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Abstract

Motivational factors such as social goals are important features of developing social adjustment, and thus researchers 
studying social adjustment need psychometrically sound measures of social goals. A valid measure of social goals for English-
speaking youth is lacking. Such a measure would increase understanding of children’s social adjustment and allow for testing 
developmental models of social goals and interpersonal functioning. The authors’ aim was to revise the Interpersonal 
Goals Inventory for Children (IGI-C) for an English-speaking sample and examine its validity. The revised IGI-C (IGI-CR) 
fit a circumplex model and performed as expected with most external criterion variables examined. In addition, some 
differences were observed across males and females, offering insights into gender differences in social goals. Results support 
the IGI-CR as a sound measure.
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A preponderance of research on children’s social adjustment 
has focused on the role of social competence and skills (e.g., 
Najaka, Gottfredson, & Wilson, 2001; Rockhill, Stoep, 
McCauley, & Katon, 2009). Although much of this litera-
ture suggests that social skill deficits are associated with 
poor social adjustment (Lochman & Dodge, 1994; Prinstein 
& Cillessen, 2003), theories argue that motivational factors 
such as social goals, in addition to skills, are important in 
the development of social adjustment. The social informa-
tion processing model (Crick & Dodge, 1994) has guided 
much of the research in this area and has served to organize 
individual differences in skills, competencies, and motiva-
tions into a useful framework for understanding social behav-
ior. According to the social information processing model, 
skills and competencies alone do not provide an adequate 
explanation of social behavior, and it is important to con-
sider the value placed on social goals during a social trans-
action (Rose-Krasnor, 1997). A related literature on social 
schemas (Salmivalli & Peets, 2009) further suggests that 
examining perceptions of social context and desired outcomes 
is important for understanding child and adolescent behavior.

Most of the research examining social goals has focused 
on youth adjustment and social goals in fairly circumscribed 
contexts, such as conflict. Though this research and corre-
sponding social goal measures have been useful in under-
standing how an individual’s desired goals lead to engaging 
in aggressive behavior, it is less informative for understand-
ing general interpersonal proclivities outside of provocation 
situations. There is a remarkable dearth of measures assessing 

children’s general social goals outside of provocation situa-
tions, and this has likely limited progress in developing and 
testing theories of youth social behavior.

Ojanen, Grönroos, and Salmivalli (2005) made a key con-
tribution to the literature by developing the Interpersonal 
Goals Inventory for Children (IGI-C). This inventory included 
a comprehensive range of general social goals based on the 
interpersonal circumplex (IPC) model. However, the IGI-C 
was written and tested in a Finnish sample of youth, and as of 
yet this promising measure has not been adapted for the 
English language. The current study describes the adaptation 
and revision of the IGI-C for use with English-speaking youth. 
Like the IGI-C, the revised measure would fill an important 
gap in the literature by assessing a comprehensive range of 
social goals based in the IPC.

The IPC model represents a comprehensive structural 
model that is widely used to conceptualize and assess inter-
personal dispositions in adults (e.g., Horowitz et al., 2006; 
Wiggins, 1979). The model comprises two orthogonal axes: a 
horizontal axis representing communion (i.e., friendliness, 
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Figure 1. The interpersonal circumplex
Note. +A = Agentic; +A−C = Agentic-Separate; −C = Separate; −A−C = 
Submissive-Separate; −A = Submissive; −A+C = Submissive-Communal; 
+C = Communal; +A+C = Agentic-Communal.

solidarity, and warmth) and a vertical axis representing agency 
(i.e., dominance, power, and control). Each point on the IPC 
is defined as a weighted combination of levels of both com-
munion and agency, reflecting all combinations of agency 
and communion (Wiggins, 1979). IPC-based measures in 
adults are most often divided into eight scales, or octants, 
with four scales capturing the poles of agency versus sub-
missiveness and communion versus separation, with the 
remaining four assessing the blends of these dimensions. 
Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of the general 
model. Agency and communion serve as the conceptual 
coordinates (Wiggins, 1991) for classifying the psychologi-
cally meaningful aspects of interpersonal functioning and 
by extension social goals (Locke, 2000; Pincus & Wright, 
2010). Accordingly, conceptualizing social goals using an 
IPC framework with broad goal dimensions (i.e., agentic 
and communal goals) has the potential of assessing a wide 
range of social goals and the added utility of providing an 
organizing framework for social goals that are already iden-
tified in child research. For example, relationship and rela-
tionship maintenance (Chung & Asher, 1996; Erdley & Asher, 
1996; Rose & Asher, 1999) goals can be conceptualized more 
broadly as communal goals, whereas control, maintaining 
an assertive reputation, and instrumental goals (Erdley & 
Asher, 1996; Rose & Asher, 1999) can be conceptualized 
more broadly as agentic goals (Ojanen et al., 2005).

Additionally, developmental researchers and theorists 
have urged for more continuity in scientific approaches to 
understanding the stability of interpersonal adjustment 
across developmental transitions (Shiner & Caspi, 2003) 
and an increased understanding of theoretical and empirical 
links between childhood characteristics and adult personal-
ity (Shiner, Masten, & Tellegen, 2002). Before empirically 
testing the question of whether personality traits evince 
continuity across childhood to adulthood, it is first neces-
sary to examine whether it is possible to assess comparable 
traits across developmental periods (Shiner et al., 2002). 
Accordingly, adopting social goal models that synchronize 
with adult assessment may have the added advantage of 
assessing goal orientations across the life course. Given that 
the IPC has long been used to model social functioning in 
adults, conceptualizing social goals using this framework in 
childhood allows for greater continuity of interpersonal dis-
position assessment across developmental stages. The IGI-C 
measure notably answers this call for more continuity in 
models moving from childhood to adulthood by using a top-
down (i.e., adult-based) approach to model construction to 
determine whether the validated IPC model in adulthood 
applies to younger developmental periods. This approach 
has the utility of drawing on established validated measures 
in adult work and provides a methodological link between 
highly similar theoretical structures of interpersonal func-
tioning in both age-groups, moving toward scientific cohe-
sion in psychology.

In the current study, we revised the IGI-C (IGI-CR) to 
have a measure of social goals for children and adolescents 
with (a) more age and culturally appropriate instructions 
and items for use in an English-speaking sample, (b) an equal 
representation of items across all subscales, (c) a compre-
hensive assessment of circumplex structure, and (d) adequate 
validity across all subscales.

The IGI-C conceptualizes social goals as individual 
strivings when interacting with peers. We considered 
validity with respect to the degree to which the scales con-
form to a circumplex structure and with respect to con-
vergent associations with peer avoidance, peer group 
identification, and cross-informant reports of aggression 
and affiliation using cosine curve fitting (Gurtman, 1992; 
Gurtman & Pincus, 2003). These constructs were chosen 
because they were believed to possess significant interper-
sonal content, which would however be different across 
measures. Research suggests that aggressive youth place 
greater value on having control over peers and dominance 
and are less concerned about peer affiliation and peer 
rejection compared with nonaggressive children (Lochman, 
Wayland, & White, 1993). In contrast, youth high in com-
munal goals are more concerned with relationship mainte-
nance and with seeking closeness and intimacy with peers 
(Lochman et al., 1993). Based on these findings, it was 
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hypothesized that aggression would be associated with the 
separate and agentic aspects of interpersonal functioning. 
Perceived peer group identification and affiliation were 
expected to be associated most strongly with the commu-
nal side of the IPC, whereas peer avoidance was expected 
to be associated with the separate side of the IPC. Though 
specific hypotheses were not made regarding how social 
goals would differ for girls and boys, given reported gen-
der differences in social goals, aggression, and social rela-
tionships (e.g., Jarvinen & Nicholls, 1996; Ojanen et al., 
2005), we tested our hypotheses in the overall sample and 
across gender.

