Supplemental Method

Participants
	Data were collected as part of two projects investigating personality and mental health among SGM individuals. Almost every subgroup was recruited separately with the exception that transgender participants and nonbinary participants were recruited together. Participants were eligible to participate based on Prolific's pre-screening questions. To qualify, participants had to endorse currently living in the United States. All SGM participants identified as part of the LGBTQ community. Cisgender sexual minority (SM) participants endorsed being cisgender and their sexual orientation matched inclusion criteria for that study. For example, the individual study for cis-gay men was only offered to participants who were cisgender and gay. These separate datasets were combined for the purposes of data analysis.
Table S9 includes demographic information for the full sample. The trans and non-binary participants identified as bisexual (n = 67; 23.34%), queer (n = 63; 21.95%), asexual (n = 42; 14.63%), pansexual (n = 40; 13.94%), lesbian (n = 28; 9.76%), gay (n = 20; 6.97%), demisexual (n = 9; 3.14%), straight/heterosexual (n = 9; 3.14%), another identity not listed (n = 5; 1.74%), “I prefer not to answer” (n = 3, 1.05%), and questioning (n = 1; 0.35%). The trans and non-binary participants identified as man (n = 50; 17.4%), woman (n = 34; 11.8%), agender (n = 27; 9.4%), gender fluid (n = 14; 4.9%), gender queer (n = 23; 8%), gender questioning (n = 2; 0.7%), Māhū, or muxe, or two spirit (n = 2; 0.7%), nonbinary (n = 131; 45.6%), another identity not listed (n = 4; 1.4%).
Data analysis
One of the fundamental assumptions of IRT is unidimensionality. To test if the LPFS-BF-2.0 satisfied this requirement, we tested three potential factor structures of the LPFS-BF-2.0 using the SEM builder in STATA/MP. A unidimensional, correlated two factor, and a bifactor model were all tested in line with meta-analytic work (Hualparuca-Olivera et al., 2025). The correlated two factor and bifactor models were made to fit to a self and an interpersonal factor domain, with the bifactor model also having a broad personality functioning general factor. The correlated two factor model included item 11 cross loading onto both factors, consistent with Weekers and colleagues (2019). To assess goodness of fit, we interpreted root square mean error of approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .10 as indicating adequate fit. This value has been used in previous literature (Hopwood & Donnellan, 2010) given that personality constructs are layered and complex, which often leads to misfit within strict CFA conditions (Hopwood & Donnellan, 2010). We interpreted the comparative fit (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis (TLI) indices as displaying good fit if they were ≥ .95, and adequate fit if ≥ .90 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Lastly, we interpreted standardized root mean residual (SRMR) values close to .08 as indexing adequate fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Then, we examined whether the bifactor model was essentially unidimensional. This was completed by examining the explained common variance (ECV), percent of uncontaminated correlations (PUC), and the omega hierarchical values of the general factor using an excel calculator created by Dueber (2017). ECV and PUC values ≥ 0.70 and omega hierarchical values > 0.80 signal the presence of a cohesive general factor that is unidimensional (Reise et al., 2013; Rodriguez et al., 2016b).
We then conducted DIF analyses between our SGM and cis-hetero subgroups. DIF was evaluated in IRTPRO using the default Wald-2 (Langer, 2008) test, which is an improved Lord’s (1980) Wald χ² test (Wald, 1943). Using this method, no anchors are specified, and all items are tested for DIF. IRTPRO computes this through a two-step process (for a detailed explanation of this process, see Tay et al., 2015). In step one, a model is created in which all item parameters are constrained to be equal across groups. The reference group mean and SD of θ are fixed to 0 and 1 respectively, and the focal group mean and SD are estimated. In step two, a second model is created that uses the mean and SD θ estimated for the focal group. All items’ parameters are free to vary across groups, and DIF is examined for all items using a Wald χ² statistic. In this context, the Wald χ² tests for significant group differences between estimated item parameters across groups. For each item, IRTPRO provides a total Wald χ² value, as well as χ² values for their discrimination, and difficulty parameters, with statistically significant values indicating DIF. If this model produces no significant values, the procedure ends. If the test shows significant χ² values for an item, we will follow Tay and colleagues (2015) process of including all non-significant items as anchors and re-running the procedure to test the significant items for DIF again, repeating until all items with significant χ² values remain significant for two sequential tests. For example, imagine all 12 items are tested for DIF in model 1 and significant χ² values for items 1-6 emerge. In model 2, we would specify items 7-12 as anchors and test for DIF again in items 1-6 and in this hypothetical model, items 1-3 produced significant χ².  In model 3, we then specify items 4-12 as anchors and test items 1-3 for DIF once again. If χ² values for items 1-3 remain significant, then we end the procedure and assert that these items demonstrate DIF.
To estimate DIF effect sizes we computed expected score standardized difference (ESSD; Meade, 2010) values using an excel calculator created by Meade (2010). If an item demonstrates DIF, then there is a discrepancy in the expected score on an item between groups at the same level of theta. The ESSD is a version of Cohen’s d (2016) that provides a standardized metric of the mean difference in expected scores across groups for each item expressed in standard deviations, thus indexing the magnitude of DIF. This effect size has been used in other recent IRT studies (e.g., Santisi et al., 2025; Yu et al., 2025). We interpreted values of .20, .50, and .80 as reflecting small, medium, and large effects, respectively (Cohen, 2016).



