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[ Abstractl Objective: To restudy the age differences of personality characteristics in adults,
to examine the reliability of cross— sectional methods and the relationship of personality to varr
ables concerning mental health. Method: Seven hundred and sixty— two adult subjects from nine
Chinese cities with age ranging from 20 to 97 years old were divided into four age groups and
tested with NEO- Five Factor Inventory (NEO— FFI). The results were compared with those
acquired in 1993. Results: 1. The O score decreased obviously with age. The C and A scores of
the old— old and young groups were lower, and the N scores of these two age groups were higher
than that of the other two age groups. No age differences were found in E scores. 2. For the fe
male, the N score was significantly higher, the A score slightly higher and E score slightly lower
than that of the male. 3. Compared with the results of sample in 1993, C1)C2 in the young
adult group, O1> 02 in the old- old group, while the other 18 indices showed no differences.
The average age of the old— old group of this sample was older, and the health status was poorer
than that of the first sample. Conclusions: The results of two samples three years apart studied
by cross— sectional method are in general consistent and the results of the study by cross— sec
tional method are influenced by the actual conditions of the sample. T he personality characteris
tics are closely related to many personal variables concerning mental health, such as mood, satis
faction of family relationships and so on.
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