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Model simulation research on the effectiveness of fresh

food e-commerce food safety supervision mechanism
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Abstract; Aiming at the problem of fresh e-commerce food
safety, based on the existing supervision system, we constructed
a fresh e-commerce food quality and safety supervision simulation
model composed of fresh e-commerce suppliers, fresh e-
commerce platform, government regulatory agencies and con-
sumers. We evaluated the quality preference and investment
strategies of the suppliers, and the effects of fresh food safety
brought by government and regulatory policy for platform were
also investigated. The results showed that that the effective gov-
ernment sampling inspection on the platform could improve the
safety of the fresh e-commerce products, and the proportion of
sampling inspection on the fresh e-commerce platform was condu-
cive. Increasing the punishment intensity of the platform for sup-
pliers was more effective than increasing that from the govern-
ment.
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Figure 1

Fresh food e-commerce food market

supervision model
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Table 4 Setting of supplier Agent parameter
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Figure 2
supplier agents with different quality prefer-
ences
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Figure 4 Sampling inspection proportion of

government agents
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Table 8 Design scheme of simulation experiment
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