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Foreword to Painless Civilization 1

This is the English translation of Chapter One of Mutsu
Bunmei Ron, which was published in Japanese in 2003. Since
this book’s publication I have received many requests for an
English translation from people around the world. I decided
to begin by publishing this first chapter under the title
Painless Civilization 1 and make it available to readers who
have a keen interest in this topic.

The original text of this chapter was written in 1998,
more than twenty years ago, but I believe what I argued there
is becoming increasingly important today. Painless
civilization is a pathology of contemporary society. We will be
pulled much deeper into a painless stream in the future. What
is needed is the wisdom to see through the fundamental
structure of our painless civilization and its relationship with
the meaning of life.
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Preface

Modern society seems on the verge of being swallowed
up by the pathology of “painless civilization.” I have written
this book for people who, in the midst of anxiety studded with
pleasure, joyless repetition, and a maze from which they
cannot escape no matter how far they walk, nevertheless
retain in some corner of their hearts a desire to live life fully
and without regrets.

Chapters One through Six are the result of extensively
rewriting a series of articles, originally published between
1998 and 2000, that elicited a strong response among readers
with an interest in contemporary thought.

Chapters Seven and Eight, in which conclusions are
drawn on the basis of the earlier chapters, were written for
this book. In Chapter Eight the secret of “painless civilization”
is at last revealed.

When we feel a vague anxiety, like being bound in
gossamer cords, in the midst of modern society, we are
perhaps intuitively sensing the existence of “painless
civilization.” This book is an attempt to give words to this
feeling that the reader has, I am sure, already experienced at
least once in their life.






Chapter One

What Is “Painless Civilization”?

1. Painless Civilization

Living in a civilization without suffering or hardship may
seem like humanity’s ideal state of being. But in a society
packed with pleasure and surrounded by systems to keep
away suffering, will people not on the contrary lose sight of joy
and forget the meaning of life?

The phrase “painless civilization” first came to me when
I was listening to a nurse talk about her job. At the time she
was working at one of the biggest hospitals in Japan.

One day an elderly female patient was brought into this
nurse’s intensive care unit. Her brain had been damaged. She
was attached to a monitor, given nutrients and medicine
through an intravenous drip, and carefully looked after in a
temperature-controlled room. She entered a stable state in
which her symptoms did not get any worse. But the nurse said
that while caring for this patient she began to feel something
indescribable. While giving her patient a sponge bath or
repositioning her body, the nurse began to wonder, “What
exactly am I doing?”

The patient had no lucid awareness, but it wasn’t as
though she were dead; her state was one of “sleeping
peacefully.” She was receiving appropriate treatment and care,
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so she seemed perfectly happy, resting peacefully in an
endless slumber. It was unlikely that she would ever again
open her eyes and wake up. She would presumably just go on
sleeping pleasantly in her temperature-controlled room, her
body sustained by intravenously administered nutrients and
medicine and kept clean by the careful ministrations of the
nurses.

A human being who sleeps with a peaceful expression,
her body enveloped in a perfectly controlled environment. She
need neither work nor study. There is nothing for her to worry
about. She is untroubled by the tiresome task of looking after
herself. She has neither pain, nor worry, nor fear. Protected
from all of these things, she need only go on existing in the
midst of a pleasant, comfortable sleep.

The nurse said, “In the end, isn’t this the form of human
existence modern civilization is trying to create?”

Is modern civilization not indeed an attempt to create
this kind of person sleeping soundly in an intensive care unit
on a society-wide scale? Are people who seem to be working
vigorously and happily enjoying themselves not in fact
soundly asleep somewhere in the depths of their being? And
are such people not being systematically created within the
intensive care units we call “cities”? If so, who was it that laid
this kind of trap? Why has civilization proceeded in this
direction?

2. The “Self-Domestication” of Humanity

While it may be a bit of a digression, in order to better
grasp the nature of “painless civilization” I will begin by
considering the relationship between human beings and
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domestication. I do so because the closest thing to a person in
an intensive care unit is in fact a domesticated animal in a
“domesticated animal factory.” Picture a chicken shut in a
small cage, whose life is nothing more than eating and
sleeping; the light and temperature around it are artificially
controlled, and it is brought all the food it needs on a conveyor
belt.

Have human beings not indeed come to treat themselves
the way they do domestic animals, and to call this
“civilization”?

This process has been referred to as “self-domestication,”
an expression of the idea that human beings are making
themselves into domesticated animals. The term was first
coined in the 1930s by Egon von Eickstedt, who believed that
by living in artificial environments human beings were
consigning themselves to the state of a domesticated animal.
As evidence of this he pointed to the fact that precisely the
same sorts of changes were now occurring in the shape of the
human body that had previously occurred in domesticated
animals. This approach was later taken up by others such as
Konrad Lorenz and Hideo Obara.

In order to think deeply about painless civilization, we
must first examine the theory of self-domestication developed
by such thinkers. I would like to briefly survey this approach
while drawing on the writings of Hideo Obara, who developed
the theory of self-domestication in his own idiosyncratic
direction.! I will then return to questions of human beings and

1 Obara, Hideo. Modern People Who Become Pets, NHK Books, 1995 (//\Ji{
FHET~> M358 A INHK 7'+27 2); Can Education Create Human
Beings?, Nobunkyo, 1989 ([ & 13 A& 1ENDH 1 H); The Theory of
Self-Domestication, Gunyosha, 1984 ([ 2 C.5 & bam JRE F4L).



modern society.

