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Summary

Aim. Assessment of criterion validity and temporal stability of personality disorder di-
agnosis in adolescents and relationships between attachment styles and personality disorder 
diagnosis.

Material and methods. 50 adolescents (46 girls and 4 boys, aged 15–17) hospitalized at 
the department of child and adolescent psychiatry were assessed with the Structured Clinical 
Interview for DSM-IV Axis II Personality Disorders (SCID-II) and the Inventory of Parent 
and Peer Attachment (IPPA). After one year, adolescents meeting the criteria for a personality 
disorder (PD) diagnosis were reassessed with the SCID-II.

Results. In the first stage of assessment, diagnostic criteria for different types of person-
ality disorders were met by 41 adolescents (82%) (mean number of criteria = 5.9). Criteria 
were met most often for borderline personality disorder (BPD) (n = 26; mean number of 
criteria = 7.9). In the second stage of assessment, the interview was re-administered to 21 ado-
lescents (51%); the mean number of criteria was = 6.6. A statistically significant relationship 
between the number of PD diagnostic criteria in assessment one and the number of criteria 
in assessment two was obtained (r = 0.58; p < 0.01). 82% of the participants with PD were 
insecurely attached to their mothers. In the borderline group, 83% of the participants reported 
anxious-avoidant attachment style.

Conclusions. PD traits in adolescence, specifically BPD, are stable across one year.
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Introduction

Until the late 1990s it had been widely accepted that personality disorders were 
only present in the adult population. Traits of personality disorders are stable among 
adolescents and may concern 6 to 17% of teenagers [1, 2]. In clinical populations, the 
prevalence of personality disorders is much higher and reaches as much as 40 to 60% 
with an overrepresentation of borderline personality disorder [3]. A growing body of 
research endorses the diagnosis of personality disorders in adolescence [4–9] due to 
satisfactory temporal validity and evident clinical features.

Until now, separate criteria for personality disorders in children and adolescents 
have not been formulated. Research on this subject usually employs DSM-IV criteria 
for adult personality disorders [10]. According to many scholars, this approach is 
correct [2, 11, 12] although not optimal as ignoring the characteristic behaviors and 
viewpoints of adolescents may result in incorrect diagnosis. Moreover, it is doubtful 
that dichotomic criteria are reflective of adolescent behavioral instability or that they 
are able to catch subclinical types [9, 13]. In addition, at this stage of development 
symptoms from axis 1 and 2 often co-occur – a phenomenon which complicates the 
differential diagnosis even further [12, 13].

It seems that PD diagnosis in adolescents may profit from the Alternative Personal-
ity Disorders Model, postulated in the DSM-5, which takes a continuous perspective 
[14] and enables a more precise evaluation of individual functioning. Another difficulty 
in the process of diagnosing personality disorders in children and adolescents results 
from a lack of adequate tools. The Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV Axis II 
Personality Disorders (SCID-II ) is used the most often [15, 16].

There is substantial evidence to suggest that insecure attachment is an important 
risk factor in adult PD [17, 18]. Research on adolescents showed negative correlation 
between secure attachment and a diagnosis of PD and positive correlation between 
disorganized attachment and borderline personality disorder (BPD) [18]. Anxious-
avoidant attachment style was shown to be related to cluster A PD, whereas anxious-
ambivalent attachment is related to dependent, histrionic and borderline personalities 
[18, 19]. Dismissive-avoidant attachment is a risk factor for narcissistic and antisocial 
personalities [20] and, finally, preoccupied attachment was associated with histrionic, 
borderline, schizotypical [21], and obsessive-compulsive [22] personalities.

These results inspired us to continue research on child and adolescent PD and 
their pathogenesis.
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Objectives

1. Assessment of criterion validity and temporal stability of PD in the youth
2. Assessment of relationships between attachment styles and PD.

Material

The study participants were teenagers hospitalized at the Department of Child and 
Adolescent Psychiatry of the Medical University of Warsaw and their parents. In ad-
dition to the lack of consent of the teenager or his or her parent to participate in the 
study, we adopted the following exclusion criteria: (1) foster care (Orphanage, Youth 
Sociotherapy Center, Youth Educational Center, and other institutions), (2) diagnosis 
of: pervasive developmental disorders, psychotic disorder, bipolar disorder, and/or 
intellectual disability.

