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THE RELATIVE-GAINS PROBLEM FOR INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 

^ Modern realism claims that the fear that others will enjoy relatively greater benefits 
li/ I \/ frequently impedes international cooperation. Recent articles in this Review by Duncan 
L vJ sSnidal and Robert Powell modeled conditions under which the impact of relative gains 

varied. Joseph Grieco criticizes Snidal's model as based on assumptions that allow him to avoid, rather 
than confront, the realist arguments. He also argues that Powell's model, while constructive, ignores 
important additional sources of sensitivity to relative gains. In response, Powell discusses the value 
of alternative assumptions about preferences and constraints in international relations. Snidal defends 
his analysis and presents an additional proof to support the independence of his central result-the 
diminishing impact of relative gains with increasing numbers of states-from assumptions of concern 
to Grieco. Both responders emphasize their work as contributing to a contextually rich theory of 
international politics that builds on elements of both realism and neo-liberalism. 

COMMENT 

Two contemporary approaches to international re- 
lations-modern realism and neoliberal institutional- 
ism-compete in seeking to understand how the 
anarchical context of the international system inhibits 
joint action among states that otherwise share com- 
mon interests and how states sometimes overcome 
those inhibitions and achieve cooperation.' Neoliber- 
als argue that in the context of international anarchy, 
states that face mixed interests often fail to cooperate 
because they are tempted to cheat and fear being 
cheated. They argue further that this problem of 
cheating can be resolved if states create international 
institutions that help them to work with one another 
on the basis of tit-for-tat strategies of conditional 
cooperation. 

Scholars in the realist tradition have long recog- 
nized that cooperation is an important feature of 
world politics. They have, for example, studied the 
security dilemma and its effects on cooperation (Jervis 
1978; Van Evera 1985); hegemonic leadership and 
economic cooperation (Gilpin 1971, 1975, 1987; Kras- 
ner 1976, 1985, 1991); linkages between military alli- 
ances and economic cooperation (Gowa 1989); the 
implications of systemic change for cooperation in 
post-Cold War Europe (Mearsheimer 1990); and 
power balancing and military alliances (Aron 1973, 
118-19; Morgenthau 1948, 138-39; Snyder 1990; Walt 
1987, 1988; Waltz 1979, 125-27). While emphasizing 
that international cooperation is possible, realists 
have argued that it is harder to achieve and more 
difficult to maintain than the institutionalist tradition 
suggests. They have suggested that anarchy impedes 
cooperation not only because it generates cheating 
problems but also because it causes states to worry 
that partners might achieve relatively greater gains 
from collaboration and, thus strengthened, become 
more domineering friends in the present or possibly 
more formidable foes in the future. Hence, realists 
have argued that states must overcome two barriers 
to cooperation: the problem of enforcement and the 

problem of relative gains. They have also stressed 
that by ignoring the latter, neoliberalism provides an 
incomplete understanding of the problem of cooper- 
ation. 

Two essays focusing on the relative-gains aspect of 
the realism-neoliberalism debate have recently ap- 
peared in the Review. In the first, Duncan Snidal 
(1991a) claims to have developed a model that uses 
realist assumptions but discredits realist arguments 
about the relative-gains problem for cooperation. Yet 
there are at least three serious defects with Snidal's 
analysis: (1) Snidal bases his model on assumptions 
that allow him to avoid rather than confront realist 
arguments about relative gains and cooperation; (2) 
many of Snidal's key ideas simply echo realist prop- 
ositions; and (3) when Snidal discusses cooperation 
in the real world, he largely abandons his own model 
and relies on realist arguments. 

A more helpful discussion of the relative-gains 
problem for cooperation is provided in the second 
essay, by Robert Powell (1991). He provides a model 
that confirms the basic realist argument that states in 
anarchy may have security-based concerns about the 
distribution of gains from cooperation. At the same 
time, aspects of Powell's model lead to expectations 
as to the prevalence of state concerns about relative- 
gains that differ from those suggested by realist 
theory. These divergences in expectations highlight 
important questions for future research. Hence, by 
both confirming and challenging realist arguments, 
Powell's essay provides the basis for productive dis- 
course in the field of international relations. 

SNIDAL'S "CHALLENGE" TO 
REALIST THEORY 

Duncan Snidal suggests that according to realists, 
"states are seen to seek relative gains and the infer- 
ence is drawn that this inhibits cooperation" (1991a, 
703).2 He notes, "I do not address the plausibility of 
relative gains seeking as a description of international 
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behavior, I stipulate it as an assumption." He does 
this in order to refute realist arguments about the 
problem of cooperation: "By accepting the assump- 
tion of relative gains maximization, I show that it 
does not have the general inhibiting effect on inter- 
national cooperation widely ascribed to it" (ibid.). 

Using what he takes to be the realist assumption 
about state preferences to "seek" relative gains, 
Snidal presents models of two-state and large-n in- 
teractions. He claims that the former provides partial 
support for his version of realist thinking about 
relative gains and cooperation.3 On the basis of the 
latter, however, which is obviously more relevant for 
world politics, Snidal argues that relative-gains calcu- 
lations do not inhibit cooperation to the degree that 
realism suggests. Thus, "the relative gains argument 
cannot provide a decisive response to the institution- 
alist claim that decentralized cooperation is possible 
under anarchy'; indeed, "relative gains can save the 
realist argument only in the two-actor world and 
perhaps demonstrate that institutionalists underesti- 
mate the difficulty of cooperation in other very- 
small-n cases. But these are much weaker claims than 
realists have made in uncritically transferring rela- 
tive-gains arguments from the two-actor world to 
international politics more generally" (1991a, 719). 

Snidal seems to present a powerful challenge to 
realist thinking about the question of relative gains 
and international cooperation. Yet upon closer scru- 
tiny, it becomes clear that his arguments fail to 
engage, let alone refute, the realist position. There 
are three major flaws in his analysis. 

Snidal Solves the Relative-Gains Problem by Assumption. 
Snidal assumes that the gains from cooperation are 
distributed in such a way that there is and can be, by 
definition, no relative-gains problem for either part- 
ner. In addition, he assumes that if cooperation 
somehow generates gaps in gains, these gaps (again 
by definition) are narrowed to the satisfaction of the 
disadvantaged partner. 

Snidal's large-n model is based on the assumption 
that if any two states cooperate, each will enjoy 
"constant returns." This means, according to Snidal, 
that the "gains from cooperation are proportional to 
the size of the involved states and are shared equally 
between them" (1991a, 715, emphasis mine). As a 
result, "in terms of relative position (as measured by 
absolute gaps between states), cooperation does not 
lead to relative gains" (ibid., emphasis mine). He 
goes on to specify that for the two referent states in 
his large-n model, state i and state k, "Since i and k 
gain equally from cooperation, neither achieves any 
relative gain over the other through joint cooperation" (p. 
717, emphasis mine). 

Snidal emphasizes that this constant-returns as- 
sumption is "key" to his model and that it "is most 
important in the general argument" (1991a, 715). 
What happens if we relax this "key' and "most 
important" assumption? Snidal provides the answer 
in a note: "Unequal gains diminish the incentives of 
one side to cooperate (and increase the incentives of 

the other side) for both absolute and relative gains 
reasons" (p. 725, n. 29, emphasis mine). Hence, if we 
assume that states receive unequal gains, we find that 
this can create a relative-gains problem. The opposite 
is of course also true: if states by assumption receive 
payoffs that do not affect their relative position, then 
by definition the whole question of gaps in gains 
from cooperation is simply irrelevant to them. Given 
its constant-returns assumption, Snidal's large-n 
model can only yield the "finding" that gaps in 
mutual gains do not affect the propensity of states to 
cooperate. 

Moreover, while the constant-returns assumption 
is a "key' to his model, it is also his Achilles' heel for 
any engagement with realist theory. The main realist 
statement about the relative-gains problem, pre- 
sented by Kenneth Waltz (which Snidal himself cites 
as the basis for his understanding of the realist 
perspective on this matter) makes it clear that for 
realists, the emergence of the problem is predicated 
upon the prospect of gains that are unequal and lead 
to a change in relative position among partners. That is, 
"When faced with the possibility of cooperating for 
mutual gain, states that feel insecure must ask how 
the gain will be divided. They are compelled to ask 
not 'Will both of us gain?' but 'Who will gain more?' 
If an expected gain is to be divided, say, in the ratio 
of two to one, one state may use its disproportionate 
gain to implement a policy to damage or destroy the 
other" (1979, 105, emphasis mine; cited at Snidal 
1991a, 703). Waltz goes on to argue that "even the 
prospect of large absolute gains for both parties does 
not elicit their cooperation so long as each fears how 
the other will use its increased capabilities" (ibid.). 

Snidal, then, has excluded by definition the exact 
situation that realists posit as triggering the relative- 
gains problem for cooperation, namely, that one 
partner does better than another and enjoys an 
advance in relative position over the latter. Indeed, 
the situation analyzed in his model-one in which 
states receive payoffs in such a way that there is no 
change in relative position-is exactly the one in 
which realists would not expect the relative-gains 
problem to be in operation. Grounded as it is on the 
constant-returns assumption, Snidal's large-n model 
simply avoids the realist argument about the relative- 
gains problem for cooperation. 

Snidal avoids the relative-gains problem in a sec- 
ond way. He assumes that gaps in gains, if they do 
emerge, will be automatically adjusted. Snidal ac- 
knowledges that relative-gains problems may limit 
"the range of viable cooperative arrangements be- 
cause states will not accept deals that provide dispro- 
portionately greater benefits to others." However, he 
asserts that this is a "less important" problem be- 
cause "if distribution is the primary relative gains 
problem, states can alter the terms of the cooperative 
arrangement or offer side payments until the distri- 
bution of gains is sufficiently proportionate" (1991a, 
703).4 Thus relative-gains problems might arise, but if 
they do, reforms or side payments by definition re- 
solve them. 
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States do recraft agreements and provide side pay- 
ments in order to address relative-gains concerns of 
disadvantaged states, and international institutions 
can promote cooperation precisely because they often 
help facilitate these compensatory arrangements (see 
Grieco 1990, 222-26, 230-31, 233-34). The problem 
with Snidal's treatment of this important matter is 
that he fails to offer any basis for the assertion either 
that these potential solutions to relative-gains prob- 
lems are typically undertaken or, if they are, that they 
are able to ameliorate such problems reliably. In fact, 
the available scholarship suggests that effective re- 
forms and side payments are sometimes provided but 
sometimes are not, and when satisfactory adjust- 
ments are not made, the relative-gains problem can 
hamper or cripple cooperative arrangements (ibid., 
47-48, 220-26, 230-31; Krasner 1991; Mastanduno 
1991; Tucker 1991). 