Human beings first tamed and domesticated wild sheep
and goats around seven thousand years ago. Putting sheep
and goats to pasture is quite different from keeping chickens
in cages, but Obara lays out the defining characteristics he
sees in both types of domestication as follows.

First, domesticated animals are placed in an artificial
environment. These animals live out their lives within a space
that is to a greater or lesser extent controlled by human beings.
They are not allowed to step outside of the systems put in
place by their human keepers.

Second, food is automatically provided. Domesticated
animals need not look for food, because their keepers bring it
to them. There is no need for these animals to make use of
their own ability to find food.

Third, domesticated animals are removed from natural
threats. They are protected from things such as attack by their
natural enemies, drought, and fluctuations in the climate. The
death of a domesticated animal is a great loss for the people
who keep them, so human beings try to protect them as much
as possible. Various techniques have been devised with this
end in mind.

Fourth, the breeding of domesticated animals is
controlled. Human beings artificially pair males and females
to produce offspring, and the number and space between
births of these offspring are controlled to suit human interests.
This control over breeding can be described as the essence of
domestication.?

2 Yutaka Tani has convincingly argued that it was interventions in breeding
and suckling that gave rise to domestication. See God, Man, and
Domesticated Animals, Heibonsha, 1997 (&R Z&[#i1+ A « &5 I FLAL).
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Fifth, breeds of domesticated animals are improved by
human beings. For example, wild wolves were domesticated
by human beings and became dogs. Wolves were remade as a
new species that is easily trained to obey human beings. It is
the fate of domesticated animals to be constantly transformed
into animals more useful to their human keepers.

Sixth, when an animal is domesticated the shape of its
body changes. The domesticated version of a boar is a pig, for
example, and the shape of pigs changed when they were
domesticated. Their snouts became shorter, their bodies came
to have less hair and more fat, their tusks disappeared, and
their reproductive cycle also underwent changes.

These are the aspects of domestication identified by
Obara, but I would like to add two more.

Seventh, the deaths of domesticated animals are
controlled. In other words, we do our best to ensure profitable
domesticated animals stay alive, and when it is time for them
to die we forcibly end their lives. We do our best to keep pigs
alive until they have grown large with delicious meat, and
once they have been sold as food they are killed. When it
comes to domesticated animals, “unexpected death” is
completely rejected. Their deaths are always supposed to
conform to human expectations.

Eighth, domesticated animals sometimes adopt an
attitude of “voluntary subordination” in regard to human
beings. As is evident if we consider the feeding of
domesticated animals, in exchange for receiving food these
animals learn to perform labor, behave obediently, refrain
from escaping, and perform tricks. Once they have accepted
this state of affairs, it is presumably very difficult for them to
break out of it.



“Self-domestication,” then, is what occurs when human
beings put themselves into this kind of state. Let us consider
each point in order.

The first characteristic of self-domestication is “living in
an artificial environment,” and we have indeed built cities and
turned the spaces in which we live into highly artificial
environments. We live our lives surrounded by things like
houses, roads, sewers, cars, trains, and electricity. In this
sense a person who gets up early, commutes by train, and
works in an air-conditioned office is very similar to a chicken
in a “domesticated animal factory.”

Second is “automatic provision of food,” and this too
perfectly describes the circumstances in which people living
in major cities have been placed. How many residents of large
cities gather their own food in the forest or fish for it in the
sea? Almost all of us buy ingredients or products at shops or
supermarkets and eat food we have prepared using only a
small amount of time. As long as a person has money, this is
something very close to an automatic provision of food.

Regarding the third point, “natural threats,” these too
have been overcome by human beings as we have become
more and more civilized. We have succeeded in preparing for
the flooding of rivers, inventing homes that will not be
destroyed even when a typhoon hits, and stabilizing our food
supply by producing and stockpiling the things we eat in large
quantities.

Modern science and technology have also proven
effective when it comes to the fourth point, “control over

£

breeding.” In recent years interventions in reproduction
through technologies such as artificial insemination, in vitro

fertilization, and sterilization surgery have raised serious
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bioethical questions. These techniques were first developed
for domesticated animals and then applied to human beings.
They have now come to constitute a major industry referred
to as “fertility treatment.”

Regarding the fifth point, throughout our history we have
also applied some aspects of the practice of “the improvement
of breeds” on ourselves. Eugenics emerged at the end of the
19th century, and policies and laws designed to prevent the
birth of “defective human beings” were implemented in most
advanced countries. Modern medicine is attempting to carry
out something like the managing of the “quality of life” of
domesticated animals on human beings. Obara does not touch
on this, but nowhere is there a more direct manifestation of
self-domestication than in modern reproductive technologies
such as selective abortion and genetic testing.

The sixth characteristic is “a change in the shape of the
body,” and according to Obara we can see the same kinds of
changes in human beings as those found in domesticated
animals. For example, phenomena such as the appearance of
curly or frizzy hair, changes in the number of vertebrae or limb
bones, and the increase or decrease in the amount of pigment
in the skin are changes in form that are only notably seen in
human beings and domesticated animals.

What about the two characteristics I added?

The seventh characteristic is “control over death,” and
modern society is clearly proceeding down a path toward this
kind of control. We do our best to heal a person’s diseases
until they are weakened by old age and to extend their lifespan
as long as possible, but the view that they should be given a
peaceful death with little pain once we are certain their life
cannot be extended any further is gaining strength. Our
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civilization seems to be progressing toward the thorough
eradication of “unexpected death.” The idea of a “right to self-
determination concerning death” is also part of this trend.