Method
Sample

This community sample of 387 early adolescents was part 
of a larger 3-year longitudinal study investigating behavior 
problems as a risk factor for substance use initiation. The 
study used a random-digit-dial sample of telephone num-
bers generated for Erie County, New York. Inclusion crite-
ria included an 11- or 12-year-old son or daughter with no 
language or physical disability that would preclude him or 
her from understanding or completing the assessment and a 
caregiver willing to participate. Families received $75 for 
participation. The participation rate for those completing 
the interview is 52.4%, well within the range of population-
based studies requiring extensive subject involvement (Galea 
& Tracy, 2007).

Interviews were conducted in a research laboratory on a 
university campus. Before the interview, the caregiver was 
asked to give consent and the adolescent was asked to pro-
vide assent. Adolescents completed a battery of self-report 
measures including social goals. Caregivers also completed 
a variety of self-report measures reflecting their own behav-
iors (e.g., parenting practices) and their perception of their 
child’s behavior (e.g., aggression, affiliation). Data for this 
article are taken from the first assessment and are based on 
adolescent and parent reports. Sample demographic infor-
mation is presented in Table 1.

Given our eligibility criteria, it would be inappropriate to 
compare our sample with the overall demographic character-
istics of Erie County, New York. Accordingly, demographic 
information for a subpopulation of Erie County, New York, 
that corresponds to the population from whence our sample 
came (i.e., families with a child under the age of 18 living in 
the home with parents in the 30- to 50-year-old age range) is 
also presented in Table 1. Based on the U.S. Census Bureau 
(2009) report, the sample of respondents from Erie County 
compares well with the general population with only a few 
modest differences. The sample included a lower percentage 
of African Americans (9% vs. 13%), a higher percentage of 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Selected Sample 
Characteristics

Sample  
(n = 387)

Census 
2000a

Adolescents  
 Gender  
  % Female 55.0 48.3
 Age  
  Mean (SD) 11.60 (0.55)  
  Range 11-13 10-11
 Race  
  % Caucasian 83.1 84.0
  % African American  9.1 13.1
  % Hispanic  2.1  3.5
  % Asian  1.0  1.7
  % Other  4.7  1.2
Caregivers  
 Mean age (SD) 42.6 (6.2) NAb

 Education  
  % Some high school  2.9 17.1
  % High school graduate 14.2 29.9
  % Technical school or 

some college
24.7 28.5

  % College graduate 38.2 14.4
  % Graduate or 

professional school
20.0 10.1

Family characteristics  
 Median annual family 

income
$70,000 $49,490

 Family composition  
  % Two-parent 76.0 54.0
  % Divorced/separated 12.1  8.6
  % Single-parent/never 

married
 9.8 28.8

  % Other  2.1 14.5

a. Census data for families with a child younger than 18 living at home 
with parents in the 30- to 50-year-old age range.
b. Mean caregiver age is not available; however, the age range was 30 to 
50 years.

multiracial children (5% vs. 1.5%), and higher percentage of 
married couple families (76% vs. 54%).

Measures
Social goals. Social goals were assessed using the IGI-CR 

(Ojanen et al., 2005). The original IGI-C is adapted from an 
adult self-report measure, the Circumplex Scales of Inter-
personal Values (CSIV; Locke, 2000) and included 33 self-
report items (e.g., you feel close to others, you do not annoy 
others) with the stem, “When with your age-mates, how 
important is it for you that . . .” rated using a Likert-
type scale ranging from 0 (no importance for me at all) to 
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3 (very important to me). Each of the eight scales represents 
a different combination of agentic (dominance, status) and 
communal (belongingness, warmth) social goals: Agentic 
(+A; appearing dominant, independent), Agentic-Communal 
(+A+C; expressing oneself openly, being respected), Commu-
nal (+C; valuing solidarity with peers and belongingness), 
Submissive-Communal (−A+C; putting others’ needs first, 
valuing approval from others), Submissive (−A; going along 
with peers to avoid arguments or upsetting others), Submis-
sive-Separate (−A−C; appearing distant and concealing 
positive feelings to avoid being rejected by others), Agen-
tic-Separate (+A−C; appearing to have the upper hand and 
getting even), and Separate (−C; appearing detached and 
not disclosing thoughts or feelings to others).

Several changes were made to the original measure to 
provide more culturally relevant instructions and items for an 
English-speaking sample. For example, the term age-mates 
was replaced with peers so that items were administered with 
the following instructions: “When with your peers, in general 
how important is it to you that . . .?” Similarly, the term the 
others was replaced with the term peers for several items to 
limit confusion. In addition, one item was deleted (you can 
keep the others at a suitable distance [−C]) and eight other 
items, also adapted from the CSIV, were added to the item 
pool in order to have a more equal representation of items per 
scale: (a) Your peers do not tell you what to do (+A), (b) I 
feel I have control over my peers (+A−C), (c) Your peers 
help you when you have a problem (+C), (d) You do what 
your peers want you to do (−A), (e) You don’t back down 
when there is a disagreement (+A), (f) You do not show your 
peers that you like them (−A−C), (g) You attack back (physi-
cally or verbally) when you are attacked (physically or ver-
bally; +A−C), (h) Your peers come to you when they have a 
problem (+C). Finally, response options were expanded to a 
5-point response scale ranging from 0 (not at all important to 
me) to 4 (extremely important to me) in order to provide a 
wider range of responding.

We used principal components analysis (PCA) to elimi-
nate suboptimal items before testing the circumplex struc-
ture.1 PCA of the 40 items proceeded in an iterative fashion 
by first plotting the individual items in the two-dimensional 
IPC space (item responses were ipsatized to allow for easy 
plotting in two-dimensional space) and evaluating individ-
ual item communalities, reviewing of item content on a 
rational basis, and determining individual item to scale cor-
relations. The goal was to eliminate suboptimal items. 
Efforts initially focused on Communal and Submissive-
Communal and Agentic and Agentic-Separate pairs of 
scales as they showed high degrees of overlap in the initial 
construction paper (Ojanen et al., 2005), although all octant 
scales were evaluated. The final set of 32 items (4 per 
octant) retained on the IGI-CR is in the appendix. Internal 
consistencies of the final eight scales were acceptable 
(α = .68-.80; see Table 2).

The eight scales were used to assess psychometric prop-
erties and circumplex structure of the IGI-CR. In addition, 
dimensional scores were calculated for both agentic and 
communal goals following common IPC procedures (see 
Wiggins, Phillips, & Trapnell, 1989). The circumplex model 
suggests that the two-dimensional scores should form two 
orthogonal dimensions (Wiggins et al., 1989). The bivariate 
correlations for dimension scores in our sample were con-
sistent with this expectation (r = −.08, ns).

