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IN THE HON’BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT
/-_\LLAHABAD LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW

]

Other Original Suit No. 4/1989

Sunni C,éntral Board of o {

Wagf. U.P. and Others -----------Plaintiffs

Versus

Gopal .Singh Visharad .

(deceased) and Others} ----------- Defendants

~ Other Original Suit No. -=1/1989
Other Qriginal Suit No. =3/1989

Other Original Suit No. —5/1989
: |

{

|
STATEMENT OF D.W.13/1-3

DR. BISHAN BAHADUR
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IN THE HON’i5LE HIGH COURT OF JUIbICATURE AT
ALLAHABAD LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW

Other Original Suit No. 4/1989

Sunni Central Board of
Wagqf. U.P. and Others----------- Plaintiffs

Versus

Gopal Singh Visharad

(deceased) and Others------------ Defendants

Clubbed together
Other Original Suit No. 1/1989
Other Original Suit No. 3/1989
Other Original Suit No. 5/1989

E-XAMINATION IN CHIEF BY WAY CF AFFIDAVIT OF
D.W.13/1-3 DR. BISHAN BAHADUR UNDER ORDER 18
RULE 4 CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE

|, Dr. Bishan Bahadur, aged about 59 years, S/o Late
Dr. Lal Bahadur, resident of Rajeshwar Colony, Surendra
}Naga'ar, Aligarh hereby solmenly affirme on oath as

under:-

1. That | am, M.A.(his4tory)', M.A.(English literature) and
P{h.D. At present | am Reader and Head ofv
Department, Department of history in Shri Varshney

University, Aligarh.

2. That | got the Post-Graduate Degree in History, in First
Division in the year 1969. | got Ph.D. Degree in the

¥l
f
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yéar 1975 from Agra University on the research work

"Hindu Resistance during Sultant Period" in medieval

hii‘sto-ry. | | |
.. . | : i 9

3. That | am teaching history to the Graduate and Post-
Graduate level classes for the last thirty-five years. So
far 22 students have 'gdt the Ph.D. Degree under my
direction |from Agra University ‘: and Ruhelkhand
University, Bareilly. At present, 8 students are doing
their research work in the various subjects under my :

direction.

4. That | have directed about 64-65 mini research
compositions concerning to various subjects of Indian
history. In addition to this, my 19 research papers

h'a\,_/e: beén published.

5. That | have, about 5 years back, written a book named "
Vishwa Ka lItihas" for the Agra University which had
b"een included in the Correspondence Course of the
said University. Beside this, | have ‘written a book
named "Maharana Pratap — Ek Sambél’, Ek Chunouti"
published in the year 1998. | have presented research
papers in a number of the seminars, workshops
concerning to history subject, 'which were published
also. | have been a member of various institutions like
- "AII India History Congress”, " U.P. History
Congress", "Institute of historical studies, Calcutta”

etc.

6. That | have done specific study of medieval history of
India. From Historical point of view, customs and
traditions are itselves are recognized as an evidence of

tvhe past.
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|

7. That first ever Ruler of Gaharwal was Yashovigrah.

Mahichand was a son of Yashovigrah. Chanderdev Slo
Mahichand was a successor of Mahichand. Kannauj,
Késhi (Banaras), Kaushik (Allahabad région), Kaushal
(Avadh including Ayodhya), Indrasthan (at present in
Bullandshahar District) were included in his Kingdom.
Chanderdev remained ruler from the year 1085 to
1100. His capital was Kannauj and second capital

made_ by him was Kashi.

8. That | after Chanderdev, Madanchand

(Madanpal/Madandev) was the ruler of the above
region from the year 1100 to 1110. Govindchand, also
known as Govindchanddev, was a ruler from the year
1110 to 1156, thereafter Vijay Chand from the year
1156 to 1170, Jaichand from the year 1170 to 1194
and thereafter Harishchander from 1194 to 1226 were

the rulers, Ayodhya was aiso under them.

9. That in the year 1032-33, army of Sayeed Salar Masood

10

11

had attacked Ayodhya, where God Shri Ram Lalla
temple is and damaged' the temples.v Sayeed Salar
Mésood, came to Baharaich from Satrakh and was
killed by king Suheldev (Sahildev/Sohaldhev) in the "
battle in Hatila Ashokpur. |

]

.Th-_at-Qutabuddin Aibak ruled Delhi, India sihce 1206,

which is generally called as a beginning of medieval
history of India. His period came to an end with the
battle of Plassey in 1757.

.That Ayodhya was under the $Sharki Dynasty of -

Jaunpur from the yeaf 1393 to 1479. Jaunpur was the
c'apit'al during the Sharki rule. Life remained normal

during this period in the rest part of the State.
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Education, Construction work was smooth and Sufi

Saints had maintained their influence.

That Babar was defeatéd at a number of times'in his
n'ativ.e kingdom Samarkand and Fargana and finally
was ejected. He along with his few followers reached
Kabul and conquered . Kabul. For keeping Kabul
perrﬁanently‘under him, he attacked Punjab region for
f.i.ve _fimes. Babar, causéd destruction and atrocity and
defeated :lbrahim Lodi, Sultan of Delhi in 1526.
T,hereafte'r in 1527, he fought a battle with 'Rana,

S"angram Singh (Rana Sanga) and caused heavy
casualties in the battle of Chanderi, Thereafter he also

made a praymid of human heads.

That according to my knowledge and on the basis of
my study, Meerbaki, Commandant of Babar, had
d«;»r’ndlislhed the temple situated at Shri Ram Janm
Bhoomi in Ayodhya and used its rubbles for

construction of the structure.

Th’at according to my knowledge and on the basis of
my study, disputed land at Ayodhya was being
worshipped by Hindus as a birthplace of Shri Rama
from time immemorial in accordance with their customs

and traditions with faith and belief.

Deponent
Sd/-
Dr. Bishan Bahadur

Lucknow
Dated 07" April, 2005
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Verification
l Dr. Bishan Bahadur, deponent hereby verify that
contents of Para 1 to 6, on the basis of my individual
knowledge and contents of Para 7 to 14 on the basis of my
study are factual and true. Nothiﬁg has been concealed
and nothing is false. May God help me. Verified to day
i.e., on 7.4.2005 at High Court premises. |

Place: Hon'ble High Court premises at Lucknow.
| Deponent
Sd/-
(Bishan Bahadur)
Deponeht has put his signature in my presence and

deponent is known to me.

Sd/-
(Rakesh Pandey)

Advocate

Lucknow _
Dated the 7" April 2005
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Before: . Commissioner Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Bench, Lucknow.

Sunni Central Board of

Wagf. U.P. and Others----------- Plaintiffs

Ver‘s",us |

Gopal Singh Visharad d
(deceased) and Others------------ Defendants

Other Original Suit No. — 4/1989
" (Regular Suit No. —12/1961)

Dated 7.4.2005 |
D.W. 13/1 =3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

:Aff,idavit, page No. 1 to 6 of Dr. Bishan Bahadur,
aged 59 years, S/o Late Dr. Lal Bahadur, resident of
Rajeshwar Coilony, Surendra Nagar, Aligarh was submitted

and taken on record. "

(Cross-examination of witness on an Oath by Shri
Tarun Jeet Verma, Advocate, on behalf of plaintiff Nirmohi
Akhara of Other Original Suit No. 3/89, begins)

XXX XXX XXX XXX

| am, at present, 59 years old. My date of birth in
accordance with the certificate is 8" July 1945. | am a
Kayastha. | have daone M.A. in History and English
subjects and Ph.D. from University of Agra in 1975. |
have passed M.A.(English) in 1966. | have passed
M.A.(History) in 1969 and Ph.D. in 1975.
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- The subject matter of my research was "Hindu
Resi'$tance during Sultant Period" concerning to the
medieval history period of 1206 to 1526. At present, | am
Work‘ing as a Reader and Head of the Department (History
Department) in Shri Varshney University, Aligarh. My
birthplace is 'Agra. | have done my research about
mediéva‘l and Modern history. | have the knowledge about
ancient history but | have not studied much. | have that
much of knowledge which one can expect from a teacher
of -Archaeological sUbjeCt. History is related to
archaeology. Archaeological study is based on carbon
dating and particularly on the basis of time-period.
Volunteer . that there could be a difference of 100-50
year's, in the " conclusions based on carbon dating.
Information is obtained through carbon dating about the
concerned period on the basis of study of archaeology.
Information about the customs and way of life of the
people of a particular time can be obtained on conclusion
drawn through carbon dating. | have referred about 64-65
mini research works in para 4 of my examination in chief
affidavit'_. There was no research work bésed upon the

archaeology. My some of the mini research works were

based upon the Survey.

- There are many detailed sources to gain knowledge
about history. Among these are — Literature, archaeology,
archives, monuments, Coins, knowledge gained from
excaiVation and sea excavation and unwritten History,
based on the know‘ledge gained by western historians.
Whére_’ there is no recorded evidences are ‘available,
unwritten sources are made bases for gaining
knowledge and- this can be or cannot be accepted
Recognition thus attackes importance to evidence . Purans
are ~also treated as literal sources. Not only the

knowledge gained from Purans is included in the sources -
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bqt the‘information'obtained from various quarters is also
us'ec‘_i as a source. | had gone to Ayodhya long way back,
about 20-25 years back. For the last 2 — 4 — 5 years |
have not gone to Ayodhya.’ In my view, Ayodhya is not
only a religious place but also historical places because if
a placé gains fame for it religious status, it also gains !
recognition as a historical ‘place. | had visited Ayodhya
around "I980. | do not remember from where i.e., from
Agra or Aligarh, | went to Ayodhya. Volunteer : that it was
pure‘,ly'af personal visit. | had gone to Ayodhya by bus to
attend a social programme in the family of my uncle. My
uncle is no more to whom | had visited Thereafter | did not
visit Ayodhya. | do not remember in which Mohalla my
uncle was Iivling. | did not stay there in Ayodhya. N left
Ayodhya after meeting him. | did not pay visit to any other |
plac'e"in-'Ayodhya. | have faith in Ayodhya. Volunteer :
that because it is the birthplace of God Rama and being a
Hindu; | have faith in Ayodhya. At the time of my visit to
Ayodhya, | did not go around because of shortage of time.
No research .work of mine is related to Ayodhya. My
rese‘a.r'cH paper is about Kannauj. | have no research
work, spéci'fic to Ayodhya. | | have studied about Ayodhya
but had not done any research work. | have referred the
relationship of Ayodhya and 'Kannauj with the ruler of
Delhi"-and confrontation related thereto, in my research
paper relating to Kannauj. This research work is based on
the history of the then rulers; which, includes "Tabkate
Nasari" by "Minhazuddin" and "Tareekh-e-Ferozshahi" by
Jiyauddin Barni and other sources. Besides, | resorted
other available relevant source also. iThe above sources
are authenticated and recognized. Local ruler of Kannauj
was also in confrontation with the ruler of Delhi that is why
the confrontation period cannot be confined to a specific
period. This c:onfrontation.continued up to the period of
S_harvki. D‘ynasty of Jaunpur. |

o
¢
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Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the éttention of witness towards last three lines at page 3
in pé’r_a -5 of his examination in chief affid'avit and asked
about the functions of the organization referred therein.
Witneés said that these are the All India Level
Organizationg. , which organizes seminars every year.
Wherein rese’arch papers are submitted and discussed and
published in a volume. Only goo'd research papers are
included in the volume. Only teachers and students can
became.the members of these Organiﬁzations. The facts
relafing' to history are produce:e,d before these
Orgahizations.i "U.P. History Congress" is All India Level
Orgahization but it is based in U.P.,i hence it is called
"U.P. History Congress". The same situation is about the
another Organization called "Institute of Historical Studies
,Calcuttél“. l had been a member of these Organizations

but not now.

‘Members'of these Organizations are not elected in
accordance with the official procedure. People of their
own participate in these Organizations and donate
voluntarily.  Eligibility for becoming a member of these
Of'génizations is that a persone may be teacher or a
stud:ent.‘ These Organizations have no manager and
secretary. Election to these Organizations are held during
the 'seminar. A historian is elected as a Chairman or
Secretary and 10 members among the participants are .
elected as an executive member. No pay is given to any
electéd member. These Organizations are academic forum
type and not the clubs. The Chairman, Secrﬂetary and
Exeéuti\)e member have no_vpower to effect changes in the
histo‘ry." The re_search'paper, if submitted independently,
is considered in the seminar. Foreigners also participate

and produce their research paper in the seminar. These
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Orga.n'izations have co‘nstitution, rules and by-laws. The
COﬂdi’[iO'hS, provided in these rules, are mandatory. These
OrganiZations also issue certificate about the participation
a‘nqisubmission of research paper in seminar. These
orgénizations organize their seminars at different places.
The‘yenue i.e., University, is selected at the venue site
every year. Seminars are not held outside of India.
Volunteer :, according to his knowledge no seminar was |
held“abroad. | have participated in the seminars held in
Kurukshetra, Chidambram and Aligarh Universities and
'submi't'ted my research péper in these seminars. | have
no knowledge from where the expenditure.'incurred on the
seminars is met, the ofgeni-zer must be knowing about it.
It is E:gut' naturel that money in huge amount is required for
such a large' celebration .| suppcse, the concerned
Government or University, wherein the venue is situated
meets this expenditure. In addition to this donation is also
received from the participants. | have no information
whe’_['her any research papers was submitted concerning to
Ayodh.ye or not in the conferences, in Which | participated.
A number of research papers are submitted in these
conf'er,ehces'. 'Volunteer ., five to six sections are created
durihg the conference. . List of research papers is
publ'ished first. Not only the title but a brief of research is
also read out in the conference. Sometime permission to
read'..‘the full research paper is also granted. Members
have 'no right to carry out any change in research paper.
Because the person who has written the research paper ,
only this suggestion are accepted. The member can
expréss their reservation only. These research papers
have great importance. Every point mentioned in research
paper has its own importance. This includes various types
of evide‘nces. The research paper on which common
consensus is then referred to University Courses. Size of

research paper depends up on the subject matter.
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Vo|unteer : 'that these research papers include the
rese’a’rich matter about the ‘latest subject or original
creation. These researbh papers can be about any subject
or of any time. From the word _subject,!l mean, the various
subjécts falling under the jurisdiction of History.

'kl' have referred workshop in the third line at page -3
in para =5 of my examination in chief affidavit, which |
mean, if a seminar on one subject, goes on for 10-15
days, it is called workshop. The organizations referred in
the l'ast three lines in para -5 of examination in chief
affidavit were established in different years. All India
History Congress was perhaps established fifty years ago.
Similarly U.P. History Congress was established about 20
years ago and Institute of Historical Studies Calcutta was
established about four decades before. The word
"Con,g_re-ss" was used in the first two organizations, it does
not mean any political organization, but an organization of
historians. Permanent office of the All India History
Congress is in Delhi. The office of U.P. Hiétory Congress
keeps on changing. At present, perhaps, its office is in
Aligarh.  The third o}rgani_zation, Institute of Historical

Studies Calcutta has its office in Calcutta.

| have referred the book "Maharana Pratap - Ek
Sambal Ek Chunouti" in para -5 (page -3) of my
examination in chief affidavit. This book is about Mewar

and not about Ayodhya.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards second and third line in °
para =6 of his examination in chief affidavit. Witness said
that customs and traditions are recognized as evidence
'becéuse if there is an intervening period in between the
two historical incidents and there is no written detail about

them, then we have to depend upon the customs and
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traditions continuing since centuries - i.e., customs and

traditions are treated as authentic sources.

Intérvening period, | mean, the period about which
nS Written evidences are available and for any "gap".
T'raditi'ohs and practices are two separate things. Even if
some evidence is received against the tradition the same
cannot be agreed to .Traditions are long lasting whereas
praCtices are témporary, which can be disowned if these !
are not in conformable. Tfaditions and practices are not
chan‘geéble. Volunteer :, these become so rigid that these
can'n'o,t be changed. Traditions and practices are not
related to any particular Religion or Sect. He himself cited
an exarﬁple in this regard — Once Allauddin Khilji attacked
on Chit.t.or and in that context Johar zpracftic:e had been
follo_Wed under the leadership of Queen Padmini. It is a
practice undérJ the history. Some historian accepté this
and some not. Time-period can be calculated on the basis |
of tf»a'diti.on and practice but it is not positive evidence.
Traditions and practices are not compiled in the form of
books: These are colléted from various places because
evefy place has its own practices. | have mentioned about
Gaharwal Dynasty in the first line in para -7 of my
examjhé‘tiop in chief affidavit. This Dynasty originated
with,the‘rule of King Yashdvigrah, the first king. But there
is no definite evidehce about this. The people of
Gaharwal, were from Kannauj. Volunteer : that its first
ruler"was Chanderdev. His rule period began from the
year 1085. Chanderdev was a son of Mahichandra and
was ‘from Yashovigrah Dynasty. Among the kings of
Gaharwal Dynasty, Govinderchandra was associated with
Ayodhya. Chander Dev first was also associated with
Ayodhya. Govinderchandra ruled from 1110 to 1156.
Witness again said that Chander Dev first, | mean, that

Chander Dev was the first ruler. Chander Dev had two

i



11138

capitals; one was Kannauj and second one was Kashi.
Kannauj was his first capital because he conquered the
Kanr‘)a‘uj' and Kashi was his second capital. Medieval
Rulelr's had'generally'tWO capitéls. Volunteer : that second
capital was made in accordance with the need of the time,
at ai_place from where there was more possibility of attack.
The"second capital was meant for guarding the region

from enemy and for extension of Empire purposes.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the word "above region”
in para -8 (page -3) of his examinlation in chief affidavit.
Witness said that from this word he means, Kannauj,
Kashi, Kaushik, Kaushal and Indrasthan, mentioned in
paré —7. | have referred a number of rulers in para -8 of
my examination in chief affidavit. These rulers were
associated with Ayodhya. There are.evidences available
in th_'is; régard. .References in this regard are found in the
book "History of the Gaharwals” by Dr. Roma Niyogi ,
"Kannauj Ka Itihas" by Dr. Anand Mishra and "History of
Kannauj" by Dr. R.P.S. Tripathi. All these three authors
are recognized authors. The writings by these authors are
recognized on the basis of Literal, Archaeology and other
available evidences. Among the above mentioned three
authors, Dr. Mishra is alive but cannot firmly s’ay about
other authors whether they are alve . People of Gaharwal
Dynasty had' seized the power of Kannauj. They had
devélOped the architecture of Kannauj which was already
avai_liable there. Each building has its own distint architect
like temple, palace and buildings. As per my information
there is no building in Kannauj with an art of architecture .
of Gaharwal Dynasty. | have referred Govinderchandra
Dev in para —8 of my examination in chief affidavit. There
was o_n‘ly one King by this name. [t is dsaid the

Gov‘inderohandr‘a Dev Qf Gaharwal Dynasty had renovated
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the r\'Jlanambhoomi temple in Ayodhya. It is a historical
fact. An incomplete petrography was found in this regard.
Wherein his name was menti’o.ned. ;Ado'ration' of Lord
Shivé' was given' in the beginning and details of
Suryava'nshi rulers were given thereafter. Human body
was presented as cosmos in it. This petrography is in
Devnagari Script but it was written in the then Sanskrit
IangUage. Volunteer : that there is no detail about the
gran't_ concerning to temple, hence | am calling it
incompletes. This petrography was found from the place ‘
of Janambhoomi in Ayodhya; recently in 2003, after
demélition of disputed Bhawan; this petrography is in red
stoné. In addition to this, it is clear from the petrography
‘mentioned in the boo,k‘ by Dr. Roma Niyogi ‘that Shiv
temple,” Vishnu Temple and temples of Buddha’s were
constructed under the p.atronage of Gaharwal  rulers.
Only petrographies ‘were available in this regard.
These petrog'raphies were found at different places. |
have no knowledge whether pﬁetrographies of the time of
Govindrachander Dev were confirmed on the basis of
Carbon. dating or not. According to evidences,
Harishchander S/o Jaichander was the last ruler of
Gah.arlwéil. A large area was under the kingdom of
Hari_shchander during the period 1194 to 1236, even after
the deféat of Jai Chander. This is the Jai Chander who

Was'Con.temporary to'Gauri and Prithvi Raj Chauhan.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the é-ttention of witness towards the contents of para -9 of
his examination in chief affidavit and asked who was
Sayeed Salar Masood, mentioned in this para. Witness
said that he was a nephew of Mahmocd Gazni. He came
to Punjab from Gazni and stayed there. Thereafter he
came to Satrakh from Delhi. Ayodhya was at that time

called Satrakh. Volunteer : that Cunningham has
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described about this in his archaeological report. Salar
Masbdd'sent his army to different places from there and
demolished the place where temples were. Rule of
Sayéed ‘Salar was not throughout India. He came here,
atta'ckéd and was killed in the battle fought with Suheldev
at a.'p'lace named Hatila Ashokpur in Bahraich. He stayed
there from 1032 to 1033 and in Delhi for four to six

months. King Suheldev was a local ruler of Bahraich.

vLearned advocate cross examinir]g the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the second and third line
of para -9 of "his examination in chief affidavit. Witness
said fhat full details are available in the second volume of
the book by “Eiliot and Douson” about {%he contents written
therein. It is written therein that aIIi the temples were
demalished and new construction was made in the form of
a mosque. Govinderchéndra Dev had renovated the
temple at this place. There is a detailed devscription in the
book by “Eliot and Douson”. Construction of mosque was
desC‘r'ibe_d in the book by “Eliot and Douson”. But
renovation was not described in it. Renovation was

referred in the above petrography.

| have, in para 10 of my examination in chief affidavit
referred about the rule of}Qutabuddin Aibek. It is not
related to Ayodhya. This fact was mentioned in this para
because administrative form of medieval Indian History
began in India from 1206 and continued up to the battle of
Plassey. The facts given in this para are important to

detérmine the time period relating to Ayodhya.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards para -11 of his "
examination in chief affidavit. Witness said that the

Shar'}ki Dynasty describied in this para was raised in 1393,

]
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when Tuglak rule was declining in Delhi and Malik Sarvar
was sent to manage this place, he declared himself as an
inde'pendent ruler of Jaunpur. Thus the Sharki Dynasty
was established. There were many rulers of Sharki
Dynésty. | do not remember the names of the rulers of
Shafki Dynasty. Mahmood was the last ruler who, in
1480, ‘went towards Bengal because Sharki Dynasty had
falllein with the Battel with Bahlol Lodhi and Sikander
L'Odh‘i.' The area up to the Border of Bengal was under the
Kingdom of Sharki Dynasty. The entilre area of Kannaju
and Avadh including Ayodhya and Jauhpur was under him.
The archaeological remains of the buildings constructed !
by Sharki Dynasty are évailable »in Jaunpur beécause
Jaunpur'was the capital of Sharki Dynasty.
Verified the statement after reading .
| Sd/-
Bishan Bahadur
: ' 7.4.2005
Typed by the stenographer as dictafed by me in ‘Open ‘
Court. In continuation " to this suit may be listed for
8.4.2005 for further Cross-examination. Witness to be

present.

Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
Commissioner
7.4.2005
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Before: = Commissioner Shri  Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty High

Court, Lucknow Bench Lucknow.

Dated 8.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3 Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 7.4.2005, Cross-examination on
an Oath, by Shri Tarun Jeet Verma, Advocate on behalf of
Nirmohi Akhara, plaintiff of Other Original Suit No. —3/89,

contihued.)

~No further archaeological art was developed during
the rule of Sharki Dynasty. They had maintained the
archaeological art, which was available. “Shark’ was a
degree. What does it mean, | do not know. So far | know
Shark means a person-having very important personality.
l hdve referred Sufi Saints in para —11 of my examination
in chief affidavit. Their names were given in the book
“Sharki Jaunpur Rajya Ka Itihas” written by Sayeed Igbal.
I\/Iainjly ‘Chisht_iya and Chishti Sufi community were
described in it, which were very popular in the area. 1 do
not ‘know the name of Sufi Saints at present. The word
Sufi was described in the book “Glimpes of Medieval
Indian Culture” by Yusuf Hussain Sahab. According to him
the spiritual philosophy of Islam, accepted and propagated
by Muslim scholars is called Sufi philosophy. No “Acharya
Sect” emerged during the medieval period. Ramanandiya
Sect |s not an Acharya Sect but a Devotee Sect.
Ramanand was a devotee. Thereafter, a number of saints
Weré;t'here respectively who defined the God, in different
way  and in accordance  with their  definition.
Ramanujacharya, Ramanandji were the first ever and
Kabir Das, Guru Nanak and Chaitanya Mahaprabhu, :

Ballbhacharya, Nimbarkacharya and Raidas were among
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them. .Theré :vvere so many reasons for rise of Bhakti
traditions. The main reason was the definition of
Adwaitvad i.e., whether the God is one or in a numbers or
he IS present in every living thing. In addition to this
social economic changes had caused the community to
think t'owardsl spiritual attainmevn‘t that all enjoyment of this
worl‘d is useless and ohe should try for salvation. These
reasons were described in detail in the book “Influence of

Isivam} on Indian Culture” written by Dr. Tara Chand.

QuéStion: In addition to the reasons given above by you,
: the main reason was the a’trocities caused by

the Mughal rulers to press the peoples for
conversion. What you have to say in this :

regard? |

Answer: This is a point of view. This can be a reason.
| In my view .thé main reason was Adwaitvad of
Hindu Religion,' which is projected through
various deities and which redefined by Bhakt-
Saints for one God. Prominent among them
was the n_éme of Shankaracharya. Dwaitvad
was always there. According to which God
lives in every living thing. A numbr of books
were written during Bhakti Period. Followers of

Chaitanya I\/Iahaprabhu had written a book

called “Chaitanya Chirtamrit”. Similarly
followers of Guru Nanak Dev had written “Guru
Granth Sahib”. Poems of Meerabai were
compiled 'in “Meerabai Padawali”. The

teachings of almost of all saints of a particular
period were compiled later on. There is very
large literature of all the saints was written in
India. The theme of the entire literature was
Supreme  Spirit. The then social and

administrative conditions were also described
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alongwith this. ~In this context, the books -
written by Tulsidasji were notable. There is this
huge literature available of this . The available
Creations of Kabirdas are compiled in “Beejak”
and “Kabir Padawali”. Volunteer : that the
language used therein is mixed one and

everyone can follow it. There are so many

books  written by Tulsidas ji, like -
Ramcharitmanas, Ramlalla Nahchhoo,
Kavitawali, Geetawali and many more. | have
studied . these books, particularly

Ramcharitmanas. Ramcharitmahas was written,
by keeping the requirements of community in
view, on the life of Shri Rama S/o Dasratha of
Suryavanshi, lkshwakuvanshi, for the
betterment of Society.: ~Ramchanderji was
related to Ayodhya. Ayodhya was also
described in Ramcharitmanas.

.| have little knowledge about  Geography.
Ranﬁchanderji went to 14 years’ exile and during this
period he went to Lanka, | know this. The way, through
WhiCh he Went"during his exile, still exists but its shape
have completely been changed. Panchwati, Bhardwaj
Ashram, Rameshwaram, Sri Lanka, Bharat Kund still
exists. But shape of these places has been changed. The
then geographical situations still exist but these have lost
their significance. It is correct to say that the ways
through which Rama went to exile are treated as holy one
even to day. And are equally important with the view of
faith but their social and commercial position has been
changed. | have studied Valmiki Ramayana. Who had
Wfif’ten Valmiki Ramayana, | do not remember at present.
Many parts were added to Valmiki Ramayana at the later

stage. Hence, it cannot be said that Maharishi Valmiki the
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wrote entire Ramayaha because its many parts are
Cont-l.’a'di(:tory and many parts were repeated. It appears
that so tnany parts were added to this}, at the later stage.
| mean, some barts were added after an era. It is very
difficult to say about the time period of Valmiki Ramayana.
Dr. Vasudev ‘Sharan Aggarwal and Dr. Jaiswal had
expressed their vieWs. | do not-want to express my view
in this regard. Some people say that it was written before
5000 B.C. and some consider it before 3000 B.C. Valmiki
Rz_amayéna contains the description of Rama, incarnation
of Vishrxu. Who had written Mahabharata, | do not
rémémbér at present. It is said that Vedvyas and Krishan
Dwaipayan wrote Mahabharata. It is certain that Vedvyas
had written Mahabharata. Volunteer : that many parts
were added to this later on. These were added by various !
writers, whose names were mentioned in the creation of
I\/Iahabhérata. | have not studied the Mahabharata. The
numbers of volumes depend upon the publisher. In the
casé, Ofi_Poona Oriental Serieé, there are 20-22 volumes.
In how many volumes, the Mahabharata was published
fromGifa Press is, | do not'remember. It is correct to say
that characters of Ramayaha were also referred therein.
Hanuman ana Ram were mentioned in Mahabharaté. In .
addition to this, many incidents described in Ramayana
were also referred in Mahabharata. Thus Mahabharata

confirms the authenticity of Ramayana.

| have studied Vedas but not thoroughly. | have
read the parts only with which | was concerned. Vedas
are four in number i.e., Rigved, Samved, Yajurved and
Atharvved. | do not remember at present the contents of
Atharvved. Saryu Was.mentioned in Rigved. Vedas were
written much earlier.} Hehce, these are called the
creat'i'ons of Vedic period. Vedic period and North Vedic

period two periods were mentioned. Saryu described in
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Vedas, still elxists. leunteer . that Saryu River still flow
asid‘é'by Ayodhya. (

- Learnea advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards para -12 of his
exarﬁiha{ion in chief affidavit. Witness after reading the
para, said that Babar originally was from Samarkand or
Fargana. | have in the first two lines of the above para
Writtv,eAn {hat Babar was defeated on a number of times in
his native Samarkand or Fargéna and was ejected, which
mea'ns, Babar became the ruler in childhood at the age of
11 -12 years, after the death of Umar Sheikh Mirza, but
his ré,latives had continuously tried to dislodge him and he
was ejected from Samarkand and Fragana. Babar had re-
Conquéred his native state four times but finally he was
defeated and consequent to this he came to Kabul.
Witness again said that Babar had lost the State, which he
re-conquered and finally was ejecte;d from Samarkand and
Fargana, | have read some books about Babar.
Biography of Babar, called “Memoir of Babar”, and “Tuzuk-
e-Bébri”' or Babarnama. | have also read the “Tareekh-e-
Rasidee”, written by Mirza Haider and “Tareekh-e-
Salatéen' Afghana” by Ahmed Yadgaar. | have read the
bookjs‘vlike “An Empire Builder of the Sixteenth Century”
by Rashbrook Williams, “Babar” by Arskin, “Babar” written
by Dr. Radheys'hyam etc. It is believed, on the basis of
autobiography of Babar, that he was a follower of Sunni
Spiritual Contemplation of Islam. | have the knowledge
about Shah Safvi, King of Iran, who was contemporary to
Babar. He was the follower of Shia Spiritual
contemplation. He offered conditional help to Babar at the
time when Babar. was passing through very difficult
situation after his defeat in Samarkand and Fargana.
Babfar’h'ad accepted his offer. One of the main condition

was, that Babar would accept Shiya Sect and the area, if
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conquered by Babar, will be treated as conquered by Shah
Safri but Babar will continue to rule that area. Babar had
accepted his conditions. Later, Babar had again acdepted
the Sunni Sect‘.. Shah Safri, had played a major role to
conquer Samarkand i.e., he helped Babar. This was his
third and fourth victory. vAfter conquering Samarkand,

Babar again went towards Kabul.

