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1 Foreign policy attitude instrumentation

All items have seven-point Likert response items ranging from“Strongly disagree” to ”StronglyAgree”.
To mitigate survey response effects, the  items are presented to participants in random order.

1.1 Foreign policy batteries

Cooperative internationalism (α = 0.88)

. e United States needs to cooperate more with the United Nations.

. It is essential for the United States to work with other nations to solve problems such as over-
population, hunger, and pollution.

. Promoting and defending human rights in other countries is of utmost importance.

. Helping to improve the standard of living is less developed countries is of utmost importance.

. Protecting the global environment is of utmost importance.

Militant internationalism (α = 0.84)

. e United States should take all steps including the use of force to prevent aggression by any
expansionist power

. Rather than simply countering our opponents’ thrusts, it is necessary to strike at the heart of
an opponent’s power.

. Going to war is unfortunate but sometimes the only solution to international problems.

. ere is considerable validity in the domino theory that when one nation falls to communism,
others nearby will soon follow a similar path.

. American military strength is not the best way to ensure world peace. (Reverse-coded)

. e United States must demonstrate its resolve so that others do not take advantage of it.

Isolationism (α = 0.78)

. eU.S. shouldmind its own business internationally and let other countries get along the best
they can on their own.

. We should not think somuch in international terms but concentrate more on our own national
problems.
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. e U.S. needs to play an active role in solving conflicts around the world. (Reverse-coded)

. America’s conception of its leadership role in the world must be scaled down.

. Our allies are perfectly capable of defending themselves and they can afford it, thus allowing
the United States to focus on internal rather than external threats to its well-being.

1.2 Policy-specific questions

. All things considered, I approve of the decision of the U.S. and its allies to conduct military air
strikes in Libya.

. I would not approve of the use of U.S. forces if we were certain that Iran had produced a nuclear
weapon. (Reverse-coded)

. I approve of the U.S. decision to intervene in Iraq.

. eKyoto Protocol, the global treaty designed to curb greenhouse gas emissions, is set to expire
in . I would approve of theUnited States working closely with other nations to create a new
international treaty to fight global warming.

2 Moral Foundations Instrumentation

Each moral foundation is measured with six items. e first three items for each foundation in the
list below are preceded by question “When you decide whether something is right or wrong, to what
extent are the following considerations relevant to your thinking?” ese items have  point Likert
responses ranging from “not at all relevant” to “extremely relevant.” e second three items for each
foundation have  point Likert responses ranging from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly agree.”

2.1 Harm/Care

. Whether or not someone suffered emotionally

. Whether or not someone cared for someone weak or vulnerable

. Whether or not someone was cruel

. Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue.

. One of the worst things a person could do is hurt a defenseless animal.

. It can never be right to kill a human being.
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2.2 Fairness/Reciprocity

. Whether or not some people were treated differently than others

. Whether or not someone acted unfairly

. Whether or not someone was denied his or her rights

. When the governmentmakes laws, the number one principle should be ensuring that everyone
is treated fairly.

. Justice is the most important requirement for a society.

. I think it’s morally wrong that rich children inherit a lot of money while poor children inherit
nothing.

2.3 Ingroup/Loyalty

. Whether or not someone’s action showed love for his or her country

. Whether or not someone did something to betray his or her group

. Whether or not someone showed a lack of loyalty

. I am proud of my country’s history.

. People should be loyal to their family members, even when they have done something wrong.

. It is more important to be a team player than to express oneself.

2.4 Authority/Respect

. Whether or not someone showed a lack of respect for authority

. Whether or not someone conformed to the traditions of society

. Whether or not an action caused chaos or disorder

. Respect for authority is something all children need to learn.

. Men and women each have different roles to play in society.

. If I were a soldier and disagreed with my commanding officer’s orders, I would obey anyway
because that is my duty.





2.5 Purity/Sanctity

. Whether or not someone violated standards of purity and decency

. Whether or not someone did something disgusting

. Whether or not someone acted in a way that God would approve of

. People should not do things that are disgusting, even if no one is harmed.

. I would call some acts wrong on the grounds that they are unnatural.

. Chastity is an important and valuable virtue.





