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IN THE HON'BLE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT
ALLAHABAD LUCKNOW BENCH LUCKNOW

OOS NO. 5/ 1989

BHAGWAN SHRI RAM VIRAJAMAN
AND OTHERS vevvnnees PLAINTIFFS

VERSUS

RAJ.ENDRA SINGH
AND OTHERS ... DEFENDANTS

STATEMENT OF O.P.W. 9
DR. T. P. VERMA
PART Il
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Dated:10.03.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Befdre: Commissionér Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
| District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,

Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 05.03.2003 of the Hon'ble Full
Bench in other Original Suit No. 5 of 1989).

(Cross examination on oath continued on behalf of
Defendant No. 5 by Shri Mushtag Ahmed Siddiqui,
Advocate on continuation to cross-examination dated
05.03.2003).

.' Du:ring' ‘my statement dated 05.03.2003 under
“Chandrawati Record” wherein' Raja Chandradev is said to
have bfferéd prayers to the Vishnu Hari Temple is
mentioned , the same was at Ayodhya itself as clearly
referred to in the above mentioned record. Ayodhya is not
mentibned therein as a city or sub-division. It has also not
been ‘mentioned as a place or Mohalla. | have not
undertaken any research as to where Vishnu Hari Temple,
as mentioned in “Chandrawati Record” was situated. The
witness stated of himself that it was only after the “‘Ayodhya
Record” was available that the location of the temple Hari
Vishnu was confirmed. The witness stated, | have not
read “Aiyodhya Mahatmya” but a mention of temple of
Vishnu Hari should be there. | have read Mr. Hans Baker’s
book, but only those portions which have been used for
writing history. It is true that Hans Baker has given
references of “;l\yodhya Mahatamya” in his book. Ayodhya
Mahatamya is a chapté‘r of Skand Puran. As far as | know

man'y handwritten scripts of “Ayodhya Mahatmaya” from
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1112 centuries to 12"-15" century are available. | think
there has been an idol of Lord Shri Rama in that Vishnu

Hari Temple; where Chandradev had offered prayers.

The witness was shown the portion on page 53 and 54
document No. 120C-1/2 of the book “Ayodhya” by Hans
Baker by the learned advocate cross-examining which read
as “The other one is Vishnu_ Hari — Gupta H.ari/ Chakra Hari
Temple” and a question was asked whether there was a
ment.io'n,'of Vishnu Hari Temple of Ayodhya in this portion,
on Ioo:king at which the witness replied that he Vishnu Hari
Tempie v_me'ntion_ed by Hans Baker may not have been the
Vishnu Hari Temple which Chandradev had offered prayers
because it is stated that the above temple was situated on
Chakra Tirth which lS Said to have been eroded by the
stream of Saryu river. Besides, there is one more thing |
have not read any where that temple of Chakra Hari is
probably mentioned in some copy of “Ayodhya Mahatamya”.
So it could be a personal belief of Hans Baker that Vishnu
Héri: Temple was situated on Chakra Tirth. In my opinion
the ‘above part is not completely true. The witness was
shown the portion of third para reading as “There are two

more ancient - - noted above” on page 53 of document No.

120 C-1/2 by the learned corss-examining advocate and:

was asked if he agreed with that portion on Ioo'king at
which the witness said that he was in agreement with it.
'The-,vwit-ness was shown the portion of firsteparagraph
star.tin‘g,.from the words “according to the as resension ......
and ending with the  word ‘Ayodhya” on page 54 of
document No. 120 C-1/2 of the same book, on looking at

which he said that he was in agreement with that portion.

The witness said, ”l do not agree with the portion which-

starfs from “The mahatyma” to “called Chakra Tirth” on the

same'.page No. 54 because it is stated herein that Vishnu
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Hari Temple was situated in Chakra Tirth near Saryu.” The

witness stated that he was in partial agreement with that

part of the second pa‘r’agraph starting, from the words ‘in.

inclusion’ and ending with the word ‘twelfth century’ on

page'54' of the document No. 120 C-1/2 of the same book.

Que"st'i'on :Please state t_he word or part of above
- mentioned paragraph with which you do not

agree? | -

Answer : The above mentioned paragraph is a small part
of a full sentence. The tbtal context of the
complete sentence should be taken into account.
For that reason, keeping in mind the complete
context of which the above mentioned phrase is
only a part, | have to state that | am only
partially in égreement with the views expressed

above.

4'Ou't o.f the five ferhples which are mentioned after this
phrase, | disagree with only the second one i.e. Vishnu Hari
Temple which is said to be situated on Chakra Tirth and
agree with the remainihg four temples.” Then he said that
he Wé.s not in agreement with the idea that Vishnu Temple
was situated at the birth place mentioned in fifth place
because Vishnu Hari Temple must have been at this place
only. The witness stated, “In my opinion only the four
temples should have been mentioned. [t may also be
possible that there had been more than a dozen temples of

Vishnu in Ayodhya in 12'™" century.

Question : As per your above statement it appears that
~ there had never been any Vishnu Temple at the
disputed site but it was only Vishnu Hari

Temple?
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Answer : It would be incorrect to suggest that there was
| no Vishnu temple at the disputed site. In fact

the specific name of the Vaishnéy temple located

at the disputed site was Vishnu Hari Temple.

There was no other Vishnu Hari temple

excepting the above one in Ayodhya.

The witness was, shown the book “History versus
Cauéato’ry” document No. 260 C-12 by the learned
advocate cross-examining and was asked whether
“Evidence of Ram Janambhoomi Mandir — 1990-91" written

at th'e5'b0ttom on the book’s cover page was true.

(The learned lawyer of plaintiffs Ajay Kumar Pandey
objected to this question and said that witness was only
being hérassed by such question and the valuable time of
the Honourable couft was being wasted. Thereafter such

irrel'é_vant questions should not be allowed to be asked).

On looking at this book the witness replied that he had
never read that book earlier but whatever was mentioned

th.e‘rfein could be true.

- Having looked at the title written above the ‘contents’
after.t'he preface on the first page “Evidence of Ram
Janambhoomi Mandir presented to the Government of Indial
on December 23, 1990 by the Vishwa Hindu Parishad” the
’witnvess said that this was actually written there and it must
be true. This book mentions the evidence présented by
Vishwa " Hindu .Parisha'd during the r’iegotiations in 1990
Wheh Shri Cha.ndra Svhekh'ar‘was the Prime Minister of
India. AThe witness aécepted this evidence. The withess
was shbwn "the fourth paragraph of page No. 11 of

document No. 260 C-1/2 of the same book and was asked if
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the five temples situated at Ayodhya in twelfth century were
m“e.ri_tioned sgrially on looking at which the witness stated
that the sarﬁe was true. Looking at the paragraph the
Witneés stated that “Vishnu Hari at the Chakra Tirth Ghat”
was mentioned at serial No. three and “Vishnu| (Ram):
tempkle on the Janambhoomi” was mentioned at serial No.
5. The witness replied in affirmative. Then Volunteer: that
the book belonged to the'period prior to the retriéval of rock
inscription in Ayodhya in December 1992 and that is why
this is written on the basis of above pages presented by

Hans Baker”.

. The witness was shown page 137 of document No.
289 C-1/159 of his book.OOS—5-3 by the learned advocate
Cross.-ex‘amining and was aéked whether the tolerance
mentioned in the same was found in all Indians or only in

some special group.

“ O.n: looking at the same the witness stated that
tolerance was found-in almost every section of society in
India but here based on records and other evidence he had
tried to explain that the Hindus had shown their tolerance

towards Muslim religion.

Question : What do you mean by ‘Hindu' in the present
context?

Answer : Hindu is not only the name of the follower of a
particular religion but it is the collective name of
those who follows various kinds of prayer-
systems including Jain, Buddhist, Shaiv, Smart
and Vaishnav etc. This cannot be regarded as
only the translation of English word ‘religion’.

Hindu is the name of a system of life.
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Question : Do you mean to say that Shaiv and Vaishnav
| used to fight with each other and were not
tolerant towards each other but they all were

tolerant towards Muslims?

Answer : It is be wrong to say that Shaiv and Vaishnav
always used to fight with each other. The fact is
that they lived in perfect,harmony but sometimes
they are conflict in some situation. As far as the
Muslim community and religion is concerned
there too conflicts were seen. But in certain
situations, the people in Hindu community did
express their good-will towards  Muslims
sometimes in the form of charity and something
by diving shelter to them. We also have some
information that many Muslim - rulers had also
given charity or donations to Hindus, Hindu-

Muths and temples on many occasions.

Question :Is it a historical fact — various scholars saying
that the Hindu society has had a tradition of

ascetism along with planned violence?

(The Iearned advocate of plaintiffs Shri Ajay Kumar
P”ah'dey'objected that the said question was not relating
with any point of suit and was being asked only to harass
the witness and_ to waste the time of court. Therefore these

irrelevant questions should not be allowed to be asked).

“(In reply to the above, the learned advocate cross-
exaifhi»ning stated that the witness was *himself a
compleinant and a erudite writer. The book written by him
has been filed in this suit and he had given wrong
interpretation. in this context in his book. Therefore this

q‘u estion Was;'appropriate).
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Answer : It is quite possible that some historian must have
| come out with the conclusion only after the basis
of his researches, but as a historian | am not in

favour of it.

| Verified the statement after hearing .

| | © sdl-

(Thakur Prasad Verma)

- ~10.03.2003

" Typed by the stenographer in the open court as

dicta'_ted'v by me. In -continuation  for further cross-
examination on 11.03.2003 . Witness to be present.

' Sd/-

| (Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner

10.3.2003
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Dated: 11.03.2003
O.P.W.9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Befo"r‘e: Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,
Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 05.03.2003 of the Hon'ble Full
Bench in other Original Suit No. 5 of 1989).

(Cross examination on.oath on behalf of Defendant No. 5
initiated by Shri Mushtag Ahmed Siddiqui, Advocate in

continuation to cross-examination dated 10.03.2003).

"Th'e witngss was shown document No. 289 C-1/131
pagé 109 of hi s book exhibit No. OOS-5-3‘ by the learned
advqcate cross-examining and a question was asked as to
what did he mean from the words ‘Samani Empire’
appearing in the fourth line from the bottom in the first
column on this page, on looking at which the witness stated
that’}A_yub-ibn—Nayat Al Safar had set up a very big empire
during the end of the 9'" century which was named as
‘Samani Empire’. The witness said, “At the moment |
cé-nnot. tell a Hindi or English equivalent for the word
‘Sa,r_hani»’. Yet another word ‘Yamini’ appears at the bottom
of fifst para of the first column and | cannot tell a Hindi or
English equivalent for this word also. Hindi writers have
used‘the word ‘Samani’ in their books but | do not,
remember the names of writers of history books in Hindil
who have used the word Samani in their books”. The
}W|tness was shown para 2 of second column of the same
document No. 289 C-1/131 on looking at which the witness
stated ‘that the word _atlranjlt ‘ used above meant

‘exaggerated’. ‘The books of Muslim historians could be
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termed as courtly history. Quite often they would indulge in
exaggerated eulogy of their rulers which ignoring is
objective assessmént. It is correct that the scholars have
gone through the records and based on their letters have
d.ét‘e“rmined the dates i.e. it is only after going through the
various records that one cah precisely make out the shapes
of th:e letters. Prior to Brahmi script, Indus Valley
civilization was prevailing in India but it could not pe read"
satiSf_actorily. The scri‘pt has yet to be named and is simple
Call_é;d by the name of Saindhav lipi or Indus script. Pali is
only- a language and no't a script. Pali language is also
written in Devnagri script. Pali language has been in use in
India since the Buddha period only. Pali language
prevailed even before Brahmi script. The witness stated. “I
am not aware: the script in whibh Pali language was written
before the emergence bf Brahmi script”. Later on he added"
that no one was aware of this fact.  no inscriptions
belon'gihg to Buddha period h‘ad been found. No one is
aware about the script in which Pali Iang‘uage was written

before Brahmi script came into being.

' Thé witness stated, “| am not aware whether there has
beeh‘vmuch' hostility in :between the followers of Vaishnava
School and Jain School. | have heard a‘little about Jain
Bhikshas but not much”. _ |
Question : How much do you know about demolition of Jain

. temples and construction of Shaiva temples

thereon by Shaivas?

(On this question Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey the learned
advocate of plaintiffs raised an objection saying that the
question was neither related with any issue involved in the
suit nor was at all reIeyanf to the suit the question was

being aéked only to create differences amongst Hindus and
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waste the time of the court and was being asked to
confuse, perplex and harass the witness and therefore

permission to ask such question should not be given).

Answer: | am not aware whether the Shaivas had

converted Jain temples into Shaiva temples.

Question :Did the Vaishnavas or Brehmins demolish the
Jain temples and converted them into Vaishnav
temples?

(On this question Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey the learned

advocate of plaintiffs again raised an objection saying that

the question was neither related with any issue involved in

the suit nor was relevant. Bu putting this question, efforts

were being made to create animosity amongst Hindus and
condemn a particular community and as such permission to

ask such question should not be allowed).

Answer : | am not at all aware Whether_‘Vaishnavs and
Brahmins ‘had demolished Jain temples and

converted them in their temples.

Question : Do you have any knowledge about the fact that
Buddhist topes were demolished by followers of

other schools?

. ".(Oh this question again Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey

learhed advocate of plainti‘ffs raised an'objection saying

that 3this question was quite irrelevant to the suit and

therefore permission to ask such question should not be"

given). |

!

'AnsWe-r : | have no knowledge of the fact that followers of

other school.s had demolished Buddhist topes but
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| have certainly read it that Ashok had got eight
original topes built on metallic — remains dug
and had got them distributed in various parts of
the country for getting 84000 topes established

there from.

“There has been a historian by the name of Kalhad in

Kashmir and | possess some knowledge about him. He is

known amongst ancient historians. He has written a book:

entitled ‘Rajtarangini’ but | have not fully gone through it. |
am a»Ware of Mihirbhoj ruler of Kannauj and not of any other

]

ruler by the name of Mihir.

Questio,n :Do you know about ‘Shudras’ (belonging to the
~ lowest division of early IndoéAryan society)

within the arrangement of society in classes?

"‘(On this question Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey, learned

advocate of plaintiffs raised an objection saying that no
issue relating to classification of society was framed in the
suit -nor.any such dispute was there and hence permission

to put.in such irrelevant question should not be given).

Answ,e‘r': | am aware of shudras within the prevalent

system of classification of society.

Question :Is it a fact that under the system shudras were
' not allowed ‘to‘ go to ghats, fetch water from the
wells, enter into the temples, their houses were

build separately and were regarded as

untouchables? i

(On this question Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey learned

advocate of plaintiffs raised an objection saying that this
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question was totally irrelevant and was being asked only to
create animosity and class-conflict and efforts were being
mad‘_e to blemish the Hindus. Therefore permission to ask

such :question should not be given).

AnsWer: According to the old Indian system of
| classification the society was classified in four
classes viz. Brahmin — Kshatriya — Vaishya and

Shudras. The shudras have béen all the rights

except to read Vedas and only ‘Shavapach’ and
‘Chandals’ have been ordained to live outside

the village. All the four classes of society have

been asked to live as per their roles.

Question : Your above reply appears to be based on some
theory. Can you say so based on your personal

experience or study in India?

4(On this question Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey learned
avacaté of plaintiffs raised an objection saying that such
question were being asked in an ill-tempered manner
having no bearing at all on the facts of the cas‘e nor any
issue has been framed on this matter. Such question were
being asked only to waste the time of the court and that

permission to ask such question should not be given).

