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Campus safety management evaluation system based on risk metaphor graph

WANG Qian, LI Muchen, WEI Zongshuai, PI Fuping, TONG Ruipeng
(School of Emergency Management and Safety Engineering, China University of Mining and
Technology-Beijing, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract; To investigate the constituent elements and improve the performance of campus safety
management work, the theoretical connotation and practical paths of the campus safety management
evaluation system from the perspective of risk metaphor were explored. Firstly, the constituent elements of
campus safety management were sorted out based on the safety management correlation model, and the
dimensions of campus safety management were analyzed from the metaphorical characteristics of black swan
risks, gray rhino risks, golden monkey risks, and white rabbit risks. Secondly, through sorting out campus
safety policy texts and accident cases, the evaluation indicators for campus " safety management system-
safety management behavior-safety management status" were systematically designed. Then, the weights of
evaluation indicators were calculated using the fuzzy analytic hierarchy process( FAHP) and the entropy
weight method(EWM). The game theory was introduced to determine the subjective-objective combined

weights, and the technique for order preference by similarity to ideal solution was used to compare the
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levels of safety management performance. The safety management data of typical cases were entered into
the information platform, and the campus safety management model was proposed for the evaluation results
based on risk metaphor theory. The results show that the risk metaphor graph is an important tool for
constructing campus safety management models by integrating multi-dimensional perspectives. The campus
safety management evaluation system can present the scores of indicators at all levels and the overall safety

management level, and the risk metaphor theory provides theoretical support and practical guidance for

campus safety management.
Keywords: risk metaphor graph;

index; management mode
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Fig.1 Logical relation of campus safety management
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