Child reports. Child report of aggression was assessed 
using the aggressive behavior subscale of the Youth Self-
Report (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). These 17 items 
assessed self-reported aggressive behavior in the past 6 
months including threatening to hurt others and physically 
attacking others. Response options were based on a 3-point 
Likert-type scale consisting of Not true, Somewhat or some-
times true, and Very true or often true. Items were summed 
to create a scale score. The internal consistency for this mea-
sure was good (α = .80). The Perceived Peer Group Identity 
questionnaire (Kiesner, Cadinu, Poulin, & Bucci, 2002) 
assesses feelings of involvement that an individual has 
toward a group to which he or she belongs (e.g., Do you feel 
connected to the other members of this group?). Responses 
were based on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from No, 
not at all to Yes, very much. The internal consistency (α = .74) 
for this measure was adequate in this sample. The avoidance 
subscale of the Child Social Preference Scale (Coplan, 
Prakash, O’Neil, & Armer, 2004) includes 3 items and was 
used to assess social avoidance (i.e., I try to avoid other 
kids). The internal consistency was modest (α = .40), which 
may be attributable to the low number of items.

Parent reports. To examine cross-informant relationships, 
parent report of youth aggression and affiliation was 
assessed using the subscales of the Early Adolescent Tem-
perament Questionnaire–Revised (Ellis & Rothbart, 2001). 

Table 2. Intercorrelations and Reliabilities of the IGI-CR Octant 
Scales

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 α

1. +A — .68
2. +A−C .51** — .69
3. −C .34** .45** — .72
4. −A−C .47** .36** .45** — .76
5. −A .50** .30** .32** .69** — .73
6. −A+C .53** .22** .22** .50** .71** — .80
7. +C .56** .22** .13* .48** .64** .74** — .77

8. +A+C .67** .38** .24** .47** .58** .62** .69** — .70

Note. IGI-CR = Interpersonal Goals Inventory for Children–Revised.  
N = 387. Interpersonal Goal Scales: +A = Agentic; +A−C = Agentic-
Separate; −C = Separate; −A−C = Submissive-Separate; −A = Submissive; 
−A+C = Submissive-Communal; +C = Communal; +A+C = Agentic-
Communal.
*p < .05, **p < .001.
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The seven items from the aggression scale reflect hostile 
and aggressive actions, including physical and verbal aggres-
sion, and the six items from the affiliation scale reflect the 
desire for warmth and closeness. The Early Adolescent Tem-
perament Questionnaire–Revised uses a 5-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from Almost always untrue of my child to Almost 
always true of my child. The internal consistency for both 
measures (α = .75 for aggression, α = .70 for affiliation) was 
adequate in this sample.

Results
Descriptive Statistics

Means and standard deviations of the IGI-CR octant scales 
and dimension scores, and other child and parent-report mea-
sures, are provided for the combined (N = 387), male (n = 174), 
and female (n = 213) samples in Table 3. Boys endorsed sig-
nificantly higher levels of Agentic-Separate and Separate 
goals, whereas girls endorsed higher Submissive-Communal 
and Communal goals. On the summary dimensions, in gen-
eral children described themselves as being somewhat sub-
missive and communal in their social goals; however, boys 
endorsed less submissive and communal goals than girls. In 
terms of the non–IGI-CR measures, boys endorsed more 
aggressive and avoidant behavior, whereas girls endorsed 
higher overall perceived peer group identification. Parent 
report suggests more affiliation among girls compared with 
boys but no gender differences in aggression.

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of Scales in the Combined, Male, and Female Samples

Combined Males Females  

Scale Name M SD M SD M SD es

+A 2.09 0.80 2.13 0.75 2.06 0.83 0.09
+A−C 0.97 0.66 1.11 0.68 0.85 0.61 0.40*
−C 1.51 0.85 1.68 0.87 1.37 0.82 0.37*
−A−C 2.23 0.91 2.24 0.92 2.23 0.91 0.01
−A 2.38 0.80 2.32 0.79 2.43 0.81 0.13
−A+C 2.74 0.76 2.64 0.70 2.82 0.80 0.24*
+C 2.68 0.77 2.52 0.72 2.81 0.78 0.38*
+A+C 2.35 0.76 2.29 0.73 2.40 0.78 0.15
Agency −0.37 0.35 −0.31 0.33 −0.41 0.37 0.28*
Communion 0.63 0.43 0.49 0.37 0.74 0.44 0.61*
Aggression-YSR 22.23 3.96 22.99 4.13 21.61 3.71 0.35*
Peer Group Identification 4.56 0.53 4.50 0.52 4.61 0.53 0.21*
Avoidance 1.85 0.70 1.94 0.71 1.78 0.69 0.22*
Aggression-EATQ-R 2.51 0.73 2.55 0.74 2.47 0.72 0.11

Affiliation-EATQ-R 4.06 0.58 3.92 0.58 4.17 0.55 0.44*

Note. YSR = Youth Self-Report; EATQ-R = Early Adolescent Temperament Questionnaire–Revised. Combined N = 387, Males n = 174, Females n = 213.  
es = effect sizes based on Cohen’s d. Interpersonal Goal Scales: +A = Agentic; +A−C = Agentic-Separate; −C = Separate; −A−C = Submissive-Separate; 
−A = Submissive; −A+C = Submissive-Communal; +C = Communal; +A+C = Agentic-Communal.
*Significant difference between males and females.

Evaluation of Circumplex Structure

To evaluate the circumplex structure of the IGI-CR, we 
used two alternative approaches beginning with a nonpara-
metric test of hypothesized order relations and following 
with highly constrained structural equation models (SEMs). 
Guttman’s (1954) initial description of a circumplex was 
based on what was termed a circulant pattern in the correla-
tions among a set of tests. The circulant pattern, or circum-
plex, can be defined using the geometry of a circle with the 
tests arranged around the perimeter. The highest correla-
tions occur between adjacent scales (i.e., of similar content) 
and correlations decrease as a function of the angular dis-
tance between scales (i.e., as content similarity decreases), 
with those scales at opposite angles (i.e., 180°) showing 
strong negative correlations. Thus, the correlation between 
any two scales in the circumplex array is defined as a func-
tion of its angular distance on the circumference of the 
hypothesized circle. In a perfect circumplex, all the scales 
have equal communalities (i.e., uniform radius) and are 
equally spaced (i.e., separated by the same angle).

The first approach we used to evaluate the circumplex 
was RANDALL (Tracey, 1997), a program based on Hubert 
and Arabie’s (1987) randomization test of hypothesized 
order relations. This approach examines the pattern of cor-
relations between the scales in terms of their relative mag-
nitude. The circulant pattern described above predicts that 
correlations between scales that are placed next to each 
other on the circle are higher than those two places away, 
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and so on. In an eight-scale circumplex, this produces 288 
hypothesized order predictions. The number of these pre-
dictions met in the observed correlation matrix is compared 
with a distribution of the number of predictions created by 
all possible permutations arising from random patternings 
of the matrix (Tracey, 1997). To aid in interpretation, 
Hubert and Arabie (1987) suggested the use of the corre-
spondence index (CI) reflecting the number of predictions 
met minus those violated divided by the total number of 
predictions. Values of the CI range from −1.0 to 1.0, with 0 
reflecting 50% of the predictions met. This was the approach 
adopted by Ojanen et al. (2005) in the development of the 
IGI-C; therefore, we conducted the same analyses to allow 
for a comparison with the original Finnish measure.

Results based on the analyses conducted in RANDALL 
indicated that the full sample had good fit to a circumplex 
pattern with 271/288 predictions met (CI = .89, p < .001). 
We also evaluated the correspondence by gender. The 
IGI-CR demonstrated equivalent fit across gender (males 
CI = .87, p < .001; females CI = .89, p < .001). This non-
parametric approach to establishing circumplex structure 
also suggests that the scales of the IGI-CR conform to a 
circumplex. This approach assumes equal spacing and 
equal communality of scales but provides no formal test of 
these assumptions.