AhsWef . Under the classification of society in India a very
| large population falls under ‘the category of -
‘Shudras’. However, amongst the ‘shudras’ only

a few castes are regarded as untouchables and

there are qu‘ite a number of castes amongst them

who are not regarded as untouchables. The‘
untouchables are also treated as a part of the

society and their services were invariably
L)



1634

utilized in a number of social and ritual activities.
For example during our childhood people
belonging to the so called ‘chamar’ (cobbler)
caste used to contribute in various ways during
auspicious occasions. Persons belonging to the
Dhobi (washer-man) community used to offer
clothes, vermilion etc. on the occasion of |
marriages of brides. Onvthe»','other hand the
upper caste people used to help these so called
‘shudra’ people in their various ritual and social
ceremonies to the possible extent. However in'l
so far as customs of eating were concerned,
every class' followed its own- rules. Even
amongst the 'up’per class people, customs of

eating were not unrestricted.

‘ Mahatma Gandhi had launched movement of
upliftment of-:the untchhabIes during the third decade of
20'" "century in India because such a movement was"
necessary for eradicatioh of a _number of evils prevalent in

the sociéty and it had the desired impact on the society.

QueStioh : Do you not find any noticeable disparity amongst

the Hindu society which needs to be removed?

A'(O,n this question Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey, learned
advocate of the plaintiffs raised an objection saying that it
was a legal question and not at all connected with the
pres’ént suit. Permission to ask such irrelevant question

should not be given).

Answer : Untouchability is a grave evil in Hindu society
and that is why law was framed to eradicate the

same.
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Question : According to law untouchability has been made a
| punishable offence - do you feel that such a

provision was necessary?

(On this question' Shfi Ajay Kumar 'Pandey, learned
advocate of the plaintiffs raised an objection saying that it
was a legal question and not at all connected with the
prese."nt suit. Permission to ask such irrelevant questions

should not be given).

Answer : Untouchability is a grave evil in Hindu society
| and that is why law was.framed to eradicate the

same.

Question : In response' to the questions put before you
today in this co’n‘nection, you have tried to affirm
that there is no evil in the Hindu society but now
you are accepting this fact. Do you not find a

contradiction in between the two stands?

"~ (On this question also Shri Ajay Kumaf Pandey,
learned advocate of the plaintiffs raised an objection saying
that efforts were bei'ng 'made to confuse the witness and
waste the time of the court ’by placing before him questions
that were beyond the scope of the suit, irrelevant. Henc'e

permission to ask such-question should not be given).

Answer : | have never stated that there is no evil in Hindu
society nor ‘have tried to conceal such facts.
Even now | accépt and have ’already accepted
that ‘Hindu society is fraught with a number of

evils which need to be reformed.
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. Thé witness continued, “lI have not gone through any
such. material revealing that Hindus in Ayodhya had
demolished Hindu temples. | have also not read anywhere
that Shaivas and Vaishnavas had demolished Jain temples
in Ayodhya. | have also not come across anywhere that the
Buddhist topes in Ayodhya had been demolished by
Shaivas and Vaishnavas. | am a student of ancient history
ar'idipossess just a scanty knowledge of mediev‘al history,
m'ay.‘_b’e'some truth with regard to demo}lition of Buddhist
topes by Vaishnavas and Shaivas. In case something like

~ this had happened in medieval age, | cannot say anything”.

Question : When and from which source did you come to
~ know of the rock inscription said to have been

- retrieved on 6'" December 1992 in Aygdhya?
Answer : The fact that a huge rock inscription had been
o found in Ayodhya on 6" December 1992 was
conveyed to me at some time of telephone by
Shri Swaraj Prakash Gupta. However, | do not

rehember the week and date.

" The attention of the witness was drawn to the word °
Nirman’ appearing in the last line of 21°' sloka in the
second column of docUment No. 289 C-1/198 at page 176
of his book exhibit No. 00S-5-3 and the following question

Wasasked. ,

Quesfioh - Which Sanskrit word appears for the Hindi word
Nirman‘ quoted in the original text in document
No. 289 C-1/196 page 174 of this very book?

On looking at above document Nos. 289 C-1/198 and
289C-1/196 the witness replied as hereunder :
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Answer : The word ‘kritam® has been used twice in the
second line of the second column of document
No. 289 C—'1'/196 and the second ‘kritam‘ has
been used for the Word “ Nirman' in Hindi. The
first ‘Kritam‘ will have to be seen in the union
vv'ith earlier word which reads like * purvey rapey
kritam’. By separating the coalescence it would

[

read like ‘ purvai api akritam ‘ i.e. something
alike of which could not have been constructed

earlier.

“ Kritam‘ is a Sanskrit word which stands for doing and
constructing. There may still be more of meanings of this
word, but | am not aware of them at the moment. In my
view the maps appearing in my book exhibit 00S-5-3 are
correct. On looking at maps appearing on document No.
289 C-1/201, 202, 203 .of his book, the witness stated that
the above maps were Corr.eCt. On looking at document No.
289 C-1/201 of his book, the witness stated that three
Saryu‘rrivers were visible in the map and it appea'red. at the
three’ were old beds of Saryu. This only reveals that the
direétion of the flow of Saryu river has been changing with
the time. Saryu No. 1, Saryu No. 2 and Saryu No. 3
indicated in the map are not indicative of any chronological
order but thve numbers have been given from left to right as
per the convenience of the one who made the maps. In
othef words there had never been three Séryu rivers and it
was only one Saryu which kept changing the direction of its
flow from one place to the other. At present Ghagra river is
the "main Saryu river and Ghagra 'river is written on
docpment No. 289 C-1/201 and it is the river which is
regarded as Saryu now a days. | cannot tell as to which
one of the four Saryus would have been present during the

time of Valmiki but it is however certain that even during,
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Saryu.

Question

 (on

a.dvooat.e

1638

Ayod'.hya would have been located at the ban of

: Do you mean to say that during"the Valmiki age

original Saryu river would have existed at the
place where Saryu is éppearing in the map i.e. it

would have existed at any of the four streams?

this queétion Shri Ajay Kumr Pandey, learned

of plaintiffs raised an objection saying that the

queétion was hypothetical and permission to ask such a

queStion should not be given).

Answer :

As | have already stated Saryu streams Nos. 1, 2:
and 3 would have existed at different times and
all the thrée streams have now joined the
modern Sar‘yu' or Ghagra which thén reaches
Ayodya. Hence there can ‘be no dispute with
regard to the fact that Ayodhya was located at
the. ban of S}‘aryu.‘

4. Verified the statement after hearing
| Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)

11.03.2003

Typed' by the stenographer in the open court as dictated by

me. In

12.03.2003 .Witness to be present.

continuation for further cross-examination on

* Sd/-
(Narendra Prasad)
Commissioner
11.03.2003
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Dated 13.03. 2003
O.P. W 9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Beforé: Commissionér Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’'ble High Court,
Lucknow.

(Appoi'nted,vide order dated 05.03.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench in other Original Suit No. 5 of 1989).

(Croés examination on oath on behalf of Defendant No. 5
by Shri Mushtag Ahmed Siddiqui, Advocate in continuation
dated 11.03.2003). |

" There has been some improvement in the social evils
prevailing in the Hindu Society . but the situation still

requires a lot to be done.

Question : Was there or is there still a custom to tie a bell
to shudras so that whenever they walk, people

come to know of their coming?

‘-(AOn this ‘question Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey learned
advocaté of plaintiffs raised an objection saying that the
question is totally against law and irrelevant and is being
asked only to create differences and disturbances within
the society. Permission to ask such illegal and anti-social

question should not be given).

(In response to the objection the learned advocate cross-
examining stated that the witness who was himself a
plaintiff had written such things in his book to create

disturbance amongst the society. He has tried to show
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Muslims.'as different from Hindus and in view of this.asking

's.uch,' question was very important in the present suit).

Answerﬁ | do not have ‘any knowledge of any such

custom.

‘During the last 3-4 days, | have not read anything in
any'newspaper about such a custom still prevailing in Tamil
Nadu.

.' '. While determining the dates of record, the study of
letters of the script is mainly relied upon. However, most of '
the records carry dates with them but in case where the
date is not included, it is mostly script that is relied upon.
The structure of the language is not of much use in this:
context. Scripts undergo change i‘n accordance with the
area}'and time. Which particular script was prevalent during
‘which period is something which could be ascertained by

deci‘phevring_ undisputed records.

' The witness was shown document Nos. 254 C-1/13
and 254 C-1/16 by the learned advocate cross-examining
looking at which the witness stated that he had prbvided_
the samples of letters in the documents which were lifted
from the records retrieved from Ayodhya. On looking at
document No. 254 C-1/13 the witness told that the letter
Na - " (with nasal sign:)‘ has been shown in its first column
and the use of this letter was prevalent in the 12'" century.
Three more . Na ' have been shown in the same lime
carryi,ng' the letter * Na and all of them were prevalent
durin_g the ‘12”‘ centuéy. Volunteer: that besides * Na ‘ the
three more ‘Na ‘ shown in the line were in the form of
various vowel marks or compound consonants which were

found in these records. The samples of letter available in
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docume'nt No. 254 C-1/13 and 16 had been lifted from
Ayodhyé recc;rds. Thé witness was then shown document
Nos. 254 C-1/14 and 254 C-1/15 by the learned advocate
cross-examining on looking at which the witness stated
that the samples of letters shown | the records were
repr_és:en‘tative letters that were prevalent during different
cent-ur.ie's starting from Ashok_é age i.e. 3" century BC to
12" century AD and are based on the samples lifted from
variéus'recbrds. Which letters were shaped on which
samptles during which time in which area can be
ascértained only by looking at records of that time and area
and'.by no other means. We have evolved samples of these
Iette'r-s by looking at records retrievéd in northern India
durihg different periods. We felt no need to provide
samples of letters prevalent in records belonging to post
12" century. On looking at document No. 254 C-1/14 the
Witnéss stated that the letter * Dha ’ indiéated in its first
column ‘had been lifted from Girinar records of Ashoka.
However, the letter * dha s found in all his record. The
witness stated, “I cannot precisely idehtify the records
based on which | h'avevevol'ved the letters belonging to gth,
o' 10" century in this document but | can do it after
looking at my notes. In respect of letters belonging to 11"
and .12”‘. century also | shall have to go through my notes to
idenfify-the relevant records. Pallav records belong to
South India and as such | do not have much knowledge
about them. Pallav rulers should belong to 7" and gt
centuries. As per my information a lot of records belonging
to Pallav rulers have beén retrieved but | cannot tell their
preo‘i_s_e number at the moment. Pallav records are not in
Nagri Script but are akin to the script of records of 7th gth
centuries developed from Brahmi Script. Nagri or Devnagri

script is believed to have been evolved around 10" century
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but the scripts of 7", 8" and 9™ centuries are called Prag-

nagri script’. |

Question 'Havé you gone through the ' paranap ° rock
mscrlptlon Iylng in the state museum of Indore
and believed to have been retrieved from a place
known as Bhanpura located in Mandsaur
District? |

Answer: | have neither gone through this rock

inscriptionnor have heard of it.

o The witness stated, “there used to a ruler of Karnatak
nar.n'ed Pulkeshin whose capital was located in ancient city
named Badami and it is believed that the ruler belonged to
the 7”‘_century._ It is called Pulkeshin-Il. The name of the
most famous record of the period of Pulkeshin is ‘Aihol:
Prashsti’ and | have reéd it. This records is not in Devnagri
script. There had be'en so substantial a change in the
‘scripts of North and South India that while one’who could
easily decipher the records evolved by Raja Harsha during
the 7" century in North India could decipher the records of
his contemporary Raja Pulkeshin of South India only, with a
great dvifficul:ty and :it was obviously because. t he
construction of letters of both the regions had undergone a
lot of change. | have rea.d all the records belonging to Raja
Harsha.} | have gone through ‘Banskhera’ record of Harsha
and it is a dated record which h}as been written in extremely
orném'erjted letters. ~ At this point of time, | do not
remerhber its date but the record belongs to mid 7t
cent‘ury.: Instances of construction of ornamental letters
start coming up from the 5", 6" century onwards and are
found in alrhost all the centuries i.e. some of the records till

the starting of Devnagri script had been written in
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ornamental style. Use of Devnagri script which started in
10th.century has been going on‘tiII today. By ornamentation
we mean making letters more beautiful by extending special
lines in the shapes of letters. As: rega'rds practice of.
ornafmen.tation | can tell 'sorhething about North India with
confidence but do not have much knowledge about records
of South India. The word ‘Penstyle’ is generally used for
day-to-day writings, ornamental style is used by the author
as péi’ his will in respect of only such writings which he
wishes to preserve fo‘f longer duration. Ornamental and
Penst_yle — both are ,oppos’ite to each othe’r. Records are
usuall.y Written in ‘monumental’ style Which can be placed
somewhere in between ornamental and Penstyle writings.
With regard to records Writtén in monumental style the
Ietter"_s could be joined with one another and could be
compared whereas such a comparison is very difficult with
fegard to the letters of ornamental and Penstyle. All these
three styles of writing can be adopted by the same man on
differént occasions as per his mentality. Pénstyle of writing
has been most prevalent both in North India as well as

South India because it was used in day-to-day writing.

| have seen ‘madhuban plate’ of Harsh which is
written in ‘monumental style’ whereas Banskhera record of
Hars_h;is available in ornamental style. The word plate is
used for copper plate whereas the word records stands for
Writings.made on copper plates, stones and other‘materials.
The practice of writing on copper plates has been in vogue
since 5", 6" century i.e. Gupta period, whereas writing on
stones, had started in 3r'd century BC during the regime of
Ashoka. Both the records of Harsh aré available on copper
plates. Yet another record of Harsh has come to light just
a year and half ago which was retrieved from some place in

Punjab and the same is written Banskhera style.i This too
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is written on copper plate. Madhuban record of Harsh was
found at some place known as Madhuban located

somewhere in eastern UP.

_:At’presen»t as per orders of the Ho.n’ble High Court
excavation ‘is going on at the disputed site and nearby
area. | had alsb been to the site yesterday i.e. 12.03.2003
where my advocate Shri Ajay Kumar Pandey and attorney
Shri Triloki Nath Pandey were also present. Shri Ashok
Chatterjee was also go to there but could not get in due to
certain reasons. He is the same Ashok Chatterjee who is

preéenting himself as a witness in the suit.

) " The witness was shown document No. 254 C-1/11 to
2'54.AYC¥1/16 (in continuation) by the Iearne}d advocate cross-
examining , on looking at which the witness states, “This
article of mine had been published in 2" section (1996) of
39 volume of Ithihas Darpan and it is' a photocopy of the:
same article. The article contains the photocopy of the
samples' of the letters evolved by us. | had sent the
.orig'ihal article for publication in the journal; | had evolved
the 'Ietters manually. The samples of letters visible on
docu'me'nt No. 254 C-1/11 and 12 were evolved by me
man‘tjall,y based on my'gene'ral' knowledge. The letters are
based on records belonging to monumental style and not
ornamental c;‘r Penstyle. The samples of letters av'ailable,
on 'document No. 254 C-1/13 and 16 are again in‘

monumental style and not in ornamental or Penstyle.

Question : Have you éeen the disputed rock inscription
| reported to be retrieved from Ayodhya and
. stampage thereof?

Answer ': I have seve.n the original rock inscription retrieved

from Ayodhya and also stampage thereof.
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It “can be ascevrta.inv_ed by Iooking either at the
stam"page or photograph whether the Writi‘ngs have been
made in mo,numental' style or not. The above rock
insc'r‘iptibn hés been written in monumental style. * There
has been no change in my opi‘hion even after looking at the
original rock inscription. Ornamental style would have
been in use during the 12" century also to which the extant
reco_fd: belongs but af this point of time | am not in a
position.to indicate any such record. Ornamental style was

in vogue in North India in 12'™" century also.

Question : Do you meéan that during 10'" to 13'" century the

'. records which were meant to be preserved for

longer duration were generally written in
ornamental style?

Answer : According to my view whichever records were

| felt necessary to be reserved for longer

durations during 10" to 12" century were

generally written in monumental style and

ornamental style was used only as an exception.

