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Abstract

Some psychodramatists have suggested the need for a more functional exposition of Moreno’s conceptualization(s) or even a radical reconceptualization. Others have argued for stricter adherence to Moreno’s original explication(s). This debate is addressed by focusing on the nature of change from a dynamical systems--Chaos Theory (ChT)--perspective, applying that view to change in meaning in general and change in theory specifically. Examples are supplied to introduce the non-initiated to ChT, leading by stages to its application to the evolution of theory. Social Atom Theory, as one component of “Morenean Thought,” is employed as an instance expressly applicable to sociometric theory in particular. Suggestions for continuing the process of evolution in Moreno’s ideas are proffered. Goals are to invite and encourage participation by more practitioners of psychodrama in theory development, research, and application and to generate their interests in ChT in order to “spread the word” about both as a synergistic union.

The Evolution of Sociometric Theory from a Chaos Perspective

Change. Change, and its compliment stability, has provoked interest and conjecture dating back to Heraclitus--and even before. Is it inevitable? Is it good or bad? The answers to both questions are yes. This discussion is about change--specifically change in a theory. Do we need a major revision, reconceptualization of theoretical underpinnings Moreno offered?

At the moment two views seem to prevail concerning the further development of sociometric theory. On the one hand some psychodramatists (e.g., Blatner, 2000a; Kipper, 2000a) believe that Moreno’s ideas, while seminal, lack the clarity required to produce adequate theoretical underpinnings to support further development in research and praxis. They have proposed interpretations, extensions, and amendments (Blatner, 2000b) and syntheses and distillations (Kipper, 2000a, 2000b) aimed at advancing psychodrama as an acceptable and accepted therapeutic modality. 

On the other hand, some psychodramatists (e.g., Remer, 1995) fear the loss of some of Moreno’s insights and impacts if too much of the original and traditional formulations and conceptualizations are changed or neglected. Not that they believe clarification and expansion are unnecessary (e.g., Hollander, 2000; Remer, 1996, 1998, 2000), but they find much of Moreno’s explication suitable for adequate understanding and practice. 

Many members of the psychodrama community may be lost in this milieu. Some may find this discussion daunting. Others may find it pedantic. Still others may view it as superfluous to their needs. 

This discourse has three goals. First is to demystify the whole process of theory development by showing that the process is similar to, if not exactly the same as, what takes place in any attempt to reach understandings. The second is to engage more members of the psychodrama community in the process of theory development by making that process interesting and relevant. Third is to expose psychodramatists to Chaos theory as a unifying paradigm for characterizing and addressing human interpersonal (and intrapsychic) mechanisms of thought and interaction , with Morenean theory as a prime example. The hope is that, if more of those interested in developing their facilities in psychodrama are better informed, they can be encouraged to become more central members of the psychodrama community--and even commit to the certification process.

Since the perspective on change offered here--Chaos Theory--may not be familiar to many, a brief overview of this perspective will be offered first. This view will then be applied one component of Moreno’s theoretical framework, Social Atom Theory, to illustrate the points made and to support the contentions mentioned above. 

Chaos Theory (ChT): A Warm-up

Traffic congestion, cross-cultural interactions, the flow of water down a river, learning, reaction to trauma, human communication, eating dinner with the family, getting an article published, the evolution of Christian religion--all these phenomena and many more can be viewed as chaotic processes/patterns. On the surface, some may not seem chaotic until that aspect of their patterns becomes evident/obvious or until one has the awareness of ChT to be able to ascertain the characteristics of chaotic patterns attendant. Look briefly for example at the history of Christianity: the splits and branchings (bifurcations) leading to the establishment of different denominations and sects (strange attractors) around Jesus’s original teachings (strange attractor) yet all identifiable as the Christian faith (within the basin of attraction); despite the commonalities (self-affinity) in doctrine and ritual, the differences (fractal-ness) that contribute to frictions, misunderstandings, and disagreements (fractal-ness); the unpredictability of drastic attempts by the church to “keep the faith” that have had little effect or even back-fired (e.g., the Inquisitions); the little concessions (e.g., allowing the different interpretations introduced by St. Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, or Francis Bacon) that lead to major influences on and changes in the church doctrine--even the major split (bifurcation) of epistemology into science/empiricism and religion/belief; the major upheavals leading to reorganization from time to time (self-organization). Chaos is everywhere in our lives--from the mundane to the extraordinary, from the obvious to the obscure--if only we look. Chaos theory helps us recognize it, understand it, and deal with it.

