This is a chapter excerpt from Guilford Publications.
Major Theories of Personality Disorder, Second Edition,
Edited by Mark F. Lenzenweger and John F. Clarkin, Copyright © 2005

CHAPTER |

The Personality Disorders

History, Classification, and Research Issues

MARK F. LENZENWEGER
JouN F. CLARKIN

In the dialogue between theory and experience, theory always has the
first word. It determines the form of the question and thus sets limits
to the answer.

—FRANCOIS JACOB (1982, p. 15)

Theory without data runs the risk of ungrounded philosophizing, but data
without theory lead to confusion and incomprehension. The definition of
the personality disorders in DSM-III (and its successors, DSM-III-R, DSM-
IV, and DSM-IV-TR) as well as their separation from other clinical syn-
dromes (Axis I disorders) greatly enhanced the legitimacy of this class of
psychopathology as an area for research and personality disorder research
has shown unprecedented and exciting expansion over the past 25 years. It
was the thesis of first edition this volume (in the spirit of the quote from
Francois Jacob) that the time had come to articulate contrasting and com-
peting (at times, partially overlapping) theories of personality disorder in
order to stimulate some intellectual clarity within the growing body of
empirical data on the personality disorders. We remain convinced that per-
sonality disorder research will only move forward appreciably when guided
by rich and sophisticated models. With the second edition of this volume, it
remains our hope that the models and theories of personality pathology
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2 MAJOR THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

presented here will continue to serve not only as an organizing function
but, perhaps more important, as useful heuristics for continuing empirical
research on the personality disorders.

A BRIEF HISTORICAL OVERVIEW
OF PERSONALITY DISORDER THEORIES

One can trace the conceptualization and articulation of personality and
related personality pathology in the history of psychiatry and clinical psy-
chology, and in the development of personality theory and research in the
tradition of academic psychology. Whereas there has traditionally been
considerable interaction between psychiatry and clinical psychology, the
writings and research generated by the field of academic psychology have
been focused mainly on normal personality and had little relationship to
the clinical traditions. This separation was promoted not only by the physi-
cal locale of many clinicians (i.e., hospitals and medical centers vs. univer-
sity departments of psychology) as well as the reasonable aims of both
groups (clinicians diagnose and treat the impaired and dysfunctional,
whereas academic personality psychologists view normative functioning
and normal personality organization as the object of study). Our goal here
is not to review the history of personality theory and related personality
disorder theory. Rather, our major focus here is to briefly summarize the
conceptualizations of those personality theorists who have ventured into
the area of personality disorders or the relationship of personality to
pathology. Our overview is, therefore, necessarily selective and makes no
claim to be exhaustive; we provide references which the interested reader
can pursue.

Vaillant and Perry (19835) trace the articulation in the history of clini-
cal psychiatry of the notion that personality itself can be disordered back to
work in the 19th century on “moral insanity.” By 1907, Kraepelin had
described four types of psychopathic personalities. The psychoanalytic
study of character pathology began in 1908 with Freud’s Character and
Anal Erotism (1980/1959) followed by Franz Alexander’s (1930) distinc-
tion between neurotic character and symptom neuroses and by Reich’s
(1945) psychoanalytic treatment of personality disorders.

Clinical Psychology and the Assessment
of Personality Pathology

The most unique contribution of clinical psychology to the history of per-
sonality and personality pathology was the development and application of
psychological testing instruments for the assessment of personality pathol-
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ogy in clinical settings. The flowering of the traditional “full battery”
approach to personality assessment in clinical settings is exemplified in the
writings of Rappaport, Gill, and Schafer (1968). According to these
authors, diagnostic testing of personality and ideational content was con-
cerned with “different types of organizations of the subject’s spontaneous
thought processes, and attempts to infer from their course and characteris-
tics the nature of his personality and maladjustment” (p. 222). The focus of
this traditional approach was shaped by the environment of the day—that
is, by the psychiatric diagnostic system in vogue (officially and unofficially)
and the predominantly psychodynamic treatment approaches.

In contrast to the full-battery traditional approach, the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), the well-known self-report
inventory, was first published in 1943 by Starke Hathaway, PhD, and J.
Charnley McKinley, MD (Hathaway & McKinley, 1943/1983), with scales
measuring salient clinical syndromes of the day such as depression, hypo-
chondrias, schizophrenia, and others. The fact that the MMPI was called a
personality test is itself a manifestation of the intertwining of concepts of
clinical syndromes and personality/personality pathology. Interestingly,
however, only two (Scale 4: Psychopathic deviate and Scale 5: Masculinity/
Femininity) of the original nine clinical scales actually assessed constructs
akin to personality traits or attributes; Scale 0, developed later, was
designed to assess social introversion.

In more recent times, there has been less emphasis in clinical assess-
ment in psychiatric settings on projective tests used to assess personality
defined in a global sense (owing to concerns about validity, see Lilienfeld,
Wood, & Garb, 2000), and more focus on the development of successors
to the MMPI that have used advances in psychometric development and
are more closely tied to a diagnostic system that makes a distinction
between Axis I syndromes and Axis II personality pathology. Illustrative of
these instruments are the Millon Clinical Multiaxial Inventory (MCMI;
and its successors, the MCMI-II and MCMI-III) and the Personality Assess-
ment Inventory (PAL; Morey, 1991). Given the historical role and impor-
tance attached to the clinical interview procedure in psychiatry as well as
the advances achieved in the design of structured interviews for the major
mood disorders and psychoses (e.g., the Present State Examination [PSE]
and Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia [SADS]) through
the 1970s, it was a natural development to see the careful development of
semistructured interviews (e.g., the Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-
MI-R [SCID-II; Spitzer, Williams, & Gibbon, 1987] and the PDE [Loranger,
1988]) that reliably assess personality disorders as described in the DSM
system. Today the standard and most well-accepted approach to the diag-
nosis of personality disorders remains the structured interview approach
with a number of excellent interviews to choose from (International Per-
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sonality Disorders Examination [IPDE; Loranger, 1999]; Structured Inter-
view for DSM-IV Personality [SIDP-IV; Pfohl, Blum, & Zimmerman,
1997]; Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV Axis II Personality Disor-
ders [SCID-II; First, Spitzer, gibbon, & Williams, 1997]). It is worth noting
that unlike its peers, the IPDE is configured to assess both DSM-IV and
ICD-10 diagnostic criteria for personality disorders (Loranger et al., 1994).
Axis IT structured interviews still remain primarily used in research settings,
their integration into training program curricula has increased, and their
application in clinical work is encouraged. The interested reader is referred
to Zimmerman (1994) for an excellent review of the many critical issues
that surround the diagnosis of personality disorders (see also Livesley,
2003; Loranger, 1991a; Loranger, 2000).

Other self-report personality questionnaires have been developed to
capture the dimensions thought to be related to the diagnostic criteria on
Axis TI. This would include the work of Livesely and colleagues (e.g.,
Schroeder, Wormworth, & Livesley, 1994, 2002) and Clark (1993). Some
would speculate that the personality disorders involve maladaptive and
inflexible expressions of the basic dimensions of personality as captured in
the popular five-factor model of personality (see Costa & McCrae, 1990;
John, 1990) or the interpersonal circumplex model of personality (e.g.,
Wiggins & Pincus, 1989, 2002). Energetic efforts have been made to
describe the personality disorders on Axis II in terms of the five-factor
model from a conceptual point of view (Costa & Widiger, 2002; Morey,
Gunderson, Quigley, & Lyons, 2000), with some measure of consistent
empirical support (Saulsman & Page, 2004; Schroeder et al., 1994, 2002)
(see below). An alternative dimensional model that is firmly rooted in
underlying neurobehavioral systems conceptualizations (e.g., Depue &
Lenzenweger, 2001, and Chapter 8, this volume) is also now available as
an alternative to the nonbiological lexically based five-factor approach.
Finally, a comprehensive self-report instrument, developed within a clinical
setting, now exists that is designed to capture both the putative dimensions
underlying normal personality as well as those domains relevant to the
assessment of DSM-IV-defined Axis II disorders (i.e., the OMNI Personal-
ity Inventory and OMNI-IV Personality Disorder Inventory, Loranger
[2002]).

Academic Psychology

The field of personality within the larger academic world of psychology has
been a time-honored tradition that has suffered its ups and downs (see
Hogan, Johnson, & Briggs, 1997; Pervin & John, 1999). An examination
of the reviews of the field of personality in the Annual Review of Psychol-
ogy provides an historical sense of the academic debates in the field and the
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issues that were passionately fought over in the past (e.g., do traits exist?)
(e.g., Funder, 2001). In 1990, Pervin, a senior observer of the field, enumer-
ated the recurrent issues in personality research and theory, some of which
are relevant to and may be rethought (and fought) in the field of personal-
ity disorders: (1) definition of personality; (2) relation of personality theory
to psychology and other subdisciplines, including clinical psychology; (3)
view of science; (4) views of the person; (5) the idiographic-nomothetic
issue; (6) the internal-external issue; (7) the nature-nurture issue; (8) the
developmental dimension; (9) persistence and change in personality; and
(10) emphasis on conscious versus unconscious processes.

Traditionally, academic personality psychologists studied nonclinical
populations, they were more interested in the “normal” personality and
consequently gave little attention in their theories to abnormal personality
or personality pathology. For example, Gordon Allport (1937) one of the
early leaders of normative personality theory, criticized Freud for suggest-
ing a continuum of personality pathology; instead he postulated a division
in personality processes between the normal personality and the neurotic
personality. The tendency on the part of academic personologists to theo-
rize about and research normative personality most probably reflects not
only their substantive area of interest (i.e., normalcy) but also their training
(i.e., absence of training in clinical methods and lack of exposure to psy-
chopathological populations) and place of work (the university psychology
department as opposed to the clinic and/or psychopathology laboratory).
Until relatively recently, there were few academic personologists who
extended their theorizing or empirical work to the pathological personality
realm, exceptions such as Henry Murray (1938) and Timothy Leary (1957)
are well known. This is a theme that will reverberate through the second
edition of this volume: In what setting does the theoretician of personality
disorders work, and how does that affect the resulting theory?

THE NEO-KRAEPELINIAN REVOLUTION, DSM-III,
AND THE BIRTH OF AXIS II

Just as the academic personologists have focused on the normative person-
ality and its structure and development, those in the clinical area (clinical
psychologists, psychopathologists, psychiatrists, psychoanalysts) focused
their attention and efforts on the pathological variations seen in human
personality functioning. To begin, DSM-I (American Psychiatric Associa-
tion, 1952) provided four categories of psychiatric disorder: (1) distur-
bances of pattern; (2) disturbances of traits; (3) disturbances of drive,
control, and relationships; and (4) sociopathic disturbances. These and sub-
sequent categories of personality disorder in DSM-II (American Psychiatric
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Association, 1968) were used only when the patient did not fit comfortably
in other categories. The personality disorders defined on a separate axis,
whether or not a symptomatic disorder was present, first appeared in
DSM-III in 1980. The interested reader is referred to Millon (1995) for one
of the best historical reviews of both the process of DSM-II’s construction
and its formulation of personality disorders as well as a more general prior
history of personality disorders.

The advent of DSM-III and its successors (DSM-III-R, DSM-IV, DSM-
IV-TR), which use a multiaxial diagnostic system that makes a distinction
between clinical syndromes (Axis I) and personality disorders (Axis II),
both brought into sharp focus and encapsulated the controversy concerning
the nature and role of personalty/personality pathology in the history of
psychiatry and the history of modern personality research. The introduc-
tion of a distinction between clinical syndromes and personality disorders
as well as explicit description of personality pathology within DSM-III by
no means brought about unanimity and intellectual peace. In many ways,
the introduction of the formal Axis II classification scheme in 1980 ushered
in what would begin an exceedingly active initial phase of personality dis-
order research—namely, clarification and validation of the personality dis-
order constructs and beginning efforts at illumination of the relations
between personality and personality disorder (see section “Normal Person-
ality and Personality Disorder”).

Numerous examples can be cited of active productive discussion
resulting from the introduction of DSM-III and subsequent DSM nomen-
clatures. Some workers have argued from accumulated clinical experience
that the particular disorders defined in Axis II do not adequately match
clinical reality. For example, distinctions between hysterical and histrionic
personality disorders have been neglected in Axis II (see Kernberg &
Caligor, Chapter 3, this volume); or the very existence of pathological mas-
ochism has been only variably recognized and fraught with debate; or clini-
cally rich concepts related to the classic psychopathy notion have been
given diminished attention in favor of a behaviorally defined antisocial per-
sonality disorder concept. Others have argued at a more basic level that
DSM Axis II criteria do not meet scientific standards (Clark, 1992). For
example, Clark (1992) suggested that the Axis II personality criteria were
not optimally grouped into “disorders” and do not accurately reflect trait
dimensions.