At this stage attention of the witness was drawn

to his statement made today itself which read as

‘while penstyle is generally used for day to day

writings, ornamental style is used by the author

as per his will in respect of only such writings

which he wishes to preserve for longer

durations’. On looking at and reading the above

statement the witness stated ,”l stick to my view

because both — penstyle and ornamental styles

were being discussed here and it was in this

perspective that | had stated that ornamental

style was used only when records were desired

to be preserved for longer durations. | believe
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that there is not contradiction in between this
statement and statement made by me later on.
It is incorrect to suggest that | am concealing

anything at this stage.

| ‘Nothing is coming to my mind in respect of DAevgarh
inscription. I:also cannot tell anything about ‘Kusuma
inscription’ because name of the author or the ruler is also
indiéated along 'with places and names of such inscriptions.
Then only the particular record is completvely identified. |
cannot tell anything about ‘Kasai inscriptio'n»’ until the name
of the ruler of that time and its'complete‘heading are not
divu‘l‘g'ed. | am not able to recollect about ‘Chandeswara
platé’ of Dharanrja. A numbér of inscriptions have been
retrieved from Bodh Gaya but if | am asked about any
particular inscription, | may not be able to give a reply. As
far..as my knowledge goes all the records retrieved from
Bodh Gaya do not fall in the category of inscription. | do
have:some knowledge about records named ‘Mahanaman’
retrieved fro Bodh Gaha. It possibly belongs to Gupta:
peri(')'d. ‘At this point | do not remember the contents of this
Writ‘i"ng. Gupta period is believed to belong to 5 and 6
‘centuries. This record is again in monumental style. Use
of ornamental style had started during that period but
possibly the ornamental s'tyrle has not been used in writing
of Mahanamaln. A few records of 5" century are available
in ornamental style. - For example a few seconds in
ornamental style have been retrieved from Madhya Pradesh"
and paleographists havev called in Shank-script. | cannot
namé. even a single such record. The same is the position
with regard to 6" century. Shank-script is a type of
orna.m'erjtal style wherein the original letter is substantially

hidd}eh and can be read only by looking very closely.
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-’_.The witiness was shown document Nos. 254 C-1/14
‘and.15 on looking at which the witness stated that all the
Iette.vrs‘ given in the document had been written by him by
looking at records but he could not tell as to from which
recdrdsthe writings of.each céntury had been noted as he
was.not in a possession of his note book at that time. He
had ;h‘is notebook at his residence. He had prepared his
note book possibly in the yéar 1995. He added that he did
not p'r:ep'are notes of all what he studied, rather he prepared

the notes selectively.

'Th'e witness stated, “lI cannot tell anything about
Kan'swa:rec.or-ds. Similarly, | may also not be able to say
anyt‘h;ihg about Sarbhapur ‘records until | am aware of its
full heading. | have heard the name Gurjar but | cannot
make out about the particular‘Gurjar records about which
quesfion was being asked. Rashtrakoot is the name of a
royall,'dynasty of Souty India and a number of rulers of this
dynésty have got dozens of records written. In case a
particular record is referred, | may be able to tell whether |
am aware of it or not. Rashtrakoot dynasty ruled during oth
10" 'centuries. There have been.a number of dynasties
with the name of Chalukya dynasty. One amongst them is
Chalukya of Badami and | have already told about Raja
Pulkeshin of this dyn-ésty and there has been another
Chalukya dynasty in Gujérat which ruled possibly during
10'"-11'" century. | am aware of Mamalyapuram which had
been an ancient port at the coast of a sea near Madras
Where' many a ‘temples were made byicarvivng out hillocks.
Many récords have been engraved on them but at this point
of time | cannot tell anything about them”. On looking at
document No. 254 C-1/14 and 15 the witnesses stated that
the samples of letters évailable in 1%' column have been

lifted from Girinar records of Ashoka whereas samples of
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records of pre-Kushan period contajned in 2" column have
been evolved by searching out many minor records.
Samples of letters of Kushan age in the 3" column have
been lifted mainly from records retrieved from Mathura
while sémples of Iétters in the 4" column have been taken
from' the ‘Prayag Prashasti’ of Chandragupta. Samples of
letters contained in the 5" and 6" columns have been lifted
ffom: Fecords belonging to Gupta period i.e. from records
belongin_g to Chandragupta-Il and Kumar Gupta. As
regards samplelvs of letters contained in columns starting
from 7" to 12" columns. | shall have to consult my note
book.” On looking at document No. 254 C-1/13 and 254C-
1/16 the witness stated that the letters contained therein
have been taken from the records retrieved from Ayodhya
but there was no need to compare them in these tables
because for the purpose of comparison separate columns
hé'd‘_been provided in document Nos. 14 and 15.

The witness was then shown volume No. 12 of
‘Pragdhara’ 2001-2002 a research journal issued by the
Department of Archaeology, Government of Uttar Pradesh
and also photocopies of cover page and page Nos. 206 to:
209 .(in continuation) and page noé 211 ,213 and' 214 of
document Nos. 316 C-1/1 to 316 C-1/9 (in continuation)
‘was_'fi'led by the learned advocate cross-examining and the
foIIdWi‘ng question was asked.

Questlon Are the samples of letters given in document No.
316 C-1/2 letters of Devnagrn scrlpt used to write
‘ Sanskrlt language in India?
On looklng at the above the witness replled as hereunder : ,
Answer : The page contains samples of letters to'
 elaborate as to how the letters of Brahmi script
developed by writing with pen in between 6" to

8" centuries. As regards language, many
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Sanskrit and other languages are written in this'

script.

 The witness stated, “Last two columns of document

No. 316 C-1/2 are possibly of Prag-nagri script and Nagri

script. "Both these coiumns date back to the period from
10" to 12" century. It can be differentiated as to which of
the two columns belongs to earlier period and which to later

peribd but it cannot be told in precise terms to which

Cent-dry they belong. It can be inferred to which century the"

letters contained in column Nos. 1 to 3 belong, the letters
belong to the period from 8™ to 10" century the letters
cont.éi:ne.d in column 3 of document No. 316 C-1/2 could
belong to any time falling in between 9", 10" centuries.
This chart has not been evolved on the basis of actual
samples' of ;.letters contained in records but only the
pensfyle development of letters has been shown. All the
sambles contained in document No. 316 C-1/2 have been
Iifted from monumental style and they do not belong to
penStyle and ornamental style”. On looking at document
No. 316 C-1/3 the witness stated, “All the s:amples of letters
contained in the document belonged to ornamental style
which belonged to the period from 6" to 8'" centuries with
no s.ample of post 8" century. Ornamental style had set in
from 6" century onwards and all these samples appears to
be belonging to North India and a few South East Asian
countries. | believe that letters in the last three columns
havé been lifted from fhe, records of South East Asia. In
this way it can be stated that ornamental style was in vogue
both in and outside India. As far as my knowledge goes the
fi‘rst_.’thr'ee columns belong to the records retrieved from
India.” ,

The witness was shown document No. 316 C-1/4 by
the Iearnedvadvocate cross-examining and a question was

asked whether the samples of letters contained in the
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document belonged to Devnagri script used in India on
looking at which the witness stated, “The samples of letters
do not belong to Devnegri script used in India and are the
samples of letters written by styles type pen developed
from Brahmi script WhliCh was in vogue in South India.
These are the samples of letters which were in use during
the period covering 6" to 8" centuries and these letters
were not in use in North India. Such letters are not in use
in South lndia now-a-days.” The witness was ‘shown
document Nos 316 C-1/6 and 316 C-1/7 on looking at
which the witness stated that all the samples of letters
contamed in the document were of Devnagri script and they
roughly belonged to the period covering gth to 12'" century.

The witness stated, “I cannot tell precisely about the
century to which the samples’of letters belong. Column
Nos;' 15 and 16 of both the documents are of Devnagri
script and belong to 8'" century but| cannot tell about their
time in preoise te.rms Similarly, | also cannot tell in
prec;lse terms about the period and century to which they
belong. The witness stated that document Nos. 316 C-1/6
and 7 which had been named as table 1A and 1B had been
Ilfted: from the records of North India whereas letters
contalned in table 2A appearlng at document No. 316 C 1/8:
and table 2B appearing at document No. 316 C-1/9 had
bee‘n' written in the style of styles pen which was in vogue

in South India. Styles sty|e was never in vogue in North

India.

Ver|f|ed the statement after hearing
Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)
13.03.2003
Typed by the stenographer in the open court as.
dictated by me. In continuation for further cross-

examination on 20.03.2003. Witness to be present.
‘ A Sd/-

(Narendra Prasad)
Commissioner
13.03.2003
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Dated:20.03.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Befo’rve: Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,
Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 05.03.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench in other Original Suit No. 5 of 1989).

(Crolss examination on oath on behalf of Defendant No. 5
by Shri Mushtaqg Ahmed Siddiqui, Advocate in continuation

to cross-examination déted 13.03.2003).

| I have already'stated that penstyle was used for day-
to-déy writing in the life whereas ornamental style is used
to make the writing more beautiful and the writings which
are ;meént'to be rese'rved for longer dur}ations are also
written in ornamental style. Monumental style is mostly
used in writing records Wherea.s ornamental style was used
in vé,'ry rare writings.  The difference in between the
orna.menta| and monumental style is that in the case of
brnamental style, ornamental is created by extending the
ends of vowels symbols and letters whereas in the case of
monumental style emphasis is laid on making the letters
beautiful and shapely. In the penstyle no emphasis was
laid on making the letters beautiful, stress was laid on the
process of writing with speed. Ornamentation and
beautification are complementary of each other.
Ornamentatio‘n brings beauty and beautification creates
o,rnam.‘entation. Number of black stones in the disputed
buildihg was 14. | believe that the 14 pillars made of black
stone fi>.<ed'in the disputed building belonged to some old

temple. | further believe that the old temple might have
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been ‘located at the same“ place. In all 14 pillars were set in
the diéputed building. Besides, two more pillars had been
planted upside down adjacent to a grave and yet another
pillar was seen in the cantonment area of Faizabad. A
similarly build Dwarshakha pillar made of stone had been
lying at the modern birth place. Thus number of pillars of
black stone would be quite big but | cannot tell their exact
number.' Pillars of black stone would not have been set in
the ~6Id temple in the manner in which they were set in the
corners _bf the legs in the disputed building. The pillars of
bllac.k 'étone would have been set in the old temple either in
the Sabha enclosure or Nat enclosure or in any other
enol.osufe. Th-‘e pillars had been constructed to stand
independently and not for setting them close to any corner

or wall.

" This script is called Devnagri script but in short form it
is génerally called Nagri. ltis a word of Sanskrit language.
Nagri and Devnagri — both the words belong to Sanskrit
Ia.hg‘.uage. Both the words carry the same literal meaning.

| cannot provide its Hindi translation.

Question : Could you tell the literal meaning of both

Devnagri and Nagri words?

, (Oh this question Shri Ved Prakash, learned advocate
“of plaintiffs raised on objection saying that the witness has
clea“rvly' told that both these words are the names of scripts.
The _qu.esti‘on has neither any bearing on this issues
invoII.ved. in the suit nor facts connected thereto. As such
putting such a question was not justified on any count and

permlssmn to ask such a questlon should not be allowed)
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Answer : | have already replied this question and | am not

in a position to add anything more to it.

1 also cannot tell as to how the two words originated

from Sanskrit language.

There is no second name of Brahmi script. There has
been a script by the n'ame of Kutil which was in vogue in
7th_gth century and was written by evolving letters on acute

angles and that is why it is called acute angle script in

Engllsh However this was only a phase of development of

Brah'mr script. Kutil script is not more in vogue now-a- -days. "

It was prevalent during 7th_gth century and it gradually
vanlshed after the 8™ century. There is no fundamental
dlfferenoe in the shapes of the letters of the three styles of
scripts described above. The shapes of letters undergo
change only as per the mentality and temperament of the
wrlter.. ‘Such changes are personal, area- -wise and time-
based. - It is incorrect to suggest that it is difficult to
asoertain time and area after looking at the records, rather
records are used only to ascertain the time and area.
Based on the above, it can be inferred in defrnrte terms as
to which record would have been got written in which area,

during which time.

‘Monumental style was used only for such records
which were written in between thle ornamental style and
penstyle and this is not my findings rather many other

wrrters like Buler have made use of this word

| have heard the name of Mauryan Brahmi script.
Brahrni script is the script which prevaiied during the period
of Ashoka and, it does not have any other name, ashoka

was a desoendent of Maurya dynasty and that is why it was
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giveh_ the name of Mauryan Brahmi scrit)t. Writings of many
Musl‘_ir‘n rulers are found in Sanskrit language and Devnagri
script. A script by the name of Nandi nagri existed in South
India but now it has vanished. A few persons have also
used the word Jai nagri script. | cannot differentiate

between Jain nagri and Nandi nagri.

The witness was shown document Nos. 289 C-1/197
and’ 198 of his book exhibit 00S-5-3 by the learned
advocate cross- examining and a question was asked as to
free translation of which sloka had been given in para 12 of
the above document’7 On looking at the above documents
and document n roaming in the sky. Siddhas were a type
of saints-sages who had attained perfection and the women
roamlng in the sky are not Worldly by women but heavenly
beauties. The sloka is a mere imagination of the poet and
he has written the sloka in praise of his extollable ruler. |
do not subscribe with the view {hat there is not iota of truth
in thts' sloka because it is the imagery of the poet and such
lmagerles are qulte common in Sanskrit literature.
However, it cannot be stated as to how much truth is there

ir)‘ the sloka.

.' At this point attention of the witness was drawn to
sloka-24 appearing in document No. 289 C-1/196 of his
book exhibit O0S-5-3 and a question was asked whether:
rdescrlptlon of Saket Mandal and Ayodhya City had been
made separately in the above sloka.  On looking at the
‘above the witness stat_ed that Saket Mandal and Ayodhya-
City ‘both had been described in the above sloka. In the
sloka, there is only the mention of construction of temples
of deities in Ayodhya city besides the mention of thousands
of wells, small tanks and water ponds and Dharamshala
adorning Saket Mandal.  The first half of the sloka’
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mén:tiones about Ayodhya whereas the second half is a
dés’cribtion of Saket Mandal. It is a fact that there is a
mention of constructing of temples of deities in Ayodhya
city in the first half of the sloka and a mention of
construction ofv wells etc. in Saket Mandal in the second:
half of the sloka and as such the first half of the sloka
canribt be joined with the second half of the sloka. Mention
of tél.lv temples of deities has been only in srespect of
Ayodhya city and not in respect of the entire Saket Mandal.
The poet has -written many more slokas in praise of
Salakshan in his writing besides the 12" sloka appearing in
document No. 289 C-1/195. The witness was ‘shown
docuv-rhent No. 289 C-1/201 Qf his book exhibit 00S-5-3 and
a quéstion was asked whether scale had been given in the
doodrheht. On looking at the document the witness replied
in affirmative and told that the scale was 1cm = 10 kms.
On looking at the document the witness said, “On looking at
this4ma‘p | cannot tell whether the distance in between
Saryu-1:and Saryu-3 was 300 kms or not. | am not much
conVefsant‘ with reading the map, calculating the distance
etc. . l‘ afn aware of this common principle that in case scale
is provided in some map, and if the distance in between two
placés is to be measured, the scale could be utilized for the
purpose. Since | have a weak eye-sight and also because |
do n'ot have a scale with me at the moment, | am not in a
bosition to tell the distance in between Saryu-1 and Saryu-.
37 The witness was shown document Nos. 254 C-1/16 and
254 C-1/13 by the learned advocate cross-examining , on
looking at which the witness stated that he had provided
samples of only such letters of the alphabets in the two
tables i.e. the two.docdments which he could explore. He
did not mention the letters which he could not find and that
he did not try to explore more letters'in '}tvhis writing after
1996. . '
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The witness stated, “I am aware that Districts
Maglstrate and S.P. Falzabad of the Government of Uttar
Pradesh have furnished their written statements in respect
of the suit filed by Gopal Sigh Visharad and Paramhans
Ramchandra Dass. Paramhans Ramchandra Dass has
since withdrawn his case. Only after going through the
written statements filed by the State Government etc. | can
tell whether or not it has been mentioned therein that as far
as human memory goes the drsputed building has been in
use as a place of worshlp by the Muslims and that an idol
had'been clandestinely and forcrbly kept there on the night
of 22/23 December 1949. | have also gone through the
Whlte paper on Ayodhya brought out by the Central
Government in 1993”. At this point the witness was shown
paras 12, 13 -.of the written statement of U.P. State,
Lucknow, defendant No. 6 in other original suit No. 1/89
and also paras 12,13 of the written statement of S.P.
Faizabad defendant No. 9 and a question was asked
whether the statements contained material about which the
aboVe question had been put before him and in respect of
which he had stated that he could furnish a reply only after
Io'ek.‘ing at them. On looking at the above, the witness
rep'lied that in the statements instead of the words ‘human
memory’ it had been stated that the place had been known
as Babri Masjid for a very long time and Muslims used to
worship here. It had also been mentioned in the statement;
that .the p|ace was not used as the temple of Ramchandraji.

