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The criticism of James, Solberg and Wolfson (JSW) (1999) by Oneal and
Russett (OR) is not responsive to the methodological issues at stake, JSW argued
that war is an endogenous feature of the world political and economic system.
If its causes are to be measured, it must be as a structural equation in a simui-
tancous system. Wedded to the idea that “democracies never fight each other,”
OR rely on a single equation to justify their view, JSW claim that such an equa-
tion may be an ad hoc reduced form with no causal implications unless the
equation is explicitly identified as a structural equation. JISW expand the model
to explain democracy and conflict as two endogenous variables. JSW do not
claim to have discovered the true relationships between these variables by their
minimal expansion of the structural relation. They do show that unless these
(and other) variables are treated as part of a system, the resuits are unstable,
contradictory, of minimal size and not a teliable guide to public policy.
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Professors Oneal and Russett (2000) (OR) have not addressed the
methodological focus of our study. Perhaps they have obscured this
fact from themselves as well, since they continue to gather data, debate
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and revise indices — as they and many others in this area of research have
in the past decade — without seriously asking whether they are going
about the problem in the right way.! Given the intensity with which the
matter of democracy has been debated over the years, perhaps it is
too much to expect more than a generally dismissive reaction. Still,
there is progress to report in practice, since OR’s response to James,
Solberg, and Wolfson (JSW) (1999) follows some of the methodolo-
gical guidelines set out in that study. If our work has brought peace and
conflict studies closer to an operational convergence of approach, we
will have made the contribution we intended, and the way then becomes
open to a less dogmatic examination of the data wherever it leads.

Our response to OR unfolds in five stages. First, we review the con-
text and intended contributions of our previous study. The second stage
provides an overview of OR’s reaction to this. Third, we try to draw
some conclusions from the ongoing debate over the issues between OR
and ourselves. In the fourth stage we address some specific and import-
ant issues related to measurement. Fifth, and finally, we try to sum up
the debate and suggest where attention might be focused in the future.

1 ISW: CONTEXT AND INTENDED CONTRIBUTIONS

Our efforts were aimed at contesting the methodology through which
the notion that “democratic countries never fight each other” became
the ruling paradigm for many leading students of international rela-
tions (Levy, 1988; Maoz and Russett, 1993; Ray, 1995; Weart, 1998).
JSW is a commentary on how a faulty methodology caused the ‘rabbit
to get into the hat.’ Two guestions about this occurrence arise at the
outset; a brief answer to each query will help to place what follows in a
more general context: First, why did numerous social scientists initially
regard the democracy-peace thesis as implausible, only to be con-

'OR acknowledge our observation that 97% of the cases (i.e., pairs of states in a year
from 1950 through 1985) are peaceful. Moreover, they acknowledge our recognition that
this places a great burden on any statistical technigue to discriminate between those
cases and the remaining 3%. OR erT, however, in their subsequent claim that the use of a
binomial indicator is better and researchers should rely primarily on the dichotomous
indicator of disputes. There are many different kinds of disputes; diplomatic protest, for
example, is quite different from armed conflict where lives are lost. The use of a single
indicator ignores those differences, and runs the risk of committing aggregation bias in
the statistical estimation of marginal effects. Nevertheless, our results are robust to the
dichotomous treatment of conflict as shown in the appendix to our previous article.
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of those simultaneous relations must be educed from theory and data.
To estimate simultaneous structural equations from data generated by
an interdependent system, they must be disentangled from one
another. This is the classic question of identification.?

2 THE REACTION OF OR TO JSW

OR see the preceding methodological issues quite differently and most
recently have turmed to what looks like a more purely inductive
approach, namely, Vector Autoregression (VAR) models. To be sure,
ad hoc estimation of reduced form equations in which the endogenous
variables are regressed against all the others may predict something of
interest, but this method admits of no causal interpretation. A fortiori
this is true of VAR models and the somewhat misnamed Granger
causality representations with which OR are now experimenting.®> An
overview of VAR models should help to explain why they do not solve
the problems raised by JSW with regard to the statistical analysis
offered by Oneal, Oneal, Maoz and Russett (1996).