_Acc:ording to Tuzuk—e-Babri, biography of Babar, he
came to Punjab in 1519. He launched military operations
for five.times up to 1525. In the sixth operation, he
defeated Daulat Khan, Lodi of Punjab and occupied area
under  him. Volunteer : that this victory came
coné’ecutively. First five attacks were launched on
diffe‘rent forts. Local races had resisted the attacks. The
Punjzib referred above, is in Pakistan at present. Babar
came to India mainly for two reasons. First reason was,
he éould not conquer the native States, establishment of
new‘.kingdom in Kabul, for the protection of which it was
necessary to march . ahead towards South-east i.e.,
Punjab.” The second reasbn, as stated by Babar in his
biography is that Delhi'ohce was ruled by his ancestor, ie

Tajmoor so Delhi was his native state.

-Babar fought a battle with Ibrahim Lodi in 1526 at
Panipat..- Therefore it is called battle of Panipat. Babar
fought a battle with Rana Sanga in 1527 at Khanuwa.
KanuWa is the corrupt form of word ‘Khanuwa’. Babar got
the :vict._ory in Khanuwa battle and Rajputs’ Army was
defe_at‘ed. But Rana Sanga or Rana Sangram Singh
reor'ga,ni:zed' his military strength and fought a battle at
Ireeé; wherein Rajputs were defeated. Khanuwa is ahead
to Fétehpur Sikri. lIrees is ahead of Fatehpur Sikri. | have
referred the battle of Chanderi in para -12 of my

exami»na'tion in chief affidavit. This battle was fought in
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between Mednirai, ruler of Chanderi énd Babar. A
dreadful battle was fought and Rajput army was defeated.
Heavy casualties were ‘caus.ed to Rajput army.A tower was
made from the heads d_f the defeated Rajput army. Babar -
havé himself accepted this fact in his autobiography.
Batﬂ'éi of Chanderi was fought in 1527. Chanderi was the
then' Malwa region. After this battle, Babar marched
towards Bengal, because Afghan army was reorganized

there and battle of Ghaghra was fought to suppress them.

‘Ba.bar entered in Avadh Province in 1528. He stayed
there w.e.f. 28" March 1528 to 2" April 1528, during
this period he stayed at Ayodhya. Evidences are available
in th'i.s regard. This evidence was described in the book
“Babar” written by Dr. Radheyshyam. '| do not remember
abouf other evidences in this regard. Babar stayed
outside of Ayodhya w.e.f. 28" March 1528 to 2" April
1528 because .there was no fort in Ayodhya. He stayed in
the camp fixed inside or outside of Ayodhya. But
particular place was not mentioned in the evidence. It is
not correct to say that Babar went ahead from Sultanpur
via Tanda and never c':ame back to Ayodhya. Afghan
officers, appointed by Ibrahim Lodi had never accepted
the rule of Babar and established themselves as an
independent ruler. To curb their activities, Babar had
come to_Ayodhila. On the basis the then evidences and in
accordance with the sayings of history writers, | am of the
view that Babar‘, as an invader, got the rulé of Delhi from
Ibrahim Lodi and from there he did not go ahead towards
Rajasthan and came to Ayodhya for curbing the Afghans
as an invader, but could not succeed. His representative,
Meerbaki Tashkandi, according to the then references,
stayed in Ayodhya for one year and few months and after

that he left from Ayodhya.
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_ Learned advocate’cross éxamining the withess draw
the lattlention of witness towards para -13 of his
examination in chief affidavit. Witness, after reading it
said that construction by the Meerbaki, commandant of
Babér; at Shri RamJanambhoomi at Ayodhya was referred
therein." Dr. Radheyshyam had written in this context, in
his ‘book “Babar”. Dr. Radheyshyam is a recognized
author. ‘He has been a professor in Department éf History
in Allahabad Unive'rsit'y. There is a reference in
Alamgirnama that Chabutra at Shri RamJanambhoomi was
demolished and from its rubble a mosgue was constructed.
Babér was not present at that place when this incident
under Meerbaki happened. The main objective behind
thi'sl,incident to demolish the place of temples was to
CbnétrUCt a buildihg}for his use. It appears from the
building material used for the new construction that earlier
building was of the time of Govind Chander which
belong‘ed to Gaharwal .Dynasty. In my view, Babar had !
demolished the idols as a rhatter of his policy. Like Hindu
Beg had done in Sambal and Meerbaki had done in
Ayo'dhya. Similar demolition was carried out in the region
of Puhjgb. The aim was to establish a Muslim Kingdom
but no policy appeared behind this. Although it is correct
that demolition of temples was covered under State
Shastriya provision. | have the knowledge that Muslim
period from 1206 to 1526, was divided into .many .
genéalogy. Rule of Slave Dynasty was there since 1206
to 1.290‘.Whereas this was not a Slave Dynasty because
there were three branches of it i.e., Mamlook, llabari and
Shamsi. Qutabuddin Aibek, Sultan Aramshah, Iitmush,
Rukhuddin Feroz, Razia Sultan, Muizuddin Behramshah,
Allauddin Masoodshah, Nasiruddin ‘Mahmood, Balban,
Kaik-b.adl and Kaimoor were among the kings of that time.
Khilji 'Dynastyirule was frbm 1290 to 1320. Jalaluddin
Feroz Khilji, Allauddih Khilji, Qutabuddin Mubarak were
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amo‘v‘ng tﬁe kings of that time. Tuglak Dynasty ;uled from
1320“ to 1414, Gayasuddin Tuglak, Mohammad Bin
Tugl‘ék, 'Ferozshah Tuglak‘and three other weak rulers
includinvg last ruler Mbhammad Shah were of that time
becé"use Sayeed Dynasty was established in 1414.
Khizfakhan Sayeed was the founder of this Dynasty. |
Sayeed Dynasty remained in power from 1414 to 1450.
Lodi Dynasty began from 1450; Bahlol Lodi, Sikander Lodi
and . Ibrahim Lodi were the rulers of this Dynasty.
Thereafter Mughal period began in 1526. The above
rulers, in addition to rule of Governance, had to follow
thei;p«ra'ctic'al skill but administrative authorities had

caused atrocity, injustice and mass destruction.

Verified the statement after reading .
| Sd/-
Bishan Bahad

8.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in Open
Court. In continuation to this suit may be listed for
further Cross-examination for 11.4.2005. Witness to be

present..

Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
Commissioner
8.4.2005
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Before: Commissioner, Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty High

Court, Lucknow Bench Lucknow.

Dated 11.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3 Dr. Bishan Bahad

(In continuation to dated 8.4.2005, Cross-examination on
an Oath, by Shri Tarun Jeet Verma, Advocate on behalf of
Nirmohi Akhara, plaintiff of Other Original Suit No. —-3/89,

continued.)

-.Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attehtion of witness towards first three lines at page -
4 'in-pa'ra -9 of his examination in chief affidavit. Witness
in a reply to a question said that the damaged temple,
refe‘r'red in this para, was demolished fully after the attack.
Volu.nteer : that the references given in this regard in the
book “Meerat-e-Masoodi” written by Abdul Rehman Chishti
is notable. | have, at page —-17 of my statement, stated '
thatiSayeed Salar Masood was a nephew of Mahmood
Gaz_'n'i. | have said it because the word nephew covers
‘son of brother and s.oh of sister both. Sayéed Salar
Masood was a son of s’ist‘er' of Mahmood Gazni. Mahmood
‘Gazni had attacked on Somnath Temple, much before

Sayeed‘SalarlI\/lasood attacked on the temple of Ayodhya.

~Much before, | mean about more than 3 year before.
Nephew of Mahmood Gazni had not attacked on Punjab
but the.Governor of Punjab, Niyalatgeen, appointed by
him,"h;ad again attacked on Avadh region. It is not fully
correct ’to say that Mahmood Gazni was astonished when
he saw the wealth and prosperity of Somnath Temple, at
the time of attack. And this was the reason he asked his

family members to démolish the temples. The fact is this
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that these invaders were surprised to see the wealth of
'|ndi“a and thus they made up their mind to loot this wealth.
The then evidences prbve it. Not only family members but
commandants had carried out the demolition at a number
of places and looted the property. Tihesé peoples were
fUIIy‘vinvolved"in it. Niyalatgeen, Gove‘rnor of Punjab, had
himself attacked on Avadh Region. According to my -
knowl_edge, Mahmood Gazni and his associates had not
constructed any thing after demolition, at those places. It
is correct that initial aim of these invaders was to loot the
property and to carryout the demolition. It was not easy to
rule in these circumstances. Mahmood Gazni and Gaznavi
is ohe and the same person. Gazni, is written as Gaznavi
in H'in'di. in.corrupt . form.  “"Gaznavi’ is not a correct
word, | have at page —-17 of my statement, stated that
Satrakh was called as Ayodhya, | have stated this with
reference to Cunningham. It is correct to say that Satrakh

as present is situated in Barabanki District. “Satrakh” and

“Satrikh” are the names of one and same place.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the matter — “Babar later
on again accepted the Sunni Sect”, written in the tenth
and eleventh lines at page No. —25 of his statement dated
8.4.2005. Witness saidlthat Babar had again accepted the
Sunni Sect because political and administrative position of
Babar had became very strong in Kabul and he had
established himself as an independent ruler during the
period 1514 to 1525. Therefore, there was no justification
to remain under the control of ruler of Iran. In my view
this was not an act of opportunism buf it would be
appropriate to say that it was more as adjustment with the
then political situation. Consequent to acceptance of
Sunni Sect by Babar, no changes were effected with his

relation with Shah Safvi of Iran.
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Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the matter — “Battle of
Ghaghra was fought” written in the last line of para first of
his statément dated 8.4.2005 at page -26. Witness said
that from the words “Battle of Ghaghra” means, the battle
fought a t Baxaur. There was a reference about Ghaghra
andv:k‘)éttle of Ghaghra, in Babarnama. Battle of Ghaghra
was fought in between the ruler of Bengal, Nusrat Shah

and Babar.

| Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the part “to construct a
building for his own use” of his statement at page -27,
date.d 8.4.2005. Witness said that with which motive the
building‘ mentioned in it, was constructed is not clear.
Bécéuse time-period of construction and the name of
CbhétrUCtor was available in the records but the purpose
was not mentioned. It is not mentioned that this building

was constructed to be used as a mosque.

| have stated in my Stétement above that | have little
knowledge about modern history. | know about Nawab
-Shu’j“aud‘daula. | know about the Afghan war of Nawab

ShujaUd.,daula. .

Que.stion: | am to say that ‘Nawab Shujauddaula had

sought help from Marathas in the war with

Afghans in 1756. What you have to say i'n this

regard?

(Upon this question learned Advocate Shri Abdul
Mannan has raised an objection that ‘this question is not

relevant. Hence such question cannot be allowed.)
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Answer: It is correct to say that tLe reference. about
seeking help. from Marathas is available.

_I' do not know about Radhowa, agent of Marathas. |
have no knowledge about the conditions, on which
I\/larathas had offered or not to help to Shujauddaula.
Queétion: | am to say that Marathas héd laid an important

condition before Shujauddaula that
Shujauddaula will give the three temples (the

then disputed) of India back to Marathas.

" (Upon this question, Learned Advocate Shri Abdul
Mannan has raised an objection that this question is not
relevant'. Hence cannot be allowed.)

AnsWer: | would be able to say only after seeing and

confirming the reference.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards para —-13 of his
examination in chief affidavit. Witness said that the words
“Rubbles of temple were used for” were used in the last
two lines of this para. From this | r.nean, Pillars of Kasouti
Stones were used. Figures were engraved there upon.
The pillars used, are as it is. | have stated this on the

basis of references available in the numerous books.

Leeirned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the A:att‘ention .of witness towards bara -13 of his
examination in chief affidavit. The word “First ever” was
used in second line of this para, which | mean that this is
being continued for long time and not for a particular time.
The word “traditionally” used in the third line of this para,

which | mean a system, which, has been developed not
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from years but from the ages. This means an established

faith, belief and thought is a tradition.

| recognize the author who produces his thought on
the bas.i‘s of evidences. ‘Al the events written by the
author, who write history while being under the protection
and " patronage of particular king, .are not wrong or
credible. Their viewpoints and the then situation have to
be scrutinized in depth. Thereafter?only facts cén be
prodUced as e\;idence. If an author, under the protection
and patronage of a particular King, writes the history, he
would definitely write much about the said king and in
thes-é circumstances his credibility will not be beyond
doubt as his viewpoint will have the bearing of
impe‘rivalism. The credibility of .two category of historian
men'tidned above, cannot remain impartial at every place.
And it ié also cannot said that their entire writings are full
of. p-art'iality. My personal view is that the fact based on
th.eiihistorical evidences and contemporary references
Woulld be much nearer to the history and any author can

produce it.

Prior to the building at the disputed site, which was "
demblished by Meerbaki, there was a temple renovated by
Govind Chand of Gaharwal Dynasty. This was referred in
“Raghuvansh” by Kali.dés,' it means, temple was there

during the Gupt-period.

Age of Ayodhya was referred in Ramayana,
Mahabharata' or Purans. This remains a holy place,
politizally and administratively an important place being a |

birthplace of Rama.
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~(Cross-examination by Shri Tarun Jeet Verma,
Advocate, on behalf of Nirmohi Akhara, plaintiff of Other "
Original Suit No. -3/89, concluded.)

(No Cross-examination from this witrress was
conducted by 'Learnéd Advocate Shri Madan Mohan
Pandey, on behalf of defendant of Other Original Suit No.
-4/89.)"

“(No Cross-examihation was conducted by Learned -
Advgﬁcate Kumari Ranjana Agnihotri on behalf of defendant
No. --¥.20', Learned Advocate, Shri Ved Prakash and Sﬁri
Ajay Kumar Pandey of Other Original Suit No. -5/89.)

h('Nc':» Cross-examination was conducted by Learned
Advocate, Shri Puttu Lal Mishra and Shri D.P. Gupta,
Adecéte on béhalf of plaintiff of Other Original Suit No. —
1/89:) |

-"‘(Except the defendant, Other Original Suit No. —4/89
and defendant No. 4, 5, 6 and 26 in Other Original Suit
No. ;—5/89, none on behalf of any defendant was present
for conducting Cross-examination.)

(Cross-examination by Shri Abdul Mannan, Advocate on
behalf of plaintiff No. 9 and 10/1,» Mahmood Ahmad and

Mohammad Farooq, begins.)
XXX XXX XXX XXX

Gazani is a city, presently in Afghanistan. King of
Gazani was the ruler. Because Mahmood Gazni was from
that ‘city, so the word “Gazni” was used with his name.
Mahmood Gazni was not the first invader; India was
inva'ded,‘ prior to him, at a number of times. Mohammad

Bin Kasim of Arab had, in the year 711 -712, attacked the
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frontiér of Sindh of India. Even before this persons from
Arbas countries had attacked Sindh also. References
about five attacks are available. So far | know southern
part of Hindustan was not attacked during that time.
Mohammad Bin Kasim attacked the Sindh area first in 711
—712. The ruler of Sindh, Dahir was defeated in this battle
and. Mohammad Bin Kasim conquered the place called

“Brahmanavad”’.

I_nv_éders from Arab had conquered the Sindh
provfn'ce and ‘ruled over for 300 years continuously.
Details ’_in this regard are available in “Chachnama’” by
Badrechach. Mahmood Gazni attacked on Hindustan in
1000 A.D. Mahmood Gazni was from Gazni. Gazni
attaéked upon Hindustan through Punjab. At that time
Delhi was under the rule of Chauhans’.Mahmood Gazni
attacked upon Hindustan continuously from 1023 to 1027.
In fhe ‘book written by Prof. Mohammad Habib, the
numberé of attacks were mentioned as 10 —-11, whereas
othér historians says that he attacked at 17 times during
the "pe.ri'od of 25 yéars. After these attacks, his kingdom
extended up to Punjab excluding Delhi. These attacks
were launched at different times. ' Invaders caused
destructions, ransacked and went back. | do not !
remember at present if the rule of Chauhans’ remained
over Delhi during the period of 25 years when Gazni
‘attacked on Hindustan. - | will tell you after .sometime
aboth this. Mahmood Gazni attacked on Kannauj, Mathura,
Somnath_. At the time of attack by Mahmood Gazni,
Kanhauj was under the rulé of Rashtrakoot. Rashtrakoot
is regional name who was fuling the Kannauj. They also
had relation with the Southern part i.e., Southern S.tates. .
Rasﬁtrakoots were not the r.esidents of north Kannauj and
also hot~from Southern States. These people had come

from.the frontier of Sbuthern States, but | would not be
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able.‘ to state in detail about this. These people had not
come. from the areas near to Bombay because this place
was far away in south from Kannauj. For how long .
Rashtrakoots were living there when Mahmood  Gazni
attacket Kannauj , | cannot say. | have read the Indian
Histdry and Medieval period. Rule of Kannauj, during the
peribd‘ of Gaharwal, was u_p to the border of Bengal. In
the Wes'f, PUnja.b and a‘t present Rajasthan were not under
his r'vulev.' Their rhle etehded'fro‘m east, U.P. except Nepal,
present _Kannauj, Ayodhya, Faizabad, Varanasi, Barabanki
andtsome pa'rt§ of the present Bulandshahar were covered

excluding present Bihar. Volunteer : that | have given
details in this regard in para —=7 of my examination in chief
affidayit.v Kashi Kaushik, present AIIahabad’, Bulandshahar
was called Indrasthan and Kannauj were among the area
under his rule., Rule of Gaharwal remained for about 100
years from 1085 to 1100. A rule of one king came to an
end 'a_fte'r 11AOO but the rule of Gaharwal Dyn}asty continued
till 1225-1226, up to 'the'period of Harishchander S/o
Jaichand. After the end of rule of Gaharwal, lltutmish the
ruler__' of Delhi had appointed his son Nasiruddin as

Governor of Avadh.

King of Gaharwal Dynasty of Kannauj was the
original resident of Kannauj. They did not come from
outside. After the end of rule of Gaharwal Dynasty,
[ltutmish had appointed his son Nelxsiruddin as a Subedar
of Avadh. He controlled the situation to a large extent.
Afte‘r his death rulers of Delhi faced gre.at difficulties in
maintaihing their control in this area. In this connection
the name of a local leader, Prithu is described.
Mihajuddin Siraj, in his book “Tabkate Nasari” had .given
the ‘:d"et.ails about the battles and stated that Prithu
remained alive, Delhi had no effective control over Avadh.

The same situation continued during the period of Sultan
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Baiv’én; even after the appointment of Subedar by Delhi. In
1393 "up to establishment of independent rule of Sharki
Sultans, Sultans of Delhi had strained relation with Avadh.
Kannauj was in Avadh. Kannauj remained a part of Avadh
province up to the period of Balvan. Volunteer : that Delhi
had no direct control over the Avadh region ie not in the
limits of Avadh region .Governor was living in Avadh and
was in dispute with the local people and local powers.
Avadh had no control up to Nepal border. So far | know,
12 districts of Avadh were not under the control of Delhi.

Abul Fazal had for the first time in Akbarnama, stated it as

a “Region”. He talked about five provinces. | d‘o not
remember the. name of those five provinces. These
provinces were divided in five categories to facilitate the
adm‘ilnistratioh. l havé no information whether
“Kichhochha Sharif’ was in the Avadh or not. According to
my knowledge, King of Gaharwal Dynasty did not come
from_horthern India i.e._, Nainitéi, Gharwal etc. Rulers of
Gaharwal were the followers of Hindu faith i.e., Vaishnav
Reiigion.. Rule of G_aha'rwai Dynasty was up to the western
side of present Bulandshahar and not in south. | have no
knowledge whether present Lucknow was under the rule of
Gahlarwai or not. In addition to the followers of Vaishnav
Reiigion, followers of Buddha Religion, followers of Shaiv
Sect were under the rule of Gaharawal. The followers of
Vaishnav Religion only were in Ayodhya during the period |
of G'vaharwais. There was no mention about Buddhist and
Shaiv in Ayodhya. | have no knowledge if Jain Temples in
Ayodhya were demolished during the rule of Gaharwals.
As per’ my knowledge ‘n'o temple belonging to Jain,
Buddhist and Shaivs were demolished in 8" Century.
During 8" and 9" Century, Ayodhya was the main center
for Hindu Religion from the point of view of idol worship. |
do not remember if there was any Jain or Buddhist tempie |

in Ayodhya during 8" and 9" Century. | cannot say about
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thé minute differences in building consitruction art of Hindu
Térﬁpleé and Jain Temples but these two have the basic
differences. In Vaishnav Temples there are Garbh Grih,
Large Rooms and Pitchers whereas these are not found in
Jain Temples. References to this effect are available in "
legends Jhatak tales that in Jain Temples, pillérs'at the
gate’v‘vare decorated with engraved idols. Jhatak tales, |
'meé-n,-the tales relating to the religious spiritual life of
Mahabira. There are m.any tales relating to Mehabira and
Kushinagar. But | did not possess the detailed knowledge
in this ‘regard. | have not been to Kushinagar. | have
been to Sarpath near Banaras but | am not in position to
say anything about it .| have been to Sarnath only -

once. There are many Buddhist temples in Sarnath.

"I"have not seen any Buddhist temple there. | did not
stay: there and came back on the same day. I went there
for on'lyv 2 —4 hours. | have no information about the
number of Buddhist temples in Sarnath. Mahatma Buddha

deli\'/efed his first discourse in Sarnath.

Verified the statement after reading .
Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

11.4.2005

Typed by the ' stenographer as dictated by me in Open
Court. In continuation to this suit may be listed for
12.4.2005 for further Cross-examination. Witness to be

present. f |

Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
Commissioner
11.4.2005
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Before: Commissioner Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Benclh, Lucknow.

Dated 12.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 11.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Oath by Shri Abdul Mannan, Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff - No. -9 and 10/1, Mahmood Ahmad and

Mohammad Farooq, continued,)

| ! h_éve no knowledge about the distance from Sarnath
to B-éharas. | went to Sarnath about 10-12 years ago. |
have not seen any tourist place of Sarhath at that time. |
have not seen any Buddhist temple at Sarnath. | have
read in the book about the Buddhist temples in Sarnath
but 'I have not seen a_ny temple individually. | have no \
knowledge w‘hat type of place the Sarnath is. | went to
Sarnath with a person in connection with a work and came
back with him.So | cannot guess about that place.
Banaras.‘ is near to Sarnath but | have no knowledge if
Bénéras is at a distance of five miles from Sarnath. | have
réa‘d in books about the Bodh Vihar in Sarnath. | could
not see the Sarnath fully because the person, with whom |
went to Sarnath, had a personal work there. | stayed at
Sarnath only two to four hours. | have not seen that place
of Sarnath where God Buddha delivered his first
discoUrse, because | did not have any opportunity to visit
‘there. . | am lecturer of medieval history in the University.
| te‘acvh.. the students of B.A. and M.A. and direct the
research work for Ph.D. "So far 22 students have got the
Ph.D. Degree under my dir.ection. A few, among the 22
students gotlthe Ph.D. in the ancient history subjegt and

none in Buddhist Literature. Only one student at present,
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doing research in Buddhist Literature under my direction.
He 'has completed two years. Researchers are not
req,dir'ed' to be tought but are required to be directed .They
have to be helped in investigation, data collection etc. |
have not stated anything about Sarnath to my student
mentioned above, who is doing research work on Buddhist ;
history, because Sarnath is not related to his ‘research
work. His work is to arrange the Chakma Buddhist History
‘sequ'entialiy. "Chakma" is a name df a regio‘n and he
Wan"ts"td write the history :of Buddhist people living in a
partibulér region about which no fact has come up so far.
He is getting the feil‘owship'from I.C.H.R. The above
researcher is. doing research to find out where Chakma
regid_n in Hindustan is. There is possibility of this region |
being in Assam, Bengal and in foreign land and above
researcher is doing research in that connection. The
mate.riai collected by the above resea;rchers Is vetted by
me and _he was directed accordingly. | cannot disclose the
fact collected by him during his research. It can be made
public only after publication of thesis. Because the
rese?ar-cher " have the right to keep this fact totally
Confi‘den‘tiaiv till his thesis are pubiished . I 'have seen the
fact submitted before me and | have accordingly directed
him but | am not authorized to intervene into and to made
it public. | cannot divulge these facts. | am only a
supefvisor and have no right in this connection. The
reseaichers have the privilege in this regard. The above
researchers compiled data not only in India but also in
foreign oouniries, wherever there is a possibility of getting
any information. Since the studen.t himself is a Buddhist
so he has distinctive interest in this regard. The above
mentioned student is a Buddhist promulgator. He had
been to Indonesia, Kambodia etc . He is an Indian. |
have no knowledge whether he requires passport for going

to foreign countries or not. But he must be having a
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passport because in absence of the same, he cannot
travel aboard. | am not in a position to divulge the date,
which he obtained from Assam. He went to Assam on a
number of times in connection with his research work, but
how many times, | cannot say. He must have visited
the Northern Region of Assam but at which places he
went, he did not tell me . | have not asked about this
because | first evaluate the facts only, and thereafter
guide him. Much im.‘ormatiovn was obtained from the above
researcher about Assam but | am not divulging anything
till his ’.Work is published. Till that time ,I cannot publish

the relevant facts.

Question: Whether your above student also went to
Bhutan? |
. i
(Upon this question L'e}arned Advocate Shri Ved Prakash
on behalf of plaintiff of Othér Original Suit No. —5/89 has
raiséd an objection that the questions asked for, was not
releVant to any poi'nt of Suit. ._Fully irrelevant questions
were asked to harass the witness. Hence such questions

cannot be allowed.)

Ahswer: Yes. The above student also went to Bhutan.

| As per my knowledge, most of the pebple of Bhutan
are the followers of Buddhist Sect. | have no knowledge
about the number of followers of Buddhist Sect and
others. | have no knowledge if the people living in |
northeast region of Bhutan are the followers of Buddhist
Secf‘or not. Because this is not the area of my study.

L]

Question: What is the subjéct of your study?
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~(Upon the above question, Learned Advocate on
behalf of plaintiff of Other Original Suit No. -5/89 has
raised'én o‘bjectio'n that Learned Cross-examiner has
asked this question at a number of times and time of Court
is bemg wasted by askmg a questlon time and again.
Hence permission for asking a question repeatedly cannot

be grénted.)
Answer: Medieval history a subject matter of my study.

Mughal rule also comes under the Medieval Indian
History.The rule of Mughal was Delhi cjg,;enteric but the area
of Delhi kept on increasing or decreasing under the
various Rulers . Mughal perlod was from Babar to
Aurangzeb. .:Hence lf asked about the area under a
parti_cular ruler, it can be explained whether his empire -

wasvf‘r_om_ Delhi to Central India or not.
Question: Was Uttar Pradesh under the rule of Mughals?

('Léarned Advocate Shri Ved Prakash on behalf of
plaihtiff:of Other Original Suit No. -5/89 has raised an
obje'citiorl that since Uttar Pradesh was not under the rule
of M'ughals‘hence there is no need to ask such question.
Hence permission cannot be granted to ask such

questions.)

AnsWer: Avadh was not under the c’ontrbl of Mughals
during the time of Babar. He had appointed
Meerbaki after acquiring the area to look after
the affairs there. He, '‘according to available
references, stayed there for one year and three
months and thereafter left from there. During
the time of 'Humayun also , this area was not

under him.
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‘iDu.ring the pe}ripdv of Akbar, only in the form of one
prov_ihcé in this region, was under the control of Mughals
.During the time of Akbar, Lucknow and Barabanki were
under the Avadh. The entire province was divided into
five p"art:s to facilitate the administrative affairs. Barabanki
and Lucknow were two different provinces, Names of
kemaining three provinces are not remembered by me at
present. Ayodhya at that time was under Avadh. Western
and eastern region of Delhi i.e., east and west parts of
Jamuna River were not under the rule of Babar. Situation
of conflicts was there. Stability had been reached at,
during the time of Akbar. Administrative control had
begun. Avadh Province was under the Mughal ruler during
the time of Akbar. Most of the are%a of Haryana and
Punjab had been covered under the rule of Delhi. It is
said-:that Mughal period came to an end with the period of
Aurangz'eb in 1707. Mughal period was not in existence
after 1856, when British- Empire had abolished the
Badshahat. This rule came to an end with the period of

Bhadur Shah second or known as Bahadur Shah Zafar.

It cannot be generally said about all Mughal rulers
that they had committed atrocities on Hindus. But in
particulér circumstances, such as during war and while
méihtaining the peace and administrative provisions, they
hévé,.a't the earliest opportunity, committed atrocities
against Hindus and also carried out destruction. So far
the present situation of Uttar Pradesh is concerned, in my

person‘al opinioh is that there is good governance.