The second approach we used to evaluate the circumplex 
used CIRCUM (Browne & Cudeck, 1992), a specialized 
SEM program for circumplex models. CIRCUM provides a 
confirmatory test of circumplex models of varying con-
straints. In the most constrained models, the structure that is 
tested is one of equal communalities for all scales (i.e., the 
circumplex has an equal radius at each scale point) and 
equal spacing between the scales (i.e., in an eight-scale cir-
cumplex, the scales fall 45° apart). However, the equality 
constraints placed on the radii and the spacing of the scales 
can each be relaxed independently to test less stringent 
models. Thus, models can be tested that have equal radii but 
not spacing, and vice versa, and finally, a model that does 
not impose either constraint but instead tests the general 
ordering of the scales. CIRCUM functions by estimating a 
correlation matrix based on a Fourier series that is com-
pared to the observed correlation matrix to determine fit of 
the model (see Fabrigar, Visser, & Browne, 1997, for a non-
technical primer of the method). The researcher is required 
to define the number of components (m) in the Fourier 
series. It is common to specify m = 3 in an eight-scale cir-
cumplex (Gurtman & Pincus, 2003; see Browne, 1992, 
Equation 34, for the general form of the equation), and this 
was the approach adopted here. CIRCUM generates esti-
mates for angular location in degrees and the communality 
value for each variable (for those models that do not con-
strain these values). An additional useful piece of informa-
tion provided is the minimum correlation at 180°. In a 
circumplex correlation matrix of all positive values, this 

would be expected to approach 0.0, or −1.0 in the case of a 
matrix with negative values. However, in practice it is often 
the case that this value is substantially larger than the theo-
retical minima because of systematic biases in the data. An 
important source of systematic bias would be a general fac-
tor. Therefore, a minimum correlation value at 180° sub-
stantially larger than 0.0 might suggest that a substantive 
general factor is contained within the circumplex inventory 
and should be interpreted.

In addition to this output, CIRCUM provides the maxi-
mum likelihood discrepancy function, chi-square statistic, 
and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; 
Browne & Cudeck, 1992) to evaluate model fit. In addition, 
we calculated the adjusted goodness of fit (AGFI) index 
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1986) to have multiple indexes to 
evaluate model fit. Values of the RMSEA below .08 are 
generally considered acceptable, whereas good fit for the 
AGFI is indicated by values above .90. In addition, 
CIRCUM provides the 90% confidence interval associated 
with the RMSEA. These are parsimony adjusted fit indexes 
that account for complexity of the estimated model and 
number of estimated parameters. More constrained models 
are nested within the less constrained models and can be 
compared using the chi-square difference test (Δχ2) as with 
all nested SEM-based models (Bollen, 1989).

Table 4 summarizes the fit of all four possible models 
(i.e., equal radius and spacing, equal radius or equal spac-
ing, and an unconstrained model) in the combined sample 
and by gender. In addition, Δχ2 values are provided to allow 
for comparisons across models. The approach adopted here 
is to compare the less constrained models with the more 
constrained models. In Table 4, Models 2 and 3 are com-
pared with Model 1, whereas Model 4 is compared with the 
best fitting of Models 2 and 3. Table 5 contains the esti-
mates of the angular locations and communalities of the 
scales for models when appropriate. In the combined sam-
ple, the RMSEA and AGFI suggested that the fully con-
strained model did not have acceptable fit. The AGFI 
suggested good and generally equivalent fit of the less con-
strained models, whereas the RMSEA remained marginal 
but also generally equivalent for the less constrained mod-
els in the combined sample. A consideration of the data pre-
sented in Table 5 would suggest that Models 3 and 4 have 
roughly equal average angular discrepancies between the 
target angles and estimated variable locations; however, 
Model 4 had significantly better fit based on the Δχ2 test. 
Average angular discrepancy was 28° for this model, with 
an average communality value of .88. The minimum corre-
lation at 180° was .35, consistent with the interpretation of 
a large first factor. Indeed, an examination of the correla-
tion matrix presented in Table 3 confirms this. The fully 
constrained model represents a highly stringent test of 
model fit that is unlikely to be met by actual collected data, 
and failure to meet this criterion often has little practical 
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Table 4. Summary of Fit Statistics for CIRCUM Analyses in the Combined, Male, and Female Samples

Radius Spacing df P F
ML

χ2 RMSEA RMSEA 90% CI AGFI Δχ2 p

Combined  
 Model 1 Equal Equal 24 12 .427 164.82 .123 .106, .141 .86 — —
 Model 2 Unequal Equal 17 19 .167  64.46 .085 .063, .107 .92 100.36 <.001
 Model 3 Equal Unequal 17 19 .166  64.08 .085 .063, .107 .92 100.74 <.001
 Model 4 Unequal Unequal 10 26 .107  41.30 .090 .063, .119 .91  22.78 <.01
Males  
 Model 1 Equal Equal 24 12 .459  79.41 .115 .088, .144 .85 — —
 Model 2 Unequal Equal 17 19 .113  19.55 .029 .000, .078 .94  59.86 <.001
 Model 3 Equal Unequal 17 19 .141  24.39 .050 .000, .092 .93  55.02 <.001
 Model 4 Unequal Unequal 10 26 .068  11.76 .032 .000, .092 .94   7.79 .35
Females   
 Model 1 Equal Equal 24 12 .427  90.52 .114 .090, .140 .86 — —
 Model 2 Unequal Equal 17 19 .192  40.70 .081 .049, .113 .90  49.82 <.001
 Model 3 Equal Unequal 17 19 .166  35.19 .071 .037, .104 .92  55.33 <.001

 Model 4 Unequal Unequal 10 26 .129  27.35 .091 .051, .132 .89   7.84 .35

Note. Combined N = 387, Males n = 174, Females n = 213. df = degrees of freedom; P = number of estimated parameters; F
ML

 = maximum likelihood 
discrepancy function; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence interval; AGFI = adjusted goodness of fit index.

Table 5. Estimated Angles and Communalities From CIRCUM Models

Octant +C +A+C +A +A−C −C −A−C −A −A+C

Angles  
Target angle 0° 45° 90° 135° 180° 225° 270° 315°
Combined  
 Model 3 0° 27° 56° 124° 198° 281° 316° 344°
 Model 4 0° 16° 58° 140° 195° 280° 324° 348°
Males  
 Model 3 0° 19° 30°  78° 179° 310° 329° 353°
 Model 4 0° 42° 69° 135° 171° 243° 287° 343°
Females  
 Model 3 0° 28° 60° 122° 199° 275° 315° 341°
 Model 4 0° 17° 58° 133° 201° 279° 324° 345°
Communalities 
Combined  
 Model 2 .90 .87 .89 .67 .62 .86 .94 .88
 Model 4 .86 .83 1.00 .82 .78 .98 .90 .86
Males  
 Model 2 .87 .85 .85 .63 .58 .87 .93 .83
 Model 4 .85 .85 .84 .66 .61 .88 .92 .82
Females  
 Model 2 .92 .87 .91 .70 .65 .84 .94 .91

 Model 4 .87 .83 1.00 .88 .82 .96 .89 .88

Note. Model numbers refer to models presented in Table 4. Models 1 and 2 have fixed angular locations; Models 1 and 3 have fixed communalities.  
All angles presented in degrees. Interpersonal Goal Scales: +A = Agentic; +A−C = Agentic-Separate; −C = Separate; −A−C = Submissive-Separate;  
−A = Submissive; −A+C = Submissive-Communal; +C = Communal; +A+C = Agentic-Communal.

significance (Gurtman & Pincus, 2000; Hafkenscheid & 
Rouckhout, 2009). However, the fit of the less constrained 
models was roughly equivalent in the combined sample 
with a slight preference for Model 4.