These issues highlight some of the difficulties that coexist with the
alleged benefits of an “atheoretical” approach proclaimed by the architects
of DSM-IIT and its successors. The development of DSM-III, really the cul-
minating event of the so-called neo-Kraepelinian revolution in psychiatry
(see Blashfield, 1984), justifiably sought a diagnostic system that would
provide explicit, usually behavioral, criteria that could be reliably assessed.
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Such a methodological approach to the definition and operationalization of
constructs was long known in psychology (see Cronbach & Meehl, 1955)
and its utility was established. Therefore, many psychiatric and clinical psy-
chology researchers welcomed the overhaul of the diagnostic system with
open arms. Unfortunately, however, it is our sense that during the rush for
diagnostic reliability in the 1970s, the value placed on reliability (some-
thing all could agree on) became conflated with or necessarily implied the
need for an “atheoretical” approach to diagnosis. The reasons for adopting
an atheoretical approach in the contemporary DSM systems were surely
complex and were likely a necessity in order to have the diagnostic systems
adopted despite parochial interests of the various schools of psychotherapy
and clinical practice. In other words, such an atheoretical approach was
necessary given that the product (i.e., the DSM) was a quasi-political one,
albeit one with important scientific impact. Our point should be obvious;
we firmly endorse a methodological approach to diagnosis that is rigorous
and displays adequate reliability and validity; however, such an approach
need not necessarily be “atheoretical.” In 1996 when we initially presented
the first edition of this volume it stood in sharp relief to the atheoretical
approach of the DSM system. Since that time there has been an increase in
research interest in model-guided research in personality disorders, which,
to our minds, represents some of the most exciting work in this area. None-
theless, we still see the need for a compilation of current substantive models
of personality disorder as the official nomenclature (DSM-IV) as well as
planned revisions (DSM-V) are likely to continue with the atheoretical per-
spective on personality disorders. We present the second edition of this vol-
ume precisely because the theories and models herein will not only guide
empirical measurement of personality pathology but also provide a contin-
uing context in which empirical results can be examined and understood;
new hypotheses may be generated; and, ideally, etiology, pathogenesis, and
development of personality disorders shall be illuminated.

ISSUES OF CONCERN FOR SCIENTIFIC THEORIES
OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

As we noted earlier, the advent of Axis II in the multiaxial system intro-
duced by DSM-III and the explicit definition of personality disorders has
stimulated scientific and clinical interest in personality pathology. DSM-
Ils effect on both research and practice was unambiguous and rather dra-
matic, primarily leading to an increase in the rate at which Axis II diagno-
ses were made in clinical settings (e.g., Loranger, 1990) but also a marked
increase in the number of research studies directed at personality pathol-
ogy. A review of articles in the prominent scientific psychopathology jour-
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nals (e.g., Archives of General Psychiatry and Journal of Abnormal Psy-
chology) since 1980 will reveal a noteworthy increase in the number of
research reports on Axis-II-related topics. This era of scientific growth was
rapid and substantial enough, in fact, to warrant development and publica-
tion of the specialty journal Journal of Personality Disorders as well as the
formation of the International Society for the Study of Personality Disor-
ders. The Journal of Personality Disorders continues to thrive and more
and more reports on personality disorders have appeared in the general
psychopathology and psychiatry journals (Archives of General Psychiatry,
American Journal of Psychiatry, Journal of Abnormal Psychology). There
is evidence as well that research funding has begun to increase in the area of
personality disorders. By almost any objective index, the rate of scholarly
inquiry into personality pathology has seen dramatic growth in the 25
years since the advent of DSM-III and the decades to come are almost cer-
tain to see sustained interest in the personality disorders.

The contributors to this volume once again have articulated their
respective views on the nature and organization of personality pathology,
with numerous updates and revisions to their 1996 positions. In contrast to
the “atheoretical” position of DSM-IV, each of our contributors has taken
a stand with respect to the fundamental nature of personality disorder,
transcending an approach (i.e., DSM-IV) that explicitly describes, but,
unfortunately, eschews, explanation. Consistent with the contents of this
volume, our hope is that future scientific work in personality disorders will
continue to become increasingly theory-guided. The benefit of such a devel-
opment in the scientific approach to personality pathology lies in the power
achieved through formulating testable and falsifiable models that are not
merely descriptive but, rather, emphasize etiology, mechanism, and lifespan
developmental sequelae of personality pathology. An additional benefit of
theory-guided and empirically based models of personality pathology, of
course, would be the further development and refinement of rational treat-
ments for personality disorders that are more closely tailored to the specific
deficits and dysfunctional attributes presented by individual personality
pathologies, an aim embodied in the clinical approach known as “differen-
tial therapeutics” or “systematic treatment selection” (Beutler & Clarkin,
1990). Those involved in interventions research have pointed out that the
field has focused on a few questions, such as the impact of a few described
treatments as compared to no treatment or treatment as usual, and the gen-
eralization of treatments across problem areas and settings (National Insti-
tute of Mental Health, 2002). Other questions, most relevant to practical
clinical work, such as how and why specific psychotherapeutic interven-
tions work, have been ignored. From a technical point of view, this concern
about how treatments work involves the search for moderators and media-
tors of change, necessitating hypothesis-generating analyses. This effort to
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examine the mediators and moderators of change in psychotherapy will
necessitate clear articulation of the theory of personality disorders and their
key elements (Clarkin & Levy, in press). Finally, with increased knowledge
of etiology and mechanism, one could ultimately consider issues related to
the prevention of personality disorders, though clearly a Herculean task
that challenges the imagination at present. The importance of theory-
guided approaches to personality pathology is only amplified when one
considers the pervasiveness of personality disorders in general clinical prac-
tice, clinic populations, and the population at large. High-quality epi-
demiologically derived estimates of the prevalence of Axis II disorders are
now available (see below) and they suggest a prevalence between 9 and
13% in the community (Lenzenweger, Loranger, Korfine, & Neff, 1997;
Torgersen, Kringlen, & Cramer, 2001; Samuels et al., 2002). These figures
accord well with the initial “guesstimates” of between 10 and 15%
(Weissman, 1993). Clearly, assuming 1 in 10 persons is affected by person-
ality pathology, it is safe to assert that personality pathology is ubiquitous
and we are, therefore, challenged to understand the “hows” and “whys” of
personality disorder development as well as to discern the most efficient
and valid classification approach for such disorders. On a related note,
these prevalence estimates suggest personality disorders do represent a pub-
lic health concern, and funding for research on the personality disorders is
deserving of a nontrivial enhancement.

We are committed to and advocate a scientific approach to the study
of psychopathology and the study of personality disorders is no exception.
In this framework the necessity of reliable assessments, measures, and pro-
cedures that possess suitable validity is axiomatic; however, despite good
instrumentation, we anticipate future personality disorder theories and
research will be characterized by “false starts,” forays down “blind alleys,”
and the customary slow progress of “normal science” punctuated by peri-
odic substantive advances and moments of genuine clarity. This section of
our introductory chapter is intended to highlight issues that any scientific
theory of personality disorder must consider. We intend to raise more ques-
tions than provide answers. As most research in personality disorders is
probably best considered as occurring within the “context of discovery”
(Reichenbach, 1938), it seems prudent to us to draw attention to a variety
of substantive and methodological issues that should guide research in this
rapidly developing area in psychopathology research. We highlighted these
issues in the first edition of this volume and most, if not all, of them remain
unresolved and in need of continued examination. Personality disorders
research, we suggest, is particularly interesting as it will need draw on the
lessons we have learned, methodological and otherwise, from the study of
other forms of severe psychopathology (e.g., schizophrenia and affective ill-
ness). However, it is particularly ripe with challenges that are relatively
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unique to this domain of pathology. For example, Where are the bound-
aries between “normal” personality and personality disorder? Can one
define a “case” of personality disorder in the absence of marked impair-
ment or distress? Furthermore, one could argue that some of the specific
research challenges that personality disorder psychopathology affords may
not be readily illuminated by the clues we have gleaned from other areas of
study and reliance on previous insights may be less useful than having the
wrong map for a territory. In short, in the study of personality pathology
we rely on the efforts and insights many psychopathologists—including
those contributing to this volume—to chart these new territories.

In citing several methodological and/or substantive issues below, it is
not our intention to suggest previous personality disorders research that
has addressed these issues, directly or in part, has been somehow lax
(though some clearly has been!). We are mindful that personality disorders
research has only just “taken off” in the last 25 years and many would
regard model-guided work in this area as just beginning to emerge (much
effort in the 1980s concerned development of assessment technologies). We
seek, therefore, to encourage more extensive and ambitious model-guided
work in this area. We remain convinced that it continues to be sensible to
highlight themes that remain troubling, challenging, and unresolved in per-
sonality disorders research. Finally, as in the first edition, we would like to
stress the fact that the literature we cite later is necessarily highly selected
due to space constraints and our review is not intended to be exhaustive.
Our examples, as one might anticipate, will hail primarily from recent
research in personality disorders and will, therefore, be heavily influenced
by the prevailing DSM nomenclature. Although many of the issues we shall
raise derive from studies that focus on DSM defined personality pathology,
our comments are not intimately linked to that taxonomy. We continue to
view the following issues, not ordered in terms of importance, as largely
unresolved and in need of further work as well as worthy of considerable
attention by any comprehensive theory of personality disorder, including
those contained in this volume.

Normal Personality and Personality Disorder:
Questions of Continuity and Structure?

With the advent of specific diagnostic criteria and a polythetic approach to
classification, Axis IT of DSM-III represented an opportunity for rich theo-
retical discussion of and empirical research on the relations between per-
sonality disorders as conceptualized by psychopathologists and normal per-
sonality as studied by academic personality psychologists. Theoretical
discussion to date has focused on three key conceptual issues, namely, (1)
the dimensional versus categorical nature of personality disorders (Costa &
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Widiger, 2002); (2) the distinction between normal and pathological per-
sonality features (e.g., social isolation as possibly representing low sociabil-
ity vs. suicidal attempts as unrepresented on any “normal” dimension of
personality; e.g., Wiggins, 1982); and (3) the nature of the basic processes
and structure underlying both personality disorders and normal personality
(cf. Cloninger, Svrakic, & Przybeck, 1993; Depue & Lenzenweger, 2001,
Chapter 8, this volume; Rutter, 1987; Livesley, Jang, & Vernon, 1998). In
short, the “normal” personality correlates, if any, of specific personality
disorders remain but tentatively specified. Most important, it remains
unclear to what extent personality disorder symptoms are continuous,
albeit exaggerated, extensions of normal traits. For example, although
there are now 15 studies of the associations between the “five-factor
model” and personality disorder dimensions (Saulsman & Page, 2004),
these studies cannot address the issue of continuity between personality and
personality disorder domains due to their fundamental design (i.e., cross-
sectional correlations). Furthermore, research to date has not effectively
addressed, using techniques such as confirmatory factor analysis, the com-
parability or goodness of fit between the overall DSM personality disorder
taxonomy and the empirically based dimensional structures observed
in contemporary personality research such as the interpersonal circum-
plex (Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1982) and established multidimensional/
factorial models (e.g., the “big five” model; see Digman, 1990, or John &
Srivastava, 1999, for excellent reviews, and Block, 1995, 2001; Westen,
1996; and Shedler & Westen, in press; for strident criticism; the “three
superfactor” model of Tellegen, 1985, and the three-factor temperament
model, e.g., Buss & Plomin, 1984). That is, it is not clear how comparably
organized personality pathology is at the latent level vis-a-vis normal per-
sonality—stated differently, do three, four, or five major dimensions also
continuously underlie personality disorders? Although normal personality
research now suggests that somewhere between three and five factors ade-
quately capture the variation in the primary descriptors of personality, the
same cannot be said readily for personality pathology. Moreover, the corre-
spondence between the primary factors of personality and personality dis-
order remains to be explored in a fine-grained manner beyond simple cor-
relational analyses (e.g., Saulsman & Page, 2004). This is a critical issue as
it is not an uncommon experience to see reviewer comments on manu-
scripts or hear comments at conferences and National Institute of Mental
Health (NIMH) study sections suggestive of the (mis)impression that the
five-factor approach is an adequate conceptualization of normal personal-
ity and the personality disorders (see Depue & Lenzenweger, Chapter 8,
this volume).

Most efforts at searching for the personality correlates of personality
disorder focus principally on any obtained correlations; however, the
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meaning of such discovered associations looms large. A large number of
studies have focused on the relations between normal personality and per-
sonality disorder in recent years, and many more will do so in the future.
However, it is worth noting that it is likely that most of these studies will
not address directly the issue of whether or not personality disorder symp-
toms are continuously versus discontinuously distributed in the population
if they rely primarily on demonstrating correlations among these variables
(i.e., Are personality disorder symptoms exaggerations of normal traits?).
An implicit assumption of the work generating associations between nor-
mative and personality pathology measures has been that an association
between such variables suggests a continuity between the phenomena (e.g.,
Costa & McCrae, 1990; Costa & Widiger, 2002). This implicit assumption
is fraught with substantive and statistical pitfalls. It could quite conceivably
be that in some instances no genuine (i.e., real and natural) connection
between a dimension of personality and a personality disorder variable
exists even though a statistically significant correlation may exist between
them. To begin to address this issue an exceptionally large randomly ascer-
tained general population sample of individuals would need to be assessed
for personality disorder symptoms and the distributions of these symptoms
should be examined for the existence of qualitative discontinuities as evi-
denced, possibly, by “bimodality” (see Grayson, 1987, for a provocative
review of this concept) and through application of complex statistical pro-
cedures such as such as admixture analysis (e.g., Lenzenweger & Moldin,
1990), finite mixture modeling (Titterington, Smith, & Makov, 1985;
McLachlan & Peel, 2000), or taxometric analysis (Meehl, 1992, 1995; cf.
Korfine & Lenzenweger, 1995, Lenzenweger & Korfine, 1992; Waller &
Meehl, 1998). Comparable work will, of course, need to be done on nor-
mative “dimensions” of personality as well before proceeding to inferences
concerning the continuous relations between personality and personality
disorder (Endler & Kocovski, 2002).