Moreover, saying that relative-gains problems do 
not inhibit cooperation because states can ameliorate 
them through reforms or side payments is equivalent 
to saying that cheating problems do not inhibit coop- 
eration because states can resolve them by establish- 
ing verification and sanctioning arrangements. Both 
assertions are of course true in principle. Yet interna- 
tional relations is an important field of study in large 
measure because we know that effective solutions to 
cheating and relative-gains problems are sometimes 
available and sometimes are not, and we want to 
know why. For Snidal, relative-gains issues are either 
defined as nonexistent by assumption or are defined 
from the outset as easily settled and therefore unin- 
teresting. In the real world, however, they are fre- 
quently problematic and sometimes vitally impor- 
tant. 

In short, Snidal presents us with the following line 
of analysis: by assumption, states receive equal gains 
from cooperation or readily redress gaps if they arise; 
therefore, states do not suffer losses in relative posi- 
tion if they cooperate; by consequence, states are not 
inhibited from cooperating because of concerns about 
gaps in mutual gains; thus, realism is wrong to 
emphasize the relative-gains problem for coopera- 
tion. Yet in the real world, states sometimes do 
believe they might receive or are receiving unequal 
gains leading to an unfavorable change in relative 
position, and such concerns can sometimes impair 
cooperation. Moreover, Snidal's constant-returns as- 
sumption and his premise that relative gains are 
resolved as a matter of course cause his model to fail 
to engage, let alone challenge, realist theory. 

Snidal Echoes Realist Arguments. Realists would not 
consider Snidal's main point-that the existence of 
third parties reduces relative-gains concerns between 
any two partners-to be controversial. In Cooperation 
among Nations, for example, I suggest that "from a 
realist viewpoint, the coefficient for a state's sensitiv- 
ity to gaps in payoffs-k--can be expected to vary but 
always to be greater than zero" (Grieco 1990, 45). The 
sentence emphasizes that states are typically con- 
cerned in some measure if gaps in gains favor part- 

ners but also that the severity of such concerns may 
vary. I then identify several factors that may affect the 
intensity of k, one involving third parties: "To the 
degree that there is a common enemy posing a clear 
and present danger, a state may actually welcome 
increases in an ally's capabilities" (p. 46).' Similarly, 
Robert Jervis, citing Franco-British cooperation to 
counter Nazi Germany, observes that "when a state 
believes that another not only is unlikely to be an 
adversary, but has sufficient interests in common 
with it to be an ally, then it will actually welcome an 
increase in the other's power" (1978, 175). Hence, 
Snidal's model reiterates a realist idea: if two partners 
face a challenger, their bilateral relative-gains con- 
cerns go down, and this makes cooperation between 
them easier. 

Moreover, realist theory has already suggested that 
changes in the number of states to which a state 
compares itself can affect the severity of the relative- 
gains problem for cooperation. For example, I have 
argued that neoliberals, believing that cheating is 
easier to prevent if there are fewer partners, would 
expect that "states with a choice would tend to prefer 
a smaller number of partners" (Grieco 1990, 228). I 
then offer a competing realist hypothesis: "If it is 
uncertain about which partners would do relatively 
better, the state will prefer more partners, for larger 
numbers would enhance the likelihood that relative 
gains advantaging (what turn out to be) better-posi- 
tioned partners could be offset by more favorable 
sharings arising from interactions with (as matters 
develop) weaker partners" (ibid.) My argument is 
that as the number of states in an agreement in- 
creases, relative gains concerns between any two 
partners should go down. Snidal's argument is that 
as the number of states not in an agreement in- 
creases, relative-gains concerns between any two 
partners should go down. We are looking at different 
third parties (I at third parties in an arrangement, he 
at third parties outside it); but we are both saying that 
increases in such third parties can reduce the relative- 
gains concerns of a state in regard to a partner. 
Again, Snidal is not saying much that is new. 

Snidal's core intuition about third parties and the 
relative-gains problem runs parallel to realist think- 
ing. Given this area of agreement, it would be useful 
to have a formal model of the effect of third parties on 
the relative-gains calculations of partners. Unfortu- 
nately, Snidal's large-n model is unable to shed light 
on this subject, for, as I noted, the assumption of 
constant returns means that by definition there is no 
relative-gains problem for cooperation in that model. 
Of course, Snidal and realists may disagree about the 
extent to which relative-gains concerns are likely to 
decrease with increases in third parties. Realists 
would expect partners typically to be somewhat wor- 
ried about gaps in gains regardless of the number of 
parties in or outside an arrangement. Snidal appar- 
ently does not think states have such concerns to a 
significant degree as long as there is even a moderate 
number of third parties-not, that is, until he begins 
to discuss cooperation in the real world. 
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Snidal Abandons His Own Model and Relies on Realist 
Arguments. In a discussion of "stylized facts" about 
international cooperation, Snidal seeks among other 
things to assess the effects of differences in the size of 
states on their propensity to experience relative-gains 
concerns. When he does so, he abandons his own 
arguments and confirms realist arguments that states 
may experience relative-gains concerns even if there 
are third parties. 

First, Snidal acknowledges that small states may 
have concerns about gaps in mutual gains as they 
interact with larger states. He says, "Although I did 
not assume it earlier, it is reasonable to believe that 
states are warier of larger states with regard to 
relative gains. Thus, for any pair of states, the smaller 
state will be more concerned with the relative gains 
consequences of their interaction (i.e., w(ij) > w(ij) 
[sic] if s(i) < s(j), ceteris paribus)" (1991a, 720). In 
making this observation, Snidal is acknowledging 
that the relative-gains problem, as it is articulated by 
realists, may come into operation even in a large-n 
situation (remember the ceteris paribus clause). In 
doing so, he is abandoning the main argument of his 
essay and confirming realist expectations. 

Second, Snidal acknowledges that large states may 
experience concerns about gaps in gains from coop- 
eration. After he notes that smaller states may have 
relative-gains concerns in regard to a larger partner, 
he suggests that the larger state may allow the 
smaller states to achieve disproportionate gains in 
order to ameliorate their relative-gains concerns. The 
smaller states may thereby catch up with and become 
less concerned about the hegemon. However, Snidal 
then says that "declining relative predominance in- 
creases the hegemonic state's concern for relative 
gains with other states, especially any rising challeng- 
ers. The net result is increasing pressure from the 
largest actor to change the prevailing system to gain a 
greater share of cooperative benefits."6 Hence, ac- 
cording to Snidal, "whereas in the 1950s and 1960s 
Europe, Canada, and the Third World complained of 
U.S. dominance in trade and investment, in the 1970s 
and 1980s it was the United States that worried about 
foreign-especially Japanese-relative advantage." 
Again, "The United States now actively seeks to alter 
international trading rules in its favor whereas in the 
early postwar period it accepted special exceptions 
for European and less-developed states" (1991a, 720). 

This discussion by Snidal of U.S. behavior conflicts 
with the core analytical claim he makes in the same 
paper on the basis of his large-n model. The claim is 
that as the number of third parties goes up, the 
relative-gains concerns of any particular state go 
down. Of course, whether we are talking about the 
1950s or the 1980s, we are talking about very-large-n 
situations. Hence, if the model were right, we would 
see few if any instances of the relative-gains problem 
in postwar history; the fact that we see them fre- 
quently (Snidal himself cites the example of the 
United States) casts serious doubt on his model. Also, 
there were more independent states in the 1980s than 
in the 1950s. Yet despite this trend-which according 

to Snidal's model should have caused America to be 
progressively less sensitive to gaps in gains enjoyed 
by its partners-Snidal himself suggests that the 
United States became not less but more sensitive 
about such gaps. 

Perhaps U.S. relative-gains concerns were affected 
during the postwar period not by the total number of 
nations in the international system but by the number 
of important states. Yet there is nothing in Snidal's 
specification or discussion of his large-n model that 
would support this qualification. Even if it were true 
that the United States focused only on major states 
during the postwar period, the number of such states 
also increased during that period (especially in the 
international economy, the domain to which Snidal 
refers in his essay), again suggesting that the United 
States should have become less sensitive to gaps in 
gains, not more sensitive. Regardless, then, whether 
one refers to the total number of states in the 1950s 
and the 1980s (they were both large-n periods), to the 
change in the total number (there was a big increase), 
or to the change in the number of major actors (that 
also went up), the "stylized fact" that the United 
States became more sensitive in the 1980s compared 
to the 1950s about gaps in mutual gains contradicts 
the core claim that Snidal makes on the basis of his 
model. 

In addition, Snidal argues that America's partners 
grew in power during the postwar period not because 
they cheated the United States but because they were 
faithful to agreements in which all enjoyed absolute 
benefits but in which the partners, with U.S. consent, 
achieved disproportionate gains. Yet, as noted ear- 
lier, unequal gains from cooperation are explicitly 
excluded in the presentation of his large-n model. 
Here Snidal also suggests that a partner can become 
increasingly concerned about such gaps; yet again, 
this possibility was assumed away in the main section 
of his paper. And what Snidal recognizes at the end 
of his essay to be an important feature of the contem- 
porary world scene (i.e., an America, increasingly 
worried about gaps in gains from cooperation and 
acting to improve its share of those gains) is exactly 
what at the beginning (703) he had characterized as 
"the less important" of ways that relative-gains is- 
sues might impede international cooperation. 
Snidal's willingness to abandon his own large-n 
model as soon as he tries to discuss real-world events 
underscores the limitations of that model as a basis 
for analysis of international affairs. 

