Champion of Freedom in the Modern World
Britain

Louis B. Cardon

One of the fascinating themes of modern

history has been the rise of freedom in the West-
ern world and the spread of that freedom to the
peoples of many other parts of the earth. This
chapter deals with the divinely inspired role of
Britain in that process.

FREEDOM AND AGENCY

If we were to ask ourselves whether free-
dom is a quality essential to God’s plan for the
happiness of man, we would not hesitate to an-
swer yes. Certainly an individual’s meaningful
exercise of his or her God-given agency (the abil-
ity to choose from among available options) re-
quires that a range of options (some degree of
freedom) be available. If we then ask whether in-
dividuals and governments will always further
the purposes of God if they advance human free-
dom in the world, we might again be quick to an-
swer yes. Upon further reflection, however, we

might decide that the kind and amount of free-
dom that would most contribute to the well-being
of an individual or of a nation might vary. Nei-
ther God nor moral man would really wish that
every individual should have complete freedom
(or license) to do anything he or she desires. And
the kind of political freedom represented by full-
scale “democracy,” while perhaps theoretically
ideal, might not actually be the best form of
government for every nation at every stage of
development.

Short of a brain operation or some other ex-
treme measure, there is practically no way that
an individual can be deprived of agency. There
are many ways, however, in which God and man
may increase or decrease human freedoms. Indi-
viduals, through the choices they make, can sig-
nificantly increase or diminish their own free-
doms and the freedoms of others. Society,
through its laws, places salutary restrictions on
the freedom of individuals to speed on highways
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or to take the property of other individuals. Peo-
ple who persist in violating these restrictions
may lose more of their freedoms by being placed
in jail. On the other hand, governments, through
liberal institutions and laws, may confer many
valuable rights and freedoms upon their citizens.
God, if He sees fit, may use means at His dis-
posal to avert or terminate the rule of an oppres-
sive leader such as Adolf Hitler.! He also has the
power to inspire and facilitate the work of those
who promote freedom such as John Locke,
George Washington, and Abraham Lincoln.

Among the challenges that come at times to
individuals, groups, and even whole nations are
frustrating limitations on their freedoms. In
some cases men have been given opportunities to
grow by overcoming such challenges. And in
some cases human efforts to achieve important
freedoms have evidently been inspired and
aided by God. However, unless God specifically
reveals His role and purposes in particular his-
torical events man can only use his best judg-
ment to try to discern and understand these
things. For example, because Hitler was permit-
ted to practice oppression for years before he was
brought down, we may ask (as does Douglas
Tobler in another chapter of this book) what
good may have come from evil during the Holo-
caust and World War II.

An explanation of God’s purpose in permit-
ting human suffering was provided in a state-
ment of the First Presidency of the Church
shortly after the outbreak of World War I: “God,
doubtless, could avert war, prevent crime, de-
stroy poverty ... but. .. itis for the benefit of His
sons and daughters that they become acquainted
with evil as well as good. . . . Therefore he has
permitted the evils which have been brought
about by the acts of His creatures, but will con-
trol their ultimate results for . . . the progress and
exaltation of His sons and daughters. . . . The
contrasts experienced in this world of mingled
sorrow and joy are educational in their nature,
and will be the means of raising humanity to a
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full appreciation of all that is right and true and
good.”?

We may conclude that God does not always
choose to maximize freedom at a given time in a
given area. Just as He chooses to allow individu-
als to experience many conditions (even slavery)
that may not seem to human observers to be con-
ducive to a productive life, He may allow whole
peoples, during certain periods, to experience
great limitations on their freedom to practice re-
ligion, to speak freely, to choose their place of
residence and their occupation, and so forth. On
the other hand, God’s influence (often called
Providence) has evidently worked through many
individuals, including some who did not even
believe in a personal God, to increase significant
political and social freedoms in Europe, in Amer-
ica, and throughout much of the rest of the world
in the modern era.

Our understanding of some aspects of this
process is aided by the fact that God has revealed
in the scriptures and other statements of His
prophets that certain nations are His special
agents in the development and spread of desir-
able forms of freedom in the modern world.
Prominent among these nations are Britain,
France, and the United States. This chapter and
the next two will consider some of those
prophetic statements and their fulfillment in the
history of these three nations over the past three
centuries.

As the special contributions of the United
States to the establishment and growth of The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (itself
a great influence for freedom) are dealt with in
other chapters, they will not be emphasized here.
But the general expansion of religious freedom
as one of the most basic “human rights” will be
considered. The increase of opportunities for ed-
ucation, social mobility, satisfaction of material
needs, and a host of other developments could
obviously enter into a broad treatment of the re-
cent expansion of human freedom. But for prac-
tical considerations, we will focus on develop-



ments, especially governmental, that have been
particularly conducive to the establishment of
certain crucial political and social freedoms
within these three nations and within other na-
tions affected by their actions or example.

All three of these nations were leaders in
advancing respect for human rights, the rule of
law, and broad participation in government.
Each also developed a particularly stable and ef-
fective government in these centuries. There is
little doubt that these nations were among those
that President Gordon B. Hinckley had primarily
in mind in his closing petition in the October
2001 general conference: “We pray for the great
democracies of the earth which Thou hast over-
seen in creating their governments, where peace
and liberty and democratic processes obtain.”?

It should be noted that this petition did not
suggest that all democracies are great or that
democracy is synonymous with liberty. It is a re-
grettable fact that even though a majority of the
world’s nations today (62 percent by one count)
have constitutions conferring the vote on all
adult citizens, the governments of many of these
democratic nations have little genuine respect for
the liberties of their citizens. Sadly lacking, in
many instances, are true freedom of speech and
religion, the rule of impartial law, protection for
private property, and effective limitations on the
powers of the dominant elements in government.
On the other hand, the great democracies that
have led the way in the advancement of true lib-
erty in the modern world developed constitu-
tional liberalism even before they became
democracies in the technical sense, and they con-
tinue today to cherish justice and individual free-
doms as well as universal suffrage.*

It should be observed, as a caveat, that God
has no perfect human instruments—either indi-
viduals, groups, or nations—for the accomplish-
ment of His purposes. One would not expect,
therefore, that the policies and practices of the
nations in question would always have con-
formed to the divine will. Rather the general
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trend in their history in recent centuries has been
distinguished by their development and spread
of freedom (sometimes with two steps forward
followed by one step back).

