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Editorial Note

W e are excited to bring you the third

issue of euodoō, the annual journal of the
Asian Rural Institute. As always, we present
thesis papers and essays that delve into the
theme of “rural futures.” Many people
envision such a future as the transformation of rural areas through privatization,
supply chain control, and highly specialized
technologies. However, at the end of that
path lies the total absorption of food, labor,
resources, and infrastructure by powers
beyond the influence of ordinary people.
The papers we present in this journal question the imperative of agriculture shaped by
corporate monopolies.

publication in Landscape Change and Resource
Utilization in East Asia.
The essay about industrial meat
production and animal welfare by 2017
ARI graduate, Ms. Chigira Hasumi, follows
similarly. Ms. Hasumi’s research involved
raising a pig in more humane ways at ARI.
That this project sparked a fierce debate on
campus and social media proves that the
question of how we treat animals touches
upon profound inequities in society,
culture, even the human psyche. This is the
first contribution by a Japanese Graduate
Intern, expanding ARI’s voice in the public
discourse.

Beginning with Mr. Raymond Epp’s
research paper, we review recent Japanese
legislation on public plant breeding and
present a deeper analysis of global seed policies. We express gratitude to Ms. Ryôko Tsuboi
of the monthly Ainô for allowing us to reprint
this compelling thesis by a kindred spirit.
We are also thankful to include two
texts from Professor Kaihei Koshio who has
been a long-time friend of ARI. His Japanese
essay explores the relationships between
spirit, agriculture, and technology while his
English research paper is an eye-opening
description of the plant-factory industry.
We thank Prof. Liu Ts’ui-jung for permitting us to reprint this thesis after its original

Seed rights, technology, and animal
welfare are topics of existential importance
if we are to find a “good way” (euodoō) of living
by the soil. The texts of Mr. Osamu Arakawa
and Mr. Ardhendu Chatterjee propose a
rural future in which those outside of large
power structures take ownership of leadership and knowledge.
Mr. Arakawa highlights servant leadership as a way for grassroots groups to share
power, and “awareness“ as a servant leader’s
unique skill. We hope these thoughts from
our educational director will further readers’
understanding of our training program.
Mr. Chatterjee, who is a graduate of
1976 and has lectured at ARI for many years,

vii

suggests learning methods based on the idea
of Place-Based Education (PBE): Educators
and learners enhance the relationship with
their rural landscape by understanding its
ecology better. We thank Mr. Junichi Ômae,
General Manager of NPO ECOPLUS for
kindly providing these notes of Mr. Chatterjee’s keynote lecture from the International
Symposium on PBE, 2017.
The past year was marked by the death
of ARI’s founder, Dr. Toshihiro Takami. We
have since decided to include one of his writings in each issue of euodoō so that Takami’s
philosophy may continue to inspire ARI’s
community of learning. From his many
essays, we chose one that examines the
question of “power“ mentioned above. One
cannot help but appreciate Dr. Takami’s
fusion of theology, politics, and agriculture
that enabled him to scrutinize the spirit of
the age with clear insight.
We express our heartfelt gratitude to all
writers for their valuable contributions and
Mr. Steven Cutting and Mr. Toshiaki Kusunoki for their help translating. We hope that
euodoō will not only inform but spur you into
meaningful action to generate a rural future
in which humans, animals, and plants may
live together and thrive together.
Finally, we extend our special appre-

ciation to Ms. Jan Garood for allowing us to
use a beautiful painting of hers as the cover
art. Ms. Garood is the secretary of Sophia’s
Spring, a small eco-feminist church community in Melbourne, Australia. The community
is an encouraging example of how grassroots groups who deeply care for the environment and social justice enlighten this
world with wisdom.

Thomas Fujishima
Public Relations, editorial member
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Raymond Epp

Seeds: Private Property or
“The Common Heritage of all Humankind”?

“Germplasm is the absolute underpinning
of the global food system.”
(Pat Roy Mooney)

I n regard to the importance of strengthening local economies and improving the welfare

of farmers and rural communities, empowering women and ensuring a safe, sustainable,
and secure source of daily sustenance for all people nothing is more important than the first
link in the food system—seeds. Without access to seeds, there is no food. Who owns and
controls seeds and the world’s genetic diversity and who controls the development of plant
varieties shapes the destiny of all human life. It is of utmost importance that we pay attention to what is going on regarding our nation’s seed laws.
This past year, the Japanese government announced that it will be abandoning its seed
laws protecting public plant breeding and variety development. It is a move that has been
met, in Japan, with mostly public apathy, outside of a small number of activists; and a concerted, yet at this point, marginal opposition. To grasp the significance of the Japanese government’s move to abandon public plant breeding and variety development it is important
to understand that this action takes place in a historical context. It is not a random act.

S E E D S : P R I VAT E P R O P E RT Y O R “ T H E C O M M O N H E R I TA G E O F A L L H U M A N K I N D“?

“History is not a series of discontinuous events; the future is systematically connected to the
past.”1 I see that the changes that we are witnessing in the seed laws of Japan “are taking place
within a particular social, economic and ecological context with established and knowable
trajectories.”2 Those trajectories are no different than that of the United States. We are seeing
a shift taking place that is centralizing power shifting attention away from public ownership
and responsibility towards a political economy that is market-driven and privatized.
Two of those established and known trajectories are the impacts of high yielding varieties on traditional agricultural communities and the impact of research on modern industrial agriculture. We have learned that out of the best intentions to combat world hunger the
International Agricultural Research Centers (IARC’s) introduced new high yielding seed varieties (HYV’s) to replace the traditional varieties that were grown by peasant farmers. This
project has come to be known as the Green Revolution. Researchers found that the miracle
grains grown under ideal conditions which included chemical fertilizers and chemicals to
control weeds, pests and diseases contributed to significant yield increases, but their introduction also resulted in a host of social, political and ecological problems including:
regional inequalities, income inequalities at the farm level, increased farm sizes, specialization of production, displacement of labor, accelerating mechanization, depressed product
prices, changing land tenure patterns, rising land prices, expanding markets for commercial
inputs, agrochemical dependence, genetic erosion, pest-vulnerable monocultures, and environmental deterioration.3

How much attention have farmers and citizens paid to the research priorities of the Japanese government’s research stations in developing new plant varieties for Japanese agriculture? Could it be that the problems confronting Japanese agriculture today are because
of the development of high yielding grain varieties? Could it be we are experiencing the
hidden costs of our own Green Revolution without even knowing it? As important as it is for
a nation to control its own seed breeding programs it is equally important for farmers and
citizens alike to pay attention to the questions that breeders ask in developing new varieties
for the nation’s farmers.
Agricultural research and the resulting technologies and techniques derived from the
research has also had a profound impact on society. We know what technological changes
do to a nation’s political economy from previous experiences in other countries. The plant
physiologist Boysie Day, appearing at the 1977 American Society of Agronomy meetings, said:
The agronomist is the moving force in many of the social changes of our time. I include under
the title of “Agronomist” all crop production scientists of whatever discipline. He has brought
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about the conversion of a rural agricultural society to an urban one. Each advance has sent a
wave of displaced farm workers to seek a new life in the city and a flood of change throughout
society... Probably, no meeting in 1977 of politicians, bureaucrats, social reformers, urban renewers... or anarchists will cause as much change in the social structure of the country as the
ASA of crop and soil scientists.4

The introduction of new plant varieties, mechanization, and the introduction of various
forms of technology through scientific research has been an unspoken way of carrying out
economic planning that contributes toward the creation of an urban industrial economy.
Were the Japanese government and Japanese agricultural researchers aware of this when
they launched public plant breeding in the post World War II era?
In this article I want to draw on the work of Jack Kloppenburg, a rural sociologist from
the University of Wisconsin and author of First the Seed, to set the framework for understanding the contested nature of seed laws in the rise of private plant breeding in the United States and what impact this understanding has on the way in which we in Japan think
about the changes occurring in plant breeding and the nation’s seed laws. In the end, I want
to suggest possible responses to this historical process by referring to the work of Pat Roy
Mooney who was the first to draw public attention to the issue of seeds through his work,
The Law of the Seed, in 1983. These two books, I believe, offer the keenest insights into this
most important issue of our day.
Kloppenburg’s analysis starts with the premise that “scientific plant improvement has developed in the historical context of capitalism”5 and proceeds to ask the questions “has plant
breeding and seed production become a means of capital accumulation? If so, how has this
been accomplished, and what have been its effects?”6 Our topic of concern in this article is
the Japanese experience and so our attention will focus on the Japanese experience of plant
improvement. I am not an expert on this topic and there are more able and knowledgeable
people on this subject that would be able to fill in more of the details. With this article, I am
hoping to start a discussion. Given these limits to my knowledge, I will proceed with an
analysis of Japanese seed improvement guided by the premise and questions which Kloppenburg raises with the hope that some new insights can be gained to help guide us in shaping public discourse on this important subject.
The rebuilding and modernization of the Japanese economy in the aftermath of World
War II have been seen as an economic miracle. Modernization requires that a nation moves
from a mere subsistence agriculture to one that promotes surplus production. As mentioned
earlier, scientific research contributes to the creation of surplus commodity production that
results in a reduction in the need for farm labor. Surplus laborers move to the city in search

S E E D S : P R I VAT E P R O P E RT Y O R “ T H E C O M M O N H E R I TA G E O F A L L H U M A N K I N D“?

of a new life and find themselves selling their labor to industrial capitalists. Food takes on
the commodity form for the urban, industrial labor force. It is bought, in other words, with
the commodified labor of the worker. The role of seed improvement should not go unnoticed in this drama. The efforts to develop a public plant breeding and a seed distribution
network has been spoken of in some circles as a means of attaining national food security.
How did Japanese politicians think about the role of scientific plant breeding on capital accumulation and the economic recovery and modernization of the nation? I don’t have an
answer to that question. But I would like to know. What we do know is that a commitment
to public breeding has assured farmers of a stable, high quality, and affordable seed supply.
We also know that Japan is now a modern economy in which capital accumulation has been
institutionalized as the mode of economic activity.
If capital accumulation is indeed the mode of economic activity it becomes readily apparent that private seed companies will see that a public commitment to plant breeding by
the Japanese government is a direct interference in the operation of the market economy
and private capital accumulation. In the United States, private plant breeders and seed
companies started a public discussion on the government funding of plant breeding. Public money spent on plant breeding, they argued, was unfair competition to private investment and public duplication of private research was wasteful. The proper role of the government
should be to encourage private investment and capital accumulation, not constrain it.7 This has been
the message that has been communicated to public plant breeders in the United States since
1945. This same logic was applied by the Japanese Association of Corporate Executives in
their submission to the Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Committee of the Lower House
when they argued for the abolishment of Japanese public plant breeding. ‘Publicly funded
development of crops at prefectural research stations hinder our business expansion into
this sector and it is a form of suppression of private sector business by public institutions.’8
It took five hours of discussion with no input from farmers or citizens to reach a decision
to abolish the Japanese law. It is clear that private capital accumulation is the mode of economic activity that contributed to this decision. No clear analysis of farmers’ rights seemed
to enter into the decision.

