
The Relevance of Different Patterns of Instability in the  

Treatment of Borderline Personality Disorder –  

Results of the Basel Borderline Inpatient Study (BABIS) 

 

Inauguraldissertation 

zur  

Erlangung der Würde  

einer Doktorin der Philosophie  

vorgelegt der  

Fakultät für Psychologie  

der Universität Basel 

 

von 

Daniela J. Gremaud-Heitz 

aus Basel 

 

Basel 2015 

 
 
 

Originaldokument gespeichert auf dem Dokumentenserver der Universität Basel edoc.unibas.ch 
 

Dieses Werk ist lizenziert unter einer Creative Commons Namensnennung 4.0 International 
Lizenz. 



 

Genehmigt von der Fakultät für Psychologie 
 
auf Antrag von 
 
Prof. Dr. rer. nat. Rolf-Dieter Stieglitz 
PD Dr. med. Marc Walter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Basel, den ________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 ________________________ 
 Prof. Dr. Roselind Lieb 
 
  
 



3!

Declaration++

My!cumulative!dissertation!is!based!on!five!manuscripts,!of!which!four!are!already!

published!and!one!is!in!preparation.!All!manuscripts!are!results!of!the!Basel!Borderline!

Inpatient!Study!(BABIS)!which!was!founded!by!a!research!grant!from!the!Swiss!National!

Science!Foundation!(SNF).!

I!hereby!declare!that!the!present!work!is!originally!written!by!me!without!any!

unauthorized!aid!and!that!this!work!has!not!been!and!will!not!be!submitted!elsewhere!

for!publication.!Statement!of!others!or!citations!are!indicated.!!My!contributions!were!

substantial!and!independent!in!all!five!manuscripts,!in!collaboration!with!the!coEauthors!

mentioned!in!the!articles.!

GremaudEHeitz,!D.,!Stewart,!J.,!Dammann,!G.!(2011).!Konzept!der!atypischen!Depression!

und!deutsche!Übersetzung!der!“Atypical!Depression!Diagnostic!Scale!(ADDS)”.!Schweizer)

Archiv)für)Neurologie)und)Psychiatrie,)162(4):148E154!

GremaudEHeitz,!D.,!Riemenschneider,!A.,!Walter,!M.,!Sollberger,!D.!Küchenhoff,!J.,!

Dammann,!G.!(2014).!Comorbid!atypical!depression!in!borderline!personality!disorder!is!

common!and!correlated!with!anxietyErelated!psychopathology.!Comprehensive)

Psychiatry,)55:650E656!!

Sollberger,!D.,!GremaudEHeitz,!D.,!Riemenschneider,!A.,!Küchenhoff,!J.,!Dammann,!G.,!!

Walter,!M.!(2012).!Associations!between!Identity!Diffusion,!Axis!II!Disorder,!and!

Psychopathology!in!Inpatients!with!Borderline!Personality!Disorder.!Psychopathology,)

45:15E21!DOI:10.1159/000325104!

Sollberger,!D.,!GremaudEHeitz,!D.,!Riemenschneider,!A.,!Agarwalla,!P.,!Benecke,!C.,!

Schwald,!O.,!Küchenhoff,!J.,!Walter,!M.,!Dammann,!G.!(2014).!Change!in!Identity!Diffusion!

and!Psychopathology!in!a!Specialized!Inpatient!Treatment!for!Borderline!Personality!

Disorder.!Clinical)Psychology)and)Psychotherapy)DOI:)10.1002/cpp.1915!

Dammann,!G.,!Riemenschneider,!A.,!Walter,!M.,!Sollberger,!D.,!Küchenhoff,!J.!,!GremaudE!

Heitz,!D.!(2015).!The!Impact!of!Interpersonal!Problems!in!Borderline!Personality!

Disorder!Inpatients!on!Psychopathology!and!Treatment!Outcome.!In)preparation!

!

Basel,!January!2015!

Daniela!GremaudEHeitz!



4! !

Acknowledgements+

First!of!all!I!would!like!to!thank!Prof.!Dr.!R.!Stieglitz!who!kindly!agreed!to!take!the!

position!of!referee!on!short!notice.!Further!I!would!like!to!thank!Prof.!Dr.!J.!Gaab!for!

acting!as!chairman!for!the!doctoral!committee.!

Wholeheartedly!I!would!like!to!express!my!deepest!gratitude!to!Dr.!G.!Dammann,!who!!

offered!me!this!doctoral!position!and!introduced!me!to!the!fascinating!world!of!BPD,!

also!letting!me!run!this!project!quite!independently.!Despite!becoming!hospital!director!

in!Münsterlingen!during!our!project,!he!still!took!time!for!meetings!and!always!had!new!

inputs!and!answers!to!my!questions.!I!learnt!a!lot!from!him!and!his!enthusiasm!and!

talent!to!inspire!and!motivate!people!is!admirable.!

Further!I!would!like!to!thank!PD!Dr.!M.!Walter,!who!also!kindly!agreed!to!act!as!coE

referee,!and!Prof.!Dr.!J.!Küchenhoff,!the!two!coEapplicants!of!our!project!as!well!as!Dr.!D.!

Sollberger,!who!took!over!the!PTA!ward!after!Dr.!Dammann!left.!Our!meetings!were!

always!inspiring!and!the!conjoint!work!on!the!papers!was!very!pleasant.!!

I!would!also!like!to!thank!Prof.!Dr.!J.!Stewart!who!helpfully!and!motivatingly!assisted!me!

in!the!translation!of!the!ADDS!and!the!subsequent!article.!!

A!huge!thanks!goes!to!my!coEworker!of!the!project,!Anke!Riemenschneider,!who!

supported!me!during!all!these!years!and!managed!the!project!while!I!was!on!maternity!

leave,!you!were!a!big!help!!We!had!some!great!laughs!and!I!miss!our!coffees!in!the!

“Kranich”.!!!

An!especially!big!thank!you!to!my!parents,!Marlies!and!Peter,!and!my!parents!in!law,!

Ruth!and!Albert,!who!always!believed!in!me!and!were!there!for!me!at!any!time,!be!it!for!

taking!care!of!the!kids!or!to!simply!take!my!mind!of!things,!this!wouldn’t!have!been!

possible!without!you!!!

And!of!course!thanks!to!all!my!friends,!who!encouraged,!cheered!and!occasionally!

distracted!me,!especially!Alexandra,!Sarah,!Manuela,!Alex,!Myriam,!the!“Rhygwäggi”!and!

naturally,!my!fellow!“Schnäpfe”!!!

And!last!but!not!least!thanks!to!the!three!most!important!boys!in!my!world,!Alain,!my!

husband,!and!Dominique!and!Marc,!my!sons,!you’re!the!best!thing!that!ever!happened!to!

me!and!I!love!you!with!all!my!heart!!

! !



5!

Content+
Declaration!__________________________________________________________________________________________!3!

Acknowledgements!_________________________________________________________________________________!4!

Abbreviations!_______________________________________________________________________________________!7!

Abstract! _____________________________________________________________________________________________!9!

Chapter(1(*(Borderline(Personality(Disorder((BPD)(___________________________________(10!
1.1.(Diagnosis(_______________________________________________________________________________________(10!

Current!diagnostic!criteria!_______________________________________________________________________!11!

1.2.(Comorbidities( _________________________________________________________________________________(11!

1.3.(Etiology(_________________________________________________________________________________________(13!

1.4.(Treatment(______________________________________________________________________________________(14!

MentalizationEbased!Treatment!(MBT)!_________________________________________________________!14!

TransferenceEfocused!Psychotherapy!(TFP)!___________________________________________________!15!

Dialectical!Behavioral!Therapy!(DBT)!__________________________________________________________!15!

SchemaEfocused!Therapy!(SFT)!_________________________________________________________________!15!

Chapter(2(*(The(BABIS(–(Project(___________________________________________________________(16!
2.1.(General(_________________________________________________________________________________________(16!

2.2.(Settings(and(Treatment(______________________________________________________________________(16!

2.3.(Schedule(and(Research(Plan( ________________________________________________________________(17!

2.4.(Clinical(measurements(_______________________________________________________________________(18!

Interviews!_________________________________________________________________________________________!18!

Questionnaire!_____________________________________________________________________________________!19!

2.5.(Hypotheses(_____________________________________________________________________________________(20!

Subgroups!_________________________________________________________________________________________!20!

Psychotherapy!____________________________________________________________________________________!20!

Therapy!response! ________________________________________________________________________________!21!

2.6.(Statistical(Analyses(___________________________________________________________________________(21!

2.7.(Patients(_________________________________________________________________________________________(21!

Demographic!and!Clinical!Data!__________________________________________________________________!23!

Chapter(3(*(Results(of(the(BABIS(*(Project(_______________________________________________(25!
3.1.(Affectivity((Articles(1(and(2)(________________________________________________________________(25!

Background!_______________________________________________________________________________________!25!

Results!_____________________________________________________________________________________________!26!

3.2.(Identity((Article(3)(____________________________________________________________________________(27!

Background!_______________________________________________________________________________________!27!



6! !

Results!_____________________________________________________________________________________________!29!

3.3.(Treatment(Response((Article(4)(____________________________________________________________(30!

Background!_______________________________________________________________________________________!30!

Results!_____________________________________________________________________________________________!31!

3.4.(Interpersonal(Problems((Article(5)(________________________________________________________(32!

Background!_______________________________________________________________________________________!32!

Results!_____________________________________________________________________________________________!33!

Chapter(4(*(Discussion(______________________________________________________________________(36!

Chapter(5(*(References(_____________________________________________________________________(38!

Chapter(6(*(Appendix(_______________________________________________________________________(50(

!

+

! +



7!

Abbreviations+

AD! ! ! Atypical!Depression!

ADDS! ! ! Atypical!Depression!Diagnostic!Scale!

ANOVA! ! Analysis!of!Variance!

APA! ! ! American!Psychiatric!Association!

BABIS!! ! Basel!Borderline!Inpatient!Study!

BDI! ! ! Beck!Depression!Inventory!

BIS! ! ! Barrat’s!Impulsiveness!Scale!

BPAQ! ! ! Buss!Perry!Aggression!Inventory!

BPD! ! ! Borderline!Personality!Disorder!

BPI! ! ! Borderline!Personality!Inventory!

BRIDGE! ! Bipolar!Disorders:!Improving,!Diagnosis,!Guidance!and!Education!

CLPS! ! ! Collaborative!Longitudinal!Personality!Disorders!Study!

DBT! ! ! Dialectical!Behavioral!Therapy!

DSMEIII/EIV/EV! Diagnostic!and!Statistical!Manual!of!Mental!Disorders!

DST! ! ! Disorder!Specific!Treatment!

EKBB! ! ! Ethikkommission!beider!Basel!

EOMEEIS! ! Extended!Objective!Measure!of!EgoEIdentity!Status!

GMC! ! ! Grey!matter!concentration!

GSI! ! ! Global!Severity!Index!

IIPEC! ! ! Inventory!of!interpersonal!problems!

IPO! ! ! Inventory!of!Personality!Organisation!

MAOI! ! ! Monoamine!Oxidase!Inhibitors!

MBT! ! ! MentalizationEbased!Treatment!

NESARC! ! National!Epidemiologic!Survey!on!Alcohol!and!Related!Conditions!

PD! ! ! Personality!Disorder!

SCID!I/II! ! Structured!Clinical!Interview!for!DSMEIV!Axis!I!and!II!Disorders!

SCLE90ER! ! Symptom!ChecklistE90ER!

SFT! ! ! SchemaEfocused!Therapy!

SNF! ! ! Swiss!National!Science!Foundation!

SPSS! ! ! Statistical!Package!for!the!Social!Sciences!

STAI! ! ! Spielberger!State!and!Trait!Anxiety!Inventory!

STAXI! ! ! Spielberger!State!and!Trait!Anger!Inventory!



8! !

STIPOED! ! Structured!Interview!for!Personality!Organisation!

T1E4! ! ! Measurement!time!points!

TAU! ! ! Treatment!as!Usual!

TEMPSEM! ! Temperament!Auto!questionnaire,!brief!version!

TFP! ! ! TransferenceEFocusedEPsychotherapy!

UPK! ! ! Universitäre!Psychiatrische!Kliniken!Basel!

! !



9!

Abstract+

!

Borderline!Personality!(BPD)!is!a!severe!psychiatric!illness!that!is!characterized!by!

instability!in!affect!regulation,!interpersonal!relationships,!impulse!control!as!well!as!by!

a!distorted!self!image.!The!Basel!Borderline!Inpatient!Study!(BABIS)!aimed!to!!find!out!

more!about!this!disorder,!perhaps!even!being!able!to!define!certain!subgroups.!On!the!

other!hand,!a!disorderEspecific!treatment!in!a!specialized!unit!of!the!“Universitäre!

Psychiatrische!Kliniken”!(UPK)!Basel!was!to!be!!compared!to!a!treatment!as!usual!!in!

other!wards!of!the!UPK.!All!of!the!following!articles!emerged!!from!the!BABISEStudy.

! !

!

The!first!article!provides!an!overview!of!a!specialized!form!of!depression,!the!so!called!

atypical!depression!(AD),!!which!often!occurs!in!BPD!and!!shows!similarities!to!it.!

Included!in!the!article!is!the!German!translation!of!the!“Atypical!Depression!Diagnostic!!

Scale”!(ADDS)!by!Stewart!and!Colleagues,!a!special!interview!to!assess!AD.!The!interview!

was!used!in!addition!to!the!SCID!I!interview.!

!

In!the!second!article!we!investigate!the!relationship!of!BPD!and!comorbid!AD!and!found!

this!coEoccurrence!in!nearly!a!third!of!the!patients.!Compared!to!patients!without!a!

comorbid!AD,!the!BPD!group!with!AD!shows!significant!higher!scores!in!anxiety,!global!

severity!as!well!as!interpersonal!problems.!However,!there!are!no!differences!regarding!

aggression!or!impulsivity.!

!

The!third!article!compares!borderline!patients!with!high!versus!low!identity!diffusion!

with!respect!to!psychopathology!and!other!Axis!II!disorders.!The!results!show!that!

patients!don’t!differ!in!social!data!but!the!group!with!high!identity!diffusion!has!

significant!higher!scores!in!depression,!anxiety,!anger!and!general!psychiatric!

symptoms.!The!same!group!is!also!diagnosed!more!frequently!with!an!additional!Axis!II!

disorder,!predominantly!a!Cluster!C!disorder.!

!

The!fourth!article!explores!the!outcome!of!a!disorderEspecific!inpatient!treatment!(DST)!

for!borderline!patients!!with!regard!to!identity!diffusion!and!psychopathology.!This!

specialized!treatment!combines!a!psychodynamic!transferenceEfocused!psychotherapy!

(TFP)!approach!with!modules!of!dialectical!behavioural!skills!training.!Compared!with!

treatment!as!usual!(TAU)!patients,!the!DST!group!shows!a!significant!decrease!in!

identity!diffusion!as!well!as!anger!and!depression.!However,!there!are!no!significant!

changes!for!the!TAU!group.!

!

The!role!of!interpersonal!problems!in!BPD!is!eventually!the!subject!of!the!fifth!article.!

Patients!with!higher!interpersonal!problems!have!significant!higher!scores!in!identity!

diffusion!and!several!psychopathological!symptoms!such!as!depression!or!anxiety!but!

not!in!anger!or!impulsivity!scores.!After!treatment,!all!patients!show!a!significant!deE

crease!in!interpersonal!problems!as!well!as!in!identity!diffusion,!depression!!and!anger.!

!

In!summary!the!clinical!picture!of!BPD!remains!complex!and!we!didn’t!succeed!in!

finding!clearly!definable!subgroups.!However!it!seems!that!borderline!patients!do!

benefit!from!a!disorderEspecific!treatment.!In!order!to!confirm!our!results,!further!

research!with!larger!study!samples!would!be!preferable.!
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Chapter+1+9+Borderline+Personality+Disorder+(BPD)+

Borderline!personality!disorder!(BPD)!is!a!serious!psychiatric!disorder!which!affects!

about!!0.5%!to!5.9%!of!the!general!population!(Torgersen!et!al.,!2001;!Lenzenweger!et!

al.!2007;!Trull!et!al.,!2010).!!It!is!the!most!common!personality!disorder!in!clinical!

practice!(Skodol!et!al.,!2002a),!around!10%!outpatients!and!15!E25%!inpatients!are!

affected!(Gunderson,!2009;!Torgersen,!2005;!Lieb!et!al.,!2004)!and!about!50%!of!

psychiatric!inpatients!with!personality!disorders!have!a!BPD!(Lenzenweger,!2008;!

Lenzenweger!et!al.!,2007).!

Until!recently!it!was!assumed!that!the!disorder!was!more!common!in!women!than!in!

men!(APA,!2000),!however,!in!the!National!Epidemiologic!Survey!on!Alcohol!and!Related!

Conditions!(NESARC)!with!over!34’000!participants!(Tomko!et!al.,!2014;!Grant!et!al.,!

2008)!the!deviation!was!found!to!be!only!slight.!It!seems!that!the!gender!difference!of!

BPD!is!primarily!caused!by!the!individual!characteristics!the!patients!show!as!well!as!by!

comorbid!Axis!I!and!II!disorders!(Sansone!&!Sansone,!2011;!Zlotnick!et!al.,!2002).!

Patients!with!BPD!suffer!from!various!symptoms!!concerning!disturbances!in!identity,!

affectivity,!interpersonal!behaviour!and!impulsivity.!(Gunderson!&!Links,!2008;!

Sanislow,!Grilo,!&!McGlashan,!2000).!Affects!of!anger!and!hostility,!selfEdestructive!

behaviour,!elevated!stress!and!negative!mood!states!are!characteristic!(Henry!et!al.,!

2001;!Zanarini!et!al.,!1998a).!Unfortunately,!the!risk!of!suicidality!is!rather!high;!at!least!

threeEquarters!attempt!and!approximately!10%!eventually!commit!suicide!(Black!et!al.,!

2004);!this!rate!is!50Etimes!higher!than!in!the!general!population.!BPD!patients!also!

show!low!selfEesteem!and!a!distorted!selfEimage!(Dammann!et!al.,!2011;!Walter!et!al.,!

2008).!

1.1.+Diagnosis+

The!term!„borderline“!was!expressed!for!the!first!time!in!1938!by!Adolf!Stern!(1938).!It!

described!a!group!of!patients!being!on!the!borderline!between!neurosis!and!psychosis.!

Kernberg!later!developed!the!term!BorderlineEOrganization!(1967)!and!in!1980,!BPD!

was!included!for!the!first!time!in!the!DSMEIII!classification!(Fiedler,!2001)!containing!

eight!criteria.!The!classification!based!on!the!work!of!Gunderson!and!Colleagues!

(Gunderson!&!Singer,!1975;!Gunderson!&!Kolb,!1978)!and!Spitzer,!Endicott!&!Gibbon!

(1979).!Gunderson!and!Kolb!(1978)!had!developed!a!diagnostic!method!to!distinguish!

BPD!patients!from!patients!with!schizophrenia!or!depression!identifying!seven!
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characteristics;!Spitzer!and!colleagues!(1979)!then!added!the!eighth!criterion!“identity!

disturbance”.!The!ninth!criterion!!was!included!!first!in!the!DSMEIV!(APA,!1994).!

Current+diagnostic+criteria+

In!the!DSMEV!(APA,!2013),!the!current!diagnostic!criteria!for!BPD!is!listed!as!follows:!!

A!pervasive!pattern!of!instability!of!interpersonal!relationships,!selfEimage,!and!affects,!

and!marked!impulsivity!beginning!by!early!adulthood!and!present!in!a!variety!of!

contexts,!as!indicated!by!five((or(more)(of(the(following:!

1. Frantic!efforts!to!avoid!real!or!imagined!abandonment.!Note:!Do!not!include!

! suicidal!or!selfEmutilating!behaviour,!as!it!is!covered!in!Criterion!5.!!

2. A!pattern!of!unstable!and!intense!interpersonal!relationships!characterized!by!

! alternating!between!extremes!of!idealization!and!devaluation.!!

3. Identity!disturbance:!markedly!and!persistently!unstable!self!image!or!sense!of!

! self.!!

4. Impulsivity!in!at!least!two!areas!that!are!potentially!selfEdamaging!(e.g.,!spending,!

!sex,!substance!abuse,!reckless!driving,!binge!eating).!Note:!Do!not!include!suicidal!

or!selfEmutilating!behaviour,!which!is!covered!in!Criterion!5.!!

5. Recurrent!suicidal!behaviour,!gestures,!or!threats,!or!selfEmutilating!behaviour.!!

6. Affective!instability!due!to!a!marked!reactivity!of!mood!(e.g.,!intense!episodic!

!dysphoria,!irritability,!or!anxiety!usually!lasting!a!few!hours!and!only!rarely!more!

than!a!few!days).!!

7. Chronic!feelings!of!emptiness.!!

8. Inappropriate,!intense!anger!or!difficulty!controlling!anger!(e.g.,!frequent!

! displays!of!temper,!constant!anger,!recurrent!physical!fights).!!

9. Transient,!stressErelated!paranoid!ideation!or!severe!dissociative!symptoms.!

!

Additionally,!the!DSMEV!includes!another!model!for!further!study!that!takes!into!account!

dimensions!of!selfEfunctioning!and!interpersonal!functioning,!particularly!impairments!

in!identity!or!in!selfEdirectedness!(APA,!2013).!

1.2.+Comorbidities+

Comorbidities!are!very!common!in!borderline!patients,!merely!a!minority!show!only!

borderline!symptoms.!Most!of!the!patients!even!meet!more!than!one!other!diagnosis!

and!there!is!a!possibility!that!these!comorbidities!can!hide!an!underlying!borderline!
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disorder!making!it!likely!for!the!clinician!to!overlook!the!BPD!diagnosis!entirely!which!

certainly!influences!the!treatment!of!this!patient.!

!The!most!common!comorbid!Axis!I!disorders!are!affective!as!well!as!anxiety!disorders!

(Tomko!et!al.,!2014;!Zanarini!et!al.,!1998a);!lifetime!prevalence!rates!for!both!disorders!

are!over!80%!(Tomko!et!al.!2014).!There!is!also!a!substantial!comorbidity!with!

substance!use!(Walter!et!al.,!2009)!and!eating!disorders!(Zanarini!et!al.,!1998a).!More!

than!a!third!of!all!patient!experience!a!postEtraumatic!stress!disorder!once!in!their!life,!

hence!this!comorbidity!is!rather!common!but!not!universal.!As!mentioned!above!there!

seems!to!be!a!gender!difference!regarding!comorbid!Axis!I!disorder:!female!BPD!

patients!are!more!often!diagnosed!with!a!comorbid!eating!disorder!while!men!are!more!

likely!to!present!with!comorbid!substance!use!disorders!(Johnson!et!al.,!2003;!Tadic!et!

al.,!2009).!

!In!the!majority!of!cases,!patients!with!BPD!also!meet!the!criteria!for!at!least!another!

Axis!II!disorder!at!some!point!in!their!lives.!In!the!study!of!Grant!and!colleagues!(2008),!

the!prevalence!rate!for!personality!disorders!(PD)!in!BPD!patients!was!at!73.9!percent,!

in!another!study!(Barrachina!et!al.,!2011)!over!40%!of!BPD!patients!had!even!more!than!

one!comorbid!Axis!II!disorder.!The!most!common!PDs!are!Cluster!C!(mainly!avoidant!

and!dependent),!paranoid!and!passiveEaggressive!PD!(Zanarini!et!al.,!1998b).!There!are!

also!gender!differences:!women!are!more!likely!to!be!diagnosed!with!a!comorbid!

dependent!PD!whereas!men!show!a!higher!rates!of!comorbidity!with!antisocial!PD!

(Barrachina!et!al.,!2011;!Zanarini!et!al.,!1998b).!!

It!emerged!that!these!comorbidities!might!influence!each!other!with!regard!to!the!

course!of!the!disorder:!the!Collaborative!Longitudinal!Personality!Disorders!Study!

(CLPS)!showed!that!BPD!had!a!negative!effect!on!the!course!of!substance!use!disorders!

(Walter!et!al.,!2009)!and!affective!disorders!(Gunderson!et!al.,!2008;!Grilo!et!al.,!2010),!

but!these!disorders!had!no,!or!relatively!little,!reciprocal!effect!on!the!course!of!BPD.!