BRITAIN

The high level of individual freedom
achieved in the American colonies was due only
in part to distinctive developments in America it-
self. American freedom was also due in good
part to the legacy from America’s motherland,
Britain. As President Ezra Taft Benson stated: “It
was historical documents such as the English Pe-
tition of Rights and the English Bill of Rights that
first recognized the ‘immemorial rights of Eng-
lishmen.” I believe these movements were in-
spired by the Lord. Later these God-given rights
were to become guaranteed by New World doc-
uments, such as the Declaration of Independence
and the American Bill of Rights.”>

Other Church leaders have lauded Amer-
ica’s mother country, Britain, as a great source of
freedom for its own people, for the United States,
and for many other countries as well. One of the
strongest pronouncements on this theme was
made by President Gordon B. Hinckley on March
5, 1996, following a speech by Lady Margaret
Thatcher at Brigham Young University. He spoke
of Britain as “the land that produced the Magna
Carta, the English common law, . . . and, above
all, a people . . . who historically carried the
peace of Britain, Pax Britannica, across the world,
with the Union Jack flying over a quarter of the
earth, with justice and order and progress wher-
ever it flew. The days of empire are gone, but its
fruits are still manifest.” Though America long
since broke away from the British Empire, the
United States and its motherland are “still joined
together in brotherhood with a common lan-
guage, a common culture, a common sense of
justice, a solemn respect for the dignity of man,
and above all, an attitude that human freedom
and liberty are more precious than life itself.”®
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The British political and legal institutions
extolled by President Hinckley were developed
over a period of centuries. Unlike the United
States, Britain (more properly called “England”
before its union with Scotland in 1707) never had
a Constitutional Convention. In fact, even to this
day Britain has never produced a comprehensive
written constitution to serve as a blueprint for its
government. Yet it undoubtedly possesses one of
the most effective constitutional governments
ever developed. In part, this government rests on
strong unwritten precedents—developed, tried,
and refined over generations of time. It also rests
on a few treasured written documents seen as
crucial landmarks in Britain’s constitutional de-
velopment.

A PROVIDENTIAL GEOGRAPHY

One significant factor in the success of the
long evolution of constitutional government in
Britain was the providential separation of the is-
land of England from the continent of Europe.
Though a strong swimmer can traverse the Eng-
lish Channel, armies could not—unless they
were accompanied by a superior navy. The last
successful invasion of England was that of
William the Conqueror and his Norman host in
1066, when there was not yet an effective central
government on the island. In contrast, the at-
tempted invasion by the Spanish army and fleet
in 1588 was a resounding failure. Had it suc-
ceeded, this invasion by Spain, the strongest mil-
itary power of Europe and the champion of
Catholicism and absolute monarchy, could have
greatly retarded the development of constitu-
tional government in England. But England by
this time had an effective central government,
and its fleet, equipped by Henry VIII and his
daughter Elizabeth with smaller, faster ships and
more cannons, harried the “Invincible Armada”
through the Channel. Drake’s fire-ships then
drove it from refuge at Calais, and a great storm
subsequently pushed most of the Spanish ships
northward, where many were wrecked on the
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coasts of Scotland. Englishmen commonly attrib-
uted the famous “Protestant wind” and their na-
tion’s deliverance to the watchful hand of Provi-
dence; “He blew and they were scattered”
became a common English motto.”

The defeat of the Spanish Armada presaged
an era of English naval superiority, together with
greater freedom of the seas for various enter-
prises that served the purposes of the Lord.
America was now open to English colonization,
which helped to ready that land for its special
missions, including the championship of free-
dom in the world (see 1 Nephi 13:14-19; D&C
101:77-80, 96:5). England’s overseas commerce,
as well as that of the Netherlands and France, en-
tered a period of great growth. This helped build
a strong base in these countries for significant
political and social accomplishments. In each
case, the rise of enterprising merchant and busi-
ness classes contributed, sooner or later, to the
advancement of constitutional government and
personal freedoms.

It was an era of relative security for Eng-
land from aggression by continental powers.
From the seventeenth century through the nine-
teenth century, England generally needed only to
maintain a strong navy for military protection.
The great powers of the European continent, on
the other hand, needed expensive armies to pre-
serve themselves and compete successfully in the
frequent European wars. In the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, they also seemingly needed
absolute monarchs, such as Louis XIV of France,
if they were to expand or thrive. In countries
such as the declining Holy Roman Empire and
Poland, where a central monarch was obliged to
share power with parliaments or regional au-
thorities, the state was weak—a potential victim
of stronger neighbors.

In contrast, the island nation of England,
relatively secure from aggressors, was able to
survive the occasional periods of weakness re-
sulting from struggles between the monarchy
and Parliament. An example would be the Stuart



era of the seventeenth century, when the rivalry
between Parliament and the king tended at times
to paralyze the government. With the luxury of
isolation, England survived until the Glorious
Revolution of 1688-89 terminated this crucial
power struggle with the establishment of a
strong and stable parliament teamed with a
monarch of significant but limited powers.

AN EFFECTIVE REPRESENTATIVE
GOVERNMENT

The victory of Parliament in the virtually
bloodless Glorious Revolution might seem just a
victory for aristocracy over strong monarchy.
Both houses of Parliament were initially con-
trolled by well-to-do landowners. The House of
Lords was limited to the hereditary upper nobil-
ity, who usually owned large estates. And the
House of Commons, which early became the
more influential of the two houses, was led
mainly by members of the more numerous
landowning gentry class. These were usually
supported by independent small farmers and
representatives of the town middle classes. Only
men of considerable property qualified to vote,
and only a few thousand men in England pos-
sessed the large income from land ownership
that was required to stand for election to the
Commons.

However, the landowners of England, as a
class, were believers in the principle of individ-
ual rights for all Englishmen, and those elected to
Parliament were generally serious about their re-
sponsibility to govern England well. Thus, John
Locke, the preeminent literary champion of the
regime consummated by the Glorious Revolu-
tion, was on solid ground in his view that the
English government after 1689 insured the peo-
ple’s essential rights to life, liberty, and property.
As presented shortly after the Revolution in
Locke’s enormously influential Two Treatises of
Government, the Glorious Revolution “launched
into the mainstream of modern history the su-
perb tradition of constitutional government,
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which has been one of the principal themes in the
history of the modern world ever since.”8

Locke did not champion representative
constitutionalism as the form of government fa-
vored by God. Rather, he championed it as the
form best suited to the nature of man, as well as
the form most capable of advancing the “natural
rights” of man. Locke was primarily a secular
philosopher —a believer in natural laws discern-
able by man’s reason and innate sense of justice.
But even if Locke did not think of himself as an
agent of God, Latter-day Saints may consider
him as such, as well as others who contributed
materially to the development of constitutional
government in England and its spread to other
lands. As previously noted, this movement was
declared by President Benson, President Hinck-
ley, and other prophets to have been inspired by
the Lord.