Overcoming the Barriers to Capital Accumulation
If private breeders are discouraging public involvement in plant breeding and variety release how does the existing network of research stations and university research relate to
private industry? Kloppenburg points out private breeders and seed companies often carry
out their public discourse through professional association meetings and journals. What
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private industry was suggesting was not an end to public research but a redefinition of roles.
Public research was to be “basic” whereas the work of private breeders was to build on the
“basic” research and “apply” the research in releasing privately controlled seed varieties. It
was to be a new “division of labor” in which public money was to be used on background
research that was not economical for private seed companies to be involved in and seed
companies would then release the commodity form—seeds—into the market.
The nature of seeds is that when you plant them they multiply. If farmers continue to
use their own seed there is no incentive for private seed companies to be involved in variety
improvement. There is an economic incentive on the part of seed companies to keep farmers from saving seed. The development of inbred lines to create hybrids was a method that
would make seeds “economically sterile” meaning that farm-saved seeds would produce less
income than the returns that could be earned if the farmer bought new seeds. Hybridization
enables capital accumulation by keeping farmers from using their own seeds and returning
annually to buy new seeds. The drive for capital accumulation has resulted in mergers and
acquisitions in the seed market resulting in a small oligopoly of seed companies controlling major portions of the global seed market.9 These mergers and acquisitions have linked
together seed companies with some of the world’s largest pharmaceutical, chemical, and
energy companies supporting genetic engineering of seeds to allow for the companies to
market seeds and the companies proprietary chemicals allowing for additional capital accumulation. Space constraints do not allow for a discussion on the merits of population breeding which is a road not chosen by plant breeders. Some scientists believe that if a similar
commitment of time and money to population breeding may have resulted in similar gains
in yields that we have seen in hybrids. To have chosen such a path would have resulted in a
very different political economy in which farmers would have maintained control of seed. It
would have been the antithesis of capital accumulation.
To sum up thus far, private companies have historically employed hybridization to keep
farmers from saving seed as a means to capital accumulation and have mounted a frontal
attack on public variety development to reshape a division of labor with public researchers
to give private companies a more decisive role in the creation and marketing of new seed
varieties which is the commodity form contributing to capital accumulation.
One final barrier to be overcome to further capital accumulation by private seed companies is the legal access to genetic resources from the Centers of Origin10 of the world’s
major food crops and gaining the legal access to emerging markets in the less developed
world. Historically, seed market creation and accessing the Center of Origin germplasm
was accomplished through the International Agriculture Research Centers (IARC’s). Rockefeller and Ford Foundation money spent in Mexico and Latin America resulted in the
HYV’s which led to the Green Revolution, and the research stations also participated in
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germplasm collection.
Private plant breeders of the developed nations have known since the 1950’s that genetic
diversity is being lost and that access to Centers of Origin genes is necessary to maintain
the productivity of the developed world’s agriculture. Collection efforts were undertaken
by the International Board for Plant Genetic Resources (IBPGR) under the guidance of the
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations in the 70’s to preserve what
many Centers of Origin farmers believed to be the “common heritage of all humanity.” The
genetic diversity once in the vaults of the developed nations’ seed banks was used by private
breeders for the creation of new varieties that formed the basis for the high yielding varieties (HYV’s) which were promoted and sold by development agencies as a replacement for
traditional varieties to the farmers in the Global South, contributing to the further loss of
genetic diversity. Nations which contributed to the collections of “the common heritage of
all humanity” were understandably upset. They were reluctant to continue to share their
genetic resources with the developed North. And yet, collections continued and charges of
“biopiracy” or bio-theft were laid against northern nations. It is well recognized that without
access to Center of Origin biodiversity, agriculture in the “breadbasket nations” will fail.
‘If the United States had to rely only on the genetic resources that existed only within the
United States we would soon experience losses... and these losses would rapidly accelerate
and cover the entire crop spectrum.’11 How then do Northern nations maintain access to the
germplasm in the Global South since there has been a growing reluctance to sharing germplasm? One way is to embed seed laws into regional trade agreements.
Every trade agreement that the United States has entered into has included a paragraph granting intellectual property right over seeds and plants to private plant breeders.12
This is becoming a standard for other regional trade agreements. One of the main seed laws
is promoted by the International Union for the Protection of New Plant Varieties of Plants
(UPOV). UPOV was established in 1961 and Japan became a member in 1978. The mission of
the organization, according to its website, is to “provide and promote an effective system of
plant variety protection, with the aim of encouraging the development of new varieties of
plants, for the benefit of society.” In the early years of the organization’s history, there were
few signatory nations but as seed industry consolidation proceeded in the 1990’s the numbers steadily increased.
According to a recent analysis of the UPOV 91 laws by GRAIN, farmers are not allowed
to share privatized seeds amongst themselves. In an increasing number of countries, the
law has been interpreted to mean that farmers are banned from saving and reusing seed
altogether. If a farmer uses seed without the permission of the variety owner, by either saving the seed and replanting or receiving it as a gift from another farmer, “their crop can be
seized and destroyed... including products obtained from the harvest. This sanction can be
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imposed even before the farmer accused is actually declared guilty.”13 In the Dominican Republic, the interpretation of the seed laws allows for farmers to be fined and imprisoned and
for their crops and farm machinery used in the production of the crops to be confiscated.14
Some of the latest draft laws require the registration of all farmers who use privatized seeds
and if they are found to be in violation of the seed laws it would be possible for farmers to be
either temporarily or permanently banned from farming in the future.15 To further insure
compliance, seed laws in Cambodia allow for the military to search and seize seeds from
farmers or other seed saving organizations.16 It is turning farming into a criminal act.17 For
those farmers who think that they are safe from these laws if they never buy or use privatized
seeds think again. UPOV 91 laws allow for seed companies to take seeds from farmers’ fields
and do some selective breeding to create a certain level of homogeneity and then privatize
them as a newly discovered variety. “New” in this case is new to the market.
If the company claiming rights over a seed variety has not previously sold this seed even if the
variety has been circulating in farmers’ markets for years, it is still considered “new” and can
be privatized. Also, “previously known” and “common knowledge” refer not to what common
people or peasants know, but to what is known to the seed industry, seed institutes, and intellectual property officers. Therefore, something that is well-known by farmers or peasants but
not acknowledged as existing by industry or the authorities can be privatized too. 18

Under this law no one is safe. No one is outside the reach of this law.
The Japanese government has included UPOV 91 stipulations in its FTA negotiations with
Malaysia, Indonesia, Philippines, Thailand, and Vietnam. These countries are a potential
market for Sakata and Takii Seed.19 This has incurred in conjunction with a Japanese government effort to further enhance private seed company profits through the Japan Association for Techno-Innovation in Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (JATAFF). JATAFF has
been conducting workshops in Asian countries to promote plant variety protection (PVP).
The workshops are being done with the stated intent of improving varieties and adding
value for farmers while adding better food quality, choice and price for the consumer in accordance with the mission of UPOV. They are helping researchers in these countries identify
unique food crop varieties that can then be registered as new varieties even though they
have existed either in the wild or in Asian farmers’ fields. The new varieties can then be entered into a registry and once registered can then be protected under the PVP laws.
Private seed corporations understand that ‘plant variety protection and patents are the
way [to] stake out their territory and controlling the conditions for sale and distribution of
“their” product.’20 My first response to this is that these actions are just an elaborate form of
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Illustration 1: Countries involved with the RCEP

organized theft. But private corporations are only doing what they were created to do and
that is to increase profits for shareholders. To enable the search for profits they need the
support of government laws and regulations that promote profit accumulation.
The timing of the seed law changes coincides with their negotiating of the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP). This agreement contains language promoting seed laws
promoted by UPOV. The proposed RCEP includes all of the nations of Asia (see illustration 1).
The area is home to more than one-half of the world’s farmers and in this region, 80% of
the farmers rely on farm-saved seed. It is also one of the Centers of Origin for food plants as
identified by Russian scientist N. I. Vavilov in the 1920’s (see illustration 2).
I believe the seed law changes in Japan are a preface for Japanese seed companies opening
new marketing opportunities and for gaining access to genetic resources in this Center of
Origin. Takii Seed Company has already developed a network of regional offices throughout
this trade area I am assuming for these purposes (see illustration 3).

9

10

R AY M O N D E P P

14

12

4
2

7

3
5

8

13

6

1

9
11

10

Illustration 2: Valivov centers of plant genetic diversity

Qingdao Huang Long
Takii Korea Co.

T.W. Company Ltd.

Takii Seeds India Pvt.Ltd.

