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The outstanding expononent of the Marxist interpretation of Indian history in all its
complexities and the one, who ushered in a paradigm shift in the study of ancient
history, was D.D. Kosambi™
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example of economic history indicates, there was considerable scope in modern Indian
history for a kind of left nationalist Marxist consensus which at least in retrospect,
seems to have characterized middle class Indian intellectual life during those
decades”.>®
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