Third, and finally, Snidal's discussion of the rela- 
tionship between state size and the degree of state 
sensitivity to gaps in gains-measured by what 
Snidal calls "relative gains weights"-refutes the 
claims he makes against realism and, again, supports 
realist arguments. In a note to the statement just cited 
regarding declining hegemons and their increasing 
sensitivity to gaps in mutual gains, Snidal says that 
"the relation between size and relative gains weights 
may be more complicated than the monotonic rela- 
tion used here. A plausible curvilinear specification is 
that relative gains concerns peak when states are 

732 



American Political Science Review Vol. 87, No. 3 

roughly equal and drop off when one state is either 
far behind, or far ahead of, the other" (1991a, 725, 
n. 33). 

There are at least three points to be made about this 
passage. First, here again, Snidal is compelled to 
acknowledge that gains from mutual cooperation can 
be unequal and that states may be sensitive to such 
gaps (hence the sensitivity weights). Second, Snidal's 
discussion of "relative gains weights" in regard to 
differences in mutual gains from cooperation suggests 
that we ought to build them into our models; yet 
Snidal fails to do so in his large-n model and instead 
avoids what he acknowledges is an important matter 
by assuming that there are equal gains from mutual 
cooperation. Finally, the factor that Snidal stresses in 
his large-n model-the number of affected third par- 
ties-drops out of sight and seems to have no effect 
on these weights. 

In sum, Snidal's large-n model is based on assump- 
tions that solve the problem of relative gains by 
definition and allow him to avoid rather than con- 
front realist arguments about the relative-gains prob- 
lem. On the most important issues, Snidal simply 
echoes realist propositions. Finally, when he at- 
tempts even a cursory discussion of real-world coop- 
eration, he is driven away from his major claims and 
back toward the realist position. Hobbled by these 
and other failings, Snidal's analysis hardly challenges 
realist theory. Indeed, because his analysis solves the 
relative-gains problem by assumption, it is difficult to 
see how it advances analysis of this problem for 
international cooperation. Yet when we turn to the 
essay by Robert Powell, we find that there are good 
reasons to remain optimistic about the prospects for 
progress in our understanding of this most important 
question. 

POWELL'S MODEL AND PROGRESS IN 
INTERNATIONAL THEORY 

Robert Powell presents in his 1991 essay a formal 
model showing that in the context of international 
anarchy, gaps in otherwise mutually positive gains 
from joint action will detract from a state's utility (and 
perhaps cause it to choose not to cooperate) if it fears 
that the advantaged partner might employ the in- 
crease in capabilities produced by the gap in gains in 
such a way as to be a greater military threat. This 
general finding supports the basic realist argument 
about the relative-gains problem for cooperation. 
However, there are differences between Powell's 
specification of, and realist arguments about, the 
range of causes of state concerns about relative gains. 
This is an important matter, for the range of sources 
of state concerns about gaps in gains is likely to be a 
key determinant of the incidence of the relative-gains 
problem for cooperation. 

As noted, states in Powell's model are concerned 
about relative gains if they fear that they might fight 
a war with their partners. Powell emphasizes that to 

formulate a model of realism's understanding of state 
concerns about relative gains from cooperation, it is 
vitally important to include this "specter of war" as a 
possible development, and in this regard he criticizes 
the use by neoliberal institutionalists of repeated 
games because the latter to date do not depict the 
possibility that force may be used by the actors in 
such games (1991, 1309-11). He stresses that he has 
sought to remedy this problem: "I develop a very 
simple and highly stylized formalization of the prob- 
lem of absolute and relative gains. States will now 
have the explicit option of using force if that seems to 
them to be in their best interest. More importantly, 
the model has been explicitly designed so that rela- 
tive gains and losses matter because they affect a 
state's ability to use force successfully to further its 
interests" (p. 1311). Having included the possibility 
of force in his model, Powell determines that "if the 
use of forcedis at issue because the cost of fighting is 
sufficiently low, cooperation collapses in the model. 
This is in keeping with the expectations of structural 
realism." On the other hand, "if the use of force is no 
longer at issue, cooperation again becomes feasible. 
This is more in accord with neoliberal institutional- 
ism" (ibid.; see also p. 1314). 

Realists would agree with Powell that states fearing 
that a partner might use force against them will be 
concerned about gaps in mutual gains advantaging 
that partner. Yet realists would argue that there are at 
least two additional sources of state concerns about 
relative gains: uncertainties about one's partners and 
the efficacy of force, and fears about the nonmilitary 
consequences of gaps in gains. They would also 
argue that this wider range of sources of state con- 
cerns about gaps in gains causes the relative-gains 
problem to come into operation more frequently than 
might be expected on the basis of Powell's model. 

Realists would argue that uncertainty about one's 
partners may induce relative-gains concerns in states; 
indeed, I have suggested that "realists find that 
defensive state positionalism and the relative gains 
problem for cooperation essentially reflect the persis- 
tence of uncertainty in international relations" 
(Grieco 1990, 45). Realists emphasize that in the 
context of international anarchy, states cannot be 
certain how states that are friendly in the present will 
choose to act in the future. As Robert Jervis suggests, 
"Minds can be changed, new leaders can come to 
power, values can shift, new opportunities and dan- 
gers can arise" (1978, 168). This uncertainty about 
one's partners, according to realists, is a vitally im- 
portant cause of state concerns about relative gains. 
Waltz, as noted, says that states worry that an advan- 
taged partner may become a threat in the future. He 
goes on to emphasize that "the impediments to 
collaboration may not lie in the character and the 
immediate intention of either party. Instead, the 
condition of insecurity-at the least, the uncertainty of 
each about the other's future intentions and actions- 
works against their cooperation" (1979, 105; empha- 
sis mine). Hence, even if a state believes that a 
partner will not use gaps in mutual gains against it in 
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the foreseeable future, it may still be wary about such 
gaps, because it cannot be certain that new leaders or 
a new regime might not yield a partner more willing 
and motivated to so employ gaps in a manner harm- 
ful to it. 

In addition, states may experience uncertainties 
about the efficacy of force. In Powell's model, the 
"technology of warfare" determines the "cost of 
fighting," and the latter drives the possibility that 
force might be used between two partners and there- 
fore drives their concerns about relative gains (1991, 
1312, 1314). If the "cost of fighting' goes up, the 
efficacy of force goes down; therefore, state concerns 
about relative gains also go down. Powell makes no 
explicit assumption about the capacity of states to 
assess at a given point in time either the "technology 
of warfare" or the resulting "cost of fighting." How- 
ever, it would seem to be a fair inference that within 
the framework of his model, states would have to 
have a capacity to make such assessments; for only if 
they did so could they estimate whether force is or is 
not "at issue" and thereby judge. whether they 
should care about relative gains. Yet realists would 
suggest that states may not know at a particular time 
if the costs of war are such that using force is or is not 
irrational; that if they believe that war is irrational, 
they cannot be sure that their partners share this 
cost-benefit analysis of the efficacy of force; that even 
if they believe that they and their partners all hold a 
negative assessment of the efficacy of force in the 
present, they cannot be certain that the "objectively" 
true cost-benefit ratio will remain biased against the 
use of force in the future; and, finally, that if states 
believe that force will remain irrational in the future, 
they cannot be sure that their partners will continue 
to share the same view about this matter at that 
future time. Moreover, realists would argue that in 
light of the possible consequences of making the 
wrong assessment about the future efficacy of force 
(at the extreme, the price of being wrong might be 
enslavement or even extinction), states are likely to 
approach these matters as extremely risk-averse ac- 
tors. This combination of high uncertainty about the 
efficacy of force and low tolerance for risk about that 
subject is likely to cause states to worry about gaps in 
gains advantaging partners to some degree even if 
they believe that at present the use of force between 
them is not at issue. 

Hence, from a realist viewpoint, two kinds of 
uncertainty make it difficult for states to determine 
whether force is or is not "at issue" with respect to 
particular partners: the future technology and costs of 
war and the future interests and goals of those 
partners. As a result, while accepting Powell's view 
that state concerns about gaps in gains are rooted in 
their interest in survival and security, realists would 
expect states, as a result of the uncertainties inherent 
in world politics, to have such concerns more fre- 
quently and with a wider range of partners than 
might be expected on the basis of his model. 

In addition, realists would argue that international 
anarchy leads states to be concerned about gaps in 

gains from cooperation not just because they seek 
security and survival but also because they value 
their autonomy and independence. In a hierarchic 
domain (e.g., stable domestic societies), actors are 
relieved of the need for complete self-sufficiency, and 
can therefore specialize and become functionally dif- 
ferentiated. In contrast, anarchical environments are 
self-help arenas. Consequently, agents must seek to 
retain some minimum capacity to protect their inter- 
ests. This need for self-help sufficiency leads states to 
value autonomy and independence: "In an anarchic 
realm, the units are functionally similar and tend to 
remain so. Like units work to maintain a measure of 
independence and may even strive for autarchy" 
(Waltz 1979, 104). 

This concern for independence, Waltz argues, 
causes states to be wary about cooperation because 
they may become dependent on their partners (1979, 
106-7). My view is that states may also fear that 
suffering gaps in gains today might result in an 
erosion of their independence and autonomy tomor- 
row. An advantaged partner, states may worry, 
could use its increased nonmilitary influence to force 
them to accept progressively less favorable terms in 
the arrangement in which the gap originated and in 
arrangements in other domains as well. Through a 
cumulative process of converting gaps in gains in one 
period into progressively better deals in later periods 
(but in which all would still gain in absolute terms), 
the advantaged partner might in time also become 
powerful enough to restrict (again through the appli- 
cation of nonmilitary forms of influence) the capacity 
of the disadvantaged partners for independent choice 
and action in the domain in which cooperation is 
occurring and other domains to which that domain is 
related. 

