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Instructions 

 
1. Read, highlight, and annotate the three articles about western civilization and western 

democracy. Take your time and make sure you comprehend everything.  
 

2. On a separate sheet of paper, which you will attach to the article packet, answer the 
following question: To what extent are you concerned about western civilization and 
western democracy? This should be at least a long paragraph in length. Refer to the 
articles and any outside source or knowledge you wish. 
 

3. Google “Intelligence Squared Democracy”. Click the link to a debate titled “Western 
Democracy is Threatening Suicide”. Watch the debate and follow along on the guided 
note sheet. Again, take your time. Pause and replay if necessary.  
 

4. After watching the debate, answer the following question on that same sheet of paper: To 
what extent did the debate reinforce or change your position on the status of western 
democracy? This should be at least a long paragraph in length. 
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Opinion 

The Crisis of Western Civilization 
By David Brooks  April 21, 2017   New York Times 

Between 1935 and 1975, Will and Ariel Durant published a series of volumes that together were 
known as “The Story of Civilization.” They basically told human history (mostly Western 
history) as an accumulation of great ideas and innovations, from the Egyptians, through Athens, 
Magna Carta, the Age of Faith, the Renaissance and the Declaration of the Rights of Man. The 
series was phenomenally successful, selling over two million copies. 

That series encapsulated the Western civilization narrative that people, at least in Europe and 
North America, used for most of the past few centuries to explain their place in the world and in 
time. This narrative was confidently progressive. There were certain great figures, like Socrates, 
Erasmus, Montesquieu and Rousseau, who helped fitfully propel the nations to higher reaches of 
the humanistic ideal. 

This Western civ narrative came with certain values — about the importance of reasoned 
discourse, the importance of property rights, the need for a public square that was religiously 
informed but not theocratically dominated. It set a standard for what great statesmanship looked 
like. It gave diverse people a sense of shared mission and a common vocabulary, set a framework 
within which political argument could happen and most important provided a set of common 
goals. 

Starting decades ago, many people, especially in the universities, lost faith in the Western 
civilization narrative. They stopped teaching it, and the great cultural transmission belt broke. 
Now many students, if they encounter it, are taught that Western civilization is a history of 
oppression. 

It’s amazing what far-reaching effects this has had. It is as if a prevailing wind, which powered 
all the ships at sea, had suddenly ceased to blow. Now various scattered enemies of those 
Western values have emerged, and there is apparently nobody to defend them. 

The first consequence has been the rise of the illiberals, authoritarians who not only don’t believe 
in the democratic values of the Western civilization narrative, but don’t even pretend to believe 
in them, as former dictators did. 

Over the past few years especially, we have entered the age of strong men. We are leaving the 
age of Obama, Cameron and Merkel and entering the age of Putin, Erdogan, el-Sisi, Xi Jinping, 
Kim Jong-un and Donald Trump. 

The events last week in Turkey were just another part of the trend. Recep Tayyip Erdogan 
dismantles democratic institutions and replaces them with majoritarian dictatorship. Turkey 
seems to have lost its desire to join the European idea, which no longer has magnetism and 
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allure. Turkey seems to have lost its aspiration to join the community of democracies because 
that’s no longer the inevitable future. 

More and more governments, including the Trump administration, begin to look like premodern 
mafia states, run by family-based commercial clans. Meanwhile, institutionalized, party-based 
authoritarian regimes, like in China or Russia, are turning into premodern cults of 
personality/Maximum Leader regimes, which are far more unstable and dangerous. 

Then there has been the collapse of the center. For decades, center-left and center-right parties 
clustered around similar versions of democratic capitalism that Western civilization seemed to 
point to. But many of those centrist parties, like the British and Dutch Labour Parties, are in near 
collapse. Fringe parties rise. 

In France, the hard-right Marine Le Pen and the hard-left Jean-Luc Mélenchon could be the final 
two candidates in the presidential runoff. Le Pen has antiliberal views about national purity. 
Mélenchon is a supposedly democratic politician who models himself on Hugo Chávez. 

