
Thought (2000). Collins argued that the powerless are fre-
quently canny observers of the workings of society and
active agents of resistance. Ongoing subordination is the
product of other people’s continuous efforts to dominate,
and even the powerless participate in this “matrix of dom-
ination” when they work to protect their privilege, meager
as it may be (Collins 2000, pp. 227–229, 273–277). The
implication is that structuralist claims—whether among
observers or the observed—are voluntaristic acts of domi-
nation that obscure the radical potential of voluntaristic
transformation.

These approaches are usually cited as a way of signal-
ing intellectual affiliation and are only beginning to be
juxtaposed and compared. It remains unclear what stan-
dards one might use to evaluate voluntarism and struc-
turalism.

SEE ALSO Blumer, Herbert; Bourdieu, Pierre; Comte,
Auguste; Giddens, Anthony; Interactionism, Symbolic;
Social Constructionism
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SOCIOMETRY
Sociometry, by definition, measures the “socius”—the
interpersonal connection between two people (Moreno
1951). The founder of sociometry, Jacob L. Moreno
(1889–1974), conceived three levels of sociometry

(Moreno [1953] 1993), applying the term sociometry to
each (tending to cause confusion). These levels are:

theoretical system (alternately termed sociatry)—
including role, social atom,
spontaneity/encounter, psychodrama/enactment,
and sociometry theories;

subtheory of that system; and

assessment method and intervention (Hale 1981;
Remer 2006).

Historically sociometry was a central influence in
sociology and related areas, even producing several dedi-
cated journals. Over time, though, its influence has
diminished to such a point that, at most, one of its central
constructs—the sociogram—gets only passing mention in
assessment texts (e.g., Cohen and Swerdlik 2005;
Cronbach 1970; Gronlund 1971). However, a complete
understanding of sociometry provides tremendously pow-
erful structures and tools for use not only in small group
interactions but also wherever and whenever interpersonal
dynamics come into play.

Grasping the entire sociometric system is optimal, but
popularly sociometry theory is focused on measuring rela-
tionships, the purview of both social atom theory (long-
term relationships and their development and maintenance
over time) and sociometry (fluctuation of interpersonal
connections over short periods). The sociogram is the rep-
resentation of sociometry (see Figure 1).

Beyond the conception of humans as essentially social
beings, sociometry recognizes and uses the fact that all
these connections are perpetually manifest in the social
choices we make—for example, with whom we eat lunch;
whom we marry; whom we sit next to in classes, recep-
tions, and other meetings; whom we like and do not like
(based on tele, warm-up, role reciprocity). Using both
positive (choose/acceptance/attraction) and negative (not-
choose/rejection/repulsion) choices, the connections
between people and the patterns of connections through-
out groups are made manifest, explored, and influenced
(Remer 1995a, 1995b; Remer and Finger 1995; Remer,
Lima, Richey, et al. 1995).

The key to using sociometry as an assessment and
intervention (like Heisenberg’s principle) most effectively
is understanding Moreno’s full conceptualization. The
misconception is that sociometry stops with the produc-
tion of the sociogram from choices expressed related to a
specific criterion (e.g., “With whom would you most and
least want to sit at a wedding reception?”). This level is
what Moreno called “near [‘weak’] sociometry” (my label).
“Strong” sociometry requires two conditions beyond elic-
iting choices and depicting them: (1) The choices must be
implemented (e.g., you must sit with whom you have

Sociometry
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chosen), and (2) the reasons for choosing must be made
overt and explored. The last two conditions present many
possibilities and difficulties.

Implementing the choices makes them real in the
sense that the full impact of a choice is experienced (e.g.,
you can say I’ll sit with Aunt Bertha to be nice, but actu-
ally sitting with her may inform you fully why others have
not opted for that seat). So future choices will be influ-
enced. Arriving at an optimal implementation is challeng-
ing because not everyone can have one of his or her
positives, and some must endure a negative—regardless of
how many selections are allowed (a phenomenon
addressed by the theory).

Examining choice rationales presents other chal-
lenges. People tend to be uncomfortable with the process
because, for example, they believe that feelings may be
hurt or they are confused by their own ambivalences and
lack of awareness of their reasons. Reservations have some
validity but usually not nearly to the degree feared. The
benefit derives from probing projections attendant—
assumptions about the rationales and/or expectations for
the choices. At worst, some perceptions are confirmed; at

best and more often, the rationales do not conform to
suppositions in informative ways (e.g., you are not chosen
by a friend because you see each other frequently and he
or she wants to visit with others, or you are chosen by
someone because you are seen as the only less talkative
person in the group). Negatives are not necessarily “bad,”
nor are positives necessarily “good.” Learning reasons
challenges assumptions and/or provides the basis for
changing behaviors—a not inconsequential therapeutic
value.

The sociograms (Figure 1) and the choices from
which it is constructed (Figure 2) clarify these points and
introduce terminology to illustrate the strengths of
sociometry. The data are real, using the criterion “From
whom would you like feedback?” based on two positive
and two negative choices.

The pattern of choices shows that D is the “star” (that
is, he or she receives the most choices) and F is a “rejectee”
(he or she receives no positive choices and a number of
negative choices); everyone else is a “member” (receiving
some positive and perhaps some negative choices). No
“isolate” (someone receiving no choices) appears. C, D,

Sociometry
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and E form a “subgroup,” having each reciprocally posi-
tively chosen each other. The centrality of D and F to the
group dynamics is more obvious in seeing the positives
and negatives separately, illustrating that energy of the
group is demanded regardless of choice valence—both D
and F have significant impacts.

The criterion implemented dyadically manifests prac-
tical difficulties. Who would be paired with D; who
would be stuck with F? If C and E were paired, satisfying
their desires, what then of D’s desires? The optimal imple-
mentation satisfies the most choices of either valence. The
process makes manifest exactly the dynamics experienced
in all group situations (as anyone planning a wedding
reception can attest). Knowing the reasons behind the
choices and their strength (expanded schema) can help
with optimal assignment. Some rationales indicate that
“violating” a choice is not as detrimental as assumed (e.g.,
A and G reciprocally reject because they do not know each
other).

With the particular criterion used (and its converse,
“To whom would you like to give feedback?”), the imple-
mentation and rationale-sharing fit well together (i.e.,
sharing the rationales is giving feedback). With different
criteria the sociometry will change, perhaps not greatly.
For example, “To whom would you like to speak?” or
“Whom would you like to know better?” could change
the valence of the A-G choices and also demonstrates the
difference between “actionable” criteria and “near”
sociometry ones (e.g., “Whom in the group don’t you
know well?”). Choice of criteria influences the sociometry,
revealing each individual’s worth if done skillfully.

Lest sociometry be thought to be only small-group
focused, Moreno’s work with the U.S. Navy in forming
more efficient and safer squads (Moreno 1951) and with
the Hudson School for Girls, where cottages were formed
and run sociometrically (Moreno [1953] 1993) were both
large-scale sociometry interventions.

Sociometry as an assessment and intervention is a
powerful tool. Sociometry the theory offers principles to

predict and guide. More comprehensive and powerful,
sociometry the system applies synergistically to the multi-
ple foci and levels of human relatedness addressed by the
interconnected subtheories.

SEE ALSO Choice in Psychology; Groups; Networks;
Prediction; Sociology
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Rory Remer

SOCIOMUSICAL
THEORY
SEE Music.

Sociomusical Theory
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