It has also been stated in para 13 that idols of

- _Ramchandraji had been kept clandestinely and wrongly on

22”d December 1949 and for this only such persons were
responsrble who had filed written statements. The witness
was shown para 14 and 15 of the written statement of U. P.

Government defendant No. 6 in other original suit No. 2/89
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on looking at which the witness stated that the same details
had béen repeated in these paragraphs. The witness
statéd' that only after looking at the white paper of the
Cen»tral Government he could tell whethef such facts had

been mentioned therein or not.

~The witness stated. “This is incorrect to suggest that |

have wrongly become next-friend of plaintiff Nos. 1 and 2.
‘This‘-'is incorrect to say that my book exhibit 00S-5-3 is not
baséd"vo'n facts and has been written with a spec‘ific motive.
In fact | have }tried to r_en»der my opinion in my book by
maintaining an 'objecti\'/e attitude all along. This is also
incorreét to syggest that the manner m which my book has

been written," it does not fall in the category of history. This

is again incorrect to suggest that | have provided baseless.'

findings in my book. This is also incorrect to suggest that |
have mentioned false facts in my affidavit relating to
examination-in-chief or that 1 have concealed the truth

during cross-examination.”

Que}stioh :I\/'Iy. contention is that the reported retrieval of
| rock inscription from Ayodhya has nothing to do

with the disputed building. You could neither

read nor translate it and have resorted to make

false statement to support your stand?

Answer : | do not subscribe with the view ihat the records
is not related with the disputed building. | have
tried to read it and render a free-translation
thereof as per my capaéity and that | have not

made false statement anywhere at all.

| The witness stated, “l agree with the view that the

disputed building had been constructed as a mosque in the
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: B
year' 1528 but | also believe that the mosque had been
cons'tructed' by demolishing a temple. Thisv is not correct to
suggest that prayers were made (Namaz) at this place till
22/23'% December 1949. This is again incorrect to suggest
that _I-'have been changing my stands by stating at one time
that Chabootra has been the birth place and holding the
disputed building as the birth place at other time. This is
also incorrect to suggest that | have become a puppet in
the hands of those who want to divide India, in fact | desire

to see a united India.

(Cross :examination by Shri Mushtag Ahmed Siddiuqi,
Advocate on behalf of defendant No. 5 completed).
(Cross-examination by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate
initiated on behalf of defendant No. 4, Sunni Centrall Board
of Wagf in c;ont:inuation to 27.02.2003).

XXX - XXX XXX XXX

The witness was shown para 23 of the petition of this
suit by the learned advocate'cross-examining and a
ques'tilon was asked whether the agreed with all the facts
mentioned in the para? On looking at the paragraph the |
witness stated that he broadly agreed with the facts
mentioned in the paragraphs. Words like ‘birth place’ or .
‘bir.t'h place temple’ have been used fourvf’ive times in this
para'graph and they are related with the disputed building.
On looking at the sentence appearing in the fourth line of
this paragraph and starting form the wards ‘that temple was:
dest'r.oyed’ and ending‘_with the words — ‘Kasauti or touch
ston'é’ the witness stated that barring the word ‘partly’ he
}fully'.* agreed with the facts mentioned therein. 'He did not
agree with the word ‘pa'rtly"appearing in this portion reason

being that all the investigations made after the filling of the
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suit till that day revealed that the temple was not partly, but

completely demolished.

Questlon Should | make out that after the filing of this suit
| i.e. till July 1989, people associated with the
Ram Janambhoomi movement were not aware

that the temple which they were stating to have

been. demolished by Babar or his Army:
commander was how big and how many pillars

were there in the temple angd what portion of the

temple was feported to have been demolished?

Answer : | believe they were aware of it but the word

‘partly’ had been used mistakenly‘.

The witness stated, “I cannot tell in definite terms as-
to how many pillars were ‘there in the temple stated to have
been demolished but as per popular belief there were
eighty- four pillars. In my opinion this popular belief is
based only on a hearsay and not on any historical book.
Thefe'hes been poSsiny very little research in respect of
this'.tem;ple prior to 1986 and | cannot tell anything about
any teueh .research. = However, many a people have
undertaken research from 1986 till 2003 amongst whom Dr.
Swarjya Prakash Gupta, Dr. R. Nath etc. are notable.
Besi-'des, Dr. B.B. Lall also got excavation carried out here
and Dr Devendra Swarup has written a few articles. Hans
Baker.has conducted research on this subject and his book
entitled ‘Ayodhya’ has been filed in the court vide document
No. 120 C-1/2. No one amongst these who undertook
reseerch indicated as to how long and broad was the

temple alleged to have been demolished by Meer Baki.
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Que-stion :My contention is since Meer Baki neithr
| demollshed any temple nor there existed any
temple at the time of construction of Babri Masjid
and that is the reason that no information with
regard to the design, size and area of any such
temple emerg_ed during the reeearch nor any

' such mention has been made?

Answer © It is incorrect to suggest that a mosque was built
at the disputed site without demolishing any
temple because all the historians who have
mentioned about Babri Masjid or Ayodhya have
unanimously  held that | Meer Baki had
construc‘ted a mosque at the site by demolishing
a temple known as Janambhoomi temple. As
regards Iength—breadth, size and area of the
temple, no research has been conducted.on the
subject because it necessitated the
archaeological excavation of the area adjoining
the dvisputed site. The size of the temple could
be estimated on the basis of the limited
excavation carried out by Prof. B.B. Lall
Besides,' a frail image also emerges from the
map furnished by Tozo Development
International at the behest of the orders of the
Honourable High Court. The excavation being
carried out by the Archeological Survey of India

is likely to throw greater light on the subject.”

" The excavation report of Prof. B.B. Lall has revealed
information only about the Southern and Western:
boundaries of the temple. According to the report of Prof.
B.B..‘Lal'l the southern boundary of this temple extended to
10-1,_5_ft._ towards south from the southern wall of,the temple

Whe‘r'e'ae the western boundary of the temple extended to 15
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ft. towards west from the Westef_n wall of the temple. The
abov‘e: excavation report of Prof. B.B.. Lall reveals nothing
about the northern and eastern boundaries of the temple.
Dr. Swarajya Prakash Gupta had undertaken limited
excavation on the eastern boundary of the temple possibly
d.ur‘ifng' 1991-92 and a few remains of a pit were found
durihg surfacing at south-eastern boun,dary on the basis of
which some broad estimate of the eastern and southern
boundaries of this old temple could be made. Dr. Swarajya,
Prakash Gupta has not stated anything about the southern'
boundar’y of the above temple. The boundary of {he temple
must have existed upto the excavation carried out by Dr.
Swé:r_éjyé Prakash Gupta m the eastern area ddring 1991-
92. The excaVation carried out by Dr. Swarajya Prakésh
Gupt'va in the éast of' the exterior eastern wall of the
disputed building Would be at a distance of around 20-25 ft.
from“the. Wal|'.' The witness stated, “As per my estimate the
east-érn boundary of the above premises of the temp‘le"
should be at a distance of around 20-25 ft. from the exterior
eastern wall. At this point of time | do not remember the
publ_i.shef who had brought out the excavation report (1991-
92) -of Dr. Swarajya Prakash Gupta. | have not gone
through this report anywhere, and have had only some
discdssi'on about the same with Dr. Swarajya Prakash
Gupté. 'Dr.',Swarajya' Prakash ’Gupta had added part of this
repdrt in the last chapter of my book exhibit 00S-5-3. Dr.
Swa‘_rvajya Prakash Gupta has also not stated anything about
the h'orthern boundary of the above temple (alleged to have
been demolished by Meer Baki). No mention about the
northern boundary of the above temple is found in any
research work undertaken so far. The excavation reports of
Prof.-B.B. Lall about which | have mentioned above are the
same which have been published iln ‘Indian Archaeology —

A Review (IAR). In this connection the research work
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undévrt.aken by Dr. R. Nath has been brought out in his book
rela_ted to the Babri Masjid. Research articles by Devendra
Swarup have been published in some issue of the journal
entitled ‘Manthan’. The name of the book of Dr. R. Nath
about which | have referred above is not ‘History of Mughal
Architecture’ but its name is ‘Architecture and site of Babri
Masj'i_d of Ayodhya’. Both these books have been written
by thé same Dr. R. Nath. | do not remember whether |
have filed the above second book ‘Architecture and site of
Babri Masjid of Ayodhya’ by Dr. R. Nath in the court or not.
| believe that Dr. R. Nath is a renowned historian. | cannot
tell in definite terms whether he is a n‘ationalist historian or
a communist historian. | giv“e credit to most of his findings.
I cannof tell whether Dr.R. Nath is an opponent or a
supportér of Ram Jahambhoomi movement. He is an
expert of medieval history and has made notable
contribution towards the history of mughal period. While
writing my book | have studied and made use to oﬂnly his
second book. I have not gone through the above first book
of Dr. R. Nath. ‘| had 'n'o knowledge of the first book of Dr.
R. Nath ‘at the 'time when | was working on my book.” The
witnéss was shown document No. 197 C-2/1 by the learned
cross-examining, advocate on Idoking at which the witness
replied that this was the very title of his first book i.e.
‘Histbfy of Mughal Architecture’. The witness continued, “I
keep Dr. R. Nath in the category of objective historians. |
have indicated the. name of d.r R. Nath to depose as a
witness in my suit but whether Dr. R. Nath will be produced
as"a witness in this suit or not is something that my
advdcate would be able to tell. | have also included the
name of Prof, B.B. Lall in the list of our witnesses but | am.
not sure whether he will be presented as a witness or not .
thisv_is something that will be decided by our advocates. I

beli‘éve that none of the above scholars has mentioned

L]
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about the popular belief relating to the existence of 84
pillars. | myself regérd the fact about the existence of 84
pillars only as a popular belief and do not fully subscribe
with it however | partially agree with this belief. | believe
that if the number of pillars of black Kasauti was not 84, it

would have been around 40-50.

Verified the statement after hearing
o Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)

20.03.2003"

Typed by the stenographer in the open court as dictated by
me. | In continuation for further cross-examination on
21 .O_3~.2003.Witness to be present. :
: S Sd/-
(Narendra Prasad)
Commissioner
20.03.2003
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Dated:21.03.2003 _
O.P.W.9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Before :  Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
 District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon'ble High Court,

Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 05.03.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench in other Original Suit No. 5 of 1989).

(Cross-examination by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate
continued on behalf of defendant No. 4, Sunni Central
Board of Wagqf in continuation of 20,03.2003).

| had stated yesterday on page 260 “I myself regard
the fact-about the existence of 84 pillars only as a popular
bellef and do not fully ‘subscribe with 'it. ~ However, |
partlally agree with this belief. | believe that if the number
of plllars of black touch stone (Kasauti) was not 84, it would
have been around 40-50. My contention that the number of
pillars o_f Kasauti would be 40-50 or nearby is only my
conjecture and"l do not have any concrete basis for the
same. It was only yesterday that | had arrived at this
estimate when questioned in the court.” The witness stated
of himself that the way pillars of Kasauti of the old temple
had been set at a. number of places and the way such
pilla'rs were found at cantonment etc. revealed that the
number of pillars of Kasauti would have been much more
th.éri the definite knowledge of the people. As on today
p"eoplé have a definite knowledge of 17 pillars of Kasauti.
The 17 pillars of Kasauti include the 14 pillars set in the
disp‘u.ted building, and two such pillars set in the graveyard
besides the one pillar‘ stated to be lying in Cantonmeht.‘

area. Along with the 14 pilllars set in the disputed building |
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have myself seen the remaining three pillars which were
exactly similar to the pillars set in the disputed building.
The door Shakha pillar (Arm of the door) about which | had
mentioned yesterday is beside the 17 pillars. The design
and"o'rnamentation of this door Shakha pillar is altogether
different from those of the above 14 pillars. The art
displayed in the door S}hakha pillar and the 14 pillars set in
the 'diéputed building is of the same period i.e. of around

12" century.

Question : Is it possible that in whichever building or place
| the 14 pillars set in the disputed building had,
been set in or lying earlier, the pillar which you‘
have named as door Shakha pillar would also

, have been set in the same building or place?
Answer : | told that the 14 pillars set in the disputed
- building and the above Shakha pillar would have

been'a part of the same building.

The witﬁess stated, “This belief of mine is not a mere
conjécture but there is a ,Iog'icél basis for it and the basis is
that these pillars which had been set in the' building initially
would have been extracted from the same mine and would
have‘ beén constructed‘by the same group of labourers and
artisans-and the above door Shakha pillar would have been
fixed on the dOOl’ of the building, a broken piece of one of
Whidh is pre‘sently available and it can also be inferred from
all this- that the building had been demolished. My
refefence of extraction of the stone of the pillars from the
sam'_e mine and construction of the pillars by the same
grou.p of labourers and artisans is not a mere conjecture of
mine but is based on reasoning which does not find
mention in any book. It is my own reasoning based on my

earlier studies about which | have mentioned in my
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statement for the first time. | have not mentioned this

reasoning in any of my earlier book or article. | am not in

a position to assess whether the black stones of Kasauti

had:b.ee:n extracted from a mine in India or outside India

but vit‘ is certain that all these stones would have been

extracted frorih the same mine.”

Question

AnsWer :

Question

Answer:

Question

Answer :

: Could you guess that after having a look at the

black stones of the pillars or had you arrived at a
opinion about the period of time when these
stones would have been extracted from the

mine?

It could be easily surmised that these stones
would have been extracted from the mine at the
time when the plat to construct the temple would

had been evolved.

: As per your estimate the said temple would have

been built in the 12" century during the period of
Gharwal rulers. Obviously the stones' would
have" been extracted during the same time when
the temple Wés constructed as per yout belief?

Yes please, | agree with this view.

:As per your above statement the stones would

have been extracted.from the same area which
was under the rule of the above ruler or could it
be‘held t‘hat'they would have been brought from
somewhere else?

It is not necessary that such type of stones
would have been extracted by any ruler from
mines falling within his territory but there is a

greater possibility of such a thing happening.
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The fact is that in ancient times wherever mines
of good quality stones existed, people of other
states also got stones extracted therefrom and

took them away.

Question : Are such instances found in history where such
type of ornamental or cut stones or pillars were
shifted from one place to the other and set in
any building?

Answer : | am not aware of any such instances.