If those two end up in the finals, then the European Union and NATO, the two great liberal 
institutions of modern Europe, will go into immediate crisis. 

Finally, there has been the collapse of liberal values at home. On American campuses, fragile 
thugs who call themselves students shout down and abuse speakers on a weekly basis. To read 
Heather MacDonald’s account of being pilloried at Claremont McKenna Collegeis to enter a 
world of chilling intolerance. 

In America, the basic fabric of civic self-government seems to be eroding following the loss of 
faith in democratic ideals. According to data published in The Washington Post, the share of 
young Americans who say it is important or absolutely important to live in a democratic country 
has dropped from 91 percent among those born in the 1930s to 57 percent among those born in 
the 1980s. 

While running for office, Donald Trump violated every norm of statesmanship built up over 
these many centuries, and it turned out many people didn’t notice or didn’t care. 

The faith in the West collapsed from within. It’s amazing how slow people have been to rise to 
defend it. 

There have been a few lonely voices. Andrew Michta laments the loss of Western confidence in 
an essay in The American Interest. Edward Luce offers a response in his forthcoming book “The 
Retreat of Western Liberalism.” But liberalism has been docile in defense of itself. 

These days, the whole idea of Western civ is assumed to be reactionary and oppressive. All I can 
say is, if you think that was reactionary and oppressive, wait until you get a load of the world 
that comes after it. 
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Opinions 
Democracy is in crisis around the world. Why? 

 
By Max Boot   Washington Post 
Columnist 
November 21, 2018 
 
It’s all too easy to become obsessed with our domestic political turmoil. President Trump, after 
all, has fired the attorney general and FBI director to protect himself from investigation, tried to 
prosecute that same FBI director along with his defeated political opponent, described the media 
as the “enemy of the people,” trafficked in blatant racism and xenophobia, misused troops for 
political ends, spread fraudulent theories about voter fraud to undermine his political foes, and 
lied with impunity and abandon. 
 
Democracy is under siege in the United States — but not just in the United States. It’s a 
worldwide crisis. Democracy has already been destroyed in Turkey, Egypt, Venezuela, Thailand 
and Russia, and it is now being undermined in Poland, Hungary and the Philippines. Chancellor 
Angela Merkel, the bulwark of the West, is on her way out in Germany. Emmanuel Macron, 
France’s centrist president, is battling record-low approval ratings. And in Britain, the 
Conservative Party is tearing itself apart over Brexit, making more likely an election that could 
bring to power a Labour Party led by an anti-Semitic neo-Marxist. 
 
What in the name of John Stuart Mill is going on? How did we go from hopes of an “end of 
history” in the 1990s to fears of an “end of democracy” today? We are confronting two 
intersecting crises: an economic crisis and a refugee crisis. 
 
The economic crisis has been brought about by the Information Revolution, which, like the 
Industrial Revolution in the 19th century, is transforming society beyond all recognition. The 
Industrial Revolution created immense fortunes for the Rockefellers, Carnegies, Goulds and 
other “robber barons” but also great misery for millions of ordinary people who had to leave the 
countryside to live in grimy cities and work in backbreaking factories. The result was what 
Benjamin Disraeli described as “two nations” — the “rich and the poor” — “between whom 
there is no intercourse and no sympathy; who are as ignorant of each other’s habits, thoughts, 
and feelings, as if they were dwellers in different zones, or inhabitants of different planets.” 
The growing inequality and social dislocation of the industrial era gave rise to radical new 
ideologies such as Marxism, fascism and anarchism at the very time that new technologies — 
principally printing presses that made it possible to produce cheap newspapers and magazines, 
followed by radio and film — gave radical ideologues access to a mass audience for the first 
time. As T.E. Lawrence said: “The printing press is the greatest weapon in the armory of the 
modern commander.” 
 
