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Abstract

The Aryan Invasion Theory (AIT), developed in the nineteenth century, remains one of the most
contested constructs in South Asian historiography. While archaeology, linguistics, and genetics have
steadily undermined its core assumptions, AIT’s persistence reflects ideological commitments more
than empirical proof. This article argues that AIT took shape at the intersection of colonial governance,
racial science, and biblical interpretation. British administrators—most notably Thomas Babington
Macaulay—advanced English education to displace indigenous traditions and cultivate a loyal
intermediary elite, while Friedrich Max Miiller’s celebrated philological labors, supported by colonial
institutions and patrons linked to the East India Company, reframed the Vedas within an Indo-European
(and, at times, missionary) horizon. Enlightenment and nineteenth-century race theorists—Carl
Linnaeus, Johann Blumenbach, Samuel George Morton, Louis Agassiz, and Joseph Arthur de
Gobineau—furnished hierarchies that elevated “Aryan” whiteness and naturalized conquest. Biblical
narratives such as the Curse of Ham and the Tower of Babel further sanctified AIT by embedding it in
a providential history of dispersion and difference. By recasting caste as race and portraying Indian
civilization as derivative, AIT legitimized colonial rule and fractured cultural self-understanding.
Contemporary research favors migration and admixture over invasion, yet AIT’s political afterlives
endure in both nationalist rejection and Dravidian assertion. Reading AIT through its motivating frames
clarifies how colonial knowledge produced durable narratives of domination and division and
underscores the need for a decolonized historiography.

Keywords: Aryan invasion theory (AIT), colonial discourse, scientific racism, biblical narratives,
Varna and caste, postcolonial historiography

Introduction

The Aryan Invasion Theory (AIT), formulated by nineteenth-century European scholars,
proposed that Indo-European “Aryans” entered (or invaded) the Indian subcontinent around
1500 BCE, displaced earlier inhabitants, and laid the foundations of Vedic civilization. For
decades this schema dominated colonial accounts and school textbooks as if it were settled
history. In recent scholarship, however, three streams have complicated the picture: [
archaeology points to substantial continuities between Harappan and post-Harappan cultures;
[ linguistic work has challenged the neat chronology once assumed for Indo-European
dispersal; and B! population genetics indicates admixture and multi-phase movement rather
than a single cataclysmic conquest. As Edwin Bryant notes, “what is striking is not the
archaeological evidence for invasion but its absence, which compels us to reconsider the
motivations behind the construction of the theory” (The Quest for the Origins of Vedic
Culture 109).

The durability of AIT despite thin empirical grounding makes its intellectual context
decisive. The theory crystallized where three projects converged: colonial governance (which
sought cultural intermediaries and an alibi for domination), scientific racism (which
classified human groups hierarchically and mapped those hierarchies onto history), and
biblical historicism (which read linguistic and civilizational difference through Genesis). For
colonial administrators, a story of repeated foreign incursions normalized British rule as one
more turn of the wheel. For race theorists from Blumenbach to Gobineau, Vedic India
became a theater where “Aryan” superiority could be staged.
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And for biblically inflected philologists, the dispersion of
languages after Babel and a providential view of history
framed Sanskrit as a branch of a larger, ultimately
European-coded family tree.

This article therefore argues that the motivations behind AIT
were primarily ideological. The sections that follow
examine: (I) colonial strategies that made AIT useful
statecraft; (I1) racial science that gave it an aura of natural
necessity; (Ill) theological narratives that lent it moral
sanction; (IV) indigenous social categories—varna and
arya—that colonial discourse racialized; and (V) the
theory’s lasting social and political effects. The conclusion
considers how recent archaeology and genetics, together
with postcolonial critique, reconfigure the debate from
invasion to migration and from rupture to interaction.

I. Colonial Objectives

British empire in India relied on cultural reordering as much
as on force or finance. Macaulay’s Minute on Indian
Education (1835) is emblematic. It dismisses Sanskrit and
Persian learning as inferior to European knowledge and
advocates creating “a class of persons Indian in blood and
colour, but English in tastes, in opinions, in morals, and in
intellect” (Macaulay 249). As Gauri Viswanathan shows,
English literary study functioned as an “instrument of
empire,” inculcating discipline and loyalty while displacing
indigenous epistemologies (Masks of Conquest 34). G. M.
Young aptly observed that for Macaulay, education was the
surest means of permanent conquest (Thomas Babington
Macaulay 112).

