-

View metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk brought to you byji CORE

provided by Ghent University Academic Bibliography

A pragmatist approach to the plurality of explanations
In International Relations Theory

Graham Allison’s account of the Cuban Missile Crsreconsidered.

Rogier De Langhe, Erik Weber & Jeroen Van Bouwel
Centre for Logic and Philosophy of Science
Ghent University (UGent)
Blandijnberg 2, B-9000 Gent, Belgium.
Rogier.DeLanghe@Ugent.be

Abstract: One of the main problems scientists —physicistspiitical scientists alike- face, is the problef o
the plurality of explanations. Graham Allison’s sd& study of the Cuban Missile Crisis is an exa#lexample
of problem-focused research and an intriguing imetaof this problem in International Relations Tiyedde
leaves us with three versions of the events, whiitted more questions than Allison could apparesmtigwer:
instructions for concerted action or discriminatim@tween his ‘conceptual models’ remain very sketch

This paper aims to show that replacing Allison’e wé Hempel's (then fashionable but now rather ated)
covering-law model of explanation with a pragmagistount of explanation offers a way to break thadibck
Allison was faced with. In particular, we will shawat a specification of the epistemic interestthefexplainer
enables us to narrow down the number of availakdaeations.

1. Introduction

One of the main problems scientists —physicistspiitical scientists alike- face, is the
problem of the plurality of explanations. Grahantissin’s classic study of the Cuban Missile
Crisis is an excellent example of problem-focusesiarch and an intriguing instance of this
problem in International Relations Theory. He lesaue with three versions of the events
which raised more questions than Allison could appidly answer: instructions for concerted
action or discrimination between his ‘conceptuabeie’ remain very sketchy.

This paper shows that replacing Allison’s use ofmgel’s (then fashionable but now rather
outdated) covering-law model of explanation witbragmatist account of explanation offers
a way to break the deadlock Allison was faced wittparticular, we will show that a
specification of the epistemic interests of thelaixgr enable us to narrow down the number
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of available explanations. What begins as an atightalosophical discussion is developed
into an illustration of how pragmatist tools carvéauccessful applications for applied
research in International Relations Theory: oumieavork is used to weed out alternative
explanations concerning the Cuban Missile Crislictv easily ranks as one of the most
defining and dangerous moments in recent history.

The paper will proceed as follows. In section 2imteoduce Allison’s models and outline the
problem of the plurality of explanations, both gextly and with respect to Allison. Section 3
then introduces a pragmatist account of explandtamn which we derive the tools to take on
this problem in section 4. We conclude by visualizour results in section 5.

2. The problem

The three models outlined by Allison’s ‘Essenc®etision’ (EoD 1971, 1999) are the
Rational Actor Model (Model I), the Organizatiorhaviour Model (Model II) and the
Governmental Politics Model (Model Ill). For eaclodel an explicit theoretical framework is
elaborated which is then used to analyse the Chssile Crisis. These diverse explanatory
models prompt the question of how to deal with theen the problem of the plurality of
explanations. This section will first briefly inttace Allison’s models, followed by an outline
of the problem of the plurality of explanations ardaccount of why Allison’s treatment of it
is unsatisfactory. The introduced problems willrthie tackled in the subsequent sections.

2.1. The models
Moded |: Rational Actor M odd

Within this model, international relations are maigeof the interplay between unitary nation
states that act on a rational basis, i.e. theyestar utility maximization. The selected action
will be the one that has the best cost-benefibrati

In response to the placement of missiles in CubalB picked a blockade rather than an air strike or
doing nothing, because that was the rational optwniding a quick escalation and leaving the US&R
make the next move.

Model 11: Organizational Process Model

This model opens the black box of the unitary saéaterincipal actor. Instead, international
relations are seen as the result of the interpédyéen the myriad of organizations
constituting the state. Primary inferences in thalel follow the logic of organization
instead of the logic of optimization. State outjsuto longer aimed at one clear goal, but is
the common denominator of a whole set of forcesyéisult of which might well be
something none of the organizations had calleddorthermore, a typical feature of
organizations is that they always strive for biggedgets and that they are cumbersome.
Instead of reacting on the basis of present chgdignthey act on the basis of standard
operating procedures (SOP) that were devised ftieepurposes. Because of this slow
response time, organizations have a strong urgedcease uncertainty. The alternatives open
to an organizational actor are severely limitedtbyepertoire of SOP’s.

After the US had detected the missiles, air sthilel long been the most popular option within the

“Executive Committee” of senior advisors surroumdpresident Kennedy. However, the US Air Force
strongly opposed the air strike because of the ntmioty associated with it. The Air Force could not



guarantee that it would succeed in destroyingwlaar missiles at once and the SOP’s at its daubd

not allow for the “surgical” air strike presideiiennedy had in mind, but only for extensive bombing
On the other hand, the US Navy disposed of an SR thlockade and could count on considerable
strength already present in the field.

