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Abstract
Gambling may range from being a recreational leisure activity to a behavioral addiction. A
rising number of gamblers experience adverse consequences from gambling, termed problem gambling, which may become a challenge for the individual and society. With the present research, we aimed to investigate the correlates of problem gambling. We used a large
sample of more than 12,500 individuals (46% male, Mage = 48, SDage = 18) from the Household, Income, and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey and analyzed sociodemographic and personality variables (Big Five, locus of control) as well as the extent of problem
gambling. Findings showed that male sex and a lower level of education were related to
problem gambling, but personality traits were predictive of problem gambling over and
above sociodemographic variables. Specifically, a low level of emotional stability, an external locus of control, and, to a lesser extent, a low level of conscientiousness and a high level
of extraversion were predictive of problem gambling, whereas openness and agreeableness
were not. These results remained constant across various robustness analyses. Our findings reveal the importance of including personality traits when explaining gambling
behavior.
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Introduction
Gambling can be defined as an activity that involves risking money on the result of something,
such as a game or horse race, with the hope that one will make money [1]. It may be viewed
along a severity continuum with recreational gambling activities at one end of the scale and
pathological gambling (the term used in DSM-IV and ICD-10) [2, 3] or gambling disorder (the
term used in DSM-5) [4] at the other end. The latter term refers to persistent and recurrent
gambling behavior that leads to clinically significant distress and interference with functioning
in major life domains [4]. In addition, the term problem gambling is often used to describe
gambling that negatively affects functioning and relationships [5] without necessarily meeting
DSM or ICD criteria for pathological gambling or gambling disorder.
Gambling is widespread: Statistics show that approximately 85% of U.S. adults have gambled at least once in their lives; 60% in the past year [6]. The worldwide lifetime prevalence of
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problem gambling is 2.3%, and the lifetime prevalence of pathological gambling is between
0.42 and 0.6% [7]. For Australia, there exist reliable statistics on gambling prevalence rates: In
2015, an estimated 39% of Australian adults gambled regularly. Among these regular gamblers,
participation in lotteries was most common (76%), followed by instant scratch tickets (22%),
and electronic gaming machines (21%) [8]. Whereas recreational gambling may help to
improve physical and mental functioning, problem and pathological gambling have been
found to be related to obesity, increased stress, and poorer physical health, violent behavior,
and even suicidal thoughts or attempts [7, 9, 10].
What predicts individual differences in the extent of gambling? Research has shown that
sociodemographic variables are related to gambling behavior. Across studies, male sex [11–15]
and a lower educational level were predictive of problem gambling [11, 16]. With regard to
age, findings have been more mixed. Studies have found higher age to be related to problem
gambling when samples consisted of young adults [13] (but see [17] for similar findings in an
older sample). By contrast, in samples involving a wider age span, age was not significantly
related to problem gambling [16, 18]. In addition to sociodemographic variables, personality
factors such as the Big Five and locus of control were found to be associated with gambling
behavior.

