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Ethics are central to any human behavior. Ethics are 

the framework of rules that support world views. World views 

determine human perceptions, and ultimately human action. 

Ethics are particularly important in development work, where 

choices about how to change the lives of people in society are 

not to be made lightly. This research demonstrates how 

Buddhist environmental ethics can be used as an appropriate 

model for sustainable agriculture development in Thailand. This 

thesis describes Thailand's history of industrial and sustainable 



agriculture, Buddhist environmental activism and development, 

and the practices of one Thai Buddhist NGO working towards 

Buddhist ethics in sustainable agriculture. The goal of this 

research is to illustrate the mutually supportive 

relationships between Buddhist environmental ethics and 

sustainable agricultural development in Thailand. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The aim of this thesis is to illus tra te how Thai Buddhis t 

environmen tal ethics can be used as an effective theoretical support for 

riceroots s u s tainable agriculture development programs in Thailand. 

1 

This paper demonstra tes that the metaphysics of sustainable agriculture 

and modem environmental Buddhism are facets of one s imilar 

worldview . Human-environment harmony and quality of life in the 

present and for fu ture generations are most highly valued in this 

worldview. Environmental preserva tion and s us tainability of harmoniou s 

s ocial rela tion ships are therefore also intrins ic to this world-view . 

This s tudy builds upon the previous work of Thai and Western 

Buddhis t sch olars, supporters and critics of sus tainable agriculture, and 

Buddhis t environmentalis ts. It includes an example of Buddhis t 

su s tainable agricultural development in practice, the su s tain able 

agriculture program of Foundation for the Education and Development of 

Rural Areas (FEDRA) . FEDRA is a Non-Government Organization (NGO) 

founded by Phra Dhammadilok (formerly Phra Thepkavi) , a popular, 

charisma tic Buddhis t monk in Northern Thailand. 
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It its broadest terms, my interest in this study has developed from 

the discourses related to and surrounding the ideas of E.F. Schumacher. 

Sulak Sivaraksa, Bhikku Buddhadasa, Apichai Puntasen, Ken Kampe, 

Larry Lohmann, and Susan Darlington. In Small is Beautiful, 

Schumacher uses Buddhism as an example of a religious philosophy 

thaLsupports a morally just economy and society that functions to serve 

the needs of humans, not the needs of the system itself. My research 

also has its roots in the popular environmental movement in America of 

the 1960s and 1970s and the growth of interest in Eastern philosophies 

at that same time. The confluence of environmental and an intellectual 

turning to traditional Eastern wisdom resulted in a burst of academic 

interest (both in the United States and Thailand) in the 1980s, 1990s, 

and today. Literature about the activities of anti-capitalist. pro­

indigenous knowledge development monks (phra nakpattana) of Thailand 

who first became active in the 1970s to promote socially focused 

development also supports my research. 

Schumacher (1973) uses Buddhism as an example of a religious 

philosophy that supports a morally just economy and society that serve 

the n eeds of humans, not the needs of th e system itself. Close analysis 

of other philosophies and religions work equally well. Schumacher 

argues, because every religion emphasizes human stewardship of a land 

that can not ever be truly owned by humans alon e. Therefore, this thesis 



does not critique Christianity or any other religion that has been 

associated with the rise of capitalism and industrialism. However, 

Buddhism's environmental ethics have been quite popular for 

environmental scholars because of Buddhism's non -violent, flexible and 

adaptable guidelines for living. The definition of ethics u sed for this 

paper is similar to Dewitt's (1 992) idea that, "an ethical system is a 

perception of how the world works-- a worldview by which sense is made 

of everything·· (p. 8) . Therefore, ethics are neither good nor bad, but are 

rather a philosophy or worldview that gives moral structure to everyday 

life and activities . 

3 

My study of Buddhist environmental ethics serves a growing public 

interest because it covers a topic that has the potential to affect all living 

things in the world. Pollution, unemployment, alienation from nature, 

contaminated food , loss of culture, and lack of consistent or 

compassionate ethics and morality are everyone's problems. Sustainable 

agriculture supporters, particularly those of the Deep Ecology movement, 

argue that these problem s result from a type of development that lacks a 

system of ethics that gives value to the well being of life (including 

human life) on earth. Similarly, many Buddhis t sch olars argu e that all 

of the problems in today's modern world are symptoms of a larger 

problem of a lack of morality. Therefore, in s tudying this topic, I am 

exploring the values or m orals of systems of thou gh t that shape our 



current exis ten ce. More specifically, I am studying a movem ent tha t 

aims to alter not only the form but also the content of our current 

exis ten ce. 

4 

The layou t of this research is s imple and straightforward . Chapter 

I is an introduction and brief overview of the topics covered in Chapters I 

through V. Ch apter II gives an extensive overview of academic writing on 

the philosophies underlying the prom otion of su s tainable agriculture. 

This overview will be arranged historically. In this section , the advent of 

modem agriculture, with emphasis on the metaphysical assumptions on 

which modem agriculture is based , is described . The advent of 

sustainable agricultu re is also described in contrast to industrial 

agriculture. The diametric opposition of these two approaches to 

producing food is the focus of this section. 

In Chapter III , academic literature pertaining to Buddhis t 

environmental ethics is discu ssed. Here the many environmental 

interpretations of Buddhis t literature as well as the actions of modem 

environmental monks and their intellectual supporters are enumerated. 

This chapter is central to the argument of this thesis th at Buddhism can 

easily be interpreted as an en vironmentally sensit ive religion , yet 

interpretation is necessary and can b e quite flexible so sen.re the needs of 

the interpreter. Buddhism is not inherently· an environmental religion. 

but people adhering to the rules of Buddhis t practice will seek balance 
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and hannony with the environment. and this will lead to optimal human­

environment relationships. 

Chapter N describes the background, programs, and explicit goals 

of FEDRA's work. A general overview of FEDRA's structure as well as its 

development projects is included, with an emphasis on their sustainable 

agriculture program. The remainder of the section discusses Phra 

Dhammadilok's philosophies of sustainable agricultural development and 

how they relate to other Thai Buddhist activists' ideas about 

development. 

In Chapter V, the conclusion of this paper , the implications of and 

future applicability of Buddhist environmental philosophies are 

discussed. Some emphasis is placed on what other people in the midst of 

development problems can learn from the Thai development experience. 

This final section also discu sses remaining questions and inconsistencies 

in the study of Buddhist environmental ethics . From these remaining 

questions and the pewly discovered relationships between sustainable 

agriculture and Buddhist environmental ethics, n ew areas of research for 

FEDRA as well as sustainable agriculture and Buddhist environmental 

ethics scholars can be proposed. 

This research sh ould enhance the existin g state of knowledge in 

Buddhist studies as well as environmental studies. This research makes 

a contribution to both fields and simultaneously brings the two together. 
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Currently. scholars in the field of Buddhist environmental studies tend to 

focus on finding support in the 'Ihpataka or the teachings of famous 

monks for environmentally sens itive action. Scholars in the field of 

sustainable agriculture's environmental ethics focus on attempting to 

define the moral qualities of su stainable systems without much in-depth 

study of religious ethics. However . this paper strives to bring religion and 

sustainability closer together. 

By bringing the two areas of research together. both points of view 

can be stren gthen ed with the mutually supportive ideas they each share. 

This s tudy is also important in demonstrating that holistic approaches to 

research are feasible, coh erent, and practically useful to Thai riceroots 

NGOs such as FEDRA. Once again, Buddhism is not a superior 

philosophy to be used in development work. Any belief system that is 

indigenous to areas undergoing development should work equally well. 

This thesis does not advocate Buddhism as a framework for development 

ethics anywhere other than where Buddhism is the religion of choice of 

indigenous inhabitants. Non etheless, perhaps the results of this 

research could be used not only by FEDRA in their upcoming sus tainable 

agriculture promotion programs, but also by other NGOs in diverse 

Southeast Asian locations seeking a useful framework for development 

ethics. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE ORIGINS OF INDUSTR~AND SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE 

This chapter traces the metaphysical origins of sustainable 

agriculture. It begins with discussion of the development of industrial 

agriculture, and leads to how sustainable agriculture arose as a response 

to industrial methods and the mentality that supported those methods. 

The aim of this chapter is to illustrate the thinking behind the 

development of industrial agriculture and sustainable agriculture, not 

the actual methods employed by either one. Industrial agriculture is 

discussed mainly in terms of the agriculture of the United States, as the 

U.S. was one of the first countries to embrace industrial agriculture. 

Discussion of industrial agriculture in Thailand will be framed in the 

terms of the export of industrial agriculture to Thailand primarily under 

the auspices of the Green Revolution. 

Ideological Roots of Industrial Agriculture 

Industrial agriculture is the type of agriculture that is most 

prevalent in industrialized societies. Profit through production for 

market sales drives industrial agriculture. Industrial agriculture is not a 

traditional way of life, although the ideas behind it are thousands of 



years old. The effects of the thinking behind industrial agriculture are 

now only being felt becau se of assive advances in technology that make 

the expansion of industrialagriculture possible and highly profitable. 

Stauber. Hassebrook . Bird. Bultena. Hoiberg, Maccormack. and 

Menanteau -Horta (1995) write that there are six important 

characteristics of industrial agriculture. The firs t and most obvious is a 

very fast rate of technological innovation and application. Technology 

that supports ever-increasing production of crops is an absolute 

necessity in a competitive agricultural business. When some farmers do 

not or can not accept newer, more efficient technology while others can. 

they will be forced out of business because they can not offer the same 

prices and the same amount of crop as their competitor. This is one of 

the ways that small farmers can be put out of business by larger high 

technology-focused farms. 

8 

The second characteristic of indus trial agriculture is that it is 

large-scale. This means that indus trial farms are huge in s ize as well as 

in processing and distribution capacity. Industrial farms reach their 

great s ize becau se they are gen erally owned by agricultural corporations , 

which can afford to buy huge tracts of land on which to plant their crops. 

Corpora tions can also afford to do specialized research and development 

to en sure that their crops will be plentiful and successful. Large mass 

production -centered farms can buy out th e small farms located near 
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them. and expand their total land area. Owners and former employees of 

the small farms then become wage laborers with lower standards of living 

and reduced autonomy while working on the industrial farms (Jackson, 

1980: Kaufman. 1985: Rundquist. 199 1). 

The third characteristic of indus trial agriculture is that it is a 

highly specialized enterprise. Not only are agro-business corporations 

interested in producing a very limited range of crops not necessarily 

suitable to t:he local environment, they are also focused on the profitable 

mass production of those crops by any means possible. This attitude 

means that industrial farms pay little attention to natural soil quality or 

geographical features of the land they invest in. Rather. they modify the 

land to suit their needs by applying chemical fertilizers and pesticides, 

sh aping the land with bulldozers or other h eavy machinery. and divert 

entire rivers to supply the farms with irrigation water (Jackson, 1980). 

The fourth characteristic of industrial farming is large capital 

investment. Large capital investment is possible when huge 

corporations, not small families or individuals, run farms . All forms of 

specialized machinery for tilling, planting, tending, and harvesting crops 

are available wh en large amounts of capital can be used. The newest 

genetically modified seeds. research. and ch emical fertilizers and 

pesticides are also available . All of these factors make indus trial farming 

more competitive in the free market. These factors also make indus trial 



agriculture more likely to reap greater profits than small-scale farms 

operating on small budgets and limited by environmental constraints 

(Bowler, 1992: J ackson, 1980). 

The fifth characteristic of indus trial agriculture is that it is highly 

efficient. Efficiency is m easured by looking at the econ omic bottom line. 

If inputs are cheap (whatever their content or environmentally damaging 

consequences), and products are in high demand , profits are high . High 

labor efficiency is also important to industrial agriculture becau se it cuts 

over-all cos ts . Superficially . this kind of efficien cy appears to indicate 

10 

that natural resources u sed in industrial agriculture are being optimized. 

However , this type of efficiency is only rela tive, as many of the inputs of 

industrial agriculture are only efficient in the short-term or have other 

hidden costs outs ide of the economic formulas with which their efficiency 

is measured (Apichai, 2000: Chambers, 1998: Rifkin, 1985: Stauber et 

al., 1985) . Low cost inputs with short-term ben efits but long-term 

negative consequences include toxic chemical pesticides and fertilizers, 

artificial irrigation sch em es that cause eros ion of nutrien ts, and 

unnecessary forest clearing that degrades soil quality. 

Another important characteris tic of indus trial agriculture is that it 

separates the act of production from the act of consumption. Production 

ha ppens in on e place solely for the purpose of products to be sent away 

to another place. In the other place, purchase or consumption occurs. 
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Foods are produced by a factory farm in a rural area and shipped to 

urban areas to be sold. Separation of production and consumption leads 

to alienation. Consumers are alienated from the value of the foods they 

consume becau se they do n ot understand exactly how these products 

are made and cannot see how they are derived from natural resources , 

but only see them in terms of their final product (Barkin, 1995}. 

Alien ation has a n egative impact on the environment beca u se the people 

who are being supported by the food of the land do not unders tand what 

their n eeds h ave don e to the land or what the n eeds of the land itself 

may be. 

The final characteris tic of industrial agriculture defined by Stauber 

et al. (1995} is an extensive dependen cy on manufacture, process , and 

dis tribution. Industrial agriculture that supplies food to remote areas of 

the nation and the world would not be profitable if manufacturing of 

additional products used in processing such as canning and preserving 

were not available. Dis tribution is of key importance to industrial 

agriculture, as the massive quantit ies of food produced and processed by 

the agricultural enterprise must be quickly and efficiently shipped to 

s tores and markets in a timely manner to maintain the products ' top 

values (Bowler , 1992}. Petrol makes this dis tribution possible. Therefore 

industrial agriculture is extremely dependent on petrol n ot only in terms 



of technology used on the farm , but also in terms of transportation, 

distribution, and processing. 

Indus trial agriculture seem s like an inevitable development in 

modem society if only the above characteris tics are examined. However , 

the underlying beliefs and values tha t support the continuation and 

proliferation of industrial agriculture include several important 

assumptions about the reality in which humans live . Studying the 

assumptions of industrial agriculture is fundamental to unders tanding 

what su s tainable agriculture is trying to achieve. Wendell (1984) writes 

that " ... the product s offered for s ale by the makers of agro-industrial 

technology ... are not jus t ready-made solutions, they are ready-made 

thoughts" (p. 23). Wendell's s ta tement illus trates why it is essential for 

people everywhere to unders tand that the actions of agriculture reflect 

cultural attitudes and assumptions about the human place in the world. 

Most people cannot see because of their immersion in their own culture. 

The following sectiqn a ttempts to describe these assumptions in their 

rela tionship to agriculture . 

One of the most important fundamental assumptions of industrial 

agriculture is that n ever-ending econ omic growth fueled by greedy self­

interest is not only desirable, but is n ecessary for the su ccess and 

ultimate h appiness of human beings (Apichai, 1992 : Schumacher. 1973: 

Stauber et al, 1995). This assumption has less to do with agriculture 

12 



13 

than it has to do with the idea that bigger is better. American agriculture 

in gen eral. particularly after the l 950's, has been preoccupied with 

centralizing and increasing production. However , total centralization is 

not n ecessarily for local convenience, it is for streamlining of profits 

{Rundquist, 1991). The his tory of the Western economists· obsession 

with maximizing profit through centralization and mass production of a 

single item is a long one, and is deeply embedded in the American 

psych e. 

Wheeler (1993) and Schumacher (1973) both write that the 

fundamental problem with the Western economic system that drives and 

supports industrial agriculture is that it ignores human beings' 

fundamental needs to create, work, and develop themselves spiritually. 

Schumacher believes that the current economic syst em is h eading for 

failure because it endorses greed and the desire to profit a t any cost as 

an inherent part_ of human nature. Economists who lived during the 

Industrial Revolution recognized that the cultivation of greed was morally 

wrong, but also advised people to not feel too bad about it, as it was 

necessary to be greedy: society could not become rich without some kind 

of fundamental driving force for prosperity (Wheeler , 1993). 

Another important assumption of industrial agriculture is that only 

ever-expanding productivity can supply cheap and abundant food. This 

belief justifies centralization . intensification, the use of inorganic 



chemicals, h eavy technology, and gen etically modified organisms in 

agricu lture because these things, althou gh not in themselves positive, 

are seen as essential to expanding profitable productivity. Indus trial 

agriculture views expansion as a never -ending process, and natural 

resources as infinite. The assumption is tha t when one resource is 

depleted, another on e can be found to replace it. and the process can go 

on more or less the s ame as before (Schumach er , 1973} . The 

assumption that continuously expanding productivity is best for 

everyon e discounts decentralized , local , or community-focu sed 

agriculture. Moderately centralized or decentralized agriculture does not 

continually expand. but only modifies itself to meet the n eeds of a local 

community and offers little in terms of a regu lar predictable profit for 

agribusiness corporations (Jackson . 1980}. Similarly, on ly larger farms 

and improved efficien cy are seen as profitable . Smaller farms are risk ­

prone in purely economic terms (Stauber et al., 1995). 
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Another critically important assumption of industrial agriculture is 

that technological inn ovation is the best way to measure agricultural 

progress. Measuring agricu ltural progress with the complexity of 

technology used is quite easy. One only needs to observe th e daily 

workings of an industrial agriculture enterprise to see the amazingly 

complex and specialized technology u sed by these super-scientific farms 

to achieve maximum production and profit . Technology is also an easy 



way for economists to quantify what is happening on a fann. as the 

number of specialized tools u sed indicates the amount of capital 

available as well as the profits being made by the farm. 
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Schumacher writes that quantification is a serious problem with 

economics in gen eral ( 1973). Economists may be able to measure the 

number of high -technology devices u sed on a farm and their relative 

success in terms of crops produced and profits made, but they can not 

measure the happiness of employees. the physical and psychological 

h ealth of the local farming community, or the general balance of the land 

being used on the industrial farm (Schumacher. 1973; Kaufman, 1985: 

Sulak, 1988a: Wheeler , 1993). 

Industrial agriculture also assumes that nature is an obstacle to 

overcome. or a foe in a battle. According to Merchant (1992), the 

metaphysics supporting this aspect of industrial agriculture began 

during the European Renaissance, when Rene Descartes came u p with 

the idea that all events in nature could reduced to a s imple rela tionship 

between two factors . This idea led to the Cartesian x-y axis graph and 

the term "Cartesian thinking.·· Descart es and other intellectuals of his 

time believed that nature worked like a machine, could be controlled like 

a machine, and could be explained with mathematics. These 

intellectuals believed that God gave humans the earth solely to be 

masters of it. This mastery leads to a feeling of superiority and 



objectivity. Feelings of separated superiority allow people to feel that 

what they do to the environment does not matter, because they 

themselves will remain unaffected. These feelings allow humans to see 

themselves as intrinsically separate from the things that surround them 

(Apichai. 1992: Jackson, 1980: Shiva. 1991). 
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Another deeply embedded assumption of industrial agriculture is 

that science is intrinsically objective, unbiased, and pure in its factual 

nature. Stauber et al. write that science is assumed to be "an unbiased 

enterprise driven by natural forces to produce social good" (p.13). 

However, Merchant (1992) and Shiva (1991) write that scientific thinking 

is derived from the ideas of intellectuals like Descartes who believed that 

the world was a machine and that all parts of the machine can be 

dissected into parts: the total machine can be understood by the sum of 

its parts. Thus the desire of modem scientists to look at the smallest 

aspects of things, to dissect, categorize, specialize. and to separate the 

physical from the emotional or spiritual world. Although scientific 

thinking and experimentation has led to many wonderful and extremely 

positive advances in the fields of h ealth, technology. and understanding 

of the natural world. applying scientific methods to all aspects of life can 

have detrimental effects. Scientists operating in this frame of mind would 

develop agricultural products for the sake of the intellectual exercise of 

developing them, not n ecessarily for the sake of benefiting society or 



n ature with the developments (Fukuoka. 1978 : J ackson. 1980 : Shepard, 

1985). 

One excellent example of the erron eou s assumption that science 

always works for the public good is as follows . Indus trialized agriculture 

as a method of food production began on a large scale in the U.S. after 

World War II. At that time. scientis ts had been working on developing 

chemical weapons for the war. After the war, the resulting chemicals 

were further developed to be used in agriculture, where selected 

application of the chemicals could protect crops from natural predators 

{Bowler , 1992) . Chloropicrin, a chemical used as tear gas, was found to 

be effective in killing insects. What is called Agen t Orange today was 

17 

also used as an h erbicide {Shiva. 1988). These ch emicals were seen in 

mechanical. reductionis tic terms : they were merely pieces of a machine 

tha t could produce more food for the masses (Kaufman, 1985) . However , 

critics of indus trial agriculture argu e that the u se of ch emicals like these 

is yet another illus tra tion of human arrogance and aliena tion from 

n ature. Choosing to use poisonous ch emicals , especially those developed 

in war for the explicit purpose of killing other people, is inherently self­

destructive and sh orts ighted and violen t (Curtin, 1995: Schumach er , 

1973: Shiva, 1990 : Snider . 2000: Worster , 1984) . 