Illustration 3: Takii Seed regional offices in Asia

Head Oﬃce

P.T. Takii Indonesia
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Where to go from here?
Pat Mooney, the man who was instrumental in raising public awareness about the loss of
the world’s genetic diversity as early as the 1970’s, outlined a number of things that need to
be done to keep control of seeds in the hands of farmers and protect the genetic diversity of
our major crops in his book, The Law of the Seed, written back in 1983, at the dawn of biotechnology and the beginning of the mega-mergers of the global seed industry. There are things
that need to be done both on the individual level and in the public realm. First of all, we need
to create awareness of the importance of these issues. We need to also promote biological
reserves, national conservation centers, and international gene banks under the control of
the United Nations as opposed to private initiatives. The germplasm ought to be recognized
as “the common heritage of all humanity.” International conventions ought to be written
to make germplasm and private collections safely stored, documented, and freely available
to all. Where plant genetic resources no longer exist in the countries of origin they should
be duplicated and returned to the nation of origin. The International Agricultural Research
Centers must resist the pressures of the global seed industry and instead focus their energy
on variety developments for national adaptation. Continuous monitoring of the consolidation of the global seed industry must urgently be carried out. Public and private breeders
should be required to issue environmental impact studies related to the introduction of new
varieties and its impact on the loss of genetic diversity. National laws ought to be passed barring pesticide companies from participating in the seed industry. Where it already exists,
the companies ought to divest themselves from its seed or pesticide interests. We need to
support an international evaluation of the impact of exclusive plant breeders’ rights to any
and all food crops. Any nation that is considering aligning their national laws with UPOV
standards ought to delay acting until an evaluation of the impact on exclusive rights of ownership of seeds has been carried out. Finally, “governments must substantially increase
their financial commitment to public plant breeding (including both basic research and
varietal release work) as the best means of maintaining control of the food system (emphasis mine).”21
Over the past 35 years, it appears that most of Mooney’s advice has been ignored. Private
seed companies have continued to consolidate and laws protecting plant breeders’ rights
are spreading while public variety development is disappearing. Nevertheless, I believe we
need to oppose UPOV laws that turn seed saving into a criminal act. These laws are unjust. We need to enter into the struggle to support public plant breeding in Japan. Perhaps
new partnerships between public research stations and regional farmers in developing new
varieties can be carried out in Japan. Farmers should not be penalized within the present
Japanese agriculture policy structure for saving seeds. The shift towards privatization of
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plant breeding has involved a long struggle between capital accumulation and the common
good. It matters whether plant breeding is done by private companies or public institutions.
Public breeding has historically focused on affordability, resistance to insects and disease,
and variety quality. Private breeding has sought to overcome barriers to capital accumulation such as hybridization and biotechnology, undermine public confidence in public plant
breeding, and support laws which protect intellectual property, patents and privatization of
germplasm and seeds. We need to be concerned about the growing concentration and control of the global seed industry and control of the world’s germplasm and find ways to act to
preserve what is right and just in solidarity with others around the world. There is nothing
“natural” or “God-given” about seed laws, they can be written to reflect the will of the people.
Do we have the social structures in place to protect seeds and provide guidance to plant
breeders? In my opinion, protecting private seed companies’ right to capital accumulation
is a poor reason to change the seed laws of Japan. My hope is that this paper will spark conversation on the importance of the first vital link of the food chain.
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Introduction:
National Policy of Plant Factory Use
We are now seeing an unprecedented boom of plant factories that produce marketable
vegetables in high-technology facilities controlled precisely by computers. According to
METI (Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry) data,1 the number of plant factories has
increased from 50 in March 2009 to 80 in March 2011, to 127 in March 2012, and finally to
153 in March 2013. This increase was largely due to a Japanese national policy known as the
“Economic Growth Strategy for Widespread Plant Factory Use”2 that was approved by the
cabinet of Tarô Aso (
, 1940- ) in September 2008. Large budgets were subsequently
allocated by the MAFF (Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) and METI. The 2009
MAFF supplementary budget allocated 9.7 billion yen for plant factory investment, including 3.4 billion yen for plant factory operation; 2.6 billion yen to promote the leasing of plant
factories; and 3.7 billion yen for demonstration programs and personnel training. The investment in plant factories from the METI budget for that same year was 5.02 billion yen
for research facilities. Following this, the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), the dominant
political party between 2009 and 2012, also recognized the need for “strong agriculture.”
In 2011, METI appropriated 1.5 billion yen subsidize for collaboration between agriculture,
commerce, and industry, as well as 500 million yen in the 2012 supplementary budget for
advanced agriculture industrialization system.
After the Liberal Democratic Party of Japan (LDP) returned to power in 2013, the gov-
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ernment allocated 2.29 billion yen for advanced agriculture industrialization projects. In
2014, three billion yen was allocated to MAFF to promote projects for accelerating the introduction of next-generation greenhouse horticulture. And 3.3 billion yen was appropriated for METI to promotion collaboration between agriculture, industry, and commerce.
In sum, despite major events such as changes of government and the Great East Japan
Earthquake (2011), plant factory projects were pushed forward with strong commitment
from the government.
Despite strong government backing, the majority of plant factories are operating at a
loss. Survey results by the non-profit organization Innoplex, Inc. indicate that 60 percent of
current commercial plant factories operate with a deficit (30 percent broke even).3 A similar survey conducted by Sogo Planning Inc. indicates that 70 percent of commercial plant
factories operated with a deficit, while only 16 percent of plant factories turned a profit (14
percent of plant factories broke even).4 In addition, Nomura Agri Planning & Advisory also
stated that “It may be a good scenario if [commercial plant factories] can attain profitability
(EBITDA) within seven years.”5 A “Plant Factory Business” Survey Research Report by Innoplex Inc. showed that the number of profitable companies is close to zero, particularly for
large-scale commercial plant factories that rely upon artificial light.6
In short, despite strong financial support from the central government, most plant factories struggle financially. The salient question is, why?

1. What is a Plant Factory?
First, we need to define the characteristics of plant factories before addressing their performance. The first Japanese text on plant factories was A Plant Factory (1979) by Masamoto
Takatsuji (
, 1940-).7 In the opening sentence of the book, Takatsuji asks, “Is there
any farming without sunlight or soil? A Plant Factory would answer ‘Yes’ to this question.”
According to him, a plant factory is a location of production similar to any facility that produces industrial products. Computer systems control cultivation while the indoor environment is automatically managed. Takatsuji states that “Eventually, lamp replaces sun, culture
solution replaces soil, and computer replaces the practical farmer.” He differentiates plant
factories worldwide into “solar power” facilities and “complete control” facilities. Our current understanding of plant factories in Japan adheres fundamentally to this idea.
However, such definition and classification methods did not immediately take root in
Japan. For instance, in a book entitled Prospects and Challenges of the Plant Factory (1987)8 compiled by the Science & Technology Agency of the Japan Resources Council, the term “plant
factory” only appears in the title. Instead, “plant production using advanced environmental
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control systems” is used consistently throughout the book. In addition, Tadashi Takakura
(
, 1937-) states in a book entitled Comprehensive Guide to Plant Factories (1986), compiled
by the Japan Greenhouse Horticulture Association, that “I still do not fully understand what
type of facility should be called a plant factory.” Toshitaka Itagi (
, 1929-) also states
in the same book that “the definition of a plant factory is not yet clear.” However, he divides
factory-like plant production into two categories: nutriculture greenhouses employing natural light, and those that utilize artificial sources of light. 9 My definition is similar to Itagi’s,
and I further believe it is more suggestive if we use the “hydroponic greenhouse” in place of
the term “sunlight plant factory.”
In recent years, the Netherlands is often cited as a leader in utilization of plant factories.
The Netherlands is the second largest agro-food exporter in the world, despite the fact that
the Netherlands is approximately only as large as Japan’s Kyûshû Island. In 2013 Yoshimasa
Hayashi (
, 1961-, the Minister of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, MAFF), Takumi
Nemoto (
, 1951-, the Japanese Minister of Reconstruction), and Akira Amari (
, 1949-, the Minister of Economic Revitalization) visited horticulture sites in the Netherlands. Minister Hayashi of MAFF laid out a goal of “learning from the Netherlands and
promoted the next generation end-to-end horticultural facilities that utilize regional energy supplies, regional resources, production technologies, and shipping services to achieve
income-doubling while reducing costs and supporting local efforts at job creation.”10 As described earlier, he secured 3 billion yen from the 2014 MAFF budget to accelerate the introduction of next-generation greenhouse horticulture. However, mainstream plants in the
Netherlands are sunlight greenhouses. Researchers in the Netherlands are skeptical about
plant factories. Ep Heuvelink at Wageningen University, for instance, points out that energy loss reaches 10-fold if you compare the amount of natural gas to produce 1kg of tomatoes
in enclosed glasshouses (0.36 m3) to that in artificial light plant factories (3.5m3).11 Though
both sunlight and artificial light facilities are called plant factories in Japan, they should be
discussed separately because of their different characteristics and origins. Before focusing
on the performance of plant factories in Japan, I will first outline the nature of hydroponic
greenhouses in Japan, followed by an overview of the artificial light plant factory.

2. Hydroponic Culture of Clean Vegetables
and the Sterilization Concept
Hydroponic culture has a long history, with origins that can be traced back to the Hanging
Gardens of Babylon. Julius von Sachs (1832-1897), a German plant physiologist, began the
academic study of hydroponics sometime after he became a lecturer at the University of
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Prague in 1857.12 The US Army during World War II was the first to apply hydroponics in a
practical setting. US Army units successfully produced vegetables hydroponically at various
overseas bases including Ascension Island in British Guiana, and at Iwo Jima where crushed
volcanic rock was employed as the growing medium.13 They used these methods because of
limited available arable land.
On the other hand, General Headquarters (GHQ) had a different reason to apply hydroponic methods in Japan near Chôfu and Ôtsu. Here is an excerpt from “Current and Future
Prospects of Clean Vegetables” (1953) written by Kaname Katô (Ministry of Agriculture and
Forestry, Regional Products and Industrial Crops Division) that explains the rationale:
The Allied Forces at that time procured food from their homeland. In addition to vegetables
that transported from the homeland in refrigerated vessels, they built hydroponic farms in
Chofu, Tokyo and Otsu, Shiga to provide vegetables for themselves. Hydroponic farms were
chosen because they were concerned about the method of soil fertilization used by the Japanese. Human manure was used as fertilizers, raising concerns about hygiene and parasites.
Since then, those vegetables were delivered to PX (Post Exchange) and OSS (Overseas Supply Store) for family members of the Allied Occupation forces, and to hotels. They were also
supplied to foreign ships that called at Kobe and Yokohama. This is how the sanitary culture
of so-called western vegetables started. In addition, at the time that the San Francisco Peace
Treaty was expected to be signed towards the end of 1951, Allied Forces decided to change their
policy to allow local procurement of perishable foods that would not impact the local economy. Therefore, the issue became thought about in terms of economic potential.14

“Clean vegetables” were first grown in 1927 “by the Department of Agriculture at Kyôto Imperial University when researchers cultured lettuce and celery using only compost and oil
seed meal. These vegetables were called ‘University Salad’ and were served at The Miyako
Hotel to foreign guests.” Clean vegetables were “on a growth path heading towards 1940 Tokyo Olympic Games, the rights to which Japan ultimately had to forfeit as the Sino-Japanese
War intensified. In addition, material shortages as a result of chronic warfare forced a decline in the production of chemical fertilizers. Ultimately, the clean vegetable initiative had
to be discontinued.”15 The novel “Clean Vegetables” by Kiyoshi Usui appeared in the Japanese literary magazine Shinchô [
] in 1956, describing a farmer who sprinkles Bordeaux
16
mixture and grows lettuce. Cultivation of clean vegetables with large amounts chemical
fertilizers and pesticides, reinforced by the strong impression of DDT sprayed by the Allied
Occupation forces, informed the “disinfection culture” in Japan. This may be the reason why
vegetables produced at plant factories are still called “clean vegetables.”
According to Katarzyna J. Cwiertka (2012), hydroponic farms in Chôfu and Ôtsu were
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run by 1,115 Japanese operators in 1949 (including 16 officers and 63 non-commissioned officers. Some of the workers were prisoners dispatched from Sugamo prison). Once the Korean War started, lettuce and tomatoes that were harvested in the morning were boxed and
transported to either Tachikawa or Ashiya airfields, shipped by air to the Korean Peninsula
the next morning, and delivered to the mess hall by truck on the same day.17