In addition to the Bill of Rights, which en-
sured many individual rights and freedoms to
Englishmen, the Glorious Revolution also pro-
duced the Toleration Act of 1689. This provided
general freedom of religious practice, though
Catholicism was not officially countenanced, and
persons who refused to join the Church of Eng-
land were initially excluded from voting or hold-
ing office. With time, even the remaining limita-
tions were generally not enforced, however, and
the practice of religion in England by the 1800s
was in fact quite free.

WHY NOT THE RESTORATION
IN ENGLAND?

This being the case, one might ask whether
America was really the only country in which the
Lord’s Church and the fullness of His gospel
could have been restored in the latter days. Why
could not the Restoration have taken place in
England? Certainly, when the gospel was
brought to England in 1837, less than a decade af-
ter the establishment of the Church in America,
the missionary work was largely unimpeded,
and a great many conversions were made. No
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extended discussion of this question is practical
here. But one can at least note the contribution of
the American frontier to the success of the
Church. Even in America, when the members of
the newly restored Church sought the strength
and the freedom of lifestyle afforded by a gather-
ing, they met with opposition and persecution
from their neighbors. Time and again they
moved as a body to a new area on the frontier,
until finally they made the trek to Utah. In Eng-
land, on the other hand, there was no frontier, no
place where the Saints could have assembled in
large numbers to establish their special commu-
nities. It was not until the twentieth century that
conditions were ripe for British converts to be en-
couraged to stay and build their own Zion com-
munities (wards and stakes) throughout their
British homeland.!”

THE SCIENTIFIC REVOLUTION:
GATEWAY TO A FREER WORLD

In basing his study of the virtues of parlia-
mentary government and individual freedoms
on empiricism and reason, Locke was a true ex-
emplar of the spirit fostered by the new move-
ment known as the Scientific Revolution. This
seminal intellectual development opened the age
of modern science, which in turn led to impor-
tant economic, social, and political transforma-
tions. Thus, it may be seen as the gateway to the
modern world —and as the basis for the rise and
spread of important forms of freedom. Among
the subsequent movements that helped trans-
form first Europe and then the world was the En-
lightenment of the eighteenth century, which
sought to apply the new rationalistic methodol-
ogy of science to the study of man and society.
Similarly, the Agricultural Revolution of the
eighteenth century involved the application of
the new scientific rationalism to the improve-
ment of farming methods. And finally, the Indus-
trial Revolution of the nineteenth century and
European military and imperial accomplish-
ments of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
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were also made possible by the rise of European
science and technology.!'!

A few of the major scientists of the seven-
teenth-century Age of Genius credited God with
providing crucial insights that opened the way to
major scientific advances.!? But by and large the
achievements of the new science have been cred-
ited to the breaking away of scientists from
overdependence on classical authorities such as
Aristotle and Ptolemy and to the development of
a new methodology featuring careful observa-
tion and strict reasoning. In our own day it is not
widely recognized that God has sometimes cho-
sen to reveal truths to the world through recipi-
ents who may not even believe in a personal God
or in revelation from God to man. Latter-day
Saint prophets, however, have declared that in-
novative scientists and inventors have often been
beneficiaries of heavenly inspiration and that
their discoveries have often contributed to the
spread of the gospel and to other purposes of
God.!? Of course the fact that such persons were
inspired by God does not mean that they them-
selves had no significant role in these discover-
ies. It seems reasonable that God would choose
to make persons with extraordinary minds, like
those of a Newton or a Galileo, the recipients of
particularly profound insights to supplement
their own great intellectual achievements.

There are also grounds for concluding that
God has controlled the timing and placement of
some of the most significant movements of hu-
man history through His choices of when and
where to send some of His most gifted spirit chil-
dren to earth. At times He has chosen to send a
number of exceptionally talented individuals to a
particular area during a period of one or two
generations. This has then resulted in a tremen-
dous burst of creativity and in enormous strides
for mankind in science, government, culture, and
so forth. It seems highly improbable that sheer
chance could have brought into contact such philo-
sophical geniuses as Socrates, Plato, and Aris-
totle. Or such artistic virtuosos as Leonardo da



Vinci, Raphael, Titian, and Michelangelo. Or such
political giants as those who assembled in 1787 in
Philadelphia to draft a constitution for the newly
independent American colonies. Or such key
contributors to the Scientific Revolution as Ba-
con, Descartes, Galileo, Kepler, and Newton.!4

The fact that the Scientific Revolution came
first to Europe, as did the social and economic
revolutions that it fostered, goes a long way to-
wards explaining the material and intellectual
predominance of European (or Western) civiliza-
tion over all other civilizations of the world in the
seventeenth century through the twentieth cen-
tury (the “European Age” of the world). By 1900
over 90 percent of the Earth’s population was sig-
nificantly affected by European civilization or its
products.

Britain’s leadership. Britain played a key
role in this process. Not only did it provide a
number of the major participants in the Scientific
Revolution (Bacon and Newton, for example),
but it was also the leader in several of the subse-
quent social and economic transformations. In
addition, Britain, as the foremost commercial
and imperial power of Europe, was also the fore-
most purveyor of these movements to the world.
It seems surprising that this relatively small is-
land nation should have become one of the lead-
ing powers of Europe by the eighteenth century
and the center of the greatest world empire in the
nineteenth century. But perhaps it was an impor-
tant element in God’s design that the “mother of
parliaments” should be blessed with material
achievements that enabled the spread of her po-
litical principles over so much of the globe.

There was another way in which Britain’s
material leadership may have served the pur-
poses of God. This leadership often meant that
Britain was the first to experience some of the
major problems produced by industrialization,
urbanization, and so forth. These problems could
be grievously perplexing at the time, but a larger
perspective permits us to see them as opportuni-
ties for the British to achieve further develop-
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ment. Britain was then able to show to the world
how such problems could be effectively handled
by a government and society that were generally
motivated by compassion and good sense rather
than the selfish interests of elites such as have pre-
vailed in much of human history. To those look-
ing for the hand of God in human affairs, this is
a prime example of challenging problems being
visited upon a people capable of overcoming the
problems and growing from the experience.