3 Sample characteristics

Table  below, compares the demographics of the American population with the demographics of
our survey sample, which is generally more educated, younger, and more male than a representative
sample would be. To examine how the opt-in nature of our survey sample affects our results, we
conduct a number of tests, described in detail below.

3.1 Survey weighting

First, we employ entropy balancing using the entropy package in Stata to reweight the data to
more closely match demographic characteristics from the national population, trimming the weights
to reduce the impact of extreme values (Hainmueller, ; Hainmueller and Xu, ). Table 
compares weighted and unweighted versions of the basic foreign policy battery models estimated in
Table  in the main text, while Table  does the same for the specific policy attitudes. ese tables
show that the results do not substantively change whenweights are introduced to either set of models.
We include these weighted analyses not to claim that the inclusion of weights turns a non-probability
sample into a probability one – post-stratifying with demographics has been found to have mixed
effects with data gathered from non-probability samples (Yeager et al., ) – but rather, to show
that the inclusion of the weights does not substantively change the results.

Table : Survey sample characteristics
Adult Unweighted Weighted

Characteristic Population Sample Sample
Male . . .
Age - . . .
Age - . . .
Age - . . .
Age + . . .
Less than High School . . .
High School . . .
Some college/university . . .
College/university . . .
Grad/Prof school . . .
Note: weights are trimmed at ∼th percentile

Although the inclusion of weights shows that our findings are robust to the demographic com-
position of the sample, because of the opt-in nature of the survey, our results could still differ from a

etrimmingmakes theweighted sample slightly less representative than a sampleweightedwith untrimmedweights
would be, but prevents outlying observations from exerting toomuch leverage on the results. Weights were trimmedwith
values above , which is between the th and th percentile.

Table results are generated using version .. of the stargazer package in R (Hlavac, ).
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Table : Foreign policy batteries (weighted)

Cooperative internationalism Militant internationalism Isolationism
() () () () () ()

Harm .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

Fairness .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ −. .
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

Ingroup −.∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ −.∗∗ −.∗∗∗
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

Authority −.∗ −.∗ .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ −.∗
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

Purity −.∗∗∗ −.∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ . .∗
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

Constant .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗ .∗∗∗
(.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.)

N , , , , , ,
R2 . . . . . .
Adjusted R2 . . . . . .
∗p < .; ∗∗p < .; ∗∗∗p < .. All variables scaled from -.

nationally representative sample for two other reasons. First, it is possible that by virtue of choosing to
participate in a survey on foreign policy issues, our respondents have systematically different attitudes
towards foreign policy than non-participants. Second, it is possible that by virtue of participating in
surveys on the YourMorals platform, our respondents have systematically different attitudes towards
moral values than the American population. We explore both possibilities, and what the implications
would be for our findings, in turn.





Ta
bl
e

:P
ol
ic
y
at
tit

ud
es

(w
ei
gh

te
d)

Ir
aq

W
ar

Ir
an

St
rik

e
Ky

ot
o
Pr

ot
oc

ol
Li

by
aI

nt
er

ve
nt

io
n

(
)

(
)

(
)

(
)

(
)

(
)

(
)

(
)

H
ar

m
−
0.
23

6∗
∗∗

−
0.
26

7
∗∗

∗
−
0
.2
50

∗∗
∗

−
0.
24

6∗
∗∗

0
.6
39

∗∗
∗

0.
72

3
∗∗

∗
0.
07

4
0.
08

8
(0
.0
46

)
(0
.0
45

)
(0
.0
53

)
(0
.0
54

)
(0
.0
52

)
(0
.0
52

)
(0
.0
54

)
(0
.0
55

)
Fa

irn
es

s
−
0.
26

9∗
∗∗

−
0.
27

7
∗∗

∗
−
0
.2
28

∗∗
∗

−
0.
26

1∗
∗∗

0
.5
65

∗∗
∗

0.
51

9
∗∗

∗
0.
16

6∗
∗∗

0.
12

0∗

(0
.0
53

)
(0
.0
53

)
(0
.0
61
)

(0
.0
65

)
(0
.0
60

)
(0
.0
62

)
(0
.0
62

)
(0
.0
66

)
In

gr
ou

p
0.
2
98

∗∗
∗

0.
3
09

∗∗
∗

0.
37

5∗
∗∗

0.
37

4
∗∗

∗
−
0.
25

7∗
∗∗

−
0.
36

3∗
∗∗

0.
15

7∗
∗∗

0.
23

4∗
∗∗

(0
.0
51

)
(0
.0
47

)
(0
.0
59
)