Like all theory, Chaos Theory (ChT) is a construction to allow us to communicate observations and interpretations about our world(s) to others, for describing and, possibly, influencing patterns. Neither the time nor space is available here to convey a comprehensive exposition of the theory--particularly its mathematical aspect. I will, however, attempt to give a sense of the unique contribution of the theory and introduce some of the basic terms (constructs) to provide a basis for common communication and understanding. (Frankly, this juncture presents a dilemma. Without familiarity with the terminology of ChT the arguments and explanations offered are cumbersome to present and difficult to follow. However, presenting a new vocabulary is also demanding--and perhaps even counterproductive to the goal of encouraging more inclusive participation. I can see no way around attempting to familiarize the reader with the basics of ChT and trusting that the struggle to become accustomed to them will prove worthwhile. For other introductions see Briggs & Peat, 1989 and Remer, 1996, 1998.) Also note, only part of the theory considered most pertinent to the present discussion of change in dynamical systems will be presented--specifically human systems of understanding (e.g., the cases where chaos theory reduces to point or cyclical attractors are not presented). 

ChT pertains to processes by which dynamical systems produce patterns, the characteristics of those patterns, and the attributes of these processes. Since most, if not all, human interactions and actions can be viewed as producing these types of patterns, ChT offers many insights into various phenomena--as one instance an example of family interaction patterns around a formal meal is offered when introducing the terms/constructs below. ChT does not say, to a high degree of specificity that we would like and which would increase our comfort, how these patterns that permeate our existences are produced. In fact, it says that type of prediction/control is impossible to attain. However, that so many aspects of our lives can be likened to chaotic patterns, regardless of how generated, demonstrates some of the utility of ChT, if only because we know better the uncertainty with which we deal and can learn to accept it and cope with it.

Colloquial use of the term “chaos” indicates a completely disorganized, unpredictable, disjoint situation. A scientific, more discipline view suggests this characterization is inaccurate. Chaos not only has patterns and a type of predictability , but evidences the property of self-organization. This distinction is essential to making meaning from experience. ChT is a perspective that promotes an understanding of patterns and how they change.

Because human systems tend to be dynamical, the patterns of interaction they produce even under the best of circumstances are chaotic in nature (Butz, 1997; Butz, Chamberlain, & McCown, 1997). However, most people only rarely appreciate the true chaotic nature of their lives (e.g., look closely at the fluctuations in the seemingly constant day-to-day, hour-to-hour, and minute-to-minute patterns of life; evidence of chaotic influences are rife). Certainly few understand the implications of this characterization in the scientific, non-colloquial sense. This perspective can be invaluable for understanding and coping with the vagaries of life in general, and change in theory as a particular instance.

ChT: A Brief Overview
ChT offers a perspective on human dynamical systems that has its origins in the mathematical and physical study of non-linear/non-independent, dynamical systems (e.g., Briggs & Peat, 1989; Gleick, 1987) and fractal geometry (e.g., Falconer, 1990)--which provides avenues to application and insight unlike less similarly grounded theories. As already noted, detailed exposition of ChT is impossible and, for the present purpose, unnecessary. Covering the more relevant aspects (bolded in the following exposition)--the constructs and their application--should suffice.

The pertinent ChT concepts/constructs are: (a) strange attractors and their basins, (b) self-affinity, (c ) fractal-ness, (d) unpredictability, (e) bifurcation and cascade, and (f) self-organization. Their utility is in the sense they can convey about human patterns of behavior, thought, emotion, and interpersonal interaction--the ebb and flow of life. 

