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Abstract This research revisits Carlson, Bhun, and McKeown's "The
Structure of Attitudes Toward Al11erica's World Role," published in
Operant Subjectivity (1995/1996), which investigated elite opinion
regarding Al11erica's world role in a post-Cold War environlnent. The
collapse of the Cold War created an opportunity for the United States to
reshape its foreign policy goals and strategies. Silnilarl.Y, the events of9/11
and the subsequent "war on terror" have reset Alnerican foreign policy. /n
the present study, foreign policy experts sorted sta telnents fro171 seven
Inajor issue areas, salient for contelnporaly u.s. foreign policy: the war 011
terrorisln; clilnate change; 'Hunan rights; global trade and finance; United
Nations reforln; defense spending; and arlns control. A balanced factorial
design was elnployed to construct the sa111ple of statelllents to ensure
c0l11prehensiveness. The research ailned to reveal the structure of elite
opinion regarding the nature and scope of u.s. foreign policy in the
Inodern international environlnent. Q sorts were correlated and subjected
to factor analysis, and the resultant factors were interpreted. Given the
increasing fraglnentation alnong U.S. elites concerning foreign policy
preferences, QInethodology offers a Vel)l prolnising avenue to identify the
scope of outlooks alnong various groups of elites engaged in the U.S.
foreign policy discourse.

The doctrine of contailllnent guided U.S. foreign policy during the first
four and a half decades following the Second World War. While the
conunitlnent to containnlent was never quite universal, its basic
precepts were so widely accepted alllong both Denlocratic and
Republican elites that opposing viewpoints were pushed to the 111argins
of the U.S. foreign policy establishlnent. This near consensus Ineant that
disagreelllents within the foreign policy establisllll1ent were usually
linlited to debates about the best l11eans for achieving the policy ailns
dictated by the contailllllent doctrine. In the Cold War's afterll1ath,
policylllakers and acadelllics in the United States struggled with re­
defining the United States' global role. Without the focus provided by the
overriding concern of confronting the Soviet Union, both threats and
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opportunities in the new era appeared nluch Inore diffuse. The absence
of a single focus for U.S. policy in the post-Cold War era Ineant that no
single doctrine could provide a single overarching conceptual lens
through which nlost policy choices could be assessed (Haas, 1994, p. 44).
In short, without the possibility of a successor to contailunent, the
spectrulll of opinion within the establislunent about the goals as well as
the nleans of U.S. foreign policy expanded.

',';.' The changes brought about by the end of the Cold War were
particularly problelnatic for two reasons. First, this new era was
perceived by Inany to be unprecedented, in that the United States found
itself in a position of unrivaled nlilitary and political dOlninance without
parallel since the advent of the Inodern state in 1648 (Brooks &
Wolforth, 2002). Debates over how to react to this unipolar nlonlent
ranged across the spectrtnn of both political and acadelnic opinion
(Krauthallllner, 1990/1991; MearsheiIner, 1990; Huntington, 1999;
Brooks & Wolforth, 2002; Nye, 2002; Ikenberry, 2002; Jervis, 2005).
Second, Inuch of the Cold War era's institutional structure relnained
intact NATO, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, the U.S.
bilateral alliance with Japan, and the United Nations all continued to
exist and, to a greater or lesser extent, to rely on U.S. leadership to
function effectively. U.S. foreign policy was still very nluch enlbedded in
the institutional structures it had been instrulnental in creating as part
of its efforts to contain the Soviet Union.

Initially, Republican President George H. W. Bush optinlistically
elllbraced the possibilities of a new world order based on active
Illultilateral engagelnent. The 1990-91 Persian Gulf War represented,
for Bush and for luany others, the opening of a new era of nlultilateral
activisln. In his Septenlber 1990 speech before a joint session of
Congress the President proclahned that "We're now in sight of a United
Nations that perforllls as envisioned by its founders," and characterized
the confrontation as "a rare opportunity to Inove toward an historic
period of cooperation. Out of these troubled titnes ... a new world order
... can elnerge." (http://nlillercenter.org/scripps/archive/speeches/de­
tail/342s).

The Gulf War was not the only intervention justified on this basis.
Between 1991 and 2005, the United Nations ran 43 separate
peacekeeping Inissions, luany of which lasted several years (Weiss,
Forsythe, Coate, & Pease, 2005, p. 47). Throughout the 1990's
Delnocratic President Bill Clinton continued the nlOlnentunl of U.S.
involvenlent in Inultilateral engagelnent. In 1999, with strong U.S.
support, NATO forlually expanded its functional responsibility to include
providing peacekeeping in the Euro-Atlantic area. NATO broadened its
functional scope again after Septelnber 11 th to support the U.S.
intervention in Afghanistan (www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99-06se.
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htn1). The alliance's first actual use of force occurred in 1995, not to
repel a Soviet invasion, but to force a settlen1ent to Bosnia's civil war. As
the last superpower, the United States was increasingly expected to
exercise a leadership role in Inany of these Inilitary Inissions or at least
to help provide funding and transport to nlake the Inissions possible. A
variety of international crises in Africa, the Balkans, and the Middle East
created pressure for international interventions; both Republican and
Delnocratic presidents tended to respond to these pressures with an
increasing foreign policy activisnl and intervention.

The wave of post-Cold War 111ultilateral activisn1 was not lhnited to
security institutions. In global econolnic affairs the creation of NAFTA,
the EU and the WTO heralded the developlnent of an era of increasingly
intrusive international governance in the econolllic arena. In hun1an
rights, the international COll1111unity in the guise of the Hague War Crhne
Tribunals on Yugoslavia and Rwanda revived the idea of ad hoc courts to
try the perpetrators of serious hlllllan rights violations. Then it went a
step further, creating a standing perlnanent court, the International
CriIninal Court (ICC), which was given cOlnplelllentary jurisdiction to try
war criIninals. Even policy areas that had been largely left to individual
states during the Cold War, such as envirolllnental regulation, were
increasingly being subjected to international regiines.

While delnands for U.S. participation in various Inultilateral
enterprises were increasing, the consensus alnong elites within the
United States over this involven1ent was breaking down. Much of the
n1ultilateral fralnework that the United States had helped to construct
after the Second World War had been accepted across the An1erican
political spectrunl as necessary to effectively Ineet the Soviet threat.
With the Soviet Union no longer in existence, the consensus for
continued international engagelnent began to fray. The breakdown in
this consensus was probably accelerated by both the desire to reap a
"peace dividend" and by the increasingly active and expensive agenda
being pursued through 111ultilateral institutions by their supporters.

Pushback against n1ultilateralisn1 in U.S foreign policy began in the
1990s when several initiatives chalnpioned by the Clinton
adn1inistration, including the COll1prehensive Test Ban Treaty, the ICC­
ROlne Statute and the Kyoto Protocol on cliInate change, either failed to
pass the Senate or were not brought before the Senate because the
adlninistration felt they would have failed had they been put to a vote.