A question concerning the very existence of “dimensional” continuities
and “categorical” (or “typological”) discontinuities in either the personal-
ity or personality disorder realms itself remains controversial (see Meehl,
1992). In short, regardless of the application of appropriate statistical pro-
cedures to such problems, there remain quasi-ideological preferences for
either dimensional or categorical conceptualizations of personality-related
phenomena. The “dimensional versus categorical” issue was been discussed
extensively in relation to personality pathology through the 1980s, with
some psychologists advocating a dimensional approach (Widiger, 1992),
whereas the psychiatric community remained essentially wed to a categori-
cal framework (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). The “dimensions
versus categories” discussion with respect to personality disorders contin-
ues to this day. The reasons for such preferences are not always im-
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mediately discernible, though psychiatry has long preferred a typological
approach to psychopathology (consistent with traditional medicine) and
this approach is therefore familiar, facilitates communication, and is con-
sistent with clinical decision making (American Psychiatric Association,
1994; Widiger, 1992). Although much of the “categories” versus “dimen-
sions” debate concerns professional diagnostic or assessment-style prefer-
ences, there is a deeper level of analysis to this problem that has garnered
the attention of a number of psychopathologists with interest in the struc-
ture of nature in psychopathology. Normal personality research has long
preferred a dimensional or continuum view of personality and other behav-
ioral phenomena (Meehl, 1992, 1995), due perhaps in part to reliance on
parametric statistics and a focus on the study of normative aspects of psy-
chological functioning. Interestingly, as a “dimensional” approach to per-
sonality pathology has become increasingly of interest to psychiatry (cf.
American Psychiatric Association, 1994), psychological research has seen a
resurgence of interest in the detection of discontinuities, “types,” or
“taxa” in a variety of psychological and psychopathologic realms (see
Meehl, 1992, 1995; cf. Lenzenweger & Korfine, 1992). For example, tax-
ometric data generated using the MAXCOV technique developed by
Meehl suggests that schizotypy (Lenzenweger & Korfine, 1992; Korfine &
Lenzenweger, 1995) and psychopathy (Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 1994) are
taxonic at the latent level; the published taxometric data for borderline per-
sonality disorder (Trull, Widiger, & Guthrie, 1990; Haslam, 2003) are also
consistent with a taxonic model! (but see also Rothschild, Cleland, Has-
lam, & Zimmerman, 2003). The proper application of taxometric tech-
niques to the study of psychopathology requires great care and guidelines
have recently been proposed for future studies to avoid some of the difficul-
ties that appeared in some earlier efforts (Lenzenweger, 2004).

Other than the need for an appropriate methodological approach in
the determination of continuity versus discontinuity between personality
and personality disorder constructs, theoretical conjectures concerning
the relationships between personality disorders (and personality disorder
symptoms) and normal personality must take into account the divergent
behavioral, affective, attitudinal, and cognitive domains covered by these
two broad areas of scientific inquiry. Are there normative counterparts of
accepted personality disorder symptoms? Clearly, some personality disor-
der symptoms will not be expected to have normative personality counter-
parts (e.g., suicidal behaviors and self-mutilation). The normative construct
sociability, on the other hand, clearly ranges from “high” to “low” and,
perhaps, an individual with schizoid personality disorder shares much in
common with a person described as displaying low sociability. All things
considered, though, it is somewhat unrealistic to conceive of precise one-to-
one correspondences between personality disorder symptoms and norma-
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tive personality traits. We readily predict that noteworthy correspondences
will be observed between several of the major dimensions underlying nor-
mal personality (or temperament) and personality disorder symptomatolo-
gy; however, the meaning and interpretation of such correspondences
should prove a challenge to personality disorder theorists. At a minimum,
we suggest that models seeking to relate personality systems with personal-
ity disorder features do so in a manner that works rationally from the
underlying personality systems to possible personality disorder configura-
tions.

Finally, although DSM-IV has presented us with a “structure” for
organizing personality pathology, namely, the disorders of Axis II, any
meaningful consideration of the relations between personality pathology
and normal personality must be cognizant of the possibility that the Axis
IT arrangement may have little genuine correspondence to the true (or,
natural) latent organization of personality disorder symptomatology. By
this we mean, in short, that DSM-IV presents us with 10 disorders
grouped into three so-called clusters, the odd—eccentric, the impulsive—
erratic, and the anxious—avoidant clusters. However, there are no pub-
lished data derived from a large sample (N > 1,300, assuming 10 subjects
per Axis II diagnostic criterion) of carefully clinically assessed cases in
which analyses, conducted at the level of individual items (i.e., criterion
level), confirm the DSM-IV cluster structure, or even the disorder struc-
tures themselves. Some factor-analytic studies have obtained three-factor
solutions, corresponding broadly to the three “clusters” of the DSM-III-
R/DSM-IV Axis II taxonomy. However, these studies analyzed data at
the level of disorders and they seemed unaware of the fact that the data
that were analyzed had been structured a priori by being organized into
10 or 11 predefined disorders.

Given the relatively high degree of overlap that can be found among
the currently defined Axis II personality disorders, in the form of both cor-
relations among symptom dimensions and/or rates of co-occurrence of cat-
egorical diagnoses (Korfine & Lenzenweger, 1991; Widiger et al., 1991), it
seems quite reasonable to hypothesize that item-level multivariate analyses
of the domain of symptoms found on Axis II will reveal perhaps but a
handful of meaningful (i.e., interpretable) factors. While the preliminary
work on this problem would by definition need to be more exploratory in
nature, a confirmatory approach could be adopted for assessing the fit
between an emergent structure or model and new sets of data. An illustra-
tion of such an approach can be found in the schizophrenia literature
wherein the latent structure of positive and negative symptoms was
resolved through application of confirmatory factor analysis and the sys-
tematic comparison of multiple competing models of latent structure
(Lenzenweger & Dworkin, 1996). Efforts to discern the latent structure of
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personality disorder symptomatology, whether specified by DSM or an
alternative model such as one of those in this volume, must bear in mind
the effect of the use of cases selected solely from clinical settings on
obtained results. In short, those individuals who come to hospitals and clin-
ics for treatment tend to be more severely affected in general and this fact
alone will likely increase the degree of overlap (or correlation) seen across
forms of personality pathology. Moreover, the more ill a sample is on the
whole, the less likely will be subthreshold cases, which are important of
“filling in” the range of personality pathology as it occurs naturally. Thus
the impact of sampling on efforts to illuminate the latent structure of per-
sonality pathology must be considered.

The State—Trait Issue in Relation to the Definition
and Diagnosis of Personality Disorders

Implied in the DSM definition of personality disorders is the assumption
that state factors such as anxiety and depression should not substantively
affect the assessment of personality pathology. DSM-IV clearly acknowl-
edges that personality disorder symptoms may be manifested during peri-
ods of acute illness (e.g., major depression); however, it is equally clear that
personality disorder symptomatology should be typical of a person’s long-
term functioning and shall not be limited only to periods of acute illness
(American Psychiatric Association, 1994, p. 629). Although some data do
suggest that certain normative personality features, assessed via self-report
instruments (not necessarily personality disorder symptoms), among clini-
cally depressed patients do vary over time as a function of changing levels
of depression (Hirschfeld et al., 1983), at present neither the relationship
between personality disorder symptoms and state disturbance within the
context of the cross-sectional diagnostic process nor the relationship
between longitudinal symptom stability and state variability is resolved
unambiguously for DSM personality disorders. A well-known study that
employed structured interviews administered by experienced clinicians
(Loranger et al., 1991) found that changes in clinical state (i.e., anxiety and
depression) did not correspond significantly with changes in the number of
DSM-III-R personality disorder criteria met at two points in time; this find-
ing has subsequently been replicated by Loranger and Lenzenweger (19935;
cf. Zimmerman, 1994). Trull and Goodwin (1993) reported that changes in
mental state were not associated with either self-reported or interview-
assessed personality pathology, although the levels of depression and anxi-
ety characterizing the patients in his study are unusually low (perhaps not
clinically significant in intensity). Current normal personality research also
acknowledges the importance of determining the influence of state factors
on trait assessment (Tellegen, 1985) and normative trait-oriented lifespan
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research methodologists have long advocated the inclusion of state factors
as important causal factors in longitudinal developmental models and
research (Nesselroade, 1988). Therefore, a major focus of future research
in personality pathology should be further clarification of the effect of anx-
iety and depression on both cross-sectional personality disorders symptom
and personality trait assessment as well as the effect of such state factors on
the longitudinal stability and change of personality disorders symptoms
and traits. Any major theory of personality disorder must incorporate and
address the role of state disturbances in the development and manifestation
of personality pathology.

On a broadly related theme, the relatively robust association between
personality pathology and affective disturbance also raises an important
issue specifically concerning less severe affective pathology that is fre-
quently accompanied by personality pathology (Loranger et al., 1991;
Klein, Riso, & Anderson, 1993; Klein & Shih, 1998). For example,
focusing on but one possible issue, we suggest that future research on
personality-disordered populations as well as theories of personality dis-
order needs to address more directly the precise relationship between
dysthymia and personality disorder. Klein et al. (1993, p. 234) in a careful
examination of the dysthymia construct outlines four plausible, though
competing, conceptualizations of dysthymia in relation to personality dis-
order:

1. Dysthymia is a “characterological depression,” essentially an atten-
uated form of major affective disorder, and this depression has an
adverse impact on normative developmental processes, giving rise
to the frequently co-occurring features of borderline, dependent,
avoidant, and other personality disorder features;

2. Dysthymia is an “extreme” form of normally occurring depressive
personality traits, a view deriving largely from psychodynamic the-
orists;

3. Dysthymia is the result or consequence of life stressors, notably
those elicited by personality pathology; and

4. Dysthymia is a “character spectrum disorder” in which the low-
grade dysphoria of the illness is a complication of a primary per-
sonality disorder traits.

Simply stated, any theory of personality disorder must not only take
into account the role of dysphoric emotional states in the assessment and
definition of personality pathology but also make explicit its assumptions
about the relations hypothesized to exist between personality pathology,
affect/emotion, and affective disorder (see Klein & Shih, 1998, for an excel-
lent discussion).



History, Classification, and Research Issues 17

Study Populations and the Epidemiology
of Personality Disorders

An essential issue of concern in both future personality disorder research
and theory is the representativeness of findings from studies and sub-
stantive conceptualizations based on hospitalized and/or clinic patient
populations (vis-a-vis the general population at large) for furthering our
understanding of the nature, course, and development of personality dis-
orders (cf. Drake, Adler, & Vaillant, 1988; Kohlberg, LaCrosse, & Rickey,
1972). There can be little doubt that additional studies using inpatient and/
or outpatient samples represent a necessity in future personality disorder
research. However, we suggest it is critical to recognize that many in-
dividuals with personality disorders exist in the community at large
and these people may never present themselves for psychiatric treatment
(Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1982) even though they may be quite
impaired (Drake & Vaillant, 19835; Drake et al., 1988). This may be espe-
cially true for certain personality disorder diagnoses. For example, two
studies that used clinically experienced raters found very low rates of schiz-
oid and paranoid personality disorder in patient samples (Loranger, 1990;
Pfohl, Coryell, Zimmerman, & Stengl, 1986), although population pre-
valence estimates for such pathology suggest that many more people
are affected by these conditions than those who seek treatment (see
Lenzenweger et al., 1997; Torgersen et al., 2001; Samuels et al., 2002).
Furthermore, given the polythetic nature of DSM-IV, individuals with per-
sonality disorders who are hospitalized may be defined by substantively dif-
ferent configurations of symptoms than those who are not hospitalized. For
example, hospitalized borderline patients with personality disorders might
display more life-threatening and self-mutilating phenomenology than indi-
viduals who are also diagnosed borderline but who have not been hospital-
ized, although both would be validly diagnosed (the reader can surmise
there are many “ways” to be diagnosed with borderline personality disor-
der according to DSM-IV). Moreover, as was established long ago in epide-
miology, those individuals who present for hospital care for one condition
are frequently afflicted with other conditions as well as driven by other fac-
tors to seek such care, and, consequently, generalizations based on the
study of such patient populations must always be made cautiously (i.e.,
“Berkson’s bias”; Berkson, 1946). Therefore, we argue that a future studies
of personality disorders that employ subjects drawn from nonclinical (i.e.,
community) sources will likely represent useful adjuncts to the more tradi-
tional study of hospitalized patients and, moreover, may lead to insights
that reflect noteworthy differences between personality pathology that is
observed in clinical versus nonclinical settings (see Korfine & Hooley,
2001).
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Since 1996, significant strides forward have been made in our under-
standing of the epidemiology of the personality disorders through the
use of well-characterized community samples. In 1993 Myrna Weissman
hypothesized that the base rate of personality disorder in the community
would be approximately 10-13% (Weissman, 1993). Since that time, three
high-quality epidemiological studies of personality disorders in nonclinical
community samples have been completed. Lenzenweger et al. (1997)
applied two-stage procedure for case identification (Shrout & Newman,
1989) to a large nonclinical sample and estimated the point prevalence of
DSM-III-R personality pathology to be approximately 11%. The results of
this study were subsequently replicated by Torgersen et al. (2001), who
found a prevalence of 13% in a Norwegian community sample, and
Samuels et al. (2002), who found a prevalence of 9% in an urban commu-
nity sample (Baltimore, MD). Also currently under way is the National
Comorbidity Study—Replication (NCS-R), which is under the direction of
R. Kessler. The NCS-R seeks to estimate the prevalence of specified person-
ality disorders in the U.S. population using a rigorous sampling strategy
and two-stage procedure for case identification (following Lenzenweger et
al., 1997). The effective use of the two-stage procedure for case identifica-
tion has helped to allay some of the concerns expressed earlier regarding
the feasibility and cost of undertaking epidemiological work on the per-
sonality disorders (see Loranger, 1992). The appearance of empirically
grounded prevalence rates for specific personality disorders will not only
advance knowledge but also facilitate public health planning. For example,
we now know that the community prevalence of borderline personality dis-
order is not 2% as suggested by DSM-IV, but is in the range of .3%
(Lenzenweger et al., 1997) to .7% (Torgersen et al., 2001), and this infor-
mation should prove useful to many parties.

