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Abstract 

 
The present study examined the relationships and concurrent validity between the DSM-5-TR Alternative Model for Personality Disorders (AMPD) 
and the psychodynamic personality assessment model. The main aim of the study was to review the overlap and the specific contribution of both 
assessment models. Specifically, the relationships among maladaptive personality domains, level of personality functioning, and psychodynamic 
personality organization dimensions were investigated. The design implemented was quantitative, cross-sectional, with a non-clinical sample of 
206 adults aged 20-46 years. Three standardized self-report instruments were used: the Personality Inventory for DSM-5 – Brief Form Plus 
Modified (PID5BF+M), the Personality Functioning Scale – Short Form (LPFS-BF 2.0), and the Personality Organization Inventory (IPO-16). Results 
were analyzed using Pearson correlation coefficients, multiple regression models, and hierarchical regression models. Several moderate-to-strong 
associations were observed, mainly between the Level of Personality Functioning (Derived from DSM-5-TR AMPD) and the Level of Personality 
Organization (r = .851). Regarding trait-to-structure associations, the results indicated that the strongest association was between Psychoticism 
and Reality Testing (r = .749). Regression analyses suggested that psychodynamic dimensions were more strongly associated with severe 
structural pathology, with the highest explanatory power for Psychoticism (R2=.58) and the lowest for Anankastia (R2=.227). Overall, Reality 
Testing emerged as the strongest concurrent predictor across the regression models, particularly for Psychoticism (β = .614) and general 
personality functioning (β = .606). Hierarchical regression analyses suggested that, when controlling for the Level of Personality Functioning, 
psychodynamic dimensions added statistically significant incremental variance to Detachment (ΔR2=.078, a 7.8% increase), Antagonism 
(ΔR2=.096, a 9.6% increase), and Psychoticism (ΔR2=.080, an 8% increase). These findings suggested substantial convergence between 
psychodynamic personality organization dimensions and the DSM-5-TR AMPD, while supporting the added value of psychodynamic constructs in 
personality assessment. Integrating both psychodynamic constructs and the DSM-5-TR AMPD in clinical assessment may contribute to a more 
comprehensive understanding of personality functioning. 
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 Introduction 
 
The global approach of personality assessment has undergone significant changes in recent years. Both 
the DSM-5 and DSM-5-TR (APA, 2013; APA, 2022) and the ICD-11 (WHO, 2022), which have 
traditionally maintained a categorical approach, have adopted a dimensional model of personality 
assessment, while psychodynamic models have maintained a dimensional-based understanding of 
personality assessment (Zimmermann, Hopwood, & Krueger, 2023). 

Thus, the main aim of this study is to analyze the divergences and convergences between two 
personality assessment models, specifically the experimental section of the DSM-5-TR and the 
psychodynamic model. This study examines the concurrent explanatory capacity of the psychodynamic 
dimensions in personality assessment for the DSM-5-TR (APA, 2022), experimental section 3, AMPD, 
criteria A and B. In addition, it aims to test the relationships among the constructs, given the recent 
changes in DSM-5 and DSM-5-TR (2013; 2022) towards a more dimensional rather than categorical 
approach to personality assessment.  

While a recent body of research has assessed the convergences and divergences between the ICD-
11 dimensional framework (WHO, 2022) and the DSM-5-TR (APA, 2022), fewer studies have 
investigated how the DSM-5-TR aligns with long-standing psychodynamic structural assessment 
models (Ayinde & Gureje, 2021; Bach & Simonsen, 2021). Many papers have been developed and have 
assessed the relationship between ICD-11 and the psychodynamic level, giving a clear picture of the 
new commonalities and differences (Nazari, Huprich, Hemmati, & Rezaei, 2021; Blüml & Doering, 
2021). Given that both DSM-5-TR (AMPD) and the psychodynamic model employ a dimensional 
approach and capture overlapping aspects of personality functioning, it is important to analyze the 
extent to which these models overlap and where their differences stand. Clarifying these overlaps may 
improve integrative personality assessment across models. 
 
1.1 Definition of the main variables of the study 
 
Level of Personality functioning: The Alternative DSM-5 Model for Personality Disorders (AMPD) is 
operationalized in the DSM-5 through 2 criteria (A and B) (Zimmermann, 2020). Criterion A includes 
the level of (1) Self functioning and (2) Interpersonal functioning; while Criterion B includes 5 main 
maladaptive personality domains: Negative Affectivity, Disinhibition, Detachment, Antagonism, and 
Psychoticism (APA, 2022). For this study, the Level of Personality functioning will be operationalized as 
the level of interpersonal and self-functioning as determined by the DSM-5-TR, through its 4 
subdimensions: Self-functioning (SF): Identity; Self-direction; Interpersonal functioning (IF): Empathy; 
Intimacy.  

Maladaptive personality domains are operationalized again through the AMPD section of the 
DSM-5-TR. It includes the 5 dimensions mentioned above and 18 facets. Recent studies have reviewed 
the maladaptive domains across the DSM-5-TR and ICD-11 (Bach et al., 2017; Sellbom et al., 2020; Bach 
et al., 2020; Mulder, 2021) and found that Negative Affectivity, Disinhibition, Detachment, and 
Antagonism are closely matched between the two systems. Moreover,  it has been established that only 
two dimensions do not match; Psychoticism from the DSM-5-TR does not have a counterpart in the 
ICD-11, and Anankastia from ICD-11 does not have a counterpart in the DSM-5-TR (Bach et al., 2020; 
Clark et al., 2021; Pires et al., 2023). Thus, instruments have been developed to assess the 4 dimensions 
that have counterparts in both the DSM-5-TR and ICD-11, as well as the 2 dimensions that lack 
counterparts (Bach et al., 2017; Bach et al., 2020). In this study, maladaptive personality domains will 
include: Negative Affectivity, Disinhibition, Detachment, Antagonism, Anankastia, and Psychoticism.  