Mode€l I11: Governmental Politics M odéel

Allison’s third model zeroes in on the actual peogplat make up states and organizations.
The important explanatory concepts include perspaaler, individual networks, skills of
persuasion, charisma and the ‘fog of war’, refgytim people’s awareness of their situation to
be “cloudy at best” (EoD, p.382). Disagreement,cmmsmunication and misunderstandings
are common occurrences. The idea of coherent andgarent state behaviour is totally
abandoned in favour of international relations amessy” collage of personal interests,
feuds, ambitions, etc.

Because of the failure of the Bay of Pigs invasiRapublicans in the U.S. Congress made Cuban policy
into a major issue for the upcoming congressioraktions later in 1962. Therefore, Kennedy
immediately decided on a strong response rather ahdiplomatic one. Although a majority of ExCom
initially favored air strikes, those closest to fhiesident - such as his brother and Attorney Ganer
Robert Kennedy, and special counsel Theodore Semendavored the blockade. At the same time,
Kennedy got into arguments with proponents of thestakes, such as Air Force General Curtis LeMay.
After the Bay of Pigs fiasco, Kennedy also distedsthe CIA and its advice. This combination of push
and pull led to the implication of a blockade.

2.2. The problem of the plurality of explanations

The basic question of this paper is how to dedah wie plurality of explanations. When asked
‘Why did the U.S. respond with a blockade?’ Allistmesn’t give us one but three plausible
answers. One way to deal with this would be to pic& of the three anwers as the ‘right’
answer. Another way would be to say the best ansamesists of adding the three models up.
Yet another way would be the sceptic responsethieatnodels cancel each other out. The
challenge Allison confronts us with is that we cainsolve this problem by simply referring

to issues concerning empirical adequacy, becautieed models are constructed from the
same body of evidence, i.e. his personal resear¢heoCuban Missile Crisis. The first option
of picking one model as the ‘right’ one conflictglwAllison’s assertion that they are
complementary; each model sheds light on sometmogher model doesn’t; the second ends
up in inconsistency while the third one leavesruginorance. Rather than tackling this
problem immediately (it is done in section 4), wd first zero in on the way Allison himself
looked at the problem of the plurality of explanas and why he failed to come to terms with
it.

The set-up of Essence of Decision is motivated pgsitive appraisal of diversity of
perspectives.

“By addressing central issues of the crisis firetf one perspective, then from a second, and yifiadm a third,
these sections not only probe more deeply int@tlemt, uncovering additional insights; they alsmdestrate



how alternative conceptual lenses lead one toesephasize, and worry about quite different aspefoevents
like the missile crisis.(E0D, p.x)

His emphasis on pluralism was in turn a reactiothéodominance of (realist) rational
expectations theory in the analysis of internatioektions. The latter had a long history of
dominance, but then the Vietham War —amongst ottamne and made scholars suspicious of
traditional frameworks and susceptible to alten@atnes. This is essentially the move
Allison makes at the level of international relasaheory: by constructing alternatives to
Model I, its hegemony was called into question anéwareness for alternative explanations
was created.

“Most analysts explain (and predict) behavior ofio@al governments in terms of one basic conceptual
model, here entitled Rational Actor Model (RAM omwolEl I). [...] Two alternative models, here labeled
an Organizational Behavior Model (Model II) and av@rnmental Politics Model (Model 1l1), provide a
basis for improved explanations and predictionsdl), pp.4-5)

“This study identifies the basic frame of referented by most people when thinking about foreign
affairs. It also outlines two alternative framewafk(EoD, p.x)

With the first publication of his ideas dating badknost forty years, it can now safely be
asserted that his approach turned out to be amemiilal attack on Model | hegemony.
However, with the advent of alternative explanatoayneworks caméhe problem of the
plurality of explanations: how to deal with different kinds of explanatiofd|owing different
logics, putting different emphases, sometimes ngakinommensurable statements? First,
let's see how Allison himself imagined the integpleetween his models.

At moments, Allison seems to suggest that differeatlels are tied to different kinds of
analysts, e.g.