Question: Is the Muslims' population in U.P. is seventeen
‘ and half percent of the total population of Uttar
Pradesh?
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(Upon the question Learned Advocate on behalf of
Other Original Suit No. —=5/89, has raised én objection that
question asked for is neither in the interest of country nor
it is related to the Suit. Also not related with the points
raised in the suit because the view in this regard is
d~i~ff.e:‘re'nt. It is not good for the countfy if people are
known with the name of Hindu, Muslim, Christian and
Parsi etc. It is not good for the country. Hence such

question should not be'allowed.)

(In reply to above objection, Learned Advocate Shri
vZaff_a‘r}yab Jilani, Advocate has raised a oounter‘objection
thatvt}he‘ above objection r_éised by Learned Advocate of
plain'tiff" Suit No. -5/89, is irrelevant and wastage of
Cou'r't's.time. Learned Advocate through this objection is
unnecessarily. trying toi record his viewpoint in the record
of Court. Because constitution of India is Supreme,
wherein it is provided that every follower of a particular .'
religion ,'has‘ the right to live his individual life and
Constitution of India gives them rights,‘ as per their
population and data of population is published after every
ten years. Hence asking about the population of Muslims
is neither irrelevant nor unconstitutional and not even
agai‘n'st the interests of the country.)

(On fhe abové bbje‘ctioh raised by the Learned
Advdcate of Other Original Suit No. -5/89, Cross-examiner
Advocate Shri Abdul Mannan has raised an objection that
the question asked for by me about the population of
Muslihws under the Article =25 and 30 of the Constitution,

is fully relevant.)

Answer: | have no knowledge about the data.

It is correct to say that Muslims ruled over Delhi up

to 1857 in one or another Way.' Last emperor was so weak
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that:h'e '_:spent his life in jail under the British Rule. It is
corrvec't to say that Hindus were in majority in east and
west Délhi,‘d'uring the Muslim rule up to 1857. Hindus
also'Were in majority'in Delhi. | have no knowledge about
propbrtion of population of Hindus to others. Muslims
were. in majority in Golkunda and Bijapur, in the south,
durih.g the time of Aurangzeb, Muslim§ were also living in

other-parts.)

(Cross-examination by Shri Abdu! Mannan, Advocate
on behalf of plaintiff No. 9 and 10/1 Mahmood Ahmad and

Mohammad Farooq, concluded.)

(Cross-examination by  Shri  Zaffaryab  Jilani,
Advocate on behalf of plaintiff No. 1, 6/1, 8/1 Sunni
Central Board of Wagqf, Jiyauddin, Maulana

Mathzurrehfnan, begins.)
XXX XXX XXX XXX

| have done in-depth study about the Medieval
History form 1206 to 1757 and also teach it. The main
authenticated books, | have read in this regard, are as

under:-

Tabkat—e-Nasiri - by Minhazuddin Siraj.
. Tareekh-e-Ferozshahi -by Jiyauddin Barni.
- Tareekh-e-Ferozshahi —by Shamshiraz Afif.
. Tareekh-e-Slateen-e-Afghana —by Ahmad Yadgar.
- Makhzan-e-Afghana —by Abdullah.
" Tazul Maasir —-by Hassan Nizami.
Chachnama —by Badre Chach.
Tareekh-e-Yamini —by Al Utavi.
‘Tareekh-e-Rashidi —by Mirza Haider.
| Tuzuk-e-Babri —by Babar.

" Humayunnama -by Gulbadan Begum.

o N OO O b 0N =
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Tazkirtul Wakeyaat —by Johar.
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13. " Tareekh-e-Shershahi —by Abbas Khan Sarvani.

14. | vAkbarnama -by Abul Fazal (Aain-e-Akbari is a part of it).
15.  Tabkaat-e-Akbari —by Nizamuddin Ahmad. '
16. - Muntkhabutwareekh -by Abdul Kadir Badayuni

17. ,'Tuzuk—e—Jahangiri —Autobiography of Jahangir.

18.  Padshahnama -by Abdul Hameed Lahori.

19. Aliavmgirnama —-by Khafi Khan.

20: - Dil-e-Nakush —by Bhimsen.

', In addition to above books, | have read many other
books, but the above books are recognized as then source

books. Muslims rule was there in Delhi from 1206 to
1757. Some local rulers had ruled some other regions '

beside Delhi. Some regions were under Delhi, these
regi"ons keep on changing from time to time.

"Daulat Khan Lodi, Governor of Punjab, appointed by
Sultan Ibrahim Lodi of D.elhi, invited Babar, when Babar
attacked at the last time. No Hindu king had invited Babar
to India. | Hé’ave baséd upon the Tuzuk-e-Babri for the
above facts. Tuzuk-e-Babri, which is in Turkish Language,
was franslated in to Persi.an Language and from Persian to
English.. | have read its English Translation and also Hindi
Translation by Sayeed Athar Abbas Rizvi. | have no
knoWIédige whether Sayeed Athar Abbas Rizvi was a
readef of History in Aligarh University or not, but his
aboVe_b:ook' was published by the History Department of
Aligé'rh University. ‘Sayeed Athar Abbas Rizvi rendered
Hindi Translation from the English book by Arskin Layden.
This book is translated into English from the book written
in P.ersian. | have also read the Persian text of
Babar.nama kept in Hyderabad and referred it in my book.
| have read the book by Sayeed Athar Abbas Rizvi during
my study and also have been reading its particular
references after that period.The book of Sayeed Athar

Abbas Rizvi is not availab‘le with me at my residence.
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t
i

Translation rendered by Sayeed Athar Abbas Rizvi is
reliable to the large extent. :

: I

. Babarnama, which is in Turkish Language, was
tranSl_atéd by Bevrij'in English. | have1 read its some parts
and .not the whole book by S.S.Bevrij. | have read the
book translated from Babarnama by "Eliot and Douson".
lts volume —4 contains the extracts from Babarnama. |
have“_also read a part of Babarnama, in English by Arskin
and Layden. Babarnama was written by Babar himself.
Babar was a great scholar. Original Babarnama was
written according to the dates. It can be called a diary of
Babar. Babarnama contains the history of India from 1519
when Babar attacked upon India for the first time. Babar
returned from Punjab during first attack and he could not
reach Funjab in the second éttack. He came up to the
Sindh in second attack. During the first attack he was
faced by the‘ tribes of Bajoure. Bajoure were Muslims.
Second time he was faced by local Afghan Tribals from
Bajduré to Bhera, these people were also Muslims. The
third tim';e Babar came up to Punjab where he had to face
Daulat Khan Lodi, Governor of Ibrahim Lodi. Babar went
back from there. Fourth time, when Babar again
attaéked he was faced by Daulat Khan Lodi but he entered
in to an agreemenf with Dilawar Khan S/o Daulat Khan
during the wari After this, Punjab came under his control.
After fourth attack Babar went back because he had made
an agre.ement with ‘Alamkhan Lodi, uncle of Ibrahim Lodi,
to.o.b_ He fought the fifth battle with Alamkhan Lodi in
P"uhjab because the agreement was over by then. Later
Babar fought a batt!e‘ of Panipat with Ibrahim Lodi, in
which Ibrahim Lodi was defeated and after this battle he
became the ru‘ller of Delhi. It happened in 1526. Up to
1526, Babar reached Panipat from Punjab- and He could
not reach to any other place of India. It was referred in

9
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the .book "An Empire Builders of the Sixteenth Century"
that after establishing himself in Delhi, he had given top
priority to defeat the Afghan Sardars appointed by Delhi or
who had declared themselves as an independent ruler and
Rajputs. He fought a battle with Rajpdts at a place called
Kanwa, at a distance of ten miles from Fatehpur Sikri.
There ,Babar defeated Rana Sanga injthis battle. At that
time Bayana, Dhaulpur and Gwalior were under the Babar.
Bab,ér‘h‘ad alsg fought a battle with Rajputs with Mednirai
at Chanderi. Babar won the battle. T;hus Babar's Empire
spread over to{ Malwa, the capital of V\}hiCh was Chanderi.
At present, this region is in Madhya Pradesh. This .
incidence took place in 1527. Thereafter Babar went
towards Uttar Pradesh, where Baizeed and Babban,
‘Afghan Sardar, were ruling independentlyv. Atdthat time
Baizfe‘ed. was the independent ruler of Kannauj and Avadh
regidh. 'Babban was ruling Lucknow. Baizeed and Babban
were supporteré of eadh other. Babar came to Lucknow
via Kannauj.. Kannanuj was conquered. Babar from
Kanﬁauj via Lucknow, came to Ayodhya. Babar stayed at _
the bank of Saryu at a distance of two to four miles from
Ayodhya. He camped there from 28" March 1528 to 2"
April 1528. Before Meerbaki, Ayodhya was under the
control of Baizeed. Meerbaki was a commandant to
Babar. - He was deputed by Babar to take control of
Administration and military formation in Ayodhya. From
ther._e"Babar. went back to Agra to fight withv Afghans, who
Were_'ga'théring in Bén‘gal.‘l égree with the view of A.S
Bevkij, that the place, where Babar camped, was in
Ayodhya. Babar stayed in the north of Saryu River and
Ayodhya was inhabited up to the southern part of Saryu
River. | have no knowledge about this, at present Ayodhya
is inhébited up to the southern part of ‘Saryu River and not
towards north of Saryu River. | agree with the view of

William Finch that Ayodhya was fully and densely
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popu‘lvated at the time when Babar stayed near Ayodhya.
Its population was more than vthousahds. Heinz Backer
had"v\A)rit‘ten in this regard in his book. But | do not
remembér at present the details given by him. No details
were }given about buildings,‘ temples and mosques in
Ayodhyé, in Babarnama. There is no reference in
Babarnamd that Babar had faced any . resistance in
Ayodhya while taking its control. Witness himself said that
Babar's reaching Ayodhya and boosting the morale of
soldi.e‘rs, proves that Meerbaki had to fight heavily with
Afghan soldiers. Dr. Radheyshyam has referred this
conflict in his book "Babar". As per my kanIedge there is
no reference in any book that Meerbaki had faced any
resiétanoe in Ayodhya. Meerbaki came to Ayodhya much
before Babar. He had to facevthe 'resijstance from Afghan
Soldiers, when he came to Ayodhya. No battle was fought
in betwe.en Hindu Kings, and Meerbaki. .

 Babar after going from Ayodhya never came back
there again . No reference is availablé in any book about
the successor of Meerbaki. Babar met Meerbaki in 1529
and thereafter he never came back to Ayodhya. As per my
knoWiedge _Babar met Meerbaki at Sambhal, at present
situated in Moradabad. = No reference. is found in
Babémama from 2"¢ April 1528 to 18" September 1528.
Desc‘ript‘ion from 18" September 152‘8 to 1530 is
available in Babarnama. No reference }is available in
Babarnama about demolition of‘ any temple or construction
of a‘ny mosque in Ayodhya during the period from 18"
September 1528 to.1530. Babarnama contains the details
about demolition of idols of temples and construction of
a.ny.:mos;que at other places. Babarnama contains the
appreciation about an art of idols but they had not
accépted it. Babar had given order to demolish some
Jain temples; Reference about this is found in the book

"Crescent of India" written by Prof. S.R. Sharma. |
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AccOrding to Babar, he had ordered the demolition of the
idols, which were naked and obscene. He not only
ordered to desﬁoy the naked part of idol buf to destroy the
face also. On one side he ordered to gcompletely destroy
the idols and on the}other hand appreciated the arts,
which proves his contradict}ory character. It is correct to
say that Babarnama does not contain the details about
destruction of naked part of the idols excluding other
pa_rt,s‘. "But his employees had destroyed the other parts
of the idols also. Babar died in 1530 but the date and
month | don’t remember . Babar died in Hindustan. He
was burried in Kabul accordihg to his W‘i||.-

l have seen the book written by Yugjeet Nawalpuri,
which is a translated version of Babarnama. | have read °
the tfanslated version of Babarnama by Athar Abba's Rizvi
and not any Hindi translated version‘. | have read the
Babv_ar-nama written by Talbot in English. ‘

| have, on the basis of book "Babar" written by Dr.
Radheyshyam, 'mentioned in my examination in chief
affidavit  that Meerbaki had demolished the
RamJanambhoomi temple situated at the disputed site in
Ayodhya. My answer .in this regard is also based on the -
book Y"Crescent of India" written by Prof. S.R. Sharma,
beside the book "Babar" written by Dr. Radheyshyam. My
conclusion is also based upon‘the other books, names of
Whicih‘ar'e not remembered by to me atpresent.

Verified the statement after reading

Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

S : o . , 12.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in the

Open Court. In continuation to this suit may be listed for

further Cross-examination for 13.4.2005. Witness to be
present.

Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
~Commissioner
12.4.2005
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Before: Commissioner Shri Hari Shankar D'ubey, .
Additional District Judge/Offlcer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Bench Lucknow

Dated 13.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 12.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Qath' by Shri Zaffa’ryab‘ Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Wadgf,

Jiyauddin and Maulananl\/lahfuzvurrehma“n, continued.)

| have studied the history books b_concerning to
RamdJanambhoomi Babri Mosque dispute but not any other
book written independently concerning to the dispute.
Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw the
attention of witness towards book exhibit 0.0.5. -5 -3
filed in Other Original Suit No. -5/89. Witness said that |
have' not read this book written by Shri Thakur Prasad
Verma and Shri Swarajya Prakash Gupta. Iv have not seen
this book before. | have heard abbut this book but have
not 'tr;ie_d to know about this book. | have got the
information about to depose in this suite, 15 =20 days
before. ‘_On receiving the information, | immediately gave
my consent to depose in. Some one met me with
reference from Shri Dharmdas. He had asked me
Whafever | Know on t.he Subject , can | depose in the suit.
| gave him my consent. Volunteer : that | did not meet
Dharmdasji. | had given my consent in the same way in
which prior consent is taken from me to participate in the
conference. | have prepared my examination in chief
affidavit draft on 6" April 2005 at Lucknow. On the basis
of this draft Shri Rakesh Pandey, Advocate has prepared
the anldaV|t
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Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the _'a'tt'ention .of witness towards para -13 of his
examination in chief affidavit. Witness séid, | prepared
the draff of paré —-13 at Aligarh and brought it with me. |
have read in the newspapers about the main dispute
points of the suit. | got the information about the dispute
points in the suits pending in this case from newspapers
only. | have prepared an affidavit oh, the basis of
newspapers. About the building referred in para —-13 of
my examination in chief affidavit, | have read about it in
the book mentioned below in addition to the books

referred in my statement concerning to medieval history:-

- The Religious Policy of the M‘ughals — by Prof.

S.R.Sharma.
|

,‘ ‘.
~In addition to this, | do not remember the name of
{

any‘bo_ok,at présent which | have read, in this Copnection.

In’ Indian History Congress, subje‘ct relating to
arch’éeology is read, d_iscuSsed and articles are read. |
have no knowledge if articles concerning to the disputed
subjéct of Aybdhya was read in the conferences of Indian |
History Congress, aftér.1986, or not. Because | have
participated in such conferences only in the political,
economic and social subject sessions and that is too
about the medieval Indian History period. In my view, if
the articles were read, these must had been read in the
sessions concerning to archaeological study. Prof.
Sheéri-n' Mdosavi was the Secretary of Indian History
Congress for once. | She was a Professor of History in
Aligarh Muslim University. | knew her very well. She is
also a professor of medieval period. Prof Irfan Habib has
also}ﬁbeen a Professdr‘of medieval History in Aligarh

Muslim University. We know each other very well.
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Knowledge of the then language i.e., ;Persi.an language is
desirable and not esSentiaI for studying the medieval
history. These who have no knowled,ge of this language,
they do manage their study on the basis of translation. |
have no' knowledge of Persian language. | have done my
resear'ch' on the basis of obtaining knowledge from the
schdlér ',of Persian Language and confirming it from other
sour_cés. | can not read but understand and speak Urdu.
Volu‘ntveér - ‘that | have viewed Dakhini Urdu. Prof. Athar
Ali Wés a professor of medieval history in Aligarh Muslim
Univérsity. He had since expired. Educational world
cannot ignore the contribution made by Prof. Irfan Habib,
Prof.. Athar Ali and Prof. Sheerin Moosavi in the field of
research. Prof Irfan Habib is recognized as an
international level Historian in the; field of medieval
history. Prof Athar Ali has done research in connection
with medieval history particularly to Aurangzeb's period
and has written a book in this connection. | have the
knowledge about one of his book. Prbf. Sheerin Moosavi
has als.() done research in medieval history and has
written a number of articles. But | have no knowledge

about any of her book. She has a good knowledge of

Persian LLanguage.

"l have heérd the name of Prof. Ram Sharan Sharma.
| have seen two books written by him but have not read
any.rn ‘His field was ancient Indian Histdry. He was a
Prof'essdr in Delhi University and Chairman of Indian
Council of Historical Research. I.C.H.R is recognized by
Cent_rél Government.  Prof D.N.Jha is a professor of
Anci‘eht Indian History in Delhi University.' Prof. Surajbhan
is asSoéiated with Archaeological Department and was a
head of Department of Ancient Indian History in

Kurukshetra University.
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Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards docdment No. 110 C -
1/96 .in Other Original Suit No. -5/89 — "Babri Mosque and
Ram'a'svbirthpl"ace — Historians' report to the Nation"
written by R.S. Sharma, M.Athar AIi,v D.N.Jha and
Surajbhan. Witness after seeing it said that | have not

seen the report.

‘Learned advocate Croés e‘x'aminir‘wg the witness draw
the attention of witness towards docunjent No. 308 C -1/1
to 308 C -1/8 of Other Original Suit No. -5/89, a
photocopy of the article written by Prof. Ram Sharan

Sharma. Witness said that 1 have not read it.

Learned advocate croés examining the withess draw
the a‘«:ttention of witness towards document No. 108 C -
1/10 to 108 C —-1/15 of this Suit which is a copy of the :
report "Eastern Indian School of Medieval Scu‘lpture"
Writtén by R.D. Banerjee. Witness after seeing it said that
| have not read this book, because it relates to

Archaeology.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention.of witness towards document No. 302 C —-1/1
to 302 C -1/9 of the a'bove.S’uit, which is an extract from -
the book Temples of India published by Publication
DiviSi'on', Ministry of Information ‘and Broadcasting.

Witness said that | have not seen the book.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the éttehtion of witness towards document No. 301 C —1/1
to 3'O‘1l C -1/4, the .extract from the book "Society and
Culture in Northern India in the Twelfth:Century"” written by
B.N.S. Yadav. Witness said that | have read some parts

of this book. In my view, economic study contains in the
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Lo
book is authentic and | have used it in my research work.

One chapter in this book is 'abdut the religion also. | have
also.. studied 'this chapter.' But | do not remember at

present the references of it.

" Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards document No. 300 C -1/2
(page —36) of this book. Witness said that the reference
give'n by Dr. Yadav in first two paras of the title
"Vaishnavism" is correct. The petrography referred in by
Dr. Y_adév is correct. Description given at page No. —357

of this d'ocument, is correct in respect of Rajasthan.

- Upon inviting the attention of witness towards second
para "at this page, witness said, after reading it that | have

no knowledge about the facts written in it about Bengal.

- Upon invéting the attention of witness towards para
four at page No. -358, witness after reading it said that |
agree with the facts written therein. In my view, the facts
written in the para, under title "Avtarwad" at this page,

running in to next page, are correct.

Upon inviting the attehtion of witness towards second
para at ,page No. —358, witness said, after reading it that
the r-.eference about Kshemendra and Jaidev, given therein
is correct. | cannot give comments on the other points

given therein because these are concerned to philosophy.

Upon inviting th'e attention of witness towards fourth
para at this page; witness said that Avtarwad has been
linked with social reforms and the back- ground to Bhakti
movement has been associated with the social reform
m'ov‘emé’nt. These ‘are the individual views of Dr. Yadav.

There are other aspects also. Learned advocate cross
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examining the witness draw the attenfion of witness
towérds'the matter written under the t.‘itle "Krishnacult" in
second para at page No. —-359 of the above book. Witness
after reading it said that the tradition of Krishna adoration,
d'uri_n'g; the period of Kushan, Gupt, Pal and Chalukya,
given in this para are correct because the same tradition
wasAbefc‘)re that also. The references about the tradition
of engraving the Krishna Leela in Jain Temples of Mount
Abu, in 11" and 12" Century, is not seen elsewhere. The
facts written therein ére correct. There is a reference
about it in "Rajtarangani" of 12" Century written by
Kalhan. There was reference about Jaidev and Nimbark of
11" and 12" Century, in this para. Jaidev is an author
who has written "Geet Govind". Nimbark was a Saint.
Leafned' advocate cross examining the witness draw the
attehtion of witness towards the matter written under the
titte "The Ramcult" at this page. Witness after reading
this said that the matter written in it is correct. Learned :
advocate cross examining the witness draw the attention
of W.itne'ss towards the matter written under the article —
"The enforcement of Vaishnavism”, in this pvara, running in
to p"age no.360. Witness after reading it said that the
devotion of Jaidev and Nimbark was the cause of raising
Bhakti movement but not the sole reason. Most of the
factg written therein are correct. Nothing is wrong in it.

But it'is poss'ible that there may be other point of view.

" Religious importance of Etah and Khajuraho was less
than Ayodhya during 11" and 12" Century. | have not

read the book "Rajtarangini”.

- Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards document No. 301 C —-1/1
to 30‘1 C-1/3, "The Slha}rki Architecture of Jaunpur" written

by "Fuhrar". Witness said that | have not read the above
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‘book..'f The period of. Sha‘rki architecture as related to
medieval history. Atala mosque situated at Jaunpur is
referred in this book, who constructed this mosque, | do

not remember.

- Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw 7
the attention of witness towards docurﬁent No. 298 C —-1/1
to 298 C —-1/5 of the above Suit, a boc;k "An encyclopedia
of Ihd'iah Architecture", by A. Ghosr?.The, witness after
seeing ',it said that | have not readi this book . It is
understood that A.Ghosh He was a Director General of
.S.I. ‘This book was published by Indian Council of
Histbkical Research. 'This organization has the importance
in the field of history. Volunteer : that there might be
dissimilarity in the views expressed in the books published
by t'.his organization. | have heard the name of book

"Fawaydul Fawad" but not read it.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the application No. 31
(0)/2001, dated 19.11.2001 filed along with the extracts of
book at SI. No. 1 in Ot»hevr Original Suit No. -4/89.
Witness;after seeing it said that | do not know the name of
author of the book Fawaydul Fawad. The extracts of the
book, given in miscellaneous application No. 31 (O)/2001
are in Persian. | do not know this language. | ha‘ve no
knowledge of this fact if it is an important book of 14" and

15" Century or not.

 | have heard about the book "Khairul Majalis"
referred at SI. No. 3 along with ‘the miscellaneous
application but not read it. Volunteer :'that there are other
book_s'also, which are importaht. [ Cagnnot say about the
periodv of the book "Khairul Majalis": ‘Kahleek Ahmad

Nizarmi, . Professor of ‘Department of History, in Aligarh
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Muslim University, edited this book in English. | have no
knowledge, which period "Sheikh Nasiruddin Chirag
Dehlavi" belonged to. l do not know what relation he had
with . Ayodhya. | have nbt read thelbook "Khula-Satut-
Twareekh" and | have no knowledge about its author. |
have heard the name of Sujan Rai but not of Sujan Rai
Bhandari. The petrography fixed in the disputed Bhawan
was published by 1.S.1 in Epigraphia Indica in 1965. |
have not read the original book but | have seen the extract
published in the book by Abbas Rizvi an‘d Prof.
Radheyshyam.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the extracts given in
miscellaneous application at SI. No. 7. Witness said that
the plate of petrography, as given at page No. 59, 60, and
6‘1. of this para, is given in the book by Athar Abbas Rizvi
and Prof. Radheyshyam. |

| .

Verified the statement after reading
| Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

“13.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in the Open
Court. In continuation to this suiti may be listed for
further Cross-examination for -15.4.2005. Witness to be

present..

Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
Commissioner
13.4.2005
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|

Befdj’e':'. Commissionér Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,

d

|
Addi_tional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Benbh, Lucknow.

Dated 15.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continution to dated 12.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Oath by Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff No. —1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Wagqf,

Jiyauddin and Maulana Mahfuzurrehman, continued.)

. English translation of kplate No. 4 at pége No. 59, 60
and 61 of the extract of book referred at SI. No. 7 of
miscellaneous application No. 31 (0)/2001 of Other
Origihal Suit No. 4/89, is correct. Hindi version of this
plate rendered by Athar Abbas Rizvi is conformable to
English translation. Witness, on seeing the "appendix —
D" at page No. 659 and 660 of the "Mughal Kaleen Bharat
— Babar" (by Athar Abbas Rizvi, Translation of Tuzuk-e-
Babri) which he brought with him, said that the Hindi and
English translation both are emerging with same meaning.
At the comments given below in the "appendix —D" of the
above book by Athar Abbas Rizvi, 935 Hizri has been
shown as 1530. It is not correct. This may be due to a
printierg_.mistake. At‘ page 59 and 60 of the book
Epigréphia Indica (at SI. No. 7 of miscellaneous
application No 31(0)/2001 of Other Original Suit No. 4/89)
935 Hizri has been shown as the year 1528-1529. It is
correct.- Translation given in Epigraphia Indica is more

correct.
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sHistory of epigraph is very important to know about
history. It is very clear from thé above epigraph that
Meerbaki, commandant of Babar had constructed the
disputed building. Babar had himself not constructed the
buiIdingQ The petrographies fixed iné it are in Persian.
There are two petrographies, one fixed at the outside of

the disputed Bhawan and another is installed inside. .

| have mentioned about "Willgam 'Finch:" in my
statement. In. reference to the medieval history his
journey detail holds very important place. Journéy details
of William Finch were published in the book written by
"William Faster" the extract of which has been filed as a
part of book at Sl. No.-8 in miscellaneous application No.
31 —0/2001. The period of visit by "William Finch" to India
given, as 1608 to 1611 is correct. In the third para at
pé’gé No. 175, running in to page No. 176, Agra, Lucknow,

Kannauj, Avadh and Ayodhya etc. are mentioned.

"Potan King" was mentioned in the thfrd line at page
No. 176, which means the then ruler of Delhi and same .‘
was referred to it. "Potan King" means the kings of Mughal
period. A particular region of Ayodhya was referred in this
para, which is in demolished condition. A fou‘r hundred
year‘zs 'olld fort was refe_rred_'at the same place, which was

in a 'dila'vpidated contition. .

- The matter written in the fourth and fifth line at page
No. 176 means there were the ruins of Forts and buildings
of Rémchanderji. Volunteer : that this does not mean that
this was the fort, constructed by B‘Ramchanderji. It
becomes quite clear from the journey details of "William
FiInch" that he had conducted a detailed survey of
Ayodhya. In the detail given in seventh line at page 176,
Willi.am Finch had mentioned the ruins of Ayodhya, faith

?:
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and belief of the people of Ayodhya and also his |
viewpoints. He, explaining the faith of the then people
said that this tradition was, as per their faith, four-lakh
‘year‘ old. He also referréd a cave i.e.,vnarrow rothe, at the
bank of river. It is said that remains (bones) of
Ramchanderji were buried there. William Fi;nch mentioned
about the blalck rice, having gunpowder colour, found at
that place and also mentioned about the faith of people
that -a huge wealth is buried under the ruins. William
Finc.h“_\.ha-s also mentioned in the last 6 lines of this para
that» Ayodhya was a big centre of commercial and
economic activities at that time. He has also written that a
numibér‘,of items were used to prepare different things
there .Wi’[h the horns and skin of animals. He also
mentionéd thét animals were used to be hunted there. He
also mentibned that 'the items prepared from their horns
were sold at very good prices abroad. Tlt is said that these
items were costlier than to the items “of Gold. It is also
Writt‘en that these items cannot be compared with the
items’ of diambnd i.,e., these were more }costly than the
items prepared from diamond. In second para at this page
there is reference of going from there to Akbarpur to
Varanasi and from Varanasi to Jaunpur by William Finch.
He referred a bridge at Jaunpur and compared it with a
bridge of London. He also refereed a Fort there. Witness
said that the "Potan Kjng" referred therein but | am not
familiar with word "Potén", 1t is correct that William Finch
had not referred any particular place, where Ramchanderji
was born and people's faith about the bpirthplace of Rama.
But he referred that Ayodhya is connected with very long
tradifion-. Willi.am Finch had not pinpoint at any place in
Ayodhya where a mosque was constructed by demolition
of a"temple.
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Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention bf witness towards the extract of a book
referred at S.I. No. -9 of document No. 31(0)/2001,
miscellaneous'application. Witness said that | have not
read the book written by "Gopal Narayan Bahura" and

"Chandermani Singh".

During my study of medieval history, | have read the
literathe written by Tulsidas but not in depth. | have
viewed "Ramcharitmanas” but viewed Valmiki Ramayana
more. | have viewed other literatures by Tulsidas like —
"Kavitawali" and Geetawali", but not in depfh. | would not
be able to say the numb‘ers' of books written by Tulsidas.
Upon inviting his attention towards the book "Sikh Itihas
main RamJanambhoomi" written by Shri Rajinder Singh,
witness said that he had not seen the book before and
have 'only heard about the book. | have neither met nor
know' Shri Rajinde'r Singh, author of "Sikh Itihas main

RamJanambhoomi”.

~Upon inviting his attention towards the book
"Ayodhya Ka Itihas" written by "Avadhwasi Lala Sitaram",
filed in the Other Original Suit No. -5/89 (document No.
107 C =1/122), witness said that he has not seén this
book. | have not seen this book before today.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the author of book "Shri
RamJanambhoomi" (document No. 107 C -1/54), written
by Dr. Radhe:yshyam Shukla, Witness said that neither he
had seen the book nor'heard about it. | have not read the -
reference this of book in any other book. Witness upon
seein’g the book "RamJanambhoomi through the Ages"
written by J.C. Aggarwal and N'.K.Chaudhary, witness said

that:h'e had neither seen nor read the book.