The Agricultural Revolution. In the eigh-
teenth century, Britain, with its stable govern-
ment and enterprising landowning and mer-
chant classes, jumped to an early lead in the
Agricultural Revolution. Between 1700 and 1870
the productivity of British agriculture increased
by 300 percent, with no significant increase in the
number of farm workers. This was accomplished
in good part through the introduction of more
scientific methods of fertilization and rotation of
crops, scientific breeding of animals, and a vari-
ety of horse-drawn machines. But modernization
of agriculture and the enclosure movement that
accompanied it also brought injustice, displace-
ment, and hardships to some. There were, for ex-
ample, owners of small farms who could not
compete with the larger and more efficient farms
and who became mere laborers.’®

THE INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION

For both the problems and the opportuni-
ties resulting from the Agricultural Revolution,
industrialization was part of the answer. With
Britain’s productive agriculture, its burgeoning
population, and its exceptional access by sea to
the raw materials and markets of the world, it
was natural that the island nation should also
take the lead in the development of new methods
of manufacturing—the Industrial Revolution. In
the late eighteenth century, Englishmen intro-
duced power machines and the factory system in
the cotton industry. In addition, James Watt’s
development of the steam engine allowed the
exploitation of coal, an abundant new source of
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energy with which a kindly Providence had
richly endowed the British Isles. By the early
nineteenth century the revolution had spread to
other manufacturing industries and to the build-
ing of railroads. As a consequence Britain had es-
tablished a lead of a generation or more over all
other industrializing nations. Urbanization and a
great expansion of trade at home and abroad
were also under way.'®

While industrialization produced wealth
and empire for Britain and profits for industrial-
ists and merchants, it also brought additional
problems for many British workers. Some fami-
lies lost their cohesiveness in the new environ-
ment of the factory cities. Housing was often
very crowded, and factory work was long and te-
dious, especially for children as young as five or
six. Somewhat similar hardships were not un-
known back on the farm or in the home work-
shops of the pre-factory era. But the greater visi-
bility and intensity of such problems in the new
industrial cities created increasing demands for
government to help the workers. It is certainly to
the credit of the humanitarianism and good
sense of the British propertied classes, and con-
sistent with the designs of God, that the British
government did not allow class antagonisms to
create a violent social revolution in Britain. Undi-
luted laissez-faire philosophy, which had made
its contribution to early rapid industrialization,
was modified sufficiently in the course of the
nineteenth century to permit passage by Parlia-
ment of a series of child labor laws, limitations
on hours of factory work, housing regulations,
and other factory and urban reforms.

These reforms, together with increased pro-
ductivity, are generally credited with improving
the working and living conditions of the British
working class. After the middle of the nineteenth
century, most factory workers felt that they were
sharing in the fruits of industrialism. Their
wages would buy approximately twice as much
in 1906 as in 1850. Hence extreme ideologies such
as communism found little support among the
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British working class, even though Karl Marx
and Friedrich Engels had based their predictions
of class revolution largely on their analysis of the
hardships of British workers earlier in the nine-
teenth century.’”

GROWTH OF DEMOCRACY

Another factor contributing to the relative
contentment of the British working class was a
series of nineteenth century extensions of democ-
racy. In the early 1800s not even one adult male
in ten qualified, by property ownership and
other requirements, to vote in parliamentary
elections. But in a series of major political re-
forms in 1832, 1867, and 1884, Parliament ex-
tended the vote to almost all adult males who
were heads of households. In 1918 other adult
men received suffrage, and between 1918 and
1928 it was extended to women as well.

In the view of many English reformers, the
introduction in the late nineteenth century of free
and compulsory education for all classes of soci-
ety was essential to the success of mass democ-
racy. “Now we’ve got to educate our new mas-
ters” was an effective argument for mass
education. Thus, British developments consistent
with God’s program of freedom were brought
about with broad public support and through
able leaders in key positions. Gladstone, Disraeli,
and other reformers (notwithstanding the fact
that some of their actions and policies might
rightfully be criticized) may well have been the
recipients of inspiration in their contributions to
the numerous personal freedoms and the broad
functional democracy that Britain shaped and
then shared with much of the world.'8

BriTiSH EMPIRE

Britain’s acquisition of extensive colonies
and foreign markets during the seventeenth,
eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries was based
in part on its own political and economic
strengths. But developments in other countries



also affected British empire building. In the sev-
enteenth century Spain’s internal weaknesses
and its inability to stave off Dutch, British, and
French competition in manufacturing and trade
destroyed its position as the strongest military
and naval power of the world. The Spanish and
Portuguese colonial empires entered a period of
decline. For a time, Britain’s chief competitor for
trade and colonies was France. From the middle
of the seventeenth century to the middle of the
eighteenth century, Britain and France engaged
in a series of wars in which the main prizes were
the Atlantic coastal area of North America and
trading bases in India. The earlier wars in this
duel for empire had inconclusive endings. But
the final one, which ended in 1763, brought de-
finitive British victory in both major arenas. The
success of Britain and its American colonists in
the so-called French and Indian War (correspon-
ding to the Seven Years’ War in Europe) resulted
in the expulsion of France from all its holdings
on the North American continent. Concurrent
British victories in India resulted in the virtual
elimination of France from further competition
with Britain for influence in that area as well."’

American independence. It was scarcely a
decade after this victory over the French empire,
however, that Britain lost the most advanced and
valuable part of its own empire, the thirteen At-
lantic seaboard colonies of North America. Some
of the causes of the American Revolution are dis-
cussed by Milton Backman in a previous chapter
in this book. Here we may simply reiterate that
many of the freedoms and rights acquired by
Englishmen over the centuries had been ex-
tended to Britain’s American colonists. Other
freedoms had been developed by the American
colonists under the umbrella of British protection
and a relatively liberal British colonial policy. In
fact the American colonists were among the most
liberated people on earth, even before the Revo-
lution.

It is true that about the middle of the eigh-
teenth century (particularly after the defeat of the
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French in 1763), the British parliament tried to
tighten its mercantile controls on American trade
and manufacturing. It also sought more Ameri-
can participation in modest British taxation and
more respect for the authority of British adminis-
trators. The timing could hardly have been
worse. Relieved of the longstanding threat from
the French colonies to the north and northwest,
Americans felt little need for British protection
and were even less inclined than before to defer
to a government centered across the ocean. The
analogy of a child who feels he has come of age
is a good one. In general, the colonists did not
wish to reject their British heritage, but they did
feel they were ready to participate fully in the
British government—or failing that, to establish
their own. Perhaps in the years after 1763 they
would have accepted moderate increases in taxes
if Britain had conceded the parliamentary repre-
sentation that the colonists demanded. But it is
doubtful that even that would have satisfied
them for long. Certainly Thomas Paine, in his
pamphlet Common Sense, touched a responsive
chord with his declaration that “there is some-
thing absurd in supposing a Continent to be per-
petually governed by an island.”?°

Perhaps the only way Britain could have
averted an American war of independence
would have been to grant the American colonies
the kind of self-government that Britain peace-
fully conceded to Canada in 1867. But the British
were no more ready in 1776 to start dismantling
the empire than the Americans were to remain a
subservient part of it. There can be little doubt
that God was designing an entirely free and in-
dependent United States (see 1 Nephi 13:16-19).