“None of the three analysts —Model I: The Ratioketdor, Model II: Organizational Behavior, and Model
lll: Governmental Politics- simply described eveh{goD, p.379)

“the three case studies offer evidence about the@af explanations produced by different analysts
(EoD, p.379)

“in offering his explanation, each analyst emphasiwhat he judges relevant and important, andrdiite
conceptual lenses lead analysts to different juddgsn@bout what is relevant and important.” (Eo[388)

However, the main message seems to be that evetglsioows us things that remain hidden
in other models (e.g. “Thus the models can be asaromplements to each other.” (EoD,



p.392), so the one-model-per-analyst is not del@r&lpes this mean analystise now using
one model bushould use several? Or should we instead resign ourstviée fact that
analysts use one model and turn instead to sonre@ajg level where the benefits of
bringing together these different one-model-analgain be reaped? The only thing Allison
leaves us with is the statement that

“The best analysts of foreign policy manage to veestvands from each of the three conceptual models
into their explanations. A number of scholars whaum analytic sections have squeezed into a simgte b
display impressive intuitive powers in blendingigigs from all three models.” (EoD, p.392)

So apparently the models can indeed be combinixd éndividual level, but as far as the
problem of the plurality of explanations is conaginthis statement is utterly vague: good
foreign policy analysis is what good foreign poleyalysts do. The trick seems to lie in
having “impressive intuitive powers” which can thesm used to combine the three models.
We think Allison should be more explicit here.

The problem of the plurality of explanations doeslre at the level of theories and
explanations but at the higher level consistinquestions like: ‘what is an explanation?’,
‘what are the criteria for good explanations?’ amdat is the relation between an explanation
and the question it intends to answer?’ So to ggipaon this problem, a shift needs to be
made from theory to meta-theory. Although Allisayp a lot of attention to theory and the
interplay between theory and practice, meta-theaessues remain largely implicit. The
only time meta-theory is explicitly discussed idden away in the very first footnote (EoD,
pp.11-12) in which Allison endorses the logic opkation as proposed by Hempel (1965),
according to which an explanation is essentiallaggument in which the explananda,
consisting of initial conditions (Cn) and at lease law (L), are the premisses and the
explanandum is the conclusion. Here is an examplap¢l provided himself:

“A mercury thermometer is rapidly immersed in hatter; there occurs a temporary drop of the mercury
column, which is then followed by a swift rise. Hisvthis phenomenon to be explained? The incraase i
temperature affects at first only the glass tubéhefthermometer; it expands and thus providesgeila
space for the mercury inside, whose surface thexedoops. As soon as by heat conduction the rise in
temperature reaches the mercury, however, ther lagands, and as its coefficient of expansion is
considerably larger than that of glass, a rise h&f mercury level results. This account consists of
statements of two kinds. Those of the first kindidgate certain conditions which are realized ptigror

at the same time as, the phenomenon to be expjamedshall refer to them briefly as antecedent
conditions. In our illustration, the antecedent ditons include, among others, the fact that the
thermometer consists of a glass tube which isyélted | with mercury, and that it is immerseddrhot
water. The statements of the second kind expresaitgeneral laws; in our case, these includddte

of the thermic expansion of mercury and of glass, @ statement about the small thermic conducto/fity
glass. The two sets of statements, if adequatalycampletely formulated explain the phenomenon unde
consideration: they entail the consequence thattbecury will first drop, then rise. Thus, the ewven
under discussion is explained by subsuming it umgreral laws, i.e., by showing that it occurred in
accordance with those laws, in virtue of the redion of certain specified antecedent conditions.”
(Hempel & Oppenheim, pp.135-136)

The 1999-edition, co-authored by Philip Zelikovatss in the footnote that Zelikow “does
not believe that this paradigm from the philosophgcience carries over into the philosophy



of history.” (EoD, pp.11-12) A short discussioidavs, consisting of a short bibliography of
a number of defenses and critiques of Hempel, buhe whole this does not affect the 1999
edition as compared to the 1971 one.

Apparently without realising it, Allison’s study &convincing case against the very
explanatory paradigm it explicitly adheres to. Nonder Allison got stuck on the plurality of
explanations, given the crucial contradiction betwéhe level of theory and meta-theory in
his work. We propose to resolve this tension byaapg Allison’s alleged meta-theoretical
view by a view on explanation that was elaboratselfias a meta-theoretical alternative to
the Hempelian model of explanation. As such, theory meta-theory will be synchronised
and with it the deadlock problem of the pluralifyeaplanations will disappear. This is
particularly relevant for applied research in sbs@ence, because we will use Allison’s
models as a paradigm case of how alternative eaptars can be dealt with.

In conclusion, Graham Allison’s classic study af thuban Missile Crisis leaves us with three
versions of the events each cutting a differenth platough the available evidence. However,
instructions for concerted action or discriminatimtween his ‘conceptual models’ remain
very vague. While successfully thematizing the pgobof the plurality of explanations, he
failed to overcome it. The aim of this paper isitake a beginning at this daunting task.