To remain consistent with RANDALL analyses, CIRCUM 
was applied to the pattern of correlations observed in each 
gender. Results generally mirror those in the combined sam-
ple, with some important differences. For both genders, the 
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fully constrained model had poor fit. However, for the boys 
Model 2 clearly provided the best fit. It had a nonsignificant 
model χ2 (df = 17, χ2 = 19.55, p > .05) and accordingly had 
good fit as suggested by the RMSEA and AGFI. Model 2 
provides a highly constrained test in which the angular loca-
tions are held to be equal. The communalities found in Table 
5 demonstrate that although they cannot simultaneously be 
constrained with the angular locations, the estimated com-
munalities are comparable across Models 2 and 4. The aver-
age communality value for this model was .80. The minimum 
correlation at 180° was .65. For the girls, among the less 
constrained models, considering both fit statistics and the 
estimated angular locations and communalities, the pre-
ferred model is Model 3 based on the RMSEA and AGFI 
that are both in acceptable ranges and the best of the esti-
mated models. In this model, the average discrepancy between 
target and estimated angles is 25°. The minimum correlation 
at 180° was .31. In summary, the results of RANDALL and 
CIRCUM analyses converge to suggest that the IGI-CR 
generally conforms to a circumplex. However, there is 
clear room for improvement vis-à-vis circumplex structure, 
especially as it pertains to girls. Of note is that for boys, the 
structure is more robust than for girls and the combined 
sample, achieving very good fit statistics and angular place-
ments that can be constrained to be equal and still maintain 
good model fit. For the girls the angular locations cannot be 
constrained to equality, although the best model does have 
equal communalities. In addition, it would seem, based on 
the minimum correlations at 180° that there is a first factor 
driving the positive correlations across the scales. Importantly, 
the model fit achieved in CIRCUM in all samples compares 
favorably with established and long-used circumplex mea-
sures evaluated in the same way (e.g., Acton & Revelle, 
2002; Gurtman & Pincus, 2000).

Construct Validation and the  
IGI-CR’s Nomological Net
The previous results support acceptable circumplicial prop-
erties of the IGI-CR and provide evidence for the construct 
validity of this measure by demonstrating that its scales 
adhere to the highly articulated structural model of interper-
sonal tendencies (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Guttman, 
1970). In a final set of analyses, we sought to further test 
the construct validity of the newly revised IGI-CR by asso-
ciation with external constructs with putative interpersonal 
content and cross-informant relationships: aggression (self- 
and parent report), perceived peer group identification 
(self-report) and affiliation (parent report), and social 
avoidance (self-report). Circumplex measures, because of 
the well-defined structure of scale interrelations, are by 
definition precise nomological nets (Gurtman, 1992). This 
structure, once known to exist, can serve as the scaffolding 
for establishing the interpersonal aspects of other constructs 

and measures in interpersonal space. To build on this 
description, the predicted pattern of correlations of other 
(presumably interpersonal) constructs should mirror this 
pattern of associations whereby a strong association with 
the content of one octant would presume lesser but simi-
larly strong associations with adjacent octants, with decreases 
in associations as the angular distance increases. For 
example, if another measure of interpersonal content were 
to be correlated with the eight scales of a circumplex, and 
its highest correlation were with the Agentic scale, it would 
be anticipated that the next highest correlations would be 
with the Agentic-Communal and Agentic-Separate scales 
(each at 45°), followed by the Communal and Separate 
scales (90°), and so on. This is because the scales of a cir-
cumplex measure are not only mathematically but semanti-
cally and conceptually constrained to provide this pattern, 
and it should be repeated in external yet related interper-
sonal measures.

This pattern of associations if taken as correlations and 
graphed on a line would produce a sinusoidal pattern—a 
cosine function to be precise (Wiggins, Steiger, & Gaelick, 
1981). The structural summary approach for analyzing cir-
cumplex data evaluates the interpersonal features of an 
external construct by comparing the observed pattern of 
correlations to the eight scales with the predicted pattern 
generated by a perfect cosine curve (for detailed descrip-
tions of the method, see Gurtman, 1992; Gurtman & Pincus, 
2003; Wright, Pincus, Conroy, & Elliot, 2009). This method 
reduces the observed pattern of correlations to a set of struc-
tural parameters for a cosine curve that include the angular 
displacement (i.e., the peak of the curve and core interper-
sonal content), amplitude (i.e., how differentiated is the pat-
tern of correlations), and elevation (i.e., average correlation). 
Figure 2 graphically presents an example of a cosine wave 
and associated structural parameters. In this visual example, 
a perfect cosine pattern is presented with an elevation of 
.10, amplitude of .20, and an angular displacement of 300°. 
In practice, an ideal cosine wave based on the structural 
summary parameters derived from the observed correla-
tions can be compared with the observed values to obtain a 
goodness of fit index that has been labeled R2. The maxi-
mum value of this R2 is constrained to 1.00, with values 
above .80 indicating good fit to a cosine curve and confor-
mity with the predicted pattern of interpersonal content 
(Gurtman & Pincus, 2003).

We examined associations of social goals with aggres-
sion, peer group identification, affiliation, and avoidance 
using the method described above. We hypothesized that 
these criterion variables would have prototypical interper-
sonal profiles (i.e., high R2) especially for self-report mea-
sures but that the angular displacements would differ 
considerably: aggression falling in the Agentic-Separate 
octant, perceived peer group identification and affiliation 
falling in the Communal octant, social avoidance falling in 
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Figure 2. Illustration of the cosine curve parameters associated with the structural summary method

the Separate octant. Finally, bivariate correlations on these 
criterion variables and Agentic and Communal dimensional 
scores were evaluated. Gender differences were evaluated 
by assessing these correlations separately for males and 
females. The pattern of correlations of each measure with 
the IGI-CR and structural summary parameters for the com-
bined sample, boys, and girls are reported in Table 6.

Combined sample. The combined sample correlations are 
displayed in Figure 3. As is readily apparent in the figure, 
the structural summary parameters for perceived peer group 
identification suggest a highly prototypical interpersonal 
profile, with moderate elevation and differentiation, with a 
displacement in the Communal octant. Although the ampli-
tude for parent report of child affiliation is modest, the 
structural summary parameters are consistent with the child 
report of perceived peer group identification in that there is 
angular displacement in the Communal octant. These results 
suggest that, as expected, perceived peer group identifica-
tion and parent-reported affiliation are associated with com-
munal social goals and that the interpersonal content in these 
constructs are well summarized by the social goal content 
of the IGI-CR (i.e., high R2). The presence of a moderate 
elevation with only moderate differentiation suggests that 
perceived peer group identification and affiliation may be 
broadly related to having social goals.

Parent and self-report of aggression also exhibit proto-
typical profiles, with no appreciable elevation, and only 
modest differentiation, with an angular displacement in the 
Agentic-Separate octant. Although the angular displacement 

is where it would be expected for aggression, an examina-
tion of the correlation pattern suggests that aggression is not 
aligned with strong Agentic and Separate goals but rather 
aligned with a lack of Communal and Submissive-Communal 
goals. Last, social avoidance exhibits a generally prototypi-
cal profile with no appreciable elevation, with an angular 
displacement in the Separate octant, as expected.

