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Comments on V. S. E. Falger’s
review of The Evolution of Co-operation

Comment by Robert Axelrod

The heart of Vincent Falger’s criticism is that ‘as soon as differences in power show up,
the co-operation model does not work any more’. In particular, he says, in international
relations ‘the question of who is the stronger party will dominate all other issues’. I
disagree. In a world of nuclear weapons, the real and perceived differences in power
between the United States and the Soviet Union will never completely dominate the plain
fact that either can destroy the other. Thus, both have an incentive to co-operate, even
though both would prefer that the other side be a little more forthcoming than it actually
is. This is exactly the situation modeled by the iterated ‘prisoner’s dilemma’, the subject
of my book.

As to whether my theoretical model of the iterated prisoner’s dilemma is relevant to
understanding animal social behavior, I refer the interested reader to the following
applications of my model by evolutionary biologists.
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Comment by Anatol Rapoport

I have been invited to comment on Dr Falger’s review of Robert Axelrod’s The Evolution
of Co-operation. The task presents something of a problem. I want to be fair to both the
author and to the reviewer. In the case of the former, I am on surer ground, since I share
his views on the implications of game-theoretic analysis, both in the context of human
affairs and in that of biological evolution. Even here, however, because my intent is to
defend these views against some of Falger’s criticisms, I feel somewhat wary about

0140-1750/87/030265 + 04 $03.00/0 © 1987 Academic Press Inc. (London) Limited