The eighth characteristic is “voluntary subordination,”
and human beings appear to have formed a relationship of
voluntary subordination with the social systems that provide
us with food, stability and comfort. No matter how much we
talk about global environmental problems, for example, only
policies that would not involve reducing economic growth are
proposed to solve them, because in our heart of hearts we do
not want to give up the systems that ensure our current
standard of living and comfort, and want to go on living under
them even if to some extent they constrain us.

In this way, nearly all of the characteristics of
domestication apply to human beings living in the midst of
modern civilization. We have created civilization by
domesticating ourselves. We have therefore made both the
comfort and misery of domesticated animals our own.

The theory of self-domestication is very interesting.
Obara, however, has not seen what awaits us at the end of this
process; he only gets as far as pointing out the similarity
between human beings living in modern civilization and
domesticated animals living in pens and stables, and has not
thought deeply about the relationship between the “body” and
“life” of human beings rushing headlong toward self-
domestication. When we think about this seriously, we are
inevitably led toward “painless civilization” theory.
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3. Desire of the Body

The theory of self-domestication asserts that civilization
is the domestication of human beings by human beings. I
believe that by thinking in this way we will be able to explain
the indescribable sense of incompleteness or frustration we
feel in this society. We are human beings, and at the same time
we are domesticated animals. Picture a sad-looking pig unable
to move about in its tiny pen, or a pig that is given all the food
it can eat but has nevertheless been robbed of the spark of life.
Human beings living in modern society are pigs that have had
the spark of life taken away in exchange for being given food
and security within the domesticated animal pen of large
cities.

The theory of self-domestication teaches us this way of
looking at civilization. Now I want to investigate what kind of
vision of modern civilization is revealed when we go beyond
Hideo Obara’s analysis and take this theory to its logical
conclusion. To begin with I will consider our own “desire” that
pushes civilization forward. I will then focus on our “joy” that
is on the verge of being crushed by this desire. Having reached
that point, only one step will remain to arrive at a fully-fledged
theory of painless civilization.

Let us begin, then, by thinking about “desire.”

We have always desired a life with little pain and much
pleasure. There should be as little pain and suffering as
possible. Life should be full of pleasure, comfort, and
stimulation. We do not necessarily seek intense stimulation;
we seek a life in which we can obtain the pleasure or
stimulation that best suits our mood or situation.

We want a stable life that proceeds as we expect it to. A
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life in which we do not run into unexpected incidents that
upend our plans. A life in which we do not lose people
important to us part way through. A life in which we succeed
in taking step after step down a course laid out from the
beginning. A life which, while various things may happen
along the way, arrives at a “happy ending” where we can give
a sigh of relief that everything turned out well. A stable life in
which we save our money responsibly, plan for our old age,
and carry out the plan of action we have chosen in small
increments every day.

We also desire a life in which we can do many things we
want to do, get many things we want to have, and avoid doing
things we don’t want to do to the greatest extent possible. To
be able to do more of the things we want to do is one of the
most powerful desires human beings possess. When fully
automated washing machines entered our homes, for example,
the time we had been spending on washing our clothes could
now be used doing whatever we liked. With the appearance of
bullet trains and airplanes we became able to travel greater
distances in a shorter amount of time. We think it is better to
keep as much time as we can for things like sports and hobbies,
and to do as few chores and errands as possible.

It is these kinds of desires that have pushed our
civilization forward.

Of course, our desires include a wide range of wants.
Among these diverse longings, however, the ones described
above can be seen as a cluster of fundamental desires. This
stems from the fact that human beings possess a “body.”

I would like to give the name “desire of the body” to this
cluster of fundamental desires. “Desire of the body” can be
thought of in terms of the following five aspects.
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1) Seek pleasure and avoid pain

Within us there is a desire to seek pleasure, comfort,
and ease, and to avoid pain, suffering, and hardship as
much as possible. This is so deeply rooted it is often
described as the “instinctive desire” of human beings.
No matter how hard we try to control ourselves through
reason, we are pulled along by what feels good and puts
us at ease.

2) Maintain the current state of affairs and plan for
stability

Once a pleasurable state has been obtained, we seek
to maintain it for as long as possible. We do whatever
we can to prevent an external obstacle from intruding
and destroying our pleasant state of affairs. We cling to
our established interests and do our best to protect
them.

3) Expand and increase itself if there is an opening

While protecting a pleasurable state that has been
obtained, if there is an opening we try to further expand
this pleasure and increase our established interests.
This desire supports capitalism and a competitive
society, and also drives our desire for power and control
over other people.

4) Sacrifice other people

When we try to maintain a pleasant state of affairs
or increase our own pleasure, we inevitably come into
conflict with other people, and this desire is one that
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makes us think sacrificing other people is not so bad if
the harm caused is not serious. This too is a desire
rooted deeply within us. It is this desire that ceaselessly
reproduces social inequality.

5) Control lives, life, and nature

This is a desire to control our lives so that they
unfold within preconceived boundaries. It is also a
desire to manage the qualities of future lives and to
control the natural environment to suit human
convenience. This is one form of “desire of the body.”

These five aspects of the “desire of the body” determine
human behavioral patterns at their deepest foundations, and
this “desire of the body” is also a driving force that profoundly
affects our civilization.