Prior research on personality and problem gambling
Researchers have examined the personality correlates of gambling using various methods,
ranging from reviews [19] to empirical studies. The latter have been based on small samples
[16, 20, 21], large data sets [13, 22], or even population-wide or birth-cohort studies [12,
23]. Studies have involved non-treatment-seeking participants, community samples [18,
24], and pathological gamblers, including patients with a DSM diagnosis [12, 16, 17, 20–22,
25].
Personality traits such as the Big Five have been examined trait by trait [17, 20] or simultaneously, using regression analyses [18, 24], in order to understand their relations to gambling
participation and problem gambling. Despite the existence of numerous studies on the relation
between personality and gambling, findings have been mixed as the following brief overview
shows: Neuroticism or emotional instability was not associated [20] or was positively associated with problem gambling [14, 17, 18, 22, 24, 25]. Extraversion or positive affectivity was not
associated [14, 17, 24, 25], was positively associated [13], or was negatively associated with
problem gambling [20] (only for older participants: [18]). Openness to experience was not
associated [14, 17, 24], or was negatively associated with problem gambling [20, 25] (especially
for men: [18]). Similarly, agreeableness showed either no relation [17, 20] or a negative relation
to problem gambling [14, 18, 22, 24, 25]. Across various studies, conscientiousness was found
to be negatively related to problem gambling [14, 17, 20, 22, 24, 25] (for younger participants
only: [18]). When the Big Five were examined simultaneously, high levels of neuroticism and
low levels of openness manifested unique relations with problem gambling [16, 18]. In other
research, specific facets of neuroticism, agreeableness, and conscientiousness were predictive
of problem gambling [24].
Locus of control refers to the perception of the extent to which an individual can control
events in his or her life [26]. So far, the findings on the relation between locus of control and
problem gambling have been contradictory. Whereas some studies revealed an association
between problem gambling and an external expectancy orientation—the belief that events in
one’s life are controlled by factors beyond one’s influence or control [27, 28], other research
did not find such a relation [29–31]. In sum, the pattern of results on the association between
personality and gambling has been inconsistent.
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The present research
The objective of the present study was to investigate the association between personality and
problem gambling using a large, representative sample. We predicted the extent of problem
gambling from sociodemographic variables and personality traits (i.e., the Big Five and locus
of control). All variables were investigated in conjunction because traits naturally co-occur.
Sociodemographic variables were taken into account because personality traits are related to
sex, age, and educational level. For example, neuroticism is positively related to female sex
[32–34], extraversion is modestly negatively correlated with age [35, 36], and openness is
sometimes positively correlated with education [37]. Furthermore, as was mentioned above,
sociodemographic variables are also associated with problem gambling.
This reasoning leads to three main questions that guided our research: First, what sociodemographic variables and personality traits are associated with problem gambling? Second,
what personality traits are uniquely predictive of problem gambling? And third, are the findings robust against variations in computational methods such as (a) logarithmizing the dependent variable problem gambling, (b) studying active gamblers only, and (c) investigating only
cases with a level of problem gambling above zero?

Methods
The data used in the present study were provided by the Household, Income, and Labour
Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey, a large, longitudinal, household-based panel study
that examines economic and personal well-being, labor market dynamics, and family life. The
HILDA survey has been conducted since 2001 [38], and the data are close to nationally representative when compared with population estimates [39]. The survey waves take place annually, and all data sets are matched via a unique identifier for each person. The present study
used data collected in 2013 (Wave 13) and in 2015 (Wave 15). All research was performed in
accordance with relevant guidelines/regulations. Informed consent was obtained from all participants and/or their legal guardians. The research was approved by Melbourne Institute. The
data that support the findings of this study are available from the Melbourne Institute. Restrictions apply to the availability of these data, which were used under license for this study. Data
are available at https://melbourneinstitute.unimelb.edu.au/hilda with the permission of the
Melbourne Institute. The authors confirm that they did not have any special access privileges.

Participants
The data set contained N = 23,292 valid cases (48% male, 52% female) with a mean age of 37
years (SD = 23.02; Range: 0 to 99). As monetized gambling is illegal under the age of 18, in our
analyses, we included only individuals who were 18 or older (N = 17,688). Further, we
included only individuals who provided valid answers to all analyzed variables. Thus, our sample consisted of N = 12,556 individuals (46% male, 54% female) with a mean age of 48 years
(SD = 18, Range: 18 to 98).