11185

Upon seeing the new edition of 2001 of the book
"Ayodhya Ka Itihas" writteh by Avadhwasi Lala Sitaram,
Witne__zss.said that he had not read the book. Witness said
‘that | have heard about the book "The Babri Masjid
Que‘stioin — 1528 -2003- A matter of National Honour",
which is in two volumes, but not read the book. Upon
seei'ng the book "Ayodhya Demolishing a Dream" by C.R.
Irani, witness: said that he has not seen the book. Upon
seeing the book "Aaj Ke Prashan — Ayodhya Aur4Usse .
Aagé", edited by "Raj Ki‘shdre", witness said that he had

not read this book.

- Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the book "Slouching
towards Ayodhya", written by "Radhika Desai". Witness
said~tha;t he has not seen the book. Similarly upon seeing
the -book "Aydhya Kiski?v Na Ram ki, Na Babar Kki;
Boddhistava Lomash ki", by Balwant Singh Chawérk,

witness said that he ha‘d not seven the book.

‘Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the book "Ayodhya the
Final", by Koyanrad Alast, witness said that he has not
read the book. | have also not read the book "Ayodhya
the Case Against the Temple" by Koyanrad Alast.

- | have not read the book "Voice of Conscious” written
by Justice K.M. Pandey. | have not read the book
"RamJanambhoomi Babari Masjid dispute and demolition

e_pisqde','. by Justice K.N. Mishra.

Leé_lrned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the hook "the disputed

Mosque  —  a Historical Enquiry" written by Sushil
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Srivastava. Witness after seeing this book said that he
has read the book. | do not know "Sushil Srivastava",
individually. | do not remember if | had ever met him or

not in Indian History Congress or not.

| have not read the "Priya Kalptaru" by Laxmidhar
Bhatt. | have not read the book "Kirti Prékash" edited by
Pandit Vishnu Prasad Mahamahopadhyaya. | have not
read "Skand Puran" and "Ayodhya Mahatamya" given in
it. Separately | have not read the book ‘Ayodhya
Mah_étérhya”. || have not read the book "Twareekh-e-
Avadh" by Kamulddin Haider Hussaini. | have not read the
book "Memoirs of Zahiruddin Mohammad Babar" by John
Layden. | have read the book "Mughial Empire in India"
written by S.R. Sharma. '| have read this book’s edition in
one volume. | have no knowledge if this book have now
been published in two volumes. | have read very old
Edition of this book. | have read its second edition much

earlier.

,: | have not read the book "Babar" by I\,/Iohibull Hassan.
| have not read the book "Jahangirnama" translated by
Munshi Devi Prasad Din and edited by Dr. Raghubir Singh.
| have read its translation by Bajratan Das. | have read .
the book "A short History of AUrangzeb" written by
"Yadunath Sarkar". | have not read the book "Great
Mugha_ls{" by Abrahim Ireli. | have read the book "A
Histbry of India under thé two first Sovereigns of the
Houée 6'f Taimoor — Babar and Humayun", which is in two

volumes.

I have i‘ully read "the History of India" by Eliot and |
Dousen, which is in many volumes. | have read the third
and  fourth volume of "A History of India" by R.C.

Majumdar. | have read some relevant portion of "A
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Journey through the Kingdom of Avadh" written by W.H.

Sliman through my own persspective. | have also read

"The Empire Builders of Sixteenth‘ Century”, by

"Rushbrooks William".

| | have not read the "RamJanambhoomi Ka Raktranjit
Itlha " by Ramraksha Trlpathl | do not know Ramraksha
Tripathi. Prof. D.Mandal was a professor of History in
Allahabad University. | ne'ver met him. | have not read
any book written by him. |

| have no information about the "Indian History

Congress" held in December 2001 because | have not

parti.eipated in it. Sikh History also comes under medieval A

history. .-I have not read the book  "The Evolution of the
Sikh Community” by W.H. Maclloyd, but | have heard
abou't "the name of its author.

: l\_/IabIond is a famous writer of History. | have not
read any of his books. | have read only one Gazetteer
edited. by Nevil, concerning to Faizabad, published by
British Government. ‘| have heard the name of P.Karnegi
but | have not read the book "Historical Sketch of
Faiz'abad Tehsil — including the Capital of Ayodhya and

Faizabad", written by him.

Verified the statement after reading

Sd/-

! Bishan Bahad

15.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dlctated by me it in the

Open Court. In continuation to this the suit may be listed

for further Cross-examination for 18.4.2005. Witness to
be present

Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
Commissioner
15.4.2005
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Before:  Commissioner Shri  Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Bench, Lucknow.

Dated 19.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 15.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Oath by Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Waqf,

Jiyauddin and Maulana Mahfuzurrehman, continued.)

“| have read the matter, written in para -9 of my
examination in chief affidavit, from second volume of Hindi
translation of the book "Bharat Ka Itihas", written by Eliot
and Douson. | have read the book in English by Eliot and
Douson and its tranélatio_n in Hindi. Translation of
extracts from various books written in English in the book
by Eliot and Douson, was rendered by Eliot and Douson
themself. The book in English by Eliot and Douson, is

"The history of India as told by its own historian".

The matter written in para —9 of my examination in
chief affidavit was taken ffom the extraét given in book,
volume -2, written by Eliot and Douson, from the book
"Mirat -e- Masoodi" were given from page 513 to ‘549 in
the bhook "The histbry of India as toid by its own
historians”, written by Eliot and Douson in English. The
extracts from this book has been filed in Othér Original
Suit No. 5/89 as document No. 315 C —-1/1 to 315 C —-1/10,
which is before' me. Witness after comparing the above
extracts, filed as document No. 315 C -1/1 to 315 C —
1/10, with the: original book by Eliot and Douson, said that
the extracts filed in thé Court are in accordance with the -

original book. Witness after reading the matter written
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un~d.,er title "Mirat -e- Masoodi" in above extracts given ét
p'égé 513 (docum'ent No. 315 C -1/2), said that the
language used in this, is of Eliot and Douson, which he
has written on the basis of "Mirat —e —Masoodi". Learned
advocate cross examining the witness draw the attention !
towards page —-533 (docurﬁent No. 315 C-1/3). There is
referenée that Sultan' Masood went to Punjab before
com'j'n_g Delhi, Sultan Masood went to Ayodhya and stayed
ther'e,. ~Sultar‘j Masood also attacked oﬁ Ayodhya and then
stayed there. Sultan Masood had also caused damaged to
the fejmples of Ayodhya. Thle p‘lace, Hatila Ashokpur is not
in Ayodhya. ; It is in Baharaich District. Salar Masood
stayed in Ayodhya for more than a weék. | am stati'ng all
these facts on the basis of a chapter "Mirat —e- Masoodi"
of the book by Eliot and Douson. Extracts from page No.
514 to 531 of the above book by Elioét and Douson were
filed by defendant No. 4 on 24.4.1989 in Other Original
Suit',‘N'o.' 5/89, as document No. 319 Cl\f—1/1 to 319 C -1/9
along with the application. This extract is in accordance
with-t.h'e.ori.ginal book by Eliot and Douson, which is before
me. . Extracts given under I"G" at page 513 (document No.
315 C -1/2) by Eliot and Douson is running in to page No.
514 and concludes at page No.515 (document No. 315 C -
1/1).-‘_Extract at page No. 515 (document No. 319 C ) at -1,
chapter —1 is from the book "Mirat —e —Masoodi".
Twareekh —e- Mahmoodi" was referred in book "Mirat —e —
Masoodi" at a number of times. This was referred at page
No. 517 and 519 and at various pages. "Twareekh —e-
Mahmoodi", was written by\hMuIIah Mohammad Gaznavi.
He was a servant of Sultén Mahmood Subuktgin and
Mahmood Gaznavi. Details before the period when Salar
Masood reached Delhi are given at page No. 530 in
second para, document No. 319 C —-1/2. Details about
reac'hilng. "Ajudhan” i.e‘. Pakpatan (Punjab) was referred

therein. This Ajudhan is not Ayodhya but it is Pakpatan
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placé of Punjab. In the last line, at pe{ge 530, Ajudhan by
mist.ake was téken as Ayodhya. It waswreferred in the note
at the end of page concerning to Ajudhan: From Ajudhan
he went to Delhi. Delhi Was at a distance of 150-200 Kms.
from Ajudhan. It was referred in fourth and fifth line at
page -531 that Rai Mahipal was a King of Delhi. Rai
Mahipalpur faced Salar Masood because Salar Masood
was resisted in Delhi. After this elncounter he won Delhi

and thereafter he went towards Kannauj from Delhi.

| Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards page —533 (document No.
315 C -1/3). After a stay for 6 months in Delhi, Salar
I\/'Ias_c_')o‘d'went to Kannauj. In Kannauj he defeated Rai
Ajaypal and pardoned him. From there he went towards
Satrlakh.. It is written in last para at page 533 that it took
him 10 days to reach Satrakh. In first para at page No.
534 (document No. 315 C -1/4) that Satrakh was a
prosperous city of lndié. Salar Masocd made Satrakh his
Headquarters. From there he send his forces towards the
four directions. He send Salar Saifuddin and Miyan Rajjab
with the army. This is referred at page No. —535. On
fa"cihg the shortage of food, he had called the Cahudharies
of -.:se'v‘en to eight sub-divisions.’ ~Among these
Cha'udharies, Chaudhary of Pipas, Adhur and Chaudhary
of Amethi, Narhari had encouraged him. Salar Masood
gave them money to bfi'ng food grain. lISalar Masood gave
them clothes. frFhey had offered such things to him as a
symbol of their acceptance of his dependence. Salar
I\/Iaslo}ovd_ sent Meer Bakhtiyar to Bah'araicdh as a
messengetr. Meer Bakhtiyar was a brother of Salar
Maséod'; Meer Bakhtiyar was killed on the way. So far |
know, he had hardly reached up to Kannoor. Salar
Masood sent his messengers towards Mohana, Gopamau

and.Banara‘s and he himself stayed at Satrakh.
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RepreséntatiVes of Princes of Karahaj and Manikpur also
met Salar Masood along with the pres‘ents. It is written in
para -3 at page No. 536 (document No. 351 C —1/3) that
Salé'r Masood was 18 years old at that time. It is written
in th'e' last three lines of second para at page 536 that Rai
tried to Kill him by poisoning but coulgi not succeed. This
description makes it clear that | have read this statement |
earliv‘er also. | do not agree with the statement - " Salar
Masood was poisoned". Volunteer :;that poisoning was
not reducing the apprehension of Wér. It is written in
bracket'at page 536 that f'S}_alar Masocd's mother died due
to this war and his father went to see his son Salar Sahu".
It was mentioned under Chapter —4, at page =536 and 537
that Salar Masood défeated the kings of Karaha and
Mani-'l(pur. Kings of Karaha and Manikpur were arrested |
andsenlt- to Satrakh. In para second at page —538 of the
book (document No. 315 C -1/6) that Salar Saifuddin had
aske"d;fo'r the reinforcement from Salar Sahu. Upon this
Salar M.asood, with the permission of his father tried to go
to Baharaich. [t is written in third para at this page that
there was ho'ly place name Surajkund on the bank of a
tank',jwheré there was a Sun-temple called Balarukh. This
temple was recognized throughout the country. It is
Correctly written in the last para of this page that Salar
Masbod reached Baharaich on the seventeenth day of
Shaban, 430 Hizri. One month after that day, he came to
know through a letter that his father has éXpired and had
been buried in Satrakh. | have no knowledge if tomb of
Salar Sahu is still in Satrakh or not and a fair is organized

there or not. | o

Question: | am to say that Satrakh town where the tomb of
| Salar Sahu is situated, at present is in

Barabanki and is about at t:he distance of 100
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Km. from Ayodhya.. What you have to say in
this regard? |

Answer: Area of "Satrakh", as mentioned in "Mirat-e-
Masoodi", was very vast. It might be possible
that distance between Satrakh and Ayodhya
was 100 Km. Both may be under one region.
Because the area of Satrakh at that time was
within a radius of 100 miles.

| | 3
Question: | am to say that in 1032-33, area of Ayodhya
- and Satrakh was dlfferent These were
recognized as separate admmlstratlve units.
What you have to say in thlS regard?

Answer: These areas may be sepcirate administrative
units , but on the basis of Cunningham, | am of
the view that Satrakh and Ayodhya was one
place. This means Ayodhya's name was
Satrakh.

Question: Are you saying this on the basis of these so
called opinion of Cunningham that Satrakh and
Ayodhya were the name of one place?

Answer: |, only on the basis of Cunningham have said

that Satrakh and Ayodhya is one and same.

o | have read the viewpoint of Cunningham in the Hindi
version rendered by Prof. Mathura Lal Sha.rma, of the book
by Eliot and Douson. There is no chapter by the name of
Cunningham in 2"% Volume of the ‘book by Eliot and "
Douson. But Cunningham had been referred in it. 'I have
not read any book written by Cunningham. Cunningham
was famous by the name'of General Cunninghani. He was
archaeologist. | recognize him as a historian because his
viewpoints are regarded as an important view. He was
also associated with Archaeological Survey of India. He
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was“Director General of this Organif;ation. Cunningham
has.‘ conducted archaeological sur"vey in Ayodhya.
Archaedlogical Survey means the survey of remains under
the éarth.

Question: Has Cunningham conducted any survey in
Ayodhya by excavation?
Answer: Yes. He has conducted survey by excavation in

Ayodhya before Fuharar?

There is an archaeological report prepared by him
conc';,em..ing to excavation in Ayodhya. | have not read the
full report. | have read its part. | have seen the report in
printed form. How many pége's this report contains, | do
not know; 1QO—200 pages or 400-500 pages. This report
might had been printed by the namei of "Archaeolbgical ,
Survﬁey of Avadh". This sUrvey Was‘;lconducted in 1862.
Year of publication of report is not known to me.

Question: | am to say that - the titléa of the report of
| Cunningham, which was published by
Archaeological Survey of India is - "For Reports

made during the years 1862 — 63 -64 —-65". No

word "Avadh" and "Ayodhya" was included in

this title. What you have to say in this regard?
Answer: It is correct to say that the word "Avadh" was
| not included in the title of this report. But
Cunningham was referred in the book by Eliot

and Douson.

‘Witness again said that | have not read the report by
Cunningham, | have seen only its references in the book

by Eliot and Douson.
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- Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the éttehtioh of witness towards docurhent No. 322 C —-1/1
to 322 C —-1/22, filed in Other Original Suit No. 5/89.
Witness after seeing it said that | have not seen this report
by Cunningham. | never felt the need to read this report
after reading the extracts from the book "Mirat-e-Masoodi"
written by Eliot and Dous}on. |
Questfon: | am to say that Cunningham, in his report,
have not written that Satrikh and Ayodhya is
one and same place. Whati"you have to say in
this regard? |

Answer: How | can say that Cunningham in his report
have said that Satrikh and Ayodhya is one and
the same when | have not read his report.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the document No. 322 C -
1}/15_'!t"o ‘322 C.-1/18, at page No. 293 to 296. Witness
said that it is nowhere written in the details given at these
pages under the title "Ayodhya" that Ayodhya and Satrikh
is one and same. Witness after reading the above part
said that it is correct to say that in the above pages under
the title of Ayodhya, it is nowhere written that Satrikh and
Ayodhya is one and same.

Learned advocate cross examining th‘e witness has
again drawn the attention of witness towards page No. 317
to 319 of the said report (document No. 322 C —1/19 to
3'22.:(3'—"1/21). Witness after reading the pages, said that
Sakét and Ayodhya both were used in this report for one
place. Witness said that it was further written in it that
Fahayan called it Vishakha and Sakshi. These names .
were also used for Saket and Ayodhya.

Question: | am to say ;that the matter written in the book
written by Eliot and Douson that Satrikh and
Ayodhya is one énd same, by citing a reference

of Cunningham, is not correct and not in
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accordance with the factual position because
Satrikh and Ayodhya. hever by name had been a
one plaée. What you have to say in this
regard?

Answer: It appears on the basis of report by
Cunningham that Satrikh and Ayodhya are not
the names of one place. But it is not correct to
say that Ayodhya is not calléd Satrikh.

| do not remember at present the reference, |

read in this regard.

‘ i

Learned advocate cross examinng the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the lajst para at‘page No.
546 and 547 (document No. 315 C ~1/10) of the book by
Eliot and Douson. Witness said that this pai’a contains the
details about the death of Salar Masood.  Details
conc‘erni}ng to' }Salar Masood is running up to the second
paraf at page No. 547. In ‘the next para, author has i
pointed out his own viewpoint. There was no reference
aboUt the demolition of any building of a holy place of
Satr_i'k.h and Ayodhya at page No. 513 to 547 of the above
book bylEliot and Douson.

Verified the statement after reading
: Sd/-

Dr. Bishan Bahad

19.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer who typed it in the Open Court
as dictated by me. In continuation to this the suit may be
listed” for further Cross-examination for 20.4.2005.
Witness to be present. '

Sd/-
(Hari Shankar Dubey)
? Commissioner
19.4.2005
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Beer..é: - Commissioner Shri  Hari Shénkar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Spécial Duty, Lucknow

i
i

Benbh, Lucknow.

Dated 20.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In c.o’ntinuation to dated 19.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Oath by Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Waqf,

Jiyauddin and Maulana Mahfuzurrehman, continued.)

Except the extracts from the book written by Eliot
and Douson, wherein it is stated that Ayodhya and Satrikh
is one and the same pléce, | do not remember if | had read
in any other book about this or not. The above comments
by Eliot and Douson, where in author had stated that
"Satrikh" and "Ayodhya" is one and the same, are
comments of Author and is not a part ¢f "Mirat-e-Masoodi".
| have read this comment in English book by Eliot and
Douson and in its Hindi version. It appears that this
comment by Eliot and Douson are based upon the article
by Cunningham. At» what place and which type of
statement, Cunningham had written in his book, | have not

perst)nally read it.

| have referred "Chachnama" in my statement, which
relates to history of Sindh Provinge.  "Chachnama"
céhtains the details about the attack by Mohammad Bin
Qasim.This period is pridr to 18" century. This was
referred by Eliot and Douson at page 121 to 211 in first
volume of his book. It is named - "Tareekh-e-Hirlld and
Sindh". . People generally know 'it by the name
"Ch‘a(v:hnama", written in Arabic Language. Its translation

in Persian was rendered'by Mohammad Ali Bin Hamid Bin
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!

Abu Bakra Kuffi. "Chachnama" does not contain any detail

about the time of Babar.

‘ ]

.'Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the extracts of volume -1
and —24.'()f the book — "A Journey through the Kingdom of
A\)adh“ written by Maj. Gen. W.H. Sliman, given at
dbCL.Jvmveht No.i311 C -1 to 311 C —1/9 of Other Original
Suit-No. 5/89. Witness after seeing these papers said that
| have not read the book, but | know about the author. |
have not read the G‘azetteer. | have not read the !
Gazetteer of Faizabad by ‘Edward Thorton (year of first
publ-ication — 1858); Gazetteer of the province of Avadh,
document No. 312 C -1/13 to 16 (year of first publication
1877 }—'.7’8); "Imperial'. Gazetteer of India - Agra and
Avadh", document No. 312 C -1/22 and 312 C -1/23
(published in . 1934)ﬁ "éarabanki -A-
Gazetteer"(republished in 192’1), document No. 312 C -
1/31.to 312 C -1/34; Faizabad —A- Gazetteer, by H.R.
Nevil (year of publication —1928), document No. 312 C -
1/45 to 312 C —1/47; Faizabad Gazetter, Uttar Pradesh
District Gazetteer, Faizabad (first publication —-1960),
document No. 312 C -1/48 to 312 C —-1/55. But | have
read‘ Gazetteer of Faizabad, by H.R. Nevil, published in
1905 and which was about the joint province of Agra and
Avadh. |

| have not read the book "Hi:storical Sketch of
Faizabad with the old capital of Ayodhya and Faizabad",
writté'n by P. Karnegi. | have not readithe "The Journal of
the United provinces — Historical Society" document No.
312 C-1/56 to 312 C -1/62. | have read the reference
"Bab#&r and Hindus" given in this Journal, in the book by
S.R.Sharma. This article was published in 1936 for the

first time. S.K. Banerjee was a professor of history but in
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WhichAUniversity he was, | do not knojw. | have not read
the report by A.F.Millet — "Report on the settlement of the
land Revenue of Faizabad District", document No. 312 C -
1/17 to 312 C —1/21.

.Le‘arn‘ed advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards document No. 312 C -
1/24_'to 312 C-1/30 and 312 C-1/44, filed in Other Original
Suit.No. ~-5/89. Witness said that these Gazetteers are
about Faizabad and both are same. Page No. 171, 178
and 1'79 are not included in the copy of first Gazetteer
whereas these pages are included in the second one. |
have read the extracts of Gazetteer of 1905 by H.R. Neuvil,
filed in the above suit. H.R. Nevlil Was an employee of
British Government. H.R. Nevil was an |.C.S. Officer. He
was not.a historian. He had written the information, in the

above mentioned Gazetteer obtained from local sources.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the atterntion of witness towards Gazetteer of Faizabad,
document No. 312 C -1/36 to 312 C -1/44.

‘Witness said that this contain the detail about
Ayodhya. It is written therein that Ayodhyalwas under the
Haveli Avadh province. It is nowher‘e'ment.ioned in
document No. 312 C -1/36 to 312 C -1/44 (Page 171 to
179) that Satrikh and Ayodhya is one and the same.
Satrikh has not been mentioned therein. Volunteer : that
Avadh was famous at that time. So far | think, "Haveli
Avadh"‘ ‘as written at page No. 171 because it was a
revenue unit. | have no knowledge, when "Haveli Avadh"
was started to be used with Avadh.: | have not read
"Haveli Avadh" except in the Gazetteer of 1905. "Avadh" .
was . being used for Ayodhya sincé 1206.ie.,during the

begi_n'nirig of medievial history. The 'word "Avadh" was

9
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| . |
being used for Ayodhya for long time. "Avadh" was being

used for Ayodhya with the downfall of Gaharwal Rule.

Learned édvocate Cross examininig th_e witness draw
the attention of witness towardé document No. 312 C -
1/37 (Page No. 172). Witness said that the detail given at
this page is correct. The statement of population was
given by author, on his own knowledge. | do not agree
W“it.h:the.contents that initial his}tory of Ayodhya is not clear

because this history is in sequential form.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards docﬁment No. 312 C - '
1/381 (Page 173). Witness said that | do not agree with the
Confents that importance of Ayodhya was increased after
the creation of "Ramcharitmanas” by Tulsidas. This was
an administrative seat d‘ur.ing the time of Sharki Rulers
and i’tls impor‘r_anice was increased further during the period
of Akbar. Abul Fazal - had described it as a
RamJanambhoomi in "Aaina-e-Akbari". | do not agree with
the contents of sixth to 12" line at page 173. Matter
written in the next para is correct. Matter written in the
first 6 lines in second para at this page is correct.
Regarding the contents in sixth, 7% and 8" line of this
para,.-author has collected information from local sources.
Detailé in next lines were also given o_in the basis of local
sources:. Thé contents that Babar had demolished the
ancié'nt temple and constructed a mosq\ue, are not correct.

Volunteer : that Babar had given the order.

Af history is written on the basis of information
collected from local sources, it becomes recorded
evidence but if matter is» written after a lapse of hundred
or two hundred years, on the basis of sayings, it is called
surv‘ey and it is treated as a history only if it is based upon

i
R
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|

a concrete evidence and its corroborative evidence is

available.

Learned advocate cross examinirgg the witness draw
the attehtion of witnéss towards document No. 312 C-1/48
(Page —-173).| Witness after reading it said that the
cont‘e?‘rits, of second line to fifth line of second para at this
page is based upon the information éollected from local
sources. This fact is proven from thé historical point of
view‘:if corroborative evidences are thére. Corroborative
evidehces depends upon the viewpoin»ts of different

individuals.

~ After construction in 1528, the disputed Bhawan
always remained under the control of Muslims from the
period of Babar to Aurangzeb. | have no knowledge if the
said disputed Bhawan was under the control of Muslims
since the time of Auran'gzeb to the year 1857. | have not
read. in any book of history that Hindus got the control of
the said disputed Bhawan during the time of Britishers.
Disputed Bhawan was under the control of Muslims from
1528 to 22"%/23'Y December 1949, but was it being used
as a mosque or not, | cannot say. | have not read
about the contents of third line to fifth line of second para
of document No. 312 C-1/40 (Page -174) in any history
book. | have not read about the contents of seventh line
to tenth line of this para, in any history book. | have not
read about this. The year 1855 was the per'iod of Nawabs.
Nawabs were ruling the Avadh at that time. | have not
read the matter written in twelfth to sixteenth line of this
para in any history book. | have neither read the matter
Wﬁﬁen in the lines sixteenth to last to the para nor | have
any knowledge about this. | am aware of this fact that
there:was a building with three domes at the disputed site

and a Chabutra outside of the building, calleq Ram '
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ChabUtra, was there. The matter written in this Gazetteer
is not correct that this Chabutra was constructed after
1857. As per my knowledge this - Chabutra was
constructed along with the building with three domes. | do
not femember at pres'ent' in which book | have read about
the Chabutra. There was no reference about the
construction of Chabutra on the outer side of the disputed
Bhawan‘- in the history book up to the‘time of 1855, from

thle date of its construction in 1528.

S The matter written in last but sixkth and seventh line
of second para at page' 174 that Hindué and Muslims used
to Wo’rship together in a same building was based on the
legends and pe'ople's sayings. Volunteer : that there was
no evidence in the history about performing Puja and
readihg Namaz at one place. ‘;

o | ‘

',A‘u{r’angzeb presehtly never went to Ayodhya. It is
correct that when Aurangzeb had not visited Ayodhya how
he himself cc‘)uld construbt ‘the mosque in Ayodhya.
Aurangzeb himself had not demolished a temple in
Ayodhya. Witness himself said that he had given order to .
this "effeot. There is men'tioh in the book "Religious Policy
of Mughéls" written by Prof. S.R. Sharma that temples
were demolished in Ayodhya on the orders of Aurangzeb.
Order given by Aurangzeb to demolish temples in Ayodhya
is a‘vailélble in the book by S.R. Sharma. This was a
general order. There was no specific order to demolish
the temples of Ayodhya. | cannot say the year of that
order. This order was gi\)en during the first half of the
period of Aurangzeb. | have not brought the book by S.R.
Sharma to day but | can produce the above book
tomok’row. There was no reference, in any book of
Aura‘ngzeb’s time, about the demolition of temples in

Ayodhya, on the order of Aurangzeb. | have not read in
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any 'ihistorioa'l book of the time of AUrangzeb that any
temple was demolished in Ayodhya on the order of

Aurangzeb.

~The book "Alamgirnama" was written by "Kazim". |
have studied the book. It is in Persian. | have read its
Engliéh translation. | do not remember if there is an order
of A‘u_ran'gze'b‘ to demolish the temples of Ayodhya.
Question: Is there any reference in "Alamgirnama" that
| Aurangzeb had ordered to demolish the temple
or temples of Ayodhya? i

Answer: In this regards | do not remember at present.

I have read the famous history book "Muntkhab
Ulalubab" Khéfi Khan of the time of Aurangzeb. | have not
read this book . | have read the ext.racts of this in the book
written by Eliot and Douson. | have not read the original
book but read its extracts only. Many of its extracts are
authentic. According to myl view, no book is authentic. |
meant to say that the reference, which revealed the facts
and a.uth'enticate these facts and where there is no scope
for dfdubt, is called authentic. Biographies can be treated
as authentic if these are not biased. | have read the book
by Y'aduhath Sarkar about Aurangzeb. | do not remember
if there is any reference about the order of Aurangzeb to
demolish or not to demolish the templ‘es of Ayodhya. It
might be that reference about the order of Aurangzeb to
demolish the temples of Ayodhya was not giveh in the
book’ by Yadunath Sarkar. Learned advocate cross
examining the witness draw the attention of witness
to'\‘/\/é}r'ds the matter written in third to fifth line of third para
of document No. 312 C —1/27 (Page —174). Witness after
reading it said that the matter written therein is based on

"unfailing tradition". | have heard and read about this. |
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do not k.nowi at what place the "Treta Ka Thakur" is. |
have not hearq about the place "Treta Ka Thakur". |
cannot say where this piaoe is situated, within the Ramkot

or outside of it.

Question: Can you  tell about the = sacrifice of
Ramchanderji referred in third to fifth line of
third para of above document No. 312 C —-1/277

Answér: What sacrifice was referred to, | do not know.

Question: If you neither have the knowledge about the
place of "Treta Ka Tirath" nor you know about
the sacrifice made by Shri Rambhanderji, then
which tradition you have heard or read about it
7

Answer: In the above mentioned lines | cannot say what

| sacrifice made by Shri Ramchanderji was
referred therein. | also have no knowledge

about the specific tradition in this connection.

“Words - "and set up images of himself and Sita",
mentioned in the above lines means that Ramchanderiji
had himself 'ihstalled the idols of his own and Sitaji. |
have neither read nor heard about the tradition referred
about the installation of idols of Ramchanderji himself and
Sitaji.

Questioh: Can it be treated a unfailing tradition, only on
the basis of its mention in Gazetteer of Neuvil,
a’béut the installation of his own and Sita's idol
by Ramchanderji at the place "Treta Ka
Thakur"? |

Answer: Above tradition will be treated for about a
particular place and it was not referred at any

other place.
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[f .éuch a tradition or conception of belief was

there in Ayddhya_ in or around 1905, it would -

had been referred in other history' books of
Gazetteer? |

It might be possiblé that other writers do not
knpw about this, who had written the books on

Ayodhya in or around 1905 or later.

If you treat it an unfailing tradition, it would
have been referred by the local people of
Ayodhya in or around 1805 and also in 1705 or
1606. But you have not read about this in any
book of history of that period. Then how you
can say it a unfailing tradition?

