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a  b  s  t  r  a  c t

Background:  Illicit  substances  increase  risk  of  morbidity  and mortality  and  have  significant  consequences
for  society.  Personality  traits  are  associated  with  drug  use;  we test  whether  these  associations  vary  by
socioeconomic  status.
Method:  Participants  (N =  412)  from  the  Healthy  Aging  in  Neighborhoods  of  Diversity  across  the  Life  Span
(HANDLS)  study  completed  the  Revised  NEO  Personality  Inventory  and  self-reported  use of  opiates  and
cocaine. 50%  of participants  were  living  below  125%  of the  federal  poverty  line.  Mean-level  personality
differences  across  never,  former,  and  current  opiate/cocaine  users  were compared.  Logistic  regressions
compared  never  versus  current  users  and  interactions  between  personality  traits  and  poverty  status
tested  whether  these  associations  varied  by socioeconomic  status.
Results:  High  Neuroticism  and  low  Agreeableness  increased  risk  of  drug  use.  The  association  between
low  Conscientiousness  and  drug  use was  moderated  by poverty,  such that low  Conscientiousness  was  a
stronger risk  factor  for illicit  substance  use  among  those  with  relatively  higher  SES. For  every  standard
deviation  decrease  in Conscientiousness,  there  was  a greater  than 2-fold  increase  in  risk  of  illicit  substance

use  (OR  =  2.15,  95%  CI  =  1.45–3.17).  Conscientiousness  was unrelated  to  drug  use  among  participants  living
below  125%  of  the  federal  poverty  line.
Conclusions:  Under  favorable  economic  conditions,  the  tendency  to  be  organized,  disciplined,  and  delib-
erate  is  protective  against  drug  use.  These  tendencies,  however,  matter  less  when  financial  resources  are
scarce.  In  contrast,  those  prone  to emotional  distress  and  antagonism  are  at greater  risk  for  current  drug
use, regardless  of their  economic  situation.
. Introduction

Drug use and addiction is complex and involves both psycholog-
cal and economic factors. Among the psychological factors, several
raits that define the Five Factor Model of personality (Neuroticism,
xtraversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and Consci-
ntiousness) have been implicated in the use of illicit substances.
ndividuals who are prone to negative emotions (high Neuroti-
ism), those who are antagonistic and hostile (low Agreeableness),
nd those who are disorganized and undisciplined (low Consci-
ntiousness) are more likely to use drugs than those who  score
n the opposite pole of these traits (Anderson et al., 2007; Grekin
t al., 2006; Kornør and Nordvik, 2007; Prisciandaro et al., 2011;

erracciano et al., 2008). Personality traits have also been impli-
ated in the etiology of drug addiction. Adolescents who score
igh on Negative Emotionality, a trait akin to Neuroticism, or low
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on Constraint, a trait akin to Conscientiousness, are at greater
risk of developing a substance dependence disorder by age 20
(Elkins et al., 2006). This evidence suggests that personality traits
are in part an antecedent, not just consequence, of illicit drug
use.

In addition to psychological factors, economic and social fac-
tors are also associated with drug use. The availability of drugs
in the neighborhood, social norms, and low socio-economic sta-
tus (SES) increase the likelihood of use (Degenhardt and Hall,
2012). In addition to the main effects of economic and psycho-
logical factors, the two may  interact to amplify or ameliorate
risk. For example, personality traits may  be one coping resource
to buffer against a poor economic situation. Personality traits
could also be a vulnerability that exacerbates risks faced in the
community.

In a diverse sample of urban dwellers, we  examine the asso-
ciation between personality traits and use of cocaine and opiates.
Our first goal is to identify a personality profile associated with

drug use. Our second goal is to test whether the personality-drug
use associations vary by poverty status. We  also examine whether
these associations vary by other demographic factors (race, sex,
age).