(0
.0
58

)
(0
.0
58

)
(0
.0
56

)
(0
.0
60

)
(0
.0
59

)
Au

th
or

ity
0.
1
95

∗∗
∗

0.
2
28

∗∗
∗

0.
19

2∗
∗∗

0.
18

3
∗∗

∗
−
0.
09

9
−
0.
09

4
0.
12

4∗
0.
04

9
(0
.0
54

)
(0
.0
50

)
(0
.0
63

)
(0
.0
61

)
(0
.0
62

)
(0
.0
58

)
(0
.0
64

)
(0
.0
62

)
Pu

rit
y

0.
1
57

∗∗
∗

0.
1
32

∗∗
∗

0.
10

7∗
∗

0.
12

7
∗∗

∗
−
0.
28

0∗
∗∗

−
0.
28

3∗
∗∗

−
0.
14

0
∗∗

∗
−
0
.2
00

∗∗
∗

(0
.0
40

)
(0
.0
40

)
(0
.0
46
)

(0
.0
48

)
(0
.0
45

)
(0
.0
47

)
(0
.0
46

)
(0
.0
50

)
C
on

sta
nt

0.
4
09

∗∗
∗

0.
4
13

∗∗
∗

0.
58

3∗
∗∗

0.
59

8
∗∗

∗
0
.1
28

∗∗
∗

0.
14

2∗
∗∗

0.
30

9∗
∗∗

0.
32

2∗
∗∗

(0
.0
40

)
(0
.0
39

)
(0
.0
46
)

(0
.0
47

)
(0
.0
46

)
(0
.0
45

)
(0
.0
47

)
(0
.0
48

)
W

ei
gh

ts
N

Y
N

Y
N

Y
N

Y
N

1,
17

5
1,
17

5
1,
17

5
1
,1
75

1,
17

7
1,
17

7
1,
17

5
1,
17

5
R2

0.
29

7
0.
30

4
0.
24

0
0
.2
23

0.
45

0
0.
44

8
0.
03

0
0.
03

2
Ad

ju
ste

d
R2

0.
29

4
0.
30

1
0.
23

6
0.
21

9
0.
44

7
0.
44

6
0.
02

6
0.
02

8

∗ p
<

.
;∗

∗ p
<

.
;

∗∗
∗ p

<
.
.

A
ll
va

ria
bl
es

sc
al
ed

fro
m

-
.





3.2 Do our respondents’ foreign policy attitudes systematically differ from other samples?

Although differences in response format and question wording can complicate direct comparisons,
many of our respondents’ responses appear to reflect those found in nationally representative samples
conducted around the same time. For example, the Chicago Council on Global Affairs’ Global Views
 poll asked respondents whether they thought the war in Iraq “was worth fighting, or not” –
similar to our question asking whether participants approved of the US decision to intervene in Iraq.

of respondents in theChicagoCouncil poll said the IraqWarwas notworth fighting and  said
it was, while  of our respondents disapproved of the US decision to intervene in Iraq. Similarly,
the Chicago Council poll included an item that measured attitudes towards the US role in NATO’s
military campaign against Qadaffi in Libya. Respondents were asked: “As you know, last the year
the United States participated in a NATO military campaign against forces loyal to Qadaffi in Libya
which was led by Britain and France, not the U.S. Do you think the United States should have: taken a
leading role in the campaign, taken a major but not leading role, taken a minor role, not participated
at all, or not sure?” In our policy attitude battery, we presented participants the item: “All things
considered, I approve of the decision of the US and its allies to conduct military air strikes in Libya.”
In the Chicago Council poll,  of respondents wanted the US to take a leading or major role in the
campaign, and  did not; among our respondents,  approved of the intervention in Libya, and
 did not.