Another important assumption of the mindset that supports 

indus trial agriculture is expressed well by Fry and Martin (1991). Some 



development scholars have speculated tha t society in developing 

countries who sacrifice quality of life in the present can achieve a high er 

quality of life in the future . Environmentally this means that it is 

acceptable to pollute or damage the environment. beca use it is for the 

future greater good of the society as a whole . The belief is th a t during 

th e developmen t process in developing countries, the rich should get 

richer , and the poor should also get rich er , until eventually b oth the rich 

and the poor would enjoy the same level of prosperity. However . 

although the poor have become more affluent in recent years, the gap 

between the rich and the poor has actually widened . Yet environmental 

degrada tion continues, with the poor s till bearing the brunt of the 

problem . 

The Export of Industrial Agriculture During the Green Revolution 

Unders tanding the Green Revolution is important to 
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unders tanding how industrial agriculture and its embedded assumptions 

about human reality made its way to Thailand. The roots of Green 

Revolution began an idea abou t popula tion growth tha t became popular 

during the post-colonial period between the 1950's and the 1970-s. 

People in indus trialized countries wh o believed in the idea of 

overpopulation warn ed that growin g international populations of landless 

rural peasantry meant that global starvation loomed on the horizon . 



(Lappe, 1998) However , some scholars maintain that these hunger 

problems were actually a result of the e:>..'tractive, dis ruptive colonial 

policies which dis turbed indigen ous sys tem s of colonized peoples which 

actually lead to problems of land dis tribution, not n ecessarily over 

popula tion per se (Apichai, 2000: Sulak, 2000c). 

Scientists and development experts from indus trialized countries 

sou ght solutions to the hunger problem. They looked at traditional 

farming practices in undeveloped and developing countries and saw that 

people used low-yield crop varieties, very lit tle irrigation , inefficient 

fertilizers, and appeared to lack a sophis ticated understanding of 

agricultural science. Not surpris ingly, these scientis ts looked science 
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and technology to solve these hunger-related problems. The ensuing two 

responses of the Green Revolution were to curtail population growth 

through family planning initiatives and improve food supply with 

scientific seed development (Dudley, 1992). Althou gh there was a high 

degree of altruis tic _motivation behind the work of the Green Revolution 

as well as a true need for agricultural growth, governments of 

industrialized countries were delighted to hear of these solutions, as they 

could develop new markets for agribusiness in formerly colonized 

countries under the guise of doing a good deed for their n ew n eighbors 

(Dudley. 1992 : Shiva, 1991: Sulak, 2000c). Many countries benefited 

greatly from Green Revolution technology in the form of greatly expanded 
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local food production to feed n eedy local populations, but these countries 

and others also experienced negative s ide effects of the Green Revolution. 

According to Dudley {1992). The Green Revolution focused on 

producing high yielding variety (HYV) plants and promoting chemical 

fertilizers and pesticides to be used in combination with the HYVs. The 

majority of promotions for and experiments of the Green Revolution took 

place in Asia. The experimental work of the Green Revolution was 

funded by industrialized countries and the corporate agro-businesses 

controlling politics in those countries {Shiva, 1991). In Thailand, th e 

U.S . was a m ajor supporter of indus trial agricultural development 

because of the US's fear of spreading Communist tenden cies in rural 

areas of Thailand (Apich ai, 2000). 

Dudley (1 992) writes of several interrela ted problematic physical 

and metaphysical assumptions of th e Green Revolution . First, HYV 

crops were dependent on chemical fertilizers to produce an average 

h arvest . This meant that farmers n ot only had to buy the HYV varieties 

from the agro-businesses that developed and sold the HYVs, they also 

h ad to invest in expensive imported ch emicals to feed and maintain the 

HYV plants. Similarly. local farmers were en couraged to give up their 

local seed varieties that they had been cultivating for th ou sands of years 

and replace th em with a mon ocrop of one gen etically modified seed 

(Shiva, 1991). Locally bred seed varieties tha t were suited to local 



conditions were lost while n ew seed varieties often fared worse than 

traditional varieties under natural conditions. 
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The m echanis tic view of nature and the functions of nature was 

s till apparent in the way that Green Revolution scientis ts talked about 

HYV seeds. Shiva (1991) writes that scientists described plants as 

factories; HYV seeds were machines working in the factories. Fertilizers 

and other chemicals were likened to the fossil fuels that support the 

working of the machines. Scientific knowledge served to accelerate the 

workings of the machines in the factory. HYVs were thought of as a new 

super-technology that could produce food in factory perfect form , to save 

the world. 

The replacement of diverse, locally specialized plants grown in 

organic soils with monocrops grown with intensive ch emical application 

s eriously disrupted the natural ecology of local farmland . Seeds that had 

b een u sed b efore the HYVs were introduced were los t. and farmers were 

forced to begin purchasing new seeds from the countries that developed 

the HYVs every two years or their crops would fail (Shiva. 1991). Green 

Revolution scientists emphasized striving for increased yield. but did 

little to account for pest -resis tance. Monocropping HYVs led to greater 

pest destruction than in the pas t unless farmers a pplied dangerously 

h eavy amounts chemical pesticides. These pesticides in turn ruined the 



land and made further application absolutely necessary when farmers 

were under pressure to produce for a cash market (Dudley, 1992). 

Another of Dudley's ( 1992) main problems with the Green 

Revolution was that because of the expense of agricultural chemical 

inputs, only wealthier farmers could afford to invest in them. That 
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meant that richer farmers experienced better crop production and poorer 

farmers who could not make large investments could not compete. This 

occurrence is quite similar to the experiences of small farmers in 

industrialized countries being put out of business by larger, wealthier 

farms . Small farmers went into debt more easily that wealthier farmers, 

and when the small farmers· crops failed . they were forced small farmers 

to quit farming and to sell their land to the richer farmers. Farmers who 

formerly owned en ough land for their family's subsis ten ce were now 

forced to b ecom e landless wage laborers on larger farms. In this way, the 

Green Revolution did th e opposite of one of the things it intended to do-­

it made the rich richer and disenfranchised the poor (Dudley. 1992: 

Apichai. 1992: Shiva, 1991). 

Wealthier farmers who benefited from their ability to purchase the 

costly inputs prescribed by Green Revolution promoters began to be able 

to concentrate intensively on cash crop production because of the initial 

comparative su ccess of HYV seeds and Green Revolution techniques. 

They could expand their farms to be very large, and these farmers 



stopped thinking about producing food just for local consumption, and 

could begin to produce food for larger outside markets (Dudley, 1992). 
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Producing for larger markets also meant that farmers focused on 

monocrops because of their efficiency in maintenance and production. 

Monocrops give high er yields. but are less environmentally stable, as 

higher and higher inputs of chemicals are needed to support high yields 

over long periods of time. Chemical pollution of agricultural land and 

water is the result (Shiva, 1991: Nitasmai, 1997). Similarly, agro­

chemicals have been known to kill animals and people in agricultural 

areas as well as cau se widespread environmental problems. Fertilizers 

pollute water s upply, and people can get s ick or die from over-exposure 

to ch emicals. In the 1980's alone, over 100,000 rural agricultural people 

in developing countries died from exposure to pesticides (Curtin, 1995: 

Nitasmai, 1997). 

Another problem with the industrial agriculture introduced by the 

Green Revolution is a heavy dependence on fossil fuels. Altieri ( 1990) 

maintains that industrial agriculture is not only vulnerable to collapse 

because of its dependence on monocultures of unstable non-local seed 

varieties. but also because of its dependence on fossil fuels. As 

mentioned above, cheap fossil fu el made industrial technology and the 

monoculture that supports that technology physically poss ible. However, 

fossil fuels are obviously a short-term solution, as they are finite and are 
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currently being wasted at an alarming rate. Fossil fuels used in 

agriculture make it possible for farmers to waste ten times as much 

energy in the production of a crop than a farm laborer or working animal 

would expend. Petrol subsidies and the apparently low cost of fossil 

fuels make this waste of energy difficult to see when economis ts look 

strictly at profits and costs, but the costs are apparent when the 

environmental effects are explored {Rifkin, 1985) . 

Another serious problem of the Green Revolution was that the 

crops it developed and promoted only worked well on prime agricultural 

land. HYVs were bred to be used in optimal conditions. Ironically,_ the 

farmers who were most in need of agricultural assistance were those on 

marginal lands, but because the scientists who developed HYVs intended 

for them to be grown in optimal conditions, farmers on marginal land 

were mostly excluded from any research or aid (Dudley, 1992: Shiva, 

1991). 

Dudley {1992) writes that conventional attempts to solve food 

shortage problems in developing countries that depend on technology for 

answers are flawed because of the assumption that modem technology 

can fix the world 's present problems. Most agree that the goals of the 

Green Revolution were altruistic in their desire to feed the world. as they 

were also successful in achieving that goal. However, these goals were 

achieved at great social and environmental cost in most developing 



countries. In effect, the Green Revolution exacerbated the problems of 

agriculture in developing countries by concentrating land ownership in 

the hands of the rich, decreasing environmental stability and the 

sustainability of fanning through higher uses of agro-chemical, 

monocropping, and displacing poor farmers into marginal areas. The 

following section of this paper describes how sustainable agriculture 

differs from Green Revolution techniques and the industrial agriculture 

paradigm that created it. 

Conceptual Roots of Sustainable Agriculture 
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There h ave been many variations on the definition of agricultural 

sustainability s ince its official introduction to the academic and scientific 

world of agriculture in the l 980's. One is that sustainability means a 

system's ability to supply the world's food supply demands. This way of 

thinking sees agriculture as a way to feed people who can afford to buy 

food in a cash economy while s tile preserving natural resources for 

future u se. This is not sustainability of the land, but an attempt to make 

indus trial agriculture as a business appear su s tainable (Douglass, 1992: 

Holmberg & Sandbrook , 1992: Pretty, 1995). 

Another more holistic definition of agricultural sustainability is 

closely related to the term stewardship. This definition defines 

su stainable agriculture as an agriculture tha t produces at a stable level 
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consistently for an indefinite amount of time and seeks to maintain 

balance with local ecosystems (Rundquist, 1991: Welchman. 1999). Yet 

another definition of sustainable agriculture focuses on rural community 

viability. In this definition, su s tainable agriculture should support rural 

cultures that not only h ave ecologically sound ethics but also consider a 

h olis tic view of life and self-reliance to be of prime importance (Douglass, 

1992). 

To expand on the above two definitions of sus tainable agriculture, 

s ustain ability as stewardship is endorsed by people who b elieve that 

nature h as physical limits which people must obey if they are to avoid 

catastrophic fluctua tions in food security. This definition of 

sustainability realizes tha t inputs of non-renewable resources to 

agricultural systems will fail (Rifkin, 1985: Schumacher, 1973; Shiva 

1991). For example. the use of fossil fuel technology in agriculture 

initially boosts production and efficien cy, but has added costs in that it 

someday will end .. Combustion of fossil fuels pollutes the environment, 

and creates farmer dependency on outs ide technology and fu el markets. 

However . s tewardship counters these factors. Stewardship's most 

important principles are as follows. Farm outputs are optimized for the 

long-term, not maximized for the shor t-term. Land stewards strive to 

promote and maintain biological divers ity in agricultural ecosystems and 

cultural diversity among different people on different types of land. 
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Stewards also s trive to improve soil quality and fertility by using 

continuous cover crops, rotation cropping, and green manures. Stewards 

also will limit or cease to u se outside agro-ch emicals. Although the 

stewardship definition of sustain able agriculture seems to be ethically 

motivated. it is not always the moral ch oice is appears to be {Douglass, 

1992). In many instances, farmers tum to the stewardship model not 

out of concern for the environment. but ou t of the concern that external 

. inputs are too expensive in the long-term and are affecting their profits 

{Darlington, 1990: J ackson , 1980). 

Others see sustainability in terms of rural agricultural community 

viability. Douglass·s (1992) definition of sustainability in terms of 

community is a radical one by popular accounts. The focus of this 

approach to sustainable agriculture is that all things are interrelated and 

humans must behave accordingly. People in environmentally sensitive 

agricultural communities must be interested in the welfare of other 

members of the community, and social relations are thought of as 

cooperative. not competitive. They also do not regard nature as 

something to be controlled, mastered. or enslaved. People who believe in 

the establishment of communities like these are part of the Deep Ecology 

movement: they see world-view as key to living an environmentally soun d 

lifestyle {Rundquist, 1991: Shiva, 1991). 
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A combination of Douglass's second and third definitions of 

agricultural sustainability works well for the purposes of this paper: 

sustainable agriculture means agricultural practices and the community 

bonds that support them that can be continued indefinitely because they 

do not rely on expensive inputs or limited supplies of non-renewable 

resources. do not cause environmental damage or endanger human life 

in the area, and are suitable for any type of farm, small or large. 

Sustainable agriculture is community-focused fanning that is flexible, 

diversified, and environmentally safe. It replaces chemical- and 

technology- oriented food production for mass markets with on-farm 

resources, renewable energy, conservation, and skillful management of 

natural processes to produce healthy foods for local markets (Apichai, 

1992: Dudley, 1992: Schumach er, 1973: Zanecchia, 1991). 

A good example of one type of sustainable farming that is familiar 

to many people is organic farming. Organic farming is part of sustainable 

agriculture because it assumes as fundamental that the soil is a living 

system. A conversion to organic farming only happens when farmers 

work to make the whole ecological system in which their farm operates 

reach a balanced state that most closely resembles the state that is most 

natural for that ecosystem (Dudley, 1992: Douglass, 1985). Dudley 

(1992) also writes that organic farming is good for farmers in developing 

coun tries because it limits financial dependence on outs ide markets and 
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middlemen , supports and builds on indigenous traditional knowledge, is 

easy to use in small or marginal areas, uses little or n o fossil fuel or 

imported fuel, and does not adversely affect farmers· health because they 

are not exposed to highly concentra ted agro-chemicals. 

Althou gh organic farming is important to su s tainable agriculture, 

it does n ot provide all the n eeded solutions . One of the m ost important 

things that su s tain able agriculture achieves as an ideology is that it 

questions the embedded cultural assumptions of industrial agriculture. 

Sustainable agricu lture represents n early the opposite of everything that 

industrial agriculture involves. While industrial agriculture in 

centralized , specialized , and profit driven , su s tain able agriculture is 

localized , diversified , and driven by community n eeds . Indus trialized 

agriculture separates the concept of production and consumption , 

causing alien a tion from the source of life, but su stainable agriculture 

keeps production and consumption in the same place, so humans are 

always aware of h ow their environ ment sus tains them . Indus trial 

agriculture assumes that financial gain and technological complexity are 

measures of su ccess, but su s tainable agriculture measures success 

throu gh the ability of its system to accentuate and blen d with the n atural 

ecosystem so it can produce quality foods for a local community on a 

indefinitely long-term basis. Indus trial agriculture sees people as only 

consumers in the economic equ ation of costs and profit , but sustainable 
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agriculture sees the quality of life of people as one of its key motivating 

factors for existen ce. Industrial agriculture also assumes tha t scien ce 

and technology can fix any problem , m aterial or otherwise. Sustainable 

agriculture supports th e idea that indigen ous farming methods and 

appropriate technology ch oices based on traditional knowledge are often 

superior to technological innovation because they have withstood th e test 

of time. These dich otomies between approaches to food production are 

sometimes called "reversals." Chambers (1998) writes that these 

reversals in agriculture are essential for agn,cultural development that 

focuses on quality of life as opposed to econ omic profit. The following 

section of this p aper illus tra tes how many of these reversals h ave been 

present in the development of modem sus tainable agriculture in 

Thailand. 

The Acceptance and Expansion of Indus trial Agriculture 
in Rural Thailand 

This section describes h ow profit-driven industrial agriculture 

developed in Thailand. Thailand·s history of agricultural exploitation 

begins well before the actual introduction of industrial agriculture. 

Therefore, this section will begin farther back than th e Green Revolution 

period to give the reader an idea of th e s ubtle political and ideological 

even ts that lead to the acceptance and application of indus trial 



agriculture in Northern Thailand, the s ite of FEDRA's rural su stainable 

agriculture programs. 

3 1 

Marten ( 1990) writes tha t the Chiang Mai valley of Northern 

Thailand was cultivated in a su stainable fashion using a traditional 

integrated farming method for hundreds of years before the introduction 

of industrial agriculture. Sticky rice was the main crop. but farms were 

self-sufficient because they could grow vegetables and fruit trees as they 

liked and intersperse them with fallow forest areas and s tream-irrigated 

rice paddies. The farms focused on producing for subs isten ce. recycled 

organic household wastes in their fields , u sed only local sources of _ 

en ergy to maintain their land, and strove for diversity in crop varieties 

and planting sch emes (Coh en, 1998: Filipchuk, 1991). This way of life 

m ade the people independent of outs ide econ omic crises (Apichai, 1992). 

King Mengrai incorporated Northern Thailand and other remot e 

areas of the country into Central Thailand's economy in the 1200s. King 

Men grai wanted Chiang Mai's fertile river valley to serve as a source of 

rice for construction laborers em ployed by the central government . 

However , the overall financial and environmental impact that this had on 

Northern Thailand and other remote areas like it was s mall (Cohen, 

1998). 

Rice farming for non-local use increased gradually in Thailand 

during the early colonial period. but the 1855 Bowring Treaty is often 



32 

cited as the event that effectively put Thailand into a colony's role 

although it was n ever officially colonized (Darlington, 2000). King 

Mongkut (or Rama IV. reigned 18 51-1868) hoped to prevent Thailand 

from being colonized by the British, who had already taken Burma to the 

west, while the Fren ch who had already taken Laos and Vietnam to the 

east and n orth. To avoid colonization, King Mongkut made an export 

deal with the Britis h that forever altered the nature of the Thai economy 

(Apichai, 1992: Cohen , 1998: Darlington, 2000: Wyatt, 1984). Thailand 

began to export massive quantities of rice to Britain, facilitated by 

foreign-built steamships and railroads (Cohen , 1998). It was also at this 

time that King Mongkut s trove to increase Thai n a tionalism and internal 

unity to repel the colonial powers that surrounded Thailand a t every 

border. The king achieved this by homogenizing the beliefs and 

behaviors of Thai citizen s through the ins titution of standards for 

schools. public works, farming practices, infrastructure. language u se . 

and religiou s practice (Darlington , 2000). In Ch apter III , a discussion of 

the effects of this unification through standardization and centralization 

on Buddhism as the national religion of Thailand will be examined. 

In the fifty years following the Bowring Treaty, international rice 

exports jumped from approximately on e million h aab to thirteen million 

haab {one haab = 60 kilograms) (Prawase. 1988). This expansion of 

exported rice was accompanied by an explos ion of forest clearing for 



timber and subsequ ent cultivation of that land to facilitate more rice 

growth (Coh en, 1998: Prawase, 1988) . 

After World War II, Thailand, which had been invaded by Japan 

and surrounded by communist China, Vietnam, and Laos, was afraid 
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that communist insurgencies might occur in remote border areas. 

Thailand called on h elp from the United States becau se of its s trong anti­

Communist stance. The solution proposed by the US was to eliminate 

any possible areas were communists could hide. such as remote jungle 

areas, and to develop urban areas of Thailand for capitalist industrial 

production (Apichai, 1992: Cohen, 1998). Large roads were built 

connecting major rural production areas throughout Thailand's northern 

provinces of Chiang Mai and Chiang Rai. Jungle areas were first 

timbered for profit, and then cleared for agricultural use. Green 

Revolution e>..1:ension workers and researchers introduced commercial 

agriculture. The focus of the work of the Green Revolution was the same 

as described above:_ to introduce new crops to feed growing populations 

and create markets for agricultural products by increasing dependency 

on imported agro-chemicaJs and tools. Chambers ( 1998) writes tha t 

oftentimes development projects and the development workers 

themselves end up functioning as salespeople for the products of the 

countries they come from . Green Revolution development workers were 

no exception. HYV rice. chemical fertilizers and pesticides, tractors and 



other h eavy technological machinery were enthusiastically imported and 

dis tributed to Thai farmers. Green Revolution promoters asked that 

farmers demand more of their land, and plant tobacco, soybeans, 

peanuts, garlic, mungb eans, vegetables, peppers , and cassava in 

monocrops during the times when fields were not b eing used for rice 

production {Coh en . 1998: Filipchuk, 1991). Today n orthern Thailand is 

a major center for industrial agricultural production of these crops, and 

monocrop indus trial farms domina te the landscape wh en viewed from 

every public road (Wyatt, 1984). 
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With h opes for m assive expans ion in agricultural production as a 

result of Green Revolution technology, Thailand's government began a 

na tional focu s on industrial and agricultural exports {Nitasmai, 1998). 