3. The Origin of the Artificial Light Type Plant Factory
Having explained the close connection between the first hydroponic farms in Japan using
sunlight and the role of the GHQ, we ask who initiated the artificial-light plant factory and
what were the motivating factors given the tremendous investment necessary to construct
and operate these operations.
The US nuclear reactor manufacturer, General Electric Company (GE), developed the
first artificial light plant factory in the world. Erin E. Murphy reported in 1987 that GE received funding from the United States Department of Defense (DoD) in 1973 to grow salad
vegetables in nuclear submarines.18 Several years later in 1980, the Japanese business magazine Diamond Weekly published an article entitled “Corporate War for ‘Plant Factory’ Ignited
by Foreign Capital Japanese Corporations in Hasty Attempt to Take on US General Mills”.
The article explained that General Mills, GE, Westinghouse Electric, General Foods, and others were competing to establish plant factories in the United States.19
Following the reduction of U.S. Department of Defense outlays on research and development after the onset of détente with the Soviet Union in the 1970s, GE sought to develop
civilian applications from its investment in military technology. They developed computerbased imaging, microchips for compact color video cameras, and dedicated personnel to
develop plant factories. GE decided to take on the cultivation of “perfect tomatoes” for the
plant factory project.20 The “perfect tomatoes” project was proposed by the same GE manager and engineers who had been involved with the development of vegetable cultivation
technology for NASA during the Apollo program. The project started in 1973 after the hiring
of two mechanics, a civilian designer, and an electrician.
Plant factories were conceived, as we have seen, in the context of particular environments such as in a nuclear submarine or in outer space. As for the GE project, a civilian
engineer designed the factory layout; mechanical engineers developed a highly-efficient recycling ventilation system; and electricians developed electric circuits and control panels for
specially-designed lighting fixtures. In addition to tomatoes, they grew spinach, eggplants,
onions, daikon radishes, strawberries, turnips, melons, medicinal plants, ornamental plants,
and tree seedlings. Nutrient solution was constantly circulated to promote the absorption
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of nourishing water through root systems. The design also had to ensure that roots had
sufficient oxygen at all times. As for concentration and volume of the nutrient solutions,
technicians carefully measured electrical conductivity and pH levels. High-pressure sodium
lamps with red/blue wavelength were used as the major light source, and air conditioners
were installed to maintain temperature. CO2 was automatically injected into the chamber if
CO2 levels measured by the infrared analyzer dipped below minimum levels.
At the time, tomato harvests on conventional farms in the United States averaged 1.5
pounds (671 g) per square foot (26.8 cm2). Greenhouse growers were able to harvest 4 pounds
(1.8 kg) per square foot. The GE’s Geniponics facility harvested about 50 pounds (22.7 kg) per
square foot. In addition, their products were free from disease and pest damage with wellcontrolled plant size, color, and aroma. And there was no need to apply pesticides. GE tomatoes had approximately 30 percent higher Vitamin C content than other tomatoes, and GE
lettuce also had higher concentration of Vitamin A. However, due to the rising cost of fuel
following the oil crises of the 1970s, GE granted the Geniponics patent to Nobel Industries, a
Swedish company. Geniponics was purchased by Control Data Corp. in 1980. GE withdrew
entirely from the plant factory business at this time.

4. The Plant Factory Boom in Japan
The first individual to initiate the artificial-light plant factories in Japan was Masamoto
Takatsuji. He started research on plant factories at Hitachi’s Central Research Laboratory
(1973). Here is an excerpt from “The Birth of Plant Factory” that describes his creative ideas:
First I thought that even a layman like me should be able to grow vegetables. Then I thought
that it is critical to control the environmental conditions for controlled agriculture, and Hitachi
manufactures the necessary equipment such as microcomputers, air-conditioners, lamps, and
various sensors. Many measurement instruments may be necessary, but we have a Measurement Equipment Division as well. There may even be a possibility of receiving orders for advanced agricultural plants. In conclusion, this is consistent with Hitachi’s technology.21

This was in 1972-1973, in the middle of the oil crisis when powerful inflationary pressures
pushed grocery prices sharply higher. This is when the “Plant Factory System Investigative
Committee” was established within the Japan Electronic Industry Development Association
(JEIDA) under the sponsorship of MITI (Ministry of International Trade and Industry). The
committee listed 21 companies as members, including Matsushita Electric Industrial, Sumitomo Electric Industries, SANYO Electric, Nippon Electric Company, TOSHIBA CORPORA-
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TION, Tateishi Electric (Now OMRON Corporation), Sharp Corporation, Fujitsu Limited,
and Yokogawa Electric Corporation. However, little effort was made except for the initiative
by Hitachi described above. The Diamond Weekly explains the reasons: “There was much
resistance from MAFF (Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery) saying that even the
term ‘plant factory’ is blasphemous to agriculture and is a provocation to farmers. MITI’s
passion for plant factories was completely disrupted.”22 In addition, only registered farmers
were allowed to bring agricultural products to wholesale markets due to the Food Control
Law promulgated in 1944. Therefore, companies that would grow crops in a factory setting
were not allowed to bring them to the wholesale markets since they were not technically
farmers (as delineated in the 1944 law). Momentum for plant factories was postponed for
more than a decade.
The first plant factory boom in Japan was launched by a series of developments including the start of a plant factory (bio farm) installation at Daiei LaLaport in 1985, a “vegetable
factory” at the World Expo ‘85 in Tsukuba, and the start of mass production of radish sprouts
by KAIYO BOKUJO KK (1980). This enthusiasm for food factories came during the heyday of
the “bubble economy” when there was much talk about so-called “venture industries” such
as electronics and biotechnology.
The second boom was triggered by the entry of food processing companies such as Kewpie Corporation and JFE LIFE CORPORATION beginning in the 1990s. This phase began after the enactment of corporate deregulation policies that encouraged corporate investment
in the agricultural sector beginning in 1993. Since that time, the Koizumi cabinet approved
the “Act on Special Zones for Structural Reform” in 2003, allowing general corporations to
lease agricultural land in special deregulation zones designated by municipal governments.
These zones were comprised of agricultural land that was no longer under traditional cultivation. The amendment of the “Agricultural Land Act” in 2009 extended the length of leases
to 50 years, and investment limits were increased to 50 percent (from 10 percent) for agricultural corporations. This and additional acts clearly induced additional investments in
plant factories.
The recent plant factory boom is called the third boom, but it is worth noting that prior
to allocating the aforementioned large national budget outlays, a series of laws were passed
to promote the entry of private firms. The recent plant factory boom did not happen overnight as a result of actions solely attributable to the encouragement of the Aso cabinet. As
we have explored, the positive investment climate for the creation of plant factories was an
evolution over a considerable period of time.
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5. Nuclear Reactors and Plant Factories
My initial impulse to investigate plant factories arose as I became aware that large-scale
plant factories were built one after another in the earthquake-affected areas in Tohoku. I
wondered why nuclear reactor builders such as Hitachi, GE, and Toshiba were so actively
involved in the plant factory business in this area.
Here are some excerpts from the press releases of each company:
On May 8, 2013, Hitachi made a cooperative agreement with a new agricultural venture Granpa
Corporation to invest 100 million yen, and began providing cloud services to users of air-filled,
high-tech greenhouses called ‘Granpa Domes’.23
Mirai and General Electric Company Japan will work toward the achievement of optimum environment control by using IT technology at the artificial light plant factory to be built in Takajô
City, Miyagi Prefecture.24
Toshiba Group invested 100 million yen to support the Minamisôma Solar Agri-Park project,
launched by Fukushima Solar Inc. to help rebuild Fukushima Prefecture. Minamisôma Solar
Agri-park supplies electricity generated at photovoltaic power stations to plant factories and
sells surplus electricity to other parties. In order to support children’s development, effective
use is made of the photovoltaic power station and plant factories to offer ‘Green Academy’
classes, which enable children to learn through hands-on experiences. Electric power generation is scheduled to start in the spring of 2013.25

Mitsubishi has deployed businesses to support plant factories mainly in Fukui where they
received orders for nuclear reactors. A recent press release went like this:
Mitsubishi Plastics, Inc. (Head Office: Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo; President Takumi Ubagai) hereby
announces its launch of a sunlight-type plant factory installed within our Nagahama Plant
(located in the city of Nagahama, Shiga Prefecture). Mitsubishi Plastics adopted the sunlight
type plant factory manufactured by our subsidiary Mitsubishi Plastics Agri Dream Co., Ltd. We
installed the facilities in our Nagahama Plant in February 2014, promoting the employment of
disabled workers.26

Nuclear reactor builders are granted immunity from liability in cases of nuclear accidents by
virtue of the provision of the Act on Compensation for Nuclear Damages. At the same time,
many have claimed that these firms have shown little remorse over the Fukushima disaster.
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This line of criticism extends by claiming that responsibility is masked by so-called goodwill
efforts suggested by phrases like “help rebuild Fukushima Prefecture”, “Green Academy and
hands-on experiences”, “children’s development”, and “hiring challenged personnel”. As I
investigated further, I came to feel that such behavior went beyond “The Shock Doctrine”
(the exploitation of disaster-shocked people and countries) described by Naomi Klein, and
more like “match and pump”—a Japanese idiom that means stirring up trouble, or manufacturing a crisis, only to get credit from the solution.27 Then I started to investigate other
purposes of the plant factories beyond growing vegetables. All of these additional purposes
serve to support the business of nuclear power.

6. The Plant Factory Business of Mitsubishi Group
Authorized by MAFF and MITI, the Mitsubishi Research Institute played a promoting role in
sparking the third plant factory boom by conducting the first “Investigation on How Plant
Factory Policy Should Be Developed.” According to the statement of one of the directors of
Mitsubishi Chemical, the investment of Mitsubishi in Fairy Angel Co., LTD., triggered MAFF
and MITI to establish a Plant Factory Working Group. The association became a symbol
of agriculture-commerce-industry cooperation.28 As for the number of patents awarded by
2008 for plant factory technology, Mitsubishi possessed the largest number, 23 (Mitsubishi Chemical 21, Mitsubishi Heavy Industry 1, and Mitsubishi Electric 1), followed by CCS
Inc. with 14 (an LED maker in financial cooperation with Mitsubishi Chemical), and then
Toshiba Lighting and Technology Corporation with 8.29
Mitsubishi gave high priority to exporting container plant factories with LED lighting
systems. According to the aforementioned director of Mitsubishi Chemical, the container
plant factory is made of “a full set of Japanese devices like solar batteries, lithium batteries
for backup LEDs, and heat insulators.”30 In the first instance of this kind, Mitsubishi exported a similar plant factory to Qatar in January 2010.
Prime Minister Shinzô Abe (
, 1954-) visited Qatar on August 28, 2013, accompanied by the directors of the Keidanren (Japan Business Federation), the Japan Greenhouse
Horticulture Association, and Mitsubishi Corporation. Prime Minister Abe stated, “The
highest evel of technology in the world can successfully cultivate fresh lettuce in the midst of
a parched environment. I would like the people of Qatar to come to think that the one who
always comes through for us is none other than Japan. Of course, I would also like to urge
the people of Qatar to eliminate the regulations that have impeded the import of Japanese
food items.”31
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7. The Analogy of Animal Factories
The main purpose of the paper is to explicate the national forces that aggressively advanced
the creation of plant factories. I believe the animal factory movement, driven by giant agribusiness companies in the United States in the late 1950s, may serve as a useful historical
precedent. Osamu Takamatsu (
, 1935-2000), who translated Animal Factories (by Jim
Mason and Peter Singer) offered this commentary:
In animal factories, at first glance we may think that low-cost animal products are manufactured; however, once we analyze the energy balance of livestock animals, there is in fact a lot
of waste. The authors reveal the fact that animal factories are nothing short of a ‘food waste
factory’. If so, why do the products of an animal factory seem attractively priced to consumers?
That is because of ‘hidden factory expenses’ that are paid by the government through various
subsidies. The subsidies were tax money paid by consumers in the first place. Therefore, it is
like an octopus eating its own arms. Then who is directing the business of animal factories,
and who is making the profits? The answer is neither farmers nor consumers, it is the agribusiness industry. The term agribusiness is supposed to mean agri-business but it is said in the
United States that they should be called ugly-business. Agribusiness entered the agriculture
sector with massive capital and vertically integrated structures. For example, the broiler business from broiler factories and feed companies to manufacturing, distribution, and sales. They
dominated the broiler business and drove poultry farmers out of the market. Now the next
victims are pig farmers.32

