BRIEF REPORTS

Editor’s note: These three brief reports concern aspects of Moreno’s sociometric
theory and derivatives of that theory. The authors apply the term “strong” to the orig-
inal and the term “weak” to later variations of Moreno’s procedures. In the reports, the
case is made for the use of these adjectives, a tool for interpersonal feedback is
described, and some guidelines and techniques are presented.

Strong Sociometry: A Definition

To renew interest in Moreno’s initial formulation of sociometry and its
originally conceived use, I propose making a clear delineation between
Moreno’s formulation and its descendants. Moreno’s definition of sociometry
is broad, yet has been defined by the specific procedures he indicated and
used. Some sociometrists will not agree with my interpretation of Moreno’s
writings and of his accounts. Nonetheless, I present citations from Moreno
and other sources and accounts of my personal experiences that I believe
make a strong case for my contentions. My objective is to have these obser-
vations and interpretations engender a debate, a closer examination of
Moreno’s ideas, and empirical investigations into the uses and impact of
‘sociometry.

Sociometry

Sociometry, by definition, is the measurement of the socius, the interper-
sonal aspect of human relationships (Moreno, 1951). Key to this definition is
the term socius. I maintain that the socius is defined by and is the result of the
telic connections between and among people. To operationalize this rather
abstract concept, one needs choices, that is, one person choosing others in
relation to a criterion. These choices are a reflection of the telic connections
in a group. Regardless of how involved, complex, or sensitive the mechanism
for sociometric measurements and the resultant depictions, they are still
extensions of these basic choices.

Moreno’s Formulation

The difference between Moreno’s (1953) formulation and its derivatives
(for examples, see texts cited below) comes in his action orientation. Not only

69



70 JGPPS—Summer 1995

must the choices be assessed, but they must be implemented. Accordingly, I
maintain that the following requirements for sociometric measurement can be
inferred from his work:

1. Choices, both positive (acceptances) and negative (rejections) should be
made in relation to a specified criterion. (Choice making)

2. These choices should be implemented contiguously and as closely as pos-
sible to the way they were expressed. (Action emphasis)

3. The rationales behind these choices (the individual’s warm-up) should be
made explicit. (Study of the warming-up process).

Moreno believed that sociometry was not merely the measurement of inter-
personal relationships but the use of that measurement. For whatever reason,
Moreno recognized that simply stating the choices was different from imple-
menting and experiencing them.

Distinctions

Where I differ in my interpretation from some other sociometrists is in my
explication of the term use. Others maintain that what Moreno meant was to
look at whether a group interaction was more or less effective as a result of
sociometric assignment made from the measurement (choices of group mem-
bers). Although such an assessment of effectiveness is a worthwhile goal, 1
believe Moreno emphasized not the outcome of the interaction but the warm-
up to the choice, the process by which choosing those who could produce the
optimal interaction (maximum spontaneity possible) within the parameters of
the situation reflects the tele between individuals. To quote Moreno (1953):

The great misunderstanding, even among sociometrists, comes from the neglect of
studying experimentally the warming up process in the making of a choice . . .
(p. 134, emphasis added).

The important and different focus of Moreno’s formulation of sociometry
(the genius of it, if you will) is not on whether a better game of ring-around-
the-rosy is achieved using sociometry (although that is a likely outcome) but
on why the choices are made and what they tell about the socius of the group.
To a degree, the criteria around which the choices are made are irrelevant.
They are, for the present sociometric purpose, a means to an end, which is an
assessment of the telic connections. This holds true as long as the criteria are
adequate stimuli to produce the full range and depth of the warm-ups
involved.

The choosing process and the warm-up to it are based on and reflective of
the tele present. So what is “tele”, and how is it assessed? Moreno (1975)
described tele as
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feelings into the actualities . . . insight into actual makeup (as opposed to trans-
ference) . . . feelings into one another . . . ‘Zweifuhlung’ . . . two-way communi-
cation. (pp. 6-7).

He goes on to describe the telic experience as

A meeting of two: eye to eye, face to face. And when you are near I will tear your
eyes out and place them instead of mine, and you will tear my eyes out and will
place them instead of yours, then I will look at you with your eyes and you will
look at me with mine. (p. 7)

From my personal experience and that of others (Remer, Lima, Rickey,
White, & Gentile, 1993) what Moreno is describing is the result of making the
reasons behind the choices (the warming-up process) explicit. In that ex-
change, the sharing of the reasons behind the choices, 1 see myself as others
see me, and others see me as I see myself. I am forced to examine and to deter-
mine what I see as real and what 1 see as not, both in myself and in the other
person(s) involved. Often, the process is not easy or pleasant. The interaction
is, however, one way, if not the only way, to find out more about the part of
self hidden from both oneself and others (Johari’s Window as described in
Johnson [1990], pp. 36-40). I interpret this to mean that Moreno considered
this “studying experimentally the warming up process” to be, if not the pri-
mary focus of sociometry, at least a focus not neglected as it has been.

Strong and Weak Sociometry

To delineate what I view as the differences between Moreno’s original for-
mulation of sociometry and those that have developed from it, I have chosen
to label Moreno’s original strong and its derivates weak. 1 have two reasons
for choosing these terms, one reason based on the mathematical denotations
of these labels and the other grounded in their connotations. I believe this
labeling will both facilitate further discussion of my thesis and provoke dis-
cussion of my contentions.

