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Although the cuncept of "social energy” {irst came o my attention

through Albert Hirschman's splendid book, Getiing Ahead Collectively

(1984: 42-57), ite manifestations had alteady been cobservable while
working on an irrigation rehabilitation project in Sri Lanka with
colleagues from the Agrarian Research aua Training Institute (ARTI) and
Cerpell University. We were engaged there in establishing farmer
organizations to improve waler management in an irrigation scheme and
were involved also iz evaluating overall project implementation.

The results of that effort, which have been described elsewhere, ]
cannot be accounied for, 1 believe, without reference to scmathing like
social energy. The Gal Oya project experience will be reviewed briefly in
sectionn I of thiz paper after an introductory section on oid and new
paradigms for social science. Then analylical sections explore several

sources of “social energy” and ite implications for development work.



1.  MOVIRNG BETORD "REWTONIAN" SOCIAL SCIENCE

Together with the concept of “social energization,” which denotes a
predess having certain criging and dynamics, “social energy” is one of the
most profound and potentialty teansformative comcopts to acise in social
science. It points towar? Jbe eguivaleni for social science of post-
Newtcniap physics, 7 »., toward 2 "new socizsl science™ that parallels the
Bew physics” which arose with the discovery of qusntum mechanics and
the laws of relativity 2

Social science's curreat psradigm tends to regard people
individualty and in groups like objects in Newton's celestial mechanics,
coucerned m&su‘fy with how ey are acted upom by various external
forcas. These forces produce at, least polenualty predictable belavior in a
socizl universe which, however poarly it may be undersiood at pr2genl, I8
thought to operate sccording to geperal lsws immune to individual
influence. Personal values and perticularistic attachments (Yike loyaity,
affection, solidarity, sense of justice, ceeativity or pride) are regarded as
aberrations. Regarded as random or residual variations, they are 1o be
excluded from theoretical consideration, getting no atiention 23 things
1iunt hold social enterprises together and make them succeed,

Social scientists know that people are not inznimate objects as in

celestisl mechanics which have ao will or energy of their own. People are



seen as having some of both. But will and energy are understood as
affecting people's responses to outside stimuli conditioned by preexisting
preferences or habits. Once these are known, it can be predicted how
persons will act, and one can mouupulate their behavior by exiernal
means, like varying gravitational pull. Bebaviorism in psychology (e,
Skinner, 1¢71) may be an exireme extension of Newtonian concepts inlo
the human realm, but their influence can be fousnid throughout the social
science disciplines.

Hirschimon (1977} has shown how some of the earliest contributions
to social science in the [7th and 18th centuries drew on ideas from natural
science formulated by Newtiom, Galileo, Copermicus snd others. The
imvention of marvelous new machines gave rise to mechanistic potions
about humap aature and the proper institutions to regulate human
behavior and fulfill human needs. The idea of a clockwork universe
wholly explainable in malerial terms created corresponding images of
man.J

Not all social science have been so Newtonian. Marxian analysis
has been animated by concern with the power and productivity of human
potential ("man makes his own history. . ). Its dialectical method seeks
to discover emergent, qualitatively new cutcomes. Unfortunately, Marx's

historicel predictions presumed a mechanistic system of interaction with



a predelermined end-point, and his explanatory theory was compromised
by reductionistic, dogmaiic materialism. Social scientists in this century
bave written often about “power,” but not ebout “energy.” The analyses
of power have besa wmimost usfailingly in the Newtoaisn teadition of
regarding abjects acling or one another, seeking prediciions hHased on the
premise of closed ﬂym.’ms."ﬁ

With the advent of quantum plryrsics end Binstein's theoriey of
eelativity, the previcusly fized perameters of time and snace that
aachored Newicmian versions of the world sbout us have become,
everyomne’'s surprise, voriables. Allermoiive upiverses have become
sonceivable 1o the new physicists, sad events irreconciiable within one
frapse of reference now are judged compatible in two or more. Even $0,
wost soclad sclentiste, having a professions) complex apuy described as
“physics envy” (johwston and Clack, 1982: 19-20), proceed with a
mechanistic view of our social uaiverse that is derived from a rather
dated corcept of the physical one.

This is not 1o cay that Newionian ghysics is absolete and 'ahould be
abandoned. Quantum mechanics co-exists with celestial mechanics. They
have different lnws because they address different kinds of relationships,
at different levels of analysis. Thke “old” physics has provided the theore-

Lical and practical [oundation for truly remarkable material accomplish-



ments, from building skyscrapers to putling men on the moon. We
continue to use its theories to our great benmefit. But they were
constructed on the premise of closed systems, according to which the
future ultimately holds only entropy. The "new" physica is agnosiic about
such a future and revels in the possibilities of open systems. Rsiber than
be preoccupied with émmpy. phrysicists in this century have been
grappling with the mysteries and potentials of energy. This exists in the
universe in practically infinite supply, though only a stmall part is readily
available for usge.

One of the mysteries of human affairs is why persons snd organi-
zetions invariably operate well below their potentisl. We know that
individusls seldom approach -- and certainly cannot sustain for very long
-- Lheir maximum possibie levels of effort, creativity, colleboration, etc.
At best, we can sustain effective cutputs maybe 70 1o §0% of what we are
capable of achieving. And such shorifalls are compounded colleciively.
How many organizations manage to funaction on average much above even
30 to 40% of their potential?

These numbers are indicative, being only estimates rather than
aclual measurements. But they describe relationships that most persons
recognize and accept as correct representations. In the Gal Ova irrigation

scheme in Sri Lanka, we always operated below 100% effectiveness. We



were, often painfully, below what we wanted (o achieve and what could
have been duae with more time, resources sad forethought. But our
support stafl and organizers at limes worked, even uader difficult
conditions, up to 80 to 90% of their potential while most government
personnel on average barely met S0% of what could be expected of them.
Organizers and farmers managed to sustain collective efforis in the 60 to
70% range, compared with 20 to 30% in official institutions. Such
differentials made our program look fantastic becauss its levels of ensrgy
and innovation, While certainly below a hypothetical mazimum of 100%,
were out of the ordinary, and had some synergisiic and cumulative
effects.

Conventional explanations would look for how we overcame the
equivalent of individual or collective “friction” which impeded forward
movement, perhaps focusing on manipulation of “macentives,” the social
equivalent of gravitational pull. Better explanationg would consider how
in our program unlike others iarge reserves of personal and group efniergy
couid be drawn on.

We know that the “output™ of people and orgsnizations is only
approzimately refated to the “inputs” they receive. Persons with similar
inpute perform at widely varying levels, and the same i3 irue of

organizations. Responses to and trapsformations of inputa are aot
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predictable according 1o Newicnian principles because human enterprises
resemble macaines only by analogy. Hydraulic and organic concepis are
more appropriate, suggesting less mechanistic kinds of cause aad effect
and greater variability in outcomes.

The imporiance of "energy” and ibe dynamics of “energization” are
stili overiooked, even in some of the ba3t recent work of relevance 1o new
approaches in public administration. The path-breakﬁg study of high-
level performance in the private sector by Peters and Waterman (1982)
revealed, among other things, the importance of values snd even of
“caricg” in jarge corperations. They give much evidence of the effects of
energization, but they never analyzed it as a concept of process. In his
excellent study of professicnals, Schon (1922) makes important contei-
butions to our understanding of cognitive facters in management and
highlights the role of improvisation. But no systematic connection is
elaborated between idewy and energization.