Patterns are developed and maintained around focal points (strange attractors)--for example, family interactions (patterns) around the evening meal (strange attractor). These patterns are unpredictable in two ways: although patterns can be identified, small changes in initial position can lead to huge differences in later positions--for example, not having an egg to cook the planned meal may delay dinner enough so that the whole family cannot be present to eat it or, even if present to interact, will not likely do so as they originally might have, which might eventuate in an argument between the parents that turns violent leading to divorce, or worse; and, because of non-linearity and multiple influences, exact prediction (control) is an impossibility--even with the egg there, the dinner might be overcooked, or something else go wrong. Also because of non-linearity and non-independence, changes in patterns are irreversible, at least precisely--you can cook the meal tomorrow or later, when an egg can be obtained, but someone will still be disappointed it was not served tonight as promised. However, the patterns are contained within boundaries (their basins of attraction)--the exact dinner may be different, but the same people are generally present interacting similarly from time to time--and as the perspective on the patterns shift from level to level (e.g., individual to familial to support network to societal), both the patterns themselves and processes that produce them are similar (self-affine)--dinners interactions will share commonalities whether eaten at home or out, with just the nuclear family or at a family reunion and they will eventuate similarly because the family will approach meals with some consistency. When the pattern is disrupted by focal points (strange attractors ) proliferating--many times through bifurcation (splitting in two)--particularly to the point of becoming chaotic (bifurcation cascade)--a new pattern will be established incorporating the new influences, yet also resembling the previous pattern (the system evidences self-organization). For example, when children marry, have offspring of their own, and come to have a holiday meal with the parents, they may then be organized into tables for the adults and children, or all seated at a larger table grouped by nuclear family membership. Still, no matter what is done, the new pattern will never replicate the old exactly and where patterns meet--where one nuclear family seating ends and another begins--their boundaries are rarely, if ever, smoothly meshed (fractal-ness).

ChT and Making Meaning: The Potency (and Impotency) of “the Word”
So how do all these strange new concepts/constructs apply here? To make a transition from the ChT exposition to talking about theory development, seeing how these ChT constructs apply to communication and understanding may be helpful, germane, and provide the needed segue.

As another example of ChT, consider “simple” language. Predominantly, we convey our meanings/thoughts via words that are modified by context, tone of voice, gestures, and so forth--actually, when examined closely, more complex than simple. Even writing is influenced by a surprising number of variables (size and style of font, etc.). A sentence may be structure many ways to say the same thing, and, at the same time, people may “hear” the same sentence in different ways, depending on their own associations to the words used, the style of presentation and other factors. The process of making meaning, both intra- and interpersonally, is chaotic (some may see similarities between this process and a dialectic one--thesis, antithesis, synthesis--but the chaotic process is neither as linear nor as necessarily consciously organized). Thus, patterns of communication/understanding (words, and evermore compound/complex patterns phrases, sentences, paragraphs, etc.) are both self-affine (similar across situations, people, and constructed through parallel processes) and fractal (never quite the same from instance to instance). Fortunately the denotations of words are relatively similar for all of us, otherwise we could not understand each other at all. On the other hand, words’ connotations can vary greatly, as can their impact when subjected to the dynamical process we call communication. Even in rewording a statement or interpreting one written by oneself, the patterns, and consequently their meanings, change at least ever so slightly. So words can be viewed as strange attractors and the patterns of their meanings are contained within their basins of attraction that allow us to transfer the gist of the meaning from one instance to another. We can and should attempt to influence this process to promote better communication. However, we cannot control the communication process with its myriad interactions of variables. Attempts at illumination--for example, use of metaphors, similes, analogies, and/or concretizations, to name but a few--may be as likely to lead to misinterpretation and/or obfuscation as to rectify them. (The message is not what is sent but what is received.) Thus, new meaning is being made all the time.

This phenomenon/process of “making meaning” is directly applicable to the question at hand. Since theories are attempts to create and convey common, agreed upon understandings, change in theory is only one instance of the this process. In fact, Moreno himself recognized this process and its inevitability with the Canon of Creativity (Remer, 1998) and chose to welcome and encourage the self-organizing aspects through the application of the "spontaneity" construct, rather than fight it.

Not to imply the process always eventuates in better understandings, only different ones. Applying the concept of bifurcation, the point may be illustrated by the way an adjective or other modifier creates two possible meanings (e.g., “a bad joke” implies at least one alternative, “a good joke”). Applied to sociometric theory, as examples take the concepts of "pathological spontaneity" and "object tele." Both terms (seen as bifurcations, since the modification by an adjective creates two concepts/constructs/meanings where only one previously existed) generate the possibility of at least two types these entities, spontaneity and tele respectively (and were probably coined as attempts either to clarify the primary constructs, to extend them, or to convey some nuance perceived). However, from the basic definitions, the former modification seems oxymoronic and the latter an impossibility. What ChT recognizes is that these phrases are now, for better or worse, part of the Morenean lexicon. For some people they have explanatory power, for others they only lead to confusion. In either case, their influences cannot be removed or reversed. The point is any change stays, becomes part of the pattern of communication, whether we like the change or not.

