3501

the subject, the circumstances, the period when it is written, the
motive or objective, if any, and such other similar factors. We
know that most of the books written by renowned and esteemed
persons enjoin a very high reputation amongst the historians
and therefore, what they have written, may not easily be
ignored. However, we also can not ignore the fact that while
writing a history book the author sometimes is influenced by the
institution or body who has employed him, some times though
free lancer, but has expressed his views and findings according
to his own appreciation without having occasion of cross-check
by other experts and some times the purpose of the writing may
have domination over independent objective and fair assessment
and instead of simply placing on record the events of history
straight, he mould facts giving a totally different shade and
colour. A Court of law, when comes across such documents
which are placed for adjudication of an event or disputed fact of
historicity, has to proceed with extreme caution and careful
manner. It cannot just treat the views expressed by the
historians as a gospel truth. We have noticed and shall
demonstrate what was said two centuries back, was widely
corrected with the passage of time and in modern times, a
considerable number of persons have come forward with well
documented and discussed version canvassing a totally different
view which also cannot be brushed aside easily but worth
consideration. Obviously, the historians, past and present, are
not eye witnesses of the historical events, but by sheer dent of
diligence and intelligensia, they have analysed past events in the
light of material available to them to explain historical events

and have tried to apprise the people thereof. But, when in a
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Court of law, the things are discussed threadbare with logic,
rationality and positive material, the position many a times turns
wholly different. Besides, a huge religious, cultural literature
has been placed suggesting that there is a cemented faith and
belief of the community in respect to certain facts about their
existence. Such faith and belief may not be tested by a Court of
law being beyond the scope judicial review. It is suggested that
such faith which is borne out from such ancient literature should
be accepted on its face without any tinkering and the matter
deserves to be decided accordingly. In a battle simply that of
religious historicity, this Court has all odds to ponder over such
a controversy. Moreover, considering sensitivity of the matter,
the issues have to be analyzed delicately like a surgeon's hand,
so as to reach a just decision which may cause harmony
amongst the two major communities virtually covering the
entire country. It would not be only in the interest of the
litigating parties but also necessary for national integration,

peace and tranquillity.

3512. In this case the learned counsels who have referred
to various books including that of a very large number of history
etc., assisting us to make threadbare scrutiny of the matter and
reach a just and correct decision.

(A) Existence of Temple & Demolition :

3513. The questions are whether there existed a temple
before the alleged construction of disputed building which was
demolished and thereafter the building in dispute was
constructed. Here issues no. 1(b) (Suit 4) and 14 (Suit 5) need
be answered.

“Whether the building had been constructed on the
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site of an alleged Hindu temple after demolishing the same
as alleged by defendant no.13 ? If so, its effect ?”
“Whether the disputed structure claimed to be Babri
Masjid was erected after demolishing Janma-Sthan temple
at its site ?”
3514. The oldest document after the construction of the
disputed structure wherein existence of a temple (building of
Lord Rama) and its demolition has been mentioned is
Tieffenthaler's "Description : Historique Et Geographique :
Del'Inde" (supra) from Pages 252 to 256, Exhibit 133 (Suit-5)
(Register 21, page 273-289).The relevant extract of the
Tieffenthaler's work 1s reproduced as under:

(Page 252) "Parmi les villes de cette province, Avad (ou

Oude) & Lacnav font deux de principales & des plus

anciennes, & meritent une mention particuliere.

Avad, appelee Adjudea, par les Indous lettres, eft une
ville de la plus haute antiquite. Ses maifons ne font (pour la
plupart) que de limon, couvertes de paille, ou de tuiles;
plufieurs (cependant) font de brique. Le rue principale va
du Sud au Nord, & a un mille environ de longueur. La
largeur (de la ville) eft un peu moins grande. Sa partie
occidentale eft affife fur une colline de terre, ainfi que celle
du Nord. Celle du Nord-eft repofe fur des eminences. Vers
Bangla elle eft unie.

Aujourdhui cette ville n'eft gueres peuplee, depuis la
fondation de Bangla ou Fifabad, ville nouvelle ou le
Gouverneur a etabli fa refidence, & ou uu tres grand
nombre (d'habitans d'Oude) fe font transplantes.

Sur la rive Sud (du Deva) fe trouvent divers
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batimens conftruits par les gentils, en memoire de Ram, qui
fe prolongent du Laevant au Coucham (a)."
English Translation:

"Of all the cities of this region, Avad (or Oude) and

Lacnav are the two of the major and very ancient cities
which are worth mentioning.

Avad called as Adjudea, by the educated Hindus, is a
city of very olden times its houses are (mostly) made up of
mud only, covered with straw or tiles. Many (However),
are made of bricks. The main street goes from South to
North and it has a length of about a mile. The width (of the
city) is a little lesser. Its western side and that of North as
well, are situated on a mud hill. That of north-east is
situated on knolls. Towards Bangla it is united.

Today, this city has been hardly populated, since
the foundation of Bangla or Fesabad — a new city where
the Governor established his residence — and in which a
great number (of inhabitants of Oude) settled in.

On the South bank (of Deva) are found various

buildings constructed by the nobles in memory of Ram,
extending from East to West (a)"
(Page 253) "Le lieu le plus remarquable eft celui que l'on
nomme Sorgadoari, c'eft k dire: le temple celefte. Car ils
difent que ram a enleve de la au cicl tous les habitans de la
ville: Ce qui a quelque reffemblance avec [l'afcenfion du
Seigneur. La ville alore deferte fut repeuplce & rendue a
fon premier ctat par Bikarmadjit, ce fameux Roi d'Oudjen.

1l y avoit eci un temple conftruit fur le bord eleve du

fleuve; mais Aurengzebe, toujours attentif a propager la
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fecte de Mahomet & ayant enhorreurles gentils, le fit
demolir & remplacer par une mosquee accompagnee de
deux obelisques, afin d'abolir jusqu'au fouvenir de la
fuperftition Indoue. Une autre mofquee batie par les

Maures eft contigue a celle — la vers le Levant."

English Translation"

"The most remarkable place is the one which is
called Sorgadaori, which means : the celestial temple.
Because they say that Ram took away all the inhabitants
of the city from there to heaven : This has some
resemblance/similarity to the Ascent of the Lord. The city,
thus deserted, was repopulated and was brought back to
its earlier status by Bikarmadjit - the famous king of
Oude (OUDH,.

There was temple in this place constructed on
elevated bank of the river. But Aurengzebe, always keen to
propagate the creed of Mohammed and abhorring the
noble people, got it demolished and replaced with a
mosque and two obelisks, with a view to obliterate even the
very memory of the Hindu superstition. Another mosque
built by the Moors is adjacent to the one towards the East."
(Page 253) "Mais un endroit fameux particulierement, eft
celui qu'on appelle Sitha raffoi, c'eft a dire, la table de
Sitha, femme de Ram. Ce lieu eft attenant a la ville, au
Midi, & fitue fur une eminence de terre.

L'empereur Aurengzebe a fait demolir la fortereffe
appelee ramcot, & a eleve au meme lieu un temple
mahometan, a triple coupole. D'autres difent qu'il a etc

conftruit par Babor. On y voit I 4 colonnes de pierre
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noire, hautes de 5 empans, qui occupoient l'emplacement
de la fortereffe. Douze de ces colonnes portent maintenant
les arcades intericures de la Mosquee: deux (de ces I 2)
font placees a la porte du cloitre. Les deux autres font
partie du tombeau d'un certain Maure. On raconte que ces
colonnes, ou plutot ces debris de colonnes artiftement
travaillees ont etc apportees de l'ile de Lanca ou Selendip
[appelee Ceylan par les Europeens] par Hanumann, Roi
des Singes."

"But a place especially famous is the one called
Sitha Rassoi i.e. the table of Sita, wife of Ram, adjoining
to the city in the South, and is situated on a mud hill.

Emperor Aurengzebe got the fortress called
Ramcot demolished and got a Muslim temple, with triple
domes, constructed at the same place. Others say that is
was constructed by 'Babor'. Fourteen black stone pillars
of 5 span high, which had existed at the site of the
fortress, are seen there. Twelve of these pillars now
support the interior arcades of the mosque. Two (of these
12) are placed at the entrance of the cloister. The two
others are part of the tomb of some 'Moor'. It is narrated
that these pillars, or rather this debris of the pillars
skillfully made, were brought from the island of Lanca or
Selendip (called Ceylan by the Europeans) by Hanuman,
King of Monkeys."

(Page 253-254) "On voit fur la gauche une caiffe carree
elevee a 5 pouces deterre, revetue de chaux, longue
d'environ 5 aunes large tout au plus de 4. Les Indous la

nomment Bedi, c'eft a dire, le berceau. La raifon en efft,



3507

qu'il y avoit autrefois ici une maifon ou Befchan naquit en
fe produifant fous la figure de Ram, & ou font auffi nes, dit-
on; fes troi freres. Dans la fuite Aurengzebe ou felon
d'autres, Babor, fit rafer ce lieu: afin d'oter aux gentils
l'occafion d'y pratiquer leurs fuperfiitions; neanmoins ils
rendent encore un culte fuperftitieux a Pun & ['autre
endroit : favoir, a celui ou etoit la maifon natale de Ram,
en en faifant trois fois le tour, profternes par terre. Les deux
endroits font entoures d'une muraille baffe garnie de
creneaux. On entre dans ['avantfalle par une porte baffe
ceintree.

Pas lin de la eft un endroit ou l'on creufe des grains
de riz noirs convertis en petites pierres, que ['on dit etre
caches fous terre depuis le tems de Ram.

Le 24 du mois Tfchet, un grand concours de peuple
celebre ici le jour de naiffance de Ram fi fameux dans
'Inde entiere."

English Translation

"On the left is seen a square box raised 5 inches
above the ground, with borders made of lime, with a
length of more than 5 ells and a maximum width of about 4
ells. The Hindus call it Bedi i.e. 'the cradle. The reason
for this is that once upon a time, here was a house where
Beschan was born in the form of Ram. It is said that his
three brothers too were born here. Subsequently,
Aurengzebe or Babor, according to others, got this place
razed in order to deny the noble people, the opportunity
of practising their superstitions. However, there still

exists some superstitious cult in some place or other. For



3508

example, in the place where the native house of Ram
existed, they go around 3 times and prostrate on the
floor. The two spots are surrounded by a low wall
constructed with battlements. One enters the front hall
through a low semi-circular door.

Not far from there is a place where one digs out
grains of black rice, turned into small stones, which are
said to have been hidden under the earth since the time of
Ram.

On the 24" of the Tschet month, a big gathering of

people is done here to celebrate the birthday of Ram, so
famous in the entire India."”
(Page 255) "Goptargath eft un endroit plante d'arbres
touffus, a un mille de Bangla, fur la rive Sud du Gagra. 1l
eft affis fur une colline peu rapide, & muni de petites tours
de terre aux quatre cotes. On voit au milieu un trou
fouterrain, couvert d'une coupole de grandeur mediocre.
Tout aupres eft un arbre Tamarinier haut & age. Un
portique regne a l'entour. On dit que Ram, apres avoir
vaineu le Geant Ravan & etre revnu de Lanka, eft defeendu
dans cette foffe & y a disparu: de la vient qu'on a donne a
l'endroit le nom de Gouptar, qui fignifie: Depart pour les
airs. Vous avez donc la une Defeente aux enfers, de meme
que vous aviez a Qude une Montee au cicl. On pourra fe
faire par la figure une idee du local & de la forme de cet
endroit. (b)" (Page 255)

English Translation:

"Goptargath is a place planted with thick trees, a

mile away from Bangla, on the southern bank of Gagra. It
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is situated on a hill which is less steep, and is provided with
mud towers on four sides. An underground pit is seen in the
middle, covered with a medium sized dome. Near it is a
very old and big tamarind tree.
A portico extends around it. It is said that Ram, after
having defeated the Giant Ravan and having returned from
Lanka, descended into this pit and disappeared. Deriving
from this, this place was named 'Gouptar' which means
'Departure for the Air'. Therefore, you have Descent into
the Hell there, which is similar to 'Rising into the Sky' that
you had in 'Oude’. One will be able to have an idea about
the locality and shape/form of this place (b) from the
figure."
3515. In 1838, the report of Robert Montgomery Martin
was published. Exhibit 20 (Suit-5) (Register 21, pages 321-324)
contains photocopies of pages 335 and 336 of Vol. II of “The
History, Antiquities, Topography And Statistics Of Eastern
India” by Montgomery Martin first published 1838. The entire
set in six volumes of the aforesaid work of Montgomery Martin
first published 1838 and first Indian reprint 1976 is available,
1.e. Book No. 35. The relevant extract from pages 331 to 336 has
already been reproduced while discussing the issue pertaining to
date of construction of the disputed building. For the purpose of
1ssues in question hereat, a few lines relevant may be noticed as
under:

“The bigot by whom the temples were destroyed, is said to

have erected mosques on the situations of the most

remarkable temples; but the mosque at Ayodhya, which is

by far the most entire, and which has every appearance of
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being the most modern, is ascertained by an inscription on
its walls (of which a copy is given) to have been built by
Babur, five generations before Aurungzebe.......The only
thing except these two figures and the bricks, that could
with probability be traced to the ancient city, are some
pillars in the mosque built by Babur. These are of black
stone, and of an order which I have seen nowhere else, ...
they have been taken from a Hindu building, is evident,
from the traces of images being observable on some of
their bases; although the images have been cut off to
satisfy the conscience of the bigot.”

3516. In Edward Thornton's Gazetteer, 1858 (supra), he

also said:
"according to native tradition, they were demolished by
Aurungzebe, who built a mosque on part of the site. The
falsehood of the tradition is, however, proved by an
inscription on the wall of the mosque, attributing the
work to the conqueror Baber, from whom Aurungzebe
was fifth in descent. The mosque is embellished with
fourteen columns of only five or six feet in height, but of
very elaborate and tasteful workmanship, said to have been
taken from the ruins of the Hindoo fanes, to which they had
been given by the monkey-general Hanuman, who had
brought them from Lanka or Ceylon. Altogether, however,
the remains of antiquity in the vicinity of this renowned
capital must give a very low idea of the state of arts and
civilization of the Hindoos at a remote period. A
quadrangular coffer of stone, whitewashed, five ells long,

found board, and protruding five or since inches above
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ground, is pointed out as the cradle in which Rama was as
the seventh avatar of Vishnu, and is accordingly
abundantly honoured by the pilgrimages and devotions of
the Hindoos."
3517. Exhibit 70 (Suit-5) (Register 20, pages 167-185)
contains photocopy of frontispiece and pages no. 4 to 7 of the
Book “Hadiqa-E-Shabda” written by Mirza Jan published in
1855/56 AD at Kutub Khana, Habibganj, District Aligarh. On
page 183 of the register, it says:

“3cT EINIST fored Ve AYNT SN §IRE TUNE B GH G
@Iy FH H B (B HTeIe SINSTaE Bl I G AvE Ferlerd
P AT H ITHBID [HIT [ T8 ST GRINTeT BT FPpIH o,

TETITE UGy 919 o7 J81 & gawardl &l dlsl, Wiled gar
PI T 7 BT/ gl §ST JAEITAT o7 g8l g1 AMRWTT
g7q73 iV 8T wier AUSH o ARGIE FEETEY &l arHR
BYAlS | A9 AGTAT § T eI 7 dgfkda € wH
g, vwe goafya war # vars &, war swdt wiw
®T 979 &, 8l Dl AT €Y oIvg JIgY IUTE 7 GT
T @l dgw (23) # VTG WIT AT SIRHIT
g7qrg 8 o sa®st arie &'v grat (923) 8/ 1T dF
g8 Af¥g Hrar @1 YHig FIEY AGIIF T g 8 IV
yge # d8 IV §IFT 81 3N v Txav @ gRoie fherg @
qIaIN B §15 off [oregel w1l 7 T8 ad darT & & v &l
e Silv ] dar ST @Y & & dfed i il IE B
gFT H AP ATHR FT I M g o7 IR SUD HT B Agerd
g @I BHT §a% I8 §9Rd @I g8l T3 3 favel @ ARoie, b
JITHICT et TehT Hg=1 Pl F3T% & 77 & 3 aRkwg @I
TIE GERY Febrd & AT 8/ g8l WY F¥ierdl @i HN W d8
"g=T o ¥ o off | VH ANSTGT &7 87T, il Peoll TN 878 4
gl wifey & ger s 7 TN 8/ I8 O Hpd 78} INIZY
TN &/ 319 GRF AT V6, [o7a¥ s/eder arg 9 HIF glar & v
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7V BV T oI T siar 8/

“However, like Mathura and Banaras which were
cleaned of the dirt, straws and garbage of the Kufra
(infidelity), Faizabad and Oudh were also cleaned because
it is a sacred place for worship. It was the capital of the
father of Ram. The places of idols (But Khanas) were
demolished and no idols were left unbroken. Big mosque
was constructed on the place of big Butkhana and small
mosques were built on the place of small ones. The Janam
Sthan is the birth place of Ram and adjacent to it. There is
Sita Rasoi. Sita is the name of the wife of Ram. Here Babar
has built grand mosque in 923 under the supervision of
Syed Musa Ashikan. The year 923 is still remembered for
the construction of the mosque adjacent to Sita Rasoi for
and near. The mosque of Ram Darbar was constructed by
Fidai Khan Subedar who has been teased by the infidels
who have separated the two minarets and the wall. In the
period of Amjad Ali Shah, orders were issued for its
construction but his sudden demise, he took this wish along
with him while the Qila Masjid was given as Maafi to
Lachhman Mahant. The mosque has become his house
(sic). The Mahant has taken back this place from Khan Mir.
The position of the mosques under the possession of
Hindus, is well known. May God save you. Good bye. It is
only the picture of only decoration of Mehandi (Urdu
Couplet not clear) Ab Taraf Majra Rahein Jis Se Awwal
Wao Ur Meen Hota Hai-Jigar Markar Aif, Lan Meem
Hota Hai."
3518. Exhibit 18 (Suit-5) (Register 21, pages 201-229)



3513

contains a photocopy of frontispiece and pages 3, 70, 71, 72, 73,
9, 10 and 11 of the Book “Amir Ali Shaheed Aur Marka-E-
Hanumangarhi” by Shaikh Muhammad Azmat Ali Alvi
Kakoravi as arranged and published by Dr. Zaki Kakoravi in
1987 Markaj Adab Urdu, Lucknow. The Hindi transliteration
has also been supplied and the relevant extract whereof is as
under:

“srqer g8 W Har varg aveg 8 gET 3gq qlead
§79v §Ig%T8 § Hf¥oaGg VHISa 77 EHGY STHHIT

g77g, 1Y eft, S99 AT H §7c @I P&l o, §Fee off
W A A 39, 923 H SIVETHT ¥WIq HIN BT g1 off | g9
P NG @Y TPl off i W qvaR § ARkere fperd @ geer
T e ofl gwerrH @ giare wHIg off Sk SWe Fadldd Udh
ST o7 | RTST X9 FSY o 98 A EFHIT 3T XPlE Bl NI
tlE ol [Qar o1 )"
“fov ARSI qraet 4 orel Wiar @ vl ol R @ Yenfrar
gorT §19 &t | e F@el @ od @7 @ WYl g9/ [l 7 @ev
7 @1/ Ugel Tl TG 3cll &Yl BT Blel Falthe goir of —:

1341 @R ga@rEr v AT U 9 [ f @RIg 9Gq @I ¢
GaT TS

5% g7helld B W VAT GHT §9T f af¥eis aig @
TETAT §IAT| 8T THeid PT yal VT 7@l v gl fob [ded)

B T G| TS §RE Gl FHECR (1271) B 3ET Fleid
gifore Sictl g H 98 Yl §¥IT FAIH Bk A Tard Pl 37ofl &,
dlglT gverrd @l gcdells @l FEl [l T T GAr/ SN IE
WIfed 7 BorEie @l 3SH [HAT| I8 WAH & Blaare d Sl
3l FBAGIR Bl Jg BT GGl 7R 7P FGlclp G| §9
eI H T GUTHIT I8 Wiled & INIH gV 3K 3 H Ugd |
717 I8 SR SRTH & fawg IT<6lg BN of @ Nl &l farad
&I Figqe gv/ I Weadd gvelrdl ofl, TN gEerHrl @l [l 7 T
gl 7 7G] §), T §IIId Bl AT P GIIH 6 ¥ HHGE 5/
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T qoflv 7 §9 W& UY PIT ], T §IGENE Pl AT BT T
31T | SRR I8 [Tl W 1271 [@9r%] JFT &I S @I &
38T dlel GHerd I8 Yolld W @ NG §U/ BW VP

GW—dIRE B9 NIl @ HGSIN ol § EOIR AT 8 Y
3T 3fcil o FAeTHIAl § BET - J8] Wiol ol &9 &/ gH T
ors &l 18753l @1 HorAT qgd/ VT 7 8 9IS &/ 9F aF 3%
Wifed @1 geie 37Tl & §9 a¥p “ $Uvd §g ofdl &/ §9 a7
THeT @7I, §ag 814 &I 9N X7 o9 I8 AT oAl §Y al [ow
TIT I U [HAT b SR WIfed Pl §IG9ME & §IH I §IlIY
&/ ST dlet RPN &/ g% af ardl ¥ IcTsi ¥@r/ fegal 7
3T H FETH BT eooll N Aldd [qaraw] 7 H§ T B/
TerqIy et ol | Bl 81 Hel ol | g8l I I§ EUA AT| §
GI% SV H P FUN favg ARG G¥ P/ I&T INE Yol g
3N S GrRfl g AT W §@eY @ B H IS o

W9 g T N oY ygd dl a8 4 S[ARIE BRGAR gV Beid

37cfl @1, [ §916 Bvad SINT T 3N $9PT 9Is 389 3ol &I,

[& a8 I SRV JBaIry ofel oI, [Mdbel & gl J8Ig%  eiheilel

¥ oS/ 199G HENT T9BY] P HGH IS Y. T P X HEol

H gaIE Toiv gV 519 GWerHIT g8l Ugd dl 98 TG a8l W Hl

9T [l | F8IG] ST A1dd 37| dgal &I 0eF H Ugdl
fear| saw 4iTle #rl @ ©dl U 9@ & §5h WY YA ofil |
7Y TR 9T [AvIcT ST 377 98 % av% ¥ it gedd! off |
Y7 Y §9% 81 & A9 ¥ 197 Heel off | g9 F Tief @r & diT
STGHY o Bordl FIEIGd UG @ dlevd g8 bl VIE ol | B 3ol
@7 7 EJAITIG @ Gl G G@ & STl Hel | ot & PIEaTT
T SoITg lectoclis GqIT | IRl 37T, U=l U¥ Iiell el %E o
fovelv g¥ivg @7 Jvdr forar| NIl o ARIe T FEIRT [T
3 SN a8 & UF HH Ay (69) TSIAAT Il 8T &Y f_RAT)”
‘gard  forq ave FYvIfywrad giIvE # gH g
EITeH §IIT W WI% [HF1, §HT avE B OIgIg T 7
ol g§T ... .. BT BT o, TEITE [Uq? Te897 T
T T, FACTAT =7 €17 4 |7 923 3ot 4 €IT
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qgar ATRIFTT & Teaarqd 7 #fee 43¢ g3, VX
¥e1/ g8 feegal d wrar @7 vaig . . . .HqEgEY eff/
ardter gars’ @'y FiHt’ (923 fdo) &, IgT IITUIR &
frardt & silv gers 9 avar @ dRkoie fherg @ {aeR o
ard o fRegail 7 @ v e @

“Oudh is the central place of Sita Rasoi. At that

place, in the period of king Babar, a grand and sky
touching mosque Babri was constructed. At that time
Hindus could not dare to oppose us. The mosque was
constructed in 923 under the supervision of Syed Mir
Ashigan. Its name is there in the history. In Ram Darbar, a
mosque was constructed by Fidai Khan Subedar and thus
founded Islam there. Opposite to this place, there were a
Teela. Raja Ram Chandra, being pleased with the conquest
of Lanka, gifted it to his obedient friend Hanuman.”

“Then in the Babri Masjid, where Sita Rasoi is
situated, pre-announced Puja began, (sic) participated. The
administrators braving silver shoes, became their obedient
servants. Nobody informed. Earlier the proverb of sheikh
Ali Haji was true to the situation. "Be Bein Karastey
Butkhana-e-Mera Ali A Seikh. Ki Choon Kharab Shawad,
Khaana-e-Khuda Gardad.” (i.e. the Butkhana on the way
which was considered a bad place, became the abode of
God)

Then a great change occurred, mosques were being
pulled down and temples were constructed there. But we
remained sleeping. Nobody awoke. Till 1271 Hijri, in the
period of Wajid Ali Shah, some Faqir Shah Ghulam
Husain, through an application requested that Islam was

being ruined and insulted. But at that time, nobody heard
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his voice. Resultantly the Shah Saheb turned to Faizabad.
Here Sanam Beg Kotwal and Aley Ali Chakladar were
entrusted some work. But they were opposed to it.
Meantime some Muslims along with Shah Sahab rushed to
Oudh. A big mass of Hindus along with Man Singh of the
neighbourhood was supporting the claim of Bairagis.
Although there was Muslim Rule, but Muslims were not
heard anywhere. Neither where was any help forthcoming
nor there was anybody to solace Muslims. All the roads for
them were closed because of Aamil. The minister turned a
deaf ear to it. The king also did not pay attention towards
the gravity and dire consequences of the situation. In the
month of Zeequad, 1271 Hijri, Friday, the Muslims of
Ahata Atal Khan, gathered in the leadership of Shah
Ghulam Husain. On the other side, some 10 to 12 thousand
Bairagis collected, armed with weapons. Aley Ali told the
Muslims that there was scarcity of Sultani Fauj. You people
are in minority while Hindus are in majority. But do not go
away from here. By the evening, the army of R Saheb,
would be forthcoming, on this side, we are increasing in
number. Now wait a bit. Let the dawn come.

The next day when they gathered, the Administration
again hid and told that the palton of R Saheb is awaiting
king's orders. So you have patience. They only remained
talking. In Oudh, the Hindus cordoned a Muslim Mohalla
but the brave youths did not showed their back. Swords
were crossed. The death started playing havoc. Here all
this commotion was going on, in Dar Agubar, thousands of

Hindus collected on the other side, Shah Gulam Husain
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and his companions unaware of the happenings were busy
in cooking food. When they (Hindus) reached their heads,
they began preparation to face them. Rustam Ali Khan who
was “Rustam’” in true sense and his brother Ahmad Ali
Khan who was also a brave man fought well. Inspite of
being in great number, the enemy ran away and took
shelter in Rang Mahal. When the Muslims reached there
the Namard (eunuch) ran away from there also. The brave
persons followed them and killed many of them. At last
some of them climbed on the roof of the houses and began
using the guns. Four of them came forward. There was a
shower of bullets which played havoc. Three of them
became martyrs after reciting Kalma shahadat. Rustam Ali
Khan recited Azaan, climbing on the door of Hanuman
Garhi. At the same moment a bullet hit his forehead and the
soul broke away every fetter to reach in the heaven. The
Bairagis cordoned the mosque and killed 69 persons. They
cleaned the place of the dirt and in religious activities.
They did the same at Faizabad Oudh. Here the prominent
place. . . .. belonged to the father of Ram and Lakshman.
The mosque was build on the Kutub Khana of the Janam
Sthan by Syed Musa Ashigan in 923 and remained
humming with life. This place was known as Sita Rasoi
among Hindus. Date of construction is known as Khair
Baqgi 923 which is an important memory. Fidai Khan
Subedar got the mosque constructed over Ram Darbar
which was demolished by the Hindus."

35109. Exhibit 123 (Suit-5) (Register 21, pages 325) is

photocopy of page 56 of “Encyclopedia of India and of
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Eastern and Southern Asia” by Surgeon General Balfour,
1858 containing a very brief description of Ayodhya as Under:
“AJODHYA, on the right bank of the Gogra river,
near Fyzabad in Oudh, is in lat. 27°48' 20" N., and long.
82" 14' 40" E. It has now a population of 7518 of Hindus
and Mohomedans, but in ancient times it was the capital of
the kingdom of Kosala, the modern Oudh, ruled over by the
great kind Dasaratha of the Solar line, and father of Rama
Chandra. At one time it is said to have covered an area of
12 Yojana, equal to 96 miles. During buddhist supremacy
Ajodhya declined, but on the revival of Brahmaism it was
restored by kind Vikramaditya (A.D. 57). There are many
Jain temples, and three mosques on the site of three
Hindu shrines,-the Janmasthan on the site where Rama
was born, the Swarga-dwara (Mandir) where his remains
were burned, and the Tareta Ka Thakur, famed as the scene
of onme of his great sacrifices. A mausoleum is here of the
Bahu Begum, and is that finest in Oudh.”
3520. Exhibit 131 (Suit-5) (Register 21, pages 257-269)
contains photocopies of frontispiece and pages no. 54, 572, 573
of “Tarikh-E-Avadh (Hissa Doyam)” by Allama Muhammad
Nazmul Gani Khan Rampuri (1859-1932 Isvi) Revised by Dr.
Zaki Kakoravi 1983 A.D. The relevant extract of Hindi
transliteration provided by the plaintiffs (Suit-5) is as under:
“STTIeAT H TS
Fareqr 8 @§l FAETAT T T ¥ITT A TV
ot err, F@® Jcafwa wrar ot @ valg &/ IV
973978 7 981 €7 932 f8a¥dl 4 ¢& reflenT #f¥g,

@l AT afkes &, Iesadrd €Ig  qAr IR
g7arg oft foradl arig @Y sier (923) &/ ST dF IE
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qf¥ag Har @1 valg deardt & v gse 7 98 #fqv
gl &1 ®ed & & gFT Basarel User SVIH a7 Ay I
O VeIl T8l HEINIGi H X TaY off @&l gelled gs off iV

WY fiN QY 9% 19 GVSIY SV FaT & SIEN T dIPpl o, JI§T 7
T ¥l Hl JEIed Hed HAkog §797% |

Wq gelipl YewH NIOY TINE B QAT VGl 9T g &
§qIel §% T §9 §N1d & [o753l @ fead SIeT & TS | 3T U
§9 Zlef @ U 37ETal Geardl, sl @ Flldel el Jardr |

99 W99 W ¥ &G fag BpY GIN GHed Y/ ANGIE B
AR [37gd TV 8753 @I rurAd &1 ol | HET SN Yhed
TV | FATHTI Bl §9P FPIded B dibd T &l §H HRGIG B
frgd darw ergq v HerT T@ H [ o SN ggHrTIE)
SHHT TTH YFET| YRR HRA A | §9 GETHT BHIN Bl Ug
dr {© I Y&/ 99 g8 A7 77 dl el + ANoIq BT 997 1)
T VRaT | o719 §wT8T B §9 g B §gAT ygd al HATeqr 8/
$3 IV TP IGIT ¥ TIgHeT g7 ¥&T| ITIT IET
EHAT 8T Il ¥TE d Y qrT P vET Il §F
giv Trageft +t ITeqe & &/

3T 9 FE ad Al @ Aled g [ Rary akes
gefeqr ggarTIdl @ Af¥org §19¢), ol War @1 valg e,
§9% ®g7 # 1 fg=genl 7 aA@TAT FATIT I ARTT
qrgqT T EIC TVIT B Hl TRI§ HYH §HP HET H
Y7 FEHT A9 | ARTT 7 FgT ST o 3R FeerAr Bt
Warsl @8 drs PN gcl SN gkl | &gl 9 g dlbd & gadrd
g |

W 1271 8Nl 4 qifeq ofcfl 98 @& 35 H I4IE Yoird
YT 7 HicTdl HEHE 3RS Bl SHGIS W GIGRT AN @l SiTEIa)
I ga@rT @l a¥aral @ [ord a5 [orgre geviare §, [ Tl &
BT 3icll @I RWIGIGR §77hT SR §3T dlod owq 3icll
@1 3 I8I5Y 3cll @I &l 413 IRIP 81 & Gwiq dIv<l §Y/
qEY §I9 GYiplT I 9% INI% BT §U/ SR I8 HI BHales
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&I Fel | ST &I aF Ugd o el 3icll HIIH GBI FNE AT

Yol qYY & Gellordl o NIepl, O T [eg7] 98 e T T,
BT XTI o1l IR G Bar§ie gge 3 o 39BN §HT A9
FHITITT IV HTT VeT7olveY 3R 7 it Q97| GeT o farer
fear| §15 F7e UvET SIESN Hoirdie ¥ fevg gEerdrl @l ddb . .
.. H TONT| [T @d @ 1] ST STell @I HIe% ST AToTd
3k [faf Fa/| &7 didard @ TH g9 gl Id ARGie @l
TEDIBIT BT | 9 WEN Y 918 GIfed 7 [bY a5 GeerarT prof
TN 37efl, SIS GUTHEIT STTHIG & ST ISTer & 4ot | Ig T
aRsTe qiel # gl gv) ors [l @& gre a7 wifed 4l qrfeger
ARGIE TR §Y | HIcidl 3RS 4l g9 e §V SV v & bet
¥ g8l ¥ [l | §P U STHISId A off 3iIY G W I T T

TR HHY 89T NIl @ 8T | ARGie @ [HarerT @l qreEll )
HT SN WIled 3N Aol g7 &7 Bldqre S [Adl sl
GETHT Bl gD rpd RPN A¥IAIIT @ AGE PRI
A7 8 3IIX XTST [H97 & ¥4 G178 THARIR SN oY TTHIQIR
fId 9 991 @& Wi yge T4 I8l de & §9 E9N SeH o4l &
T SR HTERT & HIE RIE [ord [ G Blg GETHT HGE D
ol Qe @7 Fwe @Y dl Iav 7 GP | Hierd! Afed 3N IE
VIR & W THE STeHT o SiIv g8 4 Jal [ Sravevd e
7 e 7 QA1 §9 P IE gTerd off fab [Aerr ar Il 781 al v/
& 7 g7 FHEB T Bl SN @Y T Al
ARGTG H FRIGTHTA] bl 9798 SIIN BNSITT I THIe] T -
STV avyel] J1 qIved] g Pral T 1271 fewiel Fandd
QAT §T 1855 AT &1 aHINFT -7 A FHAAT
THI9 & qIed qeore 919¢ 4, & diar @ vwig 9 8,
TTHT EY/ 918 WIfed U §HIH gV I8 GEY §¥Ifral bl ugel
SEIT GRS @I EY [ordr | WX aeH, i fagen @ Reed @r
g o TEX TEXR Y& WY Y §C TV FEeHAl o Ol &Gl [P
gY/ MEVHR PIadicT & WI§l 3N VeTioleYy N @ WAl 7
gawd 1Y TPl 9% far @fed gadt ¥ gITHT VET @
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FHTATT T BT TATGT FT T ..
“Masjid in Ayodhya.
There is a Sita Rasoi within the Butkhana Janam Sthan
of Ram Chanderji. King Babar, in 923, built a grand
mosque which is known as Jama Masjid under the
supervision of Syed Musa Ashiqan, the date of which is
known as Khair Bagi 923. Even today this mosque is
known as Sita Rasoi and a temple is also there adjacent
to it. It is said that before the conquest of Islam, This place
was the place of birth (Janam Sthan) of Maharaja Ram
Chandraji. There was remains of Sar Girdar alias Ram
Darbar and Treta Thakur. Babar got the mosque
constructed after demolishing the Janam Sthan.

When Raja Darshan Singh won the area of the west
Rath etc. the Hindus gained strength. They paved the way
around the Teela for fighting and thereby the population of
Hindu Fagqirs also increased. The signs of the mosque
depreciated. Hindus organized their congregations. The
Muslims had no sufficient strength to fight. They got a wall
constructed around the mosque and named the place as
Hanuman Garhi and began Puja there. They did care the
Muslim Fagqir residing there but after his death, the Hindu
Mahant even removed the signs of the mosque. In the rule
of Darshan Singh, no Azaan was held in Ayodhya for
many years and there was no cow slaughter. Perhaps
from the period of Mohammad Ali Shah, there began
Azan and cow slaughter.

At last, after great tussle, the Hindus got their
abodes and temple built within the dilapidated Masjid
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Hanuman Garhi, Babri Masjid. The Hindus also
defaced Masjid, Ram Ghat. They began throwing garbage
in the mosque and by demolishing the graves made
splendid temples.

In 1271 Hijri, during the reign of Wajid Ali Shah,
Shah Ghulam Husain with the help of Maulvi Mohammad
Ariz (sic) got the mosque reconstructed and established
Bazm-e-Jihad in Haidrabad across the river for removing
the temple from there. The son of Bankey Hasan Ali Khan,
Ahsan Ali Khan Risaldar became its leader. Moreover
Rustam Ali Khan and his brother Bahadur Ali Khan also
joined the said organization. Some other persons also
joined and all of them started for Faizabad. They reached
Radna where they were stopped by the men of in-charge of
Agha-e-Nazim, Sultanpur and they did not allow them to
move forward. Shah Saheb took the way to Lucknow and
those who had reached Faizabad were evacuated by Naib
Kotwal Nisar Husain and Captain Alexender R, through
Mohana. Later on a news paper from Faizabad. . . . about
Hindus and Muslims. After inspection, Agha Ali Khan alias
Aghai Nazim and Nirza Munam Beg Kotwal were ordered
to enquire into the matter At this occasion Shah Saheb sent
to Ayodhya some Muslims accompanied by Noor Ali R/s
Muzafal, Azamgarh. They stayed at Babri Masjid. After a
few days Shah Saheb also reached the said mosque along
with Maulvi Araz. They were small in number and had no
luggage etc. but they were firm and persistent against the
Bairagis. Captain R Sahed Mirza Munam beg Kotwal and
Mirza Ali stopped Muslims from moving forward while for
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helping the Bairagis Raja Man Singh and Raja Kisan Dutta
Ram Pandey Chakladar and other Zamindars reached on
spot. About 80 thousand Hindus collected and closed
Ghagra Ghat so that Muslims could not have any help from
across the river. A good number of Muslims were with
Maulvi Saheb and Shah Saheb. But except for the poor, no
influential person helped. These poor persons were in the
condition of hand to mouth, nobody helped them.
The slaughter of Muslims in the mosque and desecration of
Holy Kuran.

In the last on 10" on 12" of Zeegad 1271 Hijri

Corresponding to July 1855 about 2 to 3 hundred musli
reached Babri Masjid for offering Namaj in Sita Rasoi.
Shah Sahab took over as Pesh Imam. This news reached
Bahragis who cordoned the mosque. The Govt. Officers
who had taken bribe from the Hindus, flee to the spot.
When the Muslims saw that they would be killed, they came
out to face the situation. However, men of Kotwal and
riders of Alexander R save the situation form being worsen.
But because of great hue and cry, the Muslims could not
offer Jumma Prayer."

3521. P. Carnegi in Historial Sketch (supra) published in

1870 has noticed the above fact on page 20/21 as under:
“The Janamsthan marks the place where Ram Chandra
was born. The Sargadwar is the gate through which he
passed into Paradise, possibly the spot where his body was
burned. The Tareta-Ke-Thakur was famous as the place
where Rama performed a great sacrifies, and which he

commemorated by setting up there images of himself and
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Sita.

If Ajudhia was then little other than a wild, it must
at least have possessed a fine temple in the Janamsthan;
for many of its columns are still in existence and in good
preservation, having been used by the Musalmans in the
construction of the Babari Mosque. These are of strong
close-grained dark slate-colored or black stone, called by
the natives Kasoti (literally touch-stone,) and carved with
different devices. To my thinking these strongly resemble
Budhist pillars that I have seen at Benares and elsewhere.
They are from seven to eight feet long, square at the base,
centre and capital, and round or octagonal intermediatel)."

3522. He was officiating Settlement Officer at Faizabad
and relatively in a better position to know what the people
believed at that time. Since the incident was quite old, i.e.,
hundred years or more, direct evidence was difficult to trace out
but in comparison to recent rights set up, the facts mentioned by
Carnegi obviously deserve more credence and weight.

3523. In 1877, Assistant Commissioner, Faizabad District
W.C. Benett gave us "Gazetteer of Oudh" (supra). He also
said in para 6 of the Book:

"The Janamasthan and other temples.--It is locally
affirmed that at the Muhammadan conquest there were
three important Hindu shrines, with but few devotees
attached, at Ajodhya, which was then little other than a
wilderness. These were the '"Janamasthan,"” the
"Swargaddwar mandir" also known as "Ram Darbar,"
"Treta-ke-Thakur."

On the first of these the Emperor Babar built the
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mosque, which still bears his name, A.D. 1528."
3524. In 1880, A.F. Millitt's "Report on Settlement of
Land Revenue of the Faizabad" (supra), Exhibit 8 (Suit-5)
(Register Vol. 20, Pages 55-62) took note of the above facts:

"If Ajudhya was then little other than wild, it must at
least have possessed a fine temple in the Janmasthan, for
many of its columns are still in existence and in good
preservation, having been used by the Musalmans in the
construction of the Babari mosque. These are of strong
close-grained dark slate-colored or black stone, called by
the natives Kasoti (literally, touch-stone), and carved with
different devices."

3525. Report of Archaeological Survey of North West
Provinces and Oudh 1889 (supra) (Exhibit 92 (Suit-5)
(Register 20, Pages 63-65) says:
"The old temple of Ramachandra at Janmasthanam must
have been a very fine one, for many of its columns have
been used by the Musalmans in the construction of
Babar's masjid. These are of strong, close-grained, dark-
coloured or black stone, called by the natives Kasauti,
"touch-stone slate" and carved with difference devices.
They are from seven to eight feet long, square at the base,
centre and capital, and round or octagonal intermediately."
3526. A.Fuhrer's account published in 1891, Exhibit 9
(Suit-5) (Register 20, page 67-73) says:

"It is locally affirmed that at the Musalman conquest
there were three important Hindu temples at Ayodhya:
these were the Janmasthanam, the Svargadvaram, and the

Treta-Ke-Thakur. On the first of these Mir Khan built a
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masjid, in A.H. 930 during the reign of Babar, which still
bears his name. This old temple must have been a very fine
one, for many of its columns have been utilized by the
Musalmans in the construction of Babar's Masjid. These
are of strong, close-grained, dark-coloured or black stone,
called by the natives Kasauit, "touch-stone slate." and
carved with different devices, they are from seven to eight
feet long, square at the base, centre and capital, and round
or octagonal intermediately."
3527. H.R. Nevill's Gazetteer of Faizabad published in
1905, i.e., Fyzabad A Gazetteer being Vol. XLIII of the
District Gazetteers of the United Provinces of Agra and
Oudh" at page 153 and 175 says:
"In 1528 Babar built the mosque at Ajodhya on the
traditional spot where Rama was born." (page 153)

"The Hindus temples are all intimately connected
with the history of Ajodhya. Most of them are of
comparatively recent origin, as it would appear that
almost all the ancient shrines were destroyed by
Aurangzeb and other Musalman zealots............... Above
this on the hill to the west stood the Janamasthan or
birthplace of Rama, and close by are the Kanak Bhawan,
a very fine building erected by the Rani of Tikamgarh or
Orchha; the Sita Rasoi or Sita's kitchen; the Bara
Asthan, the head-quarters of a fraternity called the Bara
Akhara; the Ratan Singhasan marking the place where
Rama was installed after his return from exile; the Rang
Mahal, Anand Bhawan, Kaushalia Bhawan or Janam

Bhumi, and the temple of Amar Das, as well as many
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smaller temples and shrines." (emphasis added) (page 190)
3528. "Imperial Gazetteer of India" published in 1908
(Exhibit 10 (Suit-5) (Register 29 Page 87-89) is photocopy of
frontispiece and pages 388 and 389 of "Imperial Gazetteer of
India Provincial Service United Provinces of Agra & Oudh, Vol.
I1, published in 1934 Faizabad Division is similarly worded. The
relevant extract thereof is as follows:

"The present town stretches inland from a high bluff
overlooking the Gogra. At one corner of a vast mound
known as Ramkot, or the fort of Rama, is the holy spot
where the hero was born. Most of the enclosure is
occupied by a mosque built by Babar from the remains
of an old temple, and in the outer portion a small
platform and shrine mark the birthplace."

3529. "Fyzabad Gazetteers' published by H. R. Nevill in
1928 (Supra) says:

"It is locally affirmed that at the time of the
Musalman conquest there were three important Hindu
shrines at Ajodhya and little else. These were the
Janamasthan temple, the Swargaddwar and the Treta-ka-
Thakur, and each was successively made the object of
attention of different Musalman rulers. The Janamasthan
was in Ramkot and marked the birthplace of Rama. In
1528 A.D. Babar came to Ajodhya and halted here for a
week. He destroyed the ancient temple and on its site
built a mosque, still known as Babar's mosque. The
materials of the old structure were largely employed, and
many of the columns are in good preservation; they are

of close-grained black stone, called by the natives kasauti,
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and carved with various devices.
3530. After independence, the U.P. Government published
a Gazetteer in 1960, i.e., "Uttar Pradesh District Gazetteers-
Faizabad" by Smt. Esha Basanti Joshi (Supra). There it
mentions:

"The Janmasthan was in Ramkot and marked the
birthplace of Rama. It seems that in 1528 A.D. Babur
visited Ayodhya and under his orders this ancient temple
was destroyed and on the site was built what came to be
known as Babur's mosque. The material of the old temple
was largely employed in building the mosque and a few of
the original columns are still in good preservations; they
are of cloe grained black stone (kasauti) bearing various
Hindu bas-reliefs (see Plate 1), the outer beam of the main
structure being of sandal wood.".