Gender differences. The results for perceived peer group 
identification are highly consistent across gender. The pat-
tern of correlations and structural summary parameters 
summarized in Table 6 are virtually identical, with only dif-
ferences occurring in magnitude. The structural summary 
parameters and pattern of correlations for parent report of 
affiliation are similar to perceived peer group identification, 
but only for females. Consistent with self-report of peer 
group identification, the core interpersonal content of par-
ent report of affiliation is belongingness. For males, affili-
ation, as reported by parents, does not exhibit a highly 
prototypical profile and is not well summarized by social 
goal content (i.e., R2 is modest). This suggests that our mea-
sure of social goals may not have a strong association with 
male affiliation as reported by parents. The pattern of cor-
relations and structural summary parameters for social 
avoidance are also very similar across gender, with differ-
ences occurring in magnitude.

Clear gender differences emerge for aggression. In both 
boys and girls, self-reported aggression shows prototypical 
profiles but discrepant angles, with boys falling in the 
Agentic-Separate bordering on the Separate octant and girls 
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Table 6. Octant Correlations and Structural Summary Parameters for External Variables in Combined Sample and by Gender

+A +A−C −C −A−C −A −A+C +C +A+C Agencya Communiona Angle Elevation Amplitude R2

Combined  
 Aggression .05 .06 .04 −.07 −.16 −.15 −.10 −.04 .21 −.11 125 −.05 .12 .98
 PPGI .19 .03 −.03 .13 .30 .35 .35 .26 −.15 .31 340 .20 .19 .95
 Avoidance −.17 .06 .06 −.09 −.24 −.30 −.34 −.20 .14 −.33 161 −.15 .19 .93
 Aggression-P −.10 −.01 .01 −.07 −.16 −.17 −.14 −.07 .10 −.12 146 −.09 .08 .80
 Affiliation .10 −.08 −.04 .04 .09 .12 .14 .12 −.04 .17 349 .06 .10 .79
Boys  
 Aggression .02 −.02 .09 .00 −.08 −.15 −.10 −.05 .09 −.16 153 −.04 .09 .80
 PPGI .17 −.02 −.05 .12 .24 .30 .26 .21 −.15 .28 339 .15 .16 .90
 Avoidance −.18 −.02 .02 −.07 −.16 −.20 −.20 −.09 .06 −.17 165 −.11 .09 .68
 Aggression-P −.11 −.10 .06 −.00 −.04 −.07 −.14 −.08 −.09 −.11 213 −.06 .07 .63
 Affiliation .05 −.06 −.05 −.03 −.06 −.03 −.03 .06 .09 .06  56 −.02 .05 .56
Girls  
 Aggression .06 .06 −.06 −.14 −.21 −.13 −.15 .00 .28 .00  92 −.06 .13 .96
 PPGI .21 .11 .02 .14 .33 .38 .40 .29 −.13 .30 343 .23 .13 .94
 Avoidance −.17 .10 .06 −.11 −.29 −.36 −.43 −.27 .18 −.42 160 −.19 .25 .95
 Aggression-P −.09 .06 −.06 −.12 −.26 −.23 −.12 −.06 .23 −.10 118 −.11 .12 .78

 Affiliation .17 −.02 .05 .11 .19 .19 .22 .15 −.08 .16 337 .13 .09 .74

Note. PPGI = Perceived Peer Group Identity; Aggression-P = Parent report; +A = Agentic; +A−C = Agentic-Separate; −C = Separate; −A−C = Submissive-Separate; −A = 
Submissive; −A+C = Submissive-Communal; +C = Communal; +A+C = Agentic-Communal. All correlations <.13 significant at p <.05.
a. Dimensional scores.

Figure 3. Plot of the correlations of external measures with the IGI-CR
Note. IGI-CR = Interpersonal Goals Inventory for Children–Revised; +A = Agentic; +A−C = Agentic-Separate; −C = Separate; −A−C = Submissive-
Separate; −A = Submissive; −A+C = Submissive-Communal; +C = Communal; +A+C = Agentic-Communal; AGGT = Aggression, parent report;  
YSR (Youth Self-Report) = Aggression, child report; PGI = Peer Group Identification; AFFT = Affiliation; Avoid = Avoidance.
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falling squarely in the Agentic octant. The low elevation of 
each profile suggests that aggression is not associated with 
strong social goals. An analysis of the individual correlation 
suggests that it is a departure (i.e., negative association) 
from the normative pattern of Submissive-Communal social 
goals that is predictive of aggression in children. Aggression 
in boys is predicted by a lack of primarily communal goals, 
whereas for girls it is low submissiveness or compliance that 
is associated with aggression. For parent-reported aggres-
sion, girls are demonstrating a more prototypical profile 
compared with boys. The low elevation in these profiles is 
consistent with self-reported aggression, where aggression 
does not seem to be associated with strong social goals (i.e., 
R2 is modest), especially among boys. Finally, consistent 
with self-report, the core interpersonal content of parent 
report of aggression for girls is a lack of submissiveness.

Dimensional scores. Correlations of the Agentic and Com-
munal dimensional scores with criterion variables are also 
presented in Table 6. Overall, Agentic dimensional scores 
were positively correlated to self-reported aggression and 
negatively correlated to perceived peer group identification. 
There was also evidence for a slight positive association 
between Agentic dimensional scores and avoidance. In con-
trast, Communal dimensional scores were negatively cor-
related to avoidance and self-reported aggression and 
positively correlated to perceived peer group identification 
and affiliation. Results suggest gender differences in these 
correlations. Namely, Agentic dimensional scores were not 
correlated to either measure of aggression, avoidance, per-
ceived peer group identification or affiliation for boys but 
were positively correlated to both measures of aggression 
and avoidance and negatively correlated to perceived peer 
group identification for girls. In contrast, Communal dimen-
sional scores were positively correlated to perceived peer 
group identification and negatively correlated to avoidance 
for boys and girls. Communal dimensional scores were not 
correlated to aggression among girls and were negatively 
correlated to aggression in boys. Affiliation was positively cor-
related to communal dimensional scores for girls but not 
correlated among boys.

Discussion
There is current theoretical interest in the role children’s 
social goals play in understanding social adjustment (e.g., 
Crick & Dodge, 1994; Little, Jones, Henrich, & Hawley, 
2003; Ojanen et al., 2005; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003); yet 
few valid measures exist that broadly assess social goals 
among English-speaking youth. The primary aim of the 
current study was to use the IPC model (Locke, 2000) to 
extend psychometric work on the IGI-C to develop a 
revised version of this measure that would improve the 
psychometric properties and that would be appropriate for 
English-speaking youth. Such a measure is important as it 

would expand our understanding of children’s social behav-
iors, identify general interpersonal proclivities across con-
texts, and synchronize child and adult literatures allowing 
for life span developmental models of social goals.