The research group included 50 people (46 girls and 4 boys) aged 15 to 17 years 
(M = 15.7; SD = 0.85). Psychiatric diagnoses at discharge included: neurotic, stress-
related and somatic disorders – 42% (n = 21), eating disorders – 30% (n = 15), mood 
disorders – 14% (n = 7), behavioral and emotional disorders – 10% (n = 5), personal-
ity disorders – 4% (n = 2) (patients who turned 18 prior to discharge). 64% (n = 32) 
of patients had concurrent problems, mainly self-harm (60%; n = 30) or attempted 
suicide (46%; n = 23).

Research tools

Structured Clinical Interview for DSM-IV Axis II Personality Disorders

The SCID-2 [15], Polish version [16], was used in the study. It includes all 10 types 
of PD according to DSM-IV [10] and personality disorders enumerated in appendix B. 
The procedure provides for the possibility of using the entire interview or a part of it 
and the interview may be preceded by a screening test, which is the SCID-II Personal-
ity Questionnaire. The questionnaire consists of 119 questions and is filled in by the 
participant. The proper interview is preceded by a short conversation whose goal is 
to determine the participant’s typical behavior and his/her relations with other people 
and his or her reflective functions. The following stages focus on the verification of 
diagnostic criteria. Each of the criteria is scored: 1 – “absent”, 2 – “below threshold” 
and 3 – “present”. When in doubt no score is given. A score of 3 (“present”) implies 
the necessity to evaluate: (1) whether the described behavior is abnormal in relation 
to cultural expectancies; or (2) whether it is inflexible and manifests in many personal 
and social contexts; or (3) whether this pattern leads to significant pain or debilitation 
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of social, professional or other areas; (4) whether the pattern is stable over the long 
term or (5) if it could be better explained as a symptom or consequence of another 
psychiatric disorder or as an immediate effect of psychoactive substances abuse or 
general health. Diagnosis of antisocial personality disorder requires at least 3 criteria; 
avoidant, obsessive-compulsive, passive-aggressive, paranoid and schizoid personal-
ity disorders require at least 4 criteria; and the remaining diagnoses require at least 5 
criteria.

Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment – IPPA

IPPA (Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment) [23] is based on a multidimen-
sional model of attachment theory, encompassing both its cognitive and affective 
aspects. It is composed of 3 parts covering the relationships (1) with mother (or 
the person in her role) (2) with father (or the person in his role) and finally (3) with 
close friends. Each part contains 25 questions and the participant answers them on 
a 5-point Likert scale: 1 – “almost never or never true”, 2 – “not very often true”, 
3 – “sometimes true”, 4 – “often true”, 5 –“almost always or always true”. The in-
ventory covers 3 areas of attachment: (1) Trust, understood as trust toward parents 
and friends and as respect and understanding from their part; (2) Communication, 
understood as the ability to talk to close ones about self or own problems and needs; 
(3) Alienation, understood as the level of isolation and feeling of being misunderstood 
by close people and related emotions. The Polish version of the questionnaire has 
satisfactory reliability and criterion validity [24]. Scores between 1 and 4 sten are 
considered low; between 5 and 6 are considered medium and between 7 and 10 are 
considered high [24].

Method

There were 2 stages of assessment. The goal of the first stage was to gather a group 
of adolescents meeting the PD criteria (SCID-II) and to assess them using the IPPA. 
In the second stage, the participants were reevaluated after one year. This was done 
to establish the temporal stability of PD diagnosis in participants from the first stage 
(another assessment using the SCID-II).

Statistical methods

Nominal variables were presented as percentages. Means and standard deviations 
were used to present continuous variables. For qualitative analysis, χ2 tests and Cram-
mer’s V coefficients were calculated. Quantitative analysis was performed with the 
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table continued on the next page

use of Pearson’s r coefficients. Results were considered statistically significant when 
p-value was lower than 0.05. The analysis was performed using Statistica 13.1.

The research protocol was approved by the Committee of Bioethics of the Medical 
University of Warsaw (KB/289/2013).

