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A Study on Personality Characteristics and Personality Types of Drug users
SONG Zhi—yi ZHU Hai—yan, YIN Su— mei ZHANG Feng
Faculty of Education and M anagement, Yunnan Nomal Univemsity, Kurming 650092
[ Abstrac] Objective: To explore personality characteristics and personality types of drug users. Methods: 192 cases of drug
users were tested using CPI and the cluster analysis was based on the data of 20 sub— scales. Results: Fist, in Sociability and
Flexibility two sub— scales the drug user present better than the nomal group, but in other sub— scales were worse or much worse
such as Responsibility, Socialization, Sense of Wellbeing, Achievement Via Conformance and Achievement Via Independence sub
—scales. Second 192 cases of drug users were divided into four groups by hierarchical cluster analysis, they were Sociality,
Idleness Independence and Conformance. Condusion: The drug users had some special pemonality characteristics and they were
divided into four typical personality types.
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: X P<0.05; * % p<0.01; * % x p<0.005; % % % * P<0.001
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