The psychodynamic model of personality assessment will be operationalized through Primitive 
Defenses, Identity Diffusion, Reality Testing, and the Global level of Personality Functioning measured 
across the three psychodynamic dimensions mentioned. This follows Kernberg’s model of personality 
functioning (Kernberg, 1984; Clarkin et al., 1995), based on which several assessment instruments 
have been developed. 
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 Theoretical Framework 
 
The assessment of personality has for years been viewed through the lens of three main models: the 
International Classification of Diseases (ICD-11), the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders (DSM-5-TR), and the Psychodynamic Diagnostic Manual (PDM-2). 

In 2013, with the publication of DSM-5, the American Psychiatric Association (APA) introduced an 
alternative model of personality assessment (AMPD, Section III), which provides a dimensional 
approach to levels of personality functioning and maladaptive domains, thereby expanding the 
traditional categorical model (pp. 761–781). The revision of DSM-5-TR (2022) kept the AMPD largely 
unchanged. 

In the same year (2022), the World Health Organization (WHO) published the ICD-11, which 
included a section on personality disorders (pp. 560–563) and introduced substantial changes. The 
assessment of personality according to ICD-11 is based entirely on the level of its functioning. The first 
evaluative domain, the level of dysfunction (moderate; moderate; severe), is associated with one or 
more primary features, such as Negative Affectivity, Detachment, Dissociality, Disinhibition, and 
Anankastia (Bach et al., 2021, p. 4). 
 
2.1 Convergence between Criterion A and Psychodynamic Personality Structure 
 
Psychoanalysis has long since had an established understanding of “personality functioning” assessed 
through different levels of several dimensions (Nazari et al., 2021), the DSM has held a tradition of a 
categorical approach, mentalized through the 10 distinct personality disorders and the five-factor 
model of personality assessment (Pires et al., 2023). However, recent developments have seen an 
approach that is similar in appearance to the psychodynamic approach (Gilbert, 2025). 

The psychodynamic model of personality understanding and assessment began with Freud (Ma et 
al., 2024) and is now established in the Psychodynamic Diagnostic Manual (Lingiardi & McWilliams, 
2017), which closely follows Kernberg’s Object Relations theory of personality (Kernberg, 1967).   

There is a theoretical similarity between the psychodynamic model and the AMPD, as Table 1 
presents. The psychodynamic tradition, personality pathology is understood as an incoherent sense of 
self and the lack of the capacity for relationships (Blüml & Doering, 2021). 

 
Table 1. Comparison of Self and Interpersonal Functioning Domains 
 

Assessment model 
Functioning 
Domains 

Comparison 

DSM-5-TR  
(Alternative Model) 

Self-functioning Identity; Self-direction. 
Interpersonal 
functioning 

Empathy; Intimacy. 

Psychodynamic 
Approach  

Identity 
Capacity to invest in work/studies and recreational activities; Sense of 
self; Sense of others. 

Object relations 
Interpersonal relationships; Relationships and sexuality; Internal 
working model of relationships 

 Adapted from Blüml and Doering (2021). 

 
In a thought-provoking paper, Gilbert (2025) discusses a clear difference in theoretical perspectives: 
instruments developed based on criterion A are described as multidimensional, whereas the 
psychodynamic tradition understands personality as unidimensional, given the perception of 
psychological development as a single process.  

Despite the general acceptance that ICD-11 and DSM-5-TR are theoretically closer, several studies have 
found that Criterion A of the DSM-5-TR correlates more strongly with psychodynamic instruments than with 
ICD-11 instruments (Zimmermann et al., 2020; Oltmanns & Widiger, 2019). However, in terms of clinical 
utility, the AMPD has shown that levels of personality functioning and the presence of one or more 
pathological personality domains predict a range of clinical outcomes (Bornstein, 2025).  
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2.2 The role of maladaptive personality domains in personality structure  
 
As mentioned in previous sections, the AMPD assesses personality based on two criteria: the first being 
personality functioning (Criterion A), and the second is described as characteristic pathological 
personality domains (Criterion B), which distinguish 6 clusters of typical features for antisocial, 
avoidant, borderline, narcissistic, obsessive-compulsive,, and schizotypal personality disorder (APA, 
2022). The second criterion is usually measured using DSM-derived instruments that focus on five 
personality domains and 25 specific facets. Specifically, the domains are: Negative Affectivity (vs. 
Emotional Stability), Detachment (vs. Extraversion), Antagonism (vs. Agreeableness), Disinhibition (vs. 
Conscientiousness), and Psychoticism (vs. Lucidity) (APA, 2022). 

Various studies have examined the relationship between maladaptive personality domains and 
different personality functioning models (Granieri et al., 2017; Ohse et al., 2024; Gilbert et al., 2026). 
Research has consistently shown that the DSM-5-TR maladaptive domains are strongly associated with 
psychodynamic immature defense mechanisms, and that they can share significant concurrent variance 
(Granieri et al., 2017). Moreover, high scores in personality organization domains are strongly 
convergent with maladaptive domains. Specifically, in a study by Ohse et al. (2024), Antagonism has 
shown convergence with other directed aggression and restricted moral functioning, Psychoticism has 
shown convergence with diminished reality testing, and lastly, maladaptive personality organization 
has shown convergence with impaired personal functioning and Detachment. 
 
2.3 Research gap and rationale 
 
Although the DSM-5-TR accurately addresses logistical and diagnostic requirements, it has been argued 
that it offers only a superficial understanding of the problem; protocols built on primary, differential, 
and comorbid diagnoses may not be sufficiently effective for the broad treatment of individuals. 
Hualparuca-Olivera and Caycho-Rodríguez (2023) stated that in this gap, clinicians often turn to 
psychodynamic models to assess the full structure of personality, defense mechanisms, and the 
relationship with attachment figures. 

Although convergence between the DSM-5-TR and ICD-11 has been widely studied, concerns 
about reduced discriminant validity suggest that the dimensional approach, while innovative, may not 
substantially improve the empirical differentiation of personality pathology (Oltmanns et al., 2018). In 
contrast, psychodynamic models, such as those described in the PDM-2, focus on the structural 
organization of personality, the functioning of the self and interpersonal relationships, and defense 
mechanisms (Zimmermann et al., 2023). 

Despite increasing interest in dimensional models, there is a lack of research investigating the 
combined role of Criterion A and Criterion B in predicting core psychodynamic dimensions such as 
identity diffusion, primitive defenses, and reality testing. 
 