Longitudinal Course/Lifespan Perspectives on Natural History
of Personality Disorders

One of the cardinal assumptions, and perhaps most important from a theo-
retical perspective, concerning the nature of personality disorders is that
they represent enduring conditions that are trait-like and, therefore, rela-
tively stable over time (American Psychiatric Association, 1980, 1987,
1994). In fact, DSM-IV states, “The features of Personality Disorders usu-
ally become recognizable during adolescence or early adult life. . .. Some
types of Personality Disorder . . . tend to become less evident or remit with
age” (American Psychiatric Association, 1994, p. 632). However, with the
possible exception of antisocial personality disorder (Glueck & Glueck,
1968; Robins, 1966, 1978), it remains safe to say, as we did in 1996, that
very little is known about the long-term longitudinal course, development,
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or natural history of personality disorders. Although there had been a vari-
ety of studies that have used the basic test-retest study design in the exami-
nation of personality disorder stability and change over time (see Perry,
1993, for review), it is essential to note that as Rogosa (Rogosa, Brandt, &
Zimowski, 1982), the lifespan research methodologist, remarks pointedly,
“Two waves of data are better than one, but maybe not much better”
(p. 744). Due to regression toward the mean effects (Nesselroade, Stigler,
& Baltes, 1980) and other difficulties (e.g., inability to estimate individual
growth curves; inadequacy for study of individual differences in change;
Rogosa, 1988) fundamentally inherent in simple test—retest design studies,
these test-retest studies did not address the fundamental issues concerning
stability and change in personality disorders.

In contrast to the situation with personality disorders, as of the mid-
1990s, there were abundant data in support of the general longitudinal
stability of normal personality traits and features in a variety of age
groups, including college students and young adults, (Block, 1971; Costa
& McCrae, 1986, 1988; Finn, 1986; Haan & Day, 1974; Helson &
Moane, 1987; McCrae & Costa, 1984; Mortimer, Finch, & Kumka, 1982;
Nesselroade & Baltes, 1974; Vaillant, 1977; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000;
Srivastava, John, Gosling, & Potter, 2003). In this context, it should be
noted that although the impression for normal personality is one of stabil-
ity, the issue is far from closed and active discussion remains on this general
issue (see Caspi & Roberts, 1999; Roberts & DelVecchio, 2000; Srivastava
et al., 2003). Moreover, lifespan methodologists had already articulated the
preferable way to conduct such research, namely the use of multiwave
panel design studies (Baltes, Reese, & Nesselroade, 1977; Kessler &
Greenberg, 1981; Nesselroade et al., 1980) with multiple indicators for all
of the disorders (constructs) of interest. What this literature implied in
practical terms would be studies in which a large number of cases are
examined at least three, and preferably more, times for personality pathol-
ogy across meaningfully lengthy time intervals, with all cases being exam-
ined using the same measures (procedures) at each assessment point. The
scientific utility of a multiwave design lies in the fact that it provides an
opportunity for the most informative statistical analysis of empirical rela-
tionships among constructs over time (Baltes & Nesselroade, 1973; Collins
& Horn, 1991; Collins & Sayer, 2001; Nesselroade & Baltes, 1979, 1984;
Rogosa, 1979, 1988; Singer & Willett, 2003), a fact that has been well
established in the lifespan developmental research realm for many years.

As suggested in 1996, we continue to urge the reader to bear in mind
that stability, however, is not necessarily as easy to investigate as one might
initially think because changes over time in personality pathology could be
the result of aging, period, treatment, and/or retest effects, although retest
effects appear less relevant to personality assessments (Costa & McCrae,
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1988). Longitudinal stability (and, by definition, change) of personality dis-
order features can be evaluated from at least four different perspectives
(following Kagan, 1980; Mortimer et al., 1982; Lenzenweger, 1999;
cf. Collins & Horn, 1991; Collins & Sayer, 2001), namely, structural
invariance, rank-order stability, level stability, and ipsative (or intra-
individual) stability. Structural invariance, or the maintenance of a tempo-
rally consistent factor structure and configuration of factor loadings, can be
assessed using both confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and causal model-
ing techniques (Bentler, 1984; Joreskog, 1979; Nesselroade & Baltes, 1984;
Rogosa, 1979). These statistical techniques are ideally suited for use in lon-
gitudinal research as they allow the investigator to use all available panel
data simultaneously (Kessler & Greenberg, 1981; Rogosa, 1979) and they
allow for direct comparison of alternative structural models of stability
(Bentler, 1984; Nesselroade & Baltes, 1984). Rank order, or “normative
stability,” concerns the extent to which individuals maintain their relative
position within a group ranking on a variable of interest from time 1 to
time 2. Level stability concerns the extent to which group means remain
invariant over time on a variable (or disorder) of interest. Finally ipsative
stability concerns intraindividual consistency in the organization of person-
ality disorder features or personality traits over time (cf. Mortimer et al.,
1982). Finally, growth and change in a psychological attribute or behavior
can be studied in a fine-grained manner using the powerful methods of
individual growth curve analysis (Rogsoa & Willett, 1985; Singer &
Willett, 2003), which allows one to illuminate important parameters of
change such as level and slope within a statistical context that can be either
descriptive or explanatory.

Given the body of evidence supporting the stability of normal person-
ality, it is not unreasonable to expect that at least some personality disorder
features would display significant long-term temporal stability, on the
assumption they are reflective of normal personality variation in some
manner—particularly, for example, features such as schizoid social with-
drawal, compulsive rigidity, and the “extraverted” or outwardly directed
interpersonal style of the psychopath. Although several early studies sup-
ported the temporal stability of personality disorder features and diagnoses
over relatively short time spans (e.g., 1 year or less) (Perry, 1993), evidence
concerning long-term or lifespan stability of operationally defined per-
sonality disorders was conspicuously lacking in the published empirical
research literature (Drake & Vaillant, 1988; Drake et al., 1988) through
the 1980s and well into the 1990s. By the late 1980s, it was recognized that
long-term longitudinal work was sorely needed in the area of personality
disorders, but no studies were under way.

This situation changed in 1990 due to the initiation of a large-scale
prospective multiwave longitudinal study of personality disorders. The
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Longitudinal Study of Personality Disorders (LSPD), under the direction of
M. F. Lenzenweger, was begun in 1990 as the first NIMH-funded longitu-
dinal study of personality disorders of any type. The LSPD concerns the
stability and change of personality disorders, personality, temperament and
many other aspects of psychological functioning over time. An initial report
from the LSPD (Lenzenweger 1999), using three waves of data, described
impressive evidence of rank-order stability in personality features over time
as well as some nontrivial evidence of change in the level of personality dis-
order features over time. Thus, stability emerged as a complex issue for the
personality disorders in these data—individuals retained their position in
an ordinal sense; however, there was clear evidence that change was hap-
pening. Further analysis of the LSPD data set using state of the art individ-
ual growth curve methodology (Lenzenweger, Johnson, & Willett, in press)
suggests a considerable amount of change occurring in personality disorder
features over time, change that was not clearly detectable using more tradi-
tional analytic techniques. Such findings raise profound and fundamental
questions regarding the very basic nature of personality disorders as
defined in the DSM systems.

A second longitudinal study of personality disorders was begun in
1996, also with the support of the NIMH, known as the Collaborative
Longitudinal Personality Disorders Study (CLPS) under the direction of a
team of investigators at several sites (Gunderson et al., 2000; Shea et al.,
2002). The CLPS focuses on four personality disorders: schizotypal, bor-
derline, avoidant, and obsessive—compulsive personality disorders. Early
reports from the CLPS suggest some degree of rank-order stability over
time, with evidence of relatively substantial symptom declines with time
(Shea et al., 2002). Specifically, Shea et al. (2002) found that 66% of their
CLPS patients dropped below diagnostic thresholds in 1 year with highly
significant declines (revealing substantial effects) for continuously mea-
sured personality disorder symptoms. These CLPS findings replicate those
reported earlier from the LSPD (Lenzenweger, 1999); however, the CLPS
data have not been analyzed yet with more advanced techniques. Unfortu-
nately, complicating factors in the CLPS methodology such as the absence
of blinded assessors in their personality disorder assessment protocol and
the fact that all study subjects have been in treatment during the study can-
not be ignored. These factors make the extraction of meaning and direction
from the CLPS study less than straightforward. Finally, two other studies
have taken a focus on DSM personality pathology, the Johnson et al.
(2000) study that focuses on a retrospective assessment of personality dis-
order phenomenology from case records, which include various clinical
data, for a cohort of adolescents, and the study by Zanarini, Frankenburg,
Hennen, and Silk (2003) of borderline personality disorder. What is
remarkable about both of these latter studies is that, despite methodo-
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logical limitations, they suggest evidence of considerable change in the
level of personality disorder features over time, consistent with LSPD
(Lenzenweger, 1999; Lenzenweger et al., in press). For example, Zanarini
et al. (2003) found massive declines in symptoms such that 73.5% of previ-
ously diagnosed borderline personality disorder subjects were “remitted” at
6-year follow-up, suggesting nontrivial mean level changes in borderline
personality disorder symptoms. Johnson et al. (2000) found 28-48%
reductions in personality disorder symptoms (continuous format) with
time.

What is particularly fascinating about the emerging corpus of data
from the longitudinal study of personality disorders is that the picture
appears to be one of change. This is especially interesting as DSM-IV main-
tains its view that the personality disorders are stable and trait-like over
time and it is not uncommon to see reviewer comments on manuscripts,
NIMH study section “pink sheet” comments, or psychology textbooks
reflecting the assumption that personality disorders are stable, enduring,
and “set like plaster.” In short, the assumption regarding the stability of
personality disorders may be just that, an assumption that will erode in
time with the accrual of empirical data that actually specify the true devel-
opmental and longitudinal nature of personality disorders over time. We
continue to advocate the need for additional longitudinal studies of person-
ality disorder, from both community and clinical settings. However, in
advocating the careful study of the longitudinal stability of personality dis-
orders, we do not intend to suggest that inquiry into stability represents an
end in itself, one that is but merely descriptive and statistical. Rather such
study it should be viewed as a necessary step in the ongoing exploration of
the lifespan developmental course of personality pathology. Once estab-
lished, we foresee studies moving away from simple demonstrations of sta-
bility (or lack thereof) but toward a lifespan view with an emphasis on dis-
cerning those biobehavioral and psychosocial processes and mechanisms
that underlie the etiology and development of personality pathology
(i.e., moving from description toward an explanatory framework) (see
Lenzenweger et al., in press).

Genetic and Biological Underpinnings
of Personality Pathology

The role of genetic influences in the development and stability of normal
personality as well as individual differences in personality is now well
established and beyond dispute (Plomin & Caspi, 1999; Plomin, DeFries,
McClearn, & McGuffin, 2000; Plomin, DeFries, Craig, & McGuggin,
2003; McGue, Bacon, & Lykken, 1993), contrarian views being most likely
expressed by those with sociopolitical agendas rather than rigorous scien-
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tific interests. Though the heritability estimates for features or dimensions
of personality tend to be lower than those observed for intelligence or other
cognitive abilities, it can be safely said that genetic factors play an influen-
tial role in determining personality—they have the status of “fact” at this
point (see DiLalla, 2004; Plomin & Caspi, 1999; Plomin et al., 2000;
Plomin et al., 2003). The situation for personality disorders, however,
remains considerably less clear with respect to the role of genetic factors in
the etiology of personality pathology. This is not to say that genetic factors
do not play a role in determining these disorders but, rather, that the stud-
ies bearing on the determination of both familiality and heritability of per-
sonality disorders are only just beginning to appear; twin and adoption
studies remain a rarity and familial aggregation work is accumulating
slowly (see Livesley et al., 1998). To date, the greatest amount of geneti-
cally relevant data can be found for schizotypal personality disorder, which
by most accounts appears related genetically to schizophrenia as well as
to borderline, antisocial, and obsessive-compulsive personality disorders.
However, the genetic picture for even these disorders is unclear due in large
part to an absence of data for the disorders themselves or putatively corre-
lated dimensions (e.g., sociability in schizoid personality disorder) (Lang &
Vernon, 2001; Nigg & Goldsmith,1994). Finally, quite apart from research
on genetic factors, it is necessary to point out that the psychobiological
underpinnings of personality pathology in terms of prominent central ner-
vous system neurotransmitters and meaningful neurobehavioral circuitry
remain in infancy (see Cloninger et al., 1993; Coccaro, 1993; Coccaro et
al., 1989; Coccaro, 2001; Depue & Lenzenweger, 2001, Chapter 8, this
volume; Siever, Kalus, & Keefe, 1993).

