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Buddhism and Democracy

WHA:I‘ IS THE RELATION between Buddhism and liberg] demo
Are they compatible frameworks for social value, which can somehqy be X facy?
to one another to gain a consistent whole? Or are they instead antagojzi‘n?d
forcing those who would be Buddhist democrats into an uncomfortably Chztilc,
between individually attractive but jointly unsatisfiable values? Or do they Opera(t::
at entirely different levels of discourse so that questions regarding their relatiop.
ship simply do not arise?

The question is important for several reasons: first, we indeed have in Bud-
dhism and in liberal democratic theory two prima facie plausible frameworks for
value, and their independent plausibility leads immediately to the question of
their compatibility. Second, each framework has staked a claim to a central role
in the global quest for human rights and justice, and indeed partisans of each
have used the other in defense of their respective frameworks. Third, the Tibetan
government in exile has formulated a national charter explicitly grounded in a
Buddhist view of moral and social life and espousing a liberal democratic social
ideology. It would be nice to know whether that vision is coherent. Fourth, the
perennial debate between proponents of the universality of the liberal vision and
those suggesting that liberalism is incompatible with “Asian values” might move
forward if it turned out that at least one major Asian tradition is compatible w1th
liberal democracy, or on the other hand that there is a fundamental incompati-
bility between these two systems.

In this essay I argue that not only are Buddhism and libera G
patible, but that they are complementary in a deep sense: democracy; | “dg‘;; i
strengthened by values drawn from Buddhist moral and social theory, a:} el
dhist moral and social theory gains concrete institutional and pmcedu.r thfor)’-
ficity when it is articulated through the framework of liberal democratic
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LemOCTacy s that of the social contract tradition, and more particularly
libe ; t,ckc) Kant, and Rawls. Its .centra¥ tel?e.ts regarding the distinction between
(hat of L | private and the centrality of individual rights are articulated in Mill’s
,ublic 3‘ in Rawls's A Theory of Justice, and are enshrined in the United States
on Liber ‘(;n- To be sure, these texts do not speak on all issues with a single voice,
ndicate a clear an.d' coherént Vi.sion of the nature of justice, of the
e fundamcntal indmdua? rights in justice, and of the primacy also of
over any particular COﬂCCpthI:l of the good. They also indicate a need for
: society to tolerate a plurality of conceptions of the good and of the
J bility of government to its populace.
OnSBuddhism [ have in mind is the Mahayana tradition of moral theory,
L d extending the Pali tradition of morality as expressed in the eight-
the addition of the Bodhisattva ideal and the six perfections as
analysis of human moral perfection. More specifically, I have in
dition as it 1s underst/ood and expounded in medieval India and
Tibet by such figures as Aryadeva, Santideva, and TS(')I?g kbapa, But I will also
draw on insights from contemporary SCh(TlaTs and aC'tI.VlStS in the so-called “En-
aged Buddhist” movement, whose work is in the spirit of this tradition. Again,
%his tradition is not homogenous, but the conceptual space it marks out is co-
nerent enough for present PUIRORES This ?s not so much an exercise in exegesis
5 it is in deploying the insights I find in these traditions. Indeed, given the
contemporary context of the problematic with which I am concerned, it will often
be the case that the implications I draw from the Buddhist tradition would not

have been considered by classical scholars.

| ‘ 1';11
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Tuae Di1visiION OF THEORETICAL LABOR

[ first note that in a strictly formal sense, Buddhism and democracy are mutually
independent. Buddhism neither precludes nor entails liberal democracy; liberal
democracy neither precludes nor entails Buddhism. Buddhism—and by this term
I understand the doctrine presented in the suttas of the Pali canon and developed
in the Indian Mahayana $astras, insofar as this doctrine can be relatively uncon-
troversially identified—is generally silent about social institutions and forms of
government. In the first instance it is a doctrine about the good life for the
individual and about the values, practices, traits of character, states of mind, and
view of reality that conduce to the liberation of the individual from suffering.
Though this is elaborated in the Mahayana into an altruistic doctrine, Buddhist
theory for the most part remains resolutely a theory about individual life and
practice.