Zanarini!and!colleagues!(2004a)!found!that!borderline!patients!whose!BPD!remitted!

over!time!also!showed!substantial!decline!in!comorbid!Axis!I!disorders!but!for!patients!

without!remission!the!comorbid!Axis!I!disorders!remained!stable.!For!Axis!II!disorders!

there!was!a!declining!rate!in!both!remitted!and!nonEremitted!BPD!patients!for!most!of!

the!disorders!except!for!Cluster!C!disorder!which!remained!rather!high!in!the!nonE

remitted!BPD!group!(Zanarini!et!al.,!2004b).!Interestingly,!the!absence!of!substance!use!

disorders!was!a!strong!predictor!of!remission!from!BPD!(Zanarini!et!al.,!2004a).!Several!

studies!(Grilo!et!al.,!2010;!Zanarini!et!al.,!2014)!found!a!surprisingly!high!remission!rate!
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in!general!for!BPD!patients:!after!two!years,!60%!of!the!patients!still!fulfilled!the!DSMEIV!

criteria!and!33%!after!6!years.!Zanarini!and!colleagues!(2014)!discovered!six!significant!

predictors!of!shorter!time!to!recovery:!“no!prior!psychiatric!hospitalizations,!higher!IQ,!

good!fullEtime!vocational!record!in!2!years!prior!to!index!admissions,!absence!of!an!

anxious!cluster!personality!disorder,!high!extraversion,!and!high!agreeableness”!(pp.!

205).!

1.3.+Etiology+

The!cause!of!BPD!is!complex!and!there!are!several!factors!that!interact!with!each!other!

(Skodol!et!al.,!2002b),!as!Lieb!et!al.!(2004)!mention:!“Genetic!factors!and!adverse!

childhood!experiences!might!cause!emotional!dysregulation!and!impulsivity!leading!to!

dysfunctional!behaviours!and!psychosocial!conflicts!and!deficits,!which!again!might!

reinforce!emotional!dysregulation!and!impulsivity“!(pp.!454).!Thus!a!biopsychosocial!

model!of!personality!disorder!is!assumed!(see!Figure!1).!

!

!!Figure)1:!The!biopsychosocial!model!of!personality!disorder!(Leichsenring!et!al.,!2011)!

A!couple!of!studies!support!the!influence!of!genetic!factors,!the!heritability!is!estimated!

between!44E69%!(i.a.!Torgersen!et!al.,!2000).!Newer!studies!are!trying!to!find!specific!

genes!that!can!be!linked!to!BPD1.!!

Several!neurobiological!factors!seem!to!be!associated!with!BPD2.!!A!number!of!studies!

detected!a!significant!reduction!of!the!hippocampal!volume!in!BPD!individuals!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

1!see!Congdon!and!Canli!(2008)!

Seminar
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borderline personality disorder traits (ie, their quantitative 
intensity), a moderate heritability has been reported.40 In 
studies of twins, heritability scores for the full diagnosis 
were 0·65 to 0·75,42 consistent with heritability estimates 
for personality disorders in general (40%–60%).43 
Impulsive aggression, common in patients with border-
line personality disorder, is associated with reduced 
serotonergic responsiveness,44 and some genes that might 
be linked to psychopathological changes in the disorder 
are involved in the serotonergic system.42 Thus, the 
serotonin system is the neurotransmitter system of 
greatest interest in these patients, and is the assumed site 
of action for specifi c selective serotonin-reuptake 
inhibitors.42 Data from a candidate gene study45 showed an 
association between a haplotype containing the short 
allele in the serotonin transporter gene (the serotonin-
transporter-linked promoter region [5-HTTLPR] in 
SLC6A4) and development of borderline personality dis-
order; however, no association between polymorphisms 
in 5-HTTLPR and this disorder were reported in another 
study.46 Presence of the short allele of 5-HTTLPR can also 
indicate a poor treatment response to fl uoxetine in 
patients with borderline personality disorder.47 Poly-
morphisms in 5-HTTLPR might also modulate the 
association between serious life events and the 
development of impulsivity in patients.37 

In a study of gene–gene interactions,48 an interaction 
between the Met158 allele of the catecholamine-O-
methyltransferase gene (COMT) and the short allele of 
5-HTTLPR was reported in patients with borderline 
personality disorder, but no association between the 
5-HTTLPR genotype alone and development of this 
disorder was reported. Although the results of 
these studies suggest a role for polymorphisms in 
5-HTTLPR in these patients, there are undoubtedly 
complex gene–gene and gene–environment interactions, 
thus making the results inconclusive.42

Another gene that has been implicated in impulsive 
aggression and suicidal behaviour is the tryptophan 
hydroxylase gene (TPH), which encodes the fi rst enzyme 

in serotonin biosynthesis. Two isoforms are known—
TPH-1 and TPH-2. Patients with borderline personality 
disorder have a higher frequency of two of eight 
polymorphisms in TPH-2 than do controls.49

Finally, in a recent case-control study,50 patients with 
borderline personality disorder had a greater frequency 
of polymorphisms in the variable number tandem repeat 
of the high-activity monoamine oxidase A gene promoter 
allele than did healthy volunteers. Taken together, the 
published evidence suggests that there is an abnormality 
in serotonergic function, which underlies the impulsive 
aggressive symptoms, and that this defect might be 
associated with specifi c genetic risk factors, but the 
precise molecular nature of this abnormality is not yet 
clear. Data from early studies of dexamethasone-
suppression tests51,52 have suggested that this disorder 
was associated with excessive production of cortisol 
and hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenocortical hyperactivity, 
although this fi nding was reported in many patients who 
had post-traumatic stress disorder with severe histories 
of trauma. However, in more recent studies that 
investigated borderline personality disorder without 
comorbid post-traumatic stress disorder, there was 
evidence of hypersuppression of cortisol, interpreted as 
increased feedback inhibition of the hypothalamic-
pituitary-adrenocortical axis.53

Neuroimaging
Anatomical MRI fi ndings
Although CT studies of the brain did not detect any 
morphological changes in patients with borderline 
personality disorder, reduced volume in the amygdala has 
been reported in some studies with structural MRI.54,55 
Excitotoxicity in the course of this disorder was discussed 
as a possible cause of reduced amygdala volume. Similar 
to these fi ndings, no morphological changes in the 
amygdala were reported after the fi rst appearance of 
symptoms in teenagers.56 Reduced hippocampal volumes,57 
but no reductions in the amygdala volume, were observed 
in patients with post-traumatic stress disorder.58 Although 
results from a recent meta-analysis59 indicated that the 
amygdala volume in patients with borderline personality 
disorder was smaller than that in healthy controls, data 
from studies not included in that analysis,60–63 including 
some with hand-tracing of the amygdala, did not show a 
reduced amygdala volume in these patients. Data from 
these subsequent studies also highlight the importance of 
taking into account the eff ect of comorbid post-traumatic 
stress disorder on amygdala volume, because patients 
with borderline personality disorder without post-
traumatic stress disorder might not have reduced 
amygdala volumes.60 Thus, evidence about the specifi city 
of reductions in amygdala volume in patients with 
borderline personality disorder is inconsistent.

Although there were no volumetric diff erences in the 
pituitary gland between patients with early-stage 
borderline personality disorder and controls,64 the 

Genetic factors

Biological factors
Neurobiological structures
Neurobiological dysfunctions

Components of psychopathology in borderline personality disorder

Affective
dysregulation

Behavioural
dysregulation

Disturbed
relatedness

Psychosocial factors
Personality traits
(eg, neuroticism)
Personality functioning
(self and interpersonal)

Adverse childhood experiences

Figure: The biopsychosocial model of borderline personality disorder
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compared!to!healthy!subjects!(i.e.!Brambilla!et!al.,!2004).!Donegan!and!colleagues!

(2003)!found!heightened!reactivity!of!the!left!amygdala!!for!BPD!patients!when!exposed!

to!facial!expression!of!emotions.!In!the!study!of!Minzenberg!et!al.!(2008)!BPD!patients,!

compared!to!normal!control!subjects,!had!a!significant!higher!grey!matter!concentration!

(GMC)!in!the!amygdala!as!well!as!a!lower!GMC!in!the!anterior!cingulate!cortex.!There!is!

also!evidence!for!a!hypothalamicEpituitaryEadrenal!axis!dysregulation!(Walter!et!al.,!

2008;!Wingenfeld!et!al.,!2010).!

Adverse!childhood!experiences!include!abuse!(sexual!and!physical)!as!well!as!neglect.!In!

the!NESARCEstudy!(Afifi!et!al.,!2011),!over!40%!of!BPD!patients!reported!physical!abuse,!

physical!neglect!was!found!in!45%!and!more!than!50%!of!the!patients!mentioned!

general!household!dysfunction!(e.g.!battered!mother,!parent!substance!use!problem).!!

Zelkowitz!et!al.!(2001)!found!that!children!who!experienced!sexual!abuse!were!four!

times!more!likely!to!develop!BPD!than!those!who!did!not.!!!

1.4.+Treatment+

For!some!time,!the!evidence!of!pharmacotherapy!for!BPD!was!rather!poor!(Zanarini,!

2004)!and!psychotherapy!was!the!principal!treatment!choice!for!BPD!(APA,!2001).!But!

in!the!recent!past!more!randomized!controlled!trials!for!pharmacotherapy!with!

borderline!patients!have!been!conducted3.!Still!the!evidence!quite!varies.!Some!

beneficial!effects!were!reported!on!depression!and!aggression!but!other!studies!didn’t!

find!similar!effects,!hence!more!evidence!is!needed.!

There!are!currently!four!different!forms!of!psychotherapy!that!have!found!to!be!effective!

for!the!treatment!of!BPD!patients:!MentalizationEbased!Treatment!(MBT),!TransferenceE

focused!Psychotherapy!(TFP),!Dialectical!Behavioral!Therapy!(DBT)!and!SchemaE

focused!Therapy!(SFT).!Hereafter!these!four!forms!are!briefly!described!otherwise!

referring!to!the!review!articles!of!Zanarini!(2009)!and!Sollberger!&!Walter!(2010).!!

Mentalization9based+Treatment+(MBT)+

MBT!was!developed!by!Anthony!Bateman!and!Peter!Fonagy!(2010).!They!theorize!that!

people!with!BPD!have!a!decreased!capacity!for!mentalization.!Mentalization!refers!to!the!

capacity!to!identify!the!behaviour!and!feelings!of!oneself!as!well!as!of!others.!In!MBT!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

2!see!O’Neill!and!Frodl!(2012)!
3!see!Leichsenring!et!al.!(2011)!
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therapy,!the!goal!is!to!emphasize!the!concept!of!mentalization!and!to!help!the!BPD!

patient!to!increase!his!mentalization!capacity.!

Transference9focused+Psychotherapy+(TFP)+

TFP!(Clarkin,!Yeomans!&!Kernberg,!1999;!2006)!is!based!on!Kernberg’s!object!relations!

theory.!BPD!is!considered!to!consist!of!fragmented!representations!of!self!and!others!

that!are!associated!with!strong!affective!experiences!which!are!influenced!both!by!

temperament!and!by!difficult!early!attachment!relationships.!These!fragmented!self!and!

object!representations!lead!to!fluctuating!affects,!problematic!defence!mechanism!and!

disturbed!identity!and!relationships.!The!primary!goal!of!TFP!is!to!modify!these!!

contradictory!into!integrated!representations!of!self!and!others.!

Dialectical+Behavioral+Therapy+(DBT)+

DBT!was!created!by!Marsha!Linehan!(1993)!basing!on!her!view!that!!emotional!

dysregulation!was!the!core!feature!of!BPD.!BPD!patients!are!easily!upset,!run!high!

rapidly!and!need!a!fair!amount!of!time!to!calm!down!again.!This!dysregulation!leads!not!

only!to!interpersonal!difficulties!but!also!to!selfEharm!or!substance!abuse.!DBT!seeks!to!

help!patients!regulate!their!emotions,!learning!about!the!triggers!and!provide!them!with!

coping!skills.!

Schema9focused+Therapy+(SFT)+

SFT!is!based!on!the!work!of!Jeffrey!Young!(2003).!A!schema!is!an!organized!pattern!of!

thought!and!behavior.!BPD!patients,!due!to!early!childhood!experiences,!develop!

dysfunctional!life!schemas!that!maintain!their!psychopathology.!The!goal!of!SFT!is!to!

heal!these!schemata!and!replace!maladaptive!coping!styles.!
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Chapter+2+9+The+BABIS+–+Project+

2.1.+General+

The!Basel!Borderline!Inpatient!Study!(BABIS)!was!supported!by!a!research!grant!from!

the!Swiss!National!Science!Foundation!(SNF)4!and!took!place!from!2006!to!2010!in!the!

“Universitäre!Psychiatrische!Kliniken”!(UPK)!Basel.!

The!study!was!designed!as!a!prospective,!nonErandomized,!twoEgroup!comparison!

inpatient!study!for!patients!with!a!main!diagnosis!of!BPD.!The!aims!of!this!study!were!on!

one!side!to!identify!possible!subgroups!within!the!heterogeneous!group!of!BPD!patients!

and!on!the!other!side!to!compare!the!effects!of!a!12Eweek!disorderEspecific!treatment!

(DST)!with!treatment!as!usual!(TAU).!!

Written!informed!consent!was!obtained!from!each!patient!following!a!full!explanation!of!

the!study.!The!study!was!approved!by!the!local!ethics!committee!(EKBB).!

Patients!had!to!be!aged!between!18!and!65!and!diagnosed!with!a!borderline!personality!

disorder!according!to!the!DSMEIVETR!criteria.!Exclusion!criteria!were!schizophrenia,!

schizoaffective!disorder,!active!psychosis!or!an!acute!manic!episode.!!

2.2.+Settings+and+Treatment+

Patients!were!admitted!to!the!UPK!and!assigned!to!the!different!wards!of!the!clinic5.!

According!to!this!allocation!patients!willing!to!take!part!in!our!study!were!then!

appointed!either!to!the!DSTEgroup!or!the!TAUEgroup.!

DST!takes!place!in!a!specialized!psychotherapeutic!ward!of!the!UPK!and!combines!a!

psychodynamic!TFPEapproach!with!modules!of!DBTEtraining6.!It!combines!twiceEweekly!

individual!TFP!sessions!!with!a!primary!therapist!trained!in!TFP,!together!with!twiceE

weekly!TFPEoriented!psychodynamic!group!therapy!with!nurses!and!a!social!worker!

(similar!to!TAU!sessions),!as!well!as!weekly!supervision!and!consultation!meetings!for!

the!therapists.!In!addition,!patients!attend!weekly!DBTEbased!skillsEtraining!groups!

conducted!by!trained!staff!nurses!to!augment!the!TFP!treatment.!DST!focuses!on!both!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

4!Psychotherapy!Outcome!and!Subgroups!in!DisorderE!Specific!Inpatient!Treatment!of!Borderline!Personality!Disorder:!A!

!!!!Prospective!Controlled!MatchedESample!Study!(32003BE108462)!
5!without!respect!to!the!study!

6!see!section!1.4.!Treatment!
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the!decline!in!psychopathological!symptoms!and!on!an!improvement!in!structural!

features!of!personality!organization,!particularly!changes!in!identity!diffusion7.!

TAU!consists!of!clinical!management!(supportive!treatment,!social!psychiatry!and!

psychopharmacotherapy)!by!the!psychiatric!services.!Patients!in!this!group!generally!

attend!one!nonEspecific!psychotherapeutic!session!per!week!with!a!psychiatrist,!

psychoeducation!in!group!therapy,!supportive!talks!with!staff!nurses!and!one!session!

per!week!with!a!social!worker.!Once!a!week,!the!senior!physician!of!the!unit!supervises!

the!staff!team.!All!team!members!are!experienced!in!treating!patients!with!BPDs!but!not!

trained!in!specialized!evidenceEbased!treatments!of!this!disorder.!

DST!has!a!fixed!duration!of!stay!of!12!weeks!whereas!the!duration!in!the!TAU!wards!is!

variable.!In!our!study,!the!mean!duration!of!stay!for!the!TAU!patients!was!at!11.33!

weeks.!Thus,!treatment!dose8!expressed!as!period!of!treatment!was!comparable!in!both!

groups!but!slightly!in!favour!of!DST.!!

2.3.+Schedule+and+Research+Plan+

When!entering!the!clinic,!potential!patients!for!both!groups!were!asked!to!participate!in!

the!study!(see!Figure!2).!If!they!agreed!a!first!interview!to!determine!Axis!I!and!II!

disorders!(SCID!I/II;!ADDS9)!was!conducted!during!the!first!week!of!their!stay!and!

additionally,!patients!had!to!fill!out!the!questionnaire9.!Another!interview!concerning!

personality!organisation!(STIPOED9)!took!place!a!few!days!later!and!thus!T1!was!

completed.!!

The!STIPO!interview!was!recorded!on!video!in!order!to!measure!facial!affective!

behaviour!of!both!the!patient!and!the!interviewer!(SplitEScreenETechnique).!This!part!of!

the!study!was!in!cooperation!with!the!University!of!Innsbruck!(Prof.!Dr.!Benecke!and!

colleagues)!and!they!conducted!the!analysis!of!the!recordings.!!

At!the!end!of!treatment!(usually!after!12!weeks),!for!T2,!the!STIPO!interview!was!

conducted!one!more!time!(also!with!recording)!and!the!patients!had!to!complete!the!

same!questionnaire!as!before.!T3!took!place!6!month!after!discharge!and!contained!only!

the!questionnaire.!Another!6!month!later,!thus!a!year!after!treatment,!patients!were!

asked!to!fillEout!the!questionnaire!once!more!for!T4.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

7!for!more!see!Sollberger!et!al.!(2014)!

8!Howard,!Kopta,!Krause,!&!Orlinsky!(1986)!

9!More!detailed!information!see!section!„Clinical!Measurements“!below!
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+

2.4.+Clinical+measurements+

Interviews+

Clinically!experienced!interviewers!were!trained!for!structured!clinical!interviewing.!To!

identify!Axis!I!and!Axis!II!disorders!and!confirming!an!actual!BPD!diagnosis,!the!

Structured!Clinical!Interview!for!DSMEIV!Axis!I!Disorders!(SCIDEI/P)!(First!et!al.,!1996)!

and!for!DSMEIV!Axis!II!Disorders!(SCIDEII)!(First!et!al.,!1997)!was!used.!Both!semiE

structured!interviews!show!high!interrater!reliability!(Lobbestael,!Leurgans!&!Arntz,!

2011;!Maffei!et!al.,!1997).!

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure'2:'Schedule(and(research(plan(of(the(BABIS(4(Project(

TAU$(Treatment(As(Usual)(
UPK(Basel:(wards(C,(S3,(U(

DST$(Disorder4Specific(Treatment)(
UPK(Basel:(PTA(ward((

T1$($within$the$first$week$after$admission$to$the$clinic):$
Interviews:$SCID(I/II,(ADDS,(STIPO4D$$
Questionnaire:$BIS,(BDI,(BPI,(BPAQ,((EOM4EIS,(IIP4C(,(IPO,(STAI,(
STAXI,(SCL490,(TEMPS4M(
Video$recording$
$

T2$(end$of$treatment,$generally$after$12$weeks):$
Interview:(STIPO4D(
Questionnaire:(BIS,(BDI,(BPI,(BPAQ,((EOM4EIS,(IIP4C(,(IPO,(STAI,(
STAXI,(SCL490,(TEMPS4M(
Video$recording(

T4$(12$months$after$discharge):$
Questionnaire:$BIS,(BDI,(BPI,(BPAQ,((EOM4EIS,(IIP4C(,(IPO,(STAI,(
STAXI,(SCL490,(TEMPS4M(
(

T3$(6$months$after$discharge):$
Questionnaire:$BIS,(BDI,(BPI,(BPAQ,((EOM4EIS,(IIP4C(,(IPO,(STAI,(
STAXI,(SCL490,(TEMPS4M(
(
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Additionally,!the!Atypical!Depression!Diagnostic!Scale!(ADDS)!(Stewart!et!al.,!1993)!was!

used!to!examine!atypical!depression!in!a!more!detailed!way.!The!ADDS!is!a!

semistructured!interview!designed!to!investigate!the!presence!and!severity!of!atypical!

features!during!current!depressive!episodes.!The!ADDS!was!translated!into!German!

especially!for!this!study!(GremaudEHeitz!et!al.,!2011).!

Furthermore!the!Structured!Interview!for!Personality!Organization!(STIPO)!(Clarkin!et!

al.!2003;!Doering,!2013)!was!conducted.!!The!STIPO!is!an!semiEstructured!instrument!to!

assess!personality!organization!basing!on!Kernberg's!psychodynamic!concept!(1984)!

postulating!three!levels!of!personality!organisation:!neurotic,!borderline,!and!psychotic.!

On!a!dimensional!level!identity,!object!relations,!primitive!defences,!coping/rigidity,!

aggression,!moral!values!and!reality!testing!are!determined.!In!our!study,!only!the!

identity!part!of!the!interview!was!performed.!

Questionnaire+

Each!patient!completed!a!questionnaire!with!the!following!instruments:!

• Barratt’s(Impulsiveness(Scale((BIS)!(Barratt,!1965;!Meule!et!al.,!2011)!

• Beck(Depression(Inventory((BDI)!(Beck!et!al.,!1961;!Hautzinger!et!al.,!2000;!

Dozois!et!al.,!1998)!

• Borderline(Personality(Inventory((BPI)!(Leichsenring,!1997;!Leichsenring!&!

Chabrol,!2006)!!

• Buss(Perry(Aggression(Inventory((BPAQ)!(Buss!&!Durkee!1957;!Buss!&!Perry!

1992)!!

• Extended(Objective(Measure(of(Ego*Identity(Status((EOM*EIS)!(Adams,!1989;!

Schwartz,!2004)!

• Inventory(of(Interpersonal(Problems((IIP*C)!(Horowitz!et!al.,!1988;!Horowitz!

et!al.,!2000)!

• Inventory(of(Personality(Organisation!(IPO)!(Clarkin!et!al.,2000;!Dammann!et!

al.,!2002;!Lenzenweger!et!al.,2001)!

• Spielberger(State(and(Trait(Anxiety(Inventory((STAI)!!(Spielberger!et!al.,!

1970;!Laux!et!al.,!1981;!Barnes!et!al.,!2002)!!

• Spielberger(State(and(Trait(Anger(Inventory!(STAXI)!(Spielberger,!1988;!

Schwenkmezger!et!al.,!1992;!Mueller!et!al.,!2001)!

• Symptom(Checklist*90*R((SCL*90*R)!(Derogatis,!1983;!Franke,!1995)!
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• Temperament(Auto(questionnaire,(brief(version((TEMPS*M)((Erfurth!et!al.,!

2005;!Akiskal!et!al.,!2005)!

All!these!psychometric!instruments!are!used!widely!with!generally!good!reliability!and!

validity10.!

2.5.+Hypotheses+

The!original!proposal!of!the!study!included!several!hypotheses11!divided!into!the!three!

fields:!1.,!subgroups,!2.,!psychotherapy,!and!3.,!treatment!response.!As!mentioned!above,!

the!part!of!the!project!!concerning!facial!expression!was!in!cooperation!with!the!

University!of!Innsbruck!hence!the!following!hypotheses!on!this!subject!were!evaluated!

by!Benecke!and!colleagues12.!

Subgroups+

• BPD!patients!can!be!divided!into!those!with!severe!identity!disorder!and!fewer!

expressed!emotions!and!those!with!less!identity!disturbances,!more!expressed!

emotions!and!severe!affective!disturbances!

• BPD!patients!who!overwhelmingly!exhibit!facial!expressions!of!happiness!show!

significantly!higher!identity!diffusion!than!BPD!patients!with!“aggressive”!

affective!facial!expression!

• BPD!patients!fulfilling!criterion!6!of!the!DSMEIVEBPDECriteria!(affective!instability!

due!to!a!marked!reactivity!of!mood)!show!significantly!more!characteristics!of!

atypical!depression!and/or!cyclothymicEbipolarEspectrum!

Psychotherapy+

• Compared!to!the!TAUEgroup,!the!12Eweek!DST!leads!to!a!significant!reduction!of!

depressivity,!impulsivity,!symptom!complaints!and!negative!affects!