Whereas the Cold War era was essentially Inarked by a division
between internationalists and isolationists, opposition to U.S.
n1ultilateral involvelnent in the post-Cold War era elnerged fron1 two
distinct views. While SOllle argued that the United States should reduce
its overseas cOllllnitlnents in the afterlnath of the Cold War, a second
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distinct viewpoint also eluerged reflecting the opinions of those who
were skeptical of luultilateral institutions but optiInistic about the
exercise of U.S. power abroad. The views of the neo-conservatives cut
across the traditional realist/idealist divide that had dOlninated the
foreign policy debates during the Cold War. Traditionally, realists
grounded their support for U.S. Inilitary intervention in an
understanding of the "national interest," which elnphasized balance of
power considerations over Wilsonian liberalisnl, dislnissing the latter as
mere ideology. Cold War idealists accepted Wilsonian liberalisnl and
argued that U.S. 1l1ilitary actions should be constrained by the 1110ral
hnperatives of obeying a rule-based international order.

Neo-conservatives caIne to reject the very ternlS of this debate,
rejecting the clainl that the unilateral exercise of Alnerican Inilitary
power is opposed to a global liberal order. Rather they argued, Alnerican
unilateralisnl is a necessary condition for such order to survive (Drolet,
2010, p. 556). Whereas traditional realists viewed Alnerican Inilitary
intervention as a consequence of the Hobbesian anarchy that
characterizes international relations, the unilateral exercise of Anlerican
power becalne for the neo-conservatives a critical instrulnent for both
denl0cracy prolnotion and international stability. International
acquiescence to Alnerican intervention was siInply the price of having
U.S. unilateral power providing global security (Ikenberry, 2005, p. 8).
In the neo-conservative view, lnilitary intervention is neither ilnposed
on the United States by the anarchy of international relations or by the
requirelnents of balance of power, but rather reflects an expanded
notion of national interests based on the iInposition and enforcelllent of
a global liberal order (Nuruzzalnan, 2006, p. 252).

While this viewpoint becallle closely associated with the neo­
conservatives who helped shape George W. Bush's foreign policy, it is
inlportant to recognize that skepticisnl about the effectiveness of
nlultilateral organizations existed beyond the confines of the neo­
conservatives. The Septeluber 11th attacks draluatically exposed the
need to reconsider the organizing principles of the international order in
light of the twin realities of the contelnporary era-Anlerica's unipolar
InOlnent and international terroriSlll (Ikenberry 2002, p. 45). Evidence
of the drift towards unilateralisnl in U.S. foreign policy can be seen in the
later period of the Clinton Presidency. Richard Haas identified this
distinct approach to U.S. foreign policy in a 1994 Foreign Affairs essay
(Haas 1994, p. 50). Unilateralists eluphasized the uniqueness of the U.S.
hegelnony in the contelnporary international systenl, and the need to
not be constrained by the rules of llluitilateral arrangenlents.

A second debate elnerged over the iInportance of reputational
concerns in an era of U.S. Inilitary superiority. The unipolar nl0nlent,
initiated a good deal of scholarly debate about the need to obtain
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international goodwill, pitting realists against neo-liberals. This debate
over replltational concerns largely replaced earlier ones about the
prospects for cooperation as the nlain axis for the disagreelllent
between the two paradignls. Realists, grounded in an intellectual
tradition that reputation largely follows Inaterial power (Morgenthau,
1973) argued that nlaterial dinlensions of u.s. superiority lllade
reputational considerations largely irrelevant. As Brooks and Wolforth
contended, "The United States cannot be scared into Ineekness by
warnings of inefficacy or potential balancing. Now and for the
foreseeable future the United States will have inllnense power resources
that it can bring to bear to force or entice others to do its bidding on a
case-by-case basis" (2002, p. 31). Fronl the realist point of view the
United States could be less concerned with its reputation, since its
power would be sufficient to achieve its international objectives.
Perhaps the nlost succinct neo-liberal response was penned by Joseph
Nye, who argued that "if the United States represents values that others
want to follow, it will cost us less to lead" (2002, p. 552). The United
States can do this by helping to establish and follow rules for
international affairs which are consistent with its values.

These differences were clearly at stake in the intellectual and policy
debates during the 1990s and 2000s. Theoretical frallleworks nlake
asslllllptions about what concepts and beliefs should fit together.
Carlson, Blunl and McKeown's study (1995/1996) was one of the first
attelllpts to explore the subjectivity surrounding the post-Cold War
policy and acadeillic debates taking place in the afterlnath of the collapse
of the Cold War. They elllployed the utility of Q lllethodology to
structure this subjectivity. Their analysis revealed four operant factors
an10ng the 40 acadenlics and others involved in the policy process that
sorted their Q san1ple. Others have used Q to explore elite opinion. Pu
and Zhang (2007) exalllined the attitudes of China's elnerging elites with
respect to China's foreign policy. Brown (2006) reported an earlier Q
study, in which international experts sorted statelllents with regard to
the unrest in Central Alnerica in the 1980s.

Design of the Study
The research design in this paper is silllilar in nature and draws heavily
fron1 the Carlson, et al. article. As in that article, we enlploy Q
nlethodology to investigate the structure of elite views regarding U.S.
foreign policy. The first study, which was conducted llluch earlier in the
post-Cold War era, used a fralllework drawn largely fronl Cold War era
categories-isolationist/internationalist and realist/liberal. The
intellectual debates of the post-Cold war debates were still taking shape
when that study was conducted. We have the advantage of looking
back over the past twenty years of policy debates to develop a concourse
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of statell1ents that better reflect the dill1ensions of the post-Cold War
foreign policy debates. The ainl of our research is to explore the
subjectivity surrounding U.S. foreign policy and to reveal the
segll1entations that exist alnong a group of foreign policy experts and
practitioners.

Following the design elnployed by Carlson, et al., (1995/1996), a
concourse of statelnents was gathered froln acadelnic and popular
sources. However, the realist-idealist and internationalist-isolationist
categories utilized by Carlson, et al., (1995/1996), are inadequate for
capturing contelnporary variations in opinion all10ng the U.S. foreign
policy elite. Without peer conlpetitors the post-Cold War world is largely
absent the balance-of-power dynalnics that distinguished the realist
frolll idealist paradigllls during the Cold War period. We updated the
earlier conceptual frall1ework to better reflect contenlporary differences
all10llg the views held by various seglnents of the U.S. foreign policy
elite.