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2012.10.020
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/03768716
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/drugalcdep
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. Method

.1. Sample

Participants were drawn from the Healthy Aging in Neighbor-
oods of Diversity across the Life Span (HANDLS) study (Evans et al.,
010). HANDLS is a population-based longitudinal study designed
o disentangle the effects of race and socio-economic status on mor-
idity and mortality. Participants were recruited as a fixed cohort
rom an area probability sample of 12 census segments in Balti-

ore, MD.  To be included, participants had to be between 30 and
4 years old, be able to give informed consent, be able to perform
t least five of the measures (medical history, physical perfor-
ance, cognitive testing, dietary recall, audio questionnaire, body

omposition, carotid Doppler, or pulse wave velocity), and have a
alid picture identification; exclusion criteria included pregnancy
t time of entry and being within six months of cancer treatment.

From the total HANDLS cohort, 412 participants had valid per-
onality and drug use assessments (see below). This subsample
as selected such that participants were contacted for the per-

onality assessment in the same order that they were recruited
or the initial wave of testing. Although not every participant was
vailable for interview, we attempted to contact all participants
or which we had resources. The personality assessment was ter-

inated because of financial constraints and was not based on
re-determined criteria. The response rate for contacted individ-
als was 88%. This sample was 66% female, 55% African American,
nd 50% were living below 125% of the federal poverty line, which
s similar to the composition of the overall HANDLS cohort (Evans
t al., 2010). The average age was 49.81 (SD = 8.38).

.2. Measures

.2.1. Personality. Participants completed the Revised NEO Per-
onality Inventory (NEO-PI-R), a reliable and valid measure of
ersonality traits (Costa and McCrae, 1992). The NEO-PI-R consists
f 240 items that assess the five broad domains and 30 specific
acets of personality. A trained staff member administered the per-
onality measure via telephone. Psychometric properties of the
EO-PI-R were good in this sample and have been described in
etail elsewhere (Sutin et al., submitted for publication). Normative
ata were used to standardize raw scores into T-scores (mean = 50,
D = 10).

.2.2. Drug use. Use of illicit substances was self-reported. Par-
icipants were asked about their current and past use of opiates
heroin/morphine/codeine) and cocaine/crack. Participants were
sked if they had ever used these substances and, if so, when was
he last time they used it. Participants who had used cocaine and/or
piates within the last six months were classified as current users
n = 98; opiates only = 27, cocaine only = 40, both substances = 31),
hose who had used in the past but not within the last six months
ere classified as former users (n = 24), and those who had never
sed either cocaine or opiates were classified as never users
n = 290).

.3. Statistical analyses

We used Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) to examine person-
lity differences across never, former, and current opiate/cocaine
sers controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and poverty status. We
lso used logistic regression to examine whether personality dif-

erentiated between current users and never users, controlling
or the demographic factors. We  then tested whether poverty,
ace, sex, and age moderated any of the factor-level associations
sing Aiken and West’s (Aiken and West, 1991) method for testing
Fig. 1. Percentage of drug users scoring high and low in Conscientiousness by
poverty status.

interactions. For the moderator analyses, we  followed up any sig-
nificant factor-level associations with analyses on the facets.

3. Results

Estimated marginal means (standard errors) for never, former,
and current opiate/cocaine users are shown in Table 1. There were
significant differences across the groups for Neuroticism, Agree-
ableness, and Conscientiousness. Post hoc analyses revealed that
former and current opiate/cocaine users scored lower on both
Agreeableness and Conscientiousness than never users and current
users scored significantly higher on Neuroticism than never users.
The logistic regressions further indicated that for every standard
deviation increase in Neuroticism, there was about a 25% increased
risk of current drug use, whereas for every standard deviation
decrease in Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and Consci-
entiousness there was  a 25%, 45%, and 35% increased risk of use,
respectively.

The facet-level analyses generally followed the domain-level
associations. Current opiate/cocaine users scored higher on all
facets of Neuroticism, except N4: Self-Conscientiousness. That is,
current users were more prone to anxiety, hostility, depression, and
were more impulsive and vulnerable to stress. Current users scored
lower on all facets of Agreeableness, except A5: Modesty and A6:
Tender-Mindedness, and lower on all facets of Conscientiousness
than never users. Although there were no differences across the
three groups for domain-level Extraversion, there were several dif-
ferences at the facet level. Current users were more cold (low E1:
Warmth), submissive (low E3: Assertiveness), and unhappy (low
E6: Positive Emotions), but tended to crave excitement and stimula-
tion (high E5: Excitement-Seeking). In general, former users scored
in between never and current users and did not differ significantly
from the other two groups.