• Improvement!at!the!end!of!the!therapy!will!be!maintained!six!month!after!

treatment!in!the!DST!but!not!in!the!TAU!group!

• BPD!patients!of!the!DST!group!will!have!less!hospitalisation!days!than!the!TAU!

group!in!the!first!year!after!treatment!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

10!information!on!reliability!and!validity!of!the!instruments!can!be!found!in!the!quoted!literature!

11!pp.!9E10!

12!article!in!preparation!
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• Only!BPD!patients!of!the!DST!group!will!fulfil!significantly!less!severity!criteria!

for!BPD!six!month!after!treatment!compared!to!the!beginning!

Therapy+response+

• BPD!patients!who!exhibit!a!higher!extent!of!identity!diffusion!at!the!beginning!

show!worse!therapy!outcomes!than!those!with!lower!extent!in!both!treatment!

groups!

• BPD!patients!who!exhibit!more!negative!affective!facial!expression!at!the!

beginning!show!a!better!therapy!outcome!than!those!with!fewer!expressions!in!

both!treatment!groups!

• The!BPD!group!who!exhibits!more!severe!depression!and/or!impulsivity!show!no!

worse!therapy!outcome!than!the!patients!with!less!severe!depression!and/or!

impulsivity!

2.6.+Statistical+Analyses+

All!statistical!analyses!were!conducted!with!the!respective!current!version!of!the!

computer!software!„Statistical!Package!for!the!Social!Sciences“!(SPSS).!Assumption!of!

homoscedasticity!and!normality!distribution!were!checked!prior!to!the!analysis.!χ2E

Tests!were!used!for!the!testing!of!categorical!data.!Comparison!of!two!groups!was!

conducted!with!Student’s!tETest!for!normally!distributed!data!and!Mann!Whitney!UETest!

if!a!normal!distribution!wasn’t!given.!Univariate!ANOVA!was!performed!to!compare!

more!than!two!independent!groups.!For!group!comparison!before!and!after!treatment,!

we!ran!a!paired!tETest!(normal!distributed!data)!and!Wilcoxon!signed!rank!(no!normal!

distribution!assumed)!respectively.!All!tests!results!were!considered!significant!at!a!

twoEsided!level!of!p≤0.05.!

2.7.+Patients+

70!Patients!were!invited!to!participate!in!the!study.!Due!to!different!reasons!only!60!

patients!performed!the!first!part!of!our!study!(T1)!(see!Figure!3).!Unfortunately,!another!

11!patients!dropped!out!of!the!study!at!the!end!of!treatment!(T2).!6!months!after!

treatment!it!became!far!more!difficult!to!contact!the!remaining!patients!after!they!had!

left!the!clinic!and!the!willingness!to!further!participate!decreased!considerably;!another!

18!patients!didn’t!complete!T3.!Not!surprisingly!there!were!11!dropEouts!for!T4.!Only!15!
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out!of!60!Patients!completed!all!four!assessment!points.!Therefore,!it!became!clear!that!

the!statistical!calculation!would!only!be!reasonable!for!T1!and!T2,!hence!some!of!the!

original!hypotheses!mentioned!above!became!obsolete.!!

!

!

!

Figure)3:!Number!of!respondents!and!response!rates!at!baseline!and!followEups!
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Demographic+and+Clinical+Data+

Of!the!60!patients!that!entered!our!study,!49!were!women!and!11!men.!The!youngest!

patient!was!18!years,!the!oldest!53!years,!the!mean!age!was!28!years!(see!Table!1).!Most!

of!the!patients!were!single!and!only!5!patients!had!children.!

Table!1!:!!

Demographic)characteristics)of)all)patients)and)for)both)groups)separately))
! Patients)(n=60))

DST)(n=37)) TAU)(n=23))

Age,(mean!(SD)( 28.95!(8.7)! 26.66!(6.3)! 32.65!(10.7)!

Gender,!n)(%)!
Female!

Male!

!

49!(81.7)!

11!(18.3)!

!

30!(81.1)!

7!(18.9)!

!

19!(82.6)!

4!(17.4)!!

Marital(status,(n)()%)!
Single!

Relationship/Married!

Separated/Divorced!

n/a!

!

37!(61.7)!

11!(18.3)!

7!(11.7)!

5!(8.3)!

!

26!(70.3)!

5!(13.5)!

3!(8.1)!

3!(8.1)!

!

11!(47.8)!

6!(26.1)!

4!(17.4)!

2!(8.7)!

Children,!n)()%)!
None!

1E2!

n/a!

!

44!(73.4)!

11!(18.3)!

5!(8.3)!

!

27!(73)!

7!(18.9)!

3!(8.1)!

!

17!(73.9)!

4!(17.4)!

2!(8.7)!

Education,!n)()%)!
None!

<!9!years!

9!E!12!years!

>12!years!

n/a!!

!

1!(1.7)!

22!(36.7)!

20!(33.3)!

11!(18.3)!

6!(10)!

!

E!

12!(32.4)!

16!(43.3)!

6!(16.2)!

3!(8.1)!

!

1!(4.3)!

10!(43.5)!

4!(17.4)!

5!(21.7)!

3!(13.1)!

Employment,!n)(%)!
Employed!(full/part!time)!

Apprenticeship!

Unemployed!

Disability!pension!

Pension!&!employed!

n/a!!

!

12!(20)!

9!(15)!

15!(25)!

12!(20)!

6!(10)!

6!(10)!

!

11!(29.8)!

8!(21.6)!

9!(24.3)!!

5!(13.5)!

1!(2.7)!

3!(8.1)!

!

1!(4.3)!

1!(4.3)!

6!(26.1)!

7!(30.5)!

5!(21.7)!

3!(13.1)!
Note.)n/a=)not)applicable);)SD=)Standard)Deviation)
!

The!differences!of!the!treatment!groups!in!demographical!features!were!statistically!not!

significant!except!for!current!employment!(p=0.011).!All!patients!were!on!medication!

deemed!appropriate!by!the!psychiatrists!and!in!accordance!with!the!recommended!APA!

guidelines!(Soloff,!2000).!

As!can!be!seen!in!Table!2,!comorbid!disorders!were!very!common!in!our!patients,!only!

two!DST!patients!weren’t!diagnosed!with!a!comorbid!Axis!I!disorder.!Most!frequent!in!

both!groups!were!affective!disorders!(83.3.%),!followed!by!substance!related!disorders!

(63.3%).!Almost!65%!of!the!patients!had!a!comorbid!Axis!II!disorder!diagnosis,!most!
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commonly!a!Cluster!C!disorder.!Over!25%!of!the!patients!were!diagnosed!with!3!or!more!

comorbid!Axis!II!disorders.!

Table!2!!

Clinical)Characteristics)of)all)patients)and)for)both)groups)separately))
! Patients)(n=60))

DST)(n=37)) TAU)(n=23))
Comorbid(Axis(I(Disorder,!n)(%)!
None!

Affective!disorder!

Anxiety!disorder!

Substance!related!disorder!

Eating!disorder!

!

2!(3.3)!

50!(83.3)!

32!(53.3)!

38!(63.3)!

22!(36.6)!

!

2!(5.4)!

31!(83.8)!

23!(62.2)!

23!(62.2)!

15!(40.5)!

!

E!

19!(82.6)!

9!(39.1)!

15!(65.2)!

7!(30.4)!!

Comorbid(Axis(II(Disorder,(n)()%)!
Quantity!
None!

1E2!

3E4!

n/a!

!

!

21!(35)!

21!(35)!

16!(26.7)!

2!(3.3)!

!

!

11!(29.7)!

14!(37.9)!

12!(32.4)!

E!

!

!

10!(43.5)!

7!(30.4)!

4!(17.4)!

2!(8.7)!

Comorbid(Axis(II(Disorder,!n)()%)!
Form!
Cluster!A!

Cluster!B!

Cluster!C!

PassivEAggressive!

Depressive!

None!

n/a!

!

!

11!(18.3)!

6!(10)!

30!(50)!

8!(13.3)!

16!(26.7)!

21!(35)!

2!(3.3)!

!

!

6!(16.2)!

2!(5.4)!

24!(64.9)!

7!(18.9)!

12!(32.4)!

11!(29.7)!

E!

!

!

5!(21.7)!

4!(17.4)!

6!(26.1)!

1!(4.3)!

4!(17.4)!

10!(43.5)!

2!(8.7)!

Duration(of(illness,!n)()%)!
<1!year!

1!year!to!5!years!

5!to!10!years!

10!to!20!years!

>20!years!

n/a!!

!

4!(6.7)!

17!(28.3)!

8!(13.3)!

18!(30)!

7!(11.7)!

6!(10)!

!

2!(5.4)!

13!(35.1)!

5!(13.5)!

10!(27.1)!

4!(10.8)!

3!(8.1)!

!

2!(8.7)!

4!(17.4)!

3!(13)!

8!(34.9)!

3!(13)!

3!(13)!!

Previous(therapies,!n)(%)!
None!

Ambulant!treatment!

Inpatient!treatment!

Ambulant!+!inpatient!treatment!

n/a!!

!

11!(18.3)!

6!(10)!

9!(15)!

29!(48.4)!

5!(8.3)!

!

6!(16.2)!

5!(13.5)!

5!(13.5)!

18!(48.7)!

3!(8.1)!

!

5!(21.7)!

1!(4.3)!

4!(17.4)!

11!(47.9)!

2!(8.7)!
Notes.))n/a=)not)applicable)
!

Only!in!a!minority!of!the!patients!(n=4)!the!duration!of!illness!was!under!a!year,!for!over!

40%!it!was!10!years!and!more.!Approximately!half!of!the!patients!already!has!had!

ambulatory!and!stationary!treatment,!only!for!11!patients!it!was!the!first!treatment.!

Comparison!of!both!treatment!groups!only!showed!a!significant!difference!in!comorbid!

Cluster!C!disorder!(p=!0.006).!

!

!
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Chapter+3+9+Results+of+the+BABIS+9+Project+

As!mentioned!before,!BPD!is!a!very!heterogeneous!disorder.!Since!there!are!nine!

different!criteria!and!only!five!of!them!need!to!be!fulfilled!for!a!diagnosis!there!are!at!

least!126!different!possibilities!(clusters)!to!meet!the!diagnostic!criteria!for!BPD!

(Korfine!&!Hooley,!2009).!The!nine!criteria!can!be!organized!into!four!sectors!of!

psychopathology:!affective,!cognitive,!behavioural!and!interpersonal!criteria!(Lieb!et!al.,!

04).!Patients!vary!widely!in!their!severity!of!manifestation!of!these!factors!and!even!do!

not!need!to!be!impaired!in!all!four!sectors.!!

Below!I!will!go!into!detail!on!the!five!articles!that!have!resulted!from!the!project!and!to!

which!I!have!contributed!substantially.!All!five!articles!are!listed!in!the!declaration!as!

well!as!in!the!appendix!and!will!now!be!discussed!in!turn.!

3.1.+Affectivity+(Articles+113+and+214)+

Background+

Affect!dysregulation!is!one!of!the!core!features!of!BPD.!It!refers!to!the!inability!of!a!

person!to!control!or!regulate!his!or!her!emotional!responses!to!provocative!stimuli.!As!a!

consequence!of!this,!emotions!spiral!out!of!control,!change!rapidly!and!get!expressed!in!

intense!and!unmodified!forms!(Conklin,!Bradley!&!Westen,!2006).!Linehan!(1993),!

proposes!that!this!vulnerability!to!emotion!dysregulation!in!BPD!is!characterized!by!

high!sensitivity!to!emotional!stimuli,!high!emotional!intensity,!and!slow!return!to!

emotional!baseline!once!emotional!arousal!has!occurred.!

Yen,!Zlotnick!and!Costello!(2002)!were!able!to!show!that!BPD!patients!experienced!

emotions!more!intensely!and!had!greater!difficulty!in!controlling!their!affective!

responses.!Conklin!and!colleagues!(2006)!compared!BPD!patients!with!patients!with!

dysthymic!disorder!and!found!that!both!showed!negative!affects!whereas!only!the!BPD!

group!!was!characterized!by!affect!dysregulation.!In!a!different!study!Trull!et!al.!(2008)!

explored!affective!instability!in!patients!with!BPD!and!patients!with!a!depression.!They!

found!that!both!groups!showed!relatively!high!levels!of!negative!affect.!However,!the!

groups!did!differ!significantly!in!the!degree!of!variability!of!the!level!of!negative!affect!

with!BPD!patients!having!higher!frequencies!in!mood!change.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

13!Appendix!1!(GremaudEHeitz,!Stewart!&!Dammann,!2011)!

14!Appendix!2!(GremaudEHeitz!et!al,!2014)!
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According!to!Perugi!and!colleagues!(2011)!this!affective!dysregulation!is!also!the!basis!

for!a!specific!subgroup!of!depression,!the!atypical!depression!(AD),!which!can!influence!

a!possible!diagnosis:!“the!‘atypicality’!of!depression!is!related!to!an!affective!

temperamental!dysregulation,!which!could!explain!why!atypical!depressive!patients!are!

often!given!‘borderline’!diagnoses”!(pp.!45).!

In!the!study!of!!Posternak!&!Zimmermann!(2002)!almost!a!third!of!the!BPD!patients!

were!diagnosed!with!a!comorbid!AD.!The!more!recent!international!BRIDGEEstudy!

(Perugi!et!al.,!2013)!found!more!atypical!features!in!depressed!patients!with!a!comorbid!

BPD!whereas!a!diagnosis!of!a!bipolar!disorder!was!more!common!in!the!group!without!

BPD.!

AD!was!introduced!to!specify!major!depressive!episodes!in!DSMEIV!following!a!series!of!

antidepressant!trials!showing!that!such!patients!responded!preferentially!to!

monoamine!oxidase!inhibitors!(MAOI’s)!(Paykel,!1993).!This!depression!form!is!

characterized!by!depressive!mood,!emotional!reactivity,!increased!sleep,!eating!

disorders!as!well!as!somatic!impairment.!AD!affects!about!30%!of!unipolar!depressive!

patients,!mostly!women,!!and,!compared!to!other!depression!forms,!shows!an!earlier!age!

of!onset!and!a!more!chronic!course!of!illness!(Stewart!et!al.,!2007).!Further!information!

on!AD!can!be!found!in!Article!115.!!

The!symptom!of!heightened!rejection!sensitivity!(Staebler!et!al.,!2011)is!characteristical!

for!both!BPD!and!AD.!Anxiety!seems!to!be!an!important!factor!for!both!disorders!too.!

There!are!high!comorbidity!rates!for!both!BPD!(Silverman!et!al.,!2012;!Comtois!et!al.,!

1999)!and!AD!(Gili!et!al.,!2012;!Novick!et!al.,!2005).!

Article!216!investigated!the!coEoccurrence!of!AD!in!BPDEpatients!and!compared!this!

group!to!BPD!patients!with!a!different!comorbid!depression!or!patients!with!no!

depression.!

Results++

FortyEfive!patients!(81.8%)!had!a!comorbid!affective!disorder!of!which!15!(27.3%)!were!

diagnosed!with!an!atypical!depression.!All!of!them!fulfilled!the!BPD!criterion!617.!In!

comparison!to!patients!with!other!depression!or!no!depression!at!all,!AD!patients!

showed!significantly!higher!scores!in!several!psychopathological!symptoms!particularly!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

15!Appendix!1!(GremaudEHeitz,!Stewart!&!Dammann,!2011)!

16!Appendix!2!(GremaudEHeitz!et!al.,!2014)!

17!affective!instability!due!to!a!marked!reactivity!of!mood!
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anxiety!and!depression!(see!Table!3).!There!were!also!significant!differences!in!

interpersonal!problems!!primarily!with!scales!on!the!submission!dimension.!However,!

there!were!no!differences!in!anger!or!hostility.!

Table!3:!!

Intergroup)Differences)regarding)Psychopathology18)
! Group1)

Atypical)
Depression)
(n=15))

Group)2)
Other)
Depression(
n=30))

Group)3))No)
Depression)
(n=10))

FXvalue)(p))

SCL*90,(mean((SD)(
GSI!

Somatization!

Obsess.ECompulsive!

Interpers.!Sensitivity!

Depression!

Anxiety!

Hostility!

Phobic!Anxiety!

Paranoid!Ideation!

Psychoticism!

!

1.7!(0.6)!

16.2!(11.4)!

18.7!(8.4)!

18.1!(7.1)!

31.0!(10.1)!

18.4!(7.5)!

9.1!(5.5)!

13.2!(7.5)!

8.7!(4.0)!

11.5!(8.3)!

!

1.3!(0.7)!

11.0!(7.8)!

13.7!(7.6)!

14.1!(8.4)!

24.9!(12.4)!

12.1!(7.9)!

7.5!(5.4)!

7.3!(6.9)!

6.6!(5.3)!

9.5!(7.5)!

!

1.1!(0.6)!

10.0!(5.8)!

10.1!(4.6)!

11.3!(6.2)!

18.1!(7.8)!

12.5!(7.4)!

6.6!(5.3)!

5.7!(5.5)!

6.2!(5.6)!

8.5!(7.1)!

!

4.936!(.011)*!

2.658!(.080)n.s.!

6.910!(.002)**!

3.890!(.027)*!

7.092!(.002)**!

3.874!(.027)*!

1.022!(.367)n.s.!

6.269!(.004)**!

1.342!(.270)n.s.!

0.704!(.499)n.s.!

BDI,(mean((SD)(
Depression!Score!!

!

30.3!(8.5)!

!

25.7(11.5)!

!

17.5!(9.9)!!!

!

7.151!(.002)**!

STAI,(mean((SD)(
State!Anxiety!

Trait!Anxiety!!

!

59.9!(11.1)!

62.4!(6.9)!

!

51.1!(13.9)!

55.2!(11.4)!

!

48.5!(12.3)!

50.5!(11.8)!

!

6.961!(.002)**!

8.501!(.001)**!!

STAXI,(mean((SD)(
State!Anger!

Trait!Anger!!

!

20.7!(9.3)!

21.9!(6.9)!

!

16.0!(5.9)!

21.8!(7.7)!

!

15.1!(7.1)!

19.4!(5.9)!

!

2.804!(.070)n.s.!

0.773!(.467)n.s.!!

IIP,(mean((SD)(
Total!Score!

Domin./Controlling!

Vindic./SelfECentered!

Cold/Distant!

Socially!Inhibited!

Nonassertive!

Ov.!Accommodating!

SelfESacrificing!

Intrusive/Needy!

!

2.0!(0.4)!

5.5!(3.8)!

11.2!(3.7)!

12.5(5.1)!

20.1(6.5)!

21.5!(8.2)!

20.0!(5.9)!

21.8!(5.4)!

12.5!(4.3)!

!

1.8!(0.6)!

7.6!(4.8)!

11.5!(5.6)!

13.3!(6.3)!

16.8!(7.1)!

16.4!(7.1)!

15.2!(7.9)!

18.8!(7.7)!

12.6!(6.6)!

!

1.3!(0.6)!

6.1!(4.9)!

10.1!(5.5)!

11.3!(5.3)!

12.4!(5.8)!

9.9!(8.2)!

11.5!(5.2)!

14.3!(5.8)!

9.6!(6.3)!

!

6.548!(.003)**!

0.955!(.392)n.s.!

0.380!(.686)n.s.!

0.562!(.574)n.s.!

6.440!(.003)**!

9.924!(.000)**!

8.160!(.001)**!

6.476!(.003)**!

1.537!(.225)n.s.!

Notes.))SD=)standard)deviation,)n.s.:)non)significant,)*)p<0.05,)**)p<0.01)

3.2.+Identity+(Article+319)+

Background+

Identity!disturbance!is!one!of!the!core!features!of!BPD.!In!DSMEV!(APA,!2013),!this!

criterion!is!described!as!a!markedly!and!persistently!unstable!selfEimage!or!sense!of!self.!

Most!of!the!BPD!patients!report!a!strong!uncertainty!of!their!own!identity.!

Approximately!70%!report!that!they!“don’t!know!who!they!really!are”!(Bohus,!2002).!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

18!pp.653!

19!Appendix!3!(Sollberger!et!al.,!2012)!
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Erikson!(1956)!was!the!first!to!formulate!the!term!identity!diffusion.!He!described!it!as!

an!absence!or!loss!of!the!normal!capacity!for!self!definition!resulting!in!isolation,!a!sense!

of!inner!vacuum!and!regression!to!earlier!identifications.!!In!Kernberg’s!view!(2006),!

identity!diffusion!is!one!of!the!three!components!of!personality!organization!(next!to!

primitive!psychological!defences!and!reality!testing)!and!thus!the!level!of!an!individual’s!

personality!organization!is!dependent!on!the!persons!position!on!each!of!this!three!

parts.!He!described!identity!diffusion!as:!„a!structural,!pathological!consolidation!of!the!

internalized!world!of!object!relations,!reflected!in!a!stable!lack!of!integration!of!the!

concept!of!self!and!of!significant!others“!(pp.980).!Other!authors!mention!lack!of!long!

term!goals,!negative!selfEimage!and!lack!of!sense!of!continuity!in!selfEperception!over!

time!(Jorgensen,!2006;!Fuchs,!2007).!!

In!contrast!to!the!typical!identity!crisis!of!an!adolescent,!a!BPD!patient!isn’t!able!to!

describe!himself!or!important!people!in!his!life!in!a!realistic!way.!Internal!value!systems!

are!absent!or!the!patient!shows!a!!chaotic!or!conflicting!attitude!towards!them.!In!the!

qualitative!research!study!of!Dammann!and!colleagues!(2011),!BPD!patients!

characterized!themselves!almost!exclusively!with!positive!attributes!(e.g.!friendly,!

helpful,!caring);!!others!were!described!predominantly!with!negative!features!(e.g.!

selfish,!evil).!A!depressive!!comparison!group!on!the!other!hand!was!able!to!picture!

themselves!and!others!in!a!far!more!sophisticated!way!being!able!to!both!describe!

positive!and!negative!qualities.!

WilkinsonERyan!and!Westen!(2000)!were!able!to!show!that!identity!disturbance!

distinguishes!BPD!from!patients!with!other!PD’s!or!no!PD.!Compared!with!depression,!

BPD!patients!show!higher!levels!of!selfEcriticism!(Levy!et!al.,!2007)!and!even!in!

comparison!to!social!phobia,!BPD!report!a!lower!selfE!esteem!(Rüsch!et!al.,!2007).!

Lenzenweger!and!colleagues!(2001)!found!that!identity!diffusion!was!significantly!

correlated!with!negative!affects!and!irritability.!And!a!study!with!juvenile!offenders!

(Dammann!et!al.,!2011)!found!a!significant!correlation!between!identity!diffusion!and!

aggression!as!well!as!critical!alcohol!consumption.!!

However,!until!now!there!hasn’t!been!a!study!that!investigated!the!influence!of!the!

severity!of!identity!diffusion!on!other!factors.!
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Article!320!aimed!at!comparing!patients!with!high!and!low!identity!diffusion!with!regard!

to!psychopathology.!A!median!split!of!the!IPO!subscale!„identity!diffusion“!was!

conducted!to!build!the!two!groups.!

Results+

BPD!patients!with!high!identity!diffusion!did!not!differ!in!their!social!data!from!BPD!paE!

tients!(see!Table!4).!However,!the!group!with!high!identity!diffusion!had!significant!

more!comorbid!Cluster!C!disorders!and!more!comorbid!Axis!II!disorders!on!average.!!!

There!were!no!significant!differences!in!any!comorbid!Axis!I!disorder.!

Table!4!:!!

Social)and)clinical)data)of)patients)with)high)and)low)identity)diffusion21))
! High)identity)

diffusion(n=27))
Low)identity)

diffusion(n=25))
p)

Age,!mean!(SD)!! 28.5.6!!(8.0)! 29.4!(9.4)! n.s.!

Sex,!n!(%)!
Male!

Female!!

!

6!(22.2)!

21!(77.8)!

!

4!(16.00)!

21!(84.00)!

!

n.s.!

Job(situation,!n!(%)!
Employed!

Unemployed!!

!

8!(29.6)!

19!(70.4)!

!

5!(20.0)!

20!(80.0)!

!

n.s.!

Family(situation,!n!(%)!
Living!with!a!partner!

Living!alone!!

!

8!(29.6)!

19!(70.4)!

!

5!(20.0)!