The Axis I and Axis II Interface: Comorbidity, Causality,
or Confusion?

As we noted in 1996, the nature of observed comorbidity among the per-
sonality disorders was both ubiquitous and poorly understood, a view ech-
oed by others (Pfohl, 1999), and it remains an area of active discussion. In
fact, an online search using PsycINFO that tracked the joint appearance of
the keywords “comorbidity” and “personality disorder” yielded nearly 800
citations, many reports appearing in the 1990s.

All models of personality disorder are, by necessity, required to deal
with the relationship between personality pathology and other major forms
of psychopathology, such as affective illness, anxiety disorders, and even
schizophrenia. Both clinical practice and available research data suggest
strongly that an individual can suffer from both a major Axis I condition as
well as a personality disorder simultaneously—a clinical reality typically
discussed under the rubric of “comorbidity” (Widiger & Shea, 1991). The
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comorbidity issue is laden with a number of complex questions that speak
not only to description, diagnosis, and classification but also to etiology.
For example, at the level of diagnosis, is it the case that comorbidity arises
out of the fact that our current multiaxial system encourages multiple diag-
noses (is it an artifact of the system) or is it the case that people can actually
suffer from two or more disorders simultaneously? Clearly, one could have
both pneumonia and heart disease simultaneously; can one have both
depression and schizotypal personality disorder at the same time? Can one
have a personality disorder even in the face of a psychotic illness—if so,
what limitations or qualifications must attend the diagnosis of a personality
disorder in such circumstances?

Future research needs to focus on the careful dissection of putatively
highly comorbid conditions such as major depression and borderline person-
ality disorder (e.g., Loranger, 1991b) along a variety of meaningful dimen-
sions such as phenomenology, familiality, medication response, psycho-
biology, and pathogenesis (see Gunderson & Phillips, 1991, for an excellent
demonstration). Such careful dissection of comorbid conditions will likely
enhance our understanding not only of the boundaries existing between per-
sonality pathology and other major syndromes but also of our notions
regarding the development and etiology of personality disorders. What possi-
ble roles could a major Axis I disorder play in relation to personality pathol-
ogy? For example, could the presence of a major psychiatric syndrome be
shown to “causally” facilitate the development of a personality disorder or
merely increase the statistical risk for the development of a personality disor-
der? Can an Axis I syndrome represent the more severe version of a broad
class of psychopathology of which the related personality disorder is but a
spectrum variant (cf. schizophrenia and schizotypal personality disorder)?
Could it also not be that there is no etiologically relevant connection whatso-
ever between a major syndrome and a comorbid personality disorder?

For research into the comorbidity issue(s) to be maximally beneficial
to the field, two fundamental methodological issues should be kept in
mind. First, comorbidity work is badly in need of large # studies. If the nat-
ural association between conditions (e.g., borderline personality disorder
and depression) is to emerge from data, then the most stable estimate of
this association will come from data drawn from large samples. Second,
future comorbidity research should be done on either a consecutive admis-
sions basis at a clinical setting or in the general population from an epide-
miological perspective (cf. National Comorbidity Survey [NCS]; Kessler et
al., 1994). The NCS-R, under the direction of Ronald Kessler, which
includes a personality disorders component as noted earlier, should provide
useful information on the personality disorders and Axis I disorder comor-
bidity patterns. Future reports on the comorbid diagnoses of those patients
who happen to be in one’s personality disorder protocol are not likely to be
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informative as any inherent sampling bias will misrepresent the natural rate
of comorbidity. An excellent example of the application of multivariate sta-
tistical technique in the dissection of a large data, the original NCS data, in
an effort to address comorbidity can be found in Krueger (1999). Krueger’s
(1999; Krueger & Tackett, 2003) speculations regarding potentially core
common processes in general psychopathology should serve to inspire com-
parable work on the personality disorders at the item-level of analysis in an
effort to resolve comorbidity issues (see above).

Validity of Personality Pathology

Last, but by no means least, is the issue of validity in relation to personality
disorder constructs. Despite the 25 years since the publication of DSM-III,
the validity of specific DSM personality disorder diagnoses remains a rela-
tively open issue in psychopathology research; however, the base of validity
information is growing for most disorders, particularly schizotypal, border-
line, and antisocial personality disorders. We take this opportunity to
remind our reader that although reliable ratings of personality disorder
symptoms are now possible, this does not necessarily ensure that the valid-
ity of the diagnoses has been established (Carey & Gottesman, 1978). This
statement holds true for the DSM taxonomy as well as all those models
described in this volume. Furthermore, no clear and compelling criteria of
validity (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955) currently exist against which personal-
ity disorder diagnoses can be compared to assess their validity—not unlike
other areas of psychopathology, there is no “gold standard” for validity in
the personality disorder realm. Although Spitzer (1983) has proposed that
the validity of personality disorder diagnoses might ultimately best be
established by longitudinal studies of personality disorders that employ
well-known expert raters as well as all available data useful for psychiatric
diagnosis (the so-called LEAD standard), such a definitive study conducted
on a large scale has yet to be undertaken due to the logistical difficulties
and formidable expense most likely involved in such a project (cf. Pilkonis,
Heape, Ruddy, & Serrao, 1991; see also Zimmerman, 1994). However, we
do not wish to suggest that advances have not been made in aggregating
data that can ultimately ensure the validity of personality disorder diagno-
ses. Many have sought to use informants to help validate clinician assigned
diagnoses from the reports taken from individuals; however, the use of
informant reports to validate the reports of individuals assessed for person-
ality disorders remains a highly problematic and unclear area open to alter-
native interpretation (Klonsky, Oltmanns, & Turkheimer, 2003). There
have been advances in other approaches to assessment that have implica-
tions for construct validity. Creative new approaches to the assessment of
personality disorders, motivated in part by an interest in increasing validity,
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can be found, for example, in the novel prototype matching/Q-sort
approach developed by Westen and colleagues (Westen & Shedler, 1999,
2000; cf. Westen & Muderrisoglu, 2003) and in the work of Turkheimer,
Oltmanns, and colleagues on peer nomination (Oltmanns, Turkheimer, &
Straus, 1998; Oltmanns, Melley, & Turkheimer, 2002). Finally, we should
like to suggest that the methods of the experimental psychopathology labo-
ratory (Bornstein, 2003; Lenzenweger & Hooley, 2003) hold considerable
promise for the elucidation of fundamental processes that may be impaired
in personality pathology and illumination of such processes may move per-
sonality disorder research away from nearly complete reliance on clinical
features (see Korfine & Hooley, 2000, for an excellent example). Not only
would such laboratory work speak to construct validity, but it might also
discern reliable and valid endophenotypes for personality disorders
(Gottesman & Gould, 2003).

LANDMARKS, CRITICAL JUNCTURES, AND
FRONTIERS: A GUIDE TO EXPLORING THE MAJOR
THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

In closing this introductory chapter, as we did in 1996, we look back and
see that we have raised a number of specific issues that we believe can be
counted among the most challenging and important in the area of personal-
ity disorders research. For this area of psychopathology research to move
forward, greater clarity must be sought along each of the dimensions noted
previously. Our contributors, one and all, speak to various aspects of the
foregoing issues we have raised and they can be fit into broader theoretical
and scientific contexts as well. At the same time we encourage, our readers,
to find how the theoreticians and researchers contributing to this volume
deal with the specific substantive issues noted herein, we should also like to
encourage each of them to examine the following chapters using a common
set of broader guidelines. By evaluating each of the following chapters
along the general dimensions specified next, we believe consistencies and
inconsistencies across the models as well as possibilities for new theory,
research, and treatment will emerge. Readers should consider the following
dimensions with respect to each of the following theoretical models of per-
sonality disorder.

What Are the Substantive Foundations of the Model?

Can the roots of the model be traced to major historical or research tradi-
tions in psychology and/or psychiatry (e.g., psychoanalysis and behavior-
ism)? Does the author identify the level from which the data are derived
that constitute the basis for classification, measurement, and treatment
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(e.g., intrapsychic, interpersonal, and cognitive)? What is the primary focus
of the model (e.g., etiologically oriented or therapeutically oriented)?

What Is the Formal Structure of the Model?

Have the core assumptions of the model been formally stated and are the
major explanatory principles clearly articulated? While models in psycho-
pathology, unlike comprehensive theories, can be somewhat incomplete in
their effort to explain a form of psychopathology (cf. Matthysse, 1993; see
also Webb, 2001), has the model nonetheless been formulated in a manner
that allows for its testability and falsifiability (and, therefore, possible refu-
tation) (cf. Meehl, 1978, 1993)?

What Taxonomy Derives from the Model?

What is the nature of the taxonomy that derives from the model? For
example, does the model admit of a structure that is hierarchical, based on
a circumplex or some alternative form of a multiaxial approach? Is the clas-
sification approach based on a prototypal, categorical, or dimensional
methodology? Is variation personality pathology discussed in terms of
degree (quantitative) or kind (qualitative)? How independent are the per-
sonality disorder syndromes in terms of etiological origins and does this in-
dependence affect the taxonomy in any fashion? How does the model relate
to DSM-III-R and the more recent DSM-IV?

If the model does not subscribe to the DSM (i.e., DSM-IV) approach to
personality disorders, what is the nature of the taxonomy that derives from
the model? For example, does the model admit of a structure that is hierar-
chical, based on a circumplex or some alternative form of a multiaxial
approach? Is the classification approach based on a prototypal, categorical,
or dimensional methodology? Is variation personality pathology discussed
in terms of degree (quantitative) or kind (qualitative)? How independent
are the personality disorder syndromes in terms of etiological origins and
does this independence affect the taxonomy in any fashion?

Etiological and Developmental Considerations?

Does the model transcend a purely descriptive stance and speak to issues of
“mechanisms” and “processes” that determine the development of a per-
sonality disorder? In short, does the model attempt to answer the question
“how” with respect to the emergence of personality pathology? What are
the principal components of the processes and mechanisms theorized to be
etiologically relevant (e.g., genetic influences, neurobehavioral factors, and
temperamental dispositions; cognitive deficits; learned characteristics; and
other sources of disorder such as familial conflict and trauma or abuse)?
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In the theories presented in this volume one trend is quite clear—all
our contributors have clearly eschewed a merely descriptive approach in
favor of an explanatory effort with clear up implications for etiology.
Furthermore, all our contributors have proposed theoretical models that
presume interaction across multiple levels of the individual, emphasizing
not only behavioral and personality characteristics and factors but also
neurobiological and environmental components as well. For example,
although Otto Kernberg and Eve Caligor (Chapter 3) see character
pathology largely in terms of a developmental pathology of aggression,
their theory incorporates temperament, affect, and trauma components in
interaction. Depue and Lenzenweger (Chapter 8) present a fundamental
model of personality as defined by interacting dimensions known to be
rooted in neurobiological functions and, according to neurobehavioral
model personality pathology, which can also be viewed as the interactive
result of these dimensions. For Theodore Millon and Seth Grossman
(Chapter 7), personality pathology emerges from a complex interaction of
three fundamental polarities, self versus other, pleasure versus pain, and
activity versus passivity. James Pretzer and Aaron Beck (Chapter 2) see
personality pathology largely emerging from and being maintained by
systematic biases in information processing and memory of events elicit-
ing pathological cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses. Meyer
and Pilkonis (Chapter 5), Pincus (Chapter 6), and Benjamin (Chapter 4)
all stress the role of interpersonal experiences in the emergence of person-
ality disorders.

How Are Assessment and Diagnosis Accounted
for in the Model?

Does the model have an associated assessment and diagnostic approach? If
so, what are the sources of the empirical data that are used for diagnosis
according to the model? Does the assessment approach rely on therapeutic
contexts, self-report inventories, or structured interviews? Has the author
presented adequate information concerning the reliability and validity of
the assessment and diagnostic procedures associated with the model?

Millon and Grossman (Chapter 7), Pincus (Chapter 6), Benjamin
(Chapter 4), Meyer and Pilkonis (Chapter 5), and, to a lesser extent, Pretzer
and Beck (Chapter 2) have exerted a great deal of effort in operationalizing
their personality pathology conducts in the form of assessment instruments
covering the taxonomy of the personality disorders. Millon and Grossman
are guided by the DSM taxonomy to a great extent, whereas Benjamin,
Pincus, and Meyer and Pilkonis have shown the consistency of their
approaches with the DSM system but do not attempt to map their positions
with the DSM landmarks.
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Does the Model Articulate Therapeutic Procedures or,
at Least, Highlight Implications for Treatment?