No reference is found in any Persian book for
the period 1605 to 1905 about the above
tradition of "Treta Ka Thakur". No reference by
any English or French writer is available about
this.

| have not found anyvreference about this tradition in

any book, | have read so far. The reference about

substitution of a mosque in place of temple situated at

Swargdwar, refﬂerred in the second and third line of second

para at page No. 174, cannot be treated as a tradition but

it is our view or fact of writer.

Question:

Answer:

Do you, without any other historical evidence,
treat it correct the reference about construction
of a mosque'in place of a temple at Swargdwar
in second and third line of third para of
document No.312 C-1/277 |

There is no historical evidence in this regard.

g
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|

| have not got any historical evidence in this regard
so far. | have neither agreed nor disagreed with the above
study. |
Question: Does a historian  cannot express  his

| disagreement with the facts given without any
historical evidence?
Answer:. Disagreement can be expressed with any

. | tradition and conception.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards matter written in the last
two lines of last para at page No. 174 to the first line at
page No. 175. Witness after reading it said that question
abbut throwing the idols does not arise when Aurangzeb
did not come to Ayddhya.

- However, the idolé found, were replaced. It is a fact.
Idols were found in the river. Itis a vi'éw of the writer i.e.,
Nevil. It is not‘necessary that there were any evidence in
this regard in the then sources. 3 '

: Aoc:ording to Nevil, "Treta Ka fhakur Temple" was
constructed in or around 1700. Excep% the book by Nevil,
| havv,e'n._ot read about this in any book.

‘Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the 'attention of witness towards first five lines of second
para. of document No. 312 C -1/28 (Page —178). Witness
said that since this fact was referred in "Aaina-e-Akbari", |
treaf it as correct. |

| 'L.eérned advocate cross examining the witness has
again .drawn the attention of witness towards the matter
written in fourth to 11" line of above para, facts given by
"Col'onell Wilford". Witness after reading it said that |
Coul'dn"t: express my agreement or disagreement about
this. - | have not done any research work concerning to
Ayodhyé and also not referred the facté given in the
Gazetteer in my examination in chief affidavit or

statement. | have heard about Seth, Job or Noh. These
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peoble '.wefei prior to.. Mohammad Saha‘b. | have no
knowledge about the conflicts referred in sixth to 11" line
of this para. |
Queétion: | am to say that the conflict ?referred in sixth line
to 11" line of second para of document No. 312
C -1/28, wherein there is a reference about
Killing of three prophets,ag; is not true and
.. baseless, because all theée three prophets
were prior to Prophet Mohammad Sahab and
killing them four centuries earlier, is not
| pbssible? | |
Answer: | am of the view that Salar Masood carried out
| the first operation in 1032 —-33 and no operation
was carried out before that. Killing of persons,
referred by "Colonel Wilford", is not correct.
The facts written in 11" line to 19'" line of this para
relatinlg to "Shah Juran Gauri" and "Shahabuddin" are
found in all books of history. So it is correct. "Naurahani
Khurd Mucca Shrine", referred about is not found in the
history book, so | cannot exprelss my view about its
correctness or otherwise. | have not read about the
Khwaja Hatti Ka Teela and Makhdoom Sheikh Bheekha ki
Mazar, feferred about. But this fact is correct that Sufi
camé there and stayed there but at what time, which came
there, | do not know.

I

Verified the statement after reading

Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

. - , 20.4.2005
Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in the Open
Court. In continuation to this suit may be listed for

further Cross-examination for 21.4.2005. Witness to be
present. ‘

| Sd/-
(Hari Shankar Dubey)
‘Commissioner
20.4.2005
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Before: -~ Commissioner ~Shri Hari  Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Bench, Lucknow.

Dated 21.4.2005 |
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 20.4.2005 Cross—‘examination on
an OCath by Shri Zaffa'ryvab.Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plain_ti'ff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Waqf,

Jiyauddin and Maulana Mahfuzurrehman, continued.)
Shahju.ran Gauri was the associate of Shahabuddin Gauri.

Quéé‘tion: Had Shahabuddin Gauri come td Ayodhya along
~ with Shahjuran Gauri?

Answer: Shahabuddin Gauri came to Ayodhya and

Shahjuran Gauri also came to Ayodhya with |

} Shahabuddin Gauri.

v"l do not remember when Shahabuddin Gauri came to
.Ayodhya. Shahabuddin Gauri had no empire on I:iindustan.
Shahabuddin Gauri a‘tta‘ck‘ed upon Hindustan in 1191-
1192. Shahabuddin Gauri went back after the battle of
Kannauj’ in which he defeated Jaichand. Whenever he
attaéked’ upoﬁ Hindustén, he went béck'every time. Battle
of Tarain —1191 and 1192 were the two main battles he
fought. - In one battle Mohammad Gauri- was defeated.
Theh said that Shahabuddin Gauri and Mohammad Gauri
were".fwci different persons. Battle of Tarayin was fought
by »I\/I‘ohammad Gauri. Shahabuddin Gauri came to
Hindustan first and Mohammad Gauri came later.
Mohiammad‘G.auri came to Hindustan in 1193 -94 for the
last time. He defeatéd Jaichand. Mohammad Gauri came

from' the Gaur State. | do not know where the Gaur State
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is. '_Ga'zni is a part of middle Asia but ll‘have no Knowledge

whether it is near the Iran or far away from Iran. Further

said that at present it is a part of Afghanistan.

Question: Is ‘(‘Saur State at present a part of Afghanistan?
Answer: | am not in a position to reply the question at -
present because | do not remember the

geographical situation of this place.

Mahmood Gazni came to India in 11" Century and
Mohammad Gauri in 12" Century. Shahabuddin Gauri
came to India much before 1192. Shahabuddin Gauri
attaCkéd upon Ayodhya. Ayodhya at that time was under
the rule of Gaharwal. Shahabuddin went back after that
attack and Ayodhya remained under the rule of Gaharwals.
The attack by Shahabuddin over Ayodhya took over
month’s time or one year , | wouldn’t be able to tell in this
regards. Shahjuran Gauri stayed back at Ayodhya.
Details in this regard are available in history books. He
did not stayed in Ayodhya as a ruler because rule of
Gaharwals remained there. Ayodhya was under the rule of
Gaharwal Dynasty during the time Shahjuran Gauri stayed
there. In which capacity Shahjuran Gauri stayed in
Ayodhyé cannot be said. Shahjuran Gauri was along with

his army in Ayodhya.

‘Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards 11" to 15" line of second
para of document No. 312 C -1/28 (Page ",175)' Witness
said that Shahabuddin Gauri was present at the time when
Shahjuran Gauri demolished the Adinath’s Jain temple at
Ayodhya. It is believed that Shahjuran Gauri died in
Ayodhya and his tomb is also in Ayodhya. But | do not

know his tomb individually.
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Shahabuddin Gauri, after he left from Ayodhya went
back from Hindustan but via which places, | do not
remember. | do not remember which place Shahabuddin
Gauri attacked for the first time. Then said that he
attacked over Punjab first. He fought.the battle in Punjab
but w:th Whom he fought, | do not remember Shahabuddin
Gauri fought the battle with the local rulers of Punjab and
not Wlth_ any leader of Delhi. | do not remember the
names of local rulers. Chauhan was the ruler of Delhi at
the time when Shahabuddin Gauri attacked over Punjab.
The name of ruler of Delhi was Prithviraj Chauhan. | do
not remember if Shahabuddin Gauri fought a battle with
Prithviraj Chauhan-IlIl or not. | do not remember if
Shahabuddin' Gauri fought with any one on his way from
Punjab to Kannauj. He had not conquered Kannauj. He
foﬁght a battle only. Shahabuddin Gauri had defeated the
afmy <.)f‘Kannauj and not the ruler of Kannéuj. | do not
remember if the ruler of Kannauj was present in Kannauj
at that time or not. In this battle , army of Kannauj had
fought the batﬂe and.not personally by the ruler of !
Kannauj. | have no knowledge if any talks were held in
between Shahabuddin Gauri and ruler of Kannauj.
Sha'habuddin did not "attack over  the Kamnauj for
estéblishment of his Kingdom. Therefore, he went back
to Gaur after the battle. |

Question: Ha'd‘Shahabuddih Gauri have any enemity with
the ruler of Kannauj because of which he .
attacked over Kahnauj and went back?

AnsWér:'. During that period there was no question of
enmity. There were so man};' reasons of attack.

Looting and violence was one of the reasons.

Que'stion: My- question was about the attack by
‘ Shahabuddin with which object he attacked?
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Answer: Shahabuddin Gauri had attacked over Ayodhya
: just to demonstrate his military power. Kannauj

is situated in th'e middle of India. | do not

agree that there was any other reason other

than looting and Killing.

Question: Had Shahabuddin Gauri looted Kannauj or
caused any destruction?

Answer: Sh‘ahabuddih Gauri did not attack over Kannauj.

My statement above is not correct that
Shahabuddin Gauri went to Kannauj from Punjab. The fact
is thAis that from Punjab, he left for his country and did not
come - b':ack. again. Shahabuddin Gauri never attacked
over_'Kannlauj. My .stétement aboveli about attack by
Shahabuddin Gauri over Kannauj and defeat of the
army' of Kannauj, was not correct because Shahabuddin
Gauri never went back to Kannauj and he went back to his

coun‘t.ry from Punjab.

Question: You have just now said in your statement that
Shahabuddin did not go to Kannauj from Punjab
and went back to Gaur. Should | take it that
Shahabuddin Gauri did not go ahead from

Punjab in India?

AnsWer: Shahabuddin Gauri, after +he attacked upon
Ayodhya, went to Punjab and from Punjab .to his

country, Gaur.

Questioﬁ: Did Shahabuddin Gauri come to attack over
Ayodhya, from his country Gaur?

Answer: Shahabuddin Gauri came from Gaur to attack
Ayodhya. But it cannot be said that his object
was to attack Ayodhya only.
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Shahabuddin Gauri had fought the battle in Punjab
on his way from Gaur to Ayodhya. The battle fought in
Punjab was referred abpove. Whether he fought battle with
anydne,' on his way from Punjab to Ayodhya, | do not
know. The region from Punjab to Ayodhya was under a
number of rulers. Area from Ajmer to Delhi was under
Chauhans' i.e. Rajputs and entire area of Kannauj was
undér Gaharwall Dynasty. Two main dynasties were ruling
the area from Punjab to Kannauj. They were Rajput and
Gah'arwal. | do not remember if Shah’abuddin had fought
battle with Rajputs or Gaharwals on his way from Punjab
to Ayodhya. Shahabuddin fought the battle with Gaharwal
rulers; | have said about it on the basis of document No.
312'C —1/28.

Lo do not remember if | had read about this in any

book or not.

-‘ Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the statement recorded in
the first three lines of the last para at page —100. Witness |
after reading it said that the details about attack by
_Shahabuddin Gauri are available in the books. Hence my
statement above is correct. My statement above in the
three" lines is about the attéck by Shahabuddin Gauri over
Ayodhya. Reference about attack by Shahabuddin is

available in the history books.

r'Learned advocate cross examining the witness dréw "
the attention of witness towards this statement "I do not
remember if | have read about the ---------c-oouoo- by
Shah'a;bu’ddin over Ayoidhya", recorded at page No. —106.
Witnessisaid that my statement above is correct. Learned

advocate cross examining the witness draw the attention
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of witness toWards his statement recorded at page No. 107 "
that " Witness said that Shahabuddin -----——---------Labove
statement is Correct".: Witness said that his statement
abo.ve,‘ is correct. Upon ‘inviting his attentioh towards
contradiction in between the two statements, witness said
that there is no contradiction because | do not remember
the name of books, | have read in this.;Fonnection. | know
the details of this battle are available in the books. | did
not mean that | had not read about the battle fought in -
between Shahabuddin .Gauriv and army of Gaharwal,
because | have read the references in books. But | do
not remember the names of the books. | have read the
book "Tabkaat-e—Nasiri" by Minhazuddin Siraj. | have read
the extracts of this book, in the book written by Eliot and
Douson. | have read the different extracts in the different
books. | -have not.read the entire book by Eliot and
Douson, wherein extracts from "Tabkaat e-Nasiri" are
given. | have read about Qutabuddin Aibak, Iltutmash and
Balban in the extracts of "Tabkaat-e-Nasiri" given in the
book -by Eliot and Douson. Qutabuddin was a ruler of
Delhi -and he took over the charge of Delhi in 1206.
Qutabuddin Aibak was made a ruler by the important
commanders and officers of Qutabuddin Aibak, at the time
of the death of Mohammad Gauri. ‘Mohammad Gauri died
in 1206. Shahabuddin Gauri died before Mohammad Gauri.
Mohammad Gauri died in 1206 in Gaur. | do not
remember when and alt which place Shahabuddin Gauri
died. | ;
Question: Is the place called Gaur, not.in Afghanistan?
(Upon th|s question, Learned Advocate Shri Ajay
Kumar Pandey on behalf of plaintiff of Other Original Suit
No. 5/89 has raised an objection that this question has
been asked from time and 'again in different shades and
witness also replied to it. Hence permission for asking a

question time and again should not be granted.)
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Answer: | cannot say if Gaur is in Afghanistan or not. |
wouldn’'t be able to tell its geographical
situation Reference about Gaur is available in
"Tabkaat-e-Nasiri". -~ | do not remember the
description given about the geographical

~ situation of Gaur.
~So far | remember, Subukatgeen, comes under Gazni
category.

- | do not remember it. Subukatgeen is referred in

"Tabkaat-e-Nasiri" or not. So far | remember, Amir

Subukatgeen was related to Dynasty of Mahmood Gazni.

Whether Amir Subukatgeen was among the predecessors

of Mahmood Gazni or in the category of his successors, |

do not remember. Minhazuddin Siraj, writer of "Tabkaat-e-

Nasiri", was in the army of Mohammad Gauri which post

he \(\ias holding, | do not remember. | do not know the

name o_f Minhazuddin's father. | do not remember that

Whi(;h -p'ost he was holding in the army of Mohammad

Géu.ri. "Minhazuddin Siraj" came to Multan via Sindh and

Uhc’:‘h, 'b'ut in which year, he came, either in 1227 or in any

other year, but | do not remember. Multan was under

Sultéh ltutmish after 1227. lltutmish, | mean Altmash. In

some book hevis referred as lltutmish and in some as :

Altmash. He was written as Altmash in the book "Tabkaat-

e-Nasiri". Altmash had nominated his daughter Razia as a

ruler after him, but his elder son Rukunuddin Feroz was

crownéq as a Sultan. After a revolt by public during the
time of Rukunuddin Feroz, Razia was crowned as a ruler.

Aftér Razia, Moizudding Bahrém Shah became the ruler

and .after him, Allauddin Masood Shah became the ruler.

Thereafter, Nasiruddin Mahmood and Gayasuddin Balban -

became the rulers resp,ec'tivély.

‘I, in my statement above at page No. -52 have
stated. that the Writeh of the book "Alamgirnama" was

Kazim, which was written as "Khafi Khan". "Khafi Khan
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!

was the writer of "Muntkhab-Ul-Lubab". | have not read

the book "Muntkhab—UI‘-Lubab". | have read its extracts in ;

other books. . There is a specific description ' about
Aurangzeb in this book.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the '.'a.tte‘ntion Qf witness ‘towards his statement dated
12.4.2005 at page No. 51 and 52 and asked which book
amo'hg 't‘he books mentioned in this statement, belongs to

the _peri‘od of Shahabuddin Guri or Mohammad Gauri,

Witness after reading both the pages séid that Mohammad |

Gauri was referred in the book "Tazul Maasir" written by |

Hasan Nizami. In addition to this Mohammad Gauri was
also referred in the book "Tabkaat-e-Nasiri" written by
Minhazuddin Siraj. | do not remember if there is mention
of Shahabuddin Gauri or Mohammad Gauri in the books
referred at page above. | do not remember if there is any
refef‘anc'sa about the part of period of Balban to Ferozshah
Tughiah 0 (g Dok "Tarcuhh-u-Ferogenani’ wrisien Ry
Sanéiraj Afif, referred by me at page —-51 of my statement.
| have read the extracts of this book in the book by Eliot
and Douson. | haVé no knowledge about the fact if
Moh'a‘mmad Gauri, éfter conquering  Kannauj, went to
Ayodh'ya or not. | have no knowledge if Shah Juran Gauri
went to Ayodhya during the time of Mohammad Gauri, or
not. |

At this point Learned advocate cross examining the
witness draw the attention of witness towards the title
page and contents of the book "The disputed mosque a
historical Inquiry" Written‘ by Sushil Srivastava and
phofooopies of page No. 51 to 53 and page 62 to 65
authenticated by himself, filed as document No. 279. C -1
vide document. No. 280 C —1/1 to 280 C —1/6. Witness

after comparing the extracts of the above book by Sushil

Srivastava, filed to day, said that these are in ac:cordance :

with the original one. Learned advocate cross examining
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the Wfi‘tness draw the attention of witness towards eighth to
eleventh line of para second of document No. 280 C -1/5
(page No. 63) ,?and asked whether the detail written in it is
correct that Mohammad Gauri would have attacked on
Ayodhya in 1198 and Makhdum Shah Juran Gauri was with
him at that time, about whom you have said that he had
destroyed a Jain temple in Ayodhy;a’? Witness after
read'i‘ng the part at page 63, said that Gazetteer written by
Nevil and reference given by Dr. Sushil Srivastava are
contradictory, so on the basis of sources of information of
both it can be ;accertained,,if Makhdum Shah Juran Gauri
camé to Ayodhya with Mohammad Gauri or with
ShahabUddin Gauri.  Whatever | have stated in this |
regard, was based upon the Gazetteer Written by Nevil.
Referenbe of Dr. Sushil Srivastava was not before me at

that time. |
Question: Is it possible thaf Mohammad Gauri and
| Shahabuddin Gauri was one and the same King
with two names and at some places it is written
as Shahabuddin Gauri and at some places as

. Mohammad Gauri?

Answer: | cannot give its reply at this tim}e on the basis
| of my memory. Whether there is one person by
these names or different persons. | can say .
only in this regard after recollecting afresh.

Verified the statement after reading
} Sd/-
’ Bishan Bahad
' 21.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in the Open
Court. 'In continuation to this suit: may be listed for
further Cross-examination for 25.4.2005. Witness to be
present.

Sd/- -

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
- Commissioner
21.4.2005
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Before: Commissioner Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Bench, Lucknow.

Dated 25.4.2005

D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 21.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Gath by Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Waqf,

Jiyauddin and Maulana Mahfuzurrehman, continued.).

~Mohammad Gauri and Shahabuddin Gauri is one and
same person. Volunteer : that he, in his last statement,
referred one person by two 'names.;; Hence, there is

contradiction in my earlier statement.

Question: Was the statement given by you on 21.4.2005
- about Shahabuddin Gauri, may be treated as
supposed to ‘be given about Mohammad Gauri?

Answer: Since Mohammad Gauri and Shahabuddin Gauri
| is full name of one and same person, hence the
statement given about Shahabuddin Gauri,

wherever it was given for ‘twov person, is not

correct.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the statement given on
21.4.2005 at page Nq. 102, running up to page 103.
Witness- said that this statement is about Mohammad
Gauri. Statement given in the last line at page 102 is not
correct. Similarly the statement given in }the first line at
page 103, that Mohammad Gauri came to Hindustan in
1193-1194 for the last time is not correct. The mistake

pointed out in ithe last line at page 102 is merely that |
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have stated about the arrival of one person at different
times{_.' Similarly in the matter written in first and second
line at page 103 about the arrival of Mohammad Gauri for
the last time is not correct because Mohammad Gauri,
after 1194, came to Hindustan in 1205 also. The fact
Writtén about Shahabuddin Gauri in the last para at page
No. 103 on the above mentioned date is applicable to
Mohammad Gauri also. The fact thatEShahabuddin Gauri
came to Ayodhya much before 1192 is not correct because
Mohammad Gauri had attaoked upon Kannauj in 1194

also. Witness said that the fact given in this para about

a‘rriv}al‘v of Mohammad Gauri and Shahabuddin Gauri much

before 1192 to ‘Ayodhya is not correct.

Question: Did you not remember the history, in this
connection properly on 21.4.2005 and have

recollected it after you have read about it?

Answer: | forget ‘about the facts concerning to these
facts, while giving my statement on 21.4.2005
because of oblivion. | was suffering from
oblivion as | was suffering from High Blood
Pressurev since the morning of 21;4.2005.

‘Shahabucidin Mohammad Gauri, himself went to

Ayodhya after 1194. Shah Juran Gauri went to Ayodhya

along With Mohammad .Gauri. Dr. Sushil Srivastava has -

made a mention in this regard in his book. | have not read
abou,‘t this in any book other than this book. | have

'impdrtant books like "Tazul-ma-Aasir" and ‘“Tabkat-e-

Nasiri" .for knowing the historical facts relating to

Mohammad Gauri. Both the books are written in Persian

Iang‘uage. | have read the extracts of these books in

the book by: Eliot and Douson only and have not read

anywhere. Perhaps, th'ere is no mention about Mohammad -

Gauri about going to Ayodhya in the extracts from the
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above two books given in the book by "Eliot and Douson".
T~he,: authentic books about Mohammad Gauri by Indian
Historian, which | have read are — "Crescent in India" by
S.R. - Sharma ¥and "An advance History of India" by
Mazumdar Dutta, Hemant Rai Choudhry and "Foundation
of Muslim Rule in India" by A.B.M. Habibullah. In additon
to this, | have read the book "Comprehensive History of
India — the Delhi Sultnat” by Prof. Mohammad Habib and
K.A.’i NiZami. | do not recognize the book }b}y B.D.Mahajan
as an a'.uthénti,c. book. It is a course book. | have read
this book. In the above book, so far | remember, there
was no mention about Mohammad Gauri about his going to
Ayodhya. The fact: written in the. book by Sushil .
Srivastava, about Mohammad vGauri going to Ayodhya, is

not correct, in absence of supporting evidences.

Question: Should | think that you do not treat the facts

' written by Dr. Sushil Srivastava, as correct

about the attack by Mohammad Gauri on
Ayodhya?

Answer: It requires additional evidence to agree with the

view of Dr. Sushil Srivastava.

Quesfion: You are giving your statement, projecting

| yourself as a historian, do you have no
viewpoint of yourself about historical facts?

Answer: Historical viewpoints are based wupon the

evidences. No historian can overlook or ignore

it. From that perspective,, | do not form a

viewpoint un'!ess‘l have not examined all the

evidences.
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My question is that in the absence of historical
evidences about a fact, should that fact is not

treated as authentic fact in the history?

It is correct. Further said any viewpoint or
decision based upon single evidence is not free

from fault.

On the basis of your statement, my question is
that since there is no historical evidence about
Mohammad Gauri coming to Ayodhya, can you
treat the references given in the books by
Sushil Srivastava or Nevil as an authentic
historical facts? |

[t cénnot be said as mai’n evidence unless

authentic evidences become available.

Is it necessary for a historian not to answer the
question in "Yes" or "No" but to reply in indirect

form?

So many facts in the history are not told in
indirect form. There is a simple procedure in
the history to reach at a conclusion, wherein
nothing can be said positively unless examined
thoroughly on the basis of evidences. This
procedure is continuous. So any question can

not be totally replied in yes or no.

Can a historian, before expressing his view
about a historical fact, not take ad decision
about, the authehticity of historical facts unless
he examines it - thoroughly on the basis of

available evidences or not.
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Viewpoint can be expressed on the basis of
available evidences but viewpoint is changed if

new evidences bécomes available.

My question is about to express the view within
a definite time period. Whether the views
expressed on the basis of available evidences "
during a definite period, are not definite'which

can be replied in "yes" or "no"?
. | Lo
This view can or cannot be definite

Yo‘u are saying this fact about not being definite
on.:the basis of assumption that earlier. view
point becorhes obsolete if new evidences -
becomes available but my question is about the
date on which views were expressed. Please
tell if you express a viewpoint today, can it not

be a definite viewpoint upto today?
It will be regarded as my individual viewpoint.

| want to know about your viewpoint on to day
date. Are you, on the basis of study of
available materials, of the view that Mohammad

Gauri had attacked upon Ayodhya or not?

I am of the view that Mohammad Gauri had not

attacked upon Ayodhya.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw

the attention of witness towards para second of document

No. 312 C-1/28 or towards the matter written in second
para (Page 63) of the book document No. 280 C-1/5 by Dr.

Sushil Srivastava that this contains the fact about
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.l J:

demolition of Jain Mandir or other tf?amples in Ayodhya
by Shahabuddin Gauri aléng with Shéhjuran Gauri.

‘Learned advocate cross e.xamining the witness asked
the W_itness whether the fact is about:the demolition of a
single temple of Jain or about the many number of temples
of Ayodhya. Witness after reading the above parts said
that according to Nevil, only one Jain Temple was
destrloyed whereas according to Dr. Sushil Srivastava, a

number of temples of Ayodhya were destroyed.

Question: My question-' is — which matter you regard as
correct, the m‘a}tter written by Nevil or the
matter written by Sushil Srivastava or do you
treat both as incorrect due to non-availability of

evidénces?

Answer: On the basis of evidences ‘given by Nievil, it is
said that Jain Temple was destroyed. Fact
given by Dr. Sushil Srivastava cannot be
accepted that Shah Juran Gauri had demolished
many temples of Ayodhya.

- Matter written by Nevil can be regarded as correct
because it was written after survey iconducted by him.
Thére is no any other or historical evidences in support of
it. |

Question: It was referred in the document No. 312 C -
1/28, by Nevil that he had heard about the
matter and that is why he referred the matter.

What you have to say in this regard?

Answer:  Nevil. had made his opinion dn the basis of

public sayings. Which might had been a
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tradition. In addition to this it might also be
possible that he had made his opinion on the

basis of legends or myth.

..: Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the sixth line "the story
goes that" of second para to the last line (Page —175) of
document No. 312 C —‘1/28. Witness after reading it said .
that Nevil had not given any historical ’.Z'source in support of
the matter written therein. |

- Similarly, Nevil has njot given any historical source
for o'thé matter written in. document No. 312 C -1/29 and
312‘C-1./30 (Page 176 and 177). He made the tradition as
base for the matter written therein. Nevil, in the last para
at page No. 176 to page No. 177, referred "Janmsthan" in |
the seventh line, "Sita. R’aséi" in the tenth line and
"Janambhoomi" in the fourteenth line. 'He. had given the
names of the different buildings situated at these three
places. These buildings were known by above names, on
the basis of tradition because during the survey these had
been called after these names. In second and third line at
pagel‘-'177. "Kaushaliya Bhawan" was stated to be
"Jan_ambho.omi". | Ha\)e no knowledge at what distance
the Kaushaliya Bhawan was from the disputed Bhawan,
durih‘g the time of survey by Nevil. | have no knowledge at
what distance the Kauéhaliya Bhawan is from the disputed

Bhaw.an, at present.

Question: How far, on the basis of available historical
evidences, you treat the matter written by Nevil
in his Gazetteer at page No. 176 and 177
(document No. 312 C -1/29 and 30) reliable?

i
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: t
Answer:  Ayodhya being a holy place of Hindus since the

time immemorial and being a birthplace of
Rama, the details about its tradition are found
in the history. I, therefore, regard the
references given by Nevil as a references of

tradition and authentic.

References of the buildings and places mentioned at
page No. 176 and 177 are not found in historical narration
or hi.story books. References of traditions are found in
books. Reference of Ayodhya as a birthplace of Rama is

found on the basis of tradition.

Question: Did you find any detail about the tradition
concerning to a Bhvan situated at a particular
place other than the birthplace of Rama in
Aonhya in the history books or historical

narration, you have studied?

Answer: Traditions of Bhawans are found. But | do not
remember at present the books or references,
wherein the references of these traditions are

found.

Attention 'of withess was drawn towards the part —
"One Legend however-----------memeuuun and fail in Ayodhya"
in fifth to 9" line of third para (at page No. 177) of
docufnernt No. 312 C =1/30. Witness after reading these
parts, said that legend is not a tradition. Legend is an
episode. Legends are not found in history books.
Legends are found in religious books. Thus the matter
written in tenth line to last line of this para is not in
‘acc_(‘)'rdance with the tradition but are treated as religious
epis‘fod'e'(Legend). Tradition is recogrfized as e\‘/idence in

History * but Iegends and religious episo‘de are hardly
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treated as evidences. Only the traditions which are
continued since ages, are recognize& as evidences and

about which no narration is available in the History.

Question: Is it not necessary to call a tradition as
unfailing or continuous, because the tradition
found in 19" and 20" centu}y would have been
in vogue in 17" and 18" century on the basis of

available evidence ?

Answer: The tradition would be in vogue in 17" and 18'"
| century, which are prevalent in 19" and 20"
~ century. "
-Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards first two lines (page 178)
of document No. 312 C -1/43. Witness after reading it
said-that | ha:ve not read the reference of Guptar Ghat in
historical narratives ahd historical sources. This place is
described as an importaht place in religious episodes i.e.,
is rel.ate'd to religious legend. 'I know only this thing that
this place has religious importénce. | have no knowledge
about'thze relation of Ramchanderji to this place. Similarly
the other places mentioned in first para at page 178 are
the }plac‘es of religious fame and faith and are based upon
religious episodes (Leg‘ends). References of these places
are not found in historical narratives. l have not read the
"Ayodhya Mahatamya" mentioned in third line of last para
at p'age No. 178. | have not read "Ayodhya Mahatamya"
or its"English translation. Details regarding Ayodhya was
concluded at page No. 179 document No. 312 C-1/44.
Detail about Ayodhya is in document No. 312 C -1/36
(Page No. 171) and concludes to document No.312 C -
1/44 (Page No. 179). | have ‘'read this description
concerning to Ayodhya, before deposing in the Court.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw the
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attention of witness towards first ten lines of second para

of docUmemi: No. 312 C -1/37(page172) and asked

whe'ther:the, same thing is written in the first para at page

51 of’the.book "The Disputed Mosdue" by Dr. Sushil

Srivastava. Witness after feading both the parts said that

there is a similarity in both the statements that this region,

from ancient, period, has beevn famous for the tradition
concerning to Ramchanderji. Other facts the have basic
differences. ‘

Question: Is there any basic differen:ce in between the
first line of second para at page 172 of the book
by Nevil and in the first line at page 51 of the
book by Dr. Sushil Srivastava?