This policy environment helped naturalize AIT. If India had
always been shaped by outsiders, then British rule could be
narrated as the latest, and perhaps most “civilizing,”
installment. Philology supplied a scholarly sheen. Friedrich
Max Miiller’s editions and translations of the Rig Veda
(1849-1874) made Sanskrit globally legible while situating
it within an Indo-European genealogy. Publicly, this was
scientific labor; privately, Muller sometimes framed it as a
providential intervention. In one letter he wrote: “The Rig
Veda is the root of their religion, and to show them what the
root is, | feel sure, is the only way of uprooting all that has
sprung from it during the last three thousand years”
(Selected Letters 117). In 1868 he told the Duke of Argyll:
“The ancient religion of India is doomed—and if
Christianity does not step in, whose fault will it be?” (qtd. in
Pine 141).

II. The Rise of “Scientific Racism”

The intellectual climate of eighteenth- and nineteenth-
century Europe was saturated with classificatory ambition.
Naturalists and anthropologists applied the taxonomic zeal
of the Enlightenment to human diversity, producing systems
that ranked peoples into hierarchies of worth. What later
came to be called “scientific racism” was, in George
Stocking’s phrase, “a search for order in human diversity
that inevitably arranged peoples into hierarchies of worth”
(Race, Culture, and Evolution 5). These frameworks,
presented as science, offered ideological cover for slavery,
colonialism, and global expansion.

Placed against this backdrop, the Aryan Invasion Theory
was not an isolated hypothesis but a racialized reading of
South Asia’s past. By recasting Vedic civilization as the
triumph of fair-skinned Aryans over darker-skinned
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“natives,” European scholars inscribed their own hierarchies
into Indian antiquity.

Linnaeus and Early Taxonomies

Carl Linnaeus’s Systema Naturae (10th ed., 1758) divided
Homo sapiens into four continental types: Americanus,
Asiaticus, Africanus, and Europaeus. Each was defined not
only by physical features but also by temperament and
morality. Europeans were described as “serious, strong,
active, and inventive,” while Africans were “sluggish,
negligent, and governed by caprice” (Linnaeus 20). By
naturalizing stereotypes, Linnaeus made moral character
seem biologically predetermined. Although he did not use
the word “Aryan,” his system laid conceptual foundations
for linking “whiteness” with intelligence and leadership.

Blumenbach and the Caucasian Ideal

Johann Friedrich Blumenbach expanded Linnaeus’s
framework in On the Natural Varieties of Mankind (1775).
He introduced the term “Caucasian” for the supposed
original human type, praising the “most beautiful race of
men” near the Caucasus Mountains (Blumenbach 302).
Although Blumenbach opposed slavery and emphasized the
unity of humankind, his hierarchy placed Caucasians at the
apex, with other groups represented as degenerations.
Thomas Trautmann notes that “the transformation of the
arya of Vedic texts into the Aryan race of European
discourse was made possible by Blumenbach’s framework
of racial hierarchy” (Aryans and British India 67).

American Craniometry and Polygenism

In the United States, racial ‘“science” acquired new
momentum. Samuel George Morton’s Crania Americana
(1839) used skull measurements to argue that Caucasians
possessed the greatest intellectual capacity. He claimed they
were “characterized by their beauty, by the symmetry of
their forms, and their high intellectual endowments”
(Morton 221). Louis Agassiz, in his 1850 address “Diversity
of Origin of the Human Races,” advanced polygenism—the
theory that human races had separate origins—and insisted
that “the races of men differ as profoundly in mental
characteristics as in color and form” (Agassiz 64). These
arguments made racial difference appear immutable and
scientific.

Gobineau and the Aryan Myth

Joseph Arthur de Gobineau’s Essay on the Inequality of the
Human Races (1853-55) gave racial hierarchy its most
sweeping articulation. For Gobineau, civilizations declined
when races mixed; their survival required the purity of the
white, especially the Aryan, race. He declared: “The Aryan
race is the race of masters” (Gobineau 79). This rhetoric
reverberated across Europe and provided an explicit
framework for the colonial imagination. The Aryan Invasion
Theory in India became a regional enactment of Gobineau’s
thesis:  lighter-skinned invaders subjugating darker
populations.