»‘ The Atala Masjid of Jaunpur was built during the
regime of Sharki rulers and the architecture and masonry of
Sharki rulers are different from the mughal style. Persy:
Brown has termed it as the regional style of J‘aunpur.
Theré is an authentic book on Sharki architecture by the
‘nam'-.e~o-f ‘Sharki Architecture of Jaunpur  written by A.
Fuherér,. which was published by A.S.I.” The witness was
shown document No. 301 C-1/1 to 301 C-1/3 (in
continuation) by the learned advocate cross-examining on
looking ‘at which the witness stated that these were the

extracts from the above referred book.

| 'Th'e witness was shown document No. 301 C-1/3 and
a question was asked whether it was mentioned therein that

a pillar was brought from Banaras and set in Jaunpur?

‘- ‘On looking at the document the witness stated that a
10 Ii'n;éd‘text was engraved on the pillar which revealed that
this pillar would have been set in a tempie in front of the
Vishwanath temple of Banaras. The incident of setting in
the billar in Atala mosque of Jaunpur proved the fact of
demolition of a Hindu temple and shiftin‘g its remains to

chef place. In so far as pillars of Kasauti and door Shakha



1668

pillar in Ayédhya re concerned, they are related with

architectural artistic works for the construction of a temple.'

That is how the difference in between both the examples

could be understood.

Question : My simple question was that it was clear from
dogument No. 301 C-1/3 that such instances
were available in history where a pillar or a
étone fixea at one place had been shifted from
there and fixed at some other place — what have
you to say about it?

Anngr: It is true that such instances are available in

' history where stones or other decorated pillars

fixed in some building at some place have been
shifted from there and fixed in some other
building but one exa.mplé is reflection of
destruction whereas the other example mentions
only the process of construction.

- The witness was ‘'shown document No. 301 C-1/3 by
the Ilearhed advocate cross-examining and a question was
asked whether it had been mentioned in the Sanskrit sloka
a_ppea_rinlg on this pagé that some temple of Banaras had
beeh demolished? On looking at the above, the witness
stated that‘is had only been mentioned in this document
that. this templé had been built in front of Vishwashwar
temple of Banaras and there was no mention of demolition
of ahy temple. On looking at document No. 301 C-1/3
thoroughly the witnéss stated there was no clear mentin of
dem.olition of any temple' in Banars. However, it had surely
beeh mentioned in this document that “This important
re.cord»'clearly indicates that this pillar and undoubtedly
‘m'ahy others’ would have been brought from Banaras.”
T'hi's'_‘ ohiy means that this pillar and ‘many others’ which

have been referred in the above sentence could not have
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been brought without demolishing those temples. | am not
a’war’e5 Whether_ such instances are available in history
whefe remains of any temple have been shifted to other
place without demolishing the temple. As per above writing
the temple in Banaras, where this pillar was fixed‘ had been
built in 1353 Vikrami Samvat or 1296 AD. It was the temple
of Lord Vishnu. On looking at document No. 301 C-1/3 the
Witnéés stated that the author of this book had also
informed that Samvat 1504 or 1447 AD had been mentioned
twice below the writing which as per his version were the
dates of construction of the mosque. Banaras was a part of
the. fterri'tory ruled by Sharki rulers during the first half of -
15" _.century. The witness stated, “I cannot tell in definite
terms as to when did the rule of Sharki rulers start and
When.was it over. | have not read it anywhere that Sharki:

rulers had demolished any temple in Banaras.

'Queétion : My submission is that the above pillar which had
. been referred in_' document No. 301‘C-1/3 had
been. brought to Jaunpur as a ruin of a fallen

templ.e and With0ut demolishing any temple and

was fixed he:re in the year 14477

Ansvx'/’er: | do not subscribe with the view that the above"
pillar had been brought to-Jaunpur from some

fallen temple.

| have seen the book entitled ‘Eastern Indian School
of Medieval Sculpture’ written by Dr. R.D. Banerjee and
havé.go’ne "[h‘rough some part of it. This is again an ASI
publi.Cation' and is régarde'd és an authentic book. The
witness was shown document No. 308 C-C/13 and a
ques-tion was asked whether the four pillars mentioned in

the '_t'hird paragraph of the document=were from a fallen
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temple and that they were not broughvt by demolishing any

temple.

‘ .On.looking at the above document the witness stated
that the four pillars mentioned in the para had been brought
from a fallen temple and had been presented to ‘Asiatic
Soci:et'y '. of Bengal’ which is more than 200 vyears old
insti_tufion. The institute is concerned with history and
Arch‘aeoilogy and is in receipt of grant from the Government
of India. and is a very renowned Institute. R.D. Banerjee
has stated correct position in respect of the four pillars
mentioned in the above document No. 308 C-1/13. The
pilla'fs should still be preserved in Calcutta museum of
‘Asié_fic Society of Bengal’ which is presently known as
‘Asiatic Society’. On looking at 2" para of the same
document No. 308 C-1/13 the witness stated that it was
mentioned in the document that a pillar of a Shaiva temple
of mid-10" century had been found'which had been fixed in
the palace of a ruler in Dinapur district of north Bengal
about a century ago. | Document No. 308 C-1/13
représehting the page of the book of R.D. Banerjee
revealed that this pillar had been set in a garden of a
palace by bringing the same from the ruins and without
demolishing any building. The pillar is dated and Samvat
888 or 966 AD'. has been engraved on it and it has been
stated by Banerjee S‘a‘hib that the pillar was set in here
about a centufy ago. Thu s there is a gap of around 9
CentUrieS in between the two buildings which indicates that
the former building would have turned into ruins of its own
because of lack of repairs. Onklboking at the last four lines
of th.e' second paragraph of document No. 308 C-1/13 the
witness",stated that the ‘pitchers and eight sided/ sixteen
sided portions engréved on the top and bottom of the pillars

now remind of the pillars of later Gupta age retrieved from
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vilage Apsad of Gaya district, village Devvarnak of
Shahabad district, located in Bihar, village Kausam known
as K.aushambi in Sarnath (Banaras) Allahabad district and
from: Mathura district. There is a mention of two pillars in
the aboVe paragraph out of which | have already described
about the first pillar above whereas the second pillar
belongs to a later period and is comparatively less
beautiful. The first pﬂlaf is exhibited on plate No. 90 D of
this book which is available on document No. 308 C-1/14.
The workmanship visible in the pillar available at figure D
of document No. 308 C-1/14 belongs to the mid of 10"
ce‘nt‘ury.v |
Question : Is the workmanship visible in the pillar available
o | at figure under heading ‘D’ on fhe above plate
No. 90 (document No. 308 C—1/1}4) similar to the
workmanship prevalent in the entire North India
during the 10" century or reflects the:
workmanship of the regime of any pérticular
ruler?
| 'Ans'y‘ve;r : | am not an expert of ancient Indian art but still
on the basié of the view of R.D. Banerjee it can
be stated that such an art was prevalent in Uttar
Pradesh, Bihar ad Bengal. iPossiny some
fea:tures of the a‘rt of the period of Pals may be

visible in this particular pillar,

" ".I'h'ere is surely a difference in between the strings
visible on the pillar in fhe picture and the strings visible on
the pilla'rs fixed in the disputed building but only an expert
of art'cbuld specific’ally comment upon it. A human figure
is vi-sible at-the bottom of the pillar in the picture but | am
not 'in' a position to .identify whether it is the figure of a
dancing girl or of someone else. A white figure like object

is visible on the flank in the right side of the pillar and no
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othef hhmah figure is visible in this figure. The witness
Wasﬁsho'wn document No. 308 C-1/15 and a question was
asked as tp which period did the decoration and
work.manship' visible in the figures of piIIars'avaiIabIé under
the héadings ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘E’ o.n the document belong. On
looking at the above the witness stated that he was not an
expert of the subject still he felt that thevdecoration and
workmanship visible ln these figures belonged to around
10" century. The strings visible on the pillar under figure
‘A’ Qf' this document appeared different from the strings of
the pi,I'Ia.rs fixed in thg disputed building but he was not in a
posi'ti.On‘to elaborate this difference. A pitcher and figure of
a Yaksha and Yakshini on both the sides were visible at the
bottom of thé figure of the pillar under heading ‘B’ of this
document. The Witneé.s told that he had [r'\ot seen pitcher
and 'figures of Yaksha-Yakshinis on either sides thereof on
the pillars of the disputed building. The witness stated, “l
had stated in my earlier statement that figures of Yaksha-
Yakshinis ‘were visible on the pillars of the disputed
building but these figures were different from the figures of
Yaksha-Yakshninis visible under heading ‘B’ but since | am
not an expert of Art, | cannot elaborate this difference.” On
Iooki'ng ét the figure No. 1 on document No. 289 C-1/219 of
his bo_ok exhibit O0S-5-3 and the figure under heading ‘C’
on document No. 308 C-1/15, the witness stated that there
Was.:a; big difference in the two figures but he could not
elaborat‘e this difference. The witness then stated, “I can
broadly tell thét the art shown under heading ‘C’ on
document No. 308 C-1/15 belongs to the pre-Gharwal
peribd but | cannot tell in precise terms. | am stating this
fact based on my knowledge and common sense.” On
looking at a figure visible under the heading ‘F’ on
document No. 308 C-1/15 the witness stated that it

appear.é”d to be the figure of a front image or lintel of the
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entrance gate of some .building which ‘was fixed above the
doof Shakha of the doors. The witness stated, “A similar
figure is given in figure No. 1 on document No. 289 C-1/220
of my‘»book exhibit OOD-5-3 but it is not the part of the
c’eili.ng, the upper half portion of which has been broken
and it would have been a square rock Iayer.‘ There appears
to be some difference in art and workmanship of both the
above figures because the figure given in the book of R.D.
Banerjee is} more finely engraved whereas such a fine
Workmanship is not visible in the above figure given in my
book. More fineness and workmanship reflected an earlier
period where after the art started degenerating slowly and
became crude. The witness stated, “I believe that there
would be a difference of around 200 years in between the
a.rt,pf the two figures. All the figures viSibIe on document -
No. 308 C-1/15 belong to the north Indian group.”

4The witness was shown document No. 309 C-1/5 by,
the learned advocate cross-examining and a question wasl
asked whether the figure was of the gate of the same
_temp'le which he had called new birth place tgmple. On
Iook':in‘g ‘at the above the: witness stated, “So far as |
remember it is the figure of the entrance gate of the new
birth:pla‘ce temple. | believe the architectufe visible in this
figure b'e_long§ to 18”‘-1i9th century. The witness was shown
figufé No. 90 of colour album No. 200 C-1 and a question
Was*"asked about the period' to which the architecturev'
visible in the figure belonged. On looking at the above
figure the witness stated, | cannot tell précisely to which
cent,ﬁr,y Afhis figure should belong, but‘is should be atleast
4-5 centuries old. The witness was shown figure Nos. 42,
47 and 48 of black and white album dccument No. 201 C-1
and'_a-q'ues"tion was asked about the century to which the

architecturé visible ‘in the fi'gures should belong. On
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looking "at the above f'igures the witness told that the

architecture of these photographs should also be 4-5

centuries old.”

Question

Answer :

Question

Answer :

:As’ per your earlier statement around. 40-50

pillars of Kasauti were set in the temple which is"
alleged to havé been demolished by Meer Baki
and as per your version 14 out of the above
pillars were set in fhe disputed building, what
has happened to the remaining 30-35 pillars of

Kasauti and where have they gone?

In my earlier statement | had mentioned that
besides the 14 pillars, three more pillars had
been found in Ayodhya — Faizabad area and | do
not have any knowledge about the remaining

pillars not | have read about them in any book.

:You have also not read in any book about the

above 14 and other 3 pillars but have stated only
as a conjecture thét these pillars would have
been fixed in the so called above temple which
you allege to have been demolished by Meer
Baki. Can you not again tell as a conjecture as
to what happened to the remaining 30-35 pillars
or is any folk-tale or popular belief prevalent with
regard to this issue or not? .'

| do“not subscribe with the suggestion that my
statement about the existence of 14 pilllars in the
disputed building and 3 other pillars is based on
conjecture but we find a mention of it in all the
books or articles written about the disputed
building. There is a rhention in these books and

articles that these pillars had been brought from
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some Hindu temple and then set n the disputed
building otherwise it would have been tough job
to justify the existence of carved pillars in a
building called amosque. | am not aware of any
anecdote about the remaining pillars of Kasauti
nor | have come across any such information

during the course of my research.

:Do you not believe that in case the so called

temple had been demolished by Meer Baki the

remaining pi'Ilars of the temple would have been
left there only and could be found there even
today?

| cannot confidently say }anything about this
whereas there is every possibility that some
pieces of these pillars may be retrieved during
the archaeological excavations b»eing undertaken

presently.

: Has there been any mention to the effect that

besides the 17 pillars of black stone abodt which
you have mentioned, the remaining pillars which
you allege to have been set in the so called
building Wduld have been destroyed by Meer
Baki and that is the reason that all the pillars are

not traceable?

| cannot confidently'say anything on the subject. -

-1 would seek to find out a possibility based on

your general}knowle‘dge could you not come out
with any such possibility?
As a historian | am not accustomed to build

castles of possibilities on mere imaginations. It
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would be unfair to arrive at such a guess until

some facts are not available. ,

Verified the statement after hearing

o Sd/-

(Thakur Prasad Verma)

| 21.03.2003

"’Typed by the stenog'rabh’er in the open court as

dictated. by me. In continuation for further cross-
examination on dated 24.03.2003.Witness be present.

| Sd/-

(Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner
21.03.2003
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Dated:26.03.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Vermé

Cross examination of OPW 9 Dr. T.P. Verma initiated by
Shri'Zaf'aryad Jilani, Advocate on behalf of Defendant No. 4
Sunni Central Board of Wagqgf, UP. in continuation to
21.03.2003 before the Honourable Full Bench.