Mathematical Rationale

In mathematics, when two theories can produce the same results but one is
more general than the other, that is, grounds and implications of the second
can be derived from the first, the former is called “strong,” the latter “weak™
(Lord & Novick, 1968). Borrowing this labeling, I contend that Moreno’s
original formulation might be termed strong, while its derivatives might be
called weak.

Most applications and discussions of sociometry are now somewhat tan-
gential to Moreno’s (1951) intent for the use of sociometry. To see the validi-
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ty of my contention, one need only examine some of the classic texts in areas
where sociometry is used (e.g., Cartwright & Zander, 1968; Cronbach, 1969;
Sax, 1980; Thorndike & Hagen, 1977) or the more recent and extensive cov-
erage by Barclay (1991). All these sources underline the fact that as more and
more uses for the techniques of sociometry and sociometric theory were
developed, the original conceptualization of Morenean sociometry (Moreno,
1951, 1953) became more generalized and diluted. For example, the deriva-
tives tend to use part of the first or of the first two of Moreno’s three defini-
tive criteria. They define sociometry as making choices (usually only positive
choices or selections) in reference to a specific criterion. In fact, although
Moreno’s brainchild may have borne fruit beyond his expectations in one way,
much of the intention of the original formulation—to focus on the choosing
process in action—has been lost. (Even Hale’s [1981] exemplary explication
of sociometry fails to emphasize the action orientation and study of the warm-
ing-up process that Moreno initially saw as integral.)

Another, specific, example, which is typical of how many professionals
define and use sociometry, can be seen in the Barclay Classroom Climate
Inventory (BCCI) (Barclay, Barclay, & Stilwell, 1972) in which students are
asked to nominate classmates in relation to specific criteria (e.g., “listens to
others,” “gets work done on time”). These results are then tabulated to indi-
cate the position of students in the school social milieu and reported to teach-
ers, school psychologists, and counselors. The students themselves rarely are
privy to the results of the assessment, never having to implement their choic-
es or explain the reasons behind them.

These procedures, while producing useful information, include only
aspects of Moreno’s formulation of sociometry. In addition, the data on which
these results are based could easily be obtained as a step or a by-product of a
complete, “strong” sociometric exploration. Therefore, I term these represen-
tations “weak” sociometries.

Connotative Rationale

Moreno’s description of tele, . . . I tear out my eyes . . .,” could be char-
acterized as brutal. Many people experience a severe visceral response (dread)
to the advent of participating in a Morenean sociometric exploration (Remer,
Lima, Rickey, White, & Gentile, 1993), because they fear the stark honesty
required of them in making their choices public and for examining the ratio-
nales behind them. They are right. The process can be demanding. The kind
of honesty required to open oneself up to the negative tele inherent in the
warming-up process to choosing demands courage and strength. Other, less
confrontive, assessments of where one stands with others are gentler and
weaker. They simply do not carry the same impact. The potency of the impact
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of Moreanean sociometry is a strong point, but this is also a weakness because
people tend to shy away from its use.

Summary and Conclusion

Differences definitely exist between Moreno’s formulation of sociometry
and those popularly in use today. I have made the case for labeling Moreno’s
formulation strong sociometry. In concentrating on the benefits derived from
employing other forms of sociometry, I believe the unique contribution
derived from applying Moreno’s full formulation of the process has been
neglected, if not lost.

The addition of implémenting the choices and studying the processes
involved in their formation (Moreno, 1951), the two procedures often omitted
in implementing sociometry, lead to differences in formulations and highlight
problems in application. For example, the difficulty in coping with the possi-
ble attendant negative aspects of rejections becomes obvious in contrasting
approaches to sociometry. This particular topic is one that Moreno did not
address but is one that needs to be considered. Empirical questions regarding
this equivalence of strong and weak sociometry also remain. I hope this essay
will reawaken interest in Moreno’s writings on sociometry and fuel debate
about his basic concepts. All formulations of sociometry need to be assessed
by empirical study so that they may be used conscientiously and effectively.
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Using Strong Sociometry as an Interpersonal
Feedback Tool

With this report on our use of Moreno’s formulation of sociometry, we hope
to renew interest in Moreno’s definition of sociometry. After our delineation
of Moreno’s formulation, we examine a particular application for providing
feedback regarding a person’s impact on others within the context of therapist
traiming.

Moreno’s Sociometry

Moreno believed that sociometry was not only the measurement of inter-
personal relationships but also the use of that measurement to study the warm-
ing-up process to choosing. He recognized that simply stating the choices was
different from implementing and experiencing them. In fact, he saw that this
specific potential for the use of sociometry was often missed or ignored
because even veteran sociometrists neglected the study of warming-up to
selecting or rejecting in situ (Moreno, 1951). Our goal was to exploit the po-
tential of “strong” sociometry for examining the tele in a group for the pur-
pose of self-exploration. We also wanted our students to learn about the use of
the sociometric method and its strengths and weaknesses.

An Application of Strong Sociometry

In many programs for training therapists, self-knowledge and personal
growth are considered essenttal. A vehicle for addressing these aspects is
one’s awareness of the impact one has on others. Sociometry provides a pow-
erful method for clarifying, expressing, and conveying this information in a
tangible form.