Moderation of British imperialism. Britain’s
relations with the erstwhile American colonies
after the peace settlement of 1783 were some-
times stormy. In fact, the two countries fought
another war in 1812. But one thing the British did
learn in this period was that in losing govern-
mental control of their American offshoots, they
had not necessarily lost the mutually profitable
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trading relationship with them. And before
many years had passed, the British began to real-
ize a broader truth—that they did not necessarily
have to possess an ever-growing empire in order
to enjoy increased trade and prosperity. In addi-
tion to the demonstration of this fact in the
American case, some British leaders were also in-
fluenced in this period by the laissez-faire and
free-trade theories of Adam Smith’s Wealth of Na-
tions, published in 1776, the very year of the
American Declaration of Independence. Perhaps
by God’s design the leading world power was be-
ginning (at least in some areas) to abandon a con-
stricting mercantilism for a freer relationship
with other peoples.

Britain did not go so far as to dismantle its
empire in favor of free trade, or to forego all op-
portunities for additions to its empire. But nei-
ther did it choose to take full advantage of the
opportunities for empire building that were open
to it at the end of the Napoleonic era in 1815.
With the collapse of the Napoleonic domination
of the European continent and the defeat of the
French navy, Britain had no major adversaries to
block its overseas imperial expansion (except
possibly the Americans in their own vicinity).
The old Spanish, Portuguese, and French em-
pires were in tatters, Britain had a virtual mo-
nopoly of naval power, and as yet there was no
challenger to contest Britain’s great lead in man-
ufacturing and trade. Yet the British refrained
from expanding their empire into such areas as
Latin America or, for most of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the interiors of Africa and Asia.

British Empire: blessing or curse? The pe-
riod 1815-1914 has been called “the century of
British world leadership.” Britain’s position in
this period could be compared to that of the
United States after the collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1989-91. As the one world superpower,
Britain might have been considerably more as-
sertive than it was. It seems only fair to credit it
with the exercise of considerable restraint in em-
pire building and considerable respect for the
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needs of other nations and of its own subject peo-
ples. It must be observed, on the other hand, that
the British imperial record is certainly not free of
pride, high-handedness, exploitation, and cru-
elty. President Hinckley, even with his recogni-
tion of the relative merits of British imperialism,
conceded that Britain shared in the blame that
needs to be assessed to all great empires of his-
tory. In an address to the members of the Church
at the April 2003 general conference, he declared:
“We sometimes are prone to glorify the great em-
pires of the past, such as the Ottoman Empire,
The Roman and Byzantine Empires, and in more
recent times, the vast British Empire. But there is
a darker side to every one of them. There is a
grim and tragic overlay of brutal conquest, of
subjugation, of repression, and an astronomical
cost in life and treasure.”?!

One of the crueler aspects of early British
imperialism was Britain’s participation in the
African slave trade. By the Asiento, a treaty im-
posed upon a weakened Spain in 1713, Britain
obtained the lucrative right to supply Spanish
America with African slaves. Over the next cen-
tury, far more Africans than Europeans crossed
the ocean to America, the majority as slaves
transported on British ships. Profits from the
slave trade and the West Indies sugar trade that
it nourished became the largest element in eigh-
teenth-century British overseas commerce, ex-
ceeding profits from British trade with India and
China combined. Much of the wealth of Bristol
and Liverpool, which subsequently nourished
the Industrial Revolution, was based on profits
from slaves and sugar—and later from cotton,
also produced largely with slave labor.??

But if Britain was the leader in the great ex-
pansion of the African slave trade, it was also the
leader in its abolition. It was an indication of the
strength of humanitarianism among the British
people that the end to British participation in the
slave trade was achieved in 1807 with broad popu-
lar support. Published accounts of the horrors of
the slave trade had produced a wave of disgust



and one of the first mass extra-Parliamentary
campaigns in British politics. The slave trade was
still extremely profitable, but the government
could not ignore the large public petitions and
the ubiquitous antislavery badges—an image of
a black person with the motto “Am I not a man
and a brother?” In Manchester alone, eleven
thousand names (representing two-thirds of the
male population) were placed on a petition to
abolish the slave trade.?®> After the defeat of
Napoleon in 1815, Britain’s naval predominance
enabled it to pressure other powers to renounce
the slave trade as well. In the words of the great
British historian George Macaulay Trevelyan,
“The Union Jack had become, by a dramatic
change, specially associated with the freedom of
the black man.”?*

Then, in 1833, following the doubling of the
British franchise by the Great Reform Bill of 1832,
the expanded British parliament went on to free
all remaining slaves throughout the empire, giv-
ing government compensation to the slave own-
ers. Again, other European powers followed
Britain’s lead. Slaves were freed in the French
colonies in 1848, in the same year that Austria
abolished serfdom. With the abolition of Russian
serfdom in 1861, the United States remained the
one major Western nation that still permitted the
anachronism of slavery. Finally, in 1863, Lincoln’s
Emancipation Proclamation abolished slavery in
areas engaged in the war against the Union, and
in 1865 the Thirteenth Amendment abolished it
throughout the country.?® It seems significant
that, while the Lord had permitted slavery in
most of the world during most of human history,
when the time came to roll back this extreme lim-
itation on human freedom Britain was the chosen
instrument to lead this particular freedom move-
ment in the Western world.

It must be acknowledged that when
Britain’s empire was at its apogee, in the nine-
teenth century, it could still be inhumane at
times. But compared with any previous domi-
nant power, Britain’s hegemony was relatively
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mild and constructive. Even where negative ef-
fects of imperial rule might outweigh positive
ones in certain periods, the long-range results of
exposure to British laws and culture were likely
to be positive. President Hinckley’s praise of
Britain’s lasting contributions to freedom and
justice in the modern world was generous but
not unmerited.