The Information Revolution is just as destabilizing. It is creating vast fortunes for the Gateses, 
Bezoses, Jobses and Zuckerbergs while impoverishing millions of blue-collar workers. 
Economists Emmanuel Saez and Gabriel Zucman found that wealth inequality, after falling from 
1929 to 1978, has been rising ever since “almost entirely due to the rise of the top 0.1% wealth 
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share, from 7% in 1979 to 22% in 2012 — a level almost as high as in 1929.” Meanwhile, the 
United States has lost 5 million factory jobs since 2000, and the manual labor that remains is 
generally lower-paying and less secure than in the past. 
These trends are driven mainly by automation, but it is easy for demagogues to put the blame on 
supposedly disloyal elites such as international bankers, trade partners that are supposedly 
ripping us off, and immigrants who are supposedly stealing jobs and bringing crime.  
 
Conveniently enough, the nostrums pushed by autocratic populists exacerbate the very problems 
they claim to be addressing, deepening the crisis that gives them the excuse to rule. (Trump-
supporting counties have done worse under Trump than counties where the majority voted for 
Hillary Clinton.) 
 
Xenophobia is an easy sell at the moment because we are in the midst of the largest refugee crisis 
in history. According to the United Nations, the number of displaced people in the world has 
grown from 33.9 million in 1997 to 65.6 million in 2016. This mass migration has been sparked 
by conflicts in Syria, Afghanistan, Iraq, Congo, Sudan, Libya, Ukraine and other countries — 
and by crime and poverty in countries such as Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua. Europe 
saw an influx of almost 1.2 million migrants in 2015-2016. This migration created the conditions 
for the passage of Brexit and led to a wave of illiberalism across the continent, even in countries 
such as Hungary and Poland that aren’t seeing any influx of newcomers. 
 
Just as the technological advances of the Industrial Revolution made it easy for Karl Marx to 
propagate his “Communist Manifesto,” so the Information Revolution has given these populists 
the perfect medium for getting their message out. The rise of social media and cable television 
allows them to spread propaganda free of mainstream media fact-checking, which they cynically 
denigrate as “fake news.” 

History suggests that economic upheavals such as the Industrial and Information revolutions 
eventually play themselves out and leave the entire world better off. Refugee crises also abate 
sooner or later. But a lot can happen in the meantime. The crisis of the old order in Europe 
produced nearly 80 years of often bloody conflict between democracy and its foes from 1914 to 
1991. Buckle your seat belts. The entire world is in for another bumpy ride. 
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Democracy Isn't Perfect, But It Will Still Prevail 

BY JAMES STAVRIDIS  
JULY 12, 2018 
 
Time Magazine 
 
I spent much of my early adult life on American warships around the world defending democracy 
against one of its great 20th century enemies: global communism. The Cold War represented a 
rare kind of conflict in the span of human civilization, one not between states or princes, but 
between ideologies. On one side was centralized authoritarian control; on the other, democratic 
government of, by and for the people. Over the course of the decades-long fight, often carried 
out in hot proxy wars around the globe, millions of people died, tens of thousands of them 
Americans. Countries were wiped off the map, and new ones created. It was a high-minded fight, 
with very real human costs. 

When I came ashore and entered the Naval War College in the fall of 1991, it felt like a struggle 
of historic significance finally had been won. The Berlin Wall had fallen, and the Soviet Union 
was on the verge of collapse. It was a heady time, in which democracy seemed to be in full 
bloom around the world. Later, as a four-star Admiral and then as the 16th Supreme Allied 
Commander of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), I witnessed that expansion 
firsthand throughout Latin America, the Balkans and the former Warsaw Pact nations, as once-
dictatorial nations in South America embraced increasingly free and fair elections, and former 
Communist-bloc countries in Eastern Europe joined Western democratic institutions. 

Was it perfect? Of course not. There was civil war, and authoritarian rulers rose in many nations. 
But it was exhilarating to watch as millions of people who had lived in fear found greater liberty 
and economic opportunity. 