There are two classes of exceptions to this generalization, one of which will
fum out to be important for our project. First, there is the vinaya-pitaka, devoted
In good measure to the elaboration of the social and administrative structures for
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Now, the contrast bc.lwcen Buddhism and liberalism on this score can easily
be 0Vcrstatcd, and.it is lmportz'mt to be careful here. It is neither true that Bud-
Jhism 15 devoid O.t procedurfll ideas nor that liberalism is bereft of specific values
or conceptions of the good life or Fhe good social order. Each tradition embodies
commitments of both types, afld indeed it would be a conceptual impossibility
for a moral framework to be either entirely substantive or entirely procedural in
content. Procedures reflect substantive values and vice versa. And indeed these
values at the extremes must be mutually constraining. This is evident, for example,
in constitutional protections of some values against ready change, however dem-
ocratic the procedure.

The contrast, however, is real, and can be properly emphasized in two
ways: first, the respective orders of legitimation for the two traditions are tofo
genere distinct. Liberal democratic theory legitimates its goods on procedural
grounds; Buddhism legitimates any procedures on the grounds that they pro-
duce appropriate goods. Second, and related, procedures of particular kinds
are constitutive of liberal democracy, whereas commitments to particular so-
cial goods are constitutive of Buddhist societies in very deep ways: whereas
liberal democratic societies may differ widely (or one may change wildly over
time) with respect to some particular vision of the good (say free education,
universal health care, or a minimum wage) and remain recognizably demo-
cratic, any society that abandoned election, open access to offices, or trans-
parency of the judicial process would ipso facto no longer count as a liberal
democracy. (There is, however, also a sense in which a specific conception of
the good is built into most Western liberal democracies beyond the necessary
implication o 1€ minin 1ception of the good by the procedural com-
uppositions of the contractual situation: most
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For these reasons we can treat Buddhism and liberal democracy ga A:
cally opposed on one issue, namely, the direction of legitimation '5 diameyy;_
procedure and conception of the good. But this does not entail th“S between
therefore incapable of fusion. Legitimation, after all, might not in that they are
a foundational structure: it might well be that procedures and conce ? end haye
good are; mutually reinforcing. In fact this is a picture we will sug el::lons of the
observatxo.n.s suggest more by way of a strategy for social and poﬁtic;lBUt.these
phy—a division of theoretical labor: a Buddhist democratic theor btllos,
all, a thf:ory both of the good and of the political institutions c: :beleds’ %
appropriate to realizing that good. Why not, then, turn to Buddﬁi e of angd
formcr‘ tas!(, and liberal democratic theory for the latter? | pmposes:n gor .the
that, allowing each body of theory to do what it does best, with the }? e
we will ‘end up with a consistent set of institutions and social objectives t(})lpe b
Syt support to each other. As we shall see, however, it will not be eat -
4 “’" m spell out independently the demands and content of each theorl;r():ﬁg

to join ‘mem bx the wp:d arfd: To show their deep theoretical connection and
’_I will turn to the explicitly Buddhist notion of upaya—of skilful means—

T1CCPL

as articulated in the satras and
ents of a theory of social
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: (orswear? Just this: all are either directly violent or are seeds of
,]‘tl:c 1'Und;11m‘mal value thus reflected in this code is nonviolence, and
Jiolence: : Jp}?li"‘m‘m to social philosophy is that political institutions and pol-
: _lves be nonviolent and directed primarily to the eradication
1 Spelling out the content of this prescription is, of course,

e N society. : .
main outside the scope of this chapter. But the sense

k and must re
amental value should be clear.
t moral literature distinguishes a number of important human virtues
- ctions of character. Given that we are asking from Buddhism a conception
rPer_te"Uo d, and given that for Buddhism society can only be seen instrumen-
Sne gooec;lanism for ensuring the good of individuals, it follows that social
mlly. i n‘] should, from a Buddhust perspective, encourage, develop, and foster
s A bri;?f list of these would include prominently generosity, patience,

these Virtues :
. dom moderation, and nonattachment. Buddhist moral theory can best be
WwiS ’ , ; . ;
paracterized as a concern with certain vastus—areas of importance in conduct,
. /

iraits of characters and ranges of behavior on which one should focus in worrying
about one’s moral development, and not as a set of imperatives or specific pre-
scriptions. NOW since Buddhist literature is so sparse when it comes to very
specific advice on social institutions or policies, I—simply spelling out the way
that Buddhist and democratic theory can be joined—will allow myself to be even
more reserved. That is, I will not venture here a specific set of recommendations
gements might encourage, develop, and foster these virtues.
dicate the direction that such an account might