3. The tools

Basically, what Allison did in order to get betexplanations was to follow the route of
adding more structure to the explanandum by opethiadplack box of the unitary rational
state. In true Hempelian fashion, the idea wasetolearer on the explanandum, since we do
not explain events, only aspects of events. (cimpkd, 1965, pp.421-423) This assumes that
explanation is reducible to description and hena@agpto get better explanations is to give
better descriptions. As philosophy of explanatigaleed, this view came under serious
attack, for example by Van Fraassen who convingiaghued that good explanations are not
the same as good descriptions; “explanatory posveoiinething quite irreducible, a special
feature differing in kind from empirical adequaayastrength.” (Van Fraassen, 1980, p.154)
This leads him to the assertion that “The discussitexplanation went wrong at the very
beginning [i.e. Hempel] when explanation was coveiof as a relationship like description:
a relation between theory and fact. Really, it ierae-term relation, between theory, fact and
context.” (Van Fraassen, 1980, p.156) In the sagng, Veter Lipton acknowledges the early
focus on description in philosophy of explanatibat goes on to say “More recently, it has
been argued that explanation is ‘interest relatigat that we can analyse some of this
relativity with a contrastive analysis of the pheranon to be explained.” (Lipton, 1990,



p.249) It is these new insights from philosophygoknce which we are going to use to get a
better grip of the problem of the plurality of eapations than Allison could using the much
criticised Hempelian framework. This section witkt introduce a pragmatist account of
explanation and position it against the backgrooinclassical pragmatism. The subsequent
section will then apply it to the problem of theigllity of explanations.

3.1. A pragmatist account of explanation

The main thesis of a pragmatist account of explanas that scientific explanations do not
have a fixed explanatory value: their value depemdthe kind of question one is willing to
answer by the explanation. Suppose that we obsleate has property P at timnte This
observation can give rise to different explanaseeking questions, even if all questions are
assumed to be requests for causal explanatiorisast five types of questions must be
distinguished, motivated by different epistemi@nessts:

(E) Why does x have property P, rather than the expected property pP?

0] Why does x have property P, rather than the ideal property P'?

(B Why does x have property P, while y has the ideal property P'?

(F) Is the fact that x has property P the predictable consequence of some other events?

(H) Is the fact that x has property P causally connected with events we ar e more familiar with?

P and P’ are mutually exclusive properties. An petguestion compares an actual fact with

one that we expected. For instance, we can trygtaim why only 61 % of the Belgian

population (between the age of 15 and 64) is wgrkir006 (according to Eurostat), while we
expected 64,4% (the average of the European Uranl:type question compares an actual
fact with an ideal one (one we would like to be ¢hse). For instance, we can try to explain

why only 61 % of the Belgian population (betweea #ige of 15 and 65) is working, while the
ideal put forward by the European Union is 70%.I'/Agpe question does basically the same,
but a different object in which the ideal situatienmealised is used to emphasise that the ideal is
not unrealistic.

E-type questions are obviously motivated by sueptisings are otherwise than we expected
them to be, and we want to know where our reasqmiogess failed (which causal factors did
we overlook?). Contrastive questions of type (I éi) are motivated by a therapeutic or
preventive need: they request that we isolate sanbieh help is to reach an ideal state that is
not realised now (therapeutic need) or to prevenbtcurrence of similar events in the future
(preventive need).

The non-contrastive questions of type (F) alseelapractical motivation: the desire to have
information which enables us to predict whetherianghich circumstances similar events will



occur in the future. H-type questions are motivaitga@ psychological desire rather than
practically motivated.

Let us illustrate this with some examplé#\s an example of a H-type question, consider a
hard-working farmer, John, who is considering idtraing new techniques and specialising in
cash crops. He wants to stop producing food cropsdnsumption by himself and his family.
He discovers that his wife has spent most of theaypde earned by selling cash crops the
previous years. He had hidden it in a place heghosafe but his wife found the money. John
decides to continue using old techniques and &tiekmix of cash and food crops. This
behaviour can be explained as follows:

John decides to stick to old techniques and toxeofntash and food crops because:
(a) when he checked the hiding place, most of theaywas gone; and
(b) he has an aversion to risk.

In this explanation, the explanandum is subsumel@ua stereotype: risk aversion. The
explanation works because risk aversion is famitiaveryone. Even extreme risk seekers can
understand how people with risk aversion think. Amahy people might conclude that they
would do the same thing in the same circumstameesuse they have a similar risk aversion.
In other words: the explanation works by enablingathy.

There are many similar stereotypes that can ke toseduce seemingly strange behaviour
to something familiar: academics sometimes viala@dlines for submission because they
systematically underestimate the time requiredriteva paper, people sometimes buy things
they do not need because they are misled by axsatesnembers of parliament sometimes vote
against their own opinions because following theypdiscipline is more rewarding in the long
run.

It is clear that the explanatory power of answerd-questions depends on whether or not
they establish a causal link with a familiar pheeoom. We do not need a high a posteriori
probability: it does not matter how probable fardenn’s behaviour is given the explanans.