Measures
Sociodemographic variables. We analyzed age, sex (1 = male, 2 = female), and educational level as reported in 2015. Education was assessed using multiple categories that were
based on the Australian Standard Classification of Education: 1 = undetermined, 2 = Year 11
and below, 3 = Year 12, 4 = Cert III or IV, 5 = Diploma, 6 = Bachelor or honors, 7 = Grad
Diploma, grad certificate, 8 = Postgrad–masters or doctorate (for details: [40]).
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Personality. The Big Five personality traits were assessed with a 36-item version of the
Big Five Personality Inventory [41]. Because the factor structure could be improved by focusing on a subset of 28 items [42], we used this subset of items for our analyses. Each Big Five
dimension was assessed using four to six items: emotional stability (envious, fretful, jealous,
moody, temperamental, and touchy, all reverse coded; α = .80); extraversion (extraverted,
lively, talkative; and reverse coded: bashful, quiet, and shy; α = .76); openness to experience
(deep, complex, creative, imaginative, intellectual, and philosophical; α = .74), agreeableness
(cooperative, kind, sympathetic, and warm; α = .78), and conscientiousness (efficient, orderly,
systematic; and reverse coded: disorganized, inefficient, and sloppy; α = .79). Items were
answered on 7-point Likert-type scales ranging from 1 (does not describe me at all) to 7
(describes me very well). Intercorrelations of the Big Five dimensions ranged from r = .07 (p <
.001; extraversion and openness) to r = .32 (p < .001; emotional stability and conscientiousness). The data were collected in Wave 13.
Locus of control was assessed with seven items that were answered on 7-point Likert-type
scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) [43]. After reverse coding where
necessary and aggregating the items, locus of control was used as a continuous variable (α =
.84), with higher scores representing an external locus of control and lower scores representing
an internal locus of control. Intercorrelations with the Big Five dimensions ranged from r =
-.01 (p = .351) for openness to r = -.29 (p < .001) for emotional stability. The data were collected in Wave 15.
Gambling. To assess the extent of problem gambling, participants were presented nine
items that captured problematic gambling behavior and the adverse consequences of gambling
experienced in the past 12 months (Problem Gambling Severity Index [44]; e.g., Have you felt
guilty about the way you gamble or what happens when you gamble?). These items were
answered using a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (never) to 3 (almost always). All
nine items were summed to form the continuous variable problem gambling (M = 0.27,
SD = 1.46, Range: 0 to 27, α = .92; see S1 File for a categorial analysis and a comparison with
prevalence rates).
In order to analyze a subsample of active gamblers only, we used a measure of whether participants had spent money on gambling activities. To measure the extent to which money had
been spent on different gambling activities, participants were presented 10 gambling activities
(instant scratch tickets, bingo, lotto or lottery games, keno, private betting, poker, casino table
games, poker machines or slot machines, betting on horse or dog races, betting on sports) and
asked to indicate whether they tended to spend any money on these activities in a typical
month (no/yes; M = 0.64, SD = 0.97, Range: 0 to 10). The data were collected in Wave 15.
Descriptive statistics and intercorrelations for all measures are presented in S1 and S2 Tables
in S1 File.

Analyses
In a first step, we computed zero-order correlations of problem gambling with sociodemographic and personality variables. These statistics provide a first impression of the bivariate
relations between our dependent and independent variables. In a second step, we computed
partial correlations of problem gambling with personality variables, controlling for sociodemographic variables. Using this statistics, we were able to understand the extent to which problem
gambling was linked to each personality variable over and above the influence of sociodemographic variables. In the following steps, all Big Five as well as locus of control were investigated in conjunction using regression analyses: We computed a regression, predicting
problem gambling from age, sex, and education as well as the Big Five and locus of control,
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entered in two steps into the regression equation. By employing this procedure, we were able
to determine the effect that each independent variable had on problem gambling over and
above the other ones. For instance, we could identify the extent to which emotional stability
was predictive of problem gambling when the influence of all other variables (e.g., sex, extraversion, and others) was held constant. Because problem gambling showed an excess of zeroes
(extremely left-skewed distribution) and we could not separate non-gamblers from non-problem-gamblers, we computed three additional models to analyze whether our findings from the
first regression analysis were robust: (a) We logarithmized the problem gambling variable in
order to reduce the skewness of the distribution [45] and repeated the regression analysis as
described above. (b) We created a subsample that included only participants who indicated
that they had spent money on one or more of the given gambling activities. Using this subsample (n = 5,051, with a mean age of 52 years, SD = 16.89, Range: 18 to 97; 48% female), we again
predicted problem gambling from sociodemographic variables and personality. By using this
procedure, we analyzed only participants who had spent money on gambling activities (i.e.,
non-gamblers were excluded). (c) We repeated our regression analysis with participants who
indicated any value above zero on the problem gambling scale (i.e., 1 to 27; n = 921, with a
mean age of 47 years, SD = 17.62, Range: 18 to 96; 38% female). This procedure allowed us to
examine whether a larger extent of problem gambling went along with certain sociodemographic variables and personality traits without being biased by an excess of zeroes on the
problem gambling scale.