This focus on exports again worked mu ch like the previous description of 

what h a ppens in industrial and Green Revolution farming. Larger 

wealthier farms began to produce massive quantities of crops for profit, 

and small farmers were literally push ed out of their livelihoods. Larger 

farms became able to take control of larger areas of land while small 

farmers became landless laborers {Apichai, 1992: Chambers, 1998: 

Cohen , 1998). 

In 1958, a powerful m an from the Thai military, Field Marshall Sarit 

Thanarat. took power of the Thai government throu gh a coup. Sarit was 

highly pro-developmen t, and h e employed a powerful propaganda of 



ideology to reach his goals . He began the trend of h eavy modem 

development and indus trialization in Thailand that only b egan to slow 

down in 1985 (Apich ai, 1996). Sarit push ed the idea of agricultural 

intensification, an export-oriented industrial economy, and cash 

cropping on the Thai citizens. Sarit tau ght Thai citizen s that industrial 

development was a morally good thing, and u sed an ideology of 

pa triotism , nationalism , and religious unity to back him up (Darlington, 

2000). Sarit also tighten ed the s tate control of Buddhism to serve his 

ideology. The implications of this move will be further dis cussed in 

Chapter III. 

The results of Sarit' s policies were amazing centralized economic 

growth, a sharp drop in the quality of life of rural people, environmental 

degrada tion , and the devalua tion of diverse local cultures (Darlington . 

2000). As Hirsh (1998) writes, the government's policy towards 

development a t the time was not focused on quality of life or 
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environment. but rather on a technological management of the 

environment for maximizing profit. Jus t as industrial agribus iness in the 

U.S. believe that technology can solve any problem . th e Thai government 

promoted the same approach to the Thai public. 

As agriculture expanded . the use of s teep marginal land for foreign 

crops n ot well suited for these fragile environments caused erosion and 

contamination of water from h eavy ch emical a pplications . The urban 



demand for popular vegetables rose as urban migrations led to high er 

urban populations . Because cash income was b ecoming more and more 

necessary for farmers who were caught up in the export economy, 

monocrops for outs ide s ale became more and more popular (Marten , 

1990: Wyatt. 1984) . 

However , Thailand's economic export development program was 

n ot focused on improving only its agricultural sector. The Thai 

government was actually more interested in increasing industrial 

production. This meant that while the government push ed for m ore 

agricultural production, it favored and subsidized indus trial operations 

in big cities. When peasant farmers became landless as larger wealthier 

farmers bought up their land, many of them migrated to cities in search 

of indus trial work in factories or in the ever-growing service sector. 

Migrations to urban areas put pressure on urban areas . and urban and 

rural people became en emies as they ba ttled for scarce jobs and 

resources (Apichai, 1992 : Marten . 1990: Sulak, 1988). Today, the 

urban-rural tensions continue and are apparent in the way that both 

urban and rural people express their disdain for each other {Lohmann, 

1992). 

Not only were social conflicts a result of this emphasis on 

industrialization . seriou s environmental and land use conflicts also 

began to arise. Scarce water resources used in irrigation of marginal 
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lands in rural areas were often diverted for industrial uses in big cities. 

Rivers were dammed and rural areas were flooded as the demand for an 

increase in water to urban areas grew exponentially with the growth of 

industrial factories. Land along new major roads that had previously 

been agricultural land was bought up by wealthy investors and created 

"ribbons" of highly developed sh opping and service areas that drain 

resources from agricultural areas b ehind them (Cohen, 1998: Marten. 

1990). 

The Emergence of Sustainable Agriculture in Thailand 

Traditional Thai farmers had been practicing different forms of 

sustainable agriculture in Thailand for thousands of years before the 

idea of su s tainable agriculture in its modem form was created. In the 

Chiang Mai valley. farmers had been using a system of agricultural 

subsistence that is often compared to permaculture. This meant that 

people farmed the land as was most appropriate for th e land, optimizing 

it where they could , and leaving large swaths of wild areas to supply 
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them with wild foods and medicines (Cohen. 1998 : Marten 1990: Apichai, 

1992). This section of th e pa per describes how sus tainable agriculture 

developed in Thailand and continues its popularity because of its base in 

indigenous farming methods. 



The modern concept of sustainable agriculture became popular in 

Thailand in the 1980s. Thai su stainable agriculture's popularity was 

due to a regional economic crisis that forced rural farmers to re-assess 

their dependence on industrial inputs su ch as imported ch emical inputs 

and technology. At that time, the ra te of deaths from chemical 

poisonings and contamination had been climbing. Soil quality was 

degrading, and land that was previously productive was no longer 

producing anything. Rivers were contaminated with agricultural run-off 

and people and animals in agricultural communities were either getting 

sick or dying from contaminated air. food , and water {Nitasmai, 19~6). 

The people felt they n eeded a new agricultural paradigm , a n ew way of 

approaching agriculture tha t was life giving, not life-threatening 

{Prawase, 1998) . Many felt that a return to traditional methods blended 

with n ew and improved environmentally safe methods was necessary. 

Others believed that these environmentally safe methods had to be 

backed up with a system of traditional ethics, as the ethics behind 

Western agricultural and industrial modernization were destroying 

traditional Thai culture {Prawase. 1988). Following, some agricultural 

methods popular in Thailand are described. The following chapter then 

addresses th e system of traditional ethics Thai Buddhists are n ow u sing 

to back u p sustain a ble agricultural m ethods . 
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Types of Sustainable Agriculture Popular in Thailand 

Although different scholars and agricultural workers h ave different 

ideas of what methods of agriculture are most sustain able, the four 

methods that are most popular in Thailand will be briefly described h ere. 

Integra ted farming is a type of sustainable agriculture that u ses two or 

more crops together which use soil , light, and water differently but also 

support each other in a symbiotic relationship. In this way, crops do not 

compete for the same nutrients or resources and often help each other 

grow by providing shade, nutrients, or habitat for each other. Integrated 

farming is also an effective way to control pests because it makes 

infection of large areas of a s ingle type of plant difficult. Small farm 

animals such as pigs or chickens are often allowed to roam freely in 

integrated farming, as their manure can be used as a fertilizer for the 

crops (Nitasmai, 1996). 

Agroforestry is another popular form of su stainable agriculture in 

Thailand. This method focuses on growing long-s tanding fruit trees or 

other types of u seful trees and shrubs and then planting annual crops in 

between the trees that ben efit from and also supply nutrients for the 

trees. Trees are said to provide habitat for birds that cut down on 

detrimental insects . Trees also provide fuel wood, and an environmen t 

for fungus and other natural foods (Apichai. 1992: Lohmann, 1992). 
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However, to some agroforestry only means trees grown for timber, so this 

terminology has sometimes been problematic for farmers wishing to 

apply these methods. 

Natural farming is also being practiced in Northern Thailand and 

other regions with positive results. Natural farming is s imilar to 

integrated farming in that it chooses plants that are mutually supportive 

and use different soil, light, and water resources. It also allows free­

range animals for manure fertilizer. An advantage of free-range animals 

is that food does not have to be grown specifically for them. and they 

tend to eat pests. However, natural farming focuses strongly on not 

tilling the soil, which is allowable in integrated farming and agroforestry. 

Natural farming focuses most on following nature's basic ecological 

design and disturbing the environment as little as possible. The no-till 

philosophy maintains that soil health is the most important part of 

farming, and tilling the soil destroys the nutrients and composition of 

soil. Cover crops afe grown and cut back for the planting of regular 

crops, and the cover crops and food crops grow at different h eights and 

use different resources (Fukuoka, 1978). 

Although all of these methods of sustain able agriculture are 

slightly different, they all stress the importance of understanding the 

interrelationships between different parts of the ecosystem. Of particular 

importance is the human place in the system: humans should not 
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destroy any part of the ecosystem and strive for perfect balance between 

elements of the system. These methods all also focus on small-scale use 

for subsistence, producing just enough for a family, community, or small 

local market. This is called decentralized agriculture. Every different 

local area produces for its own needs, on its own terms. Schumacher 

( 1973). Apichai (2000). Sulak (2000c), and Chambers (1993) agree that 

decentralized locally appropriate sustainable agriculture is key to 

.improving self-reliance and therefore human quality of life. 

Summary 

In this chapter, I have briefly outlined the ideologies behind 

industrial agriculture and sustainable agriculture as well as both of their 

appearances in Thailand. I h ave shown that the dominant 

characteristics of industrial agriculture are profit-based and that the 

dominant characteristics of sustainable agriculture are sustenance and 

quality of life based. I have also traced the arrival and implementation of 

industrial agriculture in Thailand as well as the response to it given by 

supporters of sustainable agriculture. The following chapter will explore 

the interpretations of Buddhism as an environmentally compatible 

philosophy. The following chapter also addresses the ways in which 

Buddhist environmental ethics have been interpreted by modem 



development monks and Buddhist scholars in ways that support and 

promote sustainable agriculture. 
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CHAPTER III 

BUDDHIST ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS 

This chapter explores Thai Buddhist environmental ethics in 

historical and theoretical contexts. The purpose of this is not to argue 

that Buddhism is an intrinsically environmental religion. but rather to 

illustrate h ow its concepts can be applied effectively to the solving of 

ethical environmental dilemmas, particularly those encountered in 

modem agriculture. All major religions address stewardship of natural 

resources as fundamental to their ethics (Jackson, 1980: Schumacher, 

1973). However, because I am interested in sustainable agriculture in 

Thailand. it is m ore relevant to examine the problems of agriculture 

within an appropriate cultural context. Again . the aim of this study is 

not to prove that Buddhism is the best possible ch oice for sustainable 

agricultural development programs, but rather is a constructive model 

upon which Thai development programs working with Buddhist clients 

can rely on for a positive easily reinforced moral framework. 

This chapter is divided into two main parts. The first part eA-plores 

the question of whether or not Buddhism is inherently environmental as 

a philosophy of life. Within this section. the origin and development of 

Buddhism in Thailand is described. How the varying interpretations 

43 



and social a pplications of Buddhism 's teachings that have been 

interpreted as environmentally sensitive and pro-active are is also 

explored. The first part will also briefly discuss the role of animism in 

Thai Buddhism. 

The second part of this chapter focuses on the work of Thai 

Buddhist development and environmental activist s , scholars and monks 

and their interpretations of Buddhis t environmental ethics. The 

following chapter outlines how one Thai Buddhist monk of has applied 

these interpretations of Buddhism's ethics in a foundation that supports 

su s tainable agriculture training programs for rural farmers. 

An Analysis of Buddhist Texts 
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This section will focus on the writings of the T ipitaka, the Jataka 

and Jatakamala and h ow they have been recently interpreted for 

environmental enlightenment. The Tipitaka (also Tripitaka) is the written 

form of Buddha's teachings that were compiled by the Buddha during his 

lifetime and after his death by his disciples. Sutras (also sutta and 

suttanta) are the variou s discourses within the Tipitaka. The four n oble 

truths of Buddhism are always the foundation of any discussion of the 

teachings of the Tipitaka. The four noble truths are as follows. First, 

dukkha, or suffering, exists. This includes human suffering of any kind, 

physical or metaphysical , and can also be extended to all living things. 



Second, dukkha or suffering is cau sed by desire . This desire can be a 

desire for material or intangible things, and also includes the desire to 

not experience desire. The third truth is that dukkha can be avoided 

when people focus on the impermanen ce of life. When people think 

about how their own lives are short and how all of their material 

possessions and petty feelings will become useless or dis appear with 

them , they will be able to focus on more serious matters, su ch as 

preparing s ociety for a b etter future. The fourth of the noble truths 

advises moderation in all things. This truth is often called the "Middle 

Path." By rem aining on the Middle Pa th, people can escape the dukkha 

caused by their desire for material objects because modera tion in all 

things creates feelings of equanimity, balance. and inner -peace (Butt, 

1995 ; Prebish , 1979; Sulak, 1988). 
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Modem Buddhis ts studying the four n oble truths can freely apply 

them to any aspect of environmentalism. A popular train of thought is 

that the human desire for material objects (often interpreted as natural 

resources and the mon ey they represent) is cau sing the environmental 

dukkha of the world and its inhabitants today (Habito. 1997; Kraft. 1997; 

Sponsel and Na tadech a-Sponsel, 1997). The logical Buddhis t way to end 

this suffering is to follow the Middle Pa th of moderation. Moderation of 

all excessive beh aviors ends the initial desire for material possessions 

that have cau sed the environmen tal and spiritu al dukkha of all beings. 
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As a result of this moderation and its resu ltant renouncing of material 

pleasures. desire is eliminated and all beings are freed from the suffering 

ca used by human desires (Butt. 1995) . 

Apichai ( 1992) takes the elimination of greed as the main goal of 

modem society if it wants to solve its social, econ omic. and 

environmental problems . Apichai writes tha t th e fundamen tal 

assumption by Western economists that humans are by their intrins ic 

n a ture greedy and self-serving is detrimental to Thai thinking, because 

Thais traditionally think of themselves as gen erous and community­

focused. 

The Middle Path prescribed by the fourth n oble truth is often 

referred to as the "Eight-Fold Path." The Buddha lis ted eight s teps that 

build upon each other that every person can do to end his or h er 

individual cycles of unen lightened birth and death. A person who follows 

the Eight-fold Path can eventually reach en lightenment, and then work 

for the enlightenment of other humans and other beings with 

compassion and loving kindness (Butt, 1995: Lombardi, 1993). 

The Eightfold Path consists of right view. resolve, speech , action , 

livelihood, effort, mindfulness. and con centration. According to Bullit 

and Butt right view means seeing why dukkha h appen s. or seein g that 

suffering arises from human craving or desire. Right resolve is wh en 

after a person understands the n ature of dukkha, he or sh e will resolve 



to work towards freedom from materialism , sensuality, and n egativity. 

Right speech and right action request that humans not lie, kill, s teal, or 

abuse anyone or anything sexually. Right livelihood means that any 

person may not engage in a form of business that is dishonest. cruel, or 

otherwise inflicts harm on other living beings. Right effort en courages 

individuals to strive towards positive human development. generosity 
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and plenitude for all. Right mindfulness is the stage that people will be 

a t when they are able to put aside desire, greed . and distress in order to 

reach the final s tep of the path, concentration. Right concentra tion is 

where the human is able to reach a state of existence where h e or sh e no 

longer feels pain nor pleasure for him or h er self, but only works 

selflessly and compassionately toward th e betterment of others (Butt, 

1995) . 

Sch olars of environmen tal Buddhism write tha t the steps 

enumerated in the Eight-Fold Path can sh ow modem people all over the 

world h ow to live environmentally appropriate lives (Aitkin, 1990 : 

Burford. 1992: Dhammananda. 1990: Dissanayaka, 1999). Giving up 

desire for and attachment to material things. being honest and upright in 

all business. and striving towards selfless compassionate service toward 

all living things are seen as fundamental aspects of an ideology that will 

ensure the survival and flourishing of future generations . 
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Not surprisingly, many these same ideas h ave been adopted by the 

Deep Ecology movement. that aims to imbue people with a neo-Buddhist 

morality, in an attempt to give moral foundation to human decisions tha t 

involve the environment (Naess, 1973). Deep ecology strives to facilitate 

a worldwide change in ideology from one that endorses the exploitation of 

the environment to satisfy human greed to one that recognizes humans 

and the entire world as one symbiotic being that must maintain balance 

for survival (Devall , 2000; Rundquist, 1991). Deep Ecology will be 

discussed further in Chapter V. 

The basic rules, or precepts. of Buddhist morality are based on the 

steps of the Eight Fold Path. According to Bhattacharya (1992), Butt 

(1995) Loori (1997) and Sulak (1988), the basic rules of Buddhism are: 

no killing, no s tealing, no sexual misconduct, no false speech , and no 

intoxication. No killing is obvious and most popular in its a pplication to 

environmental issues. The first rule is often seen in terms of ahimsa. 

from the Sanskrit, which conveys an idea of non-violent loving 

compassion towards all things (Hesse, 1951: Shiva. 1991). 

The first rule of n o killing, or non-violence. can be extended to 

include all forms of life. The scripture Anguttara Naru. tells many tales of 

monks who broke fruit tree branches and suffered negative karma as a 

res ult becau se the monks did not respect the natural truth of the tree 

(De Silva. 2000: Dhamma. 1990). Similarly, monks and nuns in the 
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early Theravada Buddhis t tradition were forbidden to eat anything that 

h ad the potential to continue growing, including animals, fruits or 

veget ables containing seeds, and segments of twigs or stems that might 

be able to develop roots (Chatsumarn, 1990). These forest-dwelling 

Buddhis ts' environmental responsibilities also included planting trees 

and maintaining a natural, biologically diverse area around the temple 

where medicinal plants and beneficial animal species were encouraged to 

live (Chatsumarn. 1990: De Silva. 2000). 

Despite the other four rules· apparent initial irrelevance to 

environmental issu es, Loori ( 1997) interprets the precepts to have more 

all-en compassing environmental implications. Killing the environment or 

stealing from the environment is cited as essential aspects of the firs t 

and second rules. The third rule of sexu al misconduct is interpreted as a 

call t o critique the n egative karmic consequences of gen etic engineering 

and technological alteration of the sacred aspects of sexual reproduction . 

This idea is particularly important for Buddhist interested in sustainable 

agriculture. as it gives a Buddhist ethical groundin g to b e against the 

introduction of genetically modified organism s in Thai farming. 

The fourth rule, no lying. is applied to lyin g in the context of 

"greenwashing" environmentally unsafe practices. Loori interprets the 

fifth precept of no drunkenness or intoxication as a request that 

Buddhists should not ··c1oud the minct ,"· (often interpreted as due to a 



drug, but here seen as in reference to any blindness, particularly from 

greed) because it is selfish emotions that cause people to care more 

about making money than stewarding the environment (p. 179). 

Loori also enumerates another five less frequently discussed 

precepts and their relationship to environmental awareness. The sb-...'t.h 

and seventh precepts are concerned with not criticizing others and not 

putting yourself above others because all things are part of an 

interrelated whole. Loori interprets these as a request that humans not 

try to bend n ature to suit what humans think is "right'" as well as not 

putting humans above nature, because the Buddha saw humans as one 

facet of nature, not separate from it. 

The eighth precept commands humans to give generously. This 

command is interpreted as giving back to nature for what you take and 
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to only take what you need to ensure that one person's greed does not 

cause another's starvation. The ninth precept requests that people seek 

harmony and refuse anger, because anger toward any thing. including all 

things in nature, is debilitating in its perpetuation of negative energy. 

Loori interprets the final precept of "do n ot defile the Three Treasures" as 

a command to respect the totality of the self (represented by the Sangha). 

the environment (represented by th e Dharma), and an understanding of 

the environmen t (represented by the Buddha). To defile any of the Three 
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Treasures is to defile everything, demonstrating a lack of responsibility to 

the sacred nature of all interrelated beings. 

Aspects of the precepts and the Eight-fold Path are often combined 

in Buddhis t teachings as the five "ennobling virtues." These virtues 

include loving-kindness and compassion, right means of livelihood and 

generosity, sexual restraint, truthfulness and sincerity, and mindfulness 

and heedfulness. Sch olars of Buddhist environmental ethics h ave 

applied all of these ennobling virtues to environmental issu es. The first 

enn obling virtue of loving-kindness and cor_npassion is seen as extendible 

to the environment, where humans do not destroy their environment 

because they have compassion for the intrinsically valuable individual 

yet interrelated elements of nature. Sulak (1990) expresses this concept 

where h e writes that: 

To be a true Buddh ist, one must lead one's life in harmony with all 
others in the universe, by exploiting none and serving all. Yet one 
must serve mankind as well as others knowingly-- not blindly (p. 
139). 

The second virtue of right means of livelihood and generosity has 

been interpreted as choosing work that, as Sulak writes above, serve 

others, and not exclusively the self. That would mean choosing work and 

lifestyles that compliment the local environment instead of changing or 

destroying it for selfish or unsustainable ends (Kotter, 1990). 



A good example of a sch olar's interpretation of the third virtue of 

sexual restraint, Gross (1997) examines correct sexual b ehavior in terms 

of limiting population growth for a more sustainable environment. 

Others. particularly those interested in su stainable agriculture based on 

Buddhist principles su ch as Apichai (1992} and monks working with 

Phra Dhammadilok's organization , FEDRA. would interpret this precept 

in terms of scien tists· meddling with the genes of plants and animals for 

greed-oriented n eeds su ch as profit, consumer dependence. and fame 

{FED RA. 2000d}. 
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The fourth virtu e of truthfulness and sincerity are also discussed 

within an environmental framework wh en considering environmen tally 

conscious beh avior of businesses and consumers in any context 

involving n atu ral resources. Humans must be truthful in their 

expecta tions and dealings with n ature so that both ben efit equally from 

interactions so tha t n a tural resources are n ot depleted {Spretnak, 1986}. 

In fact, th e Pali word d harma, which means "truth" is also the Pali word 

for "n atu re": the truth is n ature and vice-versa, therefore making it 

impossible to avoid the truth of environmental responsibility (De Silva, 

2000: Dhamma. 1990). This fundamental basis of Buddhism is difficult 

to over-emphasize. When nature and the truth are on e . humans need 

only to look at the natural processes of their environmen t to understand 

the truth of the universe and th eir place within it. 



