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Abstract :

Biosafety has become quite sensitive issues according to dramatic development of biotechnology and LMO(Living

Moditying Organism) is one of the key issue in biosafety. This study is an exploratory research for investigating the activation strategy
of biosafety training management in LMO research field. Based on the survey data, main results are derived through various statistical
analysis methodology such as descriptive analysis, factor analysis, reliability analysis, analysis of variance and regression analysis.
According to the analysis results, some activation strategies are required to reach the target such as extension of specialized biosafety
training program, enhancement of safety consciousness from the undergraduate courses, introduction of appropriate safety regulations,
unification of safety management and establishment of safety management system.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents

Characteristics frequency(%)
Male 167 (72.6)
Gender Female 63 (27.4)
Total 230 (100)
20-29 19 (98.3)
30-39 82 (35.7)
Age groups 40-49 88 (38.3)
=50 41 (17.8)
Total 230 (100)
University 101 (43.9)
Goverment-funded research institute 48 (20.9)
Employment Industry 73 (31.7)
Public institution 8 (3.5)
Total 230 (100)
Principal investigator 49 (21.3)
Researcher 57 (24.8)
Position Professor 33 (14.3)
Safety manager 91 (39.6)
Total 230 (100)
<1 year 24 (10.4)
1-3 years 44 (19.1)
. 3-5 years 32 (13.9)
Years of service
5-10 years 45 (19.6)
> 10 years 85 (37.0)
Total 230 (100)
Biology 74 (23.3)
Medicine/Pharmacy 64 (20.1)
Agricultural science/Veterinary medicine / Biotechnology 96 (30.2)
Major Safety 40 (12.6)
Public Health 24 (7.5)
Laboratory Safety manager 20 (6.3)
Total 318 (100)
Microorganisms 123 (42.6)
Animals 89 (30.8)
Plants 44 (15.2)
LMO types
Others 3 (1.0)
Non-applicable 30 (10.4)
Total 289 (100)
Facility division 37 (13.6)
Industry-Academic cooperation foundation 38 (13.9)
Research support 51 (18.7)
General affairs 8 (2.9)
Dept. of Biosafety Committee 32 (11.7)
LMO Safety management Safety department 24 (8.8)
Others 35 (12.8)
Non-applicable 31 (11.4)
Don't know 17 (6.2)
Total 273 (100)
7b7} =2 v Al Yk = AR A - ATE (37.0%) 2.2 71 WAL 59 njgko] & 1007(43.4%)
LMO eh#teloli 7] eragtelel dpates £ & Wahw vk T47170 59 vjehe oAbl
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AW QAL T A 1 A AA W A4 o] Sof thak %A Aago] Bad Holch A
gre] F47h Basih T4/ 104 ool 85 & el EFel302%), UYESH233%)
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Table 2. Frequency table of education factors
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Classification frequency proportion(%)
None 35 15.2
In College/Graduate School 8 3.5
First bl(?safety When studying abroad or visiting overseas institute 43 18.7
training
On the job training 144 62.6
Total 230 100.0
For the safety of research 22 9.6
For the safety performance 48 209
o Institutional compulsory education 109 474
Training purpose
Job orders 22 9.6
Not trained 29 12.6
Total 230 100.0
Institutional on-line training 23 10.0
Institutional off-line training 114 49.6
o KRIBB LMO Biosafety training program 44 19.1
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Total 230 100.0
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of education variables

mean standard deviation
Necessity of biosafety training 428 53
LMO law and the system 4.07 .65
Inspection of research facility management 4.17 .60
Requirement standard of biosafety Disposal of waste from LMO research 4.26 .62
training Application of safety equipment and personal protective equipment 4.05 74
Reconsideration of safety consciousness for LMO research 4.11 71
Average 4.13 .58
Satisfaction of biosafety training 3.73 .80
Recognition and consideration of danger factors of research activity 3.97 .66
Securement of personal protec_tion including wearing labcoat and 409 7
washing hands

Expansion of safety culture Hands-on safety training for colleagues 3.92 73
Thorough management of waste 422 55
Full compliance with LMO law 4.05 .65
Average 4.05 .60
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Table 4. Effectiveness of education by first biosafety training time
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Classification mean standard deviation F (LSD)
College/Graduate School(1) 3.88 35
When studying abroad or visiting overseas
Satisfaction of institution(2) 344 = 4,655kt @)1
training ) 1HQ3)
On the job training(3) 3.86 79
Average 3.76 .80
College/Graduate School(1) 4.10 37
) When studying abroad or visiting overseas
Expansion of safety institution(2) 4.10 78 250
culture ’
On the job training(3) 4.03 .56
Average 4.05 .61

#4p<0,05 #+%p<0.01
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Classification mean standard deviation F multiple comparison(LSD)
For the safety of research(1) 3.95 .58
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For the safety of research(1) 4.26 .50
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Expansion of safety Institutional compulsory education(3) 3.99 .60 2.014
culture
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Average 4.05 .61
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Table 6. Effectiveness of education by training methods
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N
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Classification mean standard deviation F multiple comparison(LSD)
Institutional on-line training(1) 3.93 .80
Institutional off-line training(2) 3.66 .83
Satisfaction of training KRIBB LMO Biosafety training program(3) 4.02 79 2.560
Others(4) 3.67 49
Average 3.76 .80
Institutional on-line training(1) 4.07 .68
Institutional off-line training(2) 3.95 .59
Expansci(l)lrlltu(sg safety KRIBB LMO Biosafety training program(3) 4.40 .56 7.138%** (4()1()2()3(1)
Others(4) 3.84 44
Average 4.05 .61

#%p<0.05 *#%p<0.01

Table 7. Results of regression analysis

Factors Satisfaction of training Expansion of safety culture
Necessity of biosafety training L662%%* 37Tk
independent variables
Requirement standard of biosafety training -.021 ST
F 20.878%** 60.535%**
B 176 382
Adj. R? 167 376
#4p<0.05 ***p<0.01
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