As an example of F-type questions, we use Rdbestrod's analysis of unofficial
truces (Axelrod 1984, discussed in Little 199158) as an example. In World War |, there
were unofficial truces by military units on botlles: each side continued to fire its weapons
but without inflicting much damage. Axelrod expkithese truces as rational behaviour based
on a strategy of conditional co-operation in a adpe prisoner's dilemma situation (this strategy
amounts to: start with co-operation, and keep eop=arating as long as the opponent co-
operates). The units were engaged in a trench rgardnich guarantees a relatively stable,
clearly identifiable enemy (units are not replaogdrnight) whose reactions can be easily
observed. The underlying idea is that in diffetgpes of warfare (Blitzkrieg, guerrilla) similar
truces are impossible because there is no stablfayen

In this example, a truce is explained as the aggeegsult of the behaviour of two units. The
behaviour of each unit can be explained as follows:

15 More examples and details of this framework fodenstanding the plurality of explanation can benfbin
earlier publications, e.g. Weber and Van BouweD@0Van Bouwel and Weber (2002), Weber and Van
Bouwel (2007), and Van Bouwel and Weber (forthcaghin



Unit a fires its arms db without inflicting any damage because:

(a) it observed thdi fired without inflicting damage the previous day;
(b) unita adopts a conditional co-operation strategy;

(c) unita considers unib to be its relatively stable enemy; and

(d) unita can easily observe the reactions of bnit

Since F-type questions are motivated by a desinave information which enables us to
predict whether and in which circumstances sinalants will occur in the future, probability
values are important. The explanation is worthiles® do not have a covering law which tells
us how probable the explanandum is given the causetioned in the explanation. Moreover,
high probabilities are valuable, and deductive axations are the ideal: if we are sure that
something undesirable will happen, there can beooubt that we have to try to do something
about it; if we can predict only with, e.g., probey 0.5, decision making is more complicated.

These examples show that scientific explanationsadave a fixed explanatory value.

3.2 The relation with classical pragmatism

In order to clarify the relation between the pratmgéneory of explanation and classical
pragmatism, we look at John Dewey’s theory of ingjas developed ihogic: The Theory of
Inquiry (1938). According to Dewey, scientific researslaikind of practice:

In other words, the conduct of scientific inquiwhether physical or mathematical, is a moderattice;
the working scientist is a practitioner above dflee and is constantly engaged in making practical
judgments: decisions as to what to do and what maamploy in doing it. (1938, p. 161)

Scientific inquiry starts witlloubt about gproposition. This doubt is, in Dewey’s view an
irritating state of mind which provokes action. Hoxer, it is not immediately clear which
actions are relevant for removing the doubt. Heheedecisions mentioned above, which are
taken after deliberation. The aim of scientificuiny is belief in a proposition. Once we have
reached a state of belief, the urge to act in camleemove doubt automatically disappears.

Dewey distinguishes scientific inquiry frocommon sense inquiry. The latter is defined as
an inquiry which, if it succeeds, increases themixto which we enjoy our environment:

| shall designate the environment in which humaindee are directly involved the common sense
environment orAworld,@and inquiries that take place in making the respliadjustments in behavior
common sense inquiries.

As is brought out later, the problems that arisesuiich situations of interaction may be reduced to
problems of the use and enjoyment of the objeasyities and products, material or ideologicalr (o
Aideal@ of the worlds in which individuals live. (1938, §0)

Typical examples are an inquiry on what to do isecgou are confronted with a fire in a
building you are in (how will | escape or extinduie fire?) or in case you are ill (what will
| do to get better?).

Belief in a proposition is not something that eeses the extent to which we enjoy
our environment. So scientific inquiry researcha$ common sense inquiry. But in Dewey’s
view there is a genetic and functional relationnsetn the two kind of inquiry. Scientific
inquiry is not an aim in itself, it happens becassme common sense problems cannot be



solved adequately (this is the genetic relationjseanly meant to improve our ability to solve
common sense problems (this is the functionaliceigt

The conclusion to be later reached is here anteipdao serve as a guide in following the further
discussion. (1) Scientific subject-matter and pdaces grow out of the direct problems and methdds o
common sense, of practical uses and enjoyments(Zneact into the latter in a way that enormously
refines, expands and liberates the contents ancadescies at the disposal of common sense. The
separation and opposition of scientific subjectterab that of common sense, when it is taken térta,
generates those controversial problems of epistaggohnd metaphysics that still dog the course of
philosophy. When scientific subject-matter is séehear genetic and functional relation to the sabj
matter of commons sense, these problems disapPentific subject-matter is intermediate, not fina
and complete in itself. (1938, p. 66)

