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[ Abstract)
BPD trait. Methods: The Self—Reference Task was induced to the present 2 studies. In study 1, the recognition perfor-

Objective: To investigate the pathology of the self-significant other representation in individuals with high

mance of 28 high BPD trait participants and 26 low BPD trait participants under self and significant reference task were
compared. And in study 2, the recognition performance of 29 high BPD trait participants with emotional arousal and 29 high
BPD trait participants without emotional arousal were compared. Results: In study 1, the recognition performance of high
BPD trait group under self reference task was worse than that of individuals in low BPD trait group(0.27+0.05vs. 0.33+0.03,
P<0.05). In study 2, the recognition performance of high BPD trait participants with emotional arousal in self reference task
was worse than that of high BPD trait participants without emotional arousal(0.25+0.04 vs. 0.28+0.03, P<0.05). And the rec-
ognition performance of high BPD trait participants under significant—other reference condition was better than that of self
reference condition(0.33£0.03 vs. 0.25+0.04, P<0.05). Conclusion: The core feature of identity disturbance reflects abnor-
mal self—other representations: lower sense of self and self-concept are affected by significant others. And emotional arous-
al may enhance the disturbance.
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