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[ Abstract] Objective To provide a scientific reference for staff selecting and training by investigating personality
characteristics of airforce Seruice Staff. Methods Psychological test was performed on 170 airforce pilots by Cattells 16
personality factor questionnaire (16PF) and the results were statistically analyzed. Results Compared with the Chinese
serviceman norm, the scores of A (Warmth), F (Dominance), H (Conformity) and Q4 (Tension) were significantly low-
er in airforce Seruice Staff (P<C0. 01) and the scores of B (Intelligence), E (Stability), L(Sensitivity), M (Suspicious-
ness), N (Magination), Q2 (Radicalism), Q3 (Self-discipline) were significantly higher (P<C0.01). Personnel having
high score in the psychological health factor occupied the highest propertion (57%), personnel having low score in the
specialty achievement factor occupied the secondary proportion (48%), and personnel having high score in the creativity
occupied the third propertion (37%). The scores of personality factors were significantly correlated with application fac-
tors of 16PF (= 0. 960<<C0. 798, P<<0. 01). Conclusion The airforce Seruice Staff have excellent psychological quality
and stable personality. Selection, training and management of this special population is effective and feasible.
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Table 1 Comparison of 16PF scores between airforce

service staff and Chinese serviceman norm (z % s)

SEHEEAG  HEENEEE

WA (n=170) (n=13 450) o s
IR 5.14%1.87 5.99+ 1,33 =5.910  0.000
IE 6.00%1.96 4,70+1.78 8.656  0.000
FsEME 5.39+2.25 5.52+1. 60 —0.765  0.445
e 6.08%+1.93 5.43+1.39 4.409  0.000
NP 5.36 2. 68 6.01+1.56 —-3.143  0.002
£ e 5.20 2. 00 4,99+ 1,43 1.370  0.173
oAt 4.29%2.39 6.19+1. 42 —-10.345  0.000
UM 5.28+2.22 5.30+1.45 -0.104  0.917
WEEME  5.29%+1.94 4,351 1. 66 6.329 0. 000
1M 6.31£2.09 5.30+1. 36 6.284  0.000
A 6.18£1. 81 5.40%1. 48 5.598 0. 000
Ly 73 5.21+2.37 5.41%1.46 -1.089  0.278
SEEGPE S 4.93%1.63 4.85+1.34 0.637  0.525
LIV 6.11%1.77 4,57+1.42 11.328 0. 000
A 5.60 %1, 74 5.20%1.37 2.994  0.003
AP 4.96£2.42 5,92+ 1,47 -5.157 0. 000
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Table 2 The scores of the secondary

factors in 16PF of airforce service staff (z£s,n=170)

i H 355
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T 5 2R X3 5.82+ 1.97
7555 5 SRR X4 6.16+ 1.72
LFRAEERRE Y1 22,58+ 7.98
Lol Et Y2 55.67 £ 11. 01
BlrEfE S Y3 84. 20 * 10. 36
KBS Y4 22,44+ 4.20
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Table 3  Synthetical analysis of the secondary personality
factors and application factors in 16PF of airforce

service staff (z £5,n=170)
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A 52 <3 10C 6%) =8 25(15%)
i 555 5 TR I 25 <3 12C 7%) = 23(14%)
P B <12 22(13%) > 97(57%)
Lol Bk <55 82(48%) =67 31(18%)
A g <77 44(26%) =88 63(37%)
MACRE S <17 20012%) =27 29(17%)
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Table 4 Correlation between application factors and secondary

personality factors in 16PF of airforce service staff (r, n=170)
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