In his consideration of “people-centered development,” Korten (1984)
persuasively preseats the elements of zn alternative framework for social
management. He even listed in descriptive if not analytical terms, the
main factors | find contributing to social energization -- ideas, values, and
social relationships (1984:309). But the notion of creating “enabling

seltings” is like reducing friction in a Newtonian world, and
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“empowerment” sorads more like the transfer of energy than its creation.

The valuable concept of “self-organizing structures and processes” verges
on but does not depeﬁd on energization. These omissions in the work of
Paters and Waterman, Schon, and Korten are referred ito because it
represents some of Lthe best current thiaking in organizations! science.

Peraps the body of literature coming closest 1o a concern with
social energy is thal on “organizational development” and particuiarly its
offshoot seeking to promote “orgenizational transformation” The latier
explicitly identifies the phenomena and effecis of “organizational energy.”
But some ambiguity and even circularity are evident in the way this
subject is treated by writers on 0.T.3 So while their concerns are very
welcome, their formulations I do ﬁot find of much help.

My own approach to this subject hias been inductive, turning to
“energy” explanaiions only when more standard notions in the Newlonian
tradition of individualistic and materialistic interesis and incentives did
not account adequately for what my coiieagues and 1 were obssrving. 1
should note that our work in the Gal Oya irrigation scheme wag planned
and implemented from the start in the "learning process” mode proposed
by David Korten (1980). We were pleased and fortunate 10 have him a8 a
member of the initial ARTI-Cornell reconnaissance team that visited Gal
Ova in January 1980.

I am quite sure that had we proceeded in a conventional

1)



"blueprint” manner, we would have had much les: success. But more
important, we would have learned less. We would have presumed that
deficiencies in our pesformance derived from having a fauity plan of
work, which we should try to improve. Instead it was necessary to
rethink the processes of innovation and institutionalization occurring
before our eyes, to arrive at more peneirating understandings of the

sources of higher coliective performance.

II. THE CASE OF GAL OYA

The Gal Oya irrigation system presented more difficulties for
rehabilitation and management than any other scheme in Sri Lanka. At
the end of the reconnaissance visit just mentioned, the Deputy Director
for Water Management in the Sri Lankan Irrigation Department (ID)
suggested to us, "If you can make progress in Gal Oya, you can make
progress anywhere in Sri Lanka” This statement was intended as
encoursgement because the task before us appeared so forbidding 35 we

learned more about the distinctive characteristics of the project ares.

" Gal Oya was the largest and most hydrologically complzx
sysiem in the country. To make complicate matters, the
scneme overtapped two districts’ adminisirative boundaries,
80 it was managed from iwo different Irrigation Depariment
offices, in Ampare and Batticaloa.

- It was the most deteriorated system, with Lelt Bank channe!
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conveyance capacity reduced by 30% or more from siltation.
About three-fourths of the gates for controlling water were
broken or missing. Water could be both measured and con-
trolled at onty 7 points for 60,000 acres of command area.

The reservoir collected less water than expected and planned,
usually filling onty to about half its capacity before the start
of the dry seazon. Meanwhile, the area below the reservoir
which was to be irrigated had expanded by perhaps 50%
more than planned. The lower third of the commend area
hardly ever got irrigation water, and the middle third was
seldom adequately served in the dry season.

Officials regarded Ampare District as a “hardship” post (even
2 "punishment” sosting) by officials because it waz the most
distant from Calombo by road iravel time. As a eattiemant
scheme carved out of literal wilderneas it lacked amenities
and was still considered dangerous because of wild snimals
and natural hazards.

The reputation (and seif-image) of the settfers was POOF.
Many had been relocated uawillingly or under unfavorable
circumstances. Some were resatilod CORViEs, and cihers
were “rejects” from taeir overpopulated home villages. They
were thought by officials io be particularly guarreisome and
uncocperative. Being brought from many parts of the istand,
their villages lacked the soliderity and ethos of “teaditional”
communities. Murders over water were kaown 10 occur.

To make matters worse, water distribution had an ethaic
dimeasion. Hesd-1ail tensions and conflicts are found in any
irrigation gystem where there ic water searcity. But these
were mare serious because in Gal Oya, mostly Sinhalsse
hevseholds nd been sertled in the vacant head and middle
areas, while Tomils were given land in the tail near their
ancestral villazes on ihe southeastern coast of Sri Lanka.
That a majority of the irrigation engineers operating the
system were Tamil could not remedy maldistribution or
assuage tail-ender resentment.



Had we known all these factors fully at the outset, quite possibly
we would have declined to take on the task of introducing farmer
organization for improved irrigation management, since we knew that the
Irrigation Department was not sympathetic to this idea. Provision was
made in the project design for setting up we’sr user associations almost
28 an m‘termougm,6 It was accepted by the Department only because
USAID wanted it and ARTI and Cornell agreed to be responsible for
implementing it.

I retrospect we can appreciate the “hiding hand” which Hirschmen
(1967) has written about, which ohscured from us the many difficulties
that lay ahead, so we tackled the assignment with optimistic, even naive
ideas and energy. The story has a ressonably happy outcome, in part
due to our “learning precess” approach, so we are pleased we did not pass
up the oppostumity or give up on it mid-course. Buti there were times
when any optimism seemed utterly misplaced.

The top administrative official for the district, the Goverament
Agent, told our first group of organizers when thev had compleied their
field training, before setiling into the villages: "if y2u can bring even 10
or 15 farmers in Gal Oya to work together, that in itsell will be a big
achievement." Regardiny Gal Oya farters as unrufy and difficult, he

wanted 10 encourage the organizers by seiiing low cxpectations. The
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project plan, however, specified that we were to “ofganize” 19,000
farmers within four years|

This target was utterly unrealisiic. For one thing, the project
design team had not even known how many acres there were in the Left
Bank, let alone how many farmers there were. We started with a pilot
organizing area over 5,000 acres, and five years later there were water
user organizations with over 10,000 farmers functioning from the field
channel level upward to the disteict level for 25,000 acres. For two years,
warfare between Tamil secessionist guerillas and goverament forces was
going on around the project area, making travel to and from Gal Oya
difficult. 1t foreced us to abandon organizing work started in an additional
10,000 acres with Tamil farmers who proved to be at least as actively
participatory as their Sinhalese neighbors upstream. Even 80, we
probably could have reached the target if we had not had to contend with
the warfare, budget cutbacks, considerable instability in ART1's staff after
the first two years of organizing effort, and continuous tr'=acver in our
organizer cadre (95% during the life of the project).”

By the end of the project in December 1935, there were some
impressive summary measures of improved water use efficiency ome
could point to. For the dry season, water issues had been reduced from 8

to 9 acre-feet per acre to hetween S and 5.5 acre-feet; for the wei season,



the issue liad been brought from 5 acre-feet to about 2 acre-feet (2/3 of
the national norm of 31). Part of this was certainly due to the physical
rehabilitation of the system and io the better management efforts made
by Irrigation Department personnel. But ID engineers at district level
[reely gave the farmer organizations and orgarizers much credit for
improving sysiem management, for reducing offtakes of water, cleaning
channels betler, leaving gates closed and not breaking them (a3 had been
widely done before), etc. Whereas the ID's project director in Gal Oya had
tried to sabotage our program for farmer organizations, his successor
concluded that organizers should be deployed to start working with
farmers two years in advance of any future rehabilitation projects.