The fifth virtue of mindfulness and heedfulness is one of the most 

popularly discussed virtues of Buddhism. If one is mindful, then one 

first is aware of the interconnectedness of the self and the rest of the 

universe. A frequently cited example of Buddhism's ancient focus on 

environmental mindfulness is called the "Jeweled Net of Indra" (Cook, 

1977: Kaza, 1997). This multi-dimensional net is said to expand 

throughout the universe, and it consists of countless numbers of jewels, 

seamlessly bound together, which all infinitely reflect whatever is 

reflected in every other jewel. This imagery is frequently u sed as an 

example in Buddhist literature of h ow all actions in the universe 

influen ce {are reflected in or by) other actions, events, and times in the 

universe (Aitkin. 1990: Cook, 1977). All humans must be mindful as 

well as heedful of what natural laws their world is governed by, for 

absolutely n o action is without consequence or repercussion, n o matter 

how small (Cook , 1977: Kraft. 1997). Mindfulness is also a virtue tha t 

makes it impossible to focus solely on the self in the present moment, 

because a true Buddhist can see that even the present moment is really 

th e past and the future, connected together . like everything else in the 

'j eweled n et" of the universe (Kraft, 1997). 
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Another teaching in the Buddhist path to freedom from suffering 

caused by desire is called the ''threefold way-.·· The threefold way involves 

first knowin g the self so one can practice correct speech and action as 
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well as correct relations with the environment, the earth, and all animate 

and inanimate things in the universe (Sulak, 1990). Once again, knowing 

the self means reflecting upon the true nature of the physical body, the 

mind, and the setting in which the body is located . When the individual 

practitioner realizes the ultimate impermanence of the physical vehicle, 

he or sh e will realize how the second and third aspects of the threefold 

way are actually unchangeable universal laws which humans must obey 

if they are to lessen or escape their experience of suffering (Burford, 

1992). 

The Jataka. Jatakamala, and Other Didactic Texts 

Another way that scholars of Buddhism derive environmental 

lessons from the many teachings of the Buddha is by extrapolating 

environmentally centered data from Buddhist te)l..1:s. Some of the favorite 

extrapolations include forest settings and didactic animal characters. 

Stories in the Jataka (Buddha 's birth s tories) relate how people in the 

Buddha 's lifetime were on ce animals in another lifetime, working through 

the same kinds of karmic responsibilities as they were as humans in the 

present. The Jataka is an unrefined Pali text, while the Jatakamala is a 

highly refined Sanskrit version of the same stories. written much later 

than th e originals. The Jatakamala differs from the Jataka in its 

representa tion of plants and animals subs tantially becau se it takes pains 



to sh ow how each animal that the Buddha h ad been incarnated as was 

an unusual animal wh o denied its animal n ature and s trove toward a 

higher moral order (Koroche, 1989). 

55 

Interestingly, in some of the Jataka stories, the Buddha is 

incarnate in the form of a tree spirit (as in the Rukkhadhamma Jataka 

and Vyaddha Jataka) or a clump of grass (as in the Kusanjali Jataka). 

Chapple ( 1997) writes that these stories of the Buddha's incarnations as 

plants h ave an inherently environmental message because of the stories· 

moral lessons; all of them focus on the balance between humans and the 

natural environment that they live in. The stories serve to demonstrate 

how cause and effect always occur in the natural world, and particularly 

how humans must understand the place and function of plants in the 

forest as well as plants used for human consumption. 

Other texts, such as the Vinaya Pitaka, describe how it is a s in for 

anyone to knowingly cut down a tree, plant. fruit , or any part of a plant 

or seed that had the potential to reproduce another plant in any way for 

human consumption . Theravada monks who were found guilty of this 

crime were expatriated from the monastery, according to Dissanayaka 

(1999) and Chatsumarn (1 990b) . Similarly, people who dirtied the 

n atural flow of water feeding a forest or oth er vegetative area by throwing 

waste into it were considered con taminators wh o would surely experience 

a karmic h ell for their evil deeds (Chatsumarn, 1990a). 



Chapple ( 1997) Chatsumarn ( 1990a). Dhamma ( 1990), and De 

Silva (1990) write that the ancient Metta Sutta and Lankavatara Sutra 

texts shows how when humans can see how their own existence is tied 

into the existence of those animals, humans will also see how their 

behavior as humans affects others because "being conn ected with the 

process of taking birth. one is kin to all wild and domestic animals. 

birds, and b eings born from the womb" (Suzuki in Ch a pple, 1997, p . 

134). The following Buddhis t logic is that humans will not want to hurt 

their own relatives. so it is intrins ically wrong to kill forest animals or 

beings of any kind (Chatsumam, 1990b: Gross, 1997) . 
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Natural Settings and Prescribed Locations 

This section will discuss how Buddhist texts are interpreted as 

describing the ideal human h abitat to be a pastoral and environmentally 

balanced on e. Dissanayaka ( 1999) writes that the Mangala Suttanta is 

particularly useful in h elping the modem Buddhis t to understand the 

role of the environment in Buddhism. The Mangala Suttanta explains 

why it is important to th e spiritual and physical well being of any 

individual to live in an area that is close to plants and animals in their 

natural h abitats. Living in a n atural setting reminds the Buddhist 

practition er that the Buddha attain ed enlightenment in a pastoral area, 

on the bank of a river , under a tree. Similarly, when the Buddha felt 
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conflicting emotions, he retreated to the fores t for meditation (Walker, 

1999). He gave his firs t sermon, Dhamma cakkapavattana sutta. in a 

heavily fores ted deer park, and en couraged monasteries to b e built in 

forested areas. Even the word for monastery, vihapa. literally means "an 

open place in the forest ," according to Dissanayaka ( 1999). 

Similarly, ancient texts that describe the Buddha's life are set in 

pastoral. vegeta tive areas. These texts also carefully detail specific plants 

found in the setting of each story, as they are in the Sutta Nipata 

(Ch atsumarn, 1990b). For example, when the Buddha died , flowers from 

the Salal trees tha t h e was lying under began to fall. and as his followers 

wrote, washed away his life (Dissanayaka, 1999). Beyond obvious 

symbolism , scholars believe that the reason for the inclusion of these 

plants, su ch as the Salal tree, was that the plants identified were u seful 

or sacred medicinal plants. Meditating upon the intrins ic and ben eficial 

na tures of those plants would h elp guide s tudents of Buddhism in their 

unders tanding of the interdependence of the n a tural universe. 

Meditation upon the n a ture of plants and animals, as well as 

communicating loving-kindness and compassion to all things living 

around human forest settlem ents was also seen as a virtue (De Silva, 

1990). Large trees, particularly the Bodi (ficus religiosa} tree under 

which the Buddha attain ed enlightenment, were also important in the 

s tudy of Buddhism becau se the intrins ic spirit of the tree that ultimately 



triggered to the Buddha's enlightenment experience (Dhamma, 1990: 

Dissanayaka, 1999: Chatsumam, 1990b). 

Criticisms of Buddhist Environmentalism 

Despite the above positive images of environmental awareness in 

Buddhist philosophy, one of the main criticisms of Buddhist 

environmentalism in general is that Buddhism was not originally 

intended to be particularly involved in active environmental protection. 

The phrase "Buddhist environmentalism" is often cited as a label that 

has been applied to Buddhism by Western ·people who romanticize an 

exotic religion that they can u se to escape the moral decrepitude of their 

own society (Eckel. 1997: Harris, 1991). Nash (1982) illus trates this 

anti-Western predis position towards romanticizing the exotic East. 
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These scholars argue that the people of the Orient and Oriental religions 

as are whole is more respectful and loving towards nature than the 

Judeo-Christian culture as a whole, which is environmentally destructive 

and can only see nature in terms of plunder and exploitation. However , 

other scholars are quick to warn that an over-glorification of an exotic 

religion and a lack of attention to one's own religious ethics is highly 

problematic (Jackson, 1980). 

Despite these criticism s that Buddhism has been interpreted as 

too environmentally focused , Buddhism in Thailand has also been 



criticized for being n on -environmentally con sciou s. Lohmann (1995a) 

writes that Thai Buddhis ts traditionally view wild n ature as a problem 

that must be cleared and cultivated by humans before it can become 

valuable . Sparkes (1995) and Taylor (1993) explain that Thais gen erally 

associate the word "paa" (forest) with n egative images, particularly 

gh osts , wild animals, imbalance. and s ickness. This interpretation may 

be a misunders tanding of Thai animism on the part of these sch olars, as 

many people ten d to forget tha t Thai Buddhism is not strictly textbook 

Buddhism (Guelden , 1995). However , Jones (1 989) and Sulak (1988a) 

believe th a t Buddhism in Thailand has b een altered by powerful po~itical 

and economic forces to the point where wh at Thais consider to b e 

Buddhist b eh avior is delus ion, resulting from government interferen ce 

with religion , which h as led to misapplication of Buddhist precepts. 

Ch atsumam (1 990b) m aintain s tha t the misapplication of these 

precepts in Thailand can be seen m ostly in the practice of Buddhism 

solely for the advancement of the self, and the placement of self-interest 

above anything environmental. An example of this problem is 
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competitive "merit-making," to see who can dona te the most mon ey to 

temples and therefore accumulate the most merit regardless of their 

morally repreh ens ib le everyday beh avior (Sulak, 1988a) . This beh avior is 

on e of th e maj or problems with Thai Buddhism today. In Ch a pter III, I 

will discuss h ow Phra Dhammadilok has turned this behavior into 



something positive without challen ging the government's a uthority to 

maintain ritualis tic merit making in Thai Buddhism. 
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Some critics of environmental Buddhism argu e that it is n ot 

Buddhism as a religion that is fundamentally ecologically friendly, but 

rather the n a ture-worshipping religions tha t were popular all over Asia 

before the introduction of Buddhism . Hinduism was most influential in 

the shaping of Buddhis t philosophy because Bu ddhism was developed in 

a predominantly Hindu society (Wyatt, 1984) . 

Hinduism as a religion contain s thou sands of different didactic 

s tories and scriptures that address the con cept of nature . One is the 

description of the J eweled Net of Indra that , as previou sly described , 

illus trates the laws of cause and effect throu gh out the universe. All 

action , positive or negative, h as repercussions in every realm of the 

universe. It is easy to see why the J eweled Net is a popular subject of 

comparison to modem Western thou ght. Not only is the net s imilar to the 

idea of ecological '"webs·· now popular in the discourse of global 

environmentalism , but it also counters the rigid hierarchical order of the 

Western mind that Buddhist environmen talis ts seek to do away with 

(Cook , 1977: Dasa, 1993: Snider . 2000). 

Dasa and Edward es ( 1969) h ave documen ted that Hinduism 

inclu ded tree worship, gods that con trol the sun. moon . and h arvesting 

cycles. These animist undercurrents made Hinduism a complex 



sophis ticated philosophy. People living in India before Buddhism had 

daily contact with nature and had to unders tand and respect its cycles 
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for their su s tenance. Early Hindus developed these beliefs into an 

environmentally sensitive religion, where gods and goddesses represent 

the major forces of creation. destruction, and preservation seen in nature 

("Finding the Edges of Hinduism ," 1999). Interestin gly. karma, in the 

ancient Hindu belief, is a way of describing en ergy flow. A bad social or 

environmen tal deed brought bad en ergy. so all people were encouraged to 

create only positive energy for themselves and the rest of the 

environment that they h ad to live in (Dasa, 1993: Edwardes. 1969). 

Thai culture is not only stron gly influen ced by these Hindu ideas: 

it is also domina ted by animistic beliefs. Thai animism is not only a 

historical part of Thai culture, but lives on today in many animist 

festivals that worship nature spirit s in many forms. Every animate and 

inanimate thing is believed to h ave a spirit. and mountains, rivers, trees, 

sacred groves, and _many types of plants and stones are all worshipped. 

When the people worship these spirits, they ask for nature's benevolence 

(Butt. 1995: Guelden. 1995). Evidence of the blending of n ative Thai and 

Hindu animism into the dominant Buddhist culture can be found in the 

placement of Brahman statues inside Thai temples. Similarly. spirit 

shrines near large trees. sacred forested areas. and spirit hou ses nearby 

city and village h omes are a common and highly accepted part of Thai 



Buddhism. Thais are aware that these practices are not strictly 

Buddhist, but th ey also recognize that belief in them does not contradict 

anything the Buddha taught, so there is little obvious conflict 

(Darlington, 1990; Guelden, 1995). 

History of Buddhism: Arrival and Acceptance in Thailand 

Buddhism b egan as a formal philosophy in Northern India between 600 

to 400 BCE when Gotama Siddhartha, a reform-minded tribal Indian 

prince became the Buddha after his many experiments with different 

extremes of religiou s practices (Bhattacharya , 1992: Bullit, 1999). The 

Buddha preached his teachings until h e was about 80 years old and 

gained many followers throughout India. Approximately 100 years after 

the Buddha's death, followers of Buddhism began dividing into what 

h ave become the Mahayana and Theravada traditions. Mahayana 

Bu ddhism spreao into China, Tibet, J apan, Korea. and most of Vietnam. 

Theravada, the Buddhism of South and Southeast Asia began when the 

Indian King Asoke of India sent his son to Ceylon {Sri Lanka) to 

introduce the royal Buddhist religion to the Singh alese nature­

worshippers. This introduced religion, after refinement by the 

Singhalese. became officially recognized as Theravada (Robinson & 

Johnson. 1996). Sri Lankan royalty combined the new Buddhist 

philosophy with essential aspects of th eir traditional animist belief 
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system , and then actively sough t to spread the word of Theravada to 

Thailand and Burma (Bhattacharya, 1992) . 
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In Thailand, the Thai royalty readily adopted Buddhism as a formal 

religion. Sulak (1988) and Bobilin (1988) write that Thai royalty accepted 

Buddhism because they thought it could be used as an ideological tool 

for the spiritual control of animist Thais. Sulak and Bobilin also write 

that Thai rulers used the con cept of dhammaraja, or .. divine kingship" to 

justify centralized control in Thailand. Dhammaraja refers to an 

extraordinary amount of good karma that allows a soul the opportunity 

to b e born as a king. Therefore, any person becoming ruler of Thai 

deserved to be ruler because his karma allowed it to manifest in this 

way. 

When colonial forces invaded Asia and Southeast Asia between the 

1700s and late 1800s, they brought with them missionaries wh o strove 

to replace Buddhism with Christianity (Pu-chu, 1960). Although 

Christian missionaries tried to end the practice of Buddhism in the East, 

Thailand was relatively unaffected because of King Mongkut' s shrewd 

dealings with Britain. Although Thailand may have opted for a self­

imposed colonial stance economically, it was allowed religious freedom in 

that the Thai government controlled religion, not a foreign government. 

As mentioned briefly in Ch apter L the Thai government tightened its 

control and centralization of Buddhism to strength en th e nation against 



attacks from colonial powers. not necessarily to benefit its people, but 

rather to unify the people against the common threat of colonization 

(Apichai, 2000: Darlington. 2000). 

Modem Environmental Buddhism 
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This section focuses on modem Thai environmental activism by 

Thai scholars ~d monks. Monks were important figures in Thai society 

s ince the acceptance of Buddhism by the royalty. Missionary monks 

were sent all over the country to convert rural peasants from animism to 

Buddhism in an early effort to centralize control. Monasteries served as 

schools and hospitals, where men could learn how to read and write Pali 

to further their understanding of Buddhism. Although little is known of 

whether or not rural people resisted their religious conversion, it is 

unlikely that they did. as Buddhism and animism are quite 

fundamentally compatible and complimentary (Darlington, 1990). As 

time passed, monks came to b e highly respected and integral to village 

life (Apichai, 1992) . However . s ince the signing of the Bowring Treaty, 

government control of monks has been increasing. Each time the 

government felt a threat of disunity, particularly in 1906, ·1932. 1941, 

and 1962, it has written laws into effect that have brought monks under 

closer and closer scrutiny of the government's Minis try of Religious 

Affairs (Darlington. 2000). 
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The emergence of modem Buddhis t environmentalism began in the 

l 970's during a period of political and economic upheaval. As described 

in Chapter I, since the 1950's Thailand's agricultural and technological 

export economy had been growing extremely quickly. In the 70's, the 

negative environmental and social effects of this trend began to surface 

{Darlingtion, 2000: J.L. Taylor, 1993). Development without planning, 

political conuption, and rapid centralization of natural resources 

(particularly water and timber) , led to a sudden fall in the quality of life 

in both urban and rural areas {Apichai, 1992: Lohmann, 1995a). 

In this political and social turmoil , pr.ovincial monks who worked 

to fulfill both the material and spiritual needs of local Thais began to 

take action against companies and government policies which directly 

affected the environmental quality of the people's villages (Mayer, 1996). 

Monks took action because they were experiencing the effects of 

consumerism and dependence on outside forces of agricultural people 

first-hand. These monks saw the quality of life of rural Thais 

diminishing and believed that they could manage local development more 

sensitively and effectively than the central government ( Apichai, 1992: 

Darlingtion, 2000. 1990 : Mayer , 1996: Sulak, 2000c). 

These Buddhist-centered groups and projects have been actively 

denounced and repeatedly threatened by the upper echelons of the Thai 

governmenfs Department of Religious Affairs as well as the Thai 



government. They have been threatened in this way for their refusal to 

incorporate the tenets of capitalism and consumerism into their 

Buddhis t philosophy (Sulak, 1988a: Taylor, 1997). Monks who wish to 

remain officially recognized as monks by the government or the king 

must not risk receiving these types of threats. Therefore . many monks 

work s lowly and s ubtly, doing their best to help people and resist the 

system, but in as quiet and non-obtrusive of a way as possible. 
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As Darlington (2000) writes, the Thai government did not just 

endorse and s upport profit-oriented industrial farming in Thailand. it 

also attempted to modify Buddhist practice to better suit an indus~al 

economy. Field Mars hall Sarit tighten ed control of the Buddhist Sangha 

under the las t Sangha Act in 1962 in an attempt to control the minds 

and actions of the Thai people so they would support economic 

liberalization. Sarit sent monks out into rural areas to do much n eeded 

social work as well as teach remote villagers about how Buddhism 

unifies the Thais as a nation. This move was intended to increase 

patriotism and show people that what was good for Bangkok was also 

good for rural areas. These monks were also told to stop people from 

thinking about Communism as a viable option (Darlington , 2000) . 

Most important of Sarifs decrees was the decision to stop Thai 

monks from teaching lay people about non-materialism , or santutthi.. In 

Buddhism, attachment to worldly things prevents enlightenment. 



However, the law no longer allowed monks to teach this fundamental 

tenet of Buddhism (Pipob. 2000) . Today. Thai Buddhists rarely think of 

materialism as a hindrance to their enlightenment. In fact, few believe in 

the possibility of spiritual enlightenment or even personal control of 

destiny (Sulak, 1988b: Sponsel & Natadecha-Sponsel. 1997). 

According to Som boon ( 1982) there are two kinds of Buddhist 

activism in Thailand. One is in the wholly political realm. where 

politicians and bureaucrats who work in the Department of Religious 

Affairs decide what policies monks all over the country should espouse. 

This kind of activism usually focuses around economic or s tatus issues 

that are of a personal interest to politically powerful individuals. The 

other kind of Thai Buddhis t activism is in the grass-roots realm, where 

communities of monks decide (often against government policy, but not 

necessarily openly) to act on social and environmental issues that affect 

their local communities (Sulak, 1988a). Phra Dhammadilok of FEDRA 

most certainly belongs in this second category, even though he is a well­

recognized and respected part of the governmentalized Sangha 

{Darlington. 2000) . 

Many Thai Buddhist organizations other than FEDRA work for 

environmental awaren ess. preservation, and reconstruction. 
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DhammaNet is a non-government Buddhist organization founded by a 

Thai monk, Ajarn Pongsak, which aims to reforest the watersheds of Mai 
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Sai provin ce in Northern Thailand. DhammaNet employees and 

volunteers plant trees, collect and plant fruit and nut seeds that attract 

beneficial wildlife. and to educate local people about the importance of 

watersheds for sustainable and organic farming. The Thai government is 

uninterested in creating laws that will stop this destruction, but Ajarn 

Pongsak says that it is the Thai Buddhist's moral and karmic duty to 

educate themselves about environmental degradation and restore 

Thailand's watersheds before the whole country becomes desertified 

(Porritt, 1992). 

Another large Thai Buddhist organization that works for 

environmental issues outside of the political s tructure is the Thai Inter­

Religious Commission for Development. Founded by Sulak, the 

commission's goal is to bring all of the religious ideologies of Thailand 

together under the umbrella of community- and environmentally-focused 

"small b Buddhism," not the nation alistic, xenophobic "capital B 

Buddhism" promot.ed by the Thai government sin ce 1962 (Sulak, 1988b, 

p. 78) . 