nal tas
not €

BuddhlS

for how political arran
But I can say a few things to in

take.
Social structures and institutions that reflect ideals build consensus regarding

the probity of those ideals. Protection of the freedom of speech, for instance, not
only reflects the view that speech should be free but encourages that value in
those who dwell in societies with such policies. Generous social programs and
programs conducive to equity will not only reflect but encourage values such as
generosity and moderation. Policies creating shared public goods and enabling
their enjoyment without the amassing of private wealth will generate nonattach-
ment. The facilitation of education will encourage the development of wisdom.
Public disarmament will conduce to private nonviolence and so forth.

Moreover, since the Buddhist ideals I here take seriously include those of the
Mahayana, Buddhist social institutions and political arrangements should pre-
Sume and. cultivate a sense of responsibility for others. This requirement would
;:;ﬁs:zm“ﬂy find eJ.cpre-ssion‘ in the requirement for extensive health and wel-
hikic C:fs_as the pritaary b’nef of: governmen? but would exter.lq to the estab-
invoiving 'a‘ Csievli‘lVlce a}genaes 1'nvolv1'ng substantial numbers of citizens, perhaps

s PR AT SR ‘for'ce in which all or most would serve at some time.
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i THE FORMAL PROMISE OF LIBERAL DEMOCRACY

We have seen that Buddhism provides a rich positive conception of social goods
and of the values a political system ought to reflect and encourage. What does
; liberal democratic theory bring to the table? A lot, of course: it demands a respect
: for a basic set of universal human rights, prominently including the right to vote
for those who will hold significant government offices; the right to free speech
and expression broadly conceived; the right to free religious expression and
against the imposition of religious beliefs or practices; freedom from torture or
unwarranted imprisonment or restriction of movement; the right to informational
privacy and allied rights. All of these can be summed up as the right to participate
without fetter in an open public sphere, and to be free from unwarranted inter-
ference in the private sphere.

To continue in the same vein, liberal democracy requires that institutions pre-
serve and reflect the equal liberty of the citizens of the state and the rule of law
and that all offices be open and all processes transparent. That is, special privileges
or restrictions on citizens should result from fair allocation procedures; positions
; of authority should in principle be open to any citizen, and their occupants should
g ' e fairly chosen; all political and legal processes should be open to scrutiny and
| T mz;,.be»fmr, and have consensual support.

‘ ental to the liberalism of any liberal democracy. Aside
umbrated above (perhaps plus or minus a few),
mong conceptions of the good and to
sue lus or her own conception of
ramme thc nghts of others. A
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. ate because enlightenment is difficult to achieve and to facilitate, and
t1ve

he Buddhist virtues
¢ simply intention but success. It is not enough to form a desire,

1 S R el
to € and this is true both of individual and social vir-

hecause : ;
«_—require NO

e «incere desire, tO be generous. Without the successful completion of gen-
en a°

ey 0 gcncmsity is not realized. Even an act motivated by generosity, if it
> OUS dlioy 2 » . . . .

er ot succeed in benefiting its target, fails, on a Buddhist analysis, to be a
does g

- 11y generous act. The road to hell, one might say, is paved with good intentions;
bore Buddhahood, with good realizations. This is not, of course, to say
hat such an act is thereby _vicious, or bereft. of moral \tvorth,. but only to recognize
that complete virtue requires more than ')ust good 1r'1tent10n. (.The p?rauels. to
Aristotle’s argument for the need for practical wisdom in moral life are intriguing
here. But a full comparison would take us far afield.) What goes for generosity
goes as well, mutatis mutar.)d?s, foT patience, w%sdom., effort, concentration, com-
passion and the rest. The .m)unctlon to any virtue is always, in Buddhism, ipso
facto an injunction to cultivate the upaya necessary for its realization.

Moral skill is necessary for the expression and development of Buddhist virtues
and for the attainment of the good as seen from the Buddhist standpoint. But
the other side of this coin is that such skills are therefore valued not for their
own sake, but rather simply as means to goods that are antecedently regarded as
valuable (and these, too, instrumentally valuable—because they conduce to en-
lightenment). And any skill or method that conduces to Buddhist virtues or goods
is, simply in virtue of that fact, worthy of cultivation. This is not to say that other
considerations might not weigh against the use of any particular means: Bud-
dhism is resolutely multivariate and nonabsolute in its assessment of actions and
institutions and admits an indefinite range of moral quality between the irre-
deemably wicked and the morally perfect, depending on the complex admixture
of motives and consequences involved. The centrality of this category of instru-
mental good, however, allows for a distinctively Buddhist justification and inter-
pretation of democracy.