Today, though, one could be forgiven for believing that the age of democracy has ended. Two 
massive nations, Russia and China, are trending toward one-man rule. The list of countries 
drifting into autocratic orbits is growing. In Latin America, they include Venezuela, Bolivia and 
Nicaragua, which had shown signs of fledgling if fragile democracy. On the other side of the 
Atlantic, Turkey, Hungary and Poland, still recognizable as democracies, are centralizing power, 
controlling the media, manipulating the courts and squelching protest. On the eastern edge of the 
strategically crucial South China Sea, populist strongman Rodrigo Duterte erodes freedoms in 
the Philippines. 

Once again, it seems, democracy has a competitor. Strongmen are rising in part because elected 
governments are struggling to address new challenges: global migration, technological advances, 
transnational terrorism, international economic unrest. More and more people are willing to try, 
or tolerate, another approach. The yearly Democracy Index, compiled by the Economist 
Intelligence Unit, registered 2017 as the worst year for global democracy since the aftermath of 
the financial crisis in 2010, with three times as many countries seeing democratic declines as 
showing increases. In 2006, Freedom House designated 46% of the world’s population as living 
in countries with open political competition, guaranteed civil liberties, strong civil society and 
independent media. By 2018, the proportion of those living in such free countries had dropped to 
39%. 
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How the remaining members of the free world will respond to this challenge is one of the great 
questions of the moment. America’s President, Donald Trump,has just met in Brussels with the 
leaders of the countries of NATO, arguably the most successful military alliance in human 
history, and Washington’s prized partner in democracy’s 20th century victory. Throughout his 
campaign and his presidency, Trump has attacked NATO and America’s allies in it. From 
Brussels, he travels to Helsinki, where he will talk privately with Russia’s Vladimir Putin, a 
strongman he has flattered and suggested is to be emulated. Trump himself has shunned 
traditional norms: his documented falsehoods now number in the thousands, and his rhetoric 
seeks to chill freedom of the press and undermine the nation’s institutions of democracy. 

Perhaps Trump views his embrace of America’s longtime ideological foe as a clever negotiating 
strategy. Others see a darker future in which political speech is punished, religions are oppressed 
and the rights of millions are taken away. Media coverage and recent books underscore the 
doomsday scenario, from David Runciman’s How Democracy Ends to former Secretary of State 
Madeleine Albright’s Fascism: A Warning. Writing recently in these pages, my friend and fellow 
TIME contributor Ian Bremmer warns that “the greatest threat may be the strongmen yet to 
come.” These and other historically literate observers contemplate a future in which democracy 
has been bested. 

But it is far too early to lose hope. This is a fight that has been won before and will be won 
again, even without much help from the White House. While traveling the world for NATO and 
America’s military, I’ve witnessed key players and movements that will help determine 
democracy’s success. From Colombia to Armenia to Indonesia, often overlooked countries are 
showing that democracy can meet the challenges of the 21st century better than authoritarianism 
can. Liberal democracy, in its various forms and with its inevitable imperfections, is adapting to 
different cultures and histories, and delivering. Human nature is not on authoritarianism’s side, 
nor is history. 

To begin, we need to know what we’re up against. Deep forces are at work. 

First, democracy is to some extent inherently inefficient. It has always been tempting for nations 
to avoid the group-decision messiness of parliaments, congresses and assemblies — all the more 
so today because of the increasing complexity of our globalized society. Mass migrations, 
terrorism, transnational criminal activity and international economic upheavals bring a longing 
for order that can play on false memories of simpler times. 

That seems to be the driver of creeping authoritarianism in Hungary. During my years at NATO, 
I met Viktor Orban, the longtime head of that nation’s conservative Fidesz Party and a politician 
of evident dynamism and charisma. As Hungary’s Prime Minister, Orban has used the crisis of 
migration from the Middle East and Africa to Europe to amass power. He has weakened the 
courts, the central bank and the press. In April, he scored a landslide win in parliamentary 
elections. 