Wildlife Fund Thailand , as part of its focu s on educating the Thai 

public about human-environment relations, ins tituted an on-going 

program called "Buddhism and Na ture Conservation·· in the late 1980's. 

This project focuses on combining ancient Buddhis t literature. 

particularly the Jataka (s tories of the Buddha's previous incarnations). 



with modem technological knowledge about the inter-relatedness of all 

ecosystems. The aim of this program is to use didactic religious stories 

taught by highly respected local monks to reach the public with an 

environmental message that it can easily absorb (Chatsumam, 1990a). 

Other Thai environmentalist activities that u se a Buddhist 

philosophy have also been relatively successful. One has been the 

ordaining of old growth trees along the Lamphun-Chiang Mai road in 
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. Chiang Mai province so they can not be cut down by any morally aware 

Buddhist citizen (Darlington. 1998; Lohmann 1995: Porritt. 1992). 

Another is the creation of non-government supported agriculture-focused 

sustainable forest monasteries as a quiet, unobtrusive critique of the 

state-supported form of Buddhism, such as Wat Suan Mohk in Chaiya, 

Chompon province (Buddhadasa, 1990: J.L. Taylor, 1993). The Santi 

Asoke Buddhist sect is yet another well-known non-government 

organization whkh encourages Thais to live in self-sufficient 

environmentally sustainable village communities while practicing 

Buddhis t principles on a daily basis (Heikkila-Hom, 1996). 

Theoretical Basis for the Use of Thai Buddhist Philosophy to Solve 
Modem Agricultural Development Problems 

Spiritual value is seen as the central factor controlling economic 
activities. These in their tum control patterns of technology, and 
education and cu lture. The type of technology employed determines the 



utilization of natural resources and the state of the environment and 
ecology. 
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(Apichai, 1992, p. 105) 

This section will be an analysis of Apichai's ( 1992) Payutto's 

(1 992). and Prawase's (1988) theories of Buddhist agriculture- and 

environmen t-focused economics. This section also incorporates the ideas 

of major activists for Buddhist-focused development policy change in 

Thailand. 

Apichai (2000). Payutto (1992) , and Prawase (1988) believe that 

Buddhism can be used as a th eoretical framework for solving the 

economic and agricultural problems that are currently occurring in 

Thailand. Apichai and Payutto write that the introduction of Western 

econ omic con cepts in Thailand was a fundamental error becau se Thais 

do not h ave the same system of ethics as Western economists. Western 

economics ignores abstract values, s uch as emotions, because they are 

difficult to quantify. However , Payutto writes that this is an error 

because. "The economic process b egins with want. continues with choice, 

and ends with satisfaction, all of which are functions of th e mind" (p. 27). 

Although Western economics tries to separate emotion and quantifiable 

fact, they essentially cannot b e separated accordin g to Buddhist thou ght. 

Emotion s are a powerful factor in economics. One of Apichai's 

{1992) most important criticisms of Western economics is tha t the entire 
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system is based on the assumption tha t humans are intrins ically greedy 

and self-serving. It is this greed for ma terial possession s that drives 

people to compete with each other in an attempt to possess or consume 

as much as possible. Greed motivates what Western economics calls the 

"rational" behavior of acting on individual desire to own material goods 

(p. 67). However, Fukuoka (1978). Buddhadasa {1986). and Payutto 

( 1992) write that extravagant desire is actually the great downfall of the 

modern world: our desire to consume everything possible will result in 

our self-destruction. 

Western economics also assumes that human bein gs only 

experience happiness through consumption of things or the 

accumulation of wealth that allows them to accumulate things. In its 

blatant endorsement and en couragement of desire and greed , Western 

econ omics goes totally against the Buddhist goal of eliminatin g suffering 

by ending desire (Apichai, 1992: Schumacher, 1973). Sch olars of 

Buddhis t economics believe that happiness has two forms : one is fleeting 

and material, another is eternal and spiritual. Humans are naturally 

born into ignorance. where they experien ce basic desire as is necessary 

for physical survival. In this s tate. they experience unlimited desire for 

material things. However , as they grow older , gain experience and 

wisdom, th ey begin to learn the difference between what b rings fleeting 

happiness and what brings lon g-term h appiness. The longer lasting form 



of happiness comes from unselfish desire to manifest only that which is 

balanced and harmonious. This unselfish desire is called chanda. 

Chanda is based on wisdom. and is manifested through desiring only 

that which is necessary. in recognition that all things exist in a state of 

give-and-take. With chanda in m ind, people will learn that nature and 

humans are not in conflict. but in balance, and must remain as such 

(Payutto, 1992). 

Scholars of Buddhist economics also write that is it more than 

psychological factors that contribute to agricultural problems. 

Technology is often cited as a fundamental ·problem in rural agricultural 

communities in Thailand. Modem agricultural technology is something 

that the people did not chose to create for their own specific needs. 
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When farmers adopt technology, they als o have to change their way of life 

to accommodate the technology. Similarly , because the technology is 

imported, they h ave little opportunity to shape existing techn ology or 

invent n ew technology that would be better suited for their needs 

(Apichai, 2000: Nitasmai, 1998). 

Apichai (2000) also writes tha t traditional wisdom should be 

supplemented with modern knowledge and experience from the outside 

world, but it should be closely scrutinized before acceptance. Apichai 

believes that ··1ocal wisdom needs to become national enlightenment" {p. 

107). This means that the central government must unders tand that 
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local wisdom, or Indigenous Technical Knowledge (ITK) is fundamental to 

the long-term continuation of high standards of living for remote rural 

areas. 

Prawase agrees that the main problem in Thailand today is 

econ omics. In the past, Thai people were farming for self-reliance. Their 

systems were su s tainable because it was necessary for the survival of 

future generations . Rural farmers did not need to import external inputs 

for their farms because they were s imply unnecessary to the farmers' 

needs. The economic system was localized and based on bartering for 

goods and services, not cash. Although the farmers' lives may have _been 

difficult a t times, they were successful in that villagers had leisure time 

to be creative with art, study Buddhism, and develop a complex spiritual 

world-view (Sulak, 1988a). 

Prawase ( 1988) writes that Buddhism was the system of belief that 

made this self-sufficient rural lifestyle possible becau se of the Five Pillars 

of Buddhism. Prawase believes that these Five Pillars can provide many 

answers to the problems of modern development in Thailand . The first 

pillar of Buddhism is the development of the mind, spirit, and soul. 

Developing awareness of these aspects of human existence provides an 

ethical guideline based on the natural laws of the universe. The most 

important thing that the natural laws teach us is that all things in the 

universe are inter -related and nothing can be viewed in isolation. 
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Therefore. the effects of an individual's actions will always need to b e 

considered and reconsidered before the action is completed. This kind of 

thinking leads to a great deal of consideration for others and the 

environmen t when practicing sustain able agriculture. 

The second pillar of Buddhism, according to Prawase, is producin g 

only enou gh to satisfy one's own basic n eeds. This means producing for 

self-sufficiency and freedom from outside forces or inputs. Buddhism 

stressed an approach of moderation in every possible situation. 

Moderation in production and con sumption are in accord with Buddhist 

thought, as extravagance of any kind is essentially imbalance. Imbalance 

leads to further discord and eventually disease and destruction 

(Buddhadasa, 1976). 

The third pillar of Buddhism in Prawase·s interpretation is natural 

environmental balance through self-discipline. This is an important 

factor in su s tainable agriculture, as farmers cannot forget their original 

goal is to produce h ealthy food for their families and local communities, 

n ot to take advantage of the environment or other people for short-term 

personal gain . The Western concept of happiness being achievable 

through the sh ort-term gain in wealth that involves taking advantage of 

others also causes the social disintegration of the traditional Thai village. 

When families split apart, as they often do when villagers lose their 

farmland and become wage laborers, the family's spiritual values are 
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replaced by capitalist values . Rural people send their children to urban 

schools for a b etter education. the children come back with urban ideas 

of development, and not necessarily ones that are conducive with the 

values and ethics of rural people. Traditional values of balance with the 

environmen t and community become seen as backwards and impractical 

(Apich ai, 1992). 

The Buddhis t ideal of non-ma terialism also guides people to 

remain moderate in their n eeds to achieve balance with the universe. 

Apichai (1 992) writes that these farmers also knew that it is important to 

maintain environmental balance with forest areas because as Buddhism 

teach es, all things are interrela ted and to destroy the forest is to 

ultimately destroy yourself. This is literally true in Thailand, as the 

forest supplies water , food , and clean air. Apichai also writes that rural 

sustainable agriculture and Buddhism are well suited for each other 

because of Buddhism's prescription for residing in natural settings. 

Living and farming in a n a tural setting is thought to h elp balance the 

mind and soul and to develop compassion within the spirit. 

Prawase·s (1 988) fourth pillar of Buddhism is econ omic self­

reliance. Econ omic self-reliance is achievable by any community that can 

follow th e rules laid out by the firs t through third pillars: all n eeds of the 

community can be satis fied within the community. Apich ai ( 1992) also 

discusses how Buddhist ethics played a fundamental role in su s taining 



healthy rural Thai communities before Thailand was caught up in the 

global market. There are three main factors that sustain a village's good 

s tandard of living. The first is a village-based local economy that focuses 

on self-sufficiency in agriculture and utilitarian crafts. The second is 

communal maintenance and u se of common property, particularly wild 

forests. The third factor is family kinship and a cultural tradition that 

discourages individualism and encourages communalism. Buddhism is 

a key part of that communal cultural tradition. 
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According to Apichai, self-reliance and sus tainability in agriculture 

accord directly with the pre-industrial development Buddhis t culture of 

Thailand. Farmers working for self-sufficiency have little u se for greed or 

desire: they produce what they n eed to enjoy an adequ ate standard of 

living. Farmers (or any others) who understand the Buddhist concept of 

th e elimination of suffering through the cessation of desire will come to 

realize and u nderstand that happiness comes from the quality of life 

experienced , not the quantity of goods accumulated. Payutto (1992) 

supports this idea when he wrttes that Buddhis t economics focuses of 

moderation, as espoused by the Buddha in th e Middle Way. The Middle 

Way stresses moderation in all things, and "moderation means knowin g 

the optimum amount. h ow much is 'just right"' (p . 69) . Payutto sees this 

concept as directly opposite to the Western classical economis t's 

assumption that maximum consumption leads to maximum satisfaction. 



Rather , a focus on wise and moderate consumption for well-being. not 

luxurious over-indulgence of greed, is the goal of the Buddhist 

economist. 
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Community and social factors are also essential to the workings of 

Buddhist econ omics . Prawase's (1988) interpretation of the fifth pillar of 

Buddhism, community unity, focuses on the importance of close kinship 

and communal bonds between members of villages in rural areas. Some 

critics of Buddhism argu e that Buddhism as a religion teach es focus on 

the self and , ironically, a selfish focus on personal enlightenment. 

However , Buddhadasa (1976), Sulak (2000c}, and others argue that 

Buddhism's goal in regards to the self is the initial break-down and 

elimination of the individual ego so the individual can thereafter serve 

society with truly selfless compassion, loving kindness, and pure 

goodwill. Buddhism as a philosophy, according to these modem 

scholars, can improve society to make life materially comfortable enough 

for people to understand and follow the precepts of Buddhism, thus 

making the continuation of the cycle of self-sufficien cy and sustainability 

possible and morally pos itive. 

Summary 

This ch apter has described the his tory, theory, and criticism of 

environmental Buddhism. The his tory of the overall spread and 



adaptations of Buddhism allows u s to see what aspects of Buddhism 

have become emphasized for different social and political n eeds. The 

ethical basis for environmental Buddhism has been shown to be derived 

from parts of the Buddhist Tipitaka and other popularly read didactic 

Buddhist texts, such as the Jataka and Jatakamala. 

This section also discussed modem criticisms of environmental 

Buddhism. Some of the most popular criticisms of environm ental 

Buddhism include arguing that Buddhism is an inwardly focused 

philosophy and that it is not really Buddhism per se that is 

environmental. Other criticisms include those that argue the pre­

Buddhist animist type religions that came before Buddhism are the 

major influen ces in either anti-environmental or pro-environmental 

s tances that Buddhist teachings seem to endorse. 
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The second part of this chapter described modem Thai Buddhist 

theory relating Buddhist economics and the interdependen ce of 

Buddhism and sus_tainable agriculture in traditional Thai society. These 

sch olars write that Buddhist environmental ethics are responsible for 

and supportive of su stainable agriculture because it calls for ethics of 

non-materialism, community unity, and selfless devotion to the 

betterment of the environment and society. These sch olars. however , 

focus on the ideals of Buddhism rather than the ways in which 

Buddhism is practiced on an everyday basis. Their idealism must be 
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noted in this study that discusses the reification of Buddhist ethics in 

sustainable agricultural development: although these scholars write that 

a return to a traditional way of life where Buddhist ethics determined 

community action , it is questionable as to whether or not this traditional 

society existed because of Thailand's diversity of belief systems. 

In summary, this section illustrates how Buddhism's main 

concepts and ideal prescriptions for human behavior can be effectively 

interpreted as a solid ethical base for an environmentally safe and 

culturally viable lifestyle. For this reason, Buddhism is an excellent 

philosophy or framework for creating environmental consciousness. 

Buddhism's ability to force the practitioner to ask ethical questions of 

him or herself makes a responsible and pro-active stance towards 

environmental issues . The following chapter will explore how Phra 

Dhammadilok of FEDRA in Mae Rim, Chiang Mai, Thailand chooses 

relevant environmentally focused aspects of Buddhism and successfully 

applies them to his rural su stainable agriculture promotion projects. 



CHAPTERN 

FEDRA'S PHILOSOPHY OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

This chapter has three main sections. Firs t. it describes FEDRA's 

background, main objectives. and programs. Second, it describes Phra 

Dhammadilok's philosophy of developmen t with an emphasis on social­

environmental responsibilities. Third, this section compares Phra 

Dhammadilok's ideas to other major social-economic-environmental 

Buddhis t scholars such as Buddhadasa, Apichai, and Sulak to find 

conn ections between their theories. These connection s can be u sed as 

building blocks for FEDRA's upcoming educational project as well as 

future s tudies of Buddhist environmentalism. 

Background of Phra Dhammadilok 
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FEDRA was founded in 2517 by Phra Dhammadilok (Chan 

Gooslo). who at that time, was named Phra Thepkavi. Most of Phra 

Dhammadilok·s patron s call him Luang Paw, or "Great Father" as a sign 

of respect and affection (Darlington , 1990). Phra Dhammadilok was 

ordained at the age of fifteen , and worked in a number of religiou s social 

service programs with other monks until 1959. In 1959, Phra 

Dhammadilok founded a boarding school, M etta Seuksa, for poor rural 



boys in Northern Thailand whose families could not afford to send them 

to school b eyond the primary level. He founded this sch ool because h e 

saw that rural Thais were at a disadvantage in terms of education 

becau se there were few good schools in rural areas. However , h e soon 

discovered that the su ccess of the school was taking the best and 

brightest s tuden ts out of the rural areas and only educating them for 

urban j obs. n ot bringing them b ack to their homes wh ere their h elp was 

most n eeded (Van pen , 1989) . His experience with this sch ool led Phra 

Dhammadilok to seek n ew ways to h elp the rural poor. 

His tory of FEDRA 

8 1 

Phra Dhammadilok decided to create FEDRA as an NGO that 

would work to improve th e quality of life of rural people in rural areas 

inst ead of bringing them to urban centers. Phra Dhammadilok h oped 

that this a pproach would prevent urban migration and rural brain drain 

in Northern Thailand by giving people something worth s taying for in 

rural areas. FEDRA officially b egan operation in 1974. Ironically, from 

1974 until 1978, FEDRA was located a t Wat Chedi Luang, Chiang Mai 

city"s central urban temple. In 1978, Phra Dhammadilok asked to be 

assign ed abbot to Wat Pa (literally, ··Forest Temple"') Daraphirom, a rural 

tem ple in Mae Rim dis trict. twelve kilometers outs ide of Chiang Mai city 

(Darlington , 1990). Ph ra Dhammadilok made this career change so h e 



could move FEDRA to a more appropriate rural location (Vanpen, 1989). 

A recent promotion of Phra Dhammadilok to h ead abbot for all of the 

Buddhist temples in Northern Thailand has moved him back to Wat 

Chedi Luang. However , he still closely oversees the workings of FEDRA 

on a weekly basis even thou gh h e is now 83 years old (FED RA, 2000a) . 
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FEDRA's goal at the time of its creation was to develop rural areas 

to suit local peoples' n eeds. Phra Dhammadilok saw the economic 

policies of the 1960's and 1970's as contrary to rural peoples· n eeds, as 

rural agricultural areas and their populations were becoming subservient 

to the indus trial resource use needs of huge urban populations. Uneven 

development of urban areas drained water, wood, food crops, scarce 

government funding, and educa ted people from rural areas. This uneven 

development that favored urban areas left the Thai countryside in a crisis 

s ituation (Apichai, 1992: Darlington, 1998). Many people were forced to 

sell their land and migrate into the cities to work as general laborers or 

move to other areas to take low-wage seasonal wage labor on industrial 

farms (Apichai, 1992: Sulak, 1988a). Phra Dhammadilok understood 

that rural people could n ot become interested in internalizing Buddhist 

ethics if they were hungry or suffering, as the Buddha tau ght that lack of 

ma terial needs is a hindrance to spiritual enlightenment (Darlington , 

1992: Payutt~. 1992) . From this idea, Phra Dhammadilok sought to help 



the people to help themselves so they could become empowered by 

Buddhist ethics. 
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Phra Dhammadilok wanted to give rural people the opportunity to 

develop themselves at the riceroots level. By facilitating riceroots 

development, the people could face urban demands as a unified 

community. To unify the rural community, Phra Dhammadilok focuses 

on training rural people in agricultural methods and management that 

will lead to rural self-sufficiency, with a secondary focus on teaching 

people h ow to diversify their job skills to remain flexible in a capitalis t 

economy. This means FEDRA supports training in agricultural 

techniques, finances. land management. and agricultural knowledge 

dissemina tion. FEDRA also supports many entrepren eurial experiments 

to develop and examine the feasibility of home indus tries such as food 

processing and utilitarian craft making (Vanpen, 1989). 

FEDRA also works to facilitate local community unity. To foster 

community unity. Phra Dhammadilok set up all of the programs within 

FED RA as co-operatives (FED RA, 2000a). These co-operatives encourage 

rural people to work together in groups and networks to achieve 

community solidarity and a good s tandard of living. Co-operatives set up 

by FEDRA are intended to give rural people the tools they n eed for 

grassroots development as they see fit , not as dictated by FEDRA or any 

other outside agency. 
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FEDRA has four explicit principle objectives that are always 

adhered to in their choices for development projects. FEDRA's firs t and 

most important principle objective is to promote agriculture. More 

specifically, this means agriculture that is appropriate to local conditions 

as well as s trnctures that support appropriate agriculture. FEDRA 

facilitates co-operative forming trainings, n etworks: agricultural method 

training seminars: and homem ade tool making trainings {Vanpen, 

1988) . Other programs are regularly available according to the villagers' 

requests (FEDRA, 2000a) . 

FEDRA's second principle objective is to promote education. This 

does not n ecessarily mean formal edu cation , but ra ther refers to 

agricultural training and knowledge that can be spread laterally as 

opposed to vertically. Thus , FEDRA focuses on providing or facilitating 

practical and appropriate training for any agricultural process, 

technique, or theory that co-operative members are interested in learning 

about. Co-operative members also formally agree to personally share any 

knowledge they gain during trainings with their neighbors and any other 

interested rural people {Vanpen, 1989). Similarly, FEDRA en courages 

governmental non-formal education when possible. Many of FEDRA's 

employees are graduates of the non-formal education system (FEDRA, 

2000a). Education also means the developm·ent of wisdom, knowledge 

that can be applied. Phra Dhammadilok is famou s for putting knowledge 



into action, not preaching for knowledge s imply for the sake of 

knowledge. Therefore. practical training is of his utmost concern (Phra 

Thepkavi, 1988). 
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FEDRA's third principle is to promote Buddhism. This does not 

mean that FEDRA is trying to convert people to Buddhism. but rather 

means that FEDRA s trives to encourage and s upport behavior that is 

condon ed by the Buddhist teachings. Phra Dhammadilok design ed the 

rules of FEDRA to make sure that only people who posses the ideal 

Buddhist qualities of dedication, morality, thrift, and compassion and 

compatibility can b e members in the foundation's co-operatives 

(Darlington. 1990: Vanpen, 1988). Phra Dhammadilok also meets 

regularly with co-operative members to discuss or lecture about the ways 

in which Buddhism is relevant to their agricultural work {Darlington , 

1990). However , this promotion of Buddhist ethics may have some yet 

unexplored problems for the villagers. as is discussed in the following 

chapter. 