Answer:  Nevil is of the view that Ayddhya is an ancient
city but its history is not available whereas Dr.
Sushil Srivastava says its eievidences are there
but these evidences are not IbeyOnd doubt.

Q_uesti,oh: Which detail, among the details given at page

| No. 172 and 51 of the above books, do you
think are correct or both the details are not
correct?

Answer:  Detail given by Nevil appears to be more
appropriate.

“Nevil had not referred any historical source in
support of detail but he had made the tradition as its base.
Attention of witness was drawn towards last but first four
lines at page No. 172 of document No. 312 C -1/37, by the
Léamed advocate cross examining the witness. Witness
after 're.ading it said that the matter written therein is
correct and evidences. in this regard are found in the

history. The evidences concerning to the matter written

in, are found in "Aain-e-Akbari". "Mohammad Shah" was

referred in these lines. When his period, after the period

of Akbar camée to an end in 1605 began, | do not

[
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remember. Mohammad Shah was not é name of any King.
In fact it was the name of a Nawab of Ayodhya.

1 do not remember for which period Mohammad Shah
belonged to because this is not a field of my study as it is
related to modern period. |

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards second to fifth line of first
p-ar-é of document No. 280 C —-1/4 (Page 52), book by Dr.
Sushil Srivastava. Witness after reading it said that Jain

|
Tradition referred therein is not in accordance with the

|
history. The facts concerning to survey of Ayodhya, given .

in second para of this document, are correct. ' Upon
inviting the af[tention of withess towards the matter written
in svecbo.nd para at page 53 of this book, witness after
readihg it said that it is cofrect that Qunn_ingham had not
got t'he 'femains_of Hindu temples. But he got the remains
of some Buddhist temples. |

|
Verified the statement after reading

- Sd/-

Dr. Bishan Bahad
25.4.2005

Typed. by the stenographer as dictated by me in the Open
Court.. ‘In continuation to this the suit may be listed for
further Cross-examination for 26.4.2005. Witness to be

pres.ent.'

Sd/-
(Hari Shankar Dubey)

Commissioner
25.4.2005
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. | !
Before:  Commissioner Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,
Addi."[icl‘)nz'al District Judg:e/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Bench., Lucknow.

Dated 26.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 25.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Ofath by Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plainiiff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Waqf,

Jiyauddin and Maulana Mahfuzurrehman, continued.)

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards document No. 280 C —1/4

(page —53) and asked:-

Question: Do you agreé with the contents of para-second
of book document No. 280 C -1/4, by Dr. Sushil

Srivastava?

H(Learned.Advocate Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey, on
behalf of plaintiff in Other Original Suit No. 5/89, has
raised an objection that witness is a Rea}der of Medieval
History }and excavation is not his subject. Hence this

question should not'be‘al‘lowed)_.v

Answér:_ Whatever, Dr. Sushil Srivastava had written in
this para, is about excavation. This is not my
special subject of study. | cannot express my
agreement or disagreement about the matter

written therein.

Question: Have you not read about any excavation in
Ayodhya?
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Answer: | have not studied about the excavation.

| have heard the 'name of Prof. Narayanan and Prof.
B.B.Lal. These people ére Archaeologists. | never read
the répdrt of these persons. | have read the references of
the matter written about the diSputed ?ite at Ayodhya and

not any '.report or article written by him.‘;

.' Leérned'advocate cross examining the witness draw
the ‘a‘itte‘ntion of witness towards seco?\d to fourth line of
last para of document No. 280 C -1/4 (?"page 53). Witness
after reading this said that | have not read the references
Written therein, in any form. Learned advocate cross
examivning the witness draw the attention of witness
towards first three lines of second para of document No.
280 C —-1/5 (page 62). Witness after r§ading it said that |
have read the matter written therei@. Matter written

therein is correct.

Learned advocate cross examinin’g the witness draw
the 'attejntion of witness towards the fifth line of second
para to the last line of this para. Witness after reading it
said that this is a subject of Ancient Indian History. |
cannot say about it with authenticity.,, | have read the
detail about jo:urney of Hyénsang to ‘ilndia. The matter
written therein is correct. Hyensang éame to Avadh and
Kannauj. | do not agree vv'ith‘ the contents that Ayodhya
was a center of Buddhist activities at that time. | agree

with the rest of things. |

v}Learned advocate cross examinir;g the witness draw
the attention of witness towards fifth and sixth line of
fourth para of the above document. ‘Witness said that
m_egzning is not clear. Because there Eywere no political

activities in Ayodhya during 650 to 1050, However this



can not be said about other activities, social and cultural

activities which continued.

Question: The ‘ above part of the book by Dr. Sushil
| Srivastava and matter written in the next para

means there is no detail in history about

Ayodhya from seventh to eleventh century

which was referred by historians. What you

have to say in this regard?

Answer: | do not agree with the above view of Dr. Sushil
 Srivastava because he had written this book

only about a special single disputed point.

Question: Please tell, What'were the par’tiéular activities,
according to you, during her7th to 11" century,

which must have been were mentioned in .

f
|
l

history?

Answer: Since the said period was the period of
complete upheaval with the political point of
view, | do not have the knowledge about the

particular activity.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw .
the étten.tion of witness tOwérds the eleventh line "Tabkat-
e-Nasiri" to "For northward expansion" of document No.
280 C-—-1/5 (page 63). Witness after reading it said that |
do not agree with the matter written by Minhazuddin Siraz
becéu‘sé army of Delhi could not conquer the Kannauj till
Harishchander, descendant of Gaharwal remain the ruler
of Kahnauj, i.e., up.to 1225. Conflicts continued even
thereaftér during the time of Nasiruddin Mahmood.
Minhazuddin Siraz had written it himself. Struggle
continued up to 1236 with the "Prithu" or "Brithu".
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|

N have stated in my statement that Mohammad Gauri
attacked over Kannauj in 1194 and defeated Jaichandra.
At the time of demolition of temple in Ayodhya by
Shahjuran Gauri, Ayodhya was under the rule of

Harishchandra.

- Shahjuran Gauri came to Ayodhya after 1194. Rule
of Jaichand came to an end in 1194. Thereafter his son,
Harishchander, formally became the ruler of Kannauj. The
region, Whic.h was conquered by, was not under his control
and the'reéion, WhiCH was not conquered, remained under
his }control. Ayodhya was not under his rule. King
Harils’hchander of Gaharwal Dynasty ruled upon Ayodhya
from 1200 to 1226. 'I\/Iy statement, made just now, is
correct that Ayodhya was not wunder the rule of
Harishohander. In this context it is correct that army of
Delhi had conquered the Ayodhya and ruled over it for
some time. This situation of strluggle remained up to
1235.

Question: | am to say 'that after the defeat of Jaichand,
| army of Mohammad Gauri had conquered
Ayodhya and thereafter ncne from Gaharwal
Dynasty had conquered or got the control of

Ayodhya back? |

Answeri | do not agree with this because a number of
battles were referred in the detail description of
Minhazuddin Siraz, particulary about "Prithu" or
"Brithu". ’

l\/linhazuddin Siraz had written these facts in "Tabkate-e-

Nasiri".
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Which ruler of Gaharwal Dynasty, referred in
"Tabkate-e-Nasiri", is known for attacking
Ayodhya or keeping Ayodhya under his control
or ruling it? - |
Minhazuddin Siraz had not referred about any
attaék. He however referred the continuous
struggle in the Avadh region up to 1235.

Could this struggle be allso ‘with the local

Kings near Avadh?

There were no local Kings. That was the last
time of Gaharwal Dynasty, which came to an
end in 1225.

Should | assume that you are, on the basis of
your study, not able to say that after the victory
of Mohammad Gauri, which king or ruler of
Gaharwal Dynasty kept Ayodhya under his rule |
or control? |

According to my study Avadh remained under
the control of the ruler Harish Cr‘iander of
Gaharwal Dyn.as‘ty up to 1225. There is no
reference of attacking upon Ayodhya with the

then reference.

Should it be treated that Ayodhya was under "
the rule of Harish Chander when Shahjuran
Gauri, according to you, had demolished the
Jain‘TempIe:in Ayodhya?

i
Yes. Harish Chander was ruling over Ayodhya

at that time.
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Que‘j'st'i_‘on: Had Harishc‘:h'ander taken any action against
Shahjuran Gauri for demolishing the so-called

Jain Temple?

Answer: No' reference about any military action by

Harish Chan.der is available.

Learned advocate cross éxamining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards last para at page No. 63
of doclur'lnent No. 280 C -1/5, running up to page No. 64 of
document No. 280 C —1/6. Witness after reading it said
that.' .the ‘matter written therein, is correct that
administrative  control  over Ayodhya had gained

importance during the period of Tughlak.

" Learned advocate cross examining the witness has
again-‘drawn the attention of witness towards second para
of document No. 280 C —-1/6. WitneSs said that matter
written therein‘ is correct. Upon inviting the attention of
witness towards third para of this document, witness said
that this fact written therein is correct that after the battle
of F;anipat, Babar got the control of Avadh but this control

was opportune.

-Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards para —4 of this document.
Witness said that matter written therein is correct. 'Upon
inviting the atténtion of witness towards fifth para of this
document, Witness said that | agree with the matter written
theréin, becauée religious activities during the time of
Akbér remained constant. | do not agree with the fact
written therein that Krishna Bhakti or individual adoration
of God was the result of Sufivad. In regard to devotion to
Rama writer had used the word "probable"." Matter written

in this para is correct.
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Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the . attention of witness towards sixth para of this
document. Witness after i’e_adi_ng it said that the religious
traditions in Ayodhya after the death of Akbar, referred by
the au.th_br, were the same as it were earlier. It is correct
that'-ih Ayodhya the religious importance had increased
during the period of Jahangir and Shahjahan. Arrival of
William Finch to Ayodhya and observation expressed by
him is correct. Upon inviting the attention towards last
para of this documen{ ruhning in to page 65, witness after
reading it said that among'the matters about Aurangzeb
referred by Dr. Sushil Srivastava, the fact about imposing
tax on Hindus by Aurangzeb is found in the history books.
Besides, orders given by Aurangzeb in‘ 1659 and 1669 for
thé demolition of temples were also referred in the history
books. Order of 1659 was for Banaras and Order of 1669
was general, which was sent to all officers of Aurangzeb
Empire. Orders of Aurangzeb, himself, were not referred
in history books. Incidents after the period of 1707,
concerning to modern history, are correct in generai, but |

have no specific knowledge about it.

Some part of Sikh period is related to medieval
history. | have .not made any study abou{ Sikh history. |
havé not read 'the book "An Ehcyclopedia Survey of Sikh
Réligﬁon and ‘Culture" written by Ramesh Chander Dogra
and Urmila Dogra. In this regard | have not read the book -
"The History of Sikhs" Written by Khushwant Singh.
SimiAIa'rIy | have not read the book "The New Cambridge
History of India" by J.S. Grewal.

| ('At' this point, Learned advocate cross examining the
Witn'eS‘s,: shown the extracts of the above book written by

"Ramesh Chander Dograland Urmila Dogra" vide list
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document Nc¢. 237 C —1 and the book by Khushwant Singh
vide."l'i_st document No. 239 C -1 and above, book by
J.S.Grewal vide document No. 213 C -1, to witness.
Witn._ess'. after seeing it said that | have not read these

books.

| have | thoroughly studied the book "Babarnama" |
translated by Athar Abbas Rizvi. | have not read the book
"Babarnama" by Yugjéet Nawalpuri. | have not heard
about the book of Yugjeet Nawalpuri. There was no need
to read any other book, after reading the Hindi version of
the "Babarnama" rendered by Athar Abbas Rizvi. | have
not read the book "The Evolution of the Sikh Community"
Writtje.n by WH Macloyed filed vide document No. 235 C -
1 (doéumeﬁt No. 236 C —1/1 to document No. 236 C -1/5).
I haVe also not read the book "The Sikh Religion" by Max
Arthur Mackalif (document No. 230 C —-1/1 to document
No. 230 C -1/10).

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the translation of book
"Mughalkalin Bharat Babar", by Sayeed Abbas Rizvi, filed
vide list document No. 223 C —1,document No. 224 C —-1/1
to 224 C -1/62. Witness said that | have read the above
extracts- filed in the Court. In the first chapter under the
title "Review" and document No. 224 C —1/3 (Page -9 to
pagé —20 of document No. 224 C -1/14) author has given
the backfground of book and his views about the time of
Babéri Learned advocate cross examining the withess
draw the attention of witness towards page No. 274 of the
book, documenf No. 224 C -1/19. Witness said that the
facts written therein under the title "Arrival in Avadh", is in
accordance with the original Babarnama. The detail given
at page No. 273 onwards (document No. 224 C -1/20) is

about heading of Babar towards Gwalior after a long gap
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after returning from Avadh and about the incidents
happening after 30" September. In the next page — 274
(document No. 224 C -1/21) there is a reference of one
reservoir, one well, one chabutra and construction of a
mosque. About the incident of 25" September,
"Charbagh" is referred in the third line of this page. This
means, Babar, in the last year, gave the order for
construction of}garden. Volunteer : that Babar was keenly
intefésted in gardens. Learned advocate cross examining
the witness draw the attention of witness towards page
No. 275 (document No. 224 C -1/22). Witness said that at
this - page under the - title "Mansingh Ke Bhawan",
appreciation expressed by Babaf for Bhawan of Mansingh,
was ‘_covered. It was described but m short. There is a
referenqe about an idol of one elephant along with two
Mahouts at the gate, in ninth line under this title, which is
co*rr‘ec:t.. Bhawan of Vikramaditya is referred at page -276
(document No. 224 C -1/23). Besides, Madrassa of
Raheemdas and garden of Raheemdas was also referred.
A lake in the south and a large temple in the west of lake
Were'also referred. In the comments, it was shown as |
Devi Mandir or Tilangana Mandir. ‘There is a reference
about construction of a Jama Masjid adjacent to this
vtem,p‘le i.e., Devi Mandir, by Sultan Shamsuddin lltutmish.
Upof'n'v-in.viting his attention at page No. =277 (document
No. 224 C —1/24), witness said that a place named "Urva"
was referred at this page. Date is mentioned in third line
of third 'para. . Writer, m the comments, had written gaz for
the date. | é.annot say whether it is correct or not.” It is
Writt-én therein that the idols at "Urva" are fully naked and
their private parts are also not fully covered. Idols are
the biggest flaw of this place, so order was given to
dest.er"y _‘the idols by Babar. At comment No. 6, writer
had ‘written that idols could not be destroyed but the parts

of their bodies were mutilated, it is correct. Temples of
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Gwalior were referred at page No. 278 (document No. 224 "
C —1/25). |

Learned advocate cross examining the withess draw
the attention of witness towards page No. 313 (document
No. 224 C -1/32). Going back from Chunar to Bagarmau
and at the union of two rivers, named Tons, on the way,
was referred.therein. One of the rivers flow from west of
Faizabad. It appearé from the detail that Babar had

crossed through the area near to Faizabad.

‘Learned advocate cross éxamining the witness draw
the atfe'rxtion of witness towards page No. 330 (document
No. 224 C —-1/39) and page No. 331 (document No. 224 C-
1/40.-).. Witness in reply to a question ih regard to the
incidents of 30" May, said that there is a reference that
Babar get down at a place called "Cleerah" outside of
District Fatehpur. At this page No. 333 (document No.
224 C —-1/42, 224 C —-1/43 and 224 C -1/44) in the
incidents dated 2", 9, 10", 13", and 14" June, there is
reference about "Dalmau". This description is of 934
Hizri, i.e., 1529. At page 335 (document No. 224 C -1/44)
in the incident dated 13" June, it was referred that Baki
Tashkandi along with the army of Avadh appeared before
the Babar. The word "Avadh" was used here for
“Ayodhyé". This means, Baki Tashkandi was staying in
Ayodhyé, when Babar reached Dalmau, because Baki
stayed in Ayodhya for about one year and three four
months. 934 Hizri was written as 1527-28 at page No.
331, which was written as 934 Hizri the'year1528¥29 in
comment No. 1:0 at this page. Similarly, 934 Hizri appears
to be written as incorrect because these incidents
happened in 1.529. There is no reference about the
demolition of any temple or idol or giving order in this
rega‘rd in the book written by Athar Abbas RizVi. Hindi
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version of the book by Athar Abbass Rizvi was rendered
from the Persian version of that book. Athar Abbass Rizvi,
in hiés book himself said that Meerbaki, on the order of
Babar had demolished the building constructed at
RamJanambhoomi, Ayodhya and constructed a mosque in

place of it.

Question: You are giving false evidence in this regard.
| Because it iS nowhere written in the translation

by Sayeed Athar Abbas Rizvi of above book
Babarnama that Meerbaki was given the order

to demolish any temple or Meerbaki had
constructed the mosque in place of temple.

What you havvé to say in this regard?

Answer: There is no reference about the order given by
Babar in the translation of Babarnama. This |
have already stated, in my earlier statement
hence | am not giving false statement. In the
inscriptiohs at the inner or outer portion of
building, referred in the translation of
Babarnama by Sayyed Athar Abbas Rizvi, there

are such references.

Question: Would you please tell, after seeing the original
| book "Mughalkalin Bharat Babar" by Sayeed
Abbas Rizvi‘, at what place’ the fact mentioned

by you, is in the book and how in was referred?
Answer: Witness after seeing the original book said that
thilé reference is ét page 658 of Suit appendix -

'D' (page 659), running up to page No. 660.

(At this point Learned advocate cross examining the
witness draw the attention of witness towards appendis —
"D" ‘at page 559 and 560, of the book by Athar Abbas
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Rizvi, self-attested photocopy of which were filed with
document No. 281 C -1 to document No. 282 C -1/1 to .
282 C -1/3).

Verified the statement aft‘er reading

| - Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

| | 26.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in the Open

Court. Furtherance to this the suit may be listed for |

further Cross-examination for v27.4.2005. Witness to be
present.. 1 |

| Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)

Commissioner

26.4.2005
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Before: Commissioner Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

Bench, Lucknow.

Dated 27.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 26.4.2005 Cross-examination on
an Oath by Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni Central Board of Waqf,

Jiya_uddi'n and Maulana Mahfuzurrehman, continued.)

| Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards a part of statement
recorded at'page 134 on 26.4.2005 that " Himself said that

Athar  Abbas  Rizvi----------- ------------constructed  the

mosq‘ue" and towards part of his statement at this page

that™" .I, in the Babarnama by Sayeed Athar Abbas-----------

----------——--Wwritten in the above bock". ‘Witness after

re’ading the statements said that these statements of mine

are fcorrect. | have referred the document No. 282 C —-1/2
and  282 C —-1/3 after above statement.

Question: It is nowhere written in the extract of above ‘
book, written by Akhar Abbas Rizvi photocopy |
of which, as suggested by you, was filed as
document No. 282 C -1/2 and 282 C -1/3 that a
mosque was constructed in place of a‘temple in
Ayodhya, on the', orders of Babar. What you
have to say in this regard? |

Answerf [t has been :Written in the first sentence that a

o higlh rised building was constructed on the
order of Babar. This is the place where ange'ls |

are getting down.
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Quu.e‘stion: My question was that neither demolition of a
| temple was referred in the séntence of rock
inscription nor there is ja reference about
construction of a mosque in place of a temple?

Answ_er:. Although it is not clearly defined but it is clear

| from the meéning that this pﬁace was of deities.
Place where angels gets-down means’the place

where deities get-down. Prof. S.R. Sharma

had, also co‘nv'eyed the same meaning in his

book "Religious F_’oli_cy of the Mughals".

_The extract from .the book by Prcf. S.R. Sharma has
not been filed but | can show the quotation in his book. |
have"br'ought the book with rhe. In the book by Athar
Abbas’ Rizvi there is no reference other than reference
give:n 'in'.the above rock inscription, about the demolition of
any témple in Ayodhya. This is the same inscription,
Whiéh .Was referred in document No. 282 C -1/2, and 282
C —1/3. Beside Prof: S.R. Sharma, Dr. Ra_mnath has also
referred this in their book "Architecture and Site of the
Babri Masjid of Ayodhya", that this place was for

RamJanambhoomi where mosque was constructed.

Dr. Ramnath (Dr. R.Nath) is still alive. So far |
remember, this fact is written in the book by Dr. R. Nath,
at pé_ige No. 78. Dr. R.Nath had written a number of
books. He had written the books on building construction

methods.

' He: has also written the book on Mughal Architecture.
The‘-above book "Architecture and site of the Babri Masjid"
contains. less than 100 pages. When the book was
published either in 1986 or later on, | do not remember. |
have read this "about one year before. At present | do not

have this book. This book was with me at Aligarh. | can
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give" its photocopy just now. Prof. S.R. Sharma has
expré.ssed his view on the basis of inscrviption filed with
document No. 282 C —-1/2 and 282 C -1/3. Besides, Prof.
S.R. Sharma has not réferred any other source. The first
edition of thg book by D}r. R. Nath was published in 1991
by "The Histlorical Research Documentation Programme,
Jaipur".

It is written in the book written by Dr. R. Nath that
place of Babri mosque was undoubtedly is the place where
there was Hindu Temple, at the bank of Saryu in Ramkot
and material of Hindu Temple was used in its construction.
It is’als,(') written there‘in that it can be undoubtedly said
that it was not ‘constructed on virgin land. D. R. Nath has
not giveh any historical source in support of his conclusion
but ‘| cannot say about it without reading it. | do not
remember whether this reference was taken from the
books or not, but he has referred the archaeological
sources. | do not remembér those sources at present. |
will not be able to file the book by Dr. R.Nath at present.
Dr. R.Nath has expressed his view in the above book that
m_os{que‘has a national heritage irrespective of the place.
Drl. R. Nath has also expressed his view that such a
m‘o's.qu.e,' whether constructed in place of a temple, should
be treated as a national monument and cannot be
demdlished. | agree with the view of Dr. R. Nath that
creation and Co‘nstruction should go on but not demolitioni, -
whether it is temple or a mosque. | do not treat the
demolition of the disputed Bhawan on 6" December 1992,
“as f-éir-. - In my view no demolition is fair. Beside, Dr. R.
Nath .a,nd Prof. S.R..v Sharma, | have referred Prof.
Radheyshyam in this regard. Prof.‘ Radheyshyam,
recdgﬂized the place, where building is constructed, as
Janambhoomj as referred in above inscription, docuent
No. 282 C -1/2 and 282 C —f1/3. The above book by Prof. -

Radheys_hyam is with me. | can show it. This reference is



11242
a
. il

gi'\'/ev_nt at page No. 445 of the book written by Prof.
Radheyshyam. Prof. Radheyshyam has not given his
view‘point at page No. 445, except the above two
inscriptions referred as document No. 282,C -1/2 and 282
C -1/3.

Question: Can you file @ photocopy of page No. 445 of the

book in the Court?

| .
Ansv'\_/er:{ Yes. | want to file a photocopy of above page

445 along with the photocopy of page 446.

IAIt is written at page 446 of the above book that |
perhaps during this period, I\/Ieérbaki, commander of Babar
had = demolished the Ramjanmsthan Mandir and
constructed the mosque, as evident from the rock
inscription of mosque. It is also written at page No. 446
that Babar can not be held responsible for the work done
by Meerbaki. . The writer has written his viewpoint in this

last sentence.

Queétion: Prof. Radheyshyam, by using the word
' "Perhaps" at page 446 of his book, made it
clear that this point has not been confirmed by

him ‘and this cannot be said as his viewpoint

that Meerbaki had demolished the

Ramanmsthan Mandir?

Answer: | treat this as his view because he has neither
denied it by stating it as a disputed one at page
No. 445 nor' refused it. The word "Perhaps"
used at page 446 is for "period" and not about
Meerbaki because he held Meerbaki as an

accused for this work and treat Babar as not

guilty .
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‘},Prof. Radheyshyam has said the above fact on the
basis of inscription and not on the basis of other sources.
Prof. Radheyshyam, at page 445 has l‘not denied the fact
that Meerbaki had, on the order of Babar, constructed a
mosque by demolishing a temple, which is a disputed
matt‘er, till today. On this basis, | can say it is a view of
Prof. Radheyshyam. The name ‘of the book by Prof.
Radheyshyam is "Mughal Samrat Babar". This book was
published in 1974 for. the first timé. 'So far | know,

Prof. Radheyshyam is not alive.

Prof. Radheyshyam had not mentioned any source
other than the evaluation of inscription given in the above

book, as a base and whether he had referred any other

source or not, | cannot say. Beside the above three
books, | do not remember any other book in this
connection.

':Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the éttention of witness towards para 13 of his
examination in chief affidavit and asked if the witness has
W'r-itten."the fact in para 13, on the basis of above three
b.oo!ks.' ‘Witness said that beside the above books other
sources are not remembered by me.

y
Question: Whether the sources and Base, other than the
matter written in the bocks By Prof, S.R.
Sharma, Dr. Radheyshyam and Dr. R. Nath
were in your mind while writing the Qara 13 of

your affidavit, or not?

Answer: | have written this fact on :the basis of
inscription réferred in translation of "Tazuk-e-
Babri" written by Athar Abbas Rizvi. All the
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above books confirm the reference given by
Athar Abbas Rizvi. Para —13 of my examination
in chief a.ffidavi.t is based upon this. |
. _ |
Question: Should | treat that this viewpoint, expressed by
you in para =13 of the affidavit is based on the
’ above four books? '
AnsWer:. My view meaning my source is based upon the
' translation df Tazuk-e-Babri, rendered by Dr.

Athar Abbas Rizvi and it is sufficient in itself .

Question: In accordance to your view the inscription in
}
Babri mosque, itself proves that mosque was

cor:lstructed by demolishing the temple?

Answer: . Inscriptions itéelf proves that Meerbaki had
| constructed the new building in place of

i

builqling of Ramjanmsthali. This is my intention.

| Above book by Prof. Radheyshyam was published by
"BiharlGranth'Academy".

'Gaharlwal Dynasty referred in para 7 and 8 of my
examination in chief affidavit, is based on the book by Dr.
Roma Niyogi. | also read the book "Kannauj Ka Itihas" by
Dr. Ahand Mishra, in this regard. Since Dr. Roma Niyogi
has not referred Salar Masood, hence the question of

demolition of temple in Ayodhya does not arise.

Kannauj was specifically referred in the book written
by Dr. Anand Mishra. Gaharwal Dynasty was also referred
in it. This book was published in the decade of 1980. | do
not 'knoW Dr. Anand Mishra. 1| have no knowledge from
where he has done his Ph.D. and in which subject. This

was published by Uttar. Pradesh Hindi Sansthan, Mahatma
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Gandhi Marg, Luckhc_)w. Its first edition was published in
1990‘.' Dr. Anand Swaroop 'I\/Iishra was a D‘éputy Secretary
in Uttar Pradesh Govérnment. The word "Dr." is not
prefixed in his name in the book written by him. It does
not appear from his book that he is a Ph.D. | do not
remember if there is a reference of "Salar Masood" in his
book or not, because | have read this book casually.
Extract from "Meeral-e-Masoodi" was referred in the book
written by "Eliot and Douson". There was no reference
about demolition of a temple of Ayodhya or Satrikh but
demolition of holy places were referred therein. Salar
Masood had not destrdyed_the holy places. These were
destroyed by his army in Satrikh. Learned advocate cross
examining the witness draw the attention of witness
towa.rds.‘para‘ -9 of his examination in chief affidavit and
WaS'aéked whether the temples destroyed in Ayodhya, as
referred, were the holy places of Satrikh? Witness said
that army of Salar Masood had destroyed the disputed site
at Ayodhya. The word Satrikh was used in the book. As
per information avéilable in the book this incident

happened in Satrikh.

Question: | am to say that it is nowhére written in
| "Meerat-e-Masoodi", the extract of which was

shown to you, that Salar Masood and his army

ever Weht to Ayodhya and had vattacked upon

Ayodhya and damaged any temple. What you

have to say in this regard?

Answer: | have, in para —9 of my examination iﬁ chief
affidavit stated that army of Salar Masood had
caused damage to God Ramlalla temple
situated at Satrikh. Satrikh is ‘Ayodhya of to
day and accordingly | have.mentioned the

concerned facts in the affidavit and stated in

4
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the statement. Harish Chander remained the
King from 1194 to 1226 and Ayodhya remained
under his rule. Dr. Roma Niyogi had not written
this fact in her book. This fact that Harish
Chalnder‘was the ruler from 1194 to 1226 and
Ayodhya was under his control, was written in
the book "The Delhi Saltnat" written by R.C.

Majumdar published by Vidya Bhawan, beside .

other books. In addition.to this, in how many
books it is written, | do not remember. This
was referred in fifth or sixth volume of series of
books written by_‘R.C. Majumdar and published
by ‘\/vidya Bhawan. Learned advocate cross
examining the witness draw the attention of

witness towards part of Para -12 of his

examination in chief affidavit that "Heavy‘

casualties were caused during the battle of |

Chanderi" and a Pyramid was made from the
heads of the dead bodies. Witness said that
the detail abdut this fact wes given at page No.
267 —-268 of "Babarnama" translated by Athar
A.bbas Rizvi.

.‘Le'arn‘ed advocéte cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards para 14 of his
examination in chief affidavit. Witness after reading it
said that the fact written therein is not based upon the
book 'but is on the traditions.

Ayodhya is a holy place and birthplace of Rama and
disputed place is a birthplace and | believe it on the basis

of tradition.

~Learned advocate'cross examining the witness draw

the attehtion of witness towards first and second para of
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"Valmiki Ramayana", document No. 261 C -1/1 and 261 C
—1/21 and as'kéd if there was a specific reference about the
birthplace of Ramchanderji. Witness said that a place was
referred therein but which place was jmentioned, | do not

remember.