Strong endorsements came from top political and bureaucratic
levels. The District Minister several times stated publicly that the
program had practically eﬁthinated farmer complaints about irrigation
management. The Government Agent said in an interview in a

government magazine;

When I came here in 1980, about 106 people would conie to my
office on Mondays and Wednesdays [his days for meeting the
public] 10 speak to me about water problems. Now not a single
farmer comes to complain 10 me about water problems. ( Desa-
live, October 1984, p. 19. )

While this statement might be somewhat exagperated, the Deputy

Director of Irrigation told me that the formal complaints he received



about irrigation problems had declined from hundreds to "a handful"
This could not be due just to physical improvements in the system
because these had been completed in only about half of the Left Bank at
the time of the interview with the GA. Significant improvements in water
distribution started within weeks of the organizers' arrival in the
communities, before any rehabilitation work was done.

This is not to say there are ao problems, but most caa be handled
ameng farmers themseives (farmers make many of their prodlems among
themseives) or in cooperation with field staff (2 great change from
previously), leaving only a few to bring to higher levels. iD engineers
come 1o farmer meetings, and farmer-representatives participate in
project-level discussions.

This is why problems reaching the District Minister and GA are
indeed reduced. My polling of farmer-representatives in January 1986
about waler problems suggested 30 to 100% satisfaction, up from 20 1o

. 30% five years before. Farmer-representatives on the longest and most
difficult disteibutecy in the Left Bank (M3) told me proudiy that whereas
they had had murders over water a few years before, now they did not
even have any significant conflicts over water. "You can: check the police
records if you don't believe us,” they said. Al problems were worked

outl by the representatives themseives or with ID stafT.



What was most impressive to me was that the organizing effort
started in an exiremely water-short dry season, when the reservoir was
only one-quarter full due to lack of rainfall in the catchment area
Previously it has bsen usually at least half full. (The next year's dry
season siarted with even less water supply!) The Cornell advisors
suygested that water management aclivities not be started in 1981
because the crop failures which were likely migiit be blamed on our
program, thus discrediting it before it was given a fair chance.

Fortunately, the organizers and ART1 stafl decided to proceed with
water management work, in advance of physical rehabilitation, because
farmers were in such a dire situation. We dropped our plans to spend
several morths constructing “profiles” for each channel area and started
informel consuitations among farmers, initiating a problem-solving
process. No formal organizations were established. Rather, informa!, ad
hoc arrangements were made, all on a voluntary basis, with some farmers
emerging £s the most capable and conscientious leaders (always called
farmer-representatives, however, not farmer-leaders).

Within six weelr3, farmers on 90% of the field channels in the pilot

area were engaged in some combination of the following:

e cleaning field channeis by group voluntary lgbor -- some
af these had not been cleaned for 10, 15, even 20 years
becaue= of the social disorganizatinz among farmers,



e rotating water within field channels so that tail-end farmers
Wwould get their fair share of the limited supply available;
this was all the more remarkable because at the time, the
Irrigation Depariment's deliveries of water to distributary
channels (five days of flow, then five days closed) were
unpredictable ead irregular, imposing a known risk on
farmers Who narsed to gat water at the end of the issue, and

o where enough water was available to s field channel
thenks to more efficient and equitable distribution due
to channel cleaping and rotation, sending one or 1wo days’
supply to downstream farmers; head-end channels were

could take unlimited amounts because of broken gates, so
they had 1o make sper‘al efforts to shut off their 3upply.

This latter activity was especially surprising, not expected given
the presumption that farmers as “rational actors” (ie., individualist, self-
interest-seeking decision-makers) would not give up anything of value
for cthers whom they did not even know! Such generosity particularfy
energized the program, when (Sinhalese) farmers on several head-end
channels sent some of their water down the branch channel to (Tamil)
tail-end farmers. This action particularly impressed the Tamil engineers
who bad quite negative stereotyped views of Sinhaleso farmers.8

Inter-communal cooperation continued in this area even when ethnic
disturbances broke out in the district in August 1981, and some Tamil
shops were burned in Gonagolla town. Sinhalese farmer-representatives
took it upon themselves to go to the homes of the ID Technical Assistant

and Wcrk Supervisor, botk Tamile, to protect them in case the mob came
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there. (Only four months before, at a public meeting to set the irrigation
schedule for that dry season, Gonagolla farmers had loudly berated the
TA and WS for what they considered poor performance of their duiies.)
Still later, in January 1982, when a recurrence of communal violence wag
feared, Sinhalese farmer-represeniatives suggested to Tamil fishermen
who fished in the reservoir that they siay home ihe next day for their
own safety, offering at the same time 1o guard their boats and nets to be
sure no damage would be done to their property.

For Sinhalese farmers to care about Tamil fishermen was doubly
surprising. Although communal conflict was increasing elsewhere in the
country, these farmers were anXxious to avoid it. Because the two
languages are mutually unintelfigible, I asked them whether there should
be one or two oversl farmer organizations in Gal Oya. Their answer:
“One. There are no Sinhalese farmers, and ao Tamil farmers, only
farmers.”

Such expressions of solidarity reflscted the cooperation we saw
springing up where there had been very little or none for the previous
three decades. When the Director of Irrigation, publicly critical and
skeptical about farmer participation, made a field ingpection of the
program in january 198" one farmer-representative, who became a

leader for the whole area, told him:



Sif, 1 have lived here for 29 years. My field is the second from the
head of the channel and I never once in all those years closed the
pipe serving my field before June when the program started]. But
then we started working together and [ was elected representative.
Now everybody closes their pipe when they have enough water. 1
sometimas pairol the channel at night just to malte sure sverybody
is cooperating. If I find somebaody ig tiot, 1 just close off the pips,
because [ know the other farmers support me in this.

Farmers &t the close of this meeting with the Dirsctor asked him whether
he could please extend. it to other irrigation schemes, where they knew
other farmers bad problems similar to their owe before the program
started. Three years later, farmer-representatives organized a “conven-
tion” 10 commemorate mé third anniversary of “their™ organizations and
invited the Minisiers of Agriculiure and of Lands as well as the District
Minister to come as guests. Between 2,000 and 3,000 farmers came to
-this event, which they funded with 13,000 rupees of their own money.
There were many disappointments znd setbacks, especially due to
the turnover of organizers. And many of our initial ideas had to be
revised or abandoned. We frequently failed to follow through on good
ideas and even on promises for lack of staff and other resources or fof
not appreciating at the time how important certain efforts would be. A
whole book could be written about disappointments and mistakes. Yet the
program very quickly acquired a momentum an purposs of its own. Itsg

gccomplishments, satisfying farmers and officials alike, made it a
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remarzable program in the midst of government fiscal troubles and
ethnic crisis. USAID and the government have adopted the Gal Ova
approach in principle to be eriended to other irrigation schemes in a
follow-on project (unfortunately still not appreciating fully the principles
behind it, so the new project builds less firmly on the foundsations of our
learning ihan possible). The current Director of Irrigation has told a

national workshop at the International Irrigation Management Institute:

Without active involvement of the farmer, I don't think any
irrigation system can succeed . . . At the beginning there was
certain doubt aad resistance, 1 can say. . . There was no con-
cepl [then] of getting farmers involved as we have today. . .
We were not very convinced. But now we can look back and
see that we have been making useful changes. We are lears-
ing and continue to learn. (K. D. P. Perera, May 16, 1986)

There have been continuing difficulties in getting the new
approach implemented on a national scale due to budget, personnel
admiristration, bureaucratic competition and other consiraints. Gf most
importance has been the acceptance of this sysiem a.mong farmers and
officials. How was such a change in the situation poseible? An adequate
analysis and explanation will require a wbole book, but one central factor
was What can be called "social energy.” This I would like to examine
analvtically based on our experience in Gal Ova but drawing oa concepts

derived from other fields of inquiry and practice.