Our second goal was  to test whether poverty status moder-
ated the association between personality and current drug use.
And, indeed, the association between Conscientiousness and drug
use varied by poverty level (ORCxPoverty = 1.05, 95% CI = 1.01–1.10;
Fig. 1). Low Conscientiousness was a risk factor for substance use
among those living above 125% of the poverty line, whereas it
was unrelated to drug use among those living below this line.
Specifically, among participants with relatively more means, there
was a greater than 2-fold increase in risk of illicit substance

use for every standard deviation decrease in Conscientiousness
(OR = 2.15, 95% CI = 1.45–3.17). At the facet level, this pattern
held for C1: Competence (ORC1xPoverty = 1.05, 95% CI = 1.01–1.10),
C5: Self-Discipline (ORC5xPoverty = 1.05, 95% CI = 1.01–1.10), and C6:
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Table 1
Mean-level personality differences between never, former, and current opiate/cocaine users.

Personality User status OR  (95% CI)

Never (N = 290) Former (N = 24) Current (N = 98)

Neuroticism 52.26 (.84)a 55.02 (2.92)ab 56.40 (1.46)b 1.24 (1.05–1.46)*

Extraversion 51.24 (.83) 53.18 (2.88) 48.74 (1.44) .83 (.66–1.04)
Openness 51.39 (.59) 51.45 (2.05) 49.12 (1.02)d .74 (.56–.97)*

Agreeableness 51.17 (.53)a 46.63 (1.83)b 46.77 (.92)b .54 (.40–.74)**

Conscientiousness 50.38 (.64)a 45.25 (2.25)b 45.30 (1.12)b .66 (.53–.83)**

Facets
N1: Anxiety 51.92 (.56)a 50.91 (1.94)ab 54.46 (.97)b 1.34 (1.03–1.76)*

N2: Angry Hostility 52.39 (.61)a 54.55 (2.11)ab 55.92 (1.06)b 1.44 (1.12–1.86)**

N3: Depression 53.34 (.60)a 57.51 (2.11)ab 55.82 (1.06)b 1.29 (1.01–1.66)*

N4: Self-Consciousness 46.85 (.64) 48.76 (2.23) 49.38 (1.12) 1.25 (.99–1.58)
N5:  Impulsivity 48.80 (.56)a 53.37 (1.94)b 51.54 (.97)b 1.33 (1.03–1.73)*

N6: Vulnerability 50.59 (.66)a 52.29 (2.29)ab 54.57 (1.15)b 1.43 (1.14–1.78)**

E1: Warmth 50.48 (.63)a 49.34 (2.19)ab 46.97 (1.10)b .73 (.58–.93)**

E2: Gregariousness 48.11 (.60) 49.45 (2.09) 46.28 (1.04) .84 (.65–1.08)
E3:  Assertiveness 53.61 (.62)a 53.90 (2.15)ab 50.40 (1.07)b .73 (.58–.93)*

E4: Activity 47.39 (.55) 50.05 (1.90) 47.41 (.95) 1.00 (.76–1.31)
E5:  Excitement-seeking 48.70 (.55)a 46.37 (1.93)b 51.78 (.96)c 1.45 (1.10–1.90)**

E6: Positive emotions 51.92 (.67)a 49.47 (2.34)ab 47.00 (1.17)b .66 (.52–.83)**

O1: Fantasy 50.70 (.51) 51.60 (1.78) 49.62 (.89) .83 (.61–1.12)
O2:  Aesthetics 53.83 (.54) 54.38 (1.88) 52.43 (.94) .81 (.62–1.07)
O3:  Feelings 50.31 (.54) 52.50 (1.89) 49.99 (.95) .93 (.70–1.24)
O4:  Actions 49.24 (.64) 49.82 (2.24) 47.56 (1.12) .83 (.65–1.06)
O5:  Ideas 51.06 (.56)a 49.33 (1.96)ab 47.99 (.98)b .68 (.52–.89)**