Question: No specific place was referred in "Valmiki
' Ramayana” where Ramachanderji was stated
to be born or there was a reference by which

the specific place is identified?

(Upon this question, Learned Advocate Shri Ajay Kumar
Pandey, on behalf of plaintiff of Other Original Suit No.
5/89, has raised an objection that this question is being
asked again with a little difference. Hence permission
should not be granted for asking a question again and

again).

Answer:' It is not possible for me, at. present, to
recollect to indentify the definite birthplace of

Shri Ramchander;ji.

I do not remember whether specific place was
mentioned in "Ramcharitmanas" written by Tulsidasji
because | have read "Ramcharitmanas" much before 1
read V.almiki Ramayana. | have casually read the other
Iiter.‘ature, such as Geetawali, Kavitawali, Ramlalla,
Naih'chhu, when | was studying in B.A.  There is no
reference about RamJanambhoomi in Ramcharitmanas.
No demolition‘ of any RamJanambhoomi temple was |,
referred in the literature written by Tulsidas. | have not
read any authentic book of Hindu religion, so | cannot say
about the demolition of RamJanambhoomi temple. The
word “Ti'me immemorial" uséd in second line of ;‘)ara 14 of

my e'xafnination. in chiéf affidavit means s-ihce the time of
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Ramchanderiji. In my view, Ramchanderji was five

thousand years before.

Questio_h: From the words 'five thousand years before', do
you mean the period of Ramchanderji within the
five and half thousand, six thousand or seven

thousand years?

Answer: Determination of time period is not my subject
but according to my knowledge Ramchander;ji '

was about six thousand years before.

Quéj‘sti_on: Some people say that Ramchanderji ‘was more

' than 9 lakhs of year before. What is your view
about this? | ,

Answer: Calculation and determination of time period is

no.t: my subject. Birth time of Ramchanderji can

be decided only on the basis of time calculation

since Treta Yug.

| cannot say how old the mankind is, because
there 'ar'.e various views in this regard. The word "time
imm‘er‘norial" used in second line of para 14 of my
examiné'tion' in chief affidavit means abdut six thousand
year'si before. According ta Hindu tradition, Ramchandraji
was born as an incarnation of Vishnu, six thousand

years before as a son of King Dasratha.

_On!y Archaeologists can tell it. The remains of the
buildings or sub-buildings were six thousand years before
or not. It is not possible that such an old building is in
existence today. In accordance with the tradition, these

Bhawans were from the period of Ramchanderji.
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"I have not read t}he book "The Memoirs of Babar"
written by F.G.Talbot. Learned advocate cross examining
the Wit.nessv- draw the attention of witness towards
document No. 218 C —1/1 to 218 C —-1/20, filed in Other
Orig,inaI‘Suit No. 4/89. Wifness said that | have not read
the book- "Tuzuk—e-Ba.bri, described in the fourth volume
of th'e. book written by "Eliot énd Douson". Further said
that (.‘have read this book casually. | have read the book
"Med,ieval Bharti Sanskriti" written by R.C. Srivastava.
There is no reference about RamJanambhoomi Mandir in
it. | have not read the book "India Distorted a Study of
British Historian on India", written by S.C. Mittal. Its
extracts has been filed in the Court as document No. 323

C -1/1 to 323 C -1/25.

I"have not read the book "The Early History of India”,
written by Vincent A. Smith, filed as document No. 324 C -
1/1 t0 324 C -1/28. ’ |

I hv,ave' not read the book "Hindu World" written by
Benjamin Walker, filed as document No. 318 C —-1/1 to 318
C -1/13. | have read the book "Aain-e-Akbari" in two
volumes written by Abul .Fazal Allami, translation of which

rendered by Blachman.

‘I have not read the book "Aain-e-Akbari" written by
Col. H.S. Jairet, second edition of which was amended by
Yadunath Sarkar and which was filed by document No.
324°C —1/1 to 321 C —1/21.

Question: There is no reference about demolition of
RamJanambhoomi Mandir at Ayodhya in "Aain-

e-Akbari". What you have to say in this régard?
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:
Answer:’

It is
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Ayodhya was referred as an ancient religious
place of India in "Aain-e-Akbari" due to
RamJanambhoomi. N

The word "RamJanambhoomi" was not used in
"Aain-e-Akbari". What you have to say in this

regard? .

Birthplace of Rama was referred in "Aain-e-
Akbari",Volume-II.

It is  written in "Aain-e-Akbari”  that

Ramchanderji was born in Ayodhya. What you

have to say in this regard?
|

)

It was referred at two places in "Aain-e-Akbari",
I}n both the places because of birth place of
Ramchanderji. Ayodhya was mentioned as an
important place for it's being an ancient

religious place.

There is no - reference about any
RamJanambhoomi temple at Ayddhya in "Aain-
e-Akbari"?

It is correct that no RamJanambhoomi temple

was referred in "Aain-e-Akbari".

not correct to séy that there are no historical

evidences in support of the facts mentioned in para 13 and

14 of my examination in chief affidavit.

lf( is also not correct that traditions and customs

referred by me are not recognized as historical evidences.

It is also not correct that Babri mosque was constructed by

demolishing a temple and it was constructed at virgin land.

It is also not correct to say that Namaz was being read
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regularly there‘in since its construction to the night of 22"
Decénﬁbér 1949. |t is also not correct that there was
neither 1an idol in the disputed Bhawan up to 22"
December 1949, nor worship was performed therein. It is
not icorreot'té say that | am prejudice. It is also not
correct that disputed Bhawan was never a birthplace of
Ram"chanderji.

'vv(Cross-examination by  Shri  Zaffaryab  Jilani,
Advocate on behalf of plaintiff No. -1, 6/1, 8/1, Sunni
Cent:r'al Board of Waqf, Jiyauddin vand Maulana

Mahfuzurrehman, concluded).

Verified the statement after reading
' Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

27.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in the Open
Court. In continuation to this suit may be listed for
further Cross-qxamination for 28.4.2005. Witness to be

present.

Sd/-

(Hari Shankér Dubey)
Commissioner
27.4.2005
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Before: - Commissioner Shri Hari Shankar Dubey,
Additional District Judge/Officer on Special Duty, Lucknow

BenCh, Lucknow.

Dated: 28.4.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, Dr Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 27.4.2005, Cross-examination by
Shri: Mushtaq Ahmed Siddiqui, Advocate, on behalf of
plaintiff No.7 of Other Original Suit No. 4/89, continued).

:Disputed Bhawan, at present is situated at Ayodhya.
Ayodhya, at‘present, is a city. | cannot say _in‘which '.
Mohalla. or Village the disputed site is. Ayodhya is in
Faizébaci district. | havé no knowledge about the Tahsil or
Sub-division, where A_yddhya is situated in. |" have no
knowledge about the ward, Ayodhya is situated in. | have
no knowledge about the'area, of disputed site. But it is
situated on a hillock (mound).The disputed site has a large
area. | have -r:wo detailed knowledge that the disputed site
is limited to the mound or spread over to other adjoining
area. |.cannot CorreCtIy say about the length and width
of dis'pu'ted site. | cannot say about the length and width of
the 'disputed site even on assumption. | have no

knov:vléd'ge about the boundary of disputed site.

Que'sti.oh: Do you treat Satrakh and Ayodhya as one and

same place, even today?

(Upon this point Learned Advocate Shri Ajay Kumar
Pand_ey on behalf of plaintiff of Other Original Suit No.
5/89 has raised an objection that this question was asked
before during the Cross-examination. There is no
justification for giving permission to Cross-examine the

Cross-examination.)
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Answer: Satrakh was called Ayodhya. And in this context
| treat it as Ayodhya. ‘
'At'present, Satrakh and Ayodhya are two different
places. | have no knowledge about the Satrakh where, it is

situatéd and its present location, and area.
Question: How far Satrakh is from Ayodhya?

(Upoh‘ this question, Learned Advocate Shri Ajay Kumar
Pande,y, on behalf of plaintiff, of Other Original Suit No.
5/89, has raiéed an objection Whate\)er question being
asked about Satrakh were already asked. Hence
perm'ission forjasking the same question again should not

be granted.)

Answer: | cannot sa'y about the present location of
Satrakh and its distance from Ayodhya. | had,
on the basis of then references, told that

Satrakh and Ayodhya were one and same.”

Aybdhya and Satrakh, both are different places. |
came to know about this only recently i.e. 10-15 days ago.
| have cited the book “Mirat-e-Masoodi” and not the then
tradition and customs aé a source. Wherein, Satrakh was
referred in connection with the Ayodhya. “Mirat-e-
Masoodi” is the same book referred in the book by Eliot
and Dauson. Learned advocate cross examining the
witness draw the attention of witness towards document
nd. 3/5C-1/1 to 3/5C-1/10 and was asked:-

Question: At which place, in the above bo}ok it is written
that Ayodhya and Satrakh are the name of one

and same place?
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(Upon this question Learned Advocate Shri Ajay Kumar
Pandey,.on behalf of plaintiff, Other Original Suit No. 5/89,
has raised an objection that question has already been
asked about the document. Hence permission cannot be

granted for asking the question again.)

Answer: Above extract does not contain the entire pages
~ of book “Mirat-e-Masoodi”. Page no. 532 comes

just after page 513. Hence | would not be able

to say that at what place it is written that

Ayodhya and Satrakh is one and same.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness has
again invited the attention of witness towards the
document no. 319C-1/1 to 319C-1/9 filed vide list
‘document no. 319C-1, in Other Original Suit No, 5/89 and

asked the above question once again.

Queétio_h: Would you please tell, after seeing the
document no. 315C-1/1 to 315C-1/10 and 319C-
11 to 319C-1/9, at which place it is mentioned
that Ayodhya and Satrakh is one and same

place?

(Upon- this question, Learned advocate cross examining
the witness Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey, on behalf of plaintiff
of Other Original Suit No. 5/89 has raised an objection
that\cro'ss-examination has already been done about the
abové dbcﬁment. Heﬁce permission cannot be granted for

cross-examination time and again.)

(Witness has been studying the above extract shown to
him. Hence witness was asked to give reply later on, in

order to save the time.)
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I do not know the year of publicétion of the book by
Eliot ‘an'd Dauson, but it was_publishéd in the twentieth
century. The incidents contained in the book “Mirat-e-
Masbcédi"’ were published in 16" century, are about the
11th~ceh.'tury. Incidents relating to 11" century mentioned
in “Mirat-e-Masoodi” are not found in historical sources of
the period 111 o 16" century. Historians give lot of
impoftance' to the facts given in it. It becomes matter of
surp‘.r’ise if the historical facts, which were not revealed for
the 'I_ast 500 years, suddenly come into light. But if the
facts‘»-vare based upon the then references, the historians

use them as a source.

Manuscript mentioned in “Mirat-e-Maéoodi” was not
available during 11" or 16" century or up to its
publication. The bases of information mentioned therein is
of the period mentioned in the book. Servants of

Subuktgeen was for the, period of 11" century.

“Mullaha Mohd. Gaznavi had written his book in the
11" century. Since the author of “Mirat-e-Masoodi” had
used i-'t,'hence:it gained the importance. Book by Mullaha
Mohd. Gaznavi might be handwritten because Persian
writers used to write in handwriting at that time. Abdul
Rahman Chisti had not reproduced the facts written in
book by Mullaha Mohd. Gaznavi. He cited the extracts of
book, written by Mullaha Mohd. Gaznavi at different
pIac‘éS, in his book. Abdul Rahman Chishti had obtained
the information from the book by Mullaha Mohd. Gaznavi

and cited the references of information from that book.

Qu,efsti‘on: Do you want to say that Abdul Rahman Chisti,

after publication of his book “Mirat-e-Masoodi”
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destroyed the book written by Mullaha Mohd.

Gaznavi, handwritten in 11" century? '
(Upon this 'question Learned Advocate Shri Ved Prakash
on behalf of pléintiff of Other Original Suit No. 5/89, has
raised an objection that witness might not have been
present at the time, the question is being asked about the
time. Witness is a historian. A historian believes upon the
extra:c‘ts, if given in the book, about the earlier sources,
which are not available in original a‘nd unless there is
something written égainst it. In these circumstances the

above question is not worthy.)

(Learned advocate cross examining the witness has
countered the objection saying that Learned Advocate has
not followed the question. Witness is a specialist of "
med'iéval Indian histdry. A number of students had
obtained Ph.D. under. nis guidance and a number of
‘research papers had b_eén published under his ‘guidance.
This- was stated by the witness himself. It appears that
witness is being confused while given the answer through

the objections.)

Answer: Author of “Mirat-e-Masoodi” had not destroyed
the book written by Mullah Mohd. Gaznavi after
it was used by him because there was no
justification in destroying it as in the absence of
this book, relevance of his book would have
been lost. It is said by the authors that the
handwritten manuscript in Persian language by
Mullah Mohd. Gaznavi is not available at

present.

Question: Except the book “Mirat-e-Masoodi” or the fact

based upon the reference of “Mirat-e-Masoodi”,
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1th

if the handwritten bdok of above 1 century, is

fogfnd anywhere; 'if yes, please tell us?
AnsWer:. Reference of this book by Mullah Mohd.
B Gaznavi, except in the book “Mirat-e-Masoodi”
is not found anywhere in any book of 11"

Century to till to day.

! Tradition and system are two different
things.Parampara and Pratha are” System” means the
called tradition and system respectively in the English

¢

language “ System “ means the accreditation for the years
but it keeps on changing. Som}ething is added to this and
sométhing left behind. Tradition is unfailing. Thus it keeps
on going for centuries. History contains tradition and
system both. But tradition however, remains significant.

Tradition can be and is used as a histcrical source.

| have not read the book “Ayodhya” written by Hains

Backer. | have not heard about the book by Hains Backer.

Learned advocate cross examining the witness draw
the attention of witness towards the book “Ayodhya”
Writte'h .by Hains Backer, document no. 120C-1/2 and
asked: |

!

Question: Do you agree with the contents of the chapter-3

of this book. Please tell after reading it.

(Upon this question, Learhed ‘advocate cross examining
the witness on behalf of plaintiff Other Original Suit No.
5/89, has raised an objection that witness has already
stated that he has not read the book “Ayodhya” written by

Hains Backer. Witness has came here to depose in and
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not to translate an extract or to, give brief. Hence

perMission should not be granted to ask such question.)

Ansv,\'/e"r:. | do.not agree with the contents,vof above para,
because Ayodhya was not obscure (7" to 11"
Centu'ry), because political development of
Ayodhya was linked to Kannlauj.'. Since, Mohd.
Gazni could not come to this place so there was

no influence of his attacks.

~“Obscure” | mean reduced political effect.The period
from 7" to 11" century does not fall under the period of
ah'ciient history. Although it also does not fall under the
medieval history because medieval political history began
from 1206. | have stated in the above answer that
Ayodhya falls under the Kannauj. Which | mean Kannauj
was a capital. There was a rule of Rashtrakoot's prior to
the rule of Gaharwal during 7" to 11" century. | have no
knowled'ge of their rule because it is not a subject of my
.stud‘.y._T.he impact of ruvle. of Rashtrakoot's was up to Delhi.
Since province level 'adm“inistration was not in vogue
during 7" to 11'" century, it cannot be said that Kannauj
was a provincial capital or central capital, because every
dynasty had its own capital at different places.

“Satrakh is Ayodhya and Ayodhya is Satrakh” is |
written in document no. 315C-1/3 and 315C-1/4 (page 533
and 534). This fact “At that time Satrakh” is written from
second line of last pafa at page 533 to “the surrounding
country” the fifth line at page 534. Since “Sacred shrine
of the Hindus’'is written in these lines, | am therefore of
this.view that Satrakh was Ayodhya. Similar thing was
written by ‘Hindi tranéla‘tor Dr. Mathura Lal Sharma in the

comment at page 402, in the translated version of the
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, ) . i
original book “Bharat ka Itihas — second volume” written

by Eliot and Dauson.

"The word Ayotha does not figure anywhere in the
above 6 lines. In these lines, Satrakh was described as a
prosperous and wealthy city among the cities of India.
This pla(e was stated to be the center of India. It was also
said that there was an open place where one can hunt. It
is stated therein that Satrakh is a holy place for Hindus
and Masood had established his headquarters there and
sent his army to different dlrectlons from there. Since
sacredehrme is written ‘therein, thrs place cannot be
othe'r than Ayodhya. That is why | have said, Satrakh as
Ayodhya. The matter written in the ahove six lines, was
related to first half of 11" century. | har/e given the brief of
these six lines in my statement. The matter written in
these lines is correct. Reference of the‘book by Mullah
Mohd. Gaznavi is not found in any other book after the
publication of “Mirat-e-Masoodi”. | do not mean that author
had dream about the incidents reI'ating to Salar Masood

written in “Mirat-e-Masoodi”.

Question: Keep “Mirat-e-Masoodi” aside for a while and
tell, is there any reference in any history book
that Satrakh was Ayodhya?

(Upen this qeestion,_ Learned Advocate on behalf of
plaintiff Other Original Suit no. 5/89 ‘has raised an
objeetiorr that this question is based upon concept and
witness being a historian, is not in a position to draw a
fact of history. Hence such question should not be
alIoW_ed.)

Answer: If “Mirat-e-Masoodi” becomee available and it is

accepted, no question of probability would be
.
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left. If we keep the book “Mirat-e-Masoodi”
aside, there will be a vacuum in regard with this
fact that Satrakh is called Ayodhya.

Verified the statement after réading
Sd/-

Dr. Bishan Bahad
' 28.4.2005

Typed by the stenographer as dictated by me in the Open
Court. In continuation to this suit may be listed for further

Cross-examination for 2.5.2005. Witness to be present.

Sd/-

(Hari Shankar Dubey)
- Commissioner
28.4.2005
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Before: . Hon'ble Special Full Bench, High Court,

Luck,nbvy Bench, Lucknow. -

Dated: 2.5.2005
D.W. 13/1-3, br. Bishan Bahadur

(In 'c:onti‘nuation to dated 28.4.2005, Cross-examination by
Shri  Mushtag Ahmed Siddiqui, Advocate, on behalf of
plaintiff No.7 of Other Original Suit No. 4/89, continued).

| | have written in para 2 of my examination in chief
affid'.avit: that 1 have done research on “Hindu Resistance
during' Sultanat period” in medieval history. | got Ph.D. in |
this _sLiject. This period falls in between 1206 AD to 1526
AD. This is the period of Sultanat. Medieval history of
lndia' with an administrative point of view, begins from
1206.,to 1707. “Sultanat” mean the ruler who occupied the
throne of Delhi and the period of their regime is called
the Sultanat period. The regime of Sultanat period was
from 1206 to 1526. Delhi was the main capital during this
periond but with a strategic point of. view some ruler made
Lahore as second capital. Delhi remained the central
capital lltutmish had established the system called “lkta”
during his period. But that system was different from the
system of to-day’s provinces. lltutmish had begun this
system from the beginning when he took over charge i.e.
after _12ﬁ0. At present | remember that Badayun and
Bayan‘a were’ among the important provinces he
established. Territory of their state kept changing up to
1526.

There was a province called Awadh. As per my
knowledge, Awadh province was referred for the first time
in this connection when Iltutmish had appointed his son

Naseeruddin as a Governor of this province. It was be
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around the time of 1225. At theIlt time “Ayodhya” was
under the province of Awadh. Territory of Awadh kept on
changing up to 1526. After the death of Pruthu or Bruthu,
this regivon came under the control of Delhi Sultanat. City
of AAy‘odhya remained under Awadh from 1206 to 1526.
Ayodhya_' was not the capital of Awadh from 1206 to. 1526
‘a'nd.:dL"Jring that time Ayodhya had no importance from the
political point of view. There is no reference whether
Nase‘eru‘«ddin, soh of HHtutmish, on appointment Governor,
had established any capital of the province or not. Capital
of Awadh province could not be established during the
period 1206 to 1526, because this region remained under
thelocal struggle during that time. Faizabad never during
the ‘period 1206 to 1526, remained the capital of Awadh
province. | cannot say whether Faizabad city, during the
péribd 1526 to 15" August, 1947, ever remained the
capi'tai of Awadh province or not. According to some
histdrians, medieval history was from 1206 to 1757 i.e. up
to the battle of Plassey in 1757. | have done in depth
study of medieval histbry up to the period of 1707. | have
studied the history after the period of 1707 casually. |
have done research work in one particular subject of the
“history from 1206 to 1526. o

Y_Te'.mple or mosque of Ayodhya was not the subject
mattér ,df my research called “Hindu Resistance During
Sultanat Period” referred in para-2 of my affidavit i.e. no
subject concérning to the dispute of temple and mdsque. ,
The research work referred in para-2 above had no
relevance about the dispute of temple-mosque of Ayodhya.
The research work had no relation about the matter in

which I am deposing.

- Rule of .Gaharwal dynasty remained up to 1226. It

would not be correct to say that Gaharwal dynasty came to
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an énd in the year 1193 because Jaichand died in 1194,
Rulé'of Sharkies of Jaunpur remained from 1393 to 1479.
During this period Ayodhya was under the rule of Sharki
ruler'.. | ‘do not agree with this view that Ayodhya was the
capital of Awadh proVince' during the period of Sharki
rules, e'xcluding the peAriod from 1206 to 17'" century. It is
correct that Awadh province was there during this period
and - its heads were appointed. These heads were i
sometime called by the name of Governor, sometime by
the name of Subedar and sometimes by the name of
Ekta_‘dér.' It is correct fhat during the period of Sultanat,
Muslim :person always reméined the head of Awadh

province.

'No-i.hihg has been written about the present temple-
mosque dispute in the book “History of world” referred in
para_—5 of my affidavit. This book contains the details of
Worl'd‘history‘after the year 1453 and that is too for the
students. There is no reference about the history of India
in this book. | can only say about the matter referred in
para-6 of my affidavit, if any reference about 18'" century
figures that there was a tradition during the 12" century,
it should be treated as a source of history for the

purpose of 12" century.

| Tradition, | mean', unfailing belief or faith, which is
continuing since from ages and system, | mean, which
keeps on changing. There is no need for any source to
know about tradition and sometime tradition becomes a

historical fact.

Question: Would you examine whether a tradition is
continued for ages or not if a question about a

particular tradition is put up before you?
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Answer: Yes, it will be done but doubtful tradition is not

examined.

Whether any par.ticular tradition is doubtful and
doubtleés, it depends upon the fact whether the tradition
is widely recognized or thére is no dispute about it. In that
case there is no need for further examination and if people
have any differences about any particular tradition and
they are not "unanimous, in that case it should be
examined from- the point of view whether it can be

reco‘gnized as a tradition or not.

Question: It is said that at the time when Rama went to
exile, by Rama. Peo'ple started crying. Than
Rama consoled the people and asked them “not
to cry” “Ro Nahin”, after that the said place has
been named as “Ronahin’. Should it be called a

tradition with reference to historical status?

Answer: Such myth or local saying can be rejected or
accepted in the history. From the historian’s
point of view it can be accepted for certain '

period and cannot be accepted for a period.

" Ruler of Gaharwal 'Dynasty had not established the
province like established during Sultanat-period or today.
Kannauj had been the Capital of Gaharwal Dynasty. | have
written in para 7 of my affidavit that Indradev had made
Kannauj as h-i:s first capital and Kashi as a second capital.
Kashi was given the status of second capital from the
strategic. point of view but Kannauj remained the main
capital. 'ﬂts period was from 1085 to 1100. Prior to 1085,
Faizabad was under the Ka}nnauj. Chander Dev had
conqu'er:ed Banaras. Madan Chander, after Chanderdev,

was also called as Madanpal or Madandev. Being a
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historian | am of the view that Madanchander and !
Madanpal of Madandev is one and same person who ruled
from 1100 to 1110. Similarly 'Govindchand and
‘Gov‘i‘}n,dc.hand Dev was also one and same ruler, \who ruled
frorﬁ_ 1110 to 1176. ‘Capital of the ruler of Gaharwal
Dynasty, who -ruled from 1194 to 1226, cannot be
ascértained because he Consténtly remained in fight with
the ruler of :then Sultans of Delhi. Territory of Harish
Chander also cannot be ascertained because he remained .
in fi'ght ‘with the Sultans bf Delhi during h is tenure.
Ayodhya, certainly was under him, but how much area was
under - him, it cannot be ascertained because of above
reasons. No reference is found in the history books that
durihg the regime of King Harish Chander, i.e. 1194 to
1226,‘A:yodhya was the capital. | have on the basis of
reference given in the book “Tabkat-e-Nasiri” written by
historiah Shri Minhauzuddiﬁ Siraj, said that Ayodhya was
not under the regime of King Harish Chander of Gaharwal

Dyna‘sty.

Question: According to you, what was the térritory, capital
of King Harish Chander of Gaharwal Dynasty
and where he remained is not definite. Even
then you are of the firm view that he ruled over

Ayodhya. What you have to say in this regard?

Answer:  “Pruthu” or “Brithu” of Harish Chander
constantly remained in fight with the army of
Sultans of Delhi, in the territory of Awadh or
Ayodhya, reference of which was given by
Minhazuddin Siraj. It was stated therein that
one lakh twenty thousand soldiers were killed
during that fight, which is not possible during

one battle_. Because there ! was regular fight,
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hence | am of the view that Ayodhya under

Harish Chander’s territory.

This struggle was for the entire Awadh province.
Because Ayodhya was not referred in the region
conquered by Sultans, 'hence the impression gathers that

Ayodhya was under the rule of Harishchander.

Verified the statement after reading
| Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

2.5.2005

Typéd by the stenographer as dictated by us in the Open
Court. In continuation to this suit may be listed for
further Cross-examination for 3.5.2005. Witness to be

preéent..

Sd/-
2.5.2005
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Before: Hon'ble Special Full Bench, High Court,

Lucknow Bench, Lucknow.

Dated: 3.5.2005

DW. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur
(In confinuation to dat'edb2'.5.2005, Cross-examination by
Shrii Mushtaq Ahmed 'Siddiqui, Advocate, on behalf of
plaintiffNo.? of Other Original Suit No. 4/89, continued).

~Awadh province was among the provinces conquered |
by Sultans. Sultans had not conquered the entire territory
of Gaharwal Kings, a major portion remained
uncohﬁquéred. Sultans" had Qonquered a part of present
Bulandshahar, called Indersthan; Kashi and Kaushik and
the territory of Ayodhya, under Pruthee or Bruthee, the
theni ruler, 'W.as remained unconquered and situation of
struggle continued. | have said the above facts on the
basié of “Tabkat-e-Nasiri”. Bulandshahar was a part of
Awadh, under the empire of Gaharwal Kingdom. Again
said'_that Bulandshahar was not under the Awadh province
but was a part of Gaharwal Kingdom. At that time, the
entire area, excluding Kannauj, was under the Awadh
province. Northern part of Kannauj was under Awadh
province at that time. Volunteer : that except the area from
Kannaujv, the entire area to Ayodhyé was under the ruler of
Gaharwal Dynasty, where struggle was struggle was
continuing. Kannauj was under the ruler of Gaharwal’s and
that wag their capital. | am saying this on the basis of
facts written in the book “Gaharwal Dynasty” by Dr. Roma
Niyogi and other books and fact about the struggle, on the
basi_s’ of “Tabkat-e-Nasiri”. How many regions were under
the jurisdiction of Sultans, during the period 1206 to 1260,
was referred in “Tabkat-e-Nasiri”. Other books were also

based on this book. The original book “Tabkat-e-Nasiri” is
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in Persian language, its English translation was rendered
by “Ranking”. | have read its extracﬁ in the book “The
history of India as told by its own historians”. The entire
book “Tabkat-e-Nasiri” was translated by Ranking. | have
read its extracts given in other books. | have read the
extracts of “Tabkat-e-Nasiri"’ in the book “History of India
as told by its own histo.rians” by Eliot and Douson. | have
read about the area conquered by Sultans, referred in my
statement above, in the following boaoks:- ‘Foundation of
Muslim rule in India’ written by Dr. A.B.M. Habibullaha,
‘Comprehensive History of India’, ‘“The Delhi Sultanat’
written by Pr(gf. Habib and K.A. Nizami, ‘StrUggIe for
empire’ 'edi‘ted by R.C. Mazumdar, Vidyabhawan series,
‘Crisent in India}’ written by Prof. S.R. Sharma. Besides, all
the books are in standard works. All these books contain
the details of the areas conquered by early Sultans.
Ayodhya and a large area was not included in it because it
was. referred in the book “Tabkat-e-Nasiri’ written by
Minhazuddin that Pruthu or Bruthu was the ruler of that
area. Prof. R.C. Mazumdar has written that Pruthu or
Bruthu were under the King of Gaharwals. But Pruthu or
Brtﬁhu came under Harish Chander after the defeat of
ruler of Gaharwal Dynasty and after the loss of Kannauj.
Pruth:u or Bruthu never remained independent rulers .The
head quarters of their regime had never been at other 'l
placés except Ayodhya. Again said that their capital was
Ayo_dhya only. Rule period of Pruthu or Bruthu begans
‘durihg‘the period of Ha_riéh Chander and came to'an end in
1226. Their rule was in the region of Gaharwal Dynasty,
which was never con'qu‘ered by Sultan of Delhi. Rule
period of Har'ish Chander was from 1194 to 1226. Since
Pruthu or Bruthu were under Harishi‘7Chander, the part,
which was not owned by Sultans of Delhi was also under -
the control of Harish Chander. Struggle continued there

for a Iohg time, wherein one lakh twenty thousand people
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d'i'e'd‘,z as referred by Minhazuddin in his book “Tabkat-e-
Nasiri”. Madan Chander, ruler of Gaharwal Dynasty,
(Madanpal/Madandev) had ruled independently from 1100
to 1110. Territdry, referred in para-7 of my affidavit was
under the control of Chanderdev because he was from the
dynaé'ty of Gaharwal.

vv“S,atrikh” was also under the ruler of Gaharwal
dynasty. But Satrikh was referred only in ‘the book “Mirat-
e-Masoodi” with reference to attacks by Gazani. Satrikh
was..under the king of Gaharwal’s dyrlwasty but this word
was A~‘r'10t referred in the original sources for the period -
1206 to 1226. In my view Satrikh was undoubtedly under
the vG.aharwal Empire because it was referred only in
“Mirat-e-Masoodi” with reference to attacks by Gazani.
Durirg the period from 1206 to 1226, Satrikh was under
the fegit»n of Ayodhya. About the fact that Satrikh during
thatftim:e was under thve Ayodhya regibn, | came to know

about it during the study of history.