While SOllle realists argued that U.S. hegel110ny would be short-lived
and that balance-of-power dynalllics would soon return (Mearshehner,
1990), 1l10St felt that the U.S. hegel110nic position was likely to last for
sonle thl1e. Instead a debate enlerged over the degree of All1erican
superiority and over the need to 111aintain international legitiInacy for
Alnerican actions. On one side of the debate were those who argued that
Alnerican Inaterial superiority was so vast, and not likely to dissipate in
the near to 111ediunl ternl, that U.S. decision Inakers would be relatively
unconstrained in the pursuit of their objectives (Brooks & Wolforth,
2002). This type of analysis was built on realisln's traditional
understanding of Inilitary and econoll1ic preponderance as the
underlying 1l10tives behind international behavior. Liberalisnl too
turned its attention to the question of All1erican power. Joseph Nye's
concept of "soft power" captures the divide nicely. Nye accepted the
111aterial diIl1ensions of Alneriean superiority, but argued that these
elelnents of hard power are supplell1ented in iIl1portant ways by the
acquisition of soft power, which rests on the perceived legitiIl1acy of
Anlerican actions (Nye, 2002).

In essence, the debates between reaIiSlll and liberaIisl1l had turned
fro III an analysis of balance of power to an analysis of Alnerican
hegenlony. The focus of the debate was over the extent to which Alnerica
could exercise its hard-power advantages when their behavior violated
international nornlS. The split between internationalists and
isolationists represents long-standing division within U.S. foreign policy
elites. While few can ilnagine a real return to isolationisnl as practiced
prior to the Second World War, the 1110dern incarnation of this debate is
between those advocating a scaled-back version of U.S. overseas
COllul1itlnents and those advocating continued global engagenlent and
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leadership. Fornler President George W. Bush's now fanlous statelnents
during his debates with Vice-President Al Gore, about engaging in a
Inore "hlunble foreign policy" and avoiding "nation-building," were
ailned precisely at capturing sonIe of the sentiInent that the United
States should scale back its international cOllllnitlllents now that the
Cold War was over. Part of the Clinton adlllinistration's desire for NATO
expansion had been ainIed at providing a plausible rationale for
nlaintaining U.S. overseas conllnitlnents. While the terlninology of
isolationislll and internationalisnl represent overstatelnents about what
is really being debated, they relnain valid insofar as they are viewed as
the end points of a continuunl aitned at gauging the degree the United
States should Inaintain an activist foreign policy.

A further distinction in our structure of the concourse reflects the
division over the extent to which the United States should exercise its
foreign policy within Inultilateral fralneworks. Unilateralists tend to
view existing Illultilateral frailleworks as unnecessarily restricting U.S.
freedonl of action. This division elllerged even before the advent of the
Bush Doctrine, as Anlerican leaders becaille concerned about the
willingness and capabilities of its allies. President Bill Clinton spent
considerable energy in cajoling reluctant NATO allies to support his
lllore Illuscular policy stances toward Serbia. The recent Bush
adillinistration often abandoned the idea of working through pre­
existing nlultilateral fralneworks, instead opting to create ad hoc
coalitions in support of U.S. actions, as expressed by Defense Secretary
Donald RUlllsfeld: "the lllission deterillines the coalition" (Jervis, 2005, p.
582). Multilateralists reillained conllnitted to exercising U.S. power and
influence through Illultilateral franleworks, arguing that these
institutions help to spread the econOlllic and political burdens
associated with interventions abroad and provide legitiolacy for U.S.
actions. Unilateralists prefer Illore ad hoc arrangelllents such as
"coalitions of the willing," which IllaxiIllize U.S. freedolll of action.

To develop a Qsaillple, collected stateillents were first provisionally
differentiated by their reflection of either a "hard" or a "soft" power
orientation. The stateillents were then further divided by classifying
thenl as isolationist, unilateralist, or Inultilateralist with regard to U.S.
action. For each of the possible cOlnbinations (hard-isolationist; soft­
isolationist; hard-unilateralist; soft-unilateralist; hard-Inultilateralist;
and soft-Illuitilateralist), a statelllent was chosen for each of seven
separate issue dOlnains. Table 1 represents the design for the 42-itenl Q
sanlple that was ultiInately drawn fronl the concourse designed to cover
a ntunber of issues thought to be salient to the U.S. foreign policy
discussion.

Referring to the Table, a hard power-isolationist (ae) statenlent
would elnphasize the econolnic and Inilitary costs of international
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Table 1: Q-Sample Design

Main Effects
A. Ideological (a) Hard power

Levels
(b) Soft power

N

2
B. Strategic
Perspective

C. Issues

(c) Isolationislll
(e) Multilateralislll

(D Globalization
(h) HUluan rights
(j) War on terror
(I) Clilllate change

(d) Unilateralislll

(g) ArlUS control
(i) Defense spending
(k) UN refornl

3

7

entangleluents, while a soft power-isolationist (be) stateluent would
eluphasize U.S. luoral superiority and the need to keep the ideals of
Anlerican society fro III being underluined by international
entangleluents. A hard power-unilateralist (ad) stateluent would
eluphasize the indispensability of the econoluic and luilitary diIuensions
of U.S. global leadership, with favorable outcolues requiring U.S.-led
initiatives. A soft power-luultilateralist (be) stateluent would enlphasize
the reputational and luoral iIuperatives of global cooperation and the
need for the United States to participate in luultilateral cooperation to
achieve favorable outcolues. Finally, a hard power-luultilateralist (ae)
statenlent would eluphasize the luaterial benefits of U.S. engageluent in
Illultilateral cooperation and the need for such cooperation in order to
achieve favorable outcolues, while a soft power-unilateralist (bd)
stateluent would eluphasize the luoral iIuperatives of U.S. global
leadership.

This balanced factorial design was chosen to help ensure
cOluprehensiveness ill our stateluent collection and selection. These
categories reluain, however, conditional and provisional, as in Q a
concept is "not assluued to have a priori lueaning apart fronl and
independently of the respondent's self-reference" (McKeown & Tholuas,
1988, p. 22). In other words, unlike in scaling theory, "there is no
assunlption that these categories will (or should) hold together once the
participants begin to respond to the stateluents" (Rhoads, 2006, p. 799).

Our P set was chosen purposively aluong foreign policy elites
including those in acadeluia, (professors of international relations and
related subfields), those eluployed by the U.S. governluent in related
areas, and experts in "think tanks" associated with foreign policy. Many
of the sorts were cOlupleted in person, while sOlue returned the sorts by
1l1ail. We reached out to experts thought to be across the political
spectrluu, but conservatives were less willing to respond to our
entreaties, and are, therefore underrepresented. WOluen, too, are
underrepresented in our P set. We collected Q sorts frolu 29 experts. The
data were correlated and factor-analyzed using PQMethod, and a three-
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factor solution was produced (See Appendix 1 for the factor nlatrix).