11. SOURCES OF SOCIAL ENERGY

Within the first year of organizing work, it was cleer that
“something new, something useful” was ut:qd»e»z'way.9 The organizing
sirategy and learning proccsg canmot be detailed here. Instead I will
consider the three main sources of “social energy” that I saw at work in
this relatively remote and disadventoged area -- ideas, ideals, and
friendsaip. All kinds of peopie -- farmers, officials, visitors, organizers
and even (especially) their advisors -- were amazed at the social and
physical transformation occurring, at the emergence of epergy and
innovation at many levels. The Government Agent for the adjoining
district {Batticaloz) where the tail-end of the system was locsted wrote
to me at Cornell in Sepiember 1951 to say he had just atteaded a meeting
where farmer had said (probably to the chagrin of the officials present)
that if all government siaff worked like the organizers, raost of the area's
probiems could be solved.

The phenomenon on “epergization” was everywhere to see. During
my bi-znnual visits to Gal Oya with ARTI colleagues, as we drove
through the system we continually came across I0s on their bicycles or

ou foot, making their rounds of contacis or going to or from meetings.



This would have been difficult to stage because our schedule and route
were usually not known in advance even to ourselves (or we were
behind schedule). Farmers verified that 10s were always accessible and
taking initiative though not so much as to displace the emergence of
farmers’ own leadership. (The dangers of creating “"depandence” had
been stressed in training.) We also found government staff making more
effort to work with farmers, coming to faeetings, keeping office hours,
being more responsive to people's needs.!0

Al first I tried 1o explain this process with the common concepts of
“Interest” and "incentive.” Farmer cooperation was consistent with such
expienstions, but then why had collective action been neglible in Gal Oya
for the previous 30 vears, when interests and incentives had been
practically the same? Some normative or other iaciors must be involved.
Without them one could not account for the hehavior of Irrigation
Depariment and other officials whose interests remained the same and
who got no direct or personal reward for discharging their duties more
conscientiously now. They were responding to a new social and moral
climate in Gal Oya, created by the organizers and farmers. Even local
politicians and members of the rural elite, sometimes after initial efforts
o undermine the program, got “on board” or at least did not interfere

with it.



Of most direct imporiance was the effort and initiative of the
organizers and the ARTI staff who were displaying unusual fevels of
physical and intellectual energy. The role of the organizers was to act as
“catalysts,” bringing forth individual talent and collective action from the
farming community for which potential dlready existed but which was
dormant. If entropy as understood in physics results from disorgani-
zation, organizers were countervailing this dynamic by building up new
structures of people and ideas.

In our program, the ARTI stall were catalysts for the organizers,
who were catalysts for the farmers. However, the process did not stop
there. Conscientious farmer-representatives were cataltysts for officials,
whose actions in turn encouraged and energized farmers, organizers,
ARTI stafl and Cornell consultants. What We were seeing was a collective
phenomenon of mutual energization, where our orgasmizers energized
each other and the persons with whom they imera;:ted. Colloquially, the
process could be described as people ”b\riﬂginrg out the best” in each
other. The effects spansied physical distances, from Colombo 1o Ampare
to Ithaca, N.Y., and moved in ali directions. Indeed, our efforts had been
initially energized (inspired, informed) by similar, successful precedents
in the Philippines and Nepal.!! The network of social energization was

far-flung.



How could it be exglained? As i began puzzling ahout this several
yeare into the program, I found the kinu of anatysis which Olson (1965)
offered on collective action inadequate (Uphoff, 1985a). Three major
factors can b= identified that respectively contributed to the dynemic we
were observing, and which reinforced one another to acceicrate and
sustain it. I have listed them above as jdeas (concepts and symbois),
ideals (values and norms), and friendship (sometimes known as
solidarity}.12

An underlying relationship ties_ these three [actors together
theoreticalty and behaviorally. All represent positive-sum relationships
in contrast to the zero-sum and even negative-sum dynamics implicit in
most current social science, which exalts competition and resignas itself to
entropy. Pitting lorce against force and interest against interesi has
been seen as a productive use of energy (Hirschman, 1977), and a
downward slide toward disorganization is viewed as our ultimate,
nece:ssary fate (Boulding, 1978).

Ezplicating these three powerful, positive-sum, energizing factors in
human affairs is a huge task so they can only be sketched here. Bui !
want to encourage more consideration of then: because they have been
underrated in the prevailing formulations of social science. Its reduc-

tionist logic unfortunately favors mechanistic concepts. Its “"model of



man” emphasizes materialistic motivations and self-interested, individ-
ualistic calculations. Cognitive phenomena, both ideas and ideals, and
“other-regarding” crientations, sources of social epergy, are discounted
or deprecated, in the neme of rigor, as bevond the realm of "science.”

Ideas.  Fortunately, there is incredsing appreciat.on of ideas as
having vaiidity and value in their own right. Garduer (1985) has shown
that one can todav speak meaningfuliy of "ccgnitive science,” embracing
a confluence of disciplines producing similar tnsights, ranging from
neuroanatomy and computer-hased studies of “artificial intelligence” to
linguistics and philosophy. Exciting new theurizing supported by
rigorous research is giving concreteness to varizhles previously
dismissed as too ephemeral for serious consideration.!3

In Gat Oya, | found myseil marvelling at the power of ideas, not to
change or eliminate material interests but to introduce new lines of
behavior once they had been conceived and communicated. My Cornell
colleague, Gil Levine, an agricultural engineering professor, had a
demonstrable impact on 1D engineers, who were tr7ing to control water
down 1o the field level, once he explained that it was reasonable for
lhem, rather than “retail” walter to individual farmers, to “whoiesale” it
down to a middle level of the system and then let farmer organizations

take over the distribution. This concept of “wholesaling” water opened
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tp new possibilities and practices even though it was more in engineers’
material “interest” to keep complete control of this scarce resource.

My contribution to (he program was periodically to come up with
conceptualizations -- of strategy, of sequence, of decision rufes, of
justifications -- thst gave coherence to the emerging field experience. |
was not discovering new things so much as clarifying and simplifying
aspects of the world around us, the classic role of the teacher. My
formulations had an esnergizing effect on organizers and farmers, and
sometimes on officials, by makiog it easier for them to have confidence
in what they were doing. My being an American professor gave some
status and legitimacy to their effori., but my main contribution to the
common effort was to help make things “clearer” for everyone.
Conceptuai confusion reduces people's confidence for acting and
accordingly has an immobilizing (de-energizing) ~ffect.

\deas as forms of information defy the first law of thermodynamics,
which proclaims the conservation (in effect, the limitation) of energy
(Boulding, 1961). Ideas are truly positive-sum in tﬁat they can be shared
and disseminated without being lost or dimimished. It is this dvnamic
which gives Boulding some hope thet the entropy trap can be avoided,
especiaily il we can begin understanding and treating the worid as an

open system rather than as a closed one (Boulding, 1978). A more



adequate discussion of this subject would take much more space, but the
basic argument should be fairly ciear (and energizing?). We should begin
taking ideas more seriously as causal factors and influences in human
affairs, not simply as reflections of material interests or realities.

A “learning process” approach is preferable because it produces
ideas and information 23 an expected consequence of action. Also, such
an approach i3 best undertaken with an explicit "probiem-solving”
strategy, identifving and prioritizing problems 1o be tackled through
collective effort.  Hirschman (1967) has argued persuasively that
increased problem-sofviag capacity is the essence of developsient and

should therefore be fostered. A “blueprint” approach, focuscad on

implementing a preconceived program, does not deliberately gonerate

knowledge.