The route to such a justification and interpretation should be clear: given the
conception of the collective, social good to which we have seen Buddhism is
committed, if it turns out that liberal democracy is the best means to achieve
those goods, it follows straightforwardly from Buddhist principles and from the
theory of upaya that liberal democracy is the preferred Buddhist social framework.
Moreover, considerations of upaya would then determine the precise shape of
tl?ose democratic institutions and the social ends toward which they are to be
directed. From this standpoint the intuition with which I began this discussion
feappears: that democratic theory could provide the institutional and procedural
framework for a social order whose conception of the good is rooted in Buddhism
- % potentially vindicated through this mediating concept. The important question
10 ask, then, is this: Is liberal democracy plausibly construed as the best means
for realizing the social goods Buddhism seeks? It is to this question I now turn.

the road to
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THE EMPIRICAL ARGUMENT FRroy ]
ACY
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If this is the question, the answer appears to be toq eas
the world’s nation-states reveals that on any reasonable ;

world’s liberal democracies lead their more totalitarjap rivals, Th; = tility ¢h
: g i - 1his g
we look at straightforward economic indicators such as media 1 50 Whethe,
1 Income
) per-

centage of population living in poverty, equity or distribution, ang the Jj
welfare indicators such as access to medical care, housing, nutrition 0:’ lik ‘
or softer indicators such as level of social unrest or satisfaction wit}; gozchoollng,
There is no doubt that on hierarchizing of the world’s nations on these pa:nment.
the liberal democracies rise to the top. Neither can doubt exist about the emI;:Z;
eYldence that liberal democracy tends to reduce of suffering and engender hap.
piness.

What about the violence/nonviolence dimension? Here is one striking fact: in
the last two-hundred years, one democratic country has never waged war against
another. Democracy, one might say, as Kant argued, is the best inoculation against
war. At the level of personal violence, the story is more equivocal. There are
indeed some notably violent democracies (such as the United States) and some
notably peaceful autocracies (Singapore). But these exceptions aside, the trend
still evidently favors democracies even at this level.

We have seen that the Buddhist conception of the social good also includes
an account of the virtues to be encouraged, cultivated and supported by a sc?c.ial
order. This is a harder desideratum with respect to which to make the‘rf-'qmSlte
empirical claim. There may be good plausibility arguments on both sides, and
there are no obvious data, whether rigorous or intuitive, to which to appeal ;
can at least say that on this dimension liberal democracy is no worsé as far as
know, than its alternatives.

This brief empirical argument is hardly conclusive. It is
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feel confident in saying that empirical considerations at least fa hieving the
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tculation and protection of fundamental human rights, is the best
¢ dl X

ocrae te guddhist conception of the good, and hence that such a frame
W romote ¢ : S
way { }“1 ted from the standpoint of upaya.
118 1L 10c
\u"*\ .
... ARGUMENT FOR THE IMPORTANCE OF RIGHTS
THE ARGY!
AS A FACILITATOR
} ceen, @ straightforwardly empirical argument for liberal democracy
s have : ’ : ¢ e : : 3 A :
As WE best means 1O realize Buddhist social ideals is, while a bit tendentious, a
> CS 9 y i ot . e
a5 the But in the absence of compelling empirical evidence either way,

;ood motivator.

. to a more theoretical argument, asking whether there is good reason to
{-turk ¥ °F

. o that respect for the fundamental set of human rights and the correlative
bdl}?f | institutions recognized in the liberal democratic tradition provides
Polmﬁl ’.‘L,y;zise as a vehicle for the development of a society conforming to Bud-
i:a.?;d[;als than do its competitors. The answer to this more forward-looking
;u:s.tion, is more strongly positive. o ‘ :

Asking this question also gives us additional theoret.lcal leverage. For by fo-
cusing on the more abstract conne.ction.s between Bud.dhlst .and democratic ethics
and politics, we can get some insight into the ways in which the two bodies of
theory might mutually inform each other and into how a Buddhist democracy
might actually look. That is, at the same time that we examine the degree to
which these two systems are consistent or even axiologically complementary, we
can determine the exact nature of that complementarity.