An Example: Social Atom Theory

With the basis for examination and discussion now established, the discourse can move to applying these ChT ideas to the question of change in Morenean Theory. Specifically, Social Atom Theory, as representative of the holographic property of Moreno's conceptualization, will be the focus of the main examination.

Examining one component, through a type of hermeneutic analysis, can serve as an example. Moreno’s conceptualization of Social Atom Theory (SAT) and how this formulation has been elaborated upon by others will serve the purpose of illustrating how our understanding of theory can evolve. Why choose SAT? First, since less attention has been paid SAT and, consequently, less has been written to examine to illustrate the points about dynamical change. Second, SAT is rather less complicated than other components. Finally, SAT is linked to the other components in a somewhat simple and clear manner.

Social Atom Theory deals with the relatively longer lasting patterns of interpersonal relationships (compared to group sociometry). SAT aims to explain how and why others become important to us, what are the nature of these relationships, and how and why they change.

From all the people with whom we might possibly form bonds, we form relationships with those with whom we are familiar (acquaintanceship volume). These relationships can fall into three categories/levels by the strength/type, similar to the structure of an atom: collective, individual, and psychological. Qualitative and quantitative differences are evidenced between levels, similar to the quantum levels in an atom. These differences can be characterized by a number of factors: (a) strength of telic bonds, (b) number of mutual, reciprocal, and complimentary roles involved, (c ) number and strength of mutual warm-ups (including negative ones), (d) strength and mutuality of sociometric choices (including rejections), and/or (e) time and energy available for and applied to interpersonal interaction. These factors are neither independently defined nor orthogonally operationalized. Those at the psychological level in our social atoms evidence more and stronger bonds with us than those at the individual level; a similar association holds for those in our social atoms between the individual and collective levels and the collective and acquaintanceship levels. A minimum number of others are necessary at each level for social-psychological well-being (socio-stasis). Because all factors vary over time and situations, SAT attempts to explain flux in social atom patterns in ways that people can try to influence their social atom structures to optimal benefit.

To see how theory evolves looking at how the theory is presented at different times and by different theorists allows comparison. The views of SAT by J. L. Moreno (at two times), by Zerka Moreno, by Carl and Sharon Hollander, by Anne Hale, and by Rory Remer will be examined. While others’ views could be included, this sampling should provide adequate data. (Note that, of necessity, these presentations are my choices of excerpts and my interpretations of the theorists’ writings. Thus, you will be seeing these expositions through both my lenses and your own. However, the situation is no different from any other time a theory is read and examined, even if that examination includes the original theorist. Explanation and making meaning at the best of times are interactive processes--co-creative processes and never ending processes. At the worst of times they are best guesses, without the opportunity for correction by the original writer/message conceiver and, sender on the part of only one individual--the interpreter/message receiver. I own that “paradox of interpretation” up front. And that difficulty is one of the primary bases of my argument.)

The Source: J. L. Moreno
Moreno coined the terms and constructs for SAT and provided explications. On more than one occasion, he attempted to clarify his ideas by “restating,” adding to, and amending them. Two such instances are included so the changes even within one, the prime, theorist can be seen.
Earlier Moreno 

“The social atom is involving an individual and the people (near and distant) to whom he is emotionally related at the time...to whom he has a feeling relationship...an aura of attractions and rejections, radiating from him and towards him ” (Moreno, 1951, p. 65).

“Often the boundary between the outer mass (acquaintanceship volume) and the nucleus of acquaintances may not be absolute...But the general demarcation line between the nucleus of emotionally related individuals which I termed the ‘social atom’ and the rest of the acquaintanceship volume will be very clear...The emotional currents which , so to speak, pervade a social atom are of varying intensity...several levels of preference but often several individuals (are) at the same level of preference” (p. 58-60).

Later Moreno 

“This nucleus of relations is the small social structure in a community, a social atom...[P]arts of these social atoms seem to be buried between the individuals participating, certain parts link themselves with parts of other social atoms and these with parts of other social atoms again forming complex chains of interrelations... sociometric networks...[T]o describe the process which attracts individuals to one another or which repels them, that flow of feeling of which the social atom and networks are apparently composed...may be conceived of as tele” Moreno, 1953/1993, pp. 24-25).
“Every individual , just as he is the focus of numerous attractions and repulsions, also appears as the focus of numerous roles which are related to the roles of other individuals...The focal pattern of role-relations around an individual is called his cultural atom” (p. 42).