The Cow and Buffalo Bank at FEDRA 

This section discusses on e of FEDRA·s su s tainable agriculture 

programs tha t Phra Dhammadilok has successfully interwoven with 

Buddhist practice to benefit rural communities. FEDRA's Cow and 

Buffalo Bank was an idea originally con ceived by Phra Dhammadilok in 
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2521. It is a local legend that when a wealthy man became fatally ill . h e 

decided to save a buffalo that was destined for s laughter and don ate it to 

Phra Dhammadilok as a form of merit-making. When the man's h ealth 

drama tically improved . the word spread that saving the life of a buffalo 

could extend the donor's life or extend the life of someon e close to the 

don or according to the laws of karma. This is the same form of merit­

making criticized by Sulak in Ch apter fV-- the giving of ritualis tic. showy 

dona tions to the temple made either to impress others to the ben efit of 

the donor's own karma. Phra Dhammadilok does n ot endorse this kind 

of merit making, but rather tolera tes it because he can find ways to mold 

this merit-making to the n eeds of his foundation . The s tory of the cow 

and buffalo bank illus trates how Phra Dhammadilok has b een able to 

alter to results of ritualis tic merit making into something useful for rural 

people {Darlington . 1990}. 

In a sh ort .time, Wa t Pa Daraphirom was full of buffaloes and cows 

that h ad been donated by people hoping to make merit for s ick family 

members. Phra Dhammadilok decided to put these animals to use by 

lending them to local farmers wh o could use the animals to plow fields or 

to breed them for profit. Today, animals destined for the sla u ghterhou se 

are n o longer given to villagers due to the animals· gen erally bad h ealth. 

However , people s till continue to don ate h ealthy animals to the Buffalo 

and Cow Bank as a form of merit making {FEDRA. 2000c) . 



Phra Dhammadilok has been quoted as saying "People h elp 

buffaloes: buffaloes h elp people" in referen ce to this proj ect (FEDRA. 

2000c, p. 3). This phrase explains the basic philosophy behind the 

initia tion of The Cow and Buffalo Bank. People h elp the buffaloes by 

saving them from being s lau ghtered or gu aranteeing the animals a long 

life on villagers· farms. The person who donates the animal to Phra 

Dhammadilok at FEDRA receives m erit for doing a good deed . ln this 
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way, buffaloes n ot only h elp the donor by giving merit. but they also help 

the farmers who use them to work the fields. Many of the farmers who 

receive the animals would n ot be a ble to afford to buy them on their own. 

This revitalization of th e use of buffaloes for work in rural farms is 

crucial to su s tainable agriculture's su ccess in Thailand . Buffaloes are 

not dependent on outs ide fuel or maintenance, as are imported tractors 

and kw ai Lek ("iron buffalo") rota-tilling equipmen t. Buffaloes graze in 

fallow fields and their manure is invaluable as a fertilizer for these fields . 

These buffaloes can be used to work fields, but they can also be used as 

an investment: the animals' offspring can be sold to other farmers. 

Buffaloes therefore increase rural farmers· local au tonomy and self­

sufficiency. allowing them more freedom in their agricultural practices 

and community investments (Rifkin, 1985: Schumach er , 1973: Vanpen , 

1989). 
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The cow and buffalo bank is an excellent example of the way Phra 

Dhammadilok has looked at an agricultural problem (lack of money for 

maintenance of high-technology equ ipment) and solved it with an 

already-exis ting (albeit ritual) Buddhist activity. Phra Dhammadilok 

does not b elieve in radically challenging the government-controlled 

Sangha. Therefore . his unique interpretation of the Buddhist teaching of 

generosity is possible and accepted by the government and the upper 

echelons of the Sangha because it doesn 't make waves but still benefits 

the independence of rural people in a subtle yet h ighly ben eficial way 

(Darlington, 2000). 

FEDRA's Sustainable Agriculture Co-operative 

FEDRA's sustainable agriculture co-operative is the main focus of 

its rural development program becau se the rural people who FEDRA 

serves are all farmers . The co-operative did not actually begin as a 

program interested specifically in sustainable agriculture . Originally. the 

program began as a co-operative that h elped local farmers finance 

expensive exports of technology. particu larly tractors. h eavy processing 

machinery, and ch emical fertilizers and pesticides. At that time. FEDRA 

worked to support small poor rural farmers in the production of 

monocrops such as peanuts . cabbage, garlic. miang (a native tea variety). 

and especially soybeans. The focus was n ot environmental 



sustainability, but rather keeping smallholder farmers out of poverty 

(Vanpen , 1989) . 

In 1985, FEDRA's farmers ' co-operative became a su s tainable 

agriculture co-operative in response to a nation al economic cris is that 

increased the cos t of imported agricu ltural products . Local farmers all 

over Thailand found tha t they were too dependent on unsustainable 

practices supported by outs ide resources, and saw their own choices 

were converting to su s tainable self-sufficient agricu lture or selling out to 

indus trial agriculture corporations that could s till afford expensive 

inputs {Vanpen, 1989: Nitasmai, 1998: Prawase , 1988). 

FEDRA field workers and Phra Dhammadilok agreed that the 

solution to the countrywide econ omic crash could be found in integra ted 

farming. In 1986 , FEDRA began a large program to promote 

agroforestry, high land agriculture, and organic integrated {mixed) 

cropping methods. Agroforestry is when farmers plant fruit trees or 

other productive or usefu l tree varieties nearby or in existing forest . 

They then also cultivate or en courage the growth of wild or introduced 

compa tible food crops among the trees a t differing levels of sunlight and 

nutrient absorption. Vanpen writes tha t this choice was also useful in 

stopping the illegal exploitation and cu tting of Thai forest because 

agroforestry gives forests food valu e tha t makes cu tting them for 

agricultural expansion u nprofitable (Sawangchai et al. , 2000). 
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Highland agriculture was chosen for areas of marginal land, where 

modem monocropping methods were either causing severe eros ion or 

simply not working due to poor soil quality. Highland agriculture 

focuses on using native food plants, carefully managed hill terraces, 

minimal soil disruption, and continuous soil-enhancing cover cropping. 

Highland agriculture is especially important because mos t of northern 

Thailand's land is not suitable for monocropping or modern agricultural 

methods (Cohen 1998: Sawangchai et al ., 2000). 

Integrated farming, however. has been FEDRA's biggest success. 

Integrated farming programs promoted by FEDRA have included 

combin ed fish and rice farming, fish and chicken farming, free-range 

native pigs, native chickens, and cattle. Integrated farming projects h ave 

an organic and native variety focu s, wh ere farmers ideally only produce 

locally popular native edible plants and animals, using green 

composting, animal manures, and cover crops to maintain soil quality 

(FEDRA, 2000d; Vanpen, 1989). 

Since 1986, FEDRA has also promoted the application of 

Indigen ous Technical Knowledge (ITK) in conjunction with modern. 

s imple appropriate technology in its farming projects (Sawangchai et al. 

2000: Vanpen , 1989). FEDRA field workers in charge of the sustainable 

agriculture program feel tha t the use of ITK will lead to greater farmer 

independence. Following will be an overview of FEDRA's proposed 2001 -
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2003 Indigenous Agriculture Project, which will discuss these ideas more 

in-depth. 

The emphasis on production for self-sufficiency rather than sale 

has also increased s ince an increase in oil prices s ince the mid 1980s 

that resulted in a jump in import costs. Since 1987, FEDRA has had five 

explicit goals in its sustainable agriculture program. The first goal is to 

use local resources for optimal u se. This means using local resources 

that are present and abundant in a su stainable way. An example would 

be harvesting and en couragin g th e growth of native edible tree varieties 

ra ther than cutting down native trees to plant foreign varieties that n eed 

expensive inputs and a large amount of maintenance. 

The second explicit goal of FEDRA's sustainable agriculture 

program is to concentrate on u sing local technology, human labor, and 

animal labor. This conscious choice to n ot use external technologies 

powered by imported fossil fuels keeps local farmers free from 

fluctu ations of external markets. Using human labor also reduces 

unemployment and gives local people satisfyin g work to do. The use of 

animal labor or small-scale appropriate technology results in less h eavy 

labor for people than they would need to do as individuals, bu t it also 

makes the purchase of natural manures for fertilizer unnecessary. 

Although most farmers would ra ther relax and enjoy the benefits of 



heavy machinery. many recognize that the long-term risks and costs of 

dependency overshadow the short-term conveniences. 
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The third goal of the sustainable agriculture program is to avoid all 

chemical elements, particularly in fertilizers and pesticides that are 

harmful to humans. animals, natural vegetation, and soil. Small rural 

Thai farmers tend to not b e able to afford high-quality ch emicals. and 

were often buying chemicals that had been outlawed in industrial 

countries for unacceptably high toxicity levels . Not only were the 

chemicals poisonous to the farmers who applied them to the fields, their 

run-off was also killing fish in local s treams and poisoning local people 

who drank or used water from streams for cooking (Sawangchai et al. , 

2000). 

The fourth goal of FEDRA's sustain able agriculture program is to 

decrease family farm expenses on inputs . However , this does not mean 

raising the farm family's overall income to make the cost of inputs less 

signiflcant, but rather to s imply focu s on production for local 

consumption and selling surplus. not completely producing for sale. 

Focusing on local consumption m eans better h ealth for the local 

community, as foods that are grown are not only locally appropriate, but 

suit the tastes and nutritional needs of local people (FEDRA, 2000e: 

Vanpen, 1988). 



The fifth goal is to maintain gen etic biodiversity for future farm 

use. This means the careful breeding of desirable locally adapted 

livestock and the maintenance of diverse. locally adapted seed varieties 

in local community-controlled seed banks. This goal of maintaining 

biodiversity is particularly important in light of Thailand's recent 

agricultural introduction to GMOs (Genetically Modified Organisms). If 

rural Thai farmers are to maintain their independence from the global 

food market, they must not employ seed varieties that are designed to 

not reproduce or seed varieties that are not suitable for local needs and 

conditions (FEDRA. 2000e: Vanpen, 1989, p. 97). 

Today, FEDRA's sustainable agricultural co-operative strives to 

teach people how to rely on themselves in the present and the future , 

and to teach people how to participate in community-based work. The 

co-operative also serves as a non-profit middleman to get fair market 

prices for agricu.ltural products. The ultimate goal of the co-operative is 

to raise the rural standard of living and stren gthen small local rural 

economies to prevent their economic and environmental exploitation 

(Apichai, 1992: FEDRA, 2000d: Sulak, 1988a). 

People who want to become members of FEDRA·s agricultural co­

operative can apply to be a member by meeting with FEDRA 

representatives at Wat Pa Daraphirom. Phra Dhammadilok is selective 

about what kind of people can join the co-operatives. The character 
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qualities that Phra Dhammadilok looks for in members include diligence, 

a good reputation , previous involvement in social services, and 

commitment t o community welfare. Phra Dhammadilok looks for co­

operative members with these qualities because he wants them to serve 

as examples to other interested communities: agricultural development is 

not jus t about technology, it is also about a certain set of ethics that 

Buddhism supports (FEDRA. 2000e: Sawangchai et al., 2000). 

When personal characters of applying members are satisfactory. 

they may invest a small amount of money in co-operative stocks. 

Members · stocks are used to buy tools and farm inputs for community 

use, to transport products to market. to maintain co-operative s tores and 

weekly markets. and to support low-interest loans for members (FEDRA. 

2000d). 

FEDRA's 2001-2003 Indigen ou s Sustainable Agriculture Program 

The 2001-2003 Indigenous Sustainable Agriculture Program is one 

of FEDRA's most ambitious project proposals. The total project will cost 

over four million Thai baht and will involve hundreds of local farmers as 

researchers and local and na tional agriculture experts. This section will 

briefly outline the project and its goals for su stainability in the regions 

FEDRA that serves. 
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Sawangchai et al. (2000) write th at a seriou s re-analysis of the 

usefulness of Indigenous Technical Knowledge (ITK) in the northern Thai 

region is necessary for agriculture in n orthern Thailand to be truly 

s us tainable. The re-establishment of traditional ways of farming are 

essential because the terrain of northern Thailand simply cannot support 

modem industrial agriculture. and even some forms of modem 

sustainable agriculture. in a way appropriate to local social and 

environmental needs. Therefore, this project will allow local farmers to 

choose from a variety of indigenous agriculture and sus tainable 

agriculture methods to apply on their own farms. Methods will be taught 

at FEDRAs newly acquired research station. a dry, marginal piece of 

land in Mae Rim that represents some of the worst conditions for modem 

industrial farming. This s ite was chosen because it represents a worst­

case scenario, wh ere if an experimental technique succeeds there. it will 

more than likely su cceed just abou t anywh ere else. Farmers will be able 

to choose from free-range native pig, chicken , and fish -in-ricefield 

farming, raising different types of non-irrigated mountain rice varieties. 

cultivation and processing of wild medicinal plants, and many various 

experimental types of crop planting. su ch as th ose outlined by Fukuoka 

(1978). 

This project not only strives to learn what aspects of t raditional 

Thai farming work best on the marginal lands of northern Thailand. it 
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also strives to re-awaken local interest in traditional knowledge. 

Sawangchai et al. (2000) write that not only will this project work to 

create greater self-sufficiency through developing easier more 

environmentally appropriate farming methods, it will also show local 

rural people that they can depend on their own culture and their own 

ideas instead of trying to find solutions to their problems in the very 

Western economic theories that exacerbated many of their problems with 

agriculture in the first place. 

The Buddhist Socio-Environmental Philosophies of 
Phra Dhammadilok and FEDRA 

From the above description of FEDRA's programs, it would appear 

that Phra Dhammadilok would h ave a concrete environmental 

philosophy, or may have at least developed one since the mid-1980s. 

However, h e does not. His philosophy is centered on human action and 

trusts that right human action will eventually lead to balance in all other 

aspects of life. However, this emphasis on human action is also the 

central argument of other activists and scholars of Buddhist 

environmental action -- saving the environment begins with individual 

action. followed by village action, resulting in community harmony with 

the local environment (Buddhadasa, 1986; Darlington, 1990). 



Vanpen (1988) writes that FEDRA's stated goals within its 

principle goal of promoting the Buddhist religion include the 

development of four important b ehaviors. Phra Dhammadilok teaches 

rural people that productive work is a resu lt of behavior that is based on 

ethics of human morality of Buddhism. These behaviors which Phra 

Dhammadilok encourages include thrift or frugality, honesty or ;,doing 

good," and local unity or co-operation with others (Vanpen, 1988, p. 82). 

Phra Dhammadilok meets with members of FEDRA's agricultural co­

operative programs regularly and encourages them to use these s imple 

guidelines for personal and community su ccess (Darlington. 1992: • 

FEDRA. 2000e: Vanpen, 1988). 

Phra Dhammadilok's espousal of thrift and frugality has 
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sometimes been interpreted as a deliberate. conscious step to elimina te 

greed. Greed is a frequen t topic in many of Phra Dhammadilok's 

sermons and much-quoted adages. A popular saying of Phra 

Dhammadilok's that sums up this idea is . .. Contentedness makes one a 

millionaire in a beggar's hut: Greed makes one a beggar in a million aire's 

h ouse" (Phra Thepkavi 1988, p. 17). Here. it can b e seen that Phra 

Dhammadilok believes that satisfaction and quality of life does not come 

from material wealth , but rather personal satisfaction with work well 

done. 



Other Buddhist scholar-activists as well as Western development 

workers agree that greed is the central problem of today's environmental 

problems. Indeed, Apichai (1992). as mentioned in Chapter III. writes 

that greed is the central factor driving the Western-style economics that 

has brought Thailand into its current state of environmental disaster. 

Schumacher (1973) and Wheeler (1993) also reflect this sentiment when 

they question the valuation of the so-called rational pursuit of material 

wealth as the solution to the problem of human suffering, as cited in 

Chapter I. 
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"Doing good ," or right behavior, refers to two of the steps of the 

eight-fold path, where right behavior and right livelihood help the 

individual to develop the self while also choosing to ben efi t society 

through useful non -exploitive work. The economic philosophy behind 

FEDRA's form of development also s upports the concept of right action. 

This philosophy is on e of balancin g the old ideas of community self­

reliance and traditional respect of religion and community with the n ew 

ideas of improved appropria te technology and useful scientific advances. 

Phra Dhammadilok is famou s for summing up this unique Buddhist 

approach to development when h e writes that, "The human spirit and the 

economy must be developed at the same time. One without the other is 

u seless" (Darlington. 1990: FEDRA, 2000a, p. 12: Vanpen. 1989). Other 

scholars. both Thai and Western have echoed this thought. Schumach er 



99 

( 1973) points out that technological development takes humanity 

nowhere without human happiness and spiritual enlightenment. 

Similarly, Apichai (2000) and Sulak (2000c) write that technology must 

serve the needs of humans rather than humans serving the needs of 

humanity: th e key to putting humans first is a system of ethics that does 

just that. 

Finally, local unity is perhaps the most important aspect of Phra 

Dhammadilok's sustainable agriculture work. One of FEDRA's 

promotional booklets about their co-operative program starts with the 

following observation from Phra Dhammadilok: 

·co-operative· means a kind of work that is co-operative. People must 
always work together, in every aspect of their lives. We use our spirit, 
mind. and body to work . We recognize that all things are inter -rela ted, 
and we use this philosophy in everything we do. (2000d, p. 1) 

This quote emphasizes interrelationship between all things. It also 

emphasizes that co-operation is not only natural, it is also essential to 

success. Phra Dhammadilok uses this idea in the sustainable 

agriculture co-operative to sh ow people that socially they must work 

together. bu t also that they are part of the inter -connected environment 

and must also work with the environment to achieve balance physically 

and spiritually. The Buddhist concept of cause and effect as well as the 

idea of the J eweled Net of Indra also endorse this reality. All things must 

work together, must be mutually supportive, for balance and harmony to 



occur (Buddha dasa, 1986 : Snider , 2000). Similarly, as Prawase (1988) 

and Apichai (2000) h ave also written , community unity is fundamental 

for the survival of rural self-sufficien t communities. Buddhism , they 

write, solidifies community unity with its communal ethics of 

interdependen ce and generosity and in turn makes long-term 

internalized economic self-sufficiency possible. 

However , I as well as Darlington (1992) and Vanpen (1989) 

question the actual reasons why farmers choose to participa te in 
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FEDRA's programs rather than the other number of excellent sus tain able 

development programs in Northern Thailand. I believe tha t it is a 

mixture of pragmatism and idealism tha t brings people to FEDRA's 

programs . Thai farmers are pragm atic in their needs for su s tainable 

solutions in farming, but they are also excited by the idea tha t they can 

be associa ted with Phra Dhammadilok , a famou s and popular monk. 

Although the faqners are excited to be a part of what they see as a 

unique organization , they also fear radical change in the way they go 

abou t their farming. However , similar secular organizations h ave b een 

more su ccessful with converting to more radical farming methods than 

FEDRA has. I believe that part of what prevents farmers from making 

radical changes is tha t it is not necessary for them for their survival. 

They feel that th ey can rely on FEDRA for assistance a t all times, and 

therefore do not have a s trong desire to su cceed on th eir own. I am not 



su ggesting that FEDRA cut these farmers out of their programs, but 

rather that this is an issu e that n eeds further s tudy. 
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Another possible imitation in FEDRA's work is its board of 

directors. Although Phra Dhammadilok is the official h ead of FEDRA, his 

ch oices are overseen and directed by a board of directors composed of 

local and urban elites. These individuals are reluctant to try radical 

approaches to development for fear of the social s tigma of being labeled a 

radical or a communist. They also u se their higher social s tatus to 

control the direction of th e NGO's work and keep it out of the hands of 

the younger, more idealistic field workers at FEDRA. The board of 

directors as well as Phra Dhammadilok are also reluctant to end 

unsu ccessful programs, fire unproductive or dis ruptive employees of 

FEDRA, or give administrative power and technical assistance to 

inexperienced yet more directly involved FEDRA employees. In fact, as 

both Darlington (1992) and I have seen , FEDRA's younger , idealistic, and 

en ergetic employees are underpaid and overworked. This s ituation leads 

to the better employees leaving the organization to find better recognition 

and high er salaries in other organizations or fields. This situation does 

not appear to be unique , however, as Chambers (1 998) has also noted 

this problem of NGO workers in developing countries rarely make 

salaries tha t match their level of effort. 



Summary 

This chapter has described the agricultural programs of FEDRA as 

well as the philosophical underpinnings of Phra Dhammadilok that 

support FEDRA's actions . It explains that although Phra Dhamrnadilok 

works for agricultural sustainability. the main reason for this is not to 

save the environment, but to save rural people from poverty and 

exploitation. Saving the people, Phra Dhammadilok and FEDRA s taff 

believe. will eventually result in saving the environment: the fates of the 

people and the environment they live in are inextricably intertwined . 