 Purpose and Objectives of the Study 
 
This study aims to compare the psychodynamic personality assessment approach to the DSM-5-TR 
personality assessment model. The main objective is to examine the relationships between 
maladaptive personality domains, the general level of personality functioning, and the psychodynamic 
personality organization dimensions. 

Objective 1: To examine the correlational relationships between maladaptive personality 
domains, psychodynamic personality organization dimensions, and the level of personality functioning. 

(RQ1): Are there statistically significant correlational relationships between maladaptive 
personality domains, psychodynamic personality organization dimensions, and the level of personality 
functioning? 

Objective 2: To analyze the concurrent statistical prediction of maladaptive personality domains 
by psychodynamic personality organization dimensions. 

(RQ2a): To what extent do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions concurrently and 
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statistically predict maladaptive personality domains? 
(RQ2b): Do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions explain additional incremental, 

concurrent variance in maladaptive personality domains beyond the level of personality functioning?  
Objective 3: To analyze the concurrent statistical prediction of the level of personality functioning 

by psychodynamic personality organization dimensions. 
(RQ3a): To what extent do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions concurrently and 

statistically predict the level of personality functioning?  
(RQ3b): Do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions explain additional incremental, 

concurrent variance in personality functioning beyond maladaptive personality domains? 
 
3.1 Research methodology 
 
The research focuses on comparing personality models and assessing the explanatory role of 
psychodynamic constructs. The quantitative research methodology chosen for this study is 
correlational, non-experimental. The study aims to test the relationships among constructs and 
explanatory models and to examine the variance between DSM-5 TR and psychodynamic approaches in 
personality assessment. The design is intended to be correlational and focuses on concurrent statistical 
prediction (Coolican, 2004). Data were collected and observed at a single point in time, resulting in a 
cross-sectional design. It is assessed that this type of design best fits the nature of the research 
questions.  
 
3.2 Description of research sample 
 
The population selected for this study is non-clinical, which was considered appropriate given that the 
focus is not on personality disorders and all variables are dimensional. First, non-clinical sampling was 
considered consistent with the study's aim of analyzing the dimensional structure of personality and 
the theoretical relationships between models, rather than testing the diagnostic performance of the 
instruments. Secondly, contemporary dimensional models of personality pathology view personality as 
a continuum from normal to pathological. Hence, evaluating models in non-clinical populations allows 
us to review how well these constructs hold up across the entire spectrum of human behavior, not just 
in psychiatric settings.  

The study was focused on urban Tirana. Initially, a plan was drawn for the efficient and 
sustainable administration of the tests. The selection of the three questionnaires was based on relevant 
literature regarding the study variables. The final sample consisted of n=206 individuals aged 20-46 
years, of whom 61% were female (n=126) and 39% were male (n=80). 
 
3.2.1 Sampling procedure 
 
A non-probability sampling method was used; specifically, participants were recruited through 
convenience sampling via online distribution of the questionnaire. Participation was voluntary, 
resulting in a self-selected sample. This approach introduces several methodological limitations 
(Coolican, 2004). First, convenience sampling relies on a self-selected cohort, which may create 
volunteer bias. Individuals who choose to participate might possess distinct psychological profiles or a 
heightened interest in psychological health compared to the general public. Second, the sampling is 
constrained to Tirana, which is predominantly younger and skewed toward female participation, 
limiting the external validity and generalizability of the findings to more diverse demographic groups, 
including older populations or rural communities. To control for distributional abnormalities 
associated with convenience sampling, statistical safeguards were implemented, including z-score tests 
for skewness and kurtosis and a Shapiro-Wilk normality test. It was confirmed that the data did not 
deviate significantly from a normal distribution (p > .05), confirming the sample was appropriate for 
linear parametric analysis.  
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3.3 Study instruments 
 
The final questionnaire was separated in 4 sections: (1) Demographic data; (2) Maladaptive personality 
domains as measured by Personality Inventory for DSM-5 – Short Form with Modified Domain Model 
(Bach et al., 2017; Bach et al., 2020; Mulder, 2021); (3) Personality Functioning Scale - Short Form 
(Weekers et al., 2018) and (4): The Personality Organization Inventory (Zimmermann et al., 2015). 
Two of the questionnaires, specifically the Personality Functioning Scale - Short Form and Personality 
Inventory for DSM-5 – Short Form with Modified Domain Model, had already been translated and 
standardized into Albanian. Their reliability was measured in this study sample. The third instrument, 
the Personality Organization Inventory (IPO-16), was translated in accordance with international 
guidelines using a blinded back-translation. Also, authors of each questionnaire were contacted, and 
permission to use and translate them was obtained. 

While all three instruments used in this study are validated and psychometrically sound, 
exclusive reliance on self-report data introduces specific limitations to the methodology and, 
consequently, to the results. Self-report questionnaires are prone to social desirability bias, common 
method variance, and subjective distortion based on current emotional states. Most importantly, in 
psychodynamic structural assessment, constructs such as primitive defense mechanisms and reality 
testing, as assessed through self-reflection, present an inherent paradox. Individuals inclined to use 
primitive defense mechanisms or suffering from impaired reality testing may lack the conscious insight 
required to evaluate these deficits accurately on a Likert scale. Thus, the assessment captures 
conscious self-representation rather than unconscious structural deficits. To maximize reliability under 
these constraints, instrument instructions emphasized total anonymity, and internal consistency 
coefficients were closely monitored. 
 
3.3.1 Questionnaire description 
 
Personality Functioning Scale - Short Form: The LPFS-BF 2.0 (Weekers et al., 2018) is a self-report 
scale that operationalizes Criterion A of the DSM-5-TR Alternative Model of Personality Disorders, and 
is derived from the LPFS (Morey, 2017). It is rated on a 4-point Likert scale, which characterizes the 
global level of functioning/severity and four dimensions of personality dysfunction. 