The Summarizer: Zerka Moreno
“The structures around and between individuals, which tied them together, Moreno termed the social atom and their role relationships he termed the cultural atom, which complements the social atom on the role level“ (Z. Moreno, 1989, p. 185).

The Neo-Moreneans: The Hollanders
“Spontaneity, identity, self-esteem, and creativity are directly affected by where a person fits in the environment. The way one integrates into the environment is predicated on the construction of the Social Atom and Sociometric linkages. The Social Atom is based on the notion that individuals must have a specific number of people to whom they meaningfully relate in order to experience their creativity and power” (C. Hollander & S. Hollander, 1978, p. 14). “[T]hose telic relationships that are most vital to us as human beings [are] the psychological social atom, the collective social atom, and the individual social atom” (S. Hollander, 1974, p. 7).

“The psychological social atom is the smallest number of people required by an individual which when supplied and complete, offers a sense of wholeness, i.e., sociostasis or social equilibrium” (S. Hollander, 1974, p. 7). “The collective social atom is the smallest number of groups or affiliates of which an individual must be a member in order to feel complete. These collectives give the individual a link to the community...” (p. 10). “The individual social atom is the smallest number of people required to maintain membership in a collective” (p. 11).

The Integrater: Ann E. Hale
“The social atom is that nucleus of persons to whom one is connected. The connections between persons have ‘a nearness to distant’ factor; some persons being more significant than others; some more peripheral. When people explore their social atom they identify who is included and who is excluded, what is the basis of choice, and where do these persons fit in relation to each other” (Hale, 1981, p. 17). 

“The complexity of sociometric structures had become apparent...the clear distinction between kinds of groups made it necessary to reexamine the organization of the concept of the social atom...Moreno’s last writings about the social atom maintain that there is one social atom which is viewed from many perspectives. The individual-centered social atom, the collective-centered social atom are two such perspectives” (p. 17).

The New Generation: Remer
“The intent of social atom theory is to explain and guide the metamorphoses of long term relationships--the increases and decreases of the importance of others in our lives from mere acquaintances to central figures. Applying knowledge of collective, individual, and psychological social atoms and the theoretical implications of their connections particularly with other sociatric (sic--sociometric) constructs, techniques from sociatry (sic--sociometric theory), and other modalities, can be used to influence social atom patterns” (Remer, 2000, p. 15).

Some Points of Comparison

The ChT perspective demands a balance, a combination, in comparison between likening (self-affinity) and contrasting (fractal-ness). Looking at the descriptions/definitions of SAT given, both aspects are obviously in evidence. (Please note that the following comments rely on the passages quoted here. Other passages from these particular theorists and those of others may contain the same or similar terms and ideas. I do not intend to deprive anyone of recognition--although part of the point is that distinguishing differences in meaning is at best interpretive, even if the author can be asked to elaborate and clarify meaning or/and intent.)
Commonalities
The most obvious commonality is that all six descriptions employ the same label--social atom--as the construct of focus. While this observation seems obvious and inconsequential, it is more than can be said of Moreno’s “recorded thoughts” in general (a topic to be discussed in more detail later). Beyond this incontrovertible truth, the best that can be said about what the descriptions absolutely share is that they deal with interpersonal relationships. Moreno, in his early writing conveys this focus as: “...[the] individual and the people (near and distant) to whom he is emotionally related at the time...to whom he has a feeling relationship...” Later he imparts this idea as “...[a] nucleus of relations is the small social structure in a community...” and “...complex chains of interrelations...” Zerka Moreno, simply relates the notion as “The structures around and between individuals, which tied them together...” The Hollanders state the concept as “people to whom they [individuals] meaningfully relate...”; Hale as “ that nucleus of persons to whom one is connected.”; and to Remer “[the] social atom... is to explain and guide the metamorphoses of long term relationships--the increases and decreases of the importance of others in our lives...”

The primary commonality is implicit. In each case we can agree on the perception that the same “aspect of life” is addressed. Still, despite the sense that the same “thing” is involved in each description, capturing the idea exactly is not easy, if, in fact, possible at all. We are in the basin of attraction--the patterns of meaning are similar but not exactly the same. Chaos, fractal-ness, has entered the process.