Within an N-variable vector autoregression of order p, each of the N
variables is regressed on p lags of itself and p lags of every other vari-
able. Trends, seasonals, and other exogenous variables may also be
included, as long as they appear in every equation and as long as no
endogenous variables are included. Thus, VAR models are similar to
reduced-form equations, and they have limited usefulness in estimating
structural relationships. (If other endogenous variables are included in
VAR models, estimation by seemingly-unrelated regression is required
to obtain good statistical properties.) In VAR estimation, so-called
“predictive causality” is an issue. In an unrestricted VAR, everything
causes everything else because lags of every variable appear on the right
hand side of every equation. Predictive causality, however, contains
little, if any, information about causality in the scientific sense.

While VAR models can be very useful for forecasting, they are not
at all useful for assessing causality in a structural equation setting. We

*The question initially was posed to economic statisticians 73 years ago. Working
(1926) reminded his readers that prices and quantities were simultaneously determined
by the interactive system of supply and demand. Consequently a simplistic “statistical
demand curve” regression of prices on quantities might be (a) a demand curve; (b) a
supply curve; or {c) some “reduced form” combination of the two.

*See Kinsella and Chung (1998) for an insightful use of these techniques.
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vinced by apparent statistical evidence? Second, can a change in
research methodology facilitate a return to a more balanced view of
international relations?

For an answer to the first question, which pertains to a massive shift
in worldview among a wide range of scholars, there is one obvious time
and place to start looking: the sociology of knowledge about interna-
tional relations at the winding down of the Cold War. The apparent
failure of realism to explain the central problem of international rela-
tions, war and its causes (Vasquez, 1983; 1993; 1998), put the field in a
position to experience a Kuhnian “paradigm shift” (Kuhn 1962).
Widely regarded as moribund, both classical and structural realism
looked as if they needed replacement - and quickly, given the surpris-
ingly peaceful devolution and final conclusion of the Cold War. Earlier
manifestations of neo-Kantianism (Doyle, 1986) and empirical tests
(Babst, 1972; Small and Singer, 1976; Rummel, 1983) found a newly
receptive audience in the research community. From Maoz and
Abdolali (1989) onward, the neo-Kantian testing program, which fea-
tured the dyad-year as the standard unit of analysis, expanding data
sets and increasingly sophisticated statistical methods, moved forward.
Thus the answer to the first question posed above is straightforward
and easily phrased in Kuhnian terms: Without something to replace
the realist paradigm, “normal science” could not continue, and the
democratic peace, which promised a better way, promptly took over in
the increasingly introspective field of international relations.

Given the answer to the first question, the response to the second
seems almost forced, namely, “maybe.” It is not clear what, at this
point, would be sufficient to satisfy advocates of the democratic peace
thesis that their worldview might need to change. The democratic peace
has moved in less than two decades from a narrow hypothesis derived
from a somewhat mechanical reading of Kant to the point of departure
for virtually all discussion of either theory or policy in the ficld of inter-
national relations. It is likely to take extraordinary efforts to restore a
sense of balance to a discipline still recovering from such a thorough trans-
formation. Our study was intended as an initial step in that direction.

The reader will recall that JSW attempted, first, to persuade
researchers that war and peace were endogenous features of a much
more complex interdependent, historically evolving political, economic
and social system. The statistical corollary to this thesis is that, to infer
policy-relevant conclusions, estimates must be made of the causal rela-
tions between interlocked endogenous variables (which are themselves
creatures of the international system}, That is to say, a structural model
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Whatever role might be played by CAPRATIO or other power-
related variables in some future model, one thing stands out regarding
the results obtained by OR: With respect to the crucial, policy-relevant
influence of democracy on peace, which motivates this whole line of
research (i.e., the effect of REGIME on HOSTILITY), OR arrive at
the same estimates as we do.’

3 IDENTIFICATION, BIAS AND MAGNITUDE

It is not necessary to explain to readers of Defence and Peace Econom-
ics that the issue of identification of equations within a simultaneous
system is not the same as dealing with the simultaneous equations bias
that may also result. A structural equation is identified when it is speci-
fied to be “sufficiently different” from (combinations of) the others in
the system. This is not a data question, nor a matter of minimizing stat-
istical bias, but it is a theoretical specification that permits the
researcher literally to know what, if anything, the researcher is measur-
ing. Distinct from the identification issue, frequently a statistical issue
of biased estimation occurs when the error terms in simultaneous sys-
tems are not independent of one another. Frequently — but not always —
a two stage procedure may be attempted to develop “instrumental var-
iables” to minimize the bias.