Colonial Application

Romila Thapar emphasizes that AIT was “less a neutral
historical hypothesis than a projection of European anxieties
and racial myths onto Indian antiquity” (The Past Before Us
91). By embedding European racial categories in South
Asian history, colonial scholars effectively exported their
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hierarchies abroad. The imagined conflict between Aryan
and Dravidian became a mirror of the European binary
between white and non-white, lending legitimacy to colonial
domination.

Absence of Race in Indian Categories

Crucially, such thinking contrasted sharply with Indian
categories of identity. Ancient texts used varna to denote
occupational and ritual functions and arya to mean noble or
virtuous, not racial (Dirks, Castes of Mind 204). The
colonial reinterpretation of caste as race—where higher
castes descended from Aryan invaders and lower castes
from indigenous Dravidians—transformed a flexible social
system into a rigid biological taxonomy. This distortion
hardened divisions and gave AIT its enduring power.

1. Theological Justifications: The Curse of Ham and
Babel: European interpretations of India in the nineteenth
century unfolded within a deeply Christian intellectual
world. Biblical narratives—especially the Curse of Ham
(Genesis 9:18-27) and the Tower of Babel (Genesis 11:1-
9)—were frequently invoked to explain differences of race,
language, and destiny. These frameworks gave the Aryan
Invasion Theory not only scholarly authority but also
theological sanction.

The Curse of Ham and Racial Hierarchy.

The Genesis story recounts Noah’s drunkenness and Ham’s
indiscretion, after which Noah curses Ham’s son Canaan:
“Cursed be Canaan; a servant of servants shall he be unto
his brethren” (Gen. 9:25, KJV). In its original context, the
curse justified Israelite domination of Canaanites. Over
centuries, however, Christian theologians reinterpreted it to
explain blackness and servitude. David Goldenberg traces
how “the biblical Hamites were gradually transformed into
black Africans in post-biblical imagination, and the curse
became a divine justification for slavery” (The Curse of
Ham 142). By the fifteenth century, the story had become a
charter for the Atlantic slave trade; by the nineteenth, it was
used more broadly to rationalize subjugation of non-
Europeans.

When applied to India, the biblical schema reinforced AIT’s
binary of light-skinned conquerors and darker-skinned
subjugated peoples. Even when not cited directly, the
Hamitic paradigm shaped how European scholars framed
civilizational difference. The imagined opposition of Aryan
and Dravidian echoed the biblical logic of a divinely
ordained hierarchy.

The Tower of Babel and Linguistic Diversity

Genesis 11 narrates how God confounded humanity’s single
language and scattered the people to prevent completion of
the Tower. For nineteenth-century philologists, Babel
provided a theological charter for linguistic dispersal.
Michael Witzel observes that “the Tower of Babel story
served as a symbolic template for imagining the
diversification of languages out of a primordial unity”
(Language and History 212).

Indo-European philology was read through this lens.
Sanskrit’s affinities with Greek, Latin, and Germanic
tongues were explained not only in terms of comparative
grammar but also as evidence of dispersal after Babel. India
thus entered biblical universal history as one branch of a
divine scattering.
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Max Madller: Philology as Providence

No figure demonstrates this entanglement more than
Friedrich Max Mauller. While celebrated as a pioneer of
comparative philology, Miiller himself often cast his work
in providential terms. Writing to his wife, he confessed:
“The Rig Veda is the root of their religion, and to show them
what the root is, | feel sure, is the only way of uprooting all
that has sprung from it during the last three thousand years”
(Selected Letters 117). In 1868 he told the Duke of Argyll,
then Secretary of State for India: “The ancient religion of
India is doomed—and if Christianity does not step in, whose
fault will it be?” (qtd. in Pine 141).

For Miiller, then, philology was not only scholarship but
also a missionary strategy. Wilhelm Halbfass concludes that
Miiller “saw himself not merely as a philologist but as an
agent in the providential encounter between Christianity and
Hinduism” (India and Europe 55). His translations of the
Vedas, funded and disseminated through colonial
institutions, inserted India into both Indo-European
philology and Christian eschatology.

Sanctification of AIT

By aligning Aryan migration with biblical dispersal, and by
casting darker-skinned populations in Hamitic terms, AIT
acquired religious legitimacy. Thomas Trautmann remarks:
“the entanglement of biblical interpretation with philology
gave AIT an authority far beyond the evidence; it was
sanctified by theology as much as by science” (Aryans and
British India 92).

