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ABSTRACT 

This paper explores the construction of historical representations in a selective manner using androcentric 

epistemologies which favor the male agency, societal action, and elite views. On the basis of a qualitative and 

exploratory design, based on the feminist standpoint theory, intersectionality, subaltern historiography and poststructural 

deconstruction, the study poses the question as to how silences, symbolic reductions, archival exclusions develop 

dominant historiography. The discussion of official, popular and oral historical sources shows that there are common 

patterns gendered erasure such as the invisibility of domestic and reproductive work, voice marginalization of subaltern 

women, and the treatment of women as cultural or moral archetypes instead of history. The results highlight the fact that 

a gendered criticism does not simply incorporate women in the pre-existing discourses but transfigures the conceptual 

and methodological framework of historiography. The paper concludes that by deconstructing androcentric 

historiography, there is an expansion in the range of historical agency, the legitimization of alternative forms of 

evidence, and the provision of more inclusive and intersectional forms of historical memory. 

Keywords: gendered historiography, feminist standpoint, intersectionality, subaltern studies, deconstruction, domestic 
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1. Introduction 

Historical accounts are not an unemotional record of historical events but are selective, interpretive and mediated 

politically versions of social memory. Longstanding concepts of historiography focus on social events such as wars, 

state building, diplomacy, and political leadership, thus giving more importance to the deeds and experiences of elite 

male actors (Burke 2001; Tosh 2015). This selectivity is what has been described by Michel-Rolph Trouillot as silences 

in the making of history whereby certain voices and experiences are systematically excluded at the archival creation, 

narrative formulation and the interpretation of history stages (Trouillot 1995). Feminist intellectuals have proposed that 

these silences are not essential in nature but they are systemic features of androcentric epistemologies which define 

historical knowledge and whose agency is historically significant (Scott 1986). 

In this regard, gendered critique is necessary to question the dynamics of power relationships in the constitution of the 

historical knowledge form and content. Such critique is not only to include women within existing narratives but to 

undermine the principles according to which historical relevance and legitimacy are ascribed in the first place (Lerner 
1997). Feminist historiography and subaltern studies have shown that most areas of work domestic, care giving, 

emotional economies, kinship work, and activism based on community involvement (are largely female-dominated) 

have been erased as a part of history since they do not fit the masculine-coded script of what political action should look 

like (Chakrabarty 2002; Fraser 2016). Deconstructing historical narratives thus involves the unpacking of historical 

meaning as a discursive binaries such as: public/ private, hero/ victim, center/ periphery. 

The chosen study follows a qualitative and exploratory orientation since the aim of the study is interpretive: to consider 

how gender has been coded, silenced, or distorted in historical texts as opposed to an attempt to verify existing 

hypotheses. The research questions that guide the inquiry are as follows: (i) How do hegemonic historical accounts of 

life privilege the role of men and elite discourses? (ii) What are the various forms of gendered experience that are 
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excluded and by what means of exclusion or repression? (iii) What would alternative or feminist approaches to 

historiography re-organize in the knowledge of historical events, processes and subjectivities? 

The research is not exhaustive but thematic. It preempts national histories, reform movements and labor histories as 

exemplary venues of gendered exclusions that are accentuated. Intersectional dimensions of gender (caste, class, and 

coloniality) are also recognized in the paper since the gendered experiences are differentiated but are situational 

(Crenshaw 1991). The introduction allows placing the research in a wider context of debate on the epistemic bases of 

historical knowledge, thus defining the justification of a sustained gendering re-reading of the past. 

2. Review of Literature  

The sources applicable to the task of deconstructing historical narratives in a gendered perspective belong to various 

intellectual traditions. This study is salient to three areas: the field of historiography, feminist and intersectional critique 

of historical knowledge and historical studies that record gendered exclusions in particular historical settings. 

Collectively, these sets of literature can shed light on the fact that history-writing is not only descriptive, but also 

epistemologically and politically constituted. 

The initial area in relation to is the field of historiography, that is, the writing, telling, classifying and justification of 

history. The classical studies of historiographical theory include the idea that historical accounts are made by using 

selective sources, frames of interpretation and representational decisions (Burke 2001; Tosh 2015). The past is not 

described neutrally but is constructed by the agenda of the state, intellectual elites, and professional historian, and this 

creates what Trouillot (1995) notoriously theorized as a series of silences at various points in the historical production 

process fact creation, fact assembly, narrative formulation and retrospective significance. The point of Hayden White  

(1975) that historical accounts work along literary tropes and emplotment designs serves better to underscore that 

history is not per se empirical reconstitution but narrative organization enshrined in ideologies and value-infused 
assumptions. In like manner, the theorization of the sites of memory by Nora (1989) illustrates how the selective pasts 

are institutionalized into the state sponsored memory practices and ordinary social experiences are pushed into oblivion. 