| have used the word ‘facts’ in my above statement by
which | mean either we 'Iay our hands on a real instance or
information related thereto in any book. The incidents
mentioned in the Gazetteer would also fall in the category
of facts even if they are based on popular belief. At this
stag'.e‘the attention of the witness was drawn to the text
contained in 14" line from the bottom of the 8" line in
column 2 of document No. 312 C-1/3 by the learned
advocate cross-examining on going through which the
witnfes‘s stated that he agreed with the fact notwithstanding
that_:it was not a historical fact as it had not been confirmed
from any other source. The witness stated, "I believe it
would not be proper to infer anything on the basis of such a,
fact.” On going through the text available in the fourth Iine‘
from the bottom under column 2 reading as A
}quad'rangular coffer of stone ....... Devotion of t‘he Hindus”
the witness stated that-this_'was again a fact but did not fall
in the é.ategory. of historical fact and is bé_sed on only on
popu'vlar 'hearsay. This‘ fact too is not confirmed from any
other sdurce.: On Iooking at the first line on page 740 of
the "documen't, the witness stated that photocopy of the
WOl“d: ‘born’ was not visible and the word ‘born’ should have“
been ‘there. The learned advocate cross-examining filed
photocopies of both the pages i.e. page No. 739 and 740
and.éhoﬁved the same to the witness on which the witness

stated that the word ‘born’ was clear on this page (marked

i
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as document No. 317 C-1 to 3). The words ‘A quadr,angular:
coffé'r of stone’ in thé’ above sentence referred to some
plac_;'e inside the disputed premises possibly to Ram
‘Chabootra located in thev disputed premises. It ‘could refer
to a reetangular seat made of stone. The witness stated
that he could not tell to which language the word ‘Aisle’
used in the sentence belonged and what was its meaning.
Later on he s:tated thai is could be a unit of measurement.
The witness then said,»“S'ince’I am not aware of the length
or measurement of ‘aisle’, | may not be able to tell whether
the Ieng'th and breadth of Ram Chabootra which | had seen
in 1992 are the same or differént but it is certain that Ram
Chabdotra was neither a recta‘nguiar nor a square. When |
had_séen the Ram Chabootra in the year 1992 its length
Was'm'oie than its breadth, it extended from north to south
in Ie'n'gth and from east to west in width. While writing this
gazetteer the Ram Chabootra was stated to be 5 to 6
inches high but when | visited the Chabootra during the
year",1992, it was 4-5 ft. above the ground. Besides, Ram
Chabéotra there is no other place in the disputed premises
which” could be referred to the facts mentioned in the
gazetteer. At that time i.e. at the time of writing of the
gazetteer some cradle might be lying here and not a
Chabootra. There is no mention of the Chabootra in the
gazetteer, rather there is a meintion of a cradle and there is
a possibility that there might have been a cradle at the
place of: Chabootra. There is a possibility that there might
have been a cradle at the place of Chabootra. There is a
possibility that the words quadrangular coffer of stone
would: have been used for cradle also. It has been
mentioned in .this gazetteer that people of those days
believed that R'amchahdraji was born in this cradle only.
Such a popuiai belief Was‘ prevalent amongst the people

during the year 1850. Possibility the cradle would have
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been kept at the place where Ram Chabootra existed till
the 'year 1992. | cannot say anything as to when this
popullar belief i.e. birth of Ramchandraji in the cradle
ended. | believe that this belief that is cradle episode is no
more prevalent now a days. Later on he added that he
doubted if such a belief was still prevalent or not. The
witness stated, “I am not confident whether the belief of
Ramchandraji taking birth in the cradle is prevailing now a
days (jr.not. | subscribe with the view mentioned in the
gaze'tt'eer that Ramchandraji was the seventh incarnation of
Vishnu. . | am confident that Ram Chabootra had been built
at the disputed site between the year 1885 in fespect of
which Mahant Raghuwar Dass had filed a case and there
was no mention of an‘y‘.cr‘-adle in that case. | agree with the
words ‘Ayodhya or Avadh ...... ...ancient city in Hindustan’
appearing in the 4™ line from the above in column No. 1 of
document No. 312 C-1/4, page 740 of gazetteer. The word
‘a‘l‘Jthoritvies’ in the same sentence stands for historians but
at the moment | cannot tell the name of even one historian
a‘r'n'o'ngst those who had stated that Ayodhya was the most
ancient city of India. The name of ‘Princep" appears in the
first‘Cqumn of page 740 of this very gazetteer. ‘Princep’
was a historian and was Calcutta mint master. Credit of
deciphering Brahmi Script goes to him only'. I am a'ware of
the "éoins which have been referred in this example by
Prih_cep.. | am not awér’e whether Princep has*mentioned
such éo.ins or not but .-I believe he must have done it and
that is why they have been mentioned in the gazetteer. |
have not heard of any coins retrieved frofn Ayodhya and
Iegends‘engr,éved thereon were not legible. By the time of
my writing my book exhibit 00S-5-3 | had not knowledge of"
any vcoin_writings engraved whereon Wére not legible. The
Word “Iegend stands for Writing'whereas the word character

stands for script or letter. | do not remember whether
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Princep had written any book or not.” Later on be added
that it was niot'striking‘to him right them. Elphinsten was:
an art histori‘an but he had neither read nor heard of any
book written by Elphinsten about Ayodhya. He had gone
.thro.ljgh.the book entitled ‘Indian Architecture’, written by
EIph"_in‘stAen but there was no mention of Ayodhya in the
book. fhe witness stated, “I cannot tell whether the fact
statéd |n this gazetter ‘reading'as ‘According to ...........are

sprung’ is correct or not.”

' The witness continued, “l have heard the name of‘
Bukanen who was a historian but | cannot tell the century
to which he belonged. | cannot confidently tell whether he
has -written any histofy book or not.‘ | also cannot tell
whether he had written any traveller’'s accounts.” Attention
of thé witness was drawn to 13", 14", 15" and 16" line
from thé to.p of the first column of page 740, document No.
312 ‘,C-1‘/4 of this very gaze'tter, on going through which the
witness stated that the word it’ did not refer to Ayodhya and,
it if has been used for Ayodhyé then it is only a conjecture
of Bukanen because‘ as pr his belief Ayodhya was
estab.l.ished by Brahmins who had come from west Asia but
this fact is not supported from any other source. Later on
he added that since it had been mentioned under the
heading ‘Ayodhya’, ‘it obviously referred to Ayodhya. The
witness also did not agree with the quotation of Bukanen
given after this sentence on this page itself and it is only a
conjecture of Bukanen which is not supported by any
historical evidence. The witness also did not agree with
the opinion expressed by Thornton Sahib which reads as
‘This autvhor supposes . Christian era.” Vaivshwat had
established this city in the year 1336 BC. Later on he stted
that he'_did agree with the fact that Ayodhya city was

established by Vaivshwat who was regarded the 7" Manu
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but he did not agree that it was established in the year
1366 BC as per tradition. It is believed that Vaivshwat
Manu was there 12 crore years ago. If this tradition is to
be believed, Ayodhya would have been established 12
crore years ago but as a historian he did nof fully subscribe
with this view. The witness then stated, “As stated by me
earlier on page 67, as per tradition | believe that Ayodhya
would have been settled 12 crore years ago. | hold a
difference individuality of a religious man and altogether a
different individuality of a scholar of history and seek to
b'ring' : eoordinetion somewhere in between the two
individualities but whenever there is a clash | stand for my
opinion as a historian. | am deposing in this court in the
capacity of a historian but | feel that it is important to
convey traditional knowledge. | regard myself as a modern
historivan.” Later he added that he was not a historian of
the ‘hi_story of modern times. The witness stated, “There
was no person by the name of Vaivshwat in the year 1366
BC who is stated to have established Ayodhya. In view of
this'| feel the entire material relating to the establishment
of Afyo’dhya as appearing in the first column on page 740 of -
docu_'ment No. 312 C-1/4 is false. The subsequent text in
the sentence reading as “he considers ........... of his sons”
is ag.ain false that is | do not agree with.” The words:
appearing subsequently in the same sentence reading as
“That been rebuilt ......... . Brihadbal 512 AD” is also false
‘with "w_hich | do not agree. There was no ruler b}/ the name
of B"'rihadbal in the year 512 AD. | agree with the wordings
in the next sentence re.ading as, “And having ............. King
of Ujjain” but | do not egree with AC 57 mentioned therein.
I»believe it should be 57 BC. Hence, the entire story that
Ayodhya had been reconstructed by Vikramaditya in 57 AC
after" remaining devastated for many centuries after.

Brihadbal is false. There is a mention of Tard and Wilford
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after this sentence. Both of them are historians. The full

nam.e of Tard is Col. James Tard.

Verified the statement after ‘hearing'

Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)
26.03.2003

- Typed by the st’en'ographer in the open court as
dictated by us. In continuation for further cross-

examination on dated 27.03.2003 . Witness to be present .

Sd/-

26.03.2003
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Dated:27.03.2003
O.P.W.9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Before: Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,
Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 26.03.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench in other Original Suit No. 5 of 1989).

(Crdss-e_xamination on oath on behalf of Defendant No. 4
initiated.by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate in continuation to
cross-examination dated 26.03.2003).

" The witness was shown document tNo. 317 C-1/2 and
3 and document No. 107/C-1/10 and 11 on looking at which
the witness stated that both these were the photocopies of
page No. 739 and 740 of ihe gazetteer of Thornton. On
looking at document No. 312 C-1/3 and 4 the witness stated
that these were again the photocopies of the same pages,
ph.otocopies of which were available at document No. 107
C-1/11 and document No. 312 C-1/4. The witness stated
th‘a't'_»the‘only difference in between the two documents was
that the word ‘born’ was clear in the first line of first column
of document No. 107 C-1/11 whereas the word ‘born’ was
not clear in document No. 317 C-1/4. Similarly the word"
‘borh’_ was clear in document Mo. 317 C-1/3 and thét there
Was':-no difference in document Nos. 317 C-1/2, document
‘ 'No.";31'7'C-1/3 and 107 C-1/10 and 11. The witness stated,
¢l do hot have much knowledge about Wilford referred in
document No. 317 C-1/3. Col. James Tard had written the
book entitled ‘History of Rajasthan’ but | do. not know as to
What has he' written about Ayodhya.” The witness was

shown the text contained in the first column of document:
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N(S. '.317 C-1/3 and reading as “Tod however ...... 52000 year
BC’.on looking at which the witness stated that he did not
agree with it. The witness was then shown the later portion
of this very first column which read as “the former writer

. its suburbs” on looking at which the witness stated:
that.-he did not support this view. and that it could be

parti»a'lly' true. The witness then stated, “I believe that

‘possibly Lucknow might -have been a suburb of, Ayodhy at

som',e ‘ppint}of time. The word suburb stands for adjoining
rural area. Wherever there is a mention of Ayodhya in
vedi'c': li,t.erature, Puran IitératUre and Valmiki Ramayana,
Lucknow has:never figured. | have not read anywhere if
there has beén a mention of Lucknow in any other Iitérature_
related to Ayodhya. It s incorrect to suggest that
men‘ti'Onihg of Lucknowl as a suburb in the above document
No. 317 C-1/3 is sompletely wrong.  There couid be a
possibility of Lucknow 'being a suburb of Ayodhya during
the time of Ramchandraji or earlier or even during the post-
Ramchandraji. period but such a possibility could not be for
the pe’ri'od.beyond Christian era’”. The witness stated of
hims.élf ~ that while des'cribing Ayodhya in Valmiki
Ramayana, Valmiki had stated that Ayodhya was 12 yojan
long- and 23 vyojan broad. Yet another mention about
Ayodhya is found in Ain-ai-Akbari of medie\)al age in which
it ha'd.'been stated that, “In ancient times this city was told
to be 148 kos (possibly 200 miles) long and 36 kos broad
and it was also stated that it was the most pious city of
ancient times.” In this way there could be a possibility of a
suburb of Ayodhya at a distance of 80 miles from Ayodhya.
This description of Ayodhya should date back to BC and not
later than Christian era. The witness stated, “I believe that
one yojan is equal to around 12 kos and as such 12 yojans
meant around 148 kos. No‘w-a—days a kos is roughly equal

to two miles. | have not gone through ‘Ain-ai-Akbari’ but
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havé come across of this reference of ‘Ain-ai’Akbari’ at
som'e other place. | do not remember if | have seen the
Engl"i-sh translation of Ain-ai-Akbari or.not. | have studied
ancient history deeply and medieval history broadly. ‘Ain-
ai’Akbari’ was written by}AbuI Fazal, one of the nine jewels
during the period of Akbar and it is regarded as and
auth‘entic source of medieval history. | do not remember
whether there is a mention of Babar in ‘Ain-ai’Akbari’
because | have not read the complete book. ‘Ain-ai’Akbari’
contains extensive details of the period of Akbar and it is

regarded as the official gazétteer of Akbar age.

Quest'i‘on:My submission is that we do not find any

| - mention in ‘Ain-ai’Akbari’ of the fact that Babar
or his Army commander Meer Baki had
demolished any temple in Ayodhya.

Answer : Your statement could be true and untrue also
because | have not read ‘Ain-ai’Akbari’
completely but | have not read such a thing in
‘Ain-ai’Akbari’.

My statement that Ayodhya was the most pious place
of India has been quoted from the gazetteer of Thornton.
T.hef witness was shown the text appeari’n‘g in column-l in
docu_tment No. 317 C-1/3 reading as ‘The great
sacre:d places of antiquity’ and a question was asked
whether he agreed with what had been stated above. On..
looking at the above the witness stated that he agreed with
it. The witness stated, “I agree with the fact mentioned
,abo‘v'e that Ayodhya was regarded as the Iarg?st City of
Indié m ‘Ain-ai’Akbari’. This was something believed during
the peri’od of A.kbar. ‘In the same column it is mentioned
subs'éqg'ently thAat durihg ‘Ain-ai’Akbari’ that land revenue

of this city alpng with Haveli was stated as Rs. 50,209/-. |
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cannot éay whether land revenue of big cities of India used
to.be around Rs. 5‘0,000/- during the time of Akbar.” The
witness was shown the text ‘with the Haveli and Municipal
dis;tfict ceow........ greatest city of India’ app‘e'aring in column-
| of document No. 319 C-1/3 and a question was asked
Whetﬁer he agreed with the view of Thornton expressed in
the a.bove text. On Ioo_king at the aboyte the witness replied:
that he agreed with the views of Thornton. The witness

was shown the very next sentence in this column reading

‘as ‘the present population .............. ... 500 Muslims’ on

Iooki’hg*' at which the witness stated that this was the
population at the time bf‘wr.iting of gazetteer and was
correct. The witness continued, “I am not éware about the
present popﬂlation of Ayodhya. | have termed the
population indicated by Thornton as correct on the basis"
that. this population Would be based on the census
Conductéd at that time. | am not aware whether any census
was conducted in Avadh during the period 1850 to 1858. |
also: C'an:not t«éll as to from which year census had officially
started in India but | am aware that census is conducted
once in; every ten years. | am not aware whether any

census was conducted in India during the year 1901.

Question : My submission is that there had been no official
census in ‘India particularly in the area of
Ayodhya in between 1850 to 18607

Answer : | am not aware of it.

Question : Should | made out that you have disagreed with

- most of the details given'under}heading Avadh in

document No. 317 C-1/2 'and 3 representing

page No. 739-40 of the gazetteer written by
Thornton.
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Answ_ér: | agree with you contention i.e. | have disagreed

- with most of the above facts.

. ! »

~The witness states, “I do not agree with details of
habitétion and devastation of Ayodhya given under the
heading ‘Avadh’ in the above gazetteer of Thornton on
document No. 317 C-1/2 and 3. The date-wise details of
habitation and devastation of Ayodhya under the above
heading“Avadh’ have not been used by me either during
writing my book or during the proceedings of this case.
The witness was shown para 14 page 6 of his affidavit of
his «examination-in-chiéf which read as “There is an
anecdote amongst Hindus ......... as has been mentioned”
on looking at which the witness stated that his above
statenjent was true. Ayodhya was established by
VaiVaéwat Manu for the first time, by Rishabhdev for the
second time and by Vikramaditya for the third time during
57 BC. | '

Question : In the abovveigazetteer, there is a mention of
habitation of Ayddhya’ for the first time in 1336
BC, its devastation in 775 AD and habitation by
Brihadbal in 512 AD and when you have already
conveyed your disagreement to the above then
how could you state in your affidavit ‘as has

been mentioned’ in the book ?

Answé_r : In fact at the time when | filed the above affidavit
| had in my mind the mentin of Thornton and’
British writers wherein it had been stated that
Ayodhya was devastated and hebetated
repeatedly. In. my affidavit | had broadly
subscribed "Wi’[h‘ the facts mentioned in the

gazetteers because of which | had agreed with
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the facts but it does not imply that | should agree

with every detail.

; i The witness was shown document No. 107 C-1/27 to

107‘4:0;1/30 (in continuation) by the learned advocate cross-

examining and a question was asked as to where it was

mentioned

hebetated for the third time. On looking at the above the:

in the settlement report that Ayodhya was

witness stated that id had been mentioned in para 619 of
document No. 107 C-1/28 that Vikramaditya had come to

‘Ayodhya and had got 360 temples built, possibl]y this was

the men_tion of habitation of Ayodhya for the third time.

Question

Answer *

Question

: There is neithek a mention of habitation of

Ayodhya for the third time in para 619 of the

above document No. 107 C-1/28 nor there is any.

mention  of - habitation of  Ayodhya by
Vikramaditya, there 1is only a mention of
construction of 360 temples in Ayodhya. What
have you to :a'ny about it?

It is correct that there is no mention of habitation
of Ayodhya by Vikramaditya nor it is mentioned
that Ayodhya was inhabited for the third time but
it is mentioned in many anecdotes, gazetteers
and other books that Ayodhya was inhabited by
Vikramaditya for the last time and it is on this

basis that | had mentioned the above facts.

:When there is no mention in the above document

No. 107 C-1/28 of the fact that the credit of
habitation of Ayodhya for the third time went to
Vikramaditya the ruler of Ujjain, then why did
you refer of this document in para 14 of your

affidavit with'reference to the above suit?

