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Abstract: Human factors are the key factors which affect flight safety, and the factors of decision-making pos-
sess are of the characteristic of uncertainty, and difficult to measure. The human factors of the aircrew are the
main research object. The flight safety evaluation index system is established by the SHELL model, and the
weights of the related index in the evaluation index system are calculated by AHP method. The evaluation model
is established by the matter-element theory, which is used to evaluate the flight safety and find out the main in-
dexes that affect {light safety. The rationality and feasibility of this method are validated from the application.
The results show that the method is feasible and effective, and can solve the uncertainty in the evaluation
process to the maximum extent, which can provide a feasible method for airline flight safety management.
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Flight safety assessment index system
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Table 1 The relevance of each level of human-human factors index
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