Supplemental Results
Dimensionality of the LPFS-BF-2.0
	The unidimensional model showed poor fit (RMSE = 0.123; CFI = 0.87; TLI = 0.84; SRMR = 0.06). The correlated two factor solution had adequate fit overall (RMSEA = 0.090; CFI = 0.93; TLI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.04). Lastly, the bifactor solution provided slightly better fit than the two-factor model (RMSEA = 0.083; CFI = 0.95; TLI = 0.93; SRMR = 0.04) and the bifactor indices (ECV = 0.71; PUC = 0.45; Omega hierarchical = 0.78) for the general factor indicated that the model can be understood as essentially unidimensional (Reise et al., 2013). The good fit for the bifactor model, as well as the subsequent evidence of its unidimensionality, allowed for the use of a unidimensional GRM model for IRT parameter estimation and DIF analysis. The essential unidimensionality of the LPFS-BF-2.0 was expected, as personality functioning was developed as a unidimensional construct (Bender et al., 2011; Morey et al., 2011). 





Table S1
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (full sample)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	0.83
	0.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	1.28
	1.00
	1.13
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	1.08
	1.00
	1.00
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	1.09
	1.00
	1.13
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	0.95
	1.00
	1.00
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.39
	2.00
	1.11
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	1.02
	1.00
	1.00
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	0.87
	1.00
	0.90
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	0.94
	1.00
	0.97
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.77
	0.00
	0.92
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	1.42
	2.00
	1.06
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.74
	0.00
	0.90
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	1.10
	1.00
	0.85
	0
	3

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	0.96
	1.00
	0.71
	0
	3

	Total
	1.03
	1.00
	0.72
	0
	3


Note: N = 1238. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.










Table S2
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (trans/non-binary)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	1.06
	1.00
	1.03
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	1.71
	2.00
	1.05
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	1.46
	2.00
	0.97
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	1.40
	1.00
	1.17
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	1.19
	1.00
	1.03
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.91
	2.00
	1.00
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	1.38
	1.00
	1.03
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	1.09
	1.00
	0.92
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	1.20
	1.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.85
	1.00
	0.95
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	1.71
	2.00
	1.05
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.94
	1.00
	0.96
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	1.46
	1.50
	0.78
	0
	3

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	1.19
	1.17
	0.70
	0
	3

	Total Score
	1.33
	1.42
	0.65
	0
	3


Note: N = 287. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.





Table S3
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (cisgender lesbian women)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	0.69
	0.00
	0.98
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	1.11
	1.00
	1.14
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	1.02
	1.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	0.98
	1.00
	1.09
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	0.85
	0.00
	1.00
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.20
	1.00
	1.10
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	0.90
	1.00
	1.00
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	0.84
	1.00
	0.90
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	0.90
	1.00
	0.96
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.72
	0.00
	0.91
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	1.32
	1.00
	1.09
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.73
	0.00
	0.94
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	0.98
	0.83
	0.84
	0
	3

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	0.90
	0.83
	0.71
	0
	2.83

	Total Score
	0.94
	0.83
	0.72
	0
	2.75


Note: N = 179. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.