This chapter has also shown that Phra Dhammadilok's approach 
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to development is s imilar to approaches promoted by more radical 

activists like Sulak and Buddhadasa , yet Phra Dhammadilok remains a 

well-respected and rarely challen ged member of the highest ranks of 

monks in the government-controlled Sangha. This has both advantages 

and disadvantages. Phra Dhammadilok enjoys relative freedom from 

criticism by en acting his policies in small increm ents , at the local level, 

and in ways that do not threaten the dominant idea of wha t Thai 

Buddhis m ou ght to be . However , Phra Dhammadilok cannot associate 

with people like Sulak or other radical monks. or even talk abou t their 

actions in a positive way or use them as examples, or he will be criticized 

and barred from further advancement within the Sangha. FEDRA 
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pamphlets even explicitly s tate that FEDRA does not wish to be 

politically involved and that the actions of Phra Dhammadilok and the 

members of FEDRA's co-operatives are not interested in altering the 

structure of the Thai government or its economic policies. Ironically. 

then . Phra Dhammadilok's power to make radical changes at the local 

level lies in his ability to appear conservative by governmental standards, 

but apply radical ideas in the field under the guise of teaching the 

precepts for self-development. not radical changes in the social s tructure 

of rural northern Thailand. 

This chapter also discusses my own personal criticisms of FEDRA 

after h aving worked in an observed the NGO during the winter of 2000. 

FEDRA's internal problems seem to be typical of NGOs anywh ere. and 

particularly NGOs in Thailand . The board of directors seem s 

unavoidable, as FEDRA would not be able to achieve its high status 

without a number of high er s tatus people backing it up socially. 

However, I h ave yet to decide if FEDRA's lax approach to cutting 

unproductive programs or firing dis ruptive employees is good or bad. 

This practice of letting things s lide sometimes seems very Buddhist to 

me , in its compassionate and noble acceptance of human weakness. 

The following ch apter . the conclusion of this thesis, d iscusses 

some ques tio~s that h ave come up during the analysis of FEDRA's 



approach to sustainable agriculture as well as ideas for further study of 

Buddhist environmental ethics in sustainable agriculture development. 
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CHAPTERV 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The aim of this research was to illustrate and support the 

connections between the ethics of sustainable agriculture and Buddhist 

environmental ethics in Thailand . Chapter II demonstrates the 

metaphysical assumptions about the nature of reality of industrialized 

agriculture, and how the Green Revolution and the general expansion of 

free market economics exported these assumptions to Thailand. Chapter 

II also illustrates how sustainable agriculture is based on a different set 

of ethics, and question s the assumptions of industrialized agriculture. 

Chapter III is an in-depth study of Buddhist environmental ethics as they 

are interpreted from Buddhist texts as well as an analysis of Buddhist 

scholar's works on the possibilities of a system of Buddhist economics 

that would support sustainable agriculture in Thailand. Chapter N 

describes the philosophy and practice of one Buddhis t NGO founded by a 

famous Buddhist development monk and explored the meaning and 

applicability of his philosophies. This final chapter. the conclusion, 

brings up new question s and possibilities for the study of Buddhist 

environmental ethics in sus tainable agricultural development. 



The role of ethics and religion in s ustainable agriculture h as been 

a cons tant source of thou ght-provoking writing by many sch olars of 

environmen tal issues. Apichai (1 992). Dewitt ( 1992). J ackson ( 1980). 

Schumacher (1 973), Sulak (2000c), and all argu e that religion and the 

ethics that support religion are essential to the implemen tation of 

sustainable agriculture . Most scholars of Bu ddhist environ mentalism 

agree tha t any religion , wh en thorou ghly examined, puts human beings 

in the role of s tewards to the environment, not masters of it. 

However, some sch olars believe that tradition al religious 

a pproaches to environmental s tewardship are n ot going to solve today's 

massive environmental problems. Proponents of deep ecology argu e that 

a whole n ew worldview is n ecessary before environmen tal healing can 

begin. Naess (1973) firs t coined the term "Deep Ecology." deep ecology 

s tands in contrast to shallow ecology, which environmen talis ts in 

indus trialized n a tions support. The shallow ecology movemen t is more 

popular, and focuses on preven ting pollution from hurting people in 

indus trialized countries. but s till allows pollution to occur elsewh ere . 

However , deep ecology is less popular because it emphasizes th e 

n ecessity of a radical paradigm shift from humans as masters of their 

environment to humans as a part of th e environmen t. The shift in 

paradigms is metaphysical-- people must radically change the way they 
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think abou t the human place in the world to prevent environmental 

degradation from occurring in the firs t place. 

Some scholars and critics of Buddhis t environmental ethics argu e 

that u sing Buddhism as a model for su s tain able development is jus t 

another way tha t deep ecologis ts can show modern society that its 

religiou s bases are wron g and n eed to b e thrown away in favor of a new 

paradigm. Kraft { 1994) writes tha t becau se environmental Buddhism is 

a m arginal and often misunders tood concept in the West, it might be 
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best to not to prom ote it as a religious philosophy. but rather try to 

communicate the core Buddhist concept of inter-relatedness of all beings 

and actions without framing them as any specific ideology or religion . 

Spretnak {1986) clarifies this point well when sh e writes that n ot 

necessarily "deep ecology" or "dharma Gaia" or "Buddhism ,·· but ra ther 

some sort of "a ·spiritual infrastructure' is essential for a successful 

transformation of our society" {p.73). This quest for a better definition of 

the core values underlying Buddhism 's environmental messages will be a 

major challen ge for scholars and practitioners of Buddhism in the future. 

However , the valu e of environ mental interpretations of Buddhism·s 

philosophy as a model for development ethics in sustainable agriculture 

cannot be denied . The analysis of Buddhist environmental ethics in 

Thailand is particularly relevant and useful to th e stu dy of ethics in 

su s tain able agricultural development because the vast majority of Thai 



people consider themselves Buddhists and most see the Buddhist 

philosophy as their ideal ethical base. regardless of whether or not they 

themselves follow all the precepts . However. it seems to me that a 

radical shift back to completely traditional decentralized agricultural 

communities is n ot feasible or even desirable for local rural popula tions 
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in Thailand. A middle ground of appropriate mid -sized agriculture and 

agricultural product distribution is necessary. rather than a radical 

return to an ideal that perhaps never truly existed. Thais might be more 

receptive of an idea which truly blends traditional knowledge and modem 

knowledge to create a real Middle Way. The best choice, as Chambers 

(1998) and Kampe (1997) h ave noted. is to let the people decide for 

themselves which sort of p ath they would like to forge. 

Implications for Further Study 

Many questions remain yet unanswered in the s tudy of Buddhis t 

ethics in sustainable agriculture. One of the most intriguing questions 

remaining is how effective is Buddhism in areas where Buddhism is not 

truly th e dominant religion ? This question was posed by Darlington 

(1990), but has yet to be answered. The dominant religion in Northern 

Thailand is , con trary to what the government or what local people 

profess. a mixture of animism. ancestor worship, and Buddhism. It 

would be interesting to see if environmental development projects 



working for sustainable agriculture could employ animism as their 

operational philosophy and see how their results differed from 

organizations that use Buddhism. However, some sch olars, including 

Darlington ( 1992) and Sulak (2000a) write that animism and Buddhism 

are essentially mutually supportive in terms of environmen tal ethics, so 

little difference could be observed. Non etheless, rural Thais are unlikely 

to admit their varying degrees of attachment to spint worship, while 

monks like Phra Dhammadilok subtly attempt to discourage animism 

among the villagers (Darlington , 1992: Phra Thepkavi, 1988). 
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Another important question that has not yet been answered in this 

research or in any other research to date is for what reasons do people in 

Northern Thailand participate in and go along with Buddhist 

environmental development projects if they really do not wholeheartedly 

believe in Buddhism? Welchmann (1 999) writes that even the best of 

ethics cannot be forced on people. they h ave to be internalized by ch oice. 

over time. Are the ethics of Phra Dhammadilok's interpretation of 

Buddhism being forced on rural villagers in Northern Thailand? Or are 

the rural people accepting these ethics, but h ave not had the proper time 

and education to be able to fully internalize them? In effect, is Phra 

Dhammadilok's philosophy a subtle form of proselytizing? How do rural 

people feel abou t others trying to convert th em to another religion? 



Another is sue that has become quite clear in this research is that 

h ow close to its ideal are FEDRA's goals of riceroots development? 

Northern Thai villagers did not form FEDRA by their own initiative. 

Similarly, Northern Thais are n ot n ecessarily s trict Buddhists. Would 

the programs that FEDRA runs to support co-operative networks of 

farmers through ou t Northern Thailand exis t without FEDRA? Some 

b elieve tha t without FEDRA's s upport and blessings. these n etworks 

would fall apart. Indeed , as FEDRA project managers encourage village 

co-operative members to break ties with FEDRA and manage their co­

operatives independently, villagers complain that they could not survive 

without FEDRA. 
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Another important criticism of FEDRA's approach to development 

is, as Darlington (1990) writes, Buddhism focuses on the individual while 

Northern Thai cu stom focuses on social groups. so how can a Buddhis t 

model be a ppropriate for developing this region? However , as mention ed 

previously in Chapter III , Buddhism's goal is n ot to separate the 

individual from society, but rather to educate the individual a bout the 

n ature of the self as part of an interconnected wh ole . This education or 

enlightenment serves to allow the individual person to serve society and 

the wh ole universe with compassion a te love. Nonetheless. the prevalent 

idea that Bu~dhism is a religion of individualism as well as Phra 



Dhammadilok's strong focus on self-respons ibility could possibly be an 

obstacle to the success of his su stainable agricultural programs. 

Yet another extremely important question that these research has 

not even attempted to answer is h ow effective can a Buddhist approach 
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to environmentally safe living be in a world dominated by a free market 

economy? The metaphysics of industrialism and the free market 

economy are discussed in both Chapters II and III. The underlying ethics 

of this economic system teach humans the exact opposite values that 

religions like Buddhism are trying to cultivate. How can Buddhism, 

which focuses on the recognition of suffering and the cessation of 

materialistic desire, compete with a system that focuses on the 

satisfaction of materialistic desire? Buddhism recognizes that humans 

are born ignorant and greedy, and must develop their minds to find 

wisdom and then end their desire for u seless possessions. Consumerism 

avoids the development of wisdom by allowing humans to remain 

childlike in their never-ending collection of possessions. 

Apichai (1992) speaks of the possibility of using local 

environmental knowledge to benefit the Thai n ation . and that '·local 

wisdom must become n ational enlightenment" (p. 107). However, the 

question remains, could this be interpreted as saying that local wisdom 

can be "scaled up" to become national policy? What makes local wisdom 

precious is that it is local. Progressive development workers today argue 
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against scaling-up and enlargement of local sys tems because they simply 

can not be made larger: they are only adapted to their local conditions 

{Chambers, 1998). Similarly, could Buddhist environmental ethics in 

sustainable agriculture be scaled-up to a global level and endorsed as a 

new way to interact with the earth for all people? 

Similar to the previous question, will Buddhist activists who aim to 

spread Buddhist approaches to the environment lose sight of the original 

aims of Buddhism and tum their ques t for global environmental 

regenera tion into an ideological war, where non-Buddhis ts would be seen 

as inferior or threatening? Perhaps Thai Muslims, Thailand's largest 

religious minority, could h elp researchers interested in this topic sh ed 

som e light on the potential impact of this type of thinking. Supporters of 

deep ecology believe this transformation is 

possible and may actually be necessary. However, it may be more likely 

that fresh interpretations of the environmental ethics of all cultures are 

needed. There is no one true way to reach balance with the environment. 

Every major religion offers its own system of ethics for dealing with the 

environment. Those ways of thinking grew out of the environment tha t 

created those religions, and are therefore useful to their local 

practitioners. Buddhism only teaches people to find the ways in which 

they as individuals and communities of individuals can find locally 

appropriate ways to interact with their environment. This research has 



served to further clarify many of these ideas present in modem Buddhis t 

environmentalism . These questions and others are currently being 

addressed by many scholars of Buddhism in Thailand as well as in the 

West. Their future research will perhaps bring n ew insights to this topic, 

which is just beginning to be earnestly explored. 
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Ahimsa 

Chanda 

Deep Ecology 

Dharma 

Dukkha 

FEDRA 

GMO 

HYV 

ITK 

Merit-making 

Monocropping 

NGO 

APPENDIX: GLOSSARY 

Loving compassion, also n on-violence 

unselfish, mature desire for things that are beneficial 
to a society or community 

A term coined by Arne Naess in 1973 to describe an 
ecological movement, which addresses the 
fundamental ideological and physical causes of 
environmental degradation and seeks to solve the 
problem through ideological awareness 

Nature, the nature of the universe, the ultimate truth 

Suffering caused by desire 

The Foundation for Education and Development 
of Rural Areas 

Genetically Modified Organism 

High -Yield Variety, u sually rice seed 

Indigenous Technical Knowledge 
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The Thai ritual of donating money or goods to a temple 
or monk in the h opes of accumulating positive karma 

Planting only one seed variety over a wide area 

Non-government Organization 



Phra nakpattana Thai development monks 

Reversals A development concept used by Robert Chambers 
( 1998) that challenges older ineffective approaches to 
development by solving development problems by 
doing the exact opposite of what the older approaches 
prescribe 

Sangha Thai Buddhist monastic community 

Santutthi the Buddhist teaching of non-materialism 

Shallow Ecology An ecological movement standing in direct contrast to 
Deep Ecology which only addresses the environmental 
problems that affect first world nations without 
questioning underlying causes for environmental 
degradation 

Sutta or sutra A single lesson, sermon, or teaching of the Buddha 

Tripitaka The collection of all Buddhist texts 

115 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Aitkin. R. (1990} . Right livelihood for the Western Buddhist. In 
A.H. Badiner (Ed.). Dharma Gaia: A harvest of essays in Buddhism and 
ecology (pp. 227-232}. Berkeley. CA: Parallax Press. 

Altieri, M.A. & S.B. Hecht (Eds.). (1990). Agroecology and small 
farm development. Boco Raton. FL: CRC Press. 

Altieri, M.A. (1990). Why study traditional agriculture? In M.A. 
Altieri (Ed.} Agroecology (pp. 551-564}. New York: McGraw Hill. 

Apichai, P. ( 1996). Tambon councils and community forest 
management. In P. Hirsch (Ed.}. Seeing forests for trees: Environment 
and environmentalism in Thailand (pp. 72-88). Chiang Mai, Thailand: 
Silkworm Books. 

Apichai, P. (1992}. Thailand: Agro-indu stries and self-reliance. In. 
C. Poster & Jurgen Zimmer (Eds.). Community education in the Third 
World (pp. 49-68}. London: Routledge. 

Apichai, P. {2000}. Asian economic crisis and the crisis of analysis: 
A critical analysis through Buddhist econ omics. In T. Van Hoa {Ed.}. The 
Asian crisis: The cures, their effectiveness. and the prospects after {pp. 
64-85}. London: MacMillan Press. 

116 

Audirac. I. {Ed.}. (1997) Rural sustainable development in America. 
New York: J ohn Wiley and Sons. 

Barkham, J.P. (1996). Environmental needs and social justice. In 
N.S. Cooper and R.C.J. Carling (Eds.). Ecologists and Ethical judgments 
{pp. 75-86). London: Chapman and Hall. 

Bark.in. D. (1995}. Wealth, poverty, and su stainable development. 
working paper. Cambridge: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy. 

Baumol. W.J. & W.E. Oates. (1979). Economics, environmental 
policy, and the quality of life. Englewood Cliffs. NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Bello, W .. S. Cunningham & L. K. Po. (1998). A Siamese tragedy: 
development and disintegration in modern Thailand. London: Zed Books. 



Berkes. F .. D. Feeny. B.J. McCay & J.M. Acheson. (July 1989).The 
benefits of the commons. Nature, 340 {13) . 8 1-97 . 

Berry. W. (1984) Whose head is the farmer us ing? Whose head is 
us ing the farmer? In W. Jackson . W. Berry. B. Colman (Eds.). Meeting 
the expectations of th e land (pp. 19-30). San Francisco: North Point 
Press. 

Bhattacharya. D. (Director) . (1 992). Buddha and the rice-planters 
!Videotape]. London: A-FM Sussex Tapes. 

Bobilin. R. (Ed .) (1988). Revolution from below: Buddhist and 
Ch ristian movements for justice in Asia. Lanham, MD : Univers ity Press 
of America. 

Bowler. I. (1992). The industrialization of agriculture. In I. Bowler 
(Ed.). The geogra phy of agriculture in developed market economies (pp. 
7-31). Essex: Longman Scientific and Technical. 

117 

Brennan. A. (1 996). Ethics. ecology. and economics. In N.S. Cooper 
& R.C.J. Carling (Eds.). Ecologis ts and ethical judgments (pp. 13-26) . 
London: Chapman and Hall. 

Buddhadasa, B. (1976) . Bu ddhism in fifteen minutes. Bangkok: 
Suriyaban Publishers. 

Buddhadasa. B. (1986). Dharmic Socialism. (D. Swearer.. Trans.). 
Bangkok: Thai Inter-Religious Commission for Development. 

Buddhadasa. B. (1990). Ten Years at Wat Suan Mohk. Chaiya. 
Sura t Thani. Thailand: Vuddhidhamma Fund. 

Bu llit. J . (Augu s t 1999). What is Theravada Buddhism? Internet 
web s ite: 
<http:/ /www.cambodianbuddhis t .org/english /website/theravada/html> 

Burford. G. {1 992). A Buddhist response. Buddhis t Christian 
Studies. _12. 16 1-178. 

Butt. J. (1995). Buddhism and animism in Thailand. Sch ool for 
Interna tional Training. Payap Univers ity. Chiang Mai, Thailand. 



Chapple. C. K. (1997). Animals and environment in Buddhist birth 
s tories. In Tucker . M. E. & D. R. Williams {Eds.) Buddhism and 
Ecology: The interconnection of Dharma and deeds (pp. 131-
148).Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Chambers. R. (1 998). Challenging the Professions : Frontiers for 
rural development. London: Intermediate Technology Publications. 

Chatsumarn, K. (1 990a). Early Buddhist views on nature. In A.H. 
Badiner (Ed.). Dharrna Gaia: A harvest of essays in Buddhism and 
ecology (pp. 8- 13). Berkeley, CA: Parallax Press. 

Chatsumarn, K. (1990b). Buddhis t Monks and Forest 
Conservation. In S. Sulak (Ed.) . Radical conservatism: Articles in honour 
of Bhikku Buddhadasa·s 84th birthday anniversary {pp. 301 -310). 
Bangkok: The Santhirakoses-Nagapradipa Foundation. 

Cook , F.H. (1977). Hua-yen Buddh ism: The J eweled Net of Indra. 
State Park, Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Coh en. P. & RE. Pearson. ( March 1998). Communal irrigation. 
state, and capital in the Chiang Mai valley (Northern Thailand): 
twentieth century transformations. J ournal of South-east Asian Studies. 
29, (1), 86-1 11 . 

Cronon, W. (Ed.). (1996). Uncommon Ground: rethinking the 
human place in nature. New York: Norton. 

Curtin, D. (1995). Making peace with the earth: Indigenous 
agriculture and the Green Revolution. Environmen tal Ethics. 17 (1), 59-
73. 

Darlington . S. M. (1990). Buddhism. Morality. and Change: The 
Local Response to Development in Thailand. Ph.D. dissertation. 
University of Michigan. Ann Arbor. 

Darlington. S. M. (Winter 1998). The ordination of a tree: The 
Buddhist ecology movement in Thailand. Ethnology, 37(1). 1- 15. 

Darlington. S.M. (2000). Rethinking Buddhism and developm ent: 

118 

The em ergen ce of environmental monks in Thailand. Journal of Buddhist 
Ethics. JBE on-lin e vers ion 
<http://jbe.la .psu.edu/7 /darlington00l.html> 



Dasa. S. (January-February 1993). World views: Vedic versus 
Western.Godhead. Internet version: 
<http:/ /www.spiritweb.org/Spirit/Veda/vedics- vs-western.html> 

De Silva. L. (2000). Early Buddhist a ttitudes towards nature. In S. 
Kaza & K. Kraft (Eds.). Dharma rain : Sources of Buddhis t 
environmentalism {pp. 91- 103). Boston: Shambala. 

119 

De Silva, P. {1990). Buddhis t environmental ethics. In A.H. Badiner 
{Ed.). Dharma Gaia: A harvest of essays in Buddhism and ecology (pp. 
14- 19). Berkeley, CA: Parallax Press. 

Deudney. D. {1995). In search of Gaian politics: Earth religion·s 
challenge to modem Western civilization . In B.R. Taylor {Ed.). Ecological 
res istance movem ents: The global emergen ce of radical and popular 
environmentalism (pp. 282-299). Albany, NY: State University of New 
York Press. 

Devall. B. {2000). Deep Ecology and political activism. In S. Kaza & 
K. Kraft (Eds.). Dharma rain: Sources of Buddhis t environmentalism (pp. 
379-392). Boston: Shambala . 