3531. Exhibit 50 (Suit-5) (Register 21, pages 349-361)
contains frontispiece and pages no. 59, 60, 150, 151, 152, 153,
154 and Parishishtha “Gha” (Annexure-D) in two pages from
the Book “Ayodhya Ka Itihas” by Lala Sitaram Awadhwasi,
1932 published by Hindustani Academy, Prayag. The complete
book is also available to the Court, i.e., Book No. 46. There is
slight difference in the Book No. 46 and the pages marked as
Exhibit 50, though it is reprint of 2001, since the arrangement of
contents in the pages on account of size of the fonts etc. is
different. Substantially there is no difference in the contents.
Pages 59 and 60, i.e., paper no. 107C1/123-124 are pages no. 44
and 45 in Book No. 46. Pages no. 150 to 154, i.e., paper no.
107C1/125-129 are pages no. 113 to 116. In the revised edition,
Appendix "Gha" is not the same and in fact the text of the
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inscriptions which have been repeated in Appendix "Gha" at
paper no. 107C1/130-131, has been excluded in the Reprint
edition. It further appears that the translation of the two
inscriptions given on paper no. 107Ca/127-128 differs from the
translation given in Appendix "Gha", 1.e., paper no 107C1/130-
131. How and why it has happened is not known and we cannot
make any comment on it. The author has given his own separate
history with respect to the Babar's alleged visit at Ayodhya and
it says:
“GIGINE FIG¥ 0 W7 1528 H G §c & WHA AT P 3V @7
IV G¥ar 3 GraNT & HITH GY GET SN STl I§ HITH ST
W oI @I qd o7/ J8] a8 b HEE dP G P &9 H BN
oI @1 F9E Bl YeT| U [a I8 4] & Gaivig GerarT
PBIN & Ppoiey P 9T Pl AT BF THY FAY B T
SHHT HAGIT HIY q1p1 TreIBa) I o7 | GIaY 7 BB Bl 95 He
FYS SN ¥TT 4T [V GG BHN 7 B® WIBN T [HI7] FEY
We g8l BlgdhY 39+ USId U¥ dlc AT/ g8l Ygdd U¥ IWT Ql
& Wl ¥e 9We 31 ygd TS/ 9% dldbd & T SR e
BB P T Pl G T Vb [@F BB 7 BET & TH-T
BT Fle¥ gearey § THIG @ [ VP HNGIG gqr &1 SIEY T
FET & # smue fory g% Afey @ g & ARifgie §7arg qdr g/
AfeY IS #Y ST & Raeli® &/ §9 G¥ 3THE BPHIX dicf 3T,
i g9 HIQY Bl GSAIHY I I8 HGoG G AEAT &/ q T
AT G5 gsl GGGaIT QIT/” §I§Y PHIT TSI SN I 3] PN
P gIT FTH S SN HIR q1p Bl ST & BY Gl TAT| T
FIGI4 BT b GOV PRU TINIG GRIAT F]lager Siferar (g
Ll gaise L) 7 397 5o &/ GV 98 IF &
“GIGY U [HIINTGRT H VB §R [egedrT SAT ol iR
ST & &I FHTHIT BpINI F [Fer o7 v a8l or foreesr 719

§9 BUY [org 31V & SN GWR BT A AT Tl BT FIE¥ o
gl W g grRfar @ & s vwr srEflale difore fored &
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[Bg¥drT @1 arqene & e BHRl o Saw fagr f ga
TH—WITT @ AleY dIedY AGIG §9917 @I s HF al &9
RN o1 31T Y| FI9% + bkl I 9I1d 71 ol 3IX 3T T9T
&I dic T

S 3 TYfoiq 917 BT INT HETHT §ITRNTH [a91ad
Hd HADIIT—ER ¥ IGd [HIT T &

“HRqIHI T GAT ABY ARy UY FAGlE @ 17 [a dw
Rt W eI &Il Y81/ 3q H fegal @ 8% §¢/ il 7 Alay @
HIGv gaer &Y F1eT| Yolsl diEe U @sT 81 &Y §iol, AV Gid
W gg Hlav T8 o 9Hd/ 9 U §1Pl Seoldl SIN dodiR
igey 39 Fool HY [QF7) 99 Hiav TAT ar a@r & qidfar T8t 8,
d 37599 & TS £ Bl Y V& TIT| PN AEHITHIC GV WYY
Sl H I BYd gV Vb Qe FIgHYT @l Fidar fAell | 98 g
o g3/ ®EG & f5 99l gwor off FE off 5 @I gaw
YIgTHId WEHY GOl Y| %G, JONl & qeErRl 7 ofq g, aq
dcpIeT Fard & I&I YT JIaT Y [HIT) T F [0 a7 &
forer gfcfar faeft & @&t war—gorm @1 sfer &/ e waigR
g #QY g9 I9H 9 FlAal I ¥ § /) SBT Gar—arar 3
TP G FIGHY & IER PN &/ SIEN Gl Blel WH Sff & AH
uRig &1 394 U 99 Blel YooY G¥ I Garga @) 5 gliar gdt
&1

gIp T 7 AN Pl g @l G Feiore gaarg off | a€rorg
P HIav 12 3JIV §I8Y BICH GY 2 Plel, HAIC] P YN & W4 ol
gV &/ 997 IE off @I B G 4 I 3G HAEIG & ITEY H
Y gV &/ §7 W4l P I@PHY TrAlT AlQY Bl Gavdl B Fo—FO
SIHIT [HAT ST FHaT &/ 7B ddis 7 F 8 BT ad &/ [l
ov Y §1e 7 FIEC & SiIv WY YT el 3TYE £/ §7 U gav
TFBTell BT B G T &/ HAIVIG P YV Vg BICH UX 2 ol
Ge gV & SI9 AN W W Y@ arcfl §id AIgH &l 8

JJ.J)S(S)qLoLﬁf»ja)ﬁe

Saa 595,838 L ] sl
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Sheasd K 65,8 Ly

S8l sea Gl csls 5l

sl Jlar g S8l 58 59

(U eRI T TITRI 37eR H UI3)

“(1) FHYHG—Y—IIE §IE¥ [ 3G9
FAS T AT—PId IRG FeAT] |

(@) 137 &< § A5ad FRIFAT |

3R aTed eI HY q1t /|
(3) §31e &N qrpl o ¥rel 41

371 Y& g THaH §a% @GN 1Pl /|

(37F4TS)
gIaY qIGYIE B ST W, [ordd T Bl qodl BT B
g5l &/
TJBleed HIR 1Pl T PBINedl P Javd P [oly IE I
F7qrT &/
B HUT FeT F4 V5| JoIT WY FTHI-FH B Thel
Y ST & 7 &7 qY 735 feorel 4 fAdbor ST &/

7T & BICH GV ofd
oS g Uy 1
SASay) plls de> 3ls &
sl 5] 58, sahisa 5q,s
J[P,pisLeJJ)g)m(S
sl s s dlus
oialS aX 95 s s &
(SHHT T 31&% F TI3)

(1) T4 37Tfd TTT &% IHav

I& @ilcids AT STeTH SATHSBIH

(1) Tw& FEIET qI] 37T AT
& wvav sifdard g1 gt

(3) BT GV GI8T §I9Y Ppof<v
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& g &% qR Widl ®ravrE
(srgars)

(1) 99 WA @ TH W Ol 7ET SN gigHT 8 o aqur

ST T Gieewdl der ¥Wq9 [Fard—fed & |
(2) ©uPI ¥GId & §1¢ J¥IBI P GNP &, Gl &I STErT aor

IV B VRGN & |
() HER H g9V 3N Feley @l HUT GRig 8 ford 99

WAR—TF H THerar U §5 &/

J8] &4 ST SIX forg=r @red & b 9gd oie & dle—wls
¥ Ay @ AN § g g/ YN VGl @& &Y 39 FReIe @l
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3533. Exhibit 21 (Suit-5) (Register 21, page 345) is
photocopy of pages 693 and 694 of “Encyclopedia Britannica,
15" Edition, 1978”. This also gives some description of
Ayodhya.

“Ayodhya, also called OUDH or AWADH, a city of
ancient India, on the Ghaghara (Gogra) River in Faizabad
district of Utter Pradesh, India. From it are derived later
forms of the name, Avadh (Awadh) and Oudh. Ayodhya is
regarded as one of the seven holy places of the Hindus.
According to traditional history, it was the early capital of
the kingdom of Kosala, while in Buddhist times (6"-5"
centuries BC), Sravasti became the kingdom's chief city.
Scholars generally agree that Ayodhya is identical with the
city of Saketa, where the Budha is said to have resided for
a time. Its later importance as a Buddhist centre can be
gauged from the Chinese Buddhist monk Fahsien's
statement in the 5" century AD that there were 100
monasteries there. There were also a number of other
monuments, including a stupa (shrine) reputed to have
been founded by Asoka (3° century BC). Ayodhya is
revered by Hindus because of its association in the
Ramayana, a great Indian epic poem, with the birth of
Rama and with the rule of his father, Dasaratha. According
to the source, the city was prosperous, well fortified, and
had a large population.

The Kanauj kingdom arose in Oudh during the 11"
and 12" centuries. The region was later included in the
Delhi sultanate, the Jaunpur kingdom, and, in the I 6"
century, the Mughal Empire. Oudh gained a measure of
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independence early in the 18" century but became
subordinate to the British East India Company in 1764. In
1856 it was annexed by the British, the annexation and
subsequent loss of rights by the hereditary land revenue
receivers provide one of the causes of the India Mutiny in
1857. Oudh was joined with the Agra Presidency in 1877 to
form the North-Western Provinces and later the United
Provinces of Agra and Oudh, now Uttar Pradesh state.
There are few surviving monuments of any antiquity.
Rama's birthplace is now marked by a mosque, erected
by the Mughal emperor Babur in 1528 on the site of an
earlier temple. The numerous Vaisnava shrines and
bathing ghats are of no great age. Close to the modern city
are several mounds marking the site of ancient Ayodhya
that have not yet been adequately explored by
archaeologists. The region around the city, which the
British called Oudh, is about 24,000 sq mi in area and
coextensive with Lucknow and Faizabad divisions.”
3534. In our view the description therein being of 1978 is
of no importance as it reiterates virtually what is contained in
the earlier books of reference.
3535. Exhibit 56 (Suit-5) (Register 21, page 369-411) is
photocopies of frontispiece and pages no. 44, 45, 128, 129, 132,
133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138, 139 and 140 of the Book
“Ayodhya” Part I by Hans Bakker 1986 and also pages no.
143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148 and 149 of Part II of the aforesaid
book. Hans Bakker's book in its entirety has been exhibited as
Exhibit 23 (Suit-5).
3536. Besides, a number of pages from this book have
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been filed and they are differently exhibited as under:
(@) Exhibit 57 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 41) contains
the photocopy of the Chapter "Introduction" running in
four pages (from XV-XVIII) from Hans Bakker's book
"Ayodhya" published in 1986.
(b) Exhibit 58 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 49) contains
the photocopy of the page 43 of Hans Bakker's book
"Ayodhya" published in 1986.
(c) Exhibit 59 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 51-71)
contains a photocopy of Chapter 3 pages 49 to 59 of Hans
Bakker's book "Ayodhya" published in 1986.
(d) Exhibit 60 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 73-85)
contains the photocopy of the Chapter 4 pages 60 to 66 of
Hans Bakker's book "Ayodhya" published in 1986.
(e) Exhibit 61 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 87-92)
contains the photocopy of the Chapter 8 Part I pages 125
to 127 of Hans Bakker's book "Ayodhya" published in
1986.
() Exhibit 62 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 93-99)
contains the photocopy of the Chapter 8 Part 1 pages 141,
143, 150, 151 of Hans Bakker's book "Ayodhya"
published in 1986.
(g) Exhibit 63 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 101) contains
photocopy of Chapter 23 "Introduction" of Hans Bakker's
book "Ayodhya" published in 1986.
(h) Exhibit 64 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 155) is
photocopy of Part 2 Chapter 25 pages 176 to 178 of Hans
Bakker's book "Ayodhya" published in 1986.
(1)  Exhibit 65 (Suit-5) (Register 31 Page 159) contains
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the photocopy of the Chapter 26 Part 2 page 178 of Hans

Bakker's book "Ayodhya" published in 1986.
3537. Hans Baker made research in respect to Ayodhya
pursuant to grant of Project of University of Groningen
(Netherlands). He submitted thesis to the Faculty of Letters of
University of Groningen in 1984. The book titled as "Ayodhya"
1s actually his published Thesis which is a part of Groningen
Oriental Studies and was published in 1986. The relevant extract
of the findings of Hans Baker which are relied by some of the
learned counsels are as under:

“Vaisnavism no doubt received some impetus when
Saketa/Ayodhya became one of the foremost cities of the
Gupta empire. The ascendancy of Saketa, its identification
with Ayodhya, the place of Vishnu's incarnation, the
evidence of special reference to the Rama avatara in circles
closely connected with the Gupta court at the beginning of
the fifth century, the fact that the Gupta emperors from
Candragupta 11 onwards styled themselves
parambhagavatas and that Skandagupta even compares
himself with Rama, the recording of the foundation of
temples, notably of a Visnu temple dedicated to the 'God
with the Bow' (Sarngin) by Skandagupta — all strongly
endorse the assumption that Vaisnava temples also
appeared in Saketa/Ayodhya during the 4" and 5" century.
At least some of the ten Deva temples mentioned by Hsuan
tsang may have been dedicated to Visnu. Yet, there is no
archaeological or literary evidence to support this
assumption.

The oldest pieces of archaeological evidence are the
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black columns which remain from the old (Visnu) temple
that was situated on the holy spot where Rama descended
to earth (Janmbhumi). This temple was destroyed by the
first Mogul prince Babur in AD 1528 and replaced by a
mosque which still exists. The following specimens of these
pillars are known to exist: fourteen pillars were utilized by
the builder Mir Bagqi in the construction of the mosque and
are still partly visible within it; two pillars were placed
besides the grave of the Muslim saint Fazl Abbas alias
Musa Ashikhan, who, according to oral tradition, incited
Babur to demolish the Hindu temple. The grave and these
two pillars (driven upside-down into the ground) are still
shown in Ayodhya, a little south of the Kubertila. A
seventeenth specimen is found in the new Janmsthana
temple to the north of the Babur mosque. It is rather a
door-jamb than a column.

The pillars inside the mosque were described by
Martin: “These are of black stone and of an order which |
have seen nowhere else, and which will be understood from
the accompanying drawing. That they have been taken from
a Hindu building, is evident from the traces of images
being observable on some of their bases, although the
images have been cut off to satisfy the conscience of the
bigot. . . They are only 6 feet high.” the same columns were
described by Carnegy: ‘“These are of strong, close-
grained, dark slate-coloured, or black stone, called by the
natives Kasoti” (kasauti), “("touchstone slate') and carved
with different devices. . . they are from seven to eight feet

long, square at the base, centre and capital, and round or
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octagonal intermediately.” I was not allowed to inspect
the columns inside the mosque. From a distant glance
and from the description above it is beyond doubt that
they are the same as the two pillars found beside the
grave.

The two columns at the grave of Musa Ashikhan rise
about Im above the ground. They are carved at the base
with a pot (kalasa) with overhanging creepers from which a
decorative lotus rises up. On one of the octagonal sides of
one pillar a female figure in tribhanga pose (measuring c.
15-20cm) is still visible although it is heavily mutilated. As
far as they protrude above the ground the columns are
octagonal passing into a square at the base. They may date
from the tenth or eleventh century.

The door-jamb found in the modern Janmsthana
temple (it rests against the wall of the inner-court) consists
of the same type of material as the other columns. It is
115¢cm long, and decorated with sculptured figures from top
to bottom. At the base is a small arched recess in which
stands an elegant image of make deity (25cm high). The
deity wears a makuta (tiara), his right hand shows the
vitarka-mudra, his left hand seems to hold something that
most resembles a trisula. The figure wears a dhoti and
vanamala and is standing in tribhanga posture. An
identification of the image with Visnu would be
unwarranted, since it may as well represent one of the
(guardian) deities of the temple precincts. Above the niche
are two vertical bands of decoration, the right one shows

the petal, or rising creeper motif, the left one contains five
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figures of nymphs, one above the other, the uppermost one
being a salabhanjika. The jamb may date from the same
period as the columns, although they are not necessarily
from omne and the same temple. All these pieces are
ascribed by local tradition to the Visnu temple that
occupied the Janmbhumi site before the coming of
Babur.

Curiously enough, Laksmindhara who gave a
survey of the well-known Hindu tirthas of the eleventh
century mentions neither Ayodhya nor the birthplace of
Rama.

- The oldest Visnu idol (10"-11" century) found in the
surroundings of Ayodhya is the one lying among the
debris of a temple at the holy place Dugdhesvara
(Sitakunda) near the village Darabganj. It represents one
of the 24 forms of Visnu, viz., Visnu Trivikrama. The
sculpture (36x46cm) is much eroded, yet intact. Other
fragments, among which a pedestal, are found at the same
site.

- Rather than testifying to an ancient Saiva temple the two
medallions in the Guptahari/Cakrahari temple in the
Gopratara compound may have belonged to a Visnu temple
on this site. Gopratara is the oldest tirtha of Ayodhya.
Cakrahari figures in the Vaisnava tour 1I(S), whereas TP,
quoting the S recension of AM, reads Guptahari and
Gopratara instead. The existence of a Visnu temple at the
Gopratara ghat belonging to the early period seems
therefore plausible. Gopratara is the only tirtha in the

Ayodhyaksetra that is mentioned by Laksmindra. The S
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recension preserves the name of the Visnu temple (visnor
ayatanam) in which the image of Visnu Guptahari was
installed, namely Harismrti (AM 58.3). The relation
between Cakrahari and Harismrti is not clear and the
name Harismrti is deleted in the OA recension. From the
data given above we tentatively conclude that there
existed an ancient Visnu temple at the Gopratara ghat
(possibly erected before AD 1000) named Harismrti. The
idol of the temple came to be known as Guptahari. The
image and the Visnu temple Harismrti are not necessarily
of the same date. The temple might have been provided
with a new image (Guptahari) in the course of time (12"
century?; cp. 1,54).” (Pages 43-45)

3538. Chapter 8 deals with the development of "Ayodhya"

as Sacred Center from 13" to the middle of the 18" century with

special reference to the Ayodhya Mahatum.

“The appointment of Malik Nasir-ud-din Mahmud
governor of Avadh in AD 1226 initiated a period of
Islamization of official life in the provincial capital.
Although it did not mean, as will soon be seen, the
developments in the Hindu fold were totally repressed or
that an effective check was put upon its activities, it did
precludes the building of Hindu temples of any significance
and permanence until the 18" century. This is proven by
the existence of a gap in archaeological evidence with
respect to Hindu artefacts, images and temples alike,
from the thirteenth to the seventeenth century. The few
idols found that could belong to the seventeenth century

might equally be assigned to the eighteenth century. In the
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latter century great building activity was initiated again
under the liberal rule of the Nawwabs of Oudh. The oldest
temples in Ayodhya date from this time, and the majority of
'old" images found today likswise belong to this period at
the earliest.

It would seem that under Muslim supremacy it was
possible for Hindu religious life to continue on a modest
scale in old temples which were built before Muslim
rule, until they were eventually demolished. The first
Hindu temple that is known to have succumbed to this
fate was the temple on the Janmbhumi, which was
replaced by a mosque by order of Babur. Yet, besides in
temples, congregations could be held at the bathing ghats
on the river and at holy places, mostly tanks or kundas, in
the town and its surroundings. On the occasion of festivals
temporary structures like mandapas (awnings) could be
raised to serve for worship.

The oldest versions of the AM, as well as independent
evidence, seem to endorse the view that the religious
structure of Ayodhya as far as Hinduism is concerned was
not essentially different in the 13" and 14" centuries from
that in the 12". Jinaprabhasuri, writing in AD 1332
mentions mainly tirthas that have been shown to exist in
the 12" century: the ghats on the Saryu river, Svargadvara
and Gopratara, the naga sanctuary in the north of
Ayvodhya, now under the name of Sahasradhara, the
confluence of the Sarayu and Gharghara, and the shrine of
the yaksa Mattagajendra, said to be situated on top of the

city wall (prakara). Further the Jain author mentions the
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Sitakunda among the several other Hindu tirthas (anegani
loiatitthani). The ban on building new temples may have
left open the possibility of resorting to new holy bathing
places in the river and in ponds. In default of
archaeological remains of bathing places it is generally
difficult to ascertain whether and how many of the kundas
described in later texts were existent in the 12" or earlier
centuries.

In order to complete our understanding of the sacred
topography of Avodhya and its surroundings we shall turn
to the main source of information, the oldest version of the
Ayodhyamahatmya. It will be shown in Intr.PtlIl that the
oldest transmitted texts of the AM tradition are not only
found in the recension of the Mahatmya that was included
in the Vaisnavakhanda of the Skandapurana(siglum S). An
additional collection of legends is preserved in a MS
henceforth referred to as B. It will be shown that a
chronological differentiation between S and B is not
warranted on textual critical grounds. S as well as B
appear to go back to a 'floating', possibly oral, tradition
which will be designated by the phrase 'o-type-of-text'. The
transmittors of the (oral) tradition composed and collected
the legends of the holy centres which had begun to emerge
in the eleventh and following centuries. Accordingly the o-
type-of-text is not to be considered as a fixed body of
sacred literature nor was it necessarily homogeneous, as is
shown by differences between S and B and within S itself. It
would have been a kind of compendium of sacred

information about the holy places and their traditions
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which gradually assumed a more definite form in a
tradition transmitted by local Pandits and priests, until it
underwent the first literary redaction and was included by
the composer of the Vaisnavakhanda in the body of smrti
literature. Consequently the S recension is only an instance
of a process that had begun long before and would
continue afterwards.

A survey of the sacred topography of the holy ksetra
as rendered in the o-type-of-text at the stage of its
redaction in the S recension is presented in table 1. We
observe that specific Ramaite holy places are still in a
minority, notably within the town itself. From the twenty
seven Hindu places described in chapters 2-3 (i.e. before
AD 1200) only three (11%) could be positively related to
Ramaite mythology. Taking together all places presented
in table I we note that 31% of them are somehow connected
with Rama Lore. We should treat these figures with caution,
however, because the absence of literary evidence from
before AD 1200 may seriously distort our view of that
period.

No sanctuaries within Ayodhya itself that were not
already supposed to exist in the 12" century are described
in B and S. the Varahasabha mentioned in B might refer to
a temple dedicated to Varah near the confluence of the
Sarayu and Gharghara. The two Ramaite palaces,
Kaikeyi-bhavana and Sumitrabhavana, may refer to
subsidiary shrines within the Janmasthana, compound
or to the bare sites on either side of it rather than

implying the existence of separate temples. Both sites are
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today still without a temple of any significances. Besides
the Janmasthana, places within the precincts of the town
that are explicitly connected with Ramaite mythology by
legends of their origin are the naga sanctuary
sahasradhara (where Laksmana reunited with Sesa), the
vaksa shrine of Surasa, the river Tilodaki and the two tanks
Ksirodaka and Sitakunda. MS B adds to this the ghat on the
river on the eastern side of the city called Ramakunda. In
addition S mentions seven ponds or tanks within the town
of a general Hindu connotation and of unknown antiquity.

Besides being reflected in the sacred topography, the
gradual Ramaization of Visnuism in Ayodhya may be
gleaned from theological remarks in the S recension. It
should be noted before-hand, however, that S is
predominantly a non-sectarian Vaisnava text which
conceives of the supreme deity as Visnu, Hari, or Bhagvat.
Yet, this does not alter the fact that signs of Ramaization
appear throughout the text.

In his introduction the narrator of the Mahatmya
Romaharsana, speaks the words: namami paramatmanam
ramam rajivalocanam/atasikusumasyamam ravanantakam
avyayam//. As was already known from the Ags., Laksmana
is conceived of as an incarnation of Sesa. Release (mukti)
is said to be within reach of everybody by means of worship
(puja) of Rama with incense, flowers, lamps, etc. A bath in
the Ramaite tirthas such as the Sarayu or the Sitakunda
leads to reunion with Rama (ramarupo bhaven narah, or
ramam avapnuyat). The text further notes the meditation on

Rama, and the installation of a Rama image (ramamurti).
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But, nor surprisingly for a mahatmya text, pilgrimage to
Ayvodhya ranks first among the means of salvation. Ayodhya
is the place to be seen in the Kali age. The merits thereof
are extolled in the usual way by comparing them with the
fruits to be obtained in other holy places, notably Kasi, the
river Ganga, Gaya and Purushottama. Finally S extols the
visit and darshan (darsana) of Janmasthana on Rama's
birthday, especially meritorious for one who observes the
vow of Navami:
“A man who has seen (Janmasthana) will not be born
again, even if he does not offer gifts, does not practise
asceticism, does not go on (further) pilgrimages, or does
not perform sacrifices: When the day of Navami has come
a man engaged in the vow will be liberated from the
bondage of rebirth due to the miraculous power of a bath
and a gist. By seeing Janmbhumi he shall obtain the result
that accrues to one who offers daily a thousand red cows.”.
If we compare the text of MS B with that of S we
observe that B has a less generally Vaisnava and more
specially Ramaite stamp. The topography described in B
taken by itself consists of approximately 45% Ramaite holy
places. With regard to theology B adds to S the doctrine of
Rama's grace (prasada). Two devices to reach Rama,
comparatively absent in S, are accentuated: the darshan
(darsana) of Rama, and the powerful means of release that
is at the disposal of the devotee in the form of Rama's name
(ramanamaprasada). Japa of the name yields bhukti and
mukti. Concomitant with emphasis on the name is the high

esteem in which the practice is held of participating in the
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recitation of Rama's exploits: “The deeds of Raghunatha
comprise a hundred crores (of syllables): each syllable
destroys a man's great sins.” “And when one goes (on
pilgrimage) to Ayodhya omne should always (nitya) be
engaged in recitation, singing the beautiful story of the
incarnation (pradurbhavakatha) of the Lord.” Other hymns
mentioned in this context are the Namasahasra, the
Stavaraja, and the Gajendramoksanastotra. Another
significant difference between MS B and S is the concept n
the former of a celestial Ayodhya which is replicated on
earth by Visvakarman. Finally B accentuates the
celebration of Ramanavami by describing a gathering
(mela) that is held on the bank of the bank of the Sarayu
near the Ramakunda on the occasion of the birthday:
“Gods and Asuraas, men, Nagas, Yaksas, Gandharvas, and
Kinnaras, all the Planets and their foremost, the Sun,
preceded by Rahu and Ketu, the Guardians of the world to
begin with Indra, and Sesa along with the other Serpents,
the Gods with Brahma at the head, and the (Divine)
Mothers, Rudra and the others, all these have come to
Ayodhya and reached the bank of the Sarayu. When the
day of Navami has come men, Gods, and Asuras alike
come for darshan to where God Rama is present, O
great Goddess.”

Considering that both S recension as well as the
legends preserved in MS B go back to the o-type-of-text,
we are led to infer the the composer of the Vaisnavakhanda
in selecting and editing his material was endeavouring to

establish a traditional Vaisnava text of a non-sectarian
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character. The predilection of this 'smrti author' can be
amended by considering B and S together.

To fix the period in which the a-type-of-text was
redacted and included in the Vaisnavakhanda the following
arguments may be considered. The fact that some of the
holy places described in S appear to have been established
at the end of the eleventh and in the twelfth century almost
excludes the possibility that the redaction of S was made
before AD 1200. The references to devotion to Rama that
are found throughout S and the Ramaite form of
Vaisnavism that is manifest in B only endorse this
conclusion. At the time of the redaction the Rama cult must
have been already well established in Ayodhya. In fact it
may have been the principal cause for the transformation
of local holy places into centres of pilgrimage, which again
made the want of an authoritative text more acutely felt and
encouraged the insertion of the local mahatmya tradition
into an acknowledged smrti text. These historical
circumstances point rather to the 13" or 14" century, if not
later. The practice of wandering around singing the name
of Rama vreferred to in B is a historically attested
phenomenon at least from the time of Ramananda whose
floruit was most probably in the 14" century.

A terminus ad quem is set by a quotation from the
AM from the Skandapurana in the work of Jiva Goswami in
the 16" century. Moreover that century witnessed the
growth of a new conception, viz., that of the Ramadurga,
which, as we shall see below, greatly altered the structure

and appearance of Ayodhya as a holy town. This idea is
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still completely absent in S as well B. On the contrary the
sacred topography described in S does not significantly
differ from the situation in the 12" century, and tallies with
the description given by Jinaprabhasuri in the beginning of
the 14" century.

In view of the above consideration we are inclined
to accept the close of the 13" or the 14" century as the
most plausible date for the redaction of the a-type-of-
text and its insertion in the Vaisnavakhanda (S).

On account of the more outspoken Ramaite character
of B, notably the description of a (new) ghat (Ramakunda)
and the conception of a celestial Ayodhya, features that
represent significant modification with respect to the S
recension, we are inclined to accept (despite the text-
critical evidence) a somewhat later date for B (14"-15"
century). B may have been culled from a later, modified
and extended version of the o-type-of-text.” (Pages 125-
130)

“In summarizing we may say that both religious as
well as political sources testify to a prospering town in the
fourteenth century; a growing centre of political and
commercial activity, with which the development of a
centre of pilgrimage went hand in hand. Periodical fairs
may have served commercial as well as spiritual ends.
The most important of the festivals in those days was
doubtlessly the birthday of Rama. On this and similar
occasions the town attracted an increasing number of
pilgrims in pursuit of darsana of the Janmasthana.

Among the devotees Sants like Ramananda, Saiva ascetics
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like Siddhigiri, or Muslim pirs like Badi ud-din Madar
Shah might equally have been found. Melas took place
mainly, it seems, on the bank of the Sarayu river. The most
frequented ghats of this period can be gathered from the
pilgrimage tour described in S: 1) Svargadvara and both
adjacent temples of Candrahari and Dharmahari, 2)
Brahmakunda, 3) Cakratirtha with the temple of Visnuhari,
and the ghats and temple of Gopratara a little outside of
the town. This configuration is corroborated by a
description of Ayodhya that occurs in a MS of the
Nrsimhapurana. To ensure peace and the loyalty of the
Hindu part of the population the Muslim governors appear
to have tolerated these gatherings which no less
contributed to their own welfare. Apart from the new
Muslim quarter unnecessary provocation of Hindu
resentment was avoided as is apparent from the fact that no
buildings such as mosques and the like were raised on
Hindu holy ground.

Muhammad Tughlaq's successor, Firuz Tughlag
founded the present city of Jaunpur in AD 1359. After the
invasion of Timur-i-lang, when confusion prevailed
throughout the Sultanate, the Wazir Khwaja-i-Jahan, who
was endowed with the title Malik-ush-Sharq, was sent by
the Sultan Nasir-ud-din Mahmud to recover the eastern
dominions in AD 1394. He took his residence in
Jaunpur, and soon proclaimed independence. Avadh
became part of the Sharqi territory until it was
eventually recovered by Bahlol Lodi, the Sultan of Delhi,
who appointed his nephew Mian Kala Pahar Farmuli
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Governor of Avadh in the last years of his reign (AD
1489). Ayodhya came under the control of the Lodis.
About the aforementioned Lodi governor, Abbas Khan
Sarwani remarks; “. . . his jagirs were never disturbed and
during all this time he gave his attention to nothing else
except the accumulation of wealth. 1 have heard from
persons of veracity that he had assured three hundred mans
of red hard gold, and he did not purchase any other but
golden jewelry.” Ayodhya might have been the right
place for this hoarder since gold was found in its
environs (see below).

Little is known as to the specific Historical situation
in Ayodhya under the rule of the Sharqis and Lodis. In the
political domain the town had to concede much ground to
the city of Jaunpur. Along with the weakness of central
authority Hindu chiefs gradually strengthened their hold on
the situation. With regard to this period Joshi remarks:
“Under the Jaunpur kings Avadh was administered in a
better way than under the Sultans of Delhi. The local
zammindars and rajas also appear to have strengthened
their position and the Sharq rulers (surrounded as they
were by petty though independent principalities) had to
placate them to maintain peace and order in their
kingdom.”

Scarcity of sources inevitably obscures the progress
of the town during the fifteenth century. Subsequent history
proves that the foundations were laid for a period of
blossoming. An idea of the prosperity and religious prestige

which was attained on the eve of the age of the Great
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Moguls may be gleaned from the evidence left behind by
the founder of the Mogul Empire.

The conqueror Zahir-ud-din Muhmmad Babur visited
Ayodhya in Hijri 934 (AD 1527). The new emperor writes
in his diary that he was on the march to Oudh and reached
the town for the first time about March 29: “We stayed a
few days on that ground (near Aud) in order to settle the
affairs of Aud. People praised the land lying along the
Sird(a) 7 or 8 kurohs (14-16 miles) above Aud, saying it
was hunting ground.” Unfortunately the diary breaks off
after April 2 AD 1527, only to resume in September 18 AD
1528. In this interval a mosque was raised by order of
Babur on the site of the Janmabhumi temple. Babur
might therefore have stayed in Ayodhya somewhat
longer or have returned later in the same year. Beveridge
gives the translation of a fragment which probably deals
with Ayodhya and which has obviously been displaced in
the codex on which the translation of Leyden and Erskine
was partly based. “The passage contained in this section
seems to be a survival of the lost record of 934 AD
(1.339) . . . It may be a Persian translation of an authentic
Turki fragment, found, perhaps with other such fragments
in the Royal Library.” The translation of its runs: “After
spending several days pleasantly in that place, where there
are gardens, running-waters, well-designed buildings,
trees, particularly mango trees, and various birds of
coloured plumage, [ ordered the march to be towards
Ghazipur.”

The columns of the Janmabhumi temple that were
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used in the construction of the mosque have been described
above. The mosque itself contains two inscriptions, the
translation of the one inside reading:

“By the command of the Emperor Babur, whose
justice is an edifice reaching up to the very height of the
heavens, the good-hearted Mir Baqi built this alighting-
place of angels. Bavad Khair baqi: (May this goodness last
forever). The year of building it was made clear likewise
when [ said buvad khair baqi” (=935 AD, i.e. AD 1528).
Another incomplete inscription is found above the entrance
which provides no additional information. Mir Bagqi
Tashqandi was apparently appointed first Mogul
Governor of Avadh.

By the time of Babur Ayodhya, particularly the
temple of the Birthplace and evidently gained such prestige
that it aroused the envy of the new emperor, possibly
incited by local Mussulmans for whom the flourishing of
this Hindu centre of pilgrimage had for long been a thorn
in the flesh. Local tradition has it that it was especially
the pir Fazl Abbas Musa Ashikhan (whose grave is still
marked today by two temple columns), who instigated
Babur to demolish this denounced centre of idolatry.”

(Pages 132-134)
35309. Based on the topography of the Janamsthan in
"Ayodhya Mahatam" Hans Baker tried to find out the exact
location and on page 144-146 mentioned as under:

“When we leave aside the information contained in
AM 21.2-4, the location of the Janmasthana as given in the

carious recessions can be sketched as follows.
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Situation (1):

0A B
Kaikeyi-bhavana Kaikeyi-bhavana
(20 dhanus) (20 dhanusa)
Sita
pakasthana V
Sitakupa
Sumitra bhavana (30 Sumitra bhavana (30
dhanus) dhanus)
At present
S Kaikeyibhavana
Sita Vighnesa
V pakasthana
Vighnesa Sitakupa
Sumitrabhavana

The topographical information contained in AM 21.2-4 can

be sketched as follows.
Situation (2):
OA B
Vighnes Vieh
ighnes
zla 82(1)8 Lomasa vara V Lomasa
dhanus) (500 (1008 (500
dhanus) dhanus) dhanus
Vasistha 5 Vasistha
Vighnesvara V Lomasa
Vasistha

Slokas AM 21.2-4 (situation (2)) seem to define a
ksetra, an area that is considered to be the birthplace of

Rama. This are is said in OA and B to stretch more than
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500 dhanus (>910m) westwards of Lomasa, 1008 dhanus
(=1835m) eastwards of Vighnesvara, and 100 dhanus
(=182m) from Unmatta in an unspecified direction. In the
middle of this ksetra the royal palace called Janmasthana
is said to be situated. It is uncertain which places are
meant in situation (2), and one is inclined to consider these
three slokas as spurious. Unmatta and Lomasa do not
occur elsewhere in the Mahatmya, while Vighneswara (if
identified with Vighnesa) was said in S 21.1a to lie south-
west of the Janmasthana instead of west. Moreover the
Vighnesa referred to in S 21.1a lies somewhere in the area
of the Ramkot (see IntrAM 17), whereas the Vighneswara
mentioned in S 21.2a is said in OAB 21.3c to lie 1,835m
eastwards.

Nowadays a math named Ramgulela is believed to
represent Lomasa, but this place lies about 350m east of
the Janmasthana and its denomination as Lomasa seems to
have arisen merely to justify these three verses. Vasistha
might refer to the Vasisthakunda which lies c.450m south-
west of the Janmasthana. Unmatta as a name of a tirtha is
unknown to the Mahatmya as well as to local Pandits. One
is tempted to think of Mattagajendra or Surasa/Surapa,
which however lie c.900m north-west of the Janmasthana
instead of the said 182m. We have conjectured that
Unmatta could refer to the disappeared Bhairava shrine
within the Ramkot, possibly situated on the Hanumantila
(see IntrAM 17 and ad OAB 21.3d). The absence of these
three slokas in MS P could point to their spurious

character, although the textual critical analysis would not
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directly warrant such conclusion.

When returning to situation (1) we observe that OA
and B basically agree, albiet that OA has added
Sitapakasthana and Sitakupa, places which only occur in
the OA recension (see OA 24, and OA 26). The given
distances of the Kaikeyibhavana and Sumitrabhavana
(respectively 36m and 55m), when reckoned from the
mosque of Babur, do not correspond with the modern
situation. Today both sites (Sumitrabhavana c.100m S,
Kaikeyibhavana c.250m N) are devoid of any significant
religious buildings, as they might always have been. The
directions in B and OA (see OAB 25.1, and OAB 25.3) may
therefore be considered to refer only to spots or subsidiary
shrines in the northern and southern precincts of the
Janmasthana compound which were named after Sumitra
and Kaikeyi merely for the sake of completion (see IntrAM
25).

More difficult to explain is the location of the
Janmasthana with respect to Vighnesa as indicated in S
21.1. As has been said above an identification of Vighnesa
referred to in S 21.1a (tasmad) with Vighnesvara of S 21.2a
is problematic. The Vighnesa implied in S 21.1a might be
identical to a place of the same name mentioned in OA
which today, however, is considered to lie in the opposite
direction, i.e. to the north-east of the Janmasthana (see
IntrAM17).

Notwithstanding all the difficulties discussed
above, the original location of the Janmasthana temple

is comparatively certain since it seems to be attested by
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the location of the mosque built by Babur, in the
building of which materials of a previous Hindu temple
were used and are still visible. The mosque is believed by
general consensus to occupy the site of the
Janmasthana.

After the destruction of the original temple a new
Janmasthana temple was built on the north side of the
mosque separated from it by a street.”’(Page 144-146)

3540. He (Hans Baker) has given synopsis on pages 146-
149 as under:

“Assessment of the content.

The history of the birthplace of Rama, Janmasthana,
has been treated in Pt.1. A synopsis may suffice here.

Specimens of pillars that formed part of the Hindu
temple that was demolished by order of Babur in AD 1528
show that the original birthplace temple dated from the
10" or 11" century (I, 43-45). Before its_destruction the
temple must have been one of the main pilgrimage
centres of Ayodhya, especially on the occasion of
Ramanavami (I, 128, 132). On the instigation of a Muslim
saint Khwajah Fazl Abbas, as local tradition has it (or of
another Muslim Fagqir named Jalal Shah according to
Sitaram 1933, 34f.), the first Mogul governor appointed by
Babur, Mir Baqi, replaced the temple by a mosque in AD
1528 (1, 133f.).

The destruction of the temple would not have
implied the end of all forms of worship in and around
the holy site. Just as they do today, pilgrims may have

assembled near the mosque to have darshan of the
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tirtha, and in order to perform the puja special
provisions may have been made. Tieffenthaler describes a
vedi erected in the court of the mosque which is three times
circumambulated by the pilgrims who then make a
prostration (Tieffenthaler I, 181; Cp. Tripathi 1969, 39 ff.
Quoted below). The ritual of Ramanavami described in
OA 22, which is said to be carried out in the
Janmasthana (OA 22.22), does not require a temple or
the like and could therefore have been performed
somewhere near the original holy spot in the 16" and
following centuries. Such perseverance and flexibility of
Hinduism under Muslim repression, which was
demonstrated throughout the history of North India, could
have provided an objective reason for the compiler of the
OA recension not to delete or minimalize his description
of the Janmasthana despite its occupation by a mosque.
The general pretentions of this sort of literature to describe
an eternal situation created in an immemorial past, a kind
of religious superstructure that is detached from the
upheavals of the gross material world, may explain why no
reference whatsoever to the actual situation found a place
in the Mahatmya. Considerations of this kind lead
inevitably to the conclusion that the historical event of the
destruction of the Janmasthana temple is of no use in fixing
a date (pre or post Babur) for the recensions of the AM.
The Janmabhumi may be conceived of as a
compound which has comprised and still comprises
several holy site. The description is restricted to the

Janmasthana temple itself in the S recension (OABS
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21), but B has added two apparently subsidiary shrines-
the places of Sumitra and Kaikeyi (OAB 25). The OA
recension bears witness to a still further developed
compound which comprised also two shrines of Sita, viz.
her kitchen and her well (Sitapakasthana (OA 24) and
Sitakupa (OA 26)). The above mentioned tirthas are today
within a distance of 200m from the mosque of Babur.
According to local tradition the shrines of Sumitra and
Kaikeyi were destroyed alongwith the temple of
Janmasthana. An interpolation occurring only in edition a
connects the three palaces (Kausalya, Kaikeyi, and
Sumitra) with three ghats (tirthas) at the Sarayu (I11, App. 1
No. 4). Due to a shift in the bed of the river these ghats are
nowadays much in decay. Thus glorification of the sacred
complex Rama's birthplace spreads over AM 21-AM 26.
The later history of the site is briefly as follows.
Although under some liberal Muslim rulers the
tension between Hindus and Muslims with regard to the
Janmasthana may have been temporarily alleviated by
giving the Hindus permission to perform their puja on a
platform near or even within the precincts of the mosque
(Tripathi 1969, 39: akbar ne hindu janta ki prasamsa ke
livye ahate me ek cabutara banvane ki ajna de hi, jis par
ram parivar ki murtiya sthapit karke jhopari ke bhitar
mandir ka rup diya), yet Babur's inheritance remained a
bone of contention between both sections of the populace.
The slumbering conflict came to a head in the
controversy that had arisen in 1855 between Hindus and

Muslims in consequence of the Letter's claim to offer
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prayers at Hanumangarhi (see ad OA 17.2¢c). About 300
fanatical Muslims had assembled in the mosque and
resolved to launch an attack on the Vaisnava vairagis. The
fight that ensued is described by Bhatnagar 1968, 119: “In
the meantime the Muslims proposed to put a door in the
enclosure-wall of the masjid and repair its defences. Some
people were sent to bring a pair of strong doors from
Begampura” (i.e. the area to the north of the Ramkot,
HTB.). “While they were coming back, they were
surrounded by the Vairagis who asked them to abandon
their projected scheme. In a moment the news spread like
wild fire and the Muslims rushed to the help of their
comrades and attacked the Vairagis. Then ensued a regular
fight between the two factions. While the conflict was in
progress the Muslims tried to enter Hanumangarhi but the
attempt failed and they had to retreat with the loss of their
leaders who were left wounded at the garhi . . . “The
Vairagis in the meantime shouting slogans fell on the
masjid and cut the Muslims to pieces. Shah Ghulam Husain
with a few followers escaped by jumping over the walls,
leaving behind some 70 dead and many more wounded.”
(For the aftermath of this massacre, which led to the
expedition of Amil Ali, see Bhatnagar 1968, 117-140).
Soon after this rupture, in February 1856, Oudh
was annexed by the British Government and Ayodhya
came directly under British rule. “A railing was put up”
around the mosque “to prevent disputed, within which,
in the mosque the Mahomedans pray, while outside the

fence the Hindus have raised a platform on which they
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make their offerings.” (Carnegy 1870, 21).

In December 1949 new riots broke out between
Hindus and Muslims. During the night of December 23 the
Hindus succeeded in installing idols within the mosque
(Tripathi 1969, 60f.). “The agitation continued for more
than three years. It had serious repercussions on the law
and order situation in this town and resulted in some
assaults and murders. During these years the relations
between the Hindus and the Muslims remained strained
and the services of the police were constantly on call. The
site of the dispute (i.e. the mosque of Janmasthana) is in
police custody pending the decision of the civil court. The
police maintains an armed guard on the spot for the
protection of the building and the prevention of any breach
of peace, and a temporary out-post has been established
near the site of the dispute.” (Faiz-Gaz. 249). This
situation continues up to the present day.

Modern situation.

Today the mosque and the railing set up by the
British are still there. The lawsuit is still pending in the
Court of the Civil Judge Faizabad. A sentry stands outside
the fence and more soldiers are permanently quartered
inside the mosque. No Muslims are allowed to enter the
precincts and the Hindus may come only as far as the
fence in front of the entrance gate where they have
erected a small altar. On a platform near the altar groups
of Hindus are continuously engaged in Kirtana. A pamphlet
circulated among the many pilgrims who visit the place for

€6 €«

darshan reads “ “Shri Ram Janma Bhumi of Ayodhya is a
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very sacred place. Anticipating Hindu-Muslim friction the
Govt. has declared it a disputed place and has taken
possession over it. Regular case is being conducted in the
civil and criminal court. Since December 27, 1949 day and
night Akhand Kirtan is being performed with a
determination that it will continue so long as “Ram Janma
Bhumi” is not freed” . . . “It is the sacred duty of the entire
Hindu Community to finance this holy cause donations
(sic:) and thus earn immense “PUNYA”. “A glimpse of the
idols within the mosque can be seen. Offerings of food
(sweets) can be given through the bars of the fence. At
present only eleven Hindus are allowed to enter the mosque
on special occasions to perform the puja of the idols (Sita
and Rama).

On the northern side of the mosque is a new
Janmasthana temple. The place was founded by a sadhu
called Ramadasa, pupil of Devamurari (Prayaga), in the
18" century (Tripathi 1969, 75 ff.). Gradually the hut built
by Ramadasa evolved into the large temple that nowadays
occupies the site. The temple is built around an inner court
on the west side of which are two cellas. In one of these the
images of Rama and his parivara deities are installed, the
other one contains the idols of Dasarath and his entourage.

Against the wall of the court stands a piece of a door-
jamb said to come from the old Janmasthana temple. It has
been described in I, 44f. The temple is visited by many
pilgrims. ”(Pages 146-149)

This description of Baker is either a reiteration of

the information supplied in various Gazetteers or that contained
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in History book. However, at placed he has simply proceeded by
assuming many things on his own without asigning such
information.
3542. On behalf of plaintiffs (Suit-4), certain expert
witnesses, (Historians) were examined to tell us that according
to their expert opinion, which they have formed after due
research and enquiry, the conclusion drawn is that no temple
existed at the disputed site at the time when the said
construction was made and there was no demolition of any
alleged temple for constructing the disputed structure. The
nature of the issues is such where one cannot expect a direct oral
evidence. An incident of several hundred years ago, if occurred,
what were the circumstances, when and how it happened, can
only be seen/ inferred from the historical material, if any. By its
very nature, there cannot be any direct evidence in the form of a
witness. A documentary evidence in the form of inscription, if
available, could be of immense help. One helping hand in such
matters, where the issues pertain to science, art or other matters
in the Court may form its opinion by taking help of opinions of
Expert. Section 45 of the Evidence Act, 1872 enables the Court
to consider opinion of the persons specially skilled in such
matters. It reads as under:
""45. Opinions of experts.-When the Court has to form an
opinion upon a point of foreign law, or of science or art, or
as to the identity of handwriting or finger impression, the
opinions upon that point of persons specially skilled in
such foreign law, science or art, or in questions as to
identity of handwritings or finger impressions are relevant

facts.
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Such persons are called experts."”

(emphasis supplied)
3543. Section 5 of the Evidence Act says that evidence
may be given in any suit or proceeding of the existence or non-
existence of every fact in issue and of such other facts as are
declared to be relevant under Part I Chapter 2 and of no others.
Therefore, there is an embargo by the statute that except to the
extent the evidence may be given under Section 5 no other
evidence should be entertained by court.
3544. In Collector, Gorakhpur Vs. Palakdhari ILR
(1899) 12 All 1 at page 43 this Court observed that Section 5
excludes everything which is not covered by or comes within
the purview of other sections which follow in the statute. A
word of caution was added by Hon'ble Mookerji in Emperor
Vs. Panchu Das & Ors. AIR 1920 Cal 500 (FB) that the
principle of exclusion should not be so applied as to exclude
matter which may be essential for the ascertainment of truth. To
the same effect is the observation in Queen-Empress Vs
Abdullah ILR (1885) 7 All 385 (FB).
3545. In Siris Chandra Nandy Vs. Rakhala Nanda AIR
1941 PC 16 it was held that it is not open to any Judge to
exercise a dispensing power and admit evidence not admissible
by the statute merely because it appears to him that irregular
evidence would throw light upon the issue. The consensus of the
opinion however, has been that in case of doubt about the
admissibility of a particular piece of evidence, the Judge should
declare in favour of admissibility, rather than of non-
admissibility. In other words, admissibility is the rule and

exclusion is the exception.
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3546. Then there is an exclusion of certain facts which
need not be proved that is those covered by Section 56 to 58.
Section 57 specifically enables the Court to resort to appropriate
books or documents of reference where the matters are of public
hostory, literature, science or art.
3547. Section 58, however, of some importance in this
matter since the question of admission by the parties in different
ways 1.e. pleadings, the evidences produced, having somehow
connection with the property in dispute in general have been
raised by all the parties at one or the other occasion. Section 58
says:
""58. Facts admitted need not be proved.- No fact need to
be proved in any proceeding which the parties thereto or
their agents agree to admit at the hearing, or which,
before the hearing, they agree to admit by any writing
under their hands, or which by any rule of pleading in
force at the time they are deemed to have admitted by their
pleadings:
Provided that the Court may, in its discretion, require the
facts admitted to be proved otherwise than by such
admission."”
3548. Admissions under Section 58 can be classified into
two: (a) Judicial admissions; and (b) Extra-judicial. Judicial
admissions are formal admissions made by a party during the
proceedings of the case while extra-judicial admissions are
informal admissions not appearing on the record of the case.
Judicial admissions are binding on the party since they
constitute a waiver of proof. They can be made the foundation

of the rights of the parties.