4. Some answers

As already mentioned in 2.2. the challenge of ttudlem of the plurality of explanations lies
in devising a way to combine the fruitful diversdf/different models without getting
stranded in inconsistency or ignorance. We havkdirdllison’s deadlock by bringing

theory and meta-theory into sync, creating an agerilow that the tools offered by our
pragmatist meta-theory have been introduced, Hgess set for the finale of this paper. The
basic idea is that an explanation is essentiallgnswer. This entails that it never stands alone,
but always in relation to a question (like somesneever ‘a daughter’ but ‘a daughter of’). A
guestion originates from a context-specific desirepistemic interest. By linking Allisons’s
models to the explanatory interests they serveyiveshow how the models indeed provide
good explanations, but not the same kind of expians. By specifying which models answer
which questions, a framework is created to apptthiselurality of explanations without the
threat of inconsistency.

For the question ‘Why did the USSR put missile€uba’, Model | tends to favor the
‘missile gap’ hypothesis, positioning events withibroad international context of power
relations. On the other hand, Model Il reveals sfithev’s huge personal emphasis on Berlin
and reports him making a strong relation betweetirBand the Cuban missiles. The overall
explanation that emerges is that by placing missiieCuba, the USSR wanted to close the
missile gapn order to have more bargaining power as far as the stanoh-&érlin was
concerned. Hence, the missile gap is indeed a ¢asgminted out by Model 1), but Model I
learns that it is only an intermediate cause. Wilaaipens here is that different models
highlight different places in the same causal chBmphasizing different pieces of a causal
chain is a matter of relevance. Different explanaioterests will call for different relevance-
distributions.

Model II's role lies mostly in getting a view of esal possibilities and constraints. Institutions
provide the buttons that can be pushed as thefarggearrives. Institutional analysis explains
why these buttons are available, rather than dittons. And they explain what happens
between the moment the button is pushed and theemioirhas brought about what it was
intended for. For example, air strike was a pobsilido respond to the missiles, but pushing
the button would have brought about much collatéaahage unintended by those pushing the
button; the explanation for the collateral damageitel be an institutional one, because the
institution failed to have a ‘clean air strike’-towe ready. While John killed his wife because
she cheated on him, her cheating is merely thé denase. The trigger setting off the bullet is
also part of the causal chain (its irrelevance ésaly a contextual factor. For imagine John
and the lady are actors and a real gun was ugbe istaging of the scene, secured by
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immobilizing the trigger. At that moment, the treggsetting off the bullet becomes the most
relevant cause.) Another cause of the wife beifigcis that there wasot a police
intervention right before John pulled the triggehich again might have been relevant if for
example the police knew of the incident and wagway to prevent it from escalating). In
the same sense, them@ having been a routine for surgical air strikeshattime of the
Missile Crisis is a cause for the blockade.

The specific relevance distributions that surfaceach models can be further analyzed by
adding acontrast-classto the question they ask. The question ‘Why P’ theisomes ‘Why P
rather than Q’. The difference between the modestsriot in the topic of the question they
ask, but in the contrast class. The constrastiestipns become:

(I Why did the Soviet Union decide to place offensive missiles in Cuba rather than in another
country?

(1) Why did the Soviet Union decide to place offensive missiles in Cuba, rather than deploy
other kinds of weaponry?

(111) Why did the Soviet Union decide to place offensive missiles in Cuba, rather than not
place offensive missiles (and try to improve its bargaining position in another way).

The different questions that are asked by the iffemodels result in different epistemic
interests that are served. Therefore we now probgeyaluating the respective models in the
light of the different epistemic interests we haigerned in section 3.

MODEL |

(F)

Predictions demand a model that makes lawlike rsi@tés. For this, the statements must be
general and necessary. From Model | it could berrefl for example that whenever there is a
missile gap between countries and these countaies & disagreement, the weakest country
will have a strong desire to close that gap. Ttagesnent is both general enough and gets its
necessity from the underlying expected utility aés which yields an unambiguous solution.

(H)

The coarse-grained, unrealistic nature of Modsldampensated by its ability to bring any
situation down to a simple calculus. In this mo#elshchev wondering whether or not to
put nuclear missiles in Cuba is in all Model | resis similar to being at a bakery pondering
about whether to have just bread or to go for thessant. As such, rational expectations is
the ultimate stereotype and Model | is by far thstloption for creating a sense of familiarity,
i.e. serving an H-interest.

As for its relation to the E-interest, it can beatbthat Model | does a good job at attributing
a sense of expectedness to events in a big andeompvironments. Thanks to this model,
other models can then answer the question ‘Why dbese property P, rather than the
expected property P'?’, because often Model | deitees what is to be expected. Model |
does not serve the E-interest, but it does cortituthe other models’ ability to do just that.