Factor A: Rule-Based Internationalists/Realpolitik
Factor A is bipolar, and defined by six "pure" loaders. The bipolarity
indicates that loaders share a siInilar understanding about what issues
are inlportant to U.S. foreign policy, but fundalnentally disagree about
their preferences for how the United States should orient its policy. All of
the sorters at the positive end of the factor (A+) are self-described
liberals, three of whonl work at the saIne private, non-profit think tank,
and two are acadenlics. Factor A- is defined by an acadenlic who
describes hhnself as a political nl0derate.

Factor A+ types enlphasize the need for a rule-based international
order grounded in universal organizations such as the United Nations
and respect for the application of rule-of-Iaw principles to international
relations. They are also deeply skeptical of the exercise of U.S. military
power abroad, which fronl their view underlnines the developlnent of a
rule-based international order. For exanlple, support for the United
Nations can be seen in their reactions to statelnents below (here, and
subsequently, the statelnent text is followed by the factor score for the
statement):

35. The UN is i/npelfect; but it is also indispensable. There can be 110

substitute for the legitil11acy the UN can il11part or its potential to
1110bilize the widest possible coalitions. (+5)

13. The UN does extraordinaly good around the world-feeding the
hllngly, caring for the sick, etc. But it also struggles to enforce its
will and live up to the ideals of its founding. I believe that those
illlpelfections are not a reason to walk awa)' fro 111 this
institution-it is a call to redouble efforts. (+4)

38. The US should withdraw fro111 the UN. The UN has turned into a
do-nothing bureaucracy that believes it has the right to il11pOSe its
will on free people while giving aid and cOlllfort to totalitarian
regirnes. (-5)

17. The UN should not lil11it the ability of the US to ensure its own
security and that of other del110cratic nation-states. The UN
Charter should be revised to allow for the use of pre-enlptive
action against rogue regi111es and state sponsors of terroristn. (-4)

19. UN Ille111ber states need to exercise their rightful authority, and
not allow the continuation of a bureaucratic structure under the
SecretalY General that seeks to under111ine that authority. (-3)

7. The UN has too frequently provided a foru111 for virulent anti­
A111ericQnis111. (-3)

Additionally, sorters on this factor desire an enhanced rule-based
international order, as can be seen in the following statelnents:
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1. As a nation cOl1l1nitted to IHunan rights and the rule of lal-v, the US
should be enlbracing an international systeln ofjustice, even if it
l1leanS that Alnericans, like evelyone else, Inight sonletilnes be
scrutinized. (+4)

21. Al1lerica can reclailn its leadership role in the world econol1ly-it
I1U/St lead by exal1lple and el1lbrace nlliltilateralisl11. Unilateralis111
is no longer a viable strategy. (+3)

25. The US nH/st actively pro11l0te international standards on }Hllnan
rights and abide by thenl ourselves. This will require the US and its
allies to leverage their influence: sOlnetilnes diplonlatically,
sOl1letilnes econol1lically, and SOl1letilnes I1lilitarily to advance
hUl1lan rights. (+3)

17. The UN should not lil1lit the ability of the US to ensure its own
security and that of other de1110cratic nation-states. The UN
Charter should be revised to allow for the use of pre-el1lptive
action against rogue regilnes and state sponsors ofterrorisl1l. (-4)

19. UN l1lel1lber states need to exercise their rightful authority, and
not allow the continuation of a bureaucratic structure under the
Secretaly General that seeks to Underl1line that authority. (-3)

3. The no-testing, unlill1ited duration of the COl1lprehensive Test Ban
Treaty would fatally underlnine confidence in the reliability of the
US's nuclear stockpile as a sturdy hedge against international
aggression. (-3)

Their skepticisnl of u.s. power (especially Inilitary power) can be
seen in their reactions to four statelnents:

16. The US is cutting l110ney for education, healthcare, housing, and
l110re Inoney is going to the l11ilitalY. I would support a 11l0ve to
effect a 15% across-the-board cut in Pentagon spending. (+3)

17. The UN should not li11lit the ability of the US to ensure its own
security and that of other delnocratic nation-states. The UN
Charter should be revised to allow for the use of pre-ell1ptive
action against rogue regilnes and state sponsors ofterroriSlll. (-4)

39. There are few greater threats than a terrorist attack with WMD.
To forestall or prevent such hostile acts, the US l11uSt if necessaty,
act preel11ptively in exercising its inherent right to self-defense.
(-4)

3. The no-testing, unlill1ited duration of the COl11prehensive Test Ban
Treaty would fatall.Jl lInder11line confidence in the reliability of the
US's nuclear stockpile as a sturdy hedge against international
aggression. (-3)

Adherents to this viewpoint would like to bind u.s. foreign policy
while increasing U.S. participation in a rule-based international systenl
centered around strengthening the United Nations, liIniting the ability
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of the United States to exercise its political and Illilitary influence
outside of those structures. They are generally skeptical about the "war
on terror", and are the closest to the tradition of Wilsonian idealislll that
we uncovered in this study. Proilloting international law, universal
hUlllan rights and strengthened rule-based international organization
should be the key goals of U.S. foreign policy.

Sorter 16 agrees with Factor-A+ types about the key issues around
which U.S. foreign policy should be oriented, but holds the opposite
viewpoints regarding the desirability for these things. In other words,
those stateillents nlost agreed with by Factor-A+ types are those that Q
sorter 16 11l0St disagrees with, and those nlost disagreed with by Factor
A+ are those that he nlost agrees with. His view seelns to come closest to
the ideals of Realpolitik in his foreign policy preferences. This individual
is deeply skeptical of the United Nations, he recognizes that ennleshing
the United States into this kind of rule-based international systenl will
liIllit the exercise of U.S. power abroad and therefore, he opposes this
prescription. Instead, he would prefer to withdraw the United States
fronl organizations like the United Nations (statelnent 38) and to oppose
treaties such as the COlllprehensive Test ban, which would lil1lit U.S.
nlilitary power. He supports a foreign policy based on enhancing U.S.
nlilitary power and opposes liInits on the exercise of that power. He is
deeply skeptical towards the United Nations, which in his view is both
anti-Alllerican (stateillent 7) and overly bureaucratic (statenlent 19).

