Tasks:
· Find key words that highlight the two articles’ perspectives on the empire
· Analyse their argumentation (use the sheet on Lectio). Who is most persuasive?
1: Let's end the myths of Britain's imperial past
http://www.theguardian.com/books/2011/oct/19/end-myths-britains-imperial-past
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Richard Gott Wednesday 19 October 2011
Britain's empire was established, and maintained for more than two centuries, through bloodshed, violence, brutality, conquest and war. Not a year went by without large numbers of its inhabitants being obliged to suffer for their involuntary participation in the colonial experience. Slavery, famine, prison, battle, murder, extermination – these were their various fates.
Yet the subject peoples of empire did not go quietly into history's goodnight. Underneath the veneer (overfladen) of the official record exists a rather different story. Year in, year out, there was resistance to conquest, and rebellion against occupation, often followed by mutiny (mytteri) and revolt (oprør) – by individuals, groups, armies and entire peoples. At one time or another, the British seizure (overtagelse) of distant lands was hindered, halted and even derailed (forpurret) by the vehemence (intensiteten) of local opposition. […]
White settlers, in the Americas, in Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, Canada, Rhodesia and Kenya, simply took over land that was not theirs, often slaughtering, and even purposefully exterminating, the local indigenous population as if they were vermin (skadedyr). […]
None of this has been, during the 60-year post-colonial period since 1947, the generally accepted view of the empire in Britain. The British understandably try to forget that their empire was the fruit of military conquest and of brutal wars involving physical and cultural extermination.
A self-satisfied and largely hegemonic (enerådende) belief survives in Britain that the empire was an imaginative, civilising enterprise, reluctantly undertaken, that brought the benefits of modern society to backward peoples. Indeed it is often suggested that the British empire was something of a model experience, unlike that of the French, the Dutch, the Germans, the Spaniards, the Portuguese – or, of course, the Americans. There is a widespread opinion that the British empire was obtained and maintained with a minimum degree of force and with maximum co-operation from a grateful local population. […]


2: Britain has no need to make an apology to India for Empire...
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/article-1298569/Britain-need-make-apology-India-Empire-.html
By Nirpal Dhaliwal 30 July 2010 
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Many have interpreted David Cameron's statement that he is visiting India in a 'spirit of humility' as a shame-faced apology for Britain's imperial rule there. But Indians require no apology for Empire and seek none, and nor do Britons need to feel especially guilty for it. 
India is the world's second-largest growing economy, producing more English-speaking graduates than the rest of the world combined. 
The use of English is the most enduring and profitable legacy of the Raj[footnoteRef:1]; without it, the boom in Indian call-centre and software industries could not have happened.  [1:  navn for det britiske styre i Indien] 

We need close ties with India to increase our own prosperity, but India needs us, too. 
Close ties with Britain give India better access to the rest of Europe. Just as Empire opened the doors of modernity to India, a good relationship between Britain and India will be a mark of how prominent both countries are in the modern world. 
It is a subject that particularly interests me as, although I was born and raised in Britain, my parents migrated here from India. 
In recent years, I have spent much time travelling and working in the sub-continent, wanting to understand what it means to me; that journey surprisingly led me to also realise just how much more Britain means to both me and India. 
All that is best about India - its tolerance, freedom and engagement with the world - has flourished due to the structures and ideas it inherited from British rule. […}
Despite the often callous (kynisk) profiteering of Empire, the modern Indian state simply would not exist without it. 
[…] emulation (efterligning) is the sincerest form of flattery, and the fact that since 1947, Indians have built upon much of what Britain introduced them to - the English language, parliamentary democracy, the rule of law and the protection of individual rights - is an admission of the crucial role this country played in their history. 
Of course, Empire was not a purely altruistic (næstekærlig) enterprise. Britain reaped enormous profits from India at the expense of its growth.
It prohibited industrialisation and kept the vast bulk of Indians in a state of abject (ekstrem) poverty, growing cotton or mining metals that would then be sent to the factories and mills of northern England.
India's first post-independence census showed the population to be 80 per cent illiterate, with a typical life expectancy not exceeding 40.
But these bleak facts should not obscure the fact that British rule in India was a joint effort, impossible without the widespread co-operation of Indians themselves.
Despite the country's vast population, there were never more than 70,000 British troops in India; the running of the country required an enormous infrastructure of native troops, police and bureaucrats. As Hitler observed, Indians merely had to spit all at once and every Briton in India would have drowned.
Indians assisted with Empire because it brought them unprecedented (ikke set tidligere) order and civility. Indians were no strangers to outside rulers; for eight centuries before the Raj, the sub-continent had been subjected to the plunder and depravity of the Mughals - Muslim rulers who came from as far west as Turkey. 
Delhi was razed (lagt i ruiner) eight times in that period and great pyramids were constructed with the skulls of its inhabitants. 
Because Islam permits the enslavement of non-Muslims, Indians were sold across the Islamic world in such quantities that the international price of slaves collapsed. […]
For all they extracted from India, the British left behind a practical network of transportation, governance and values without which India would not be the dynamic democracy it is today. 
It is a mark of India's quiet appreciation as well as its great self-confidence that it asks for no apology for the past. 
Out of respect, no Briton should be condescending enough to offer one. 
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