What are rights good for? From the standpoint of classical liberal theory, an
important class of personal rights, which we might call “privacy rights,” can be
understood as constructing protective barriers against the intrusion of other in-
dividuals and state power into our private lives. Examples include rights to free
speech and association, to freedom of religious expression, freedom against un-
warranted search and seizure, and so on. First and foremost, these rights pro-
tect their bearers against gratuitous harms, whether inflicted by other individ-
uals or by government, and, equally importance create a space—the private
sphere—in which an individual or group can pursue and cultivate the good as
they see it. Without a framework of such basic personal privacy rights, no one
can be secure to pursue any particular vision of the good. Now, as I argued
above, Buddhism is nothing if not a view about the good. It follows that if the
pfOteCtif)n of privacy rights is ipso facto a protection of the realization of such
::e;::; thf‘:er{ll d.el.nocracy’s comm’itment to such fights enables a Buddhist l?fe,
s ther .lﬂ:‘lv.lduals.‘But at thlS. level of fmalysw, all that we are really saying
S 1(1)1f 1vidual ng}.ns ‘er.lshnned by liberal democracy provide protectlofl

values an individual might wish to pursue, and not that there is

Y Special relationship between democracy and Buddhism. We can, however,
80 farther,
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« subject tO innumerable objections to the contrary. There are
Now & Hoth of liberal democratic societies that fail to live up to these
0 les ! lespite living up to them to deliver all of the goods I have

m‘m]', or that e Q}L;r}e are certainly plenty of examples of illiberal societies that

8 i KmC of these goods. I have not, though, and need not, to
¢ liberal democracy as updya, to show that there is a clear line

@ h(; ,mocratic societies and all others, with Buddhist goods realized

- [l citizens on the one side and denied to all on the other.
this i possible would be foolish. All that is necessary is to show

¢ social structures advanced by liberal democracy represent the best

: he ends recommended by Buddhism. And this I have endeav-
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WHAT LIBERAL DeMOCRACY CAN OFFER TO BUDDHISM

puddhism gain anything from-attc.antion to liberal democra!tic theory? I thif1k
Can P iking feature of Buddhist literature, as I noted previously, that despite
g 8 Stcrl us importance of the structure of a society and its institutions, in-
the tﬁremerI doominantly its political structures, in determining the conditions of
e 1Pfreand the possibilities for the attainment of both temporal and spiritual
i ;lere is very little—really nothing—in the Buddhist philosophical tradi-
g.OOdS’ ; Z of social or political theory. This must be regarded as a serious lacuna
Flon b{,;]:);phical system that aims at characterizing the nature of suffering and
i)nf ?tspelimination for a being who is ineliminably social.

On the other hand, as also noted, Buddhism demands of its practitioners the
development of upaya, and this must include social and political upaya. If what
[ have said about the conceptual and empirical relationships between the Buddhist
conception of the good and the deliverances of democracy is valid, liberal dem-
ocratic theory might simply be the obvious body of theory with which to fill this
gap. The Mahayana canon prides itself on its perpetual openness to new texts.
Perhaps it is time to make space in canonical collections of such mahapanditas
as Locke, Rousseau, Mill, Jefferson, Dewey, Rawls, and Habermas. And indeed in
the democratization of the Tibetan exile government and in the discussions of
Buddhist democratic institutions within that community, I see the beginnings of

this process.

WHAT BuppHisM CAN OFFER TO LIBERAL DEMOCRACY

But the benefits of intercultural fusion philosophy do not flow in one direction
only. Liberal democratic theory and those formulating policy in liberal democratic
societies can also benefit from an injection of Buddhist ideas. Again, attention to



218 Ethics and Hermeneutics

the development of Buddhist democratic institutio
munity can be instructive—and not only, exile
of Buddhist societies, but to secular theorists | : ddhists R
; : ' s and Pollcymaker membe
There is a curious tension at the base of libera] st S. s
the strategies by means of which it is legitimated— s hac’y. When | €Xam;
Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, and Rawls—there ig an essentia*;‘e N ming ¢ Ne
reason in the following sense: it s argued that for arbitra .Tppea.l to
described in abstraction from their Particular fortunes withinrl £ _Chos'en Cltizen,
to choose liberal democracy precisely because it offers the besfozet}’, 1t is rationai
ing personal happiness, or at least the best chance for avoidin t; ance for achiey.
This is, of course, captured with the greatest & the worst Sufferjpg

clarity in Rawlg
o - , : ss
original position and of the deliberations of the parties account of g,