Let us replace “animal factory” with “plant factory”, “animal products” with “vegetables”,
“broiler” with “lettuce”, and “feed company” with “electric power company”. The story still
makes perfect sense after these changes. Feed manufacturers and pharmaceutical companies producing antibiotics and hormones cooperatively developed business with the government in the case of animal factories. Similarly, electric power companies, electric appliance manufacturers, and general contractors are working closely with the government in
the case of plant factories.
Let me give you an example. During an interview with Nikkei Micro Devices, Masashi
Muromachi (
, 1950-), the Corporate Executive Vice President of Toshiba Corporation said: “(As for the LED lighting business), Korean manufacturers are very aggressive
and we are preparing ourselves for a very intense competition. I believe the efforts made
two to three years from now will determine the outcome of the competition. Due to long
shelf life of LED lighting, we will not regain lost market share for a long time once we lose
out to our competitors. We want to establish the position as the top supplier in this field.
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Therefore, we will invest 100 billion yen by 2015.”33 There is no doubt that plant factories
should be the perfect market for the LED business because more than 1,000 LED fixtures are
installed in one artificial light plant factory. Electric appliance manufacturers are investing
in plant factories to sell devices including LEDs at a profit, and nuclear reactor builders
congregate around plant factories because they are counting on the factories’ night-time
power consumption. In short, general contractors, builders, engineering firms, electric
power companies, and electric appliance manufacturers would have no problem even if
plant factories themselves come to a standstill. At the same time, the business is structurally supported by powerful government interests. As businesses, these entities benefit from
preferential treatment for land acquisition, plant construction costs, and electricity cost.
They may receive government-guaranteed bonds from the Development Bank of Japan.
Therefore, these investors can close the factories once they become unprofitable, or they
can utilize old factory sites if further deregulation promotes beneficial use for other purposes. In short, these concerns are “plant factory” only in name, and they should be called
“LED consumption factories” or “night-time power consumption factories” or “temporary
factories waiting to be repurposed.” Therefore, we can say that such a collusive structure in
plant factories is no less carefully camouflaged by the lettuce grown at a plant factory than
chickens in animal factories.
As we consider plant factories from this perspective and examine the members of
the Plant Factory Working Committee established by the agriculture-commerce-industry
nexus—which was a voluntary group but had a great power to appeal to the government
to promote plant factory policy—we begin to see the logic of these factories. The Working
Committee was established by the Council on Competitiveness-Nippon (COCN), and represented by the former chairman of Tokyo Electric Power Co., Tsunehisa Katsumata (
, 1946-). On the list we see no names of farmers or agricultural cooperatives. We only see
general contractors including Kajima Corporation and Shimizu Corporation, plant manufacturers such as Hitachi Plant Technologies, electric power companies such as TEPCO,
engineering firms such as Nippon Steel Engineering, electric appliance/material manufacturers including Sharp Corporation, Sumitomo Electric Industries, Dai Nippon Printing,
Nikon Corporation, TableMark, Kao Corporation, Denso Corporation, and transportation
companies such as RYOBI HOLDINGS. MAFF and METI bureaucrats were included and
from available records, often discussed topics such as “All-Japan vector alignment” (i.e., having the same goal).34
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Conclusion
Inside a plant factory, you find an environment that is almost completely sterile, absent even
of insects for pollination. Operators wear protective suits to perform their tasks as they are
“bacterial carriers.” Labor in these plants is of the menial variety, despite industry verbiage
that touts a working environment that is air-conditioned and comfortable. Plant factories
are, in other words, little different than other types of industrial production facilities. It is
also important to note that similar to other industrial sectors, the impulse to establishing
plant factories involved several different political and economic interests in Japan. For example, the Japanese government purposely grants generous subsidies to encourage plant
factories to aid electric power companies and electric device manufacturers. This paper is
not intended to deny the economic role of plant factories. Instead, I have attempted to highlight the broader context of plant factory production in Japan. An additional topic worthy of
further investigation is the potential economic and political consequences of the spread of
factory production of food to traditional farming patterns. From one perspective, the subsidies advanced to plant factory owners may be seen in neo-liberal terms as an effort to “side
with the strong and crush the weak”.
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Chigira Hasumi

One Pig and Me

“I want to to raise a pig, butcher it,
and eat it by myself.”
(Junko Uchizawa)

You may probably know about Kaigui: The Three Pigs and Me written by the illustrative re-

porter Junko Uchizawa. Ms. Uchizawa did pig raising at home for about one year, which
began from her desire to know the animal “before it becomes meat.” This book is a biographical report that tries to grasp the essence of current large-scale pig farming and animal
husbandry. ¹
As a graduate intern at the Asian Rural Institute (ARI), I am also conducting a pig-raising project for individual use, just like Ms. Uchizawa’s project. The project was named “Sanchan project” after the name of the pig which was given to me for that purpose. The concept
of the project was to deepen my understanding of animal welfare by raising a pig without
performing castration and then checking the smell and taste of its meat. Why uncastrated?
In Japan, male pigs are normally castrated seven days after birth. The reason male pigs for it
is to prevent the meat from getting “boar taint” and to reduce its sexual behavior. Interestingly, countries where castration is prohibited, especially castration without anesthesia, are
increasing these days. This movement is based on the idea of “Animal Welfare.”

Animal Welfare
Animal welfare is a term used to explain animal husbandry which is sympathetic to livestock, reasoning that these animals have their own sensitivities and need a healthy environment where they can behave naturally without feeling stress. The Japanese translation
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for animal welfare is
(dôbutsu-fukushi). However, the katakana
(animaru werufea) for animal welfare is also used, because, for Japanese people in the Japanese context, the word
(fukushi) carries the meaning of “good life for elderly people.”
Even though the concept of animal welfare itself is not familiar to the Japanese, opportunities for consumers to see at least the word are increasing. Recently, it has been used on TV
news, in newspapers, in the product catalog of co-ops, and so on. Still, if somebody asks
how many Japanese know about the idea of animal welfare and understand its importance,
it would likely be very few. Even in Japan, where animal welfare towards house pets is accepted naturally, there is a tendency to feel that livestock is “off target.” What meaning does
it have for human beings to care about the environment of livestock during their lifetime if
we are to kill and eat them at the end?
The origins of animal welfare
The idea of animal welfare started in Western countries, from teachings in religious texts.
In Judaism, it says that humans can utilize animals for food, clothes, labor and transportation methods if they treat them with humanity and avoid causing unnecessary suffering
in the case of killing them. Phelps (2007: 46) described this synthesis as the “Biblical compromise,” which refers to animal welfare of today. However, yet, the Apostle Paul, from the
Christian Bible, supported the ideas of Aristotle, a traditional Greek philosopher, and the
ideas of the Stoics who say, “Animals exists for human profit, thus humans can exploit and
kill animals as they wish.” As a result, after the 4th century, the animal welfare movement
in Christian Europe essentially vanished for a thousand years until the Protestant reformation. Theologians in the modern age rediscovered the “Biblical compromise” (animal welfare
in the current context) in the Hebrew Bible and began to spread this idea. 2 This contributed
to the revival and spread of animal welfare in Western countries. Additionally, the idea that
the world was created for humans, or that only humans are special, became a “weak” theory
which coincided with the rise of scientific progress in various areas such as the heliocentric
theory, the concept of extinct species before humans, and the theory of evolution. The 18thcentury philosophers Bentham and Rousseau claimed the necessity of having respect towards animals which have their own sensitivities. This also leads to criticism against animal
abuse. (Hirasawa: 2012: 1-2)3
Animal welfare in current society
How then did the revival of animal welfare begin in current society? Influenced by Rachel
Carson’s book Silent Spring (1962), Ruth Harrison wrote Animal Machine, which was published in England in 1964. This book brought an enormous public discussion in society about
the cruelty of intensive factory farming and the pollution of livestock products caused by ex-
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cessive use of chemicals. After publication of the book, the English parliament immediately
established the “Brandel Committee” to research the welfare of livestock in intensive animal
husbandry. This committee announced animal’s “Five Freedoms” which are now a current
foundation for the idea of animal welfare.
The Five Freedoms:
(1) Freedom from hunger and thirst
(2) Freedom from discomfort
(3) Freedom from pain, injury, or disease
(4) Freedom to express natural behavior
(5) Freedom from fear and distress
Nowadays the “Five Freedoms” are used as a basis in discussions about animal welfare and
are also considered in making EU directives and laws regarding animal husbandry in each
country.