- In addition to Jaunpur, Ayodhya was under the
empi‘re of Sharki Dynasty i.e. the area under the present
Faizabad district was under the then empire of Sharki
dynésty. | am not sure if the present area of district
Sultanpur, Banaras, Pratapgarh, Gonda, Azamgarh was
under the then empire of Sharki dynasty or not. But this
muoh | am sure that the area which comes under the
present district of Faizabad, was definitely under the

Sharki Empire.

‘Malik Sarvar was deputed by Delhi to oversee the
affairs of Jaunpur and he had established the Sharki
dynasty there. '
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_.'Attention of witness was drawn towards the first four

11

lines of the book * A'yodhya written by’ Hains Backer
“Mohé‘mmad Tughlag ................... independence” of
second para at page 133 of part one, book “Ayodhya”
document no. 120 C-1/2. Witness said that | have already
stated above that Sharki dynasty was established by the
person deputed from Delhi and the same fact is written in
it. | don’t have any disagreement with the fact written in
it. Sharki Empire came to an end in 1479 when its ruler
“Hussain Shah Sharki” fled to Bengal. There is no dispute
aboui that Awadh also come under the Sharki Empire of
Jaunpur_'as mentioned in the above para of this -book.
AboUt;the extract of the opinion of Abbas Khan Serwani
given in'_second para of page 133 of part one of the book
‘Ayodhya” docu-fnent No. 120 C-1, it cannot be said how
far it is correct because Abbas Sahab had written the
histdry of the period of Sher Shah Suri and the period
mentioned in the above part was earlier to that period i.e.
almost about 70 years before the period of Sher Shah
Suri. Abbas Khas Sherwani was contemporary to Shershah
Suri. The fact given in para 2 at page 133 of the book
“Ayd_dhya” by Shri Abbas Khan, cannot be treated as a
C‘Ont'erhporary source. If a person, living in a particular
period, or a person in whose presence the things
happened, write about these incidents later, these are
treated as a contemporary evidences and if a person who
was not present at a partivcular tim‘e and he narrdte the
things later, on the basis of sayings, and he treat the
‘sayings as correct then that will be treated as a

contemporary source.

| It is correct if the fact giVen in a history book is not
supported by evidences, than it will not carry the
importance. It is also correct th_at historians write the basis

or source in their footnote about the fact given in their
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bOoks.'Geography of history means the reference of area,
defj_hitesite and circumstantial referénce concerning to
hist¢ry given in the history. Refereﬁces about culture,
social, religious, political and militancy are also included
in it. .It is not necessary that the then people associated
with the abov‘e organizations be men'tio‘ned in the history.

| do not agree with the contents of para 2 at page
130_.of part-I of the book “Ayodhya” by Hains Backer that
double struggle during the 13" and 14" cer‘1tury was
happenéd in between Suvbédar of Awaidh and Saltanat of
Delhi. | also do not agrée with the facts‘y‘writt.en in this para
that Subedar,of Awadh had strengthened their portion by
fortif‘icat.ion d‘f capital. It is correctly written in that para
that-"according: to William - Finch fort of Ayodhya was
constructed 400 years ago. Further said that it is correct
that William Finch went to Ayodhya in between 1608 to
1611, But | do not agree with the fact tHat Eort of Ayodhya
might had been constructed ih and around 1208 because
William Finch had not cited any base in support of the
abO\'_/elstate'd .advice. | do agree that it was referred in the
book~by'Wi'lliam Finch that fort was constructed 400 years
befo“re.

-I cannot say whether the matter written in this para
on the basis of reference of said Prabh Suri that - “Saryu
River swept away the walls of fort”, isicorrect or not
because | have not read her book. In fhe lést sentence in
para-3 at this page it is written Corréctly that Sultan of
Delh‘i‘, Balban had killed Amin Khan and hanged him at the
gate of Awadh. |

| do not agree with the contents written in the
beginning of the para that Amin Khan was hanged
becéuse' he was defeated and not because that fort would
have gained the importance. The writer, in this para had
mentioned that Sultan had hanged the dead body of Amin

Kharj,5‘ih anguish because of his defeat and not to show
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the utility of the gate and wall of the fort. | He hanged his
body at the gate as a punishment for defeat. The period
when the body of Amin Khan was hanged was written
CorreCt. | have no knowledge about the footnote-6 at the
page. Hence | cannot say whether it is correct or not. |
agree with the contents of last para at this page that
Ayodhya greatily prospered during the Tuglak dynasty i.e.
during 14" Century. Volunteer : that in. my view prosperity
was revived again. | cann‘ot say if tlflle matter written in

this para, that "Muslim population living in between the

ared of:northern and Swargdwar Ghats of Ramkot had
registered aniincrease” is correct or not.

I do not agree with the contents that there was a
hillock named Shah Madar Mokana Ghat situated in the
south, among fhe various hillocks in hetween Swargdwar
and Ramkot and there were a number of ruins of muslim
population in between these hillocks. | have not read the
histdry book written by Mujib, referred in footnote-6 (page
130). _

It is correct that “Ain-ul-Mulk Multani” continued to
fight'v'vith the rebels of.Ayodhya for the Saltanat and with
the help of his brothers succeeded to save Ayodhya city
for Saltanat. This s.truggle with the rebels was not related
to religion but it was for continuing the 'political power. In
myl\'/i‘ew, Ain-ul-Mul Multani had turned the Hindu rebels in
his favour. It is correct that people from Delhi, migrated
from Delhi,out of anguish because of the behaviour of
Mohmad-bin- Tuglak. There were other reason for which :
peoble -migrated to Awadh and Jafarabad. Further
Volu‘nteer . that Delhi was never deserted. However,
some people had migratéd for various reasons. One of the
reasons was famine and inflation. |

-~ The matter written i‘n b-this para is correct that some
people, who migrated from Delhi, formied a.n alliance with

Ain-ul-Mulk Multani and his brothers and some of. them
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were given villages. | do not agree Wit{,‘h the matter written
in, this- para that "Mohamad-bin-Tuglak had himself left
Délhi and rehabilitated at the present Samshabad, neare
S'Wérgd\)\/ar from De‘Ihi”. As per my knowledge Samshabad,
at present is in Farukhabad district. As per my knowledge
Sultéfh had never left Delhi. Rehabilitation near
Sams‘”hvabad méans he ‘had_ despatched relief material to

i

the people.
~ Prof. Maihandi Hussain had written in the book

“‘Tug_.lak Dynasty” that relief was sent to all the.places of
Samshabad and Doaba affected by famine. | cannot cite

any other book -or give reference from any authenticated
documents ,wherein it was stated that Mohmad-bin-Tuglak
hadmigratedlrfrom Delhi in dr around 13‘37, due to famine.

'-As per my knowledge, the matter written in footnote- -
5(pa'ge11.31) is not correct fhat prosperity of Awadh had
affected the Sultans of Delhi. Howevef this is correct that
Awadh was very prospérous at that time. | don’t remember
whether Sultan had removed Ain-ul-Mulk Multani from
Subéd’af or n‘ot. It is not correct that Ain-ul-Mulk Multani
had . resigned - from his post. The correct position is that
Ain—UIQMluItani revolted on the instance of his brothers and
supporters and had fbught a battle, in which he was
defeated.

Verified the statement after reading
- Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

3.5.2005

|
Typed by the Stenographer as dictated by us in the Open

Cour!. In continuation to this suit may be listed for further
Cross-examination for 4.5.2005. Witness to be present.

Sd/-
3.5.2005
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Befor.e:‘ Hon’ble Special Full Bench, High Court,

Luck.n'ow B'enich, Lucknow.

Dated: 4.5.2005
DW. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 3.5.2005, Cross-examination by
Shri Mushtaq Ahmed Siddiqui, Advocate, on behalf of
plaintiff No.7 of Other Original Suit No. 4/89, continued).

“Tabkat-e-Nasiri” is a original source. That is why, not
only me but other histdrians too, treat it as an authentic.
This lbvok is voluminous, running into about 700-800
pagéis‘s. This is a single book and not a compilation of many
books. I_1t would not be correct to say that this book is a
compiiation of 23 books but is in 23 volufnes. [ have not
read about the political, governmental and militancy
activities of othér cities other than Ayodhya city. Ayodhya
was -not a political seat or capital of Awadh province
durihg the period from 1206 to 1707. Ayodhya remained
the capital of Awadh from time to time. My earlier
statement is correct that Ayodhya was not a capital of
Awa.dh during the period from 1206 to 1526. My earlier
statement is at page 161. The statement that “Ayodhya
Wés'_not politically important from the pblitical point of view
dur‘ihg‘ the period from 1206 to 1526”, is also correct.
There is no contradiction between my statement of today
and earlier statement, because | had made my statement
keeping inview the context of the question in mind. | am
giving answer today with reference to the context question
asked fdr about. On this point, Learnéd advocate cross
examining the witness - draw the attention of witness
towé'rds_ th‘e first para of chapter-8 at page-125 of
docume.nt no. 120 C-1/2. - '
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Witn’éss after reading it said that | do not agree with the
cont‘ehts of this para, particularly with the first sentence.
Islamism in admini_stravtive field began from 1226 is not
co'-rr'ecf because control of Nassiruddin Mahmood was very
vv..e.a'k.'lt appears that administrative rule of Sultans of
Delh"i; was established during the period of Balban. | agree
with this. The remaining facts written in this para are
perhaps based on local situation. Histqrians do accept thé

|
Iocal_basis only if these are supported by evidences.

~ Witness after reading the last three lines of fourth

paré’ ;.é't 'pagelno. 129 of this book document no. ‘120 C-1/2
said that | agree with the_m_atter written in it. But | am not
able to understand the purport of the "alphabet “B”.
Witrjreisé after:reading the first line of fi_ifth para at this page
said that sin¢e | have not read Goswamy hence could not
say -i.f the matter written therein is correct or no. | do not »'
agree- with the matter written in the second line because |
have read in other books that concept of Ramdurg was
theré be‘Fore 16'" century. But | do not remember the name

of books.

" Babar‘h.ad taken over the control of Ayodhya from
Baijeéd after defeating him: Headquarter of Baijeed was in
Ayodhya. It is not correct to say that Baijeed was under
the control of ruler of Delhi. Baijeed had declared himself
as ém independent and had established his own rule.
Military of Babar, under the leadership of Meerbaki, had
defeated Baijeed. Period of Baijeed was contemporary to
the middle period of Ibrahim Lodi. But would not be able
to say about the exact time period, when it began and
when it came to an end. In my vilew,w the rule period of
Baijeed was for 5 to 10 years. Refere!nce is found in the
history book that military of Babar had defeat of Baijeed.
This fact is found in the biography of Babar “Tazuk-e-
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Babri” and “An empire builder of the‘ sixteenth century”
written by Rushbook Williams. Reference about defeating
the B'aijeed by the army of Babar is also found in the book
“Mughal Empire in India” written by Shri S.R. Sharma. Shri
S.R. Sharma had also written the other books about the
mediaeval history. One of the book is “Making of Modern
India”f is about modern history. | have not read the book “A
brief 'survey of human history” written by Shri S.R.
Sharma. | have read the book “The religious policy of the
Mughals™ written by Shri S.R. Sharma. Shri S.R. Sharma
is recognized as a authentic historian by others and me. |
have read the book “Mughal empire in India” written by
Prof. S.R. Sharma. This book does not contain the
refe'rencie about demolition of Ramjanambhoomi
(Volunteer: that his book contains the reference about
victory over Awadh province by the commandant of Babar,
Meerbaki). There is also no referenceﬁ in the book ’about
demolition of aﬁy temple on the order EOf Babar. This book
does not contain the reference about the demolition of any
temple in Ayodhya by the army of Babar. (He himself
stated that there is reference about it, in other books)
(Upon this point, Learned advocate cross examining the
witness has filed the self attested photocopies of title
pagek, introduction and. page no. 12 to 34 of the book
“I\/IughaIAempire in India" Writteh by Prof. S. R. Sharma, as
dacument no. 283 C-1 to document no. 284 C-1/1 to 284
C-1/14). | agree with the matter written in para-two at
paéé-33 of the above book “Mughal Empire in India” that
Babar had ever demolished the temple of Hindus or
caused atrocities on Hindus on the basis of religion. | do .
not agree with the contents of last line of this, para. '
Accbrding to which Babar used to give equal importance to
Hindr,L‘ls serving him, Iiike Turki Amiers. Historians differ
'abo'ut'fth'e authenticity ‘of’the said will of Babar. Prof. S.R.

Sharma- referred the will of Babar in his above book at
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page-33. But he has hdt written in it whether he agree with

the matter written therein or not.’

It "is correct that Prof. S.R. Sharma has not
expressed any doubt about the above will but at the same
tirr'we:}h‘e has not expressed his agreement with.

- . t

1 have heard the name of Prof. R. Nath with
refekénoe to mediaeval history. He is recognized as a
authentic histofian of Architecture.,lfhave not read the
book “History of Mughal Architecture” written by Prof. R.
Nath. He has been a Professor in Rajasthan. The book
“Th‘e_' religious policy of the Mughals” written by Prof. S.R.
Shafmad so far | remember, was published in 1936.
Accqrding to preface  of the book '*‘Mu'gbhal empire in
India’(eleventh edition) written by him, published in 1934
for the first time. It was referred at page-9 of the book
“The: religious policy of the Mughals", written by Prof. .
Sharma that on the order bf Babar, temples in Ayodhya
Weré'de‘rnolished and buildings were constructed in place
of these temples. |, on the basis of matter written in the
translation of the book “Tuzak-e-Babri” rendered by
Sayyed Athar Abbas, treat the matter written therein as
Corr'ect.:There is no reference in the auto-biography of
Babar about the order of Babar for demolition of temple
and.-Cohstruction of building in placel of that. “Tuzak-e-
Babri” was written by Babar as his auto-biography. In the
auto-ibiogyraphy there is no appendix, given by translator
abouf the matter of outer part and inner part of the
building. Translator has also not included the appendix as
a text-part. However he reproduced the inscriptions in the

outer or inner part of the building as a appendix.

Translation of original inscription is as under: -

"Meerbaki, according to the order by Babar, had
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constructed a, high rise building for landing down the
angels.” In the above inscription, there is no mention
about the demolition of temple. However on the basis of
refere,nc'e about the place where angels are landed down,
itis ,cﬁOnCIu.ded that tﬁefe was a temple earlier also. In this
inso_fiption, the place of landing down the angels was
referred in connection about the earlier building and not in
connection with the building constructed by Meerbaki. | do
not ré'member, if S.S. Baverij had written anything about
the lines concerning to the place df landing down of
angels. Shri Sayyed Athar Abbas Rizvi had translated the
above inscription only. He had not given any comments on
the basis of!translation of the said inscription by Shri
Athar Abbas Rizvi. On the basis of the same lam of the
opinion - that there was a temple, at a place where
Meerbaki construct.ed the building. The first three lines of
the Hindi version of the said inscription, as given by Shri
Rizvi in" his translation (witness said after seeing the
d‘ocu_'m:ent no. 282 C-1/2) are the basis of my opinion about
the exis_tence of temple at the place where Meerbaki
constructed a building later. | am not making the base any
other inscription of the building as a base for my above
opin.ion. Other historians like Dr. R.Nath, Dr.
Radheyshyam, Prof. S.R.Sharma had also made it as a
base for saying that Meerbaki had not constructed the

disp>uted building in virgin land.

.. It is correct that historians had not associated the
matter written in the inscription about the places for
landing down the angels with the earlier building. But
these historians perhaps had made these words as a base
that there was a temple before it. It is correct that no
straight forward meaningv of demoli{i?fon of a teniple is
emergeé from the words of inscription. In my view the

‘place for landing down -the angels was referred for the
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building prior to the building constructed by Meerbaki and
| am also of the view that there was a temple prior to
construction of building because idols of Dieties were
theré,‘ hence it was called a place for landing down the
ange.l‘é and a new building was constructed by demolishing
the temple. This view of mine is based on the above
inSchﬁon.

y ._: Witness after seeing the book “History of Mughal
Arch'i‘tecture” said that | have not read this book. Witness
after seeing the document no. 197 C-2/2 said that | agree
with t‘h'e matter written therein that Babar had given a new |
dimensicn to the Horticulture in Hindusthan and he himself
was a great poet and writer.

 | agree with the matter, written therein that Babar
used to appreciate the natural beauty i.e. ﬁe had a
inherent liking for the natural beauty.

“Witness after readlng the document no. 197 C-2/2
said that this, cannot be called as dedlcated to Babar by
Dr. R. Nath. Rather it can be called as, an appreciation of
Babar | |

- | have not heard the name of Dr. Z.A. Desai.
Verified the statement after rea(éig/g

Bishan Bahad

4.5.2005

Typéd b?y the " stenographer as dictated by us in the Open

Court. In continuation to this the may be listed for further
Cross-examination for 5.5.2005. Witness to be present.

Sd/-
4.5.2005
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Before:  Hon’ble Special Full Bench, High Court,
Lucknow Bench, Lucknow. ’

Dated: 5.5.2005
DW. 13/1-3, Dr. Bishan Bahadur

(In continuation to dated 4.5.2005, Cross-examination by
Shrii Mushtaq Ahmed Siddiqui, Advocate, on behalf of
plaihtiff No.7 of Other Original Suit No. 4/89, continued).

There used to be historians in the court of
Kings/Emperors. But it would not be >appr'opriate to call
them as courtier historians because they were dependent
and they lived in his shelter and used to get pay. Article
of such historians are beliéved but were examined with
due care and only there after the matter written by them
use to be believed and_t'reatéd as a source. | do not
remember when ‘Tabkat-e-Nasiri” was published for the
first time. There might be a reference in th}e book “History
of India as told by its own historians” by Eliot and Dauson.
Since “Tabkatie-Nasiri” was dedicated to Nassiruddin
Mahmood, it would have been published during his period
i.e. in or arouhd 1260. The book “Mirat-e-Masoodi” by
Abdul Rahman Chisti was written in the last phase of 16
Centvury or in the beginning of 17" century. It would be
correct to say that “Tabkat-e-Nasiri” was written 400 years
beforé the creation of “Mirat-e-Masoodi”. There is no
reference about the attack on “Satrakh” by Sayyed Sallar
Masood in 1032-1033. (Volunteer : that King Akbar had
told some person, that they could write down about the
ne\;v' happening in the history. A number of books were
written in this context. “‘Mirat-e-Masoodi” is perhaps one of
them.ﬁ It is merely a book only). | am of the view that the
matter written in “Mirat-e-Masoodi” was published for the :

first time and there is no reference about it, in any
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manuscfipt or history. Might be possible, that he might
have got the reward for the book by Akbar because it was
a cu’storh of that period. | treat that book as reliable
because a number df hew facts were written in it and
sources of these information were also detailed therein
like information was given from the sources of Mullaha
Mohmad Gaznavi. Mullaha Mohamad Gaznavi was the
servant of Mahmood Gaznavi and Subuktgeen and various
inform_ations was given through his references. That is
Why' it .is be|ieved as reliable. Sall‘ar Masood was a
nephew (sister’'s sons) of Mahmood Gaznavi. No reference
is found in  "Tabkat-e-Nasiri” about the demolition of

temple or attack on Ayodhya by Sallar Masood.

(At this point Learned advocate cross examining the
‘witness -has filed the self attested title page, contents and
pagé 259 to 281 of thé book “The history of India as told
by its own historians” as document no. 286 C-1/1 to 286
C-1/14. Witness told about the word “Masood” referred at
page 273 of 'the book thaf this Masood is not a Sallar
Mascod. He was son of Mah}mood Gazni of Gazni. Witness -
aftef reading the last two lines at page - 269 and last line
of fi.rs.t para at page no. 270, said that these facts were
written about Mahmood Gazna\)i and not about the Sallar
Masood: Volunteer : that Sallar Masood came in 1032, as
refe.rre'd' in “Mirat-e-Masoodi”. Therefore, there is no

refekencﬁe about him in these facts.

Question: According to you “Tabkat-e-Nasiri” is very
important book and it contains the incidents up
to 1259 and details about the attack on
Somnath temple and demolition of idols, by
Mahmood Gaznavi. Would you ‘please tell why
the details about demolition of temples and

attacks on Satrakh and Ayodhya by Sallar
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Masood in 1032—1033, was not referred in

“Tabkat-e-Nasiri”?

Answer:. I\/linhazuddihg Siraj, author of “Tabkat-e-Nasiri”
4.~ did not know about the invasion and arrival of
Sallar Masood in India as it was mentioned at

tHe,end of 16" century . Hence he had not

given the reference about it in his book.

"It is correct that invasion by Sallar Masood did not
come to light upto 16”‘»century. Hence its réference is not
found..in “Tabkat-e-Nasiri”. The fact about the attack by
Sallar Masood is correct because there is reference about

the information provider.

Question: Do you, as a historian treatiithe jncidents i.e. so
called attack by Sallar Masood, which did not
come to light for about 500 years, according to
you, and no other book except the book “Mirat-

e-Masoodi” refers about it as reliable.

Answer: | treat it as a reliable, because Eliot and
Dauson had included this manuscript in his
book “History of India as told by its own

historians” and thus shown its importance.

‘The above book by Eliot and Dauson was published
in 1867 for the first time, eight hundred fifty years after
the .incident. (Volunteer : that this is not a book by Eliot
and Dauson, it was produced by translation on the basis of
thlén'_ sources. It means this book was not written by him. |
h'avé not read the full text of “Mirat-e-Masoodi”. | have
read the part given in second edition of the book by Eliot
and Dauson. | do not agree that Abdul Rahman Chishti

Sahab had written his book “Mirat-e-Masoodi” on the basis N
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, i '
of a_'dream tecause he had cited the basis at a number of

places, but he had also mentioned about the dream in it

| have read the translated versicn of the inscription
“Samrat‘ Babar” fixed at the disputed Bhawan by Dr.
Radheyshyam. He also narrated the same thing as said by
Sayyved Athar Abbas Rizvi in the translation in his book.
Dr. Radheyshyam had also given his comments and view
after translation. From the translation of above inscription
by ‘Dr.v Radheyshyam it is not clear that temple was
d.emfolished. He, however in his comments at page 445-
446, said that Meerbaki, as said on the order by Babar,
had constructed the mosque by demolishing the temple.
I hat'e not read the translation of the above book |,
rendered by somebody else. The abeve inscription was
also translated in English also. But | have not read any
such translation. According to Dr. Radheyshyam it is said
that temple was demollshed and mosque was Constructed
in its place and he did not accused Babar for this. Dr.
Radheyshyam had not analyzed the place for landing

down the angels in his .Comment.

Witness after seeing ‘the book “Epigraphia Indica”
edited by Dr. Z.A. Desai .and published by A.S.l.
(document no. 198 C-2/90) (Suit no. — 5/89) said that he
has not read the book. There is no mistake in the English
translation of the inscription fixed in the mid of the
disputed bhawan, at page — 59 (document no. 198 C-2/96)
Coneerning to book “Epigraphia Indica”. Translation of the
abovsz |nscr|pt|on was not analyzed in the above book
“Epigraphia Indica”. It is correct that there are comments
about the inscription fixed at the disputed bhawan under
the 'h,ead “Inscription dated A.H.-935i from Ayodhya” at
page — 58. This comment does not contain the analysis of

the translation of inscription under the comments under
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|
the Said'title;"there is no reference about the existence of
a temple and demolition of it, at the disputed site.
Volunteer : that the Engllish translation of the concerned
inscri.pti'on is given at page — 59 of the book. Its first and
second line is very important, which means, on the order
by Babar a high rise building was constructed and in the
sechd line it is clear from the sentence - “This
descend:ing'piaoe of the angels” that%it was a place and
not a-building, for descending the angels.In the first line of
the English translation , there is a mention about the
building touching the Sky . It means the high rise
building.

Question: | am to say that meaning ofﬁthe second line, as
stated by you, is not corréot. It is very clear
from the second line that this entire sentence
was for the building constructed by Meerbaki.

What you have to say in this regard?

AnsWer:j | do not agree with this meaning. If, first,
second and third lines are read together, it
becomes clear that Meerbaki, had on the order
by Babar, constructed a high rise building at a
placé which was meant for descending the

angels.

-‘The question about agreement or disagreement with
the matter written in the para - “The Government------------
---------------- William Finch” at. page 131 of the bock
“Ayodhya” written | by’ Hains Backer, does not arise,
becausé the author himself, had presumed on the basis of
conjuncture. It is }correct that William Finch had written
a.bc‘)ut.Ayodhya on the basis of collected information.
Sorﬁe of the information, on the basis of‘ which, William

Finc.'hjhad stated some facts, some of which might be
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|

correct and some might be incorrect. ';lt can be said only
after _exémination that which information is correct and
WhichAis incorrect. The matter written in the first line of
the paré, referred above at page no. 131 and contents in
support at footnote — 6 are based upon presumption.
Presumption was clearly mentioned in the second line of
the footnote 6 at this pége was written by author on the
basis of witnessing directly . It was not written on the
basis of conjuncture or presumption. Since he had stated
this on witnessing directly on site hence it might be
correct. On the basis of present ruins, authors projection
about a grand Governmental Palace was based upon his
individual evolution. ol

Nothing against the facts written in para-1 at page
132-13‘3 (Which goes from “In Summarizing” to “Holy
Ground”) has come to my notice. Similarly nothing égainst
the ’f.acts written in para-2 at page-136 “Attention” to
“R.Q.I\/I”-came to my notice. In the last para at this page it
is wri‘tten ‘that Shershah has established a mint at
Ayodhya. This remained up to the time of}Akbar. Nothing
agai.nstihis has come to my notice. It is also correct that
the Muslim p,dpulation in thé city was on the rise and this

city became a famous city, like large cities of Hindustan -

and .ruins of Ramkot were found near Swargdwar. | have
also not read anything against these facts. | have no
knowledge about the matter “Once a start ......... to live”

Writtieh in the last para at page 143 of the book. | cannot
say whe'ther all the facts written therein are correct or not.
Ramj‘anambhoc‘)mi at Ayodhya was not shown in the table-
2 at‘pégle 132.

| have, in para 14 of my affidavit, on the basis of my
study, cited that the disputed site is worshipped by Hindus

from time immemorial as a birth place of Shri Rama, with
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tradiﬁonél faith and belief and | have, on the basis of my
study used the words “my own knowledge” in this para. It
is correct tfjat system is called custom. This keeps_
changing from time to time. According to my study birth
place at Ayodhya is worshipped as Shrine. This system
was never changed. Among the things which get changed
are .the. Ghats of Aybdhya, where Kings donated and
general public took bath. Some of these Ghats were
sometime open to public and sometimes not, sometime
only. fOr'Kirjgs and sc')metimes}entry was prohibited. But it
is a_,.'hiStoricaﬂ fact that religious sentiments about all
Ghats remained unchanged. The matter referred in para-
14 of my affidavit was for all the religious places and not
only for the Ghats. T‘his view of mine is about all the
religi‘c')vus places of Ayodhya. The site referred by me in
para-14 of my affidavit, is the site of birth place of Shri
Rama, is the disputed site, which is recognized as a holy
place even today. Janambhoomi | mean the disputed site
and not for the Ramjanamsthan Mandir Sita Rasoi,
situated across the road in the north. Th‘is temple in the
north is- also adorable’ and a.holy place. In accordance
with the‘ faith, Rama was born there in the Janambhoomi
as a‘ incarnation of Lord Vishnu. Janam and Incarnation
are syn_cinymous. It is not like that birth took place at a
d.iffe're:nt place and incarnation at some other place. In my
view, Shri Rama was born under the three domes of the
disputed structtire and it is called a birth place of Shri
Rama. | do not know on what basis some people called
Rambhabutra as a Ramjanambhoomi. | recognize the
place under 'the three domes as a birth place of Shri
Rama, in accordance with the tradition, facts and belief. |
havé already made the statement about facts, belief and

traditioh.
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In my view, Ramjanambhoomi has much more
importance than to the Somnath temple because Rama is
treated as an incarnation of Lord Vishnu from times
immemorial.

'It is not correct to say that translation of inscription
fixed} in the disputed bhawan is biased. It is also not
correct to say that the conclusion given in para-14 of my
affidavit is baseless.'lt is not correct to say that disputed
site was never been a'b‘irthplace of Shri Rama. It is also
not correct to say that in 1528, }when disputed
Bhawan was constructed, there was no temple. It is not
correct to say that in 1528, disputed bhawan and disputed
si't-ewa.s under the control and use of Muslims.
(Cr‘ofss—examination' by Advocate Shri Mushtag Ahmad
Sidd_iqui on behalf of Mohd. Hashim, defendant no. 5 in
Other Original Suit no. 5/89 and plaintiff no. 7 in Other
Origihal Suit no. 4/89, concluded).

~Shri Irfan Ahmad, Advocate on behalf of plaintiff no. |
6/1 (Other Original Suit no.3/89), Shri Fazle Alam,
Advocate on behalf of defendant no. 6/2 (Other Original
Suit nvc.).3/89) and Shri C.M.Shukla, Advocate, on‘ behalf of
defendant no. 26 of Ot_hér Original Suit no.5/89, had
accepted the cross-examination conducted by Shri Abdul
I\/Iannan‘, Advocate, Shri Zaffaryab Jilani, Advocate and
Shri"Mushtaq'lAhmad Siddiqui, Advocate).
Crosé-examination on behalf of all defendants concluded. |
Witness is discharge.

Verified the statement after reading
Sd/-

Bishan Bahad

5.5.2005

Typed by the. stenogravpher, as dictated by us in the open
court.. '

Sd/-
5.5.2005
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