Relatedly, the Chicago Council also asked participants “Do you think it will be best for the future
of the country if we take an active part in world affairs or if we stay out of world affairs?”, which is sim-
ilar to our isolationist item “eUS needs to play an active role in solving conflicts around the world.”
In the Chicago Council data,  of respondents said the US should not play an active role, and 
said the US should; in our data,  of our respondents disagreed with the US playing an active role,
 agreed with the US playing an active role, and  of respondents were neutral (a response op-
tion not available in the Chicago Council survey). Likewise, the Chicago Council asks participants
whether the US should participate in “a new international treaty to address climate change by reduc-
ing greenhouse gas emissions”, similar to an item we presented to participants, asking if they “would
approve of the United States working closely with other nations to create a new international treaty to
fight global warming.”  of our participants disapproved of the US being involved, while  of the
Chicago Council participants said the same thing. Finally, the Chicago Council asked participants
whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement “When dealing with international problems, the
U.S. should be more willing to make decisions within the United Nations even if this means that the
United States will sometimes have to go along with a policy that is not its first choice.”is question is
framed somewhat differently than our question about the United Nations – which measured partic-

See Smeltz .
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ipants’ degree of agreement with ”e United States needs to do more to cooperate with the Untied
Nations” – but in the Chicago Council data,  of respondents disagreed with the US being more
willing tomake decisions within theUN, while in our data,  of respondents disagreed with theUS
needing to do more to cooperate with the UN. In short, although differences in response format and
question wording suggest that caution should be taken to avoid reading too much into the compar-
isons, our respondents do not appear to display strikingly different foreign policy preferences than
those detected in a nationally representative sample.

Even if our respondents do not systematically appear to differ in terms of what they think about
foreign affairs, they may be systematically more interested in foreign affairs. Our survey does not
have a measure of interest in foreign policy specifically, but we do have a measure of how attentive
participants report being to politics more generally. In this respect, our respondents certainly appear
to be more interested in politics than a nationally representative sample would be — . of our
respondents reported being “verymuch interested” in politics. To explore how the relatively-engaged
nature of our sample might affect our results, Table  replicates Table  from the manuscript, while
comparing responses between those participants who are highly attentive to politics versus those
who are not. Importantly, although the effect of fairness on isolationism changes sign between the
low-attention and high-attention subsample, on the whole there do not appear to be any systematic
differences across the results. On average, the coefficient estimates for the effects of moral values on
CI amongst low attention participants are . points lower than in the full sample, while the effects
amongst high attention participants are an average of . points higher than in the full sample. We
see a similarly weak difference with respect to MI: on average, the coefficient estimates for the effects
of moral values on MI amongst low attention participants are . points lower than in the full
sample, while the effects amongst high attention participants are an average of . points higher.
With isolationism, we see an effect that is similarly weak in magnitude, but in the opposite direction:
on average, the effects of moral values on isolationism in the low attention sample is . points
higher than in the full sample, while the effects amongst high attention participants are an average of
. points lower. In other words, although our participants are indeed more interested in politics
than a national sample would be, this difference does not appear to systematically affect the impact
of moral values upon their foreign policy attitudes.

3.3 Do our respondents’ moral values systematically differ from other samples?

Although our respondents’ foreign policy attitudes do not appear to systematically differ from other
samples, it is possible that their moral values do, such that we might witness different relationships

Because of the skewed distribution, to boost statistical power we compare those participants who are “very much
interested” in politics to those who are are either “not much interested” or “somewhat interested.”
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between moral values and foreign policy attitudes in nationally representative samples. We can think
of this concern as reflecting two different possibilities: in one, the distribution of moral values differs
in our sample, and in the other, the effects of moral values differ in our sample.

We address the first concern by using our data to replicate the classic moral values-by-ideology
plot that is a mainstay of research in the moral foundations literature. Figure  replicates the classic
finding of the moral foundations literature (demonstrated across both convenience samples – e.g.
Graham, Haidt and Nosek, ; Weber and Federico,  – and nationally representative ones -
e.g. Smith and Vaisey, ), showing that liberals and conservatives rely on different configurations
of the moral foundations. Liberals tend to have high scores on fairness and harm, whereas conser-
vatives emphasize all five moral foundations. Libertarians share liberals’ lack of interest in the three
conservative moral foundations (ingroup, authority, purity) but rely on fairness and harm to a sim-
ilar extent as conservatives do. In other words, the distribution of moral values by ideology in our
sample strongly resembles the distribution of moral values by ideology found on other samples in the
literature, including those in which participants should not be uniquely morally motivated.