Results

SCID-II: Personality disorders at stage one

In the first stage, 50 adolescents were assessed. 82% (n = 41) of them met the 
qualitative and quantitative diagnostic criteria for individual types of personality dis-
orders. Mean number of met criteria was 5.9 (SD = 3.14). For BPD (n = 26) the mean 
number was 7.9 (SD = 1.34), for obsessive-compulsive personality (n = 5) it was 5.4 
(SD = 1.14), for narcissistic personality (n = 2) it was 8.0 (SD = 0.00), for depressive 
and avoidant (n = 3 in each case) personalities is it was 6.0 (SD = 1.00). For the remain-
ing 2 types of personality disorders only single cases were found (with 6 criteria met 
for the paranoid personality and 4 for the passive-aggressive personality). Symptoms 
reported with highest frequencies are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Diagnostic criteria for individual types of personality disorders with highest 
frequencies at stage 1

CRITERION

BPD
(n = 26)

suicide attempt
self-harm

emotional instability
rage attacks

feeling of inner emptiness
instable self-image in contact with others

anger management difficulties
impulsiveness

instable interpersonal relations

96%
89%
89%
73%
69%
62%
58%
58%
56%

OCP
(n = 5)

rigidness and stubbornness seen by others
perfectionism

trouble getting rid of unnecessary things
paying special attention to details, rules, order, and organization

unwillingness to share work with other people
rigidness and stubbornness seen by self

100%
80%
80%
60%
60%
60%
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DPD
(n = 3)

negative self-image
self-criticism
rumination
low mood

negativism and criticism toward others
pessimistic attitude
guilt and remorse

100%
100%
100%
67%
67%
67%
67%

APD
(n = 3)

all criteria 60%

NPD
(n = 2)

exaggerated sense of self-worth
fantasizing about own strength
demands excessive admiration

envy

100%
100%
100%
100%

PPD
(n = 1)

suspiciousness
doubts about loyalty of friends

unwillingness to confide in others
worry that information will be used against him/her

alertness to covert humiliation
unfounded suspicion of infidelity

PAPD
(n = 1)

passive resistance
complaints about not being understood

contentiousness and mocking authorities
rebelliousness and regret

BPD – borderline personality disorder; OCPD – obsessive-compulsive personality disorders; DPD–
depressive personality disorders; APD – avoidant personality disorders; NPD – narcissistic personality 
disorders; PPD – paranoid personality disorders; PAPD – passive-aggressive personality disorders

SCID-II: Personality disorders at stage two

21 participants were included in reevaluation, which translates to 51% of the origi-
nal sample of patients with clinical PD at stage 1 (the majority of those who refused 
to participate in stage 2 explained that they were not willing to revisit the clinic). Vast 
majority of the children who agreed to retake the assessment met the criteria for BPD 
in the first stage (14 participants), avoidant and narcissistic PD were each represented 
by 2 participants, single cases were observed for obsessive-compulsive, depressive 
and paranoid PD.
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Mean number of diagnostic criteria in stage 2 was 6.6 (SD = 3.17). For BPD (n = 11) 
it was 8.64 (SD = 0.81), for avoidant PD (n = 4) it was 5.3 (SD = 0.96), for narcissistic 
PD (n = 2) it was 8.5 (SD = 0.71). In the case of obsessive-compulsive PD, one person 
met 6 diagnostic criteria. Symptom frequency in stage 2 is presented in Table 2 .

Table 2. Diagnostic criteria for individual types of personality disorders with highest 
frequencies at stage 2

CRITERION

BPD
(n = 11)

attempted suicide
impulsiveness

emotional instability
self-harm

rage attacks
attempts to avoid real or feared rejection

feeling of inner emptiness
instable self image in contact with others

pattern of instable interpersonal relationships
transient paranoid or dissociative symptoms

anger management difficulties

100 %
100%
100%
91%
73%
73%
64%
64%
64%
64%
55%

APD
(n = 4)

avoiding activities
reluctant to form relationships

concentration on thoughts of rejection and criticism
withdrawal from new social situations