According to the model, how does one go about treating personality
pathology and what are the treatment goals (e.g., symptom relief vs. recon-
structive work)? In what tradition is the therapeutic work carried out (e.g.,
insight oriented vs. cognitive vs. biological therapy)? Are the principles of
change/improvement clearly articulated by the model? What are the limits
of the therapeutic approach (i.e., Are there personality disorders for which
the therapy would not be appropriate)?

While Benjamin (Chapter 4), Kernberg and Caligor (Chapter 3), and
Pretzer and Beck (Chapter 2) all relate their personality pathology con-
structs and theories to interventions, it is Kernberg and Beck who have
articulated treatment manuals for these disorders. This translation of theo-
ries of personality disorder to treatment interventions is a necessary step to
the current important focus of psychotherapy research on the mechanisms
of change (National Institute of Mental Health, 2002). From this prospec-
tive, Kernberg and colleagues emphasize the importance of change in iden-
tity diffusion (conception of self and others), and Beck points out the
importance of faulty cognitions, especially those relating to the self. When
one overlooks the somewhat esoteric jargon of each of these orientations,
there is an interesting similarity in the focus on the patients’ guiding con-
ceptions of self and interactions with others.

Prospects for the Future:
Integration of Mind, Brain, and Behavior

To our minds, the task of future theorizing and empirical research in per-
sonality disorders is the effective integration of mind, brain, and behavior.
Any comprehensive model of complex human behavior, particularly forms
of psychopathology, will require a clear and genuine integration of ideas
and research findings that cut across the levels of analysis linking mind,
brain, and behavior. One thing is quite clear to us, as well as to the contri-
butors of this volume, monolithic theories existing at but one level of analy-
sis are sure to fail in their explanation of complex human behavior. For
example, for years normative developmental psychologists have viewed
personality and emotional development almost exclusively in terms of
psychosocial influences, much to the exclusion of genetic and biological
factors. Indeed, David Rowe (1994), the late developmental behavioral
geneticist, has termed this view of personality and psychological develop-
ment “socialization science,” and he has offered a pungent criticism of such
a monolithic model, demonstrating effectively the relative importance of
genetic factors vis-a-vis psychosocial influences for personality de-
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velopment. We maintain a similar position with respect to personality
disorders—for example, personality disorders are not likely to be under-
stood or explained solely in terms of psychosocial influences. A genuine
integration of genetic factors, neurotransmitter models, and other neurobi-
ological processes with psychosocial, cognitive, and environmental factors
will be required to advance our knowledge of the personality disorders.
The best models in some ultimate sense will be those that integrate across
these levels (e.g., Meehl, 1990; see also Meehl, 1972). The importance of
genetic factors in both normative and pathological development is indisput-
able (DiLalla, 2004; Plomin et al., 2000; Plomin et al., 2003; Rowe, 1994;
Rutter, 1991; Rutter & Silberg, 2002) and the essential role of neurobiolo-
gical factors in temperament (e.g., Kagan, 1994), emotion (Ekman &
Davidson, 1994), personality development (e.g., Depue & Lenzenweger,
2001, Chapter 8, this volume), and the emergence of psychopathology
(e.g., Breslin & Weinberger, 1990; Cocarro & Murphy, 1990; Davidson,
Pizzagalli, Nitschke, & Putnam, 2002; Grace, 1991) is axiomatic, some
would even say confirmed. The meaningful integration of brain, emotion,
behavior, and environmental influences currently represents an exception-
ally active research area in various areas of psychological science, especially
cognition and personality—our belief is that personality disorders research
will necessarily have to strive for similar integrative work for genuine
advances to occur. Our contributors are clearly leading the way in this con-
nection. For example, Depue and Lenzenweger (Chapter 8) seek to inte-
grate personality, behavior, and neurobiology in their model, Kernberg and
Caligor (Chapter 3) propose complex interactions among temperament,
trauma, and early experience, and Pretzer and Beck (Chapter 2) suggest
that biased cognition must be understood within a matrix that incorporates
affect and emotion as well as interpersonal factors. Indeed, interesting dif-
ferences have emerged among our theorists, for example, Kernberg and
Caligor (Chapter 3) argue that neurobiological factors, operating through
temperament, have more of a mediating role in the determination of per-
sonality pathology, whereas Depue and Lenzenweger (Chapter 8) cast neu-
robiological processes, especially the role of serotonin, in modulating
framework. This is precisely the type of debate and discussion that will not
only provide useful heuristics for future research directed at integrating
mind, brain, and behavior but will ultimately allow us to better understand
and care for our patients.

At this point we should like to end our discussion of points of intro-
duction and orientation and invite readers to sample from what we believe
are the leading theories of personality disorder. We encourage readers to
view each of these chapters as an independent position statement by their
authors as well as the building blocks for what may ideally become a more
comprehensive theory of personality pathology.
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NOTE

1. The MAXCOV data reported in Trull et al. (1990) for borderline personality
disorder reveal the characteristic right-end peak suggestive of a low base-rate
latent taxon (see Meehl, 1992, 1995, or Korfine & Lenzenweger, 1995) for con-
ceptual and mathematical rationale. The data reported in the Rothschild,
Cleland, Haslam, and Zimmerman (2003) report are somewhat ambiguous;
however, they reveal considerable evidence of taxonicity although the authors
have chosen to view the data as supporting a dimensional model (see Haslam,
2003, for a taxonic interpretation of these same data).

REFERENCES

Alexander, F. (1930). The neurotic character. International Journal of Psycho-
Analysis, 11, 292-311.

Allport, G. W. (1937). Personality: A psychological interpretation. New York:
Henry Holt.

American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental dis-
orders. Washington, DC: Author.

American Psychiatric Association. (1968). Diagnostic and statistical manual of
mental disorders (2nd ed.). Washington, DC: Author.

American Psychiatric Association. (1980). Diagnostic and statistical manual of
mental disorders (3rd ed.). Washington, DC: Author.

American Psychiatric Association. (1987). Diagnostic and statistical manual of
mental disorders (3rd ed., rev.). Washington, DC: Author.

American Psychiatric Association. (1994). Diagnostic and statistical manual of
mental disorders (4th ed.). Washington, DC: Author.

American Psychiatric Association. (2000). Diagnostic and statistical manual of
mental disorders (4th ed., text rev.). Washington, DC: Author.

Baltes, P., & Nesselroade, J. (1973). The developmental analysis of individual dif-
ferences on multiple measures. In J. Nesselroade & H. Reese (Eds.), Life-span
developmental psychology: Methodological issues. (pp. 219-251). New York:
Academic Press.

Baltes, P., Reese, H., & Nesselroade, J. (1977). Life-span developmental psychol-
ogy: Introduction to research methods. Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Bentler, P. (1984). Structural equation models in longitudinal research. In S.



32 MAJOR THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

Mednick, M. Harway, & K. M. Finelo (Eds.), Handbook of longitudinal
research (pp. 88-105). New York: Praeger.

Berkson, ]J. (1946). Limitations of the application of fourfold table analysis to hos-
pital data. Biometrics, 2, 339-343.

Beutler, L., & Clarkin, J. F. (1990). Systematic treatment selection: Toward tar-
geted therapeutic interventions. New York: Brunner/Mazel.

Blashfield, R. K. (1984). The classification of psychopathology: Neo-Kraepelinian
and quantitative approaches. New York: Plenum Press.

Block, J. (1971). Lives through time. Berkeley, CA: Bancroft Books.

Block, J. (1995). A contrarian view of the five-factor approach to personality
description. Psychological Bulletin, 117, 187-215.

Block, J. (2001). Millennial contrarianism: The five-factor approach to personality
description 5 years later. Journal of Research in Personality, 35, 98-107.

Bornstein, R. F. (2003). Behaviorally referenced experimentation and symptom val-
idation: A paradigm for 21st-century personality disorder research. Journal of
Personality Disorders, 17, 1-18.

Breslin, N. A., & Weinberger, D. R. (1990). Schizophrenia and the normal func-
tional development of the prefrontal cortex. Development and Psychopatholo-
2y, 2, 409-424.

Buss, A., & Plomin, R. (1984). Temperament: Early developing personality traits.
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Carey, G., & Gottesman, 1. (1978). Reliability and validity in binary ratings: Areas
of common misunderstanding in diagnosis and symptom ratings. Archives of
General Psychiatry, 35, 1454-1459.

Caspi, A., & Roberts, B. W. (1999). Personality continuity and change across the
life course. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of personality: The-
ory and research (2nd ed., pp. 300-326). New York: Guilford Press.

Clark, L. A. (1993). Manual for the schedule for nonadaptive and adaptive person-
ality (SNAP). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Clark, L. A. (1992). Resolving taxonomic issues in personality disorders: The value
of large-scale analyses of symptom data. Journal of Personality Disorders, 6,
360-376.

Clarkin, J. F., & Levy, K. F. (in press). The mechanisms of change in the treatment
of borderline personality disorder. Special Issue, Journal of Clinical Psychol-
0gy.

Cloninger, C., Svrakic, D., & Przybeck, T. (1993). A psychobiological model of
temperament and character. Archives of General Psychiatry, 50, 975-990.

Coccaro, E. (1993, Spring). Psychopharmacologic studies in patients with personal-
ity disorders: Review and perspective. Journal of Personality Disorders,
7(Suppl.), 181-192.

Coccaro, E. (2001). Biological treatments and correlates. In W. J. Livesley (Ed.),
Handbook of personality disorders (pp.124-135). New York: Guilford Press.

Coccaro, E., Siever, L., Klar, H., Maurer, G., Cochrane, K., Cooper, T., Mohs, R.,
& Davis, K. (1989). Serotonergic studies in patients with affective and border-
line personality disorders: Correlates with suicidal and impulsive aggressive
behavior. Archives of General Psychiatry, 46, 587-599.



History, Classification, and Research Issues 33

Coccarro, E. F., & Murphy, D. L. (Eds.). (1990). Serotonin in major psychiatric dis-
orders. Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Press.

Collins, L., & Horn, ]J. (Eds.). (1991). Best methods for the analysis of change:
Recent advances, unanswered questions, future directions. Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Collins, L., & Sayer, A. G. (2001). New methods for the analysis of change. Wash-
ington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Costa, P., & McCrae, R. (1986). Personality stability and its implications for clini-
cal psychology. Clinical Psychology Review, 6, 407-423.

Costa, P., & McCrae, R. (1988). Personality in adulthood: A six-year longitudinal
study of self-reports and spouse ratings on the NEO personality inventory.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54, 853-863.

Costa, P., & McCrae, R. (1990). Personality disorders and the five-factor model of
personality. Journal of Personality Disorders, 4, 362-371.

Costa, P. T., & Widiger, T. A. (2002). Personality disorders and the five-factor
model of personality (2nd ed). Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Cronbach, L., & Meehl, P. (1955). Construct validity in psychological tests. Psy-
chological Bulletin, 52, 281-302.

Davidson, R. J., Pizzagalli, D., Nitschke, J. B., & Putnam, K. (2002). Depression:
Perspectives from affective neuroscience. Annual Review of Psychology, 53,
545-574.

Depue, R. A., & Collins, P. (1999). Neurobiology of the structure of personality:
Dopamine, facilitation of incentive motivation, and extraversion. Bebavioral
and Brain Sciences, 22, 491-569.

Depue, R. A., & Lenzenweger, M. F. (2001). A neurobehavioral dimensional model
of personality disorders. In W. J. Livesley (Ed.), Handbook of personality dis-
orders (pp. 136-176). New York: Guilford Press.

Digman, J. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five-factor model.
Annual Review of Psychology, 41, 417-440.

Dilalla, L. F. (2004). Behavior genetics principles: Perspectives in development, per-
sonality, and psychopathology. Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Dohrenwend, B., & Dohrenwend, B. (1982). Perspectives on the past and future of
psychiatric epidemiology. American Journal of Public Health, 72,1271-1279.

Drake, R., Adler, D. A., & Vaillant, G. E. (1988). Antecedents of personality disor-
ders in a community sample of men. Journal of Personality Disorders, 2, 60—
68.

Drake, R., & Vaillant, G. (1985). A validity study of Axis Il. American Journal of
Psychiatry, 142, 553-558.

Drake, R., & Vaillant, G. (1988). Introduction: Longitudinal views of personality
disorder. Journal of Personality Disorders, 2, 44-48.

Ekman, P., & Davidson, R. ]J. (1994). The nature of emotion: Fundamental ques-
tions. New York: Oxford University Press.

Endler, N. S., & Kocovski, N. (2002). Personality disorder at the crossroads. Jour-
nal of Personality Disorders, 16, 487-502.



34 MAJOR THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

Finn, S. (1986). Stability of personality self-ratings over 30 years: Evidence for an
age/cohort interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 50, 813—
818.

First, M. B., Spitzer, R. L., Gibbon, M., & Williams, J. B. W. (1997). User’s guide
for the Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV Axis II Disorders. Washing-
ton, DC: American Psychiatric Press.

Frances, A. (1980). The DSM-III personality disorders section: A commentary.
American Journal of Psychiatry, 137, 1050-1054.

Freud, S. (1959). Character and anal erotism. In J. Strachey (Ed. and Trans.), The
standard edition of the complete psychological works of Sigmund Freud (vol.
9, pp. 167-175). London: Hogarth Press. (Original work published 1908)

Funder, D. C. (2001). Personality. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 197-221.

Glueck, S., & Glueck, E. (1968). Delinquents and non-delinquents in perspective.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard.