The same desire for order can be seen driving the rise of Duterte in the Philippines. He has used 
a national drug crisis to launch widespread extrajudicial killings — that is, state-directed murder. 
Yet his popularity remains at a stunning 80%. Hunger for order is a powerful force. 
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Second, new technologies are proving to be double-edged swords when it comes to democratic 
norms. On the one hand, social media and the Internet have enabled democratic revolution. In the 
Arab Spring, reformers used those tools to organize protests and carry messages of change across 
the Middle East and North Africa. The Internet’s massive connectivity is tailor-made for the free 
exchange of ideas on which democratic rule is based. 

But of late, it is the dictators, from Moscow to Damascus, who have been more agile and 
effective in using these tools, spying on opponents at home and abroad and deploying 
propaganda in devious new ways. Russia has invested heavily in undermining objective reality 
by relentlessly sowing doubts online about basic facts. China’s leadership not only strictly 
censors social media, but also employs hundreds of thousands of people to steer online 
conversation to their liking; the state co-opts political discussion and fabricates posts that extol 
the Communist Party. 

Third, the disorienting speed of change has provided an opening for authoritarian leaders, who 
tout their ability to respond rapidly to shifting events. Faster communication, the ability of 
computers to solve problems that once took weeks or months to crack and the shrinking news 
cycle are changing the environment in which government does business. That can give the 
advantage to one strong voice over the kinds of deliberative committees and blue-ribbon panels 
that are a mainstay of Western government decisionmaking. 

In Turkey, for example, President Recep Tayyip Erdogan has promised to use the new, wide-
ranging executive powers he won in June’s elections to rein in the country’s double-digit 
inflation and jump-start the economy. President Trump himself has mastered the rapid-response 
theatrics of the strongman. He ricocheted from belittling North Korea’s Kim Jong Un as “little 
rocket man” to calling him “smart” and “honorable.” He wears his inconstancy as a badge of 
honor, arguing that changing positions allows him to outmaneuver more consistent opponents. 
Amid rapid change, people want speedy solutions, and democracy is often slow to deliver. 

But countervailing forces are at work as well. The realities of Russia’s nuclear arms and 
China’s rising economic clout, and the fact that neither country has ever had a sustained period 
of democratic rule, make it easy to forget that the world’s dominant military and economic forces 
remain in the hands of committed democracies. And around the world, many often overlooked 
nations have been demonstrating that even imperfect democracies can prevail over this century’s 
new challenges. 

Take India, where over 550 million people voted in the last election — a monumental number. 
Its democracy is hardly unblemished. Critics say Prime Minister Narendra Modi’s Bharatiya 
Janata Party (BJP) is eroding liberal institutions, and India ranks 138 out of 180 countries in 
press freedom, according to Reporters Without Borders. But in all of my contacts with senior 
Indian officials, including members of the military who might be expected to favor top-down 
order, I have always found an unwavering commitment to democracy. It has assured India 
decades of stability and growth in the face of terrorist attacks, economic strife and massive 
population shifts. 

Democracy might hardly seem the most efficient response to a half-century’s disorder in 
Colombia. And yet despite a virulent insurgency since the mid-1960s, power continues to 
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transfer peacefully in that nation. President Alvaro Uribe gave up the presidency at the end of his 
constitutionally limited second term in 2010, despite high popularity and calls for him to amend 
the constitution to stay on. His successor, Juan Manuel Santos, negotiated a comprehensive but 
controversial peace agreement with the communist-inspired guerrillas known as FARC, for their 
formal name’s acronym in Spanish. This year, as Santos’ second term came to an end, the nation 
began a heated debate over the peace deal. 