Dewitt, C.B. (1992). Ethics, ecosystems, and enterprise: 
Discovering the meaning of food security. In K. Smith & T. Yamamori 
{Eds.). Growing our future: Food security and the environment {pp. 6-26). 
West Hartford, CT. 

Dhamma. B.R. {1990) . Buddhism and the environment. In S. Sulak 
(Ed.). Radical Conservatism: Articles in Honour of Bhikku Buddhadasa's 
84th Birthday Annivers ary (pp. 156-16 1). Bangkok, Thailand: The 
Santhirakoses-Nagapradipa Foundation. 

Dhammananda, Dr. K. S. (June 1990). The art of living. Voice of 
Buddhism. 28. 1. Internet vers ion 
<http:/ /www.lankanet/lakehouse/ 1990/06/ html> 

Dharmasiri. G. (1989). Fundamentals of Buddhist ethics. Antioch , 
California: Golden Leaves. 

Dissanayaka. Professor J .B. {August 1999). Buddhism and Green 
Issues. Internet web s ite 
<http: //www/lankaweb.com/dhamma/view3/html> 



120 

Douglass. G. (Ed.) . (1984). Agricultural sustainability in a changing 
world. Boulder . Colorado: Westview Press. 

Douglass, G. (1985) When is agriculture "sustainable"? In T.C. 
Edens. C. Fridgen , & S.L. Battenfield (Eds.). Sustainable a griculture and 
integrated farming systems (pp. 10-2 1). East Lans ing, MI: Michigan State 
University Press. 

Dudley, N. (1992) Stabilization of agricultural resources. In N. 
Dudley, J. Madeley. & S . Stolton (Eds .) . Land is Life: Land Reform and 
Su s tainable Agriculture (pp. 1-42). Bonn, Germany: Stiftung 
Entwicklung und Frieden (SEF). 

Eckel. M. D. ( 1997). ls there a Buddhist philosophy of nature? In 
Tucker , M. E. & D. R. Williams (Eds.) Buddhism and ecology: The 
interconnection of dharma and deeds (pp . 327-349).Cambridge : Harvard 
University Press. 

Edwardes, M. (1969). Everyday life in early India. London: BT 
Batsford, 1969. 

FED RA. (2000a). The Foundation for edu cation and developmen t of 
rural areas. Wat Pa Daraphirom, Mae Rim, Chiang Mai, Thailand: 
FEDRA publication. 

FEDRA. (2000b). Mettanari. Wat Pa Daraphirom, Mae Rim, Chiang 
Mai. Thailand: FEDRA publication. 

FEDRA. (2000c) The cow and buffalo bank. Wat Pa Daraphirom, 
Mae Rim, Chiang Mai. Thailand: FEDRA publication. 

FED RA. (2000d). The s u stainable agricultural co-op erative at 
FEDRA. Wa t Pa Daraphirom, Mae Rim. Chiang Mai, Thailand: FEDRA 
publication. 

FEDRA. (2000e). The foundation for educa tion and development of 
rural areas. Web page. <http/ /:www.geocities.com/fedra_th> 

Filipchuk. V. R. (199 1) . Forest management in Northern Thailand: a 
rural Thai perspective. M.A. thesis. Univers ity of Victoria. Canada. 

Fry. G. & G. Martin. (1 991). The international development 
dictionary. Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO. 



121 

Fukuoka, M. (1978). The One Straw Revolution. Emmaus: Rodale 
Press. 

Gebremedhin, T.G. & R. Christy. (1998) . Sustainability and 
agricultural industrialization: Issues and implications. In G.E. D'Souza & 
T.G. Gebremedhin (Eds.). Sustainability in agricultural and rural 
development (pp. 138-182). Brookfield: Ashgate. 

Gross, Rita M. (1997). Buddhist resources for issues of population, 
consumption, and the environment. In M. E. Tucker & D.R. Williams 
(Eds.) Buddhism and ecology: The interconnection of dharma and deeds 
(pp. 291-311).Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Guelden, M. (1995). Thailand: Into the spirit world. Singapore: 
Times Editions. 

Ha bito, R.L.F. (1997). Mountains and rivers and the great earth: 
Zen and ecology. In M. E. Tucker & D.R. Williams (Eds.) Buddhism and 
ecology: The interconnection of dharma and deeds (pp. 165-
175). Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Hardin, G. (1968). The tragedy of the commons. Science, 
162(3857), 1243- 1248. 

Harris, I. (1995). Buddhist environmental ethics and 
detraditionalization: the case of ecoBuddhism. Religion, 25(3), 199-2 12. 

Harris, I. (1997). Buddhism and the discourse of environmental 
concern: Some m ethodological problems considered. In M. E. Tucker & 
D. R. Williams (Eds.) Buddhism and ecology: The interconnection of 
dharma and deeds (pp. 377-402). Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 

Harris , I. (199 1) . How Environmental is Buddhism ? Religion, 2 1(2), 
101 -114. 

Heikkila-Horn. M.L. (1 996). Santi Asoke Buddhism and Thai State 
Response. Abo, Finland: Abo Akademis Forlag. 

Hesse , H. (1 95 1). Siddhartha. New York : Bantam Books. 



122 

Hirsch, P. (1998). Introdu ction : Seeing forests for trees. In P. 
Hirsch (Ed.). Seeing forests for trees: Environment and environmentalism 
in Thailand (pp. 1-14). Chiang Mai. Thailand: Silkworm Press. 

Holland, A. (1996). The use and abuse of ecological concepts in 
environmental ethics. In N.S. Cooper & R.C.J. Carling (Eds .). Ecologists 
and ethical judgments (pp. 27-41) . London: Chapman and Hall, 1996. 

Holmberg. J. & R. Sandbrook. Sustainable developm ent: What is to 
be done? In J. Holmberg (Ed.). Making development su s tainable: 
Redefining institutions. policy and economics (pp. 19-38). International 
Institute for Environment and Developmen t (IIED), Washin gton, D.C.: 
Is land Press. 

J ack son , W. (1980). New roots for agriculture. Lincoln, Nebraska: 
University of Nebraska Press. 

Jones, K. (1989). The social face of Buddhism: An approach to 
political and social activism. London: Wisdom Publications. 

Ka ufman, M. {1985). The pastoral ideal and sustainable 
agriculture. In T.C. Edens. C. Fridgen, & S.L. Battenfield {Eds.). 
Sustainable agriculture and integrated farming sys tems {pp. 219-232). 
East Lansing, MI: Michigan State University Press. 

Khoroche. P. {1989). Once the Buddha was a monkey : Arya Sura·s 
Jatakamala. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 

Kotter, A. (1990). Buddhism Mus t Be Engaged. In S. Sulak (Ed.). 
Radical Conservatism: Articles in Honour of Bhikku Buddhadasa's 84th 
Birthday Anniversary (pp. 135-138). Bangkok: The Santhirakoses­
Nagapradipa Foundation. 

Kraft, K. (Summer 1994). The greening of Buddhist practice. Cross 
Currents, 44(2), 163-179. 

Lappe. F.M., J. Collins , P. Rosset, & L. Esparza. (1 998). World 
hunger : 12 myths. New York: Grove Press. 



123 

Lohmann. L. (1995a). Vis itors to the common s: Approaching 
Thailand's ·environmental' struggles from a Western starting point. In 
B.R. Taylor (Ed.) . Ecological resis tance m ovem ents : The global em ergen ce 
of ra dical and popular environmentalism (pp. 109-126). Albany, NY: 
State Univers ity of New York Press. 

Lohmann, L. ( 1995b) . No rules of en gagement: Interest groups. 
centralization and the creative politics of ·environment" in Thailand. In J . 
Riggs (Ed .). Counting the costs: Economic growth and environmental 
change in Thailand (pp. 211 -235). Singapore : Ins titute of Southeast 
Asian Studies. 

Lohmann. L. (1992) . Thailand: Land security •and traditional 
agriculture. In N. Dudley, J. Madeley, & S . Stolton (Eds .) . Land is Life: 
Land Reform and Sustainable Agriculture (pp. 120- 127). Bonn, Germany: 
Stiftung Entwicklung und Frieden (S EF) . 

Lohmann. L. (1993) . Again s t the myths . In M. Colchester & L. 
Lohmann (Eds.). The Struggle for Land and the Fate of the Forests (pp. 
23-67). Atlantic Highlands, New J ersey: Zed Books. 

Loori, J. D. (1997) . The precepts and the environment. In M. E. 
Tucker & D. R. Williams (Eds .) Buddhism and ecology: The 
interconnection of dharma and deeds (pp. 177-184) . Cambridge: Harvard 
Univers ity Press. 

Lynam, J.K. & R. Herdt. (1992) . Sense and su s tainability: 
Sus tainability as an objective in international agricultural research. In 
J .L. Moock & RE. Rhoades (Eds.). Diversity, farmer knowledge . and 
s us tainability (pp. 205-224). Itha ca. New York: Cornell Univers ity Press. 

Marten , G. (1990) . Small-scale agriculture in Southeast As ia. In 
M.A. Altieri & S.B. Hecht (Eds.). Agroecology and small-farm development 
(pp . 183-200) . Boco Ra ton , FL: CRC Press. 

Mayer , T. (1996). Thailand's n ew Buddhist m ovements in historical 
and political context. In B. Hunsaker , T. Mayer , B. Griffiths, & R. Dayley 
(Eds. ). Loggers. m onks. s tudents , and entrepreneurs: Four essays on 
Thailand (pp . 33-66). Occasion al Paper No. 18. Southeast As ia 
Publication s . Cen ter for Southeast Asian Studies, Nort hern Illin ois 
Univers ity. 



McDowell. J. (198 5) . Appropriate technology. In M. Carr (Ed.) . The 
AT Reader (pp . 8 7-88). Bath, England: Intermedia te Technology 
Publications. 

Merchant. Carolyn. (1992). Ra dicaJ Ecology: The search for a 
liva ble world . New York: Routledge. 

McCaskill , M. & K. Kampe, eds . (1997). Development or 
domestica tion? Indigen ous peoples of Southeas t As ia. Chiang Mai, 
Thailand: Silkworm Books. 

Sawangchai. M .. J . Yapee, Y. Anan. P. Tongban, & S . Jamnong. 
(2000). The 2001-2003 indigenous a griculture project. Wat Pa 
Daraphirom. Mae Rim, Chiang Mai, Thailand: FEDRA internal 
document. 

Naess. A. (1973). The ShaJlow and the Deep . long-range ecology 
movem ent: A summary. Inquiry, 16. 9 5- 100. 

Nash . R. (1982). Wilderness and the American mind. New Haven: 
YaJe University Press. 

Nitasmai, T. (1997). Sus tainable agriculture in Thailand . In P. 
Hirsch (Ed.). Seeing forest for trees: Environment and environmentaJism 
in Thailand (pp. 268-286). Chiang Mai, Thailand: Silkworm Books. 

Otzen. U. (1992) Concept, Requirem ents and Measures to Ensure 
Sustainable AgriculturaJ Development. In N. Dudley, J. Madeley. & S. 
Stolton (Eds .)Land is. life: Land reform and sus tainable agriculture (pp. 
43-58). Bonn, Germany : Stiftung Entwicklung und Frieden (SEF). 

Payutto. P.A. (1992). Buddhist econ om ics: A Middle Way for the market 
place. Bangkok: Buddhadhama Fou ndation. 

Phra Thepkavi IPhra DhammadilokJ. (1989). Phra Thepkavi: Souvenir of 
72 Years. Chiang Mai, Thailand: FEDRA, Wa t Pa Dara phirom. 

Ph ra Thepkavi (Phra Dhamma dilok). (1988). Wisdom of Venerable 
Phra Thepkavi. Chiang Mai, Thailand : Glangvieng Printing. 

Pipob. U. (2000). Thailand's ecology monks. In S . Kaza & K. Kraft 
(Eds .). Dharma rain: Sources of Buddhis t environmentalism (pp. 19 1-
197). Boston: Shambala. 

124 



Porritt. J. (Director ). (1992). The m onk, the trees, and the con crete 
jungle [Videotape]. Oley, Penn sylvania: Bullfrog Films. 

Prawase, W. (1988). Bu ddhist agriculture and the tradition al Thai 
society. In S. Phongphit & R. Ben n ou n (Eds.). The Turning Point of Thai 
Farmers (pp. 1-44). Bangkok: MooBan Press. 

Prebish , C. (1979) American Buddhism . North Scitu ate. MA: 
Duxbury Press. 

Pret ty. J ., I. Gu ijit, I. Scoon es, & J . Thompson . (1992). 
Regen erating agricu lture: The agroecology of low-external in put and 
commu nity-based development. In J . Holm berg (Ed.).Making 
Developmen t Su s tainable: Redefining Institution s, Policy and Econom ics 
(pp. 9 1- 123). Interna tional Ins titute for Environm ent and Developmen t 
(IIED), Washington. D.C: Is land Press. 

125 

Pretty, J. (1995). Regenera ting agricul ture: Policies and practice for 
su stain a bility and self-reliance. Washington . D.C .. J oseph Henry Press. 

Pu-ch u, C. (1960). Buddhism in China. Peking: The Buddhist 
Association of Ch ina. 

Rees, W. E. (1997) Ecological footprints and the imperative of rural 
su stain ability. In I. Audirac (Ed.) . Rural Sus tainable Development in 
America (pp. 4 1-77). New York : J ohn Wiley and Sons. Inc. 

Rifkin, J. (1985). American agriculture: Energy efficiency versu s 
labor efficien cy. In M. Carr (Ed.). The AT Reader. (pp. 14 7-148) . Bath, 
England: Interm ediate Tech nology Publications . 

Robinson . R.H. & J ohnson , W.L. (1996). The Buddhist religion: A 
h istorical in troduction . Belmont, CA: Wa dsworth . 

Rowley, J & J . Holmberg. (1 992). Living in a su s tainable world. In 
J . Holmberg (Ed.). Making developmen t su stain a ble: Redefining 
institu tion s. policy and economics (pp. 321-346). International Institu te 
for Environment and Developmen t (IIED). Washington. D.C: Is land Press. 

Rundquist. T.A. (199 1). The s ustain able land eth ic: Development 
and polit icization . M.A. thesis. Univers ity of Oregon . Eugene. Oregon . 



Salaman. S .. R.L. Farnsworth. & D. G. Bullock. (1998). Family, 
community. and sustainability in agriculture. in G.E. D'Souza & T.G. 
Gebremedhin (Eds.). Sustainability in agriculture and rural development 
(pp. 85- 102). Brookfield, Vermont: Ashgate Publishing Company. 

Schumacher. E.F. (1 973). Small is beautiful: econ omics as if 
people mattered. New York: HarperPerennial. 

Schumacher, E.F. (1985). Giantism. complexity, and violence. In 
M. Carr (Ed.). The AT reader. (pp. 63-64}. Bath, England: Intermediate 
Technology Publications. 

Shepard, P.T. (1985). Moral conflict in agriculture: Conquest or 
moral coevolution? In T.C. Edens. C. Fridgen. & S.L. Battenfield (Eds.}. 
Sustainable agriculture and integrated farming systems (pp. 244-255). 
East Lansing. MI: Michigan State University Press. 

126 

Shiva, V. (1991}. The violence of the Green Revolution: Third world 
agriculture, ecology, and politics. London: Zed Books. 

Sulak, S. (1990). True Development. In A.H. Badiner (Ed.). Dharma 
Gaia: A harvest of essays in Buddhism and ecology (pp. 169-177). 
Berkeley, California: Parallax Press. 

Sulak, S. {1988a). Quality of life from a Buddhis t perspective. In R. 
Bobilin (Ed.). Revolution from below: Buddhist and Christian movem ents 
for justice in Asia (pp. 130-139). Lanham, MD: University Press of 
America. 

Sulak. S. (1988b). Rural poverty and peasant development in 
Southeast Asia. In R. Bobilin (Ed.). Revolution from below: Buddhist and 
Christian movements for justice in Asia {pp. 116-140). Lanham. MD: 
University Press of An1erica. 

Sulak, S. (1988b). A socially engaged Buddhism. Bangkok. 
Thailand: Thai Inter-religious Commission for Development. 

Sulak. S. (2000a). Bu ddhism with a small b. In S. Kaza & K. Kraft 
{Eds.). Dharma rain: Sources of Buddhist environmentalism {pp. 117-
124). Boston : Sh ambala. 



Sulak, S. (2000b). The religion of consumerism . In S. Kaza & K. 
Kraft (Eds.). Dharma rain: Sources of Buddhist environmentalism (pp. 
178-182). Bos ton: Shambala. 

Sulak, S. (2000c). Development as if people mattered. In S. Kaza & 
K. Kraft (Eds.). Dharma rain: Sources of Buddhis t environmentalism (pp. 
183-190). Bos ton: Shambala. 

Sulak, S. {1992) . Seeds of peace: A Buddhist vis ion for ren ewing 
society. Berkeley, CA: Parallax Press. 

127 

Snider . G. (2000) Nets of beads, webs of cells. In S. Kaza & K. Kraft 
(Eds.). Dharma rain: Sources of Buddhis t environmentalism {pp. 346-
352). Boston: Shambala. 

Somboon, S. (1982) . Buddhism and politics in Thailand. 
Singapore: Ins titute of Southeas t Asian Studies. 

Soule , J . D . & J .K. Piper. (1992) Farming in nature's image: An 
ecological approach to agriculture . Covelo, C: Island Press. 

Sparkes, S. (1 995). Taming nature-- controlling fertility: concepts 
of n ature and gender among the lsan of Northeas t Thailand. In 0 . Bruun 
& A. Kalland (Eds .) Asian perceptions of n ature: A critical approach {pp. 
63-87). Richmond, England: Carzon Press. 

Spretnak, C . (1986) . The Spiritual dimension of green politics. 
Santa Fe, NM: Bear & Company. 

Sponsel. L. , & P. Natadecha-Sponsel. (1997). A theoretical analys is 
of the potential contribution of the monastic community in promoting a 
green society in Thailand . In M. E. Tucker & D. R. Williams (Eds.) 
Buddhism and ecology: The interconnection of dharma and deeds (pp. 
45-68). Cambridge: Harvard Univers ity Press. 

Sta uber , K. N., C. Hassebrook, E.A.R. Bird, G. L. Bulten a, E.O. 
Hoiberg, H. Maccormack, & D. Menanteau -Horta. (1995). The promise of 
s u s tainable agriculture. In E.A.R. Bird, G.L. Bultena. and J .C. Gardner 
(Eds .) . Planting the future: Developing griculture that s u s tains land and 
community (pp. 3- 16). Ames. IA: Iowa State University Press. 

Sylvan, Richard & David Bennett. (1994) . The greening of ethics. 
Tucson . AZ: Univers ity of Arizona Press. 



Taylor , J .L. (1 993). Forest monks and the nation-state. Singapore: 
Institute of Southeast Asian Studies. 

Taylor , J . (1997). 'Thamma-Chaaf: Activis t monks and competing 
discourses of nature and n ation in Northeastern Thailand. In P. Hirsch 
(Ed.) . Seeing forest for trees: Environment and environmentalism in 
Thailand (pp. 37-52) . Chiang Mai, Thailand: Silkworm Books. 

128 

Vanpen. S. (1989). Issues and experiences in the use of community 
participation by NGOs in rural development programs in Thailand: An 
analysis and evalu a tion of the Foundation for Education and 
Development of Rural Areas-- FEDRA. In Phra Thepkavi: Souvenir of 72 
Years (pp. 76- 116}. Chiang Mai: FEDRA publication. 

Walker , J .L. (Spring 1999). This quiet place tha t Buddh as love: 
Nature in Buddhism . Parabola, 24(1). 35-39. 

Waters. B. (1996). Christian theological resources for 
environmental ethics. In N.S. Cooper & R.C.J. Carling (Eds.} . Ecologis ts 
and ethical judgments (pp. 67-74}. London: Chapman and Hall. 

Welchman, J . (1999}. The virtues of s tewardship. Environmental 
Ethics. 21(4). 411 -423. 

Wenz. P. (1999). Pragmatism in practice: The efficien cy of 
s us tainable agriculture. Environmental Ethics. 21(4}. 391-410. 

Wheeler . B. (1993) . Metaphysical founda tions of ·good work ': 
Implications for development. Ithaca. NY: Cornell Univers ity. 

Wijekoon. P.M. {1999) . Buddha's words of wisdom will quench 
spiritual thirst in the millennium. Website: 
<http://www.lankanet/lakehouse/ l 999/05/23/fea09.htmb 

Worster. D. (1 984) Good fanning and the public good. In W. 
Jackson , W. Berry. B. Colman (Eds.). Meeting the Expecta tions of the 
Land (pp. 19-30). San Francisco: North Point Press. 

Wyatt , D. (1 984) Thailand: A short his tory. Chiang Mai: Silkworm 
Books. 



Zanecchia, A.L. (1991). Crack in the citadel: Corporate control 
of food and transition to sustainable agriculture. Ph.D. dissertation. 
University of Oregon. Eugene, OR 

129 