e question of whether the effects of moral values would differ in our sample is a more diffi-
cult one, but one that other scholars conducting research on the YourMorals platform have sought
to address. One possible means of investigation is employed by Iyer et al. (), who examine par-
ticipants’ responses based on information in their web browser about how they were referred to the
study, to see whether participants who were already reading about morality-driven stories responded
differently than those who came from more generic places on the web. ey find no significant re-
lationship between referral source and effect magnitude. Of course, the best way to explore how the
relationship between moral values and foreign policy attitudes varies by sample is to replicate the
study on additional samples. us it is reassuring that in a forthcoming book on the role of ideol-
ogy in American public opinion, Gries (), includes measures of moral values as well as a series
of items tapping into foreign policy preferences. Although his theoretical aims, instruments, and
methods of analysis are different from ours, he finds that authority is positively associated with be-
liefs about the importance of projecting and sustaining military power (which we would consider to
be part of MI), and that harm is positively associated with beliefs about humanitarianism (which we
would consider to be part of CI).

All in all, the analyses above cannot rule out the possibility that we would see different effects in a
different sample, but by showing (i) that our findings are robust to the demographic composition of
the sample, (ii) that our participants donot appear to have systematically different foreign policy views
than representative samples, and that our results are robust based upon participants’ attentiveness to
politics, (iii) that our participants do not appear to have systematically different moral attitudes than

We are grateful to Peter Hays Gries for sharing his findings with us.
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Figure : Liberals and conservatives rely on different moral foundations
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both representative samples and non-morally motivated convenience samples, and that other work
on representative samples replicates two of our key findings, we can have greater confidence in our
results.





4 MI and CI are not simply opposites

Figure  is a heatmap that plots CI scores on the x-axis andMI scores on the y-axis. If CI andMIwere
simply opposites, we would expect that individuals with high levels of CI would have low levels ofMI,
and vice versa, such that the heat map would show a dark diagonal line from the top le to the bottom
right corner of the plot. Instead, we find higher-resolution evidence for Holsti and Rosenau’s ()
two-dimensional model of foreign policy attitudes: some of our respondents are indeed “hardliners”
who are high in MI and low in CI (the top le-hand quadrant of the plot), while others are indeed
pacific “soliners” who are low in MI and high in CI (the bottom right-hand quadrant of the plot).
However, we also find a substantial proportion of our participants are located in the off-diagonal
cells, and are either low in both CI and MI (the bottom le-hand quadrant), or high in both (the top
right-hand quadrant); indeed, a plurality of the participants appear to be internationalists who are
relatively high in both CI and MI. In other words, foreign policy orientations cannot be captured by
an individual’s position a unidimensional scale; as Bizumic et al. (, ) argue, attitudes toward
peace and war are based on distinct dimensions with separate antecedents.





Figure : Distribution of CI and MI factor scores, on a percentile scale
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A heat map of the distributions of respondents’ Cooperative Internationalism (CI) and Militant Internationalism (MI)
factor scores (converted to a percentile scale for ease of interpretability) show that, like Holsti and Rosenau ()

argued, MI and CI are distinct constructs, not simply opposites. ere are indeed “hardliners” that are high in MI and
low in CI (the top-le quadrant), and “accomodationists” or “soliners” that are high in CI and low in MI (the
bottom-right quadrant), but some participants are low in both CI and MI (the “isolationist” quadrant at the

bottom-le), while many are high in both (the “internationalist” quadrant at the top-right).
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5 Policy attitude regression tables

Because of space constraints, we present the regression results for the effects of the moral values on
specific foreign policy preferences below in Table ; the substantive effects are presented visually in
the main text in Figure (d)-(g).
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6 Alternative operationalizations of the dependent variables

e main analyses presented in the text employ confirmatory factor score versions of the foreign
policy orientations, to obtain a cleaner measure of the dependent variables of interest than would
result from a simple additive score. Below we replicate the main results from the manuscript, but
operationalizing the dependent variables in three different ways: first, with additive scores, second,
disaggregating the dependent variables altogether using seemingly unrelated regression (SUR), to
observe moral foundations’ impact on each of the items in each scale, and finally, using factor scores
derived from exploratory factor analysis. Each is described in turn below.