Postmodern philosophy has approached “desire” with a
focus on an expansionist drive of “wanting more and more.”
This is because postmodern philosophy maintains that it is
capitalism, endlessly seeking to expand its frontiers one after
another in pursuit of infinite growth, that drives modern
society at its roots. Keishi Saeki says, “Desire is always seeking
what is new, what is rich in stimulation, what is uncultivated.
In this way it expands without limit. Desire is nothing other
than the drive to expand infinitely, broadening our frontiers.”3

What drives modern civilization, however, is not merely
a “wanting more and more” desire for expansion. It is a more
comprehensive current of desire that includes this as one of

3 Keishi Saeki. “Desire” and Capitalism, Kodansha Gendai Shinsho, 1993,
Pp- 92-93 (FEABFEF T TAR SR | L AR T IR AL BT,
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its elements. Namely, it is the “desire of the body” described
above that involves seeking pleasure and avoiding pain, not
letting go of what has been obtained, looking to expand when
the opportunity arises, thinking it is not so bad to sacrifice
other people, and attempting to make our lives, life in general,
and nature fit within preconceived boundaries.

“Desire of the body” leads us to seek pleasure, avoid pain,
and acquire more and more things while preserving our
current comfortable “framework.” Because under this desire
we acquire things while preserving our “framework,” its
content increases endlessly and it becomes infinitely enlarged.
And when we come up against another person, because we do
not attempt to change our own “framework,” we expand
ourselves outward even to the point of pushing the other
person aside without engaging in genuine dialogue. It is this
kind of desire that operates at the root of modern society.

So why do I describe this kind of desire as being “of the
body”?

To begin with, “the body” has a natural disposition
toward avoiding pain and seeking pleasure. When you touch
something hot your hand pulls away, and your body seeks to
remain in a pleasant environment as long as possible. “The
body” rejects foreign objects that invade it from the outside,
maintains itself through its immune system, and rapidly
develops while absorbing nutrients. Here there is a desire to
preserve the current state of affairs and maintain stability,
while at the same time looking to expand the territory of the
self when an opening arises.

“The body” is a concept constructed with this kind of
physicality at its core, and at the same time a concept that
broadly encompasses the workings of the human mind that
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always wants to grab hold of whatever feels good and cling to
it. Inexorable impulses and desires well up from within the
body. Desire we cannot fully suppress no matter how hard we
try to control it through rational thought or morality emerges
from the body, dominating our emotions and incapacitating
our reason and conscience. Worse still, in order to realize this
desire we attempt to construct rationales that suit our own
interests and use them to deceive ourselves. We sacrifice
others to obtain physical pleasure. As noted above, it is this
kind of desire submerged within us that has manifested itself
as the desire that drives modern civilization.

Even if these characteristics exist within “the body,”
however, doesn’t focusing exclusively on them lead us to an
overly negative image of it?

I am well aware, of course, that within “the body” there
are also positive elements that can awaken us from our
slumber. There is what has been described from ancient times

”

as the “wisdom of the body,” “awareness brought about by the
body,” and “the workings of the body that dismantle a human
being’s armor from within.” There is no doubt that through
this kind of positive capacity human beings effect significant
changes from within.

I'would prefer, however, to express these aspects with the
term “life” [seimei] rather than “the body.” That is, within the
range of meanings the word “body” evokes in us, I would like
to single out seeking pleasure and avoiding pain, maintaining
a pleasant state of affairs, and expanding our domain when an
opening arises, and refer to these aspects in particular as “the
body.” By doing so, I want to extricate the power to transform
a human being from within and to overcome one’s own

constraints from among the various meanings that have been
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ascribed to “the body” and give it a new word: “life.” I want to
clearly distinguish between “the aspects of seeking pleasure
and avoiding pain, maintaining a pleasant state of affairs, and
expanding when an opening arises” and “the power to change
a human being from within and overcome one’s own
constraints,” referring to the former as “the body” and the
latter with the new term, “life.” In my theory of painless
civilization I use the phrase “the body” with this special added
meaning. I want the reader to pay particular attention to this
definition.4

Human beings are driven by the desire of the body, and
have created social devices to allow it to blossom in all of its
aspects. What we have employed in doing so is a “controlling
reason” that manages both human beings and the outside
world.

“Controlling reason” is a faculty that produces the
knowledge and technology to manage the operation of various
elements within a preconceived framework. Human beings
possess a special kind of reason, the purpose of which is to
control both the natural environment and human beings
ourselves, and this reason has been used to satisfy the desire
of the body. Max Horkheimer points to the functioning of this
“reason” as “the instrument for domination of human and
extra-human nature by man” and refers to this as

4 In my earlier book Reconsidering the View of Life (Chikuma Shinsho,
1994 ZR[M LT A a2 [V Ve ks3] H< F91#) T used the phrase “desire of
life.” For the time being, however, I would like to withdraw that definition. I
give this term a new meaning in Chapter Five. To understand desire as being
connected to an abstracted body is actually not so strange. I would like the
reader to bear in mind, for example, how Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari
understood desire as desire in the dimension of an “organless body” before
its division into parts. Gilles Delouse and Félix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus:
Capitalism and Schizophrenia, Robert Hurley trans., Penguin, 1977.
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“instrumental reason.” 5 “Controlling reason” is deeply
connected to this “instrumental reason.” Controlling reason,
and the desire of the body that orders it around as its servant,
were the two most powerful factors in the formation of
civilization.