20!(80.0)!

!

n.s.!

Duration(of(BPD(diagnosis,!n!(%)!
<1!year!

1E5!years!

>5!years!

!

E!

8!(29.6)!

19!(70.4)!

!

3!(12.0)!

8!(32.0)!

14!(56.0)!

!

n.s.!

Axis(I(disorder,!n!(%)!
None!

Affective!disorder!

Anxiety!disorder!

Substance!use!disorder!

Eating!disorders!

!

1!(3.7)!

24!(88.9)!

15!(55.6)!

17!(63.0)!

11!(40.7)!

!

1!(4.0)!

18!(72.0)!

12!(48.0)!

16!(64.0)!

8!(32.0)!

!

n.s.!

n.s.!

n.s.!

n.s.!

n.s.!

Axis(II(disorder!(Form),!n!(%)!
None!

Cluster!A!

Cluster!B!

Cluster!C!

!

4!(14.8)!

5!(18.5)!

4!(14.8)!

18!(66.7)!

!

13!(52.0)!

4!(16.0)!

1!(4.0)!

8!!(32.0)!

!

χ2=8.37,!p=0.04!

n.s.!

n.s.!

χ2=8.37,!p=0.04!

Axis(II(disorder!(quantity),!n!(%)!
None!

1E2!

3E4!

n/a!

!

4!(14.8)!

12!(44.4)!

10!(37.1)!

1!(3.7)!

!

13!(52.0)!

9!(36.0)!

2!(8.0)!

1!(4.0)!

!

χ2=8.37,!p=0.04*!

n.s.!

χ2=6.17,!p=0.013*!

n.s!

Axis(II(disorder!(quantity),!mean!(SD)! 2.00!(1.41)! 0.75!(0.99)! Z=!E3.26,!p=0.001**!

Notes.))SD=)standard)deviation)n.s.=non)significant,)*)p<0.05,)**)p<0.01)

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

20!Appendix!3!(Sollberger!et!al.,!2012)!

21!pp.!17!
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The!comparison!of!questionnaire!data!showed!that!BPD!patients!with!high!identity!

diffusion!reported!significantly!higher!levels!in!all!personality!organisation!scales,!as!

well!as!higher!anxiety,!anger,!and!depression!scores,!all!of!them!even!on!a!1%!

significance!level!(see!Table!5).!

Table!5:!!

Identity)diffusion)and)negative)affects22))
! High)identity)

diffusion(n=27))

Low)identity)

diffusion(n=25))

p)

IPO,!mean!(SD)!

Primitive!defences!

Identity!diffusion!

Reality!testing!

Aggression!

Moral!values!

!

48.16!(5.76)!

68.60!(8.02)!

48.70!(12.46)!

37.05!(7.91)!

28.45!(7.03)!

!

35.28!(7.64)!

46.44!(10.64)!

32.36!(8.70)!

28.25!(4.94)!

21.00!(6.05)!

!

t=!E6.90,!p<0.0001**!

t=!E8.52,!p<0.0001**!

t=!E5.44,!p<0.0001**!

t=!E4.77,!p<0.0001**!

t=!E4.08,!p<0.0001**!

SCL*90*R,!mean!(SD)!

Global!severity!index!!

!

1.79!(0.58)!

!

0.98!(0.56)!

!

t=!E5.16,!p<0.0001**!

BDI,!mean!(SD)!

Depression!Score!

!

29.26!(9.73)!

!

20.44!(11.29)!

!

t=!E3.02,!p=0.004**!

STAI,!mean!(SD)!

State!Anxiety!

Trait!Anxiety!!

!

58.84!(11.55)!

61.56!(8.42)!

!

48.67!(12.93)!

50.38!(11.21)!

!

t=!E2.99,!p=0.004**!

t=!E4.08,!p<0.0001**!

STAXI,!mean!(SD)!

State!Anger!

Trait!Anger!!

!

20.45!(8.68)!

24.19!(7.11)!

!

14.40!(4.3)!

18.04!(5.7)!

!

t=!E3.22,!p=0.003**!

t=!E3.43,!p=0.001**!

Notes.))SD=)standard)deviation,)*)p<0.05,)**)p<0.01)

3.3.+Treatment+Response+(Article+423)+

Background+

Several!operationalized!and!evidenceEbased!disorderEspecific!outpatient!treatments!

have!shown!effects!in!symptom!reduction!and!enhancement!in!general!functioning!

(Sollberger!&!Walter,!2010;!Stoffers!et!al.!2012).!As!mentioned!before,!the!disorderE

specific!treatment!that!our!study!patients!attended!combined!TFP!with!DBTEmodules.!!

The!efficacy!of!both!these!treatments!has!been!shown!in!several!trials!(e.g.!Doering!et!al.,!

2010;!Linehan!et!al.,!2006).!However,!the!vast!majority!!of!these!studies!have!been!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

22!pp.!18!

23!Appendix!4!(Sollberger!et!al.,!2014)!
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performed!in!an!outpatient!setting.!But!there!is!evidence!that!DBT!is!also!effective!in!

inpatient!treatment!(Bloom!et!al.,!2012).!The!benefit!of!DBT!lies!particularly!in!the!

improvement!of!selfEharm!behaviour!and!the!reduction!of!depressive!symptoms!and!

suicidal!ideation!(Katz!et!al.,!2004).!TFP!on!the!other!hand!shows!additional!

improvement!in!anger,!impulsivity!as!well!as!in!personality!organisation!(Clarkin!et!al.,!

2007;!Doering!et!al.,!2010),!but!until!now,!all!TFP!studies!were!conducted!with!

outpatients.!

Therefore!article!423!sought!to!investigate!the!effects!of!a!DST!treatment!containing!TFP!

aspects!in!an!inpatient!setting.!Patients!were!compared!with!a!TAU!group!and!the!

primary!focus!of!the!study!were!changes!in!identity!diffusion!and!psychopathological!

symptoms.!

Results+

!

After!12!weeks,!the!DST!patients!showed!a!significant!decrease!in!identity!diffusion!(p=!

0.006),!instability!in!self/others!(p=0.008),!depression!(p=0.002)!and!anger!(p=0.001).!

However,!there!was!no!significant!improvement!in!the!TAU!group,!they!even!showed!an!

increase!in!several!variables!(identity!diffusion,!instability,!anger)!though!not!significant!

(see!Table!6).!

! !
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Table!6:!

PreXpostXtests)of)DSTX)(n=32))and)TAUX)(n=12))group24))
Variable! Mpre)) SDpre) Mpost) SDpost) t) p)

IPO((theoretical!construct)!
Primitive!defences!E!DST!

Primitive!defences!E!TAU!

Identity!diffusion!E!DST!

Identity!diffusion!E!TAU!

Reality!testing!EDST!

Reality!testingE!TAU!

Aggression!E!DST!

Aggression!E!TAU!

Moral!values!E!DST!

Moral!values!E!TAU!

!

43.42!!

37.41!

62.71!!

47.75!

41.19!

38.83!

34.11!

32.27!

25.59!

21.83!

!

8.94!!

9.08!

12.81!!

13.74!

12.67!!

16.66!

8.21!

7.12!

7.80!

5.94!

!

41.89!

36.92!

58.49!

48.92!

39.99!

37.70!

33.12!

29.88!

24.67!

20.83!!

!

10.63!

7.96!

14.01!

12.28!

13.98!

12.21!

7.95!

7.67!

6.98!

5.88!

!

1.24!

0.27!

2.95!

E0.38!

0.43!

0.42!

0.98!

2.15!

0.93!

0.73!

!

0.225!

0.789!

0.006**!

0.711!

0.673!

0.683!

0.337!

0.060!

0.358!

0.481!

IPO((fourEfactor!structure)+!
Instability!in!self/others!E!DST!

Instability!in!self/others!E!TAU!

Instability!in!goals!E!DST!

Instability!in!goals!E!TAU!

Psychosis!EDST!

PsychosisE!TAU!

Instability!in!behaviour!E!DST!

Instability!in!behaviour!E!TAU!

!

94.41!!

75.33!

5.61!!

4.75!

21.42!

20.67!

19.10!

16.40!

!

17.95!!

19.90!

2.38!!

2.65!

8.65!!

9.70!

5.56!

6.81!

!

88.35!

77.35!

5.27!

5.82!

21.11!

19.54!

18.99!

15.91!

!

21.61!

17.80!

2.62!

2.69!

9.28!

7.45!

5.65!

6.24!

!

2.85!

0.46!

1.07!

E1.70!

0.20!

1.16!

E0.22!

1.27!

!

0.008**!

0.964!

0.293!

0.120!

0.840!

0.274!

0.832!

0.233!

BDI!
Depression!Score!E!DST!

Depression!Score!E!TAU!

!

27.16!!

23.64!

!

9.16!!

12.92!

!

21.39!

18.86!

!

12.31!

14.49!

!

3.65!

0.94!

!

0.002**!

0.370!

STAI!
State!Anxiety.!E!DST!

State!Anxiety!E!TAU!

!

56.25!!

50.70!

!

11.00!!

14.86!

!

53.10!

49.33!

!

12.86!

14.03!

!

1.36!

0.41!

!

0.184!

0.690!

STAXI!
State!Anger!E!DST!

State!Anger!E!TAU!

!

18.56!!

15.00!

!

8.07!!

6.83!

!

14.28!

17.18!

!

5.26!

8.38!

!

!E3.18!

!E1.67!

!

0.001**!

0.126!
+by)Ellison)&)Levy,)2012))
Notes.)M=)Mean,)SD=)standard)deviation,)*)p<0.05,)**)p<0.01)

3.4.+Interpersonal+Problems+(Article+525)+

Background+

BPD!patients!have!major!problems!in!interpersonal!relations.!Relationships!are!instable!

basing!on!the!contrasting!anxieties!of!a!BPD!patient;!fear!of!closeness!and!fear!of!

loneliness!respectively.!It!is!difficult!for!persons!with!BPD!to!regulate!closeness!and!

distance!which!not!only!leads!to!problems!in!friendships,!but!also!makes!it!difficult!at!

work!and!of!course!complicates!the!therapistEpatient!relationship.!!

Although!interpersonal!problems!occur!generally!in!personality!disorders,!BPD!patients!

were!found!to!report!higher!interpersonal!dysfunction!scores!(Stepp!et!al.,!2011)!than!

patients!with!other!PD’s.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

24!pp.!7!
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BPD!patients!show!a!wide!variety!of!interpersonal!problems!(Zanarini!&!Frankenburg,!

2007)!in!contrast!to!other!PD’s,!where!correlations!with!specific!interpersonal!problem!

patterns!can!be!found!(Clarkin!et!al.,!2011).!However,!Hilsenroth!and!colleagues!(2007)!

found!BPD!patients!to!report!greater!interpersonal!distress!in!the!sectors!“overly!

accommodating”,!“selfEsacrificing”!and!“intrusiveEneedy”!in!comparison!to!a!clinical!

control!group.!And!Leihener!et!al.!(2003)!even!described!two!distinct!subtypes!in!BPD!

patients;!the!“autonomous”!and!the!“dependent”!type!(pp.!251/252).!A!German!study!

with!over!200!BPD!inpatients!(Salzer!et!al.,!2013)!found!five!different!interpersonal!

clusters!and!showed!that!these!had!a!significant!influence!on!interpersonal!distress!and!

global!severity!symptoms.!Hence!it!seems!that!BPD!patients!are!interpersonally!

heterogeneous!and!cannot!be!characterized!with!a!specific!interpersonal!style!(Wright!

et!al.,!2013a).!

Interpersonal!problems!are!a!central!focus!of!treatment!and!perist!even!after!other!

symptoms!have!remitted!(Clarkin,!Yeomans!&!Kernberg,!1999;!Zanarini!et!al.,!2007).!

Wright!and!colleagues!(2013b)!investigated!the!stability!of!interpersonal!problems!in!

BPD!patients!over!the!course!of!a!year!and!found!that!„interpersonal!dysfunction!on!

borderline!pathology!is!stable!in!its!severity!but!unstable!in!the!style!of!its!

manifestation“!(pp.!1094).!

Thus!article!526!explored!interpersonal!problems!in!borderline!patients!whether!the!

severity!of!interpersonal!problems!had!an!influence!on!other!borderline!features!and!

psychopathology.!For!this!article,!we!analyzed!only!the!patients!of!the!DST!group.!To!

compare!the!severity!of!interpersonal!problems,!we!conducted!a!median!split!of!the!IIP!

general!scale.!The!second!part!of!the!article!addresses!the!question!whether!

interpersonal!problems!diminish!during!treatment.!

Results+

Comparison!of!the!two!groups!showed!that!patients!with!higher!interpersonal!problems!

reported!significant!higher!identity!diffusion!and!several!psychopathological!symptoms!

such!as!depression!or!anxiety!(see!Table!7).!!They!also!were!diagnosed!more!often!with!

a!Cluster!C!disorder!and!showed!higher!scores!in!all!interpersonal!subscales.!However,!

there!was!no!significant!difference!in!anger!or!aggression.!

!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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Table7:!!

Group)comparison)of)higher)versus)lower)interpersonal)problems27)
! Higher)interpersonal)

problems)(n=15))
Lower)interpersonal)
problems)(n=15))

)

IIP,!mean!(SD)!
Total!Score!

Domineering/Controlling!

Vindictive/SelfECentred!

Cold/Distant!

Socially!Inhibited!

NonEassertive!

Overly!Accommodating!

SelfESacrificing!

Intrusive/Needy!

!

2.25!(0.24)!

7.00!(5.40)!

10.88!(5.80)!

15.07!(5.27)!

21.67!(4.61)!

24.27!(6.05)!

23.20!(4.54)!

25.93!(3.60)!

16.27!(4.13)!

!

1.47!(0.32)!

5.60!(3.20)!

9.53!(4.19)!

10.87!(5.02)!

15.00!(6.21)!

13.60!(6.69)!

12.73!(4.48)!

16.31!(4.63)!

10.68!(4.47)!

!

t=!E7.58,!p=0.000**!

n.s.!!

n.s.!

t=!E2.23,!p=0.034*!

t=!E3.34,!p=0.002**!

t=!E4.58,!p=0.000**!

t=!E6.36,!p=0.000**!

t=!E6.35,!p=0.000**!

t=!E3.56,!p=0.001**!

IPO,!mean!(SD)!
Primitive!defences!

Identity!diffusion!

Reality!testing!

Aggression!

Moral!values!

!

45.20!(7.97)!

67.27!(11.45)!

43.20!(13.74)!

33.96!(9.02)!

24.60!(7.40)!

!

40.92!(9.33)!

57.87!(12.89)!

38.87!(11.75)!

33.67!(7.42)!

25.80!(7.95)!

!

n.s.!

t=!E2.11,!p=0.044*!

n.s.!

n.s.!

n.s.!

SCL*90*R,!mean!(SD)!
Global!severity!index!!

!

1.83!(0.50)!

!

1.14!(0.48)!

!

t=!E3.85,!p=0.001**!

BDI,!mean!(SD)!
Depression!Score!

!

30.98!(7.22)!

!

23.89!(9.70)!

!

t=!E2.27,!p=0.032*!

STAI,!mean!(SD)!
State!Anxiety!

Trait!Anxiety!!

!

62.00!(9.02)!

62.93!(7.58)!

!

52.27!(9.53)!

55.17!(7.05)!

!

t=!E2.87,!p=0.008**!

t=!E2.90,!p=0.007**!

STAXI,!mean!(SD)!
State!Anger!

Trait!Anger!!

!

17.34!(6.15)!

20.60!(7.39)!

!

19.19!(8.67)!

23.67!(7.51)!

!

n.s.!

n.s.!

Cluster(C(Disorder,!n!(%)!
Yes!

No!!

!

13!(86.7)!

2!(13.3)!

!

7!(46.7)!

8!(53.3)!

!
χ2=!5.40,!p=0.020*!

!
Notes.))SD=)standard)deviation,)n.s.=)nonXsignificant,)*)p<0.05,)**)p<0.01)
!

!

After!12!weeks!of!inpatient!treatment!patients!reported!a!decrease!in!all!scales!except!

for!the!IIP!subscale!Domineering/Controlling!(see!Table!8).!The!reduction!was!

significant!for!the!IIP!general!scale!and!several!subscales,!primarily!in!the!submission!

dimension.!Furthermore!there!was!a!significant!decline!in!identity!diffusion,!depression!

and!anger.!

!

! !

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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Table!8:!!

PreXpostXtests)of)patients)receiving)disorderXspecific)treatment)(n=30)28))
Variable! Mpre)) SDpre) Mpost) SDpost) t) p)

IIP!
Total!Score!

Domineering/Controlling!

Vindictive/SelfECentred!

Cold/Distant!

Socially!Inhibited!

NonEassertive!

Overly!Accommodating!

SelfEsacrificing!

Intrusive/Needy!

!

1.86!!

6.30!

10.21!!

12.97!

18.33!

18.93!

17.97!

21.12!

13.47!

!

0.48!!

4.42!

5.02!!

5.49!

6.35!!

8.29!

6.93!

6.37!

5.09!

!

1.66!

7.03!

8.67!

12.20!

16.21!

16.60!

15.73!

17.75!

12.23!

!

0.47!

4.92!

4.69!

5.01!

5.49!

7.93!

6.82!

5.93!

4.56!

!

3.10!

E1.21!

2.13!

0.78!

2.26!

3.30!

2.35!

4.46!

1.84!

!

0.004**!

0.235!

0.042*!

0.443!

0.031*!

0.003**!

0.026*!

0.000**!

0.077!

IPO!
Identity!diffusion!!

Primitive!Defences!

Reality!testingE!!

Aggression!!

Moral!values!!

!

62.57!

43.06!

40.41!!

33.81!

25.20!

!

12.90!!

8.80!

12.51!!

8.12!

7.58!

!

58.27!

41.82!

39.51!

33.09!

24.46!

!

14.20!

10.81!

13.97!

8.08!

6.70!

!

2.91!

1.00!

0.63!

0.71!

0.75!

!

0.007**!

0.324!

0.536!

0.481!

0.461!

BDI!
Depression!Score!

!

27.44!!

!

9.15!!

!

21.68!

!

12.21!

!

3.46!

!

0.002**!

STAI!
State!Anxiety!

Trait!Anxiety!

!

57.14!

59.05!

!

10.38!

8.20!

!

54.01!

57.34!

!

12.36!

9.79!

!

1.26!

1.29!

!

0.216!

0.204!

STAXI!
State!Anger!

Trait!Anger!

!

18.27!!

22.13!

!

7.45!

7.48!

!

14.53!

20.42!

!

5.34!

6.36!

!

3.35!

1.94!

!

0.002**!

0.062!

SCL*90!
Global!Severity!Index!

!

1.48!!

!

0.60!!

!

1.37!

!

0.67!

!

1.16!

!

0.255!

Notes.)M=)Mean,)SD=)standard)deviation,)*)p<0.05,)**)p<0.01)
!

!

!

!

!

! +

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

28!pp.!9!
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Chapter+4+9+Discussion+

!

The!purpose!of!the!BABIS–project!was!to!determine!more!thoroughly!the!construct!of!

borderline!personality!disorder!and!its!several!areas!of!dysfunction!with!the!aim!to!

detect!specific!borderline!subtypes.!

In!summary,!we!did!not!succeed!in!defining!any!clear!delimitable!subgroups!of!BDP,!

neither!in!comorbidity!with!atypical!depression29!nor!concerning!identity!diffusion30!!

nor!regarding!interpersonal!problems31.!It!seems!more!likely!that!we!have!found!a!range!

of!severity!for!BPD!that!manifests!itself!in!a!respective!range!of!gradually!higher!scores!

in!all!the!diagnostic!criteria.!The!only!discrepancy!the!results!showed!was!for!anger!and!

aggression!that!were!significant!in!one!study!but!not!in!the!two!others.!This!could!be!due!

to!the!fact!that!we!didn’t!use!the!same!statistical!procedure!to!separate!the!patients!into!

their!respective!groups!in!all!papers.!

The!second!goal!of!our!study!was!to!investigate!the!effects!of!a!12Eweek!disorderE

specific!inpatient!treatment!on!borderline!patients!compared!to!treatmentEasEusual.!!

This!comparison!turned!out!to!be!most!difficult,!since!the!TAU!patients!had!been!treated!

in!different!wards!of!the!clinic!with!variable!durations!of!stay!and!had!received!a!lower!

treatment!dose!on!average.!Hence!the!originally!intended!matchedEcontrolled!study!was!

not!!feasible.!!

I!will!therefore!exclusively!address!in!more!detail!the!results!of!the!DST!group.!After!12!

weeks!DST!patients!showed!a!significant!reduction!in!identity!diffusion,!depression!and!

anger32.!As!mentioned!before33,!previous!studies!demonstrated!effects!of!DBT!on!

depressive!symptoms!in!addition!to!reduction!of!selfEharm!while!beneficial!effects!on!

anger,!impulsivity!and!personality!organisation!were!found!for!TFP.!Our!study!was!able!

to!demonstrate!these!effects!for!a!treatment!that!combines!DBT!with!TFP!modules34!

although!obviously!we!cannot!say!which!part!of!improvement!is!due!to!which!part!of!the!

treatment.!But!the!study!seems!to!indicate!that!this!combination!of!DBT!and!TFP!

elements!has!a!favourable!effect!on!the!course!of!the!disorder.!

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

29!Appendix!2!(GremaudEHeitz!et!al.,!2014)!

30!Appendix!3!(Sollberger!et!al.,!2012)!

31!Appendix!5!(Dammann!et!al.,!in!preparation)!

32!Appendix!4!(Sollberger!et!al.,!2014)!

33!see!section!3.3.!

34!selfEharm!wasn’t!measured!in!our!study!
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We!would!have!been!very!interested!in!investigating!whether!these!effects!at!the!end!of!

treatment!could!be!maintained!for!6!and!12!months!respectively!after!the!patients!left!

the!clinic.!We!concluded!that!–!unfortunately!–!our!dropout!rate!was!too!high!for!this!

kind!of!investigation.!Interestingly,!the!dropEout!rate!in!the!DSTEgroup!was!lower!almost!

by!a!factor!of!2.!This!could!be!due!to!the!fact!that!the!study!had!been!integrated!in!the!

DSEtreatment!and!therefore!patients!and!staff!felt!more!strongly!connected!with!it.!But!

borderline!patients!are!generally!characterized!by!high!dropEout!rates!which!matches!

the!symptomatic!of!the!disorder!(e.g.!instability!in!relationships,!mood!lability).!

Yeomans!et!al.!(1994)!found!that!the!therapists’!contribution!to!the!contract!and!to!the!

alliance!as!well!as!the!patients!impulsivity!had!an!impact!on!the!dropEout!rate.!

Of!course!there!are!several!limitations!of!the!results!of!our!study.!The!sample!was!rather!

small,!especially!at!the!end!of!treatment!for!the!TAUEgroup;!only!inpatients!were!

investigated!and!we!cannot!be!sure!whether!the!improvement!after!DST!would!not!also!

be!verifiable!after!ambulatory!treatment.!Also!the!disorder!in!inpatients!is!generally!

more!pronounced!than!it!tends!to!be!with!outEpatients!and!hence!we!did!not!investigate!

the!disorder!over!its!entire!spectrum!of!severity;!finally,!we!didn’t!include!the!influence!

of!the!patients’!medication!and!were!not!able!to!exclude!the!possible!influence!of!the!

generally!numerous!comorbid!diagnoses!in!our!borderline!patients.!!

There!is!still!much!to!find!out!about!BPD!and!further!studies!with!bigger!samples!and!!

specific!control!groups!(e.g.!with!other!PD’s!or!depressive!disorders)!were!desirable.!!

Since!the!DSTEspecialized!ward!of!the!UPK!treats!not!only!borderline!patients!but!also!

patients!with!narcisstic!personality!disorder!or!eating!disorders!it!would!be!interesting!

to!investigate!the!effects!of!DST!on!these!disorders.!

In!my!point!of!view,!future!research!should,!aside!from!research!regarding!cause!and!

treatment!outcome,!concentrate!on!the!question!whether!BPD!could!be!classified!

according!to!levels!of!severity!or!if!there!are!certain!clusters!in!combination!with!

comorbid!disorders.!

!

!

!