Another advantage of a learning, problem-sofving approach is that
it gives many persons a stake in the outcome. Those Who become
engaged in the process come to regard it as "theirs.” Had ARTI or Cornell
come to Gal Oya with a blueprint for farmer organizations, ceither tae
organizers noc the farmers wouid have felt so much responsibility far
Lhe process of implementation, for innovating and problem-solving in big
and small ways as we proceeded. There would have been less conscien-

tiousness and less success, 1 am sure. Some of the “mechanisms”
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Whereby a learning process approach can be energizing seem fairly clear.
They turn at least partly on the generation and flow of ideas.

ldeals. The energizing effects of “idealism” are widely recognized,
but they are still not often taken seriously in "scientific” analyses. The
leading social scientist of this century, Max Weber, devoted much
attention to norms and values in his work. But he proceeded io champion
“value-free” social science, enshrining a dichotomy between "facts” and
“values” that depreciated the latter's status within social science.

Nobody has guesticned thiat norms and values exist and have some
infiuence, but they have usualty been absiracied or counted in ways that
make them less meaningfui for people, minimizing their motive force.14
There was no way one could miss their significance in Gal Oya, however.
The program’s goal of promoting more equitable distribution of water
with the fullest possible participation of all water users was quite
idealistic. It animated the young organizers, in part. because it was pro-
moted with conviction by their ARTI and Cornell advisors. Those
farmers who shared thesc values were the first to respond and provided
leadership from the grassroots. The more idealistic among officials
picked up the theme and supported it.

The first season of organizing activity, as noted already, was

extremely water-short. Such circumstances are usualily thought to bring



out selflishness and competition. Yet quickty, hundreds of farmers were
cleaning channels without payment and sharing water, even Wwith
strangers. The usual social science notion that their values had been
somehow “changed” by the program's intervention did not make sense.
It was not possible to have such a rapid mass moral “conversion” of
farmers, to profoundly change behavior patterns of 30 years. My con-

clusiont was that the organizers as “catalysts” activated norms and values

that were slreadv present within the rural community but that had been

latent or dormant for decades.!3

To provide some theory to explain what happened, I would propose
a two-dimensional normative “field” in which people’'s behavior can be
probabilistically located, depending on which of their normative
orientations are motivating under the circumstances. The first ditiension
represenls people's orientation ioward snds, whether they desire
outcomes that are exclusively self-oriented or ones that are alsoc other-
oriented. The following comtinuum of orientations can be postulated

ranging from selfishness 1o generosity, with “"pathological” extremes at

either end:

SELF-ORIENTATION OTHER ORIENTATION
A B c D
Azgressive / -—-- Sallizh Behaviar 0 Genoroug Behuvier «--—-- / Szerificial
Bahgvior Behavior
(Dextruction (Zaro-Sum Orientation) (Poritive-Sum Orieatztion) (Sssdl D~
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Selfish behavior (B) ranges from indifference to oihers' well-being
(the mid-point in the continuum) to the point where one is willfully
barming others, rather than simply sceking ome's own advantage.

Gonerous behavior (C), commonly referred to as aliruiem goes from

iadilference to the point where one willingly suffers harm and
annibiiation.

Most of the altruistic range encompasses whst is called “Pareto
optimality” by welfare economists. Close to the mid-point we have
situations where everyone clearly gains in gross positive-sum outcomes.
When moving toward (D), one passes through situations where persons
consider their loss outweighed by others' gains, with net positive-sum
results because they attach sume gositiye value to others' well-being.
The individual who accepts such costs is getlting some psychic compen-
sation which justifies the loss. We saw a lot of such behavior in Gal Oya.
At some point, when the orientation becomes self-sacrificial, one passes
“beyond altruism,” according to this analysis. We did not find instances
of this.

Most social science anatyses and prescriptions presume that "human
nature” is most ofien manifested in selfish behavior (B), tbough generous
(altruistic) behavior (C) is welcome. (B) is thought 1o be so common that

it deters most (C). That was my expectation when we started in Gal Oya.



The other dimension, shown vertically below, describes people's
orientation toward means, whether they will try to solve problems

individualistically or cooperativelv. These two dimensions produce four

quadrants representing 2nds-means value combinations.

Cooperative Bahaviae
| )
|
(111) SELFiSH | (IV) GENEROUS
COOPERATION | COOPERATION
|
|
|
Selfizh Behavior _ ... _ . ___ I Generous Behavior
|
|
I
(1) SELFISH | (11) GENEROUS
INDIVIDUALISM i INDIVIDUALISM
|
|
|
Individuelistic Bahavicr

The [irst condition (I) in its extreme at the lowermost left-hand
corner is Hobbes' “state of nature,” the war of all againsi all. Toward the
center it is more a matler of competitive indifference vis-a-vis others.
The second condition (II) represents philanthropy, unfortunately not a
very statle or ample condition for imprqving human welfare. The third
condition (III) is Hobbes' Commonwealth ruled by the Leviathan, or
Olson's (1965) version of collective action, engaged in only in so far as

one gains advantages, attaching no value to others’ benefits. The fourth



condition (IV) is the most promising for developmental outcomes and
more likely 10 be stable for being positive-sum in both dimensions.!6

For the preceding 39 vears, farmer behavior in Gai Cya had been in
a different equilibrium (I) which by being zero-sum in its motivation in
fact produced negative-sum results. For iack of cooperation, individuals
who sought to maximize their respective well-being were reducing each
other’s welfare. Competitive behavior yielded a sum total of satisfactions
less than the resource potential permitted, which was eviden: once
farmer behavior shifted to (IV). By shariug water and by not wasting it
(out of consideration for other farmers), even with reduced total supply
in the 1981 and 1982 seasons, harvests were obtained on fields not
successfully cuitivated for the previous 5, 10, even 20 years.

This visible and indisputabie payoff from cooperation was of course
a tremendous reinforcement for behivior that expressed positive-sum
values. Tangible material success obviously helped to energize farmers,
arganizers and officials. We do not know how long (IV) would have been
sustainable without it. But there were ai"d non-material benefits which
farmers identified, ;nciuding greater self-respect among people, reduced
conflict in the community, and achievement of “a spirit of unity” (eke-
mutekame in Sinhala), 2 strongly held culturai value reportedly found in

“traditional” villages but not previously in this settlement scheme.



A very powerful reward for farmers was the respect they began
receiving from officials, who came 1o farmer meetings, who took them
and their ideas seriously, who even became “friendly” with farmers. For
persons who were used to being treated as barety human (I remember a
senior engineer's jocular reference to farmers as “those donkeys"), this
produced tremendous satisfaction, since respect and self-respect
represent some of the strongest human needs, even (especially?) among
the poor.

This movement from (I) to (IV) was made possible by the
“catatysts” who brought out the potential for cooperation that existed in
the community. They did not create but rather activated positive-sum
orientations with regard to ends and means of action. The methodology
used was c‘me developed in the Philippines, Nepal and other places and
adapted 10 Gal Oya circumstances through a learning process. The
“evolution™ of cooperation and of norms has been analyzed very
rigorousty and imaginatively by Axeirod (1984 and [986). But in this
case, because the response was so quick and so strong, I believe his work
would explain why such normative orientations had already evolved
within the cuiture. It would not explain the behavior we observed.

The logic of collective action as analyzed by Olson (1965) suggested

little prospect for such cooperation because it was thought 3ay ‘free
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riding” by non-cooperating farmers, who could try to benefit from better
water distribution without helping clean channels or implement
rotations, would discourage other farmers from werking together even to
create what benefits they could, because undezerving pergons (shirkers)
would gain too. The fact that ihe whole system of organization was
based on small groups at the fie!d channel level (10-20 farmers) meant
that free-riding could be kept to a minimum through face-to-face social
pressure. But free-riding did occur, without any visible deterrent effect.