Modern civilization has already begun to move from a
point where “human beings dominate nature” toward a point
where “human beings manage nature.” “Sustainable
development” implies the thorough managing of the Earth’s
environment, and the term “planet management” has even
been coined as an extension of this idea. Environmental
preservation is also a kind of management or control. When
this approach is directed toward the management of human
beings ourselves, it takes the form of “medicine” and
“education.” I will consider the management of both the
internal aspects of human beings and external nature in detail
in later chapters.

4. What Is the “Joy of Life”?

I have been using the terms “management” and
“domestication,” but what exactly is the difference? I want to
think about this question carefully, because considering the
subtle differences between them will lead us to the core of
painless civilization.

To begin with, “management” is taking care of how
things operate within a preconceived framework.

In comparison, the word “domestication” has a stronger

5 Max Horkheimer, The Eclipse of Reason, Oxford University Press, 1947,
p-125. / Cf. Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, The Dialectic of
Enlightenment, Stanford University Press, 2002.
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meaning.

Domesticated animals are managed by human beings.
But that is not all. Domesticated animals are not permitted to
have the kind of lives they themselves would most like to live.

They might prefer to leave their small enclosures and run
as fast as their legs will carry them. They were born with
strong legs and powerful muscles, so surely even
domesticated animals would like to live a life of using them to
run freely, breathing fresh air and concentrating all of their
attention on finding food. But this is prohibited, because the
lives of domesticated animals do not exist for the sake of
domesticated animals themselves. The lives of domesticated
animals exist for the sake of the human beings who keep them.
Domesticated animals are not permitted to use their own
bodies purely for the sake of their own lives.

The lives of domesticated animals exist for the sake of
human beings. Domesticated animals are made to live, for
example, in order to be killed once their meat is delicious and
become food for human beings. Or so that human beings can
use their fur or skin. This is evinced by the fact that
domesticated animals who are no longer of any use are killed
by human beings; there is no longer any value in having them
go on living.

The lives of domesticated animals are appropriated by
human beings.

“To domesticate” animals is to take “living their lives
fully for their own sake” away from them, and unilaterally
make use of their existence for human ends.

In other words, the essence of domestication is
“depriving.” Domestication is not merely managing animals,
but human beings taking away animals’ potential to live their
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own lives fully for themselves.

Someone takes something away.

Such is the nature of domestication.

Now let’s try thinking about human beings in the same
way. In the case of self-domesticated human beings, who
exactly is taking what away from whom?

This is how I see it.

In our civilization, our own “desire of the body” is taking
the “joy of life” away from us.

The desire of the body is taking away the joy of life.

This is the most profound meaning of self-domestication,
and it is the most fundamental problem unfolding in our
civilization.

“The body” takes away “life.” “Desire” takes away “joy.”
This is the deep structure of civilization. The various problems
assailing today’s society must be reinterpreted and
understood at this profound level.

What is the “joy of life”?

There are cases in which I face unavoidable suffering,
and as I am writhing in it, my self that has existed until now is
broken down from the inside and transformed into a
completely unforeseen new self. The unforeseeable joy that
comes to me when this happens is the “joy of life.” This is the
“it’s good to be alive” sense of joy that comes when a new self
of which I had been completely unaware emerges from within
me, breaking through the husk of my old self with newborn
vitality — the revitalizing, bracing sense of joy that comes
when I know I am capable of being reborn in this way. It is
also a sense of being able to wholeheartedly affirm the fact
that T exist in the form of a life whose essence is growth,
transformation and death. This is completely different from a
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psychological “rationalization” created to console myself after
I have failed at something. After feeling “the joy of life” I never
want to return to my previous state.

This joy of life will not come if I attempt to change only
my external circumstances without changing my own
framework when facing a difficulty. This is a very important
point. The joy of life only comes to me when, in the face of
suffering or anguish, I dismantle my self, transform it, and
cause it to be reborn without attempting to run away from this
suffering. If through some capacity or manipulation I manage
to make the external cause disappear, the suffering right in
front of me vanishes but there is no change in my own
framework. All that comes to me then is security and relief.

By eliminating one external cause of suffering after
another we are given an endless supply of security and relief.
And this is precisely what the desire of the body is aiming at.
The desire of the body minimizes suffering, seeks pleasure,
and conspires to preserve the current state of affairs and
maintain stability. The desire of the body that exists inside us
deprives us of the joy of life that comes when we attempt to
transform ourselves in the midst of suffering. As a result, we
become “frigid” or unable to feel the joy of life. This is the true
meaning of self-domestication.

Satisfying the desire of the body does not bring about any
change in the subject in question. Let us begin by considering
a simple example. A person starts smoking cigarettes because
they want to smoke cigarettes. This does not bring any radical
change to this subject themselves. There is no change in this
subject before and after this desire is satisfied. The thirst is
gone, and that is all. When for some reason they cannot smoke,
however, this person runs into their first major obstacle.
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Rather than satisfy their desire by smoking cigarettes, they
must instead change their own way of being and confront their
new circumstances. While suffering from nicotine withdrawal
and being plagued by doubt over whether they can survive
without smoking, they have no choice but to find a new self
that can live with the psychological swings and physical
cravings they are experiencing. An unexpected, indescribable
joy emerges when they succeed in stopping smoking, the self
as it has existed until now is destroyed, and in this way a new
self is reborn.

This is an unforeseen joy. The person in question does
not even consider such a self to be possible. When they are in
the midst of their suffering, they can’t imagine that such a
fresh, revitalizing state will come at its end. Life develops in
this way.

Taking work as an example, “the joy of life” emerges
straightforwardly in the following scenario.