! +
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Comorbid atypical depression in borderline personality disorder is
common and correlated with anxiety-related psychopathology
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Abstract

Background: The core features of borderline personality disorder (BPD) are affective instability, unstable relationships and identity
disturbance. Axis I comorbidities are frequent, in particular affective disorders. The concept of atypical depression is complex and often
underestimated. The purpose of the study was to investigate the comorbidity of atypical depression in borderline patients regarding anxiety-
related psychopathology and interpersonal problems.
Methods: Sixty patients with BPD were assessed with the Structured Clinical Interviews for DSM-IV Axis I and II Disorders (SCID I, SCID
II) as well as the Atypical Depression Diagnostic Scale (ADDS). Additionally, patients completed a questionnaire (SCL-90-R, BDI, STAI,
STAXI, IIP-C).
Results: Forty-five BPD patients (81.8%) had a comorbid affective disorder of which 15 (27.3%) were diagnosed with an atypical depression.

In comparison to patients with major depressive disorder or no comorbid depression, patients with atypical depression showed significant
higher scores in psychopathological symptoms regarding anxiety and global severity as well as interpersonal problems.
Conclusions: The presence of atypical depression in borderline patients is correlated with psychopathology, anxiety, and interpersonal
problems and seems to be of clinical importance for personalized treatment decisions.
© 2014 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Borderline is one of the most common personality
disorders that affects about 1% to 2% of the general
population, around 10% psychiatric outpatients and 20%
psychiatric inpatients. The diagnosis is more common in
women (75%) than in men [1,2].

BPD was included in 1980 in the DSM-III classification
[3]. The main characteristics include affective instability,
unstable relationship patterns, disturbed identity and impul-
sivity. DSM-IV-TR defines affective instability as intense
episodic dysphoria, irritability, or anxiety usually lasting a
few hours and only rarely more than a few days, due to a
marked reactivity of mood [4].

BPD is considered both psychologically [5] and biolog-
ically [6] as a heterogeneous disorder and is associated with
high comorbidity [7]. Biological vulnerability and develop-
mental insults combined determine the presentation of BPD.
The diagnostic criteria of BPD can be organized into four
sectors of psychopathology: affective, cognitive, behavioural
and interpersonal criteria [8]. Patients vary widely in their
severity of manifestation of these factors and even do not
need to be impaired in all four factors. There are 126
different possibilities (clusters) to fulfil the diagnostic criteria
for BPD (at least 5 of 9 different criteria) [9]. These
dissimilarities can lead to alternate courses of the disorder
[10] as well as different treatment responses.

The disorder of affectivity in borderline disorder is
conceptualized in different ways. Psychiatrists emphasize
either the disorder of affect regulation with difficulty of
personality-conditioned affect control [11,12], or the
emotional dysregulation due to elevated biological vulner-
ability [13].
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Gunderson and Phillips [14] point out that depressive
disorder in borderline disorders shows a qualitatively
different characteristic than in major depression being
more developmentally and interpersonally based.

Comorbidities are very common in patients with BPD and
seem to predict the characteristic as well as the course of the
disorder. Several studies have found that borderline patients
are often diagnosed with an Axis I disorder (e.g. anxiety
disorders and substance abuse) [8,15]. However the most
frequent comorbidities are affective disorders, especially
major depression, which occurs in 70% to 90% of all
borderline patients [16,17]. Zanarini et al. [17] reported that
80% had experienced a major depression episode at some
point in their medical history. It seems that a specific
depressive subtype is often connected with BPD; Posternak
and Zimmermann [18] found that 27% of their borderline
patients had a comorbid atypical depression (AD). The
international BRIDGE study [19] examined 2658 patients
with an MDD regarding BPD and bipolar disorder. A bipolar
diagnosis was more frequent in the non-borderline group
whereas borderline patients reported significantly more
atypical features.

Atypical depression (AD) was introduced to specify
major depressive episodes in DSM-IV following a series of
antidepressant trials showing that such patients responded
preferentially to monoamine oxidase inhibitors (MAOIs)
[20]. This depressive form is characterized by depressive
mood, emotional reactivity, increased sleep, eating disorders
and somatic impairment and affects about 30% of unipolar
depressive patients, mostly women. Biological studies [21]
as well as statistical classifications [22] support the
hypothesis of a distinct depressive subtype. Compared to
melancholia and other depression, atypical depression shows
an earlier age of onset and a more chronic course of illness
[23]. The quality of the depressive experience in borderline
personality disorder has always been perceived to be
different from the depression experienced in major depres-
sion (MDD) [24].

Perugi and colleagues [25] compared patients who met
the DSM-IV criteria for major depressive episode with
atypical features in terms of a comorbid BPD. The group
with a comorbid borderline disorder had significant higher
lifetime comorbidity for bulimia nervosa, cyclothymia and
Axis II disorders of the anxious and dramatic cluster
(narcissistic, dependent and avoidant). This group also
scored higher on multiple Atypical Depression Diagnostic
Scale items (mood reactivity, interpersonal sensitivity,
functional impairment, avoidance of relationships and
other rejection avoidance). Most interestingly, heightened
rejection sensitivity seems to be a feature in both AD and
BPD [26].

Deliberate self-harm is correlated with heightened sensi-
tivity to interpersonal rejection [27]. High rejection sensitivity
is also associated with increased borderline personality
features among people low in self-reported executive control
and among those high in self-reported executive control, the

relationship between rejection sensitivity and borderline
personality features is attenuated [28]. Patients with BPD
may be more sensitive to rejection, and these fears of rejection
may result in increased emotion dysregulation and subsequent
behavioral problems [29] or rage [30].

Anxiety disorders seem to be rather common in
borderline personality disorder [31,32]. Silverman et al.
[33] studied the comorbidity of patients with an Axis II
disorder and found rates of 89% anxiety disorders in BPD
patients. A national epidemiologic survey with over 34,000
adults [34] also showed a high co-occurrence of anxiety
disorder with BPD.

However, AD is also reported to be connected to anxiety
disorders. Gili and colleagues [35] compared AD, melan-
cholic and non-melancholic depression in non-borderline
patients and found that AD patients had higher rates of
comorbid anxiety disorders. More specific studies showed a
correlation of AD with social phobia and panic disorder
[36–38].

Given that anxiety and rejection sensitivity are common
in both AD and BPD the question arises how the co-
occurrence of the both disorders is affecting the patient?
From our point of view until now there has not been a study
investigating BPD and comorbid AD in reference to anxiety.

2. Aims of the study

Since BPD and depression are rather common in co-
occurrence the aim of our study was to more closely examine
a specific group of depression—atypical depression—in
association with BPD. We expected patients with comorbid
AD to show a more severe psychopathology compared to
other BPD patients with either a different type of depression
or no depression at all.

Another hypothesis was whether this co-occurrence of
AD leads to more interpersonal problems in BPD patients.

3. Methods

3.1. Study design and participants

All patients were inpatients at the Psychiatric Hospital of
the University of Basel and were diagnosed with a borderline
personality disorder (BPD) according the DSM-IV-TR
criteria. Patients participated in a matched-controlled
inpatient study for BPD patients (Basel Borderline Inpatient
Study [BABIS]). The aims of this study were to compare the
effects of transference focused psychotherapy (TFP)-based
disorder-specific inpatient treatment versus treatment as
usual and to identify the possible influence of subgroups
within the heterogeneous group of BPD patients. Detailed
descriptions of the aims, methods and sample characteristics
of the Basel Borderline Inpatient Study (BABIS) supported
by a research grant from the Swiss National Science
Foundation have been reported separately [39].
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Exclusion criteria were schizophrenia, schizoaffective
disorder, active psychosis or acute manic episode.

Written informed consent was obtained from each patient.
The studywas approved by the local ethics committee (EKBB).

3.2. Interviews

Clinically experienced interviewers attended a special
education of the Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV
Axis I Disorders (SCID-I/P) [40] and for DSM-IV Axis II
Disorders (SCID-II) [41] and were trained to pay particular
attention to distinguishing Axis I mental state conditions
from Axis II personality trait phenomena. The SCID I and II
are semi-structured interviews for assessing clinical and
personality disorders. High interrater reliability has been
shown for both interviews [42,43].

Additionally the Atypical Depression Diagnostic Scale
(ADDS) [44,45] was used to examine atypical depression
more detailed. The ADDS is a semistructured interview
designed to investigate the presence and severity of atypical
features during current depressive episodes.

3.3. Questionnaire data

To measure the general psychiatric symptoms and
subjective complaints, we administered the SCL-90-R [46],
the Beck Depression Inventory [47], the Spielberger State
and Trait Inventory [48], and the Spielberger State and Trait
Anger Inventory [49].

For evaluation of interpersonal criteria we used the
Inventory of Interpersonal Problems [50], a 64-item self-
report instrument designed to measure interpersonal defi-
ciencies and excesses in eight subscales (e.g. too responsible,
too controlling). External validity of the IIP-C scales has
been demonstrated.

3.4. Statistical analyses

All statistical analyses were conducted with SPSS/20.0.
Assumption of homoscedasticity and normality distribution
was checked prior to the analysis. χ2 Tests were used for
testing intergroup differences. Multivariate analysis and one-
way ANOVA parametric method were performed for group
comparison as well as Student's t-test. All statistical tests
were considered significant at a two-sided level of p b 0.05.

4. Results

Sixty patients diagnosed with borderline personality
disorder (BPD) were included in the study and interviewed.
Five patients did not complete the questionnaire and were
therefore excluded. Of the 55 patients included in the study,
44 (80%) were female, 11 (20%) were male. The mean age
was 28.9 years (SD = 8.7) (see Table 1).

Fifty-three patients (96.4%) were diagnosed with a
comorbid Axis I Disorder, most frequently with an affective
disorder (n = 45, 81.8%). Thirty-five patients (63.6%)

showed a comorbid Axis II disorder, predominant a Cluster
C disorder (n = 28, 50.9%). An anxiety disorder was
diagnosed in 29 patients (52.7%). Fifteen patients (27.3%)
were given the diagnosis of an atypical depression. All
patients with comorbid atypical depression met the BPD
criterion of affective instability.

To further analyze our results we sub-divided our patients
in the following three groups: (1) patients with Atypical
Depression, (2) patients with a depression other than AD and
(3) patients with no depression.

One-way ANOVA found significances in depression
(BDI, p = 0.002), anxiety (STAI, state anxiety p = 0.002;
trait anxiety p = 0.001), scales regarding general psychopa-
thology (SCL-90-R, GSI p = 0.011), and interpersonal
problems (IIP-C, p = 0.003).

Furthermore the AD group was diagnosed significantly
more often with a comorbid anxiety disorder (χ2 = 0.002)
than the other two groups.

However there were no differences in the three groups
regarding anger or aggression.

As Table 2 displays, group 1 (AD) showed the highest
scores in the significant data. Independent-measures t-test

Table 1
Demographic and clinical characteristics of the patients.

Borderline patients (n = 55)

Age, mean (SD) 28.86 (8.74)
Gender, n (%)
Female 44 (80)
Male 11 (20)

Marital status, n (%)
Living alone 43 (78.2)
Living with a partner 12 (21.8)

Current employment, n (%)
Employed (full/part time) 28 (50.9)
Unemployed 27 (49.1)

Years of education, n (%)
None 1 (1.8)
b9 23 (41.8)
9–12 21 (38.2)
N12 10 (18.2)

Duration of illness, n (%)
b1 year 4 (7.3)
1–5 years 18 (32.7)
5–10 years 9 (16.4)
10–20 years 18 (32.7)
N20 years 6 (10.9)

Comorbid Axis I disorder, n (%)
None 2 (3.3)
Affective disorder 45 (81.8)
Anxiety disorder 29 (52.7)
Substance related disorder 34 (61.8)
Eating disorder 19 (34.5)

Comorbid Axis II disorder, n (%)
None 19 (34.5)
Cluster A 10 (18.2)
Cluster B 6 (10.9)
Cluster C 28 (50.9)
n/a 1 (1.8)

SD = standard deviation.
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between the three groups showed that the AD group can be
distinguished from the others groups in trait anxiety (STAI),
anxiety, obsessive-compulsion, phobia and GSI (SCL-90-R)
as well as overly accommodating (IIP-C).

5. Discussion

Our major finding was that patients with an atypical
depression showed the highest scores in all psychopatho-
logical data. A possible explanation of our result could be
summative effects since both conditions BPD and AD are
associated with anxiety and interpersonal sensitivity.

This finding is consistent with a study of McGinn et al.
[51] which compared major depressive disorder patients with
and without atypical depression (AD). AD predicted the
presence of comorbid Axis I (100% AD vs. 33% non-AD),
Axis II (90% vs. 35%), and both Axis I and II (65% vs.
8.14%) disorders. The high prevalence of Axis I and II
comorbidity in major depression might be explained, at least
in part, by the presence of atypical depression. Significant
differences between the three groups in our study (atypical
depression, other depression, no depression) were found in

results on depression, general psychopathology, anxiety and
interpersonal sensitivity.

Affective disturbances in borderline personality disorder
are yet not clearly understood so further studies should
continue to deepen our knowledge on different affective
disorders in BPD patients (depression, dysthymia, dysphoria,
and other form of affective pain). Twenty-five dysphoric
states (mostly affects) were found to be significantly more
common among borderline patients than controls in the study
of Zanarini et al. [31] but nonspecific to borderline personality
disorder. Equally important, overall mean Dysphoric Affect
Scale scores correctly distinguished borderline personality
disorder from other personality disorders in 84% of the
subjects. The results of the Zanarini study [31] suggest that the
subjective affective pain of borderline patients may be both
more pervasive and more multifaceted than previously
recognized, and that the overall “amplitude” of this pain
may be a particularly good marker for the borderline
diagnosis. Consistent with our results (see Table 2: BDI
score of AD and other depression) Levy et al. [52] could not
find differences between depressed, depressed borderline, and
borderline non-depressed inpatients in overall level of
impairment or severity of depression. Phenomenologically,

Table 2
Intergroup differences regarding psychopathology.

Group 1: atypical
depression (n = 15)

Group 2: other
depression (n = 30)

Group 3: no depression
(n = 10)

F-value (p)

SCL-90-R, mean (SD)
Global severity index (GSI) 1.7 (0.6) 1.3 (0.7) 1.1 (0.6) 4.936 (0.011)⁎

Somatization 16.2 (11.4) 11.0 (7.8) 10.0 (5.8) 2.658 (0.080)n.s.

Obsessive–compulsive 18.7 (8.4) 13.7 (7.6) 10.1 (4.6) 6.910 (0.002)⁎⁎

Interpersonal sensitivity 18.1 (7.1) 14.1 (8.4) 11.3 (6.2) 3.890 (0.027)⁎

Depression 31.0 (10.1) 24.9 (12.4) 18.1 (7.8) 7.092 (0.002)⁎⁎

Anxiety 18.4 (7.5) 12.1 (7.9) 12.5 (7.4) 3.874 (0.027)⁎

Hostility 9.1 (5.5) 7.5 (5.4) 6.6 (5.3) 1.022 (0.367)n.s.

Phobic anxiety 13.2 (7.5) 7.3 (6.9) 5.7 (5.5) 6.269 (0.004)⁎⁎

Paranoid ideation 8.7 (4.0) 6.6 (5.3) 6.2 (5.6) 1.342 (0.270)n.s.

Psychoticism 11.5 (8.3) 9.5 (7.5) 8.5 (7.1) 0.704 (0.499)n.s.

BDI, mean (SD)
Sum 30.3 (8.5) 25.7 (11.5) 17.5 (9.9) 7.151 (0.002)⁎⁎

STAI, mean (SD)
State anxiety 59.9 (11.1) 51.1 (13.9) 48.5 (12.3) 6.961 (0.002)⁎⁎

Trait anxiety 62.4 (6.9) 55.2 (11.4) 50.5 (11.8) 8.501 (0.001)⁎⁎

STAXI, mean (SD)
State anger 20.7 (9.3) 16.0 (5.9) 15.1 (7.1) 2.804 (0.070)n.s.

Trait anger 21.9 (6.9) 21.8 (7.7) 19.4 (5.9) 0.773 (0.467)n.s.

IIP, mean (SD)
Sum 2.0 (0.4) 1.8 (0.6) 1.3 (0.6) 6.548 (0.003)⁎⁎

Domineering/Controlling 5.5 (3.8) 7.6 (4.8) 6.1 (4.9) 0.955 (0.392)n.s.

Vindictive/Self-centered 11.2 (3.7) 11.5 (5.6) 10.1 (5.5) 0.380 (0.686)n.s.

Cold/Distant 12.5 (5.1) 13.3 (6.3) 11.3 (5.3) 0.562 (0.574)n.s.

Socially inhibited 20.1 (6.5) 16.8 (7.1) 12.4 (5.8) 6.440 (0.003)⁎⁎

Nonassertive 21.5 (8.2) 16.4 (7.1) 9.9 (8.2) 9.924 (0.000)⁎⁎

Overly accommodating 20.0 (5.9) 15.2 (7.9) 11.5 (5.2) 8.160 (0.001)⁎⁎

Self-sacrificing 21.8 (5.4) 18.8 (7.7) 14.3 (5.8) 6.476 (0.003)⁎⁎

Intrusive/Needy 12.5 (4.3) 12.6 (6.6) 9.6 (6.3) 1.537 (0.225)n.s.

SD = standard deviation, n.s. = non-significant.
⁎ p b 0.05.
⁎⁎ p b 0.01.

653D. Gremaud-Heitz et al. / Comprehensive Psychiatry 55 (2014) 650–656



however, depressive experiences were quite different in this
study. Subjects with borderline personality disorder, with and
without a diagnosed depressive disorder, scored higher than
subjects with depression only on the measure of anaclitic
neediness (severe emotional dependence on another person,
especially relating to the dependence of an infant on a mother
or surrogate mother), correlated with interpersonal distress,
self-destructive behaviors, and impulsivity.

Mood lability and interpersonal sensitivity traits could be
related by a “cyclothymic temperamental diathesis” or
“borderline-affective” cluster [25,53]. This cluster, in turn,
seems to underlie the complex pattern of anxiety, sensitivity,
mood and impulsive disorders which is clinically shared by
atypical depression, some bipolar II, few bulimia nervosa
[54] and several borderline patients. Cyclothymic reactivity
and neurotic features (i.e., atypicality and panic attacks) or
structural problems may appear (in line with the description
by the French psychiatrist Kahn [55] relevant to the definition
of what today is considered bipolar II disorder [56].

In sum our findings could also be suitable with Kernberg's
model [57] differentiating biological and characterological
depression. In the case of characterological depression, often
associated with chronic suicidal tendencies, depressive affect
like other affects experienced by the patient, corresponds to
the underlying internalized object relations.

A distinct subgroup of borderline patients could be
characterized by co-occurrence of AD associated with high
phobic and general anxiety, higher general psychopathology
and interpersonal problems but no differences concerning
psychoticism and paranoid ideation. A possible connecting
mechanism for both borderline personality disorder and
atypical depression related pathology could be increased
rejection sensitivity giving rise to interpersonal problems.

Possible methodological limitations of this study are the
small sample size and the fact that all BPD patients (in all of
the three groups) were severely disturbed (high psychopath-
ological scores, see Table 2) and had fewer partners and high
comorbidity (see Table 1). It remains unclear if a comorbid
atypical depression would also be associated with more
severe psychopathology, anxiety and interpersonal problems
in other personality disorders than BPD.

In summary the fundamental pattern of atypical depression
is represented by chronic mild depressions, which are
characterized by a younger age at onset, female predominance,
interpersonal rejection sensitivity, andmood lability, which are
difficult to distinguish from characterological pathology.
Patients who present with such patterns are frequently
diagnosed with borderline, histrionic, or avoidant personality
disorders. Congruent with our results the New South Wales
University group (see [58,59]) asserts the structural priority of
anxiety symptoms over mood symptoms and the significance
of interpersonal rejection sensitivity in atypical depression.
This concept overlaps considerably with that of “hysteroid
dysphoria,”which was proposed by Klein and Liebowitz [60],
and was one precursor of Columbia group's later concept of
atypical depression.

Differential treatment response of subtypes of patients
with borderline personality has been identified [61–63]. A
careful phenomenological analysis of early clinical pheno-
types, a clinical staging (with valid severity indexes), and
strategic biomarker research are the building blocks for a
future personalized psychiatry [64]. Current therapies are
limited because they do not recognize or accommodate the
extensive heterogeneity of borderline personality disorder
and its complex etiology [65]. Currently, insufficient
evidence is available supporting most personalizing vari-
ables for borderline personality disorder or depression (an
important exception is cytochrome p450 activity). “Some of
the features that have potential as personalizing variables that
can help predict response to particular treatments, pending
replication studies, include sex, hormonal status, atypical
depression, childhood trauma, family history of mental
illness, and certain biomarkers and genetic polymorphisms”
[66, pp. 1].

Unfortunately the concept of atypical depression has
become overextended and gradually lost its construct
validity. Therefore, the diagnostic criteria for atypical
depression should be reconsidered in reference to various
definitions and concepts and refined through accumulated
clinical research (see Ohmae [67]). “A fuller appreciation of
the BPD patient's interpersonal relationships and the
person's reactions and affects to and within those relation-
ships holds the key to understanding the nature of the quality
of the depression of BPD” [24, pp. 25].
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0.05).  Conclusions:  These findings indicate an association of 
identity diffusion with psychopathological symptoms and 
features of personality disorder and emphasize the clinical 
significance of identity diffusion for patients with BPD. 

 Copyright © 2011 S. Karger AG, Basel 

 Introduction 

 The prevalence of borderline personality disorder 
(BPD) is estimated to be between 1 and 2% for the gen-
eral population, 10% for psychiatric outpatients, and 20% 
for psychiatric inpatients  [1–4] . Psychiatric comorbidities 
are common in BPD, especially affective disorders, sub-
stance use disorders, and eating disorders  [5–7] . Patients 
with BPD suffer from affective instability, interpersonal 
instability, and impulsivity  [8, 9] . Affects such as anger 
and hostility and self-destructive behavior, as well as el-
evated stress and negative mood states, have been found 
 [10–12] . 

  Identity disturbance is one of the 9 diagnostic criteria 
of BPD  [13] . It has been reported that this criterion has 
the most predictive power  [14–16] . Moreover, the severity 
of identity disturbance and interpersonal problems has 
been found to be prognostic of the course of inpatient 

 Key Words 
 Affects  !  Borderline personality disorder  !  Depression  !  
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 Abstract 
  Background:  Patients with borderline personality disorder 
(BPD) suffer from instability in their relationships, their affec-
tivity, and their identity. However, the associations between 
these dimensions are not clear. The purpose of the present 
study was to investigate the relation between identity diffu-
sion and psychopathology in BPD.  Methods:  In the second 
week of inpatient treatment, 52 patients with BPD were as-
sessed with the Inventory of Personality Organization (IPO) 
and questionnaires measuring general psychiatric symp-
toms, mood states, and negative affects (SCL-90-R, BDI, STAI, 
and STAXI). A median split was examined to differentiate 
BPD patients with high identity diffusion from those with 
low identity diffusion.  Results:  BPD patients with high iden-
tity diffusion did not differ in their social data from BPD pa-
tients with low identity diffusion. However, BPD patients 
with high identity diffusion showed significantly higher lev-
els of psychiatric symptoms, as well as higher anxiety, anger, 
and depression scores (p  !  0.01). Moreover, they suffered 
more frequently from concurrent personality disorders (p  !  
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treatment over 6 months  [17] . However, the findings on 
identity disturbance in BPD are inconsistent. Some stud-
ies have shown only moderate positive predictive power 
 [18–20] , while others have found a high negative predic-
tive value and high sensitivity for the criterion identity 
disturbance  [19, 21] . 

  While the terms identity and identity disturbance 
were hardly used by S. Freud, they became a central part 
of psychoanalytical theory based on the identity concept 
of Erikson  [22]  and the borderline personality organiza-
tion concept of Kernberg  [23, 24] .

  The current psychological and sociological perspec-
tives and conceptualizations of the term identity are 
manifold, e.g. (1) ‘a subjective sense of personal sameness 
or continuity over time and across different situations 
and contexts’, (2) an inner psychic structure of the mature 
personality, which (3) the individual has to engage in an 
ongoing struggle to realize and which occurs in process-
es of separation and individuation  [15] .

