical collaboration the variable of additive purchasing channel has a significant negative effect on the behavior of
using food additive and the food sales channel variable has a significant effect on behavior of using food additives. Moreover
some other factors significantly affect the use of food additives such as the age of managers product types.

Key words: safety behavior; social co-governance; food safety; behavior regulation; vertical collaboration