O6: Values 48.68 (.52) 47.06 (1.83) 48.49 (.91) .95 (.71–1.28)
A1:  Trust 44.46 (.59)a 43.52 (2.06)ab 39.60 (1.03)b .62 (.48–.79)**

A2: Straightforwardness 51.78 (.56)a 46.54 (1.95)b 48.56 (.98)b .70 (.53–.91)*

A3: Altruism 54.11 (.62)a 49.10 (2.17)b 49.38 (1.09)b .63 (.49–.81)**

A4: Compliance 46.90 (.63)a 41.34 (2.19)b 42.71 (1.10)b .68 (.54–.87)**

A5: Modesty 50.09 (.58) 49.69 (2.01) 50.24 (1.00) 1.01 (.77–1.30)
A6:  Tender-mindedness 58.57 (.61) 57.75 (2.13) 58.09 (1.06) .94 (.74–1.20)
C1:  Competence 49.72 (.67)a 47.08 (2.35)ab 44.80 (1.18)b .67 (.54–.84)**

C2: Order 51.00 (.69)a 46.73 (2.39)ab 47.57 (1.20)b .77 (.62–.96)*

C3: Dutifulness 48.34 (.55)a 43.84 (1.91)b 44.15 (.95)b .61 (.46–.80)**

C4: Achievement striving 53.76 (.69)a 49.46 (2.41)ab 48.69 (1.21)b .68 (.55–.85)**

C5: Self-discipline 47.78 (.63)a 43.04 (2.20)b 44.49 (1.10)b .75 (.59–.94)*

C6: Deliberation 51.21 (.58)a 48.88 (2.02)ab 48.72 (1.01)b .76 (.59–.99)*

Note: N = 412; estimated marginal means (standard errors) controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, and poverty status. Means with different subscripts (a–c) differ significantly
at  p < .05. Odds ratios (95% confidence interval) from logistic regressions contrasting current users to never users, controlling for the demographic factors, and scaled as
increased risk per 1 SD change in personality.
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The difference between current and never users is significant (p < .05) when for
* p < .05.

** p < .01.

eliberation (ORC6xPoverty = 1.06, 95% CI = 1.01–1.12). That is, among
hose living above 125% of the poverty line, those who  were less
apable and lacked discipline and those with the tendency to act
efore thinking were more prone to drug use; these traits were
nrelated to drug use among those living in poverty. Poverty did
ot moderate the association between drug use and any of the other
raits.

Sex moderated the association been Openness to Experience
nd current drug use. Women  who scored high on Open-
ess (OROxSex = .93, 95% CI = .89–.98), particularly O1: Fantasy
ORO1xSex = .94, 95% CI = .91–.98), were less likely to be current users
f cocaine or opiates. There was no relation between these traits and
rug use among men. In addition, although O4: Actions was protec-
ive for both men  and women, this association was slightly stronger
mong men  (ORO4xSex = .95, 95% CI = .92–.99). Of note, neither race
or age moderated the association between personality and drug
se. Thus, Neuroticism, Openness, Agreeableness, and Conscien-
iousness were associated with drug use for both African American
nd white participants and across different ages.
. Discussion

From this and other studies, evidence is converging on a
ersonality profile of drug users. Users of illicit substances are
sers are not included in the model.

more prone to negative emotions, tend to be distrustful and
manipulative, and are unreliable and undisciplined (Elkins et al.,
2006; Kornør and Nordvik, 2007; Ruiz et al., 2008; Terracciano
et al., 2008). In our diverse sample of urban dwellers, we found
the same pattern of elevated Neuroticism, decreased Agreeable-
ness, and decreased Conscientiousness among current users of
cocaine/heroin. Interestingly, poverty status moderated the asso-
ciation between personality and drug use, indicating that low
Conscientiousness was a risk factor for drug use only among
those with relatively more financial resources. In contrast to
Conscientiousness, Neuroticism and Agreeableness had pervasive
associations with drug use; both of these traits increased risk
regardless of poverty status, race, sex, and age.