  The psychodynamic perspective defines identity as 
the ‘psychological structure that determines the dynamic 
organization of character’ [ 25 , p. 11]. This structure does 
not contain all of the different aspects of identity but – as 
an ego identity – it provides to some extent the basis for 
at least 3 further levels of identity such as personal iden-
tity, social identity, and collective identity. Ego identity 
manifests itself ‘in conscious representations of the self, 
others, and the world in general, and in identifications 
with social groups, cultural norms, ideals, and values’ [ 15 , 
p. 346]. Thus, human identity can preliminarily be de-
fined – to denote the aspect of subjectivity – as a sense of 
self or as the subjective experience of self, the feeling of 
the self ’s coherence, and its continuity over time and – to 
denote the diverse attributes – as a relatively coherent and 
stable center of behavior, of self-regulation, and of voli-
tional acts, as an individual with stable and distinct traits, 
characteristics, needs, beliefs, values, and a unique (self-
narrative) biography  [15] .

  Identity diffusion is characterized by terms such as 
fragmentation, boundary confusion, and lack of cohesion 
in the subjective experience of self. It is distinguished 
from the typical identity crisis of adolescents in that ado-
lescents, although involved in intense conflicts and con-
fused about the attitudes of significant others to them-
selves, have a clear sense of the issues and their conflic-
tual nature and are able to describe their own personality 
as well as the significant others with whom they enter into 
conflict in an appropriate, realistic, and integrated way. 
In contrast, patients with BPD demonstrate problems 
with internalized ethical values, norms, interests, and 

ideals and show a chaotic or contradictory attitude to-
ward such value systems  [23] . 

  Thus, identity disturbance or identity diffusion is con-
ceptualized by a lack of differentiated and integrated rep-
resentations of the self and others, the lack of long-term 
goals, a negative self-image, and the lack of a sense of con-
tinuity in self-perception over time  [14, 15, 22–24, 26–28] . 

  As a result, patients experience rapid shifts in the way 
they view themselves and others, discontinuities and 
shifts of roles, and a sense of inner emptiness. Moreover, 
feelings of loss of integration and a sense of incoherence 
have been described  [29, 30] . 

  Fonagy et al.  [31]  pointed out the failure of BPD pa-
tients to develop the capacity to mentalize, i.e. to step into 
the mind of another and to imagine the way the other 
experiences the patient. Finally, Westen and Cohen  [32]  
include in their definition of identity disturbance the 
above-mentioned attributes as well as others such as ‘lack 
of a coherent life narrative or sense of continuity over 
time’ or ‘the loss of shared memories that help define the 
self over time’  [32] .

  The paucity of empirical studies on identity and iden-
tity disturbance in BPD may stem partially from the dif-
ficulty of operationalizing and capturing the construct of 
identity disturbance in empirical clinical psychiatric re-
search  [33] . Studies in this area reported that: (1) less dif-
ferentiated and integrated representations of the self and 
others were significantly related to the self-reported use 
of maladaptive strategies (e.g. self-injurious behavior) to 
regulate negative affective states  [34] ; (2) identity distur-
bance was found in half of the patients with personality 
disorders  [35] , and substantially higher incidences were 
found (e.g. 86% in the Risskov-I-study  [36] ); (3) in com-
parison with normal controls, contrasting attributes were 
identified more often in the self-description of patients 
with BPD  [37] ; (4) patients with BPD and severe identity 
disturbance showed a less favorable psychotherapeutic 
treatment outcome compared to those with less severe 
identity disturbance  [17] , and (5) in a factor analysis to 
ascertain whether identity disturbance is a unitary con-
struct, Wilkinson-Ryan and Westen  [38]  distinguished 4 
identity disturbance factors: role absorption, painful in-
coherence, inconsistency, and lack of commitment. All 4 
factors, but particularly painful incoherence, distinguish 
patients with BPD from patients with a history of sexual 
abuse without BPD diagnosis. 

  It has been argued that identity diffusion may be cor-
related with high levels of self-rated psychopathology and 
negative affectivity  [39] . 
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  The aim of this pilot study was to investigate associa-
tions of identity diffusion and psychopathology, such as 
general psychiatric symptoms, depression, anxiety, and 
anger. 

  Methods 

 Patients 
 Patients admitted consecutively to the Psychiatric Hospital of 

the University of Basel (Switzerland) and diagnosed as suffering 
from BPD according to DSM-IV-TR criteria were included in the 
study in the second week of treatment. Exclusion criteria were 
schizophrenia, schizoaffective disorder, active psychosis, and 
substance intoxication or substance withdrawal syndrome. IRB 
approval was obtained, and all patients gave their informed con-
sent following a full explanation of the study.

  Fifty-two patients diagnosed with BPD were included in this 
study. Out of the total sample, 42 (80.8%) patients were female and 
10 (19.2%) male. The mean age was 29 years (SD 8.7). 

  Seventeen patients (32.7%) had only 1 personality disorder 
(BPD) without any other Axis II disorder, and only 2 BPD patients 
(3.9%) were without any comorbid Axis I disorder diagnosis.  Ta-
ble 1  lists the diagnostic characteristics of the sample.

  Interviews 
 Clinically experienced psychologists interviewed patients 

who had previously screened positive for BPD using the Struc-
tured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV Axis I Disorders (SCID-
I/P)  [40]  and DSM-IV Axis II Disorders (SCID-II)  [41] . SCID-I 
and SCID-II are known for adequate-to-excellent internal con-
sistency and interrater reliability  [42, 43] . The interviewers had 
been trained to pay particular attention to distinguishing Axis 
I mental state conditions from Axis II personality trait phenom-
ena. 

  Questionnaires 
 To assess identity diffusion, the Inventory of Personality Or-

ganization (IPO)  [44, 45]  was used. The scales of the IPO mea-
sure the constructs of identity diffusion, primitive defenses, re-
ality testing, aggression, and moral values. Good validity and 
reliability have consistently been demonstrated for the IPO  [46] . 
In order to generate subgroups for the severity of identity diffu-
sion, a median split of the IPO scale identity diffusion was cal-
culated.

  The SCL-90-R  [47]  was administered to assess self-reported 
general psychiatric symptoms. The Beck Depression Inventory 
(BDI)  [48] , the Spielberger State and Trait Anxiety Inventory 
(STAI)  [49] , and the Spielberger State and Trait Anger Expression 
Inventory (STAXI)  [50]  were used to assess depression score, anx-
iety, and anger, respectively.

  Statistical Analyses 
 All descriptive and inference-related statistical analyses were 

conducted with SPSS/15.0 for Windows. The parametric method 
used was the unpaired t test for group comparisons.  !  2  tests were 
used as nonparametric methods to test for intergroup differences. 
All statistical tests were considered significant at a 2-tailed level 
of p  !  0.05.

  Results 

 Social Data, Clinical Data, and Identity Diffusion 
 BPD patients with high identity diffusion and those 

with low identity diffusion did not differ significantly in 
their social data ( table 2 ).

Table 1.  Clinical data of the sample

Patients with BPD (n = 52)

Comorbid Axis II disorder (quantity), n (%)
None 17 (32.7)
1–2 21 (40.4)
3–4 12 (23.1)
n/a 2 (3.9)

Comorbid Axis II disorder (cluster form), n (%)
Cluster A 9 (17.3)
Cluster B 5 (9.2)
Cluster C 26 (50)

Comorbid Axis I disorder, n (%)
None 2 (3.9)
Affective disorder 42 (80.8)
Anxiety disorder 27 (51.9)
Substance-related disorder 33 (63.5)
Eating disorder 19 (36.5)

Table 2.  Social data of the sample

High identity
diffusion 
(n = 27)

Low identity
diffusion 
(n = 25)

Identity diffusion 
(mean 8 SD)

68.6 8 8.0 46.4 8 10.6 t = –8.52 
p < 0.0001

Age (mean 8 SD), years 28.588.0 29.489.4 n.s.
Sex, n (%)

Male 6 (22.2) 4 (16.0) n.s.
Female 21 (77.8) 21 (84.0)

Job situation, n (%)
Employed 8 (29.6) 5 (20.0) n.s.
Unemployed 19 (70.4) 20 (80.0)

Family situation, n (%)
Living with a partner 8 (29.6) 4 (16.0) n.s.
Living alone 19 (70.4) 21 (84.0)

Duration of BPD diagnosis, n (%)
<1 year – 3 (12.0) n.s.

1–5 years 8 (29.6) 8 (32.0)
>5 years 19 (70.4) 14 (56.0)
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  Identity Diffusion and Psychiatric Symptoms 
 Identity diffusion (IPO) and the self-rated psychiatric 

symptoms (SCL-90-R, BDI, STAI, and STAXI) correlated 
significantly with each other (p  !  0.01).  Table  3  gives
an overview of the psychiatric symptoms of the groups 
with high and low identity diffusion. General psychiatric 
symptoms, depression scores, state anxiety, trait anxiety, 
state anger, and trait anger as well as all other IPO scales 
including primitive defenses, reality testing, aggression, 
and moral values were significantly higher in the group 
with high identity diffusion. 

  Identity Diffusion and Cooccurring Axis I and Axis II 
Diagnosis 
 While the groups did not differ with respect to con-

current Axis I disorder, the frequency of concurrent per-
sonality disorders was different in both groups. As shown 
in  table 4 , the group with high identity diffusion suffered 
more frequently from further personality disorders, 
mainly a concurrent cluster C personality disorder.

  Discussion 

 Examination of identity diffusion and psychopathol-
ogy has shown a significant association between identity 
diffusion, depression score, severity of psychiatric symp-

toms, and negative affects. Our findings support the
results of a nonclinical sample study which has already 
shown a correlation between identity diffusion and nega-
tive affects  [46] , as well as the results of an interview study 
with BPD patients, measured with the Structured Inter-
view of Personality Organization (STIPO), which found 
a lower level of personality structure including identity 
diffusion in the patients with more severe clinical symp-
toms  [51] .

  The degree of identity diffusion could therefore be 
considered a dimension of BPD or an expression of clini-
cal severity. Identity diffusion could be regarded as a spe-
cific stable feature of patients with BPD  [52]  or of patients 
with severe personality disorders in general  [53]  or, like 
other psychopathological items, as a feature of a severely 
psychopathological state.

  Our results may represent 2 BPD groups with border-
line pathologies of different severities. We found high 
values of all IPO scales and frequent additional Axis II 
disorders in the BPD group with high identity diffusion, 
which supports the concept of a borderline personality 
organization with more or less severe personality disor-
der  [53] . Positive correlations between high identity dif-
fusion, primitive defense mechanisms, interpersonal 
problems, impulsivity, and antisocial personality traits 
have also been also shown in previous studies  [54] . More-
over, a BPD subgroup has been found to be characterized 

Table 3.  Identity diffusion and negative affects

High identity 
diffusion (n = 27)

Low identity 
diffusion (n = 25)

IPO (mean 8 SD)
Primitive defenses 48.1685.76 35.2887.64 t = –6.90, p < 0.0001
Identity diffusion 68.6088.02 46.44810.64 t = –8.52, p < 0.0001
Reality testing 48.70812.46 32.3688.70 t = –5.44, p < 0.0001
Aggression 37.0587.91 28.2584.94 t = –4.77, p < 0.0001
Moral values 28.44587.03 21.0086.05 t = –4.08, p < 0.0001

SCL-90-R (mean 8 SD)
Global severity index 1.7980.58 0.9880.56 t = –5.16, p < 0.0001

BDI (mean 8 SD)
Depression score 29.2689.73 20.44811.29 t = –3.02, p = 0.004

STAI (mean 8 SD)
Trait anxiety 61.5688.42 50.38811.21 t = –4.08, p < 0.0001

STAI (mean 8 SD)
State anxiety 58.84811.55 48.67812.93 t = –2.99, p = 0.004

STAXI (mean 8 SD)
Trait anger 24.1987.11 18.0485.70 t = –3.43, p = 0.001

STAXI (mean 8 SD)
State anger 20.4588.68 14.4084.30 t = –3.22, p = 0.003



 Identity Diffusion, Axis II Disorder, and 
Psychopathology in BPD 

Psychopathology 2012;45:15–21 19

by elevated levels of identity diffusion, aggression, and 
antisocial features  [55] . The interaction between identity 
diffusion and psychopathology remains unclear. Either 
identity diffusion predisposes to an exacerbation of psy-
chopathological symptoms, or psychopathological states 
(e.g. emotional instability) cause the disintegration of
the self and object representation. Empirical research on 
these interactions and possible causal relations remain to 
be carried out  [51] .

  The concept of identity diffusion as a marker of a per-
sonality structure implies that differences in demograph-
ic data such as job situation and family situation are to be 
expected. Contrary to our expectations, we were not able 
to show a significant difference in social functioning be-
tween the 2 groups. The reason may be the small number 
of patients in each group. 

  In principle, our results suggest that the degree of 
identity diffusion presents a measurement of the severity 
of BPD or any other personality disorder, as proposed in 
the revision of the diagnostic categories for personality 
disorders in DSM-V and ICD-11 (www.dsm5.org). DSM-
IV describes identity disturbance in BPD as being ‘char-
acterized by shifting goals, values, and vocational aspira-
tions’ [ 13 , p. 651], underscoring commitment and social 
functioning as fundamental elements of the ego identity 
status  [26, 56] . However, identity diffusion seems rather 
to manifest itself in specific fundamental factors such as 

‘painful incoherence’ or ‘inconsistency’  [38]  which dis-
tinguish BPD and other personality disorders from other 
types of psychopathologies. Regarding the specificity of 
the criterion, further research is needed to develop a dif-
ferentiated and operationalized term for identity diffu-
sion in order to avoid an equivocal concept. The detected 
correlation of identity diffusion with psychopathology 
and Axis-II comorbidity, respectively, could be interpret-
ed in such a way that the degree of identity diffusion (as 
a result of the impaired development of a sense of self-
identity) indicates a clinical measure for the severity of 
personality disorders which the recommendations for a 
revised definition of personality disorders in DSM-V in-
tend to include  [57] .

  Based on the assumption that the positive change in 
BPD symptoms manifests itself more in alterations in 
self-destructive behavior than in the personality traits 
which are close to temperament (e.g. impulsivity)  [58,
59] , the further course and the changes in both dimen-
sions – i.e. identity diffusion and psychopathology – need 
to be examined. At present, there are no empirical find-
ings that sufficiently explain the associations between the 
distinct core symptoms of BPD  [60] . 

  Further research should focus on the clarification of 
an empirically operationalized concept of identity diffu-
sion and investigate the clinical relevance of a thorough 
personality structure level in determining the severity of 

Table 4.  Identity diffusion and concurrent diagnosis

High identity
diffusion (n = 27)

Low identity
diffusion (n = 25)

Axis I disorder, n (%)
None 1 (3.7) 1 (4.0) n.s.
Affective disorder 24 (88.9) 18 (72.0) n.s.
Anxiety disorder 15 (55.6) 12 (48.0) n.s.
Substance use disorder 17 (63.0) 16 (64.0) n.s.
Eating disorder 11 (40.7) 8 (32.0) n.s.

Axis II disorder (cluster form), n (%)
None 4 (14.8) 13 (52.0) !2 = 8.37, p = 0.04
Cluster A 5 (18.5) 4 (16.0) n.s.
Cluster B 4 (14.8) 1 (4.0) n.s.
Cluster C 18 (66.7) 8 (32.0) !2 = 6.44, p = 0.01

Axis II disorder (quantity), n (%)
None 4 (14.8) 13 (52.0) !2 = 8.37, p = 0.04
1–2 12 (44.4) 9 (36.0) n.s.
3–4 10 (37.1) 2 (8.0) !2 = 6.17, p = 0.013
n/a 1 (3.7) 1 (4.0) n.s.

Axis II disorder (quantity), mean 8 SD 2.0081.41 0.7580.99 Z = –3.26, p = 0.001
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a personality disorder. Regarding prognosis, important 
therapeutic indications (e.g. expected hospitalization) or 
possible therapeutic strategies hinge on determining the 
severity of a personality disorder. 

  Our study contains several methodological limita-
tions. Because of the small sample sizes in each group, the 
generalizability of these results is limited. Our failure to 
find significant differences in social data between BPD 
patients with low and high identity diffusion should be 
interpreted with great care. Further research is needed to 
investigate identity diffusion in the different types of per-
sonality disorders and to examine the question of wheth-

er identity diffusion changes in the natural course of the 
personality disorder.

  In conclusion, the associations of negative affects, 
mood, and identity diffusion indicate the clinical impor-
tance of identity diffusion in patients with BPD.
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Objectives: Patients with borderline personality disorder (BPD) show various psychopathological
symptoms and suffer especially from disturbance in their identity. The purpose of the study was to
investigate changes—particularly in affective BPD symptoms and identity diffusion—during a
structured, disorder-specific inpatient treatment (DST) that combined a psychodynamic transference-
focused psychotherapy approach with modules of dialectical behavioural skills training.
Method: In a prospective, two-group comparison trial, 44 patients with BPD were assessed with ques-
tionnaires addressing identity diffusion and state, as well as trait affective psychopathology, before
and after 12weeks of inpatient treatment. Thirty-two patients received DST, whereas 12 patients were
given inpatient treatment-as-usual (TAU). The patients were allocated in a non-random procedure for
two groups, in order of admission and availability of treatment options in the DSTunit.
Results: In the pre-post-comparison, the DST group showed a significant decrease in identity diffusion
(p< 0.001) and improvements in instability of the image of self and others (p< 0.008), as well as in path-
ological (trait and state) symptoms. However, there was no significant improvement in the TAU group.
Conclusions: After a 12-week inpatient treatment, the findings indicate significant improvements in the
DST group in typical affective borderline symptomatology and in the personality structure feature of
identity diffusion. This highlights the significance of a short-term specific inpatient therapy for BPD.

Key Practitioner Message:
• A structured, disorder-specific inpatient treatment of patients diagnosed with borderline personality

disorder (BPD) combined a psychodynamic transference-focused psychotherapy treatment approach
(focusing on pathological features in personality organization, particularly on non-integrated images
of self and others) with modules of dialectical behavioural skills training. This treatment is associated
with a decrease in identity diffusion of these patients after 12weeks of treatment.

• The treatment is also related to a significant decrease in borderline typical psychopathological
symptoms such as depressive symptoms, as well as an improvement in state anger.

• The outcomes of this structured, disorder-specific inpatient treatment of severely ill BPD patients
indicated the relevance of intensive short-term inpatient psychotherapy in terms of psychopathological
improvements as well as initial changes in structural personality organization.

Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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OBJECTIVES1

Borderline personality disorder (BPD) is a serious psy-
chiatric problem. The mean prevalence is 1.35% in the
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general population (Torgersen, Kringlen, & Cramer, 2001),
15–25% amongst psychiatric inpatients (Gunderson, 2009;
Torgersen, 2005) and 50% amongst psychiatric inpatients
with personality disorders (PDs) (Lenzenweger, 2008;
Lenzenweger, Lane, Loranger, &Kesserl, 2007; Lenzenweger,
Loranger, Korfine, &Neff, 1997;Widiger &Weissman, 1991).
Symptoms of negative affectivity and affect dysregulation,
impulsivity and instability in interpersonal relationships
characterize the borderline syndrome (Gunderson & Links,
2008; Sanislow, Grilo, & McGlashan, 2000). Affects of anger
and hostility, self-destructive behaviour and elevated stress
and negative mood states are characteristic (Henry et al.,
2001; Walter et al., 2008; Zanarini et al., 1998). There is a high
comorbidity in BPD with other Axis II PDs, as well as Axis I
disorders (depression, anxiety, eating disorders, post-
traumatic stress disorder and substance use disorder)
(Leichsenring, Leibing, Kruse, New, & Leweke, 2011; Walter
et al., 2009; Zanarini et al., 1999).
Personality disorders are associated with distorted and

maladaptive thinking about oneself and others. The com-
ponents that substantially constitute personality function-
ing are identity, self-direction, empathy and intimacy
(Bender, Morey, & Skodol, 2011; Morey et al., 2011).
The revision of DSM-5 admittedly maintains a categori-

cal model for the diagnosis of PDs but includes a new
trait-specific methodology in a separate part of Section
III to encourage further research in this area (APA, 2013).
It takes into account dimensions of self-functioning and
interpersonal functioning, particularly impairments in iden-
tity or in self-directedness (instability in goals, aspirations,
values etc.). However, despite its important role, research
on problems of identity in BPD is still sparse (Brazier et al.,
2006; Levy et al., 2006).
Kernberg et al. focussed on this diagnostic core concept of

‘identity’ with regard to PDs, stressing a notion of identity
that ‘provides a psychological structure determining the
dynamic organisation of character’ (Clarkin, Yeomans, &
Kernberg, 2006, p. 11). On the basis of his psychodynamic
theory of personality, Kernberg defines identity diffusion
as ‘a structural, pathological consolidation of the inter-
nalised world of object relations’ (Kernberg, 2006, p. 980),
which is reflected in disordered and unintegrated repre-
sentations, both of the self and of other people. Many
researchers and clinicians consider identity diffusion or dis-
turbance to be one of the core diagnostic criteria for BPD
(Jørgensen, 2006, 2010; Jørgensen et al., 2009). Kernberg
further argues that identity diffusion is ‘the key anchoring
point of the differential diagnosis of milder types of charac-
ter pathology and neurotic personality organisation, on the
one hand, and severe character pathology and borderline
personality on the other’ (Kernberg, 2004, p. 61).
As we reported previously (Sollberger et al., 2012), the

paucity and inconsistencies of the results of empirical
studies on identity and identity diffusion may stem par-
tially by the difficulty in operationalization, accompanied

by confusion of the constructs of identity diffusion in empir-
ical clinical psychiatric research (Oldham et al., 1985).
Several operationalized and evidence-based disorder-

specific outpatient treatments have proven to be effective
in terms of symptom decline and improvements in
general functioning (Sollberger & Walter, 2010; Stoffers
et al., 2012; Yeomans, Levy, & Meehan, 2012). Whereas
dialectical behavioural therapy (DBT) focuses primarily
on an improvement in the fundamental affect dysre-
gulation (Lynch, Chapman, Rosenthal, Kuo, & Linehan,
2006) of BPD patients, the psychodynamic approach of
transference-focused psychotherapy (TFP) (Clarkin et al.,
2006) addresses—besides general and specific symptom-
atology—structural features of personality, particularly
the core pathological feature of identity diffusion. At its
root, identity diffusion, as the lack of a coherent, inte-
grated sense of self and others, characterizes the patho-
logical personality organization of a broad range of
severe PDs organized at the borderline level, including
BPD; it is treated in TFP as it manifests in therapeutic
transference, i.e., as a form of interpersonal manifestation
of intrapsychic conflicts amongst different internal states.
The efficacy of both the operationalized treatment of

DBT (Stoffers et al., 2012) and that of TFP (Clarkin, Levy,
Lenzenweger, & Kernberg, 2007; Doering et al., 2010;
Giesen-Bloo et al., 2006) has been evaluated in several
randomized controlled trials.
Regarding the current state of research, it is striking that

only a few studies have been published on inpatient treat-
ments (Bartak et al., 2011; Bohus et al., 2013) with even fewer
investigating the combination of different and specific
therapeutic approaches in the treatment of BPD patients.
In the recent Cochrane Review on psychological thera-

pies for patients with BPD (Stoffers et al., 2012), all but
two studies—one is unpublished, and the other was
excluded from the review for lack of randomization
(Bohus et al., 2004)—were conducted in an outpatient
setting. Participants in the Bateman and Fonagy (1999)
study were partially hospitalized. The study of Steil, Dyer,
Priebe, Kleindienst, and Bohus (2010, the unpublished
study in the review) included several stages—from a diag-
nostic outpatient phase to an inpatient stay and an
additional outpatient booster session after the end of the
inpatient treatment. But the main interventions were
conducted in an inpatient setting. A systematic review of
11 studies of DBT in inpatient treatment of BPD (Bloom,
Woodward, Susmaras, & Pantalone, 2012) shows consid-
erable variation in treatment configuration and duration.
However, the findings suggest that DBT may be effective
in reducing symptoms related to BPD in inpatient settings.
In an uncontrolled inpatient study using psychoanalytic-
interactional psychotherapy, Leichsenring, Masuhr, Jaeger,
Dally, and Streeck (2010) report improvements with large
effect sizes in target and general symptoms, interpersonal
problems and contentedness of life of patients with BPD.