Differences
As each writer attempts to express the idea more clearly and enlarge upon the basis already established--to convey the understanding(s) held of others’ writings, explain, clarify and interpret both others’ expressions and his/her/their own--the process and product expands. In the case of the social atom example, part of the attempt to clarify manifests itself as differentiating characteristics/aspects of the social atom construct. Moreno initially adds to his description by including such modifiers as “near and distant,” “attractions and rejections,” and “outer mass” and “the nucleus.” His later writing introduces both a variation, “attractions and repulsions,” and another distinction, “tele” and “roles.” This latter differentiation carries over to Zerka Moreno’s primary distinction--one on which she does not elaborate further, but rather leaves as an implicit clarification by contrast--”social” vs. “cultural.” The Hollanders, as Hale (1981) notes as a unique contribution to SAT, explicitly discriminate among the interpersonal attractions by adding and describing levels--”the psychological social atom, the collective social atom, and the individual social atom.” Hale, while directly quoting, and thus both trying to maintain the original writers’ meanings and preserving at least the actual words of previous theorists, adds her own distinctions, if only by choice of inclusion and emphasis: “ ‘nearness to distance’ ,” “significant” vs. “peripheral,” and “individual-centered” vs. “collective-centered” (the latter paraphrasing the concept of perceptual differences/perspectives Moreno added in his later musings). Finally, Remer includes Hollanders’ level distinction--”collective, individual, and psychological social atoms”--and a variation on both Hale and Moreno--”mere acquaintances to central figures”--but also introduces “the increases and decreases of the importance of others in our lives” suggesting more individual fluctuation (at least than seen in the specific quotes being examined). 

Synopsis
The process of generating meaning evidences the characteristics of chaotic patterns--increase in complexity, particularly through bifurcation, and self-organization. It starts with the single concept, social atom, and the shared sense of a phenomenon centered on interpersonal relationship. Then the theorist(s) struggle to explain understandings of that “sense”--specify the patterns of thought and communicate accurate meanings--by breaking the construct down into components and modifying those components through qualification--talking about “nearness” and “distance” and types of “nearness” such as attraction and significance or “distance” such as repulsion, rejection, and peripheral-ness--and by integration--labeling the sense as “tele” or reciprocal “roles.” The expansion continues through further refinement (the introduction of more complexity)--collective, individual, and psychological levels and reinterpretations explanation of those terms--or a similar, though not exactly the same, meaning pattern may be produced through self-organization--social and cultural atom. These refinements, redefinitions, integrations, and augmentations that both alter and retain the initial theoretical conceptualizations are influenced by many sources indigenous to and external to the process itself and the conceptualization.

Influences on Change

One lesson that ChT conveys is that change in dynamical systems is rarely simple. Chaos/complexity is introduced through increases in the components of the system (the number of influences/variables and/or the values/levels those variables can take) as they propagate and interact, through the process of interaction, and via the interplay of process and components. In the present case listing some influences may help grasp some of the contributions to the complexity with which we are dealing.

Numerous factors influence the process leading to the development, augmentation, and revision of theoretical conceptualizations, both directly and through their interactions. As evidenced by the quotes and comparisons supplied, and other examples from the literature of Morenean thought (not necessarily dealing with SAT), some of these factors are: (a) lack of clarity/specification (e.g., Moreno, 1951), (b) interpretations by others (e.g., Barbour, 1994; Hollander, 1978; Hollander & Hollander, 1974) and self (e.g., Kipper, 1991, 1996, 1998a, 1998b; Moreno, 1953/1993), (c ) research findings (e.g., Carlson-Sabelli, 1989; Moreno, 1953/1993), (d) practical applications (e.g., Carlson-Sabelli, Sabelli, Patel, & Holm, 1992; Hale, 1981; Remer, 2000), (e) other theories (e.g., Aronson, 1990; Holmes, 1993), (f) other disciplines (e.g., Carlson-Sabelli, Sabelli, Patel & Holm, 1992; Hale, 1981; Holmes, 1993; Remer, 1996, 2000; Williams, 1998), (g) technology (e.g.,Treadwell, Kumar, Stein, & Prosnick, 1998), (h) measurement (e.g., Hale, 1981; Treadwell, Kumar, Stein, & Prosnick, 1998), (I) culture (e.g., Gazda, Guldner, & Hollander, 1988), (j) complexity--sub-theories and interfaces (e.g., Blatner, 1991; Z. Moreno, 1989; Remer, 2000), (k) personal experiences (e.g., Remer, 2000), (l) paradigm shifts (e.g., Kellermann, 1991; Remer, 1996, 2000). All these influences, and more, are included, will be included, and will continue to be included in the patterns of understanding generated. Where do these observations lead?