Michael Mastanduno (1991) has demonstrated that 
a concern about cumulative shifts in national capabil- 
ities arising from unequal cooperative gains was a 
factor in U.S. policy on collaboration with Japan on 
the FX jet fighter and commercial space satellites. (He 
finds that elements of the U.S. government had 
similar concerns regarding high-definition television 
but that these concerns did not affect U.S. policy.) 
Mastanduno shows that the U.S. government sought 
in the case of the FX, and to some extent in the case 
of commercial space satellites, to redress distributions 
of gains that it viewed as disproportionately favoring 
Japan. He emphasizes that "the immediate concern 
was not military security, but economic well-being. 
Some U.S. officials feared that certain patterns of 
economic interaction with Japan, even though mutu- 
ally beneficial in absolute terms, would bring rela- 
tively greater economic benefits to Japan and over time 
work to the detriment of America's competitive position in 
the development and application of advanced technology" 
(p. 109; emphasis original). Similarly, I suggest in 
Cooperation among Nations that the European Commu- 
nity was concerned during the 1980s that the United 
States would gain the most from an aggressive im- 
plementation of the Tokyo Round codes on govern- 
ment procurement and technical standards, that the 
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European Community viewed these two issue areas 
as having a major impact on their capacity to retain an 
advanced and independent technology base, and that 
this concern about strategically important relative 
gains led it to limit its commitment to the two codes 
(Grieco 1990, 182-209). Thus, while Powell's model 
would lead us to expect states to be attuned primarily 
to the risks that gaps in gains might entail for their 
military security, realist theory would lead us to 
expect states to focus on these risks and the risks that 
such gaps may pose for their relative bargaining 
power and long-term independence. 

In sum, Powell's model supports the realist view 
that there is a strong link between international 
anarchy, military security, and the relative-gains 
problem for cooperation. However, aspects of his 
model diverge from realist views about the range of 
security-based state concerns about relative gains. In 
addition, Powell and I disagree as to whether states 
may have concerns about relative gains that are 
immediately connected not to their military security 
but, instead, to their relative bargaining power and 
independence in world affairs. These divergences 
about the scope and sources of state concerns about 
relative gains lead to different expectations about the 
prevalence of the relative-gains problem for coopera- 
tion. At least in regard to the question of the scope of 
relative-gains concerns based on security calcula- 
tions, the differences in expectations about the inci- 
dence of the relative-gains problem are due to dissim- 
ilarities in the level of uncertainty that states are 
assumed to experience and the associated amount of 
risk that states are assumed to be willing to accept as 
they evaluate opportunities to cooperate. What re- 
sults, then, from a juxtaposition of Powell's model 
and the realist perspective is a highlighting of the 
likely importance of risk and uncertainty as factors 
influencing state concerns about gaps in gains and, 
consequently, the incidence and severity of the rela- 
tive-gains problem for cooperation. Further analytical 
and empirical investigation of these issues is very 
likely to produce extremely interesting results. Thus, 
Powell's essay helps identify important research is- 
sues and thereby advances the study of the problem 
of international cooperation while providing addi- 
tional analytical support for the realist position. 

CONCLUSION 

Two conclusions may be derived from this discus- 
sion. First, Powell's essay shows one possible avenue 
toward progress in international relations theory. 
Powell shows that states may have rational grounds 
for being concerned about the division of otherwise 
mutually positive gains from cooperation, and that 
such concerns might impede cooperation. At the 
same time, the assumptions in his model concerning 
state risk and uncertainty differ from realist views, 
but this encounter of ideas highlights the likely 
importance of these factors in affecting the incidence 
and severity of the relative-gains problem for coop- 

eration. Powell's engagement with realism is there- 
fore helpful in two respects: it helps show that the 
realist approach is on the right track, and it helps 
point to important lines of future research on the 
problem of international cooperation. 

Second, we can draw an important lesson from the 
problems that afflict Snidal's engagement with realist 
theory. If we want to argue that a theory in interna- 
tional relations or any other field is defective because 
its assumptions can be employed in such a way as to 
yield results contrary to those currently offered by the 
theory, then it is important that we use the assump- 
tions that are actually contained in the theory under 
examination. Of course, if we want to criticize a 
theory by arguing that the assumptions contained in 
another approach are more powerful, then we should 
feel free to use whatever that alternative set of as- 
sumptions might be. However, we are unlikely to 
advance the cause of meaningful scholarly discourse 
if we assert that we are going to use the assumptions 
of a theory in order to criticize it, while actually 
relying heavily-indeed, crucially-on assumptions 
that are precisely the opposite of those specified in 
that theory. At best this will result in confusion; at 
worst it will delay the development of truly effective 
critiques and hamper the development of superior 
theory. 

JOSEPH GRIECO 

Duke University 

RESPONSE 

In his discussion of my essay, Grieco raises one 
major concern. He believes that my specification of 
"the range of causes of state concerns about relative 
gains" (Powell 1991, 2) is too narrow. Whereas my 
analysis emphasizes the importance of the potential 
use of force as the source of this concern in structural 
realism, Grieco says: "Realists would argue that there 
are at least two additional sources of state concerns 
about relative gains: uncertainties about one's part- 
ners and the efficacy of force and fears about the 
nonmilitary consequences of gaps in gains. They 
would argue that this wider range of sources of state 
concerns about gaps in gains causes the relative-gains 
problem to come into operation more frequently than 
might be expected on the basis of Powell's model" (p. 
733). I want to respond to this concern in three ways: 
(1) by reiterating what the primary goal of my article 
was, (2) by addressing Grieco's concern more di- 
rectly, and (3) by discussing a broader and more 
important issue that this controversy may tend to 
obscure. 

The primary goal I sought to achieve in my article 
was very simple. My reading of the growing debate 
in the international relations literature over the prob- 
lem of absolute and relative gains was that the 
assumptions that one made about a state's prefer- 
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ences were becoming something of a litmus test for 
distinguishing between neoliberal or structural realist 
analyses. In particular, "neoliberals assume that 
states have only one goal in mixed-interest interac- 
tions: to achieve the greatest possible individual 
gain" (Grieco 1988a, 496). States "do not gain or lose 
utility simply because of the gains or loses of others" 
(Keohane 1984, 27). In contrast, "realism expects a 
state's utility function to incorporate two distinct 
terms. It needs to include the state's individual payoff, 
... reflecting the realist view that states are moti- 
vated by absolute gains. Yet it must also include a 
term integrating both the state's individual payoff 
... and the partner's payoff ... in-'such a way that 
gaps favoring the state add to its utility while, more 
importantly, gaps favoring the partner detract from 
it" (Grieco 1988a, 500; emphasis original). 

This litmus test seemed to me to do two things. 
First, it focused attention on states' preferences rather 
than on a more careful specification of the constraints 
that face the states and thereby define the strategic 
environment in which they interact. For the reasons I 
shall outline, I believe that this emphasis is mis- 
guided. Second-and more importantly for the logic 
underlying my article-the litmus test seemed to be 
asserting that one could not construct a model that 
simultaneously satisfied two conditions: (1) that the 
model's implications regarding the feasibility of inter- 
national cooperation would be in keeping with struc- 
tural realism and (2) that the states would be assumed 
only to be trying to maximize their absolute gains. 
The goal of my article was to present a counterexam- 
ple to this claim by constructing a model that satisfied 
these two conditions. I hoped that such a counterex- 
ample would show that whatever implicit and unar- 
ticulated assumptions distinguish the neoliberal insti- 
tutional and structural realist conceptualizations of 
the international system, the distinction between 
these different conceptualizations does not turn on 
whether one assumes states to be maximizing their 
absolute gains. Clarifying this distinction and assess- 
ing its empirical import seem to me to be open 
questions in international relations theory. 

Two criteria guided the design of the counterexam- 
ple. First, I wanted to anchor it as closely as possible 
to the existing formal discussions of the problem of 
absolute and relative gains. That consideration meant 
using the repeated prisoner's dilemma as a point of 
departure. Second, simpler counterexamples are gen- 
erally better than more complicated ones, because it 
is often easier to see in the former than in the latter 
where the assertion goes awry. To this end, I also 
tried to construct the simplest possible counterexam- 
ple. 

Turning more directly to Grieco's concerns, in my 
view he is correct to say that my model (or at least the 
substantive interpretation of it that I emphasize in my 
article) excludes some of the sources of states' con- 
cerns about relative gains that realists discuss, in 
particular, the nonmilitary consequences of relative 
gains. I have two comments to make in response. 

First, my goal was not to try to develop a model 

that encompassed all of the sources of concern iden- 
tified in structural realism. It was, rather, to show in 
the simplest possible formal setting that one could 
construct a model whose implications were generally 
in keeping with structural realism and in which the 
states were maximizing their absolute gains. I infer 
from Grieco's comment that my model "confirms the 
basic realist argument that states in anarchy may 
have security-based concerns about the distribution 
of gains from cooperation" (p. 729) that he believes 
that the implications of my model are generally in 
keeping with structural realism. However, the argu- 
ment inherent in the analysis of my model is funda- 
mentally inconsistent with Grieco's formulation of 
"the basic realist argument": the states in my model 
are solely maximizing their absolute gains and such a 
utility function is incompatible with the realist expec- 
tation or assumption that a state's utility function 
must "incorporate two distinct terms," one of which 
reflects the state's concern for relative gains (Grieco 
1988a, 500; emphasis original). My model is not 
intended as a counterexample of realism's conclu- 
sions. (Indeed, the model was deliberately designed 
to support those conclusions.) Rather, it is intended 
as a counterexample to the assertion that one needs 
to assume that a state's utility is at least partly a 
function of relative gains in order to sustain the 
conclusions generally associated with structural real- 
ism. 