Results
What personality traits are associated with problem gambling?
To begin with sociodemographic variables, male sex and a lower level of education were correlated with problem gambling, whereas age showed no association with problem gambling (see
Table 1). Focusing on personality correlates, high external locus of control, low emotional stability, low conscientiousness, and, to a lesser extent, low agreeableness were associated with
problem gambling. These relations remained significant even when we controlled for all sociodemographic variables simultaneously. However, extraversion and openness to experience
were not correlated with problem gambling.
Table 1. Associations of problem gambling with sociodemographic and personality variables.
Problem gambling
r

p

rpart

p

Age

-.01

.693

Sex

-.06

< .001

Education

-.07

< .001

Emotional stability

-.08

< .001

-.08

< .001

Extraversion

-.01

.208

-.00

.651

Openness to experience

-.02

.103

-.00

.952

Agreeableness

-.05

< .001

-.03

.005

Conscientiousness

-.07

< .001

-.06

< .001

External locus of control

.09

< .001

.09

< .001

N = 12,556 for zero-order correlations (r) and partial correlations (rpart; controlled for sociodemographic variables).
Problem gambling was assessed with nine items and used as a continuous variable. Sex was coded as 1 = male and
2 = female. For education, a higher number reflects a higher level of education.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253046.t001
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What personality traits are uniquely predictive of problem gambling?
Initially, the sociodemographic variables low level of education and male sex were identified as
predictors of problem gambling (see Table 2). However, the prediction could be improved by
adding personality variables: In addition to sex and level of education, low emotional stability,
high external locus of control, and, to a lesser extent, low conscientiousness and high extraversion were unique predictors of problem gambling over and above all other variables. Thus,
especially with regard to extraversion and agreeableness, the pattern of results changed slightly
when all predictors were added simultaneously into the regression analysis in comparison to
the zero-order or partial correlations.

Are the findings robust against various evaluation methods?
As shown in Table 3, when the analyses were repeated using problem gambling as a logarithmized variable, the sociodemographic variables low level of education and male sex were identified as predictors of problem gambling. Again, the prediction could be improved by adding
personality variables: In addition to sex and level of education, low emotional stability, high
external locus of control, high extraversion, and, to a lesser extent, low conscientiousness and
low openness were unique predictors of problem gambling over and above all other variables.
When the analyses were performed using a subsample of participants who agreed that they
had spent money on at least one game, the sociodemographic variables low level of education,
male sex, and younger age were identified as predictors of problem gambling. Again, the prediction could be improved by adding personality variables. In addition to sex, education, and
age, the extent of problem gambling was predicted by high external locus of control, low emotional stability, and, to a lesser extent, low conscientiousness and high extraversion, when all
other predictors were held constant.
Finally, when the analyses were performed using a subsample of participants who indicated
a level of problem gambling above zero, the sociodemographic variable low level of education
was identified as a predictor of problem gambling. Again, the prediction could be improved by
Table 2. Predicting problem gambling from sociodemographic and personality variables.
Beta
1

2

Constant

p
< .001

Age

-.01

.187

Sex

-.06

< .001

Education

-.07

Constant

< .001
< .001

Age

.01

.523

Sex

-.07

< .001

Education

-.06

< .001

Emotional stability

-.07

< .001

Extraversion

.03

.003

Openness to experience

-.02

.114

Agreeableness

.00

.841

Conscientiousness

-.03

.003

External locus of control

.06

< .001

Regression analyses with N = 12,556. Problem gambling was assessed with nine items and used as a continuous
variable. Sex was coded as 1 = male and 2 = female. For education, a higher number reflects a higher level of
education. In Step 1, R = .10, R2 = .01; in Step 2, R = .15, R2 = .02.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253046.t002
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Table 3. Predicting problem gambling from sociodemographic and personality variables using additional analyses.
Logarithmized