Individuals high in Neuroticism, low in Agreeableness, or low
in Conscientiousness tend to act out on impulse or antagonis-
tically, especially when combined with high levels of emotional
distress. Constellations of these traits have been implicated in a
number of problematic externalizing behaviors, including smoking
(Terracciano and Costa, 2004), alcohol dependence (Grekin et al.,
2006; Hopwood et al., 2007), gambling (MacLaren et al., 2011), and

risky sexual behavior (Hoyle et al., 2000). Neuroticism reflects a
general tendency to experience negative emotions and emotional
distress. This trait is strongly related to psychiatric disorders and
shares sizable genetic overlap with internalizing disorders, such as
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epression (Hettema et al., 2006), as well as externalizing disorders,
uch as substance abuse (Khan et al., 2005). Thus, the association
etween Neuroticism and drugs use may  be due, in part, to a shared
enetic vulnerability. Substance use may  also be a form of self-
edication that individuals high in Neuroticism use as one coping

trategy to alleviate emotional distress (Loukas et al., 2000).
The strongest effects emerged for Agreeableness and Consci-

ntiousness: Current and former illicit drug users scored about
 one-half standard deviation lower on both Agreeableness and
onscientiousness than never users. Disagreeable individuals tend
o be antagonistic, aggressive, and skeptical of others (Costa and

cCrae, 1992). They worry less about social approval and are more
ikely to engage in antisocial behaviors (Shiner et al., 2003). Their
ack of trust may  also lead them to disregard public health messages
bout the dangers of illicit drug use. Those who are high in Agree-
bleness, in contrast, tend to be rule followers and are more likely
o conform to social norms than their more antagonistic peers (Van
choor et al., 2008).

Conscientiousness is a trait characterized by self-control, orga-
ization, and planning and, as such, it is strongly related to
ealth behaviors (Bogg and Roberts, 2004). In the present research,
overty moderated the association between Conscientiousness and
rug use in a somewhat surprising way. Low Conscientiousness
merged as a risk factor for those with relatively more means, but
as unrelated to drug use among those living in poverty. Inter-

ctionist perspectives view both the environment, especially SES,
nd individual factors, such as personality traits, as interacting to
mplify risk above each individual effect (Boardman, 2004). For
xample, studies of adolescent antisocial behavior have found that
mpulsivity is more strongly related to delinquent behaviors in low
ES neighborhoods than in wealthier neighborhoods (Lynam et al.,
000). More financial resources may  provide more opportunities
o channel potentially maladaptive traits into more constructive
utlets.

Our findings suggest, however, that rather than poverty ampli-
ying the risk associated with low Conscientiousness, low SES
verwhelmed the ability to self-control. For those with more eco-
omic resources, an individual tendency toward being disciplined
nd deliberative was protective against drug use. The effect of
overty is strong and can overwhelm other social (Williams and
atkin, 2007) and psychological factors (Boardman et al., 2001)
hat tend to be protective. Interestingly, the protective value of C3:
utifulness was not diminished by poverty; individuals who scored
igh on this facet of Conscientiousness were less likely to engage in
rug use regardless of their poverty status. Thus, those who  tend to
tick to their principles and obligations may  be better able to regu-
ate their behavior despite the temptations and stresses of poverty.
f note, poverty did not moderate the association between either
euroticism or Agreeableness and illicit drug use. Regardless of

heir economic situation, those who are prone to emotional distress
nd those who are antagonistic are at greater risk for current drug
se than those who are more emotionally stable and agreeable.

Previous studies on drug use have found mixed results for Open-
ess to Experience. Some studies report no evidence of mean-level
ifferences in this trait across current and never users (Terracciano
t al., 2008), whereas others report that current users score slightly
ower on Openness than never users (Kornør and Nordvik, 2007).
lthough we found support for the latter position, our findings
lso point to a complex relation between Openness to Experience
nd drug use. In particular, Openness to Experience was protec-
ive primarily for women: Open women, especially those with an
ctive imagination, were less likely to be current users. Although

ntriguing, this moderating effect of sex was small and needs to be
eplicated.