For the majority to have remained uncooperative would have
denied them many benefits, which is consistent with Olson's explanation.
But it ignores the normative dimension which moved farmer cooperation
from (III) to (IV) when farmers siarted considering the welfare of
others besides themselves. This shift farmers reported many times,
usually crediting the organizers with raising their consciousness about
the need for and value of both cooperation and solidarity.

Most farmers stayed within the range of Pareto optimality, helping
others so long as this involved no major costs for themselves. But
particuiarly the leaders, most hardly above the subsistence level, were
willing 1o bear many costs, for example, the time and money to travel to
coordinating meetings, which would help others and create net total

benefils, a positive-sum: result but not especially benefiting them.



(Nome, 1o be sure, carried this to the point of substaniial material
sacrifice, which would disadvantage their families, not just themselves.)

The organizers' methodology was to start by going house to house,
getting fcquainied with all fermers and their families personally, then
arrangiag for small group discussicns to assess past experience, identily
problems, and eacourage group initiatives on an informal, ad hoc basis.
The program deliberately avoided establishing formal organizations as
the [first step, wanting “demand-led” rather than “suppiy-side”
organizational development.

To have held elections of leaders at the outset would have given
prominence and power to the rural elite and discouraged the emergence
of local leadership that was oriented toward equity, productivity and
participation. Where existing locai leadership had such an orientation,
work started more guickly and effectively. But much pew leadership
was mobilized which became recognized and legitimated on the basis of
group-ceniered performance.

When it came 1o selecting more formal leadership, this waé done by
consensus, and after the group had discussed ihe ~riteria for selection
(not efection). Such discussion tecitly screened out less desirable
candidates and informed whoever was chosen of what the group

expecied of him. Never during the [ive yesars of the program did the



Farmer-Representatives chosen and functioning in this p:anner ever
have any formal authority.

The program would at some point probably have been more
effective if "social” authority had been backed by tome "legal” powers to
enforce group decisions. The program gained the backing, eventually
enthusiastic, of the Go;rernment Agent and District Ministef, and it had
the obvious support of the Ministry of Lands and USAID. But the marvel
of the program was that it fuactioned entirely by informal, consensual
means, which generated social energy.

The organizers encouraged constructive behavior with normative
and structural reinforcement. They emphasized the values of coopera-
tion and participation (means) and of equitable sharing as well as
efficient use of water (ends). At the same time they facilitated the
for mation of organizations which created "public space,” where problems
could be raised and transformed from individual to collective ones.

Farmers who had not been other-regarding began changing their
behavior because, as one organizer nicely put it, "It is much more
difficult 1o be selfish in public than in private.” Agreements to share
water that would have been impossible among individuals emerged
almost "naturally” when “third parties” were part of the problem-solving

process. People kept to agreements witnessed by their neighbors.



So normative and structural considerations reinforced each other.
At firat 1 tried to construct a purely structural explanation of what was
happening, to make it more “replicable,” I thought. In retrospect, I ser
that 1 was trying tc come Up with an czpisasiion more “respectable”
among colleagues Who discounted approaches based on value
commitments and personalized efforts. These were generally seen as
ethereal, idiosymcratic, unreliable. But gradually 1 concluded that
however real was the individualistic, materialistic basis for farmer
ceoperation in Gal Oya, this could not be accounted for without
understanding and promoting also its collective and normative bases,
which farmers and organizers repeatedly stressed when [ pressed them
for explanations.

Bven if farmers' collective performance could be accounted for
within conventiona! frameworks, how about the dedicated work of the
organizers? They sometimes worked without a contract (they were on
year-lo-year appointments that often got delayed) and even for months
without payment, due to budget foul-ups between the ID and ARTI (the
organizing effort was paid for not by USAID but by the ID out of its
rupee funds). Because there was great insecurity, most (but not ail) 10s
accepted more permanent jobs elsewhere when the opportunity came.

We trained six difTerent cohorts of 10s in the five years, with turnover of



over 95% by the end of the project. And yet the cadre maintained its
dedication and persistence. As séemingly irreplaceable leadership was
lost, underrated or new 10s moved into the gaps and oflten even added
momentum,

The 10 cadre survived several "scandals,” including unfounded alle-
gations of corruption and an accusation by the opposition party during
the 1982 election that they were "CIA agents." Their d.evotion to farmers’
interests backed up by personal sacrifices won respect and affection.
True, they were reasonably paid, but they had 1o live in farmers’ homes
under conditions not expected of or by most university graduates. (I
remember being told that farmers thought the women I0s were
“spending too much time in the fielde.” Why? Farmers were concerned
that the young women, come to help them, were getting sunburned and
were losing their fair complexions, valued for marriageability.)

Was this all jusi a matter of youthful idealism? The organizers
could see beneficial results from their efforts as quickly as could the
farmers, and they had io feel good about the fine reputation they
enjoyed in the whole district. job satisfaction by their own account was
very high. They were given considerable freedom to plan and evaluate
their work, part of the learning process approach. This strategy engaged

their best efforts as no "blueprint” for organizing drawn up in Colombo
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or Ithaca, N. Y. ever could. A sense of responsibility evident in all but a
few (who were separated from the program) grew and flourished under
the difficult conditions of Gal Oya.

But ideals and ideas alone could not explain the amount of social
energy this cadre gensrated, among themseives and with farmers and
officials. The experience in Gal Oya points to a third factor which was
the most unorthodox explanation, but quite obvious once recognized.

Friendship. The program thrived on friendship, that personalistic,
idiosyncratic phenomenon we find universally “making the world go
round.” The core group at ARTI developed strong bonds of mutual
appreciation and support, mirroring the connections already established
among the four Cornell faculty involved in this effort. The 10 cadre
very quickly established high moraje, partly because the organizers
enjoyed each others' company and continually helped each other out.
The farmer groups acquired more momentum where there was a spirit
of friendship animating members. The climate of mutual acceptance and
assistance spread between groups. It started between ARTI and Cornell
staff, but then grew up between them and the 10s, between 10s and
farmers, between [0s and officials, and between farmers and officials.

References to friendship kept croppicg up in discussions, too often

to be ignored. The expressions “giving others the benefit of the doubt"
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and "bringing out the best in each other” -- key characteristics of
relations among friends -- took on practical meaning in the field with the
emergence of cooperation and energization. The importance of [riendship
was evident on the "up side,” but the explanation held on the "down
side” toc. The program went through some disappointing “valleys” of low
morale and loss of effectiveness. These were associated with a break-
down of friendship and trust, parily due to ethnic tensions after 1983,
but more often due to conflicts of personalities, competition, and
misunderstanding, not giving "the benefit of tae doubt.”

Friendship is seldom taken seriously in social science because
almost by definition it is “particularistic,” something disparaged in
Talcott Parsons’ monumental scheme of analysis as the antithesis of
being "modern” (something "good"). The subject has rarely been treated
with any theoretical interest or sophistication, atthough Rubin (1985) has
recently contributed some good analytical and empirica! insights.

The neglect is surprising given how ubiquitous we all kaow
frienship to be as a social force, seen for example as "old school ties” or
“connections,” arising from common experiences and sense of purpose.
There is an implication that these personal finkages for being
particularistic, are somehow illicit or illegitimate. Yet most of the world's

business, not just commercial but also administrative, gets expedited if
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not transacted on such bases. To ignore them only shows how unob-

servant and unempirical have becn those social scientists who sought

universalistic, abstract explanaticas thought io be truly “scientific.”
Common Characteristics. ldeas, ideals and friendship, as suggested

already, share the characteristic of being | in their concep-

tion and dynamics. ldeas, as we said, are not dimirished by beiag given
lo someone eise; they defy the laws of thermodymamics. The value of
certain ideas might dimjaish if this is derived from a monopoely position
(secrecy), but their volume can expand indefinitely.