Spent money

N = 12,556

N = 5,051
p

Beta
1

2

Constant

Above zero
N = 921
p

Beta

< .001

p

Beta

< .001

< .001

Age

-.00

.743

-.07

< .001

-.06

.068

Sex

-.08

< .001

-.07

< .001

-.02

.644

Education

-.09

< .001

-.08

< .001

-.09

Constant

< .001

< .001

.005
< .001

Age

.02

.082

-.05

< .001

-.03

.440

Sex

-.09

< .001

-.08

< .001

-.03

.407

Education

-.07

< .001

-.07

< .001

-.08

.015

Emotional stability

-.07

< .001

-.07

< .001

-.13

.001

Extraversion

.04

< .001

.04

.018

.03

.468

Openness to experience

-.02

.018

-.01

.548

-.00

.951

Agreeableness

.00

.769

.02

.234

-.01

.888

Conscientiousness

-.03

.001

-.05

.002

-.06

.074

External locus of control

.06

< .001

.09

< .001

.12

.001

Step 1

R = .12, R2 = .01

R = .12, R2 = .02

R = .11, R2 = .01

Step 2

R = .17, R2 = .03

R = .19, R2 = .04

R = .24, R2 = .06

Logarithmized: The problem gambling variable was logarithmized in order to reduce the skewness of the distribution, and a regression analysis was performed
(predicting problem gambling from sociodemographic variables and personality). Spent money: We created a subsample that included only participants who indicated
that they had spent money on one or more of the given gambling activities (i.e., non-gamblers were excluded); using this subsample, a regression analysis was performed
(predicting problem gambling from sociodemographic variables and personality). Above zero: We created a subsample that included only participants who indicated
any value above zero on the problem gambling scale; using this subsample, a regression analysis was performed (predicting problem gambling from sociodemographic
variables and personality). Sex was coded as 1 = male and 2 = female. For education, a higher number reflects a higher level of education.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253046.t003

adding personality variables. In addition to education, the extent of problem gambling was
predicted by low emotional stability, high external locus of control, and, to a lesser extent, low
conscientiousness, when all other predictors were held constant.

Discussion
The purpose of our research was to understand the relation between personality and problem
gambling using a large data set. Our analyses allowed us not only to gain important insights
into the relation of gambling behavior with sociodemographic and personality variables but
also to specify the unique influence of personality on problem gambling over and above the
influence of sex, age, and education. Our study revealed very consistent findings across various
evaluation methods. Across all analyses, a low level of education was uniquely predictive of
problem gambling. Likewise, male sex was consistently related to problem gambling (Due to a
smaller sample size, findings were only marginally significant in the subsample of those participants who indicated a level of problem gambling above zero.). In all but one analysis, age was
not associated with problem gambling.
Regarding personality variables, across analyses, a low level of emotional stability, a high
level of external locus of control, and a low level of conscientiousness were robustly identified
as unique predictors of problem gambling. High extraversion was weakly related to problem
gambling (Due to a smaller sample size, findings were only marginally significant in the subsample of those participants who indicated a level of problem gambling above zero.). Agreeableness was not uniquely predictive of problem gambling. The findings for openness were
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similar to those for agreeableness. Across regression analyses, when personality variables were
taken into account, the amount of variance that was explained in problem gambling was
enhanced over and above what was explained by the sociodemographic variables alone. This
finding underlines the importance of considering personality variables when trying to understand various gambling behaviors. In sum, our findings confirm and expand the results of
prior studies.
However, our study goes far beyond a simple replication of prior research for several reasons: (a) We used a large representative sample of more than 12,500 individuals, including a
wide range of age and educational levels as well as measures of different personality traits (Big
Five, locus of control). (b) We assessed the extent of problem gambling with a commonly used
instrument (Problem Gambling Severity Index, PGSI [44]) and used it as a continuous variable
instead of forming artificial categories. Thus, we used the full set of available information and
could interpret our results accordingly (e.g., the lower the level of emotional stability, the
higher the extent of problem gambling). (c) Our analyses included not only zero-order correlations and partial correlations (controlling for sociodemographic variables) between personality
traits and problem gambling but also regression analyses. The regressions allowed us to estimate the influence of each personality trait on the prediction of problem gambling, over and
above the remaining variables. Thus, we were able to specify the comparatively most influential
personality traits for the prediction of problem gambling, namely, emotional stability and
external locus of control. (d) We checked the robustness of our findings by log-transforming
our dependent variable and by analyzing subsamples that met strict criteria (spending money
on gambling activities, showing a problem gambling level above zero). Thus, we minimized
potential errors that stemmed from a specific method of analysis.
Despite these advantages, our study surely comes with limitations. Due to the nature of
household-based panels, we had to rely on self-reports instead of objective measures of personality and gambling behavior. Future studies may implement ways of collecting observed data
on personality (e.g., acquaintance reports) and gambling behavior (e.g., frequency of using a
credit card to make gambling-related payments). In addition, the measure to access our dependent variable, the PGSI, is perceived rather critically by some research groups [46–48]. Precisely, there seems to be poor discriminant validity for low-risk and moderate-risk categories
[46]. Further, as known for other self-report measures, recall biases and language difficulties
may produce misclassifications to the predefined categories [48]. However, both arguments
against the use of the PGSI do not fully apply to our analyses because we used the PGSI as a
continuous variable rather than a categorial score. On the other hand, the PGSI comes with
good psychometric properties such as an adequate temporal stability and is thus well-regarded
by researchers and clinicians in the field [46, 48]. Due to the correlational nature of our study,
we could not definitively separate causes from consequences. For instance, an individual low
on emotional stability may engage in gambling behavior in order to distract him- or herself
from daily hassles and to calm down. Likewise, an individual who gambles more and more
often may experience a decline in his or her emotional stability as a result of financial and relationship problems. However, in our study, personality traits (except external locus of control)
were measured prior to the assessment of problem gambling (see [49] for an exceptional example on how personality predicts betting behavior up to 34 years later). Thus, it seems plausible
to assume that stable personality factors were the causes of behavior such as problem gambling.
The national pathological gambling prevalence estimates in Western countries range from
0.5% in New Zealand [50] to 2.1% in Australia [51]. We used a nationally representative data
set of Australians for our analyses, and our findings revealed small to medium-sized effects of
personality on problem gambling. Thus, studies on personality and problem gambling conducted in other countries may discover smaller effects due to smaller base rates of gambling.
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Build upon the present findings, there are several interesting avenues for future research:
(1) In addition to looking at global personality traits, researchers may study the prediction of
problem gambling from more specific personality variables (e.g., motivations [52]) and concrete gambling-related behaviors and attitudes [53]. When including further (maybe more specific) predictors of problem gambling, one may investigate whether there is unique (or
overlapping) variance of the global personality traits as compared to more specific gamblingrelated variables. (2) Researchers may analyze subgroups of gamblers [54, 55] or different
forms of gambling such as gambling on cards, sports, or bingo [14]. This may help generate
further treatments and prevention initiatives for vulnerable subgroups. (3) Finally, the relationships between personality and problem gambling should be examined longitudinally with
the aims to (a) identify protective factors against the development of problem or pathological
gambling and (b) implement policies to improve public health [7].