Personality Inventory for DSM-5 – Short Form with Modified Domain Model: PID5BF+M (Bach et 
al., 2020) is a modified version of PID5BF+ (35), an algorithm that assesses the six DSM-5 and ICD-11 
domains and 18 facets. Several studies have been conducted to develop a common instrument for DSM 
and ICD and to assess the validity of PID5BF+M (Bach et al., 2017; Bach et al., 2020; Mulder, 2021). For 
these reasons, it has been assessed that this instrument can measure maladaptive personality domains 
according to both models and that using two different instruments would introduce unnecessary 
overlap. It comprises 36 items, 6 for each maladaptive domain dimension: Negative Affectivity; 
Detachment; Antagonism; Disinhibition; Anankastia; and Psychoticism. It is scored on a 4-point Likert 
scale from 0 to 3.  

The Personality Organization Inventory (IPO-16): A self-report instrument that focuses on three 
dimensions of personality organization (Zimmermann et al., 2015). Its primary scales are primitive 
defense mechanisms, reality testing, and identity diffusion. It comprises 16 items scored from 1 to 5, 
with 1 being the lowest and 5 the highest. Primitive defense mechanisms and Reality testing each have 
5 items, while Identity Diffusion has 6. Both the total score and dimension-based scores are calculated 
for this instrument. 

 
3.3.2 Reliability of instruments 
 
Cronbach’s alpha was acceptable for each instrument. The entire battery of instruments comprised 130 
items, for which Cronbach’s Alpha was .961. This enabled the use of the battery in the study. The 
following 3 tables present the reliability analysis for each instrument and its separate dimensions.  
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Table 2. Reliability statistics for the Personality Inventory for DSM-5 – Short Form with Modified 
Domain 
 

Dimensions 
Negative 

affectivity 
Detachment Antagonism Disinhibition Anankastia Psychoticism Total 

Cronbach's 
Alpha 

.756 .787 .721 .769 .735 .816 .915 

N of Items 6 6 6 6 6 6 36 

 
The overall reliability of the Personality Inventory for DSM-5-Short Form with Modified Domain was 
relatively high, with a Cronbach's alpha of .915. While all its dimensions showed acceptable reliability, 
only the Psychoticism dimension had a moderate-to-high Cronbach's alpha of .816. 
 
Table 3. Reliability statistics for The Personality Organization Inventory (IPO-16) 
 

Dimensions Primitive defenses Identity diffusion Reality testing Total 
Cronbach's Alpha .726 .736 .868 .909 
N of Items 5 6 5 16 

 
As with the PID5BF+, the Personality Organization Inventory – Short form showed generally high 
reliability, with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .909. While all its dimensions had acceptable reliability, only the 
Reality Testing dimension had a moderate-to-high reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .868. 
 
Table 4. Reliability statistics for Personality Functioning Scale - Short Form 
 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
.901 12 

 
The Personality Functioning Scale - Short Form demonstrated high reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha 
of .901. 
 
3.3.3 Data collection process 
 
An online format was used to administer the instruments. All three instruments were combined into a 
single form: the Personality Inventory for DSM-5, the Personality Functioning Scale, and the 
Personality Organization Inventory, and the time required to complete the instruments ranged from 20 
to 30 minutes. Before administering the instruments, participants were asked to provide additional 
data (age and gender). Before each of the three questionnaires, the relevant procedure was explained 
to the participants in accordance with their instructions. 

Informed consent and the instruments completed by the study sample, as well as additional data, 
were stored in accordance with the standards of confidentiality and data protection for scientific 
research conducted with human subjects. 
 
3.3.4 Data analysis 
 
The main purpose of the statistical analyses is not to validate the instruments, but to test the 
theoretical relationships between personality constructs according to the two models. 

In addition to descriptive analyses, inferential statistics were conducted in IBM SPSS Statistics-26, 
including correlation coefficients, predictability, and explained variance between variables, which were 
tested using multiple and hierarchical regression (Norusis, 2010; Howitt & Cramer, 2014). 
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3.3.5 Methodology limitations 
 
Because the study used a cross-sectional design, the findings should be interpreted as reflecting 
statistical associations among variables rather than causal relationships. Although regression analyses 
were conducted to examine explanatory patterns, the design does not permit conclusions regarding 
causation or directionality. 
 

 Results 
 

 
 
Figure 1: Gender of participants 
 
4.1 Demographic Characteristics 
 
Regarding participant gender, it was important to maintain a balanced number of males and females; 
the final sample consisted of 61% females (n=126) and 39% males (n=80), as shown in Figure 1. The 
difference between the number of women and men in the sample is relatively acceptable.  

By age group, Table 5 presents descriptive statistics for the mean, maximum, and minimum ages. 
 
Table 5. Descriptive statistics of the age of participants 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
206 20 46 22.96 4.958 

 
The sample has a mean of M = 23.39 and an SD of 3.04. There are no individuals under 18 years of age. 
The minimum age of participants was 20, and the maximum was 46. 
 
4.1.1 Test of Normality 
 
Due to the convenience sampling of participants, it was necessary to examine whether the data were 
normally distributed. Z-scores for skewness and kurtosis were computed for each variable. The z-
scores of skewness and kurtosis for both groups fell within the acceptable range of -1.96 to 1.96, 
indicating no significant deviation from normality. 

To further assess the normality of maladaptive personality domains, personality functioning levels, 
and personality organization dimensions, the Shapiro-Wilk normality test was used. Where: H0: There is a 
normal distribution; H1: There is no normal distribution. The results are presented in Table 6. 
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Table 6. Tests of Normality: Shapiro-Wilk for all dimensions 
 

Dimensions Statistics df Sig. 
Negative Affectivity .977 206 .078 
Detachment .951 206 .083 
Antagonism .954 206 .061 
Disinhibition .945 206 .052 
Anankastia .986 206 .057 
Psychoticism .963 206 .086 
Level of personality functioning .944 206 .059 
Primitive Defenses .902 206 .064 
Identity Diffusion .965 206 .063 
Reality Testing .856 206 .077 
Level of personality organization .928 206 .061 

 
The Shapiro-Wilk normality test indicated that the data were not significantly different from a normal 
distribution (p > .05). Since there was no statistical significance, the null hypothesis was not rejected, 
the distribution of values did not have a statistically significant difference from the normal distribution, 
and the data had a normal distribution. 
 
4.1.2 Inferential Analysis Results 
 
A) Results for Objective No. 1: To examine the correlational relationships between maladaptive 
personality domains, psychodynamic personality organization dimensions, and the level of personality 
functioning.  