St
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Answer : The documents referred to above by me in my
| a‘ffikdavit broadly support my above statement but
they cannot be fully supported on the basis of
minute details. | have mentioned about them in
my affidavit only because they broadly supported

_ the facts.

"The witness was shown the next Conta‘ined in para 14,
page 6 of his affidavit which read as ‘there is an anecdote
amongst Hindus ............... as has been mentioned’ and a
question was asked that there was no mention of
construction of a temple but only a mention of habitation of
Ayodhya for the third time which has not been mentioned in
above document No.. 107 C-1/28 and therefore your
confentibn is completeiy wrong that your above statement
is clarified from document No. 107 C-1/28 also. The
witness stated, “In this connection | am to state that this
p‘orti:oh of my affidavit has been referred partially. There is
a coma after the words ‘as has been mentioned” ad
thereaftér the sentence has been completely by adding the
words “got 360 temples built in Ayodhya” and then only the
sentence becomes complete. Therefore it is improper to

regard me as wrong by quoting only a part Qf the sentence.

Question : Should | make it that you have used the
document No. 107 C-1/28 only with reference to
the fact that it is mentioned in the affidavit that
360 temples were got built?

Answer : Yes, it is correct.

.The witness staté’d, "Document No. 107 C/1-28 is a.
part of the “Report on the settlement on the land revenue of
the F"aiz'abad district by A.F. Millet.” 1 do not know the year
A _duri-_ng_ which A.F. Millet was the officiating ‘settlement

offic’e_'r' df Faizabad but this_'book was published in the year
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1880 and this impli’es that he would have remained there
prior to 1880. | am not awaré whether the settlement
offic'er' is Junior or Senior to District Collector. On looking
at document No. 107 C-1/27 the witness stated that he did
not now what was meant by the words, “A.F. Millet was a
Gﬂoy'ernment employee but | am not aware whether he was
a historian or not. | am also not aware whether A.F. Millet
was,'a_n employee of East India Company or an employee of
Navab of Avadh. He has mentioned the above facts in his
book on the basis of hearsay prevalent in Ayodhya. I:
canhbt tell as to how.many facts mentioned in document
No. 107 C-1/27 to 10.7 C-1/30 (in continuation) by A.F.
Millen are based on his personal knowledge and how many

are based on the reports of other writers.”

The Witness continued, “I do not know the way in
which settlement report is evolved. | am also not aware
how much and what type of staff is required to write a
settlement report. | have not completely read the above
report of A.F. Millet — but have gone through only a part of
it as shown in document No. 107 C-1/27 to 107 C-1/30 (in
contiin'ualtion). | had gone th'rough the above documents
earlief while filing my affidavit and still earlier while writing
my book. | have seen the above report of A.F. Millet in the
form‘ of a book which | had seen while writing my book. |
had seen this book around the year 2000. | had seen the
above report in the form of a book which | had borrowed
from'..some on e but at the moment | do not remember the
namé" of the gentlemen from whom | had borrowed the
book. | had returned the borrowed book after a couple of
days after preparing my notes. While preparing my
affidavit for exam_ination-in-chief, that book or notes
prepared from the book were not available before me and

whatever | had mention in the affidavit was based on my
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memory. | had seen document Nos. 107 C/1-27 to 107 C-
1/30' (in' continuation) while deposing in the court.” On
looking ‘at document No. 107 C-1/27, the witness stated
that name of P. Carnegi and J. Woodvern were mentioned
on the document. He had heard the name of P. Carnegi
who had written a book on history of Faizabad which he
had »'Qone through. The witness stated, “I am not aware
Whefh'er the book of P. Carnegi has been filed in this court
or nbt. There is a mention of history of Ayodhya in that
book but | do not recollect whether there is a mention of the
disputed buildi’ng in the book. | had read this book for the
first fime white writing my book exhibit O0S-5-3 and it was
sometime around the year 2000. A copy of the above book
of P. Carnegi is available in my persona library. | had not
read this book before coming to file my affidavit of
examination-in-chief. | ha'vve not read the above book ever
since | started deposing in this court tjll this day. While
Writing my book | had made use of the book of P. Carnegi
to aSC'ertain facts related to the history of Ayodhya. | might
have po.ssibly made us to the above book of P. Carnegi to
find out the facts relating to the disputed bUiIding also but |
do not p'recisely remember the same. | had read the book
of P. Carnegi for the Iaét time sometime around the year
2000 while writing my book‘ and not thereafter. | had also
prepared notes of the book of P. Carnegi but | felt no need
to go through the notes later on i.e. at the time of writing of
the book. | have made use of the book of P. Carnegi for my
affidavit relating to examination-in-chief but | have made
use of the book not by reading it but only on the basis of
my memory. | had cursoril'y gone through the documents

referred in my affidavit relating to examination-in-chief.”

"The witness stated, “I had gone through the above

book} of P. Carnegi tho‘roughly while writing my book. In a

]
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few pages of a book are read it cannot be said that the
entire book has been gone through. At the best it can be
said that this book has been glanced.” The witness was
shown the affidavit of his examination-in-chief by the
learned - advocate cross-examining and a question was
as_ked whether the had mentioned of the book of P. Carnegi
inlh.}i's affidavit? On looking at the document the witness
tO'Id-A‘tha't a reference of the book had been made in his
affidavit but he could not identify the same as per

document number but _he was confident that a reference of

the book of P. Carnegi had been made in his affidavit.:

There was possibly no mention of the name of P. Carnegi in
his affidavit. Now it was coming to his mind that he had
- possibly filed a few portions of the above RQook of P.

Carh,egi‘ in this court and it was during the time of Devki

Nandan Aggarwal that a few p‘ortions of the above book had

beeh filed in this court. Th‘e Witness was shown document

No. 107 C-1/17 and a question was asked whether it was a

part of the book of P. Carnegi? On looking at this and,

subs"equent documents the witness stated that document
Nos. 107 C-1/17 to 107 C-1/26 (in continuation) appeared
to be parts of the book of P. Carnegi. Later on he stated
that- document No. 107 C-1/17 to 107 C-1/20 (in
continuation) were the portions of the above book but he
was not surelwhether the remaining documents were a part
of the'aboye book or not. On looking at the affidavit of his
exami’na'tion-i‘n-chief the witness stated that there was no
mention of document No. 107 C-1/17 to 107 C-1/20 (in

continuation) in his affidavit.

~Just a while ago | had stated in my statement above
that, “This book has been referred in my affidavit .............
reference of the book of P. Carnegi has been given” and it

was mentioned mistakenly.
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Que}s'ti'on' :My submiss.’ion is that amongst the documents
filed in the suit you have filed document Nos.
107 C-1/17 to 107 C-1/24 (in continuation) and
not only document Nos. 107 C-17 to 107 C-1/20
as extracts of the book of P. Carnegi?

Answer : Yes, | agree with your contention.

."Photocopies of the same documents{have been filed
again as documents 312 C-1/5 to 312 C-1/12 | had not seen
these documents while preparing my affidavit of

examination-in-chief.

It has been mentioned on the 'cover pége of document
No. 107 C-1/27 of the report of A.F. Millet that the report
was partly based on the notes and reports of P. Carnegi
and'J. Woodvern and both of them have been mentioned as
ex-settlement officer and ex-officiating settlement officer
respeétively. The book of P. Carnegi which | have gone
thro_tljg"h'is a different thing and is different from notes and
reports mentioned in document No. 107 C-1/27. | have not
myself gone through the above notes and reports of P.
Carnegi but | am aware of them. | had no knowledge of
these notes and reports prior to document No. 107 C-1/27
shown to me. Similarly | had no knowledge of the notes and
reports of Woodvern prior to this day. I‘do not remember
precisely but | would have gone through document No. 107
C-1/27 to 107 C-1/30 (in continuation) for the first time
while preparing my affidavit of examination-in-chief. | do
not ,femember whether | had studied these documents prior -
to th'is or not. | have not made use of it in my book exhibit
OOS-:5-3. | do not remember whether | have made use of
the above documents in the affidavit of my examination-in-,

chief.  The witness was shown the affidavit ' of his
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examinatioh-in-chief on looking at which the witness stated
that he had reférred to document No. 107 C—1/28 in para
14, page 6 of it. The witness stated that he had made use
of documents no. 107 C-1/28 in the context of 360 temples
being built in Ayodhya by Vikfamadi’tya‘ and not in the
context of re-habitation of Ayodhya for the third time by
Vikramaiditya. He had stated the above fact in the affidavit
on the basis of reference given in para 619 of document
No. 107.C-1/28. The witness stated that he agreed with the
fac.t‘fof construction of temples related to Rama at 260
piou‘s sites in Ayodhya by Vikramajeet as stated by H. Eliot
in pa:ra 619. Common people i.e. less educatéd people
called Vikramaditya as Vikramajeet also. It is also stated in:
this'Very paragraph th‘at out of these 360 temples onl 42
tem.b‘les are in the memory of modern generation and he
‘agre‘e'd‘ with this stateméht too. The witness was not aware
of the details of these 42 témples about which he had also
not read anything anyw'helre. He had also not gone through
minute 'detailg. about these temples anywh‘ere. It is also
stated in this para 619 that the list of these temples was
given at Appendix ‘A’ mention'ed. in para 701. The witness "
stated that he had not gone through Appendix ‘A’ and para
701 and' possibly both these do»cuments have not been filed

also.

Que‘stion : Should | make it that there is no mentin of any
. térhple by the name of Ram Janambhoomi
Mandir or 'Ram Janamsthan in Appendic ‘A’ and
para 701 and that is why you have not filed

these papers in this court?
AnsWer: | believe that mention of Ram Janambhoomi
| Mandir or Babri Masjid Mandir would have

definitely been there at Append'ix‘ ‘A’ or para 701
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but possibly the list could not be filed

mistakenly.

:You have just now stated that you have not read

any pages of the report of Millen excepting the
four pages (page Nos. 218, 234, 235 and 236) at
document Nos. 107 C-1/28 to 30 (in
continuation) then how could you say that
mention of_‘ Ram Janambhoomi Mandir or
Janamsthan Mandir would have been made in
Appendix ‘A’ or para 7017

| have only stated the possibility of the mention
of Ram Janambhoomi Mandir in para 701 and
Appendix ‘A’ and not that such a mention would

certéinly be there.

: Since you h‘ave not at all seen Appendix ‘A’ and

para 701, how could you even talk of any
possibility with re'gard to their contents?

Millet has ve‘ify clearly stated in para 619 that the
modern generat'ion is aware of only 42 out of the
360 temples a list of which is given in para 701
and Appendix ‘A’ and it is only on this basis that
| have stated the possibility that Ram

Janamsthan should be included in the same list.

Verified the statement after hearing
o Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)

27.03.2003

Typed by the stenographer in the open court as dictated by
me.  In continuation for further cross-examination on
28.03.2003 .Witness to be present.

Sd/-
(Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner

27.03.2003
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Dated:28.03.2003
|
O.P.W.-Q Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma
Before ;. Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
| District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,

Lucknow;

(Apbointed vide order dated 26.03.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench in other Original Suit No. 5 of 1989).

(Cr'd_sé-éxamination' on oath on behalf of defendant No. 4
initiated by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate in continuation of
cross-examination dated 27.03.2003).

- The witness was shown the portion ‘As well as ........
royal"ra.ce’ appearing at para 619 of document No. 107 C-
' ~1/28  by the learned advocate cross-examining and a
queStiOn was asked as to what did the author mean by
these V\;ords? On looking at the above portion the witness
statéd that by the above words it was meant that even
during the period of the writer of the report i.e. A.F. Millet
many Thakur.dwaras were being constructed in the memory,
of R'émchandraji and hiS‘army'Commanders by many royall
dynas‘tie.s of the country. = The witness was shown
paragkaph 618 of the same document on looking at which
he stated that he agreed with the facts mentioned in the
paré. - In para 618, Millet has described the situation of
Ramkot as prevailing during his time. Fort of Ramkot
existed 'arqund the year 1880 even though it was in a
dilapidated condition. It is stated that there were 20 towers
in the fort which were known by the names of various army
commanders of Ramchandraji. Names of towers are
indicé}'ted in small |ettefs from 1 to 20 on the left side in the

same para. Names of eight royal palaces mentioned in this
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fort of Ramkc').t are also indicated in small letters on the left
sidev"in the same para. The v’v‘itness stated that he agreed"
with- the names of 20 towers and eight royal palaces
indicated in this paragraph. There existed a temple by the
nam_é ,'of..Hanumangarh.i in the year 1880 on a tower named
Hanuman. The area and size of the present Hanumangarhi
should possibly be same as had been during 1880 at the
timei of publlication of this report. The towers mentioned in
the réport‘.are presently known as mounds by the same
namés. The witness said, “I am not confident whether
there existed a tower by the name of Sugreev but there is a
poséibility that some mound or hillock would hve existed
during those times by the name of Sugréev. Out of the
names of 20 towers mentioned in this paragraph names of
Nal mound, Neel mound, Kubed mound, Matt Gajendra are
coming to my mind and | have no knowledge about the
remainihg. | have read or heard of all the above four
mounds somewhere but | am not aware bout their location.
Similarly | have heard about the names of the eight royal
pala'ces‘indicated in th»is paragraph but | am not aware of
their location. There is a mentin of Ratna Singhasan
follow'ed‘by ‘Throne room’ in brackets in the list of royal
pvala_c":e's.' Ratna, Singhasan (Throne room) meant the place
where the audience was held or it was a private hall of
audience. When | went to Ayodhya in October 1992 | did
not seek any information about Ratna Singhasan nor
anyone had given me any information in this respect. | had
head of Kaushalya Méndir,~ Sumitra Mandir and Kaikeyee
Mandir at that time but | did not visit these places. There is
a mention of Sabhamandra (court house) at serial No. 5 of
the list of royal palaces and it can be called Sabha Mandir
but 1 do not know even about this sabha mandir nor | have
heafd'of it anywhere. The Janamsthén (Rama’s birth

place) at serial No. 6 would have been the same place
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which is called Ram Janambhoomi place. The same
building which Meer Baki had got built in the year 1528 has
been referred és birthplace.v | have talked of royal palaces
above but they should} instead by called royal buildings.
The'eight royal‘buildings mentioned in this paragraph 618
Would have existed during the time of Dashrath and his son
Rama but whatever buildings have been constructed on
whichever places out of them .should be buildings built
Iatel-y.' | have not seen all the 8 royal buildings and as such
cannot offer any estimate about their liyes but | believe that
Babri Masjid built on Ram Janamsthan should probably be
the oldest among them. The name of ‘Kanak Bhavan’ is
foulhd at serial No. 8 in this list of buildings about which it
is s.fated that it should have been the Swarna Prasad
(palace) of Ramchandraji. | have not come across the list
of eight buildings in any other book excepting this mention‘
by I'\/‘Hllet. Possibly Hans Baker might have mentioned
therh'. Mention of thes.e buildings could be found in a few
vcopiﬁe'sf of the book entitléd Ayodhya Mahatmya. "I have not
read the names of these buildings in the form of a list in the

book ‘Ayodhya’ by Hans Baker nor in ‘Ayodhya Mahatma’.

"The Witr;ess was :shown last sentence of para 619 of
document No. 107 C-1/28 and a question was asked if he
had any knowledge about 6 Jain temples described therein
on Idoki'ng at which the witness stated that at that point of
time only the name of Adinath Mandir was coming to his
mind .an:d that he could not say anything about other Jain
templés. The statement of Millet that there were 6 Jain
temples:in Aybdhy was correct. The witness was shown the
porti.o‘n redding as ‘on the second Aurangazed ..........the
conquered’ in para 666, document Nos. 107 C-1/27 and 30
on page Nos. 234-235 respectively of this settlement report

and 'a.question was asked whether he agreed with the facts
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mentioned therein? On looking at the above the witness
réplied that he agreed with the above portion but a few
write_ré believe that the third temple was also demolished-
by Aurangazed such facts are not fdund in the books by

Yadunath Sarcar etc.

