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Assessment System for Organic Vegetables Certification Risk
Based on Catastrophe Progression Method

ZHANG Lingxian'? GU Dongyue' CHEN Cheng' ZOU Chunyu' LI Xinxing'*

(1. College of Information and Electrical Engineering, China Agricultural University, Beijing 100083, China
2. Key Laboratory of Agricultural Information Standardization ( Beijing) , Ministry of Agriculture, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract; In recent years, with the improvement of people’ s living standards, organic products with
health, ecology, safety advantages, have become a hot in consumer market. However, in the current
market environment, the organic product was mixed, causing a crisis of confidence of consumers.
Production processes are the ultimately problem. The organic certification is just beginning in China.
Thus there is a greater risk when the certification bodies certificating the production process, affecting
certification result. Aiming at the problems of lack of integrity and effectiveness of the organic vegetables
production certification, and less of quantitative assessment method for the organic vegetables certification
risk, according to the basic principle of catastrophe progression method and the national standard of
organic product, combining with the production of organic vegetables, the organic vegetables certification
risk evaluation index system was built, the three-tie architecture model of organic vegetables certification
risk assessment was put forward based on catastrophe progression method, the qualitative factors were
quantified, certification risk was assessed and the organic vegetables certification risk assessment system
was designed based on catastrophe progression method. By testing the practical application of the system,
the model can assess organic vegetables certification risk efficiently and show the key certification risk
impact point at the same time. The research improved the integrity and effectiveness of organic vegetables
certification, provided risk management recommendations for the management of organic vegetable
production, and provided scientific basis for the relevant functional departments to supervise the
production of organic vegetables.

Key words: organic vegetables; certification risk; catastrophe progression method; assessment

system

Wk H . 2016 —09 =24 &[] @ #. 2016 — 10 —23

EETE : 28837 AR M 5 46 5 i G 1 A8 £ 300 42 750 H ( BAICO7 —2016)

EZ B kO (1970—) 5 @l 4, EE N F ARG BALFARBFSE, E-mail : zhanglx@ cau. edu. cn
BEMEE: FEE(1983—) 5, B2z, FENF ARG BB ARTIF , E-mail : Ixxcau@ cau. edu. cn



% 6 1)

TR 4. T IRAR GO B AL S A IE XU PRAL R S8 153

5l

YT A LA TRk IR L , ZOBOME B, I 3%
BRI 02 BT R T A R

A5 HLER SN IE XU 2 35 A L3R S A LA 77 v A
TE (58 FH 7B 25 45 A B8 P RS 25 2 DA IE B 7 v 1
SR o % T B3, o R SR B 3, B g LR AL
B2, N ELIR N T, PRI 5 35 4 A3 17 4 ok 52 95 %
RN R S B 3T A LSS B B O e R
FRERE R N E, 2011 48 12 A CHHL”
S UGIE 526 B8 ) AT GB/T 19630. 1—2011 (45 #L 7=
B 1Ay R IE R A, R LAY M A
A PER T A HLEE 32 UUE (0 b i, A oA 3 85 | R
FORRE L TS e b A I R A R E
BT AR

MCHRAE R 45 SR B D, BRTA HLEE A 4
(B 7E AR P T4 B2 ARR R )T R ST . RN
TE XU A 7 T, AR BR T PR 9T, B 2 R BT
WRFFE ™ e 2 GOy T, A B 2 B 6 A L SR 15
BREWG . AR A LB SAE KU BF 58 550
) JR SRR 2 e 2 ML B9 A HLER S DIE R T
AR IR R B A L ST XU A 7 2, A
T Al AR A 5 B R 5o

H AT, %878 9 HORE 70 ) 1o F R 9 5 38 4 vh T4k
AU VR AL TR R E SRR 6 K T
A AT T, A A LR AR KUBR T Al AR 2 iE
Fi o O T A HLIBE S A 7 BT GIE KUK 5 45 5
W) T 3R, AR SCEE A A WLBE SEUE 42 P v e 2, 42
A BLER S RS TS F AR R R M — T R
K0 9 HLEE SEAAE UG A B2, 63+ Lk
SEYGE R IEAG (5 B RS R, i % A Lk 3¢
PR R A I KU SEHIE 43 97 , A 280 36 TIE 3 6 75
KI5 B RS,

1 REFHETMERERRE

1.1 REFHETFHNEERTDE

AL PRE W) T2 R B Joxt RGN
K H R BEAT Z2 208 J& 3, R T 98 76 B8 A0 A H
R MRS 57 A 1 28 8 O SR Jm 3 eR %, 10—k

il

ARBETLGEERAERE R H—— S8 BIR
R 1 S e R, T AT PR

FREAL R ROE AT VAL S5 AR K LA, B R %
JEFE bR A A X H B i S T T DL E L
PR B & o R, 278 U — b
2 AR SR R R, B R T RO K 19 2 H AR
PPAR R SR 1] R, gl B3 AN A, T L 98 AR SRR A
R (V/AF W R A = 4 NS L0 o
1.2 REFHETFEHEHSR
L.2.1 Mg A GRS T

MG PR H A, X PR AL SIS AR AT 2 2 0T TR
IR el HEFDSAEIR F AR 2 &5 i R AL B2 =
AT o Mg — DR AR AT I A2 T REARAS 3
SR ENEUE 7 NTTH S Rl A= 3 2 DL B S A e e
LA, o A A k. BT R R
PEfhl A B A 1 4 A, B UL B9 2% J2 45 B (A 24
Tl A ) ARedat 4 A~

PRASAE PR AE I, AT AR e 22 56 (2 1) B AE A% 4
PRI E B AR R — R kT — 2 A SR AR, B
R JEE AR DK 3 B T T, AR X U 22 B 45 A A S
T, AR D A b A R S 9 e

RAZHICUE I, Ml A AR 4 A, A
T RPEEARRATE X o T2 HAR PR T L 55 5%
AR EEA T B R QR RS T e R
5 A AR ) ) B S A AR 4 B (3R 1) AR
b AR AR BT &R — G b A RO E A2 R
RALRFRA,
12,2 P AR A — e Al

(1) Fifil A2 )3 — A 2~ 5K

BRAE ARG SR BN f(x) AR R AT,
BB T I S A BT A e M, H 5 R 1 ok
SCo) M — B 8Om0, B f(x) ' =0, BEMaRE
WL xE () 3K B FROMARE], B ()" =0, i
S(x) =0 Fl f(x)" =0 {H %K «, WG 2N RA RGH I
e BT AR o i o B S o B B S IH — 1k
2 i — A 20F R G P AL B (w0 it)
AR i A A [ — B, BIA IR 2878 3R R 1Y
FRAS o WO 4 A RSB K H T — A 2 Uk 1
iR o

®1 ERAREHEBRF-HLLARX

Tab.1 Type of catastrophe models and its normalization formula
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Fig.1 Catastrophe progression model for organic

vegetables certification risk evaluation
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Tab.2 Caption of three level indexes for organic vegetables certification risk evaluation
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Tab.3 Collected original data of three level indexes for organic vegetables certification risk evaluation
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Tab.4 Certification risk value of organic vegetables
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Tab.5 Classification standards of organic vegetable
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Fig.2 Certification risk value of A indexes of samples
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