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A Matrix Method to be Used in Assessing the Policies of the Ag-
ricultural Transgenic Technology

Lei Yi?, Jin Pingyue?

(1. Center of STS, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084;
2. Institute of biomedical ethics University of Zurich, Switzerland 8006)

Abstract: There is a heated debate concerning the agricultural transgenic technology and its applications.
The debate mainly focuses on the public’s concern for the safety of transgenic crops. To relieve the tension be-
tween the public and scientists and government, what should be done is not to limit the development of transgenic
technology, but to adopt an effective management model, in which policies should be made to ensure bio-safety in
its application. This paper uses matrix methods to fully express the interests of all parties. This assessment model
can be of some help in the applications of the agricultural transgenic technology as well as risk control manage-

ment.
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