11



() Why did the Soviet Union decide to place offéresmissiles in Cuba rather than in
another country?
Putting emphasis on Cuba puts us on the leveleoiniernational environment and calls
attention to the balance of power between theqadati countries involved. Hence in
answering this question, Model | will focus on thesire of the USSR to close the missile
gap. As such, this desire creates familiarity dredieével of analysis on which it is situated
allows for regularities

MODEL Il
(E)

When situations have unexpected outcomes, Modadfdis tools to make sense of the
puzzlement. As the actions emerging from large magdions, can take very strange,
unfamiliar forms due to organizational biases, eaise serious doubts concerning the
rationality of the organizational process as a whtilis second model allows for an account
of why something was judged as unexpected. As suwxpected events can be explained as
outcomes of long and slow processes of organizaltistruggle, often resulting in actions
nobody ever wanted; or the presence of programiinetandard operating procedures’ which
were designed not for the present situation buséone previous circumstance. An example
of Model Il satisfying the E-interest is the follow:

Why did the USSR decide to place offensive missiles in Cuba without camouflaging the
nuclear sites during construction, while they did so (only) after U-2 flights pinpointed their
locations?

The organizational process model explains this peeted aspect the best. The
implementation of the USSR decision is assignemtganizations that operate by SOPs; as
the Soviets never established nuclear missile bagsge of their country at the time, they
assigned the tasks to established departmentshuvhtarn followed their own set procedures.
The department?s procedures were designed fortSoeieCuban, conditions; hence,
mistakes were made that allowed the U.S.A to cpasaly learn of the program's existence.
Such mistakes included Soviet troops forgettingaimouflage and even decorate their
barracks with Red Army Stars viewable from above.

(F)
The organizational Model Il analysis also does wwth the F-question. In a world made up
of organizations, it is safe to assume that whiithappen at t+1 will be not much different, if
at all, from what is already the case at t. In otherds, the cumbersome nature of
organizations allows for a stable, easily predigt@mvironment and this is serves the F-
interest very well.
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(I Why did the Soviet Union decide to place off@ie missiles in Cuba, rather than
deploy other kinds of weaponry?

The emphasis on the specific missiles that weréogleg is an aspect that can best be
grasped from an organizational perspective. Whilgskchev only ordered to place a
couple of nuclear missiles on Cuba and closingritssile gap also required only a limited
deployment, existing organizational routines turtifegloperation into a massive
deployment of both nuclear and non-nuclear firepoW€Jomponents of the Soviet
military transformed Krushchev's initial decisiangend some nuclear weapons to Cuba
into a massive deployment. This included deploynaéiRBMs simultaneously with
MRBMs, as well as scores of nuclear warheads fastad defense cruise missiles. [...]
These essentially organizational decisions abautthise missiles could have been the
fuse to a thermonuclear war had the Americans Bytcexried through their planned
invasion[.]" (EoD, p.381) As such, this model expgawhy an unexpected event like the
massive military deployment on Cuba makes sense aftand could even have been
predicted from the organizational routines of thgamizations involved.

MODEL I
(1)

Individuals are mostly embedded within an instdoal framework. These institutions tend to
have well-defined ideals, e.g. reducing unemployne@a certain level. When these ideals
are not met (triggering an I-question), Model ltbpides good explanations in terms of the
people constituting the organization.

On the whole, Model Il being the most fine-grairdddhe three models, it is probably best
suited to servéherapeutic or preventive I-interest. Thanks to its specificity, Model lll@awvs

to describe problems in greater detail and alsgestg solutions that, due to their
particularity, minimize collateral damage. Additadly, due to the human scale on which it
operates, the solutions suggested are easier tenmapt than in other models; it is easier to
fire a rotten apple than to change a balance oepow

(H)

Model Ill has an interpretative approach, callimgtbe observers tanderstand why a person
did something at a certain moment, trying to pr@aksense of ‘if | had been in his shoes, |
would have done the same’. As such, Model Il rési@vily on an attempt to make a certain
situationfamiliar. Thus, the H-interest is served.

(B)
Given that Model Il pays a lot of attention to ttealitions and counter-coalitions formed

among diverse bureaucratic actors, it can help @xplain how parochial, personal and
bureaucratic interests might curtail the nationafignally expected) interest.
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(111) Why did the Soviet Union decide to place offensive missiles in Cuba, rather than not
place offensive missiles (and try to improve its bargaining position in another way).
This question emphasizes the actual decision afrlethe missiles. From Krushchev’s
perspective, closing the missile gap was only drtbeoptions to increase his bargaining
position concerning Berlin. It was not the mostaaél one, because the situation might
have led to total annihilation of both sides. Tglain this unexpected action, Model 11l
suggests the path of trying to get a closer undedshg of what person Krushchev was gnd

how he looked at the world. Furthermore, Modekliphasizes Krushchev’s personal
responsibility and suggests that had someone ekse b power, the Cuban Missile Crisi
might never have happened.

