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GAME Theory and Strategy is an elegant, 
crystal-clear expository work. Philip 
Straffin presents the key ideas behind 
finite games in strategic and coalitional 
form, and provides many simple and in­
tuitively appealing examples of applica­
tions to business, politics, economics, so­
cial psychology, philosophy and evolu­
tionary hiology. Key concepts are empha­
sized and clearly explained. Here is a book 
for interested lay people , undergraduates 
or graduates with little knowledge of 
mathematics; even high-school seniors 
might appreciate it. 

Virtually all the basic ideas discussed 
were published between 1944 and 1974. 
The curious general reader may wish to 
learn what has happened more recently. 
There have been several important new 
developments that are, for the most part , 
elaborations of the noncooperative 
equilibrium concept. They include the 
concept of perfect equilibrium , the de­
velopment of game theory with incom­
plete knowledge of the rules of the game 
and the treatment of lack of common 
knowledge. But these topics require a 
depth of mathematical explanation in­
appropriate for Straffin's purposes. 

Game theory has matured since its 
creation by John von Neumann and Oskar 
Morgenstern in 1944 and is now a re­
spected field of study, The latest challenge 
is the development of new basic ideas. 
This is especially true for dynamics . Ex­
cept for two-person zero-sum games there 
is no gencrally satisfactory dynamic game 
theory, Most games and actual strategic 
problems are neither purely cooperative 
nor noncooperative and we still lack a 
clearly correct way to handle them. This is 
not to criticize Straffin's fine book, but 
merely to point out that game theory has 
some way to go and that future directions 
and problems cannot be inferred from his 
otherwise thorough account . 

Such issues are , however, the concern 
of Steven Brams, an imaginative and 
innovative scholar who has done much to 
promote the use of game-theoretic 
thought in political science, In Theory of 
Moves he presents an ambitious new 
approach to some central problems in 
modelling games for the study of the 
dynamics of conflict and cooperation. 
Unfortunately his attempt, like those of 
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T. C. Schelling and N. Howard before 
him , identifies many of the problems but 
fails to offer any satisfactory solutions. 

He begins by claiming that there are 
several features of his ' theory of moves' 
that make it superior to the classical 
theory of games. Game theory, he says, 
has neglected the conditions under which 
players move in a specified order; players, 
he reminds us, think ahead not just to the 
immediate consequences of making 
moves , but also to the consequences of 
countermoves to these moves , counter­
countermoves and so on. To illustrate 
some of the problems , he spends several 
pages discussing the ' truel', the name for a 
three-person version of a duel that I 
coined in 1954 when asking: "Does the 
fittest necessarily survive?". 

After corresponding with the ethologist 
Konrad Lorenz, investigating with gradu­
ate students games involving more than 
three players, and contemplating the truel 
of the Russian and British empires with 
Afghanistan, I concluded that just about 
anything goes: that is , the order of moves 
and likely outcomes are highly dependent 
on players and context. The standard 
formal methods of extensive form game 
theory are adequate for describing many 
games where the order of moves is part of 
the strategy, but rather poor for describ­
ing 'free-form war gaming' in which con­
versation and discussion are involved. 
This point was already implicit in Schell­
ing's work. 

Brams's second example is a three-by­
three bi-matrix game originally used by 
L. S. Shapley in 1964 to reveal a basic 
weakness in blindly accepting as a solution 
the Nash noncooperative mixed-strategy 
equilibrium. Shapley noted that the alter­
nating best-response six-cycle does better 
than the mixed strategy. Brams's conclu­
sion confirms Shapley's view; but at the 
level of formal theory it does not, to my 
mind, go beyond Shapley's work. 

Brams's central point is that threats, 
inferences about threats and the plausibil­
ity of threats are important. But to a great 
extent this is what Schelling said in 1960 in 
The Strategy of Conflict (Harvard Uni­
versity Press). At the time, I wrote a fairly 
unfavourable review of this book. In ret­
rospect, I should have been more com­
plimentary. I failed to appreciate Schell­
ing's skill and perception in pointing 
out a host of problems in modelling inter­
national gamesmanship and brink­
manship, problems not easily solved by 
conventional game-theoretic methods. 
All I saw was his lack of clear under­
standing of many of the features of 
formal game theory. Although Brams 
clearly demonstrates that he knows 
far more formal game theory than 
Schelling, I fail to find where his work 
represents either a significant extension 
of Schelling's analysis or a solid con­
tribution to formal game theory. 

Brams's book may be of use to readers 
who are ignorant of formal game theory 
but familiar with conversational game 
theory using two-by-two matrices, usually 
based on the Prisoner's Dilemma. But it 
will be of little benefit to people who know 
some elementary formal game theory and 
have studied Schelling's work. 

It is likely that the development of 
dynamic game theory will call for greater 
attention to both context and social 
psychology. In chess, the sequencing of 
moves is clear; in international bargaining 
over hostages or borders, moves are diffi­
cult to define and their sequence may be 
highly dependent on the course of play. 
Brams gives many interesting examples, 
including Samson and Delilah, Moses and 
Pharaoh, and Holmes and Moriarty, to 
bolster his account of the treatment of 
anticipation . 

His concluding summary contains a nice 
synopsis of the new insights he claims to 
have provided in the treatment of stabil­
ity, power and information. A better title 
for the book would have been Modelling 
Moves and Anticipations in Some Dyna­
micGames. 0 
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New Journals issue 
This year, Nature's annual New Journals 
review supplement wi II appear in the 
issue of 29 September. Publishers and 
learned societies are invited to submit 
journals for review, taking note ofthe 
following criteria: 
• Journals that first appeared during or 
after June 1992 and issued at least four 
separate numbers by the end of April 
1994 will be considered. 
• Journals covering any aspect of 
science are eligible, although those 
dealing with clinical medicine, 
engineering and pure mathematics are 
excluded, as are publications of 
abstracts. 
• Frequency of publ ication must be at 
leastthreetimes a year. The main 
language used must be Engl ish. 
Translationjournals in English are, of 
course, eligible. 
• Deadline for submission is the end of 
May. 

When submittingjournals for review, 
please send at least four different 
issues (the first, the most recent and 
any two others) of each title, together 
with full details of subscription rates 
(personal and institutional) and 
frequency of publication to: Peter 
Tallack, Nature, 4 Little Essex Street. 
London WC2R 3LF, UK. For further 
information please telephone Peter 
Tallackon +4471-836-6633 
(international), extension 2414. 
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