There are limitations of the present study that could be
ddressed in future research. For example, the cross-sectional
pendence 131 (2013) 247– 251

nature of our data did not allow us to disentangle whether per-
sonality increased risk of drug use or whether the personality
differences between users and non-users were a consequence of
use. Previous research has found, however, that adolescents who
score higher on Negative Affectivity and lower on Constraint (Elkins
et al., 2006), as well as those who score high on impulsivity (Cyders
et al., 2009) are at greater risk of substance abuse by their early 20s.
Although this evidence suggests that personality is a vulnerability
that exists before drug use starts, illicit drugs are powerful sub-
stances that alter brain chemistry. As such, drug use may  change
personality over time. In addition to longitudinal data, it would be
interesting to examine the effect of lifelong poverty. In the present
research, we only assessed current economic status, but the effects
of poverty may  be compounded over time (Gianaros and Manuck,
2011). Future research could address whether life course socioeco-
nomic status moderates the association between personality and
drug use. Finally, our sample with personality data was only a sub-
sample of the larger HANDLS cohort, which may  limit the power to
detect modest effects. Larger samples are thus needed to guarantee
sufficient power. Although we were unable to test all HANDLS par-
ticipants, the demographic composition of the subsample roughly
matched that of the entire HANDLS cohort, and the findings from
this study were broadly consistent with other studies of personality
and drug use.

Despite these limitations, the present research had a number of
strengths, including a comprehensive measure of personality traits
on a relatively diverse sample that varied in race and socioeconomic
status. Our findings suggest that poverty overwhelms the ability
to effectively regulate behavior, whereas emotional instability and
antagonism increase risk of illicit drug use regardless of financial
status.

Role of funding source

Funding for this study was  provided by the Intramural Research
Program at the National Institute on Aging; the NIA had no further
role in study design; in the collection, analysis and interpretation
of data; in the writing of the report; or in the decision to submit the
paper for publication.

Contributors

MKE  and ABZ designed the study and wrote the protocol. ARS
reviewed the literature, did the statistical analyses and wrote the
first draft of the manuscript. All authors contributed to and have
approved the final manuscript.

Conflict of interest

No conflict declared.

References

Aiken, L.S., West, S.G., 1991. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interac-
tions. Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Anderson, K.G., Tapert, S.F., Moadab, I., Crowley, T.J., Brown, S.A., 2007. Personality
risk profile for conduct disorder and substance use disorders in youth. Addict.
Behav. 32, 2377–2382.

Boardman, J.D., 2004. Stress and physical health: the role of neighborhoods as medi-
ating and moderating mechanisms. Soc. Sci. Med. 58, 2473–2483.

Boardman, J.D., Finch, B.K., Ellison, C.G., Williams, D.R., Jackson, J.S., 2001. Neighbor-
hood disadvantage, stress, and drug use among adults. J. Health Soc. Behav. 42,
151–165.

Bogg, T., Roberts, B.W., 2004. Conscientiousness and health-related behaviors: a

meta-analysis of the leading behavioral contributors to mortality. Psychol. Bull.
130, 887–919.

Costa Jr., P.T., McCrae, R.R., 1992. Revised NEO Personality Inventory (NEO-PI-R)
and the NEO Five-Factor Inventory (NEO-FFI) Professional Manual. Psychological
Assessment Resources, Odessa, FL.



hol De

C

D

E

E

G

G

H

H

H

K

K

A.R. Sutin et al. / Drug and Alco

yders, M.A., Flory, K., Rainer, S., Smith, G.T., 2009. The role of personality disposi-
tions to risky behavior in predicting first-year college drinking. Addiction 104,
193–202.

egenhardt, L., Hall, W.,  2012. Extent of illicit drug use and dependence, and their
contribution to the global burden of disease. Lancet 379, 55–70.

lkins, I.J., King, S.M., McGue, M.,  Iacono, W.G., 2006. Personality traits and the devel-
opment of nicotine, alcohol, and illicit drug disorders: prospective links from
adolescence to young adulthood. J. Abnorm. Psychol. 115, 26–39.

vans, M.K., Lepkowski, J.M., Powe, N.R., LaVeist, T., Kuczmarski, M.F., Zonderman,
A.B., 2010. Healthy aging in neighborhoods of diversity across the life span (HAN-
DLS): overcoming barriers to implementing a longitudinal, epidemiologic, urban
study of health, race, and socioeconomic status. Ethn. Dis. 20, 267–275.