100%
100%
75%
75%

NPD
(n = 2)

exaggerated sense of self-worth
envy

entitlement to special privileges
exploitation of others

lack of empathy

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

OCPD
( n =1)

rigidness and stubbornness seen by others
rigidness and stubbornness seen by self

perfectionism
trouble getting rid of unnecessary things

conscientiousness
avarice

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

BPD – borderline personality disorder; APD – avoidant personality disorders; NPD – narcissistic 
personality disorders; OCPD – obsessive-compulsive personality disorders
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of the number of met diagnostic criteria for personality disorders  
at stage 1 and stage 2 (n = 21)

In 16 cases (76%), personality disorder type at stage 2 remained unchanged. 
In 5 participants, at stage 2 there was a change in personality type (2 paranoid PD 
and 1 BPD changed to avoidant PD). 2 participants who met BPD criteria as well as 
1 person who met depressive disorder criteria at stage 1 could no longer be diagnosed 
with any PD at stage 2

Testing of the hypothesis concerning the fulfillment of the diagnostic criteria for 
personality disorders by children and adolescents was carried out in relation to people 
assessed at stage 2 (n = 21) (figure). In the quantitative analysis, correlation coefficient 
was r = 0.58 (p < 0.01) indicating a significant relationship between the 2 stages of as-
sessment conducted within one year (stage 1 and stage 2). Qualitative analysis (χ2 test) 
proved that the relationship between stages one and two was significant (Crammer’s 
V = 0.863; p < 0.001).

The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA) – mother

The research group counted 38 people (93%)out of 41 meeting the diagnostic 
criteria for PD (the remaining 3 individuals had had no contact with their mothers 
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since they were very young or the contact was very limited). Most participants scored 
low in terms of communication (63%, n = 24) and trust (74%, n = 28), and high in 
terms of alienation (68%, n = 26). The general score for the 3 dimensions for most 
participants was low (63%, n = 24) (Table 3). After controlling for intensity of each 
of the dimensions [23, 25], 3 attachment styles were detected: 29 participants (76%) 
had anxious-avoidant attachment style with respect to mother, 7 (18%) had secure 
attachment and 2 people (0.5%) had anxious-resistant attachment.

Table 3. Evaluation of attachment – 3 IPPA dimensions: Trust, Communication  
and Alienation

Communication Trust Alienation General score

Attachment to mother

low score
medium score
high score

24 28 5 24

7 4 7 6

7 6 26 8

Attachment to father

low score
medium score
high score

20 24 3 18

7 3 5 10

6 6 25 5

Attachment to peers

low score
medium score
high score

14 24 5 20

16 12 8 13

7 1 24 4

In the most prevalent, BPD group, anxious-avoidant attachment was dominant 
(83%). Attachment styles in the mother–participant relationship, split into PD groups 
are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Attachment styles split into PD groups

APD OCPD PAPD DPD PPD NPD BPD

Attachment to mother

secure
anxious-avoidant
anxious-resistant

0 2 0 1 0 0 4

1 3 1 2 1 1 20

1 0 0 0 0 1 0



Kamila Lenkiewicz et al.1148

Attachment to father

secure
anxious-avoidant
anxious-resistant

0 1 0 1 0 1 2

1 4 1 2 1 0 15

1 0 0 0 0 0 3

Attachment to peers

secure
anxious-avoidant
anxious-resistant

0 0 0 1 0 1 4

2 3 0 2 1 0 13

0 2 1 0 0 1 6

BPD – borderline personality disorder; OCPD – obsessive-compulsive personality disorders; DPD –
depressive personality disorders; APD – avoidant personality disorders; NPD – narcissistic personality 
disorders; PPD – paranoid personality disorders; PAPD – passive-aggressive personality disorders

The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA) – father

The research group counted 33 people (80%) out of 41 meeting the criteria for PD. 
The remaining 6 individuals were brought up by single mothers or in reconstructed 
families and had had no contact with their fathers. 2 participants did not respond to all 
questions. Vast majority of participants reported low level of communication (61%, 
n = 20) and trust (73%, n = 24) and high level of alienation (76%, n = 25) with respect 
to father. The general score in case of most participants was low (55%, n = 18) (Ta-
ble 3). After controlling for intensity of 3 specific dimensions, 3 attachment styles were 
detected: 24 participants (73%) had an anxious-avoidant attachment to father, 5 people 
(15%) had a secure attachment to father and 4 people (12%) reported anxious-resistant 
attachment. The anxiety-avoidant style dominated in the study group, including the 
most numerous group of people meeting the diagnostic criteria for BPD. Attachment 
styles in the father–participant relationship, by types of personality disorders, are 
presented in Table 4.