Gottesman, 1. I., & Gould, T. D. (2003). The endophenotype concept in psychiatry:
Etymology and strategic intentions. American Journal of Psychiatry, 160,
636-645.

Grace, A. A. (1991). Phasic versus tonic dopamine release and the modulation of
dopamine system responsivity: A hypothesis for the etiology of schizophrenia.
Neuroscience, 41, 1-24.

Grayson, D. (1987). Can categorical and dimensional views of psychiatric illness be
distinguished? British Journal of Psychiatry, 151, 355-361.

Gunderson, J., & Phillips, K. (1991). A current view of the interface between bor-
derline personality disorder and depression. American Journal of Psychiatry,
148, 967-975.

Gunderson, J. G., Shea, M. T., Skodol, A. E., McGlashan, T. H., Morey, L. C.,
Stout, R. L., Zanarini, M. C., Grilo, C. M., Oldham, J. M., & Keller, M. B.
(2000). The Collaborative Longitudinal Personality Disorders Study: Develop-
ment, aims, design, and sample characteristics. Journal of Personality Disor-
ders, 14, 300-315.

Haan, N., & Day, D. (1974). A longitudinal study of change and sameness in per-
sonality development: Adolescence to early adulthood. International Journal
of Aging and Human Development, 5, 11-39.

Harris, G. T., Rice, M. E., & Quinsey, V. L. (1994). Psychopathy as a taxon: Evi-
dence that psychopatho are a discrete class. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 62, 387-397.

Haslam, N. (2003). The dimensional view of personality disorders: A review of the
taxometric evidence. Clinical Psychology Review, 23, 75-93.

Hathaway, S. R., & McKinley, J. R. (1983). The Minnesota Multiphasic Personal-
ity Inventory manual. New York: Psychological Corporation. (Original work
published 1943)

Helson, R., & Moane, G. (1987). Personality change in women from college to
midlife. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 176-186.

Hirschfeld, R., M. A., Klerman, G. L., Clayton, P. ]J., Keller, M. B., MacDonald-
Scott, P., & Larkin, B. H. (1983). Assessing personality: Effects of the depres-
sive state on trait measurement. American Journal of Psychiatry, 140, 695-
699.



History, Classification, and Research Issues 35

Hogan, R., Johnson, J., & Briggs, S. (Eds). (1997). Handbook of personality psy-
chology. San Diego, CA: Academic Press

Jacob, F. (1982). The logic of life: A history of heredity. New York: Pantheon
Books.

John, O. (1990). The “big five” factor taxonomy: Dimensions of personality in the
natural language and in questionnaires. In L. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook of per-
sonality: Theory and research (pp. 66-100). New York: Guilford Press.

John, O. P., & Srivastava, S. (1999). The big five trait taxonomy: history, measure-
ment, and theoretical perspectives. In L. A. Pervin & O. P. John (Eds.), Hand-
book of personality: theory and research (2nd ed., pp. 102-138). New York:
Guilford Press.

Johnson, J. G., Cohen, P., Kasen, S., Skodol, A. E., Hamagami, F. , & Brook, J. S.
(2000). Age-related change in personality disorder trait-levels between early
adolescence and adulthood: A community-based longitudinal investigation.
Acta Psychiatrica Scandinavica, 102, 265-275.

Joreskog, K. G. (1979). Statistical estimation of structural equations in longitudinal-
developmental investigations. In J. Nesselroade & P. Baltes (Eds.), Longitudi-
nal research in the study of bebhavior and development. New York: Academic
Press.

Kagan, J. (1980). Perspectives on continuity. In O. Brim & J. Kagan (Eds.), Con-
stancy and change in human development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard.

Kagan, J. (1994). Galen’s prophecy: Temperament in human nature. New York:
Basic Books.

Kessler, R., & Greenberg, D. (1981). Linear panel analysis: Models of quantitative
change. New York: Academic Press.

Kessler, R., McGonagle, K., Zhao, S., Nelson, C., Hughes, M. Eshleman, S.,
Wittchen, H-U., & Kendler, K. (1994). Lifetime and 12-month prevalence
of DSM-III-R psychiatric disorders in the United States: Results from the
National Comorbidity Survey. Archives of General Psychiatry, 51, 8-19.

Klein, D., Riso, L., & Anderson, R. (1993). DSM-III-R dysthymia: Antecedents and
underlying assumptions. In L. Chapman, J. Chapman, & D. Fowles (Eds.),
Progress in experimental personality and psychopathology research (Vol. 16,
pp. 222-253). New York: Springer.

Klein, D., & Shih, J. H. (1998). Depressive personality: Associations with DSM-III-
R mood and personality disorders and negative and positive affectivity, 30-
month stability, and prediction of course of Axis I depressive disorders. Jour-
nal of Abnormal Psychology, 107, 319-327.

Klonsky, E., Oltmanns, T. F., & Turkheimer, E. F. (2003). Informant reports of
personality disorder: Relation to self-reports and future research directions.
Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 9, 300-311.

Kohlberg, L., LaCrosse, J., & Ricks, D. (1972). The predictability of adult mental
health from childhood behavior. In B. Wolman (Ed.), Manual of child psycho-
pathology (pp. 1217-1284). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Korfine, L., & Hooley, J. M. (2000). Directed forgetting of emotional stimuli in
borderline personality disorder. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 109, 214-
221.

Korfine, L., & Hooley, J. M. (2001). Detecting individuals with borderline person-



36 MAJOR THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

ality disorder in the community: An ascertainment strategy and comparison
with a hospital sample. Unpublished manuscript, Harvard University, Cam-
bridge, MA.

Korfine, L., & Lenzenweger M. F. (1991, December). The classification of DSM-
III-R Axis II personality disorders: A meta-analysis. Paper presented at the 6th
annual meeting of the Society for Research in Psychopathology, Harvard Uni-
versity, Cambridge, MA.

Korfine, L., & Lenzenweger, M. F. (1995). The taxonicity of schizotypy: A replica-
tion. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 104, 26-31.

Kraepelin, E. (1907). Clinical psychiatry. London: Macmillan.

Krueger, R. F. (1999). The structure of common mental disorders. Archives of Gen-
eral Psychiatry, 56, 921-926.

Krueger, R. F., & Tackett, J. L. (2003). Personality and psychopathology: Working
toward the bigger picture. Journal of Personality Disorders, 17, 109-128.

Lang, K. L., & Vernon, P. A. (2001). Genetics. In W. J. Livesley (Ed.), Handbook of
personality disorders (pp. 177-195). New York: Guilford Press.

Leary, T. (1957). Interpersonal diagnosis of personality. New York: Ronald.

Lenzenweger, M. F. (1999). Stability and change in personality disorder features:
The Longitudinal Study of Personality Disorders. Archives of General Psychia-
try, 56, 1009-1015.

Lenzenweger, M. F. (2004). Consideration of the challenges, complications, and
pitfalls of taxometric analysis. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 113, 10-23.

Lenzenweger, M. F., & Dworkin, R. H. (1996). The dimensions of schizophrenia
phenomenology? Not one or not two, at least three, perhaps four. British
Journal of Psychiatry, 168, 432-440.

Lenzenweger, M. F., & Hooley, J. M. (Eds.). (2003). Principles of experimental
psychopathology: Essays in honor of Brendan A. Maber. Washington, DC:
American Psychological Association.

Lenzenweger, M. F., Johnson, M. D., & Willett, J. B. (in press). Individual growth
curve analysis illuminates stability and change in personality disorder features:
The Longitudinal Study of Personality Disorders. Archives of General Psychia-
try.

Lenzenweger, M. F., & Korfine, L. (1992). Confirming the latent structure and base
rate of schizotypy: A taxometric approach. Journal of Abnormal Psychology,
101, 576-571.

Lenzenweger, M. F., Loranger, A. W., Korfine, L., & Neff, C. (1997). Detecting
personality disorders in a nonclinical population: Application of a two-stage
procedure for case identification. Archives of General Psychiatry, 54, 345-
351.

Lenzenweger, M. F., & Moldin, S. (1990). Discerning the latent structure of hypo-
thetical psychosis proneness through admixture analysis. Psychiatry Research,
33, 243-257.

Lilienfeld, S. O., Wood, J. M., & Garb, H. M. (2000). The scientific status of pro-
jective techniques. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 1(2), 27-66.

Livesley, W. J. (2003). Diagnostic dilemmas in classifying personality disorder. In
K. A. Phillips & M. B. First (Eds.), Advancing DSM: Dilemmas in psychiatric
diagnosis (pp. 153-189). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Association.



History, Classification, and Research Issues 37

Livesley, W. J., Jang, K. L., & Vernon, P. A. (1998). Phenotypic and genetic struc-
ture of traits delineating personality disorder. Archives of General Psychiatry,
55, 941-948.

Loranger, A. (1988). The Personality Disorder Examination (PDE) manual. Yon-
kers, NY: DV Communications.

Loranger, A. (1990). The impact of DSM-III on diagnostic practice in a university
hospital: A comparison of DSM-II and DSM-III in 10,914 patients. Archives
of General Psychiatry, 47, 672-675.

Loranger, A. (1991a). Diagnosis of personality disorders: General considerations.
In R. Michels, A. Cooper, S. Guze, L. Judd, G. Klerman, A. Solnit, & A.
Stunkard (Eds.), Psychiatry (rev. ed., Vol. 1, pp. 1-14). New York: Lippincott.

Loranger, A. W. (1991b, May). Comorbidity of borderline personality disorder.
Paper presented at the 144th annual meeting of the American Psychiatric
Association, New Orleans, LA.

Loranger, A. W. (1992). Are current self-report and interview measures adequate
for epidemiological studies of personality disorders? Journal of Personality
Disorders, 6, 313-325.

Loranger, A. W. (1999). The International Personality Disorder Examination
(IPDE) DSM-IV and ICD-10 Modules. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment
Resources.

Loranger, A. W. (2000). Personality disorders: General considerations. In M. G.
Gelder, J. J. Lopez-lbor, & N. Andreasen(Eds.), The New Oxford textbook of
psychiatry (vol. 1, pp.923-926). New York: Oxford University Press

Loranger, A. W. (2002). OMNI personality inventory and OMNI-IV personality
disorder inventory manual. Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Loranger, A. W., & Lenzenweger, M. (1995). Trait—state artifacts and the diagnosis
of personality disorders: A replication. Unpublished data.

Loranger, A., Lenzenweger, M., Gartner, A., Susman, V., Herzig, J., Zammit, G.,
Gartner, J., Abrams, R., & Young, R. (1991). Trait—state artifacts and the diag-
nosis of personality disorders. Archives of General Psychiatry, 48, 720-728.

Loranger, A. W., Sartorius, N., Andreoli, A., Berger, P., Buchheim, P., Channabasavanna,
S. M., Cold, B., Dahl, A., Diekstra, R. F. W., Ferguson, B., Jacobsberg, L. B.,
Mombour, W., Pull, C., Ono, Y., & Regier, D. A. (1994). The International
Personality Disorder Examination: The World Health Organization/Alcohol,
Drug Abuse and Mental Health Administration International Pilot Study of
Personality Disorders. Archives of General Psychiatry, 51, 215-224.

Matthysse, S. (1993). Genetics and the problem of causality in abnormal psychol-
ogy. In P. Sutker & H. Adams (Eds.), Comprehensive handbook of psycho-
pathology (pp. 178-186). New York: Springer-Verlag.

McCrae, R., & Costa, P. (1984). Emerging lives, enduring dispositions: Personality
in adulthood. Boston: Little, Brown.

McGue, M., Bacon, S., & Lykken, D. (1993). Personality stability and change in
early adulthood: A behavioral genetic analysis. Developmental Psychology,
29, 96-109.

McLachlan, G., & Peel, D. (2000). Finite mixture models. New York: Wiley.

Meehl, P. E. (1972). Specific genetic etiology, psychodynamics, and therapeutic
nihilism. International Journal of Mental Health, 1, 10-27.



38 MAJOR THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

Meehl, P. E. (1978). Theoretical risks and tabular asterisks: Sir Karl, Sir Ronald,
and the slow progress of soft psychology. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 46, 806-834.

Meehl, P. E. (1990). Toward an integrated theory of schizotaxia, schizotypy, and
schizophrenia. Journal of Personality Disorders, 4, 1-99.

Meehl, P. E. (1992). Factors and taxa, traits and types, differences of degree and
differences in kind. Journal of Personality, 60, 117-174.

Meehl, P. E. (1993). Philosophy of science: Help or hindrance? Psychological
Reports, 72, 707-733.

Meehl, P. E. (1995). Bootstraps taxometrics: Solving the classification problem in
psychopathology. American Psychologist, 50, 266-275.

Millon, T. (Ed.). (1981). Disorders of personality: DSM-III Axis II. New York:
Wiley.

Millon, T. (1990). The disorders of personality. In L. A. Pervin (Ed.), Handbook of
personality: Theory and research (pp. 339-370). New York: Guilford Press.

Millon, T. (1995). Disorders of personality: DSM-IV and beyond (2nd ed.). New
York: Wiley.

Morey, L. C. (1991). Personality Assessment Inventory professional manual.
Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment Resources.

Morey, L. C., Gunderson, J. G., Quigley, B. D., & Lyons, M. (2000). Dimensions
and categories: The “big five” factors and the DSM personality disorders.
Assessment, 7(3), 203-216.