Democracy provided the answer: an election on June 17 put a stark choice before the people. 
Iván Duque, a business-friendly pragmatist who pledged to impose harsher terms on the former 
rebels, defeated Gustavo Petro, who supported the peace agreement. A nation whose upheaval 
might easily have led to authoritarianism has again and again chosen free debate and open 
elections. 

So it is as well in Brazil, a superpower-size nation of 200 million that, despite considerable 
political turmoil, has not turned back toward autocracy. Mexico has just elected Andrés Manuel 
López Obrador as its President — perhaps not the first choice of the U.S., given his left-leaning 
agenda, but another example of democracy at work as the third-largest nation in the Americas 
swings from right to left following free elections. 

Technological developments may yet prove a net positive for democracy. I have visited the tiny 
former Soviet state of Armenia many times, and gotten to know the former President and Prime 
Minister Serzh Sargsyan. Until recently, he appeared to be an unbeatable authoritarian figure. 
But weeks of protests, powered by the Internet, caused him to resign in April, and propelled a 
new leader, Nikol Pashinyan, into power. 

In Tunisia, the Internet-fueled Arab Spring has persisted. The democratically elected government 
that replaced the 23-year dictatorship of President Zine el-Abidine Ben Ali has remained in 
power through recurring free and fair elections. Yes, there are worrying trends in the 
government’s responses to media criticism and protests. But the fact that democratic institutions 
have held up for seven years is cause for optimism. 

Tunisia’s experience reflects another often overlooked asset democracy brings around the world: 
its flexibility. The U.S. too often failed to recognize this during and after the Cold War, 
sometimes siding with dictators rather than accepting that not all democracies look alike. Part of 
Tunisia’s success has come from adapting its electoral system to its own culture, through a 
constitution that gives Islam a role in the public sphere. Enduring democratic structures in Chile, 
Indonesia, South Korea and elsewhere differ significantly from the secular Western model. 

Another boon for democracy is the growing role of women in governance. Powerful female 
champions of democracy and civil rights have emerged around the world, from Michelle 
Bachelet of Chile to Jacinda Ardern of New Zealand and Ellen Johnson Sirleaf of Liberia, the 
first elected female head of state in Africa. Female representation has increased in national 
parliaments, from 15% in 2002 to 19.8% in 2012, the most recent year available. 

The rise to power of those representing 50% of the world’s population can only be good for the 
legitimacy and durability of democracy. Moreover, countries with higher levels of gender 



HP	Comparative	Government																																														Name,	Date,	and	Period:	

	

equality are less likely to engage in internal or external conflict, according to the World Bank. 
Women’s participation in conflict prevention and resolution often helps ensure success; 
agreements that include women and civil-society groups are 64% less likely to fail than those 
that do not, according to a U.N.-sponsored study. 

Perhaps most important, democracy remains strong in its traditional redoubts. Most of the 
world’s most developed countries are still highly committed democracies, including Japan, 
Canada, France, Australia and Germany. That’s no accident. China’s rise may seem like 
economic validation of authoritarianism, but it has come by liberalizing a backward agrarianism 
to mimic established democracies, and by stealing their intellectual property. And imitation has 
its limits. Few in Europe and Asia have forgotten that free-market economies were democracy’s 
greatest weapon in the 20th century, and the entrepreneurs and investors that drive those free 
markets won’t soon embrace authoritarian control. 

That goes double for the U.S. Political life here has problems: money in politics, 
gerrymandering, rising partisanship and a President who calls the media an “enemy of the 
people” while musing about how “great” it must be for Chinese President Xi Jinping to amass 
absolute power. Finding a voice to counter that antidemocratic rhetoric is proving surprisingly 
hard, so far. 

But does anyone seriously think we are headed toward authoritarian control of our politics or 
single-party rule? Speaking as someone who was interviewed for possible positions by both 
Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump, I don’t think so. The media remain strong and determined to 
tell the truth, and the courts remain rigorously independent. The Mueller investigation is 
clanking at the President like a Panzer tank, and whatever it reveals, the nation will deal with it 
through laws and politics. Accountability remains a core driver in the national debate. 