The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA) – friends

Research group counted 37 people (90%) out of 41meeting the criteria for PD. 
4 participants refused to fill in the questionnaire because, as they claimed, they had 
no close friends. Scores were usually medium (43%, n = 16) in terms of communica-
tion, low in terms of trust (65%, n = 24) and high in terms of alienation (65%, n = 24). 
The general score was low (54%, n = 20) (Table 3). In terms of attachment styles, 21 
persons (57%) had an anxious-avoidant attachment, 6 people (16%) had a secure at-
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tachment with their peers and 10 people (27%) had an anxious-resistant attachment. 
The research group was dominated by anxious-avoidant attachment. Attachment styles 
in the peer–participant relationship, by types of personality disorders, are presented 
in Table 4.

Relationship between attachment style and personality disorders  
diagnostic criteria

Statistical analyses were performed separately for different attachment figures 
(mother, father and peers); different attachment styles (secure, insecure, including 
anxious-avoidant and anxious-resistant style); and for the group of participants meet-
ing and not meeting the diagnostic criteria for PD. We obtained a trend-significant 
relationship between attachment to mother and meeting the diagnostic criteria for PD 
(Cramer’s V = 0.737; p < 0.06). We did not obtain significant relationships between 
attachment to father or peers and meeting the diagnostic criteria for PD (Cramer’s 
V = 0.588; p > 0.50 for attachment to father and Cramer’s V = 0.574; p > 0.50 for at-
tachment to peers).

Discussion

Diagnostic criteria for personality disorders

We obtained an overrepresentation of participants meeting the qualitative and 
quantitative criteria for PD. This percentage is higher than values usually reported in 
the literature for both the general population and the clinical population. This may be 
related to our recruitment procedure. The research was carried out among hospitalized 
patients. Very often the reason for hospitalization was suicidal ideation or attempted 
suicide, which could influence the frequency of cluster B PD. According to the American 
Psychiatric Association, patients with BPD make up 30–60% of the clinical population. 
In adolescents the percentage is between 41 and 64% [10, 26].

The use of the SCID-II interview was dictated by lack of Polish diagnostic tools 
for the diagnosis of personality disorders in children and adolescents. On the other 
hand, there are examples in the literature justifying the use of diagnostic criteria for 
PD in adults while diagnosing adolescents [2, 11, 12]. Increase in the mean number 
of met criteria observed over the year suggests a strong positive correlation between 
the first and second stages of assessment. Our correlation coefficient is congruent with 
other temporal stability coefficients for personality disorders in adults and adolescents, 
i.e., r = 0.69 for teenagers aged 14–16 years, r = 0.40 –0.82 for people below 20 years 
of age and r = 0.58 for people between 16 and 22 years of age [1, 4, 27]. Taking into 
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account the structure of our research group and the domination of patients with BPD 
we should conclude that these values are specific for BPD. This disorder, like others 
from cluster B, are considered to be the most temporally stable in both adults and 
adolescents (r = 0.60–0.62) [1, 4, 6, 9]. This justifies the assumption that what we 
measured is a fairly stable pattern of behavior rather than a momentary manifestation 
of traits resulting from axis 1 disorders or a typical adolescent behavior. Moreover, 
this is an argument for acknowledging BPD as a diagnostically sound construct for 
the developmental age.

Relationship between attachment style and meeting the diagnostic  
criteria for PD

We obtained trend-significant results concerning the relationship between attach-
ment to mother and meeting diagnostic criteria for PD. Lack of other statistically 
significant relationships was probably due to a low number of participants in the study 
group and individual subgroups, including various types of personality disorders. 
Results for the borderline group demonstrate a dominance of anxious-avoidant at-
tachment style. This goes against most of the literature where a relationship between 
the anxious-resistant or disorganized attachment style and BPD is reported [18, 28, 
29]. However, there is some data to suggest the relationship between anxious-avoidant 
attachment and BPD [17].