6.1 Additive scores

Table  below replicates the main results from the manuscript, but using simple additive scales to
measure cooperative internationalism (CI), militant internationalism (MI), and isolationism, rather
than the factor scores employed as measures of these concepts in the main text. As we would expect,
the effect sizes are slightly larger with the factor score version of the dependent variables than the
additive score version, but the substantive results remain the same, and there is no consistent attenu-
ation in the variance explained across the different model specifications (e.g. the adjustedR2 statistic
in model  in Table  is slightly higher than in its counterpart in the factor score model in the main
text, while the adjusted R2 statistic in model  is slightly lower).

As we found in the main analyses, harm/care and fairness/reciprocity (the individualizing foun-
dations) are positively associated with CI, but negatively associated with MI. Based on models  and
 in ,  unit increase in harm (on a  point scale) is accompanied by a . unit increase in CI and
a . unit decrease in MI, and a  unit increase in fairness is associated with a . unit increase
in CI and a . decrease in MI. Ingroup/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity display the
opposite pattern: these binding foundations are negatively associated with CI (with the exception
of authority) and positively associated with MI – even in the weighted sample and in a model with
demographic controls. A  unit increase in ingroup values is associated with a . unit decrease in
CI and a . increase in MI. Similarly, a  unit increase in the extent to which an individual values
authority and tradition is associated with a . increase in MI, but there is no statistically significant
change in CI. Moving up  unit on values of purity/sanctity is associated with a . unit decrease in
CI and a . unit increase in MI. us, those who value protecting and caring for others and main-
taining equality are more likely to support working with other states to solve global problems, and
less likely to support using the US military to intervene abroad. e opposite stands for those who
place a strong emphasis on loyalty to their group, respect for authority figures, and the avoidance of
things deemed disgusting or degrading.





Isolationism, we confirm, is largely unrelated to the five classic moral foundations. While people
who score high on harm/care and ingroup/loyalty are slightly less likely to express isolationist atti-
tudes – a  unit increase in harm, authority or ingroup values is associated with a . or . unit
decrease, respectively, in isolationism, the effects are substantively smaller than those found for these
moral foundations and MI/CI. ose who value obedience to authority figures are also less isolation-
ist; though the effect is small, it is comparable the association between authority and CI (a  unit
increase in authority/repsect is associated with a . unit decrease in isolationism). All together,
these results provide further support for our conclusions in the main text.
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6.2 Seemingly unrelated regressions (SUR)

Another way to analyze the impact of the moral foundations on foreign policy attitudes is to dis-
aggregate the foreign policy batteries by estimating separate regressions for each of their individual
items. Since these variables are correlated with one another, we estimate the models using seemingly
unrelated regressions, thereby letting us take advantage of the correlations between the equations’
error terms (Greene, , -).

Table  displays the results of an SUR analysis of cooperative internationalism. e substantive
conclusions of the main analyses are robust to this disaggregation of the CI scale. e individualizing
foundations, harm/care and fairness/reciprocity, are positively associated with each of the  items that
comprise the CI scale used as themain dependent variable. e binding foundations, ingroup/loyalty,
authority/respect, and purity/sanctity display a pattern similar to the general regression results: they
are negatively associated with many of the individual items on the CI scale. However, the effects
of authority on willingness to cooperate with the United Nations, working with other states to solve
global problems, and the importance of protecting human rights abroad fail to reach statistical sig-
nificance. ose who value purity/sanctity are also not more or less likely to support the promotion
of human rights or an increased standard of living abroad.

Table : Seemingly unrelated regressions: cooperative internationalism
UN Solve Human Standard Global

cooperate problems rights of living environment
() () () () ()

(Intercept) . . . . .
Harm . . . . .
Fairness . . . . .
Ingroup -. -. -. -. -.
Authority -. -. -. -. -.
Purity -. -. -. -. -.
Age -. . -. -. .
Male -. -. . . -.
High School . -. -. -. -.
Some college . . . . -.
College/university . . . . -.
Grad/prof school . . . . .
N     
R2 . . . . .
Adjusted R2 . . . . .
∗p < .; ∗∗p < .; ∗∗∗p < .. Reference category for education: less than high school.
For an explanation of the dependent variables, see Section .