Factor B: Establishment View
Factor B is defined by six sorters, all self-described Inoderates. Four of ­
the sorters are acadelnics, one is elnployed by a private, non-profit
organization, and one is a U.S. goverlllnent eillployee. This factor
captures the "establis)unent" view of U.S. foreign policy. The stateillent
ordering reflected in this factor is consistent with the sort of
international activisnl which the United States eillbarked upon at the
end of the Second World War and which was carried through into the
post-Cold War era by the presidential adillinistrations of both George
H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton. The three key eleillents of this viewpoint are
conll11itnlent to U.S.-led nlultilateralisnl, free trade, and global '.
denlocracy pronlotion. Adherents to this view (unlike those adhering to
Factor A+) are generally positive about both the role that Anlerican
leadership provides in international organizations and, unlike Factor A-,
the institutions thelnselves. COnll1litInent to U.S.-led l1lultilateralis111 can
be seen in the following statell1ents:

2. The US needs the support and concerted action of friends and
allies. The US 111llSt join with others to deny the terrorists what
they need to sllrvive: safe haven} financial support and protection
that nation-states have historically given theln. (+4)
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8. Through its collaboration with key allies and partners abroad, the
US not only helps avert crises but also ilnproves its effectiveness in
responding to theln. (+3)

38. The US should withdraw froln the UN. The UN has turned into a
do-nothing bureaucracy that believes it has the right to illlpose its
will 011 free people vvhile giving aid and cOlnfort to totalitarian
regirnes. (-5)

10. The US should reject IHl1nan rights treaties that infringe on US
dOlnestic jurisdiction. The President should not sign, nor should the
Senate ratify, treaties that abrogate the authority of the All1erican
governll1ent. (-3)

24. Non-prOliferation efforts succeed when the US and other global
actors help satisfJl Hlhatever concerns drove a state to want
nuclear weapons in the first place. (-3)

Additionally, Factor B types are optiInistic about the role of U.S.
nlilitary power within this fraluework, as evidenced by the ranking of
the following stateillents:

4. US 111ilitalY forces 111llSt plan and prepare to prevail in a broad
range of operations that Inay occur in Inultiple theaters and in
overlapping ti,ne fralnes. This includes the ability to prevail
against two capable nation-state aggressors. (+3)

16. The US is cutting 1110ney for education, healthcare, housing, alld
1110re Inoney is going to the Inilital)'. I would support a 1110ve to
effect a 15% across the board cut in Pentagon spending. (-4)

3. The no-testing, unlilnited duration of the COlnprehensive Test Ban
Treaty would fatally underll1ine confidence in the reliability of the
US's nuclear stockpile as a sturdy hedge against international
aggression. (-3)

Support for global free trade can also be seen:

40. One of the enduring lessons of the Great Depression is that global
protectionis111 is a path to global econolnic ruin. (+4)

32. Today, the Alnerican econOll1Y depends upon foreign trade, and
rnost of the world's potential COnSll1nerS live outside the US.
Consequently the US only harl1JS itself if we engage in
protectionisl1J and shuts itself0[[[roll1 the world. (+3)

11. SOlneone once said, IIThere's no such thing as a free lunch." The
saIne thing applies to fjree" trade. Except this tilne, it's the
Alnerican worker who pays and pays and pays. (-4)

Finally, conlnlitlnent of the proillotion of delllocracy can be seen in
the reactions to two statelllents:
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15. The US 111USt wage a war ofideas against international terroriSl1l.
This includes using effective public diplolnacy to prol11ote the free
flow of ideas and kindle the hopes and aspirations of freedorn.
(+5)

24. Non-proliferation efforts succeed when the US and other global
actors help satisfy whatever concerns drove a state to want
nuclear weapons in the first place. (-3)

This factor generally supports the idea of a "war on terror" and
argues that, like previous challenges, this can best be nlet through a
foreign policy based on international engagelnent, where u.s. power is
Inultiplied by working within international franleworks and with key
allies. Unlike factor A+, adherents of this view tend to see Inultilateral
institutions not as an iInpediinent to the exercise of U.S. power but as
sonlething which enhances it. This also distinguishes theln froln A-.

Exanlining the factor loadings for all 29 sorters, only one respondent
(13) is negatively correlated with this factor, and that correlation is not
significant (-.16). The fact that there is no direct opposition to this
viewpoint nlight be suggestive of its durability, even in the face of
dralnatic changes in the external environnlent, through periods of the
Cold War, post-Cold War, and the "war on terror."

Factor C: Neo-IsolationistjCosmopolitan
Factor C is bipolar and defined by three "pure" loaders. The sorters at
the positive pole (C+) are an acadelnic, who is a self-identified
conservative and an individual enlployed by a libertarian private, non­
profit group. The Factor C+ view cOlnes closest to a neo-isolationist
position. They seenl nl0st concerned with the United States engaging in
too lnany overseas conunitlnents, whether Inilitary or non-lnilitary. New
issues like clilnate change score negatively on Factor C+, along with deep
concern over extending arlns control agreelnents. Whereas Factor
A+/ A- adherents argued over circlunscribing Alnerican power through
international organizations, Factor C+ adherents seenl to want to keep
the United States free fronl both international entanglelnents and an
overly activist foreign policy.

Suspicion of international agreelnents can be seen in the ranking of
statelnents 36, 20, 34, 23, and 25, while a fear of being conl1nitted is
evidenced in statelnents 22, 33, 25, and 39:

36. The US should not pursue an overly al11bitioliS ar111s-control
strategYI to conclude addition agreel11ents at a breakneck pace or
lnake concessions in order to conclude negotiations. (+3)

20. We fool ollrselves if we believe that general agreel11ents itllpose
substantial barriers to those deterlnined to acquire new
capabilitiesl e.g'l nllclear weapons. (+3)
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34. We know that our planefs future depends on a global conlluitnlent
to perlnanently reduce greenhouse gas pollution. (-5)

23. If the US does not lead the world in reducing fossil-fuel
conslllnptionJand thus eHlissions ofglobal warHling gasesJa series
of globalJ environnlentat socialJ political and possibly 111ilitalY
crises 100111Jthat the US will have to address. (-4)

25. The US HHISt actively prolnote international standards on Jllllnan
rights and abide by theln ourselves. This will require the US and its
allies to leverage their influence: sOlnetilnes diplolnatically,
sOlnetil11es econolnically, and s0l11etilnes Inilitarily to advance
hUlllan rights. (-3)

22. The US canJt be all things to all people in the world. I aln worried
about the US over-col111nitting its InilitalY around the world. I
want the US to be judicious in its use. I donJt think nation-building
lnissions are worthwhile. (+5)

33. The US has worked to build the security capacity of allied and
partnered states and to ensure that the US luilitalY has aHlple
opportunity to train ~vith and learn fronl counterpart forces.
Afghanistan and Iraq prove that this defense strategy has never
been lnore illlportant. (-3)

25. The US HHISt actively prolnote international standards on hznnan
rights and abide by thenl ourselves. This will require the US and its
allies to leverage their influence: so,neti,ues diplolnatically,
SOI11etillles econol11ically, and SOI11etiH1es Inilitarily to advance
hlll'nan rights. (-3)

39. There are few greater threats than a terrorist attack with WMD.
To forestall or prevent such hostile acts, the US I11USt, if necessalY,
act preelnptively in exercising its inherent right to self-defense.(-3)

One of the issues of particular concern to this group, which doesn't
get a strong reaction on the other factors, is the issue of clilllate change
(statelllents 34 and 23). Clilnate change is a typical exalnple of an issue
which generated a great deal of interest in the post-Cold War era in an
area (envirolll11ental regulation) which had previously been prilllarily a
donlestic politics issue.