The resonance was powerful. For administrators, AIT
justified British conquest as one more providential wave.
For missionaries, it framed Hinduism as a decaying remnant
of Babel awaiting Christian replacement. For scholars, it
offered a way to fold India into a universal sacred history.
Together, these theological overlays ensured that AIT was
not only a matter of academic debate but a narrative imbued
with divine inevitability.

IV. Varna, Arya, and Colonial Misreadings

European race theories could not have taken root in India
without a simultaneous recasting of indigenous categories.
The terms varna and arya, which had long carried social,
ethical, and ritual connotations, were reinterpreted as racial
markers. This translation of categories across epistemic
worlds was not neutral but profoundly distorting.

Varna as Social and Ethical Classification

In the Vedic Purusha Sukta (Rig Veda 10.90), society is
envisioned as four varnas: Brahmins (priests and scholars),
Kshatriyas (warriors and rulers), Vaishyas (merchants and
cultivators), and Shudras (laborers). These were functional
and ritual divisions, not racial ones. Romila Thapar
emphasizes: “varna in the Vedic texts is not race but a
social category defined by occupation and ritual status”
(Early India 85). Similarly, in the Bhagavad Gita, Krishna
declares: “The four varnas were created by me according to
the divisions of qualities (guna) and work (karma)” (4.13).
Here, varna arises from action and character, not inherited
biology. Classical commentaries also stressed flexibility,
allowing shifts in status based on conduct.

Arya as Nobility, not Ethnicity
The Sanskrit arya meant “noble,” “honorable,” or “upright.”
It denoted ethical conduct, refined speech, and spiritual
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merit. Dayananda Saraswati insisted: “Arya means one who
is righteous, learned, and noble in conduct, not one of a
particular color or tribe” (The True Meaning of the Word
Arya 12). In epics and dharmic texts, arya functioned as a
cultural-ethical ideal available to all, not a marker of race.
Colonial philologists, however, transformed arya into
“Aryan” as a racial type. By linking Sanskrit to Indo-
European languages and associating it with Blumenbach’s
“Caucasian ideal,” they turned a moral quality into a
biological identity. Thomas Trautmann concludes: “the arya
of Vedic texts became the Aryan race of European
discourse, a colonial invention superimposing European
racial anxieties onto Indian antiquity” (Aryans and British
India 67).

Time: Cyclical vs. Linear: This distortion was
compounded by differing temporal frameworks. Indian
cosmology describes vast yugas (epochs) in which creation,
preservation, and dissolution recur endlessly. History is
cyclical and continuous. By contrast, European
historiography—inflected by biblical narratives—conceived
of time linearly: Creation, fall, dispersal, redemption.
Wilhelm Halbfass notes that colonial scholars “read Indian
antiquity through the biblical template of beginning,
degeneration, and redemption, thereby distorting the
cyclicality fundamental to Hindu cosmology” (India and
Europe 77).

Inserted into this linear model, the “Aryan invasion”
appeared as a discrete historical rupture, akin to dispersals
after Babel. This framing fundamentally altered how India’s
antiquity was represented: not as continuity, but as
interruption.

Anthropology and the Colonial Census

Colonial institutions further entrenched racialized readings.
Nicholas Dirks observes that “the British institutionalized
caste as the fundamental category of Indian society by
coding it as both timeless and racial” (Castes of Mind 43).
The 1901 Census, overseen by Herbert Risley, deployed
anthropometry to classify castes by physical traits. Risley
argued: “caste is the product of race and occupation; it owes
its origin to the struggle between the fair Aryan invader and
the dark-skinned aboriginal” (The People of India 24).

This framework froze caste as racial destiny. Whereas
earlier traditions allowed fluidity—mobility by merit,
wealth, or ritual—the colonial census made caste appear
rigid and biologically determined. Susan Bayly notes that
“caste, once an index of local and regional identities,
became a racialized symbol of civilizational hierarchy under
colonial rule” (Caste, Society and Politics in India 92).

Indigenous Resistance: Indian intellectuals pushed back.
Tilak in The Arctic Home in the Vedas (1903) argued for
Aryan origins in the Arctic, reframing movement as climatic
adaptation rather than conquest. Sri Aurobindo, in The
Secret of the Veda, rejected invasion outright: “there is not a
word in the Veda which bears out the theory of a racial
struggle” [7]. Dayananda Saraswati reclaimed arya as an
ethical ideal. Each sought to correct colonial distortions by
re-grounding interpretation in indigenous categories.