Britain in the Western Hemisphere. An ex-
amination of British imperialism needs to con-
sider four major geographical areas. The first is
the Western Hemisphere. After the dissolution of
the Spanish and Portuguese empires in this
hemisphere during and following the Napole-
onic era, Britain was the only power outside the
Western Hemisphere that could have reestab-
lished imperial control in the liberated area. But
Britain (like the United States) preferred to recog-
nize the independence of the new Latin Ameri-
can states and simply expand its trade in the
area. Recognizing the similarity between British
and American intentions, the British foreign min-
ister George Canning proposed to President
Monroe in 1823 a joint statement by the two gov-
ernments opposing any further imperial inter-
vention in this region by any outside powers.
Even former president Thomas Jefferson, a con-
firmed skeptic regarding Britain’s role in Amer-
ica, recommended that Monroe seize this offer.
No other earthly power could so well protect the
Western Hemisphere from further European
meddling as could the British navy, in his judg-
ment.

For reasons that will be considered in the
chapter on the United States, however, Monroe
chose to defer to the advice of his secretary of
state, John Quincy Adams, and make a unilateral
declaration. In this statement, which later be-
came known as the Monroe Doctrine, he effectu-
ally warned off Britain, which had the power to
intervene if it so chose, along with all the other
European nations, none of which had the power
to intervene without Britain’s forbearance. Can-
ning was understandably annoyed by Monroe’s
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handling of his suggestion, but since Britain had
no intention of intervening anyway, he simply
accepted the American statement with some
grace.

As time passed, Britain generally refrained
from challenging American applications of the
Monroe Doctrine, even when they considerably
expanded on Monroe’s original declaration. In
some Western Hemisphere matters, such as those
involving disagreements over the Canadian
boundary, the Oregon Territory, and control of a
canal across the Central American isthmus,
Britain at times disputed with the United States.
But it generally backed off in the face of Ameri-
can determination. It could be concluded that the
Lord’s design for a strong and independent
America was generally advanced by these British
policies in the Western Hemisphere and by the
shield afforded by British control of the Atlantic
prior to the development of significant naval
power by the United States.?

Britain in India. A second major area of
nineteenth century British imperial activity was
the subcontinent of India. Britain’s wars with
France in this area, until 1763, had involved little
more than control of trading posts and ports on
the coast. But in the eighteenth century the
Mughal (Muslim) dynasty, which had sometimes
ruled over most of India in the sixteenth and sev-
enteenth centuries, was in decline. In its place
had emerged dozens of small and midsized prin-
cipalities that often warred among themselves.
After the defeat of France in 1763, Britain became
more involved in disputes between Indian
princes, sometimes as a pretext for British expan-
sion. About 1800 Britain greatly extended its area
of control up the Ganges Valley and into the cen-
ter of India. This expansion continued during the
nineteenth century, by means of diplomacy and
limited military action, until Britain controlled
virtually all of India (including what are today
Bangladesh and Pakistan).

British rule in India was based ultimately
on superior military power, but rarely was mas-
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sive force required to retain control. Ordinarily,
circumspect British administrators, operating
through a well-trained Indian civil service, were
able to run the country quite effectively. Only in
1857, when zealous missionaries and insensitive
officials seemed to many Hindus and Muslims to
be threatening traditional Indian culture and re-
ligions, was there a widespread revolt. This was
led by a large portion of the normally reliable In-
dian troops, the sepoys, and involved horrifying
massacres by the mutineers and equally horrify-
ing reprisals by the British and the sepoys who
remained loyal to them. After the Indian mutiny
was finally suppressed, in 1858, the British gov-
ernment was able to avoid a repetition of the ter-
rible affair by reducing the role of the East India
Company in the Indian government, restricting
the Christian missionaries, and avoiding most
overt interference with traditional Indian culture
and religions. However, the people of India were
still not allowed any significant role in determin-
ing government policy.?”

In its rule in India, Britain should be cred-
ited with many policies that eventually amelio-
rated the conditions of this large segment of hu-
manity, consistent with the purposes of the Lord.
Britain largely stopped the fighting between lo-
cal Indian rulers and between religious groups. It
also did much to advance British concepts of law,
government, and education. A considerable
number of middle and upper class Indians re-
ceived a Western education in secondary schools
established by the British. Some of these individ-
uals then became career officials in the adminis-
tration of India, though the higher positions were
reserved for Englishmen. British capital devel-
oped railroads, mines, and factories, but at the
same time, the new Indian machine industry and
the importation of cheap cotton cloth and other
manufactured goods from Britain seriously dam-
aged native cottage industry. Overall, British rule
did little to alleviate the general poverty of the
rural and urban masses of India during the nine-
teenth century but did create a class with the



knowledge, experience, and desire to establish a
democracy in their own country when the oppor-
tunity should emerge.?

Over time India became a particularly val-
ued portion of the British Empire because of its
trade. But educated Indians, often imbued with
British ideals of justice, became increasingly re-
sentful of the pervasive racial discrimination and
of the British administrators’ common attitude of
superiority. Hence in the early twentieth century,
a movement for self-government or independ-
ence gained strength under such able leaders as
Gandhi and Nehru. To Gandhi’s favored tactic of
nonviolent resistance, British forces responded at
first with sickening mass beatings and shootings.
But fairly soon British conscience and good sense
began to prevail over the pride of race and em-
pire.?

In 1935 India was granted a large measure
of self-government. Then, after World War 1I, a
combination of Indian determination and failing
British strength made full withdrawal a neces-
sity. It is to Britain’s credit that at this point it
made considerable effort to leave as little rancor
as possible, and to avert a post-independence
war between the Hindu majority and the large
Muslim minority. Unfortunately, both British
leaders and Indian leaders such as Gandhi were
unsuccessful in this respect. Several bloody wars
and disputed partitions have taken place since
independence. But Britain’s responsibility for
these troubles is limited. The seeds of Hindu-
Muslim conflict were sown long before the
British period, and the conflicts have continued
mainly in spite of, not because of, British influ-
ence. On the other hand, Hindu India and (re-
cently) Muslim Pakistan have built upon some of
the foundations created in the British period to
move in the direction of free and democratic gov-
ernment. Much credit for this is owed to the peo-
ple of the area and their leaders. But the hand of
the Lord, operating in substantial part through
the British influences, is also discernable.3°
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Britain in East Asia. A third major area of
modern British imperialism was eastern Asia.
There the ancient state of China had enjoyed a
number of ages of high civilization and control
over surrounding lands. But China never experi-
enced anything like the Scientific and Industrial
Revolutions, which gave Britain and other Euro-
pean states a powerful advantage by the nine-
teenth century. The British had long been leaders
in the lucrative Chinese trade in tea and silk and
other Eastern specialties. But while there were a
number of such Chinese products that British
merchants wanted to purchase, the only product
for which they found a ready market in China
was opium, largely made from poppies grown in
India. When Chinese authorities tried to curtail
this trade, Britain responded by sending a fleet
and soldiers. The two Opium Wars of 183941
and 1857 certainly did the British no credit and
demonstrated the rapacious side of imperialism.
The treaty privileges that Britain exacted after
these brief invasions of China opened China to
European economic exploitation and initiated
European controls on China’s trade, on China’s
jurisdiction over foreigners within its borders,
and on certain Chinese ports and railroads.