(RQ1a): Are there statistically significant correlational relationships between maladaptive 
personality domains, psychodynamic personality organization dimensions, and the level of personality 
functioning? 

Pearson's correlation coefficient was used to analyze the relationship between maladaptive 
personality domains, psychodynamic personality organization dimensions, and the level of personality 
functioning. Table 7 concludes the correlation matrix of the study variables.  

 
Table 7. Matrix of correlations between variables 
 

 
Level of 

personality 
functioning 

Primitive 
Defenses 

Identity 
Diffusion 

Reality 
Testing 

Level of 
personality 

organization 
Negative 
Affectivity 

.493** .338** .489** .389** .447** 

Detachment .632** .568** .371** .561** .544** 
Antagonism .572** .642** .512** .495** .596** 
Disinhibition .727** .621** .556** .581** .640** 
Anankastia .471** .420** .440** .439** .475** 
Psychoticism .728** .649** .578** .749** .722** 
LPF  .793** .745** .794** .851** 
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).  

 
Significant correlations were observed among maladaptive personality domains, levels of personality 
functioning and organization, and dimensions of personality organization. Specifically, the highest 
correlation coefficient was observed between the Level of Personality Functioning and the Level of 
Personality Organization, with r = .851. In addition, high correlational coefficients were observed 
between the Psychoticism domain and the Level of Personality Functioning, and between the Reality 
Testing dimension of personality organization and the Level of Personality Organization. While 
moderate-to-high correlation coefficients were observed for most study variables, the Negative 
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Affectivity domain showed low correlation coefficients with the Primitive Defenses and Reality Testing 
domains. Furthermore, Detachment had a low but significant correlation with Identity Diffusion (r = 
.371).  

B) Results for Objective No. 2: To analyze the concurrent statistical prediction of maladaptive 
personality domains by psychodynamic personality organization dimensions. 

(RQ2a): To what extent do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions concurrently and 
statistically predict maladaptive personality domains? 

To measure the predictive ability of the psychodynamic personality organization dimensions for 
the six maladaptive personality domains, linear regression was used. For the regressions, as mentioned 
above, the distributions were normal; the sample size was substantially larger than the number of 
predictors, and there was no correlation between the independent variables (r < 0.8). Also, to assess 
multicollinearity, a specific test was performed, yielding the same result. As a result, the statistical 
criteria for performing regression analyses were met. The results of the linear regressions are 
presented in Table 8. Six regression models were estimated, with the independent variables being the 
dimensions of personality organization and the dependent variables being maladaptive personality 
traits.  

 
Table 8. Linear regression to measure the effect of three psychodynamic dimensions in explaining 
variance in maladaptive personality domains  
 

Model R R2 F Sig. 
1.Negative 
Affectivity 

.500a .250 22.431 .000b 

2. Detachment .636a .405 45.850 .000b 
3. Antagonism .643a .413 47.445 .000b 
4. Disinhibition .648a .411 48.693 .000b 
5. Anankastia .476a .227 19.727 .000b 
6. Psychoticism .762a .580 92.983 .000b 
Predictors: (Constant), Primitive Defenses; Identity Diffusion; Reality Testing.  

 
Regarding Negative Affectivity, R2=0.250; together, the three dimensions of personality organization 
according to psychodynamics explained 25% of the variance. Also, psychodynamic dimensions 
explained 40.5% of the variance in Detachment, 41.3% in Antagonism, 41.1% in Disinhibition, 22.7% in 
Anankastia, and 58% in the domain of Psychoticism. The highest predictive ability was in the domain of 
Psychoticism, with an R2 of .580, and the lowest was in Anankastia, with an R2 of .227.  

Moreover, regression coefficients for each predictor, as shown in Table 9, were analyzed in each 
model to determine which dimension of personality organization had the highest predictive value. For 
the first model, in which the dependent variable was Negative Affectivity, neither Primitive Defense 
Mechanisms nor Reality Testing was a statistically significant predictor (p > .001). At the same time, 
Reality Testing was shown to be a statistically significant predictor (β = 0.521, p < .001), for every 1 
standard deviation increase in Identity Diffusion, Negative Affectivity increases by .521 standard 
deviations.  

 
Table 9. Regression Coefficients for each Maladaptive Personality Domain 
 

Maladaptive Personality Domains Psychodynamic variables Standardized Coefficients β Sig 
1. Negative Affectivity a. Reality Testing .521 .000 

2. Detachment 
a. Primitive Defenses .514 .000 
b. Identity Diffusion -.341 .000 
c. Reality Testing .427 .000 

3. Antagonism a. Primitive Defenses .606 .000 

4. Disinhibition 
a. Primitive Defenses .371 .000 
b. Reality Testing .232 .008 
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Maladaptive Personality Domains Psychodynamic variables Standardized Coefficients β Sig 

5. Anankastia 
a. Identity Diffusion .205 .053 
b. Reality Testing .215 .033 

6. Psychoticism 
a. Primitive Defenses .230 .004 
b. Reality Testing .614 .000 

 
Regarding Detachment, all three psychodynamic variables were statistically significant predictors: for 
every 1 standard deviation increase in Primitive Defenses, a .514 increase in Detachment is expected; 
for every 1 standard deviation increase in Identity Diffusion, a .314 decrease in Detachment is 
expected. Finally, for every 1-standard-deviation increase in Reality Testing, a 0.427 increase in 
Detachment is expected. As per Antagonism, only Primitive Defenses were statistically significant 
predictors, with β = .606 (p < .001). For every 1 standard deviation increase in Primitive Defenses, 
Antagonism increases by .606 standard deviations. Primitive Defenses and Reality Testing were also 
shown to be statistically important predictors of Disinhibition, with Primitive Defenses β = .371 (p < 
.001) and Reality Testing p > .001. For Anankastia, all three psychodynamic variables had p > .001; 
however, Reality Testing had β = .215 (p < .005). Lastly, Reality Testing has the highest regression 
coefficient β =.614(p < .001), in predicting Psychoticism, while Primitive Defenses have a statistically 
significant, but p < .005.  