Anxious-avoidant attachment does not exclude disorganized attachment [20]. 
We suppose that this may be the case in our sample as approximately 30% of partici-
pants showed anxious-resistant attachment to peers. It is possible that cultural norms 
encourage an expression of disorganized attachment to mother through behaviors 
typical for anxious-avoidant attachment, while in relations with other people – typi-
cal behavioral representation [30]. Cultural patterns and differences may also play 
a role. Cultural norms specifically suppress the expression of anger in girls who 
are expected to show obedience. This strengthens avoidance strategies instead of 
confrontation and thinking instead of experiencing. Expression of intense emotions 
may take up inadequate forms (redirecting anger against the self, self-harm, suicide 
attempts, communication through symptoms). It is specifically important in the con-
text of our research group who, in vast majority, meet the BPD diagnostic criteria. 
The sample is composed exclusively of girls, 85% of whom reported self-harm and 
65% attempted suicide.

Analyzing different attachment dimensions in the IPPA we should highlight 
that for all relations with significant others (mother, father, peers) the results were 
low in communication and trust and high on alienation. Communication is the 
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most important aspect of bond formation as it influences the quality of relation-
ships [23, 30] and impacts negatively the formation of cognitive schemes and 
personality traits [31, 32]. Poor communication may be involved in low levels of 
trust presented towards attachment figures and high levels of alienation, which is, 
in our opinion, a coping strategy against rejection rather than a correct form of 
autonomy development.

Young et al. [32] claim that core cognitive believes in BPD include: (a) an inability 
to rely on others in terms of security, stability, care, and empathy; (b) an inability to 
meet own needs and over-sensitiveness to rejection; (c) sense of worthlessness and 
of not being important; (d) lack of competence in self-sustaining, combined with 
persistent fear of rejection. Coping with these core believes can take up different 
forms and manifest as: (1) punishing others for not meeting expectations (often ex-
pressed as rage), lack of self-control, low tolerance of frustration, (2) overinhibition 
of spontaneous acts, feelings and communication with others, which results in intense 
avoidance and withdrawal, (3) surrendering own preferences, decisions and wishes. 
The last two strategies result in not expressing emotions (especially rage), which ac-
cumulate and externalize as uncontrolled rage tantrums, psychosomatic symptoms, 
passive-aggressive behaviors, acting out, self-harm, attempted suicide or substance 
abuse. In this approach, people with BPD show similar functioning to ones with 
anxious-avoidant attachment style.

The importance of the anxiety-avoidant attachment style in the development of 
borderline personality disorder seems to be also explained by the concept that men -
talization is the mediating variable between the attachment style, temperamental traits 
and personality disorders. It is understood not as a constitutional trait but, to a large 
extent, as dependent on quality of bond with the caregiver and specifically on correct 
mirroring of the child’s subjective experience by the caregiver [33, 34]. The ability to 
mentalize has an impact on affect regulation and self-control. Poor execution of this 
function can result in so called automatic mentalization or an excessive concentration 
on affective aspects of events, susceptibility to experiencing other people’s emotional 
states and emotional over-sensitiveness. Therefore, we presume that dismissive and 
unaccepting mothers, who induce anxious-avoidant and disorganized attachment, and 
over-absorbed and disorganized mothers, who induce anxious-resistant attachment, 
are not able to correctly mirror emotional states of the child and therefore worsen the 
development of mentalization and hamper control and emotional regulation of their 
children.

Assessment tools could also influence the results. Attachment in individuals with 
PD is usually assessed using semi-structured interviews. During such interviews atten-
tion is paid to the way in which the content is conveyed, coherence and reflectiveness 



Kamila Lenkiewicz et al.1152

of the narrative and not to the content. Therefore, it is difficult to compare our results, 
obtained using the IPPA questionnaire, to research based on such interviews.

Limitations

This research has a number of limitations among which are: (1) low number of 
participants, especially in the second stage, (2) unique inclusion of psychiatric pa-
tients, (3) low number of adolescents with PD other than BPD, (4) overrepresentation 
of girls, (5) use of diagnostic criteria for adults, which do not take into consideration 
the specificity of adolescence, (6) lack of anonymity and unique use of self-report 
questionnaires, which could influence the truthfulness of the reports.