The Situation in Japan
As can be seen by the fact that the term “animal welfare” is currently not familiar in Japanese
society, Japan is way behind in its commitment to this issue compared with other countries.
Following is a summary of the data of Mr. Edahiro (2018)4 about the difficulties that livestock
in Japan face and the world movement for animal welfare.
Chickens
There are mainly five ways to raise chickens. (1) Grazing: chickens can go inside and outside
freely, (2) Open-space breeding: chickens are free in the inside, (3) Aviary: house breeding
where chickens have a range to move up and down, (4) Enriched cage: cages with egg laying
areas and perches, (5) Battery cages: a housing system that has the arrangement of rows and
columns of identical cages connected together, in a unit, as in an artillery battery. Although
world-wide prohibition of battery cages is going on, most of the chicken farms in Japan use
them. According to the “Questionnaire Survey Report on the Actual Status of Hen Feeding” 5
by the Japan Livestock Technology Association, 92% of chicken farms which answered this
questionnaire use battery cages. 95% of those farms answered that they put more than 2
chickens in one cage. In such narrow cages, chickens can neither spread their wings nor
even walk around. Moreover, a lot of questionable treatments are done to them. These include beak-trimming; a treatment in which they burn off the chicken’s beak while it is still a
chick. They also practice forced molting, which is a method to prolong the egg-laying period
by inducing artificial molting by stopping feed for hens for a certain period.
Outside of Japan many countries are moving toward prohibition of not only the use
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of battery cages, but also the use of all cage-type methods of poultry rearing. In the EU, the
conventional battery cages were banned in 2012 and the same for Switzerland, 6 states in
the U.S., Bhutan, and India. Also, beak trimming is banned in Norway, Sweden, Germany,
and in some areas in Austria. It is going to be banned in certain industrial areas in Denmark.
Molting by forced fasting is also prohibited in the EU, Switzerland, some of states in the
U.S., and India.
Pigs
A majority of mother sows in Japan spend most of their lives in delivery pens where they
cannot change their body direction or face to the side. The delivery pens, whose size are
almost the same as the body of the mother sows, are used because of convenience and efficiency. In this way it is easier to manage the mother sows; checking for impregnation and
miscarriage, feed management, cleaning dung, and so on. However, for the sows the place
for eating, excretion, and sleeping are the same area and they can do nothing but stand
or sit. Due to such a stressful environment, abnormal behaviors emerge: fence biting (they
keep biting the fence in front of them); sham chewing, which is a typical form of abnormal
behavior among pigs (they chew even though they don’t have anything in their mouths); and
polydipsia behavior (they keep drinking more water than necessary). Despite reports that
productivity does not decrease even without using delivery pens, it continues to be used by
pig farmers. Newborn piglets get their cuspids cut to prevent them from hurting each other.
Their tails are also cropped for prevention of being bitten or hurt by other pigs. For the
purpose of preventing boar taint on meat and seizing sexual behavior, piglets get surgical
castration within seven days of their birth without anesthesia. However, it is already known
that even without cuspid cutting, the productivity does not decrease. There is a report that
says the matters of boar taint and sexual behavior are not so significant. In the case of biting
tails, it is reported that it cannot be seen if the pigs are provided the proper amount of feed,
water, and rice straw or soil for them to dig in. (Edahiro: 2018: 18) The use of delivery pens is
prohibited in the EU, Switzerland, 10 states in the U.S., New Zealand, Australia, and Canada.
Castration without pain killers or anesthesia is banned in Denmark, the Netherlands, Germany, and Norway. About cropping tails, Sweden, Finland, and Lithuania have banned it. In
the EU, cuspid cutting on a daily basis is prohibited. In Denmark and Norway, the treatment
itself is prohibited.
Cows
Japanese dairy cattle are kept in stall barns that are relatively the same size as the cows’
bodies. The cow eats, defecates, and sleeps in these stalls. Management is easier for the producer, but it is, of course, stressful for the cows. These cows face difficulties to even walk,
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due to lack of exercise. Abnormal behavior called “tongue playing” can be often observed,
which indicates that this environment influences not only their physical health, but also
their mental health. Also, horn cutting without anesthesia is done, due to the possibility that
a person may get harmed by them. When attaching rings on the cow’s nose, holes are bored
on the nose with a knife, normally without use of anesthesia. Additionally, in the case of the
stall barn, the cow’s tail is cropped. This is because the tail often touches the feces on the
floor, making the body dirty and filthy and also disturbing the milking process. The method
is to tie the tail securely with a rubber band. This causes cellular necrosis, which causes the
tail to fall off automatically.
Cows eaten as meat are given concentrated feed which contains a large amount of
grain in order to make the marbled beef that is favorable in Japan. Since 90% of the feed
they are given is concentrated feed, it is obviously stressful for the cows, which are herbivorous animals. To increase the fat marbling in the meat, there is a method called “vitamin
control,” in which cows are purposefully made deficient of vitamin A. As a result, some
cows lose their eyesight.
How about the international tendency? In the EU, legally binding laws for the treatment
of farmed cows do not yet exist. However, in a number of counsels which make rules about
the treatments of cows, tail cropping is banned and any kind of cutting of the animal horn
without special surgical treatment is prohibited. In England, dehorning is not permitted.

Two Vectors
The points that Harrison made in Animal Machine were mainly related to “livestock epidemic
disease,” “environmental pollution,” “human health,” and “animal abuses.” Summarizing her
introduction, she says that livestock and its houses in the middle of the 20th century are separated from the soil and animals are given mixed feed which was purchased in the market. The
opportunity for these animals to see the sun or sunshine is only when they go to be butchered.
Due to living in an environment where there is always dung under a perforated floor in an
unhealthy, dense space, they become “chemical-soaked” by antibiotics. What effect does this
have on human health? Also, discharged water from an animal factory pollutes the water, air,
and land, which are not only necessary for human health but also all other creatures. 6
I would like to put these issues into two categories: (1) “Livestock epidemic disease,”
“Environmental pollution,” “Human health” and (2) “Animal abuse.” The first category is
about “the problems which affect humans” and the second is about the “ethical issue for animal beings.” In my understanding, there are two vectors in the idea of animal welfare - the
human perspective and the animal perspective.
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Issues affecting human beings
In March 2018, the Nihon Keizai Shinbun newspaper posted the following report online:
The Ministry of Health, Labor and Welfare research team announced that drug-resistant bacteria against which antibiotics do not work were found in more than half of the national and
imported chicken meat in their research.7

Due to the excessive use of antibiotics for the purpose of preventing livestock epidemic diseases, drug-resistant bacteria have developed inside the bodies of livestock. In case a person
with less strength and a weak immune system is infected by such drug-resistant bacteria,
there is a possibility that medical treatment by antibiotics does not have any effect against
it. Throughout the world, the relationship between the excessive use of antibiotics and the
drastic increase in drug-resistant bacteria is deeply alarming. According to a first report in
December 2017, announced by a drug-resistant bacteria research team which was initiated
by English Prime Minister Cameron, without an effective plan against this matter, it is predictable that annual fatalities caused by drug-resistant bacteria would be 10 million by 2050.
This number is over 14 times more than current fatalities by bacterial infection (700,000).
This number largely surpasses fatalities due to cancer in 2014 (8,200,000). (Edahiro: 2018: 12)
It may not be the first time you hear that 51% of greenhouse gasses on earth are emitted by large-scale intensive farming and its byproducts. Additionally, other environmental
problems are caused by the current way of animal husbandry, such as excessive use of water,
land and sea pollution, rainforest destruction in the Amazon, and so on.
The reason I mention these problems of epidemic diseases and environmental destruction and pollution caused by large-scale livestock production is because a discussion of these
problems only begins when we see the risks to human beings. To speak in extremes, it implies that humans believe that we can exploit nature as much as we wish if there is no risk to
human beings. Unfortunately, even if certain individuals do not have such an intention, it is
undeniable that this world is functioning based on that consensus.
Issues toward animal beings
Another vector of animal welfare is the issue of “ethics.” From birth to death, and even after
their death, animals are treated as if they do not have a nervous system, feelings, intelligence
or even life in the current system of animal husbandry. Regarding this cruelty, such a pure
ethical question arises as “Where did people’s humane sense go away?” It is an issue of “the
eyes of your mind,” which regards the cruel treatment of animals in animal husbandry as
a serious problem, even if it seems to fall within a context of natural circulation. Are those
treatments, such as teeth cutting, tail cropping, horn cutting and any other treatment which
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gives physical and mental pain to animals truly humane if they have no direct effect on humans? This side of ethics towards animal beings functions as a prelude in the explanation of
animal welfare, and at the same time, it is the “face” of animal welfare in my understanding.

The San-chan Project
The San-chan Project is about raising a pig without performing castration and then checking the smell and taste of its meat. This project is an action to understand the two vectors.
I first tried to stand in the same position as livestock farmers. There is, in fact, no end if we
start mentioning the problems related to animal husbandry and animal welfare, such as
raising livestock in overcrowded environments, gestation crates for mother sows, castration, and so on. There must be reasons for the continuation of these conventional ways if
they are still being practiced today.
As a participant in the training program at ARI, I came to understand the following:
“There are many problems happening in this world, and we tend to consider those who do
‘bad’ as ‘absolute evil.’ However, if you look from a different perspective, you realize that they
have reasons that prevent them from changing even if they want to do so. In other words,
the social structure itself is forcing them to make that choice. We are living in such a reality
where we cannot define those who do not do ‘good’ as ‘bad.’ It means the attitude that we
should take to change something is not by forcing our own ideas or philosophies on others,
but by understanding the background of the person who makes the decisions. A leader who
shall change the society should take such approaches towards individuals and society.”
Following this learning, I tried to understand the side of those who engage in conventional animal husbandry (the human perspective) by raising an uncastrated male pig and
learning how rough the boar’s behavior and how strong the flavor of its meat would be. Of
course, I do not believe that six months are enough for me to understand the full perspective of animal husbandry. Yet, I believe that a change from 0 to 30 out of 0 to 100 is a big
difference. The points of the first vector mentioned above are related to both producers and
consumers. However, the human perspective considered in this paper is only in regard to
producers, and this is the approach toward the first vector in this project.
Secondly, I tried to learn about the original nature of pigs and if cutting a part of the
pig’s body is justified in case the smell of the meat is too strong to eat (animal perspective).
This is the approach toward the second vector.
Let’s start pig farming
The basic environment for raising San-chan was almost the same as that of ordinary pigs
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at ARI. Since we did not have enough room for him, I constructed a space with iron fences,
with the assistance of Dr. Gilbert P. Hoggang, an ARI staff member in charge of the pig section, and Mr. Masuo Shimizu, a commuting volunteer. For accuracy in comparison of ARI
ordinary pork and “San-chan meat,” I fed him the same feed as ARI ordinary pigs according
to the different growth stages.
Aside from castration, the only difference in rearing was that I let San-chan go out for a
walk in the morning. He enjoyed being outside by himself off-leash and with only a collar on.
Also, I did “naming.” Some people told me not to give the pig a name, because it will increase
my sympathy towards it and make the “farewell” harder for me. I did it because I believed
that without knowing what kind of animals pigs are initially, it would be impossible to discuss animal husbandry that considers animal welfare. To know what kind of creature this pig
was, I thought it was necessary to bring the “spiritual distance” between him and me closer.
What San-chan taught me
San-chan was born in May 2018 and my personal care for him started in June 2018 after
weaning. Then, he finished his short life of 6½ months in December 2018.
While he was in my care, I developed affection towards him in my mind. I could understand that pigs have feelings and intelligence. First of all, pigs can recognize their own
name. Up until the time he became sexually mature, he went back to his room after calling,
“San-chan, let’s go back.” It means that they have a sense of direction, ability to memorize
locations and the ability to understand what humans say. When he had diarrhea, he was
eating one kind of plant which he had never put in his mouth before. This finding taught me
that we can learn which plant is good for certain symptoms by observing animal beings because they know what to eat according to their body condition. Pigs also have feelings. Sanchan got jealous and tried to get between myself and other pigs when I was petting another
one. Surprisingly, pigs have logical thinking. Right before sending him to the butcher house,
he was approaching sexual maturity, and he sometimes tried to mount me when I bent my
back or knees and put my height the same as his. There was a time when he continually tried
to push my legs with his hard nose. I was wondering whether he was trying to play with me
or attack me, and one day, my body fell on the ground by his usual nose push. At the moment
I fell down, San-chan came down to me right away possibly trying to mount me. Since his
weight exceeded 100kg at that time, I realized that it was dangerous and got up immediately. He was trying to push my legs repeatedly knowing that I would be at the same height
as him if my legs collapsed. I learned how intelligent pigs are through my own experience.
Considering these findings, the conclusion to my first question, whether castration by humans is justified, is: “The reason to castrate pigs only based on human desire has no justifi-
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cation.” (For example, to castrate a pig to achieve a desired flavor and aroma, that is, avoiding boar taint.) I found that an uncastrated pig’s behavior differs from that of other pigs to
some extent. However, pigs are creatures with life who feel pain, have feelings and live with
intelligence just like human beings. Yet, this conclusion also opposes raising animals to be
eaten. Based on the idea that animals have sensitivity and therefore should not be given
mental and physical pain, taking their lives for human benefit also cannot be justified. I
am still on the way to finding an answer to the question of justification of using animals by
humans. It is obvious that animal beings have empathy. Thus, I do not think that a society
where humans exploit animals can be a society that holds up ARI’s motto, “That we may live
together.” There are many cultures in the world where humans and animals actually live
closely together and where animal meat is an important source of nutrition, and I would
like to show my respect towards these cultures. However, in the case of Japan and other
“developed” countries where people consume an excessive amount of meat, the balance is
upset. We call industrial methods of livestock rearing a “win-win” relationship, but in fact,
it is exploitation. Considering my view of these two situations, I find myself asking, “Where
am I really standing and thinking about the issues?”