34. We know that our planefs future depends on a global c0I111nitlnent
to perll1anently reduce greenhouse gas pollution. (-5)

23. If the US does not lead the world in reducing fossil-fuel
conslllnption, and thus elnissions ofglobal warlning gases a series
of global, environ 111ental, social, political and possibly 111ilitaty
crises 100111, that the US will have to address. (-4)

The increasing assertiveness of the international COnll11Unity
parallels a silllilar post-Cold War concern with establishing international
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hunlan rights reginle and arlns control agreelnents. Attitudes towards
hUlnan rights are reflected in statenlent 25 (shown above), while
skepticisln towards arn1S control can be seen in the following:

36. The US should not pursue an overly alnbitious arlns-control
strategYI to conclude additional agreelnents at a breakneck pace
or Inake concessions in order to conclude negotiations. (+3)

20. We fool ourselves if we believe that general agreelnents itnpose
substantial barriers to those deterl11ined to acquire new
capabilitiesl e.g'l nuclear weapons. (+3)

42. While we still have a long way to gOI a consensus 1111ISt be reached
that the trend toward an even s/naller role for nuclear weapons
should be reinforced and that work tOl,vard their ultitnate
elitnination should be continued. (-4)

Factor C+ types are not opposed to all international activity, as they
support global trade (statelnent 32) and the prolnotion of u.s. values
abroad (statelnent 15), and given their opposition to arn1S control they
seen1 to support a strong u.s. Inilitary, though they do express sOlne
skepticisnl towards the security discourse around the "war on terror"
(statelnent 39). This opposition nlight be a result fron1 the use of this as
a rhetorical devise to engage in large-scale u.s. l11ilitary interventions in
Iraq and Afghanistan.

32. TodaYI the AI11erican econo/ny depends upon foreign tradel and
1110St of the world's potential COnSll1nerS live outside the US.
Consequen to' the US ono' harl11S itself if we engage in
protectionisl11 and shuts itselfo[fJrol11 the world. (+3)

15. The US l11uSt wage a war of ideas against international terrorisl1l.
This includes using effective public diplol11acy to prol11ote the free
flow of ideas and kindle the hopes and aspirations of freedorn.
(+4)

39. There are few greater threats than a terrorist attack with WMD.
To forestall or prevent such hostile actsl the US nlus~ if necessaryl
act preell1ptiveiy in exercising its inherent right to self-defense.(-3)

Like Factor A, Factor C is bipolar in nature. Adherents to Factor C­
seen1 nlost closely to approxin1ate views consistent with the
cosn10politan tradition of international relations. COSlllopolitans believe
in a progressive evolution towards a universal order (Hehir, 2010, p.
73). They are less concerned with strengthening intergovernn1ental
organizations; rather they elnphasize the developlnent of universal
1110ral principles alllong transnational actors. Coslnopolitanisnl de­
elllphasizes state sovereignty because its adherents are skeptical about
the utility of Inaintaining a division between internal and external affairs
(Kaldor, 1995, p. 115).
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Factor C- reflects views sitllilar to coslnopolitanisnl in the
proluinence assigned to stateluents related to social and hUluanitarian
issues such as clilnate change, arlllS control, and hUlllan rights.
Cosluopolitans are luore willing to set aside idea of state sovereignty
and the international law which supports it, which they view as narrow
and outdated, when these linlit the application of universal principles in
international affairs.

In this regard the views of cosillopolitans differ substantially frolu
the traditional idealist views largely reflected in Factor A+. Factor A+
adherents seek the developlnent of enforceable international law and
the key to strengthening global governance. Factor A+ types are Illuch
nlore interested in binding the foreign policies of states to the authority
of universal international organizations such as the United Nations. The
debate over htllnanitarian intervention is perhaps the issue which best
illustrates the difference between "rule-based internationalists" and
"coslnopolitans." Responding in a titnely and effective nlanner to
genocides or ethnic cleansings often requires key international actors to
involve thelnselves in the internal affairs of states in the lllidst of civil
wars. Debate over the "legality" of such interventions arises when the
forlnal rules of international organizations linlit or prevent such
interventions fronl occurring (exalllpies include Rwanda, Kosovo and
nlost recently Libya). COSlllopolitans tend to prioritize the value of
protecting civilians over the rules of international organizations. They
are llluch less willing to linlit htlluanitarian interventions to those
sanctioned by international bodies such as the U.N. Security Council.
Factors A+ and C- reflect the elllphasis of each position. Factor A+ types
have stronger reactions to statenlents that elnphasize the role of the
United Nations (35, 13, 17, 19, and 7) than does factor C-.

Summary and Conclusions
This study revisits the approach by Carlson, et al., (1995/1996) in
exanlining elite opinion concerning U.S. foreign policy. Carlson and his
co-authors were interested in looking at the attitudes of foreign policy
experts in the wake of the collapse of the Cold War, while the present
study investigated elite opinion in the afterlllath of the 9/11 terrorist
attacks, and the subsequent U.S. foreign policy debates.

Q nlethodology revealed three factors in the present study, one
which captures a rule-based international/realpolitik orientation, one
which elllbodies an establislunent view, and one that enlbraces a neo­
isolationist/COSlllopolitan perspective. Ideology seenlS to playa key role
in this seglnentation, as all Factor-A+ types are self-described liberals,
all Factor-B types are self-described llloderates, and Factor C has
a conservative/liberal divide. This breakdown hints at the significance
of ideology in the data. However, the analysis also points to the
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pervasiveness and durability of the "establisillnent" view (Factor B). Just
as the policy of "contailllnent" provided a unifying fralnework of U.s.
foreign policy during the Cold War period, this establishlnent view Inay
have elnerged fronl the collapse of the Cold War and the subsequent
"war on terror," as a paradiglnatic structure. However, our research
suggests that a set of new issues and the degree to which the United
States "needs to play with others," relnains anlong the thelnes that those
outside the establishlllent view are 1110St concerned about.

We find it interesting that our analysis could not uncover evidence of
any bipolarity in Factor B, the establisillnent view. Our other two factors
are both bipolar. Yet, only one of the 29 Qsorts we collected was even
1l10destly negatively correlated with this factor (the negative correlation
was only -.16, the respondent was a 23-year-old Inale who works for a
private non-profit). This suggests to us that there Inay be little direct
opposition to the views expressed in Factor B. Because this viewpoint
closely correspond to the views expressed in official statelllents about
U.s. foreign policy-hence our labeling this factor the "establishlllent"
view-we suspect that this lack of direct opposition 1l1ight help explain
the consistency with which these views are expressed within official
doculnents. Our study reveals that the set of opinions expressed in factor
B hang together in the 1l1inds of respondents, and that this set of
opinions is distinct frolll the Inore easily labeled opinions of Factor A
and Factor C respondents. As Richard Haas observed in 1994, no
overarching doctrine could replace containlllent. He Inay have been
correct, but our Qstudy reveals that there is a coherent and distinct set
of views which seenl to distinguish the adherents of this viewpoint.
There does appear to be a coherent set of opinion, a unique factor
revealed by QInethodology, which exists despite the absence of a forlnal
overarching doctrine that acadenlics can label.