ianaros, P.J., Manuck, S.B., 2011. Neurobiological pathways linking socioeconomic
position and health. Psychosom. Med. 72, 450–461.

rekin, E.R., Sher, K.J., Wood, P.K., 2006. Personality and substance dependence
symptoms: modeling substance-specific traits. Psychol. Addict. Behav. 20,
415–424.

ettema, J.M., Neale, M.C., Myers, J.M., Prescott, C.A., Kendler, K.S., 2006. A
population-based twin study of the relationship between neuroticism and inter-
nalizing disorders. Am.  J. Psychiatry 163, 857–864.

opwood, C.J., Morey, L.C., Skodol, A.E., Stout, R.L., Yen, S., Ansell, E.B., Grilo, C.M.,
McGlashan, T.H., 2007. Five-factor model personality traits associated with
alcohol-related diagnoses in a clinical sample. J. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 68, 455–460.

oyle, R.H., Fejfar, M.C., Miller, J.D., 2000. Personality and sexual risk taking: a quan-
titative review. J. Pers. 68, 1203–1231.
han, A.A., Jacobson, K.C., Gardner, C.O., Prescott, C.A., Kendler, K.S., 2005. Person-
ality and comorbidity of common psychiatric disorders. Br. J. Psychiatry 186,
190–196.

ornør, H., Nordvik, H., 2007. Five-factor model personality traits in opioid depend-
ence. BMC  Psychiatry, 7.
pendence 131 (2013) 247– 251 251

Loukas, A., Krull, J.L., Chassin, L., Carle, A.C., 2000. The relation of personality to
alcohol abuse/dependence in a high-risk sample. J. Pers. 68, 1153–1175.

Lynam, D.R., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T.E., Wikström, P.O.H., Loeber, R., Novak, S., 2000. The
interaction between impulsivity and neighborhood context on offending: the
effects of impulsivity are stronger in poorer neighborhoods. J. Abnorm. Psychol.
109, 563–574.

MacLaren, V.V., Best, L.A., Dixon, M.J., Harrigan, K.A., 2011. Problem gambling
and the five factor model in university students. Pers. Individ. Diff. 50,
335–338.

Prisciandaro, J.J., McRae-Clark, A.L., Moran-Santa Maria, M.M.,  Hartwell, K.J., Brady,
K.T., 2011. Psychoticism and neuroticism predict cocaine dependence and
future cocaine use via different mechanisms. Drug Alcohol Depend. 116,
80–85.

Ruiz, M.A., Pincus, A.L., Schinka, J.A., 2008. Externalizing pathology and the five-
factor model: a meta-analysis of personality traits associated with antisocial
personality disorder, substance use disorder, and their co-occurrence. J. Pers.
Disord. 22, 365–388.

Shiner, R.L., Masten, A.S., Roberts, J.M., 2003. Childhood personality foreshadows
adult personality and life outcomes two decades later. J. Pers. 71, 1145–1170.

Sutin, A.R., Costa, P.T., Evans, M.K., Zonderman, A.B. Personality assessment in a
diverse urban sample, submitted for publication.

Terracciano, A., Costa Jr., P.T., 2004. Smoking and the Five-Factor Model of person-
ality. Addiction 99, 472–481.

Terracciano, A., Löckenhoff, C.E., Crum, R.M., Bienvenu, O.J., Costa Jr., P.T., 2008. Five-
factor model personality profiles of drug users. BMC  Psychiatry, 8.
Van Schoor, G., Bot, S.M., Engels, R.C.M.E., 2008. Alcohol drinking in young adults:
the predictive value of personality when peers come around. Eur. Addict. Res.
14, 125–133.

Williams, C.T., Latkin, C.A., 2007. Neighborhood socioeconomic status, personal net-
work attributes, and use of heroin and cocaine. Am.  J. Prev. Med. 32, S203–S210.


	Personality traits and illicit substances: The moderating role of poverty
	1 Introduction
	2 Method
	2.1 Sample
	2.2 Measures
	2.2.1 Personality
	2.2.2 Drug use

	2.3 Statistical analyses

	3 Results
	4 Discussion
	Role of funding source
	Contributors
	Conflict of interest
	References