Second, Grieco suggests that my model excludes 
the "nonmilitary consequences of gaps in gains" (p. 
733). The formalism of a model may often be given 
many different substantive interpretations. The re- 
peated prisoner's dilemma, for example, may be 
interpreted as a model of arms races as well as of 
international banking (Oye 1986). My essay devel- 
oped a particular substantive interpretation that un- 
derscored the importance of the potential use of 
force. I stressed this because I was trying to establish 
that the conclusions that could be inferred from the 
model were generally in keeping with structural 
realism, which has often focused on the threat of 
force in the international system. Stressing this inter- 
pretation was an important step in establishing the 
model as a counterexample. But as I said in the 
article: 

By emphasizing that structural realism implicitly as- 
sumes that the nature of military conflict means that the 
potential use of force creates a set of constraints in which 
states can exploit their relative gains, the preceding 
discussion may have obscured a more general point. The 
general problem confronting a state in this system is one 
of constrained optimization in which the units are trying 
to maximize their absolute level of economic welfare 
subject to a set of constraints in which a unit's current 
relative gain may be translated into a future absolute gain 
for that unit and a future absolute loss for the other units. 
If this more general description also applies to other 
systems, then the present analysis may also help to 
explain why cooperation may be difficult to achieve in 
those systems even though the units in those systems are 
attempting to maximize their absolute gains and the 
possible use of military force is not a relevant part of the 
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problem. If, for example, long-run profit maximization 
within an oligopolistic market structure depends on 
relative gains in terms of, say, market share, then this 
analysis would suggest that it may be very difficult to 
achieve international cooperation and collaboration even 
if national security concerns are not at issue. Describing 
the problem faced by states in the international system in 
the more abstract terms of the optimization problem 
confronting them may suggest previously unappreciated 
parallels between this and other problems where the 
possible use of force is not the source of the concern for 
relative gains. (Powell 1991, 1315-16) 

In other words, the basic point of the counterexample 
seems likely to apply in many substantive contexts 
where the use of military force is not at issue. The 
point is that the problem of joint or cooperative action 
among states or firms or other kinds of actors may be 
studied in many different substantive settings (in- 
cluding those generally associated with structural 
realism) by embedding the assumption of absolute- 
gains maximization in games that model more care- 
fully the constraints facing the actors. If those con- 
straints create the kind of optimization problem I 
described, then we might expect the actors to exhibit 
a concern for relative gain regardless of their substan- 
tive setting. 

Although this basic point seems quite general, the 
model I developed (Powell 1991) is too simple and too 
contrived to do much more than serve as a counterex- 
ample. As noted, the model was in some sense 
designed backward. I began with the conclusions I 
wanted to support (i.e., those of structural realism) 
and worked backward to try to support them with the 
assumption of absolute-gains maximization. Such is 
the logic of counterexamples. 

But the counterexample does serve another pur- 
pose. It clears the ground for richer, less contrived 
models that embed the assumption of absolute-gains 
maximization in a more detailed specification of the 
constraints facing the states. My effort to formalize 
the classic guns-versus-butter problem is an attempt 
to develop a richer model (Powell 1993). Although 
this model is richer than my counterexample, it also 
leaves much out, including the two additional 
sources of a state's concern for relative gains that 
Grieco mentions. To the best of my knowledge, none 
of the existing formal work in international relations 
theory, including the prisoner's dilemma that Grieco 
and others have used to analyze the problem of 
relative gains, does a good job of modeling these 
sources. Their formalization remains a challenge for 
future work. 

Finally, I want to discuss a broader issue that is 
implicit in this controversy and, more generally, in 
the debate about relative gains in the international 
relations literature. As I have discussed in more detail 
elsewhere (Powell 1993), much of the most influential 
work in contemporary international relations theory 
draws more or less explicit analogies between the 
international system and oligopolistic markets (e.g., 
Gilpin 1981; Keohane 1984; Waltz 1979). But with few 
exceptions, international relations theory lacks coun- 

terparts to the formal models that exist in economics. 
Providing those counterparts is an important out- 
standing problem in international relations theory. 

But the development of formal, game-theoretic 
structural models in which states are taken to be 
rational, unitary actors poses a difficult question. We 
must make some assumption about state preferences. 
Should we assume that states solely maximize abso- 
lute gains or that their utility is at least partly a 
function of relative gains? The logic underlying the 
counterexample does not answer this question. The 
counterexample shows that the assumption of abso- 
lute-gains maximization is quite compatible with a 
desire to study issues (e.g., the effects of the shadow 
of force on international politics) that are generally 
seen as central to structural realism. It may, however, 
still be possible to develop models based on the 
assumption that a state's utility partly depends on 
relative gains. The counterexample does not preclude 
this possibility. 

The flavor of the litmus test is that there is an a 
priori answer to the question of what to assume about 
states' preferences. That is, we can somehow deduce 
which assumption to make from some first princi- 
ples. Accordingly, Grieco "attempts to demonstrate 
that realism is logically superior to neoliberalism" 
(1990, 11; emphasis mine). The counterexample indi- 
cates that such a demonstration cannot be developed, 
at least in the context of the prisoner's dilemma that 
Grieco (1988a, 1988b, 1990) uses as the foundation of 
his argument, because essentially the same conclu- 
sions can be derived from my model as from his 
modification of the prisoner's dilemma in which 
states' preferences are defined over relative gains. 

I do not believe that there is an a priori answer to 
the question of what to assume about states' prefer- 
ences. Once we have assumed states to be rational, 
unitary actors, we are at such a high level of abstrac- 
tion that the question of preferences becomes one of 
usefulness and insightfulness. Which assumption 
about states' preferences in combination with which 
other assumptions about the strategic environment in 
which the states interact will yield the most useful 
and insightful models? This is an empirical and 
pragmatic question about the potential fruitfulness of 
different ways to model phenomena. It is a question 
that can be addressed only after we have more 
models. Based on the usefulness of the assumption of 
profit maximization in economics and some first 
efforts in international relations theory (e.g., Brito 
and Intriligator 1985; Kim and Morrow 1990; Powell 
1993), my intuition is that assuming states to be 
maximizing absolute gains and investing our energies 
in more careful specifications of the constraints that 
define the states' strategic environment will prove the 
more fruitful and insightful course. But this is only an 
intuition. 

ROBERT POWELL 

University of California, Berkeley 
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RESPONSE 

Joseph Grieco incorrectly believes that the argument 
in my paper (Snidal 1991a) depends critically on special 
assumptions such as constant returns to scale, equality 
of payoffs or symmetry. In fact, the central result that 
bothers him is driven solely by the fact that increasing 
numbers of actors (n) change the strategic incentives 
created by relative-gains seeking. That is what I claim; it 
should have been readily apparent to Grieco given that 
my model replicates his argument regarding the inhib- 
iting effects of relative gains among small numbers of 
actors even as it shows how these effects diminish as 
n increases. Since only the number of actors-not 
auxiliary assumptions-change between the two 
cases, it is clear that the result is not driven by these 
assumptions but by the impact of n. So that there can 
be no doubt on this point, I shall demonstrate for- 
mally that this result is unaffected in a variation of my 
model that allows for unequal payoffs. 

Grieco's misunderstanding goes beyond the tech- 
nical results and reflects a deeper substantive misun- 
derstanding of the relative-gains problem itself. He 
fails to appreciate that the relative-gains argument 
depends on states' motivations, not on assumptions 
that states achieve unequal gains. This misunder- 
standing leads him to focus heavily on what is a very 
secondary and nonessential part of my model. Grie- 
co's discussion of related issues such as the relation- 
ship between relative gains and cheating, Robert 
Powell's (1991) article, and how to think about the 
number of actors in the system, is equally confused. 

Finally, I conclude with a comment on how the on- 
going relative-gains debate reflects on theorizing in 
international relations more generally. My basic point 
is that, while they have their differences, neoliberal- 
ism and neorealism are such closely intertwined 
theories that more is lost than gained by treating 
them as diametrically opposed approaches. Whether 
or not states seek relative gains, scholars would do 
better to pursue the absolute gains possible by draw- 
ing on both perspectives rather than the relative gains 
of a (Pyrrhic) victory for either perspective. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF 
RELATIVE-GAINS SEEKING 

The key to the relative-gains argument is the claim 
that states pursue relative gains, regardless of whether 
any state ever achieves relative gains.7 Relative-gains 
seeking is important because it changes the structure 
of incentives among states regardless of the specific 
configuration of absolute, and therefore relative, pay- 
offs (Snidal 1991a, 703-4). In particular, relative-gains 
seeking increases the incentives of states to break 
cooperative agreements in small-n situations, 
whether or not those agreements provide equal ben- 
efits to the parties (see also Powell, 1991, 1313). In 
large-n situations, however, relative-gains motiva- 
tions do not affect states' incentives in this way, 

whether or not agreements provide equal benefits. 
Thus the key impact of relative gains as a motivation 
does not depend strongly on the details of particular 
cooperative arrangements, although it is strongly 
affected by other factors such as n. 

This distinction between the pursuit and the attain- 
ment of relative gains is a variant of the familiar 
observation that, in social settings, individual moti- 
vations are not necessarily reflected in either individ- 
ual or collective outcomes. A relevant example is the 
perfectly competitive economic market, where entre- 
preneurs are motivated by the pursuit of profits but 
profits are never realized. Yet the absence of profits in 
equilibrium does not contradict the assumption that 
the pursuit of profits is the fundamental motivation 
of entrepreneurs. Similarly, in the prisoner's di- 
lemma (which is analytically equivalent both to the 
entrepreneurial situation and to the relative-gains 
problem), actors seek to maximize their individual 
outcomes even though they fail to do so given the 
structure of their interaction. Finally, in the n-actor 
relative-gains equilibrium where none cooperate, no 
state achieves relative gains even though relative-gains 
seeking explains the absence of cooperation (Snidal 
1991b). The fact that actors cannot achieve their goals 
does not impeach their underlying motivation. 
Therefore it is important to distinguish the pursuit of 
relative gains as a motivation, which is fundamental 
to the argument, from the presence of relative gains 
as an outcome, which is not fundamental. 

Grieco's misunderstanding of this distinction 
weakens the relative-gains argument he seeks to 
defend. It leads him to the mistaken conclusion that 
the relative-gains problem can be dissipated by mak- 
ing cooperation more equal through altering the 
agreement or side payments (p. 730-731). He incor- 
rectly thinks that I use this as a trick in my article 
to get my results. As I state and show, however, 
negotiating balanced cooperative agreements can 
eliminate relative gains in particular cooperative ar- 
rangements but cannot eliminate the impact of rela- 
tive-gains seeking. Indeed, sometimes a less equal 
distribution of benefits will be more conducive to 
cooperation because of differential concerns for rela- 
tive gains among participating states (as I discussed 
in the final section of my article). In other cases, there 
is no way to alter the distribution of cooperative bene- 
fits to overcome the relative-gains problem. Thus the 
relative-gains debate starts from a premise regarding 
the motivation of states, which should not be confused 
with general distributive questions that are equally 
important in standard absolute-gains analysis. 