On the other hand, while liberal democracy offers this Prospect ;
cause it promises a government and set of social institutions that wﬂlpreqsely e,
individual efforts to realize the good, it is deliberately Mminimalist inn'Ot Obsqu |
to provide particular social goods, leaving such decisions either to its Promise |
political processes or to individual enterprise. The reason for this is sct:l?tmgent
ward: democratic theory is resolutely both individualistic and plumj:tliihtfor’
individualistic side leads to an emphasis on a broad zone of privacy and. h'I;;e
positive social intervention for good or ill into the lives of individuals, The Iue
ralism leads to a hesitancy to propose any but the most gmemiand&mml sol:iai
goods as the objects of state action for fear that any more d e 2 |
ment to a particular vision of the good will run roughsho o
aspirations of those who do not share that vision.

But given the logic of legitimation that underlies this
enhancement of the basic stock of goods delivered
democratic society would be chosen by initial contra
goods are not parochial in nature—so long as they
and, as Rawls puts it, benefit the least advant:
vital interest in not falling too far in terms of total
a basic minimum of primary social goods be dem
ing parties, but any rational parties would insi
available to as many as possible, and that avoid

At this point Buddhism has something to cc
the Buddhist goal of eliminating suffering enj
That is, it enjoins the provision of basic edt
minimum standard of living for all citizens.
injunction seriously—who recognize both tl
fering and the possibility of its remediatior
rejecting an unbridled free market, for in
welfare programs. This is already an en
the good in most liberal theory.
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oo farther. On any plausible contractarian story of the legitimation
By overnment power, the parties to the initial contract know the
Ot human nature, though they may not know their specific cir-
rences, or positions. Knowledge of these general facts enables

g likely effects of any social order they contemplate establish-
(hem! ’“.w.%n)\.C,-whclming]y plausible that the set of virtues endorsed by Bud-
_ Now 1t l?'} ‘ ,ry—patience, wisdom, nonviolence, generosity, and so on—in
. .t ],L:uv, realized, yield happier, stabler societies. Social institutions can
fact, when bl‘:‘len'couri\gc, reward, and foster these values or to discourage them.
o dCSigncé Z(ocial contract cognizant of these facts can be expected to agree to

; ‘.] t\h’dt foster rather than discourage them. Again, this represents a sub-
.uu(ﬂ::ichment over a more value-neutral liberal framework.
ial V:’; uld therefore expect to find in a Buddhist democracy not armies but
e corps; not private health insurance schemes but a strong social
health care system, egalitarian access to education, and significant
incentives t0 charitable work. Institutions like this would take primacy over in-
centives tO competition, to the conc'entration of wealth, and to the.development
of power differentials. This substantive account of the good stands in contrast to
an emphasis on economic growth and the encouragement of private gain. But
sone of this is in any way incompatible with the democratic ideals of equality
before the law, of participation in a public discourse, of open office and of a
broad range of personal freedoms. In fact it is, one would argue, central to en-
abling these freedoms to make a real difference in the quality of human life.
There is also no reason to think that Buddhist moral theory is unique in its ability
to contribute a positive conception of the good to liberal democracy. Other sub-
stantive value systems may do as well. I only argue that it can make a contri-
. bution, and one that liberal democratic theory is in a position to reciprocate.
| I hence conclude that while Buddhist values have typically been overlooked as
valid considerations in the legitimation and design of social institutions in dem-
ocratic theory and practice, this is both unnecessary and unjustified. A democratic
society that draws on these principles in its social order and institutions has a
greater prospect for success, and providing its citizenry with good lives and in
fact greater claim to moral legitimacy than one that is neutral with respect to
these principles. Buddhist democracy is thus not only not oxymoronic but is
better democracy even when judged on the terms that the liberal tradition itself
chooses and better Buddhism when judged on the terms that Buddhism itself
chooses for moral evaluation. I conclude that these systems are—far from being

antitheﬁ':al-~complementary, and that each is more compelling when adjoined
to the other,
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