This scholarship together undermines the idea that history is an objective reflection of lived time but rather puts into 

focus how it is reliant on power, discourse and institutional legitimacy. 

In this greater criticism, scholars have particularly challenged the androcentricity of professional historiography. A 

number of authors note that the conventional focus of the discipline on high politics, diplomacy, military conflict and 
elite leadership inevitably favors male-coded practices (Tosh 2015). This thematic taste adds to a hegemonic 

periodization pattern based on wars, treaties, and changes of dynasties, thus excluding social, domestic, and cultural 

histories in which women have traditionally worked with agency. An androcentric bias into the archives is further 

reinforced by the methodological privilege of official documents and state archives, which are institutions that are 

largely influenced by male bureaucrats (Stoler 2009). As a result of this, historiography itself ends up being a part of the 

perpetuation of gendered knowledge hierarchies. It is the feminist and intersectional criticism of historical knowledge, 

which was the second area of literature, that appeared specifically as a response to the latter androcentric constructions 

of the past. The landmark work by Joan Scott (1986) formulated gender as a form of historical analysis by stating that 

gender is not a descriptive characteristic but a method of analysis to challenge the power relations, symbolic 

representation and institutional practices. Similarly Gerda Lerner (1997) reported that it is not enough to include women 

into history by simply adding the actors of the opposite sex to the established narratives, but by reconsidering the 

epistemic principles of history as such. According to feminist standpoint theorists, including Harding (1991) and Smith 

(1987), the marginalizing views are said to produce a strong objectivity, in contrast to dominant epistemologies that 

conceal the gendered situated experiences. The concept of intersectionality developed by Crenshaw (1991), further 

developed feminist historiography by acknowledging the role of gender in intersectionality with race, caste, class, 

sexuality and coloniality in creating differentiated experience and thus refuting the universal concept of women history. 

Feminist critique of the postcolonial societies overlapped with subaltern studies. The issue of the disappearance of 

gendered subject by the elite nationalistic discourse was unveiled in the discussion of the subaltern woman by Spivak 
(1988) as doubly effaced, that is, by colonial power and nationalist patriarchy. Chatterjee (1993) emphasized the role of 

nationalist discourses in creating the inner space of home and the womanhood as the caretakers of cultural authenticity 

in creating a symbolic femininity, rather than providing women with historical agency. Chakrabarty (2002) also pointed 

out that subaltern historiography should be able to pay attention to the heterogeneity of women voices, pointing out that 

feminist historiography can not simply follow nationalist or Marxist paradigms without any critical alteration. Also, the 

feminist criticism has determined various systematic processes of exclusion, including androcentric periodization, 

invisibility of domestic and reproductive labor, and the rejection of oral or memory-based testifications that do not fit in 

bureaucratic traditions of record keeping (Fraser 2016; Federici 2012). 
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In the general theoretical context, researchers have also recorded instances of epistemic injustice or instances when 

marginalized groups are not taken as knowers or contributors in historical knowledge (Fricker 2007). Testimonial 

injustice exists when their testimonies are considered untrustworthy or insignificant, whereas hermeneutical injustice 

appears when it is not possible to sharedly comprehend the labour, sexuality and embodied experiences of women due to 

the presence of gaps in interpretation. This framework presents important analytical advantage to reviewing historical 

sources and their silence. 

The third area consists of empirical research that proves the gender bias in certain historical events. Such histories as 

nationalist ones are characterized by a focus on male revolutionaries, political leaders, and military participants. The 

literature on the anti-colonial movements in India, Algeria, Vietnam and Ireland has shown that the role played by 

women, whether as carriers, demonstrators, schemers or orchestrators of the movements has been marginalized or even 

mythologized instead of being seen as political agency (Jayawardena 1986; Mohanty 2003). According to feminist 

scholars, when nationalist projects became institutionalized, women were pushed to the background and nationalist 

histories were historically retroactive in the sense of this patriarchal redistribution of power. 