(RQ2b): Do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions explain additional incremental, 
concurrent variance in maladaptive personality domains beyond the level of personality functioning? 
To analyze whether psychodynamic personality organization dimensions explain additional variance in 
maladaptive personality domains beyond that explained by personality functioning, six separate 
hierarchical regressions were run in SPSS-26. Predictor variables included in each model were selected 
based on their significance and standardized coefficients in prior linear regression analyses. The level 
of Personality Functioning was added in step 1, and psychodynamic dimensions of personality 
functioning were added in step 2. The results of the hierarchical regressions are presented in Tables 10 
through 15.  
 
Table 10. Hierarchical regression predicting Negative Affectivity from Reality Testing and Level of 
Personality Functioning 
 

 R R2 R2 Change F Change Sig. F Change Coefficients Coefficients Sig. 
1 .493a .243 .243 65.331 .000   

2 .493b .243 .000 .002 .964 
Level of Personality Functioning .000 
Reality Testing .964 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning and Reality Testing  
c. Dependent Variable: Negative Affectivity  

 
In step 1, the Level of Personality Functioning significantly predicted Negative Affectivity, accounting 
for 24.3% of its variance (R² = .243, F = 65.331, p < .001). In step 2, Reality Testing was added; 
however, it did not increase the explained variance (ΔR² = .000), and the change in the model was not 
statistically significant (F change = .002, p = .964). These findings indicate that Reality Testing does not 
provide additional explanatory value beyond the Level of Personality Functioning in predicting 
Negative Affectivity. 
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Table 11. Hierarchical regression predicting Detachment from psychodynamic dimensions of 
personality organization and Level of Personality Functioning 
 

 R R2 R2 Change F Change Sig. F Change Coefficients Coefficients Sig. 
1 .632a .399 .399 135.633 .000   

2 .691b .477 .078 9.977 .000 

Level of Personality Functioning .000 
Primitive Defenses .001 
Identity Diffusion .000 
Reality Testing .016 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning; Primitive Defenses; Identity Diffusion and Reality Testing  
c. Dependent Variable: Detachment  

 
In step 1, the Level of Personality Functioning significantly predicted Detachment, accounting for 
39.9% of its variance (R² = .399, F = 135.633, p < .001). In step 2, Primitive Defenses, Identity Diffusion, 
and Reality Testing were added. The second model resulted in a significant increase in the explanation 
of Detachment variance, with R2 increasing to .078 (F change = 9.977, p < .001). The second model 
explains 47.7% of the variance in Detachment (R² = .477). These findings indicate that psychodynamic 
variables of personality organization explain additional variance in Detachment beyond that explained 
by personality functioning.  
 
Table 12. Hierarchical regression predicting Antagonism from psychodynamic dimensions of 
personality organization and Level of Personality Functioning 
 

 R R2 R2 Change F Change Sig. F Change Coefficients Coefficients Sig. 
1 .572a .327 .327 99.127 .000   

2 .650b .423 .096 33.815 .000 
Level of Personality Functioning .057 
Primitive Defenses .000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning, and Primitive Defenses  
c. Dependent Variable: Antagonism  

 
In the first model, where the only predictor was the Level of Personality Functioning, F = 99.127 (p < 
.001), the regression equation explained a significant proportion of the variance in Antagonism 
(32.7%). The variable added to the second model was Primitive Defenses, with an R2 change of. 096 
and F change = 33.815 (p< .001), indicating that Primitive Defenses explain 9.6% of the variance of 
Antagonism and that the regression equation of the second model explains a significant proportion of 
Antagonism. According to the second model coefficients, the results indicated that once Primitive 
Defenses are added to the model, the predictive ability of the Level of Personality Functioning 
decreases, which may be due to their correlation (r = .793).  
 
Table 13. Hierarchical regression predicting Disinhibition from psychodynamic dimensions of 
personality organization and Level of Personality Functioning 
 

 R R2 R2 Change F Change Sig. F Change Coefficients Coefficients Sig. 
1 .727a .528 .528 228.636 .000   

2 .731b .534 .005 1.183 .308 
Level of Personality Functioning .000 
Primitive Defenses .127 
Reality Testing .718 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning; Primitive Defenses and Reality Testing 
c. Dependent Variable: Disinhibition  
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In the first model, where the only predictor was the Level of Personality Functioning, F Change = 
228.636 (p < .001), indicating that the regression equation explained a significant proportion of the 
variance in Disinhibition (52.8%). The variable added in the second model was Primitive Defenses and 
Reality Testing, with an R2 change and F change = 1.183 (p> .001), suggesting that Primitive Defenses 
and Reality Testing do not explain a significant proportion of Disinhibition. According to the second 
model's coefficients, the results indicated that Primitive Defenses and Reality Testing do not explain 
additional variance in Detachment beyond that explained by personality functioning.  
 
Table 14. Hierarchical regression predicting Anankastia from psychodynamic dimensions of 
personality organization and Level of Personality Functioning 
 

 R R2 R2 Change F Change Sig. F Change Coefficients Coefficients Sig. 
1 .471a .222 .222 58.047 .000   

2 .483b .233 .012 3.100 .080 
Level of Personality Functioning .000 
Reality Testing .080 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning and Reality Testing 
c. Dependent Variable: Anankastia  

 
In step 1, the Level of Personality Functioning significantly predicted Anakastia, accounting for 22.2% 
of its variance (R² = .222, F = 58.047, p < .001). In step 2, Reality Testing was added; however, it did not 
increase the explained variance (ΔR² = .012), and the change in the model was not statistically 
significant (F change = 3.100, p = .080). These findings indicate that Reality Testing does not provide 
additional explanatory value beyond the Level of Personality Functioning in predicting Anankastia.  
 