Table S4
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (cisgender gay men)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	0.75
	0.00
	0.98
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	1.27
	1.00
	1.19
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	0.92
	1.00
	1.01
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	1.14
	1.00
	1.15
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	0.91
	1.00
	1.00
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.29
	1.00
	1.15
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	0.75
	0.00
	0.92
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	0.80
	1.00
	0.90
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	0.77
	1.00
	0.87
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.76
	0.00
	0.94
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	1.43
	2.00
	1.05
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.61
	0.00
	0.85
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	1.05
	0.83
	0.86
	0
	3

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	0.85
	0.83
	0.66
	0
	2.83

	Total Score
	0.95
	0.88
	0.71
	0
	2.83


Note: N = 182. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.







Table S5
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (cisgender bisexual men)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	0.69
	0.00
	0.93
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	0.97
	1.00
	1.01
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	0.86
	1.00
	0.96
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	0.92
	0.00
	1.09
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	0.88
	1.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.08
	1.00
	1.08
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	0.96
	1.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	0.79
	1.00
	0.88
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	0.90
	1.00
	0.96
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.78
	0.00
	0.95
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	1.26
	1.00
	1.01
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.71
	0.00
	0.86
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	0.90
	0.67
	0.86
	0
	3

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	0.90
	0.83
	0.73
	0
	3

	Total Score
	0.90
	0.75
	0.75
	0
	3


Note: N = 183. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.







Table S6
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (cisgender bisexual women)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	0.91
	1.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	1.33
	1.00
	1.07
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	1.11
	1.00
	0.95
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	1.08
	1.00
	1.07
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	0.94
	1.00
	0.97
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.47
	2.00
	1.08
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	1.03
	1.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	0.90
	1.00
	0.87
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	0.88
	1.00
	0.98
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.83
	1.00
	0.95
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	1.55
	2.00
	1.02
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.73
	0.00
	0.89
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	1.14
	1.00
	0.82
	0
	3

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	0.99
	1.00
	0.71
	0
	2.83

	Total Score
	1.06
	1.00
	0.69
	0
	2.67


Note: N = 184. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.







Table S7
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (cisgender heterosexual men)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	0.71
	0.00
	0.96
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	1.01
	1.00
	1.02
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	0.79
	1.00
	0.91
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	0.90
	0.00
	1.10
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	0.78
	0.00
	0.94
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.07
	1.00
	1.05
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	0.98
	1.00
	0.97
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	0.77
	0.50
	0.91
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	0.85
	1.00
	0.99
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.64
	0.00
	0.82
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	0.99
	1.00
	1.04
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.63
	0.00
	0.85
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	0.88
	0.67
	0.81
	0
	3

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	0.81
	0.58
	0.71
	0
	2.67

	Total Score
	0.84
	0.75
	0.70
	0
	2.83


Note: N = 112. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.







Table S8
Descriptive statistics of the LPFS-BF-2.0 (cisgender heterosexual men)
	Item
	Mean
	Median
	SD
	Minimum
	Maximum

	1. I often do not know who I really am
	0.76
	0.00
	0.96
	0
	3

	2. I often think very negatively about myself
	1.20
	1.00
	1.14
	0
	3

	3. My emotions change without me having a grip on them
	1.06
	1.00
	1.01
	0
	3

	4. I have no sense of where I want to go in my life
	0.86
	0.00
	1.07
	0
	3

	5. I often do not understand my own thoughts and feelings
	0.89
	1.00
	0.95
	0
	3

	6. I often make unrealistic demands on myself
	1.26
	1.00
	1.05
	0
	3

	7. I often have difficulty understanding the thoughts and feelings of others
	0.85
	1.00
	0.92
	0
	3

	8. I often find it hard to stand it when others have a different opinion
	0.65
	0.00
	0.83
	0
	3

	9. I often do not fully understand why my behavior has a certain effect on others
	0.92
	1.00
	0.96
	0
	3

	10. My relationships and friendships never last long
	0.70
	0.00
	0.87
	0
	3

	11. I often feel very vulnerable when relations become more personal
	1.32
	1.00
	1.07
	0
	3

	12. I often do not succeed in cooperating with others in a mutually satisfactory way
	0.61
	0.00
	0.83
	0
	3

	Self-Functioning
	1.01
	1.00
	0.87
	0
	2.83

	Interpersonal-Functioning
	0.84
	0.67
	0.69
	0
	2.67

	Total Score
	0.92
	0.83
	0.73
	0
	2.67


Note: N = 111. Items 1-6 belong to the Self-Functioning subscale. Items 7-12 belong to Interpersonal-Functioning.
Table S9
Demographic information
	Demographics
	combined
	trans/non-binary
	lesbian women
	bisexual women
	heterosexual women
	gay men
	bisexual men
	heterosexual men