Our study reveals that the opinions held within the international
relations conllnunity Inay have evolved in ilnportant respects since the
Carlson, et al. study (1995/1996) was conducted. That study revealed
four factors (pp. 46-49): an idealist factor that corresponds fairly closely
to our Factor A+, the "rules-based internationaIisf'; a realist factor
elnphasizing the appropriateness of using force abroad, silnilar to our
Factor A-; an isolationist factor silnilar to our Factor C+; and a factor
that Carlson, et al. described as "Iil11ited illternationalisll1," for which no
direct analog appears in our results. It is also ilnportant to recognize that
none of the factors revealed in the earlier work directly corresponds to
our Factor B. The differences between our study and the earlier one Inay
be a product of the tilnes in which each was conducted. The "Iilnited
internationalist view" discovered by Carlson, et al. revealed respondents
who were "unsure about investing Alnerican resources to prolnote
econolnic developlnent and htunan rights" but who were not ready to
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abandon longstanding overseas COlllluitlnents like NATO. Carlson, et al.
describe this as an "ideological perspective in flux" (1995/1996, p. 47).
They Inay have captured in their factor the uncertainty of the early
1990s over the continued international role of the United States. This
debate over the continued activity of the United States seelllS to have
receded in the afterlnath of Septelnber 11th and the elubracing of the
"war on terror." Our Factor B, the "establisillnent" factor, seelllS
reflective of the conteluporary reality that the United States has not,
after all, substantially scaled back its international cOllunitluents since
the 1990s. These respondents clearly look favorably on the continued
need for the United States to exercise a global leadership role through an
active and interventionist foreign policy. What these respondents seenl
to have alnbiguous feelings about is over the Ineans-lnultilateral or
unilateral-that this activity should take.

The significant changes in the international environlnent over the
past twenty years have spawned serious debates within the
international relations cOllllnunity over both what ought to be the
fundanlental goals of U.S. foreign policy and over the best Ineans for
achieving those goals. We believe that our study has helped to identify
the beliefs actually held by participants in those debates and how those
beliefs coalesce, in the nlinds of participants, into distinct foreign policy
viewpoints.
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Appendix 1: Factor Loadings
Sort Sex Age Citizen Ideology EI11ploy A B C
01 F 45 USA Liberal Acad. .68 .14 .13
06 M 63 USA Liberal Acad. .77 .03 .14
09 M 27 USA Liberal Priv, NP .73 .38 -.21
10 M 23 USA Liberal Priv, NP .79 .21 -.01
11 F 29 USA Liberal Priv, NP .81 .26 .03
16 M 65 USA Moderate Acad. -.80 .24 .06
02 M 37 Greek Moderate Acad. .18 .50 .19
07 F 34 USA Moderate Acad. .00 .70 .22
14 M 40 USA Moderate Acad. .14 .72 .00
17 M 27 USA Moderate Priv, NP .22 .73 -.22
19 M 49 USA Moderate Acad. .27 .76 -.26
26 M 55 USA Moderate USG, NM -.06 .76 .20
13 M 32 USA None Priv, NP .15 -16 .60
15 M 52 USA Liberal USG, NM .14 .03 -.40
29 M 42 USA Cons. Acad. -.12 .10 .65
03 M 66 USA Moderate Acad. .45 .40 .61
04 M 67 USA Liberal USG,M .71 .42 -.25
05 M 44 USA Moderate Int l. Org. -.03 .64 .46
08 F 23 USA Moderate Priv, NP .53 .47 -.23
12 M 46 USA Liberal Priv, NP .51 .63 .20
18 M 56 USA Moderate Acad. .56 .51 -.11
20 M 51 USA Liberal Acad. .53 .60 -.15
21 M 62 USA Moderate Acad. .43 .63 -17
22 M 55 USA Moderate Acad. .54 .55 .09
23 M 68 USA Cons. Acad. -.68 .41 .37
24 M 35 USA Liberal Acad. .61 .46 .31
25 M 31 Chinese Liberal Acad. .57 .29 .46
27 M 52 USA Liberal Acad. .68 .53 -.11
28 M 30 USA Moderate State Gvt .59 .45 -.16

0/0 Explained Variance 28 24 9

Key: Pri", NP =Private Organization, NOll-Profit; USG, M =US Gove"'lInent,
Military; USG, NM =US Gove"'lInent., Non-Military. Bold indicates a "pure" loader:

Appendix 2: Q-Sample with Factor Q-Sort Valuesfor each
Factor (Factor A+, 8, C+, respectively)

42. As a nation conllnitted to hluuan rights and the rule of law, the US
should be enlbracing an international systenl of justice, even if it
Ineans that Alnericans, like everyone else, nlight sOlnetillles be
scrutinized. (+4, +1, +1)
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30. The US needs the support and concerted action of friends and allies.
The US nlust join with others to deny the terrorists what they need
to survive: safe haven, financial support and protection that nation­
states have historically given thenl. (+1, +4, +2)

31. The no-testing, unlilnited duration of the COlnprehensive Test Ban
Treaty would fatally underlnine confidence in the reliability of the
US's nuclear stockpile as a sturdy hedge against international
aggression. (-3, -3, -1)

32. US Inilitary forces Inust plan and prepare to prevail in a broad range
of operations that Inay occur in nlultiple theaters and in overlapping
tin1e franles. This includes the ability to prevail against two capable
nation-state aggressors. (-2, +3, +2)

33. The wrong way to address cliInate change is to unilaterally iInpose
regulatory costs that put Alnerican businesses at a disadvantage
with their cOlllpetitors abroad. (-1, +1, +1)

34. The US lllUSt elnbrace boldly and resolutely its duty to lead, to put a
htunan face on the global econolny so that expanded trade benefits
all peoples in all nations. (+2, 0, -2)

35. The UN has too frequently provided a forunl for virulent anti­
Alnericanislll. (-3, -1, +1)

36. Through its collaboration with key allies and partners abroad, the
US not only helps avert crises but also iInproves its effectiveness in
responding to thenl. (0, +3, 0)

37. Because the world still relies on leadership froln the United States,
the US lllUSt pass legislation intended to cap Anlerican elnissions.
(+2,0, -2)