But, as in other parts of the world, British
imperialism in this area presented some redeem-
ing features in the long run. In the late nineteenth
century Britain generally supported the open-
door policy in China favored by the United
States. While this was primarily intended to keep
all of China open to foreign trade, it also tended
to avert the kind of partitioning of the country
among foreign powers that had occurred in
Africa. In the early twentieth century, some Chi-
nese reformers, notably Dr. Sun Yat-sen and later
his successor Chiang Kai-shek, sought to intro-
duce into China certain features of Western gov-
ernment such as nationalism and democracy. It
was hoped that these might improve Chinese
government and also help preserve China from
European or Japanese domination. A century
later these principles have yet to be realized in
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practice. But in spite of rule by authoritarian Chi-
nese leaders, Japanese invaders, and Communist
dictators, democracy and political freedoms are
still meaningful ideals for many Chinese. This
was evidenced especially by the protests and de-
mands of idealistic university students in
1986-89. Though the students were brutally sup-
pressed, it appears that God may yet turn to the
benefit of the Chinese people those ideals of po-
litical freedom fostered in China by contacts with
the British and other westerners.?!

Britain in Africa. In Africa, the fourth prin-
cipal area of nineteenth-century British imperial-
ism, British imperial interest was largely con-
fined until the last quarter of the century to two
strategic corners of the so-called dark continent.
These were the lower Nile valley (adjacent to the
Suez isthmus) and the southern tip. Aside from
controlling these strategic locations sufficiently
to protect its trade routes through the Mediter-
ranean and around Africa, Britain had little inter-
est in acquiring African territory. But in the last
quarter of the century, a number of European
states became involved in a land race to set up
colonies and protectorates throughout Africa. In
a period of less than thirty years, the second
largest continent on earth was almost entirely ab-
sorbed into several European empires.

Even though some Britons might have pre-
ferred not to see this partitioning of Africa take
place, British missionaries and explorers (partic-
ularly Dr. David Livingstone) played a signifi-
cant role in fostering European penetration.
Once the race started, the British, with their prior
bases and superior navy, quickly appropriated
some of the most prized territories of the conti-
nent. The method of acquisition sometimes in-
volved the brutal subjection of primitive peoples,
such as the Mahdis in the Sudan and the Zulus in
South Africa, by means of modern weaponry
such as rapid-fire rifles, machine guns, and ar-
tillery.>2

Analyses of the African partition and other
instances of nineteenth-century European expan-
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sionism usually distinguish several major mo-
tives for this movement, often termed “the new
imperialism” to distinguish it from earlier Euro-
pean colonization. Among the chief objectives
were gold, prestige, adventure, markets, and as-
sured sources of important raw materials. Hu-
manitarianism and missionary zeal were some-
times added to these baser motivations.

Popularized by Rudyard Kipling as “the
white man’s burden,” the effort to carry the ben-
efits of European civilization to undeveloped
peoples was doubtless arrogant and patronizing
at times and was often a mask for more selfish
motives. But it was also a genuine concern for
many Europeans, including many Englishmen.
British colonial administrators, more than most,
sought to practice principles of justice, humani-
tarianism, and human rights in the territories
they controlled in Africa and other parts of the
empire.

THE EMPIRE LIBERALIZED

As the nineteenth century gave way to the
twentieth, two bloody incidents occurred near
opposite ends of the African continent. The reac-
tion to these on the part of the general British
public, as well as Parliament, illustrates a marked
change that was taking place in British imperial-
ism at this time. In the final phase of this imperi-
alism, there was to be increased emphasis on
providing benefits to imperial subjects and on
minimizing the use of violent means of expan-
sion or control. The first of these incidents took
place in 1898 when a British army of 20,000 men,
which was extending British imperial control
from Egypt up the Nile River into the Sudan, was
attacked by 52,000 Islamic fundamentalists
known as dervishes. Only forty-eight British sol-
diers were killed in the battle, but over 10,000
dervishes were mowed down by the recently in-
vented machine guns (Maxims) of Kitchener’s
army, and perhaps more than 30,000 others were
wounded. What particularly horrified the imperi-
alistic twenty-three-year-old Winston Churchill,



who accompanied Kitchener’s army as a war cor-
respondent for the Morning Post, was “the inhu-
man slaughter of the wounded” which then fol-
lowed. However, these privately recorded
feelings were not included in his press report,
which in deference to the spirit of the time “duti-
fully pronounced [the battle of] Omdurman ‘the
most signal triumph ever gained by the arms of
science over barbarians.”” This kind of news,
along with graphic illustrations, was mainly re-
sponsible for the great expansion of the British
popular press in this period. In the words of Lord
Northcliffe, owner of several illustrated newspa-
pers, “The British people relish a good hero and
a good hate.”%

The second incident was actually a three-
year war (1899-1902) of the British Empire
against two small republics created by the Boers,
farmers of Dutch descent who had moved north-
ward from the Cape of Good Hope when it was
annexed by Britain in 1815. In the 1890s these re-
publics stood in the way of the Cape-to-Cairo
dreams of certain British statesmen-imperialists,
who also coveted control of the major gold de-
posits in the area. The attempts of these imperial-
ists to bully the Boers into acceptance of British
rule resulted in a war of unexpected difficulty.
The 200,000 Boers fought so stubbornly that the
British sent in 300,000 troops, burned 30,000 Boer
homes, and herded 120,000 Boer women and
children into concentration camps, where 27,927
died, mostly of malnourishment and poor sanita-
tion. Britain became the butt of worldwide criti-
cism, and a shocked populace and Parliament
hastened to reform conditions in the camps. After
the Boers surrendered, they were allowed to re-
tain most of their self-governing institutions. Eight
years later, in 1910, they united their territories
with the area around Cape Colony in the Union
of South Africa, with the Boer commandant-
general Louis Botha as premier. This Union then
was granted a semi-independent status compara-
ble to that of the Dominion of Canada.3
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In the words of a recent account of British
imperial history, “the consequences of the Boer
War in Britain were even more profound than in
South Africa, for it was revulsion against the
war’s conduct that decisively shifted British poli-
tics to the Left in the 1900s, a shift that was to
have incalculable implications for the future of
the Empire. . . . The Liberals’ campaign against
imperialism —now widely regarded as a term of
abuse—culminated in January 1906 with one of the
biggest election landslides in British history.”*

