LECTURE 1
RATIONAL CHOICE THEORIES (I): 

THE SECURITY DILEMMA 
· Derives from realist IR theory/rational choice theory

· Security dilemma and inter-state wars—anarchy of the international system
· One side’s security increase means another side’s decrease in security

· Security is seen as a zero-sum game

· Strategic advantage might be gained from pre-emptive attack

· Deterrence/risk of mutual destruction

· Key authors: Barry Posen, Barbara Walter, Jack Snyder & Robert Jervis, Rui de Figuero & Barry Weingast, David Lake & Donald Rothchild 
Posen, Barry R. 1993. “The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict”. Survival 35 (1):27-47
· The security dilemma can be applied usefully to collapsing imperial regimes because they can best be described as “emerging anarchy” and the security dilemma in realist theory relies upon the condition of anarchy in order to claim that security is the first concern of states 
Barbara Walter, 1999, Introduction to Civil Wars, Insecurity and Intervention, eds. Barbara Walter and Jack Snyder. Columbia University Press.
· Rather than focusing on stated goals of belligerents, “environmental factors” should be considered in the outbreak of war: premeditated deliberate efforts of groups vs. environment in which fear and uncertainty seemingly leave no choice but to go to war in order to survive
· Expanding rational choice theory to account for apparently ‘irrational actions’ in ethnic conflicts: rejection of settlements, return to/continuation of fruitless wars, etc.

· Five fear-producing environments:

1) Government breakdown: Azerbaijan, Moldova, Georgia, Chechnya, Yugoslavia, Kashmir, DRC
2) geographic isolation or vulnerability: Abkhazia, S-Ossetia, Transdniestria, Serbs in BiH and Croatia, Muslims in Kashmir
3) changing balance of political/demographic power (i.e., actual or potential regime change): Lebanon, Yugoslavia, former Soviet Union, Rwanda, Burundi, Sri Lanka, Aceh
4) redistribution of resources (economic and/or military): Yugoslavia
5) forced or voluntary disarmament (credible commitment problem)
6) + change in external patronage or balance of power between rival patrons (feeds back into 3 and 4)

· What triggers violence: unscrupulous, predatory leaders portraying rivals as more malicious than they are
Jack Snyder and Robert Jervis, 1999, “Civil War and the Security Dilemma”, in Walter and Snyder, 1999, Civil Wars, Insecurity and Intervention
· Security dilemma occurs when geographic, technological or other strategic conditions render aggression the most advantageous form of self-defence

· Normally states act as buffers to individual and domestic anarchy

· Increased vulnerability of individuals compared to states means that individual/group-level security dilemmas are more intense than those at the inter-state level (cf. Hobbes’s ‘state of nature’)
· Security fears are often intertwined with predatory goals which leads to a spectrum of conflict situations: 
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· Security dilemma loses explanatory value the further away from the ideal type a situation is removed

· Security dilemma gives rise to predators (as resources may become essential in defeating threats) while predation increases security dilemmas (aggression leads to hostility and resistance and raises future issues of accountability)
· Fear of future is crucial: present benign intentions are not necessarily enough to overcome security dilemma (esp. when there are historic precedents of cooperation followed by conflict)

· This dynamic implies two further consequences: 

1) the emergence of zero-sum conflicts of interest (conflict becomes the preferred option for both parties)

2) the creation of mutually exclusive identities (individual security becomes tied to group security)

· Hence: the intra-state security dilemma is the outcome of a social situation, not simply a strategic situation

1) expectations of opponent behaviour determines own behaviour (expectation of defecting increases likelihood of trying to defect first [which in turn intensifies expectation of opponent defection])
2) historical memories are used to construct defection as likely, not merely as theoretically possible (portraying the other as ‘historically proven’ aggressor)
Rui de Figuero and Barry Weingast, “The Rationality of Fear: Political Opportunism and Ethnic Conflict”, in Walter 1999, introduction Civil Wars, Insecurity and Intervention:

· “Why do citizens whose primary interest is in peace choose to support bloody ethnic wars?”
· Ethnification of politics bears two fundamental puzzles:
1) economic: costs

2) political: timing

· Three factors can help to explain these puzzles:

1) leaders with tenuous hold on power

2) fear among citizenry

3) uncertainty of true intentions of opponents

· Feedback loop 3(2 is crucial to explain how leaders can induce fear in citizens

· Critical to leaders’ ability are two elements
1) control of media

2) “confirmation” of claims about opponents by opponents

· Ethnic violence is social dilemma triggered by fear of victimisation
· Fear causes citizens to act on ideas and claims they believe are more likely to be false than true ( RATIONAL RESPONSE TO HUGE COSTS OF BEING WRONG (costs expected to be huge because of historical precedent and current interpretation of behaviour

David Lake and Donald Rothchild, 1996, “Containing Fear: The Origins and Management of Ethnic Conflict”, International Security 21/2 
· Ethnic conflict most commonly caused by collective fear of future: “As groups begin to fear for their physical safety, a series of dangerous and difficult-to-resolve strategic dilemmas arise that contain within them the potential for tremendous ethnic violence”:

1) Information failures

2) Problems of credible commitment

3) Security dilemma

+

ethnic activists and political entrepreneurs who reinforce fears of physical security and cultural domination, and polarise society
+

memories, myths, emotions which magnify fears

· Security dilemma: one or more parties have incentives to resort to pre-emptive use of force

· Security dilemma rests on information failures and lack of credible commitment

Critiques of the Security Dilemma Approach
· Assumption: both sides want to avoid war and are willing to compromise, but cannot because they do not trust each other

1) ethnic war results from openly stated aggression

2) information failures and commitment problems are irrelevant as hostile perceptions are rooted more deeply than information and commitment can reach
· Security dilemma causes anarchy to emerge not the other way round

· Failure to explain how (violent) group norms emerge and when individual self-interest is replaced group interest

· Failure to explain why groups hold together
Some actors reject freezing of the status quo and ending anarchy





All actors prefer end to anarchy if effective security guarantees were in place





Pure desire for exploitation and domination





Pure security dilemma        