38. The US should reject hunlan rights treaties that infringe on US
donlestic jurisdiction. The President should not sign, nor should the
Senate ratify, treaties that abrogate the authority of the Alnerican
governlnent. (-2, -3, +2)

39. SOlneone once said, "There's no such thing as a free lunch." The
saIne thing applies to "free" trade. Except this tiIne, it's the Alnerican
worker who pays and pays and pays. (-1, -4, -1)

40. For the US, defeating enelnies abroad requires renewing denlocracy
at home. (+1,-1,-1)

41. The UN does extraordinary good around the world-feeding the
hungry, caring for the sick, etc. But it also struggles to enforce its
will and live up to the ideals of its founding. I believe that those
inlperfections are not a reason to walk away fron1 this institution­
it is a call to redouble efforts. (+4, 0, 0)
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19. To build a future of energy security, we nlust trust in the creative
genius of Alllerican researchers and entrepreneurs and elllpower
thenl to develop a new generation of clean energy technology, based
on dOlllestic resources: wind, clean coal, etc. (+1, +2, 0)

20. The US nlust wage a war of ideas against international terrorisnl.
This includes using effective public diplolllacy to proillote the free
flow of ideas and kindle the hopes and aspirations of freedonl. (+1,
+5, +4)

21. The US is cutting llloney for education, healthcare, housing, and
lllore llloney is going to the lllilitary. I would support a nlove to
effect a 150/0 across the board cut in Pentagon spending. (+3, -4, +2)

22. The UN should not lilllit the ability of the US to ensure its own
security and that of other delllocratic nation-states. The UN Charter
should be revised to allow for the use of pre-elnptive action against
rogue regilnes and state sponsors of terrorisnl. (-4, -2, 0)

23. Pressuring Sudan to COlllply with the ICC, or deterring Russia frolll
invading its slllall neighbors-the list, alas, goes on-it falls to the
US to lead if a rules-based systelll is going to work in the hard cases.
(-1, +1, -2)

24. UN Inelnber states need to exercise their rightful authority, and not
allow the continuation of a bureaucratic structure under the
Secretary General that seeks to underilline that authority. (-3, -2,
+1)

25. We fool ourselves if we believe that general agreelllents illlpose
substantial barriers to those deterlllined to acquire new capabilities,
e.g., nuclear weapons. (-2, 0, +3)

26. Alllerica can reclainl its leadership role in the world econoilly-it
nlust lead by exalnple and elllbrace nlultilateralisnl. Unilateralisl11 is
110 longer a viable strategy. (+3, 0, -1)

27. The US can't be all things to all people in the world. I anl worried
about the US over-conllllitting its lllilitary around the world. I want
the US to be judicious in its use. I don't think nation-building
lllissions are worthwhile. (0, -1, +5)

28. If the US does not lead the world in reducing fossil-fuel
consunlption, and thus enlissions of global warnling gases, a series
of global, envirolllllental, social, political and possibly lllilitary crises
100111, that the US will have to address. (+2, 0, -4)

29. Non-proliferation efforts succeed when the US and other global
actors help satisfy whatever concerns drove a state to want nuclear
weapons in the first place. (0, -3, +4)
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8. The US nlust actively pronlote international standards on hUlllan
rights and abide by thelll ourselves. This will require the US and its
allies to leverage their influence: sOl11ethlles diplolllatically,
sOl11etinles econolllically, and SOl11etinles l11ilitarily to advance
hUlnan rights. (+3, +2, -3)

9. The US lllilitary has proven capable of brilliance beyond its borders.
The US must now tap its expertise and resources within the
borders- by better integrating the Departnlent of Defense into
hOllleland security plans. (-2, -2, 0)

10. The US needs to increase political and financial support for non­
proliferation and threat reduction progralus. (+1, +1, 0)

11. The interests of US workers and their fanlilies IllUst COllIe ahead of
what nlay be good or best for the global econolllY. (-1, -1, 0)

12. The ICC in its present forln of assigning the ultitllate dilenunas of
international politics to unelected jurists-and to an international
judiciary at that-it represents such a fundanlental change in US
constitutional practice that a full national debate and the full
participation of Congress are illlperative. (-2, -1, -1)

13. Anlerica's national security and defense strategies depend on strong
foreign ties and cooperation. The US will need to illlprove its ability
to understand the concerns of foreign governnlents and populations,
as well as the way in which her words and actions 111ay affect allies
and partners. (+2, +2, -1)

14. If the US is an arrogant nation, they'll be resented. If the US is a
hUlllble nation, but strong, they'll be weicoilled. The US stands alone
right now in ternlS of world power. And that's why the US has to be
hUlllble and yet project strength in a way that pronlotes freedoln.
(0, +1, +2)

15. Today, the Alllerican econOlllY depends upon foreign trade, and
nlost of the world's potential conSUlllers live outside the US.
Consequently the US only harlus itself if we engage in protectionislll
and shuts itself off frolll the world. (0, +3, +3)

16. The US has worked to build the security capacity of allied and
partnered states and to ensure that the US nlilitary has anIpIe
opportunity to train with and learn fronl counterpart forces.
Afghanistan and Iraq prove that this defense strategy has never
been nlore inlportant. (-1, +1, -3)

17. We know that our planet's future depends on a global conll11itnlent
to perluanently reduce greenhouse gas pollution. (0, +2, -5)

18. The UN is inlperfect; but it is also indispensable. There can be no
substitute for the legitinlacy the UN can ilnpart or its potential to
nlobilize the widest possible coalitions. (+5, -2, +1)
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1. The US should not pursue an overly alnbitious anns-control
strategy, to conclude additional agreelnents at a breakneck pace or
nlake concessions in order to conclude negotiations. (0, -2, +3)

2. Without an alnbitious new global cliinate change agreeinent, it will
be difficult to reign in both the elnissions of highly industrialized
countries and burgeoning enlerging econolnies. (+2, 0, -2)

3. The US should withdraw frolll the UN. The UN has turned into a do­
nothing bureaucracy that believes it has the right to iInpose its will
on free people while giving aid and cOlnfort to totalitarian regiInes.
(-5, -5, -2)

4. There are few greater threats than a terrorist attack with WMD. To
forestall or prevent such hostile acts, the US Inust, if necessary, act
preeInptively in exercising its inherent right to self-defense. (-4, +2,
-3)

5. One of the enduring lessons of the Great Depression is that global
protectionisnl is a path to global econolnic ruin. (0, +4, +1)

6. While Inany foreign critics of the US express relief at the erosion of
Anlerican influence, events in places like Burlna and Darfur show
the downside of a dinlinished US standing; a void in global hUlnan
rights leadership. (-1, 0, 0)

7. While we still have a long way to go, a consensus nlust be reached
that the trend toward an even slnaller role for nuclear weapons
should be reinforced and that work toward their ultinlate
elilnination should be continued. (+1, -1, +4)