3566

3549. Extra-judicial or informal admissions are also
binding on the party against whom they are set up. Where they
operate as, or have the effect of estoppel, in that case they are
fully binding and constitute foundation of the rights of the
parties otherwise they are binding partially and not fully, as
observed by Privy Council in Chandra Vs Narpat Singh 1906
(29) All 184 (PC).
3550. An issue arises when a material preposition of fact
or law is affirmed by one party and denied by the other. A Court
has to try the questions at which the parties are at issue, and not
those where they are agreed. Admissions made deliberately for
the purpose of the suit, whether in the pleading or by agreement,
will act as an estoppel to the admission of any evidence
contradicting them.
3551. Section 59 provides as to when a fact may be proved
by oral evidence and says that all facts, except the contents of
documents or electronic records, may be proved by oral
evidence. Section 60 says that oral evidence must be direct and
reads as under:

"60. Oral evidence must be direct.- Oral evidence must,

in all cases whatever, be direct; that is to say-

If it refers to a fact which could be seen, it must be the

evidence of a witness who says he saw it;

If it refers to a fact which could be heard, it must be the

evidence of a witness who says he heard it;

If it refers to a fact which could be perceived by any other

sense or in any other manner, it must be the evidence of a

witness who says he perceived it by that sense or in that

manner;
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If it refers to an opinion or to the grounds on which that
opinion is held, it must be the evidence of the person who
holds that opinion on those grounds;

Provided that the opinions of experts expressed in
any treatise commonly offered for sale, and the grounds on
which such opinions are held, may be proved by the
production of such treatises if the author is dead or cannot
be found, or had become incapable of giving evidence, or
cannot be called as a witness without an amount of delay
or expense which the Court regards as unreasonable:

Provided also that, if oral evidence refers to the
existence or condition of any material thing other than a
document, the Court may, if it thinks fit, require the
production of such material thing for its inspection.”

3552. A question has repeatedly been raised in this matter
in respect to certain documents, which were marked exhibit long
back before Civil Judge. The normal system of marking of
exhibit of a document is, when it is proved by witness or on
admission of the other parties it is so granted. However, marking
of document as exhibit would only means that the existence of
document or genuineness thereof is admitted or proved and after
marking it, no further proof is required for the purpose of its
existence or genuineness.

3553. In Saddiq Ali Vs. State 1981 CrLJ 379 a Full
Bench of this Court observed when the genuineness of a
document 1s admitted, the contents also stand admitted and need
not be proved by further evidence.

3554. In Purushotama Reddiar Vs. S Perumal AIR 1972
SC 608 it was held that the contents of a document admitted in
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evidence without objection may not be conclusive evidence but
all the same the contents are also admitted by such admission.
3555. But one must make a distinction that the contents
stand admitted does not mean the truth of the facts contained in
the document or denoted by those contents also stand admitted.
That i1s a totally different aspect. The party admitting a
document does not accept the truth of the contents and is free
to challenge the contents by cross-examination or otherwise.
3556. The Apex Court in Sait Tarajee Khimchand Vs.
Yelamarti Satyam AIR 1971 SC 1865 also observed that mere
marking of an exhibit does not dispense with the proof of the
truth of the contents of the document and it is always open to the
opposite parties to impeach the document and the contents
thereof in all other possible manner (See also Sailendra Kishore
Vs. Harekrishna AIR 1978 Orissa 125).

3557. These provisions and some other of the Evidence
Act may apply where a fact may be proved in the manner as
permitted in the Evidence Act by oral evidence or by available
document. But where a fact in dispute relates to events of
history and science of hundreds and thousands years ago,
availability of evidence is apparently difficult. The present one
i1s such matter where this situation exist. The parties have
produced a lots of witnesses to prove the facts one or the other
way but most of such witnesses of fact, we find, their evidence
inadmissible in view of the above provisions on the historical
facts in issue.

3558. Basically, a witness is to be examined for what he
has seen or directly heard in relation to a fact in issue or relevant

fact. Formation of opinion on the set of the facts placed is within
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the exclusive domain and prerogative of the Court. Generally
opinions and beliefs of third persons are inadmissible in
evidence. However, there may be certain issues where the Court
may feel necessity of expert opinion. These are outside the legal
and judicial fields. A Judge is not supposed to posses the expert
knowledge in such fields. Probably, it is for this reason that the
law of evidence provides for expert opinion, to be adduced as
evidence, subject to certain conditions prescribed in the Act. It 1s
Section 45 which renders the opinion of such experts as relevant
fact. An experts opinion, in any case, constitute material for the
Court to arrive at a proper conclusion.
3559. Section 45 refers to certain specified fields, i.e.,
foreign law, science, art, identify of handwriting and finger
impressions. A bare reading thereof gives an impression that it is
confined to certain fields mentioned therein. Initially the terms
like Foreign Law, Science etc. were read very strictly. A
question as to identification of typewriting whether by a
particular typewriter or not would be included within the format
of Section 45 came to be considered initially in Hanumant Vs.
State of Madhya Pradesh AIR 1952 SC 343 and the Court held
that it would not be included. The correctness of the above
judgment came to be considered before a Constitution Bench in
State Vs. S.J. Choudhary AIR 1996 SC 1491, where the Court
considered the meaning of the word 'science' in Section 45 of
the Evidence Act and overruled its earlier decision in
Hanumant Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh (supra) observing:
“The plain meaning of Section 45 is that the Court in order
to form an opinion upon a point of foreign law, or of

science, or art, or as to identity of handwriting, or finger



3570

impressions can treat the opinion upon that point of person
specially skilled in such foreign law, science or art, or in
questions as to identity of handwriting, or finger
impressions as relevant facts. In other words, the opinion of
persons specially skilled in such foreign law, science, or
art, or questions as to the identity of handwriting or finger
impression, called experts therein, are relevant facts. The
opinion of such experts is admissible in evidence as
relevant facts by virtue of Section 45 of the Evidence Act.

6.  In our opinion, irrespective of the view taken on the
question of meaning of the word 'handwriting' in Section 45
to include typewriting, the word 'science’, occurring
independently and in addition to the word 'handwriting' in
Section 45, is sufficient to indicate that the opinion of a
person specially skilled in the use of typewriters and
having the scientific knowledge of typewriters would be an
expert in this science; and his opinion about the identity
of typewriting for the purpose of identifying the particular
typewriter on which the writing is typed is a relevant fact
under Section 45 of the Evidence Act. It is obvious that the
Indian Evidence Act when enacted originally in 1872 did
not specifically mention typewriting in addition to
handwriting because typewriters were then practically
unknown. However, the expression' science, or art' in
Section 45 in addition to the expressions 'foreign law' and
'handwriting' used in the Section as originally enacted, and
the expression 'finger impressions' inserted in 1899 is
sufficient to indicate that the expression 'science, or art'

therein is of wide import. This expression 'science, or art'
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cannot, therefore, have a narrow meaning in Section 45
and each of the words 'science' and ‘art' has to be
construed widely to include within its ambit the opinion of
an expert in each branch of these subjects, whenever the
Court has to form an opinion upon a point relating to any
aspect of science or art.

7. The meaning of the word 'science' as understood
ordinarily with reference to its dictionary meaning must be
attributed to the word as used in Section 45 of the Indian
Evidence Act. Some of the meanings given in the
dictionaries are :

The Oxford Encyclopedic English Dictionary :

"Science.....a systematic and formulated knowledge,
esp. of a specified type or on a specified subject (political
science). b. the pursuit or principles of this.......

The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary,
Jol. 2.,:

"Science...2a  Knowledge acquired by study;
acquaintance with or mastery of a department of learning...
3a. A particular branch of knowledge or study; a
recognized department of learning;..."”

Collins Dictionary of the English Language:

"Science n. 1 the systematic study of the nature and
behavior of the material and physical universe, based on
observation, experiment, and measurement, and the
formulation of laws to describe these facts in general
terms. 2. the knowledge so obtained or the practice of
obtaining it. 3. any particular branch of this knowledge:
the pure and applied sciences. 4. any body of knowledge
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organized in a systematic manner. 5. skill or technique..."

1t is clear from the meaning of the word 'science’ that
the skill or technique of the study of the peculiar features of
a typewriter and the comparison of the disputed
typewriting with the admitted typewriting on a particular
typewriter to determine whether the disputed typewriting
was done on the same typewriter is based on a scientific
study of the two  typewritings with reference to the
peculiarities therein; and the opinion formed by an expert
is based on recognized principles regulating the scientific
study. The opinion so formed by a person having the
requisite special skill in the subject is, therefore, the
opinion of an expert in that branch of the science. Such an
opinion is the opinion of an expert in a branch of science
which is admissible in evidence under Section 45 of the
Indian Evidence Act.
8. There cannot be any doubt that the opinion of an
expert in typewriting  about the  questioned  typed
document being typed on a particular typewriter is based
on a scientific study of the typewriting with reference to the
significant peculiar features of a particular typewriter and
the ultimate opinion of the expert is based on scientific
grounds. The opinion of a typewriter expert is an opinion of
a person specially skilled in that branch of the science with
reference to which the Court has to form an opinion on the
point involved for decision in the case. In our opinion, on a
plain construction of Section 45 giving to the word 'science’
used therein its natural meaning, this conclusion is

inevitable; and for supporting that conclusion, it is not



3573

necessary to rely on the further reason that the word
‘handwriting' in  Section 45 would also include
typewriting.”

3560. In United States Shipping Board Vs. The Ship “St.
Albans” AIR 1931 PC 189 with respect to opinion of experts,
the Privy Council said :

“The extent to which the opinions or conclusions of skilled
persons are receivable by way of proof in point of fact has
not been seriously in doubt from the time when, in 1782, in
Folkes v. Chadd (1782) 3 Dougl, 157, Lord Mansfield
stated the grounds on which the evidence of Smeaton, the
famous constructive engineer, was to be admitted upon a
disputed question of obstruction to a harbour:

“the opinion of scientific men upon proven facts may be
given by men of science within their own science.”

Another Chief Justice, Lord Russell of Killowen,
explained the rule in a modern case of Reg. v. Silverlock
(1894) 2 Q.B. 766=63 LJM.C. 233=10 R. 431= 72 L.T.
298=43 WR. 14=18 Cox. C.C. 104=58 J.P. 788. The
witness must have made a special study of the subject or
acquired a special experience therein. “The question is,
“Lord Russell said: “Is he peritus: is he skilled; has he
adequate knowledge?”’

3561. In Amar Nath Vs. Mrs. Amar Nath AIR (35) 1948
Lahore 126 a Special Bench of the Lahore High Court
observed:

“What is admissible is evidence on the nature of this
marriage ceremony, on the intention of the parties in going

through the ceremony, and on the question of custom in
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variance of the general law, if such a custom is alleged.
Evidence is not admissible for the purpose of
ascertaining the principles of the ordinary Hindu Law of
marriage; that is purely a point of law which it is for the
Court to decide. In 21 Lah. 493 their Lordships of the Privy
Council deprecated the practice of obtaining the opinion
of experts for ascertaining the principles of Hindu or
Muslim law. Their Lordships observed on page 503:

“... Hindu or Muslim law were to depend on the evidence
given in a particular case. ....The system 'expert advisers'
(muftis, and maulvis or in the case of Hindu law pandits)
had its day but has long been abandoned, though the
opinions given by such advisers may still be cited from the
reports. Custom, in variance of the general law, is matter of
evidence but not the law itself.”

In this judgment their Lordships expressly approved the
observations of Sulaiman J. in Aziz Bano Vs. Mahomed
Ibrahim Hussain 47 ALL. 823 on page 835. In holding that
the so called expert evidence of a witness in regard to the
Shia law on marriage was not admissible under the
Indian Evidence Act, the learned Judge observed :

“The Shia law on marriage is the law of the land and
is in force in British India. ..... It is the duty of Courts
themselves to interpret the law of the land and apply it and
not to depend on the opinion of witnesses however learned
they may be.”

These observations would apply equally to the

interpretation of the Hindu Law of Marriage.’
In Mosque known as Masjid Shahid Ganj Vs.
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Shiromani Gurdwara Prabandhak Committee, Amritsar,
1940 PC 116 Privy Council also took the same view and
condemned the practice of obtaining opinion of so called
religious experts in the matter of principles of Hindu or Muslim
Law.
3563. In Forest Range Officer & others Vs. P.
Mohammed Ali & others AIR 1994 SC 120, it was observed :
“The expert opinion is only an opinion evidence on either
side and does not aid us in interpretation.”
3564. The caution, the Court must exercise while
considering opinion rendered by an expert is expressed, in
Murarilal Vs. State of M.P. AIR 1980 SC 531, where the Court
held:
“But, the hazard in accepting the opinion of any expert,
handwriting expert or any other kind of expert, is not
because experts, in general, are unreliable witnesses-
the quality of credibility or incredibility being one which
an expert shares with all other witnesses-, but because all
human judgment is fallible and an expert may go wrong
because of some defect of observation, some error of
premises or honest mistake of conclusion. The more
developed and the more perfect a science, the less the
chance of an incorrect opinion and the converse if the
science is less developed and imperfect. The science of
identification of finger-prints has attained near perfection
and the risk of an incorrect opinion is practically non-
existent. On the other hand, the science of identification of
handwriting is not nearly so perfect and the risk is,

therefore, higher. An expert deposes and not decides. His
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duty is to furnish the judge with the necessary scientific
criteria for testing the accuracy of his conclusion, so as to
enable the judge to form his own independent judgment by
the application of these criteria to the facts proved in
evidence'.” (Para 4)

“Reasons for the opinion must be carefully probed
and examined. ... In cases where the reasons for the
opinion are convincing and there is no reliable evidence
throwing a doubt, the uncorroborated testimony of an
handwriting expert may be accepted. ...” (Para 11)

3565. In State Vs. Kanhu Charan Barik 1983 Cr.L.J.

133, a Division Bench of Orissa High Court held :
“Evidence of experts after all is opinion evidence. The
opinion is to be supported by reasons. The Court has to
evaluate the same like any other evidence. The reasons in
support of the opinion, if convincing, make the opinion
acceptable. There is no place for ipse dixit of the expert.
It is for the court to judge whether the opinion has been
correctly reached on the data available and for the reasons
stated.”

3566. Hon'ble Subba Rao (C.J.) (as His Lordship then

was) in Guntaka Hussenaiah Vs. Busetti Yerraiah AIR 1954

Andhra 39 said :
“The expert's evidence is only a piece of evidence. A
Judge of fact will have to consider that evidence along with
the other pieces of evidence. Which is the main evidence
and which is the corroborative one depends upon the facts

b

of each case.’

3567. In Magan Bihari Lal Vs. State of Punjab AIR 1977



3577

SC 1091, the Court held that it is now well settled that expert
opinion must always be received with great caution and perhaps
none so with more caution than the opinion of a handwriting
expert. This type of evidence, being opinion evidence, is by its
very nature, weak and infirm.
3568. A Single Judge of this Court also expressed the same
opinion in Saqlain Ahmad Vs. Emperor AIR 1936 Alld. 165
observing :
“The value of the expert evidence depends largely on the
cogency of the reasons on which it is based. In general it
cannot be the basis of conviction unless it is corroborated
by other evidence.”
3569. In Lalta Prasad Vs. Emperor 5 IC 3585, the Judicial
Commissioner, Oudh observed :
“Expert testimony derived from comparison of handwriting
is no doubt very valuable as evidence corroborating the
direct evidence if any upon the point, but it is only in rare
cases that it can take its place.
3570. It would be prudent to quote the following passage
from Taylor's Law of Evidence, page 1344, para 1877 about the
admissibility of evidence of experts :
“Still as experts usually come with a bias on their minds to
support the cause in which they are embarked, little weight
will in general be attached to the evidence which they give,
unless it be obviously based on sensible reasoning.”
3571. In Mt. Titli Vs. Alfred Robert Jones AIR 1934 AlL
273, it was observed:
“The opinion of an expert by itself may be relevant but

would carry little weight with a Court unless it is supported
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by a clear statement of what he noticed and on what he
based his opinion. The expert should, if he expects his
opinion to be accepted, put before the Court all the
materials which induced him to come to his conclusion,
so that the Court, although not expert, may form its own
judgment on those materials. ... The mere mention that
certain kind of tests knows as Binet and Simon tests were
applied and certain results were obtained, might be
relevant as piece of evidence but would not be conclusive.”
3572. In Palaniswamy Vaiyapuri Vs. State AIR 1968
Bombay 127, a Division Bench of Bombay High Court in para
11 of the judgment said :

“The opinion of an expert must be supported by reasons

and it is the reasons and not ipse dixit which is of

importance in assessing the merit of the opinion.”
3573. In Sita Nath Basak Vs. Mohini Mohan Singh AIR
1924 Cal. 595, a Division Bench of Calcutta High Court
observed that in the matter of infringement of copyright, the
Court should be reluctant to sit as an expert to decide the
question of infringement of copyright and the proper course, in
ordinary circumstances, is to get the opinion of experts. This
was explained in Government of West Bengal Vs. Nitya Gopal
Basak & others 1985 CRI.L.J. 202 by a learned Single Judge
of Calcutta High Court that the above view was expressed
primarily on the ground that the Court would have to take great
pains and would have to waste its valuable time to ascertain how
far the piracy extended and it was desirable therefore to seek
opinion of expert to compare the works and to ascertain the

details to avoid excessive expenditure of time and labour. It was
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also pointed out that such a course was also necessary as the
Court might not be conversant with the alphabets of the book.
3574. In the context of opinion of handwriting expert, in
Fakhruddin Vs. State of Madhya Pradesh AIR 1967 SC 1326,
the Court held that the opinion of handwriting expert though is
relevant in view of Section 45 of the Evidence Act, but that too
1s not conclusive. Reliance was placed on earlier decisions in
Ram Chandra Vs. State of Uttar Pradesh AIR 1957 SC 381 (at
page 388) and Ishwari Prasad Misra Vs. Mohammad Isa AIR
1963 SC 1728 where it was observed that expert evidence as to
handwriting is an opinion evidence and it can rarely, if ever, take
the place of substantive evidence. It cannot be conclusive
because it is after all opinion evidence. In para 11 of the
judgment in Fakhruddin (supra), the Apex Court further
observed that where an expert's opinion is given, the Court must
see for itself and with the assistance of the expert come to its
own conclusion whether it can safely be held that the two
writings are by the same person. This is not to say that the Court
must play the role of an expert but to say that the Court may
accept the fact proved only when it has satisfied itself on its own
observation that it is safe to accept the opinion whether of the
expert or other witness.
3575. In re B. Venkata Row (1913) 36 Mad. 159 a
quotation from Dr. Lawson's work on the "Law of Expert and
Opinion Evidence" was quoted, which reads as under :

“The evidence of the genuineness of the signature based

upon the comparison of handwriting and of the opinion of

experts is entitled to proper consideration and weight. It

must be confessed however that it is of the lowest order of
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evidence or of the most unsatisfactory character. We
believe that in this opinion experienced laymen unite with
the members of the legal profession. Of all kinds of
evidence admitted in a Court this is the most unsatisfactory.
It is so weak and decrepit as scarcely to deserve a place in
our system of jurisprudence.”

3576. This was followed in Indar Datt Vs. Emperor AIR
1931 Lahore 408. A Similar observation was made by Division
Bench of this Court in Srikant Vs. King Emperor (1905) 2 ALJ
444 and Kali Charan Mukerji Vs. Emperor (1909) 9 Cr.L.J.
498.

3577. In Sudhindra Nath Vs. The King AIR (39) 1952
Cal. 422, it was observed :

“We are now left with the evidence of identification
by the hand-writing Expert. With regard to this class of
evidence, it is a rule of law that it is extremely unsafe to
base a conviction upon the opinion of hand-writing experts.
Without substantial corroboration; because it is well known
that a comparison of hand-writing as a mode of proof is
always  hazardous & inconclusive, unless it is
corroborated by other evidence.”

3578. In the context of a post mortem report, in State of
Haryana Vs. Ram Singh (2002) 2 SCC 426, the Court said that
the post mortem report though by itself is not a substantive piece
of evidence, but can by no means be ascribed to be insignificant
provided it is corroborated by other evidence.

3579. In Perumal Mudaliar Vs. South Indian Railway
Company Ltd. AIR 1937 Mad. 407 the manner of recording

opinion of expert was considered and a Single Judge (Hon'ble
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Beasley, C.J.) said :
“The evidence of experts must be given in the ordinary
way. Subject to certain exceptions- those exceptions being
amongst others, the certificates of the Imperial Serologist
touching the matter of bloodstains and of the Chemical
Examiner, which are made admissible in evidence by
themselves-it is quite obvious that the opinion of an expert
must be given orally and that a report merely or
certificate by him cannot possible be evidence. Unless he
goes into the witness box and gives oral evidence, there
can be no cross examination of the expert at all.’
3580. Similarly, another Single Judge in Coral Indira
Gonsalves Vs. Joseph Prabhakar Iswariah AIR 1953 Mad.
858 said :
“Certificates, like these, do not prove themselves. They
must be 'strictly proved' by the doctor who issues them. He
has to state what tests he carried out to arrive at his
conclusion and must stand cross-examination and convince
the Court that his conclusion about the potency is correct.”
3581. In reference to an Excise Inspector as to whether he
may be considered as expert within the meaning of Section 45
of the Evidence Act, the Apex Court in Sri Chand Batra Vs.
State of U.P. AIR 1974 SC 639 said :
“Another question before us is whether the Excise
Inspector, whose evidence was under consideration, had
sufficient knowledge to be deemed to be an expert within
the meaning of Section 45 of the Evidence Act so that the
tests adopted by him, together with all the attendant

circumstances, could establish beyond doubt that the
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appellant was in possession of illicit liquor. We think that
these are also essentially questions of fact.”

“We find that the Excise Inspector who had deposed,
at the very outset of his evidence, that he had put in 21
years service as Excise Inspector and had tested lacs of
samples of liquor and illicit liquor. As already pointed out,
the competence of C.D. Misra to test the composition and
strength of the liquid under consideration was not
questioned at all. We, therefore, think that this particular
Excise Inspector could be treated as an expert within the
meaning of Section 45 of the Evidence Act.”

3582. In Haji Mohammad Ekramul Haq Vs. The State of

West Bengal, AIR 1959 SC 488 the Court held that an opinion

of expert unsupported by any reason is not to be relied on.

3583. In The Forest Range Officer and others Vs. P.

Mohammed Ali and others, AIR 1994 SC 120 the Court said:
"The expert opinion is only an opinion evidence on either
side and does not aid us in interpretation.” (para 8)

3584. Who an expert witness would be, has been

considered in State of Himachal Pradesh Vs. Jai Lal and

others, AIR 1999 SC 3318 and it says:

"An expert witness, is one who has made the subject
upon which he speaks a matter of particular study,
practice; or observations, and the must have a special
knowledge of the subject.” (para 13)

"Therefore, in order to bring the evidence of a witness as
that of an expert it has to be shown that he has made a
special study of the subject or acquired a special

experience therein or in other words that he is skilled and
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has adequate knowledge of the subject.” (para 17)
"18. An expert is not a witness of fact. His evidence is
really of an advisory character. The duty of an expert
witness is to furnish the Judge with the necessary scientific
criteria for testing the accuracy of the conclusions so as to
enable the judge to form his independent judgment by the
application of this criteria to the facts proved by the
evidence of the case. The scientific opinion evidence, if
intelligible, convincing and tested becomes a factor and
often an important factor for consideration along with the
other evidence of the case. The credibility of such a witness
depends on the reasons stated in support of his conclusions
and the data and materials furnished which form the basis
of his conclusions."
"19. The report submitted by an expert does not go in
evidence automatically. He is to be examined as a witness
in Court and has to face cross-examination."

358sS. The relevance and importance of expert's evidence

in the present dispute has also been noticed by the Apex Court

in Dr. M. Ismail Faruqui (supra) and in para 154 it says:

"Thirdly, there is the aspect of evidence in relation to

the question referred. It is not our suggestion that a court
of law is not competent to decide such a question. It can be
done if expert evidence of archaeologists and historians is
led, and is tested in cross-examination. . . . . The Court
being ill-equipped to examine and evaluate such material,
it would have to appoint experts in the field to do so, and
their evaluation would go unchallenged. Apart from the

inherent inadvisability of rendering a judicial opinion on
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such evaluation, the opinion would be liable to the
criticism of one or both sides that it was rendered without
hearing them or their evidence. . . . .
3586. Expert evidence thus is only a piece of evidence and
external evidence. It has to be considered along with other
pieces of evidence. Which would be the main evidence and
which is the corroborative one depends upon the facts of each
case. An expert's opinion is admissible to furnish the Court a
scientific opinion which is likely to be outside the experience
and knowledge of a Judge. This kind of testimony, however, has
been considered to be of very weak nature and expert is usually
required to speak, not to facts, but to opinions. It is quite often
surprising to see with what facility, and to what extent, their
views would be made to correspond with the wishes and
interests of the parties who call them. They do not, indeed,
wilfully misrepresent what they think, but their judgment
becomes so warped by regarding the subject in one point of
view, that, when conscientiously deposed, they are incapable of
expressing a candid opinion.
3587. In Ramesh Chandra Agrawal Vs. Regency
Hospital Ltd. & Ors. JT 2009 (12) SC 377 Apex Court
considered the issue pertaining to expert opinion in a bit detail.
In para 11, the Court has said:
"The law of evidence is designed to ensure that the court
considers only that evidence which will enable it to reach a
reliable conclusion. The first and foremost requrement for
an expert evidence to be admissible is that it is necessary to
hear the expert evidence. The test is that the matter is

outside the knowledge and ecperience of the lay person. ...
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The scientific question involved is assumed to be not with

the court's knowledge. Thus cases where the science

involved, is highly specialized and perhaps even esoteric,

the central role of expert cannot be disputed. The other

requirements for the admissibility of expert evidence are:

i. that the expert must be within a recognized field of

expertise

ii. that the evidence must be based on reliable principles,

and

iii. That the expert must be qualified in that discipline."”
3588. The Court has also said that in order to bring the
evidence of a witness as that of an expert it has to be shown that
he has made a special study on the subject or acquired a special
experience therein or in other words that he is skilled and has
adequate knowledge on the subject. Referring to this Court's
decision in Titli Vs. Jones (Supra) the Court said that it is not
the province of the expert to act as Judge or Jury. The real
function of the expert is to put before the Court all the materials,
together with reasons which induce to come to the conclusion,
so that the court, although not an expert, may form its own
judgment by its own observation of those materials. Again in
para 15 of the judgment in Ramesh Chandra Agrawal (Supra),
the Court said:

"An expert is not a witness of fact and his evidence is really

of an advisory character. The duty of an expert witness is to

furnish the Judge with the necessary scientific criteria for

testing the accuracy of the conclusions so as to enable the

Judge to form his independent judgment by the application

of these criteria to the facts proved by the evidence of the
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case. The scientific opinion evidence, if intelligible,
convincing and tested becomes a factor and often an
important factor for consideration along with other
evidence of the case. The credibility of such a witness
depends on the reasons stated in support of his conclusions
and the data and material furnished which form the basis
of his conclusions. (See Malay Kumar Ganguly v. Dr.
Sukumar Mukherjee and Ors.) Criminal Appeal Nos. 1191-
1194 of 2005 alongwith Civil Appeal No. 1727 of 2007,
decided on 7.8.2009."

It also referred to an earlier decision in The State

(Delhi Administration) Vs. Pali Ram AIR 1979 SC 14 where

the Court said "No expert would claim today that he could be

absolutely sure that his opinion was correct, expert depends to a

great extent upon the materials as put before him and the nature

of question put to him" and further in para 17 of the judgment in

Ramesh Chandra Agrawal (supra) the Apex Court said:

"In the Article "Relevancy of Expert's Opinion" it has been
opined that the value of expert opinion rest on the facts on
which it is based and his competency for forming a reliable
opinion. The evidentiary value of the opinion of expert
depends on the facts upon which it is based and also the
validity of the process by which the conclusion is reached.
Thus the idea that is proposed in its crux means that the
importance of an opinion is decided on the basis of the
credibility of the expert and the relevant facts supporting
the opinion so that its accuracy can be cross checked.
Therefore, the emphasis has been on the data on basis of

which opinion is formed. The same is clear from following
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inference: Mere assertion without mentioning the data or
basis is not evidence, even if it comes form expert. Where
the experts give no real data in support of their opinion, the
evidence even though admissible, may be excluded from
consideration as affording no assistance in arriving at the
correct value."”
3590. In Musheer Khan @ Badshah Khan & Anr. Vs.
State of Madhya Pradesh AIR 2010 SC 762 is a very recent
judgment where the Apex Court has said "under the Evidence
Act the word 'admissibility' has very rarely been used. The
emphasis is on relevant facts. In a way relevancy and
admissibility have been virtually equated under the Indian
Evidence Act." Further referring to the opinion of finger print
expert in that matter it says that it is well known that the
evidence of finger print expert falls under the category of expert
evidence under Section 45 but it is also clear that this evidence
of finger print expert is not substantive evidence. Such evidence
can only be used to corroborate some items of substantive
evidence which are otherwise on record.
3591. Lord Campbell in Tracy Perrage Case (1843) 10 CI
& F 154 said that, being zealous partisans, their belief becomes
synonymous with faith as defined by the Apostle, and it too
often is but "the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of
things not seen". He also said that, skilled witnesses come with
such a bias on their minds to support the cause in which they are
embarked, that hardly any weight may be given to their
evidence.
3592. Miller J in Middllings P Co. Vs. Christian, 4 Dillon

448 said, "By own experienced both in the local courts and in the
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Supreme Court of the United States is, that whenever the matter
in contest involves an immense sum in value, and when the
question turns mainly upon opinions of experts, there is no
difficulty in introducing any amount of them on either side."
3593. This is what we have found here also. Both sides
have produced well qualified and highly trained Historian and
others giving diametrically opposite opinion. It would be useful
to quote from Sarkar's Law of Evidence, 16™ Edition, 2007
Vol. 1, page 1052:
"The infirmity of expert evidence consists in this that it is
mostly matters of opinion and is based on facts detailed by
others or assumed facts or opinion against opinion and
experts are selected by parties by ascertaining previously
that they will give an opinion favourable to the party
calling them. Expert evidence is however, of value in cases
where the courts have to deal with matters beyond the
range of common knowledge and they could not get along
without it, eg in matters of scientific knowledge or when the
facts have come within the personal observation of
experts."
359%4. The learned author on page 1053 (supra) also said
"An expert is fallible like all other witnesses and the real value
of his evidence consists in the logical inferences which he draws
from what he has himself observed, not from what he merely
surmises or has been told by others. Therefore in cross-
examining him, it is advisable to get at the grounds on which he
bases his opinion. There is special difficulty in dealing with the
evidence of expert witnesses. Such evidence must always be

received with caution; they are two often partisans- that is, they
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are reluctant to speak quite the whole truth, if the whole truth
will tell against the party who had paid them to give evidence.
At the same time such witnesses are in a position of advantage;
for they have had that special training and experience which the
judge and jury are without; and the absence of which renders
necessary the presence of such witness. Expert witnesses are far
too prone to take upon themselves the duty of deciding the
questions in issue in the action, instead of confining themselves
to stating fairly and clearly their real opinion on the matter.
3595. In Gulzar Ali Vs. Sate of Himachal Pradesh 1998
(2) SCC 192 the Apex Court observed that the observation of
the High Court that there is a natural tendency on the part of an
expert witness to support the view of the party who called him,
could not be downgraded. Many so-called experts have been
shown to be remunerated witnesses making themselves
available on hire to pledge their oath in favour of the party
paying them.

3596. In Hari Singh Vs. Lachmi, 59 IC 220 the Court
observed that the evidence of skilled witness, however eminent,
as to what he thinks may, or may not have taken place under a
particular combination of circumstances, however confidently
he may speak, is ordinarily a matter of mere opinion. Human
judgment is fallible. Human knowledge 1s limited and imperfect.
An expert witness however impartial he may wish to be, is
likely to be unconsciously prejudiced in favour of the side
which calls him. The mere fact of opposition on the part of the
other side is apt to create a spirit of partisanship and rivalry, so
that an expert witness is unconsciously impelled to support the

view taken by his own side. Besides it must be remembered that
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an expert is often called by one side simply and solely because it
has been ascertained that he holds views favourable to its
interests.

3597. We have given just in brief some of the principles,
well settled, which may guide a Court while considering opinion
of an expert. We have to weigh the experts' opinion made
available to us in the matter in dispute though in two directions
and will try to find out the most creditworthy and reliable
opinion. In the light of the above, we proceed to consider the
opinion of the experts, who have made their deposition as
historians. On behalf of the pro-mosque parties i.e. Muslims,
PW 13-Dr. Suresh Chandra Mishra, PW-15 Dr. Sushil
Srivastava, PW-18 Prof. Suvira Jaiswal, PW 20 Prof. Shirin
Musvi have been examined as Experts (Historians); PW 16-
Prof. Suraj Bhan, PW 24 Prof. D Mandal, PW-27 Prof. Shereen
F. Ratnagar, PW-28 Dr. Sita Ram Roy, PW 29 Dr. Jaya Menon,
PW 30 Prof. R.C. Thakran, PW 31 Dr. Ashok Dutta, PW 32 Dr.
Supriya Varma and DW 6/1-2 Mohd. Abid have been examined
as Experts (Archaeologists). On the other hand pro-temple
parties i.e. Hindus have examined, OPW-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad
Varma, OPW 11 Dr. Satish Chandra Mittal, DW-13/1-3 Dr.
Bishan Bahadur as Expert (Historians); OPW 10 Dr.
K.VRamesh and OPW 15 Dr. M.N.Katti as Experts
(Epigraphist); OPW 3 Dr. S.P. Gupta, OPW-17 Dr. R.
Nagaswami, OPW-18 Arun Kumar, OPW 19 R.D.Trivedi and
DW 20/5 Jayanti Prasad Srivastava as Experts (Archaeologist).
The relevant statements of the Expert Historians of the two sides
need be considered at this stage. However, there are two

witnesses namely PW-16 and PW-24 who initially appeared as
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Historian Archaeologist.

3598. PW 13, Suresh Chandra Mishra, has deposed his
opinion that as per in-depth study which he has made about the
dispute of Babari Mosque, he has come to know that this
Mosque was constructed by Mir Baqi and no demolition was
made before its construction. No evidence he could find
suggesting existence of any temple at the disputed site.
Appointed as a Reader in Saraswati Co-educational College
affiliated with Delhi University in August 1973, he did his Ph.D.
in 1985 from the same University, while in service. He claimed

his specialization in Ancient History:

“IRT fARrCINT (FEIReY) Hre gfagrT v &7 (4T 1)

"My specialization is in Ancient History." (ETC)

3599. An expert witness is like any other witness and has
to be tested in the same manner. We find that the learned
counsels of various defendants cross examined PW 13 very
elaborately and his entire statement is running in 288 pages. All
kinds of questions have been asked from him to test his veracity,
competence, expertise etc. He claims to have visited disputed
site in 1964 and on pages 33 said:

“‘fqarfad vejer S fAarfad waq @ WEE W T
fTSITaT 1989—90 H WRIT §% | olfdT sl [dare &7 =i al ugel &1
¥ o7/ §9 A91% BT S F3 TTHT 1968 & ST §3TT o7 |
(57 33)
“My curiosity about the disputed site and the
disputed building cropped in 1989-90 but I had knowledge
of the dispute from before. I came to have knowledge of this
dispute in and around 1968.” (ETC)
3600. On page 37, he says that after deep study, he could
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ascertain the place of birth of Lord Rama:
gl YAl &I BT & [d GIBT STH T Bl & T§ T 3R]

FEARUS 3N FET ArFT °gIC & FEI H Gal &/ I8 GHET qI1T
3% 3T 7B HT ST Tl B GESHY FAGT PNb, @lordlT
D, SN qoare awd fd &/ (497 37)

“I have learned where his birth-place is. This place lies

between Ayodhya Brahma-kund and Rishi-Mochan ghat. 1
have given all this statement and my findings by going
through books and by carrying out surveys, investigations
and enquiries.” (ETC)
3601. The material which he studied to form the said
opinion has been detailed on page 38:

‘S W H HoT T AP AV, HEMRG, I8 3
Wh=SY] qaNg PT ETYT [HTT| Hb~SN] Jb¥ § HROGHI0 HUSRDY
Pd fovc aTw JUGH S0 GERT SiWarer gINT fordl [
SqcTHC 3T dYTd §7 SI0STL 30 Fofl GINT [o1gd I & aY
H fordl fasarg, NIgCIV 3% NTAT Oif 3ROYA0 Flldeed GIRT ford!
[&arE, Srvy Wfed], Ik arg=IdIviys, S/EAT HEIH & 3
dI BN gelad Rwd  gwicicge W I rvglend iV
FrSAIIT ISV cia, Tl IATRIAT G & H¥BRU Gl 37T
H XTHTNGNT farsl @ A1 ¥iell @ BIAF AaET B Qe Wy W
YO PN & BT S [T B U Y g ave [dard o
H7 AT GY GGl & qr G [A9qidenard (H1evevs) & &
JBY GINT [e113e SIAIear @l 41 UeT &/ I8 15 alell Jead 1990 ¥
Ugel TPHIeTT H ST T off 3iiv qrl @l [hard ST ST WAHT H
qHI9rT g8 &1 (Uo7 38)

“ In this respect, I studied the primary treatises like

Valmiki Ramayana and Mahabharata and also certain
secondary works. In the secondary works, I have studied
'History of Vaishnavism' by R.G.Bhandarkar, 'Development

of Vaishnavas in India' by Dr.Suvira Jaiswal, a book on
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Rama by E. Banerjee 'Righteous of Rama' by
R.L.Brokiuton, 'Agastya Samhita', 'Uttar Tapniyopnishad’,
other three editions of Ayodhya Mahatmya, manuscript
received from the Vrindavan Research Institute, . . . . . .
from Bodleiyan Library London and a memoir of Ram
Narayan Das which vividly deals with the gradual growth
of symbols or sites typical of Rama. Another very important
book which I have studied on Ayodhya, is a book titled
'Ayodhya’ authored by Hauns Bracker of Groningen
University of Netherlands. The subsequent book had been
published before 1990 and the rest of the books were
published at different times.” (E.T.C.)

3602. Following part of his statement, cross examination,

in our view, would reflect on the reliability of the opinion of the

aforesaid witness:

“GIGY BT gIeT AT o1 (457 54)

“Babur was my favourite subject” (ETC)

“‘fQarfed erd & X H HT Hld uv o EggT [HAT/
slagiiies g o 47 wge g1 §19 Ui [ g9 @rd @l JEa
(8r9) SW W 3idd BT Bl UGled, [API, SHHT Wad, dIEv)
JlareT gv 91 gair Mg (9%) aem Akoie @ A" 9T o ged
Telo8 JI¥ Off §%7 91T @ Yol o f& g8 aRkoig 817 (Uo7 70)

“I made study with regard to the disputed structure,

even at the site. The most important thing from the
historical point of view which I found, was a dome of this
structure depicting flower-petals, a triangular shape, its
courtyard, a lion carved out on the exterior wall, and the
Muslim glazed ware in the base part of the masjid, which
features were the symbols showing it (this structure) to a

mosque." (E.T.C.)
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“qg HEaT M Tead & fb 9 SwH Tg Terad ar B & 5 oig
N HIG-OaT 857 997 @ 37<Y dol T dl 4 FI8Y &S V& TAT
o7 3% I8 dId & & T 66 3V 7 68 H ¥ g9 fAarfcd gRww
& FIEY] J&I §IR UR dlell 95 o7 3IX PIg 41 fdq s<v 78] o

wHaT 97" (457 93)

“It is wrong to say that in the said testimony I have
wrongly stated that when my parents went inside this
building, I was left standing outside the building. However,
it is true that even in 1966 and 1969 the main outdoor of

this disputed premises was locked and none could go
inside.” (ETC)

“GIg H 39T 9 W [INETT Y¥ 1990 H TAT I & S U¥
Nidb—cle off cfdT Swd araoe 4 gs & A 981 o QT
g3/ 379 FEIT 47 FIWH Ie T8l & o7q H vyl [AVIeroT g% AT o7 |
¥ gl gv o & dHg A o7 dlbd [PEd Gk uv wEg T8
gar wpar| ¥ g8 H Sl & T8 pE wWehal & qd U7 W yget
T o7 A1 | 9 & gre 77 o1 ¥ I8 78 #E wadl & I
JIFT T B BT GHT AT IT T8 | S IIal dI 8 T & b &/
WEF W GRWY & Udf BR T O WF I & g # Hav 7ar
g7/ . ... I8 PET TAT & [ 1990 ¥ Yd Pl 3N H GRET 7
3GV O WY YUY ¥ N ol g3 off| ¥ Vb & arage
SOOI ofbY 31q¥ T o | il Ylers alef a8l do of - 3799 Ig
gororT of o off I (4T 147)

“In 1990, when [ went to this site for inspection, there was

a bar on ingress to that place. But despite all that, people
allowed me to go there. I do not remember the month or
season when I visited the site. I visited the site in the
evening. But I cannot definitely tell the time. I also cannot
properly tell whether my visit preceded or followed the
sunset. I cannot say whether it was the time of having

darshan or not. 8 years has past since then I went inside
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through the road leading to the eastern end of the
premises . . .. .. It is wrong to say that in 1990 there was a
complete ban on ingress to the premises from the east.
Despite the ban, I went inside. I had taken the permission

from the policemen on guard.” (ETC)

“HgHE TSIl P §Iq ST SHHY HIEFE N BT g
o7 (957 179)
"After Mahmud of Ghazni, the next invasion was

made by Muhammad of Ghur.” (ETC)

“GWT YT SRR gg FNedl dIaiedl H flar o 9w
GedIRToT FIeTT Pl 81T o7 HIEFHE NI $¥Ard Pl AT qre
o7/ gedt XTor FIETT TaAl P RIS o, THD ITH I

® RTST &T /" (457 179)

“He won his last battle in the 12" century. He
defeated Prithvi Raj Chauhan. Muhammad of Ghur was a
follower of Islam. Prithvi Raj Chauhan was king of
Ghazni; he was a king of its adjoining area. " (ETC)

“Jg PEl TAd & [ g Sflad @ qiq Ho TN T ged
YToT FIETT @1 G4l ST fderar &1 off Siv fe v @re far o
grvaa 4 g8 fz7g ®eevqrfaal @l Sydl sy adeqar
g1 (@ 180)

“It is wrong to say that after winning the battle

Muhammad of Ghur caused both the eyes of Prithvi Raj
Chauhan to be gouged out and then his head to be chopped
off. Actually, it is an imagination of the Hindu hard-
liners.”" (ETC)

A7 wforgr 279 &7 17 AT 81 I T T o7
VeT & Gforgr ST e o § a7 fw WHY o T 9T §9
WY g3 915 78] 371 YET [ J§ e SN fbwlory orar AT o |
g8 grg T8 &7 vaT & wforar dew paa =gl uw
SATAT oIT | (457 184)
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“I have heard of Jazia tax. [ fail to recall under
whose rule or at which time the Jazia tax was imposed. At
present 1 fail to recollect when and for what purpose it was

levied. I do not remember that the Jazia tax was levied
only on Hindus.” (ETC)

‘@Y wGrAeNt # T @ vH @ gy yad reft 7
faegarer #fev 787 er) ... H ¥§ T8 AT & Freard)
ARSI BT AT Preft fAeamrer dfev & 3 favd @) arga fbar
7T 811 H g8 Al T8I Frar [ I der T A SR 7
PYqrIT &1 I8 PEAT TaAd 8 & @reft faegarer afav @
3rel 1T H GISHY JIRTAT 7 F@rTIrdt qARrg B
fara1or seqrar 8117 (@97 199)

“In my knowledge, there was no Vishwanath
temple in Kashi 100 years ago.. . . . . . [ do not think that
the Gyanvapi mosque was constructed by demolishing half
of the Kashi Vishwanath temple. I also do not take it to be
true that the said construction was raised by Aurangzeb. It
is wrong to say that Aurangzeb built the Gyanvapi
mosque by demolishing half of the Kashi Vishwanath
temple." (ETC)

4" @t +ft 79718 77 @ fory g9 wETOT & TEY TAT
....... # ST JIET BRA § ... I8 Sl & [ HF [Gwed g siarerd
Pl g of f6 8 2 1Y §91§ GeT6 § # qrgq et
TIT g (97 201)

“I never came by air to give my testimony. ...... [ travel by
rail ........ 1t is true that I told the court last time that I had
gone back to Delhi by aeroplane two times." (ETC)
“GiIgd] AR B AU W A1’ ¥l HIo BIC AR
@I HET H 37T 81 99 Usel 39 AT HIC I ST V&T &
59 §19 o7 fore s qOE wTrargvr & 7gv frar em
f& g9 gleqr #ic #&1 797 8 g3 39 715 7 & fF A7
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OVIT 8T UeT & o7 fwW o8 a@r & & S~iwdl Iiarsst & araiear
BIc B ForT 39 ol BT 9 BIC TR 98 TIT 87 (497 211)

“The disputed site falls within the limit of mauja-
Ram Chandra Kot from in and around the 19" century.
Prior to it, it was called Eyodhya Kot. I came across its
being called Ayodhya Kot, in the Bhushundi Ramayana.
At present 1 fail to remember where I have read or at which
place I have seen that from the 19" century this mauja has
come to be called Ram Chandra Kot instead of Ayodhya

Kot.” (ETC)

dAF o g B g A o (AU forar & S\ TR AT
¥he QT T YT H WY W I i Gl qard ferevay
S 174 AR GF TAdT & 3N AR WAETT P 3R UY & H7 ofl
gead H #urvde fod & 8B 9% dYd B BT @ &) 37
e gv Turg’ 787 ) dfET aren’ ¥ JEsv THB)
ToqIg BT JTHAT HIT & | I8 P 4 1989—90 F @ forar
7" (Uo7 215)

“The finding which I have inferred in regard to Ram Janam
Bhumi, is based mainly on my study of Skandha Purana
and is also based on plenty of pilgrimage-related literature
which extends up to the 17" century and on my survey. |
have tried to check the measurements given in the book. I
did not try to take measurements on the site. But I have
tried to verify its veracity by observing them with the

eyes. I had done this work in 1989-90.” (ETC)

“forey wag 37 §9 9a7 &7 [N fdar @ g8 qrgr fe I8
fodt gvrd 997 # €vssY yv % clad 9@ €T uv
g7 3T 8 |” (47 216)

“On observation of this building I found that it is built on

a mound-like place on the remains of some old
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building." (ETC)

“OTET d@ # WA § F §9 Hrad # TqIET ® fory g9
fasrg gv garar 7ar & f& fow «fy gv faars 8 sar
fe g8l fod af*ay &1 als®v aftas 713 78 ot a1
787 47 g7 F317 fTIgr 8 (U7 224)

“As far as I understand, I have been summoned in this
court to depose whether or not a mosque was
constructed by demolishing a temple on the disputed site.
I have given this statement,” (E.T.C.)