Overrepresentation of girls in the study group may be associated with the study 
being limited to the clinical group. The limited availability of psychiatric care for 
people of developmental age in Poland forces the admission to the 24-hour care sys-
tem, mainly of people undertaking suicide attempts with a direct threat to their lives, 
which can potentially be a reason for a predominance of female sex among hospital-
ized patients of [35].

Conclusions

Criteria for PD in adolescents, specifically for BPD, are stable across one year 
time span and the number of symptoms increases which justifies the diagnosis of PD. 
Adolescent diagnosis of PD, especially BPD, may be associated with insecure attach-
ment to mother.

References

1. Johnson JG, Cohen P, Kasen S, Skodol AE, Hamagami F, Brook JS. Age-related change in 
personality disorder trait levels between early adolescence and adulthood a community-based 
longitudinal investigation. Acta Psychiatr. Scand. 2000; 102(4): 265–275.

2. Westen D, Shedler J, Durrett C, Glass S, Martens A. Personality diagnoses in adolescence: 
DSM-IV axis II diagnoses and an empirically derived alternative. Am. J. Psychiatry. 2003; 
160(5): 952–966.

3. Johnson JG, Cohen P, Kasen S, Skodol AE, Oldham JM. Cumulative prevalence of personality 
disorders between adolescence and adulthood. Acta Psychiatr. Scand. 2008; 118(5): 410–413.

4. Cohen P, Crawford TN, Johnson JG, Kasen S. The children in the community study of devel-
opmental course of personality disorder. J. Pers. Disord. 2005; 19(5): 466–486.



1153Assessment of criterion validity of personality disorder diagnosis in adolescents

5. Feenstra DJ, Busschbach JJ, Verheul R, Hutsebaut J. Prevalence and comorbidity of axis I and 
axis II disorders among treatment refractory adolescents admitted for specialized psychotherapy. 
J. Pers. Disord. 2011; 25(6): 842–850.

6. Grilo CM, McGlashan TH, Quinlan DM, Walker ML, Greenfeld D, Edell WS. Frequency of 
personality disorders in two age cohorts of psychiatric inpatients. Am. J. Psychiatry. 1998; 
155(1): 140–142.

7. Michonski JD, Sharp C, Steinberg L, Zanarini MC. An item response theory analysis of the 
DSM-IV borderline personality disorder criteria in a population-based sample of 11-to 12-year-
old children. Personal. Disord. 2013; 4(1): 15–22.

8. Shiner RL. The development of personality disorders: Perspectives from normal personality 
development in childhood and adolescence. Dev. Psychopathol. 2009; 21(3): 715–734.

9. Bornovalova MA, Hicks BM, Iacono WG, McGue M. Stability, change, and heritability of 
borderline personality disorder traits from adolescence to adulthood: A longitudinal twin study. 
Dev. Psychopathol. 2009; 21(4): 1335–1353.

10. American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (4th 
ed.). Washington, DC; 1994.

11. Becker DF, Grilo CM, Edell WS, McGlashan TH. Diagnostic efficiency of borderline person-
ality disorder criteria in hospitalized adolescents: Comparison with hospitalized adults. Am. 
J. Psychiatry. 2002; 159(12): 2042–2047.

12. Shedler J, Westen D. The Shedler–Westen Assessment Procedure (SWAP): Making personality 
diagnosis clinically meaningful. J. Pers. Assess. 2007; 89(1): 41–55.

13. Sharp C, Fonagy P. Practitioner review: Borderline personality disorder in adolescence – Re-
cent conceptualization, intervention, and implications for clinical practice. J. Child Psychol. 
Psychiatry. 2015; 56(12): 1266–1288.

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

15. First MB, Gibbon M, Spitzer RL, Williams JBW, Smith Benjamin L. Structured clinical 
interview for DSM-IV Axis II Personality Disorders (SCID II). Washington, DC: American 
Psychiatric Press; 1996.

16. Zawadzki B, Popiel A, Pragłowska E. Ustrukturalizowany Wywiad Kliniczny do Badania 
Zaburzeń Osobowości z Osi II DSM-IV SCID-II. Warsaw: Psychological Test Laboratory of 
the Polish Psychological Association; 2010.