The IGI-CR had acceptable internal consistency. In gen-
eral, children placed greater value in communal goals com-
pared with agentic goals. This is consistent with findings 
suggesting that children and adolescents give their highest 
ratings on communal or prosocial goals compared with 
agentic goals (Ojanen et al., 2005; Rose & Asher, 1999). 
Attachment theory suggests that there is a persistent human 
drive to form and maintain intimate, positive, and cohesive 
interpersonal relationships (Bowlby, 1988), and our find-
ings support this notion. This finding is also in line with the 
belongingness theory suggesting that across males and 
females, there is a persistent human drive to form and main-
tain positive and cohesive interpersonal relationships 
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Overall, girls endorsed more 
communal and submissive goals, whereas boys endorsed 
more agentic and separate goals. These findings are largely 
in accordance with prior findings on children’s social goals 
(Chung & Asher, 1996; Ojanen et al., 2005; Rose & Asher, 
1999) and gender role development in early adolescence 
(Maccoby, 1990). Traditionally boys are encouraged to be 
dominant, separate, power oriented, and independent; whereas 
girls are socialized to be polite and interdependent and to 
endorse more affiliative traits (Cross & Madson, 1997; 
Maccoby, 1990).

Overall, analyses assessing the circumplex structure of 
the IGI-CR using RANDALL and CIRCUM suggest that 
social goals as assessed using the IGI-CR fit a circumplex 
structure. More specifically, the randomization test of order 
suggested that the IGI-CR (CI = .89) was comparable with 
the original IGI-C (CIs = .73-.82; Ojanen et al., 2005) and 
with other adult measures of interpersonal goals such as the 
CSIV and the IGI (CIs = .91 and .76, respectively; Locke, 
2000). In addition, based on these analyses, the IGI-CR pro-
vided a good fit across gender and provided a comprehen-
sive range of interpersonal content. The IGI-CR also 
performed acceptably in the more stringent tests of struc-
ture as assessed by SEM in CIRCUM, comparing favorably 
with established measures (Acton & Revelle, 2002; Gurtman 
& Pincus, 2000). However, it appears as though the spacing 
of scales is more uniform in boys and that for girls some of 
the scales deviate from their predicted locations. Notably, 
the scales associated with the affiliative side of the circle 
tend to be less differentiated (see Table 5). Despite potential 
limitations created by the unequal spacing of scales, the 
structural summary method was able to achieve excellent fit 
to a cosine curve with external measures, lending credence 
to the argument put forth by previous researchers (Gurtman 
& Pincus, 2000) that minor deviations from ideal circum-
plex fit may not be of great practical significance. Finally, 
the CIRCUM analyses suggest the presence of a large general 
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factor as is often found in IPC measures with evaluative 
content. The CSIV, the original adult measure on which the 
IGI-C and IGI-CR are based also possesses a large general 
factor, presumably of the same content. However, little 
research has investigated its substantive meaning. Given 
the general instructions associated with the stem of the 
IGI-CR, and the pattern of associations with perceived peer 
group identification, one likely meaning is overall invest-
ment in the social domain. Nevertheless, future research is 
required for a full understanding and appreciation of the 
meaning of this first factor from this group of measures.

To further assess construct validity of the IGI-CR, rela-
tionships between other constructs with putative interper-
sonal content (i.e., perceived peer group identity, avoidance, 
affiliation, and aggression) across multiple informants were 
analyzed using the structural summary approach and by cal-
culating dimensional scores of social goals. It was expected 
that self-report of perceived peer group identification and 
avoidance would perform the best using this approach given 
that these measures are most clearly linked to interper-
sonal content. In addition, it was expected that parent 
scales would perform the worst given that they reflect cross-
informant reports. Overall, the relationships were in the pre-
dicted direction.

Perceived peer group identification and affiliation were 
positively correlated to Communal dimensional scores and 
perceived peer group identification was negatively correlated 
to Agentic dimensional scores. Avoidance was negatively 
correlated to Communal dimensional scores, as expected; 
however, there was evidence for a slight positive association 
between social avoidance and Agentic dimensional scores. 
This was not expected, given that in the original measure 
there was evidence for a negative correlation between Agentic 
dimensional scores and withdrawal behaviors (Ojanen et al., 
2000). Yet it is important to note that the measure of with-
drawal used by Ojanen et al. (2000) reflects greater passivity 
and submissiveness (e.g., is timid and shy). Our measure of 
avoidance did not include items reflecting shyness or social 
anxiety; rather, it reflects a slightly more assertive and domi-
nant social behavior of actively avoiding peer contact.

Consistent with our expectation, the interpersonal con-
tent of perceived peer group identification and social avoid-
ance is well summarized by social goal content as reflected 
in the high R2. These findings are consistent with research 
suggesting that relationship maintaining goals are strongly 
related to expressed wishes for being with others and posi-
tive friendship quality (Ojanen et al., 2005; Rose & Asher, 
1999). Furthermore, our results suggest that perceived peer 
group identification and social avoidance are largely con-
sistent across boys and girls, as evidenced by highly similar 
structural summary profiles across gender. This suggests 
that individuals who value belongingness and feeling con-
nected to their peer group are more likely to endorse strong 
communal goals. This pattern is consistent with parent report 

of affiliation, but only for females. Our measure of social 
goals may not have a strong association with male affilia-
tion as reported by parents. In contrast, those individuals 
who value avoiding others lack primarily Communal goals, 
and this is consistent across gender.

The relationship between the dimensional scores of Agentic 
and Communal social goals and self-report of aggression 
were consistent with our original hypotheses. Overall, self-
report of aggression was positively correlated to Agentic 
dimensional scores and negatively correlated to Communal 
dimensional scores. Although parent report of aggression was 
not significantly correlated with either Agentic or Communal 
dimensional scores, both self- and parent report of aggression 
demonstrated angular displacement in the Agentic-Separate 
octant as expected. Research on aggressive motivation sug-
gests that children and adolescents may use aggressive behav-
ior as a way to achieve positions of control and dominance by 
intimidating others even if it may negatively affect the friend-
ship (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003). In addition, aggressive 
children generally value appearing separate as reflected in 
their low ratings to goals associated with working things out 
and getting along with peers compared with nonaggressive 
children (Erdley & Asher, 1996).

A more nuanced picture emerged for aggression in the 
structural summary analysis. Results indicated that self- 
and parent report of aggression in our sample is not charac-
terized by strong agentic and separate goals but rather a lack 
of endorsing communal and submissive-communal goals. 
This suggests that individuals use aggression as a means to 
not appear submissive or passive and to avoid appearing 
like they value acceptance from their peers. Research on 
motivational factors in the engagement of aggressive behav-
iors in adolescence has tended to focus on specific goals 
(i.e., dominance and revenge goals) that often provide “muddy” 
and “undifferentiated goal structure” (Lochman et al., 1993). 
Our findings suggest that current research on aggressive 
motivations may be limited by this restricted range of social 
goal assessment and that a broad measure of social goal 
dimensions has the utility of assessing more fine-grained 
interpersonal proclivities (e.g., submissiveness and separ-
ateness) that cannot be captured through traditional mea-
sures of social goals. These analyses highlight the considerable 
power of a fully articulated model of interpersonal func-
tioning provided by the IPC, allowing for the unpacking of 
broad dimensions of functioning in a structurally coherent 
manner. This initial evaluation of aggression in the context 
of a comprehensive model of social goals has generated 
testable hypotheses for future research.