THE DECREASING IMPACT OF 
RELATIVE-GAINS SEEKING WITH 
INCREASING n 

The Appendix shows in more detail that my central 
result is independent of special assumptions about 
the distribution of payoffs. Starting from any initial 
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distribution of absolute and therefore relative pay- 
offs, it examines the calculus facing two states pre- 
sented with an opportunity for cooperation. This 
opportunity can involve any combination of costs and 
benefits of cooperation for them, and these costs and 
benefits can be different for each of them. Thus there 
is no assumption of constant returns, equality, or 
symmetry restricting the possible payoffs from bilat- 
eral cooperation. The result is that state i will abide by 
a cooperative agreement with state k provided 

ci + r Wkbk( 

bi + r Wik Ck 

where Xi is state i's discount factor, ci and bi are the 
absolute costs and benefits of cooperation to state i, Ck 
and bk are the absolute costs and benefits of cooper- 
ation to state k, r is the weighting of relative-versus- 
absolute-gains concerns, and Wik is the extent to 
which state i focuses its relative-gains concerns on 
state k. Provided the parallel condition also holds for 
state k, cooperative agreements are sustainable be- 
tween them even though both are relative-gains 
seekers to the degree measured by r. 

Equation 1 is identical to the condition that I 
reported in the original article except for the sub- 
scripts on the cs and bs (Snidal 1991a, eq. 4). This 
simplification, which is the only impact of the con- 
stant-returns assumption for the general argument, 
does not affect its interpretation. In a world with only 
two states that care greatly about relative gains with 
each other (i.e., high r and wik = 1), cooperation will 
be difficult or impossible, since the required discount 
factor must approach or exceed unity for one of the 
two states.8 As the number of states goes up, we 
would generally expect wik to decrease since relative- 
gains concerns must now be distributed across more 
states. This means that the impact of relative gains is 
severely attenuated with larger n, regardless of the 
level of r. Indeed, as n gets large and Wik approaches 
zero, cooperation is no more difficult than under pure 
absolute-gains seeking (i.e., the relative-gains condi- 
tion in equation 1 reduces to the absolute-gains 
condition 4 > c/b), as I reported in my article. Grieco 
cannot pretend otherwise by pointing to the use of 
constant returns to scale since that is not a "key" to 
this argument. 

The secondary consequences of variations in cs and 
bs across actors are not surprising, do not change the 
results significantly, and are clearly indicated in the 
notes to my article. As with absolute gains, states 
fortunate enough to face lower costs (cq) or higher 
benefits (b1) are more willing to cooperate. In addi- 
tion, under relative gains, states whose partners face 
higher benefits (bk) or lower costs (Ck) will find coop- 
eration less attractive for the obvious reasons. It 
should be noted that a change in one's own costs and 
benefits is always more consequential for a state than 
an equivalent change in a partner's costs and bene- 
fits. In brief, adding the extra subscripts to the model 
does not substantially alter the conclusions or pro- 
vide any support for Grieco's position. 

Finally, while the result that upsets Grieco does not 
depend on it, I believe the constant-returns assump- 
tion provides a useful extension to the relative-gains 
discussion. Since Grieco argues that states are always 
concerned that others will gain more through coop- 
eration, it is interesting to ask whether we should 
expect any systematic bias in the distribution of 
gains.9 Constant returns produce the perhaps-sur- 
prising implication that cooperative gains will be 
independent of the size of actors. This means that 
variations in relative-gains concerns among states of 
different sizes will be driven not by expectations of 
different absolute gains but by the different relative- 
gains weights that states place on one another, per- 
haps because of their different sizes. I used the latter 
point to discuss broader implications of relative gains 
later in the article. It also reinforces the point that 
relative-gains seeking is the more consequential than 
relative-gains outcomes per se. Since Grieco does not 
like my assumption (although he doesn't justify his 
dissatisfaction), he might want to consider some 
alternatives. For example, if returns to cooperation 
are decreasing, then smaller states will gain more 
from cooperation than larger states. This may further 
attenuate the impact of relative-gains concerns since 
the states that gain more are the ones that threaten 
other states less. Of course, larger states might then 
hesitate in cooperating with smaller states; but then, 
clusters of the latter would cooperate among them- 
selves and catch up even faster on large states that 
forgo cooperative opportunities. Although we need 
stronger theoretical and empirical knowledge on these 
points, careful investigation of their consequences 
would seem more productive than unsupported (and 
incorrect) allegations that particular assumptions are 
being used to produce particular results. 

FURTHER CONFUSIONS IN 
GRIECO'S DISCUSSION 

Unfortunately, Grieco's confusion extends beyond 
his misunderstanding of the subtleties of the relative- 
gains argument or his inability to interpret my model 
properly. First, Grieco emphasizes that relative gains 
is an alternative to cheating as an explanation of the 
failure to cooperate. In fact, the relative-gains argu- 
ment is intertwined with considerations of cheating. 
Relative gains do their work by increasing the incen- 
tives to cheat while decreasing the benefits of coop- 
eration. If there is no consideration of cheating, then 
agreements might sometimes be easier to reach under 
relative-gains considerations that narrow the accept- 
able bargaining range. As I shall discuss, Grieco's 
preoccupation with distinguishing his argument from 
liberal ones sometimes leads him to obscure such 
important complementarities. 

Second, I agree with Grieco that Robert Powell 
provides an interesting analysis of the same general 
problem, although Powell does so in a way that is 
very detrimental to Grieco's own position. In his 
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accompanying comment, Powell describes his argu- 
ment as "fundamentally inconsistent" with Grieco's 
(p. 736). Powell assumes that states are motivated by 
absolute gains and his goal is to show that realism 
does not depend on arguments like Grieco's. Thus 
relative-gains seeking is not fundamental in his 
model but strictly derivative of the pursuit of long- 
run absolute gains under certain constraints (Powell 
1991, 1302-4; Snidal 1991a, 704). Furthermore, Powell 
points out that Grieco's (1990) empirical analysis of 
nontariff barriers is not relevant to arguments about 
states as relative-gains seekers since it is "a context in 
which it is difficult to attribute any concern for 
relative gains to the effects that a relative loss may 
have on the probability for survival" (1991, 1319, n. 
26). 

Powell provides an interesting analysis of when 
security concerns inhibit cooperation between states 
concerned with maximizing absolute gains over the 
long run. He also raises an important question as to 
the applicability of iterated game models like mine to 
extreme situations where national survival is at stake 
from one period to the next (i.e., where unilateral 
defection in one period enables a state to defeat the 
other militarily in the next period). This distinction is 
consistent with liberal arguments (Lipson, 1984), and 
Powell develops it in a way that is nicely integrative 
of realism and liberalism rather than mutually de- 
structive. Any conclusion that relative gains inhibit 
cooperation is restricted to these extreme situations, 
however, and Powell's argument does not show 
cooperation infeasible in the less extreme (and more 
typical) circumstances where national survival is not 
directly at stake. 

Thus Powell's model is not really about the sort of 
cooperative interactions that Grieco is examining. A 
fundamental assumption in the realist variant of 
Powell's model is that a one-period unilateral defec- 
tion is sufficient to create a decisive military advan- 
tage between roughly equal states. Although Powell 
presents this as a trade example, it is hard to imagine 
that there has ever been a trade agreement of such 
monumental importance over the relatively short 
time frame required to react to the other's initial 
defection. Powell speculates that his result might 
obtain even where the use of force is not so proximate 
(1991, 1315-16), but this possibility awaits demonstra- 
tion. Moreover, the model involves only two actors 
and so does not address the issue of changing incen- 
tives as n increases. This problem is much more 
complicated because it involves a specification of 
factors (e.g., balancing behavior) that need not be 
addressed in Grieco's argument. It is nevertheless 
possible to see why increasing n might have a similar 
impact in decreasing the noncooperative incentives 
facing states, although the exact circumstances would 
need to be specified and examined more carefully. 
For example, if states follow balancing behavior, this 
would offset the ability of one state to gain a decisive 
advantage over another state through unilateral de- 
fection. In addition, states now face the fear not only 
that they are vulnerable to defection by a cooperative 

partner but also that, if they fail to cooperate, they are 
vulnerable to other states that cooperate with each 
other (Snidal 1991b). The calculus is much more 
complicated, but it is important for states (and schol- 
ars) to work it out carefully rather than simply pre- 
sume that noncooperation is the best policy, espe- 
cially since the intuition suggested by my paper is 
that cooperation becomes more attractive as n in- 
creases. Thus Grieco may like Powell's article (as do I) 
but he should not fool himself that Powell's analysis 
supports his own position. 

Third, Grieco's discussion of the number of states in 
the system is misleading. He is pedantic in his 
observation that since there are hundreds of states in 
the postwar system, only my large-n results should 
pertain. After all, his realist tradition has discussed 
the Cold War period largely in terms of bipolarity 
(i.e., n = 2) because it realizes that blind head-counts 
of states are meaningless without careful attention to 
their relative significance in the system and to each 
other. Contrary to his claim that I do not incorporate 
such considerations in my argument, the Wik coeffi- 
cient is explicitly an index of such factors and is 
central to the analysis (see equation 1 and Snidal 
1991a, 716). I also make clear that asymmetries 
among states have the effect of reducing n in terms of 
understanding the results (pp. 719-721). Interpreting 
my model does require some subtlety, but it is repaid 
with a better understanding of the impact of the 
relative-gains argument. 

Finally, Grieco's discussion of my final section on 
the implications of relative gains is so distorted that I 
can only ask readers to return to my paper to judge 
for themselves. I offer two points of guidance. First, I 
present these discussions as informal sketches and 
am explicit about how I am using the model as a 
baseline against which to interpret a historical expe- 
rience that is obviously far richer than can be cap- 
tured in any simple model (Grieco's or mine). Sec- 
ond, I pay special attention to a limitation of my 
model found in my specification of the relationship 
between relative-gains weight and "size." I suggest 
an informal amendment to this specification which 
provides a plausible reconstruction of certain postwar 
trends and actually strengthens the usefulness of the 
relative-gains hypothesis over more vulgar versions 
that pay no attention to such factors. There is no 
doubt that my discussion here is speculative, but it is 
speculation guided by a very precisely specified 
model that sets useful limitations on the claims that 
can be made. I commend the technique to Grieco. 