Another empirical location of gendered exclusion is the war and conflict histories. War historiography focuses on war, 

tactics, and diplomacy which are spheres of male dominance, and as a result women workers in factories, the military, as 

nurses or intelligence agents or survivors of sexual violence are erased in historiography. Enloe (2000) showed that the 

global military complex is reliant on gendered work and ideologies but war histories consistently ignore such work. 

Historical accounts of the World War II, e.g., emphasize the role of women in resistance, industrial labour force or in 

logistics support, but their stories remain segregated and poorly theorised (Summerfield 1998). The labor histories and 

social reforms are also gendered. Historography of 19th 20th century reform movements in South Asia demonstrates 

that women were usually viewed as objects of reform - as something to be taught, empowered or emancipated- but are 

not historical actors who constructed reform agendas (Sarkar 2001). Histories of labor often overlook reproductive 

labor, domestic service, and agricultural toil done by a majority of women as part of the work. Feminist economists 

believe that this invisibility is not a coincidence but rather connected with the operation of capitalist and colonial 

systems of valuation that do not recognize unpaid and reproductive labor as the part of formal historical-economic 

records (Federici 2012; Folbre 1994). 

Although these are rich contributions, gaps in conceptual and methodological contributions exist in the literature. To 

begin with, historiography is not attentive enough to intersectionality especially in those situations that involve caste, 

religion, indigeneity, or race as a central force in the gendering processes. Second, domestic and reproductive work 

remains marginalized in both mainstream and at times feminist histories in the face of privilege given to political 

activism over the mundane agency. Third, the preeminence of archival materials restricts methodological plurality and 

prevents bringing on board oral histories, memory work, material culture, and embodied narratives that are likely to be 

more effective when describing the experiences of women.  

Overall, the literature shows that the process of deconstructing androcentric historical narratives has advanced 

significantly, but also reflects the persistent problem of epistemic issues. These loopholes explain why the present study 

is exploratory, and why feminists need to continue re-reading the past. 

3. Theoretical Framework  

The theoretical rationale of the study is based on four convergent intellectual approaches, including feminist standpoint 

epistemology, intersectionality, subaltern historiography, and poststructural deconstruction. Together, these strategies 

question the epistemological premises of traditional historiography and offer methods of analysis to inform the analysis 

of the role gender plays in the creation, circulation, and validation of historical knowledge. 

The feminist standpoint theory is formed as a result of the argument that knowledge is located and marginalized groups 

have epistemic vantage points that dominant groups lack (Harding 1991; Smith 1987). Standpoint theory confronts the 

positivist presuppositions that historical narration can be objective or value-neutral; it argues that experiences based on 

gendered divisions of labor, domesticity and care provide a result in the form of an insight that is systematically 

disallowed by mainstream historical narration. Within the historiographic domain, this model can be viewed as the way 

women experience their lives, which in most cases, may be confined in domestic and relational fractions, is historically 

invisible as the epistemic standards of the conventional history favor that type of eventualities as war, diplomacy and 

governance, that are usually masculine-coded. In this way, standpoint theory allows the critical interrogation of the 

hierarchies, narrative priorities, and the authority of the historian in an archive. 

The second pillar of the framework is intersectionality, which emphasizes that gender is not a form of analytic category 

but cuts across class, caste, race, religion, sexuality, and coloniality (Crenshaw 1991). Intersectional analysis thwarts 
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reductive homogenization of the subject of women as a historical unit and anticipates differentiated social positioning 

and political agency. As an example, the historical experiences of women in the upper castes of colonial India were quite 

different than that of Dalit or tribal women in content as well as in the representational legibility. Intersectionality thus 

extends feminist historiography by disrupting general categories and making historical objects more complicated. 

A third conceptual resource, voice, agency and politics of representation is availed by Subaltern studies. The fact that 

Spivak (1988) argues that the subaltern woman is twice effaced by both the colonial power and the nationalist 

patriarchal society is still vital in explaining how gendered subjects are erased by elite discourses. Subaltern 

historiography opposes the hypothesis that agency should be present in the act of formal political agency; on the 

contrary, it is possible to consider everyday opposition, domestic negotiation, and embodied labor, which are historically 

relevant. This reconceptualization expands the range of what can be considered as a historical action and allows to 

reinterpret the phenomena that would otherwise be considered as nonpolitical or unrelated. 