Table 15. Hierarchical regression predicting Psychoticism from psychodynamic dimensions of 
personality organization and Level of Personality Functioning 
 

 R R2 R2 Change F Change Sig. F Change Coefficients Coefficients Sig. 
1 .728a .530 .530 229.663 .000   

2 .781b .610 .080 20.729 .000 
Level of Personality Functioning .000 
Primitive Defenses .481 
Reality Testing .000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Personality Functioning; Primitive Defenses and Reality Testing 
c. Dependent Variable: Psychoticism  

 
In the first model, where the only predictor was the Level of Personality Functioning, F Change = 
229.663 (p < .001), indicating that the regression equation explained a significant proportion of the 
variance in Psychoticism (53.0%). The variable added in the second model was Primitive Defenses and 
Reality Testing, with an R2 change of .080 and F change = 20.729 (p< .001), suggesting that Primitive 
Defenses and Reality Testing explain 8% of the variance of Psychoticism and that the regression 
equation of the second model explains a significant proportion of Psychoticism. According to the 
second model coefficients, the results indicated that Primitive Defenses (p > .001) are not statistically 
significant predictors of the variance in Psychoticism. In contrast, Reality Testing is a statistically 
significant predictor (p < .001).  

C) Results for Objective No.3: To analyze the concurrent statistical prediction of the level of 
personality functioning by psychodynamic personality organization dimensions. 

 (RQ3a): To what extent do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions concurrently 
and statistically predict the level of personality functioning? 

To assess the predictive power of the psychodynamic personality organization dimensions for 
personality functioning level, linear regression was used. The results of the linear regressions are 
presented in Table 16. One regression model was fitted, with the independent variables being the 
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dimensions of personality organization and the level of personality functioning. 
 
Table 16. Linear regression to measure the effect of three psychodynamic dimensions in explaining 
variance in the level of personality functioning 
 

Model R 
R
2 

F 
Si
g. 

Psychodynamic 
variables 

Std Coeff. 
β 

Sig 

1. The level of 
personality 
functioning 

.8
55
a 

.7
3
2 

183
.78
3 

.0
00
b 

Primitive Defenses .363 .000 
Identity Diffusion .173 .006 
Reality Testing .396 .000 

Predictors: (Constant), Primitive Defenses; Identity Diffusion; Reality Testing  
The regression model showed that the three dimensions of personality organization, according to 
psychodynamics, together explained 73.2% of the variance in the level of personality functioning (R² = 
.732, F = 183.783, p < .001).  

In addition, regression coefficients for each predictor were analyzed in each model to determine 
which dimension of the personality organization had the highest predictive value. All three dimensions 
of personality organization were shown to have a statistically significant predictive value, the highest 
being Reality Testing (β = 0. 396, p < .001), for every 1 standard deviation increase in Reality Testing, 
the level of personality functioning increases by .521 standard deviations, followed by Primitive 
Defenses (β = 0.363, p < .001), and lastly Identity Diffusion (β = 0.173, p < .05). 

(RQ3b): Do psychodynamic personality organization dimensions explain additional incremental, 
concurrent variance in personality functioning beyond maladaptive personality domains? 

To analyze if psychodynamic personality organization dimensions explain additional variance in 
personality functioning beyond maladaptive personality domains, hierarchical regression was run in 
SPSS-26. Predictor variables included in the model were selected based on their significance and 
standardized coefficients from prior linear regression analyses, and, for the maladaptive personality 
domains, on correlation coefficients. Since all the correlational coefficients of the level of personality 
functioning and maladaptive personality domains were statistically significant, all domains were 
included. Maladaptive personality domains were added in step 1, and psychodynamic dimensions of 
personality functioning were added in step 2. The results of the hierarchical regressions are presented 
in Table 17. 

 
Table 17. Hierarchical regression to measure the effect of three psychodynamic dimensions in 
explaining variance in the level of personality functioning 
 

 R R2 R2 Change F Change Sig. F Change Coefficients Coefficients Sig. 
1 .828a .686 .686 72.496 .000   

2 .899b .809 .123 41.819 .000 

Negative Affectivity .054 
Detachment .000 
Antagonism .395 
Disinhibition .000 
Anankastia .256 
Psychoticism .772 
Primitive Defenses .001 
Identity Diffusion .008 
Reality Testing .000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Negative Affectivity; Detachment; Antagonism; Disinhibition; Anankastia; Psychoticism 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Negative Affectivity; Detachment; Antagonism; Disinhibition; Anankastia; 
Psychoticism; Primitive Defenses; Identity Diffusion; Reality Testing 
c. Dependent Variable: The Level of Personality Functioning 

 
In the first model, where the only predictors were the maladaptive personality domains, F Change = 
72.496 (p < .001), indicating that the regression equation explained a significant proportion of the 
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variance (68.6%) in the level of personality functioning. The variables added in the second model were 
Primitive Defenses, Identity Diffusion, and Reality Testing, with an R2 change of .123 and an F change of 
41.819 (p < .001), indicating that psychodynamic personality organization dimensions, taken together, 
explain a significant proportion of the variance in personality functioning (12.3%).  

According to the model coefficients, the results indicated that all dimensions of personality 
organization are significant predictors of the variance in the level of personality organization, while the 
only maladaptive domains that showed significant predictive power were Detachment and 
Disinhibition. The results indicate that psychodynamic personality organization dimensions explain 
additional variance in personality functioning beyond that explained by maladaptive personality 
domains. 
 

 Discussion 
 
Findings indicated significant associations between psychodynamic personality organization 
dimension, maladaptive personality traits, and the level of personality functioning (Bach et al., 2017; 
Bach & Simonsen, 2021). Correlations ranged from moderate to strong, indicating substantial overlap 
between constructs. Strongest correlational associations were observed between Reality Testing and 
Psychoticism (Clarkin et al., 1995; Kernberg, 1967, 1984; Granieri et al., 2017). Psychodynamic 
personality organization dimensions showed moderate associations with Negative Affectivity and 
Detachment. Some weaker associations were observed between specific psychodynamic dimensions, 
suggesting partial independence among structural components. This suggests that personality 
organization dimensions are highly associated with maladaptive personality domains, particularly for 
structurally severe domains such as Psychoticism, which are theoretically linked to impaired reality 
testing in psychodynamic models (Blüml & Doering, 2021). Moreover, the level of personality 
functioning and the dimensions of personality organization are highly correlated (r = .851).  

Regarding concurrent statistical prediction, psychodynamic dimensions of personality 
organization accounted for significant variance across all maladaptive personality domains, with the 
strongest prediction for Psychoticism (R² = .580) and the weakest for Anankastia (R² = .227). These 
results indicate that psychodynamic personality organization structure is relevant to more severe 
pathology domains and has less explanatory power for more constrained traits such as Anankastia. 
Regarding specific psychodynamic dimensions, Reality Testing showed the strongest and most 
consistent statistical associations across the regression models; Primitive Defenses predicted 
Antagonism, Detachment, and Disinhibition, while Identity Diffusion was a weaker and less consistent 
predictor for several maladaptive personality domains (Zimmermann et al., 2020, 2023).  