D. Sollberger et al.

Copyright © 2014 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Clin. Psychol. Psychother. (2014)



In many countries (Germany, Netherlands, Switzerland
etc.), intensive inpatient treatment of borderline patients
or patients with other severe PDs is still very common
and can probably facilitate subsequent outpatient psycho-
therapy (Bohus et al., 2004; Stoffers et al., 2012). Indications
for inpatient treatment are (acute or chronic) suicidality,
severe or risky impulsive behaviour, problems with cur-
rent substance abuse, major psychosocial problems or a
negative therapeutic reaction that severely impedes out-
patient psychotherapy. Inpatient treatment particularly
emphasizes the potential risks of non-specific inpatient
treatment (regression, severe enactments etc.) (Dammann,
2012; Zeeck et al., 2009). As an overall goal, inpatient treat-
ment seeks to be effective in reducing psychopathological
symptoms related to BPD. It also aims to initiate a change
in features of pathological personality organization such
as identity diffusion. TFP specifically addresses the latter
as manifestation of a split mental structure.
To summarize, even though identity diffusion is thought

to be a core feature of BPD that is addressed by TFP,
changes in identity diffusion as an effect of specific psy-
chotherapeutic interventions have hardly been examined.
Only a few studies have reported improvements in per-
sonality functioning, such as personality organization
(Doering et al., 2010) or reflecting functioning and narra-
tive coherence (Levy et al., 2006). Moreover, despite recent
studies that examined the effectiveness of inpatient treat-
ment of BPD (Bartak et al., 2011; Bohus et al., 2013; see also
Bloom et al., 2012), there is still a need of studies that
particularly prove clinical approaches under natural con-
ditions in treatment programmes that combine different
evidence-based psychotherapeutic therapies.
Therefore, this study sought to examine the effectiveness

of a structured, disorder-specific inpatient treatment (DST)
of BPDpatients in a specialized disorder-specific psychiatric
inpatient unit. This unit employs the viable clinical ap-
proach of combining psychodynamic treatment with
modules of dialectical behavioural skills training (distress
tolerance, emotional regulation, interpersonal effectiveness
and mindfulness). More precisely, we focussed on the
characterological core feature of identity diffusion in BPD
patients and investigated changes in identity diffusion
during the DST in comparison with inpatient treatment-
as-usual (TAU). We argued that BPD patients in the DST
setting not only show a decrease in symptomatology
but—in contrast to the TAU group—also exhibit less
identity diffusion after the psychotherapeutic treatment.

METHODS
Study Design and Participants

Patients participated in an inpatient study for BPD
patients (Basel Borderline Inpatient Study BABIS). The

aim of this study was to compare the effects of DST
versus TAU.
The study was designed as a prospective, non-

randomized, two-group comparison inpatient study for
patients with a main diagnosis of BPD. Patients who had
been admitted consecutively to the Psychiatric University
Hospital Basel (Switzerland), had been diagnosed as
suffering from BPD by trained and experienced clinicians
according to the DSM-IV-TR criteria and were between
the ages of 18 and 65 years were included in the study.
Exclusion criteria were schizophrenia, schizoaffective dis-
order and bipolar disorder. Moreover, patients with intox-
ications and current drug or alcohol abuse as well as with
mental retardation were excluded, whereas patients with
a remitted substance use disorder were included.
The local ethics committee (EKBB Basel) obtained IRB

approval, and all patients signed written informed con-
sent, following a full explanation of the study.

Sampling

At baseline, 60 patients (37 DST/23 TAU) were inter-
viewed. Five patients (three DST/two TAU) failed to com-
plete the questionnaire and were excluded from the study.
Fifty-five patients were allocated in two parallel groups
due the clinical procedure described below. Forty-four
patients (32 DST/12 TAU) completed the second part of
our study after 12weeks.
Our sample consisted of 44 patients diagnosed with

BPD. Of the total sample, 35 (79.5%) patients were female,
and nine (20.5%) were male. The mean age was 29.6 years
(standard deviation = 9.2). Fifteen BPD patients (34%) had
one PD, 18 (41%) had two or three PD diagnoses and 11
patients (25%) had more than three PD diagnoses. Addi-
tionally, 38 patients suffered from concurrent major depres-
sive disorder (86.3%), 27 had a substance use disorder
(61.4%), 24 had an anxiety disorder (54.5%) and 17 BPD pa-
tients had a concurrent eating disorder (38.6%), according to
the SCID-I/P (First, Spitzer, Gibbon, & William, 1996).
The study was designed to contain two parallel groups in

two different wards with different therapists, one with DST
and one with TAU. Until recently, the inpatient unit pro-
viding DST in the Psychiatric University Hospital, Basel,
was the only one in the region. It is dimensioned for 14 pa-
tients. Because of this DST treatment facility shortage, many
of the borderline patients entering the psychiatric hospital
for psychotherapeutic treatment had to be referred to
another inpatient unit providing TAU. At the same time,
patients from other parts of Switzerland were referred
specifically to the DST unit, due to the conditions of
payment specified by their insurances. Therefore, randomi-
zation was not feasible in this clinical trial. Entry into the
treated DST group followed the order of admission and
availability of treatment options in the DST unit.

Change in Identity Diffusion
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Timing

The assessment point for both DST and TAU was the first
week after entering the clinic. Post-testing was conducted
12weeks after the initial assessment.

Settings and Treatments

Borderline personality disorder patients were assigned to
a DST that combines a psychodynamic TFP approach
with modules of dialectical behavioural skills training in
the psychotherapy ward of the Psychiatric University
Hospital or to TAU in a general psychiatric inpatient ward
of the same hospital.
Treatment-as-usual consisted of clinical management

(supportive treatment, social psychiatry and psycho-
pharmacotherapy) from the psychiatric services. Patients
in this group generally attended one non-specific psycho-
therapeutic session per week with a psychiatrist, psycho-
education in group therapy, supportive talks with staff
nurses and one session per week with a social worker.
Once a week, the senior physician of the unit supervised
the staff team. All team members were experienced in
treating patients with BPDs but not trained in specialized
evidence-based treatments for BPD.
Disorder-specific inpatient treatment combined twice-

weekly individual TFP sessions (in accordance with the
TFP treatment manual; see Clarkin et al., 2006) with a pri-
mary therapist trained in TFP, together with twice-weekly
TFP-oriented psychodynamic group therapy with nurses
and a social worker (similar to TAU sessions), as well as
weekly supervision and consultation meetings for the ther-
apists. In addition and depending on the demonstrated
improvements in affect regulation (Linehan et al., 2006),
patients in the DST unit attended weekly DBT-based
skills-training groups conducted by trained staff nurses to
augment the TFP treatment. As already mentioned above,
this specific inpatient treatment unit combined psychody-
namic treatment with modules of dialectical behavioural
skills training. Whereas DBT skills sessions focus par-
ticularly on mindfulness and on coping with extreme
affect states and dysfunctional behaviour, TFP targets
the conflicts amongst the patient’s internal representa-
tions of self and others within the transference and
interpersonal problems (Yeomans et al., 2012).
Disorder-specific inpatient treatment was performed in

a specialized psychotherapeutic unit with a set stay length
of 12weeks, whereas TAU was provided with variable
lengths of stay (mean 11.33weeks). Thus, treatment dose
(Howard, Kopta, Krause, & Orlinsky, 1986) expressed as
period of treatment was comparable in both groups but
slightly in favour of DST.
Psychopharmacologically experienced psychiatrists on

every unit prescribed the medication. All patients in both

groups were on medication deemed appropriate by the
psychiatrists and in accordance with the recommended
APA guidelines (Soloff, 2000).

Interviews

Clinically experienced interviewers were trained for struc-
tured clinical interviewing. To determine Axis I and Axis
II disorders, they interviewed subjects screened in the
clinical enrolment interview by experienced medical doc-
tors as being positive for BPD. These determinations were
made on the basis of the Structured Clinical Interview for
DSM-IVAxis I Disorders (SCID-I/P) (First et al., 1996) and
for DSM-IV Axis II disorders (SCID-II) (First, Gibbon,
Spitzer, Williams, & Benjamin, 1997).

Outcome Measures and Questionnaires

We chose identity diffusion as a primary outcome measure
because this complex construct of Kernberg’s object rela-
tions model of BPD, which underlies our study, is thought
to be the core feature of borderline personality organization.
Changes in affective psychopathology (i.e., anxiety, aggres-

sion and depression) were chosen as a secondary outcome
measure because of their relevance to emotional and affective
state and trait instability, from which BPD patients suffer.
To assess identity diffusion before and after treatment, an

instrument based on Kernberg’s concept of borderline
personality organizationwas used: the Inventory of Person-
ality Organisation (IPO) (Clarkin, Foelsch, & Kernberg,
2000; Dammann, Smole-Lindinger, & Buchheim, 2002;
Lenzenweger, Clarkin, Kernberg, & Foelsch, 2001). This
inventory measures the theoretically based constructs of
identity diffusion, primitive defences, reality testing, ag-
gression and moral values. We also used a recently
published analysis of the empirically examined factor struc-
ture of the primary scales for IPO (Ellison & Levy, 2012). In
contrast to the three theoretical constructs of the IPO
defined by Kernberg (coherence of identity, maturity of
defences and capacity for reality testing), Ellison and Levy
identified a four-factor structure from an empirical analysis
(performed on a large, albeit non-clinical, sample [n=1260]
and using exploratory structural equation modelling as
well as multiple regression). The structure includes the
following: (1) ‘Instability of Self and Others’; (2) ‘Instabil-
ity of Goals’; (3) ‘Psychosis’; and (4) ‘Instability of Behav-
iour’. The authors argue that factors 1 and 2 ‘can be seen
as separate aspects of the identity diffusion construct’
with regard to both the pattern of factor loadings and
the relationships to external measures of self-concept
stability. Moreover, the first factor seems to be a ‘general
factor’ because it contains far more items than the three
others. We therefore calculated our data on this empiri-
cally evaluated basis, too.
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To assess the affective state and trait symptoms, as well
as changes in comorbidity of depression, we applied the
Beck Depression Inventory (BDI) (Hautzinger, Bailer,
Worrall, & Keller, 2000), the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory
(Laux, Glanzmann, Schaffner, & Spielberger, 1981) and the
State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory (Schwenkmezger,
Hodapp, & Spielberger, 1992).
Good validity and reliability have consistently been

demonstrated for the IPO (Lenzenweger et al., 2001), as
well as for the other, above-mentioned self-rating instru-
ments (Barnes, Harp, & Jung, 2002; Dozois, Dobson, &
Ahnberg, 1998; Forgays, Forgays, & Spielberger, 1997;
Mueller, Bongart, Heiligtag, & Hodapp, 2001).

Drop-Out Rates

Eleven patients (20%; twoDST/nine TAU) failed to complete
the second part of our study for several reasons: three
patients (oneDST/twoTAU) left the clinic early, four patients
(one DST/three TAU) no longer wished to participate and
four patients (four TAU) could not be contacted.

Statistical Analyses

All statistical analyses were conducted with SPSS/20.0.
Assumptions of homoscedasticity and tests for normal
distribution were performed prior to the analysis. χ2-tests
were used for testing intergroup differences in nominal
and ordinal scales. Pre-post-comparison was analysed
with the paired t-test for normally distributed and the
Wilcoxon signed rank test for non-normally distributed
data. The unpaired t-test and the Mann–Whitney U-test
were performed for group comparison (corresponding to
the distribution of the data). All statistical tests were
considered significant at a paired level of p< 0.05.

RESULTS
Social and Clinical Characteristics

Table 1 shows severe BPD psychopathology with frequent
Axis I and Axis II pathologies at baseline. Because of our re-
cruitment process that was characterized by natural clinical

Table 1. Social and clinical data of the sample

DST (n= 32) TAU (n= 12) p

Age, mean (SD) 26.7 (6.5) 29.4 (9.4) t=!4.14, p= 0.001
Sex, n (%)
Male 6 (18.8) 3 (25.0) ns
Female 26 (81.2) 9 (75.0)

Job situation, n (%)
Employed and partially employed 12 (37.5) 4 (33.3) ns
Apprenticeship 8 (25.0) 0 (0.0) ns
Unemployed 7 (21.8) 2 (16.7) ns
Disability pension 6 (18.8) 10 (83.3) t=3.989, p=0.001

Family situation, n (%)
Living with a partner 7 (21.9) 1 (8.3) ns
Living alone 25 (78.1) 11 (91.7)

Duration of the illness, n (%)
<1 year 2 (6.3) 1 (8.3) ns
1–5 years 13 (40.6) 3 (25.0)
>5 years 17 (53.1) 8 (66.7)

Axis I disorder, n (%)
None 2 (6.3) 0 (0.0) ns
Affective disorder 27 (84.4) 11 (91.7) ns
Anxiety disorder 19 (59.4) 5 (41.7) ns
Substance-related disorder 18 (56.3) 9 (75.0) ns
Eating disorder 13 (40.6) 4 (33.3) ns

Axis II disorderCluster form, n (%)
None 9 (28.2) 6 (50.0) ns
Cluster A 6 (18.8) 1 (8.3) ns
Cluster B 2 (6.3) 2 (16.7) ns
Cluster C 21 (65.6) 3 (25.0) χ2 = 5.8, p= 0.02

BPD=borderline personality disorder. DST =disorder-specific treatment. TAU= treatment-as-usual. SD= standard devia-
tion. ns = non-significant.
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conditions, we had significant differences between the two
treatment groups in the following three variables: comorbid-
ity in PDs of the C type (anxious and fearful disorders), age
and disability pensions. On average, BPD patients in the
DST group were 3years younger than those in the TAU
group. A total of 83.3% (n=10) of the TAU group had a full
disability pension, in contrast to 18.8% (n=6) in the DST
group (p=0.001). However, despite this difference, the study
participants in both groups were fully or partially employed,
and therefore, no significant between-group difference has
been found concerning the employment status.

Psychopathology and Identity Diffusion at Baseline

As shown in Table 2, the groups did not differ at baseline in
terms of psychopathological affective features (state and
trait anger and anxiety, depressive symptoms). In contrast,
both identity diffusion—one of the theoretical constructs of
the IPO (Clarkin et al., 2000)—and instability of the sense of
self and of others—an empirical factor of the IPO (Ellison &
Levy, 2012)—differed significantly between DST and TAU
(Table 2). Moreover, there was also a significant group dif-
ference in terms of primitive defences (IPO)

Changes in Psychopathology and in Self-Functioning

After the DST group’s 12weeks of inpatient treatment, we
found significant changes in the theoretical construct of

identity diffusion (IPO), as well as in the empirical factor
‘instability of self/others’ (IPO empirically evaluated). In
contrast, identity diffusion and instability of the sense of
self and of others increased in the TAU group but not
significantly. Thus, the significant group difference at
baseline in this regard was absent at the second measuring
point. The other parameters of personality organization
features showed no significant differences after treatment
for either group (Table 3). In addition, a significant de-
crease in affective psychopathology was measured in pa-
tients participating in the DST. Thus, these patients
showed a significant improvement in self-reported de-
pression—even though the depressive symptoms still
indicated clinically relevant depression after inpatient
treatment. Furthermore, improvements in state anger
and a tendency towards improvement in anxiety states
were demonstrated. However, no differences were found
for the TAU group.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Identity Diffusion

Our combined TFP-DBT, disorder-specific, structured in-
patient treatment of patients diagnosed with BPD focused
on both the decline in psychopathological symptoms and
on an improvement in structural features of personality
organization, particularly changes in identity diffusion.

Table 2. Between-group comparisons at pre-treatment

DST (n=32) TAU (n=12) p

IPO (theoretical construct), mean (SD)
Identity diffusion 62.71 (12.81) 47.75 (13.74) t= 3.70, p= 0.001
Primitive defences 43.42 (8.94) 37.41 (9.08) t= 2.19, p= 0.034
Reality testing 41.19 (12.67) 38.83 (16.66) ns
Aggression 34.11 (8.21) 32.27 (7.12) ns
Moral values 25.59 (7.80) 21.83 (5.94) ns

IPO (empirically evaluated four-factor structure)*, mean (SD)
Instability in self and others 94.41 (17.95) 75.33 (19.90) t=3.31 p=0.002
Instability in goals 5.61 (2.38) 4.75 (2.65) ns
Psychosis 21.42 (8.65) 20.67 (9.70) ns
Instability in behaviour 19.10 (5.56) 16.40 (6.81) ns

STAXI, mean (SD)
State anger 18.56 (8.07) 15.00 (6.83) Z= -2.12, p = 0.034
Trait anger 22.10 (7.30) 18.67 (6.27) ns

STAI, mean (SD)
State anxiety 56.25 (11.0) 50.70 (14.86) ns
Trait anxiety 58.33 (8.65) 53.58 (14.22) ns

BDI, mean (SD)
Depression score 27.16 (9.16) 23.64 (12.92) ns

*Ellison & Levy, 2012
DST=disorder-specific treatment. TAU= treatment as usual. IPO= Inventory of Personality Organisation. STAXI = State-Trait Anger Expression Inven-
tory. STAI = State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. SD= standard deviation. ns = non-significant.
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Transference-focused psychotherapy for patients with
BPD targeted identity diffusion (Levy et al., 2006), i.e.,
the non-integrated, split-affect (sequestered in all nega-
tive, all positive) images of self and others. It specifically
addressed conflicts amongst the patients’ internal affec-
tive states, focusing on the transference in the therapeutic
relation. With regard to these affective states—which are
often barely tolerated—the DBT’s teaching of skills helped
the patient regulate and tolerate impulses and over-
whelming affects. Thus, the psychotherapeutic work
within the firm and structured inpatient treatment frame
focused primarily on the activated and affect-related
patient–therapist dyads in clarifying, confronting and
interpreting the affective states in their relation to images
of self and others. This approach was intended to achieve
a decline in symptoms. It was also intended to reduce
identity diffusion and to initialise a process of integration.
This process was to be continued in an outpatient setting.
Our results demonstrate a significant decrease in

identity diffusion and instability of the image of self and

others during the relatively short, specific inpatient
treatment, compared with inpatient TAU. Although the
DST group showed a significant higher Axis II Cluster C
comorbidity, which presumably impedes a successful
outcome (Zanarini et al., 2004), these patients benefited
from inpatient psychotherapy. It seems that the absence
of the TFP-based emphasis on identity diffusion in the
TAU group explains its lack of positive change.
One objection might be that the effect is due to the level

of severity, which differs at baseline between the two
groups in terms of Axis II Cluster C comorbidity, as well
as in terms of identity diffusion (measured by the IPO)
(for a similar discussion regarding self-injury, see Doering
et al., 2010). But it also might be true that particularly
Cluster C comorbidity with (neurotic) traits of anxiety
and avoidance leads patients in the DST group—besides
their additional aggression—to more intense use of the
therapeutic relationship and to more space for quiet
observation, reflection and description of their own emo-
tional states underlying the therapeutic dyads. This might

Table 3. Pre-post-tests of disorder-specific inpatient treatment (n=32) and treatment-as-usual (n= 12) groups

Variable Mpre SDpre Mpost SDpost t p

IPO (theoretical construct)
Identity diffusion—DST 62.71 12.81 58.49 14.01 2.95 0.006
Identity diffusion—TAU 47.75 13.74 48.92 12.28 !0.38 0.711
Primitive defences—DST 43.42 8.94 41.89 10.63 1.24 0.225
Primitive defences—TAU 37.41 9.08 36.92 7.96 0.27 0.789
Reality testing—DST 41.19 12.67 39.99 13.98 0.43 0.673
Reality testing—TAU 38.83 16.66 37.70 12.21 0.42 0.683
Aggression—DST 34.11 8.21 33.12 7.95 0.98 0.337
Aggression—TAU 32.27 7.12 29.88 7.67 2.15 0.060
Moral values—DST 25.59 7.80 24.67 6.98 0.93 0.358
Moral values—TAU 21.83 5.94 20.83 5.88 0.73 0.481

IPO (empirically evaluated four-factor structure)*
Instability in self/others—DST 94.41 17.95 88.35 21.61 2.85 0.008
Instability in self/others—TAU 75.33 19.90 77.35 17.80 0.46 0.964
Instability in goals—DST 5.61 2.38 5.27 2.62 1.07 0.293
Instability in goals—TAU 4.75 2.65 5.82 2.69 !1.70 0.120
Psychosis—DST 21.42 8.65 21.11 9.28 0.20 0.840
Psychosis—TAU 20.67 9.70 19.54 7.45 1.16 0.274
Instability in behaviour—DST 19.10 5.56 18.99 5.65 !0.22 0.832
Instability in behaviour—TAU 16.40 6.81 15.91 6.24 1.27 0.233

BDI
BDI—DST 27.16 9.16 21.39 12.31 3.65 0.002
BDI—TAU 23.64 12.92 18.86 14.49 0.94 0.370

STAI
State anxiety—DST 56.25 11.00 53.10 12.86 1.36 0.184
State anxiety—TAU 50.70 14.86 49.33 14.03 0.41 0.690

STAXI
State anger—DST 18.56 8.07 14.28 5.26 !3.18 0.001
State anger—TAU 15.00 6.83 17.18 8.38 !1.67 0.126

*Ellison & Levy, 2012
IPO= Inventory of Personality Organisation. DST =disorder-specific treatment. TAU= treatment as usual. BDI = Beck Depression Inventory.
STAI = State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. STAXI = State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory. M=mean. SD= standard deviation.
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be a benefit in terms of prognosis, since it is of particular
concern with respect to splitting mechanisms in self-image
and object representations. As reported previously,
borderline patients show a poorly integrated image of
the self and others, in contrast to controls with major
depressive disorders (Dammann et al., 2011): they pre-
dominantly display an altruistic, superficial and suffering
self-image and see aggressive tendencies only in other
persons. The TFP-based DST focuses precisely on such
split, polar-opposite affect dispositions that influence
partial representations and are supposed to disrupt
patients’ capacity for integrating their partial representa-
tions of self and others (Kernberg, 2006). However,
bearing in mind the severity of the disorder, the significant
improvement in identity diffusion in a relatively short
DST inpatient treatment, which focuses on achieving
structural or personality change, indicates the effective-
ness and the necessity of the treatment.
Moreover, the significant pre-treatment group difference

in the level of identity diffusion makes it methodologically
difficult to appropriately attribute the positive outcome
effects in identity diffusion in the DST group—in contrast
to the TAU group—to the specific therapeutic intervention.
The effect could be due to the methodological possibility of
‘regression to the mean’. Thus, for purely technical reasons,
patients with higher identity diffusion at baseline in the
DST group might show significant improvements in con-
trast to patients with less identity diffusion in the TAU
group. However, relative to the TAU group, the DST group
also exhibited improvements in the other outcome mea-
sures (depression and state anger). There, it appears at least
probable that the effect on identity diffusion is specifically
due to the intervention, namely, the TFP in DST that focuses
particularly on this feature. That provides evidence that
DST might be a treatment of special benefit to patients with
severe BPD pathology. Furthermore, the other significant
pre-treatment group differences should be taken into
account when interpreting the superiority of DST inpatient
treatment with regard to the improvement in identity dif-
fusion: the younger age of the DST group and the greater
number of disability pensions in the TAU group (Table 1).
Both may be related to the chronicity of the disorder, as
the BPD patients (with a mean age of around 30years) are
more frequently on disability pensions due to their illness
and are only partially employed, whereas the younger
patients in the DST group often are still in an apprenticeship
or fully employed. Therefore, younger patients have more
optimistic social perspectives than the elder patients.
However, in the natural course of BPD, as Zanarini and
her group showed (Zanarini, Frankenburg, Hennen, & Silk,
2003), there is a general decline in the course of ageing.
Thus, elder patients in our TAU group might benefit from
the small positive difference in age relative to the DST
group. On the basis of our data, it is difficult to define the
relevance of these factors, as it is not clear which group

was in better initial condition. The DST group had the
advantage of fewer disability pensions, which may indicate
less advanced illness. However, the group also had the
disadvantages of greater Cluster C comorbidity, higher
state anger and more primitive defence mechanisms.
Disorder-specific treatment, particularly the TFP items

that address identity diffusion, seems to be able to change
identity diffusion after intensive inpatient treatment for a
limited period. Admittedly, more research is needed,
particularly regarding the long-term outcome.