By working in an organization, I maintain a stable
lifestyle. Since I don’t want to lose this stability, I cannot leave
my job right now. Wanting desperately to defend the income
and stability my current job brings me is a manifestation of
the “desire of the body.” But various contradictions caused by
keeping this job accumulate both inside and outside of me,
and I find myself facing inescapable anxiety and frustration.
In order to fend off these unpleasant emotions, I do things like
increase my workload, drown myself in alcohol, conduct
extramarital affairs, or repeatedly engage in self-harming
behavior. Even if my suffering temporarily withdraws, it
always returns to assail me once more. Painless civilization
tries to prepare an infinite number of options for me to
distract myself from the suffering caused by my job while
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allowing me to keep the income and stability it brings me.

But let’s say that one day I give up constantly running
away from my own contradictions and make a firm decision
to quit my job. Or I lose my job involuntarily. I had believed
that if I lost my job it would be the end of me, and while
immediately after losing my job I am indeed beset by crushing
despair and feelings of emptiness, after a bit of time has
passed something huge and unexpected occurs. As a result of
losing my job, my self that had existed up until that point is
dismantled, a self I had not foreseen emerges from inside me,
and a world I had not imagined opens up before my eyes. The
unexpected joy that comes to me when this happens, the joy
of a new self I had known nothing about blossoming from
inside me without warning, leaving me reborn as a fresh,
unencumbered being as a cleansing breeze washes over me, is
the “joy of life.” Life develops in this way.

The desire of the body does not attend transformations
of the self. The joy of life, on the other hand, is born out of the
self undergoing unforeseen changes. The desire of the body
tries to force suffering and hardship out of view. The joy of life
comes in the midst of the process of the self taking on
suffering and hardship. This is where the defining difference
between them lies.

“Life” is a drive that dismantles the “framework”
supporting your current self and attempts to transcend it.
When you try to step outside this framework you experience
the fundamental anxiety that comes from throwing away what
has been supporting you. This is an anxiety that threatens to
scare you out of your wits and leave you at a loss for what to
do, a pitch-black anxiety that makes you feel as though your
knees will buckle if you don’t divert your attention somewhere
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else or blind yourself to it. But alongside this kind of anxiety
shines life.

Life is something that, while existing within the body,
tries to transcend it. Life can never separate itself from the
body, and in this sense is a part of it. But it still attempts to fly
beyond the framework of the body and soar into the night sky.
Life is a body that tries to transcend the body. When it does
so, its power transforms the framework of the body from
within, and an unforeseen joy of life comes to me. The new
body will then presumably start trying to maintain the new
framework. But life will once again attempt to transcend it.
Life, indeed, is this very sequence of ceaseless, reckless
attempts at transcendence. As long as we embrace life, we can
never cut ourselves off from this kind of striving. Even in the
midst of a modern society that pursues painlessness, we can
never divorce ourselves from such undertakings.

Here I would like to make a few additional points before
moving on.

The joy of life is not something I can acquire by trying to
obtain it. It is something that comes to me in an unforeseen
form in the midst of my engaging with suffering and
transforming myself. It is not something I can get by trying to
seek it out, but rather something that comes to me at a
completely unexpected time in a completely unexpected form.
This is a very important point. A feeling of satisfaction
obtained by seeking it out is a “sense of achievement,” not
“oy.”

Someone who takes on a challenge and overcomes it
while preserving their existing framework may indeed
experience a visceral sense of satisfaction they might describe
as “joy,” but this is not the “joy of life” I have been talking
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about. This is nothing more than invigoration and elation
brought on by a sense of achievement. The “joy of life” is
something that comes to you in an unforeseen form when you
face suffering and hardship head on and pass through the
dismantling and rebirth of the self. From before the “joy of life”
arrives to afterwards, the self must transform its way of being
from the ground up. The “joy of life” is frequently mistaken for
a sense of achievement or elation, but a clear distinction must
be made on this point. The feeling of excitement or elation
that washes over me when I accomplish something, when
something completely unexpected happens, when I win
something, or when I savor the pleasures of immorality, for
example, is not the “joy of life.”

In a similar vein, there is a way of thinking which
maintains that fulfillment in life comes when we reform or
transform the self. But we must carefully consider whether
this is the same thing as the joy of life I have been talking
about. If this is a feeling of fulfillment brought on by self-
transformation in the form of enlarging the current self while
fundamentally preserving its framework as it is, then it is not
the “joy of life.” The “joy of self-realization” understood in this
context is not the “joy of life.” The attainment achieved by the
self’s simply growing and changing, or by meditating, feeling
the breath of the universe, and reforming oneself, is not the
“joy of life.” It is dangerous to understand the “joy of life” I am
describing through a naive acceptance of the New Age notion
that “if I change the world will change.”

I said that the joy of life comes from the dismantling and
rebirth of the self, and this may seem similar to the
brainwashing process that occurs in religious cults. It also

bears a strong resemblance to self-improvement seminars
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that emphasize things like “self-transformation,” “the
meaning of life,” and “a reason for living.” In these cases,
however, someone is intentionally guiding the dismantling
and rebirth of your self from the outside, and because after
they have made you destroy your self they inject you with a
new set of values and program you from the outside, the sense
of relief you then experience cannot be said to be the “joy of
life.”

The joy of life, when it comes, arrives not through
guidance or instruction from someone on the outside, but
rather when you yourself transform and are reborn through a
force that wells up from inside you. This is what I mean by
“from the inside” in my description of the “joy of life.” The “joy
of life” is something that comes to you in an unforeseen form,
not from external guidance or instruction but from sincerely
transforming yourself through your own will out of necessity.