“ggl Hld g% Hqrgy fAqiad 997 & Icav—ydl a¥p AT o) I8
HIdIgy faarfed veIer @ qr3vel ¥ 10—20 5T B G¥F UX o7 H
§9 §id ¥ HEAd T8l § I& Haigy fagicd 497 H a9 Bl
avE o7 " (Uo7 227)

“On the site, I found Sitakoop towards north-east of the
disputed building. This Sitakoop was 10-20 yards away
from the boundary of the disputed site. I do not agree to the
point that Sitakoop was towards south of the disputed
building." (ETC)

‘S8l HiaT ®Y for@r & GEd IST T3 aV% §ChY AFI Ml
few@rar 37 81 W T | 79 4 I8 fa@rl T Refa [derger
Terd &1 (4o 232)

“The ‘Lomash’is shown a bit right to the place where ‘Sita
Kup’is written. According to me, this location shown in the

map is totally wrong." (ETC)

i 1989 H 9 d8T AT I GET GY S NH A Bl GiAAT IIfUd
off | eifd7 VT &l & [ g8 a8l gqid off & w7 1966 4 4l d87
7Y veffia ¥El 8 # 7g 919 [Ta wu W &8 waar g & 1989
H G sft X Terr @l gid H9 q8T uv &l off a8 1966 4 98T U¥
verifaa & oft| A W ge G mEE oo} o | SelT §3 I8
g7 gacr off & g gqid 1966 arcil & &1 (Uo7 238)

“When I went there in 1989, the idol of Sri Ramlala was
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present there. But it is not so that it was the same idol
which was present there in the year 1966. I can say this
definitely the idol of Sri Ramlala which I saw in 1989, was
not there in 1966. There were few guides with me, who told

that this idol was not that of 1966.” (E.T.C.)
T 3T TS P ATH, o T & "IqH & 817 (4T 239)

s

“ I do not know the name, address etc. of my guides.’
(E.T.C.)
“GRIq 7 T8 TS I TE o | U & Bl AT AT er) .

. GIIg H AT BIg MES & T8 97/ (97 239)
“Actually he was neither a guide. He had just met by

chance. . .. .. .... Actually I had no guide.” (E.T.C.)
‘Y [daw H 98 gd SgeT W STAIST P AT & AT Gerel
oft sfiv Fifs 7H THE off g¥ilery T o T ¥E off 1 (4T 239)

“In my opinion this idol was hardly one or two years

old, because it had shine. As such it appeared new."

(E.T.C.)
“gT AT YT =AY B I <D B Hl 7T
fe o @ig « wafeq g5 fha wrar e sdt & #
yB—are &Y adr &T/|” (457 240)
“Yes, in my research I even adopted this practice
that whosoever I met, I made inquiries from him.” (ETC)
“qIg¥¢t AfeTT @1 ardik & gIgad AT B for@
@I7 P gFd @ AT 1989 TF @ drg d foreft w4
aqrq gwae 47 ygl 8/ 45 § gga fedl #t fFarq
o7 919 15 787 81 47 uglt wav gt/ (457 257)
“I have read many books written from the time of
Babarnama to 1989, regarding construction of Babri
mosque. I do not remember the name of any book right

now. I must have read it.” (E.1.C.)
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“TGIE HI Yg¥ Fp 107 W 1 9T T0 97 3ESH F0 26 Gl fb
fefraerae gvrT ¥faa geas &7 JF o Jgare faemar
TIT| T8 7 PET [ Tg 3gaAIe ol YWk P Wal garq 78l
g/ I8 w8l 8 & gw wiewy sigare # I8 78 ferar v B &
Afev dgdY qr9e ARGIE ARl T tvg Ao y¥ad # IE
gerfar a1 8 & g8 faTgen @7 eer favaray 8 e

B WIS @ TEl S| ST SWHT GaIs UGT 8/ SgAGdH BT

TH e FIG T8l £/ TalE J 9 Ywd P Sgarq Pl ple H
fe@errar & & SWd 3gWIN Wel 3gdIe & 3N SWdl Bic] ¥eT
Frdt Rerd d giffger @1 o9 ov 9oV Fo ¥ 2,154 SToll
T (05T 258)

“The witness was shown item no. 26 at page no. 97
of paper no. 107C-1, which is the English translation of
the book of Trifenthelar. The witness said that the
translation was not the correct translation of the original
book. It is true that in this doubtful translation it has not
been written that the Babri mosque was built after
demolishing a temple, but in the original book it has been
written that it is superstition of Hindus. I do not know
French language but I have read its translation. I do not
remember the name of the translator. The witness produced
the translation of said book in Court, which according to
him was the correct translation, and filed its photocopy in

record, which was numbered as paper no. C-2/154.” (ETC)
“HY W U [991YsT o7 SIIN I8 TR F3l 9V 1999 7 [3aT o
dfeT 99 [A9ysT @1 G, gaT T ¥ GIgH T8 &/ I8 [399e
W Gy feeotl W derdN 37T U7 (fhy HET g8 [aoefl W 3T
31T T i Fsl Hid v [Aer 7 &) (457 273)

“ An expert was with me and the map had been given to me

by that expert, but I do not remember the name & address

of that expert. That expert had accompanied me from
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Delhi. ( then said that he had come separately from Delhi

but had met me at the spot)." (E.T.C.)

i G HH IO o [Aa1ed 4qT Bl VIdEINIBAr Bl ST @

fore) 47 gredt &1 wiwd T BRI P I wT

gv U ffHeled ol Ol 198 GRGTe H o, SWdl awr| TG Y

W ¥81 a7 ®gw 9O o HT @i S@aT 7@ [

SIS W AT FAd qA%) AT H o §V ST H 8/
(957 276)

“I had made some attempts to know the history of the
disputed structure. I had attempted to trace out potteries.
I had seen a record at that place, which was within the
Babri mosque. I had mainly made only these two
attempts. I had not carried out any excavation. By record, |

mean the inscription at the Babri mosque.” (E.T.C.)

4 gw gra & sifoergifea arTar § fF v
T9H1, |IaT FeT Afe gal gv gEr areEn @ §eqr q
T vHyT gia 817 (397 278)

“I consider it hyperbolic that lacs of people
gathered there during the festival of Ramnavami, Sawan
Jhula etc."(ETC)

3603. About PW 15, Sushil Srivastava, we have already
dealt in detail while considering the issues about the date of
construction of the disputed building. The aforesaid witness has
given a new theory that the building in dispute was constructed
much earlier from the period when Babar came to India and
must have been constructed before commencement of Mughal
period. It is clearly against the pleadings of Muslim parties on
whose behalf he has appeared as an expert witness. He also
admits of teaching "Modern History" and on page 220, he
admits that he has a very little knowledge of History. He,
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however, admits that there was a possibility of an earlier
structure at the place where the disputed building was
constructed:
“H YA GYId B YO 113 UV IE [orEgl B [ §9 TR
I GHTGIT € THIC T8 WHd IIAT YOI @7 @ THIX
T8 WeHa fe It et G P wTT UV F7F BHIg
greftT frafor 7 <81 811 ... &% I8 [ afhga @ Rud
Uv STENIRT &/ (457 238)

“At page 113 of my book, I have written that this
probability cannot be ruled out, i.e, cannot be completely
ruled out, i.e, no other ancient construction would have
existed at the place of Babri mosque......This conclusion

of mine is based on Cunningham's report." (ETC)

g8 Hal & [& qia¢l qoie & Hid Rera Slel 4 g urd oird
o g9 St § ol gV Ukl @1 STHIN ggd §sl U1 Il qr
Fo—aS Te¥ ol o | (UST 248)

“It is true that stones were found in the mound below

the Babri mosque. The size of the stones in this mound was

very big, i.e. very large stones were present.” (ETC)

“GeT— SY S M HUY §4IT QAT & [ FIa¥ AT &
T Rera et # a8 §¢ YRR ofil o IFH GBI AdAd Rl
WSS fdew I 8 I7 ST WIgoT e W 87

Saiv— AT FaeI§ T T FIgT f[¥da & &1/ (097 249)

“Q. You have just stated above that in the mound
below the Babri mosque large stones were present, did you
mean by “long size bricks” or “long size stones?”

“Ans. I mean by long size bricks.” (ETC)

3604. He has written a book "An Inquiry on the Disputed
Mosque". On page 87 thereof, he has written that in 17" century,
the people started claiming that the building in dispute was
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constructed by Babar after demolishing a temple but on page
256 of his cross examination, he said that the 17" century
mentioned on page 87 of his own Book is wrong and it ought to
be 19" century:
'§9 g¥a® P Gof 87 yv 17 €=y forwy § waa &
W&l 4 199) W<t slar F;EY/ [B% PeT [ ¥w AT fF
g9V 7 HQY FIRTHY FRSTe §99137 & g8 1991 dql & Ugel STl
BT 4 g% §5/ 1991 W& TH 9T W AT FAd 1801 H 1850
§rT @1 81 3T F]IT BT fdory gve 0SIT Hu g+ (e ey
¥ 13 BaY) 1856 H §3T T/ (47 256)

“At page 87 of this book, 17 century is written,
which is wrong. In fact, it should be 19" century. Further
said that the supposition that Babar had got constructed
the mosque after demolishing the temple, commenced in the
first half of 19" century. By first half of 19" century, I mean
the period between 1801 to 1850. The amalgamation of
Avadh Province in East India Company took place onl3"
Feburary 1856. i.e. since the British rule." (ETC)

3605. He has further said:

‘BN BRI H 1526 @ GBS WIS WeAlR AHS Ud
§S9gal @ 3elar 3 Blg A< GEeTHIT ATHl SIRAT § 78]
31T AT [ (45T 262)

“To my knowledge, prior to 1526, except Syed Salar
Masoodi and Ibne Batuta, no any other foreign Muslim
Traveller had come to Ayodhya." (ETC)

“HId JE & & §9 §ra @ Yl avg THIeT 787 &7 gHar

fo for 18 v 199 afkers Rerq oft I8T yv g8

»1g GYTTI ¥CFgY [yaror eria grdtad farer o)
(757 267)

“means that it cannot be wholly ignored that where
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Babri mosque situated, earlier, there had been any old
structure or ancient construction.”" (ETC)
g g ANGIe 1853 ® 1855 d% JHAATTl B
psal B T8 & 817 (97 271)
“This Babari mosque had not been in possession of

Muslims during 1853 to 1855.” (ETC)
3606. All the Muslims parties have denied of any riot or
dispute among the two communities in 1855 but this witness
gave a different stand and admitted such a clash:

"1855 @ dI% faarfaa word wx fg=ge i gaaarr

@ fI9 HIg§ FIST AL AT (0T 271)

“After 1855, no clash took place at the disputed place

between Hindus and Muslims." (ETC)
3607. Moreover, the expertise and authority of PW 15 has
been challenged by PW 20, Prof. Shirin Musavi in her statement
at page 129 observing that Shshil Srivastava is a Modern
Historian and not an authority on Medieval History.
3608. PW-16 Sri Suraj Bhan, a Professor in the Ancient
Indian Archaeological Department of Kurukshetra University,
Rohtak, has deposed that according to his research, no evidence
he could find whereupon it could be said that the Babari Mosque
was constructed after demolition of a temple. He is co author of
document, Exhibit 62 (Suit-4) (also Exhibit 45, Suit 5; Register
32 Page 231) which is a letter said to be prepared by four
historians, namely, Dr. R.S. Sharma, M. Athar, Sri D.N. Jha and
PW 16. He claims that the archaeological part in the said
document was written by him.
3609. Exhibit 45 (Suit-5) (Register 32 Page 231) is a
photocopy of a booklet claimed to be written by R.S. Sharma,
M. Athar Ali, D.N. Jha and Suraj Bhan titled as “Babari



3605

Mosque or Rama's Birth Place? Historians Report to the
Indian Nation” dated 13™ May 1991. This document has been
heavily relied by the plaintiffs (Suit-4) in support of the
submissions that neither the site in dispute was ever believed to
be the birthplace of Lord Rama nor there existed any temple
which was demolished to construct building in dispute. Its
relevant extract is:
""Introduction

For the last two years a furious agitation has been
organised in this country under the aegis of the Vishwa
Hindu Parishad and its allies over what has come to be
known as the Ram Janambhumi-Baburi Masjid Dispute.
Precious lives have been lost, communal riots have broken
out, and for the first time since independence the secular
nature of our State has come under serious threat, all
seemingly over the issue of what is to be done to a 16th-
century structure at Ayodhya.

The Vishwa Hindu Parishad demands that this
structure, a mosque built in 1528-29 known as the Baburi
Masjid, stands on the very site where Lord Rama was born
(“Ram Janambhumi” or “Ram Janamsthan”), and at
which sacred spot there existed a Rama temple, which was
destroyed in order to build the mosque. This historical
wrong done to the Hindu community nearly 450 years ago
is now sought to be set right, the mosque pulled down or
shifted, and a new, magnificent Rama temple built on the
same spot. The legalities of the dispute — the entire case is
before the Allahabad High Court (Lucknow bench) — are to
be brushed aside, in view of the higher verdict of History,
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which the VHP has already beclared to be in its favour.

The government of India, under circumstances that
are well known, began negotiations [December 1990] with
the VHP and the Baburi Masjid Action Committee
(BMAC), with a view to examine the historical and legal
merits of the case of both the parties. Thus the dispute over
the facts of history were now to be decided by the litigants,
with the government of India as an umpire, and not by any
independent forum of historians: a very unhappy
procedure. We therefore approached the Government of
India to include impartial historians in the process of
forming judgement on historical facts and to let us have
access to such evidence, archaeological and textual, as has
been presented to it or is in possession of Government
organisations, such as the Archeological Survey of India.
We regret to say that the Government of India's response to
this was largely on of silence. The BMAC declared that it
was ready to abide by the findings of a set of independent
historians, but this position was not acceptable to the VHP.

However, in spite of these obstacles, we thought that
national interest required an unbiased and impartial
inquiry, so that people should be clear about what the
historical facts are. We scrutinised most carefully the
evidence submitted to Government by the VHP and BMAC,
and collected historical material on our own. Two of us
went to Ayodhya to examine and survey the site and the
structure of the Baburi Masjid. We also examined
archeological material  from Professor A.K.Narian's

excavations at Ayodhya, now preserved at the Banaras
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Hindu University. To our regret, through no lack of trying
on our part, material from B.B.Lal's excavations at
Ayodhya was not made available for inspection for us, and
we had to depend on published reports only.

Having undertaken this effort, we place in all
humility the results of our enquiry before the nation. We
will at least have the satisfaction that, within the limits of
our capacity, we have done our duty.

The VHP's case rests on the following four major
claims:

(1) The Hindus have always, and certainly over a

long period before the construction of the Baburi

Masjid, believed in there being a very sacred spot at

Ayodhya, where Lord Rama was born.

(2) This spot was the very site where the Baburi

Masjid now stands.

(3) A temple dedicated to Rama stood at this holy site

long before the Baburi Masjid was built.

(4) The temple was pulled down to construct the

Baburi Masjid at this spot.

We now proceed to examine these claims, largely in
the order as they are listed above.

We have, first, to see what substance there is in
claims (1) and (2), namely that Hindus have for a very long
time believed in the sanctity of Ram Janamsthan at
Avodhya, and in its existence at the very site of the Baburi
Masjid.”

""No basis in Hindu scriptures

People will be surprised to find that the VHP has
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been unable to cite any ancient Sanskrit text in support of
its claim that there has been an ancient Hindu belief in
Ram Janamsthan at Ayodhya. Surely if there were such a
strong belief, there would have been numerous Vaishbavite
texts exhorting worshippers to visit the spot. The absence of
any such reference makes it very dubious that the belief in
Rama Janamsthan is of such respectable antiquity as is
being made out. It is even doubtful if it is earlier than the
late 18" century, as we shall see here.

The only Sanskrit text the VHP experts have
produced in support of claims (1) and (2) is the Skanda
Purana. They refer to the Ayodhya-mahatmya, that is, the
merits of visiting Avodhya given in Skanda Purana. We
have used the printed version of the Skanda Purana
(Kashemarian edn., Bombay, 1910) and two other versions
found in Manuscripts in Vrindavan Reswarch Institute,
Vrindaban, and the Bodleian Library, Oxford. These texts
are of recent origin and the insertion of interpolations in
the Ayodhya mahatmya section of the printed Skanda
Purana seems to have continued at least till the 18"
century. The internal contents of the Skanda Purana
including the mention of Vidyapati, who passed away in the
first half of the 16" century, show that the core of this
Purana itself was not compiled until earlier than the 16"
century. Ayodhya-mahatmya given n the printed version
has not been compiled by one hand. For example, the
course of the description of the tirathas [pilgrimage] in
general is interrupted and all of a sudden the glorification

of Ayodhya starts. In the case of Ayodhya itself the virtues
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of visiting and bathing in the Sarayu river are not given at
one place, but at two places; in between the contexts have
nothing to do with the Sarayu. We also find that in the
description of the trithas, Visishta replaces Agastya as the
narrator, and then again the narration is taken over by
Agastya. This shows obvious interpolation. The description
of Janamsthan occurs in the last chapter of the Ayodhya-
mahamtya (Verses 18-25), and is clearly a later addition. It
is easier to make insertions at the end of texts.

In spite of these various inconsistencies, even if we
accept the location of the birthplace of Rama as given in
Ayodhya-mahatmya, it does not tally with the site of the
Baburi Masjid. Two terms are used for the birthplace of
Rama, Janamsthan and Janambhumi. Even if we take the
two to be identical, the Ayodhya-mahatmya information
about the location of the birthplace does not take us to the
Baburi Masjid site. Both the Vrindaban and Bodleian
versions of the Mahatmya mention the compass directions
and distance from a few states. According to verses 21.24
the birthplace is located 500 dhanus (910 meters)
westward of Laumash and 1009 dhanus (1835 meters)
eastward of Vighneshvara. According to local Hindu belief
Laumash or the place of Lomash is identical with the
present Rinamochana Ghat. On this basis the Rama
Janambhumi should be located somewhere west, in the
vicinity of the Bhahmakunda close to the bed of the Sarayu.
Further according to the Mahatmya Rinamochana Ghat, or
the place of Lomash, lies 700 dhanus (1274 meters)

northeast of Brahmakunda. Both the direction and the
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distance have been found to be approximately correct by
us. It is further stated that the Janamsthana lies northeast
of Vighnesh. According to local tradition the place of
Vighnesh is marked by a pillar, which lies southwest of
Rinamochana Ghat. This again excludes the Baburi Masjid
site and places the birthplace somewhere between
Rinamochana and Bharmakunda on the bank of the
Saraya. Thus, according to Hindu belief as given in the
Ayodhya Mahatmya of the Skanda Purana, the birth place
of Rama cannot be located on the site where the Baburi
Masjid stands. It is argued by experts of the VHP that the
location of Rama Janambhumi is given on the basis of
solar directions and cannot be determined through the use
of campus. But even if we take solar directions into account
the Janambhumi of the Skanda Purana cannot be located
on the site of the Baburi Masjid.

The various versions of the Ayodhya-Mahatmya seem
to have been prepared towards the end of the 18" century
and the beginning of the 19"; even as late as that the
birthplace was not considered to be important. It is
significant that the Janamsthan is not mentioned even one
in any itineracy of pilgrimage given in the Mahatmya.

The description of the tirthas in Ayodhya as given in
the Ayodhya Mahatmya sow that the Svargadvara tirtha
was far more important in the eyes of the compilers of the
pilgrimage section than the Janambhumi. Svargadvara is
believed to be the place where Rama left for heaven and is
considered sacred because of that reason. The Skanda

Purana speaks of two Svargadvara tirthas in Ayodhya.
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Whatever might be its real location there is no doubt that in
Hindu belief it was far more meritorious to visit this place
than other local places of pilgrimage. The earliest mention
of this tirtha appears in a Gahandavala inscription of the
11" century, which speaks of the land grant made by king at
the confluence of Sarayu and Ghaghara. This grant speaks
of the worship of Vasudeva at the confluence site but not of
any temple (D.C.Sirkar, Select Inscriptions, Volume
ILLPP276-77, lines 20-23). It appears that the sanctity
attached to the place of Rama's death was of greater
importance in earlier times. It is significant that the
Ayodhya-Mahtmya of the printed version of the Skanda
Purana devotes one hundred verses to the description of
the Svargadvara which is made to identical with Gopratara
thirtha (b.112-211) and gives only eight verses to the
description of the Janamsthana (10.18-25).

No place Ayodhya in associated with Rama's birth
either in the 11" century or even six centuries after. When a
place is associated with his birth possibly in the late 18"
century its location given in the various Mahatmyas does
not tally with the present Baburi Masjid. It. Therefore,
seems quite erroneous to hold that according to old Hindu
belief the Rama Janambhumi temple was situated at the
same site as is now occupied by the Baburi Masjid."
""Evidence in recorded History

The VHP has been unable to present any early
textual evidence that Rama birth-place in Ayodhya was
either spotted as such or recognised as a place. Its

archiological evidence for the existing of a temple at the
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site of the Baburi Masjid is, to say the least week and
dubious; in fact archaeology suggests proximity of a
Muslim settlement to the mosque from the 13" century
onwards.

What then, of the recorded evidence? What does this
tell us about the VHP's claims of temple destruction at the
hands of Babur's men?

Within the category of recorded historical evidence,
the most primary source for the construction of the Baburi
Masjid consists of the inscriptions in Persian that were put
on the mosque, immediately upon its construction in A.D.
1528-29. These inscriptions were particularly published
(with some inconsequential mistakes) in A.S. Beveridge's
translation of Babur's memoirs as an appendix
(Banurnama, London 1921, Vol. II, Appendix U, pp. Ixxvii-
Ixxix), comprising six couplets only. But in actual fact, the
original inscriptions consisted of as many as fourteen
couplets, together with an invocation and the engraver's
signature. The entire text has been retrieved and published
in the Epigraphia Indica, Arabic & Persian Supplement,
1965, pp. 58-62, an authoritative publication of the
Archaeological Survey of India.

In view of the crucial importance of the record for the
present enquiry, the full translation, is reproduced below,
with a few linguistic corrections.

(@)
(1) By the order of the King Babur whose justice is an edifice,

meeting the palace of the sky (i.e., as high as sky)
(2) This descending place of the angels was built by the
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(1)

(2)

(3)
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fortunate noble Mir Bagqi.

It will remain an everlasting bounty, and (hence) the date
of its erection became manifest inmy words: It will remain
an everlasting bounty

(chronogram yielded A.H.935/4.D.1528-29).

(b)
(a) In accordance with the wishes of the ruler of
the world, Babur,
(b) A lofty building like the palace of the spheres,
(a) (that is to say) this lasting house (of God), was
founded
(b) By the fortunate noble Mir (and Khan (Baqi).
(a) May ever remain such a founder of its edifice,
(b) (and) such a kind of the world and age.

©

(Invocation:) In the name of Allah, the Beneficent, the Merciful.

And in Him is my trust.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(3)

(6)

In the name of One Who is Wise, Great (and) Greater of

all universe (and) to spaceless).

After His praising, the blessings be upon the chosen (i.e.
the Prophet), who is the head of prophets and best in the

world.

The qalandar — like (i.e. generous) Babur has become
celebrated (lit. a story) in the world since (in his time) the

world has achieved prosperity.

(He is) such (an emperor) as has braced (i.e.conquered) a,

the seven climes of the world in the manner of the sky.

In his court, there (is) a magnificent noble, named Mir

Bagqi, the second Asaf,

Councillor of his government and administrator of his

kingdom, who is the founder of this mosque and fort-wall.
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O' God, may he live for ever in this world, with fortune

and life and crown and throne.

The time of the building is this auspicious date, of which
the indication is nine hundred and thirty five (A.H. 935 =

1528-29 A.D.)
(Engraver's  signature:) Completed was  this

statement of Unity of God and praise of God, of Prophet
and of kind, and the noble. May Allah illumine his proof,
Written by the weak writer and humble creature, Fathullah
Muhammad Gori.

The contemporaneity of inscriptions is shown by their
text and date. Their accuracy is establised by the fact that
Mir Baqi finds mention in Babur's memoirs as the governor
of Awadh or Ayodhya at exactly this time (A.H. 935): see
A.S. Beveridge;s trans., I, PP.684-85, also P.679. Even for
the use of the world qalandar for Babur, we have the
authority of his daughter Gulbadan Begum tha the
sobriquet was popularly given to him (Humayun Nama,
London 1904 P.12).

These fairly long inscriptions show that the
construction of the Baburi Masjid was completed in 1525-
29. But nowhere is any hint given in them that the edifice
was built after destroying a temple or upon the site of a
temple. If one accepts for the purposes of argument that
there was a temple at the site, and the builder of the
mosque (Mir Bagqi) destroyed it to build a mosque, one has
to answer why at all should all references to this fact
should be omitted in the foundation inscriptions. Surely had

Mir Bagqi destroyed the temple, he would have deemed it a
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meritorious deed; and what would be more natural than
that he should get this act recorded along with that of the
building of the mosque to add to his religious reputation.
That he did not get any such act recorded surely means that
he in fact not destroyed any temple, and so found no reason
to record something that had not happened.

Within fifty years or so of the construction of the
Baburi  Masjid, Tulsidas composed in 1575-76 his
celebrated Ramcharitmanas, the most fervent exposition of
the Ramayna story in Hindi. Is it possible to believe that
Tulsidas would not have given vent to heartrending grief
had the very birth site of his Lord been ravaged, its temple
razed to the ground and a mosque erected at that place?
Surely he could not but have known of the event, had the
desecration and temple-destruction taken place in 1528-29,
early in his life but long before the composition of his work.
Knowing of it would be not have complained in his verses
that fate (if anything else) was now preventing Rama's
devotees from worshipping the very sacred seat of the
Lord's birth? His silence can only mean that he knew of no
such scandal; and, given his attachment to Rama and
Ayodhya, this must then mean that no such event had infact
taken place.

Tulsidas, on the contrary, suggests that it was not
Ayodhya but Prayag that was to him the principal place of
pilgrimage (tirath Raj); and so no tradition of the
veneration of the any spot as that of Rama's birth at
Ayodhya had yet taken shape.

In subsequent descriptions of Ayodhya of both the
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16th and 17th centuries no indication occurs that the
baburi Masjid, or, for that matter, any other mosque, was
built at the birth-site of Rama. Abul Fazl in his A'in-i-
Akbari, completed in A.D. 1598, includes Ayodhya among
the important places of pilgrimage of India. He says that
the sacred ground extends ‘‘forty kos to the east and twenty
from north to south” and thus is not confined to the city
itself. It mentions the Ramnavmi festival here (IIlI, Tr.
Jarrett, rev. Sarkar, Calcutta, 1948. p.335). The same
tradition about the very large area of the holy city is given
in his account of Ayodhya in the chapter on the process of
Awadh: “In ancient times its populous site covered an
extent of 148 kos in length and 36 in breadth, and it it
esteemed one of the holiest places of antiquity”. Abul Fazl
goes on to say that Ayodhya “was the residence of
Ramchandra, who in the Treta age combined in his own
person both the spiritual supremacy and the kindly office”
(1, Jarrett, rev. Sarkar, Calcutta, 1949, p. 182). Clearly, the
tradition till then did not confine Rams's place of birth to
the existing town of Ayodhya, let alone the site occupied by
Baburi Masjid. Had such tradition existed, Abul Fazl
would surely have mentioned it, because he does mentioned
the tradition that two Jewish prophets lie buried at
Ayodhya; “Near the city stand two considerable tombs of
six seven yards respectively. The vulgar believe them to be
the vresting places of Seth and prophet Job, and
extraordinary tales are related of them” (Ibid). It can not
escape notice that there is not the remotest reference to

Rama's birth-site, let alone to any mosque being built on it.
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The same is found to be the case with William Finch's
fairly extensive description of Ayodhya, which he visited
during his stay in India during A.D. 1608-11. He says:

“Heere are also the ruines of Ranichand(s)’ castle
and houses, which the Indians acknowled(g)e for the great
God, saying he took flesh upon him to see the tamasha of
the world. In these ruines remayne certain Bramenes, who
record the names of all such Indians as wash themselves in
the river running thereby; which custome, they say, hath
continued foure lackes of yeeres (which is three hundred
ninetie before the worlds creation). Some two miles on the

further side of the river is a cave of his with a narrow
entrance, but so spacious and full of turnings within that a
man may well loose himself there if he take not better heed;
where it is thought his ashes were buried. Hither resort
many from all parts of India, which carry from thence in
remembrance certain graines of rice as blacka as gun-
powder, which they say have been (p)reserved ever since.
Out of the ruines of the castle is much gold tried.” (Early
Travels in India, 1583-1619, ed. W. Foster, reprint, New
Delhi, 1968, p.176)

We have thus a reference to where Rama's ashes were
buried, which, as we have seen from the Skanda Purana, as
deemed of principal importance as svarga duara, but there
is no reference to where Rama was born. We are told of

“the ruins of the castle” (Ramkot) extensive enough for a
search for gold to be undertaken, but not of any exact site
of special veneration within that castle’ — let alone a

temple site desecrated by a mosque.
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In 1695-96, Sujan Raj Bhandari completed his work
Khulasatu-t Twarikh. This contained in the first part a
geographical account of India, in which the author devoted
special attention to the holy places. While describing
Mathura, he did not omit to mention that the temple of
Keshav Rai here had been destroyed by Aurangzeb who
had a mosque built in its place (ed. Zafar Husain, Delhi,
1918, p.40; tr. J. Sarkar, India of Aurangzeb, Calcutta,
1901, p.25). But his account of Ayodhya contains no
reference to any destroyed temple here.

“In the Hindu books it is called Ayodhya, the
birthplace of Ramchand. His building over the ocean, his
going to Lanka (Ceylon) with a countless host of monkeys
and bears, his slaying Ravan (the kind of that country), and
his recovery of his wife (who was preserved chaste and
pure during her captivity under Ravan) are well known.
The history of Ramayan, is an account of his strange and
wonderful deeds. As this city was the residence of king
Ramchand, it is held to be one of the holiest place. One kos
from it, the river Ghabar (Gora) having united with the
river Saraju, passes by the foot of the fort (of Ayodhya). In
the outskirts of the city they sift dust and get gold. In the
town are the tombs of Shaish (Seth), the son of Lord Adam,
(the peace of God be on him!) and Ayub (Job), the prophet
— both places of pilgrimage to the Muhammadans”. (text,
p.42; Sarkar's tr., p.31)°

In A.D. 1759-60, Rai Chaturman completed his work
Chahar Gulshan, which contained a geographical account

of India. It has not been printed, and Sarkar's translation in
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his India of Aurangzeb mainly reproduces its statistics. The
unpublished text has this to say of Ayodhya's association
with Rama :-

“Ayodhya is deemed one of the select places of
worship. It was the birth place (zadgah) of Raja
Ramchandar, son of Jasrat, who was one of the ten avtars,
that is, one of the ten visible incarnations of God: and he
was married to Sita. Ram Chandar engaged himself in
wielding worldly sovereignty with exercising spiritual
authority”. (Account of Suba Awadh: See MS Abdus Salam
Coll., Maulana Azad Library, Aligarh, No. 292/62).

Thus until two hundred and twenty years after the
construction of the Baburi Masjid, there was no suggestion
anywhere, in the long contemporary inscriptions of the
mosque or any other description of Ayodhya that there was
a precise site of Rama's birth, where the holy structure had
been destroyed and the mosque built — whether we take the
writings of Hindus or of Muslims or the record left by
single European observer."

"Source of Trouble
Religious myths have a tendency to grow despite the

clearest evidence to the contrary. Now, where Hindu beliefs
about the site of the mosque were clearly vague and
contradictory, it was the turn of a section of Muslims to
claim with pride that at Ayodhya mosques had, indeed,
been built after the destruction of temples on the sites of
Hindu holy places. It was this growth of bravado which
exacerbated relations between the two communities, and

which resulted in a serious clash at Ayodhya under the

Awadh Nawabs in 1855. Under the shadow of bitterness
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of that clash, a fiery tract was composed by Mirza Jan in
A.H. 1272 A.D. 1855-56 under the title Hadiqa-i-
Shuhada. This book contains a passage allegedly quoted
from a persian work Sahifa-i-Chihal Nasaih-i Bahadur
Shahi, said to be written by “a daughter of Bahadur
Shah ' Alamgir (Sic)”.

The other claims of the polytheistic Hindus situated
in Mathura, Benaras, Awadh (Ayodhya) etc., which the
wretched infidels believe to be the birth place of Kanahya
(Krishna), or the rasoi (Kitchen) of Sita or the residence of
Hanuman, in which, they say, Ram established on him after
the conquest of Lanka, have been destroyed, and for the
strengthening of Islam mosques have been established all
these sites; let them not leave these mosques without firday
prayers and congregation.” (printed book, Habibganj
Collection, Urdu, 32/115, Maulana Azad Library, P.114).

Since much has been made of this quotation
supposedly from the pen of a Mughal princess, it is
important to note that the author himself confess that he
had read the book forty years before he was writing, and
claims that he had then copied the passage. This on the
face of it is very implausible. The princess remains
unnamed, and her father Bahadur Shah is given the title
'Alamgir', which not he but his father Aurangzeb (d.1707)
had borne. No work by a daughter of Bahadur Shah or
bearing the title Sahifa-i Chihal Nasa-i Bahadur Shah is
known to exist in any collection anywhere in the world.
One fails to locate it in C.A. Storey's Persian Leterature-a

bio-bibliographical  survey, or  D.N.  Marshall's
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comprehensive Mughals in India — a Bibliographical
Survey, Vol I: Manuscripts. It is very likely, therefore, that
the work or the passage was a figment of Mirza Jan's
imagination.

While in his so called quotation from the Counsels of
the Mughal princess Mirza Jan only speaks of a temple at
the site of Sita-ki-rasoi being destroyed he goes on himself
to say that the Baburi Masjid was built at Rama's
birthplace by destroying the temple of Ram Janamsthan,
close to Sita-ki-Rasoi, so that the mosque, was then known
as Sita-ki-rasoi. Thus the legent had grown to Rama's
birth site had been added Sita's kitchen; and Mirza Jan
was exulting in the the supposed destruction of a temple
here, of which generations of earlier Hindus and Muslims
were unaware.

Subsequent to Mirza Jan's tract — in fact,
subsequent to the clash over the Baburi Masjid in 1855 —
the myth that the Masjid was built on the site of a
destroyed temple became the common possession of the
partisans of the two communities. How the legend could
grow, out of a sense of bravado and revenge on both sides,
is illustrated by the series of Urdu tracts, which VHP
triumphantly lists. Lack of space prevents an analysis of
this material; but it is enough to say that no evidence, nor
already discussed by us, is presented in this literature. It is
only illustrative of the growth of the mentality of modern
communalism, its authority for what stood at the site before
the Baburi Masjid was built is nil. "

"Conclusion
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The conclusion that we have reached after a careful
consideration of the entire available evidence may be
summarised as follows:-

1. No evidence exists in the texts that before the 16"
century (and indeed before the 18" century), any
veneration attached to any spot in Ayodhya for being the
birth-site of Rama.

2. There are no grounds for supposing that a Rama
temple, or any temple, existed at the site where Baburi
Masjid was built in 1528-29. This conclusion rests on an
examination of the archeological evidence as well as the
contemporary inscriptions on the mosque.

3. The legend that the Baburi Masjid occupied the
site of Rama's birth did not arise until late 18" century;
that the temple was destroyed to build a mosque was not
asserted until the beginning of the 19" century, when the
observer, before whom the assertion was made, disbelieved
it.

4. The full blown legend of the destruction of a temple
at the site of Rama's birth and Sita-ki-rasoi, is as late as
the 1850's. Since then what we get is merely the
progressive reconstruction of imagined history based on
faith.

It is for the people of this country to judge whether
on the basis of such dubious evidence as the VHP has
presented in support of its case, it is justifiable to mortgage
the destiny and good repute of the country.

As historians it is also our duty to point out that in no

civilised country of the world is a building of the 16"
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century permitted to be destroyed or tempered with.

In 1891 when a Fuhrer drew up his descriptive list of
Antiquities and Inscription in the North-West Provinces
and Oudh, 1891, he put the Baburi Masjid among the
monuments of Class Il (PP. 296-7). On page i, he
explained the implications of this classification; it meant
that though the monument was “in possession of private
bodies and individuals”, it was possible or desirable to
save (it) from further decay by such minor measures as the
eradication of vegetation, the exclusion of water from the
wells and the like”. Being such a monument, the Baburi
Masjid became a protected monument under the Ancient
Monuments Act, 1904 (re-legislated, 1958). Besides being
built nearly 450 years ago, it is a significant example of
Sharqi architecture. It is a part of our common national
heritage. Under law, Government must save and preserve it
as a fully protected monument.

If then, we have a care for historical facts, if we want
to uphold the law, if we have love for our cultural heritage,
we must protect Baburi Masjid. A country is surely judged
by how it treats its past."

The credentials of the authors are also mentioned as

under:

Prof. R.S. Sharma, Retired Professor of Delhi

University and First Chairman of Indian of Indian Council of

Historical Research; Prof. M. Athar Ali, Retired Professor of

History of Aligarh Muslim University and the Former President

of Indian History Congress; Prof. D.N. Jha, Professor of

History, Delhi University; Prof. Suraj Bhan, Professor of
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Archaeology and Dean, Faculty of Social Sciences, Kurukshetra
University, Haryana. This document, though claimed to be
written by four historians, but as a matter of fact, it was not
signed by Sri D.N. Jha, as admitted by Sri Suraj Bhan (PW 16),
as expert witness.

3612. PW 16, Prof. Suraj Bhan was examined in three
phases, namely, from 22.02.2000 to 10.08.2000; thereafter when
the book of T.P. Verma and S.P. Gupta, 1.e., “Ayodhya Ka Itihas
Evam Puratatva-Rigved Kal Se Ab Tak” (Exhibit 3, Suit-5) was
published, he deposed statement from 26.08.2002 to 12.09.2002
and lastly after the ASI report he deposed statement to castigate
it and his statement was recorded from 20.03.2006 to
28.03.2006.

3613. About his qualification, experience and expertise, if

any, he said:

{9 IdE @l SUIE fQocll AT H g1 @l elf
was H WY Q9T YenHed ik Wegd Sl S el @
3Tar of | VIaE H RNl AT fawg T8 o1/ . . . @A H AT
WYpd H UHOV0 9T gIq § THOVHOAddS! qsiaT W Srdaictiol
TS Heay W THOT0 BT/ (G57—3)

“I got my graduation degree from Delhi University.
In graduation, my subjects were Economics and Sanskrit
besides English and Hindi. History was not my subject in
BA. .. .. 1 did my M.A. in Sanskrit from Delhi and later in
archaeology and culture from M.S. University Baroda.”

(ET.C)

3T UGIE BN D FIT 37T THOYO HYT B FI§ 1 qY P
ST 9 F& T8 [HIT SHP qI5 FelaT STy H SIalcoramer
WG 3% SIOSIT § gg UEU HY forar/| RIfeiofl H UHOT0 He
W7 1960 & STAUNT FSiar ¥ 157 91| T8 ST # 3191 Flet
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P PrRIFET d gid @l off | 39d gic H9 Hov=oSio Far o7
TIBNT H 1956 F I @l off SN 1960 H H vHOV0 Bl [SHT ferar
o7/ . ... ov=oSio @ ST g3 1975 H [Ael off | dlovansio F
T CIfU% T [eNCIRe SIIalerrsil 3% weedd] UUS GeIedd]
deftor” 7| (Go—11)

“After completion of my studies up to M.A. I did

nothing for one year. Thereafter I went to Baroda and
joined a post in the Archaeological Survey of India. I did
my M.A. in archaeology in and around 1960. I had
obtained my degree while being in service there. Thereafter
I got my Ph.D. I had started service in 1956 and I got my
M.A. in 1960. I was conferred Ph.D. Degree in 1975. My
topic in Ph.D. was ‘Historic Archaeology of Saraswati and
Drishdavati Valleys’.” (E.T.C.)

‘o fovaoio @ AT gEIra T8 gt &1 (Fo—13):
W U fINT @ T @ wHY ARved] dofl § Pl ST
P T [HIT o Uv I8 @TT Hrd H9 @weed! dell H U]
ofifereT foreg @ ggel far er) . . . . SGTT BYT BT AT Gl
W A SgHT T FNIG HT JorRTd H IS, HIANId § 3e@TT B
f&ar o7 (d57—14)

“My Ph.D. Thesis is not published.” (pages 13); “I

had not undertaken any excavation work in Saraswati
Valley at the time of writing my thesis. This excavation
work in Saraswati Valley, however, was done by me before
proceeding with the thesis.. . . . . I had a prior experience
of excavation work because I had undertaken such work at
Lothal and Bhagatrao in Gujarat.” (E.T.C.)

“H R H O wwwad! ¥ H Sc@dd @ WEHY
STFgleTfoTher  @aT fHar] HT URIT URIgeT 3N gfdder
URIBHIIT g1 & AT (95—20)
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“At the time of excavation in the Saraswati region of
Haryana, I undertook archaeological excavation. I did both

the area and vertical excavation.” (E.T.C.)

forg a@ag d g+l widd g fear o 3 aHg H
VHOV0 ¥¥epd o7 | Y [Agfd Sfadaer SIRCUe & U U¥ g% off/
W [Agled w7 56 a7 57 H g€ oAl | FlIeT H 5657 W 59—60 T
SGTT H1 537 97| I FHT H THav H Y& claqdel 3RTTe
P WY priva o7 9 eRrIT W ¥ 99 SodTT Frf H o
g |’ (457—80—81)

“When I joined my service, I was an M.A. in
Sanskrit. I was appointed to the post of technical assistant.
I was appointed in 1956 or 1957. I undertook excavation
work at Lothal from 1956-57 to 1959-60. At that time I was
working as a technical assistant in the office. In that very

capacity 1 was then engaged in the excavation work.”

(E.T.C.)
“H Wvpd I H UHOV0 g H wvgpd §i T8l Whdl S Flid
SWHT BIB! e F TIIT 78] 1597 & 37ava 3¢ Ug q THsTT H
o fegma Sl 817 (Go—143); “H7 l0v0 1953 H UNT fHAT o7 |
W GI §10V0 7 Wvpd I SeIENF A9 of | 4V U Sl Aiead
dqrem/. .. .. #7 dlovo T giasrg 7 gNIdiicad 9T BT e
TE fFAr &1 HF vHovo @ wVlem  wWegd @ Sl
SfF Il VoS Boaw § o grg @r off ). ... .. ST IIT B I
Ve fevdl vos sfell disfadet fevel a8 &I H off Saa <l
et @acr wRaay @ off 1 (G57—168)

“I am an M.A. in Sanskrit language. I can not speak

Sanskrit, and since I have not used it for quite some time, [
face difficulty in reading as also in following it.”; “I did
my B.A. in 1953. Sanskrit and Economics were my subjects
in B.A.. English literature, too, was my subject.. . . . I did
not study history and archaeology as subjects up to B.A.. 1
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passed the M A.Examination with Sanskrit and also with
Archaeology and Culture.. . . . I only remember that ancient
history and early medieval history were not in my course.
The said two parts of history was of India only.” (E.T.C.)

“if STBIITS BT VP faemell g/ smdalarc] & b &F
H B3 [A9ye &/ A @ &F H AV 9T waerl I
I @I ich fevci¥l sifbdleroll & §9 @9 gv #1391y vee!
g 3iv ¥ wles sfdbaleone g/ 4 wies Al & rd
fobsdfl ot sl gienoll @ &4 d S8l S¥epl U 8 Wehdl & d8]
SIHIT BN HHA &/ . . . . . “BlIeS MBI BT TF dDH
Hrg & ... 3k ¥ 39 faET BT 32T SIEN §17 (497 73)

“I am a scholar of archaeology. There are many
specialists in several areas of archaeology. My subject in
the realm of archaeology is proto-historic archaeology of
Satluj-Yamuna basin. I have a special study on this subject.
I am a field archaeologist and as such can use field

archaeology wherever it can be used in any sphere of

archaeology.. . . .“ Field archaeology has a basic
method . . . . .. and I am well conversant with that field.”
(E.T.C.)

3614. In respect to certain dispute and aspects PW 16

clearly admitted his lack of expertise, studies etc. as under:
eI farr & forar 1 o Ugris & @I H o1 (Uoi—4); “GRIOT
IR F F efier Srar g1 (Go—7); “fasy geror #7 78 ger 81”7
(do—8):  “gicHiiG @ HET B FE I HT UG B/°
(d57—15); “H7 9 @97 g% ®IZ 9T T [Har § & e B
THTIT &1 GibT HEqUQST H 8 Wdbdl 8 AT Tal /7 (49r—16) “¥HlIN
Rivew & feemst @ 7 @ IR H Je $Ig @ S 98 8/ A7
g7 1a9g gv @®Ig [q9/9 sy T8l fdar) . . . . @] geror Hy
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& ger 81 (4o1—18); ‘RISTORIY B qIo7 VEIU 9 T8 ud &/
..... HT gid8reT dcar 81 @ T Hl Ig ST @ IR T8l
P a5 Gordierd @I XTIV H @RI fere AT &7 (G9i—19) AT
as 9RF T8 eT 817 (9—20); “d I8 TE a1 GHar & Ry
defl @1 @IoT e gl | I8 GUTHI BT 399 &/ (457—33)

“I have not studied Vedas wholly; rather, I have

studied them only to the extent they were included in the
curriculum of my study.” (page 4); “I know a little about
Puranas.” (page 7); “I have not read Vishnu Purana.”
(page 8); “I have read some portions of Valmiki's
Ramayana.” (page 15); “I have not done any research on
whether Lanka of Valmiki's Ramayana may or may not be
in Madhya Pradesh.” (page 16); “I do not have any
specific knowledge of directions on the basis of the solar
system. I did not make any special study on this subject. . . .
A have not read Vishnu Purana.” (page 18);
“I have not read Rajshekhar's 'Balramayana'.. . . .As a
historian too, I did not try to know what is written in the
Ramayana by Tulsi Das.” (page 19); “I have not read
logic.” (page 20); “ I cannot tell when Indus valley was
discovered. It is a subject of Geography.” (page 33)

(E.T.C.)
‘BT S JIT BT BIS IETIT T8 BT [F HRIT T gETHIRG H

P17 GE ¥aT AT Sl Qg BT VAT 79 & [ AEHNG & HO
3797 RHIIVT W gl ford Y o) . . . . Fifces & sreforeT &
WEE H AN IS 3919 S TEl & alie a8 AV 1999 T8 & iV
T & AT 9 9 GV o7/ (457—36); “HT VI gedd ugl
TEl | (I57—38); “FGIGRIT P G PT GRTH SITET & THE o
# A FIC Ak Y SN EGdT § AT §9 UR Pl ST T8
g1 (057—42); “H7 78 T8 uer & aRve ¥ Fr—aar @ 78T 8t
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wadl 817 (d9—75) TR, gEwEicE w1 § wWeiferee T8l
g1 (T57-82)

“l did not make any study regarding which of the
two- Ramayana or Mahabharata was composed earlier, but
scholars opine that some portions of Mahabharata were
written prior to Ramayana.. . . . I do not have any special
knowledge of Kautilya's Arthshastra, because it was not my
subject nor was it a theme of my research.” (page 36); “I
did not read the book titled Rajtaringini.” (page 38); “I
have knowledge of post-Qutbuddin muslim history but not
in its minute details, I do not have any study on it.” (page
42); “I did not read what features a mosque may not
have.” (page 75); “I am not a specialist in epigraphy and
numismatics.” (page 82) (E.T.C.)

i forareforee 78l g1 (Uo—95); “H Il &1 [aemedf
L -G “Jg Sl & Uleral aroil &T 1a9F #+ 8 ugr & 7
g gwar Hsr @ 817 (U9—110); “FiF Al @ drgdY ARGIS
FIAT AR I FT Feolde T8 8 SWlery A SUNIRT VIl @7
ST BN DI PRI T Bl I H H 7EIBIT BT SIABTHDIN
T 1 (F7—127); A Wb QN @ 7E ggr/ . . .. H &
QRTOIT @I 4T UGT Bl SaeIHAT T WA Fid GBI HETTT HT
favag & o7 | (dor—133)

“ I am not a geologist.” (page 95); "I am not a

student of Geology. . . . . . It is correct that I have not
studied paleology as a subject, nor do I have its
knowledge.” (page 110), “Since construction of mosques
after demolishing temples is not the subject of my research,
so I did not make an endeavour to make study of those

places. Otherwise also, I am not a historian with regard to

medieval period.” (page 127); “ I did not read Skandha
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Purana.. . . . I did not think it to be necessary to read other

Puranas also as their study was not my subject”
(page 133)
“HT Q¥ GNTOT TEl UG & offdT g8 379 Us & Wi dov=oio
P STHHC 7 o | g9 A¥E [ 4 T & UG T HE T UG &/
§¥il V8 gorddl QI T X7 TR HI g FicHld! ITHIFT q¥ T8l
ggl | # BIAGIT B VI B FG I G & QT T8l GG/ ...
g3l vfirw) fAaradfes @1 g s T8 & v 7 & & S @
fawgr @& f@ewe g §s foglersit @1 @i TJ8 81
(A57—137); “FrEwTrAT H7 T8I UST” (4o—138); “HEgPBICHT FAETT
YT S7ETT UG 37T BT 199 TE &1/ (d97—139)

“I have not read the Puranas completely; rather, |
have read only those portions which were contained in the
document of the VHP. Similarly, I have not read the whole
of the Vedas but I have read some portions of them.
Likewise, I did not read Tulsidas's Ramacharit Manas and
Valmiki's Ramayana in entirety. 1 have read some parts of
Kalidas's composition but I have not read it in whole.... 1
do not have full knowledge of epigraphy and numismatics,
nor am I a specialist in the said two subjects. I do not have
knowledge of geology too.” (page 137); “I did not read
Baburnama.” (page 138); “Medieval history was not a

subject of my study and teaching.” (page 139)(E.T.C.)