Lastly, poststructural deconstruction provides some means of examining the discursive processes of historical meaning 

production. Deconstruction challenges binarism, including the ideas of public/private, hero/victim, as well as 

center/periphery, pointing to the ways in which historiography fixes some identities as those whose histories have been 

more important than others. A number of concepts used here analytically include narrative, discourse, agency, and 

erasure: narrative is organized narration of the past, discourse is systems of representation that give rise to meaning and 

power, agency is the power of historical subjects to act within constraint and erasure is systemic absence, silence or 

distortion of representation. The concepts make it easy to probe more rigorously the ways androcentric histories make 

political hierarchies and normative gender roles natural.  

Collectively, these frameworks make possible an epistemic gendered critique, as opposed to an additive one. Rather than 

introducing women into the pre-existing stories, they demand considering the terms under which something becomes 

history, which brings the study into parallel with current ones regarding the subject of memory, power, and 

historiographical plausibility. 

4. Methodology  

The research design in this study is qualitative and exploratory study and is located in the paradigm of interpretation. 

This kind of preparation is suitable since the goal is not to quantify variables and work out hypotheses but explore the 

way gendered meanings, silences, and exclusions are created in historical accounts. The interpretive position accepts 
that history is a representational practice that is discursively constructed and influenced by power and selective memory 

as opposed to an impartial record of the past. Sampling is purposive in a way that the view of textual materials will be 

found by identifying those that illustrate androcentric historiography and the gendered exclusions. The corpus comprises 

of documents in archives, official national histories, biographies and memoirs of political leaders, oral histories, 

newspapers, museum cafe lists, and school textbooks. These sources are not chosen due to their statistical 

representativeness but because of their relevance to production and circulation of historiography. 

The analytical tools used in the study are analytically discourse, narrative, and deconstructive reading. Discourse 

analysis allows seeing how patterns of representation and rhetorical strategies are put into play, whereas narrative 

analysis revolves around plot lines, character roles and moments of decision that give privilege to male agency. 

Deconstruction questions binaries and omissions which make women invisible or peripheral. Triangulation of texts and 

genres of narratives, to determine patterns of exclusion that are convergent, improves methodological rigor. All these 

methodological decisions are in tandem with the epistemic objective of the study which is to re-write historical events 

using a gendered critical approach. 

5. Comparative/Exploratory Analysis  

The theoretical and methodological frameworks applied to the chosen historical narratives show that in the areas of their 

thematic, temporal, and representational focus, there exist substantive variations in the representations, omissions, or 

targeted legitimization of gender. When comparing the history of the political and social in a thematic comparison, one 

will conclude that the traditional sphere of political history is still a very masculinized one. Political historiography with 

its focus on wars, state building and diplomatic talks and high politics puts the events and actors, which are coded as 

public and heroic, at the privilege and thus naturalizes the connection between masculinity and historical agency (Tosh 

2015). In comparison, social histories presuppose the domestic labor, kinship relations, regulation of morality and 

cultural practices. However even in social histories, women tend to be represented as symbolic beings: mothers, moral 

conservatives, or carriers of cultural values as opposed to being presented as historical actors of their own. This trend is 

consistent with the fact that according to Chatterjee, (1993), nationalist discourses assigned women to the domestic 

sphere of the nation, where femininity was built up as a storehouse of cultural authenticity and not as political power. 
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Temporal comparison of the colonial and postcolonial narratives also depict the changes in the representational 

practices, but still, there are silences in structures. The colonial discourses written by imperial authorities often depicted 

colonized women as subjected groups which required salvaging and thus justified imperial action (Spivak 1988). These 

narratives were resisted by the postcolonial national histories that glorified the native resistance and sovereignty but 

seldom addressed the loss of the roles of women in the anti-colonial movements. Through empirical research, it has 

been established that women played the role of couriers, protestors, organizes and mobilizers during resistance 

campaigns like non-cooperation movement and quit India movement but these facts have been sidelined or given 

secondary importance in the mainstream nationalist historiography (Jayawardena 1986). In this way, nationalist histories 

substitute imperial paternalism with patriarchal nationalism, without any change in the ideological content and 

maintaining androcentric narrative form. 

Parallels in what is being known as representative comparison between official and popular histories are parallel. 