Supporting information
S1 File.
(DOCX)

Author Contributions
Conceptualization: Juliane M. von der Heiden, Boris Egloff.
Formal analysis: Juliane M. von der Heiden.
Supervision: Boris Egloff.
Writing – original draft: Juliane M. von der Heiden.
Writing – review & editing: Juliane M. von der Heiden, Boris Egloff.

References
1.

Cambridge University Press. Gambling. 2014. Retrieved May 8, 2020 from https://dictionary.
cambridge.org/de/worterbuch/englisch/gambling

2.

American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders: DSM-IV-TR (
4th ed.). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association; 2000.

3.

World Health Organization. The ICD-10 classification of mental and behavioural disorders: Clinical
descriptions and diagnostic guidelines. Geneva, Switzerland: WHO; 1992.

4.

American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental disorders: DSM-5 ( 5th
ed.). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association; 2013.

5.

Morasco BJ, Pietrzak RH, Blanco C, Grant BF, Hasin D, Petry NM. Health problems and medical utilization associated with gambling disorders: Results from the national epidemiologic survey on alcohol and
related conditions. Psychosom Med 2006; 68:976–984. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.psy.0000238466.
76172.cd PMID: 17132843

6.

National Council on Problem Gambling. How widespread is gambling in the U.S.? 2014. Retrieved
March 27, 2020 from https://www.ncpgambling.org/help-treatment/faq/

7.

Loo JM, Kraus SW, Potenza MN. A systematic review of gambling-related findings from the national epidemiologic survey on alcohol and related conditions. J Behav Addict 2019; 8: 625–648. https://doi.org/
10.1556/2006.8.2019.64 PMID: 31830810

8.

Armstrong A., Carroll M. Gambling activity in Australia: Findings from wave 15 of the Household,
Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey. 2017. Retrieved May 14, 2021 from https://
aifs.gov.au/agrc/publications/gambling-activity-australia

9.

Cunningham-Williams RM, Grucza RA, Cottler LB, Womack SB, Books SJ, Przybeck TR, et al. Prevalence and predictors of pathological gambling: Results from the St. Louis personality, health and lifestyle
(SLPHL) study. J Psychiatr Res 2005; 39:377–390. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychires.2004.09.002
PMID: 15804388

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253046 June 14, 2021

9 / 12

PLOS ONE

Big Five and problem gambling

10.

Pulay AJ, Dawson DA, Hasin DS, Goldstein RB, Ruan MMWJ, Pickering MRP, et al. Violent behavior
and DSM-IV psychiatric disorders: Results from the national epidemiologic survey on alcohol and
related conditions. J Clin Psychiat 2008; 69:12. https://doi.org/10.4088/jcp.v69n0103 PMID: 18312033

11.