THE DECLINE OF EMPIRE

There was no immediate dissolution of the
Empire, however. Rather, the rise of the German
Empire in Europe, the First World War, the Great
Depression, and the Second World War all pre-
sented challenges to Britain that it was able to
meet only with the aid of the Empire. It was a
tribute to the increased liberalism of Britain’s im-
perial rule in this era that a great many of the
subjects of the Empire remained loyal to Britain
in her hours of need. Gandhi, though a champion
of Indian independence, spoke for many of his
countrymen and others at the outbreak of World
War I: “We are, above all, British citizens of the
Great British Empire. Fighting as the British are
at present in a righteous cause for the good and
glory of human dignity and civilisation . . . our
duty is clear: to do our best to support the British,
to fight with our life and property.”3¢

After World War II an exhausted Britain
simply lacked the economic strength to maintain
the Empire. Moreover, many of the peoples of
the Empire were set on independence, and
Britain lacked the desire to try to maintain her
rule by force. It is to the credit of the British peo-
ple and most of their leaders that, at this point in
their history, they accepted the dissolution of the
Empire with considerable grace (although a few,
like Churchill, were not really ready for this). In
the face of demands for independence by the
colonies in Asia, Africa, and elsewhere, Britain
usually conducted its withdrawal with some
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degree of dignity and timeliness. Nowhere did
the British allow themselves to become mired in
prolonged, bitter warfare to preserve choice
parts of their empire, as did the French in In-
dochina and Algeria. To be sure, the borders of
the new states that emerged from the British Em-
pire often reflected the expediencies of British
administration rather than ethnic or natural fron-
tiers, and this sometimes provided a source of
later conflicts between liberated peoples.
Though interspersed with some dark
pages, the British imperial legacy of “justice and
order and progress” praised by President Hinck-
ley is not just an illusion. The results of the inspi-
ration granted to Englishmen for the blessing of
Britain and the world are still evident in many
areas formerly under British dominion or influ-
ence. This is the conclusion of one of the most re-
cent major studies of the history of the British
Empire, that of Niall Ferguson: “Without the in-
fluence of British imperial rule, it is hard to be-
lieve that the institutions of parliamentary
democracy would have been adopted by the ma-
jority of states in the world, as they are today. In-
dia, the world’s largest democracy, owes more
than it is fashionable to acknowledge to British
rule. Its elite schools, its universities, its civil
service, its army, its press and its parliamentary
system all still have discernibly British models.”*’
“Of course,” Ferguson continues, “no one
would claim that the record of the British Empire
was unblemished. . . . Often it failed to live up to
its own ideal of individual liberty, particularly in
the early era of enslavement, transportation, and
the “‘ethnic cleansing’ of indigenous peoples. Yet
. . it spread and enforced the rule of law over
vast areas.” He also notes that “though it fought
many small wars, the Empire maintained a
global peace unmatched before or since.” Most
importantly, perhaps, “countries that were for-
mer British colonies had a significantly better
chance of achieving enduring democratization
after independence than those ruled by other
countries. Indeed, nearly every country with a
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population of at least a million that has emerged
from the colonial era without succumbing to dic-
tatorship is a former British colony.”38

BRITAIN AND EUROPEAN FREEDOM

A final comment on Britain’s contribution to
freedom must be included. During the several
centuries (mainly the seventeenth through the
early twentieth) when British imperialism was a
major influence on the freedoms of many peoples
outside of Europe, Britain was also a major sup-
port for the freedom of peoples within Europe
from any hegemonic European empire. In this pe-
riod Britain itself had no design to acquire hold-
ings on the European continent. In the medieval
era, the English monarchs had at times exercised
sovereign power over substantial continental ter-
ritories, including a large part of France. But
these territories were lost by the middle of the
sixteenth century, and later in that century
Queen Elizabeth launched Britain upon its career
of trade and empire in the world outside of Eu-
rope. As we have seen, Britain’s island location
was an advantage for such a career, and together
with its superior navy, it provided adequate pro-
tection against invasion by any normal large
power on the continent. But the British leaders
recognized that the English Channel might not
provide adequate security if Europe as a whole
should come under the control of one great ex-
pansionist power. A single power controlling
most of the resources of the continent, as well as
the Channel ports facing Britain, could constitute
a vital threat to Britain’s independence, notwith-
standing her island position.

So it was that when the crusade of Philip II
of Spain to restore Catholic leadership through-
out Europe threatened to result in Philip’s domi-
nation of much of Europe (even though religion
was actually his main concern), Queen Elizabeth
gave first covert and then open assistance to a
coalition of Dutch Protestants and others in their
opposition to the great military power of Spain.
The result was the independence of Holland (the



United Provinces of the Netherlands) and a major
blow (along with Elizabeth’s defeat of the Span-
ish Armada) to any prospect of Spanish hege-
mony in Europe. A century later (c. 1700), France,
under the rule of Louis XIV, was threatening to
dominate Europe. Again it was Britain, led by
William III, the king introduced by the Glorious
Revolution of 1688, who organized the series of
coalitions that frustrated the hegemonic designs
of the Sun King. Yet another century (c. 1800), and
it was another French ruler who sought to rule
the continent. And predictably, it was the British
government that persisted against Napoleon un-
der all odds and eventually formed the coalition
that brought him down. In the early 1900s, it was
England and France together that provided the
nucleus of the Alliance that stood firmly and suc-
cessfully (with the aid of the United States in the
last stages) against the threat of an expansionist
German Empire in World War I. Two decades
later, in what is widely considered to have been
Britain’s “finest hour,” the island nation endured
the Axis storm almost alone until relief again
came from America, thus helping to preserve her
own democracy and to restore democracy to the
continent.

In the Cold War era, Britain as a principal
member of NATO and the Western bloc in the
United Nations, supported the United States in
the defense of freedom and democracy against
the threats of the Soviet Union. Finally, in the
post—Cold War era following the collapse of the
Soviet power, Britain remained a primary collab-
orator of the United States, NATO, and the
United Nations in the defense of freedom and
democracy in several parts of the world. In a
number of late-twentieth century conflicts,
Britain contributed lives and fortunes, in part at
least, for the defense of the freedoms of other
peoples. This adds to its status as a major sup-
porter of the programs of the Lord—a great
democracy distinguished by its willingness to
champion liberty at home and abroad.
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