We paint democracy as a utopia, but it is not. It has been called, as Churchill noted, the worst 
form of government except for all the others — subject to abuse and manipulation and often 
sclerotic. We must forgive its failings, and work to improve them, as long as its core institutions 
further civil rights, guarantee rule of law and are subject to the will of the people. There will be 
losses in all of these nations, as well as our own, corruption, misbehavior, pressure on the courts 
and media. Challenges will only grow as change in this century continues at a blistering pace. 

But for every example of democracy fading out or finding itself under attack, there are 
counterexamples of democracy and democratic activists moving forward and finding solutions. 
Under this U.S. Administration, there is little leadership on global human rights or democratic 
norms. But other leaders, from Angela Merkel and Emmanuel Macron of Europe to Shinzo Abe 
of Japan to Justin Trudeau of Canada, have been outspoken in defense of democratic values. 
Change is happening in smaller nations as well. 

And democracy will prevail not because of individual leaders but because it is better than 
authoritarianism at meeting the challenges of governing. Human nature abhors a boss, and 
politically, democracy serves as a safety valve. Look to America, even in its current rage. We 
cannot imagine our own nation without the ability to switch from George W. Bush, a Republican 
fighting unpopular wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, to Barack Obama. Or, for that matter, to move 
from Obama to President Trump. 
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Those shifts may look like stark division on the surface. But they also represent democracy’s 
ability to allow dissenting, frustrated views an outlet. Dictators may impose order, but mounting 
unrest as often as not turns them out, frequently with disastrous results. Some of the worst 
massacres in modern history have followed the ouster of strongmen. 

Sometimes democracy will not resolve complex events, or most effectively use technology, or 
respond speedily. But it peacefully holds accountable leaders who don’t fulfill their promises or 
better our lives, and rewards those who do. That has proved more valuable in the long run than 
more immediate urges. Two hundred years ago, there was a mere handful of pseudo democracies 
in the world. At the turn of the 20th century, a couple of dozen democracies existed. 

Today, despite the continuation of Chinese and Russian authoritarian regimes, there are well over 
a hundred. Hundreds of millions have transitioned from fully authoritarian monarchies 
(throughout Europe, Central Asia and parts of East Asia) and pure dictatorships (Latin America, 
the Balkans, the Levant and parts of Africa). History has run from male-dominated tribes in the 
Paleolithic era through dictatorial city-states to early modern monarchies and today’s 
democracies. 

We can all hope that the battle to defend democracy will be less costly in the 21st century than in 
the previous one. We can enhance our chances of winning by empowering women, boosting 
programs that fight economic inequality and teaching our children the critical thinking skills they 
need to separate truth from lies. 

Democracy’s defenders can work to be clear what our cause is, why it matters and what is at 
stake. Sometimes people say to me that America is in a “war of ideas.” Not quite. We remain in a 
marketplace of ideas. That is what has made us most adaptable to new threats and resilient in the 
face of challenges. It is also why we must articulate our vision of the values that, while we 
execute them imperfectly, are right and true. 
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Western Democracy is Threatening Suicide  
 

The Affirmative The Negative 
Yascha Mounk and Bernard-Henri Levi Clive Crook and Kori Schake 

 
Opening Statements  
Affirmative from Yascha Mounk: 

1. What two things must the affirmative side show to be true in order to win the debate? 
 
 
 
Negative from Clive Crook: 

1. What does Crook argue is the core of the case for democracy? 
 
 
 

2. What other key element does Crook say is protecting American democracy? 
 
 
 

3. What does Crook say a vote for Trump was a protest against? 
 
 
 
Affirmative from Bernard-Henri Levy: 

1. What does Levy say is part of the democracy beyond the vote? 
 
 
 

2. Levy argues that western democracies “abandoning” democratic movements around the 
world indicate the decline of democracy. List at least three countries that Levy mentions 
when arguing the totalitarianism is on the rise around the world. 