	Age
	36.75
(SD = 12.55)
	31.83
(SD = 9.28) 
	38.86
(SD = 13.25)
	36.66
(SD = 12.78)
	39.45
(SD = 13.78)
	37.38
(SD = 12.81)
	38.83
(SD = 13.18)
	39.00
(SD = 12.38)

	Race & Ethnicity
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	White
	58.80%
(n = 728)
	60.28%
(n = 173)
	51.40%
(n = 92)
	57.61%
(n = 106)
	61.26%
(n = 68)
	58.79%
(n = 107)
	61.20%
(n = 112)
	62.50%
(n = 70)

	Black or African American
	18.90%
(n = 234)
	8.36%
(n = 24)
	32.40%
(n = 58)
	17.39%
(n = 32)
	25.23%
(n = 28)
	19.23%
(n = 35)
	21.31%
(n = 39)
	16.07%
(n = 18)

	Latino or Hispanic
	3.47%
(n = 43)
	4.18%
(n = 12)
	2.23%
(n = 4)
	10.87%
(n = 20)
	0.90%
(n = 1)
	3.30%
(n = 6)
	4.92%
(n = 9)
	6.25%
(n = 7)

	Asian
	5.17%
(n = 64)
	6.97%
(n = 20)
	1.68%
(n = 3)
	3.26%
(n = 6)
	5.41%
(n = 6)
	7.69%
(n = 14)
	3.28%
(n = 6)
	8.04%
(n = 9)

	Indigenous, Aboriginal, or First Nations
	0.32%
(n = 4)
	0.70%
(n = 2)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0.90%
(n = 1)
	0.55%
(n = 1)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)

	Middle Eastern
	0.16%
(n = 2)
	0.35%
(n = 1)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0.55%
(n = 1)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)

	Multiracial/Biracial
	12.60%
(n = 156)
	17.77%
(n = 51)
	12.29%
(n = 22)
	18.48%
(n = 34)
	5.41%
(n = 6)
	9.89%
(n = 18)
	9.29%
(n = 17)
	7.14%
(n = 8)

	Another Not Listed
	0.48%
(n = 6)
	1.05%
(n = 3)
	0%
(n = 0)
	1.09%
(n = 2)
	0.90%
(n = 1)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)

	Prefer not to say
	0.08%
(n = 1)
	1.05%
(n = 3)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)
	0%
(n = 0)

	Relationship Status
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In One or More Romantic Relationships
	60.66%
(n = 751)
	54.36%
(n = 156)
	63.13%
(n = 113)
	65.22%
(n = 120)
	73.87%
(n = 82)
	60.44%
(n = 110)
	57.92%
(n = 106)
	62.50%
(n = 70)

	Not In a Relationship but Sexually Active
	9.13%
(n = 113)
	4.88%
(n = 14)
	8.38%
(n = 15)
	7.61%
(n = 14)
	5.41%
(n = 6)
	12.64%
(n = 23)
	15.85%
(n = 29)
	10.71%
(n = 12)

	Not in a Relationship or Sexually Active
	29.16%
(n = 361)
	40.07%
(n = 115)
	27.93%
(n = 50)
	25.54
(n = 47)
	24.32%
(n = 27)
	26.92%
(n = 49)
	25.14%
(n = 46)
	24.11%
(n = 27)

	Prefer Not to Answer
	1.05%
(n = 13)
	0.70%
(n = 2)
	0.56%
(n = 1)
	1.63%
(n = 3)
	1.80%
(n = 2)
	0%
(n = 0)
	1.09%
(n = 2)
	2.68%
(n = 3)


Note. N = 1238.
Figure S1
LPFS-BF-2.0 final model after confirmatory factor analyses.
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Note: Self = self-functioning; Inter = interpersonal functioning. PersDysf = personality dysfunction, which represents the general factor.
