OR contest our technique in dealing with the problem of bias. This
certainly is a matter that may profitably be discussed further, but it has
nothing to do with the identification issue. We are not pleased by the
seemingly ad hominem suggestion, apparently drawn from that confu-
sion, that we have been less than fair to their point of view.® Neverthe-

*It is not clear why OR choose to replicate only the ordered logit model of the HOS-
TILITY equation from JSW. They do not report the multinomial logit version, the speci-
fication that we prefer. Nevertheless, it is reassuring that they get nearly the same results
even when they include the CAPRATIO variable. To be more precise, coefficients and z-
ratios reported for the variable REGIME are (-0.0064, -3.201) and (-0.0070, —3.496)
when CAPRATIO is absent and present, respectively.

$We would sympathize more with OR’s complaint that it was difficult to work through
the analysis and exposition if we could understand how correctly calculated partial (mar-
ginal} effects and elasticities are “convoluted and misleading.” OR claim that we “stack
the deck against the liberal position”, but their results and ours do seem very similar with
respect to the key issuc related to the impact of democracy on disputes; to be more pre-
cise, regardless of intentions or underlying beliefs about the democratic (or liberal)
peace thesis, each research team finds a substantively modest connection.
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find it curious that OR report neither a VAR equation for their hostil-
ity measure, NumDisp (the number of disputes) nor the results of a
formal test of predictive causality. In a VAR model, it is entirely pos-
sible for a variable y to “cause” variable z and, simultaneously, for z to
“cause” y. If this should occur, is it then logical to conclude that both
cause each other? Or is each being influenced by still other events?

Readers will notice that OR rely heavily on the above-noted tech-
nique in their reply to JSW. To be sure, in the first stage of the two-stage
method we have suggested, OR’s estimates of the causal influence of
conflict (HOSTILITY} on democracy (REGIME) differ from ours; this
is 50 because OR opt to add a variable, CAPRATIO (a measure of the
dyadic balance of power) to our specification. CAPRATIO is the “ratio
of the stronger side’s capability index to that of the weaker member in
a dyad” (Oneal and Russett, 1997a, p. 276).* At least three problems,
however, arise from an introduction of this variable into our system.

First, it is not clear from OR’s introduction of CAPRATIO what
role this variable is playing within the system. We are never told
whether CAPRATIO is presumed to be exogenous or endogenous.
How might it be modeled?

Second, OR gratuitously tax us for being “realists” even though the
hoary realist-liberal debate plays no part in our study. Having stereo-
typed us by this ad hominem argument, they go on to complain that we
have not constructed a realist model by not introducing CAPRATIO.
We are damned either way.

Third, it is not obvious why this variable, among the many capability-
based indicators that might have been selected, is the one designated
to represent realism. While CAPRATIO has ‘face validity’, it has not
been introduced as part of a network of variables from one or more
branches of realism; the “structural” and “neotraditional” schools, for
example, emphasize different variables while sharing an emphasis on
international conflict and competition (Vasquez, 1983; 1998). Since at
least one taxonomy of the wide range of capability-based variables
already exists (James, 1993; 1995), and the thrust of the argument by
JSW is in the direction of an identified system, the introduction of
CAPRATIO as an isolated representation of realism seerns at once
too little and too much.

*The Correlates of War (COW) Project military capabilities index is “composed (in
equal weights) of a country’s share of the system’s total population, urban population,
energy consumption, iron and steel production, military manpower, and military expend-
itures” (Oneal and Russett, 19973, p. 276).
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development, environmental restoration and education? Weart (1998,
p. 291), in a study favorable to the democratic peace, offers this cau-
tious observation: “crusades to impose democracy, from Athenians in
the Aegean to Americans in the Caribbean, have usually made more
enemies than friends.” Thus it is important to bear in mind that, in a
complex system of variables, it may be better to promote objectives
such as those noted a moment ago, with the hope that governments
will improve as steps forward take place in other aspects of life.

Furthermore, we faced a methodological and practical problem of our
own. Since the issues we raised were fundamentally matters of principle,
it was pointless (as well as logistically impossible) to generate a new data
base, as some demanded of us. The question was, and is, this one: what
is to be done with the data at hand? Consequently, we used the data
provided to us by OR to estimate a two equation simultaneous model.