Institutionalized picky memory was prone to official histories, such as archival monographs and textbooks, as well as 

state-sponsored commemorations. They create linear histories that revolve around male leaders, wars, treaties and 

institutional milestones. The displays of the museum, e.g., often feature the items of military and political leaders 

(foreground) and leave out domestic tools, attire, and community-based crafts (also the fields related to the work of 

women). The popular histories, including novels, films, and oral traditions, do retrieve the experiences of women, but in 

many cases these portrayals are romantic or sensational in nature turning the female characters into symbols or moral 
lessons instead of political actors. Such a tendency is exemplified by the selective veneration of personalities like Rani 

Lakshmibai; it is justified by a heroic exception, and it serves to strengthen the purpose of historical agency by women 

as something exceptional, not systematic. Right through these comparative axes we can see repeated tendencies towards 

gendered erasure and selective legitimation. The process of binary separation of the public and private spheres is the 

most widespread form of exclusion. Historically significant is considered to be the public life coded as political, 

rational, and consequential, and ahistorical is considered to be the domestic, emotional, and reproductive spheres of the 
human existence. The division between the feminist scholarship has always been argued to be ideological and not 

natural or descriptive, which was a way of delegitimizing whole areas of women work (Scott 1986; Federici 2012). As 

an illustration, reproductive labor, care and emotional control are the primary elements of the perpetuation of social life 

but are not described in historical texts since they are not formalized and lack any relationship to institutional authority. 

The other pattern that recurs is the building of the gendered narrative roles like hero and victim. Men usually become 

heroic figures, commanders, negotiators, reformers, and women either seem the symbolic victims who have to be 

defended or the rehabilitated by reforms implemented by the male leaders. This representational inequality makes 

women passive history subjects. This type of testimonial and hermeneutical injustices, as Fricker (2007) observes, limits 

the contribution of the marginalized groups to the generalization of historical reality. 

Lastly, the selective sanctioning of the male agency is preserved with the help of archival practices. Activities carried 

out in formal institutions are documented in the bureaucratic archive which is mostly dominated by state-generated 

documents and historically women were not represented (Stoler 2009). Through such privileging, historiography 

recreates the bias of archives and excludes oral histories, memory work, and embodied experience that are better able to 

reflect the historical presence of women. Considering such alternative sources, including the oral histories of the war 

(Summerfield 1998), one can have an even more complex and inclusive territorial picture of historiography, which 

disputes a myth about women being absent in the past. These pieces of evidence combined prove that androcentric 

historiography is perpetuated by intersecting epistemic processes binary categorization, the selectivity of the archive, 

symbolic representation, and narrative exclusion. The discovery of these mechanisms in an empirical way does not only 

prove the theoretical critique but also open avenues towards the re-writing of more inclusive and intersectional histories. 

6. Findings  

An exploratory analysis provides four findings which are interrelated and concerned with the gendered construction of 

the historical narratives. To begin with, the reading points to a recurrent trend of structural silencing of women 
experiences. Political, military, and diplomatic history anticipates male actors and elite institutions, suggesting that 

historical importance is correlated with being involved in the state-based, publicized space. This silence is not just the 

case of omission but is also an epistemic ranking of what is to be considered historical action. Social or cultural 

background is used to classify events based on domestic spaces, kinship networks, or other informal organizing efforts 

and not as historical change agents. This kind of categorizing sorting makes women an invisible category as their 

activity is left to a conceptualized space, which is perceived as the realm of formal history. 

Second, the analysis highlights that domestic, reproductive, and care labor is invisible. In stories, reproduction and 

caregiving are naturalized processes of timeless and apolitical nature instead of historical contingent work practices that 

have economic and social possibilities. The lack of reproduction in official histories supports the dichotomy that 
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reproduction is production and a manifestation of masculinity and social relevance, and reproduction is relegated to the 

female, as a natural need. The disappearance of such work clouds the material realities upon which political and 

economic pasts are played and hence it changes the historical account. The domestic sphere has been demonstrated by 

the historical studies of Feminism to be not only the labor force sustaining sphere, but also it is a location where 

ideologies are formed, but mainstream historiography does not recognize this. 