Affective Psychopathology: Anger, Anxiety and
Depression

In addition, the DST group showed a significant decrease
relative to the TAU group in state anger but not in anxiety.
The latter might be due to Cluster C comorbidity, given
that pervasive feelings of social inhibition and inadequacy
do not change in the socially intense environment of the
unit and in the short term. The significant decrease in state
anger in DST patients apparently indicates the beginning
of reorganization in perceiving and experiencing others
in interaction. These findings are totally consistent with
those of Clarkin et al. (2007), who showed a significant
reduction in anger as a specific improvement of the TFP
outpatient treatment, in contrast to the lack of improve-
ment in the dialectical behaviour treatment. This was also
similar to the results reported by Bohus et al. (2004), where
the DBT group showed significant improvement in every
outcome measure except anger. Aggression in terms of
state anger is one of the psychotherapeutic core features
during inpatient treatment: during the intense social
coexistence in the unit, aggressive interactions are focused
both in the therapeutic milieu in the ward and in the
psychotherapeutic group and individual therapy. Gener-
ally, patients promptly become confronted with their
aggressive behaviour by fellow patients or care workers
and therapists. However, changes in trait anger, as well
as state and trait anxiety, will last much longer than
12weeks and require a longer treatment phase, generally
in an outpatient setting.
In agreement with Bateman and Fonagy (1999), who

reported significant group differences in the improve-
ments in depression in BPD outpatients in mentalization-
based therapy, we found a significant decrease in dep-
ressive symptoms in the DST group. This contrasts with
the majority of RCTs of specific BPD outpatient treat-
ments, where no group differences in depression were
reported (Clarkin et al., 2007; Doering et al., 2010; Linehan,
Armstrong, Suarez, Allmon, & Heard, 1991; Linehan et al.,
2006; Verheul et al., 2003). Our findings cannot be
attributed to a high severity of depressive illness as
Doering et al. (2010) do for the Bateman and Fonagy study,
in which patients started with a BDI score of 36.0. Our
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patients started with a BDI score of 27.2 in the DST group
(comparable with 25.8 for the patients in the Doering
study), and there was no significant group difference at
baseline. Thus, it is more likely to be a specific effect of
the intense and, in contrast to TAU, highly structured
inpatient treatment of the specialized unit. During DST,
it may be that the modifications in the conceptions of self
and others in interaction, particularly affect-mobilizing
therapies (such as TFP-oriented group and individual
therapy combined with DBT-based mindfulness therapy,
as provided by the psychotherapeutic treatment pro-
gramme), affect changes in depressive syndrome by
improving the capacity to observe, reflect and describe
emotional states. Clarification processes in group and
individual psychotherapy and TFP typical reflections on
changing dyads in transference and its unconscious
motives (Levy et al., 2006), as well as a safe and stable
therapeutic environment, might be relevant in this regard.

Strength and Limitations

The strength of the study is its natural clinical design.
Moreover, it is one of still few studies that investigate
DST of severe BPD patients, whereas most findings
concerning the psychotherapeutic outcome of these pa-
tients are based on outpatient treatments (see Cochrane
Review, Stoffers et al., 2012). In addition, the study profits
from recent findings on the empirically evaluated IPO
(Ellison & Levy, 2012) with the core parameter of our
study: identity diffusion and instability in self and others
measured by the IPO. The results therefore provide an
important empirical basis.
The study contains several methodological limitations.

First of all, randomization was not feasible for practical
reasons, as we stated above (see section on ‘Sampling’).
In addition, the study has a small sample size, particularly
in the TAU group, because patients either let themselves
be put on a waiting list instead of an inpatient treatment
as usual in another, unspecialized psychiatric ward or they
utilized only a short time intervention of a few weeks.
Moreover, there was a higher drop-out rate in the TAU
group than in the DST group (two DST, nine TAU) indi-
cating a stronger therapeutic alliance in the DST group.
Furthermore, there are significant group differences at
baseline, which makes it difficult to appropriately weigh
the relevance of these factors in terms of the outcome
results. Because of these differences as well as of the
possibility of further unobserved differences due to non-
randomization, the generalizability of the results is limited.
In addition, in their inpatient setting, TAU group

patients received a lower treatment dose on average. This
lower dose was due to differences both in the length of
stay between various units and their clinical programmes
and the number of therapeutic contacts per week. In some

cases, it was also because of early discharge from inpatient
treatment. Thus, the interpretations of the positive treat-
ment results have to be qualified by these limitations. This
has to be carefully taken into account. Our results need to
be confirmed in further research. Also because of the lack
of matching in the allocation method of the present study,
a larger study sample is needed in order to control the
diverse treatment methods.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, there are significant improvements in iden-
tity diffusion as well as in affective psychopathology
under a disorder-specific, TFP-DBT combined inpatient
treatment over 12weeks. In spite of the substantial meth-
odological limitations of the study, the results indicate that
disorders-specific inpatient treatment may be effective.
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Abstract 

 

Background: Borderline Personality Disorder (BPD) is a very common illness. Interpersonal 

problems are one of the core features of the disorder next to affective instability and identity 

disturbance. The purpose of the study was to investigate the impact of the severity of 

interpersonal problems in borderline inpatients on borderline features and psychopathology 

over time. 

Methods: 37 inpatients with BPD were assessed with the Structured Clinical Interviews for 

DSM-IV Axis I and II Disorders (SCID I, SCID II) in their first week in the clinic and 

additionally had to complete a questionnaire (IIP-C, BDI, STAI, STAXI, SCL-90-R). After 

12 weeks of transference focused based disorder specific treatment patients had to fill out the 

same questionnaire once more. Since 7 patients didn’t complete the two questionnaires only 

30 patients were included in the study. In order to generate two subgroups for the severity of 

interpersonal problems, a median split of the IIP general scale was calculated. 

Results: Patients with higher interpersonal problems showed significant higher scores in 

identity diffusion and psychopathological symptoms but not in anger or impulsivity. After 

treatment, all patients showed a significant decrease in identity diffusion, depression, state 

anger and most interpersonal subscales. If compared separately, patients with higher 

interpersonal problems showed a significant decrease in identity diffusion, state anger, 

general interpersonal problems and several interpersonal subscales (non-assertive, exploitable, 

overly nurturant). In contrast patients with lower interpersonal problems at baseline showed a 

significant decline in depression and trait anger. 

Conclusions:   

Higher interpersonal problems are connected with other borderline features and 

psychopathological symptoms but not anger and impulsivity. After 12 weeks treatment the 

findings indicate significant improvements in typical borderline features for the group with 

higher interpersonal problems. It seems that high interpersonal problems are a positive 

predictor for psychodynamic disorder specific treatment for BPD. 

 

Keywords: borderline personality disorder, interpersonal problems, TFP, treatment outcome 



Introduction 

Borderline is one of the most common personality disorders that affects about 0.5 to 5,9% of 

the general population, around 10% psychiatric outpatients and 15-20% psychiatric inpatients. 

(Lenzenweger et al., 2007; Trull et al., 2010). The main characteristics include interpersonal 

problems, affective instability, disturbed identity as well as impulsivity.  

In DSM-V (APA, 2013), interpersonal problems are described as a pattern of unstable and 

intense interpersonal relationships characterized by alternating between extremes of 

idealization and devaluation. As well as frantic efforts to avoid real or imagined 

abandonment. The new DSM-5 section III model of personality disorders (APA, 2013) 

defines, in agreement with Otto F. Kernberg’s theory of structural personality organization, 

interpersonal functioning as the capacities for empathy and intimacy, with four severity levels 

of dysfunction. 

Among patients with BPD, associations have been found between BPD symptoms and 

interpersonal sensitivity, interpersonal ambivalence, interpersonal aggression, need for social 

approval, and lack of sociability (Stepp et al., 2011). Interpersonal dysfunctioning in BPD 

patients appears to be one of the best discriminator for diagnosis (Modestin 1987; Zanarini et 

al., 1990; Gunderson, 2007). 

Impairment of this social interaction is consistent with clinical experience and the literature 

(Stepp et al., 2009; Salzer et al., 2013). Although individuals with BPD may report a general 

tendency to exhibit interpersonal passivity, their behavioral repertoires can include more 

assertive approaches to engaging the social environment (Russell al., 2007). Physiological 

reactivity may be related to interpersonal ambivalence in BPD features (Dixon-Gordon et al., 

2013). 

In the study of Wright et al. (2013a) BPD symptom counts were unrelated to the primary 

dimensions of the IIPC, but were related to generalized interpersonal distress. In their study a 

latent class analysis revealed six homogeneous interpersonal classes with prototypical profiles 

associated with Intrusive, Vindictive, Avoidant, Nonassertive, and moderate and severe 

Exploitable interpersonal problems. These classes differed in clinically relevant features (e.g., 

antisocial behaviors, self-injury, past suicide attempts). A German study with over 200 BPD 

inpatients (Salzer et al., 2013) showed that the interpersonal style of BPD had a significant 

influence on interpersonal distress and global severity symptoms. 

 

 



Interpersonal problems are often a central focus of treatment and endure even after other 

symptoms have remitted (Clarkin, Yeomans & Kernberg, 1999; Zanarini et al., 2007) In 

contrast with the stability of interpersonal styles in other personality disorders, the stability of 

the interpersonal patterns in BPD patients is not clear. 

Wright and colleagues (2013b) investigated the stability of interpersonal problems in BPD 

patients over the course of a year and found that „interpersonal dysfunction on borderline 

pathology is stable in its severity but unstable in the style of its manifestation“ (pp. 1094). 

Aims of the study 

The aim of our study is to closer examine the role of interpersonal problems in borderline 

personality disorder patients. In a first step we want to examine whether the severity of 

interpersonal problems  is correlated with other borderline or psychopathological features. 

Another point is the question whether interpersonal problems diminish during treatment and if 

the degree of interpersonal problems has an impact on treatment results. 

Methods 

Study Design and Participants 

All Patients were inpatients at the Psychiatric Hospital of the University of Basel and were 

diagnosed with a borderline personality disorder (BPD) according the DSM-IV-TR criteria. 

Patients participated in an inpatient study for BPD patients (Basel Borderline Inpatient Study 

(BABIS)) and were treated at a specialized psychotherapeutic unit with a set stay length of 12 

weeks. They received a disorder specific treatment (DST) that combines a psychodynamic 

TFP approach with modules of dialectical behavioural skills training. Aims of the BABIS 

were to compare the effects of this specialised treatment versus treatment as usual and to 

identify the possible influence of subgroups within the heterogeneous group of BPD patients 

Detailed descriptions of the aims, methods and sample characteristics of the Basel Borderline 

Inpatient Study (BABIS) supported by a research grant from the Swiss National Science 

Foundation have been reported separately (Agarwalla et al., 2013).   

Exclusion criteria were schizophrenia, schizoaffective disorder, active psychosis or acute 

manic episode. Written informed consent was obtained from each patient. The study was 

approved by the local Ethics Committee (EKBB).  

The assessment point was the first week after entering the clinic. Post-testing was conducted 

12 weeks after the initial assessment. 

 



Interviews 

Clinically experienced interviewers attended a special education of the Structured Clinical 

Interview for DSM-IV Axis I Disorders (SCID-I/P) (First et al., 1996) and for DSM-IV Axis 

II Disorders (SCID-II) (First et al., 1997) and were trained to pay particular attention to 

distinguishing Axis I mental state conditions from Axis II personality trait phenomena. The 

SCID I and II are semi-structured interviews for assessing clinical and personality disorders. 

High interrater reliability has been shown for both interviews (Lobbestael et al., 2011; Maffei 

et al., 1997). 

Questionnaire data  

For evaluation of interpersonal criteria we used the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems 

(Horowitz et al., 2000), a 64-item self-report instrument designed to measure interpersonal 

deficiencies and excesses in 8 subscales (e.g. too responsible, too controlling) and a general 

scale. The IIP-C bases upon a two-dimensional circular model of interpersonal disfunctioning 

with two axis (Domineering vs. Nonassertive and Overly nurturant vs. Cold). The validity and 

reliability of the IIP-C scales have been demonstrated (Horowitz et al., 2000).  

In order to generate subgroups for the severity of interpersonal problems, a median split of the 

IIP general scale was calculated. 

To measure the general psychiatric symptoms and subjective complaints, we administered the 

SCL-90-R (Franke, 1995), the Beck Depression Inventory (Hautzinger et al., 2000), the 

Spielberger State and Trait Inventory (Laux et al., 1981), and the Spielberger State and Trait 

Anger Inventory (Schwenkmezger et al., 1992). 

Statistical Analyses 

All statistical analyses were conducted with SPSS/20.0. Assumption of homoscedasticity and 

normality distribution was checked prior to the analysis. χ²-tests were used for testing 

intergroup differences. Comparison of the two groups was conducted with Student’s t-Test for 

normally distributed data and Mann Whitney U-Test if a normal distribution wasn’t given. 

For comparison before and after treatment, we ran a paired t-Test (normal distributed data) 

and Wilcoxon signed rank (no normal distribution assumed) respectively. All test results were 

considered significant at a two-sided level of p< 0.05. 

 

 

 

 



Results 

37 patients diagnosed with borderline personality disorder (BPD) were included in the study 

and interviewed. 5 patients didn’t complete the questionnaire and were therefore excluded. 2 

patients didn’t finish the second part of our study and were also counted out. Of the 30 

patients included in the study, 25 (83.3%) were female, 5 (16.7%) male. The mean age was 

26.4 years (SD = 6.1) (see Table 1).  

28 patients (93.3%) were diagnosed with a comorbid Axis I Disorder, most frequently with an  

affective disorder (n=25, 83.3%); An anxiety disorder was diagnosed in 18 patients (60%).  

22 patients (73.3%) showed a comorbid Axis II disorder, predominant a Cluster C disorder 

(n=20, 66.7%).  

Table 1 :  
Demographic and Clinical Characteristics of Borderline Patients  
 Borderline patients 

(n=30) 
Age, mean (SD)  26.4  (6.1) 

Gender, n (%) 
Male 
Female  

 
5 (16.7) 
25 (83.3) 

Family situation, n (%) 
Living alone  
Living with a partner 

 
23 (76.7) 
7 (23.3) 

Current employment, n (%) 
Employed (full/part time) /Apprenticeship  
Unemployed/disability pension 

 
18 (60) 
12 (40) 

Duration of illness, n (%) 
<1 year 
1 year to 5 years 
5 to 10 years 
10 to 20 years 
> 20 years 

 
1 (3.3) 
13 (43.3) 
4 (13.3) 
8 (26.7) 
4 (13.3) 

Comorbid Axis I disorder, n (%) 
None 
Affective disorder 
Anxiety disorder 
Substance related disorder 
Eating Disorders 

 
2 (6.7) 
25 (83.3) 
18 (60) 
17 (56.7) 
13 (43.3) 

Comorbid Axis II disorder, n (%) 
None 
Cluster A 
Cluster B 
Cluster C 

 
8 (26.7) 
6 (20) 
2 (6.7) 
20 (66.7) 

Notes.  SD= standard deviation 

 

Interpersonal Problems  

A median split of the IIP Total item score was conducted to generate two severity groups. 

Since the mean over all patients of this score was rather high (1.84 compared to 1.28 in the 



general population [Horowitz et al., 2000]) we refer to the two groups as one with higher 

interpersonal problems (HI) and one with lower interpersonal problems (LI). The HI-group 

had an IIP Total item mean score of 2.25 compared to 1.47 for the LI-group.  

Between-group comparisons at pre-treatment 

Patients with higher interpersonal problems showed significant higher scores in identity 

diffusion and several psychopathological symptoms (e.g. depression, anxiety, GSI)  but not in 

anger or impulsivity (see Table 2) . They also were more often diagnosed with a comorbid 

Cluster C disorder and had more years of education. Regarding Interpersonal subscales, the 

HI group showed higher data in all scales; the scores were significant except for the scales 

Domineering/Controlling and Vindictive/Self-Centered. 

Table 2 :  
Comparison of Higher and Lower Interpersonal problems  
 Higher interpersonal 

problems (n=15) 
Lower interpersonal 
problems (n=15) 

 

IIP, mean (SD) 
Total Score 
Domineering/Controlling 
Vindictive/Self-Centered 
Cold/Distant 
Socially Inhibited 
Nonassertive 
Overly Accommodating 
Self-Sacrificing 
Intrusive/Needy 

 
2.25 (0.24) 
7.00 (5.40) 
10.88 (5.80) 
15.07 (5.27) 
21.67 (4.61) 
24.27 (6.05) 
23.20 (4.54) 
25.93 (3.60) 
16.27 (4.13) 

 
1.47 (0.32) 
5.60 (3.20) 
9.53 (4.19) 
10.87 (5.02) 
15.00 (6.21) 
13.60 (6.69) 
12.73 (4.48) 
16.31 (4.63) 
10.68 (4.47) 

 
t= -7.58, p=0.000** 
n.s.  
n.s. 
t= -2.23, p=0.034* 
t= -3.34, p=0.002** 
t= -4.58, p=0.000** 
t= -6.36, p=0.000** 
t= -6.35, p=0.000** 
t= -3.56, p=0.001** 

IPO, mean (SD) 
Primitive defenses 
Identity diffusion 
Reality testing 
Aggression 
Moral values 

 
45.20 (7.97) 
67.27 (11.45) 
43.20 (13.74) 
33.96 (9.02) 
24.60 (7.40) 

 
40.92 (9.33) 
57.87 (12.89) 
38.87 (11.75) 
33.67 (7.42) 
25.80 (7.95) 

 
n.s. 
t= -2.11, p=0.044* 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

SCL-90-R, mean (SD) 
Global severity index  

 
1.83 (0.50) 

 
1.14 (0.48) 

 
t= -3.85, p=0.001** 

BDI, mean (SD) 
Depression Score 

 
30.98 (7.22) 

 
23.89 (9.70) 

 
t= -2.27, p=0.032* 

STAI, mean (SD) 
State Anxiety 
Trait Anxiety  

 
62.00 (9.02) 
62.93 (7.58) 

 
52.27 (9.53) 
55.17 (7.05) 

 
t= -2.87, p=0.008** 
t= -2.90, p=0.007** 

STAXI, mean (SD) 
State Anger 
Trait Anger  

 
17.34 (6.15) 
20.60 (7.39) 

 
19.19 (8.67) 
23.67 (7.51) 

 
n.s. 
n.s. 

Cluster C Disorder, n (%) 
Yes 
No  

 
13 (86.7) 
2 (13.3) 

 
7 (46.7) 
8 (53.3) 

 
χ2= 5.40, p=0.020* 
 

Notes.  SD= standard deviation, ns= non-significant, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 
 

 

 



Pre-post-tests of all patients 

After treatment, all patients show a significant decrease in various variables. There is a 

significant change in all IIP subscales except for the scales Domineering/Controlling, 

Cold/Distant and Intrusive/Needy (see Table 3). Other significant decreases are IPO identity 

diffusion, BDI as well as in State Anger. The scores decline in all areas except for the IIP 

scale Domineering/Controlling. 

Table 3:  
Pre-post-tests of all patients  
Variable Mpre  SDpre Mpot SDpost t p 

IIP 
Total Score 
Domineering/Controlling 
Vindictive/Self-Centered 
Cold/Distant 
Socially Inhibited 
Nonassertive 
Overly Accommodating 
Self-sacrificing 
Intrusive/Needy 

 
1.86  
6.30 
10.21  
12.97 
18.33 
18.93 
17.97 
21.12 
13.47 

 
0.48  
4.42 
5.02  
5.49 
6.35  
8.29 
6.93 
6.37 
5.09 

 
1.66 
7.03 
8.67 
12.20 
16.21 
16.60 
15.73 
17.75 
12.23 

 
0.47 
4.92 
4.69 
5.01 
5.49 
7.93 
6.82 
5.93 
4.56 

 
3.10 
-1.21 
2.13 
0.78 
2.26 
3.30 
2.35 
4.46 
1.84 

 
0.004** 
0.235 
0.042* 
0.443 
0.031* 
0.003** 
0.026* 
0.000** 
0.077 

IPO 
Identity diffusion  
Primitive Defenses 
Reality testing-  
Aggression  
Moral values  

 
62.57 
43.06 
40.41  
33.81 
25.20 

 
12.90  
8.80 
12.51  
8.12 
7.58 

 
58.27 
41.82 
39.51 
33.09 
24.46 

 
14.20 
10.81 
13.97 
8.08 
6.70 

 
2.91 
1.00 
0.63 
0.71 
0.75 

 
0.007** 
0.324 
0.536 
0.481 
0.461 

BDI 
Depression Score 

 
27.44  

 
9.15  

 
21.68 

 
12.21 

 
3.46 

 
0.002** 

STAI 
State Anxiety 
Trait Anxiety 

 
57.14 
59.05 

 
10.38 
8.20 

 
54.01 
57.34 

 
12.36 
9.79 

 
1.26 
1.29 

 
0.216 
0.204 

STAXI 
State Anger 
Trait Anger 

 
18.27  
22.13 

 
7.45 
7.48 

 
14.53 
20.42 

 
5.34 
6.36 

 
3.35 
1.94 

 
0.002** 
0.062 

SCL-90 
Global Severity Index 

 
1.48  

 
0.60  

 
1.37 

 
0.67 

 
1.16 

 
0.255 

Notes. M= Mean, SD= standard deviation, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 

 
Pre-post tests conducted for both groups separately showed some differences: Patients with 

higher interpersonal problems showed a significant decrease in identiy diffusion, state anger 

and the IIP general scale as well as several subscales (nonassertive, exploitable, overly 

nurturant). On the other hand, patients with lower interpersonal problems showed a significant 

decline in depression, trait anger and only the interpersonal subscale overly nurturant. 

 

 



Discussion 

Although the relevance of interpersonal dysfunction of BPD patients is obvious, the 

underlying mechanisms are not clear. 

Interpersonal problems could be associated with attachment styles (Bornstein et al., 2010; 

Gunderson & Lyons-Ruth, 2008; Levy, 2005; Agrawal, Gunderson et al., 2004, higher 

vulnerable narcissism (sensitivity), rejection hypersensitivity, problems with intimacy, fear of 

abandonment (Gunderson & Lyons-Ruth, 2008; Ayduk et al., 2008; Lejuez et al., 2003), 

disturbed empathy or mentalization, impaired social cognition, low trust or higher degree of 

temperamental aggressiveness or anger (Critchfield, Clarkin, Levy, & Kernberg, 2008; 

McCloskey et al., 2009). 

Despite the limited number of participants of the study, reducing the generalisability of the 

results, two main conclusions seem possible. More psychopathology or comorbidity is not 

always an indicator for worse treatability. To the contrary specific symptomatologies can be 

indicators for better prognosis and less comorbidities can show less therapeutic effects (see 

also the results of Bateman & Fonagy, 2013). 

Our results are especially important as persisting severe impairments in general, social and 

interpersonal dysfunction have been shown in longitudinal studies for Borderline Personality 

Disorder (Zanarini et al., 2007; Zanarini et al., 2012; Gunderson et al., 2011). In the study of 

Choi-Kain et al. (2010) demandingness and boundary violations turned out to remit quickly 

while affectively oriented interpersonal features related to intolerance of loneliness and 

conflicts about dependency persisted. The quality of current relationships of patients with 

BPD predicted the outcome at a 2-year-follow-up (Gunderson et al., 2006). 

Low interpersonal functioning cannot be sufficiently explained by affective dysregulation 

theory (Jeung & Herpertz, 2014, p. 221). Interpersonal problems and identity diffusion (lack 

of a stable sense of one’s self) seem to be related. 

In general psychiatric hospitals hospitalized BPD patients feel hostilely repulsed by staff 

members and affronted by other patients (Benjamin & Wonderlich, 1994). The relationship of 

BPD patients interpersonal problem styles and alliance are not clear (Salzer et al., 2013). 

The results of our study are congruent with prior results that transference-focused 

psychotherapy could have specific advantages, compared with other treatments, in the 

interpersonal field (f.e. reflective functioning) (Levy et al. 2006) and that changes in identity 

diffusion, pseudoaltruistic interpersonal features (Non-assertive, Overly acommodating, Self-

Sacrificing) and associated anger are possible and crucial. 



Intensive and disorder-specific psychodynamic psychotherapy may have an especially 

favorable outcome for Borderline Personality Disorders with severe interpersonal problems, 

due to the fact that transference-focused psychotherapy is focusing on interpersonal 

difficulties. 
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