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Abstract; To study the influence of similar scenario knowledge transfer on the subjective probability of
safety accidents of engineers under avoidance behavior, the scenario similarity variable was introduced,
and a subjective probability evolution model for safety accidents among engineering personnel groups was
constructed and simulated. The results show that knowledge transfer in similar scenarios accelerates the
convergence of the mean subjective probability, and reduces the subjective probability differences between

individuals and scenarios, but also leads to the underestimation of accident rates in high-accident-rate
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scenarios. There is a " high-risk" accident scenario with the largest number of fatalities, where the

accident rate ranges from 0.4 to 0.8. When there is a significant mortality rate difference between two

scenarios, scenario knowledge transfer reduces losses only if the low-mortality-scenario has a higher

accident rate than the high-mortality one. With close mortality rates but greatly varying accident rates,

incomplete knowledge transfer may cause greater losses.
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Table 1 Scenario similarity coefficient
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Fig.1 Subjective probability evolution process
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