‘v g8 Wl & I H glasrg @ [Q9ws T8 Bl
(U5T—169); "SI &9 4 H+ TGaIg BHYp Pl Ve H1 ol 1357 ]
H fd8e H ®lg el @l drd T8l far)” (Uoi—170); “HT HrEdT
grrdTicad gHING] Srdld wadl W W&l @i EwEd T8l [Har
3Iv 7 gwasd ferdl | (d57—179)

“But it is true that I am not a specialist in history.”

(page 169); “I did not do any research work after making
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excavations in Uttar Pradesh. 1 did not make any
excavation in Bihar” (page 170); “I did not do any
research work with respect to ancient archaeological

buildings, nor did I write a book in this respect.” (page
179)

“i forareforee 78l 8 . . . . # glagrd &7 faerell T8 g/
(@57 26), “H aregeenr BT 399 TE &1 g SHBI AN ST
g/ (@7 36) " it fAgmT @1 [ 78 g1 (47 51)- YIS
T e Ml T 8 7 (IS 57); AN 1399 &F Bles S Al
o, TIFIITBl T8 17 (4or 71)H fevel 3w fRaer SifdbcdaNy BT
FIg faervs 78l g1 (4or 122) (Volume 2)

“I am not a geologist. . . . . I am not a student of
History.” (page 26); “I am not a specialist in architecture.
I have an ordinary knowledge of it.” (page 36); “I am not
a specialist in sculpture.” (page 51); “Epigraphy, too, is
not my field.” (page 57); “My speciality was field
archaeology, not ethnography.” (page 71): “I am not a
specialist in history of temple architecture.” (page 122)
(E.T.C.)

The following part of his statement is relevant to

ascertain sincerity, genuineness and correctness in the alleged

research of the witness and his statement:

"SI TN @ HT AT § v el g Td o |7 (Uo7 23)
"Only Sharma and myself had gone to Ayodhya at time of
Ayodhya research.” (ETC)

‘g8 Rurc #9 7 7 &1 &/ srarear 4 wvad—ard § A1 §1S /"
(d57—62)

“I gave this report in May. I might have gone to Ayodhya in
February-March." (ETC)

gl FHAT & f AN s §919 4 IE ST & [ F fagned wrer
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UV GEoI—Ygel O 1991 @ Ygel AT 7" (457—65)
“ In my first deposition, I may have stated that I had gone
to the disputed site before June 1991 for the first time.”
(ETC)
“gIENT HRGTG @l A W A GINT SIROVOTHL SI0VH0 37T, STAEY
3l EIRT TR ofg q 31 Wieg Iyl dGia 7 13.5.91 &1 HIIST
H qIge & o7 v @®eT & 9maq 89 &l §RT daN Raie
N ARGTG HHS Bl VB W T8l & T3 ofl, Ffcd sHIN [dENT Bl
3G db H ST AT o7 (457—65)

“Article(s) written by me, R.A. Sharma, D.N.Jha and

Atahar Ali and other evidences were produced in the 13-
05-1991 meeting by Babri Masjid Committee on behalf of
Babri Masjid. Further stated, our report had not possibly
been prepared on behalf of Babri Masjid Committee.

Rather our opinion was quoted in their arguments.” (ETC)

89 IV fFwer $fasTIBNI § W gl SIA8TTRIN AT g
FIRY §HR W T8l Y| G TEl UaT & q8 STerT W SIARAT AT
FIRT TV 7 TE | (d57-88)

“ Out of the four impartial historians, two of us had
not gone to Ayodhya and Banaras with us. I do not know
whether they had gone to Ayodhya or Banaras separately
or not." (ETC)

‘g7 AN WSl @ fory 4 R 6 & 8B QU TV o | FIR—FIV
G979 ST WT ¥8T o7 gAfA¢ 97 Syl i faar
flodoara @t werdt &1 R&HrE 3@ sg#r Ryic T
g7 (G9—103)

“we were given only six weeks' time for the entire study.
Pressure was being repeatedly exerted; so, we submitted

our report without going through the record of the
excavation work by B.B.Lal." (ETC)
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gRRefaal &1 mra i o gsar & 37 gfasrasre a1
gfrgg & sarvw 3 v UHt afaq et @ ol eef
qFfgv arsav g4t Tt 817 (I5—126)
Note: This part of the statement is in contradiction to what has
been said by PW 13 at page 199.

“It is true that constructions going on a particular
time are influenced by the circumstances prevailing at that
time. As a historian I have seen a mosque in Benares
which is built by demolishing a temple to half its
size."(ETC)

“sft Jovozm VRRIe Fe¥T favet @ gfasrmee &1 g

SIROT¥I0TEl BT ST BI%] favgd &/ 4 WP Ybiie fevcl &

faergst 817 (Go7 132)

"Sri D.N.Jha is a scholar in regard to ancient Indian

history. The knowledge of Prof-R.S. Sharma is fairly

extensive. He is a specialist in socio-economic history."
(ETC)

A7 fagrfaa Ay & g+afera fFdt Rere’e vt &7

eqgT T8 fdgr|” (97 134)

“l did not make any study of any recorded history with

regard to the disputed subject” (ETC)
‘BT WP v Hig vFaIfeerT 787 f&Ir siv 7 77 Fv
HY 3ITAYIT BT [ewT o7 (47 137)

“I did not make any excavation at the site, nor was it a
part of my investigation." (ETC)

‘Reree faeeT #t @ f[Awvg 787 o7 siv 7 &
§UHT fqererer g1 onc favdt @7 ff # fQviye 7& § afdT g3t

BT AT S 81 (457—137)

"Recorded history, too, was not my subject, nor am I its
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specialist. I am also not a specialist in art history but 1
have general understanding of it.” (ETC)
3616. Later on, the witness could not tell as to in which
category of specialist he is appearing:
78 wel & & 4 gfasra &1 fAetyw T8 &/ ... i
781 gar f& g g#gd 4 A¢ 7qret galv gerarncas
®» & V& &7/ (49169
“It is true that I am not a specialist in history. I do not
know that my testimony in this litigation has been only as
an archaeologist." (ETC)
3617. The expertise and authority of PW 16 has been
challenged by PW 20, Prof. Shirin Musavi in her statement at
page 129 observing that Suraj Bhan is an Archaeologist and not
an authority on Medieval History.
3618. PW-18 Suvira Jaiswal, an ex Professor of Jawahar
Lal Nehru University, New Delhi has deposed that according to
her studies and research, there is no evidence that Babri Masjid
was constructed after demolition of a temple of Lord Rama or
that there existed any temple whatsoever where the Babari
Masjid was situated. She also stated of not finding any evidence
which may prove that the place in dispute was birth place of

lord Rama. In her cross-examination, she said:
‘S V8 T 4T B FEHIT WY G § T8 [Aerdr &
o g8 fafea sr f& sieél aisie &1 [AAfT vra—dfavy &)

qrsey far 73T 81

“In my knowledge, no such evidence is found which
may indicate that Babari mosque was constructed after
demolishing Sri Ram's temple.” (E.T.C.)

g dle & & B grdrT sfasra @t faeivd g/ IF
4t &b & fb & 339 3iqrera & il Sfasg @ f39ysr & wy H
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TaTEl &7 IME &/ . . . W [ervar ferfaa siar 7 @ior v e
g1 (47 122)

“This is correct that I am expert in Ancient History.
It is also correct that I have come to this Court to tender
evidence as specialist in Ancient History. . . . My

specialization is based on investigation into written
sources.” (E.T.C.)

A g9 [A9F WY [ GHSTHIT ITHHI A HQY Bl AISHY
AGTE gl §9 §Td BT T Hig HeFIT fHar v 7 &
A7 ®1§ 9 Wrg~el 7 YEIHl BT H1g AHAT [HAT] .

. 7 8 97 gw wryer ¥ 18 Rure ggt) (@ 29)

“On the topic that Muslim rulers constructed
mosques dfter destroying temples, neither I conducted any
study nor made any compilation of books in this respect.
. nor I have read any report in this respect.” (E.T.C.)

“BYT Qyvigd §grT & &l g}t Ak feera
oft, 381" gv ysa #Af*av 787 o7, g7 A wW@I T WY
8/ 98 »ET W&t & & qiadt #fewgs & I’ 4 fHe
gyHIv #T @ia 7 iV 4 erger gv B U7 @17 @
ITENTY g T8, Ffcw WG P HIENY YT 477 § V&I
g1 (U 82)

“My aforesaid statement that at the place where
Babari Mosque was situated, earlier no temple existed
there, is my own opinion. It is correct to say that I am
giving statement on oath regarding Babari Mosque
without any probe and not on the basis of my knowledge,
rather I am giving the statement on the basis of my
opinion.” (E.T.C.)

‘BN Gl B VIR qTETT H HF TITT U/ 8 o
st YT & T 1T 8§17 &7 I79T HYd &/ 4 I§ 7B
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gar a@dl f& ST ¥TITAT BT GET H T ¥ITT BT
g7aT fgr wrar 8, #lT-@i7 & &, Ir wET—-%HET &/
A7 g9 rd &1 wiw sv7 B JrgeIHar T8 @A/ . .

# greét Aaie @ Sfa8rT @ gk H 3T T8l [har)”
(457 86—87)

“As per my research, there are such several places
in Ayodhya, which claim to be the birthplace of Sri
Rama. I cannot point out specifically as to the places
which are claimed to be the birthplace of Rama. I did
not consider it necessary to research on this point. . . . |

did not study the history of Babari Mosque.” (E.T.C.)

‘BF 124 waredt @ §IT ® FfasTd BT HEIIT
T8 fegr) @fdw gdiv sfosriern § gar aadr § 16
IS H gIaY 7 AT § gra ARore aig |7 (497 103)

“I have not studied history of the period after 12"

century but as a historian I can tell that in 16" century

Babar  got  constructed  Babari  Mosque  in
Ayodhya.”(E.T.C.)

‘fAATfeT veorad @ §IX A Wl | GrAsRt g3 §%
g8 JEIqIRT P SITEIY §¥ IT &l &% ol 7 gardr
gerfa gfusrasmel 1 Ruic” ¥ @ra g5, a8t &/

gfasraarl & Ruld W v #aerd feveiRaT Rard g 7o
W &/ I8 Ruic ggl Ruic & &1 qRordrT S0 STR0vH0 9l GINT
g T off g Ruld H Slov03T SIAETHER SN SIdEY 3ich
SlagredIR 4l enfier of | d Hl s FE Wl & Gy §laET
BT RIoTIdE GHYINT FI§Y] ARSI SHGTHYA [dare FHd gar
orgr of/ . . . 98 gl A7 g@grel 7 vyt @Argiw 9
Jy7 faurT 4 weg@retd favivg € Il HYH IR
f&gr &/ (97 104—105)

“Whatever knowledge I gained with respect to

disputed site, was on the basis of newspaper or what the
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others told, i.e., from the report of historians.

By historians' report I mean “Historian Report to
Nation”. This is the same report which was prepared by
Surajbhan and Dr. R.S. Sharma. In this report, historians
D.N. Jha and Athar Ali were also included. I alongwith my
companions also published a pamphlet entitled “Rajnaitik
Durupayog Babari Masjid Ram Janmabhumi Vivad”
(Political Misuse, Babari Mosque-Rama Birthplace
Dispute”). . I had prepared this Pamphlet from the news
published in newspapers and after having a discussion
with Medieval Expert of my Department.” (E.T.C.)

‘B7 gIget AT @ §° 4 F T8 UGT 9y
WY G T8 g gwfery # TE gar wahdl & qIaé aRas B
siftae & smft) 4" g8 #ft 787 gar w@dt f& rgdt
TR ® Sif¥acg 7 17 ® Usd 96 ¥ITT Y FIT
o7 |” (4957 105)

“I have read nothing about Babari Mosque, [ did not
study thoroughly, therefore, I cannot say as to when Babari
Mosque came into existence. I cannot say as to what was there

at the site before coming into existence of Babari
Mosque.”’(Page 105)
“sreafa ¥ sirlenione, gAadHiceT v vkl T8l g/
T8 Wl & & IRT & FeIBIcAIT SITET T 17 1§31 g
3T &/ (47 54)

(&3

& means that I am not an Archaeologist,
Numismatics or Epigraphist. . . . . It is true that my
knowledge about medieval history of India is very little.”
(E.T.C.)

T .8 g9 gEaH | S10 Fofla gfasTaBIN 7 ol
gyaT 7 fegr 8 vwd 4 wsgag 78T § .
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... BF gr0 gofter y8HT P fearg T8 ggt &/
g gwa Tl R A g€ o . ... 9w wwg s R A
TFIGT P [Qgsral 7 gwl a4t @) oft) g8 e & fe vE
97 ®1 47 w§ 77 forgr, yv 9w favwg yv HIg
fears ugt 78, 7 & ferwm 8 17 (997 64—65)

“I do not agree with the opinion recorded in the

book by the historian Dr. Aziz. . .
I have not read the book of Dr. Aziz Ahmad.
But discussion about it was held in the Department. . . . this
discussion was held amongst experts in medieval age in my
department. This is correct that I regarded the said
discussion as true, but on that subject, I have neither

read nor wrote any book.” (E.T.C.)

gv ¥ 97 oi@l W Weqgd T8 g/ . . "o dlodlosre
T 9T @l P [BH AGY BT STER TR Farar ol 99 H
WEqd T8l 81" (a7 116)

(&3

. But I do not agree with those articles. . . . Prof.
B.B.Lal had stated those pillars to be foundation pillars of

a temple, with which, I do not agree."(E.T.C.)

‘glo @rad 7 @+l ® §I° 8 G SyAl T gFd
P oft, TwE SwEAfa HI  HYT  rER, @R
grfeararforee, 1 vy v9 Ryicdw yv 8/ g9 favg v
7 o 7vST @ S VE SMfbIrcone & yead Gel &/ 9
R H B eIl glo RSN WY araeld gg ot v gio
YOI @ o M Ug o [ (45T 116—117)

“The basis of my disagreement with the opinion

expressed by Prof. Lal about the pillars, is the opinion
and reports of other archaeologists. On this subject, |
have read the book of D.Mandal, who is an archaeologist.

In this connection I had discussed with my colleague Prof.
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Ratnakar and also read the articles of Surajbhan.” (E.T.C.)
3619. The above extracts of her statement are self
speaking. It is really surprising that a witness, claiming to be an
Expert Historian, can make such serious statements on historical
facts and that too without any study or adequate enquiry into the
matter. Newspaper reports or what was told by some others or
otherwise cannot be equated with the research work expected
from an expert on the subject. She could admit her disagreement
with a historian author of a book not after reading it but merely
on the basis of some discussion made in her department.

3620. Moreover, the expertise and authority of PW-18 has
been challenged by PW-20 Professor Shirin Musavi in her
statement at page 129 saying that Suvira Jaiswal is an Ancient
Indian Historian and not an authority on Medieval History.

3621. In fact, what appears from her statement from pages
116-117 that she has deposed to support the statement of PW-16,
20 and 24. The reason is also apparent. She admits to have
obtained her Ph.D. under the guidance of Dr. (Prof.)
R.S.Sharma, who was at Patna University and later on came to
Delhi University. He is a co-author of the article “Historian
Report to Nation” along with Suraj Bhan- PW-16 and two
others.

3622. We may mention here that though the said report
claims to have been written by four persons but in fact it was not
signed by Sri D.N.Jha. The opinion of an alleged expert, which
is not based on her own study and research work but reflection
of other's opinion, in our view, shall not qualify to be considered
relevant under Section 45 of the Evidence Act as well as the law

laid down by the Apex Court in State of Himachal Pradesh Vs.
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Jai Lal (supra).

3623. Normally, the Court do not make adverse comments
on the deposition of witness and suffice it to consider whether it
1s credible or not but we find it difficult to resist ourselves in
this particular case considering the sensitivity and the nature of
dispute and also the reckless and irresponsible kind of
statements, and the material got published by the persons
claiming to be Expert Historian, Archaeologist etc. without
making any proper investigation, research or study in the
subject.

3624. This is really startling. It not only surprises us but
we are puzzled. Such kind of statements to public at large causes
more confusion than clear the things. Instead of helping in
making a cordial atmosphere it tend to create more
complications, conflict and controversy. Such people should
refrain from making such statements or written work. They must
be extremely careful and cautious before making any statement
in public on such issues.

3625. The people believe that something, which has been
said by a learned, well studied person, would not be without any
basis. Normally they accept it as a correct statement of fact and
affairs. Normally, these persons do not find a stage where their
statement can be scrutinized by other experts like a cross-
examination in a Court of law. In legal terminology, we can say
that these statements are normally ex parte and unilateral. But
that does not give a license to such persons to make statements
whatsoever without shouldering responsible and accountable for
its authenticity. One cannot say that though I had made a

statement but I am not responsible for its authenticity since it is
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not based on my study or research but what I have learnt from
others that I have uttered. No one, particularly when he claims
to be an expert on the subject, a proclaimed or self styled expert
in a History etc. or the facts or events can express some opinion
unless he/she is fully satisfied after his/her own research and
study that he/she is also of the same view and intend to make the
same statement with reasons.

3626. We do not know how much damage such kind of
statements have already caused, but, if any, that has already
been done. At this stage we can only hope and trust that the
intelligentsia of this country particularly those who are experts
in any discipline, shall live more responsible life, and before
expressing any opinion or statement of fact particularly when
that involves an extra ordinary sensitive matter, due care and
caution shall be practised.

3627. PW-20 Prof. Shirin Musavi Professor in the History
Department, Aligarh Muslim University Aligarh also deposed
that she did not find any evidence or material to show that Babri
Masjid was constructed after demolishing any temple or that any
temple ever existed at the disputed site. She also said that the
place in dispute was never known as Ram Janam Bhumi or Ram
Janam Asthan. Some of the extracts from her cross-examination
are reproduced hereunder to throw light as to how much opinion
of the above witness is creditworthy and honest, and is relevant

under Section 45 of the Evidence Act:
W G @ SGEN GGV T Plg Hley ArSHY YT BrdbIer H
ARGIE §15 &1 SWHT BIF YBYd UIdEIvid div v T8l [Aerar/
g8 & wear 2 & fFHr #fev a1 dSRTaT fod
af¥se #1 §a917 # geadrd (&A1 797 § T fH TH

oHT7 8 g8 #7197 §feeq oft 17 (@ 79)
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“As per my knowledge, reference of the fact that
during his period after demolishing any temple Babar got
constructed a mosque, is not historically found. It may be
that material of any temple could have been used for
construction of any mosque, as it was a common
practice prevalent those days.” (E.T.C.)

“GT8T b HNI ool & fadniad erar 194 Wal § 2 e H
ger o) 8T HIF fevwge e f& ar #t varg &
g9ITY eTge v fawwr faqrfed @19 &1 T &Y [9r
TIT T, YT & [y’ (47 86)

“As per my knowledge, disputed structed was divided
in two parts in 19" century. There was some dispute that
there is Sita Rasoi, so, perhaps one portion of disputed

structure was separated for worship.”(E.T.C.)

‘g8 die & f5 Sagy # warg A g & AT W UE
=gforgq g1 & Sl siror 4l digqe & I8 4l Sk & & =gforgH
H v W SYIeT Jld Bg FIRAT & TR BYS W g7 gV HIqS
&/ SABTIBIN T Q¥ BT B HUS GV BT BET &/ T8
ANE & & 99 BUSEIN HolderT § U UfeT & of A7 P Wy &
foraqd a7 sylara &1 Ffege faemar 197/ (&@F FEy)

BUSEIR BT I IBIT ST & SWH sl db 84 JIT & I8
176 TR GV HIT & SN for@r & b I8 U ¥arH W 5,/— @0 H
@YIaT A7) I8 HYSFIN HAFIT 1717 VoS0 &1 787 &
gfew @c 1891 w3l &7 & dc 189t WIT HT HAAT B
1750 & I [|" (47 87)

“This is true that there is museum in Jaipur built on
the name of Sawai Man Singh which exists today also. It is
also true that in that museum, there are more than one map
of Ayodhya drawn on cloth. The historians say the entire

collection as Kapad Dwar Collection. It is true that in that
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Kapad Dwar Collection there is a painting annexed with
the map wherein temple of three Kapolas is indicated. (of
her own said) It is mentioned in Kapad dwar, which is an
official catalogue, so far as I remember, at no.176 it is
written that it had been purchased from a saint in Rs.5/-.
This Kapad Dwar collection is not of 1717 AD but of late
18" century. Late 18" century means after 1750.”
(E.T.C.)
W faaw W #@Y fav fagrfea werar @1 FErdar
HTTIIH TE oIT I8 77 P [y [ I8 Afav & a1 akwq A
W Ugdl & gE [daifed grar AlGie or I HfY dIsdY ANGIS
TE gag T oft) AT T Wy ud o g' wHT Weg ar
WHBIAIT P U @ A o TT §9 VG H olc gdlew @1 4l
ST [T &7 | (4T 107)

“In my view, to ascertain whether it is temple or
mosque, it was not necessary to see the disputed site. |
had historical literary evidence, on going through which, 1
reached the conclusion that this disputed structure was
mosque or mosque was not constructed after demolishing
temple. Whatever evidence [ read, that were either
contemporary evidence or nearing the contemporary and

also studided late evidence in this connection.” (E.T.C.)

“gleds SrlerId I8 & & 4 B4 Gid 4 var T8 uer &
f&edl @f~av @l dIewv I8l g% I8 FIs g1 7T off | I8 91 [
BIg Grctl T+ g ofl, I8 gv ARoiq a1, 98 WAlbdbell Il |
forar &l 78l fAer)” (97 111)

“ However, as a matter of fact, I did not read in any source

that this mosque was built here after demolishing any

temple. It is not specifically written anywhere that any
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vacant land was lying on which a mosque was built.”

(E.T.C)

“HY GST YIS H [SWYCE ¥CFN BIF BT 91T T&l AT dfcd
A9 T geT o7 UfT IEqIT AT & HT IW AT GV 1986 ¥
gg= Y a7 o1 (957 120)

“The disputed structure was not a part of the course
of my study, but I had myself studied about it. I started

study on this topic from 1986.” (Page 120)
efege @ faegt 7 wiw F8Y Arar wrar @
gafery o9 37 Hvgwadt &t T8 var) (@ 127)

“The Gazetteer is not treated as a source of

history; so, I never read it seriously.” (E.T.C.)

“1854 @ TGIICINY Bl 1641 T P glaerd F fow H
Volde T8 GHEId! 3Wlely H#H SIP! SiTdre) T8l @l (4o 127)

“I do not consider 1854 Gazetteer to be relevant to
the study of history of 16" Century.” (E.T.C.)

“1986 ® & HT & T Bl BT B off [ Fraw)
ARGTE o STHI U g1 off SWHT =% T o7 dfeT gid et
o wigo 4 §gOHI Soae T8 fhear & f& g8 wHiT
§7§ Bi® vFqrav &1 T4 & I7T [FHT aftav &l algHY
99 gv qfeorg g7t T 8 (057 128)

"After 1986 I tried to know the nature of the land

over which Babri Mosque was built but since there was no
mention in any of the sources that this land was
acquired by force or was constructed after demolishing

any temple.”" (E.T.C.)

AT F T TFH ¥ITT I BT Aloivs 17
erarsel & fHordr 8 9w Ul HeIwIciT ST H WH o
YT BT BIg oflolvs STl T8l 8/ “ (I57—136)

“The legend of Ayodhya being the birth place of
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Rama is found from 17" century prior to which there is
no legend about Rama's birth place in the medieval
History. 7 (E.T.C.)

grfe grarfaea wa ST TFHTriRIT  Siv
vFHFIIT €9 W I8 gal ITqT & @HAl & [& TH
7T g¥ Hfee o7 1 T8 1 (G57—137)

“Through gynaecological survey and exploration
and excavation survey, it can be discovered whether a

temple existed or not at that place.” (E.T.C.)

“fagrfea vera yv fagifad @18 @ 9s8ad @IS
wgT o7 gr T8 g9PT wreg IrfEIrearfoasa
TFFUTIverT & & e wadt 817 (Io-138)

“Evidence of the fact whether any building prior
to the disputed structure existed or not on the disputed

site, can be had only through archaeological
exploration.” (E.T.C.)

“Jg wel & & fAgrfaa verer gv fagrfad ard oY i 3ANd
oft a7 TE gHHET B lAENIE GET AN G & & oG] HET
&5 gveg 39 919 @ T gdhiew Hioa 8
ffeq gdlsvT g% g &—

1.7 HIs @el ARG dlel T8 &idl al §IP@T UY WGrHIide
div gv ferear Srar [ el $ANG a1 GeY B dISHY T8 ARV
g T |

2 [ABe GHSBIHT FIAETAHINY 3G+ 39+ @l H §9 §Id B Foold
oY/ (4o7—138)

“ It is true that I do not possess any historical

evidence whether any building existed on the disputed
structure on disputed site. On her own, said that negative
evidence in this regard is available.

Negative evidence is as follows:
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1. Had any building been demolished , naturally, it would
have been written in inscription that this mosque was built
after demolition of any building or temple.

2. Recent contemporary historians would  have made
reference of this fact in their articles.”  (E.T.C.)

Jg Pk & [ RiRg wifes 4 98 Ud 29T & [h
TEAITH SRIT T o KT ST YT @1 Q9 [T 3V wvo] H
T [Bar ) (d5—138)

“It is correct that in Sikh literature this is a tradition
that Guru Nanak had visited Ayodhya, had Darshan of Sri
Ram Janam Sthan and had bathed in the river Saryu.”
(E.T.C.)

‘ggieqr » gfasrg v AT B JAT & [Farg
781 ggT 4w vwodlowar WIgs @1 YEadH IIEIT Wl
gASw 7 971 & SusT JeggT fHagr &7 (Uoi—143)

“l have not studied any book on the History of

Ayodhya separately. I have only studied S.P.Gupta's

book 'Ayodhya’ which is adduced in evidence. ”(E.T.C.)
3628. PW-24 Prof. D Mandal retired from the Department
of Ancient History and Archaeology, Allahabad University, who
was appointed on adhoc basis as Lecturer in 1972 but prior
thereto he claimed to have worked as exploration assistant since
1960. Initially he appeared as an expert to depose that there is
no archaeological evidence to show either existence of any
temple at the disputed site or that a temple was demolished
before construction of the disputed structure. The statements
made by him in cross examination shows the shallowness of his
knowledge in the subject:

" SgleT BT T8l T (G5T 25)

“I never visited Ayodhya” (E.T.C.)
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gl FIGY P ITTTBIT P FIAET H N H [G9T TP
T8I &/ (497 26)

“I do not have any specific knowledge of history of
Babur's reign.” (E.T.C.)

‘g Y B IR H Ol GEINYT TSB! SN 8 a8 dael
ST & & 9% 1691 AT BT IrEE ol $HD SAdl G GGV P
N 4 BIS STAHN TE &/

NI gvde gevi-63 4 ford ViScINTer [wer &g wifder
Ty H gEY UNT H fordl I8 §1q 1@ 1399 favg uRye, wroar SN
NI WG Wad e o Ygell 9Iv I8 fdaig ST & F1avl ARkig
S OIVE @Sl & T8l UEc W1 BT O WITT ol Pl Hs SATTBN
T&l &/ F31 §9 1T B 4 TEHN T8 & [ SuNad [Ane H yor
10 U [l g8 §1d Wl & 47 T8l [ Sgredr ET<Ig qd bl
drefeerctt &1 (4o 26)

“ Whatsoever little knowledge I have about Babur is

only that Babur was the ruler of the 16" century. Except for
this, I do not have any knowledge of Babur.

I do not have knowledge of anything in 2" para of
editorial preface to my book (exhibit 63) in which Romila
Thapar has written that Vishwa Hindu Parishad, BJP and
Rashtriya Swayam Sevak Shangh for the first time raised
the issue of the Babri Masjid being located on the place
which was earlier Rama's birth place. I also do not know
whether or not it is correctly written on page 10 of the
afore-said preface that Ayodhya is a site of pilgrimage for
adherents of Ramanand school.” (E.T.C.)

“FRIfvC gIS] BT VS PIs ElaT § N H SHB &GN
g/ 98 dle & [ gd # v [deqrd 78l &/ # &R ferdl Tt
gwid viaulde—63 Rlor 4 ferdfl 781 7t & wv g Riior 4
THIRT g & SV g9 RifIoT @7 71 & ST BIv & ergRT | He
9§19 &7 5T T& 8 & SrT BN T cigwT RIS @ SIid
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BIS FprIT e g1 sl @1 sl & forg siar 8/ I8
WBYT Tl B & G g9 gad I HT T8 GeT 8/ (497 30)

“The Communist Party issues a red card, and I am

its holder. It is true that I have no faith in religion. A book
written by me (exhibit 63) was not written in series;
instead, it was published in series. This series is called
"Tracks for the Times Series'. I do not know whether there
is any publication, under 'Tracks for the Times Series’,
which is only for the criticism of religious organizations. It
is true that a book titled 'Khaki Shorts and Saffron Flags'
has been published under this series, but I have not read
this book.” (E.T.C.)

“pe] T feal gare el &/ §sI gl NRIST &1 geis
T YT 3% B BT PIg ST Aol & SN T & H S TeT &/
g3 AIgH & & 9 RIS @ sraifa SwRied gead ol & B
BT PIF GHEE SR AoTBT f_Rve! & T8 & g JE H AR
T8l & b g RNIST & VSICINGST §I @ & Wewdl &1 719
g3l g1q & ysell— Hlo XA o1y, 3K N S Hlenfs weermrd
&/ il Gevl @1 7 g3 II8 78 81 98 1P & f g9 RRlw
P USICINTST §IS @& Y& Wevd Wayeell TIGrel off 4l & /(Yo7 31)

“Hindi translation of faith is 'Aastha’. I have no
knowledge of a book 'The Question of Faith' under this

very series, nor have I read it. I know under which series
the aforesaid book was published. Faith has nothing to do
with archaeological history. I do not properly remember
that 'Kashmir Towards Emergency' is published or not. |
remember names of two members comprising the editorial
board of this series, first of them being Prof. Romila
Thapar and the other being Sri Niladri Bhattacharya. I do
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not remember names of the rest of members. It is true that
Sarvapalli Gopal ji is also a member of the editorial board

of this series.” (E.T.C.)

“sff THOTIUIT HRIvE [dEN ORT & & A7 T8 F3 T8
HIH Y HI0 NI oT9R HIa arq W gHifad 817 (491 31)

“I do not know whether Sri S. Gopal is of

Communistic thought or not. But Prof. Romila Thapar is
influenced by Marxism.” (E.T.C.)

“Jg dId & & 7Y Yedd Ylaaldc—63 BT USICINIT UIhvd
glo VA 9T9% T for@r &/ Hlo NG o9 GIaIEN il 48w
faeafaenery 4 gipaw off | ¥ [eataencra 4 PR vy T off |
ST U SEIgd off |7 (497 31)

“It is true that Prof.Romila Thapar has written
editorial preface to my book (exhibit 63). Prof. Romila
Thapar was a professor at Jawahar Lal Nehru University.
In this very University was Shereen Ratnagar also, who
was a teacher.” (E.T.C.)

“glo YOI BT A U GRIded dodl & WY H H GIrear
g/" (o7 33)

“I  know Prof. Suraj Bhan to be an
archaeologist. ”(E.T.C.)

g8 e & & erer a@ 47 fagrfed wgT &1 @
T8 Raifea wa7 & it Prenerd @ Rrerd ot off Swar 47
yifaw géleror T8 far siv g9 gev dwree verT &1 4 gifas
Qe Her T8l fBar ) (47 36)

“It is true that I have not seen the disputed building

as yet. I did not make any physical investigation of stone
used in inscriptions carved out in the disputed building.
Likewise, I also did not make physical investigation of

basalt stone.” (E.T.C.)
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YT [y Y gedd Uaeilide 63 4 [l e uv &l
STEMRT T8 8 v fapy 3v7 wa= d fordl 73 arq W&o 5,89
H e gvdd Yuv wHo 118 HI—1,35 H & W @l Sk
7l WY W S9H [qd T T8 BICITH (Y97 W0 118 HI—1,/36), i
glo dodflociar & reel ARG @ G B T SRGTT HT 8 UV
TEMRT 81 . . . I8 P& 31F & & 47 gyar fyswy gyv
wo 118 ®i—1,35 (%17 w7 #fy: srgieqr) 7§ feF 77
Flodroara &t wigrsg Ryie aem s7% grer & T
wrel @ gTygegfa @& dT qreg  GrasY  fTay
fasrar |’ (4o 38)

“My finding in my book (exhibit 63) is not based only

on any article. My finding is based on materials written in
this connection and given in the book(paper no.118C-1/35)
filed in Suit No.5/89, and chiefly on the photograph (paper
no.118C-1/36) depicting the excavation undertaken by
Prof-B.B.Lal near the Babri Mosque. . . . It is also correct
to say that I drew findings, taking the brief report of
B.B.Lal as given in paper no.118C-1/35 (Ram Janm
Bhumi: Ayodhya) and the reproduction of the

photograph taken by him to be sacrosanct.” (E.T.C.)
“gvde <9 63 Bl foreg & [y Jsl g8 N Wil 7
oxrr & off 1 (45T 39)
“Many of my colleagues inspired me to write the
book (exhibit 63).” (E.T.C.)
gwId B FUCISHIT [ordd @I BET 3K g8 Wil g R
VoTIHY &7 (49T 39)

“ It is also true that I had requested one of them to
write an introduction to my book, and the colleague thus

requested was Miss Shereen Ratnagar.” (E.T.C.)
“ced] I [aarl [orsld @Y forg #¥F gvad H e @l
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ST §1% °ff, . .. IF BET HEl & [ FwIH HY BEA P AP
STUCT &7 13971 | &) b faars] Vb BoIeT SHewHT o |
3 wft srgregr TIT & TE 1 (957 40—41)

“It is correct to say that Laxmi Kant Tiwari, who

drew figures for me in my book, went ahead with the
drafting as I wished. Laxmi Kant Tiwari was a skilled
draftsman.

I never even visited Ayodhya.” (E.T.C.)
T Ffey o1 1 &7 (47 486—49)

“The main objective of my research was to see

whether there was a temple below the Babri Mosque or
not.” (E.T.C.)
AT wdl — AIadl Iarst g0q0 W fAerd g1 (47 54)

“As per my research, initial signs of human
population in Ayodhya are found from the 6" -7" century
BC.” (ET.C.)

“SCAIHG  STEIGT 1391 FdIE] g0 W BN 1591 —169)
TTaredl T Ve g3 3% G &7 ST 8/ (U7 55)

“I know that there was Islamic population from the

13" century to the 15" - 16" century.” (E.T.C.)

“He ST WY [T ST STETT @ QINTT T TR G
ST BT, & SR Y BEdl § I [dqrad erar aieel ARs
off1 7 g9 ra gv H1§ FHETT TE FI, & I7 TI9¢
ARGTG off i a8 HRT T BT 39T TEl o7 I§ BE Wal & I
HT Sl ST W @ SR U¥ [danfed @rd @l FIa%) Aas AT
ferar | (47 57)

“On the basis of the source material which I used

and studied in course of my research, I speak of the

disputed structure as Babri Masjid. I did not make any
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research to see whether it was Babri Mosque inasmuch as
it was not a subject of my research. It is correct to say that
I took the disputed structure to be Babri Masjid on the

basis of that very source material.” (E.T.C.)

“J8 HET Wal & [ [ore &ld @l & SR U G
ST fagifed @9 @ 198 ARGIT Pe & 9wl N oV & o 39
gIg]] AoTq wEal g1 S auig W 4 Wl qaY] JRGS pEdl g,
3= FIERT ARGTE BT BIFT AR 91T &7 1997 & 8§/ (47 57)

“It is correct to say that I term the disputed structure
as Babri Mosque on that very source material on which
others term it as such. For this very reason [ term it as
Babri Mosque, otherwise its being Babri Mosque is not a

subject of my research.” (E.T.C.)

“J8 HETT WEl & [& o7 &l 7 faaned erd dl T
9 e, H 97 U¥ [deard TE BYar SN | BINEG H+ FH!
YO Y T8 wEr & iV AW ot g' A% e @1 favy T8
o7 |”(45T 57)

“It is correct to say that I do not believe those
persons who termed the disputed sructure as Rama Janm
Bhumi; for this very reason I have not described it as such,
and as a matter of fact it was not a subject of my
research.”(E.T.C.)

“JI& HY ST BT GGGT I8 Tal o b I YR HROS
& 3T & HHd & §HITY §9 BN HT TE GWET & 157/
IV g BRI H AT I§ I ST T8l (AT [ 4 "fe} b &l
Whd 8/ ... g8 dlp 8 & gyv gegr—118Hlo—1 /44 3%
46 7 feEry gy geerel yv ATAq rEfagr AT gl
g (@ 60—61)

“ Since it was not the issue of my research to see

whether these stones can be a part of the Mosque, I did not
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make any research on them, and for this very reason I did
not make any research to see whether they may be of the
temple. . . . It is true that human figures are engraved on
the stones shown in paper nos. 118C-1/44&46.” (E.T.C.)
gl & SV Wles Smdbalar & S=Tild WX [T
(S Bdper) fafer 5 &1 (97 62)

“The subject of my knowledge is archaeology and my
speciality is in field archaeology under it and in
stratification method under field archaeology.”" (E.T.C.)

“glo GROHIT I GIad dcdl & WY H O Wradl 81 §9
gocd d Gl Tarel g8 & 39 §id @l g SRR
g/ (457 65)

“I know Prof. Surajbhan to be an archaeologist. He

has also deposed in this litigation. I have knowledge of it

also.” (E.T.C.)

S0 GHIRT SrgHarad sl | GrIar g/ 59 4
g ST st 8/ . . . 89 d&l § Udr gdta slar 8
f& 87 gv #TFdarg &1 FHIT 817 (397 65)

“I know Dr. Suvira Jaiswal too. [ have talks with

her also. . . . .. From her articles it appears that she is

influenced by Marxism.” (E.T.C.)

“glo XIS T9% @I T H AT g1 a8 i greare 9
gariaa &1 .H s sRovHoerHl,  dlovTovHoaed,  Slodlosrard
vHoHloweeTard, THoHoaly 3k Hidls ycerard & orar g/
3 g% AN arcehiad T g8 &/ (457 65)

“I know Prof. Romila Thapar too. She is also
influenced by Marxism. . . . . . I know Sri R.S.Sharma,
B.N.S. Yadav, D.P Agarwal, S.C. Bhattacharya, N.C.

Ghosh and Niladri Bhattacharya and also have talks with
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them." (E.T.C.)
qNGTe @ A9 dley o AT TEI | THIT & BUR B @d H AV
IGevT BT DI W T&l o7 |

W wHIAd foraH! el g 8 gal off gAY [
W I8 [Ty e & oy gafa off fas @rd @ A #ig Afav
o7 a1 & (457 69)

“Our objective was to study or discover whether

there was a temple below the Babri Mosque or not. My
objective did not have any relation to the structure above
the ground.

Whatsoever materials had been discovered by that
time was, in my opinion, sufficient to derive a conclusion as

to whether there was any temple below the structure or

not.” (E.T.C.)

‘g8 1w & f& wcwrgad € g ASIRIT @7
FEIHY ¥ ¥ 787 gar yrs U7 f& I§ qlew HT 8 AT
aferg &7 817 (957 71)

“It is true that by observing materials discovered

through excavation I will not be in a position to tell
whether there was a temple or a mosque.” (E.T.C.)
g Wel & &5 8 |regqr]t fagreenwr &1 8. /(09 77)

“It is true that I am of communistic
thought.”(E.T.C.)

WY geraw vy v @ mra fawr &) 87 geracey
favrg gv &g 7T a1 fSweiar &t SyIfer sifya &t
&1/ (d7 78)

“ I have acquired knowledge of archaeology. I did
not get any degree or diploma in archaeology.” (E.T.C.)

N ST G BN P TR [qarfad @rar 12d] IIarea)
§9d & g15 BT A7) (45T 78)
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“As per my study and knowledge, the disputed
structure was subsequent to the 12" century AD.”(Page 78)

BN FANAD FAHT H QAT TIT TR Greifie Sid g H
§¥ §17 P Pl BT T8l Bl & GAlHe d Qa7 AT T 8T
g srear &1 (Uo7 91)

“The map given in the supplement is, in my opinion,
a primary source. I did not enquire as to whether the map

given in the supplement is correct or not.” (E.T.C.)
“ST8] db H @Il § Yvdd Ho118¥11,/35 FS Jelig Al
31T 1992 H JUcTel g5 ol (Uo7 91)

“As far as I recall, the book 118C-1/35 was made

available to me in July or August 1992.” (E.T.C.)
B gYad BT GrIfEE ST UGV [0 118%11,/36 &7 (47 94)

“Primary  source of my book is paper

no.118C1/36.”(E.T.C.)

3629. A bare perusal of the above makes it clear that he
virtually made a critical analysis of the book that is Paper
No.118C1/36, a small booklet published by Prof. B.B.Lal and
beyond that made no further or other study/research etc.. Only
on that basis, he wrote a book, and analyzed the belief of the
people whether the disputed structure was constructed after
demolishing a temple or that there existed any temple of 11" or
12" century which was demolished before its construction. The
own admissions and clarification this witness has given, we find
that the entire opinion of this witness is short of the requirement
under Section 45 of the Evidence Act, 1872 to qualify as an
opinion of an Expert which may be considered relevant on a fact
in issue, by this Court.

3630. OPW 9 Thakur Prasad Verma was Reader in Kashi
Hindu Vishwavidyalaya Varanasi and retired in 1993. He had



3656

worked in the Department of Ancient Indian History, Culture
and Archaeology. He is graduate in Ancient Indian History
Culture and Archaeology, Doctorate in Indian Ancient
Paleography (Bhartiya Puralipi Shastra); Post Graduate Diploma
in Numismatic. He was plaintiff no.3 in Suit 5 having been
impleaded after the death of Sr1 B.N.Agarwal and was pursuing
the aforesaid suit as next friend of plaintiffs no.1 and 2 but
recently on his own request, has been replaced. He came to
depose about the faith of Hindu public that Lord Rama was born
at the disputed place at Ayodhya where a mosque was
constructed after demolishing a temple. However, the disputed
place has continuously been worshiped by Hindus having a
special and peculiar importance. According to him Ram Janam
Bhumi temple was initially constructed by Vikramaditya of
Ujjain and thereafter it used to be renovated as and when it was
required. In 1032-33 AD Salar Masood demolished the temple
and thereafter was killed on 14™ June, 1933 AD in the battle at
Baharaich. A new temple was constructed during the reign of
Govind Chandra of Garhwal Dynesty in 12" Century but the
same was also damaged after about 17/18 years. It was again
constructed by King Anaychand of Garhwal Dynasty but then
demolished by Mir Baqi, Commander of Babar in 1528 AD.
These facts he has written in "Ayodhya ka Itihas Avam
Puratatva Rigved Se Abtak' Exhibit No.3 (Suit 5) wherein last
chapter 11 has been written by Dr.S.P.Gupta and rest by him.
The said book and some of the facts stated therein, we have
already discussed while considering the issues relating to date of
construction of the disputed structure. OPW 9 admitted that

Salar Masood never came to Ayodhya and he mistook the place
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'Ajudhan' with 'Ayodhya' though 'Ajudhan' is in the State of
Punjab. That being so, his statement that demolition was made
by Salar Masood at Ayodhya in 1032-33 has proved wrong.
3631. In cross-examination, he admits of teaching
Numismatic, Epigraphy, Paleography and Scriptology.
Sometimes he also taught history since the department is of
Indian History. He admits that the period of Ancient History was
only upto 1206 AD. Some relevant extract from his statements
in his cross examination need be refer herein to consider the
reliability of the opinion of this expert (Historian):

A ST grlaEIeT W by 12d] &l dd BT gidsrd Ha

ggr &/ (47 17)

“I have read history from very ancient times up to
12" century. ”(E.T.C.)

| gey wy § gfagrasre g ¥ g Qo e
M EFTE ... SFE P BT DI Gl [l TERT HINT H FAlerd
off IWPHT THBNT ST Geax | FEH [HAT &/ . . . 3D Bt
gigdl 1ef0 @&l 4 §gd 36l ave W Ug Whdl g/ S¥ID BIcAlT
FIEH! forfd Zr1 ol & fdeger #er 78] @rdl 8/ (457 33—34)

“I am mainly a historian. I have the knowledge of

ancient scripts too. . .. ........ George Beular has
named as 'Brahmi' the script which was in prevalence in
the time of Ashoka. . ........ I can read the 'Brahmi’
script of the Ashokan time very well. The 'Brahmi' script of
the Ashokan period does not at all correspond with the
Greek script.. "(E.T.C.)

‘BT 997 gABITd @ UN—13 # for@ft g§ sl
&7 @a9 #feTd grer faelt g5 g9 /g € foar 8 &
Flel YRIX & G FHIT: [d@HTacd GIRT a71d [&w] dfav | ford
T B (AT 103—104)
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“What is written in para 13 of my affidavit
originates from the view of Martin that the pillars of

black stone have been taken from any temple perhaps built
by Vikramaditya. ”(E.T.C.)

‘g 47 §I17 gAB T fHIT a9 TF H T§
T8 #Ie[w o1 f& wIfET @lT em v wwHt ywas
fsrad Suyvigd 31 yso SgRa d 74, %9, »sT &iv
feg T 87 vt oft 1 (@97 105)

“By the time I had filed my sworn statement I did not
know who Martin was and when, where and in which
language his book, from which the aforesaid two pages
were extracted, was published. ”(E.T.C.)

YT Q19T R [Qarfed gREvY @ fory &/ faqiiea uivew o
T TG 9 I D qIeY] TERSIGRN] & 3a¥ Bl AN Y ¥
g1 (@ 115)

“My claim is only for the disputed premises. By the

disputed premises I mean 'the building and the whole land

lying inside its outer boundary wall.”(E.T.C.)
s wY W wal grd §v aftfa faar &1 ... 39 g9
fasrg gv gaT & &g Iner T8 fFAr & gwd fEaHr
wegar 8/ . .cigpelay &1 gEaed BIdrdl €T 78
forger # 7& ST vy SHHT FTF ot qaIT 47 ugT 8/
STP! farg @ FF A garg &7 wur § g7 T8, gFH
§9 §I% 7 Areqd T8 8, Wg 47 99 gEwid » e
T W WIET gal &T STl Igarg uel &/ (Uo7 122—126)

“. I have cited the battles having taken place on 10
occasions, 1 have made mention of them taking them to be

partially correct. . . . . ... .. On this point I have not

separately carried out any research to ascertain how
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much truth was there. . . . The book of Typhen Thaler is
in French language, about which book I do not know. But
I have read its English translation. I do not know
whether English translation of his book was published
anywhere or not, but I have gone through the English
translation of the pages related to the Ayodhya matter in

that book.”(E.T.C.)