Conclusions and Recommendations

So where do these examples and arguments lead us? What does ChT contribute that is not already present? For those who struggle to understand Moreno’s meanings and to add to or clarify them, more than anything else, ChT gives us permission to accept ambiguity and ambivalence. Perhaps the most important point to keep in mind, taught by ChT, is that everything is in flux--whatever descriptions, predictions, "answers" we have now better attend to this fluidity or they will not be applicable for long. To be too specific, or even to try to be, is self-defeating. Certain definitions or understandings are "good enough." Making them "better" may only be an illusion. But ChT also tells us that we can never know with certainty. These "messages" pertain to theory development. 

Where is the evolution of Moreno’s theoretical conceptualizations taking us? Is a revolution (drastic reconceptualization) needed at this time? Ever? 

Although a seemingly odd conclusion, ChT suggests that these questions are essentially moot for at least two reasons. First, as can be readily seen from the example, the changes in Moreno’s conceptualization will occur perforce as a natural product and by-product of its use, its comparison with other theories, and our discussion and scrutiny of it. Second, the impact of whatever attempts are made to modify the conceptualization are unpredictable, so a suggested major revision (revolution) may amount to very little, while, on the other hand, a seemingly minor alteration could result in a significant reorganization. However, in any case, the influences--all of them--will be incorporated to some degree in the patterns of meaning associated with Moreno’s ideas--perhaps more so due to his own penchant for vagueness, lack of specificity, and self-revision. (Moreno’s writings could be described as an un-conserved conserve.).

The implications of this situation are rather paradoxical (somewhat similar to the implications of the Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle). Since attempts at perfecting specification and/or agreement on meaning are aimed at increasing self-affinity of descriptions, yet may instead or in addition increase fractal-ness, the best understanding we can achieve is to remain within the basin of attraction. In other words, we can agree to share a general sense of the meaning of ideas, terms, constructs, and their relationships (e.g., the social atom), while at the same time recognizing that details will never be totally agreed upon. In other words, we should not simply agree to disagree, we should agree to agree and disagree. 

Although a constant tension exists between the manifest need for structure, specificity, clarity, and agreement allowing an accurate communication of Moreno’s message and the manifest need for fluidity, flexibility, and adaptation to situational demands and new insights that permit a conceptualization to continue to exist and thrive, the process needed not be viewed as disruptive and antagonistic. Granted the interplay can be experienced as confusing and unsettling. However, both discomfort and being disconcerted, as well as excitement, are attendant on change and self-organization--signs of chaos, part of chaos, and even chaos itself--so those reactions should not necessarily be interpreted as weaknesses or indications of deficits in understanding. Since communication of meaning is never non-interactive and only occasionally linear (even on an intrapsychic level), we should embrace the interplay ideas. The situation is not an "either/or" proposition, rather it is "both/and," a truly co-creative spontaneous process. And anyone, no matter how new to the process, has something to add--no question or comment may be inconsequentia or “foolish”l--and should be encouraged to do so.

Should attempts to extend or improve our understanding of Sociometric Theory be abandoned as futile? No. Quite the contrary. Then prospective salutary impacts of the numerous, rich influences would be forfeit, particularly since no way exists to predict the continued and/or long term reverberations of any contribution. We should (and likely will) continue the pattern of expanding meaning in which we are engaged. Those who believe the theory must be revamped, should continue their pursuits; those who wish to retain what they consider the essence of Moreno’s contributions should make their cases; those who find themselves either purposely or unknowingly in one camp at one time and the other camp at another moment (like myself) should take heart that they are not being inconsistent but are only manifesting the self-affine feature of the pattern of making meaning at a different level (i.e., the same kind of struggle takes place both internally and externally). Only in this manner--allowing and encouraging self-organization and redefinition--will the successful combination of respect for Moreno’s original ideas and their historical context and the adaptation and application of those ideas to new circumstances be attained. We must “trust in the process.” Whether we characterize that process as spontaneous (by the Canon of Creativity) or as self-organizing (by ChT) it will be both--and either portrayal may intimate a positive, encouraging result.
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