5. Evolution Toward “Painless Civilization”

Let us consider self-domestication once more.

Self-domestication is the “desire of the body” taking the
“joy of life” away from us. The civilization in which we live is
overflowing with self-domestication in this sense. We can find
instances of this here and there all over our society.

In modern society we are tightly bound by the “desire of
the body” to seek pleasure, avoid suffering, and cling to what
we have obtained, and as a result it is extremely difficult for
us to experience the “joy of life” that comes in an unforeseen
form when we pass through suffering and dismantle,

transform, and recreate ourselves.
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But there is yet another stage toward which a self-
domesticating civilization then develops. This is “painless
civilization.” A painless civilization is a civilization in which
the mechanism by which the “desire of the body” takes away
the “joy of life” has been slotted neatly into social systems and
extended to every corner of society. Here the social devices
that create pleasure, stimulation, and comfort are set up like
the mesh of a net, and by being caught up in this net we
completely lose sight of the “joy of life.” Genuinely unexpected
events and genuine suffering that terrifies us from the core of
our beings are indeed almost non-existent. A painless
civilization is a civilization in which these genuinely foreign
objects are painstakingly excluded from our lives, and the
path on which we “cause ourselves to be reborn by colliding
with such foreign objects” is cleverly closed off. Self-
domesticating civilization progresses toward “painless

”»

civilization.” Here there is a qualitative jump. Painless
civilization is an alluring trap that lies waiting in our future.

Let us consider “painless civilization” in an even stricter
sense.

I have said that in a painless civilization genuine
suffering, genuinely unexpected events, and things you don’t
want to do are thoroughly excluded. But it isn’t quite that
simple.

As is immediately apparent with a bit of imagination,
living in a world from which suffering, unexpected events, and
things you don’t want to do have been completely excluded
would probably not be very much fun. What would happen to
people living in a world where everything proceeds as
expected without any suffering and they need only do what
they want? They would surely get sick of being alive. In a
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world where everything went perfectly according to plan, at
first the feeling of omnipotence might be enjoyable, but life
would no doubt grow increasingly boring with the passage of
time, and the meaning of life would be lost.

The foundation of painless civilization is the banishment
of suffering, unexpected events, and things you don’t want to
do, but there is another ingenious mechanism that is also put

”

in place: in a painless civilization, “suffering,” “unexpected
events,” and “things you don’t want to do” that have been
watered down to the point they do not actually destroy the
foundation of the civilization or our own beings are made
available for us to choose by ourselves.

For example, we hate to writhe in suffering for no reason,
but a scenario in which we “savor the joy of victory after
gritting our teeth and enduring suffering” is on the contrary
welcomed in a painless civilization. Painless civilization
encourages the voluntary experiencing of suffering now for
the sake of experiencing the joy of success later, and seeks to
actively facilitate it within society.

The same can be said of “unexpected events” and “things
you don’t want to do.” What is widespread in a painless
civilization is not genuine adventure but contrived or
constructed adventure. We come up against things we had not
expected or foreseen, but it is not the kind of adventure in
which we may suddenly die as a result. Like attractions in a
giant amusement park, however unexpected the floodwaters
may be, at worst they only splash us, and something like the
boat we are in going down with all hands never happens; our
adventures are contrived to be this way in advance. These
sorts of adventures are constantly being set up in all corners
of society as choices of products, fashions, and behaviors. Go-
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kart races in a supervised space in which no accidents can
occur and adultery games premised on the marriage system —
such things can be found in abundance everywhere you look,
and form the background landscape of a painless civilization.

In a painless civilization, suffering and hardship exist
only as options we choose for ourselves. We are never beset by
suffering that is too much for us to handle. Suffering is always
presented to us by society as “stimulation” or a “hobby” in a
form sufficiently diluted to ensure it cannot destroy the
foundation of civilization. Painless civilization endlessly
internalizes “genuine suffering and hardship” as “suffering
and hardship as a choice.”

When it comes to death, for example, movements
demanding “euthanasia” and “death with dignity” are growing,
and this is one of the routes to painless civilization. “All’s well
that ends well” is the slogan of painless civilization, whose
goal is pre-established harmony. The mentality of people who
aim to control a river so that it only floods once every
thousand years and then paddle around on it in canoes in the
name of “adventure” advances painless civilization.

Painless civilization has “eradicating existence,”
“blindfolding,” “detoxifying,” and the maintenance of “pre-
established harmony” as methods of internalizing and
annihilating genuine suffering. By employing these means,
painless civilization gets rid of genuine suffering.

“Fradicating existence” is the simplest of these
techniques. When something is painful or difficult, you can
choose to eradicate the factors that cause it. If the day-to-day
care of a bothersome old person is difficult, for example, you
can choose to surreptitiously kill them, that is, eliminate them
in such a way no one finds out. If you do this the cause of your
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suffering will be gone.

To take another example, when a prenatal test has shown
your fetus has a serious disability, if it is very painful to think
about your child’s future or your own life going forward you
can choose to have an abortion and erase the fetus’ existence.
The foundation of eliminating suffering is eradicating the
existence of whatever is causing it.

In this way, a system of “preventive pain elimination” is
highly developed in a painless civilization. This is a system
that not only eliminates suffering that already exists but
carefully predicts suffering that could arise to threaten us in
the future and preventatively eradicates here and now
whatever seems likely to be a cause of this future suffering. As
long as we are riding along in this system, we never encounter
the “outside.” What we see in front of us is always clean and
harmonious. In this way every corner of society is
preventatively made painless. “Preventative pain elimination”
becomes the fundamental policy of this kind of society.
“Preventative pain elimination” is one of the most important
concepts in painless civilization theory.