OR claim that we used measures of dispute and joint democracy
that are now superseded. However, the new measures appear still not
to have reached a steady state. (This point will be established in some
detail during the discussion of how joint democracy is measured.) It is
true that there are alternative measures, many of which may be better
than those used in our study as well as theirs. However, we intention-
ally used the data set and measures that OR and others relied on at the
time we began our study. We did this to avoid any complaint that dif-
ferences in results could be due to different definitions and data.® The
point of principle at which we arrived is that that results of the proper
regression studies and normalization show that the influences of all the
variables — taken together as well as separately — are trivially small, and
unstable, and that the constant term turns out to be the most signific-
ant element.” As the reader can see from their reply, these outcomes
are not contested by OR.

One of the results of our study was that, using the data at hand, the
influence of HOSTILITY on REGIME appeared to be much greater
than the reverse effect. OR seem to conclude that this was our main
thesis. In fact, as we repeatedly explained to the reader, any such find-

30OR are incorrect about the chronology of our discussions, but that too is a side issue.

*The more general issue of whether significance tests should be used when interpret-
ing results that appear to be based on a population of cases has not been addressed by
JSW and will not be pursued at length here. However, the consensus against such use of
significance tests is well-established and causes further difficulties for the democratic
peace thesis, since the coefficients it relies on almost always look better in that context
than with regard to substantive impact,
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less, the point is that identification, not bias, is the methodological
issue at stake. It describes how the international system is put together
politically. As the reader can see, apart from the VAR excursis, OR
now follow our simultaneous model and the “democracy-peace” thesis
dissolves into a more realistic view of multiple interactive causation.

We attempted to persuade researchers to address the issue of mag-
nitudes of incremental (marginal) effects, not just the signs and ¢-values
of statistical significance of the regression coefficients. OR claim that
we challenge their finding that pairs of states (dyads) are more likely to
have peaceful relations if they are both democratic. We do not make
that claim. In fact, our results in the REGIME-HOSTILITY equation
{which neither party disputes) tend to confirm the positive influence
that democracy has on peace. However, we find that the influence of
democracy on peace is so small as to be trivial.

OR’s response, however, is to change the universe of discourse.
They argue that since the danger of war involves such high costs, the
virtually unlimited use of political and economic resources to prevent
it is justified even if substantial influence seems unlikely on the basis of
reproducible evidence.” Clearly this is a normative question and not
responsive to the positive issues we have raised about methods of
inquiry. OR certainly are entitled to their value judgments but, in fact,
the unbounded use of instruments to achieve highly improbable
returns is impossible to implement. Unless the ‘insurers’ are of a
purely altruistic turn of mind, neither individuals nor countries can
protect themselves completely against all catastrophic outcomes with-
out inducing other disasters such as economic or political bankruptcy.
The issue becomes one of how much risk must be borne. How much
should scarce political, economic and military resources be dedicated
to the democratic transformation of regimes, and how much to other
instruments and goals such as public health and safety, economic

A separate issue, beyond the scope of this study, concerns the reductionism inherent
in assuming that continuing increases in the proportion of democratic dyads in the sys-
tem will reduce disputes (or other conflicts, for that matter) incrementally. Macro-micro
linkages, which are excluded by definition from any purely micro-level model (Bunge,
1996), may have unanticipated effects. To cite one possibility, which is developed at
greater length in James {1999), the presence of at least one autocratic and potentially
threatening great power may be essential for further increments of democraticness
among dyads to continue having the effects anticipated by the democratic (or liberal)
peace thesis. In other words, inter-democratic cohesion at the dyadic level may depend
on a factor that always has existed at the system level, so a more fully democratic interna-
tional polity may be prone to conflicts for reasons not built into the current models.
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Let us return now to the more immediate issue of how to measure
democracy on a cross-national basis: the Polity description of loss of
democracy might be leading or trailing indicators of war, but this has
more to do with preparations and conduct of war than the influence of
regimes on the likelihood of conflict. The data are pooled time-series
and cross-sectional data with unresolved questions of their appropriate
us¢ in these regression studies (Beck, Katz and Tucker, 1998). The indi-
ces constructed from this data were non-linear, and some possessed
undefined regions of singularity unless adjustments were made. Finally,
and most important to our thesis, the development of a two-eguation
model is illustrative as a counter-example and was never intended to
be a definitive description of the enormously complex international
system. (For example, the role of STABILITY in the system, as OR
observe, certainly could use more work.) The whole point of the exer-
cise was to show that an unidentified model, with trivial substantive
outcomes and minimal explanatory power, is unstable and not a proper
guide to public policy.