“qIT UF Pl GRT 23 @18 T3, 079 I@DY TaIE H BT 1d
9 UNTUT®E & G99 6 i+l d O §id el T8 & T 3P/ w7
W Weq & SN SR ®Y H Tad &/ ... .. 9 9 U9 P
R — 23 4 9 g8 §1 ferdl g & & — fagHiecd g
gAY T AGY I OHY GIpl 7 arsT o9, g8 §id wel 78l &/
(U7 147)

“Para 23 of the plaint was shown following which

the witness stated — What is contained in first six lines of
this paragraph is partially correct and partially incorrect.
The submission in para 23 of this plaint saying that ‘Mir
Bagqi demolished the temple built by Vikramaditya’, is not
correct. ”(E.T.C.)

GG ST RMF T YT B 1A% P AN B HY H AT
ININ H FHC 57| $HPT 37 T T & [ TIRT P §F & WU
H PIRIT HIGT & TH F HER Gl J T [T (45T 154)

“ that Lord Sri Rama embodied himself as an
incarnation of Vishnu. It certainly means that as son of
Dashrath Rama took birth from the womb of Mother
Kaushalya. ”(E.T.C.)

. H @qc grgH! ferft @1 s /17 (957 190—191)

“Palaeography has been my speciality. . ... ... ... 1

am an expert only in Brahmi script. ”(E.T.C.)



3660

‘fagrfed w7 @ g q7d [FET B A1F P wITT
1 GYEGRITT RTH T ¥e[ell ATAT GTal o7 I IE
gvrgeT FH] g3l T8 oft, few vw wamld @ dsd
T9 gAY 1 NTH T ¥Jel] FTABYT AT Tor—3F a1
Hvd @7 o SIv §W av§ A% JIGIX 19 qId [qT P
HF w77 T €Al §17 BT YVFEGRT FIHIT VET /"
(@57 211—212)
“The place beneath the central dome of the
disputed building, is traditionally recognised to be Ram
Janmsthali, and this tradition never changed. But under
an agreement people began to perform ‘Pooja-
Archana’(worship & prayer), treating Ram Chabutra as
Ram Janmsthali and in this way, I think that the
tradition believing Ram Janmsthali to be beneath the

central dome continued.” (E.T.C.)

R gg # wrgar § & 9@ vF QY BT TSPV
FTTIT TIT &IT | (457 255)

“I also know that it had been built after

demolishing a temple.” (E.T.C)

“Jg HETT Terd 8N [ HNGral 7 I AT v UR
891 ®Ig afav dre v AfRoie @ e @ ol F®ife forg
el ot sfasreT e 7 qIa% JRoTe IT 3RIEAT B GIY H Fooid
a1 8 97 G 7 U ¥V W 9 JId Pl SIENIT & [F HN gret
7 99 WJoT GV OTHYH THE AN B AISHY Vb ARGIG Bl
YTy @ oft | 5TET a® 99 Aftgv ¥ argrg—aigrg &iv
HTHR—GHIY T &T%d & 99 & §IT 8, 99 Iv BI§
er ®7Y gAfery 987 &A1 w1 wsT 8, FgifE gHd
fay fagrfea werag @ Sra—yrg »1 gRrarfa®d garg
e+ S1qegF ot | (457 257)

“It would be wrong to say that Mir Baqi built a

mosque at the disputed site without demolishing any temple
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because all the historians, who have mentioned about
Babri mosque or Ayodhya, have unequivocally mentioned
that Mir Baqi had built a mosque over there after
demolishing a temple named Janmbhumi. So far as the
length-breadth, shape-form and area of that temple is
concerned, no research work was possible on the same
because it made archaeological excavation extremely
necessary in the vicinity of the disputed site.” (E.1.C)
“i g PBrctlT giaerT @ [demedf 78 §/1” (997 300)

“I am not a student of medieval history.” (E.T.C)

‘3] gleqT BT FlasTag ATAH I§ YEad H9 euTer
g7l & &Y 4 78 for@r 8 avy v ey gead & WU
H forar & SN §© el @l Waldd (a7 & et ug arcll &l
SWBT (BT AP) Tl R0 &Y BT 3awy fAeT Fdb |

(457 336—337)

“I have not written the book ‘Ayodhya Ka Itihas’

as a research paper an instead as a popular book and
have quoted certain references so that the readers may get
the opportunity to cross check them.” (E.T.C)

“17 @ — 1897 wrarsdt 7 wHAFHIC ® yFH fEEw uvw
f&err g7THY 987 & SIGET GI=7 BT FITHT FATIT ATl
T SN Tqi§l —aoil\l & PIeT 4 gH el HIRD BET Il
7" (Uo7 346)

“The administration of the Awadh province in the
17" -18" century was carried out from a fort built over a

part of Ramkot and in the period of Nawabs-Wazirs, it was

called ‘Qila Mubarak’.” (E.T.C)

‘qF H& gv H FIgV P IJIIeIT IUEY W7 TT
qfev firer? &7 #18 Sea @ T8t faar 817 (997 389)

“I have nowhere found any reference of Babar
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visiting Ayodhya and demolishing the temple.” (E.T.C)
vars] g FET dIeT H 8 ® FET ferd & #ifd
PO W Aot @ivsd el § NH AR @l giaar” el
YIIfOT PR BT IAeld STl & SHP SIANaT Jf PHieT 4 FHIad!
T THE qHICH I Pl T BT Gradl Idrs] gvdl H AEYY
» GHIT IHCHEH H H B ol BT Folerd [Herar &1 . . ..
W gE [ffFd 9d & & 9RT 4 fa%] & sqaN & &Y H ITHTw
S @ ol ST @ Ygell SIdIG] @ Usel W & 31H Gdl H Haerd
7 eff 1 (4T 208)

“In my view, evidences of worship of Rama are found

in 1%, 2" century AD i.e. in the Kushana period as well,
because a broken record, found at Kaushambi, contains
reference of installation of ‘deity of Ram Narayan'. Besides
this, reference is found of Rama's worship by Prabhawati
Gupta, queen of Vakatak dynasty, at Ramtekak near Nagpur
in 5" century AD in the Gupta period. . . . It is my firm
belief that the worship of Ramchandra as an incarnation of

Vishnu, was prevalent in the general public much before 1
BC.” (E.T.C)

“H STUH G GNIET & I9—YF b SURIFT URTITH H Ol
TfET B T a1 & a8 @qel 597 wad d fdar 77 8 b
g9V 7 $9 Flav Bl AISHY GWPH T U¥ U HNGIG BT [FHI0T
fo5ar e, foraar @ifdT 7 Sooleg [Far &1 . A qET gheT %
S9—GH Pl IN—15 § I Ig [or@l & [ AN AT 1032—33 H
ST SITAT T 3N T velel Hfv &I &l [, g6 ard &l
# 37 T FIAT § T8 T 3G T9G—GF & Y—16 B TEHY
[ g8 T 7.—80 GY YS! &fayvd @Y [QF1 AT o1, I8 &I
oI 319 A% & STl & i [& AR 59 @ 9K 4 4 Usel #E
gaT El . ... 7 1528 ¥ #fex & algd @1 gra »el
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T8 et 8§, 9§ A% yAT FTATT 8 |7 (47 424—425)
“The reference of Martin made by me in the said
paragraph of the affidavit of my examination-in-chief, is
limited to the extent of Babar demolishing this temple and
raising a mosque in its place, which had been mentioned by
Martin........... The fact mentioned as ‘Salar Masood
had come to Ayodhya in 1032-33 and had destroyed the
Janmsthal temple’ in para-15 of affidavit of my
examination-in-chief , is now considered wrong by
me........... After looking at para-16 of his affidavit,
the witness stated that the fact mentioned in it as ‘the need
for its construction arose because it had been destroyed 70-
80 years ago’, also stands nullified, as already stated by
me about Salar Masood. . . . . . . .. The destruction of
temple in the year 1528, is not written anywhere, and it
is only my presumption.” (E.1.C)
3632. Dr. Satish Chandra Mittal OPW-11 Retired
Professor since 1997 had specialization in "Modern Indian
History". In para 2 of his affidavit, he says that his studies and
teaching was in the subject of '"Modern History'. On the basis of
various Gazetteers etc., details whereof are given in para 8 of his
affidavit, he gave opinion that Ram Janam Bhumi temple was
demolished by Babar, using its material, the mosque was
constructed. This opinion is solely based not on his research but

on the basis of the studies of various Gazetteers:

“BF foras «ft wefege &1 seggT fHgr, gaqd &
g9 frspy gv ggar § fo, figrfed werad uvw
=gt grer gergy gor st wrdt v& 817 (09 12)

“From all the gazetteers read by me, I have arrived

at the conclusion that Hindus have been regularly
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offering worship at the disputed site.” (E.T.C)
He further said:

“H<t 577 gednl U9 TGICIR Bl <@l V9 U@l S7H 9 dId
BT Goolld & fab [qanfad v wv 8753l §RT U Fqasl g7
TI7 o, fored ¥ g gidl off 7 (4T 13)

“In the books and gazetteers read & seen by me, it is
mentioned that a platform was built by the Hindus at the
disputed site, over which worship used to take
place. ”(E.T.C)

q sreffam  wvdty  gfosra &1 faeivs g/
A WY H WG STAE gIa8rT 1SS T w1 & IE
BT FT 1757 H 1947 d% &1 97/ . . . 1691 II<k] Sld8Td &
N H T BIS 39 ST 78l 817 (497 20)

“I am an expert of modern Indian history. Broadly
the modern Indian history concerns the British empire. This
period falls between the year 1757 to 1947. . . . I have no
special study about the history of 16" century.” (E.T.C)

3633. In view of his own statement that he has no
expertise with respect to the period during which he alleged that
the said disputed building was constructed, in our view, his
statement in this respect cannot be considered to be opinion of
an Expert, which can be treated to be relevant under Section 45
of the Evidence Act.

3634. DW 13/1-3 Dr. Bishan Bahadur was working as
Reader and incharge Head of the Department of History in
Varshneya College, Aligarh. He is M. A. (History) and in English
Literature and Ph.D. on the subject of "Hindu Resistance during
Saltanat Period" awarded in 1975 from Agra University. His
statement was also similar to OPW-9 and in para 13 and 14 in

the affidavit dated 8" April, 2005 he has stated that according to
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his studies and knowledge, the then existing temple at Ram
Janam Bhoomi was demolished and thereafter Mir Baqi got a
construction made using the material of the temple. He also said
that traditionally and as per the belief of Hindu, since time
immemorial the place in dispute is being worshiped as
birthplace of lord Rama. In his cross-examination, he said:
“farg YR ST oad RIS 6 1206 & @&HT
1526 & &1 BT F(ASTE BT Hlel, 4% I BT
fasrg err | (97 8)
"Hindu Resistance During Sultanate Period" the
medieval history period from the year 1206 to 1526, was
the topic of my research." (E.T.C.)

GG XTH B ST Bl T fevg 8l & BRI HY
SITYIT STITET H &/ (497 8—10)
"I have faith in Ayodhya on account of being Hindu

and it being the birthplace of Lord Rama." (E.T.C.)

g7 7 § Ugell Glad H TESde] q¥ H1 Sooid [baT &
g9 J9 P Il TUH ITEFH o JINAYE F wHT H g% off
§7% ST PIT P Y &I D Y P W H Plg ABNIHAD e
Tel 8/ TESaIT IIT P T Pl B I . . . D FIT D
TR o | [o77T 9T W 1085 ¥ Y& 3T UT| T5<d, Aled=

P g o . . TESAIT 99 P NGNS H IlfdEdE BT HGE AT
W oT| T= &9 UJH P W Ml AT W U7/ Ufdwas bl
ITTTHIT W 1110 ¥ 7 1156 aF T . . . . . % 39 DI qf
VIS BEIT piior dUT preft F oft | o H wrorEnr gwfery
oft FIfF Twead 7 F—~iloT &I SHar I H19f ITPT AT ITSTEm=
oft | FegBICHIT FRIE I T ISt ¥qd o |7 (Uo7 14—15)

"In the first line of para 7 of the affidavit of my

examination-in-chief, I have mentioned Gahadwal dynasty.
This dynasty was established in the period of its first ruler

King Yashovigrah. There is no affirmative evidence
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regarding the year of beginning of his reign. The Gahadwal
dynasty people were of Kannauyj. . . . . . . Its first ruler was
Chandradev, whose reign began from the year 1085.
Chandradev was son of Mahichandra . . . . Out of the kings
of Gahadwal dynasty, Govindchandra was related to
Ayodhya. Chandradev-1 was also related to Ayodhya.
Govindchandra's  reign  extended from 1110 to
1156. . ... ... Chandradev had two capitals at Kannauj
and Kashi respectively. Kannauj was the capital because
Chandradev had conquered it, and Kashi was his second

capital. The medieval rulers usually had two capitals.”
(E.T.C)
“TgSqIeT q9 & NIl ICqel W A« o # . . . .
O BET OIaT 8 5 M g °q 7 FeAr F ST iE dfey @1
Srutgre serr o, I8 Vfasiie aeT & 98 Tifacs 39 &)
8. W TESIIT I B V9T o | FHD WAL A FAIOH
e @ U # UP e[ RIaraer grad gar & . . . .
. 98 Rraraer sigieqr 8 w7 fy & wIrT v
greqg gaT 81 . . ¥E Frenerd Sl 87T H giT §oT 81 §9
Rrerei @1 gra faqifed ¥a7 @ eavd &4 @ 95 §3 &/ T8
Rrctiera & 2003 § §V Sc@= § IKT g3 &/ I FRrciierd eirel

YR GV &/ . ... S0 A AR gRT 319 gvad H Ol SR

e 74 & BT o7 RIciieial &1 Seold & S9H W & Id
TESqIT ITHHI H G H [FgHiey, favy & Ay e digl @
Afexl @ fAHfr g3/ . ... .. TESdI & SdH D, WEd B
N, SIIEE P GF ENIE= o T T" P UNIfid 8
NI BIF GV M 8RS BT 9T HIHl a9 &F H W 1194
¥ 1236 TP &1/ I8 1Y g% d8l & Gl NI T YIS FleTT
» THT H o (G 15—17)

"The Gahadwal dynasty people obtained the legacy

from Rashtrakutas, . . . . It is so said that Govindchandra
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Dev had renovated the Janmbhumi temple at Ayodhya, this
is the historical fact. This Govindchandra Dev is the
same, who was a king of Gahadwal dynasty. As an
authentic evidence in this behalf, an incomplete
inscription has been found, .. ... This inscription has
been found in Ayodhya at the site of Janmbhumi. . . .
This inscription is over red stone. . . . . . . From the
inscriptions mentioned in the citations given by Dr. Roma
Niyogi in her book, it is clear that Shiva temple, Vishnu
temple and Buddhist temples were built under the
patronage of Gahadwal rulers. . . . . . .. As per evidences,
the last ruler of Gahdwals was Harishchandra son of
Jaichandra. Despite defeat of Jaichandra, the rule of
Harishchandra extended over a quite big area from the
vear 1194 to 1236. This Jaichandra is the same, who
existed in the period of Gauri and Prithviraj Chauhan."

(E.T.C.)

[&ar 797 g8 97 aaie @ 99 H o7 ¥ad $HEl & D
Yoy ARG @ 97| Ifd gE &9 7 HQRY B GG S
YITT UY @I AT (997 18)

"Whatever temples were there, they were destroyed
and new construction was carried out. This construction
was in form of mosque. Stated on his own that its form was
of mosque. Govindchandra Dev had renovated the temple

at that very place."(E.T.C.)

NGy H GT 1206 H FEIHGlT GRAIT FlA8T @7
FETAE ey G Il & I8 &H ©irdl & gg P e WEd
BIaT &/ §99 &RT H [a< T3 @l b7 ST & e 4 I8 H5d &

3 399 ®IcT &H giaread grar 81 (497 18)
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"The administrative form of medieval Indian history
commences from the year 1206 in India. This came to an
end with the Battle of Plassey. The facts mentioned in this
paragraph are relevant for the purposes of Ayodhya, in the

manner that they determine the chronology."(E.T.C.)

“TIBT g BT GTF G 1393 H GOT T/ [l F
o9 i q9 T UNTHG §3T T9 Hlcid WNa¥ Bl §9 VT Bl
v T@T @ [ofY Wl AT SEld YT Bl GITYY ATHD
VI YN RGaF ITEE GId BY [o1dT| §9 TBIR Bl HWHGT Bl
YITTT §5/ @ 99 H §gga G IGE Y/ APl qT B A3 B
T BT Fe N T8 & ST AIH AEHG o, il 6 1480 H
7T B SN Fel T o | T 1480 H HEHG @ FITeT AT &I
BT BNV IE o7 a5 ITB1 G & I BT 3T & GbT T | FEeilct
GG @ Ridavy el & gNiford & U §W d9 @ FHIT &
Tl oft | SIBT G B XIS P &F H FITT DI HIH dPb BT EF T |
T BT RO GF TAT BT WD ST O] D ST
ST I o7 eIl SiIYY T YT GREF 37Tl o7 9P 9T FIRT
[Affa we=l & YeqeIeber H1 39y GI9yY § Ui & VE §9
BN H & Fld SiIYY H B a9 Bl I off |7 (4T 18—19)

"The Sharqi dynasty advented in the year 1393.

When the Tuglaq dynasty in Delhi underwent downfall,
Mallik Sarwar was sent to look after the management of
this place, and there he declared himself an independent
ruler at the place called Jaunpur. This is how Shargqi
dynasty was established. The Shargi dynasty saw many
rulers. 1 do not remember the names of kings of Sharqi
dynasty. The last ruler was Mahmud, who went towards
Bengal in the year 1480. The reason for fleeing of Mahmud
to Bengal in the year 1480, was that the rule of Shargqi

dynasty had come to an end. This dynasty had come to an
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end on being defeated by Bahlol Lodi and Sikandar Lodi.
The limits of Sharqi dynasty empire extended up to the
limits of Bengal. The entire area of Awadh and Kannauyj fell
under it. It included Ayodhya as well besides the entire
zone of Jaunpur. The architectural remains of buildings
built by Sharqi dynasty are found in Jaunpur, it is so
because the capital of Shargi dynasty was at

Jaunpur."(E.T.C.)
“qIeHIfdr NTHIRIYT @ el BIeT dl AT 957 dice T &/

. .Y N HPBT GBI $9 W 5000 Y Y4 3N FH 3000
Iy gd a@rId &/ (497 22—23)

“It is a very difficult proposition to determine the
time of composition of the Valmiki Ramayana. . . . . Some
people attribute it to 5000 BC and some others to 3000
BC.” (ET.C)

“forg FHT 19V FHNBS Il BRI W GNIIoid 81 & d1]
g5 Pl GRINEIAIl ¥ 37 ¥&T o7 86 WHY YT @ I8 B
7 F% YAl & T 4GS &+ @ §id el ol o Fav 7 e
fasr o). . . .g19¢ 7 gRfverfagl & sgware Rrar #ac
&1 wdtere fegr) g 4 grgy 7 g g A dac &
&Y HY forgr|” (Uo7 24—25)

“At a time when Babar was grappling with very

tough circumstances after being defeated at Samarkand
and Phargana, Shah Safavi of Iran had promised help to
him with certain conditions, to which Bahar had
agreed. . . . ... .. Babar embraced Shia sect due to the
pressure of circumstances. Babar later embraced the

Sunni sect.” (E.T.C)
“qIRT H FIG¥ BT STHT FIGY Bl HH—PHT JGb FIa8) &
SGUIR W7 1519 4 Uoiqg 4 g3/ Sgl1 G 1525 dP Uid g%
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Wiad ST 91| © AT # S8l od & Gleradl gl
Bl GRIfoTT 1397 IV 3% &F UX IEHN a1/ .. . . . yge &
grEal SMEHAT ST 3T el GY [ WY ¥ Sl 7
STHT FHIEAT 1597 o Jugard 577 Goreq &7 &7 47 Soord [T
& g8 39 wHY uifdvard Ryd yorg &/ g9 ST 4IRT §
JTTHT T ®T @ {1 HIXU] W T, YAl BN UqH
ogl § fawg gred T g9, d19e § T919 Grgreg &1
wrryar, forasl gver @ foay <fdor q§ serfq gwg
FT IIT FTAT JTTITIH oT| TWII FIXUT §I9¢ 7 T
greqaeerr 4 g8 gargr 8 & feedt gv 999 ydon &7
geffa dqv &I T THT o, FHIY I8 I STBT
gferere & dq® wsg 87 (997 25-26)

“As per Tuzuk-e-Babari, autobiography of Babar, his
advent in India took place in Punjab in 1519. He carried
out military expedition five times till 1525. In the sixth
expedition, he defeated Daulat Khan Lodi of Punjab and
captured his region. . . . . .. Different forts were the targets
of the first five attacks. Local tribes offered challenge to
him. The Punjab region about which I have mentioned, is
presently situated in Pakistan-occupied Punjab. The
invasion of Babar upon India was mainly due to two
reasons. The first reason was his failure to conquer his
parental states and the establishment of a new empire in
Kabul for the safety of which it was necessary to march
towards south east, that is, Punjab. As regards the
second reason Babar has stated in his autobiography
that Delhi was at a time under the rule of his
forefathers, that is, of Taimur and because of this it was

as a matter of right his parental state.” (E.T.C)
28 HIF T 1528 ¥ 2 e 1528 I Iyafr H IARAT H
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BIg fFlT T 819 & BRI GV 7 JIEAT TN PH §IEY D H
[FarT f&ar o) . 197 T MHHUBN] H BY H [qocll @I Gl
SHIRT It & 9T @) 3N g8l W Vo & &7 # 377 T8 98
wHT N JITEIT B &F F JBUATT [A%ifeqr &1 wrea
»vd @ v 59 39 9 a8 T AT BT 8f9IgaT &
grgr, g8t #ft ®1g wGear werrfyad T8 &8 WP vIP
gfafafer #RqreT qrere]t arcwifad "IHl P STENY
v U% q5 @O HI§ & §I¢ I§T @ FA TI/|7 (997

26—27)

“Because of there being no fort at Ayodhya Babar
resided in a camp outside the city of Ayodhya between 28"
March 1528 and 2™ April 1528. ... As an invader Babar
took over the reigns of Delhi from Ibrahim Lodi and could
not go forward in the region of Rajasthan from there, and
with a view to subjugate the Afghan rebels in the region
of Ayodhya he came as an invader, and no rule could be
established here too. Contemporary references suggest
that his representative Mir Baqi went away from here a

year and some months later.” (E.T.C)

g WNE b I9Y-GF Bl GRT 13 G P BT Tl
wiefl 7 g9l ygd @ gl gargl [ gH srFear Refa s
NHGTHYH UY R FIQ¥ @1 G197 @ WGl HRGrdl /T T
& ST @7 JAeld & §6PH T 4 S0 I T 3GH JEid
“grav’ H for@r & S0 XEeIH HIRIAT 9T AiEd & d SAEas
faeqfaenery 4§ gl f[A9RT 4 GrewR R & | STHIRTA 4 g%
3T BT HGH ST & [ 3f1 THTHYT & ¥ UY FgaNT aed
1471 791 SR v [5F T Herd ¥, FRGTq T [0 fbar 4T
... 39 @cg Bl BYA PI GGG &I BY ¥ HGY & VT Bl
EqvT HNP Uh UVl SHING BT [FF(0 &vd o o [order SyaiT
379 fory faar o @ | T A 7 fore @l @1 gAnT

TIT S VT ofiIdT & [ Usol T Y9+ Tssaral 9o Wfa< =
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& T BT AT/ . . HRATH IRTABIT Gl G 1206 H ABY T
1526 TF oT B &3 qol 4 [dua fsar 7ar & 37 g9 F w7
1206 ¥ BN 1290 TF TIIHINT JoITH 9 BT ITT o T9IF T8

TATHGT (FAq SITINT)) TE o7 Flfdr §H I 3T @R off

ATAT®H, ST, TAT IEHl @RI BT AT T § HIA P
VTGS H, §ggeeld Vad, {odld SIRIHIIE, Soqalas, $EgeelT

fONIST, RISTIT Yoo, G89qalT FevIH9IIE, 3ellSqalT HYGYIE,
TRINGGRIT H8HE, §oiq-, HHaIe 3V Y DAY o | ¥ 1290 ¥
W 1320 TF [%crol] I BT T o, 9 ITHBI H TAIGGRIT

fORIST Raersf], IeTeqeIT &erof], &ggeald gawa of | |7 1320

¥ T 1414 TGP GIGIPH 9 BT ITHT AT §7 DB H TIGGEIT
GIT® HIEHE 6T GIed, [BRITenE gied SV 99D §I] di
FHGIN I o4 I~ 9Id HIgHe S8 gieid §Y il
1414 F ¥Ig g9 @I wIIgar & T RewEl WIe 39 39 P
TS o | HIG qI T 1414 H W 1450 TH AT FT 1450 H
IR G @ YEIATT §3, [orgd Iredl § gEAlT o)), bev
ClIGT T SHIIeH ClI]] 9I%ids Y/ §Wd §Iq Figel SIvIT &l JIRY
B3I, 3BT TIVAT W 1526 W FIT AT &7 (457 27—28)

“The attention of the witness was drawn to para-13
of the affidavit filed in the Examination-in-Chief and on
going through it he stated- It mentions of a construction
having been raised by Mir Baqi, Commander of Babar at
the temple situate at Sri Ramjanam Bhumi located in
Ayodhya, in this respect Dr. Radhey Shyam has written in
his book titiled Babar. Dr. Radhey Shyam is an
acknowledged author. He has been a Professor in the
History Department at the University of Allahabad.
Alamgirnama contains a reference to the effect that a
Chabutra situate at a place called Sri Ramjanam Bhumi
was demolished and after the said demolition a mosque

was constructed from its debris. . . . The aim of this act was
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mainly to demolish the place of the temple and to construct
such a building thereat as could be utilized for personal
use. From the materials used in the new construction, it
appears that the earlier building belonged to the time of
Govind Chandra of the Gahadwal dynasty. . . . . The
Muslim period, which spanned between 1206 AD to 1526
AD, is divided into many dynasty. Out of these dynasty, the
reign of the so-called Slave dynasty was from 1206 AD to
1290 AD. As a matte of fact, there was no dynasty with the
name of Slave dynasty, because it had three different
branches. Reigns of Mamulak, llbari and Shamsi branches
were seen. Among the rulers of this period were included
Qutub-ud-din Aibak, Sultan Avram Shah, lltutmish, Rukun-
ud-din Firoz, Razia Sultan, Muij-ud-din Bahram Shah,
Alla-ud-din, Masood Shah, Nasir-ud-din Mahmud, Balban,
Kaikbad and Kaimur. The period from 1219 AD to 1320
AD witnessed the reign of the Khilji dyansty. Among the
ruler were included Jalal-ud-din Firoz Khilji, Alla-ud-din
Khilji and Qutub-ud-din Mubaarak. The period from 1328
AD to 1414 AD witnessed the reign of Tughlag dynasty.
Among these rulers were included Gayas-ud-din Tughlag,
Muhammad Bin Tughlaq and Firoz Shah Tughlaq and after
him came three weaklings among whom the last one was
Muhammad Shah Tughlak, because 1440 AD saw the
emergence of the Syed dynasty. Khijra Khan Syed was the
founder of this dynasty. The Syed dynasty spanned between
1414 AD and 1450 AD. 1450 AD marked the beginning of
the Lodi dynasty, whose rulers included Bahlol Lodi,
Sikandar Lodi and Ibrahim Lodi. After that came the
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Mughal rule, the beginning of which is attributed to 1526
AD.” (E.T.C)

“H HARE DI ST 39T FIT P YOS —17 GY AT o,
VT H plEH @ e W pEl o7 I8 B Wel & b walka
THE T FRAD! TG H W FHI T & WaveEr’” aeil
“HIRE’ TH & w7 & T19 817 (997 29-32)

“I had stated Satrakh to be Ayodhya on page-17 of
my statement,; I had stated so in reference to Cunningham.
It is true to say that a place called Satrikh is presently
situated in Barabanki district. 'Satrakh' and 'Satrikh' are

the names of one and the same place.” (E.T.C)

“GIGY GINT G Yl HIS Bl WIDIR BN BT BRI I T
[& qrav & Ioriiae T geEe Refad dige ¥ 9§ Horgd &1
gol oft 3k G7 1514 W 1525 T% O oNId H g8 ¥ddd IIDH
&I BNITT | wIIUT 8 gHT o, FHIGTY ST P ITHE B I
Y&+ @7 Big S F8 a1/ (97 32)

“The reason of Babur's embracing the Sunni sect

again was that his political and administrative position had
got consolidated a great deal in Kabul and he had
established himself as an independent ruler in that region;

hence, there was no justification for him to have been

under the ruler of Iran.” (E.T.C)

GRI—-13 . . . . @ 7T g gfaaal F CARY & HoAd @T
SVEIeT [gr T vl T AT fRAr AT 8] §9W AT
a7t g8 & 5 walet & ycerwl &1 gedAIAd fHIT TIAT
81 97 Uv ¥Fa Ifea 8 g™ = @ & & o A
SYTATT 16T T 81 39 SN UX HT TE 91T HE & A IH
SR T Y g8 G fbaral # ga@T G grar &/ (497 34)

“The words 'the debris of the temple' have been used

in the last two lines of. . .. ... .. Para 13. By the said

words [ mean that Kasauti stones have been used. Images
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are engraved on them. Whichever pillars have been used,
are as they were. I have stated this thing on this basis. This

information of mine is based on references to them in many
books.” (E.T.C)

‘fagrfea werrq gy Rerg forg wga &7
HRqTHT FIRT aAIST TIT &1, ¥ WIT & Yd I8 UV
TE€aIdd e @ T8 TG FIRT AT GIX [HIT 7T
Afegv fRera e /” (497 36)

“On the disputed site, prior to the building

demolished by Mir Bagqi, there was a temple renovated

by Govind Chandra of the Gahadwal dynasty.” (E.T.C)
“RIET ¥ GBS SIHHY HIEHT 187 FINH 7 G 711—712
g¥dl 7 [aT 1| 39 SBHT H Rl & 9I¥Ib IEY GNIford gV o
3V “FIgHYIGIE” THE ¥ITT UY HIEFG 9 BIRH BT SEDR
3T o7 |
TSl F gog gld gV WHl 890t fegward u¥ [/ fored
WY HEHE TSI 7 [8GWdT Y SIEHT [, 39 HHY ool H

gl &7 AT oT| J§ SMFHAT T 1023 W 1027 T TIIAIY
g3l ... g7 &Hell & §I] TGTH] BT G0 Goarg b Hel
YT, vy [Qoct] 9D weol H T8l AT 4 §HA T3l 89
o/ g7 §Hell H fAqw [Har T GISHN B TE TAT STHHUIBR
g gl T ... HEHG TG 7 BT dd STHHI
1537 | ST FYRT FIFATT X STHHIT [HAT o7 | ford AT 7EGR

T 7 BT G% STHAY [H3], I FHT Hilal G IICHEl PT

T T | RICHE P YBIN BT ST T4 &, o777 Hilol & &7
Uv BN 97| STHT G I H HF 9T . .. . RS AT
gV p~ilcd & V8T arof T8l o .. . .. I ST gferft et @t
WINEG ¥ IV o . . ESaIcd] BT YT I 100 a8/ dab o7 | TE

VT AT W 1085 ¥ GITHIT W 1100 $¥4 d@& 9T FT 1100
& G P NIl BT ITHT FHT & T, g TESdTd T BT
ITHT § 1225—1226 TF HIIT VET/ . . TESITAl &
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IrHT FT GAIT yv ST & Imadl T T B 4F
7 gegafyer 7 yd § TIGNSIIIT &1 STET BT
TgFY frgFd f&Ir|” (@ 37-39)

“Mohammad Bin Qasim made his first attack on Sind
in 711-712 AD. In this attack, Dahir, ruler of Sind, was
defeated and a place called Brahmanwad came under the
reigns of Mohammad Bin Qasim.

..... Mahmud of Ghazni made all his attacks
wading through Punjab. Delhi was ruled by Chauhans at
the time when Mahmud of Ghazni attacked Hindustan.
These attacks took place constantly between 1023 and
1027........ After these attacks, the control of Mahmud
of Ghazni extended up to Punjab but Delhi did not come
under him. These attacks were separate ones. These attacks
were marked by devastation, plunder and the ultimate
return of the invader. . . . . . Mahmud of Ghazni attacked
Kannauj. He attacked Mathura and Somnath. When
Mahmud of Ghazni attacked Kannauj, it was under the rule
of Rashtakutas. Rashtrakuta is a type of regional name and

they had control over the Kannauj region. They also had

relations with Deccan as well. . . . . . Rashtrakutas were
not the inhabitants of north Kannayj. . . . . They came from
the bordering areas of the southern states. . . . The reign of

Gahadwals spanned nearly 100 years. This rule was from
circa 1085AD to circa 1100 AD. After 1100 AD the rule of
a particular king came to an end but that of the Gahadwal
dynasty continued till 1225-1226 AD. . .. .. At the end
of the rule of Gahadwals, the ruler at Delhi, Iltutmish,

appointed his son governor of Awadh for the Awadh
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region.” (E.T.C)

i gfoerg @1 gaaar g1 # wegHTAT HIRAT gfasra
ggrar &1 . . . ¥9 a» 22 ®IF A fageT 7
fivgosto #T SUIfer grvad Y gd 817 (057 43—44)

“I am a lecturer in history. I teach Medieval Indian
History. . . . . 22 students have so far attained Ph.D.

degrees under my guidance.” (E.T.C)

‘qEF FHIATT dIRAIg gfasTE AY eFIT BT fAvg
&l &/

Heg pIcilT GRAIG SIG8T @ I<rild Fiell @I ITaT 4l
31T 8" (45T 47)

“Medieval Indian History has been a subject of my
study.

Medieval Ancient History also comprises the reign of
Mughals.” (E.T.C)

“GTAl & WHT 7 3qeT 797 & Sferere 4 787
o7/ 8T g HIR§I®t @1 "I §9W &7 y¥ Iferga
HYPH F&T BT Reifad &1 @7 & foay fAgga fFar om)
g8 ¥§ W G arcdlleid G=H I §ld & SWd IR
T Y% Y i 7§ d% Y& a7 SWd d15 a9 Fel T | §ATY
& PIT H I BT BN W &F Y T8l 7| HI D FHT H
§9 R &F GV VP G4 P BY H Fcll BT [T o (45T 47—48)

“In the time of Mughals, Awadh was not under the
control of Babur. Babur had authorised Mir Bagqi for
this region and had appointed him to handle its
situation. As per contemporary references obtained from
here, that he stayed here for about one year three months
and after that he went back. In the time of Humayun too,
this region was not under the control of Mughals. In the

time of Akbar this region in its entirety was under the
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control of Mughals as a province.” (E.T.C)

T 1206 6 TBY 1757 TF 7IHTAIT glasra &
qEger 7 YT Aoty ey 81 (997 51)

“I have a special study on the Medieval History
from 1206 AD to 1757 AD." (E.T.C)

“HT 1206 H BN W 1757 Ab [qcct] H FHTHATT SIArsi

&1 & 9T VET & /7 (497 52)
“From 1206 to 1757, Delhi has been under the reign

of Muslim rulers themselves.” (E.T.C)
“ga¥l & Y& @ §I] §I§% 7 YA 6 IAHT IV TG b

&g H [Har T8l uv qIgoi] 3K 9 AT RGN o forgl
YJ &1 ¥AF GIYd BY Q97 o7 FrIle 39 §HT HT SN
3T &F BT AT INTH A7) . . .. . .. gIaY Filod W AT
§Id §V SIIAT AT A7) GV T YA USIT AT H & W AR
el B G W GV B 99 IR fHar) .. ... frgrat &
Fgregr 7 17 # YT FieqgT 7 FIIAtT HT fAFFOr
ofT | HREIPH! 1Y B RIUETer} o 3P TRAT B TITABIT T
7T HfAH [FIFT F ¥GT P fory 1% F Horr o7/ (497 54—55)
“After the battle of Chanderi, Babur proceeded

towards the present day Uttar Pradesh region, where
Baizid and Babban were Afgan chieftains who had
declared themselves independent. At that time Baizid was
the independent ruler of Kannauj and Awash regions. . . . . .
Babur came to Lucknow via Kannauj. In a way, he
conquered Kannuaj. Across the Saryu river, Babur camped
2-4 miles away from Ayodhya. . . . . . Before the arrival of
Mir Baqi Ayodhya had been under the control of Baizid.
Mir Bagi was the commander of Babur; Babur had sent
him to exercise administrative and military control over

Ayodhya.” (E.T.C)
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‘el geaes H U Sooid T8] fHerar & [ HIRGTHT BT
ggieqr 4 fagFer svd @ fav fedt 9 @ig @Ey
gar &/ . . . . . fearadt 7 &g ds1g fawg wreman
® wrer T8 §§ /" (47 56)

“There in nothing in any book suggesting that Mir
Bagqi was ever engaged in any struggle with anybody
with a view to to have control over Ayodhya. . . .Mir Baqi
was not locked in any battle with the Hindu
kings.”(E.T.C)

“HINGTbl T 1529 H §19Y W Aol o 99D §IG I8 IIET
H cicay TEl 3Td | FI9Y T HRGIH B o AT Y 1529 H §F
gg Y STBRI & 3R F9el 4 §g o | (Uo7 56)

“Mir Baqi had met Babur in 1529; after that he did
not come back to Ayodhya. As per my knowledge, the 1529
meeting between Babur and Mir Baqi had taken place at
Sambhal.” (E.T.C)
gedl §RT 5 F for@r AT § ey 5l §© GEl Il BT F,
SUFI el ST ST W TAORSIeTe d8l BY Wy | (Uor
61—62)

“Whatever is written by Prof. Irfan, Prof. Athar Ali

and Prof. Shirin Musvi and about whatever they have
researched, cannot be easily ignored in the academic

circles."(E.T.C)

W BT BITGH D forgd & & IR G WalNe aol
3T I U B BE Bl . . . . . . PlAgH gIT ol [
&g @I 47 781 T &/ (457 83—84)

“Only on the basis of Cunningham's write-up I have
stated Satrikh and Ayodhya to be one and the same

place. . . . . . I have not read any book written by
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Cunningham.”(E.T.C)

gferae gve 19w @ gvad H & 8/ (47 85)

“I have not read the report of Cunningham. I have

just seen his references in Elliot and Dowson's

book.”(E.T.C)
“wfigq & Ruid & rEv v g8 gdligd gtar 8 f&
garer aiv sgteqr ve werrT & Trq T8 81 (99 s6)

“From the report of Cunningham it appears that

Satrikh and Ayodhya are not names of one and the same

place.” (E.1.C)

“HT 1528 7 faqifead w97 & §99 @ 5 FIGT
H BT @ ABY JINTHT & BT db I&8 HdT FYITY
JHTATT] H Bl 7 Y87 &/ HIRVTTT B HIA B FIT
Terr W 1857 ® Yd faqrfed 997 UV IVIGY THAATTT
T Hsail YT & IT 781, 6P I8 7 3 GrTHIE T8
8/ s & @ier aw fagifed waT v FH fagel T BT &
ferar &) v #7 gfaErT @t geadl d & T8 uer & WY 1528
W BT 22,23 [TG*gY G 1949 & [qarfeqd ©wa7 &
§9IvT gHETATT H Fsa A vE &, yveg §HH FIIT
AT & wq 7 FIT IT T8 §AT B, J§ T& HET T
aHar 8 17 (497 93)

“After its construction in 1528 AD, this structure

has constantly been in the possession of Muslims from
the time of Babur to that of Aurangzeb. I do not have the
knowledge as to whether or not the disputed structure
has constantly been in possession of Muslims after the
time of Aurangzeb and prior to 1857 AD. I have nowhere
read in the history books, about whether Hindus have ever
been in possession of the disputed structure up to the

English period. The building of the disputed structure
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has been in possession of Muslims between 1528 AD and
22"/ 23" December, 1949 but nothing can be said about
whether it has been used as mosque or not.” (E.T.C)

“TT 1528 H fAaifad 499 & 97 ® 918 H W 1855 D
Vidsiis gedenl H [aqiiad waw @ ie¥l Wed H §7 dgaN bl
goored Tel &/ . THIG G WTd SerqT guil f&d @rd @7
»1§ weg gfosra & grag T8 gtar 817 (95 94)

“The historical books from 1528 AD, that is, the year
of construction of the disputed building up to 1855, have no
mention of the chabutra constructed in the outer courtyard
of the disputed building. . . . . . . .. No evidence is
available in history about the offering of namaz or about
performing pooja.” (E.T.C)
gorre W Filol AT o, o Wel I8 & Id Gond W qrge U
Q9 N FSAT AT AT TIE§REIT AN QIGRT Y fewgedrd arge
TE ST WBIgRRIT AT BT Filol G BHI STHEHIT T&l G
YIRS TINT ERT Filol U 3HHIT &Y+ IV T8I &I BloT Bl
TEIgGalT AN Bilor 4T 81 T8l qT 98 Yoid W qrq¥ 39 a9
gerT AT (d5T 105—106)

“My above-mentioned statement to the effect that
Shahabuddin Ghori came to Kannauj from Punjab is
incorrect, rather, it is true that he returned to his country
Ghor from Punjab. Shahabuddin Ghori did not come back
to Hindustan again. Shahabuddin Ghori never attacked
Kannauj. My above statement about Kannauj having been
attacked by Shahabuddin Ghori and the army of that place
having been defeated by him, is incorrect because

Shahabuddin Ghori did not even got to Kannuaj and he
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returned to his country from Punjab.” (E.T.C)

“HEFE NI T FEIggeT TN & TP & afdd
&1 (@T 113—114)

“Both Muhammad Ghori and Shahabuddin Ghori

are one and the same person."(E.T.C)

“JE WY [3aRTT 934 [8W¥T BT &/ UG T P TN TE
fdavor W 1529 @1 &A1 ANV . .13 T @I gTHl H TPl
AreIBGl @ ST Bl GO B G FIEY B FH FURIT &I BT
Sooid &/ . .§HH ar9d IE & [ 59 §I9% “SeaHd’” Ugal aq

W WHY d% Pl AreIpal SGRAT § Y8 Y& AT Flid a1l
ST H b HIeT dI7—aI% Hal7 & BHeig vl AT/ (457 133—134)

"All this description is of 934 hizri. According to the
Gregorian calender, this should be of the year 1529. . . . . ..
An the incidents of 1 3" June, there is mention about
presence of Baqi of Tashkand before Babar along with
army of Awadh. . . ... ... It implies that when Babar
reached Dalmau, Baqi of Tashkand was left behind in
Ayodhya because Baqi remained in Ayodhya for about one

year three four months." (E.T.C)
gagY @ Radl @l gvad H SuNiad  Pieierd @
SIARFT 3IeaT @ vl dfav &l drs &1 $lg qu7 78] &/”
(457 137)

"Besides the above inscription, there is no other

reference in the book of Athar Abbas Rizvi regarding
demolition of any temple in Ayodhya." (E.1.C)

“glo HOSIR0 IH 7§ HRE H YAl Ha, [9cqeieE, ol
BT AT 282%1—1,/2 TIT 282%1—1,/3 8 @ 3N U¥ I
f&ar &/ (d57 138)

"SI0 3ROTT Bl Y § I8 ferar & [ qrel qivIe a1
VI [d9T W=E @ W &Y W g8 W & 98l W feg Alev
Ifod sy G Hiferd 7§ WY P IFAN ITHBIC I8 w@fid 8
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3iiv fawg dfex @1 @l 9% [FEor 4 gwddrer @ TS| 395 I8
ot forar & & 98 3§ faeqrq & wIeT 8T T GHAT 8
f& gasr faarer et gt (afdT dve) gv 798 fFar
TIT | (IS 138—139)

"Prof. S.R. Sharma has expressed his opinion in this
behalf on basis of the inscription, which is paper no.
282C-1/2 and 282C-1/3.

"It is written in the book of Dr. R. Nath that the site of
Babri Masjid is undoubtedly and clearly the place where
Hindu temple was built, which was originally built on the
banks of Saryu in Ramkot, and where articles of Hindu
temples had been used in building the same. It has also
been mentioned in it that it can be said with firm
conviction that it was not built over virgin land." (E.T.C)

‘ggreqr v el werrT 8, wH @1 aageerd! 8
v fAqrfea verar TTaeeTT 8 31V §9®H] 4 UVERT B
STETTY Y¥ HTTaT § |

vHTgTE ol @ faffgag aereenrT &1 A7 T
fafega fegr wrar g9 w99 ®fa gIRT ¥4 T8
g5 145)

"Ayodhya is a pilgrimage, is the birthplace of
Rama and the disputed site is Janmsthan and I accept
this on basis of customs.