As another form of eradicating existence, there is also the
method of driving a cause of suffering away to a place you can
no longer see it. For example, bothersome old people can be
shipped off to a nursing home in the countryside. When this
is done these people disappear from the world of daily life, and
there is no longer any suffering caused by the burden of care
for the elderly. Before we know it, the homeless people who
had been found in the center of Tokyo have been taken away
and put somewhere else.

Of course, whether we have eradicated people’s existence
or sent them far away, if a memory remains of what we have
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done it will trouble us. And this memory may indeed cause
mental suffering far into the future. In order to avoid this,
after we have eradicated someone’s existence or sent them far
away, we must then eradicate this fact itself from our
memories. We often erase such memories under our own
power. This is the start of “blindfolding.” If I can blindfold
myself, I can forget that I have driven elderly people to the
countryside and go out and have a good time with my friends.
By doing so, the suffering in front of me disappears.

In my book How to Live in a Post-Religious Age, 1 call
this a “blindfolding structure.”® A “blindfolding structure” is
one in which I drape a curtain over my surroundings in order
to blindfold myself and avoid the suffering in front of my eyes,
and then walk straight into this trap of my own design and
become ensnared. We are already surrounded by blindfolding
structures, and in a painless civilization they will presumably
be further refined and expanded.

When blindfolding progresses even further, it reaches
the point of “deciding not to see something even though I am
looking at it.” For example, in How to Live in a Post-Religious
Age, I describe someone who threw his cigarette butt in the
gutter while talking about how to solve global environmental
problems. In this person’s case, he himself was throwing a
cigarette butt into the street and polluting the environment,
and although he could see himself engaging in this behavior
he could not see the contradiction between this act and the
ecological viewpoint he was advocating.

In Trauma And Recovery, Judith Herman talks about a

6 Masahiro Morioka, How to Live in a Post-Religious Age, Hozokan, 1996
(R B R SR E AL X AT DI JIEAR).
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mental process called “doublethink” in which you know
something but decide not to know it, and this too is a good
example of a blindfolding structure.”

I suspect that at some point almost everyone has
experienced a situation in which they “decide not to see
something even though it is visible.” Even though something
is right in front of your eyes, you keep telling yourself there’s
nothing like that here. If you continue doing this long enough,
eventually it actually seems as if the thing in question is not
there. As this process progresses, eventually you reach a
mental state in which you cannot see something even though
you are looking right at it. This is completely different from
actually not being able to see something. It’s a state in which
you will confidently reply, “No, there’s nothing like that here”
if you are asked whether it is there in front of you, but
somewhere in your consciousness you know that this
response is in fact a lie.

When this state of affairs gets even worse, a particular
behavioral pattern emerges: you repeatedly make trial and
error attempts to solve a problem, while always missing the
core of the problem that can only be solved by your actually
experiencing pain. This is indeed the most sophisticated
“blindfolding structure.” It is also the “blindfolding structure”
from which it is most difficult to escape. A painless civilization
is a civilization in which this kind of blindfolding structure has
been extended to every corner of society.

I'd like you to try thinking about this carefully while
reflecting on your own experiences. Don’t you in fact do this

7 Judith Herman, Trauma And Recovery, Basic Books, 1992, 1997, p.87. The
word “doublethink” was coined by George Orwell in his book Nineteen
Eighty Four (1949).
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kind of thing yourself? Don’t you have at least one issue or
event you can only deal with by denying it in this way? The
more vehemently you want to say that you don’t, the more
likely it is that you do. We must dismantle these blindfolding
structures with our own hands.

When someone is suffering in front of you, there are
cases in which you are drawn into their pain without intending
to be and end up suffering yourself. And when you see
someone who is suffering, there are cases in which it is painful
to discover a self that is completely unable to help them. There
are also instances in which it is painful to be confronted by an
egotistical self that does not try to extend a hand to the person
in question. Even if the eradicating of existence and
blindfolding are undertaken to completion, these forms of
suffering remain. The mechanisms that make them go away
are “detoxification” and “pre-established harmony.”

When someone is suffering in front of me, I myself will
not suffer if I am able to simply note, “Oh, that person is really
suffering,” and look at them from the perspective of a
dispassionate bystander. This is just like when a doctor, faced
with a patient convulsing in agony, calmly examines them to
determine the cause of their pain. In this case, I receive the
person’s suffering as a “simple fact” that has been detoxified
to the point that it has almost no effect on me. I will be much
more comfortable if I am able to perform this kind of
detoxification every time I encounter someone else’s suffering.
Even if someone is suffering right in front of me, I can just
indifferently observe, “Oh, this person is suffering right now,”
and even if someone drops dead before my eyes, I need only
note, “Oh, this person just died.” Here the intrinsic power
suffering possesses to compel human beings to get involved,
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in other words, the power to threaten a human being’s
existence at its foundation, is detoxified and defanged. Other
people’s suffering is no longer a threat to me. Other people’s
suffering becomes not something that assails me but rather
something that is merely described through my reason.

In a painless civilization, this kind of detoxification
mechanism becomes internalized in the minds of human
beings and embedded in our thinking and behavior as culture,
and its techniques are learned and handed down as “a matter
of course.” To look down at someone writhing in agony in the
street a