Churchill SA, Farrell L. Social capital and gambling: Evidence from Australia. J Gambl Stud 2019; 1–21.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-018-9796-5 PMID: 30047067

12.

Petry NM, Stinson FS, Grant BF. Comorbidity of DSM-IV pathological gambling and other psychiatric
disorders: Results from the national epidemiologic survey on alcohol and related conditions. J. Clin.
Psychiat 2005; 66, 564–574. https://doi.org/10.4088/jcp.v66n0504 PMID: 15889941

13.

Walther B, Morgenstern M, Hanewinkel R. Co-occurrence of addictive behaviours: Personality factors
related to substance use, gambling and computer gaming. Eur Addict Res 2012; 18:167–174. https://
doi.org/10.1159/000335662 PMID: 22398819

14.

Whiting SW, Hoff RA, Balodis IM, Potenza MN. An exploratory study of relationships among five-factor
personality measures and forms of gambling in adults with and without probable pathological gambling.
J Gambl Stud 2019; 35:915–928. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-018-9809-4 PMID: 30382456

15.

Wilson AN, Salas-Wright CP, Vaughn MG, Maynard BR. Gambling prevalence rates among immigrants: A multigenerational examination. Addict Behav 2015; 42:79–85. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
addbeh.2014.11.003 PMID: 25462658

16.

Myrseth H, Pallesen S, Molde H, Johnsen BH, Lorvik IM. Personality factors as predictors of pathological gambling. Pers Individ Diff 2009; 47:933–937. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2009.07.018

17.

Bagby RM, Vachon DD, Bulmash EL, Toneatto T, Quilty LC, Costa PT. Pathological gambling and the
five-factor model of personality. Pers Individ Diff 2007; 43:873–880. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.
2007.02.011

18.

Miller JD, MacKillop J, Fortune EE, Maples J, Lance CE, Campbell WK, et al. Personality correlates of
pathological gambling derived from Big Three and Big Five personality models. Psychiat Res 2013;
206:50–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.042 PMID: 23078872

19.

Odlaug BL, Schreiber LR, Grant JE. Personality dimensions and disorders in pathological gambling.
Curr Opin Psychiatry 2013; 26:107–112. https://doi.org/10.1097/YCO.0b013e32835997df PMID:
23041794

20.

Hwang JY, ShinYC, Lim SW, Park HY, Shin NY, Jang JH, et al. Multidimensional comparison of personality characteristics of the Big Five model, impulsiveness, and affect in pathological gambling and
obsessive–compulsive disorder. J Gambl Stud 2012; 28:351–362. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899011-9269-6 PMID: 21938524

21.

Steel Z, Blaszczynski A. Impulsivity, personality disorders and pathological gambling severity. Addiction
1998; 93:895–905. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1360-0443.1998.93689511.x PMID: 9744125

22.

Dash GF, Slutske WS, Martin NG, Statham DJ, Agrawal A, Lynskey MT. Big Five personality traits and
alcohol, nicotine, cannabis, and gambling disorder comorbidity., Psychol Addict Behav 2019; 33:420.
https://doi.org/10.1037/adb0000468 PMID: 31094546

23.

Slutske WS, Caspi A, Moffitt TE, Poulton R. Personality and problem gambling: A prospective study of a
birth cohort of young adults. Arch Gen Psychiatry 2005; 62:769–775. https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.
62.7.769 PMID: 15997018

24.

MacLaren VV, Best LA, Dixon MJ, Harrigan KA. Problem gambling and the five factor model in university students. Pers Individ Diff 2011; 50:335–338. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.10.011

25.

Müller KW, Beutel ME, Egloff B, Wölfling K. Investigating risk factors for internet gaming disorder: A
comparison of patients with addictive gaming, pathological gamblers and healthy controls regarding the
Big Five personality traits. Eur Addict Res 2014; 20:129–136. https://doi.org/10.1159/000355832
PMID: 24247280

26.

Rotter JB. Generalized expectancies for internal versus external control of reinforcement. Psychol
Monogr: Gen Appl 1966; 80:1–28. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0092976

27.

Kusyszyn I, Rubenstein L. Locus of control and race track betting behaviors: A preliminary investigation.
J Gambl Beh 1985; 1:106–110. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01019863

28.

Ohtsuka K, Hyam P. Internal and external attribution of success and failure in a gambling and non-gambling situation. Doctoral dissertation 2003.