At present, it not possible for me to point out the
exact birthplace of Ramchandra on basis of my
memory."(E.T.C)

RMTTF At HT T T @ OF §FJFIX IV YT
fz=g &% @t #@regar @ &g fasvyp @ ggarw
» WY H XGT TIURLT P YT H WG A T T IRA
4 ©¥ 89N 99 qd @ 9qT a7 99 9+ & IJq9T & a7 7E FHD
WaET H gRIaTicaar & gar Hbd & 1 (Uo7 146—147)
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"According to the belief of Hindu religion,
Ramchandra was born six thousand ago as son of king
Dashrath, as an incarnation of 'Vishnu'. Whether the
remains of six thousand years old building or buildings are
present in Ayodhya or not, can be told only by
archaeologists." (E.T.C)

‘faarfed v §9 wHI AT 4 Red &/ . . .TE
Yo7 U el (AT9US) qv Rerd &/ . . . [3aifed ¥Ia &7 ea%eT
ggs & /" (457 150)

"At present the disputed site is situated in Ayodhya. . .
. ... This site is situated over a mound . . . . . The area of
the disputed site is extensive." (E.T.C)

go gfusrgsrwl @ SIHIN HIRTG BT
AT HTATT FIAETE 1206 ¥ @ YW F1HY 1757 F&dl
a® orar & g 1757 @ Wl & gg aw | HT WNd » 5T
FIci SI08IT &1 1707 ¥l db @l 3afer Hr & TET SeITT
f&ar &1 (4o 161)

". . .. According to few historians, the medieval
history of India commences from 1206 AD and goes
upto 1757 AD, i.e. till the battle of Plassey of 1757. I have
deeply studied the medieval history of India only upto 1707
AD." (E.T.C)

“MESJTIeT TI HT ITHT ¥ 1226 d& V&Il I8
BET WEl &l 8NIT 5 g TESIeT 9 W 1193 H THICT & AT
Hlfr G7 1194 ¥ TIFS DI 9 §5 1 (47 162)

"The rule of Gahadwal dynasty continued till the

year 1226. It will not be correct to say that the Gahadwal

dynasty came to an end in the year 1193 because Jaichand

had died in the year 1194." (E.T.C)
‘TagY @ THT og P wANCT W 1479 7
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AT T AHdl 8, 79 GBI IGDH §HT WE TP I

T AT AT (45T 169)
"The end of Jaunpur's Shirky dynasty can be
considered as the year 1479, when its ruler 'Hussain Shah

Shirky' fled to Bengal." (E.T.C)

“FIGY + AT, GG B GRIIOIT HRP, 3G ST H
/A sfl UHOIROTH B A TAT 3T T Ml GIEIfUIE
SIAeTAPIR G &/ .. . W 4 WeAd § & VT g T8 [Herar
& gy 7 & Al fewg A@fa¥l & T [HIT 81 1 7T fa550
BT 7T €75 P 3R UY G [a7 8117 (057 176—178)

"Babar took Ayodhya in his possession after
defeating Baizid. . . . . . I and other persons also, consider
Sri S.R. Sharma to be a recognized historian. . . . . . .. 1
agree that no evidence is found that Babar had ever
demolished Hindu temples or had suppressed Hindus only

on basis of religion." (E.T.C)

“sff 3aEY ST R9dl gRT Rrererd &1 o Sad fa<!
3gaIG a1 TAT & VU B SR G HY T gRUT gcA & [
HNGIBT gIRT AR TS $HNG & Usel g8l UV Hiav T SR
Rreirere @ fa=t sigaie @ goF i gfaaal @, o 1 sf
Rordt 7 3797 srgars # faar & @) & I8 19 BT & [y S
77T § a5 S fRrciieiad # Hivarep! g7 G901 T AT & Ugal
AN §IF P Jooivd & 99 SANT & 3 [efl SHIGETT Bl IFT
gIT e P fory F e T8 g9 v8T § S gt Rrerrader &7
=g gfosraskl, &G S0 IR0 TTe, S0 VIETTYTH,
gl0 THOSTROIIAT 7 +Hl I§ H87 BT JIeTTe 9797 8 [&
frarat gr @t wHrT Y fagrfed garvad 987 978
Tg | (G5 179—180)

"Mr. Syed Athar Abbas Rizvi has only given

translation of the said inscription, but has not given any

comment. It is on the basis of the said Hindi translation of
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the inscription by Mr. Athar Abbas Rizvi, that my opinion
has been formed that a temple existed over there prior to
the building built by Mir Baqi. It is the first three lines of
the Hindi translation of the above inscription, as given by
Mpr. Rizvi in his translation, which form the basis for me
saying that the said inscription mentions about existence of
temple prior to the structure built by Mir Bagi. I am not
making any other inscription of that building, the basis of
me saying so, and this very inscription has been made
the basis by other historians such as Dr. R. Nath, Dr.
Radheyshyam, Prof. S.R. Sharma, to say that the
disputed structure was not built by Mir Baqi over virgin

land.” (E.T.C)

TERHfT | #Y HqIerg 9t vl &§ 8 Wl
fagifea 4ff 8, 7 & ws& @& yrx Scav 7 frerd
TATETT qfev War vaig €/ ... qTFAT P STHIT
T gY fawop @ ggare @ Wy 3 HRTT BT G
gaT 7| w9 & S/@aver @7 yaigardt &) ver 7@ & f
T JgT g1 &I SiIN 3Vl TR GTE UY g3 8/ H¥ GIIaTe]
& SR fAqiied e H g9 i S @ A & SRE BT o
§3TT of, Sl &I THTHHH AT E .. ... ¥ 7 S are
gqT7 @ A Bl A B TETHYHE HRIATL, ST SN GVERT B
SITETY G¥ AT & | AT G714, 3T 3V GRAqersll & a4
ud & gar &

HI9T T 8 37N 98 HET SIRBIT W FeA 37 VET 8/ (497 190)

"By Janmbhumi, I mean the place which is the
disputed land, and not the Ramjanmsthan temple, Sita
Rasoi situated in north across the road. . . . . According

to belief, Sri Rama was born at the Janmbhumi as an
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incarnation of Vishnu. Birth is synonymous to
incarnation. It is not that birth took place here and
incarnation at another place. According to my knowledge,
Sri Rama was born beneath the three domes of the disputed
structure, and the same is considered to be Ramjanmbhumi.
....... On basis of belief, faith and tradition, I consider
the land beneath the three dome structure to be
Ramjanmbhumi. My statement regarding belief, faith and
tradition, has already been recorded.
.. . . Ramjanmbhumi has more importance because
Rama has been considered as incarnation of Vishnu and
this importance has been continuing since time
immemorial." (E.T.C)
3635. A perusal of the above statements and in particular
that of PW 16, 20, OPW 9 and 6, the Court finds opinion of the
Expert Historians so varying that no definite conclusion can be
drawn therefrom. However, on one aspect, some of the experts
of both the sides were unanimous that if an excavation is made
at Ayodhya, at the disputed site or near it, more relevant facts
may be available which would help this Court to arrive at a just
conclusion. This became more important in view of the fact that
a stone inscription, sought to be relied by the plaintiffs (Suit-5),
was claimed to have found on 6/7 December, 1992 from the
debris of the demolished disputed structure. It is a stone
inscription of 115 cm. X 55 cm. size having several lines
engraved in a language which is not decipherable atleast by this
Court. The experts say that it is written in Sanskrit but the script
1s slightly different or at least a little difficult being much older.
Under the orders of the Apex Court, ink estampage (Paper
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No.203 C1/1) was prepared. This estampage was deciphered by
Dr. K.V.Ramesh, a renowned Epigraphists, whose competence,
in fact remained undisputed by all the parties. This
translation/text is Exhibit 2 Suit 5 (Register 29, Page 5-25). In
first two pages, the epigraphist has made his comments and
observation and then there is sanskrit and English text and
English translation.
3636. Dr. T.P.Verma and Dr. S.P.Gupta substantially relied
on the translation of the contents of the said stone inscription
asserting that there was a huge Vishnu Hari Temple at the site in
dispute which was demolished and thereafter disputed building
was constructed in 1528 AD. Some dispute arose about the
correct translation made by Sri Dr. T.P.Verma and Dr. S.P.Gupta.
Ultimately expert's translation was obtained by plaintiffs (Suit-
5) from Dr. Koluvyl Vyassrayasastri Ramesh-O.P.W.10
(Exhibit No.2, Suit 5) (Reg. 29, Page 5-25). The said
transliteration and English translation is as under:
"I. ..nama: sivafya] (there is space enough in the erased
portion for accommodating a verse in a lengthy metre like
Sardulavikriditam).- - -U U — s — Trivkrama — tanor — a —
U - - U - pramsutvena nikharva-so-
2. dasa-samuddesam-dadhanas-tanum samvartta-pramad-
oddhata:-kulagiri-grava-prahara-kvanad-bra ~ hmandam
kara-samputena vivu(bu)dhan-madhyo ha - - U — [II 2%]
[srimad]-Bharggava vi U — U U U — dvamso (so') vatamso
bhuva: I yasmin-ra
3. U U — la-sanklimir-iva sthayiny-udancad-bhuja - - s-
c-opacite parartha-ghatana vandhy-ananam jajnire II[3%*]

te Candipati-canda-tandava-calac-cuda U - - U -
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brahmand-occa-kapala-randhra-sarani-prasthayi-
satkirttaya: | viras-tatra kule janim jagrhi-

4. re ye Bharggaviy-ahava-ksina-ksatriya-sesa-raksana-
vidhau-(ba)ddho' bhiyogagraha.| | [4*] vamsyan-tad-eva-
kulam-akulata-nivrtti-nirvyudham-apratima-[vikramaj-
Jjanmabhumi:l yvatr-atisahasa-sahasra(sra)-samiddha-
dhama Mame'janista jagad-istatam-otta-

S.masri: II[5*] ma me dayastu vapusi dravinesu trsna
nisnatir-apy-avirasa sarasendriy-arthe [ ity-udgrnann-
anudinam sa Dinesavatso ma me pa — U jagade
jagadekalvira:] Il [6*] tad- uddha-keli-dalit-akhila-Meda-
Bhilla-palli-sahasra-vanitasu nikunjagasu | utkanta-

6. ka  vitapino  vita-vistitani  te  sva-stanesu
jaghanesumuhur-likhanta: | | [7%] pura kirtya nyastan-
tadanu tanun-adhyasitumana manasvi
svarlokamparinatim-upe(ty-ati/sayinim sa  sarvvasvam
ksatram ka iva bhuvi Sallaksana-sute sriya s-arddhan-
dadhre Hutabhuji viva-

7. sva(sva)n-iva maha: | | [8*] tad-dhama-nissimam-

amahyam-anyai-any-aiva sa kacana dana-sakte: 1

amanusam paurusama-avirasit-Sallaksane visva-
vilaksanan-tat | | [9%] khadga: srikara  [valat-
aldhikam(ka)ranam va(ba) hur-mahavahini kirti:

sambhrta-[sulpakara-vidhaye pacyam sada dam-

8. sanam | rajyen-api vina nijopakaranany-etani
ni:kantakam yat-samrajya-paricchadam viracire cinta-
vitan-ojjhitam(tam) || [10*] samar=ajira-bhajo’'sya cirum
nistrimsa eva sa: | [ khadgas-c-a[pi dhrto mudhna yo jahar-

asu(su) jivitam(tam) || [11*] [Malaya]-valayasy-ante sante
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9. Viyattatini tate Himagiri-guha-geha-dvare darim-
adhinaisadhim | prathama-likhitam siddhai-yasya prasasti-
padavalim  pathati  nipunam  strainam  modan-
nabhasthalacarinam(nam) || [12*] Kaliasacala-mekhalasu
Malaya-svacchesu  mero:sirobhage  svargga-tarangini-
tatabhuvi-

10. sthanesu c-anyesv-api [ krtva tarppana-silpajam
pratikrtim vrddh-opadesat-pati-praptyai
khecarakanyakabhir-anisam  yad-bahur-abhyarcyate | |
[13*] ejya-gva sa: pesalair-istasiddhi-pra- - -pahnaram
svam jagadbhi: i gehe yasya sri-vilas-abhirame vya-

1l. gad-vai tam giyate caran-aughai: || [14%]
Amarapura-purandhri-vandhutamavyalikam bhajati
sukrtarasau tatra sallaksanakhye 1 prativapuriya tasya
prapya sadyo'navadyam sutamuditavivekam
lokakautuhalam tat || [15%] Alhana: pranaya-pesala:
satam garjjatam krakaca-

12. kotirytkata:l aninaya nayaninhavena ya: prahrtam
prakrticancalam sriyam (vam) || [16*] lokottara: sa khalu
ko'pi yadabhimukhye'hankararasiragalaccirasambhrto'pi 1
samsaripasabhudu — udrsaiva yasya jataslatha:sukrta
du:krta kancukasca || [17%]

13. paurusapratirandhriti purandhriti ca bibhyatam [ yena
lokanuruddhapi  pratisiddha nagonnati: || [18%]
tadbhratrjo jagati meghasuta: srutadhya:
srimanabhudanayacandrapadabhilanghya: I govindcandra
dharanindra guruprasadatsaketamandalapatitvama-

14. lambhi yena | | [19%]

sasvatsangararanganartitaripuskandhena  yuddhohhjura
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virastena na kevalam balavata ye durmmada mocita: 1
apyuddamacamupradananiratasvanena caikantato
durarudhasvayasyatamadamasau kalpadrumasyajita: | |
[20%*] tankotkhatavi-

15.
salasailadikharasrenisilasamhativyuhairvisnyharerhiranya
kalasa ri sundaram mandiram I purvvairapyakrtam krtam
nrpatibhiryenedamityadbhutam samasararnava-sighra-
langhana-laghupayan-dhiya  dhyayata | [21%]
govindacandra-kstipala-rajya-

16. sthairyaya-nistandra-bhujargalasya I atha prapede'sya
padam kaniyan-Ayusyacandro'lhana-sunur-eva || [22%*] na
Sahasankena na Sudrakena tasy-opamanam vidadhu:
kavindra:1 krtam bhiya yasya puro na kamad anyena
manye dhanur-atataiyam (m) || [23 %]

17. uddama-saudha-vibudh-alayanim-Ayodhyam-adhyasya
tena  naya-ninhuta-vaisayena 1  Saketa-mandalam-
akhandam-akri kupa- vapi-pratisraya-tagada-
sahasra(sra)-misram(sram) || [24*] nidra-nirodha-vidhaye
nija-vallabhanam Hemacala-amala-silatala-talpa-

18. lina-kasturik-ena-aruni-sravan-opabhogya-yogyam
jagu: sarasa-magna-raso yaso'sya || [25%] avimukta-
visalaksi lalit-anandita sada [ kasiva yasya dehasri: satam
nirvvana-karanam(mam) | | [26%] asthibhyo vitaran-
Hiranyaka-

19.  sipum samyamya Va(Ba)nam rane kurvvano
Va(Ba)liraja-va(ba)hu-dalanam krtva va(ba)hun-vikraman
[ kurvvan-dusta-Dasananasya hanana- - U - - U ka: ko'py-

anya. sa das-adhiko U U U - - - U punyo tata || [27*] ady-
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eha — U nrpate U U
20. to nihanti pascatya-bhiti-api bhisana-bahu-dandam:
(m) I teja: prabhava-mahatam mahas-iyam-eva purvv-
apara U U U - U U - U - - [28*] [punyai]: prajanam
prainamavadbhi: khyate ksitau raja . . . . . sri Ayusyaca . . . .
English Translation
Linel . .. .. Obeisance to [Lord*] Siva. . . . . .
Lines 1-2, verse 1. [This line is nearly totally erased. But
there is enough space for a verse in a lengthy metre such as
Sardulavikriditam]
Lines 1-2, verse 2. . . . . . of the physique of [Lord]
Trivikrama. . . . . . by His height containing within His body
the sixteen doctrines(or maha-vidyas) . . . . . . in Whose
palm He holds the universe like (holding) the Moon, whose
kalugiri ( in the case of Bharata-varsa, one of the seven
great mountain ranges, viz., Mahendra, Malaya, Sahya,
Suktimat, Rksa, Vindhya and Pariyatra) whose falling
rocks(,while striking one another,) create noise had, out of
wanton arrogance. . . . . .
Lines 2-3 verse3. The illustrious Bhargava (i.e.,
Parasurama) . . .. an ornament of the earth . . . like insects
. with firm hands upraised . . . . . . having increased,
events brought into existence, barren faces. . . . . .
Lines 3-4, verse4. during the violent dance of the Lord of
(the goddess) Candi (i.e., Lord Siva), from thr rocking head
jewel. . . ...
genuine reputations which emanated from the opening in
the skull-shaped spherical half of the universe. . . In that

family heroestook their birth, who were determined to
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resurrect the warrior clan which had been rendered weak
by the wars waged by Bhargava (Parasurama) (against
them).

Lines 4-5, verse5. Noble was that very family which was
the birth-place of valour which had successfully removed
the sufferings of the other (Ksatriya clans) in which Mame,
the abode of thousands of perfect and extremely valorous
deeds and who was the utmost favourite of the world.

Lines 5, verse 6. That very Son of the Sun (i.e., Karna),
Mame, the unequalled hero of the world, uttered everyday
the words "may I have no mercy on (my) body, may I not
hanker for material wealth, may [ be diligently
disinterested in sensual temptations . . . . . .

Lines 5-6, verse 7. The thorny trees, like the sensuous
villains, repeatedly wrote (i.e., scratched) on the skins of
the breasts and hips and loins of the womenfolk of the
tribal villages of the plains and hills who had taken refuge
in the thickets as a result of the destruction of their abodes
in sportive wars waged by him.

Lines 6-7, verse 8. His fame alone having pervaded till then
the heavens, the high-minded [Mame], wishing to go to the
heavens in person and reside there in that wonderful world,
he bequeathed his entire realm along with all the wealth to
his son Sallaksana just as the Sun-god had bequathed all
his lustre to the Fire-god.

Line 7, verse 9. As a result of some unknown power of the
gift of that realm, which had no bounds and was other-
worldly, a super-human valour manifested itself in

Sallaksana, it was indeed an earthly exception.



3694

Lines 7 — 8, verse 10. The sword was at the tip of his
fingers, his hand was verily the great army, his fame, like
sumptuously cooked delicacies, were ever palatable; even
without a kingdom to rule, these personal instruments
enabled him to spread extensively an empire sans worries.
Line 8, verse 11. He who was for long intervals enjoying
himself on battle-fields, bore on his head his ruthless
sword, which was quick to end the lives (of his enemies).
Lines 8-9, verse 12. Within the serene surroundings of the
Malaya mountain, on the banks of the heavenly Ganges, at
the entrances of the cave-dwellings of the Himalayas, in the
caverns in which the hunter-tribes dwell, the accomplished
womenfolk gaily sing (literally, read) the strings of his
eulogy composed for the first time by the semi-divine
beings moving about in the skies.

Lines 10-11, verse 13. On the advice tendered by the elders,
in the terrains of the Himalayas, in the pristine pure
regions of the Malaya (Mountains), in the lands along the
banks of the heavenly Ganges as well as in other regions
the semi-divine unmarried girls, with intent to gain
husbands, ever offer worship to the hands of the satiating
images sculpted in his (i.e., Sallaksana's) likeness.

Lines 10-11, verse 14. He who is to be offered oblations by
the beautiful for the realization of their desires . . . . himself
by the worlds . . . .in whose abode, which is pleasing with
wealth and happiness, hi is sung about by multitudes of
celestial singers.

Lines 11-12, verse 15. The people look upon as a

phenomenon the fact that, Sallaksana, who was, through
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good fortune, enjoying the genuine company of the damsels
of the heavens, had happily begotten a son who, by
appearance, was no different from his father.

Lines 11- 12, verse 16. [That son] Alhana, who was the
beloved of the good people, is like a pointed saw to the
war-mongers. He retrieved the splendour of the habitually
fickle-minded Goddess of wealth by means of fair and
persuasive means.

Line 12, verse 17. He was indeed extraordinary and
whenever he confronted (his foes the heap of their)
arrogance, accumulated over a protracted period, melted
away. The garb of good deeds and bad deeds (worn by
them) slipped away by his mere looks.

Line 13, verse 18. He was the destroyer of (his enemies’
manliness, and made those who were afraid effeminate; as
against the belief among the people, his eminence far
dwarfed that of the lofty mountains.

Lines 13-14, verse 19. His nephew (literally brother's son),
the widely celebrated Meghasuta, the illustrious one, who
superceded Anayacandra; he earned the lordship of
Saketa-mandala through the grace of his elder, the Lord of
the earth, Govindacandra.

Line 14, verse 20. Not only did he, who was powerful, put
an end to the arrogant warriors who were dancing in
unrestrained frenzy in the battles constantly fought by him,
but he also gave (to his people) an excellent army which
was replete with (soldiers comparable to) the wish-
fulfilling trees.

Lines 14-15, verse 21. By him, who was meditating in his
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mind on the easiest means of quickly jumping across the
ocean of worldly attachments, was erected this beautiful
temple of [The god] Visnu-Hari, [on a scale] never before
done by the preceding kings, compactly formed [i.e. built]
with rows of large and lofty stones which had been sculpted
out.

Lines 15-16, verse 22. The position of Alhana, whose
tireless shoulders were like safety latches for the stability of
the king Govindacandra's empire, was subsequently
occupied by his younger (son?) Ayusyacandra.

Line 16, verse 23. Great poets dared not compare him with
Sahasanka and Sudraka; out of sheer fear none save the
God of Love dared draw the bow-sting in his presence.

Line 17, verse 24. By him, who was of good conduct, and
abhorred strife, while residing at Ayodhya, which had
towering abodes, intellectuals and temples, Saketa-
Mandala was endowed with thousands of wells, reservoirs,
alms-houses, tanks.

Line 17-18, verse 25. the young damsels, who were as
attractive as the female musk-deer and does, while they
rested on the cool surfaces of the Himalayan rocks, sang
about his (i.e., Ayusyacandra's) fame.

Line 18, verse 26. Whose bodily splendour, which was ever
characterised by glowing eyes, was at all times pleasant
with gentle feelings, was a source of salvation for the good
just as (the holy pilgrimage centre) Kasi is.

Lines 18-19, verse 27. Separating [the flesh and blood of
the demon] Hiranyakasipu from his skeleton, subduing [the

demon| Bana in battle, tearing asunder the arms of the
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[demon-] king Bali, and performing many valorous deeds,

having  killed  the  evil  Ten-headed  [demon

Lines 19-20, verse 28. And now, the fierce arms of the ruler
. annihilates even the fear caused by the westerns (i.e.,
the Islamic invaders from the west). The brilliance of the

mighty great ones . . . . east and west . . . . . .
Line 20, verse 29. Because of the subjects’ effective acts of
merit, the king being famous in the world . . . . . the
illustrious Ayusyacandra. . . . . .
3637. Sr1 K.V. Ramesh, O.P.W. 10, has also submitted a

report about the said inscription , which says:
“The subjoined stone inscription is engeaved on a
rectangular stone slab, the written area roughly covering
an area of 115 cms X 55 cms. The slab as at present extant
is diagonally broken in two leading to the loss of a couple
of letters in almost every line. Besides, the first and last two
lines have suffered heavy damage resulting in the loss of
many letters. All in all, the loss of letters have proved a
handicap to epigraphists and Sanskritists in the matter of
fully interpreting the contents of the text. Nevertheless, the
overall purport and the crux of its import are clear beyond
doubt. In the first instance a hurriedly prepared estampage,
and in recent times, a high quality estampage as well as
some photographs were all provided by Dr. S.P. Gupta
Chairman, Archaeological Society of India, New Delhi for
which I am highly thankful to him.

The text of the inscription is written in fairly chaste

Sanskrit, the orthographical features being regular for the
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period to which the inscription belongs, namely the middle
of the 12" Century A.D. The inscription is not in any way
dated, but may be assigned, with confidence, to the middle
of the 12" Century on palaeographical grounds as well as
the internal evidence provided by the inscriptional text in
question.

But for the opening salutation to Siva at the very
beginning, the entire text of the inscription is composed in
Sanskrit verse of fairly high literary excellence. As has
been stated above, the palaeographical and orthographical
features are normal for the period to which the inscription
belongs, viz, the middle of the 12" century A.D. This was
an important period of transition from classical Sanskrit to
the North Indian vernaculars. This can be easily identified
in contemporaneous inscriptions, including the present
one, in the confusion in the use of class nasals and
anusvara, and in the employment of the sibilants and
palatals.

As for the contents of the text, it is fully reflective of
medieval vanity as far as the eulogies of the heroes
mentioned in the inscription are concerned. The most
important internal historical information we get from this
epigraph is the mention of Govindachandra, obviously of
the Gahadavala dynasty, who ruled over a fairly vast
empire from 1114 to 1155 A.D.

Verse 1 is entirely lost. Verse 2, which is badly
mutilated, refers to Trivikrama and, hence, may have been
composed in praise of Lord Visnu. Verse 3, which is also

badly damaged, seems to allude to the near-total
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decimation of the warrior clans by Bhargava-Parasurama.
Verse 4 refers to the emergence of a Ksatriya family, heroes
born in which successfully resurrected the decadent
warrior clans. According to Verse 5, in that noble family
was born the beloved of the people, Mame. Verse 7 speaks
of his detachment from mundane things while Verse §
informs us that he bequeathed his realm and wealth to his
son Sallaksana. Verse 9 to 14 contain conventional praises
showered on this Sallaksana in which the poet has
displayed a high level of poetic imagination. Verse 15
refers to the birth of his son whose stunning resemblance to
his father was the talk among the people. Verse 16 refers to
this son as Alhana and credits him with retrieving the past
power and glory of his family. While the next two verses
(17 and 18) contain his conventional praise, verse 19 gives
the information that his nephew, Meghasula by name, as
superseding a certain Anayacandra and obtaining the
Lordship of Saketa-mandala through the grace of the
senior Lord of the earth, Govindacandra, While verse 20
lauds the military might of this hero, verse 21 gives the
important information that, in order to ensure his easy
passage into the heavens, Meghasuta built a lofty stone
temple for the god Visnu-Hari. From verse 22 we learn that
he, who was responsible for the stability of
Govindacandra's empire, was succeeded by the younger
Ayusyacandra as the Lord of Saketa-mandala. Verse 23
contains his conventional praise. According to verse 24, he
set up residence in the city of Ayodhya, which was adorned
with lofty abodes, intellectuals and temples, and added to
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the entire Saketa-mandala thousands of small and big
water reservoirs. Verse 25 and 26 contain more
conventional praises of Ayusyacandra. Verse 27, which is
partly damaged, alludes to the well-known episodes of
Visnu's incarnations as Narasimha, Krsna, Vamana and
Rama. The badly damaged verse 28 refers to a King
(probably Ayusyacandra) as warding off the danger of
invasion from the west (i.e. from the invading Muslim
forces). Verse 29, which is incomplete, mentions the king
Ayusyacandra.

The reference to Saketa-mandala is interesting. It is
well known that North India. Just as in the case of the
South, was divided into administrate divisions called
mandalas (see the word mandala in the indices to H.C.
Ray's monumental two-volume work 'The Dynastic History
of Northern India’, Il edn.' 1973, Delhi)”

3638. The expertise of Dr. Koluvyl Vyassrayasastri
Ramesh-OPW 10 as an Epigraphist could not be disputed by
any of the parties. In fact some of the witnesses of both the sides
admitted that he is the best authority so far as the translation of
Sanskrit inscription is concerned. PW-16 Dr. Suraj Bhan in Part

IT page 6 has said about Dr. Koluvyl Vyassrayasastri Ramesh:
i S0 P0 o YHI B AT g g8 VHIIBNE & SR Ardr
g /" (47 6)

"I know Dr. K.B. Ramesh. He is an epigraphist and have
recognition as such." (E.T.C.)
3639. Dr. Koluvyl Vyassrayasastri Ramesh himself
appeared in witness box and proved the decipherment and

translation of the contents of stone inscription and also the fact
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that it must belong to 12™ Century A.D. From the reading of the
contents, he also stated in para 14 of his affidavit that a temple
of Vishnuhhari constructed by Meghasuta must have been in
existence in the temple town of Ayodhya from 12" Century A.D.
3640. It would be appropriate to refer some extracts of the
statement of OPW 10:

"While deciphering the inscription I have shown
square brackets with numbers and star marks to indicate
the numbers of the verses calculated by me although that
number is not mentioned in the inscription.” (Page 20)

"The first two pages and the top portion of page No.
3 of my vreport have the introductive part of my
observations. In other words it may be termed to be as an
introduction part of my report.” (Page 21)

"According to me, the period of the inscription in
question can be dated back to the 12" century and
wherever I have used specifically the period around middle
of 12" Century, I meant that it was from about 1130 to
1170 A.D. If once I have used the period around middle of
the 12" Century, it will remain the same even if I
subsequently refer it to as 12" Century.” (Page 29)

"After 2000-2001 I had studies many facsimiles of
inscriptions of Gahadwala rulers, namely, Chandradeo,
Govindchandra and Vijaychandra. I compared all such
facsimiles with the estampage of the inscription in question
from palaeographical point of view. I did not deem it
necessary to mention in my report specifically hat while
comparing the estampage of the inscription in question

with other facsimiles.” (Page 37)
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"It is not correct to say that till 13" century, for
temple, the word 'Devalaya’ etc. but not Mandira was in
use. . . . . It will not be correct to say that up to 12"
century, the word 'Mandira' was not being used for temples
but for human dwellings."  ( Page 44)

"My translation regarding verse 22 appears to be
defective as it does not make the position clear regarding
succession of Alhana and Ayusha Chandra. In my opinion,
the correct translation of verse 22 of the inscription in
question would be that Ayusha Chandra, son of Alhana
occupied the position of Meghasuta as chieftain of
Saketa Mandala." ( Page 46)

"It is clearly mentioned in verses 19 & 24 of the
inscription that Ayodhya was the headquarters of Saket
Mandal. Since the Raja of Saket Mandal was residing in
Ayodhya." (Page 51)

"Inscription specifically states that Ayushya Chandra
was residing at Ayodhya when he was the ruler of Saket
Mandal." (Page 52)

"The temple referred in this inscription was
constructed by Meghasuta but the inscription was got
written by his successor. There is a gap between the

!

period of construction of the temple and the inscription.’

(Page 53)
" . . which the temple built by Meghsuta was in
existence when his successor Ayushya Chandra got this
inscription engraved." (Page 54)
"The inscription is engraved for the main purpose

of recording the construction of the Vishnu Hari temple
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by Meghasuta and the excavation of thousands of wells,

tanks, reservoirs, etc. by Ayushya Chandra." (Page 65)
3641. From the above inscription, the following facts we
can safely infer:

(A) There existed a temple of Vishnuhari at Ayodhya in

12" Century A.D.

(B) It was constructed by a Ruler of Garhwal Dynasty

1.e. by Meghasuta.
3642. The inscription giving this information became
available in December 1992 actually pertain to 12" Century
A.D. Its genuinity and authenticity could not be doubted though
it was argued on behalf of the Muslim parties that the manner in
which it claimed to have been obtained cannot be decisive to
hold that it was fixed in a building existing at the disputed site.
The stone inscription therefore by itself cannot be decisive to
hold that Vishnuhari Temple existed or was constructed at the
disputed site.
3643. OPW-9 and 11, the authors of the book “Ayodhya
Ka Itihas Evam Puratatwa” ( Paper No. 289 Cl) admitted
several inaccuracies in the translation of the aforesaid stone
inscription, they had published. They also admitted
unequivocally whatever has been translated by Dr.Koluvyl
Vyassrayasastri Ramesh- OPW 10, that is the most authentic and
must prevail.
3644. In the meantime, Prof.D.Mandal PW-24 also
published a book expressing his opinion that if further
excavation is made at the site in dispute, it may be helpful to
find out whether there existed any earlier religious structure of

Hindus or not.
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3645. Exhibit 63 (Suit-5) (Register 30 Page 7-98) also
Exhibit D-26 (Suit-5) is a photocopy of a Book titled as
“Ayodhya Archaeology After Demolition” by D. Mandal first
published in 1993, reprint in 1994 by Orient Longman Limited,
Haidrabad. On page 13, there is an acknowledgement of the
author as under:

“Any work done is never the outcome of one person's
endeavours. This tract owes a great deal to several friends
who have helped in various ways. For the inspiration and
encouragement unstintingly provided, I wish to thank
especially Professors R.S. Sharma, B.N.S. Yadav, D.P.
Agarwal, S.C. Bhattacharya and N.C. Ghosh. I am also
grateful to Mr. Ziaul Haq, a senior journalist based in
Allahabad, Mr. Sanjay Kumar (photographer) and Mr. L.K.
Tiwari (draftsman). I thank Dr. Also Rai who suggested
that this work be published as a tract, and the editors of the
series, especially Prof. Neeladri Bhattacharya and
Romila Thapar. I am grateful to Dr. Shereen Ratnagar
for providing a concise and clear introduction to
archaeological methods. Not least, I thank my wife, Ms.
Basanti Bose, for her valuable support. The responsibility
for any shortcomings, however, is entirely mine.”

3646. The “Editorial Preface” which is published and 1s on
record at page 17 to 22 Register 30 has been written by Romila
Thapar and “Introduction” to the book which is on record from
page 23 to 35 has been written by Shereen Ratnagar. It appears
to have been written to counter the claim of some experts with
respect to the site in dispute based on the stone inscriptions

claimed to be recovered in December 1992 as also report of Sri
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B.B. Lal wherein he mentioned to have found some pillar bases

during his excavation made in 1975-76.

Shereen Ratnagar has tried to give an idea about the

merits and demerits of the process of excavation, ascertainment

of historical facts and also justification of a report or comments

of a person, who himself has not gone in field archaeology vis-

a-vis report of a person who has actually conducted excavation.

The concluding two paragraphs may be referred as under:

“It must be reiterated that in excavation we actually
destroy stratigraphic context without which the antiquities
we find make little sense. At any excavation therefore,
regular trench diaries, accurate drawings of sections and
planning of walls, floors, or hearths, photography,; and the
management of multiple notebooks recording strata
numbers and description and their corresponding batches
of small finds are as important and as challenging as the
actual digging, as these allow for re-examining of the data
at a later stage when new finds, new techniques of analysis
and new methods are developed in the subject. The data of
archaeology do not simply lie in the ground awaiting
recovery when they will 'speak for themselves;, it is when
we excavate and record, when we make out typologies and
classifications, that we generate date.

The importance of excavation records will become
evident when it is pointed out that even professional
archaeologists cannot visit every excavated site. It is the
excavation reports which they read with critical care; it is
the report, its drawn and photographed sections and the

chapter invariably entitled 'stratigraphy’, which enable the
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seasoned field excavator to distinguish the various
features, the authentic from the inauthentic data and
evaluate the stratigraphic skills of the excavator and thence
the valid from the invalid conclusions. Such review and re-
analysis of previously gathered information (artefacts,
photographs and other records) by scholars not present at
or involved with the original dig, is entirely valid and
accepted in archaeological research.”
3648. This book appears to have been published when a
Presidential reference was pending before the Apex Court. D.
Mandal, the author of the book, who has also deposed his
statement as PW 24, on page 16 of his book (Register 30, Page
36), says:
“Evidence gathered from archaeological excavations at
the site will be of vital importance making it pertinent to
discuss the extent to which archaeology science can help
resolve the question. Admittedly, archaeological cannot
answer questions relating to faith, or questions such as
whether Rama was an historical figure, or problems about
locating his birthplace. However, archaeology can answer
with a considerable degree of certainty, many questions
about various past activities of people, for which material
evidence is available. It is for this reason that
archaeological research continues and is of importance.”
3649. The report seems to have considered the question,
whether there was a temple below the mosque. Though Prof.
B.B. Lal's finding of a pillar bases and wall during his
excavation in 1975 could not be disputed but the author refute

that those structures did not belong to an erstwhile temple as
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claimed, and tried to justify his conclusions on page 39-40 of his

book (Pages 65 to 66 Register 30) as under:
“The analysis of all the strands of information from
Discovery I reveals that:
1. That various structural remnants claimed to be the
vestiges of 'pillar bases' are not contemporaneous. They
belong to at least five different, sequential structural
phases (rebuilding episodes).
2. It is highly probable that the so-called pillar bases
are actually the remnant portions of walls of different
structural phases.
3. This rules out the possibility of there having been
one structure raised on a series of pillars.
4. There is clear indication in the trench of the
existence of at least two rooms or room clusters or parts
of buildings belonging to two different phases, but with
the same general layout and construction methods.
5. Constructed as they are of brickbats laid
haphazardly, the so-called pillar bases were certainly not
capable of bearing the vertical load of large-sized stone
pillars, as has been suggested (RB-MH Pt II) and
frequently reiterated.
6. The contention that a 'pillared building' was raised
in the eleventh century A.D. is absolutely baseless. No
structural feature or artefactual find points even in a
circumstantial manner to a date approaching the eleventh
century. Instead, what is firmly suggested for the poorly
built structure unearthed in the trench, is a date between

the thirteenth and fifteenth centuries A.D.
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7. We can only surmise that the much publicized sherds
of Islamic glazed pottery were found in all the deposits
associated with the five structural phases. If this surmise is
correct, then the use of this pottery was simultaneous with
the habitation of the structure (through all five rebuildings
of reparis). A time span of up to three hundred years that is
indicated by this pottery, is quite consistent with the
remains of the five occupational deposits, associated with
the sequential structural phases, i.e., with the depth of
material found. Such a discovery is fairly common in
archaeology.
8. The discussions above reveal the selective manner
in which some archaeologists had cited the
archaeological finds to argues for the existence of a
temple. (In the process, the stratigraphy was paid scant
attention). No reference has been made by Y.D. Sharma et
al. In NAD, n.d. to the total range of pottery found in the
trench. A study of this should be undertaken urgently.
Attention must be paid to the ordinary red ware of everyday
use associated with the de luxe glazed pottery, as also to
other minor antiquities. These will shed light on the
function of the structure, for example, whether it was any
ordinary house with, say, cooking utensils, or not a
residential structure devoid of domestic artefacts of
everyday use.”

3650. The author suggested that the said structures might

have been the residuance of some building of the period

between 13™ to 15™ century. The author could not dispute the

existence of some structure beneath the disputed structure but
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refuted the claim that it was a massive temple of 11" or 12"
century and instead suggested that it could have been structure
of 13" to 15" century.

3651. Be that as it may, one thing is very clear that there is
not even a whisper in the entire work that there could have been
possibly a structure like Idgah or Kanati Mosque underneath the
disputed structure over which the disputes structure was
constructed, though this book was published as long as in 1993.
3652. The Court also had some other documents showing
that certain inscription found from time to time indicating the
reign of Garhwal Dynasty at Kannauj, which had within its
territory Ayodhya also.

3653. Exhibit 28 (Suit-5) (Register 30 Page 119-132)
contains photocopy of frontispiece and pages 97, 98, 99, 100
and 101 of “Epigraphia Indica” Vol. IV 1996-97 published by
ASI in 1979. It refers to 21 copper plates of the King of Kanauj,
Vikram Samvat 1171-1233 (AD 1114-1176) written by F.
Kielhorn. It is said that fourteen of these plates contain grants of
the King Govindachandra of Kanauj, one is the grant of King
Vijayachandra and his son Jayachchandra and six are the
grants of King Jayachchandra.

3654. Exhibit 29 (Suit-5) (Register 30 Page 133-154) is
photocopy of frontispiece and pages 192, 193, 197, 198, 199,
200, 201, 202 of “Epigraphia Indica” Vol. XIV 1917-18
published by ASI in 1982. This is in respect to Chandravati
plate of Chandra Deva Vikram Samvat 1150 to 1156. These
six plates were found at Chandravati in State of Banaras. On
page 193 (Page 137, Register 20), it says:

"The first document is inscribed on five plates,
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comprising a total of ninety lines. It begins with an
invocation to the Goddess Sri, consoled to Vishnu,
favourite deity of the kings of the Gahadavala family,
and goes on to describe the genealogy of the donor, king
Chandra-Deva, and his conquest of Kanauj. This is
followed by the royal order announcing that the Parama-
bhattaraka Maharaj-adhiraja- Param- esvara- Parama-
mahesvara Srimach-Chandraditya- Deva, after bathing at
the Svarga-dvara at the confluence of the Sarayu and
Gharghara in Ayodhya, conferred on a body of 500
Brahmanas (pamchasata-samkhyebhyah) the pattala of
Kathehali with the exception of certain villages formerly
given to temple, Brahmanas etc., on Sunday the fifteenth
day of the dark half of the month of Asvina in the year
Samvat 1150 (expressed both in words and figures), on the
sacred occasion of a solar eclipse. The date
correspondence to AD 1093, October 23. He also gave
away the village of Sarisoda in the Vrihadrihevamkanai
pattala for the residence of the same community of the
Brahmanas. The document winds up with nine verses, the
first seven of which are of the an imprecatory nature. The
eighth mentions the name and the parentage of the scribe
Hridayadhara, son of the illustrious Sivastambha and the
last eulogizes the donor Chandra-Deva as the king by the
resoundings of whose copper-plates bearing grants of land,
"at the time of their being engraved with rows of closely
written lines, the universe has become deafened.”

It is interesting to know that one of the ghats of

Ayodhya still bears the name of Svarga-dvara. The
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pattala of Kathehali is now known as Katehir, the largest
pargana in the District of Benares. "It is bounded on the
south by Athaganwan, Sheopur and Jablupur, on the east
by the Ganges and the pargana Barah of Tahsil of
Chandauli, on the west of Kolaslah and on the north of the
small pargana of Sultanipur and the river Gumti." Its
ancient boundaries (chatur-aghata), as recorded in this
inscription, were "Kollakanandivara pattala the Gomati,
Bhagirathi and Varana." We may assume that the pattala of
Kathehali was nearly co-extensive with its modern
representative, for, though one of the old boundaries,
Kollakanandivara has not been identified with certainty, it
is not impossible that it is the same as Kol Aslah which now
marks the western limit of the Katehir pargana. We note in
support of this that Kol Aslha is also a pargana and its first
component may will be a remnant of "Kollaka".

Exhibit D30 (Suit-5) (Register 30 Page 155-165) is

photocopy of frontispiece and pages 54, 55, 56, 57, 58 of the
book “Epigraphia Indica” Vol. XX 1929-30 published by ASI

in 1983. It refers to a Shunga inscription from Ayodhya

authored by Rai Bahadur Daya Ram Sahni. This inscription

was found at Ranopali about a mile distance from Ayodhya.

About this inscription on page 55 of the book (page 159,

Register 30) it says:

“The inscription is important for more reasons than
one. It is the first inscription on stone or metal yet
discovered which mentions the name of Pushyamitra,
the celebrated founder of the Sunga dynasty. Hitherto he

was only known from literary sources, e.g., the



3712

Divyavadana (XXIX), Patanjali's Mahabhashya (I11-2-
123), where references is made to a sacrifice performed by
him, some of the Puranas, Kalidas's drama, the
Malavikagnimitra, etc. The passages referring to the
Sunga dynasty in the Vishnu and the Bhagvata Puranas
are quoted in parallel columns in Pargiter's The Purana
Text of the Dynasties of the Kali Age, pp. 30-33. From the
extract from the former we learn that the dynasty was
founded by the General Pushyamitra after he had slain
the last Maurya king Brihadratha. His son was
Agnimitra, who was succeeded by Vasujyeahtha. The
latter's son was Vasumitra and his son Andhraka. He
was succeeded by Pulindaka and the latter by Yomegha.
He was followed by Vajramitra. He was followed by
Samabhaga. The latter's son was Devabhumi.

Kalidasa's drama mentions three of these kings,
i.e., the founder, his son Agnimitra and the latter's son
Vasumitra and further informs us that Pushyamitra
instituted a Rajasuya sacrifice and appointed Vasumitra as
the guardian of the sacrificial horse, which in accordance
with religious custom was to wander at will for a year and
that the horse was seized by the cavalry of the Yavanas,
whom Vasumitra successfully defeated and brought the
horse back to his grandfather's sacrifice. The Rajasuya
sacrifice was performed by universal monarchs and the
sacrifice of this name mentioned in the drama of Kalidasa
may have been the one performed by Pushyamitra on the
occasion of his coronation. The Ayodhya inscription,

however, records the performance of two Asvamedha
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sacrifices by Pushyamitra. It is at present not known what
necessitated the institution of the second sacrifice by him. It
is to the credit of Pushyamitra that he revived this sacrifice
which had long been in abeyance owing to Asoka's
commandments prohibiting the immolation of animals even
for sacrifices. Mr. Jayaswal thinks that the Asvamedha
sacrifice mentioned in an inscription discovered at Nagari
also referred to Pushyamitra. It is true that such an
inscription was found by Dr. D.R. Bhandarkar when he was
engaged in his excavations at Nagari. It has, however, been
found by Rai Bahadur Gaurishankar H. Ojha to be only a
fragment of the Ghosundi inscription and to supply the
missing portion of the first line of that record. Thus
restored, the epigraph shows that the son of Gajayana and
Parasari mentioned in it was one Sarvatata, who had
performed a horse-sacrifice, but makes no mention of
Pushyamitra.

The Ayodhya inscription is also interesting as it
establishes the fact that the correct name of the founder of
the Sunga dynasty was Pushyamitra , not Pushpamitra as
found in some of the Sanskrit works. Dr. Buhler had
already been led to this conclusion by the form Pusamitta
which he found in certain Jaina Prakrit gathas, but
epigraphical evidence was wanting.

The interpretation of this short records is rendered
difficult by the uncertainty about the exact significance of
the words Pushyamitra shashthena and I am afraid the
difficulty will not solved until another inscription of the

Sunga dynasty containing the genealogy of these kings
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comes to light. I propose here to recapitulate what has been
said by the previous writers before I record my views of the
point. Pandit Ratnakara rendered these words as the sixth
descendent, brother or son of Pushyamitra and as with the
last alternative, Phalgudeva would become identical with
Pushyamitra, he thought he could overcome the difficulty
by supplying a word like pujyasya between the words pituh
and Phalgudevasya and interpret the expression as “in
honour of Phalgudeva, a teacher or deity of this father.”
Rai Bahadur Gaurishankar Hirachand Ojha favoured the
meaning “sixth in descendent from Pushyamitra,” while
Mr. Jayaswal preferred to interpret the expression as the
sixth brother of Pushyamitra, making Phalgudeva the
father of Pushyamitra. This view was endorsed by Dr. A.
Banerji-Sastri, who rejected “the descent theory” for the
reason that if Dhana[Deva] was sixth in descent from
Pushyamitra and evidently proud of it, his name would
have ended with the word mitra. This, as Mr N.K.
Bhattasali has shown, is no real obstacle as the names of
several of the kings of the Sunga dynasty as given in the
Puranas and found on their coins have different endings.
Dr. Sastri also emphasis the fact that in the Smrit. 'descent’
is signified by the termination of the 5" case, not the 6" as
is the case in the expression under discussion. Mr. N.G.
Majumdar has hunted up a parallel expression in verse 88
of the 16" Sarga of the Raghuvamsa. The expression in
question is panchamam Takshakasya, which is interpreted
by three commentators as meaning “‘grandson of grandson

of Takshaka.” Mr. Majumdar therefore sees no difficulty in
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interpreting Pushyamitra shashthah as “sixth in descent
from Pushyamitra”. In his third article on this inscription,
however, Mr. Jayaswal points out that the example from the
Raghuvamsa referred to above is actually interpreted by
Mallinatha as meaning the fifth son of Takshaka. 'The sixth
of Pushyamitra' in the Ayodhya inscription should therefore
mean the sixth son of Pushyamitra. As, however, this
interpretation would make Phalgudeva identical with
Pushyamitra, he proposes to read Dharmarajna in the 2™
line as Dharmarajni, and to compound it with the following
word pituh. He thus construes the record as meaning that
Dhanadeva, the sixth son of Pushyamitra, erected a house
in honour of Phalgudeva, the father of his lawful queen.

It will be seen from the above that the only parallel
expression found by the ingenuity of Mr. Majumdar is
capable of two divergent interpretations. As has been
pointed out by Dr. Banerji Sastri, the inscriptions so far
known fail to through light on the question and he is right
in stating that the established custom in epigraphical
records is either to name the generations in succession or
not at all and that it is not usual to mention a distant stage
by omitting the intervening ones. One such example I have
indeed secured in verse 44 of the Vamsavali of the Chamba
rajas, where we find the words “Meruvarman was the 10"
from Jayastambha” after the nine intervening ancestors of
Meruvarman have been duly referred to indirect
succession. Even here, however, the vibhakti employed is
the fifth, not the sixth or possessive case. An example of

this kind with the sixth case ending occurs in the
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Raghuvamsa, Sarga 6, verse 29; -
THT BT TIIRG AT

“Thou alone, fortunate lady, art fit to be their third.
Sunanda, the attendant of Indumati, while narrating the
achievements of the prince of the Angas observes that the
goddesses Sri and Sarasvati, though naturally hostile to
each other, together reside in him in peace, thus indicating
the propriety of her union with him. It will be observed that
though the grammatical construction in this case is the
same as in the doubtful expression being discussed, the
sense of descent is out of the question. Whether more exact
parallels both in form and sense will or will not be found in
the vast field of Sanskrit literature, I am unable to say. It
seems, however, exceedingly difficult to disregard clear
palaeographic evidence and to group this record with the
other known documents of the early Sunga period. I would,
therefore, with Pandit Ratnakara, supply a word like
purushena after shashshena and translate “by the sixth
descendent of Pushyamitra”. It will be seen from the
facsimile that only the first portion of the name of the chief
who had this inscription engraved is preserved. Previous
writers have restored it as Dhanadeva and Mr. N.G.
Majumdar identifies him with a chief of that name whose
coins have been found round about Ayodhya. Be the
name, however, what it may, the inscription has
established beyond doubt the fact that Ayodhya formed
part of the Sunga Empire as late as the date of the
inscription, which, on palaeographic grounds must be

assigned to about the 1" century A.D.”
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There is a reference of a pillar inscriptions of Lal

Darwaja Masjid at Jaunpur in the book "Sanskrit Inscriptions

of Delhi Sultanate" 1191-1526 by Pushpa Prasad, Reader in

History, Aligarh University published in 1990 and on page 149-

152 (Register 30 page 167 to 171) it refers to the said inscription

as under:

“47. Pillar Inscription of the Lal Darwaza Masjid at
Jaunpur

Edited by Cunningham, ASR, 1875-8, XI, p.126; pl
XXXVII, No. 3

Fuhrer, Sharqi Architecture, New Series, 1911, 1, pp. 50-1
This inscription is engraved on the two faces of the third
octagonal pillar in the first row of the north-west cloister of
the Lal Darwaza masjid at Jaunpur. It consists of ten lines
in Sanskrit in Nagari script and is dated in the year
Plava Samvat 1353, Wednesday, the 12" day of the waning
moon of the month Jyestha/15 May A.D. 1296.