LET'S HALT THE PHONY 
REALIST-LIBERAL DEBATE (OR, CAN 
THERE BE MORE TO IR THEORY THAN 
MUTUAL ASSURED DESTRUCTION?) 

Grieco's fundamental problem is that he is too 
concerned with "winning" the great international 
relations debate by vindicating realism from my al- 
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legedly unfair attack and thereby defeating liberal- 
ism. This is partly understandable in that a strength 
of Grieco's work has been lining up and contrasting 
the assumptions and conclusions of the two ap- 
proaches. There is sometimes significant value in 
drawing such sharp contrasts between theories, thus 
clarifying different arguments and identifying key 
points of contention. But overemphasizing differ- 
ences between the approaches obscures the many 
similarities in their fundamental assumptions, includ- 
ing anarchy, states as the actors, and goal-seeking 
behavior. Not surprisingly, such closely related the- 
ories often come to very similar conclusions, includ- 
ing about the possibilities for cooperation under 
anarchy. 

Moreover, Grieco has severely biased the terms of 
the debate. Probably the most important example is 
his argument that realists believe that states seek both 
absolute and relative gains whereas liberals believe 
that states seek only absolute gains. Under this spec- 
ification, the realist model subsumes the liberal 
model as a special case and therefore cannot "lose" 
the debate by construction. This is not an isolated 
example since in Grieco's comparison of realism and 
liberalism, six of the eight realist assumptions include 
the corresponding liberal assumptions as a special 
case (1990, 49). Furthermore, Grieco treats disagree- 
ments over the distribution of cooperative gains as 
evidence of relative-gains seeking, even though such 
disputes are equally well explained by tough bargain- 
ing in a purely absolute-gains world. Finally, Grieco 
seems to judge arguments as "realist" according to 
whether he likes their conclusions rather than accord- 
ing to their theoretical presuppositions. Since he likes 
Powell's conclusions, he largely endorses Powell's 
analysis even though Powell diverges substantially 
from Grieco's line of argument. Powell also assumes 
that states make equal gains through cooperation, but 
Grieco does not object to the same assumption that 
he finds so troublesome in my model. By contrast, 
because he does not like my central conclusion, 
Grieco rejects my argument even though (unlike 
Powell) I accept his premise that states seek relative 
gains as the fundamental starting point for my anal- 
ysis. And when Grieco likes some of my conclusions, 
he infers that I must have abandoned my own argu- 
ment and smuggled in a realist one in order to reach 
them. 

It is hardly surprising that some of my conclusions 
seem "realist" since my model is explicitly a model of 
the realist relative-gains argument, beginning with a 
specification for relative gains that is analytically 
equivalent to Grieco's. My analysis is biased in favor 
of realism both in accepting the assumption that 
states seek relative gains and in the use of a prisoner's 
dilemma specification that I earlier showed to be the 
most favorable assumption for the relative-gains case. 
Moreover, my conclusions are supportive of many 
realist positions. I point out that the relative-gains 
argument has significant bite in small-n worlds and 
the last part of my paper teases out plausible impli- 
cations of the relative-gains argument for under- 

standing important international trends. Of course, I 
also point out that the relative-gains argument has a 
limited domain, produces possible inconsistencies 
with other realist arguments, and is not the master 
weapon with which realists can finally destroy all 
liberal arguments about cooperation. Surely careful 
specification of the contexts in which relative gains 
are (and are not) important strengthens realist theory 
regardless of whether it advances particular conclu- 
sions that Grieco believes are properly "realist." 

Grieco's comment is symptomatic of an increas- 
ingly phony and destructive debate in international 
relations between "neoliberals" and "neorealists." 
The two perspectives share much in common and 
reach similar conclusions regarding many matters. 
Even when dealing with contentious issues such as 
relative gains, it is more productive to investigate 
how the different arguments work together than to 
seek to establish either liberalism or realism as a clear 
victor. Both Powell's and my paper are in this spirit. 
Powell brings liberal and realist arguments together 
in his model and shows that each applies under 
different conditions regarding the technology and 
cost of using force. I show that relative-gains seeking 
impedes cooperation in small-n worlds but has a 
decreasing impact as the number of actors increases. 
These are not "victories" for either side but each 
takes us a step toward a contextually richer theory 
that is able to explain international politics better than 
either vulgar realism or vulgar liberalism in isolation. 

APPENDIX 

It is straightforward to show that my result does not 
depend on special assumptions regarding constant returns to 
scale, symmetry, or equal costs and benefits of cooperation 
across actors. The notation follows my earlier and fuller 
presentation of the argument (Snidal 1991a). 

Let n states be represented by their initial circumstances {P1, 
P2, P3, * * I Pn}, where Pi is the payoff to state i in absolute 
terms. The ith state's relative-gains payoff is 

n 

Pir = (1 - r)Pia + r 2 wij(Pia - Pja), (A-1) 
j=1 

where 0 < r < 1 represents the weight that states place on 
relative gains and 0 < w? < 1 indicates the emphasis that state 
i places on state j's performance in evaluating its relative- 
gains position. We assume that hi wij = 1 for the reasons 
discussed in Snidal 1991a. 

Suppose that states i and k face an opportunity to cooperate 
in an ongoing interaction where cooperation costs a state ci (ck) 

and a state benefits bi (bk) from the other's cooperation in each 
period. Provided b > c for both states, there are absolute gains 
to be made from mutual cooperation. This situation corre- 
sponds to an ongoing prisoner's dilemma. (I show why the 
prisoner's dilemma has pride of place in relative-gains theo- 
rizing and why my use of it is biased in favor the realist 
relative-gains argument in Snidal 1991a, 704-14.) A coopera- 
tive equilibrium can be sustained in an absolute-gains world 
(i.e., r = 0) provided 4 > b/c for both states, where 4/ is the 
discount factor applied to benefits received t periods into the 
future. 

When a state also cares about relative gains, its calculations 
are more complicated and must include comparison of its 
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position to the positions of other actors in the system. If i and 
k cooperate through time, then i's relative gains payoff will be 

bi - ci bi - c, (bi - ci) - (bk - CO) 
Pir + (1 - r) 1 _,? + r 1 i wij + r w* 1-c X 

(A-2) 

The first three terms correspond closely to Snidal 1991a, 
equation 2, and represent (1) the value of the preexisting 
situation shown in equation (A-1) (2) the absolute-gains value 
of cooperation to state i, and (3) the relative gains that state i 
achieves over third-party states through cooperation with k. 
The fourth term reflects relative gains made by i over k 
through the proposed cooperative arrangement. Note that the 
addition of this term is the biggest change in the model and 
(as I shall show) is not terribly consequential. 

Next consider state i's relative gains payoff if it defects from 
this arrangement, recognizing that this will lead to the break- 
down of cooperation between the two states: 

Pi, + (1 - r) bi + r bi 2 Wij + r(bi + COk) Wik (A-3) 
jok 

All four terms correspond closely to in Snidal 1991a, equation 
3, and represent (1) the value of the preexisting situation 
shown in Equation A-1 (2) the absolute-gains benefits of a free 
ride on the other's cooperation, (3) the relative gains over 
third parties achieved through unilateral defection, and (4) i's 
relative-gains incentives, vis-&-vis k, to break the agreement. 

The viability of cooperation requires that the incentives for 
i to cooperate in equation A-2 exceeds its incentives to defect 
in equation A-3. This means that state i prefers cooperation 
provided equation 1 holds 

ci + r wikbk 
Oit> 

bi + r wik ck 

A parallel condition holds for state k. Both these expressions 
are identical to Snidal 1991a equation 4, except for the sub- 
scripts on the c and b terms, and the basic result follows 
without any appeal to special assumptions contrary to Grieco. 
In particular, Wik goes to zero as n increases, and the condition 
for relative-gains cooperation approaches the condition for 
absolute-gains cooperation. The text discusses the secondary 
implications of this change in treating the two actors. 

DuNcAN SNIDAL 

University of Chicago 

Notes 

Grieco would like to thank Robert Bates, John Aldrich, Ole 
Holsti, Patrick James, Herbert Kitschelt, Emerson Niou, Rob- 
ert Jervis, Stephen Van Evera, and Harrison Wagner for their 
comments on earlier drafts of his note. Snidal thanks Charles 
Glaser for helpful comments. 

1. Modern realists include Kenneth Waltz (1979, 1986), 
Robert Gilpin (1975, 1981, 1987), and Stephen Krasner (1976, 
1978, 1985, 1991). Neoliberal institutionalists include Arthur 
Stein (1983), Charles Lipson (1984), and Robert Keohane and 
Robert Axelrod (Axelrod 1984; Axelrod and Keohane 1985); 
Keohane 1984. 

2. Snidal thinks that realists argue that the relative-gains 
problem results from states seeking to maximize gaps in gains 
to their own advantage. Yet, as can be observed of Waltz's (1979) 
statement of the problem quoted on p. 000. it is a defensively 
positional concern that partners might do better-not an 
offensively oriented interest in doing better oneself-that 
drives the relative-gains problem for cooperation. Snidal 
makes the same error in his essay (Snidal 1991b). 

3. Snidal assumes in the two-country model that "the game 
is symmetric.... This means that two states are equally well 
situated to benefit or hurt one another and fashion their 

cooperative arrangement to provide equal absolute gains" 
(1991a, 705). This assumption of equal gains, as discussed in 
the text in regard to the large-n model, is the opposite of that 
specified in realist theory as generating the relative-gains 
problem. Therefore, one cannot, in contrast to Snidal's claims, 
find support for realism in his two-state model. 

4. Snidal observes that I have argued against a perfect- 
symmetry assumption "because it entails equal payoffs from 
mutual cooperation." He then says, "I have argued that this 
can be readily achieved by adjusting the terms of cooperation 
and is not central to the relative gains argument" (1991a, 723, 
8). As I suggest in the text, realists would not accept so readily 
or so uncritically this assertion that symmetry in payoffs "can 
be readily achieved"; therefore they would say that it is 
exactly the question of unequal gains that is "central to the 
relative gains argument." 

5. I then note, "However, as that common threat becomes 
less severe, a state's tolerance for gaps in gains favoring allies 
will probably decrease" (Grieco 1990, 46). I stress here the 
idea that states will be more concerned about gaps in gains as 
external threats subside. Yet, I am not suggesting that such 
concerns will cause cooperation to fail, but, instead, that they 
will become increasingly salient. 