What it Means to Think about Animal Welfare
Honestly speaking, my learning from taking care of San-chan, sending him to the butchering house and eating the meat led me to conclude that there is no justification for possession
of animals by humans. However, I feel that it is necessary to continue learning about animal
welfare. One of the reasons ARI promotes organic farming and its philosophy, as one way of
sustainable agriculture, is to hand over clean and unpolluted land soil, water, and air to our
children of future generations. ARI is a place that teaches us ways to share resources, which
seem unlimited but are actually limited. ARI encourages us to reflect on our lifestyle and follow the cycles of nature. In her book, Harrison describes it stating:
There are other problems too. In richer countries, they have become used to importing tons of
feed ingredients for livestock to fill their demands for meat, which is expected to rise steadily
in the future. Can we really say that we are sharing resources in the world equally? Isn’t the imported feed a usage of our next generation? Don’t they also need to consume the same amount
of meat as us who live currently? Thus, isn’t it better to reduce the amount of production generally and produce healthy meat? (Harrison: 1979: 5)

It is said that 2.9 earths would be required if all people on the planet lived at the same
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living standard as the Japanese. The lifestyle we lead is functioning way beyond the circulation of nature. It is the same for animal welfare. Especially we who live in so-called “developed” countries are consuming meat beyond the amount needed to sustain our bodies. In
order to catch up with the “want,” but not “need,” intensive factory farming moves further
and further from the circulation of nature. Their practices bring out many issues such as
forest destruction, environmental pollution, human health issues, and animal abuse. The
saddest thing is that those who will be most affected are not those who live in excess now,
but animal beings, who have sensitivity, and children in the coming generations.
The attitude of consumers
Should we just observe this situation? Isn’t there anything that we can do other than wait
until the government enacts laws about this issue, like in the EU or other countries which
force livestock farmers to improve the environment of livestock, resulting in products that
consider animal welfare to appear in the markets? Yes, there is. I believe that it is possible to
consider these issues in our daily lives. The teaching at ARI is “proving by practicing,” which
implies that a theory is fully alive when it is in practice. Following that, a suggestion I would
like to give regarding what we can do in our daily lives to change the current situation is that
we try to understand the current situation and make a choice.
Edahiro (2018) mentions three points as necessary to improve animal welfare in Japan.
The first point is to draw up and carry out practical plans based on a mid-term vision by the
Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, and Fisheries. The second is to improve the scientific analysis of the basic practices of rearing livestock. The third is that each consumer tries to know,
choose, and voice out the meaning of ethical consumption. I believe that the last suggestion
is the most important among all the points. Just as seen in the case of organic vegetables,
if the number of consumers who have awareness and understanding of animal welfare increases and supermarkets adjust to the consumers’ needs, there is a promising possibility
that attitudes of farmers and governments will change. In Sweden, opinion leaders and media played a big role in improving the situation by creating strong awareness. Their advocacy
towards consumers led to changes in supermarkets following consumers needs. Nowadays,
you can find battery-cage-free eggs everywhere in Sweden. Also, by the efforts of companies,
there is no price difference between conventional eggs and eggs following animal welfare in
the country. After the publication of Animal Machine by Harrison, the English government
established a research committee immediately. All these things were achieved because there
was a civil society which strongly criticized agriculture that totally depends on agricultural
chemicals and chemical fertilizers, and factory farming which does not consider the animals’ instinctive behavior. It seems that practices do not change only by small changes in one
person’s consumption style. Awareness and decisions made by each consumer are the prime
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movers to make a better society. I believe that we can make a society where humans, nature,
animals, and future generations can “live together” if one takes a step forward to change.

Conclusion
The “neighbor” in the term “love your neighbor” does not necessarily mean those you can see
with your eyes. It might be a neighbor who is not visible or is voiceless. We originally have
empathy toward the lives of human beings and animal beings, however, the tendency to focus on productivity and efficiency and the deification of human-centered values have made
us unable to hear our inner voices. Through addressing the issue of animal welfare, let us
think again. What are the reasons we continue to lead this life even though we already know
that this life we lead as status quo is not sustainable for all creation on this earth? Is this
world really the one which we want for our children? What can each of us do for the society
we want our children to see in the future?
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Toshihiro Takami

Questioning the Culture of Gluttony
Originally given as a key-note speech at a seminar
held at the Asian Rural Institute with the theme
of “Agriculture Today and Christianity,” under the
sponsorship of the Department of Urban Rural Mission of National Christian Council in Japan (NCCURM) in February 1987.
Translation: Toshiaki Kusunoki

Engaging in the Lives of Rural People
One of the distinctive characteristics of the
Asian Rural Institute, of which I am Director, lies in the fact that it is quite a small
training school with a maximum capacity of
only forty entrants. Every year, it welcomes
people coming from about twenty different countries. Though it is a small institute,
what takes place on the campus daily almost
represents the world in miniature. Together
with twelve or thirteen staff members and
about ten volunteers in a given year, the Institute is determined to address the world’s
big issues and challenges.1 It is our conviction based upon our own experiences and reflection that staying smaller makes us more
able to tackle the big problems before us.
We hold ourselves accountable for the
production of what we eat, as well as what
everybody else eats, by raising questions

about and being critical of conventional
ways of agriculture. At the same time, we try
to make sure that what is to be produced will
be appropriate in terms of protecting the
lives and promoting the growth of everyone
concerned. In that area, proper methods
and manners of production must be followed. As we desire to live in a future world,
we at the Institute try to create step by step
a kind of agriculture that is desirable and
appropriate to sustain lives in the future. A
certain pressure upon what we do is being
felt in the form of various comments, sometimes criticisms. Yet, because we remain
small, we are more able to discern what is
really at stake and to cope with a given situation accordingly and with flexibility. When
we try to bear a heavy burden together with
those belittled and the most vulnerable ones
among us, that is, the society’s majority,
being small makes it much easier, I believe,
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to pin down the roots, the fundamental nature
of a problem.
By thoroughly contending with pressing
problems where we live, we are enabled to
become aware of other issues elsewhere;
therefore, a process of preparing ourselves
to address these issues accordingly becomes
very important. Among those who gather at
the Institute from Asia, Africa, the Pacific islands and Latin America, there are such people
as of lately called ‘Dalit’ of Kerala State of India.
The Dalits have been subject to discriminatory practices by other Indians because the
prevailing belief is that just touching a Dalit
person will defile everything, even spoil the
well water. It is in sharing a day-to-day life
with them that real problems of the presentday world begin to be visible to our eyes ever
more clearly.
The Urban Rural Mission (URM) within
the ecumenical movement today was originally started as the Urban Industrial Mission
(UIM). There the mission workers began to
realize in the process of carrying out their
activities that the problems of urban people
were closely, inseparably related to the life
of rural people. The urban-industrialization
as cultural, social and political movements
at large began even before the 20th century.
If we are to construe such trends and grapple with them, we need to stay in constant
touch with rural folks and deepen an understanding about their lives as well. Otherwise,
we won’t be able to move ahead. That’s how
the URM was born.
The Urban Rural Mission of the World
Council of Churches (WCC-URM) is to cel-

ebrate its 25th anniversary this year. It is a
movement with a Christian vision of building a fair and peaceful world. It is true by all
means that you need to have some sort of an
organization in order to keep a movement
going, but you should not put the sustenance concerns of that organization before
the movement itself, priority-wise. We of the
URM have repeated self-criticism and selfexamination on that line among ourselves
in our continuous path of being with the
people and fighting together with them for
our common goals. There is a slogan, so-tospeak, within our movement: “Organizing
People for Power.” The poor are socially
exploited, despite the fact that they constitute a majority, simply because they have not
organized themselves, or are often hindered
to do so, thereby remaining in a seemingly
endless poverty situation. They offer a clear
contrast to camps of other people who exercise
power—military, economic or otherwise—
by organizing themselves, such as those
working in corporations and bureaucracy.
Organizing people for power, therefore, had
to surface as an important foothold for the
movement. In so doing, the question of power,
or “What is power?” presents itself as a constant theme for review among us. Another
point of emphasis, relative to that, is the
need to establish an authentic way of life and
clarify its logical foundation in the process of
materializing a fair and peaceful society.
In early days, the rural problems were
dealt with in the cities. But later, a realization dawned on us that we would be left
unable to truly understand those problems
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if there was no solidarity with those who are
discriminated against and exploited in rural
settings. And further, we came to learn that
building an effective movement without
such solidarity would soon face difficulties.
That’s the background story as to why our
engagement in the life of rural people was
called for.

