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Understanding Psychopathology from the Perspective of the Interpersonal Circumplex
WANG Shuo', ZHOU Ya’, LIU Xiang—ping', Aaron L. Pincus’
'School of Psychology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China; *Department of
Educational Psychology, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China; *Department
of Psychology, The Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA 16802, USA
[Abstract] The released DSM=5 has highlighted the crucial role of interpersonal functioning in the pathology of personal-
ity disorder. Contemporary interpersonal theory hase been developed into an extensively—validated model for conceptualiz-
ing and evaluating interpersonal functioning, namely Interpersonal Circumplex(IPC). The IPC relies on two meta—concepts
in human behaviors labeled as “agency” and “communion” to reflect individual differences across a host of interpersonal
constructs. A variety of concepts have been derived from the IPC, including static interpersonal themes and dynamic inter-
personal interactions. Over the last decade, the IPC and related concepts have been gradually integrated into the studies of
psychopathology and psychotherapy, to explore the relationship of interpersonal functioning with the dynamic mechanism,
phenotypic expression, assessment and treatment of psychological or personality disorders. Further research should try to de-
velop new interpersonal dynamics assessment methods, and take into account the influence of culture differences on the

link between interpersonal functioning and psychopathology.

[Key words] Interpersonal circumplex; Psychopathology; Interpersonal pathoplasticity; Interpersonal situations
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