OR believe that they can rebut us by also using the (almost) com-
mon data to arrive at different results. As we have explained above,
this time they use our data (really, of course, theirs) and specifications,
adding only CAPRATIO to get different outcomes. Freeman’s (1989,
p. 61) analysis of temporal aggregation helps to make a compelling point
about the apparent reversal in effects uncovered by OR with respect to
the impact of HOSTILITY on REGIME. Freeman noted that empir-
ical political theories generally devote only limited attention to deter-
mining the natural time unit for testing. The options, in principle, are
almost infinite, from assessing virtually instantaneous transmission of
effects to focusing on centuries or even millennia. What, then, is right
for testing the neo-Kantian, or democratic, or liberal, peace?

Consider the lesser-known side of the relationship, namely, the
effect of international conflict (or peace) on democracy. Is the true
story the one offered by OR (Table 2), in which the national level of
democracy in a given year is predicted by three lagged annual values
for number of disputes and democraticness? Or, is the defeat of Ger-
many in 1918, followed by its politico-economic decline and fall into
dictatorship and war — a process that took over two decades to com-
plete and presented by JSW as a “canonical example” — closer to the
mark? Or, again, is it possible that the operation of complex systems,
as Freeman might have guessed, will look different depending upon
the amount of time that is granted status within the model as an inter-
val? Freeman’s (1989, p. 72) compelling treatment of these issues also
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ing has to be regarded with extreme caution. This was not a con-
sequence of any desire to “fudge” our result, but instead to illustrate
that even a small improvement in specification — in this instance, to a
two-equation simultaneous model — was capable of yielding results that
contradict the prevailing paradigm. We did not say that the true nature
of the relations between these variables had been established, although
we continue to believe that a negative impact of HOSTILITY on
REGIME is more than merely plausible.

If OR are not convinced by our line of reasoning and findings as
related to REGIME, neither are we. We would no more make interna-
tional policy on the basis of our R-sq. of 0.0453 than their R-sq of 0.0135.

4 WHAT ABOUT MEASUREMENT?

For reasons we have explained, we chose not to put too fine a point on
our skepticism about the measures that were used at the time of Oneal,
Oneal, Maoz and Russett (1996) and still largely characteristic of prac-
tice today. The underlying data-base for describing political regimes as
democratic or undemocratic is drawn from the Polity II1 data. A car-
dinal index is constructed from subjective ordinal judgments. it has
become increasingly apparent, due to the work of Gleditsch and Ward
(1997) and Wolfson, James and Madjd-Sadagi (1999), that the stand-
ard measurement needs to be reconsidered. The de facto measurement
of democracy turns out to be a matter of the degree to which the exec-
utive is or is not institutionally constrained, rather than the usual con-
cept of civil liberties.

Consider this issue from the point of view of legal history. William
H. Rehnquist, Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court
(1998), has written an account of the limitations placed on civil liber-
ties in the course of the US Civil War and the First and Second World
Wars. He finds that the executive branch was concerned to “get on
with the war” even at the cost of suspension of habeas corpus, freedom
of expression and rights of association, dwelling and privacy. Some-
times they were assisted by the judiciary, and sometimes opposed. The
interesting facts, in the context of the democratic peace thesis, are two-
fold: First, the restraining decisions were made almost entirely after
hostilities ceased, whence they entered as precedent in the case law.
Second, the executives involved were several of the presidents usually
associated with politically liberal causes and individual rights — Abraham
Lincoln, Woodrow Wilson and Franklin Roosevelt.
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Other possibilities also arise, however, with respect to the measure-
ment of democracy. There is more at work here than just separating
out low and high scores within a dyad. Consider JOINDEM and the
other continuous variables that are created from DEM {i.e.,, DEMOC —
AUTOC) and used in a parallel study by Oneal and Russett (1997b,
p. 758). JOINDEM relies on the original Maoz and Russett (1993) for-
mula. DEMSUM is the sum of the democracy scores in a dyad. DEM-
GEO, or (DEM, + 11)*(DEM, + 11), is their geometric mean.!?
DEM,, and DEM,, also are used in this study.”® In addition to these
continuous variables, “coherent democracy” is used to create a dicho-
tomous measurement. A coherent democracy is defined as “a country
without significant autocratic characteristics; it is operationally defined
as a country for which DEMOC -~ AUTOC is greater than six” (Oneal
and Russett, 1997b, p. 759)."*

Given all of the preceding possibilities for measuring joint demo-
cracy, which are taken from just two articles published a year after
Oneal, Oneal, Maoz and Russett (1996), it is not unreasonable for
JSW to have aimed for stability in trying to build on the findings of the
latter study.