 
 
 
Negative from Kori Schake: 

1. What three regions does Schake use as evidence for her point that people around the 
world do prefer democracy. 

 
 
 
 

2. How does Schake make her point about contemporary people all over the world 
preferring democracy? 
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Western Democracy is Threatening Suicide (Round 2) 
 

The Affirmative The Negative 
Yascha Mounk and Bernard-Henri Levi Clive Crook and Kori Schake 

 
 
Question 1 to the Affirmative: What is your response to the argument that democratic systems 
are built to fix crises like those described? 
 

1. What is Mounk’s counterargument to the first question from the moderator? The phrase 
itself is a satisfactory answer.   

 
 
 
 

2.  What does Kori Schake argue is putting pressure on the system? 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Who does Levy argue is “proof that we are facing real fatigue of the democratic values in 
our country?” 

 
 
 
 
 

4. What does Crook argue about Americans’ faith in Congress and how does that fit into his 
“protest vote” argument? 

 
 
 
 
 

5. How does Mounk explain why people voted for Donald Trump in 2016? List both 
reasons. 

 
 
 
 
 

6. Why does Levy believe the democratic crisis is happening today as opposed to past 
times? 
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7. How does Levy describe the corruption of the democratic belief that everyone has the 
right to express their opinion? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

8. How does Schake respond to the question about the threat of fascism being up and 
running in Poland and Hungary? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

9. How does Mounk describe a determined, well-organized minority taking over a 
democratic system? In other words, what happens among the voting populace to allow 
that to happen? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

10. What are the differences Schake highlights between 1930s Germany and the mid-2010s 
in the United States? Why does Schake say we should not worry about possible parallels 
between 1930s Germany and the 2016 presidential election? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11. What was Schake most worried about in 2016 regarding President Trump? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12. What does Levy say about democracy and the natural state of the human being? 
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13. What does Crook say is “the thing that we disagree about”? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

14. What major global event in 2008-2009 does Crook use to explain different protest votes 
around the world? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15. How does Mounk counter the claim that the United States has a long democratic history 
and therefore is a more stable democracy than 1930s Germany (the Weimar Republic)? 

 
 
 
 
 
 

16. What is Mounk worried about in 2020? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17. What does Crook say is the whole point of democracy? He addresses this when he goes 
back to the question about bad politicians. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

18. What point does Crook make about his colleagues in the press criticizing President 
Trump? 

 
 
 



HP Comparative Government                                              Name, Date, and Period: 

19. How does Mounk respond to Crook’s question about the events in Catalonia? In other 
words, what does he say about the arrival of a threat to democracy? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

20. What common history does Schake reference regarding the Spanish, Polish, and 
Hungarian examples? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

21. What does Levy say about the inability of western democracies to produce “artists of 
policy” regarding his argument that western democracy is fragile? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22. What does Schake say is our (i.e. our democracy’s) greatest protection? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

23. What phrase does Mounk use to describe the cycle which makes it impossible to deal 
with real problems? 
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Western Democracy is Threatening Suicide (Round 3) 
 

The Affirmative The Negative 
Yascha Mounk and Bernard-Henri Levi Clive Crook and Kori Schake 

 
 

1. What does Mounk warn us against assuming? 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. What was the mistake of the chicken, the Athenians, the Romans, and the Venetians? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. What is the main idea Crook uses to explain a vote for Trump and a vote for Brexit? It 
has to do with “our politicians.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. What are the three “things” of democracy Levy lists? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. What is the main thing that Schake says Americans get right? What is our “great saving 
grace”? 

 
 
 
 
 
 



HP Comparative Government                                              Name, Date, and Period: 

Debrief 
 

1. Who was your favorite debater and why? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Did you think the winning team deserved it? Why or why not? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. What do you think was the Affirmative Team’s best argument? The Negative Team? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. To what extent are you concerned about Western Democracy? 
	