We present the results of seemingly unrelated regressions for the militant internationalism scale
e items are ordinal-level data ranging from -, which we treat as continuous, both because the analogous ordered

choice equivalent to SUR – amultivariate ordered extension of a bivariate probit – is difficult to estimate, and also because
OLS tends to produce highly similar results to ordered choice models once scales have around seven items.
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in Table . Our main substantive findings are largely robust to this analysis: the individualizing foun-
dations are negatively associated with most of the items that comprise the MI scale, and the binding
foundations are positively associated with most items included in the MI scale. Exceptions to this
include the non-significant relationships between fairness and three MI items: the use of force by
the US to prevent aggression, striking at the heart of opponents’ power, and the statement that war
is sometimes the only solution to problems. Purity/sanctity also lacks an association with the items
asking about the use of force to prevent aggression and war as the only solution.

Table : Seemingly unrelated regressions: militant internationalism
Prevent Strike at War only Domino Military Demonstrate

aggression heart solution theory strength resolve
() () () () () ()

(Intercept) .*** .*** .*** .*** .*** .***
Harm -.** -.*** -.*** -.*** -.*** -.***
Fairness . -. -. -.*** -.*** -.*
Ingroup .*** .*** .*** .*** .*** .***
Authority .*** .*** .*** .*** .*** .***
Purity . .*** . .*** .*** .***
Age -.* -.*** -. -.** . .***
Male .*** .*** .*** . .** .
High School -. -. . -. -. -.
Some college/university . . . -. -. -.
College/university -. -. . -. -. -.
Grad/Prof school -. -. . -. -. -.
N      
R2 . . . . . .
Adjusted R2 . . . . . .
∗p < .; ∗∗p < .; ∗∗∗p < .. Reference category for education: less than high school.
For an explanation of the dependent variables, see Section .

Finally, Table  presents the results of a SUR analysis on the isolationism scale. Given the relatively
small associations between isolationism and the fivemoral foundations in our regression analyses, we
expect fewer statistically significant effects in these models than in those for CI and MI – and that
is what we find. Harm/care, which is negatively associated with isolationism in the main models, is
also negatively associated with  of the  isolationism items. e exception is, interestingly, the item
indicating that American’s leadership in theworld should be scaled down. Given that individuals high
in this moral foundation value caring for those who are weak and suffering, they might see American
global leadership as a way to help achieve this - similar to their desire to see the US promote and
defend human rights and raise the standard of living abroad (see Table ). e items most intuitively
associated with a sense of isolationism – that the US shouldmind its own business and that we should
concentrate on national problems – also have the fewest significant associations.





Table : Seemingly unrelated regressions: isolationism
Mind Own Active Scale Internal

business problems role down threats
() () () () ()

(Intercept) .*** .*** .*** .*** .***
Harm -.*** -.*** -.*** .*** -.**
Fairness -. -. -.** .*** .
Ingroup -.* . -.* -.*** -.
Authority -.* . -.** -.*** -.***
Purity . .** . -.*** .
Age -.** -.** -. .* -.
Male . -.*** -.*** -.** .
High School .* .** .* . .
Some college/university . . -. . .
College/university . . -. . .
Grad/Prof school . -. -. -. .
N     
R2 . . . . .
Adjusted R2 . . . . .
∗p < .; ∗∗p < .; ∗∗∗p < .. Reference category for education: less than high school.
For an explanation of the dependent variables, see Section .

6.3 Exploratory factor scores

Finally, Table  replicates the main results from the manuscript, but using a slightly different factor
analytic approach. Rather than extracting a single factor dimension from each of the three foreign
policy batteries, principal axis factoringwith varimin rotationwas used on all  items, thereby allow-
ing traditional MI, CI and isolationism items to load on one another’s factors. Although the model
settled on a three-factor solution that strongly resembles the three distinct scales (see Table ),,
some cross-loadings emerge, revealing the extent to which these constructs are related to one an-
other. Indeed, the “global leadership” item (“America’s conception of its leadership role in the world
must be scaled down”) loads on both the MI and isolationism factor, and has a stronger loading on
theMI factor than on the isolationism one, although we retain it on the isolationism scale in themain
analyses for conceptual consistency. More importantly, though, the pattern of results with these al-
ternate factor scores are not substantively different from those from the other specifications of the
dependent variable, offering further confidence in our results.