Mortimer, J., Finch, M., & Kumka, D. (1982). Persistence and change in develop-
ment: The multidimensional self-concept. In P. Baltes & O. Brim (Eds.), Life-
span development and behavior (Vol. 4, pp. 263-313). New York: Academic
Press.

Murray, H. A. (1938). Explorations in personality. New York: Wiley.

Nesselroade, J. (1988). Some implications of the trait-state distinction for the study
of development over the life-span: The case of personality. In P. Baltes, D. L.
Featherman, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Life-span development and bebavior
(Vol. 8, pp. 163-189). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Nesselroade, J., & Baltes, P. (1974). Adolescent personality development and his-
torical change: 1970-1972. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development, 39(1, Whole No. 154).

Nesselroade, J., & Baltes, P. (1979). Longitudinal research in the study of bebavior
and development. New York: Academic Press.

Nesselroade, J., & Baltes, P. (1984). From traditional factor analysis to structural
causal modeling in developmental research. In V. Sarris & A. Parducci (Eds.),
Perspectives in psychological experimentation: Toward the year 2000. Hills-
dale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Nesselroade, J., Stigler, S., & Baltes, P. (1980). Regression toward the mean and the
study of change. Psychological Bulletin, 88, 622-637.

Nigg, J., & Goldsmith, H. (1994). Genetics of personality disorders: Perspectives
from psychology and psychopathology research. Psychological Bulletin, 115,
346-380.

National Institute of Mental Health. (2002). Psychotherapeutic interventions: How



History, Classification, and Research Issues 39

and why they work. Rockville, MD: Author. Available from: www.nimh.nih.
gov/researchlinterventions/cfm

Oltmanns, T. F., Melley, A. H., & Turkheimer, E. (2002). Impaired social function-
ing and symptoms of personality disorders assessed by peer and self-report in a
nonclinical population. Journal of Personality Disorders, 16, 437-452.

Oltmanns, T. F., Turkheimer, E., & Strauss, M. E. (1998). Peer assessment of per-
sonality traits and pathology in female college students. Assessment, 5, 53-65.

Perry, J. (1993, Spring). Longitudinal studies of personality disorders. Journal of
Personality Disorders, 7 (Suppl.), 63-85.

Pervin, L. A. (1990). A brief history of modern personality theory. In L. A. Pervin
(Ed.), Handbook of personality: Theory and research (pp. 3—18). New York:
Guilford Press.

Pervin, L. A., & John, O. P. (Eds.). (1999). Handbook of personality: Theory and
research (2nd ed). New York: Guilford Press.

Pfohl, B. (1999). Axis I and Axis II: Comorbidity or confusion? In C.R. Cloninger
(Ed.), Personality and psychopathology (pp. 83-98). Washington, DC: Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association.

Pfohl, B., Blum, N., & Zimmerman, M. (1997). Structured interview for DSM-IV
personality (SIDP-1V). Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Press.

Pfohl, B., Coryell, W., Zimmerman, M., & Stangl, D. (1986). DSM-III personality
disorders: Diagnostic overlap and internal consistency of individual DSM-III
criteria. Comprebensive Psychiatry, 27, 21-34.

Pilkonis, P., Heape, C., Ruddy, J., & Serrao, P. (1991). Validity in the diagnosis of
personality disorders: The use of the LEAD standard. Psychological Assess-
ment: A Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 3, 46-54.

Plomin, R., & Caspi, A. (1999). Behavioral genetics and personality. In L. Pervin &
O. P. John (Eds.), Handbook of personality: Theory and research (2nd ed.,
pp. 251-276). New York: Guilford Press.

Plomin, R., DeFries, J. C., Craig, I. W., & McGuggin, R. (Eds.). (2003). Behavioral
genetics in the postgenomic era. Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association.

Plomin, R., DeFries, J. C., McClearn, G. E., & McGuffin, P. (2000). Behavioral
genetics (4th ed.). New York: Worth.

Rapaport, D., Gill, M. M., & Schafer, R. Diagnostic psychological testing (rev. ed.,
R. R. Holt, ed.). (1968). New York: International Universities Press.

Reich, W. (1945). Character-analysis: Principles and technique for psychoanalysts
in practice and in training. New York: Orgone Institute Press.

Reichenbach, H. (1938). Experience and prediction. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

Roberts, B. W., & DelVecchio, W. F. (2000). The rank-order consistency of person-
ality traits from childhood to old age: A quantitative review of longitudinal
studies. Psychological Bulletin, 126, 3-25.

Robins, L. (1966). Deviant children grown up. Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins.
Robins, L. (1978). Sturdy childhood predictors of adult anti-social behavior: Repli-
cations from longitudinal studies. Psychological Medicine, 8, 611-622.
Rogosa, D. (1979). Causal models in longitudinal research: Rationale, formulation,



40 MAJOR THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

and interpretation. In J. Nesselroade & P. Baltes (Eds.), Longitudinal research
in the study of bebavior and development (pp. 263-302). New York: Aca-
demic Press.

Rogosa, D. (1988). Myths about longitudinal research. In K. Shaie, R. Campbell,
W. Meredith, & S. Rawlings (Eds.), Methodological issues in aging research
(pp. 171-209). New York: Springer.

Rogosa, D., Brandt, D., & Zimowski, M. (1982). A growth curve approach to the
measurement of change. Psychological Bulletin, 90, 726-748.

Rogosa, D. R., & Willett, J. B. (1985). Understanding correlates of change by mod-
eling individual differences in growth. Psychometrika, 50, 203-228.

Rotschild, L., Cleland, C., Haslam, N., & Zimmerman, M. (2003). A taxometric
study of borderline personality disorder. Journal of Abnormal Psychology,
112, 657-666.

Rowe, D. C. (1994). The limits of family influence: Genes, experience, and behav-
ior. New York: Guilford Press.

Rutter, M. (1987). Temperament, personality, and personality disorder. British
Journal of Psychiatry, 150, 443-458.

Rutter, M. (1991). Nature, nurture, and psychopathology: A new look at an old
topic. Development and Psychopathology, 3, 125-136.

Rutter, M., & Silberg, J. (2002). Gene—environment interplay in relation to emo-
tional and behavioral disturbance. Annual Review of Psychology, 53, 463—
490.

Samuels, J. E., Eaton, W. W., Bienvenu, O. J., Brown, C., Costa, P. T., & Nestadt,
G. (2002). Prevalence and correlates of personality disorders in a community
sample. British Journal of Psychiatry, 180, 536-542.

Saulsman, L. M., & Page, A. C. (2004). The five-factor model and personality
disorder empirical literature: A meta-analytic review. Clinical Psychology
Review, 23, 1055-1085.

Schroeder, M. L., Wormworth, J. A., & Livesley, W. ]J. (1994). Dimensions of per-
sonality disorder and the five-factor model of personality. In: P. T. Costa & T.
A. Widiger (Eds.), Personality disorders and the five-factor model of personal-
ity (pp. 117-130). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Schroeder, M. L., Wormworth, J. A., & Livesley, W. J. (2002). Dimensions of person-
ality disorder and the five-factor model of personality. In P. T. Costa & T. A.
Widiger (Eds.), Personality disorders and the five-factor model of personality
(2nded., pp. 149-160). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Shea, M. T., Stout, R., Gunderson, J. G., Moery, L. C., Grilo, C. M., McGlashan,
T. H., Skodol, A. E., Dolan-Sewell, R., Dyck, L., Zanarini, M. C., & Keller, M.
B. (2002). Short-term diagnostic stability of schizotypal, borderline, avoidant,
and obsessive-compulsive personality disorders. American Journal of Psychia-
try, 159, 2036-2041.

Shedler, J., & Westen, D. (in press). Dimensions of personality pathology: An alter-
native to the Five Factor Model. American Journal of Psychiatry.

Shrout, P., & Newman, S. C. (1989). Design of two-phase prevalence studies of
rare disorders. Biometrics, 45, 549-555.

Siever, L., Kalus, O., & Keefe, R. (1993). The boundaries of schizophrenia. Psychi-
atric Clinics of North America, 16, 217-244.



History, Classification, and Research Issues 41

Singer, J. D., & Willett, J. B. (2003). Applied longitudinal data analysis: Modeling
change and event occurrence. New York: Oxford University Press.

Spitzer, R. (1983). Psychiatric diagnosis: Are clinicians still necessary? Comprehen-
sive Psychiatry, 24, 399-411.

Spitzer, R., Williams, J., & Gibbon, M. (1987). Structured clinical interview for
DSM-III-R personality disorders (SCID-II). New York: New York State Psy-
chiatric Institute.

Srivastava, S., John, O. P., Gosling, S. D., & Potter, ]J. (2003). Development of per-
sonality in early and middle adulthood: Set like plaster or persistent change?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 1041-1053.

Tellegen, A. (1985). Structure of mood and personality and their relevance for
assessing anxiety, with an emphasis on self-report. In A. Tuma & J. Maser
(Eds.), Anxiety and the anxiety disorders (pp. 681-706). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Titterington, D. M., Smith, A. F. M., & Makov, U. E. (1985). Statistical analysis of
finite mixture distributions. New York: Wiley.

Torgersen, S., Kringlen, E., & Cramer, V. (2001). The prevalence of personality dis-
orders in a community sample. Archives of General Psychiatry, 58, 590-596.

Trull, T., & Goodwin, A. (1993). Relationship between mood changes and the
report of personality disorder symptoms. Journal of Personality Assessment,
61, 99-111.

Trull, T., Widiger, T., & Guthrie, P. (1990). Categorical versus dimensional status
of borderline personality disorder. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 99, 40—
48.

Vaillant, G. E., & Perry, J. C. (1985). Personality disorders. In H. 1. Kaplan & B. J.
Sadock (Eds.), Comprebensive textbook of psychiatry/IV (Vol. 1, 4th ed.,
pp. 958-986). Baltimore: Williams & Wilkins.

Waller, N. G., & Meehl, P. E. (1998). Multivariate taxometric procedures: Distin-
guishing types from continua. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Webb, B. (2001). Can robots make good models of biological behavior? Behavioral
and Brain Sciences, 24, 1033-1050.

Weissman, M. (1993, Spring). The epidemiology of personality disorders: A 1990
update. Journal of Personality Disorders, 7(Suppl.), 44-62.

Westen, D. (1996). A model and method for uncovering the nomothetic from the
idiographic: An alternative to the five factor model? Journal of Research in
Personality, 30, 400-41.

Westen, D., & Muderrisoglu, S. (2003). Assessing personality disorders using a sys-
tematic clinical interview: Evaluation of an alternate to structured interviews.
Journal of Personality Disorders, 17, 351-369.

Westen, D., & Shedler, J. (1999). Revising and assessing Axis II, Part I: Developing
a clinically and empirically valid assessment method. American Journal of Psy-
chiatry, 156, 258-272.

Westen, D., & Shedler, J. (2000). A prototype matching approach to diagnosing
personality disorders: Toward DSM-V. Journal of Personality Disorders, 14,
109-126.

Widiger, T. (1992). Categorical versus dimensional classification. Journal of Per-
sonality Disorders, 6, 287-300.



42 MAJOR THEORIES OF PERSONALITY DISORDER

Widiger, T., Frances, A., Harris, M., Jacobsberg, L., Fyer, M., & Manning, D.
(1991). Comorbidity among Axis II disorders. In J. Oldham (Ed.), Personality
disorders: New perspectives on diagnostic validity (pp. 163-194). Washing-
ton, DC: American Psychiatric Press.

Widiger, T., & Shea, T. (1991). Differentiation of Axis I and Axis II disorders.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 100, 399-406.

Wiggins, J. (1982). Circumplex models of interpersonal behavior in clinical psy-
chology. In P. Kendall & J. Butcher (Eds.), Handbook of research methods in
clinical psychology (pp. 183-221). New York: Wiley.

Wiggins. J., & Pincus, A. (1989). Conceptions of personality disorders and dimen-
sions of personality. Psychological Assessment: A Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 1, 305-316.

Wiggins, J. S., & Pincus, A. L. (2002). Personality structure and the structure of
personality disorders. In P. T. Costa & T. A. Widiger (Eds.), Personality disor-
ders and the five-factor model of personality (2nd ed., pp. 103-124). Washing-
ton, DC: American Psychological Association.

Zanarini, M. C., Frankenburg, F. R., Hennen, J., & Silk, K. R. (2003). The longitu-
dinal course of borderline psychopathology: 6-year prospective follow-up of
the phenomenology of borderline personality disorder. American Journal of
Psychiatry, 160, 274-283.

Zimmerman, M. (1994). Diagnosing personality disorders: A review of issues and
research methods. Archives of General Psychiatry, 51, 225-245.

Copyright © 2005 The Guilford Press. All rights reserved under International Copyright
Convention. No part of this text may be reproduced, transmitted, downloaded, or stored in
or introduced into any information storage or retrieval system, in any form or by any
means, whether electronic or mechanical, now known or hereinafter invented, without the
written permission of The Guilford Press.

Guilford Publications
72 Spring Street
New York, NY 10012
212-431-9800
800-365-7006
www.guilford.com


http://www.guilford.com/cgi-bin/cartscript.cgi?page=perm.html
http://www.guilford.com