17. Brennan KA, Shaver PR. Attachment styles and personality disorders: Their connections to 
each other and to parental divorce, parental death, and perceptions of parental caregiving. J. 
Pers. 1998; 66(5): 835–878.

18. Nakash-Eisikovits O, Dutra L, Westen D. Relationship between attachment patterns and person-
ality pathology in adolescents. J. Am. Acad. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry. 2002; 41(9): 1111–1123.



Kamila Lenkiewicz et al.1154

19. Westen D, Nakash O, Thomas C, Bradley R. Clinical assessment of attachment patterns and per-
sonality disorder in adolescents and adults. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 2006; 74(6): 1065–1085.

20. George C, Kaplan N, Main M. Adult attachment interview. Berkley: University of California; 
1985.

21. Rosenstein DS, Horowitz HA. Adolescent attachment and psychopathology. J. Consult. Clin. 
Psychol. 1996; 64(2): 244–253.

22. Cierpiałkowska L, Górska D. Psychologia zaburzeń osobowości. In: Cierpiałkowska L, Sęk H, 
editors. Psychologia kliniczna. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Naukowe PWN; 2017. P. 283-304.

23. Armsden GC, Greenberg MT. The inventory of parent and peer attachment: Individual dif-
ferences and their relationship to psychological well-being in adolescence. J. Youth Adolesc. 
1987; 16(5): 427–454.

24. Czarnowicz-Srebrnicka K. Przywiązanie do rodziców oraz rówieśników w ocenie młodzieży 
szkolnej. Warsaw: Medical University of Warsaw; 2014.

25. Ainsworth MDS. Object relations, dependency, and attachment: A theoretical review of the 
infant-mother relations, dependency, and attachment: A theoretical review of the infant-mother 
relationship. Child Dev. 1969: 40(4): 969–1025.

26. Cierpiałkowska L, Soroko E. Zaburzenia osobowości. Problemy diagnozy klinicznej. Poznan: 
Science Publishing House of Poznan University of Medical Sciences; 2014.

27. Ferguson CJ. A meta-analysis of normal and disordered personality across the life span. J. 
Pers. Soc. Psychol. 2010; 98(4): 659–667.

28. Agrawal HR, Gunderson J, Holmes BM, Lyons-Ruth K. Attachment studies with borderline 
patients: A review. Harv. Rev. Psychiatry. 2004; 12(2): 94–104.

29. Winsper C, Lereya ST, Marwaha S, Thompson A, Eyden J, Singh SP. The aetiological and 
psychopathological validity of borderline personality disorder in youth: A systematic review 
and meta-analysis. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 2016; 44: 13–24.

30. Bowlby J. Przywiązanie. Warsaw: Polish Scientific Publishers PWN; 2007.

31. Young J, Gluhoski V. Schema-focused diagnosis for personality disorders. In: Kaslow F, editor. 
Handbook of relational diagnosis and dysfunctional family patterns. New York: Wiley; 1996. 
P. 300–321.

32. Young JE, Klosko JS, Weishaar ME. Terapia Schematów. Przewodnik praktyka. Sopot: Gdansk 
Psychological Publishing House; 2014.

33. Fonagy P, Luyten P. A developmental, mentalization-based approach to the understanding 
and treatment of borderline personality disorder. Dev. Psychopathol. 2009; 21(4): 1355–1381.

34. Boucher MÈ, Pugliese J, Allard‐Chapais C, Lecours S, Ahoundova L, Chouinard R et al. 
Parent–child relationship associated with the development of borderline personality disorder: 
A systematic review. Personal. Ment. Health. 2017; 11(4): 229–255.



1155Assessment of criterion validity of personality disorder diagnosis in adolescents

35. Cha CB, Nock MK. Suicidal and nonsuicidal self‑injurious thoughts and behaviors. In: Mash 
EJ, Barkley RA, editors. Child psychopathology. New York; 2014. P. 317–342.

Address: Kamila Lenkiewicz
Medical University of Warsaw
Department of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry
02-091 Warszawa, Żwirki i Wigury Street 63a
e-mail: kamila.lenkiewicz@gmail.com