Ideals derive their meaning and significance from being shared by
many people. To exclude others from sharing one's own ideals makes no
sense. Moreover, the most widespread and compelling ideals are those
that exalt positive-sum relationships, based on people’s common interest
and common fate. There can be “ideals” of selfishness and individual
action, but these are hardly energizing across populations in the way
that norms of altruism and cooperation can be.

Finaily, Iriendship is by definition a positive-sum phenomenon. A
[riend is someone whose well-being we value, unlike that of a stranger,
toward whom we are indifferent, or an enemy, who we think would do
us harm and thus with whom we will engage in conflict. Al relation-

ships are based on notions of reciprocity, but the dynamics are



respectively positive-sum, zero-sum, and negative-sum for the three
categories just suggested. Cooperation even with strangers can produce
typically positive-sum resuits (Axelrod, 1984), but it will be Selfish Coop-
eration (I1I), more liable to end than (IV) becsuse one does not value
beneliis {ur anyone else. Where generous cooperation (IV) is involved,
relations among friends persist even when one does not receive an
immediate or direct benefit. Expected payoffs are compliex because
decisions are based on what economists call the "interdependence of
utility functions.” People then regard themselves as better off when
valued others are getting ahead.

Whether o not one chooses to value others' well-being in addition
loone's own is a personal decision. If I choose to get satisfaction from
others’ gains, I can regard myself as better off when they get ahead.
Note that we are not talking here about valuing cothers’ weil-being
instead of or to the exclusion of one's own. That passes beyond the
degree of self-sacrifice nccepted under altruism and into the reaim of
self-sacrifice (D), which is different from generogity (C). The Gal Oya
experience showed a great deal of altruisia but no self-destruction on

the part of farmers.



1V. IMPLICATIONS

The subject bging opened up here is vast, and the analysiz needed
lo elevate it alongside the prevailing theories and prescriptions of social
science would be extensive. It will not replase all the premises and
conclusions of contemporary social science bui will broaden what social
scientists look for and accept in their resesrch and writing. One can hope
that by learning to deal with the non-material positive-sum factors of
ideas, ideals and friendship, even if these are difficult to asalyze, social
scientists can help policy-makers and adminisirators become more
attuned to the opportunities which the “social energy” to be derived
from these [actors can create.

Such discoveries are most important for the future of lass-developed
countries because what these have most in common is their pervasive
material poverty and limited financial resources. In such circumstances,
it is self-defeating to pursue economic and managerial strategies that
rely mostly or entirely on economic factors. Existing 'planning and
administrative systems use these material lactors very inefliciently
anyway. Mechanistic “input-output” conceptions equating money spent
with “"development” achieved (Korten and Uphoff, 1981) too often end up
producing less value than the resources expended. Impersonal bureau-

cratic approaches designed to ensure some “miniraum” level of



performance unfortunately too often ensure that no more than a
minimum will be achieved.!”

There is need for a social science which recasts planning and imple-
mentation to mobilize social energy (idealism and cooperation) through
more organic and more personal concepts of organizaticn where material
resources are so scarce. Julius Nyerere some years ago warned that poor
countries should not try to fight the war against poverty primarily with
the weapons of the rich. But what kind of social science will help us
reformulate the campaign? Not one inspired by a theoretical framework
oriented toward entropy. By a process of abstraction and impersonali-
zatior. in our analyses, social scientists have glossed over and lost the

tremendous power that exists in individuals, like atoms. What is needed

is a social science that helps to set off the social equivalent of nuclear
chain reactions.

In Part [, Korten's work on “people-centered development” was
cited. Though it does not focusing explicitly on the phenomenon of
"social energy,” I noted that it aptly called for a new social science
paradigm relying on "“alternative idees, values, social techniques and
technologies” (1984:309). If the latter reference to social techniques and

technologies encompasses what I would refer to as interpersonal
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refaticnships and bonding, ms principal factors for "people-centered
development” correspond to what I refer to as ideas, ideals and
friendahip.

Once I had concluded, based on practical experience in (al Oya, that
these three factors held vast potential for improving of efforts for Third
World development, I realized that | was rediscovering factors analyzed
IS years earlier (Iichman and Uphoff, 1969). In The Political Economy of
Change, we considered what would be the political equivalents of the
“Tactors of production™ which economists treat anafytically and empiri-
cally. What are the analogues for politics of land, labor and capital?

We concluded that economic resources constituted one such categery,
aiong with social status, information, force, legitimacy and authority.
The “softest™ of these “political resources” were information, legitimacy
and status, with force being the “hardest.” Force was most like a hard or
convertible currency which is exchangeable with anyone, whereas the
“soft” resources were like soft currencies, not readily redeemable and
thus hard to place 2 value on. Authority and economic resources were
“hard” in so far as they wer: zero-sum, to be allocated from fixed
amounts. But when they are regarded and utilized as “renewable
resources,” as flows rather than as stocks, they hecome positive-sum and

thereby “softer.”



Authority and economic resources each have a discipline devoted to
their explication, political science and economics. But information and
legitimacy are more free-floating across disciplines, undei valued and too
often ignored as factors. Status though formally within the province of
sociology gets little analysis in resource terms 18

What I am focusing on now, as | try to make some sense out of the
subject of "social energy,” is the three resource domains I had most
difficulty with 15 years ago. Though they continue to be “soft” they gain
more definition and substance cnce associaied with the study of
“energization.” This inquiry goes weli beyond' the subject of project
implementation, but it was itself informed and energized by project
experience in Sri Lanka. To the extent such theoretical explorations are
successful, they wili have enormous implications for the way we design
and implement development projects. Tapping the potential of social
energy for generating maierial and non-material improvements,
particularly at local levels, becomes all the more important as present
Zero-sum and negative-sum dynamics threaten to stall developmental

progress in the Third World.
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Footnotes

I See Uphoff (1985 and 1987). An extended examination of the Gal
Oya experience (volume 1) and what can be learned from it (volume II) is
“in progress.” The first volume has gone through several drafts already.
Some of the main ideas being developed in the secord are sketched in
this paper.

2 There is a growing literature on this. The most helpful exposi-
tions I have found are Zukav (1979), Wolf (1981), Briggs and Peat (1984),
and Gribbin (1984). Readable presentations by contributors to the
quantum revolution in physics include Heisenberg (1958) and Gamow
(1966).

3 Hirsctiman says: “The advances of mathematics and celestial
mechanics held out ihe hope that laws of motion might be discovered {ar
men's actions, just as for falling bodies and planets.” (p. 13) He notes
that Hobbes based his theory of human nature on Galileo, and Spinozs
sought to “consider human aclions and appetites just as if ;i were
cousidering lines, planes or Bodies.” {rp. 13-id4) Helvetius procigimed:
“As the physical world is ruled by the laws of movement, go is the moral
universe ruled by iaws of interest” (p. 43) Barly political ecomomists
regarded the economy as working with “the delicacy of a waich,” while
the movements of economic men procseded "with the vniformity of a
meachine.” (p. 93)

4 Probably the best review of this literature is Wrong (1579). See
aiso the anthology by Bell et al. (1969) which containg the most “scientific”
contributions to the literature. Analyses by Shapley and Shubik, March,
Simon, Harsanyi, Dahl and others cleariy show "Newtonian" influences.
My own previous analysis of power, I must ackniowledge, was in that
same tradition (Iichman and Uphoff, 1969: 50-51). However, our
resource-exchiange analysis which treats authority and legitimacy as
positive-sum (rather than Zero-sum, as in most analyses) opens the way
to a "new social science” treatment of power (Uphoff, 19862).