U)

5. Conclusion

Explanations do not have a fixed explanatory vatence, what counts as a good
explanation in one context might not be a goodaxgtion in another. The range of possible
explanations can therefore be reduced by bringirtge concept of context, a path
unavailable to a positivist model of explanatiominich context is notoriously absent.
Section 4 applied this insight to Allison’s modelsie results are represented in the following
diagram:

E F H
I - - X
I X - X -
11 X X - X

Fig.2: Our analysis reveals the different kindexplanatory power present in the various models.

None of the three routes that were suggested eadipossible ways to deal with the problem
of the plurality of explanations fits these resutteking one model as the best one is not
desirable, because none of the models performsfavedll epistemic interests; adding the
three models up also fails, because this meang usidlels to satisfy interests they are not
suited for; discarding all models is not an optather, because the models do succeed in
satisfying some of the interests. How to make sethga, of the plurality of explanations?

Additional visualization might bring some more ijisi. Let us represent our findings in a
graph. We use three axes with on the X, Y and &-eegpectively epistemic interests,
explanatory power and data. Hempel took explanatiorbe reducible to description;
explanatory power thus becomes a function of datdo represent his framework we only
need the Y- and Z-axis. Allison keeps the data taoss each model is constructed using the
same body of evidence. As such each model is repied by one and the same point on the
curve. Thus the models are equivalent as far dsiexjory power is concerned and no tools
for additional discrimination are suggested, wregplains Allison’s perplexity in the face of
the problem of the plurality of explanations. Pragism on the other hand treats explanation
as something over and above description, hencadttidional dimension of epistemic
interests is introduced on the X-axis. We found &very model satisfies a different range of
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epistemic interests; they have the power to explaihonly relative to a specific set of
epistemic interests. So if we let the epistemienests shift along the X-axis we can expect
from our results above that the explanatory povwerach of the models will exhibit a convex
shape, peaking and receding as the epistemic st$gf@nd their combinations) they best
serve come by. Again from the results above werdan that the models won't peak at the
same time, so the models lie next to each otheth&umore assuming for the sake of
simplicity that each model has equal aggregateagepbry power, we obtain a graph
displaying the explanatory power of the three mgdelative to epistemic interests. This kind
of graph could be made for any why-question, faregle “Why did the U.S. respond to the
missile deployment with a blockade?” The full grapd obtain, analysing explanatory power
both as a function of data and epistemic interésthe following:

expl.
power

data
7

*,

epistemic interests

It becomes strikingly apparent in this graph thatding epistemic interests to the analysis
reveals additional structure in the problem oftheality of explanations. Having clarified
the problem, it is time to take on the issue wankskmost challenging: how to acknowledge
the plurality of explanations without running intaonsistency?

We introduced three straightforward solutions whieh now easily be evaluated. First,

picking a particular model as the ‘best’ one fdiscause as the graph shows none of the three
models has the highest explanatory power overalboSing, consequently, to allow for
indiscriminate diversity by endorsing all three ralsdsimultaneously also brings us into

trouble due to the overlap of models (a particplablem, visualized by a straight line on the
X-axis, cuts through multiple models, triggeringansistency or —at the least- not resolving
our problem of the plurality of explanations). Ceqaently choosing the option, froer falso
guodlibet, to discard all three models leaves us with an dvexalanatory power of zero.
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The graph, however, suggests a solution which aubigse problems: by systematically
choosing the model that best serves the epistanareists (cf. section 4 for an elaboration of
the relation between the models and epistemicasts). Graphically, this is represented by
the red line. Within this model, the red line opties the problem of the plurality of
explanations: diversity is retained, explanatorwenis maximized and inconsistency is
avoided.

The aim of our paper was manifold. We have intredua pragmatist account of explanation;
we have analysed some of the vagueness Allisondeiftith and clarified his meta-theoretical
presuppositions; we have elaborated on a paradage for practitioners to reduce perplexity
in the face of the plurality of explanations; otudy can also serve as a paradigm case to
envision the entanglement of different styles gflaration (rational expectations,
organizational/institutionalist, hermeneutic) wittphilosophy of social science. Furthermore,
we hope to have shown that even meta-theoretisatsscan contribute to actual applied
research. While the theoretical level shows howbiteeand pieces from applied research can
be brought together (e.g. within one of Allison®ceptual models), the meta-theoretical
level shows how these theories in turn can be lologether. May this be a reminder that,
although often separated institutionally in difi@rgournals, different disciplines and different
bodies of expertise, in reality these three areaged in a continuing dialogue.
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