Ultimately, it might be possible to work with each and every one of
the measurements for democracy that appeared in Oneal and Russett
(1997a, b} and other contemporary studies. To grant priority to any
one of them (or a subset), however, would require evidence of true
superiority. But consider this summary of findings from Table 2 of
Oneal and Russett (1997b, pp. 762-763):

There is somewhat less support for the democratic peace when the
geometric mean of the regime scores is used in place of Maoz and
Russett’s measure. It, too, is associated with a reduced incidence of
contflict if all cases are considered (p < 0.10); but the coefficient is
much closer to zero and far from statistical significance for the
contiguous states (p < 0.52). The results using the sum of regime
scores are weaker yet. It is not significant with either the complete set
of cases (p < 0.48) or the contiguous dyads (p < 0.84).

' As Oneal and Russett (1997b, p. 758) point out, 11 is added in each instance to prevent
negative values.

 An interaction term, DEM, ,*DEM,,,, also appears in one equation.

“The coding of category six as noted is derived from the Polity I1I Project (Jaggers
and Moore, 1995).
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advised that results at minimum and maximum aggregation by time be
compared, which seems especially appropriate for the area of research
under review, where the dyad-year continues to account for the over-
whelming majority of available data-based knowledge.

What is the proper conclusion to be drawn from the various stages of
this “experiment”, meaning both those of OR and JSW? While many
observations might be made, one stands out. The influence of HOS-
TILITY on REGIME may not be robust with respect to model specifi-
cations.'® That does not surprise us at all. Actually the striking result of
OR’s stage of the experiment is that the influence of REGIME on
HOSTILITY appears to be unaffected.

OR seem to imply that we should write a new paper every time they
change their data, definitions, or introduce new “controls” for various
variables. As will become apparent from a brief review of further work
in the same tradition as Oneal, Oneal, Maoz and Russett (1996), this is
both impractical and inappropriate.

It is not practical to keep up with all of the iterations in measure-
ment and research design within a very active program. Take, for
example, the point concerning JSW’s use of Maoz and Russett’s {1993)
JOINREG, supposedly a candidate for “Jurassic Park” in the measure-
ment of democracy at the dyadic level. If not JOINREG, however,
what then? One option might be DEM,, the lower score for DEMOC -
AUTOC (from Polity IIT), which is used by Oneal and Russett (1997a,
p. 274} and represented as a theoretical step forward because of its
consistency with the “weak link” assumption developed by Dixon
(1994).1

We are pleased that OR were able to replicate our REGIME equation. They err in
claiming that we did not appropriately calculate standard errors. We too applied White’s
technique to generate asymptotically correct standard errors in the presence of hetero-
skedasticity, as is clearly indicated at the bottom of each table in JSW. Their c¢laim that
we “should have added” the quadratic terms to the reduced-form multinomial logit
model of the first stage is unwarranted. We used a fully specified reduced form equation
with all of the exogenous variables from both structural equations on the right-hand side.
Even if we had not, the logit model for HOSTILITY is a non-linear equation estimated
by maximum likelihood and the equation for REGIME is a linear regression model estim-
ated by least squares. A quadratic specification for REGIME can be used to capture any
non-linear relationship; the same cannot be said of a logit equation.

'The idea of the weak link is that the likelihood of conflict will be “primarily a fune-
tion of the degree of political constraint experienced by the less constrained state in each
dyad” (Oneal and Russett, 1997a, p. 274). DEM,, the higher score in the dyad, also is
reported in the resulls from Oneal and Russett (1997a), but DEM, is granted pride of
place throughout the analysis and singled out for its theoretical significance.
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Taken together, the preceding details would appear to provide ample
justification for the more conservative approach toward pursuit of
cumulative knowledge adopted by JSW.
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