V. Impact on Indian Society
The Aryan Invasion Theory (AIT) was never just a scholarly
hypothesis; it became an instrument of governance, a
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political wedge, and a cultural narrative that reshaped Indian
society. Its legacy endured well beyond the colonial period,
feeding both resistance and division.

Colonial Justification and “Divide and Rule.”

For the British, AIT provided a legitimizing script. By
portraying Indian civilization as the product of successive
intrusions, they positioned their own rule as merely the
latest chapter in a history of conquests. As Thomas
Trautmann explains, “the invasion theory justified British
conquest by representing it as merely the latest chapter in a
long succession of foreign dominations” (Aryans and British
India 89).

This logic dovetailed with the colonial strategy of divide
and rule. By distinguishing “Aryan” North from
“Dravidian” South, and by mapping caste onto imagined
racial origins, administrators fostered new antagonisms.
Susan Bayly observes that “colonial ethnography
transformed local differences into civilizational schisms,
portraying the north as the bearer of Aryan culture and the
south as its subjugated victim” (Caste, Society and Politics
in India 110). Such framing undermined solidarity,
fragmenting resistance to British power.

Caste as Race

One of AIT’s most enduring consequences was the
redefinition of caste. Herbert Risley, superintendent of the
1901 Census, argued that “caste is the product of race and
occupation; it owes its origin to the struggle between the fair
Aryan invader and the dark-skinned aboriginal” (The People
of India 24). Nicholas Dirks underscores the shift: “caste
was made into a racial taxonomy, and this hardened the
category into an unchanging social destiny” (Castes of Mind
42).

This racialization distorted earlier patterns of flexibility. In
precolonial contexts, varna and caste boundaries could shift
through wealth, merit, or ritual. Under colonial
anthropology, caste became a fixed, biological identity. As
Susan Bayly notes, “caste, once an index of local and
regional identities, became a racialized symbol of
civilizational hierarchy under colonial rule” (92).

The Aryan-Dravidian Divide and Regional Politics.

The colonial construction of an Aryan-Dravidian opposition
did not vanish after independence. In South India, where
Brahmins were identified with Aryan identity, reformers
adapted the framework to challenge caste domination. E. V.
Ramasamy “Periyar” turned the colonial narrative inside
out, declaring that Dravidians were the true indigenous
people and Aryans foreign oppressors. R. Balakrishnan
observes: “Periyar inverted colonial racial categories to
assert Dravidian pride, arguing that Dravidians were the true
indigenous inhabitants and Aryans the outsiders” (Journey
of a Civilization 211).

This inversion empowered marginalized groups and fueled
the Dravidian movement, which reshaped Tamil Nadu
politics through the twentieth century. Yet it also reinforced
the binary first imposed by colonial anthropology,
perpetuating a North-South antagonism.

Nationalist Rejections and Alternatives

Other Indian thinkers resisted AIT in different ways. Bal
Gangadhar Tilak, in The Arctic Home in the Vedas (1903),
proposed that Aryans migrated southward due to climatic
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shifts. While he accepted migration, he reframed it as
environmental adaptation, not racial conquest. Sri
Aurobindo rejected the invasion hypothesis entirely. In The
Secret of the Veda, he insisted: “there is not a word in the
Veda which bears out the theory of a racial struggle” 071,
For him, Vedic hymns conveyed spiritual truths rather than
tribal warfare. Dayananda Saraswati likewise argued that
arya denoted nobility, not ethnicity, reclaiming it as a moral
category for all.

These interventions highlight the diversity of indigenous
responses: some recast migration, others denied it, but all
resisted the colonial imposition of foreignness onto India’s
antiquity.

Cultural Consciousness and Education

AIT also shaped cultural self-understanding. By portraying
Indian civilization as derivative, it displaced pride in
indigenous traditions. Gauri Viswanathan notes that
“colonial educational policies used such narratives to
displace Indian traditions, positioning Western knowledge
as the legitimate successor to a fragmented antiquity”
(Masks of Conquest 51). Educated elites often internalized
this narrative of dependency, fostering cultural alienation.
At the same time, nationalist movements mobilized counter-
readings. Reinterpretations of the Vedas, the epics, and
archaeological continuities became acts of intellectual
resistance. Thus, the battle over AIT was also a battle over
cultural confidence and historical legitimacy.