5> Levy and Merry (1986) in their excellent synthesis and
presentation of the organizational transformation approach cite Hawley's
description of O.T. as "a basic change in the organization energy. O.T.is a
spirit and energy change,” and Adams' definition of organizational energy
as "human potential for action or the accomplishment of work." Levy and
Merry summarize the main components of the O.T. approach as “abstract,
fluid and dynamic elemenis that are hard to define and deal with. These
elements are the organization uncoasciousness, energy, spirit, spirituality,
mission, purpose, vision, belief systems, world view, myths, symbols,
paradigm, and siate of beiag" (1986 169).

6 A staff member in the AID mission wrote in a fzrsaer participa-
lion component after the design team deliberately cmitted i, The tech-
nical members of the team accepted the ID's view that many problems of
water “waste" stemmed from lack of farmer "discipiine” and this was to
be enforced by legal means. The sociclogist member of the team who saw
2 zeed for what we subsequently calied “bureaucratic reorientation”
(Kortep and Uphoff, 1981) did not propose forming water ussr associstions
for fear thic would distract attention from bureaucratic reforms, giving
engineers another opportunity to biame deficiencies in system perform-
ance on the farmers. After visiting Gal Oyz nine months afier our
program staried, he acknowledged that his supposition had been wroag
and that establishing farmer organizations was contributing to BRO.

7 1n the first period, ARTI contributed fine and steady leadership
to the program, particulacly from C M. Wijayaratna, who then came to
Cornell to do his PhD. in sgricuitural ecomomice in January 1983.

Thereafter, six persoms over the next three Vears were in turn.

responsible for the programe, including for a while someone with the rank
only of research assistant. These were some good and commiited persons
but many problems resuited from instability and inexperionce. Vital
continvity and Isadership were given by 2 Sri Lankan gociologist, Sena
Ganewatie, who assisied as & teaining consultant for five years, and by 4
government official, 5. Munasinghe, who served as supervigsor for the
organizers in the field. For two-thirds of the time, Cornell had someone
resident in Sri Lanka working with ARTI, and several other Cornell
faculty and I made periodic virits to obsarve and assist the program.
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The government had initially agreed to make at least the best
organizers into a permanent cadre after two years. But for a variety of
reasons, including personnel ceilings, trade union objections, reorganiza-
lion of the bureaucracy responsible for irrieation management, and
misirust between engineers and administrators, this promise vras not
kept, even though it was made a condition precedent for e¢xtending the
project in 1983. Consequently, most organizers when offered more
permament empioyment eisewhere, often as teachers, left the program,
usually with expressions of considerable regret. Some returned to the
organizing wark after trying out theae other jobs because they found our
program more challenging and rewarding, despite the more arduous
living and working conditionsd. The average time in the field Was only
nine months; four cf the 16% trained remained the full five years.

% The episode which ipitiated this sharing is particularly interesting.
All but coe farmer on a head-end channel accepted the suggestion Lo
save one day's water (out of five) for tail-enders. The holdout was taken
by another farmer on his bicycle down to the tail 1o see what conditions
therc were like. The man came back so0 moved by what he saw that he
Suggested they try 1o save two days' water. “Those people don't even
have water for drinking or bathing, let alone growing rice,” he said. Like
most Sinhalese at the head, he had never beesn to the Tamil ares.

9 These were the words used by the Director of irrigation during
his first field inspection of the program in Janusry [982. He had opposed
the program at its ouiset, saying first that farmer organization was
unnecessary ("if the far ners would just do what they are told. . .") and
then ever il user organizations would be useful, Institutional Organizers
would nct be needed (ID stafi could do the job). He did finaliy consent to
a two-year experiment, but after 10 months he had enough positive
feedbaek from his staff that he pledged the program “full support” and
offered to lake the 103 into the Irrigation Depariment. For a variety of
reasons, all of them in retrospect mistaken or unimportant, this transfer
did not occur, which terned out to be a great strategic error, or missed
opporiunity, however one chooses to characterize it Seeking an ideal
solution instead of a feasible one set back the institutionalization process.

10 This result was not unique to Gal Oya. A similar organizational
effort improvised a few years before by an ID Deputy Director at Minipe,
a 15,000 acre scheme, had shown similar effects (de Silva, 198] and 1985).
This engineer, now chairman of the Mahaweli Engineering and Construc-



tion Authority, said he learned as a junior engineer that working with
fermers produced better and quicker technical results, and much better
relations between farmers and officials. In the first stage of effort at
Minipe, de Silva had the acsistance of organizers (catalysis) from a
Buddhisi service society.

Ll The role of organizer was patierned afier successful “bottom-up”
programs for irrigation improvement in the Philippines (described in
Korten, 1980) and for small farmer development in Nepal (see Rahman,
1984; also Esman and Uphoff, 1984: 245-261, 343-350). The first crystal-
lization of the “catalyst” concept that I came across was Lassen (1980).

12 The English words “society” and “social,” we should note, derive
from the Latin word for “friend" (socius). I have been encouraged to
learn that jdeas, values and community are the three things emphasized
in the strategic thinking of Upali Senanayake, one of the lesders of rural
development work in Sri Lanka through non-governmental organizations
(Moles and Riker, 1984). He was founder of the National Heritage
Movement, which provided organizers for the irrigation experiment
described in footnote 10.

13 "Serious” people, like Harvard professor Jerome Bruner (1985)
and Nobel prize-winning brain physiologist Sir John Eccles (Eccles and
Robinson, 1984), are opening up new lines of inquiry and understanding
that regard ideas as explanatory phenomena in themselves. The lstter
book draws heavily on Eccles’ earlier book with a noted philosopher of
science who has turped hiy attention to this area (Eccles and Popper,
1977).

14 A notable exception is the work of Goulet (e.g. 1980) which
recognizes the dynamism which religious and social values can engender.
He characterizes development experts as “one-eyed giants” who have
failed to cecognize the importance of values in the development process.

I3 Goulet (1980:485) writes of “traditional values (including religi-
ous beliefs and practices) [that] harbour within them a latent dynamism
which, when properly respected, can scrve as the springboard for modes
of development which are more humar.® than those drawn from outside
paradigma.” Both organizers and farmer-representatives appealed to
Buddhist values which sanctioned generosity and cooperation. But these
values had been at least nominally held by Gal Oya farmers during the



previous 30 years with little effect. So the values by themseives
explaired little. Hindu or Muslim values were appealed to by organizers
in the Tamil-speaking areas.

16 1a the normative-behavioral theory I wish to develop, the mani-
festation of these values is to be understcod as probabilistic, but here I
am dealing with them as stable alternative manifestations.

17 others who read Peters and Waterman (1982) were probably as
impressed as I was by the statement from one General Motora Corpora-
ticn manager: “Our control systems are designed under the apparant
assumption that 90 percent of the people zre lazy me'er-do-wells, just
wailing to lie, cheat, steal, or otherwise screw us. We dermoralize 95
percent of the work force, who act as adults, by designing systems to
cover our tzils against the 5 percent who really are bad actors.” (pages
57-58)

18 The closest thing to a resource analysis of status is by Blau (1964).

I would like to thank Milton Bsman, James Riker and Roy Steiner for
their helpful criticisms on the first draft of this paper.
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