The inscription opens with an adoration of Ganapati
(Ganesa). The purpose is to record the construction of a
temple of Padamesvara on the north-side entrance of
Visvesvara temple at Kasi by Padma Sadhu.

The inscription itself indicated that its original site
had been a temple (the Visvesvara temple) at Kasi
(Varanasi). This must have been the same as 'the
Bisheshwara temple' mentioned by Sherring in his account
of Benares. The large mosque built by Aurangzeb presently
stands on its site. But sherring records the tradition that
'the Mohammedans as usual transferred its stone to

their own mosques and that relics (of the stones) are
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found at Jaunpur.

The transfer took place during the reign of Akbar
when the Visvesvara temple, already deserted was
demolished and its stones used by Bayizid Bayat. The
latter in his well-known memoirs records the incident thus:

‘At that time (1570-71) there was an idol temple
which owing to passage of time had become deserted and
become the place of trade of the market people. I purged
that place of them and started erecting a madrasa for
scholars. It was completed around those few days that
Raja (Todarmal) came from a bath (in the river). In that
temple there was pillar 12 gaz (32 fit) high, and there was
a date in the Hindu characters inscribed on it stating that it
had been set up seven hundred years ago. When Bayizid
took it down, he had cut it into two parts, and the two parts
into four portions each. Six parts of stone were used in the
pillars and slabs of the mosque of the madarasa; and two
parts were taken by Khwaja (Dost) Muhammad. Bakshi of
the Khanan (Mun'im Khan) who put them on the door way
of the mosque at Jaunpur.

The remnant of the great pillar or lat mentioned by
Bayizid survives in the mosuqe built at the site of the
Visvesvara temle, it is thought originally to have been 40
feet high.

Bayizid does not say which mosque at Jaunpur
obtained the relics from the temple destroyed by him. Mr.
Iqtidar Alam Khan, to whom I am indebted for guidance on
this source supposes it to have been the defaced Maukhari

inscription at the Jami Mosque and the outer arch of the
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southern entrance. This would otherwise in with Bayizid's
reference to the stone having been placed on the door of
the mosque. But the explicit reference in the Lal
Darwaza inscription to the Visvesvara temple of Kasi
leaves little doubt that it comes from one of the two stone
parts of the pillar which Bayizid Bayat had sent to
Jaunpur. The mosque had been built much earlier in
A.D. 1447 by the Sharqi queen Bibi Raji.

Text (as read by Fuhrer):
I A TG | | ST

QRIgT: FarpEorT 0T () 4

& WrgRIaq @g1q \ed dearfed ¥ 11/
T GFIFHEreT AEfa fag—

T (1) TR Gl efre v

gfa 11211 [Anustubh]

1] [q9deav gIR fewrarer

WITHH (GRITH?) | UGHIGRNT @dv UTTe—
AehvIcgell: 11311 [Anustubh]

RIS 7R Ry gl

ETOATRET ey (1) 1orqcd waT

T geIRa: gegacay |14 /] [Anustubh]

gaq 13531/

Cunningham's reading differs in many places as

shown below:

Cunningham Fuhrer

1.1 JHITITHYRT 31T

12 98 goT:

1.3 Rige g we argRfa
1.6 IrT Brog7

1.10 9rfar arfa
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Translation:
Om, salute to Ganapati (Ganesa). Formerly in
Ayodhya (lived) Sadhe Sadhu, the speaker of truth beloved
of good men, whose delight consisted in the welfare of all
beings. His son was the famous Sadhu Nidhi, whose son
Padma Sadhu, of steadfast virtue, on the north-side of the
entrance to the Visvesvara temple (looking like a peak or
Sikhra?) at Kasi built a temple of God Padmesvara
(Visnu). On Wednesday, the twelfth day of the waning
moon of the month of Jyestha, in the year of Plava Samvat
1353, this eulogy is written.”
3657. Another document placed before us as Exhibit B-16
(Suit-4) (Register 33 Page 91-133) is a copy of the Presidential
Address by Sri S.P. Gupta at 23" Annual Conference of Indian
Archaeological Society held on Guntur (Andhra Pradesh) on
22" December, 1989. The subject of the paper is “Ram
Janambhumi Controversy: Passions Apart what History and
Archaeology Have to Say”. On this issue, since Dr. S.P. Gupta
himself has appeared as witness before us, we find no reason to
refer his opinion contained in the said document and instead
would prefer to consider his oral statement as and when it is
needed. Besides, the learned counsels for the parties, during the
course of argument or in their written statements have also not
referred this document.
3658. Suffice at this stage to mention that in his own way
Dr. S.P.Gupta sought to convey that the disputed structure came
into existence after demolition a Hindu temple existed at the site
in dispute and for that purpose he sought to support his

inference based on some historical and archaeological facts. On
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the contrary another enquiry was made by Sri Sushil Kumar
Srivastava PW-15 and he took a contrary view.

3659. Exhibit Q-1 (Suit-4) (Register 34 Page 3-36);
Exhibit Q-2 (Suit-4) (Register 34 Page 3-37-45); Exhibit Q-6
(Suit-4) (Register 34 Page 47-53); Exhibit Q-3 (Suit-4)
(Register 34 Page 57-66); Exhibit Q-4 (Suit-4) (Register 34
Page 67); Exhibit J-11 (Suit-4) (Register 34 Page 69) are the
photocopies of a book “The Disputed Mosque A Historical
Inquiry” written by PW 15 Sushil Kumar Srivastava.

3660. Exhibit J-15 (Suit-4) (Register 34 Page 83) and
Exhibit J-16 (Suit-4) (Register 34 Page 85) are the page 72 and
95 respectively of the book “The Disputed Mosque An
Independent Enquiry” written by PW 15 Sushil Kumar
Srivastava.

3661. Exhibit 71 (Suit-5) (Register 36 Page 457-495) is
photocopy of pages 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72 and certain
photographs of book "The Disputed Mosque A Historical
Inquiry" written by Sri Sushil Srivastava, PW 15. The author
himself has appeared as witness and the book is also available to
the Court as Book No. 155.

3662. Since the author himself has appeared as witness on
behalf of plaintiffs (Suit-4) and the book itself is on record as
Book No. 155, we find no occasion to refer the said exhibit and,
in fact, it is also not been referred by the learned counsels during
the course of argument or written arguments.

3663. Reference is also made to Exhibit J-18 (Suit-4)
(Register 34 Page 89) is photocopy of '"Memoirs of Babar"
and Exhibit J-28 (Suit-4) (Register 34 Page 91 to 115) are
photocopies of some pages of the book "Babar' by Dr. Radhey
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Shyam, 1* Edn. 1978. Sri Jain placed reliance on page 456 of
the book (Register 34 page 111) where it reads as under:

"A parallel may perhaps be found in Ayodhya where
the famous Janamstha temple remained till Babar's days,
although the place, for more than two hundred years had
been the capital of the Muslim province of Oudh."

3664. On page 458 of the book, Sri Jain placed reliance on
the following:

"Moving via Kalpi and Kanoor, he crossed the
Ganges and passing through Lucknow he entered Oudh on
Saturday 7th Rajab 934 H./28th 1528 and encamped on the
confluence of the Ghagra and Sarju rivers. From 2nd April
1528 to 17th September 1528 there is a gap in his
Memoirs. It appears that during this period and until the
beginning of the rainy season he remained busy in dealing
with the Afghans. Before returning to Agra he appointed
Mir Bagqi to hold charge of Ayodhya. Shortly after Babar's
departure Mir Bagqi, on his own account attacked the Hindu
temple with a large army. It is related that for seventeen
days the Hindus offered resistance. At last failing to stand
the onslaught they bowed before the inevitable. Mir Bagqi,
somehow managed to enter the temple and thereafter he
tried to reach the sanctuary. Here the Brahmin priest of the
temple, Shyamanand and the members of his family offered
resistance to him and did not allow him to approach the
sanctuary. Mir Baqi seized and killed the priest and the
members of his family. He entered the sanctuary, but to his
utter surprise he could not find a single idol there. Whether

the temple was razed to the ground or not is still
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controversial issue. But it appears that he build the mosque
over a part of the ruins or converted the temple into a
mosque. The well known Baburi Masjid, which still stands
there is claimed by the Hindus and Muslims both."
3665. In our view, the passage it noted to be rejected for
the reason that the learned author has further said in
continuation as under:

"The entire structure raises grave doubts. It may be
observed that it would be quite injudicious to hold in any
way Babar responsible for the destruction of the famous
Janamsthan temple. Destruction of temples was neither in
consequence with his policy not attitude, especially at a
time when he needed the support of the non Muslim
population.”

3666. Next was Exhibit J-30 (Suit-4) (Register 34 Page
137-157) which is copy of the extract of a article "Ayodhya in
Ancient India" by B.C. Law published in journal of Ganga Nath
Jha Research Institute Vol. I, 1943, pages 423 to 443. Sri Jain
refers to the following:

""Political History

The Ramayana refers to the kings of Ayodhya and the
system of administration prevalent there. It is interesting to
note here the duties of an lksvaku king. Aroused from his
sleep at dawn by the hymns of prisoners and sutas, a king
was served with water for washing hands and feet. Duly
bathed a Ksatriya king offered oblations to fire and prayed
before the images in temples inside his place. After
finishing the morning duties he used to attend to the

business of his state and then go to his court where he
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would meet his ministers. The kind with his ministers used
to listen personally to the prayers and complaints of his
subjects. Worthy treatment was given to Sstate guests
including kings and princes. The king used to spend the the
first half of each day in doing the business of his state and
the latter half of his time was spent in enjoying the
company of the ladies of his harem.

The chief aim of a righteous monarch was to earn the
loyalty and goodwill of his subjects. He used to hear the
report of his trusted servants and reliable courtiers in order
to ascertain the public opinion about his government. He
used to redress the grievances of his subjects as far as
possible. Nobody was detained or kept waiting at his door
if he came to pray for something before the king. He was
assisted in his administration by able ministers, eminent
jurists and men well-versed in the sacred lore. Punishment
was always in proportion to the nature and gravity of the
offence. Life-long exile or transportation was an
alternative for death sentence.

The king used to give private interviews to spies and
special messengers for confidential talks. Divulging state-
secrets, watching or overhearing such secret talks were
highly punishable. The succession to the throne was
generally  determined according to the law of
primogeniture in the lksvaku family.

Rama's youngest brother Satrughna ruled Mathura
which he founded. His younger brother. Bharata, with his
two sons Taksa and Puskala conquered the Gandhara

country. The cities of Taksasila and Puskalavati were ruled



3725

by the two sons of Bharata. Chandrakanta and Angadiya
were ruled by the two sons of Laksana named Candraketu
and Angada. Kusa and Lava were rulers of southern and
northern Kosala respectively. Satrughna, Rama's younger
brother, installed his two sons Suvahu and Satrughati as
kings of Mathura and Vaidesa kingdoms respectively.

In the Mahabharata, the mentioned is made out
sixteen celebrated kings (sodasa-rajika) some of whom
belonged to Ayodhya, namely Mandhatr, Sagara,
Bhagiratha, Ambarisa, Dilipa and Rama Dasarathi. In the
Mahabharata mention is also made of lksvaku, Kakutstha,
Yuvanasva, Raghu, Nimi and others. The pious
Dirghavajna was the king of Ayodhya when Yudhisthira
ruled and performed his Rajasuya Sacrifice. Divakara was
a king of Ayodhya who was the contemporary of Senajit,
king of Magadha. Both of them were contemporaries of
Asimakrsna. Iksvaku, one of the nine sons of Manu
Vaivasvata reigned at Ayodhya who had two sons, Vikuksi-
sasada and Nimi. From the former was descended the great
Aiksvaku dynasty of Ayodhya generally known as the solar
race.

The Iksvakus, Aiksvakus or Aiksvakas are the titles of
the solar race. lksvaku was so called because he was born
from the sneeze of Manu. The Puranas give a list of the
kings of Ayodhya.

The Ramayana genealogy, according to Pargiter
must be treated as erroneous and the Pauranic genealogy
is to be accepted. The Puranas say that there were two

Dilipas, one father of Bhagiratha and the other father or
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grandfather of Raghu, but according to the Ramayana,
there was only one Dilipa, father of Bhagiratha and great-
grandfather of Raghu. According to the Ramayana, Raghu
was the father of Kalmasapada and Aja is placed twelve
generations below Raghu but the Puranas make Aja son of
Raghu. The Raghuvamsa supports the Puranas that Aja
was the son of Raghu. The Ramayana makes Kakutstha son
of Bhagiratha and grandson of Dilipa but the Puranas say
that he was the son of Sasada. The Mahabharata supports
the Puranas. The Raghuramsa also supports the Puranas
in saying that from his time the kings had borne the title of
Kakutstha and that Dilipa was his descendant.

From Dasaratha to Ahinagu there is general
agreement. After Ahinagu, most of the Puranas give a list
of some twenty kings Paripatra to Brhadbala agreeing in
their names though some of the lists are incomplete
towards the end.

The Aiksvaku genealogy of Ayodhya mentions the
following kings :- (1) Prasenajit who was the contemporary
of Matinara; (2) Yuvanasva II, Mandhatr who married
Sasabindu's daughter named Bindumati Citrarathi, (3)
Purukutsa and (4) Trasadasyu.

Jahnu of Kanyakubja married the grand-daughter of
Yanvanasva, that is, Mandhatr.

The Talajanghas attacked Ayodhya and drove the
king Bahu from the throne. Mandhatr of Ayodhya had a
long war with the Druhyu king Aruddha or Angara and
killed him.

Subahu, son of the Cedi king Virabahu and Rtuparna
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king of Ayodhya, were contemporaries. Jamadagni allied
himself with the royal house of Ayodhya for he married
Renuka, daughter of Renu.

Sumitra was the last of the lksvaku kings in the Kali
age who was contemporary with the Buddha. The royal
house of lksvaku sank into oblivion at the time of this king.

The kings of Ayodhya were connected with the
Vasistha family. The Vasisthas were their hereditary priests.
The earliest Vasistha was the famous priest of Ayodhya in
the reigns of Trayyaruna, Satyavrata-Trisanku and
Hariscandra. The next great Vasistha was the priest of
Ayodhya in the time of Hariscandra's successor Bahu who
was driven from his throne by the Haihaya-Talajanghas
aided by the Sakas, Kambojas, Yavanas, Paradas and
Pahlavas from the north-west but Vasistha maintained his
position.

Mitrasaha Kalmasapada Saudasa, king of Ayodhya
had the fourth noted Vasistha as his priest. The fifth was
priest to Dilipa Il Khatvanga and the sixth was priest to
Dasaratha and his son Rama. King Kalmasapada Saudasa
beguiled by a Raksasa offered Vasistha human flesh as food
and was cursed by him.

lksvaku obtained Madhyadesa and was the
progenitor of the solar race, with its capital at Ayodhya.

The kingdom of Ayodhya rose to very great eminence
under Yuvanasva Il and especially his son Mandhatr. The
latter married Sasabindu's daughter Bindumati. He was a
very famous king, a Cakravartin and a Samraj and

extended his sway very widely. Mandhatr or his sons
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carried their arms south to the river Narmada. The
supremacy of Ayodhya waned and the Kanyakubja kingdom
rose into prominence under its king Jahnu. The Haihayas
overcame Ayodhya. The foreign tribes settled there after
Ayodhya was conquered.

Ayodhya rose to prominence again under Amsumant's
second successor Bhagiratha and Bhagiratha's third
successor Ambarisa Nabhagi.

Of the Manva or solar kingdoms that existed
originally three remained, those of Ayodhya, Videha and
Vaisali. These three Manva kingdoms were not dominated
by the Aila stock. The earliest Angirasas were connected
with Mandhatr, king of Ayodhya, and the eariliest Angirasa
Rsi was connected with Hariscandra, king of Ayodhya.

Dasaratha called in the help of the rustic Rsyasruga
from Anga. The eastern and southern kings and kings of the
distant Punjab were invited to Dasaratha's sacrifice at
Ayodhya. Ayodhya and the Vasisthas had no association
then with the brahmanically elite region as Pargiter points.
Out. The Kathasaritsagara refers to the camp of Nanda in
Ayodhya.

In Buddhism we find that there was a king of
Ayodhya named Kalasena whose city was surrounded by
ten sons of Andhakavenhu (Andhakavenhudasaputta
dasabhatika) who uprooted the trees, pulled down the wall,
captured the king and brought his kingdom under their
sway. The city of Ayujjha was governed by the descendants
of king Arindama.

In Jainism we find that Prasannajita, a king of
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Ayodhya, give his daughter named Prabhavati in marriage
to Parsvanatha.

Ayodhya seems to have been included within the
kingdom of Pusyamitra Sunga. An inscription found at
Ayodhya mentions the fact that Pusyamitra performed
two horse-sacrifices or asvamedhas during his reign.
According to a spurious Gaya plate, Ayodhya was the seat
or a Gupta jayaskandharara or 'Camp of victory,' as
early as the time of Samudra Gupta. Some coins of Pura
Gupta have on the reverse the legend. “Sri Vikramah,”
which may be a shorter form of the full title 'Vikramaditya'
Allan identifies him with king Vikramaditya of Ayodhya,
father of Baladitya, who was a patron of Buddhism through
the influence of Vasubandhu. It may be assumed on the
basis of this identification that the immediate successors of
Skanda Gupta had a capital at Ayodhya probably till the
rise of the Maukharis."

3667. It was also sought to argue that mere inscription or
other things are not conclusive to made a final opinion since in
similar kind of historical building the tempering of inscription or
travelling of inscription etc. have been noticed. In this regard
reference was made to Exhibit J-29 (Suit-4) (Register 35 Page
237) is photocopy of "Archaeological Survey of India report
of Tours in the Central Doab and Gorakhpur in 1874-75 and
1875-76" by A.C.L. Carlleyle Vol. XII consisting of
frontispiece, Index, Introduction and pages 24, 25, 26, 27 and
Plate II, III, IV and V of the said book. On page 24, it deals with
the details of City of Sambhal near Moradabad and in particular

that part where it deals with a mosque constructed therein
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claims to be constructed on a Hindu temple of Hari Mandir and
this is supported by an inscription fixed thereat. It says:

"The old city of Sambhal is situated on the
Mahishmat Nadi, in the very heart of Rohilkhand. In the
Satyug its name is said to have been "Sabrit," or Sabrat,
and also Sambhaleswar. In the Tretayug it was called
Mahadgiri, and in the Dwapur, Pingala. In the Kaliyug it
received its present name of Sambhala, or in Sanskrit
Sambhala-grama. To the south-east of the city is Surathal
Khera, which was called after Raja Surathal, a son of Raja
Satyavana, of the Lonar race. Surathal Khera measured
1,200 feet in length from north-east to south-west, by 1,000
feet in breadth. Close to the south-south-west side of it
there is another large khera, with a village on it called
"Raja Sadun-ka-khera," or "Sadungarh," probably Satun
or Sataun, for Satyavan.

There are also many other smaller mounds between
the two places. The two kheras of Surathal and Sadun
together evidently once formed one large city. Another
ancient place named Amrama-pati Khera is situated on the
right bank of the Sat river, and near the village of Alipur:

About a mile to the north-west of the last place, there
is another mound called Chaudreswar Khera.

Gumthal Khera, which is situated about 2 miles to
the south-east from Surathal Khera, measures about 1,600
feet in length from east to west, by about 1,000 feet in
breadth from north to south.

All these places are situated to the south-east from

Sambhal and Chandausi.
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The principal building in Sambhal is the Jami
Masjid which the Hindus claim to have been originally
the temple of Hari Mandir. It consists of a central domed
room upwards of 20 feet square, with two wings of unequal
length, that to the north being 50 feet 6 inches, while the
southern wing is only 38 feet 1 Y inches. Each wing has
three arched openings in front, which are all of different
widths, varying from 7 feet to 8 feet.

The Muhammadans ascribe the erection of the
building to the time of the Emperor Babar, and point to
an inscription inside the masjid, which certainly
contains the name of Babar, but which the Hindus assert
to be a forgery of late date. At or on the back of this slab,
they say that there is the original Hindu inscription
belonging to the temple. Several Musalmans of Sambhal
confessed to me that the inscription containing Babar's
name was a forgery, and that the Muhammadans did not
get possession of the building until about the time of the
mutiny, or a little before it, say about 25 years ago. That
they took possession of the building by force; and that there
was then a trial about the case in Court before the Judge of
the district, and that the Muhammadans gained the case
mainly by means of the forged inscription, and also by all
the Muhammadans joining together and hearing false
witness against the Hindus who were in minority.

In the forged inscription of Babar in the Hari Mandir
at Sambhal, it may be observed that the name of Babar is
wrongly given. In the inscription I read as follows:

Bani Aina Ilm o Amal
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Shah Jamjah Muhammad Babar

sl 220 o> o> plis]  Jac 9 ple oc il (wi le

But the real name of this king was "Shah Jahir-ud-
din-Muhammad Babar."

The fine dome of this building is probably unique of
its kind. It is a clear hollow shell from the keystone down to
the ground. Its shape is very much like the hollow of the
inside of a huge thimble. The interior shape of the dome is
ovoid, or like the half of an ovoid ellipse rotated on its axis.
The dome is built of brick, and it is said to have been
rebuilt (as it now is) by the famous Prithvi Raja, who
appears to have been a great benefactor to Sambhal. The
circular dome stands upon an octagon, and the octagon
upon a square.

The walls of the central square Hindu temple would
appear to have been built with large bricks ceased with
stone, but the plaster with which the Muhammadans have
coated the walls conceals the material of which they are
made; and I can only say that, on examining several spots
where the plaster was broken. I found that in some places
stone wax exposed. I believe that the Muhammadans
stripped off most of the stone, especially such as bore
traces of Hinduism, and made a pavement of the stones,
turning the sculptures downwards. I observed traces which
showed that the walls had once been much thicker when the
stone casing was on. Underneath the outer steps of the
outer court 1 dug out some fragments of sculpture in

reddish sandstone, one of which was the upper portion of a

fluted pillar.
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The Muhammadan wings added to the building, in
order to turn it into a masjid, are built of small bricks, that
is, whenever the walls happened to be bare of plaster. |
found that the bricks were small and set in mud mortar.
There is a clear and distinct difference between the old
Hindu work and the modern Muhammadan work, and the
old Hindu temple is at once distinguishable from the
Muhammadan additions.

The square Hindu temple would have had originally
only one doorway in the east wall, about 8§ feet in width,
but the Muhammadans cut four more doors, each 6 feet
wide, two in the northern and two in the southern wall of
the square temple, in order to communicate with the aisles
of the side wings which they added.

Note by General Cunningham.

[The inscription in the masjid which the Hindu

denounce as being forged appears to me to be quite

genuine. The text is as follows:-

Jbo 9 Slo ogll @8, JlaS § Jiad oe il gol>

Joc g ple il wly  olol g ool cpunl dawl,

J= 9 5 I lha> 1l 2oz o> p> ol

Jiw i Olei s Sl Gabg) | i ©39,900 9> 9> gad

JIB 9 olass b ggas S| e ol Gislw seu

J9> UIS)l oane dgr S| JiwgS 0 oSy Glo,95 S

Jio S ,S5 3130 ol Sp9ud 5,5 9 Jac Lo

Jil 899 plasl el o> ol wlojy o>

9l J ey ool @S S Giny9d 03 2oyl Jlw

The full date is given in a very ingenious manner

with the last words. -



3734

Ekum az Shahar Rabi-al-awal,
which mean literally "on the first day of the month of Rabi-al-
awal," while the sum of the individual letters give the year 933
A.H. according to the reckoning of the Abjad. The builder, or
rather the converter of the Hindu temple into a masjid was Mir
Hindu Beg.]
3668. Sri Jain placed before us Exhibit J-24 (Suit-4)
(Register 35 Page 273) which is photocopy of "The
Monumental Antiquities And Inscription In The North
Western Provinces And Oudh" published by Indological Book
House, Varanasi in 1969. This very book itself is book No. 94
with the Court. The Exhibit contains the frontispiece, Index,
Preface and pages 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 20, 21, 30, 31, 34, 35,
36, 37, 38, 179, 182, 184, 185, 186, 292, 293, 294, 295, 296,
297, 298, 299, 300, 301, 302, 303, 304, 305, 306, 307, 308,
309, 310, 311, 312, 313. Sri H.S. Jain, learned counsel has
placed reliance on pages 296 and 297 (Register 35 Pages 341-
343) of the said book:
"According to the Ramayana, the city of Ayodhya was
founded by Manu, the progenitor of all mankind. In the
time of Dasaratha, the father of Rama, it was fortified with
towers and gates, and surrounded by a deep ditch. No
traces of these works now remain, nor is it likely, indeed,
that any portion of the old city should exist, as the Ayodhya
of Rama is said to have been destroyed after the death of
Brihadbala, after which it lay deserted until the time of
Vikramaditya of Ujjayini, who, according to tradition,
came in search of the holy city, erected a fort called

Ramgarh, cut down the jangal by which the ruins were
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covered and erected 360 temples on that spots sanctified by
the extraordinary actions of Rama. The Vikramaditya of
this story, General Cunningham takes to be Chandragupta
11, of the Imperial Gupta dynasy, A.D. 395-415, whose rule
certainly extended to Ujjayini, as his inscriptions have
been found at Sanchi and Udayagiri Bhilsa.

There are several very holy Brahmanical and Jains
temples about Ayodhya, but they are all of modern date and
without any architectural pretensions whatever; but there
can be no doubt that most of them occupy the sites of more
ancient temples that were destroyed by the Muslamans.
Thus Ramkot, or Hanuman Garhi, on the east side of
the city, is a small walled fort surrounding a modern
temple on the top of an ancient mound. This fort is said
to have formerly covered a large extent of ground and
according to tradition, it was surrounded by 20 bastions,
each of which was commanded by one of Rama's
famous generals after whom they took the names by
which they are still known. Within the fort were eight
royal mansions, where dwelt Dasaratha, his wives, and
Rama, his deified son. The name Ramkot is certainly old,
but the temple of Hanuman is not older than the time of
Aurangzib. Ram Ghat, at the north-east corner of the city,
is said to be the spot where Rama bathed, and
Svargadvaram, also called Ram Darbar, on the north-west,
is believed to be the place where his body was burned.
Treta-ke-Thakur is famous as the place where Rama
performed a great sacrifice, and which he commemorated

by setting up there images of himself and Sita. Close by is
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the Lakshmana Ghat, where his brother Lakshmana
bathed, and about one quarter of a mile distant in the very
heart of the city, stands the Janmasthanam, or "birth-
place temple,” of Rama. Almost due west, and upwards of
five miles distant is the Guptar Ghat, with its group of
modern white-washed temples. This is the place where
Lakshmana is said to have disappeared, and hence, its
name of Guptar, from gupta, "hidden or concealed.” Some
say that it was Rama who disappeared at this place, but
this is at Variance with the story of his cremation at
Svargadvaram.

There are five Digambara temples at Ayodhya which
were built in Samvat 1981, in the time of Shuja-ad-daulah,
to mark the birth-places of five Tirthamkaras, viz.,
Adinatha, Ajitanatha, Abhinandanatha. Sumatinatha, and
Anantajit, who are said to have been born at Ayodhya. The
temple of Adinatha is situated near the Svargadvaram on a
mound, known as Shah-Juran-Ka-tila, on which there are
many Musalman tombs and a masjid. According to the
local Musalman tradition, Makhdum Shah Juran Ghori,
who came to Audh with Shahab-ad-din-Ghori, destroyed
the ancient temple of Adinatha and erected on its ruins the
Musalman edifices which gave to the mound the name by
which it is still known. Besides these five temples of the
Digambaras there is a sixth temple of the Svetambaras,
dedicated to Ajitanatha, which was built in Samvat 1881.

It is locally affirmed that at the Musalman conquest
there were three important Hindu temples at Ayodhya:

these were the Janmasthanam, the Svargadvaram, and the
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Treta-ke-Thakur. On the first of these Mir Khan built a
masjid in A.H. 930, during the reign of Babar, which still
bears his name. This old temple must have been a very
fine one, for many of its columns have been utilized by the
Musalmans in the construction of Babar's Masjid. These
are of strong, close-grained, dark-coloured, or black stone,
called by the natives kasauti, "touch-stone slate," and
carved with different devices; they are from seven to eight
feet long, square at the base, centre and capital, and round
or octagonal intermediately. On the second and third
Aurangzib built masjids, which are now mere picturesque
ruins. A fragmentary inscription of Jayachchhandra of
Kanauj, dated Samvat 1241, and recording the erection of
a temple of Vishnu, was rescued from the ruins of
Aurangzib's Masjid, known as Treta-ke-Thakur, and is
now in the Faizabad Museum."
3669. Exhibit J-26 (Suit-4) (Register 36 Page 423) is
photocopy of "The Indian Antiquary A Journal of Oriental
Research" by Sir Richard Carnac Temple, Vol. XXXVII, 1908
published by Swati Publications Delhi, 1985 containing
frontispiece and pages 191 and 192. It shows that in the area of
Kashmir also similar activities took place and Buddhist temple
made a mosque as is evident from the following:

"At first sight this text should make it appear that
there were Bhottas among the subjects of the Kashmir
Kings. This is not probable, for Ladakh as well as Baltistan
where independent possessions during the 16" century. But
the trade between the Punjab and Yarkand, through

Kashmir and Leh, was probably carried on without any
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interruption and this trade brought many Ladakhis and
Baltis to Kashmir. They had there not only a rest-house of
their own, but apparently also a Buddhist place of worship.
There is a masjid below the castle hill of Srinagar, which is
still known as the Bodo Masjid, and that it was formerly a
Buddhist temple is shown by the fact that behind the white-
wash on the walls the picture of Buddhist saints are to be
found. This is well known to all Ladakhis."”
3670. Pursuant to the excavation conducted by B.B.Lal
some photographs as well as his comments were published in
the book of ASI 1.e. :
(a) Exhibit E2/1 (Suit-5) (Register 37 Page 5) is
photocopy of Plate No. XLIX and Plate No. L published
in "Indian Archaeology 1976-77-A Review" edited by
B.K. Thapar, Director General, ASI published, by ASI in
1980.
(b) Exhibit E 1/1 (Suit-5) (Register 37 Page 11) is
photocopy of pages 40 and 41 of "Indian Archaeology
1969-70 A Review" edited by B.B. Lal, published by ASI
1973.
(c) Exhibit E 4/1 (Suit-5) (Register 37 Page 17) is
photocopy of page no. 28, 29, 30, 31 of "Indian
Archaeology 1968-69 A Review" edited by B.B. Lal
published by ASI 1971.
(d) Exhibit E 3/1 (Suit-5) (Register 37 Page 35) is
photocopy of pages 76, 77 and Plate XXII of "Indian
Archaeology 1979-80- A Review'.
3671. Considering lot of material, some of which

discussed above, as well as relevant facts, it was found
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expedient by this Court to have a scientific investigation at the
disputed site but without disturbing the position of the
"makeshift structure" in respect whereto a status quo order was
operating in various proceedings including the suits.

3672. What lie underneath? This question is of extreme
complication ranging in a period of more than 500 years’ of
history. No clear picture emerges from various history books
etc. In fact, the contemporary record did not answer the issues,
one or the other way, with certainty but some record, authored
after about 200 years i.e., 18" Century, state about existence of
temple, its demolition and the construction of the disputed
building, while some well known historians dispute it and some
history books are silent. The case of muslim parties was that the
mosque was constructed on an unoccupied, vacant land.

3673. Extraordinary situations demand extraordinary steps
and strategy. In the peculiar circumstances, this Court decided to
appoint an Expert body for scientific investigation, well
recognized in the field of archaeology/history and ordered ASI
to go for excavation at the site in question and submit report.
The question formulated for ASI, was “whether there was any
temple/structure which was demolished and a mosque was
constructed on the disputed site”.

3674. The details of ASI proceedings, we have already
mentioned above. We have also mentioned about the objections
filed on behalf of plaintiffs (Suit 4), defendant no.5 (Suit 5) and
defendants no. 6/1 and 6/2 (Suit 3) but details thereof skipped so
as to be discussed at appropriate stage, Here is that.

3675. During the course of the excavation by ASI, a large

number of objections/complaints were filed by the parties to the
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Observers (Two Judicial Officers of the Cadre of Higher
Judicial Service) appointed by this Court. Subsequently, most of
the contents of those objections since have resulted in the
objections which the parties have filed before this Court against
the report of ASI, therefore, we find it appropriate to consider in
brief those documents also, as that will not only give a complete
picture of the proceedings but also be helpful to determine and
adjudicate upon the objections taken by the parties against the
final report of ASI.

3676. Between 14™ April, 2003 to 26™ July, 2003, thirty
four such objections were filed out of which nineteen were filed
through Sr1 Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate; two through Mohd.
Saleem, Advocate; two by Sri Mohd. Hashim (one of the
plaintiff of Suit-4); four through Sri A.A. Siddiqui, Advocate;
four through Sr1 Mustaq Ahmad Siddiqui, Advocate; two by Sri
R.L.Verma, Advocate and one by Haji Mehboob (one of the
plaintiff of Suit-4). In nutshell thirty two objections were filed
on behalf of muslim parties and two on behalf of Nirmohi
Akhara.

3677. The first complaint is dated 14™ April, 2003
submitted by Sri Mohd. Hashim and Mahmood Ahmad,
plaintiffs in Suit 4 through their counsel Sri Mohd. Salim,
Advocate. It 1s addressed to the Observers and says that as per
the order dated 26™ March, 2003 and 10™ April, 2003 of this
Court, ASI was supposed to keep in seal 'Bones' and 'Glazed
ware' in regular manner but they have failed to do so and this is
disobedience of the Court's order. The two Observers obtained
comments from the in-charge, ASI team, and, put in the

following note dated 14™ April, 2003:
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‘gNgd FrEAgE H Sifdbd Suicadl & wWeH H WAl gRIad
waeror (A.S.1.) & S g st dosmRoafor wT SfET gre faar
T ST AT T garar & fafiT S9o W grd siRer Tl (Bones) @1
HicT &% H 9% I8 agIRE Hioig & & Hicrae siRerar wwa
B Hidds &Y H Bl Hioag 781 &/ SwI1 a8 4 Jarr &
i SRl @ T UG olgig Weled gofl § difdd pvd 9o
YT H o I B8 Bicrs T8l 8
el dF Toree dqd @ Wi &Y ST BT FIT B 3D
Weer # Sff 707 7 garar & Saf @ fdavor 5 wafod goft 5 S9@7
WH WY W Goold [T V8T B gld Telvs 9gW  GRITEIy
Antiquity) T& & gufery sl a& S8 Hier & fFar o ver
o7 | 3V BE Wil B H AP B 3T T 81 FElT Tg A
gargr a5 ol & Urd WMl Telos dav Guled & @ SHdT
Soorg qaEf goft § 87
"The opinion of Sri B.R. Mani, the in-charge of the team of

Archaeological Survey of India (A.S.1) was obtained in
context of the objections contained in the present
application. Sri Mani has contended that the practical
problem in sealing the bones obtained from various
trenches, is that the sealed bones would de-generate
automatically after a few days. Besides this, he has no
other problem in sealing the said bones. He has also
contended that he has no difficulty in maintaining and
entering the number and length of the bones obtained, in
the concerned register.

So far as the question of sealing the glazed wares is
concerned, Sri Mani has contended in this behalf that in
the details of trenches, they are being normally entered in

the concerned pages. Since glazed wares are not
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antiquities, as such they are not being sealed at present. He
has no objection in sealing them from now on. He has also
contended that all the glazed wares discovered so far, are
safe and their details are there in concerned
registers."(E.T.C.)
3678. The objection dated 15™ April, 2003 is again by the
same two persons complaining that remains lying on the western
side of the Babri Mosque are being removed without marking
numbers and this act of ASI is contrary to the Court's order. The
two Observers obtained comments from Sri B.R.Mani, Team
Leader of ASI and mark following note dated 15" April, 2003:

g Ul U5 GY YR geraed waeror (A.S.1.) S1H flev it &l
SRAT BT AT UTT [HIT 77| SEIT qarar far <Al 4 ue
AT U0 & 79Iy @usl &l dASTITTH], ReR WIeh TTH! &Y
TIT BHPT HIT G GV Wforvevy H fdaver sffdd dva A GF Big
argicT T8l & T 4 9 §g WeHd &/ Oigl dd Iqey @Sl gy
W& STt BT 499 & AP WeEg H Fwld FqEING Hiols
gardl @ Ig FHET @ aery Gusl Bl g BB Sl Il g9 H
Rreravsl v w&r Sret Wi BT B3 FIIorT d8l E SraiT )
Sl T8 H garar [ W&qr Siel 5 U% ST g7 AT Bl Hl
e B O wWHdl & ol 99P ford FaEIR®E Y W wHg T8l
8T |

"The opinion of Sri B.R. Mani, the team leader of

Archaeological Survey of India, was obtained on this
application. He has contended that he has no objection in
carrying out videography and still photography of the
remains of all the constructions lying in the trenches and in
broadly getting their details entered in the registers and

that he agrees to it. So far as the question of numbering the
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remains is concerned, he has stated about the practical
problems in this behalf and has contended that the brick of
the remains are in very dilapidated state, hence if the
bricks, which are numbered are removed, then no purpose
would be served by numbering the stone blocks. He has
also contended that after numbering them, their
preservation can also be expected, which will not be
practically possible for him." (E.T.C.)
3679. The complaint dated 7™ April, 2003 (it appear that
this complaint is wrongly dated and it ought to be 7" May, 2003
since in the complaint itself there is a reference of Court's order
dated 10™ April, 2003 hence it cannot be 7" April, 2003) is
submitted by Sri Mohd. Hashim In Person, to the Observer
complaining that the human bones, found in Trench ZGl1, has
been covered with soil without recording on the pretext that due
to the objections of Muslims, it was not proceeded though no
written objection was submitted by the Muslim parties and
therefore, the bones recovered from Trench ZG1 as also from
Trench F9 and G9 be directed to be recorded. The two
Observers, after receiving comments from Sri Chandrabhan
Mishra, Deputy Superintendent, the then incharge of ASI team,

submitted its report as under:
g9 Grfar uF H aftld sruicd & Heg H 9RAIT GRided HIET
Gl @ SUNT W GRSl TEeIer 757 QY SfEfleror gRrde
fag & SFa gre 1631 7] S A5 7 I8 wEEld &1 & 8wl
cg wWo ZGl 7 yd 4 9 "o F9, 7 G9 H gwc aor aig d
TYICT B U¥ I G [ASh W qardr A1 SRl Bl SAieregd
FvT 7 B sufea T8 21 4 farer 7 g8 +ft garar & €7
wo F9,G9 7 ZGl # 4d % w7 3fkerar g sfkeral &
JTeIy gHT §F o, TP I B T B GHHIY 4
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gToll A89d el gI’T T ryfea @1 THT off fora®d
HIRUT 9 Sif¥ergl &1 €9 & T al §I8Y [a®raAr ol
wor iy 7 g v fufafera faar wr waI, efig
978 BIIIeT & 9y¥grad 9l Jgverr # fiedt 7 gar
fagr g1 o7/

"The opinion of Sri Chandrabhal Mishra, Deputy
Superintendent Archaeologist and the local in-charge of
Archaeological Survey of India, was sought on the
objections contained in this application. Sri Mishra has
consented that he has no objection in recording the bones,
which were earlier found in Trench no. ZG1 and F9 and G9
and subsequently buried under soil on raising of objection.
Sri Mishra has also contended that the plaintiffs
representative Hazi Mahboob Ali had raised serious
objections regarding the bones and bone remains found
in Trench No. F9, G9 and ZG1, due to which these
bones could neither be taken out of the trench nor were
they recorded and after being photographed, they were
covered by soil in the same stage."”
3680. Complaint dated 3™ May, 2003 was submitted by
complainants through Sri Mushtaqg Ahmad Siddiqui alleging that
the procedure of putting seal on bags is not full proof and needs
further modification by obtaining signatures of the parties on the
seals put in by ASI. The team leader Sri B.R. Mani, ASI
informed the two Observers that there is no objection in
obtaining signatures of the parties or their advocates on the
paper seal, put on the bags. Accordingly, the two Observers in
their note dated 6™ May, 2003 requested ASI to proceed
accordingly.

3681. The next letter is by Sri Mohd. Hashim, one of the
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plaintiffs (Suit-4) on 16™ May, 2003 against the nomenclature of

various artifacts recorded during excavation and says:
“Garg W I wrHdl @l ot IR weil & Sl § 9w
SoTsTd ST 81 GHAT &/ Y& Gloll [HSS! BT THeT UF FHeHl Hol
TAT fOell 37T avqg BT GIAT AT HI SN 7T & FHAT & a8 [
gy G, il @1 ST I & Wl & IW gy Wel & 3
T&I T T Ui el o dieT C@l Hel S e

GIfpY 3 g7 Off Thdl &/

ccl SR T ST JIPId B BT P SIEN G¥ AFT T

gy @ SHIT Bl Fel &7 ST T8 &/

3 AT W ogeRfAr 8 fé fAgargey areafde g
wyse grgfa g g yv & 99 Sfyd §wr & wrd
@1 gqeeIT B 17 |”

"Confusion can flow from the manner in which the
articles found from excavation, are named. It can be a
piece of burnt soil, a table chair and the leg or any other
part of some article. It can be the leg of any animal, horse,
elephant. It does not appear proper to immediately give it a
name and this can be avoided by describing it briefly as
round, long, wide, irregular, engraved etc.

It is not proper to name any broken, incomplete and
un-clear figurine, as a human or animal figurine only on
basis of imagination.

Hence, it is prayed that provision be introduced
according to rules to give proper names only when
actual and clear figurines are discovered."

3682. Apparently this complaint is mischievous and
worthless. The ASI experts identify such item/artifacts which
ordinary people cannot. If only clear items were to be named, no

expert would have needed.
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3683. A much more detailed complaint along with six
sketch diagrams is submitted on 21% May, 2003 by Sri Haji
Mahboob one of the defendant (Suit-3). It says that in Trench
G2, digging has been made in such a way so as to create
squarish structural base instead of a floor. This is tried to be
explained by six sketch diagrams out of which three mention
dates as 16™ May, 2003, one 18™ May, 2003 and two 20™ May,
2003. The observers sought report from ASI officials. Sri
A.R.Siddiqui, who at that time was incharge of ASI team,
explained the matter whereupon following note put by two
Observers on 21* May, 2003:
"Enquiry was made from the incharge archeologist

Sri A.R.Siddiqui with regard to the objections submitted by

means of this application. He has given his views which are

as under-

1. All the members of A.S.1. Team are performing their

duties as per normal excavation rules and archeological

ethics.

With regard to Trench G2, here also, digging of the trench

has been done accordingly and each detail has been

mentioned on the daily report.

2. No violation of the archeological rules have been

done in any trench including G2.

3. The brickbats are still visible in the trench G2, which

can be examined any time.

4.  Entire area of Trench G2 has not been excavated

hence objection in this regard is premature. Recording

and photography of exposed area has been done.

Photography of the entire trench will be done after the
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excavation is complete.

5. No enquiry has been made from Trench Supervisor

Mr. S.K.Sharma as alleged in para 6 of his objection.

No other view was expressed by Mr. A.R. Siddigqui with
regard to other points raised through this application."
3684. We have examined day to day register of ASI of 16"

May, 2003 in respect to Trench No.G2. It says:
"Operation Area 290 x 66 cm E.W.
Digging closed at 48 cm
Floor 1 removed (3 cm in thickness); Floor-2 20 cm
in thickness also removed. Floor with brickbats paving
removed
Pottery: Red ware."

It also appears that a bone of 35 cm was found besides one
Glazed Tile fragment, terracotta. These proceedings are duly
signed besides others by Sri Haji Mahboob also on 16™ May,
2003 itself.

3685. The 18" May, 2003 proceedings in day to day
register of Trench G2 mentions:

"Operation Area: 227 x 370 (EW) in the northern side

Digging closed at 63 cm.

Floor 2 removed. A pillar base on plan.
Pottery: Red ware."
3686. Similarly, on 20™ May, 2003, the following is
mentioned in day to day register of Trench G2:
"Operation Area: Same
Digging closed at 79 cm in N & 91 cm in S. Floor of
lime surfa.... in Kankar in S at 82 cm & another floor in N

at 73 cm. Both the floors removed after recording and a
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brick paved floor noticed just below pottery; Red ware,
black slipped ware."
3687. The proceedings of 18" May, 2003 and 20™ May,
2003 are also duly signed by Sri Haji Mahboob.
3688. We have also perused site note book no.45 wherein
recording of the proceedings pertaining to Trench G2 from 16"
May, 2003 to 20™ May, 2003 is noted at page 51 to 54. The
Trench Observer Sri S.K.Sharma has recorded the proceedings
as under:
"Date — 16-05-03
Trench No. - G2
Operation area- 300 cm (E.W.) x 200 cm (N.S.) in the
northern side of the Trench
Digging started — 00 cm (Surface)
Digging closed — 48 cms.
Excavation was carried out in 290 (EW) x 66 cm
(NS) area. A floor of lime surkhi with 3 cms of thickness
was on plan which was removed. Another floor 1B of
lime and surkhi was encountered and removed after
recording. A floor of brick bat was exposed. It might be
the packing material for the above floor. Below the brick
bat ashy earth was noticed with kankar and this layer (1)
was removed partially in the southern part only. A wall
already on the floor 1 was left. It divides the Trench in
two parts northern half and southern half. Digging
operation was undertaken only in southern part.
Pottery — red ware
Antiquity. A glazed tile fragment, T.C. - 34 cm with green

glaze.
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Date — 17-05-03

Trench No. - G2

Operation area- 290 cm (East West) x 66 cm North
South in the northern side of the Trench

Digging started — 48 cms

Digging closed — 57 cms.

The exposed area in the western side was cleared
where a cluster of brick bats with a small dressed stone
slab of 38 cm partially inside the western section
encountered. The layer which is ashy with kankars was
continuing.

Shell pieces were found during digging.
Pottery — red ware and are piece of glazed ware
No antiquity was found.

Date — 18-05-03

Trench No. - G2

Operation area- 227 cm (NS) x 370 cm (E.W.)

Digging started — 57 cms in southern side

00 in northern side

Digging closed — 63 cms. in northern and southern

More area was taken for digging in the northern side
of the trench. Digging was carried out in this side. A floor
of lime, surkhi and kankar was exposed at a depth of 43
cms. It was removed. Layer (1) with compact clay with
greyish colour was removed. A structure of brick bats and
rectagonal in shape was encountered during digging. It
has two calcreate stone kept side by side. It seems to be a
pillar base already exposed in many trenches. The base is

120 cm long. The calcrete stone measure 82 x 34 cm and
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second 61 x 10 cms with same part in the northern section.
The pillar base has four (4) courses of brickbats. Layer
(2) was partially removed.

Pottery — red ware

No antiquity was found in course of excavation.

"Date — 20-05-03

Trench No. - G2

Operation area- 227 (North South) cm x 370 cm
(East West)

Digging started — 63

Digging closed — 79 cms in the northern side 91 cms
in southern side.

Digging was carried out in the northern and
southern part of the trench leaving a section and earlier
wall in between Floor No. 3 of lime and surkhi with
kankars was exposed at a depth of 73 cms in the
northern side and at a depth of 82 cms in southern side.
There were photographed and removed. Floor was made of
lime and kankar in southern side while lime surkhi in
northern one. A brickbat paved floor like structure was
noticed below these floors. It may have been used as
packing material for the floors exposed earlier.

Pottery — red ware, black slipped ware."
3689. Thereafter, it appears that further digging in G2
Trench was made by Z.Ali, Assistant Archeologist and his notes
in Site Note Book 32 (Page 21 to 49) are for the period 17" July,
2003 to 2" August, 2003.
3690. Mohd. Hashim Ansari submitted complaint dated
22" May, 2003 to the Observer stating that Trench H4 and 5 on