e fact that the exploratory factor analysis settles on three dimensions confirms that, as per Chittick, Billingsley and
Travis (); Murray () and Rathbun () isolationism supplements MI and CI, rather than being subsumed by
them. Indeed, when we compare a two-factor solution to a three-factor solution, the three-factor solution has a superior
fit as measured both by RMSEA (0.05 for the three-factor solution, versus 0.079 for the two-factor solution), the Tucker
Lewis Index (0.962 for the three-factor solution, versus 0.906 for the two-factor solution), and BIC scores (−119.85 for
the three-factor solution, versus 511.9 for the two-factor solution).
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Table : Pattern matrix
Item CI MI Isolationism
Cooperate with UN . -. -.
Solve Global Problems . -. -.
Human Rights . . -.
Improve Life Abroad . -. -.
Protect Environment . -. -.
Prevent aggression . . -.
Strike at heart of power -. . .
War only solution -. . -.
Domino theory -. . -.
Military strength -. . -.
Demonstrate resolve -. . -.
US mind own business -. -. .
Focus on domestic -. . .
Active in global conflicts -. -. .
Global leadership . -. .
Allies can defend selves -. -. .
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7 Sensitivity analyses for nonparametric mediation analyses

Figures -, below, visually depict the results of sensitivity analyses for the two nonparametric media-
tion models with significant mediation effects, estimated using mediation . in R (Imai et al., ;
Tingley et al., ). e top row of each plot depicts the mediation effects (on the y axis) against
sensitivity parameter ρ (the correlation between the error terms in the mediator and outcome mod-
els) on the x axis, with shaded  CI bands. e contour plots in the second and third rows present
the mediation effect as a function of the proportion of the total variance of the mediator (along the
x axis) and outcome (along the y axis). In the second row, the unobserved confounder is assumed
to shape the mediator and outcome in the same direction; in the third row of plots, the confounder
is assumed to shape the mediator and outcome variables in opposite directions. ese two sets of
plots confirm that our estimates of the mediation effect for cooperative internationalism and militant
internationalism are highly robust.
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8 The many dimensions of ideology: Does libertarianism mediate the im-

pact of moral foundations?

As noted in the main text, the nonparametric mediation analyses exploring how political ideology
mediates the impact of the moral foundations on foreign policy attitudes drops the libertarians from
the sample in order to facilitate a more straightforward mediation model – given that libertarianism
is qualitatively different from a standard le-right political spectrum, including libertarians in the
sample would preclude us from estimating a mediation model in which we treat the mediator as a
continuous variable (Weber and Federico, ). However, existing research shows that libertarians
tend to rely less on the five moral foundations analyzed here, which raises the question of whether
the mediation model outlined in the main analyses applies for libertarians as well; Iyer et al. ()
include a sixth moral foundation, liberty, and finds that libertarians to draw upon this more heavily.

We therefore estimate a set of mediation models in which each of the five moral foundations’
impact on foreign policy attitudes aremediated by libertarianism – a dichotomous variable indicating
whether participants identified as libertarians or not. Since libertarians tend not to rely on the five
moral foundations (but foreign policy attitudes do, as shown in the main analyses), the direct and
total effects of themediationmodels are likely to be strongly significant, but the indirect effects less so.
Figure  bears out our expectations: although a handful of the moral values have significant indirect
effects, they are substantively small in comparison to the direct effects, and for MI, all of the indirect
effects straddle the  line. Meanwhile, the direct effects are relatively large in magnitude, especially
for the impact of the individualizing foundations on CI. Indeed, if we compare the proportion of
the moral foundations’ effects transmitted through paths other than the mediator in the libertarian
mediation models versus in the standard seven-point ideology model, the results are striking: in the
ideology mediation models, . of the individualizing foundations’ effects on CI, and . of the
binding foundations’ effects on CI, go through paths other than ideology; in the libertarianmediation
models, the figures are . and ., respectively. Similarly, in the ideology mediation models,
.of the individualizing foundations’ effects onMI, and .of the binding foundations’ effects
on MI, go through paths other than ideology; in the libertarian mediation models, the figures are
. and , respectively.
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