Third, the results describe the lack of subaltern and intersectional voices. However, even when they are mentioned in 

historical narratives, the images of women will be based on the experiences of upper-class or elite women, and this will 

give a false sense of universality. Subaltern women, or the ones who are at the crossroads of caste, class, ethnicity, 

religion and indigeneity are those who seldom appear as objects in the stories being studied. Their histories are twice the 

beans, firstly, through androcentric historiography, and secondly, through the lenses of classed and racialized watching 

that will not allow representational authority on the side of the marginalized communities. This gap implies that the 

feminist intervention should be intersectional; otherwise, historiography is likely to continue an elite bias despite 

redressing gender bias. This finding thus affirms intersectionality as a methodology requirement and not an optional 

adornment. Lastly, there is a propensity in the material to act as a diminishing representation of women as symbolic or 

morally based figures instead of historical figures. Women are seen as figures of allegories of nation, culture, morality, 

or sacrifice-figures who possess values instead of acting on them. Heroic female characters tend to be individualized and 

romanticized, supporting the idea of agency as something extraordinary as opposed to structural in women. Women are 
depoliticized through symbolization as they are transformed into moral models or cultural icons which breaks narrative 

acknowledgment to material agency. This undercutting restricts the historic knowledge because history is reduced to a 

zone of abstract ideals as opposed to actual performances. 

These findings altogether show that a gendered critique does not just fill the gaps of historiography; it reinstalls the logic 

of interpretation of history as such. Foregrounding labor, embodiment, domesticity, and intersectional subjectivity, the 

critique breaks the belief that the historical significance is embedded primarily in the public, institutional, and 

masculine-coded areas. This reconfiguration broadens the conceptual borders and the methodological repertoire of the 

historical inquiry. 

7. Discussion  

The implications of the results, both historiographical and epistemic, are indeed considerable especially in the concept 

of how power relations influence the production, circulation and legitimacy of historical knowledge. The systematic 

silencing of women’s experiences proves that history is never just an account of the events of the past and is a selective 

practice of interpretation that is formed by people who have access to institutional and archival power. This is consistent 

with more conceptualizations of authorship and epistemic gatekeeping: it is historians, archivists, bureaucracies, and 

state institutions that decide on what can be considered history, whereas ordinary actors (in particular, women) rarely 

have a say in the production of narratives. These asymmetries demonstrate history knowledge is institutionalized in sets 

of credibility and authority that give privilege to elite, male and state-centered discourses. An example of such epistemic 

filtering is archeives. Since archives of bureaucracy and military largely record the activities of men, they end up 

supplying material to traditional historiography in disproportionate numbers. Consequently, archives not only conserve 

the past, but professionalize it, and strengthen some kinds of narratives and exclude others. It is important to note that 

the process of giving preference to written, institutional, and state-produced records in contrast to oral histories, memory 

work, and embodied testimonies corresponds to implicit epistemic hierarchy which delegitimizes any form of 

knowledge that is linked to women and subaltern groups. This supports the intersectional position and criticisms of 

marginalized experiences that refer to marginalized experiences not being represented, but by epistemic exclusion.  

The political and normative ramifications of androcentric historiography are not limited to the academia. Historical 

stories are the key in identity formation- in this case national, civic and pedagogical identities. In the cases where 

women labor, and agency as well as subaltern experiences are not remembered or shared in history they are also 

excluded of collective imaginaries of citizenship. Such exclusions are further institutionalized in the educational 

curricula, which are instructed in texts that celebrate heroic males and political success without considering the domestic 

labor, reproductive labor and community organization, to the cultural space or anecdotal space. These curricular 

exclusions form normative ideas of gender roles and strengthen patriarchal ideas of the public and the private worlds. 

Besides, androcentric history hides the structural injustices in modern society by portraying them as natural or 

historically determined. In case women are depicted as being historically passive, their political involvement is an 

exception to the present and a new practice. In comparison, a gendered and intersectional historiography undermines 

these presuppositions through the presence of women in the processes of social, economic, and political life. Referring 

to the theoretical frameworks, the discussion confirms the epistemic partiality of the standpoint theory, differentiated 

http://www.jetir.org/


© 2024 JETIR September 2024, Volume 11, Issue 9                                    www.jetir.org (ISSN-2349-5162) 

JETIR2409647 Journal of Emerging Technologies and Innovative Research (JETIR) www.jetir.org g433 
 

historical subjectivities of intersectionality, representational absence of subaltern studies, and narrative binaries and 

symbolic tropes of deconstruction. They collectively show that the reimagining of historical knowledge is not just an 

academic practice but a form of political intervention that redefines the way societies comprehend the agency, 

citizenship as well as justice. 