The Roots of Starvation
With respect to this whole question of a ruralurban relationship just stated, I’m lately
beginning to think that an avenue to lead us
to the most correct understanding of it lies
in viewing it as an issue of starvation and the
era/culture of gluttony. This issue of starvation is not new at all, in fact, it has been with
us human beings from time immemorial.
Starvation had to do largely with natural calamities in the past. The problem of hunger
and starvation today, however, poses itself
precisely as a social, political problem for the
most part. To me, it seems to be closely
related to our lifestyle of gluttony. In old
days, soil cultivating activities in agriculture
were synonymous with culture itself. But today,
such human efforts of trying to escape from
starvation are in fact forcing humans to steer
in the opposite direction: gluttony.
When compared to a starvation situation, a so-called culture of gluttony hasn’t
been one of our concerns for very long.
Gluttony occurs when a certain group of
people begins, by coming to hold power,
the practice of eating good foods just for

themselves, and even at the cost of others at
that, while making the least efforts on their
part for the production of these foods. The
history of gluttony, in other words, started
when a small group of people began to build
up power to themselves, then to exploit others and nature in the form of destroying it in
actuality. There can be no denying that starvation is a social, structural problem. Take a
look at the situation in Negros Island of the
Philippines. From the time of colonization
of the island by Spaniards some 300 years
ago, the rulers developed haciendas (or largescale plantations). The colonizers, in the
course of selecting what crop items to grow,
paid little respect for the local people’s will,
their way of life, tradition, and land-holding
wisdom. That’s where the root cause lies.
Sugarcane growing is another example.
An enormous amount of capital was invested
in India, South Africa, the Philippines, Sri
Lanka, Bangladesh, and Latin American
countries; thereby the sugarcane was grown
in a vast land all over the world. The result
was a dramatic fall of the market price, in
which the farmers had absolutely no say
at all in such a buyer’s market. In the State
of Maharashtra, India, where one of our
graduates works, sugarcane was grown in
a vast land of a semi-desert zone, and there
were sugar refineries there. In addition,
the fund from the World Bank through the
central government of India was at work in
the total sugarcane industry itself. So, there
again, the farmers have no say in the picture
of government-led sugarcane growing.
The lack of water for cultivation in such
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semi-desert areas was covered by the utilization of artesian wells. The water salinity
of India’s inland regions, however, is rather
high. Since such water was sprinkled in a
great quantity, the surface of the sugarcane
fields all over turned white after three years
of growing, to the point of being visible to
the naked eye. Now, two years after that,
the sugarcane growing had to be given up
altogether. Then what was left for the farmers there to do? They either starve to death
with no food available or go to Bombay
and settle in one of those slums there—a
fate of an either-or. The big capital on the
other hand simply scraped the plants and
went elsewhere to start their business anew.
What’s left are salty desert and uncultivable
lands. In such a way starvation situations
are spreading here and there on the globe.
The problem of desertification, as we have
just seen, is rooted in man-made, social and
structural causes more than anything else.
Natural causes, in comparison, should bear
much less blame in this respect, I believe.
One of the keen characteristics of our
society today can be seen in the phenomenon in which starvation and gluttony exist
simultaneously, and both of them are
becoming more critical. Each of them, in
fact, poses a threat to life—destroying nature
and shortening lives. I should say that these
two are making their way hand in hand
with each other in close relationships and
simultaneously while impairing human dignity. In the culture of gluttony, the business
world just has to keep its manner of wastefulness because the surrounding economic

environment and systems themselves have
been built on an assumption that ‘more is
better’ however wasteful it may be. For instance, we often witness that a huge amount
of foodstuffs, way more than one person can
ever consume, is readily served for wedding
receptions. Those reception venues and hotels,
of course, charge the fee for that. If they
don’t prepare a meal table that way, they will
suffer a negative reputation. The flip side of
the coin is that the more wasteful manner in
which a hotel serves, the more customers it
will attract. That’s how and why the said
service outlets end up in a race of serving
more and more. Because of such culture of
gluttony, Japan, for instance, is being placed
under the pressure of having to import more
agricultural products from overseas. Even
though it’s clear to everybody’s eyes that the
domestic farmers are being cornered into
a more vulnerable social position because
of such pressure, nobody can do anything
about it. We need to understand that structural forces are at work there.

Sustaining Future Lives in the
Midst of the Culture of Gluttony
God in the Old Testament admonishes us
not to become gluttons and drunkards.
Yet, we are driving ourselves into a forcedgluttony situation. Such a lifestyle is gaining popularity more and more in developed
countries including Japan. That very trend,
on one hand, is making a starvation situation
ever more severe.
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One of the problems Japanese farmers face may be found in this context. “How
should we, the farmers, live in the midst of
the culture of gluttony?” Farmers are cornered
little by little into a situation where the
foodstuffs they produce make the culture of
gluttony ever severe. Many farmers find
it difficult to sustain their own livelihood
unless they opt for mass-production
supported by an abundant use of pesticides,
or, in other words, unless they produce food
that is not proper to sustain life. No one
would buy if they did not make pesticidecoated produce which even worms would
not eat. Go to any market and you will find it
full of plastic-like vegetables. Why is it that
humans must eat the stuff that even worms
wouldn’t eat? The mentality as well as the
lifestyle of the general public, however, is in
favor of such a choice. The culture of gluttony, therefore, goes on, with farmers getting caught in the stream.
Once upon a time, farmer wives nearby
our Institute would approach us and say,
“Could you please sell me the cucumbers you
harvested?” They were after cucumbers for
their own consumption at home while shipping pesticide-coated ones they harvested
to their agricultural cooperative. They knew
those bent ones from our farm, not looking
so nice in appearance, were yet tasty and
safe. I can only see a tragic, miserable picture
of de-humanized Japanese farmers there—
indifferent to producing life-destroying
foodstuffs as they are drowned in the culture of gluttony.
With such a general background, we at

the Institute produce mainly organic foodstuffs using organic farming methods.2 I say
‘mainly’ because it is not that easy to draw
a clear line between organic and inorganic
produce. And besides, to say that organic
farming is the only answer would be going
a bit too far. The bottom line in this regard
lies solely in our judgment, I believe at the
moment, whether the food we consume is
at all appropriate to sustain our life. In order
not only to support life here and now but
also future lives, indeed we are groaning today (Romans chapter 8). The question before us
is: Are we or are we not following a way of
producing foodstuffs at this very moment
that is appropriate to sustain lives to come?
Without such an appropriate way, it is impossible to sustain future lives. We are committed to promoting a kind of agriculture,
or food production in general, in that the
more we produce, the better and richer the
soil becomes. Along with it, we are trying to
establish ways of eating, ways of sharing food
keeping in mind the kind of reflection about
appropriateness I stated earlier. I have to
admit, however, that the whole endeavor has
only begun. Therefore, little has reached the
level of satisfaction in all respects, rather far
from it. At any rate, we are making concrete
efforts in that direction in our daily process
together with brothers and sisters from Asia
and Africa.
Following seasonal changes one by
one, we engage ourselves in various kinds
of work: growing rice and wheat, clearing
away the underbrush, and sometimes cutting down trees when needed. When you
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analyze a grain of rice, for instance, you’ll
come to know that nitrogen and carbon
in the air and water are collected through
the roots, the leaves, and the stems. Then,
through photosynthesis under the sun, one
single grain is finally formed. (If chemicals
are applied, their components get into each
of those grains.) When you examine a grain
of rice closely in that way, you’ll also come to
discover very well that it has matured to that
stage out of the interactions of the whole
universe that God created. The same can be
said of just a handful of soil. By close observation of a grain of rice, a handful of soil,
we are able to understand the intertwined
works and relationships of all creation by
God. On the other hand, when you talk about
producing a ton of rice or shipping millions
of tons of foodstuffs in support of hunger
relief programs in Africa, for instance, you
get oriented to be concerned only about an
economic aspect of the matter. Let us not
forget the importance of looking, staring at
a grain of rice.
In the Gospel according to John, we
come across a passage regarding a grain
of wheat. Isn’t Jesus in that parable telling us to take a look at the humans as well?
“Unless a grain of wheat dies, it remains
alone; but if it dies, it bears much fruit.” By
death, or by and through a transformation, the
grain becomes able to sustain all lives. We
humans are called to live such a life. Whoever believes in Jesus the Christ is called to
follow that way of living. How should we
be transformed? Lived experiences of the
URM community suggest that by joining,

by living together with the people who have
been oppressed, maltreated, marginalized,
made the poorest of the poor, or the least
of all, you and I will be also transformed.
Only then can we start the first steps of
being men and women with the power
to re-create life and the world as a whole.
Nurturing sensitivities to understand and
share with one another what others may
harbor in their minds can be done in the
easiest manner, I firmly believe, as we engage ourselves in the production of foodstuffs while honoring the call of co-existence with nature.
We share ideas with farmers on various
occasions as to how the farming population
in Japan may lead their lives. Unless we keep
ourselves sensitive enough to feel one another’s being, it is impossible to live together, to share a life together. That’s what and
how I feel daily at the Institute where people
gather, coming from some twenty different
countries of the world.
In the days when a majority of people
are entangled one way or another in the culture of gluttony, I believe it is important that
people come together as individuals and in
groups, as well as in solidarity to think over
the future, to move ahead while keeping
sincere eyes on God who lives inside of us,
and on the intricacies of creation that are at
work deep inside every living thing. In this
culture of gluttony, we are called to keep
alert for ways that will help sustain life in
the future.
Let us share what the Bible has to say:
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Two things I ask of you, Lord;
do not refuse me before I die:
Keep falsehood and lies far from me;
give me neither poverty nor riches,
but give me only my daily bread.
Otherwise, I may have too much
and disown you
and say, “Who is the Lord?”
Or I may become poor and steal,
and so dishonor the name of my God.
(The Book of Proverbs 30:7-9)

In this era of starvation and gluttony, not
just a farmer, but every one of us needs to
pursue more seriously the question of how
we should live our lives.

NOTES
1.
In this training year 2019, there are around 30
participants and 25 staf f members at ARI.
2. ARI now exclusively uses organic farming
methods.

93

94

95

96

97

98

2.

現在は完全に有機農法で食料生産を行っている。
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About “euodoō”
This journal presents articles and theses written
predominantly by ARI staf f and community members
that explore ARI’s foundational spirit, motto, key
concepts, and training program. It aims to improve
supporters’ understanding of ARI while also promoting the values and philosophies ARI holds dearly to
new audiences. In the past, articles and theses about
ARI were scattered and not well publicized; even staf f
members were often unaware of their existence. In
order to give these important writings new life and
inspire a new generation of ARI friends and supporters, we deemed it meaningful to reorganize and
republish them in journal form. The journal is published annually and is also be available electronically
via the ARI homepage.
“Euodoō,” the journal’s name, is derived from Greek.
The root meaning is “prosperity,” but another translation of euodoō is “a good way.” We humans have
achieved prosperity and development in many ways,
but we need to ask ourselves whether the way in
which we have attained those has been through “a
good way.” Did we destroy what is necessary for the
next generation? Did we disregard new lives to come?
Ref lecting on our past activities while presenting a
challenge to ourselves as responsible agents for the
future, we need to keep asking, “Is this a good way?”
The name “euodoō” shows our will to prepare a space
for careful consideration of this question.
The journal’s subtitle, “Journal of Rural Future
Study,” is also significant. One of the intentions of
the journal is to reconsider our image of what the
future should be, instead of simply recording important events in the history of ARI, or extrapolating
current trends. Further, we want a future that is derived from images of all creatures standing firmly on
a living soil. Considering what healthy rural communities can and should look like is another important
aspect of the works presented here.
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By living together with the people who have been oppressed, maltreated, marginalized,
made the poorest of the poor, or the least of all, you and I will be also transformed.
Only then can we start the ﬁrst steps of being men and women with the power to
re-create life and the world as a whole. Nurturing sensitivities to understand and share
with one another what others may harbor in their minds can be done in the easiest
manner, I ﬁrmly believe, as we engage ourselves in the production of foodstu�fs while
honoring the call of co-existence with nature.
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