Regarding the incremental validity of psychodynamic variables in predicting maladaptive 
personality domains beyond the level of personality functioning, hierarchical regressions showed that 
psychodynamic variables add additional variance explanation only in Detachment, Psychoticism, and 
Antagonism. This result suggests that while psychodynamic personality organization dimensions have 
incremental validity in explaining maladaptive domains, this effect is domain-specific rather than 
universal. 

 Regarding the incremental validity of psychodynamic variables in predicting the level of 
personality functioning beyond maladaptive personality domains, results indicated that all 
psychodynamic variables explain additional variance. Also, it was observed that while specific 
maladaptive personality domains had no predictive power, all three dimensions of personality 
organization remained statistically significant even after controlling for maladaptive domains.  

The results of this study indicate that the level of personality functioning serves as a higher-order 
integrative construct that captures the severity of general personality pathology, given its robust 
concurrent explanatory value. Furthermore, psychodynamic personality organization dimensions 
provide more detailed explanations of maladaptive personality domains and the level of personality 
functioning. The general overlap between levels of personality functioning and psychodynamic 
variables might suggest related underlying structural aspects of personality. 
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 Conclusion 
 
Psychodynamic personality organization dimensions were statistically associated with maladaptive 
personality domains and the level of personality functioning. These dimensions demonstrated 
moderate-to-strong statistical associations, particularly with Psychoticism and Detachment. In 
addition, the level of personality functioning showed strong associations with all maladaptive 
personality domains in the regression analyses. However, psychodynamic personality organization 
dimensions did not consistently provide incremental explanatory value across all maladaptive 
personality domains. This result likely reflects shared theoretical foundations, as both constructs were 
measured using DSM-5-TR-derived instruments, which may account for their stronger predictive 
relationship than that of psychodynamic variables (APA, 2013, 2022; Bach et al., 2020). The stronger 
association observed between these constructs may reflect their shared theoretical foundations and 
the utilization of conceptually related assessment frameworks. 

However, the psychodynamic personality organization dimension provides incremental 
explanatory value beyond the level of personality functioning in some maladaptive personality 
domains, such as Detachment and Psychoticism, suggesting that psychodynamic personality 
organization dimensions are more sensitive to structurally severe forms of personality pathology.  

Overall, the findings indicate substantial convergence between psychodynamic personality 
organization dimensions, maladaptive personality domains, and levels of personality functioning 
(Clarkin et al., 1995; Kernberg, 1967, 1984; Granieri et al., 2017). The findings suggest a strong 
convergence between the DSM-5-TR Criterion A and psychodynamic personality organization 
dimensions. Furthermore, this study indicates that maladaptive personality domains and personality 
functioning are not independent but overlapping aspects of personality assessment. Regarding specific 
psychodynamic personality organization dimensions, Reality Testing and Primitive defenses 
demonstrated the strongest and most consistent associations with indicators of personality pathology. 
Lastly, these results support that the DSM-5-TR AMPD and psychodynamic model appear to assess 
related but not identical aspects of personality pathology. 

 
 Limitations and Future Directions 

 
There are several limitations related to the methodology used in the present study. As mentioned in the 
Methodology Design section, convenience sampling, a non-clinical sample, and self-report instruments 
pose significant limitations on the study’s ability to generalize the findings and to trust the 
questionnaire responses fully. 

The present findings should be interpreted within the broader context of the study design and 
sample characteristics. While significant associations were observed among the variables, the findings 
are based on a non-clinical community sample and may not fully reflect patterns in clinical populations. 
Furthermore, the findings highlight the need for broader demographic representation and random 
sampling to enable generalization of the results to the general population. 

Secondly, given the complexity of personality assessment, self-report instruments might not fully 
capture all facets of personality organization. Thus, future research should employ a multi-method 
assessment strategy that combines self-report instruments with clinician-rated measures, structured 
interviews, behavioral indicators, and informant reports (Bornstein, 2025). 
 

 Recommendations 
 
Firstly, it is recommended to combine the DSM-5-TR AMPD assessment with psychodynamic 
evaluation for a more comprehensive understanding of personality pathology (Clarkin et al., 1995; 
Kernberg, 1984). Based on the findings from this study, given the overlap of the constructs, the 
incremental validity in explaining variances in maladaptive personality domains and the level of 
personality functioning, it can be suggested that reality testing in severe cases and primitive traits in 
externalizing traits can add value to the general personality assessment (Gilbert, 2025; Gilbert et al., 
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2026; Pires et al., 2023; Sellbom et al., 2020).  
Secondly, future research can use probability sampling, which can yield more generalizable 

results (Coolican, 2004; Norusis, 2010). The age of the sample and their socio-economic status can also 
be treated as independent variables and analyzed as mediating variables in regression models. 
Furthermore, a multi-method assessment, not only self-report-based data collection, would be effective 
as a contingency against social desirability bias. Continuing with the sample and sampling, future 
research should consider more diverse samples and include clinical samples focused on specific 
personality disorders.  

Thirdly, a longitudinal approach may be more acceptable given the nature of personality 
pathology, which tends to fluctuate with age. This method can then analyze how different approaches 
assess personality in different age groups. Given that this study is based in Albania, cultural factors 
must be included; the normality cut-off points of personality might be slightly different for this specific 
population. This calls for further standardization and validation of translated psychodynamic 
instruments.  

Lastly, to analyze the overlap, convergence, and divergence between the dimensional models of 
personality assessment, future studies may benefit from including the ICD-11 personality functioning 
structure (Bach et al., 2021; Clark et al., 2021). Furthermore, specific defense mechanisms can be 
incorporated into the analysis to assess their mediating effects and to create a more comprehensive 
psychodynamic profile of personality. It is also important to diversify statistical analyses; Structural 
Equation Modeling and Confirmatory Analysis can help further examine the specific divergences and 
convergences among the three models. 
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