Given the extensive literature demonstrating strong gen-
der effects in both the form and function of aggression 
(Crick, 1997; Zimmer-Gembeck, Geiger, & Crick, 2005), 
separate analyses were conducted to examine possible gen-
der differences. It is important to highlight that the elevation 
of profiles for both genders is low, suggesting that aggression 
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is not associated with strong social goals, particularly for 
boys. Furthermore, the lack of strong associations across 
social goals and aggression is compounded by cross-informant 
relationships. That is, a prototypical profile did not emerge 
for parent report of aggression for boys. Dimensional score 
analyses suggest that self- and parent report of aggression 
was positively correlated with Agentic dimensional scores 
for girls but not for boys. In addition, Communal dimen-
sional scores were negatively correlated with self-report of 
aggression for boys but were not correlated to Communal 
dimensional scores for girls. This suggests that aggression 
may function as a means for obtaining dominance and inde-
pendence among peers in girls, whereas it may function as 
a means of appearing separate and distancing oneself from 
peers in boys.

There were clear gender differences in cosine curve 
analyses for self-report of aggression primarily in angular 
displacement. The findings suggest that the core interper-
sonal content of aggression for boys is a lack of submissive 
and communal goals and that motivation to engage in 
aggressive behaviors in males may be more complex and 
multifaceted than has been traditionally conceptualized. 
Males may not be motivated to engage in aggressive behav-
iors purely to achieve dominance and revenge goals (Cross 
& Madson, 1997) but may also value not appearing passive 
or diffident compared with less aggressive boys.

In contrast, the core interpersonal content of self- and par-
ent report of aggression for girls is a lack of submissiveness. 
Girls may be more concerned that aggressive behaviors may 
lead to greater peer rejection and view negative interpersonal 
consequences as the worst outcome of aggressive behavior 
(Cross & Madson, 1997); therefore, girls may not value appear-
ing separate and detached compared with boys. Overall, 
these gender differences suggest that continued research 
exploring the role of general social goals in gender specific 
motivational processes in engaging in aggressive behaviors 
may offer important advances in future research.

Although this study made several important contribu-
tions to the literature, it is important to note several limita-
tions. Findings should not be generalized to samples with 
demographic characteristics different from our sample. For 
example, although our sample was representative of the 
county from which it was drawn, it was largely a Caucasian 
sample, and social goals may operate differently across 
racial/ethnic groups. We did not have adequate group sizes 
to test for such differences. It will be important for future 
research to assess the validity of the IGI-CR among more 
diverse racial/ethnic groups. Though a notable strength of 
this study was the inclusion of cross-informant relation-
ships, as expected, parent reports of aggression and affil-
iation did not perform as well as self-reports. More 
specifically, elevation on the profiles of both parent report 
measures were low across gender and a prototypical profile 
(a modest R2) did not emerge for parent report of aggression 

for boys. These findings may suggest that parents may not 
be good reporters of aggression in boys. However, our par-
ent report measure of aggression had good internal consis-
tency (α = .77) among boys and was significantly correlated 
(r = .30, p < .0001) with self-report of aggression among 
boys. It seems that the modest profile in parent report of 
aggression may be a function of social goals generally hav-
ing a weak association with aggression for boys in our sam-
ple, and these weak associations are compounded when 
testing cross-informant associations. Boys’ overt aggres-
sive behaviors may not be representative of some internal 
states, such as social goals.

It is also important to mention that there are multiple 
methodologies for addressing life span developmental models 
of human functioning. This study used a top-down approach 
where items were obtained from a validated adult measure 
(CSIV; Locke, 2000). A bottom-up approach that aims to 
take into account a child-specific perspective may tap into 
more specific aspects of social goals that are unique to this 
developmental period, and this may be a useful direction for 
future research. In addition, given that the same sample was 
used to construct the interpersonal goal scales and to test the 
psychometric properties of the scales, it is important that 
future research replicate these findings in other samples. 
Furthermore, given that these scales were developed and 
validated using an American sample of youth, it is important 
for research to assess the validity of the IGI-CR in other 
English-speaking countries outside of the United States. It 
is also unclear whether the circular structure of children’s 
social goals found in the current study will generalize to 
other contexts (e.g., parent–child interactions); therefore, the 
applicability of children’s interpersonal goals across other 
types of social contexts could be the focus of future research.

Our study was also limited to a broad assessment of 
aggression. This form of aggression may not capture typical 
aggressive behavior in girls compared with gender normative 
forms of aggression (i.e., relational aggression). Accordingly, 
our results should not be generalized to narrowly conceptu-
alized domains of aggression. Future research assessing 
multiple forms of aggression may help clarify gender dif-
ferences in the associations between social goals and het-
erogeneous patterns of aggressive behaviors exhibited by 
adolescents. Furthermore, examining specific forms of aggres-
sion may provide a greater understanding in the nuances of 
adolescent social motivations for engaging in aggressive acts. 
For example, physical aggression may be more strongly 
related to agentic goals, whereas relational aggression may 
be more strongly related to separate goals.

Overall, this study contributes to a broader life span per-
spective on the assessment of interpersonal goals by dem-
onstrating that social goals may be conceptualized and 
measured using an IPC framework consistent with adult 
assessments. Developmental and personality researchers 
alike suggest that this is an integral and necessary step before 
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research can longitudinally test the question of whether 
these personality traits remain stable across developmen-
tal periods or which factors contribute to change in social 
goals across developmental transitions to adulthood 
(Shiner et al., 2002). Our findings suggest that the IGI-CR 
may be useful in measuring broad social goals in childhood 
and adolescence and has the added utility of synchronizing 

with adult measures such as the CSIV (Locke, 2000) 
allowing for the assessment of goal orientations across 
the life course. The IGI-CR may also help advance cur-
rent models of social adjustment and help identify social 
goals that place youth at risk for problem behaviors 
(Markey, Markey, & Tinsley, 2005; Trucco, Bowker, & 
Colder, 2011).

+A −A  
 Item 1 Your peers respect and admire you  Item 5 Your peers do not get angry with you
 Item 9 You appear self-confident and make an impression on 

your peers
 Item 13 You do not make your peers angry

 Item 17 Your peers think you are smart  Item 21 You do not annoy your peers
 Item 25 You don’t back down when there is a disagreement  Item 29 You let your peers make decisions
+A−C −A+C  
 Item 2 Your peers agree to do what you suggest  Item 6 Everyone feels good
 Item 10 You get to decide what to play  Item 14 You can put your peers in a good mood
 Item18 The group does what you say  Item 22 You are able to please your peers
 Item 26 You feel you have control over your peers  Item 30 You agree with your peers about things
−C +C  
 Item 3 You do not show your feelings in front of your peers  Item 7 You feel close to your peers
 Item 11 You do not give away too much about yourself  Item 15 Real friendship develops between you
 Item 19 You keep your thoughts to yourself  Item 23 Your peers help you when you have a 

problem
 Item 27 You do not let your peers get too close to you  Item 31 Your peers come to you when they have a 

problem
−A−C +A+C  
 Item 4 You do not do anything ridiculous  Item 8 You say exactly what you want
 Item 12 You do not say stupid things when your peers are 

listening
 Item 16 Your peers listen to your opinion

 Item 20 Your peers do not laugh or make fun of you  Item 24 You can state your opinion
 Item 28 You do not make a fool of yourself in front of your peers  Item 32 You are able to tell your peers how you feel
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Note

1. PCA was used to plot the individual items in component space. 
Plotting the items in this way allows for the evaluation of the 
relationship between each of the items. Items whose plotted 
location deviated from a priori placement based on the original 
IGI-C, that were newly added, or whose communalities were 
low (i.e., <.10) were reevaluated for octant scale placement 
and retention based on item content, item to scale correlations, 
and internal consistency coefficients for target octants.
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