Postcolonial Legacies

Even after independence, AIT retained political afterlives.
In Tamil Nadu, Dravidian politics continued to draw
legitimacy from the Aryan-Dravidian divide. In contrast,
Hindu nationalist movements rejected both invasion and
migration models, advancing an “Out of India” theory that
located Vedic origins indigenously. Christophe Jaffrelot
observes: “AlT has provided both a weapon of subjugation
and an idiom of resistance” (Religion, Caste and Politics in
India 215).

Romila Thapar is right to conclude that “the colonial
genealogy of the invasion theory continues to haunt debates
about Indian identity” (The Past Before Us 122). Whether
invoked to challenge Brahmin hegemony or to assert
civilizational pride, AIT’s categories remain deeply
entangled in India’s political discourse.

Conclusion

By the late twentieth century, the older model of a violent
Aryan “invasion” around 1500 BCE had lost scholarly
support. Archaeological evidence from Harappan and post-
Harappan sites reveals continuity in pottery, agriculture, and
settlement rather than abrupt rupture. Edwin Bryant notes,
“the archaeological record reveals continuity rather than
rupture, suggesting that if Indo-Aryans arrived, they did so
in small waves over centuries rather than through a single
cataclysmic invasion” (The Quest for the Origins of Vedic
Culture 109).

This reframing shifted discussion from invasion to
migration. Comparative linguistics suggests affinities
between Sanskrit and other Indo-European languages
without requiring conquest imagery. Genetics has further
complicated the picture; David Reich concludes that
“genetics shows mixing, not conquest. The people of India
today are the product of multiple interwoven ancestries”

https://www.humanitiesjournals.net

(Who We Are and How We Got Here 152). Ancient DNA
studies identify at least two major ancestral streams—
Ancestral North Indians (with steppe connections) and
Ancestral South Indians—whose admixture occurred over
centuries.

While these findings undercut the invasion model, the
political afterlives of AIT remain potent. In Tamil Nadu,
Dravidian movements still invoke the Aryan-Dravidian
divide to critique Brahminical authority. Hindu nationalist
organizations, by contrast, reject both invasion and
migration models, advancing “Out of India” theories that
emphasize indigenous origins. Christophe Jaffrelot is
correct: “AlT has provided both a weapon of subjugation
and an idiom of resistance” (Religion, Caste and Politics in
India 215).

Postcolonial scholarship underscores why AIT endured
despite weak evidence. Romila Thapar emphasizes that its
appeal lay less in data than in its colonial utility: “The
notion of an Aryan conquest explained Indian civilization as
derivative, fractured, and incomplete—thus legitimizing
colonial domination” (The Past Before Us 127). Dipesh
Chakrabarty broadens the point: “Europe remains the silent
referent in histories that seek to explain other histories”
(Provincializing Europe 23). Ronald Inden adds that
“colonial knowledge did not simply reflect India; it actively
produced India as a land of immutable castes and races”
(Imagining India 67).

The historiographical lesson is clear: AIT was not a neutral
reconstruction of antiquity but a narrative crafted at the
intersection of colonial ambition, racial “science,” and
biblical cosmology. Macaulay’s education policy, Miiller’s
philology, Enlightenment hierarchies, and biblical dispersal
myths converged to frame Indian civilization as derivative
and fractured, thereby legitimizing empire.

Amartya Sen reminds us: “History is not only about the
past. It is also about our relation to the present and the
choices we make for the future” (The Argumentative Indian
11). To study AIT critically is therefore to examine how
narratives can dominate—but also how they can be
reclaimed.

A decolonized historiography must move beyond binaries of
conqueror and native, Aryan and Dravidian. It should attend
to complex patterns of migration, exchange, and cultural
synthesis. It should honor indigenous categories like varna,
dharma, and arya on their own terms, rather than forcing
them into alien racial frameworks. And it should remain
vigilant about the ideological work historical narratives
perform—past and present.

The Aryan Invasion Theory was never just about ancient
history; it was about power. To dismantle it is not merely to
correct the record, but to open space for histories that are
plural, dynamic, and genuinely grounded in India’s
intellectual traditions.
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