29.

Impulsiveness Clarke D., locus of control, motivation and problem gambling. J Gambl Stud 2004;
20:319–345. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-004-4578-7 PMID: 15577271

30.

Ramasamy S, Calvin CSK., Sii HE, Chan HS, Tan T. The effect of personal-situational locus of control
on the amount of betting in a private university. Pertanika J Soc Sciences Human 2016; 24:1523–1534

31.

Sprott DE, Brumbaugh AM, Miyazaki AD. Motivation and ability as predictors of play behavior in statesponsored lotteries: An empirical assessment of psychological control. Psychol Market 2001; 18:973–
983. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.1038

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0253046 June 14, 2021

10 / 12

PLOS ONE

Big Five and problem gambling

32.

Budaev SV. Sex differences in the Big Five personality factors: Testing an evolutionary hypothesis.
Pers Individ Diff 199; 26:801–813. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(98)00179-2

33.

Francis LJ. The dual nature of the Eysenckian neuroticism scales: A question of sex differences? Pers
Individ Diff 1993; 15, 43–59. https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(93)90040-A

34.

Schmitt DP, Realo A, Voracek M, Allik J. Why can’t a man be more like a woman? Sex differences in
Big Five personality traits across 55 cultures. J Pers Soc Psychol 2008; 94:168. https://doi.org/10.
1037/0022-3514.94.1.168 PMID: 18179326

35.

Soto CJ, John OP, Gosling SD, Potter J. Age differences in personality traits from 10 to 65: Big Five
domains and facets in a large cross-sectional sample. J Pers Soc Psychol 2011; 100:330. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0021717 PMID: 21171787

36.

Specht J, Egloff B, Schmukle SC. Stability and change of personality across the life course: The impact
of age and major life events on mean-level and rank-order stability of the Big Five. J Pers Soc Psychol
2011; 101:862. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024950 PMID: 21859226

37.

O’Connor MC, Paunonen SV. Big Five personality predictors of post-secondary academic performance.
Pers Individ Diff 2007; 43:971–990. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2007.03.017

38.

Wooden M, Freidin S, Watson N. The household, income and labour dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey: Wave 1. Austral Econom Rev 2002; 35:339–348. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8462.00252

39.

Watson N, Wooden MP. The HILDA survey: A case study in the design and development of a successful household panel survey. Longitud Life Course Stud 2012; 3:369–381. https://doi.org/10.14301/llcs.
v3i3.208

40.

Australian Bureau of Statistics. Household and family projections, Cat. no.3236.0, ABS, Canberra
1999.

41.

Saucier G. Separating description and evaluation in the structure of personality attributes. J Pers Soc
Psychol 1994; 66:141. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.66.1.141 PMID: 8126644

42.

Wortman J, Lucas RE, Donnellan MB. Stability and change in the Big Five personality domains: Evidence from a longitudinal study of Australians. Psychol Aging 2012; 27:867–874. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0029322 PMID: 22775362

43.

Pearlin L, Schooler C. The structure of coping. J Health Soc Beh 1978; 19:2–21. https://doi.org/10.
2307/2136319 PMID: 649936

44.

Ferris JA, Wynne HJ. The Canadian problem gambling index. Ottawa, ON: Canadian Centre on Substance Abuse 2001.

45.

Billieux J, Lagrange G, Van der Linden M, Lançon C, Adida M, Jeanningros R. Investigation of impulsivity in a sample of treatment-seeking pathological gamblers: A multidimensional perspective. Psychiat
Res 2012; 198:291–296. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.01.001 PMID: 22421073

46.

Currie SR, Hodgins DC, Casey DM. Validity of the problem gambling severity index interpretive categories. J Gambl Stud 2013; 29:311–327. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10899-012-9300-6 PMID: 22426971

47.

Delfabbro P. Problem and pathological gambling: A conceptual review. J Gambl Bus Econ 2013; 7:35–
53. https://doi.org/10.5750/jgbe.v7i3.817

48.

Samuelsson E, Wennberg P, Sundqvist K. Gamblers’(mis-) interpretations of Problem Gambling Severity Index items: Ambiguities in qualitative accounts from the Swedish Longitudinal Gambling Study.
Nord. Stud. Alcohol Drugs 2019; 36:140–160. https://doi.org/10.1177/1455072519829407 PMID:
32934556

49.
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