8. Conclusion  

As can be seen in the analysis, a gendered critique of historical accounts questions the epistemic bases of the traditional 

historiography and enlarges the scope of what is taken to be historical knowledge. Through preempting structural 

silences, symbolic erasures, and archival omissions, the critique brings forth the fact that androcentric histories are not 

merely partial but conceptually fragmented and are theorized as a result of power relations, where male agency, public 

action, and elite institutions are prioritized. A breakdown of these assumptions reveals the ideological character of 

historical production and opens up the space of other modes of narration of the past. The main conceptual contributions 

of the proposed research are the re-centering model of marginalized agency, especially that of women or subaltern 

classes whose labor, political engagement, and other social input has been obscured by mainstream periodization and 

thematicization models. The results also support the historiographical usefulness of oral histories, memory work and 

embodied testimonies, which question the structures of archives and stretch the norms of evidentiary practices. In the 

same way, the justification of domestic, reproductive, and care labor as the effect of historical development violates the 

dichotomy between the public and the domestic space, which is the cornerstone of conventional historical accounts. 

The paper includes the recommendations of some paths in which future research can be taken. Intersectional 

historiography may help illuminate the interactions between gender and caste, class, race, religion and coloniality in 

creating differentiated historical experiences. The other potential way to evaluate similarities and differences, in 

national, regional, and time contexts, is through comparative feminist history. The methodological innovation proposed 

on the basis of memory studies, material culture, and digital archives can contribute to the further democratization of the 

historical knowledge by introducing voices that are not presented in the institutional archives. Taken together, these 

instructions indicate that reconfiguring historiography is an epistemic and political initiative that has long-lasting effects 

on the way societies are erudited and comprehend themselves. 
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Appendix: Corpus of Narrative Sources  

 

Source Type Authentic Source Title / 

Collection 

Period / 

Institution 

Narrative 

Orientation 

Relevance to Gendered 

Critique 

Official 

Historiography 

NCERT – Themes in 
Indian History (Part II & 

III) 

NCERT, 

Government of 

India (2006–2023) 

State-centric, 

Political 

Illustrates male-centered 

nationalist narrative; women 

appear symbolically (aligns 

with Scott 1986; Jayawardena 

1986) 

Archival 

Records 

Proceedings of the Home 
Department, Government 

of India (National 

Archives of India) 

Colonial (1880–

1947) 

Bureaucratic, 

Administrative 

Shows women as 

administrative subjects; 

consistent with subaltern 

exclusion (Spivak 1988) 

Nationalist Gandhi, M. K. – The 

Story of My Experiments 

1927–1929 Elite Nationalist Women depicted as moral 

influences, reinforcing 
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Biographies with Truth Narrative public/private binaries 

(Chatterjee 1993) 

Nationalist 

Biographies 

Nehru, J. – The Discovery 
of India 

1946 Intellectual 

Nationalist 

Narrates nationalist struggle 

via male elites; women 

symbolic (Jayawardena 1986) 

Popular Cultural 

Histories 

Representations of Rani 

Lakshmibai (Literature & 

Film) 

1950s–2010s Cultural, 

Symbolic 

Romanticizes female heroism 

as exceptional; supports 

symbolic reduction analysis 

(Fricker 2007) 

Oral History 

Collection 

The 1947 Partition 
Archive 

Contemporary 

(Global Initiative) 

Testimonial, 

Memory 

Highlights women’s embodied 

and domestic experiences—

consistent with findings on 

reproductive labor invisibility 

(Federici 2012) 

Museum 

Narratives 

Red Fort Galleries – 

Azadi Ka Amrit Mahotsav 

Archaeological 

Survey of India 

(2021–2023) 

Institutional, 

Nationalist 

Exhibits foreground wars & 

leaders; limited representation 

of women (Tosh 2015) 

School Textbook History – India and the 
Contemporary World II 

NCERT (2006–

2023) 

Pedagogical, 

Civic 

Reflects curricular silences; 

aligns with discussions of 

identity & citizenship 

Reform 

Movement 

Literature 

NMML Reforms 

Collection – Social 

Reform Pamphlets 

19th–20th Century Reformist, Elite-

led 

Women framed as 

beneficiaries not actors (aligns 

with Jayawardena 1986; 

Chatterjee 1993) 

Newspaper 

Discourse 

The Times of India 

Archives & Amrita Bazar 

Patrika Archives 

Late 19th–Mid 

20th Century 

Public 

Discourse 

Shows male-led reform 

politics; women’s agency 

muted 

 

 

 

 

http://www.jetir.org/