Code for data-analysis software: SPSS
Independent samples t-tests:
T-TEST GROUPS=SGM_VS_HET_FOR_DIF(0 1)
  /MISSING=ANALYSIS
  /VARIABLES=LPFS_BF_1 LPFS_BF_2 LPFS_BF_3 LPFS_BF_4 LPFS_BF_5 LPFS_BF_6 LPFS_BF_7 LPFS_BF_8 
    LPFS_BF_9 LPFS_BF_10 LPFS_BF_11 LPFS_BF_12
  /ES DISPLAY(TRUE)
  /CRITERIA=CI(.95).
Code for data-analysis software: Stata/MP
Unidimensional model: 
sem (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_1, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_2, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_3, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_4, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_5, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_6, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_7, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_8, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_9, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_10, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_11, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_12, ), standardized latent(PersonalityDysfunction ) nocapslatent
Correlated two-factor model:
sem (Self -> LPFS_BF_1, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_2, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_3, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_4,) (Self -> LPFS_BF_5, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_6, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_11, ) (Interpersonal -> LPFS_BF_7, ) (Interpersonal -> LPFS_BF_8, ) (Interpersonal -> LPFS_BF_9,) (Interpersonal -> LPFS_BF_10, ) (Interpersonal -> LPFS_BF_11, ) (Interpersonal -> LPFS_BF_12, ), covstruct(_lexogenous, diagonal) standardized latent(Self Interpersonal ) nocapslatent
Bifactor model:
sem (Self -> LPFS_BF_1, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_2, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_3, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_4, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_5, ) (Self -> LPFS_BF_6, ) (Inter -> LPFS_BF_7, ) (Inter -> LPFS_BF_8, ) (Inter -> LPFS_BF_9, ) (Inter -> LPFS_BF_10, ) (Inter -> LPFS_BF_11, ) (Inter -> LPFS_BF_12, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_1, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_2, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_3, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_4, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_5, ) (PersonalityDysfunction-> LPFS_BF_6, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_7, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_8, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_9, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_10, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_11, ) (PersonalityDysfunction -> LPFS_BF_12, ), covstruct(_lexogenous, diagonal) latent(Self Inter PersonalityDysfunction ) nocapslatent
Code for data-analysis software: IRTPRO
Unidimensional GRM:
Analysis:
    Name = Test1;
    Mode = Calibration;

Title:
DIF paper analyses

Comments:
LPFS-BF-2.0

Estimation:
    Method = BAEM;
    E-Step = 500, 1e-05;
    SE = S-EM;
    M-Step = 50, 1e-06;
    Quadrature = 49, 6;
    SEM = 0.001;
    SS = 1e-05;

Scoring:
    Pattern = EAP;
    Score Persons;
    Mean = 0;
    SD = 1;

Miscellaneous:
    Decimal = 2;
    Processors = 8;
    Print CTLD, P-Nums, Diagnostic;
    Min Exp = 1;

Groups:
    Variable = SGM_VS_HET_FOR_DIF;

Group G0:
    Value = (0);
    Dimension = 1;
    Items = LPFS_BF_1 - LPFS_BF_12;
    Codes(LPFS_BF_1 - LPFS_BF_12) = 0(0), 1(1), 2(2), 3(3);
    Model(LPFS_BF_1 - LPFS_BF_12) = Graded;
    Mean = 0.0;
    Covariance = 1.0;

Group G1:
    Value = (1);
    Dimension = 1;
    Items = LPFS_BF_1 - LPFS_BF_12;
    Codes(LPFS_BF_1 - LPFS_BF_12) = 0(0), 1(1), 2(2), 3(3);
    Model(LPFS_BF_1 - LPFS_BF_12) = Graded;
    Referenced;
    Mean = Free;
    Covariance = Free;

DIF All:

Constraints:
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_1, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_1, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_1, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_1, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_1, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_1, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_1, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_1, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_2, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_2, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_2, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_2, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_2, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_2, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_2, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_2, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_3, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_3, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_3, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_3, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_3, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_3, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_3, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_3, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_4, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_4, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_4, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_4, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_4, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_4, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_4, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_4, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_5, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_5, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_5, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_5, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_5, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_5, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_5, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_5, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_6, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_6, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_6, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_6, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_6, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_6, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_6, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_6, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_7, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_7, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_7, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_7, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_7, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_7, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_7, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_7, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_8, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_8, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_8, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_8, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_8, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_8, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_8, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_8, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_9, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_9, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_9, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_9, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_9, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_9, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_9, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_9, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_10, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_10, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_10, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_10, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_10, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_10, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_10, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_10, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_11, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_11, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_11, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_11, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_11, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_11, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_11, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_11, Intercept[2]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_12, Slope[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_12, Slope[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_12, Intercept[0]), (G1, LPFS_BF_12, Intercept[0]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_12, Intercept[1]), (G1, LPFS_BF_12, Intercept[1]);
    Equal = (G0, LPFS_BF_12, Intercept[2]), (G1, LPFS_BF_12, Intercept[2]);
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