6. This point is also discussed by Arthur Stein (1984) and 
Robert Gilpin (1975). 

7. Grieco sometimes argues that states do not seek relative 
gains so much as avoid relative-gains losses (i.e., "defensive 
positionality"). The objective function that he proposes and I 
use, however, assumes relative-gains seeking. Grieco never 
clearly works out the implications of the seemingly weaker 
positionality assumption and it appears to be a distinction 
without a difference. In any event, my results would apply 
equally in this less nasty variant of the relative-gains world. 

8. If r = 1 and w = 1, for example, then either ci + bk ' bi + 
Ck in which case Xi > 1 and state i will not cooperate, or else 
bi + Ck 2 ci + bk so that Ok > 1 and state k will not cooperate. 

9. The alternative, of course, is that there is no systematic 
bias in the distribution (i.e., no expected relative gains) but 
random fluctuations from period to period or issue to issue. 
Grieco frequently makes references to such fluctuations, in 
terms of risk or uncertainty, as inducing relative-gains con- 
cerns. Such considerations matter equally in absolute-gains 
analysis and so do not provide the distinctive theoretical 
position that Grieco is seeking to establish. Moreover, if they 
are central to the argument then they need to be more 
explicitly and carefully incorporated into it than has been the 
case to date. 

References 

Aron, Raymond. 1973. Peace and War: A Theory of International 
Relations. Trans. Richard Howard and Annette Baker Fox. 
Garden City: Doubleday. 

Axelrod, Robert. 1984. The Evolution of Cooperation. New York: 
Basic Books. 

Axelrod, Robert, and Robert 0. Keohane. 1985. "Achieving 
Cooperation under Anarchy: Strategies and Institutions." 
World Politics 38:226-54. 

Brito, Dagobert, and Michael Intriligator. 1985. "Conflict, 
War, and Redistribution." American Political Science Review 
79:943-57. 

Gilpin, Robert. 1971. "The Politics of Transnational Economic 
Relations." International Organization 25:398-419. 

Gilpin, Robert. 1975. U.S. Power and Multinational Corporations: 
The Political Economy of Foreign Direct Investment. New York: 
Basic Books. 

Gilpin, Robert. 1981. War and Change in World Politics. Cam- 
bridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Gilpin, Robert. 1987. The Political Economy of International 
Relations. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Gowa, Joanne. 1989. "Bipolarity, Multipolarity, and Free 
Trade." American Political Science Review 83:1245-56. 

742 



American Political Science Review Vol. 87, No. 3 

Grieco, Joseph. 1988a. "Anarchy and the Limits of Coopera- 
tion." International Organization 42:485-507. 

Grieco, Joseph. 1988b. "Realist Theory and the Problem of 
International Cooperation." Journal of Politics 50:600-624. 

Grieco, Joseph M. 1990. Cooperation among Nations: Europe, 
America, and Non-tariff Barriers to Trade. Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press. 

Jervis, Robert. 1978. "Cooperation under the Security Dilem- 
ma." World Politics 30:167-185. 

Jervis, Robert. 1988. "Realism, Game Theory, and Coopera- 
tion." World Politics 40:31749. 

Keohane, Robert 0. 1984. After Hegemony: Cooperation and 
Discord in the World Economy. Princeton: Princeton Univer- 
sity Press. 

Kim, Woosang, and James Morrow. 1990. "When Do Power 
Transitions Matter?" Hoover Institution. Typescript. 

Krasner, Stephen D. 1976. "State Power and the Structure of 
World Trade." World Politics 28:314-47. 

Krasner, Stephen D. 1978. Defending the National Interest: Raw 
Materials Investments and U.S. Foreign Policy. Princeton: 
Princeton University Press. 

Krasner, Stephen D. 1985. Structural Conflict: The Third World 
against Global Liberalism. Berkeley: University of California 
Press. 

Krasner, Stephen D. 1991. "Global Communications and 
National Power: Life on the Pareto Frontier." World Politics 
43:336-66. 

Lipson, Charles. 1984. "International Cooperation in Eco- 
nomic and Security Affairs." World Politics 37:1-23. 

Mastanduno, Michael. 1991. "Do Relative Gains Matter? 
America's Response to Japanese Industrial Policy." Interna- 
tional Security 16:73-113. 

Morgenthau, Hans J. 1948. Politics among Nations: The Struggle 
for Power and Peace. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 

Oye, Kenneth, ed. 1986. Cooperation under Anarchy. Princeton: 
Princeton University Press. 

Powell, Robert. 1991. "Absolute and Relative Gains in Inter- 
national Relations Theory." American Political Science Review 
85:1303-20. 

Powell, Robert. 1993. "Guns, Butter, and Anarchy." American 
Political Science Review 87:1-18. 

Snidal, Duncan. 1991a. "Relative Gains and the Pattern of 
International Cooperation." American Political Science Review 
85:701-26. 

Snidal, Duncan. 1991b. "International Cooperation among 
Relative Gains Maximizers." International Studies Quarterly 
35:387-402. 

Snyder, Glen. 1990. "Alliance Theory: A Neorealist First 
Cut." Journal of International Affairs 44:103-23. 

Stein, Arthur A. 1983. "Coordination and Collaboration: 
Regimes in an Anarchic World." In International Regimes, ed. 
Stephen D. Krasner. Ithaca: Cornell University Press. 

Stein, Arthur A. 1984. "The Hegemon's Dilemma: Great 
Britain, the United States, and the International Economic 
Order." International Organization 38:355-86. 

Tucker, Jonathan B. 1991. "Partners and Rivals: A Model of 
International Collaboration in Advanced Technology." In- 
ternational Organization 45:83-120. 

Walt, Stephen. 1987. The Origins of Alliances. Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press. 

Walt, Stephen. 1988. "Testing Theories of Alliance Formation: 
The Case of Southwest Asia." International Organization 
42:275-316. 

Waltz, Kenneth N. 1979. Theory of International Politics. Read- 
ing: Addison-Wesley. 

Waltz, Kenneth N. 1986. "Reflections on Theory of International 
Politics: A Response to My Critics." In Neorealism and Its 
Critics, ed. Robert 0. Keohane. New York: Columbia Uni- 
versity Press. 

743 


	Article Contents
	p.[727]
	p.729
	p.730
	p.731
	p.732
	p.733
	p.734
	p.735
	p.736
	p.737
	p.738
	p.739
	p.740
	p.741
	p.742
	p.743

	Issue Table of Contents
	The American Political Science Review, Vol. 87, No. 3 (Sep., 1993), pp. i-iv+549-826
	Front Matter [pp.i-iv]
	Articles
	Beyond Tocqueville, Myrdal, and Hartz: The Multiple Traditions in America [pp.549-566]
	Dictatorship, Democracy, and Development [pp.567-576]
	The Electoral Fortunes of Legislative Factions in Japan [pp.577-589]
	Tolerating Economic Reform: Popular Support for Transition to a Free Market in the Former Soviet Union [pp.590-608]
	The Escalation of Great Power Militarized Disputes: Testing Rational Deterrence Theory and Structural Realism [pp.609-623]
	Normative and Structural Causes of Democratic Peace, 1946-1986 [pp.624-638]
	Endogenous Preferences and the Study of Institutions [pp.639-656]
	The Destruction of Issue Monopolies in Congress [pp.657-671]
	Anxiety, Enthusiasm, and the Vote: The Emotional Underpinnings of Learning and Involvement During Presidential Campaigns [pp.672-685]
	Women's Associations and the Enactment of Mothers' Pensions in the United States [pp.686-701]
	Establishing the Micro Foundations of a Macro Theory: Information, Movers, and the Competitive Local Market for Public Goods [pp.702-713]

	Research Note
	Lawyers, Organized Interests, and the Law of Obscenity: Agenda Setting in the Supreme Court [pp.715-726]

	Controversies
	The Relative-Gains Problem for International Cooperation [pp.727-743]
	Party Platforms, Mandates, and Government Spending [pp.744-750]

	Notes from the Managing Editor [p.751]
	Book Reviews
	Political Theory
	untitled [pp.753-760]
	untitled [pp.760-761]
	untitled [pp.761-762]
	untitled [pp.762-763]
	untitled [pp.763-764]
	untitled [pp.764-765]
	untitled [p.765]
	untitled [pp.766-767]
	untitled [pp.767-769]
	untitled [pp.769-770]
	untitled [pp.770-771]
	untitled [pp.771-772]
	untitled [pp.772-773]
	untitled [pp.773-774]
	untitled [pp.774-775]
	untitled [pp.775-776]
	untitled [pp.776-777]
	untitled [pp.777-778]
	untitled [pp.778-779]
	untitled [p.779]
	untitled [pp.779-780]
	untitled [pp.781-782]
	untitled [pp.782-783]
	untitled [pp.783-786]
	untitled [pp.786-787]
	untitled [pp.787-788]
	untitled [pp.788-789]
	untitled [pp.789-790]
	untitled [pp.790-791]
	untitled [pp.791-792]
	untitled [pp.792-793]
	untitled [pp.793-794]
	untitled [pp.794-795]
	untitled [pp.795-796]
	untitled [p.797]
	untitled [pp.797-798]
	untitled [pp.798-799]
	untitled [p.799]

	Comparative Politics
	untitled [p.800]
	untitled [pp.800-801]
	untitled [pp.801-802]
	untitled [pp.802-803]
	untitled [pp.803-804]
	untitled [pp.804-805]
	untitled [p.806]
	untitled [pp.806-807]

	International Relations
	untitled [p.808]
	untitled [pp.809-810]
	untitled [pp.810-811]
	untitled [pp.811-812]
	untitled [pp.812-813]
	untitled [pp.813-815]
	untitled [p.815]
	untitled [p.816]
	untitled [pp.816-817]
	untitled [pp.817-818]
	untitled [pp.818-819]
	untitled [pp.819-821]
	untitled [pp.821-822]
	untitled [pp.822-823]
	untitled [pp.823-824]
	untitled [pp.824-825]
	untitled [pp.825-826]
	untitled [p.826]

	Back Matter