QueStion : Could you name any history book in which facts

- mentioned about Aurangazeb in the above
paragraph 666 have been repeated?

AnsWér oAt the moment | cannot recollect the name of

any book wherein such facts are mentioned.

-'V_The witness was shown the portion reading as ‘It is
locally affirmed ..............AD 1528’ in paragraph 666 and
was ‘asked to tell the name of any history‘book in which he
would have read these facts. On looking at the above
portion the withess stated that at this point of time he could
not rvecollect the name of any such histOry book in which
such facts had been mentioned. The witness stated, “l am
not a student of medieval history and have read very few
books related to medie\}al history.” The witness was shown
the portion reading as, “The Janamsthan ........... Sita’ in
the ‘same para 666 and was asked to tell the name of any
h.istory book in which he would have read these facts? On
iook’i'ng at it the witness stated that he could not tell the

name ofany book on this subject also.

QueStioh : My submission is that the facts mentioned in the
' entire para 666 are not based on any historical
source but as ménti'ohed in the first line of the
paragraph, they are based on facts as told by

~ local people — What have you to say about it?
Answer : | do not subscribed with the view that the facts

mentioned in paragraph 666 are not based on
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any historical sources but Et is minus-point with
me that | have read very fe\'N books on medieval
history and that is why | am not in a position to
tell the names of the books. However, historical
sources included hearsays and records also and
there'. is a mention of recejipt of three records
about masjid of Babar built at the Janambhoomi
site and in view of this facts mentioned in this

paragraph cannot be denied.

: The witness was shown paragraph 667 in document
NQ. 107 C-1/30 by the learned advocate cross-examining
an'd‘_a question was asked whether he agreed with the facts
mentioned in paragraph. Looking at the para the witness
replied that he agreed with the facts. All the facts
mentioned in the para are not based on ‘Ladene’s Memoirs
of Babar’ rather Millet has stated certain facts about the:
records available relating {o Babri Masjid also which are
couched in the own words of Millet. The witness was
shown the portion reading as “To my thinking,..........\.....
inte'r._m'e.c_iiately" in para 668 of the same document and a
question was asked whether he agreed with the opinion of
Millélt cdntained in the_aboVe para on Iooki"ng at which the
witness»statel'd that he did not agree with the opinion of
Mille.t‘.' The witness stated that the basis bf his.
disagreement with the opinibn'of Millet was that Millet had.
found much similarity in between Buddhist pillars and the
pillars. set in Babri Ma{sjid. In this connection the witness
said, “As far as my peksonal knowledge and research are
concerned | can very confidently say that no such pillar was
found in Banaras which was similar to the pillars set in the
dispuied bgilding". 'Th'e witness was shown paragraph 669
of do'cu.ment No. 107 C-'1/30 on Iookin'g at which the

witness stated that the so called incidents of 1855
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mentioned in this péragfaph were historically proved
because mentibn abbut them was fou‘nd in various
d»ispatch}es by East India Company and also practically all
the Qazetteer’s and other sources of British period revealing

information about them also confirm them.

I’have mentioned about the above disipatches of East
Indié Cdmpany in my book but at this point of time | do not
remember the place from where the dispatches had been
published. On e of my friends had given me an article
whidh-l ‘had used in my book where in reference of such
dispaitches' were found. My knowledge about these
dispétches is based on the article of my friend whose name
is Dr Bhupendra Pal Singh and who is working as a Reader
of A‘n‘cient History in Banaras Hindu Vishwavidyalaya. | do
not know the place from where his article had been
published but he had provided me a handwritten copy of the
article. | do not remember the year but he had given my
the hand written copy of the article after the year 1990. Till
this day | am not aware whether hié handwritten article had
been published anywhere or not nor | have heard anything
about its publication. ‘The article contained numbers and
datéé of those dispatches of East India Company also.
However copies of the dispatches had not been enclosed
with t'he'article. However | do not recollect whether the
a'rticje; cbntaine,d actual extracts of those dispatches or not.
| should have a photocopy of the article with me. Though
he had once asked for this article but | do not remember
whether | returned it to him or not. | did not go through the
original article obtained from my friend but had gone
through its photocopy.‘ The above Dr. Bhupendra Singh is
still working as a Reader and resides in Banaras. | would
have gone through the above articls 5-6 years before

finalizing the proofs of my book. A cony of the article was
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available with me when | was writing that chapter of my
book wHich contains reference of this article. In my book |
have made use of the summary of the article indicating his
name and have not made use of its footnotes in my book. |
did not makevar)y effort to look at the dispatches of the East
India Company referred in the above article during the
period of 5-6 years stéfting from reading the article till the
publ.ication of rhy book bec_ause my purpose was only to
givev4a detailed account and the purpose had been duly met
by his article. | believe that the above dispatches of East
India 'Compainy were importéht sources of concurrent
histo.ry. This will be quite logical to say that a dispatch
written in 1885 about an incident of 1855 would be the most
im.portént source and later on incidents recorded during the
year 1855, 1857, etc. would be important source for the
incident of 1855, still | did not try to look into them because
their general details were available in some gazetteers and
the book of P. Carnegi and | Kave not given muchv.
importance to these sources while writing this book as my'

purp'ose- had been met by the above books and the article.

Question : Could any importance be attached to an article
which is Written'by a living pe.fson and kept in
his house Withduf venturing to get it published?

Answer : No“l importance should be given to such an

article.

Question : You have mentioned in your statement above
o that since you had read in gazetteers etc about
such incident repvorted in the so called
dispatches of East India Company you did not try

to go through the original dispatches or to get

more elaborate information related thereto, could

you tell us the names of such gazetteer or other
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books in which you had read about:the above
dispatches df East India Company?

Answer : | would like to have a re-lobk at my above
statement in WhiCh | have stated that dispatches

had been referred in those gazetteers. In fact |

have not méntioned in my statement that those:

dispatches had been referred in any gazetteer.

Question : Should | make out that you have not gone
through the reference of the above dispatches in
any gazetteer or book?

Answer . It is correct that | have not read any reference of

those dispatches in any gazetteer or any book.

~The first available publication in respect of the so
called incident on 1855 is the gazetteer of 1858 and to my
knowledge there is neither such other publioation nor filed
in th.is court. The attention of the witneés was drawn to
document No. 107 C-1/10 and 11 which carried extracts of
the gazetteer of Thornton published in 1858 by the learned
advobate cross-examining , on looking at which the witness
stated that there was no mention of the incident of the year
1855 in those documents. The witness was then shown
document Nos. 107 C—"1/12 to 16 (in continuation) and a
question was asked whethe_r there was a mention of the so
called incident of the year 1855 in the reports of 1862-1865
by Aléxandar Cunningham. On looking at the above the
Witn'ess stated ‘that there was no mention of the incident of
the vyear 1855 even in these reports. On looking at
document Nos. 107 C-1/17 to 107 C-1/24 (in continuation)
which ca}rried extracts o the book of P. Carnegi published in
1870, the witness stat‘ed that there was a mention of the
incident of the year of 1855 in document No. 107 C-1/23.

Whatever Carnegi has written in this connection i.e. about
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the incident of 1855 has been virtually reproduced by A.F.
Millet in para 669 of his book without adding anything from
his own side. Basically mention of the incident of the year
1855 Wés found only in the book of P. Carnegi. Millet has
given no reference of the book of P. Carnegi in his report.
The r"ep'orts and notes of P. Carnegi which had been
refefréd by A.F. Millet on the cover page of his report, have
not beeh seen by me in a printed form nor | am aware
whether they héve ever been published from anywhere or
not. - | believe that the report of Millet contains the portions
written by P. Carnegi and that is why the above complete
paragraph has been reproduced. The witness was shown
document Nos. 312 C-1/13 to 312 C-1/16 (in continuation)
and4was asked to tell the name of the author of the
gazetteér. On looking at the above documents the witness
stétéd that the name of the author was not given in the
dthJ_rhehts but it was of course indicated that it was
published for the first time in the year 1877-78. the witness
stated, “The ‘name of the author is not striking my mind at
the moment. The reference about the incident of 1855 by!
P. Carnegi available in his book on document No. 312 C-
1/16]haé simply been a reproduction and only one sentence
-has,;been added in the end. The witness was shown
docu,me_nt No. 107 C-1/33 to 107 C-1/36 (in continuation)
and asked whether there was a mention of the incident of
the "yea.r 1855 in these docUment. On looking at the
document the witness stated that there was no mention of
the incident of 1855 in these documents. Possibly there.
migh.t be some reference in 'sUbsequent pages. | have
defihi'tely gone through the book from which the above
document has been referred. | do not remember whether
there is a mention of the incident of the year 1855 in this
book or not. A. Fuehrer the author of this book was

probably an -employeé of East India Company and had
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conducted an archaeological Survey of this area. The book
'ertten under Archaeological Survey of India and printed
and publrshed by the Superlntendent Government of India
press is the book extracts of which are given in the above
documents The witness was shown document No. 107 C-
1/37 to 107 C- 1/39 (in contlnuatlon) and was asked whether
there was a mentlon of the so called incident of 1855 in
these documents. On looking at the documents the Wltness"
replied there was 0 mention of the incident of 1855 in these
documents The witness was shown document Nos. 107 C-
1/40 and 41 on looking at which the witness stated that
there was a mention of the incident of 1855 in these
documents. The above document was an extract of
gazetteer Barabankr and there was a mention of the
mmdent of 1855 in document Nos. 107 C-1/40 and 41 in
text readrng as ‘shortly before annexation ........... anyway
he could.” The above portion was related with the incident |
of 1855 of Ayodhya.

Question - My submission is that the detailsv}given under the
heading ‘the raid of Amir Ali’ given in para 2 of
document No. 107 C-1/40 and which ends with
the last word on document No. 107 C-1/41 is
related with Barabanki and not with the incident
of Ayodhya?: What have you say about it?

AnsWer . The incident is actually related with

| Hanumangarhi and birth place located in
Ayodhya. This is a fact that while marching
towards Ayodhya Amir Ali and his associates had
been killed by the soldiers of East India
Company in Barabanki district and that is why
the incident has been mentioned in the gazetteer
of Baraban’kt but the origin of the incident was in

Ayodhya.
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Question : My submission is that thé incident referred in the
above portion of document No. 107 C-1/40 and
41 has been stated to be of the year 1858 and
not of 18557

Answer . The above incident that occurred in Barabanki
district has been vstated to have occurred in 1853
inihese documents but it had its origin in
Ayodhya which becomes clear on reading the

paragraph further.

Question : The so called incident of the year 1855 which
has been mentionedA by Carnegi on page 21
document No. 107 C-1/23 on his book, is
altogether a different incident from the one
mentioned on document No. 107 C-1/40 and 417

What have you say about it?

AnsWer: | personally believe that origins of both the
| incidents are inter-related and | have a doubt
about the mention of the year 1853 and | can

provide further details after looking at my book.

" The incident of 1855 mentioned by P. Carnegi in his
book on page 21 document No. 107 C-1/23 does not find a
mention on document Nos. 107 C-1/40 and 41. The
attention of the witness was drawn to his above statement
of today only in which he had stated that “document No.
107 C-1/40 is related to ...." and a question was asked that
the |n0|dent described in this document has been stated to
be of 1853 — what had he to say about that? On looking at
his above statement the witness stated, “The author of this

gazetteer has stated this InCIdent to be of the year 1853 on
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the baéis of a hews brought out by the Pioneer daily in the'
year 1902 wherein the author had stated, “It appeérs that
the "i.hcident would have occurred in the year 1853" but
'afte'.r_ having  a look at my book | can confirm that the
incident belongs to a Iéter date and there is a comparability
in between this-and the incident of 1855. Despite the fact
that both the incidents are different, the' subject of the
rhatter or dispute is the séme. That is the reason that |
have ‘stated above that the 'incidentlof Amir Ali is also-
related with the year 1855,

Question : My submission is that the incident mentioned on
o document Nos. 107 C-1/40 and 41 is related with
Amir Ali and he was making efforts to go towards

Ayodhya in connection with the masjid located at
Hanumangarhi at Ayodhya and therefore the

incident has no bearing on Babri masjid? What

have you to say about it?

Answer : It is correct that Amir Ali was fighting against the
| demolition of the so called m'asjid located at
Hanumangarhi and it was in this context that he
Was} making efforts to go to Ayodhya. There was
no direct relation of this incident with Ram
Janambhoomi but because of location of Ram
Janambhoomi close the Hanumangarhi, Babri
Masjid also '.got related with this incident as a
matter of coinci’dence which has been mentioned

by P. Carnegi and A.F. Millet. |

Que’Stion -If the details of the so called incident of 1855
given. by P. Carnegi on document No. 107 C-1/23
are taken as correct as stated‘by you then it
would be held that Muslims had taken Babri
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Masjid under their control in 1855 — kindly tell as
to when were the Muslims turned out of this
masjid prior to 1855 and how long did the
mosque remaining possession of Muslims after
18557

Answer': Based on the information gathered by me as a
| historian | can séy that at the time of occurrence
of the incident of 1855, l\/luélims had used the
Babri Masjid as a place of safety during the
fight. P. Carnegi has himself stated that prior to

this ‘incident Hindus and Muslims used to
worship at this place and that after the incident

of 1855, a netted wall was built in the middle of

the courtyard of the premises inside which the
Muslims worshipped and outside which the
Hindus worshipped and this system went on

possibly upto the year 1934.,

I'avgree with the opinion of some of the historians that
the netted wall in the meddle was constructed after the
clash in the year 1855. The window-bar was constructed
by East India Company or British Government. | do not!
have specific knowledge Whether the Muslims used only
oner‘dr both the gates of their entry inside.  Prior to the
vyea'r,_' 1855, Hindus and Muslims both used to worship at this
plade 'bpt since how long this had been going is something
about which | am not aware. | have not read any details
aboﬁt it' in any book. | Cannot confidently say whether
people of bofth the communities used to enter the building

during the rule of Aurangazed.
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, The witness was shown para 670 on the reverse of the
document No. 107 C-1/30 and a question was asked,

whether he agreed with the facts mentioned therein.:

: On looking at para 670 the witness stated that he

agreed WIth the facts mentloned therein.

Questlon Is the Sabha mandir mentloned in para 618 on
document No 107 C-1/29 different from the
Ramdarbar Mandir mentloned in this para or both
were the same temple. |

Answer : Possibly it is a description of the same temple at

both the places.

- Witness was shown the reverse of the document No.
107. C-1/30 and paragraphs 671 and 672 on looking at
WhICh the witness stated that he did not agree with 671 but
agreed with para 672. Later on he stated that he agreed

with the last sentence of para 671.

~ Verified the statement after hearing
| | Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)

28.03.2003

Typed by the stenographer in the olpen court as dictated by

me. In continuation for further cross-examination on
31.03.2003 . Witness to be present .

o | | Sd/-

(Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner

28.03.2003
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Dated:21.04.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Before : Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.
District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon'ble High Court,

Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 10.04.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench).

(Cross-examination of O.P.W. p Dr. Thakur PrasadVerma
on oath by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of
Defendant No. 4 initiated in continuation to 28.03.2003).

-.Thé witness was shown the reverse of the document
No.‘107 C-1/30 page No. 236 on looking at which the
witness stated that he agreed Wifh the last sentence in para
671 ‘dh this page réadihg as ‘the Jains recognize .............
Hindus’-ibut disagreed with the first sentence reading as,
“The g'enerally _......the Buddhist.” The witness stated
that he was not aware of the sentence, “Hence many -
Jaids...........into castes.” The witness continued, “Mahavir
Swalmi is known as the last Tirthankar of Jain religion. His
time is determined in history and he is regarded as the
contemporary of Lord Buddha. Period of first Tirthankar of
Jain".rel'igion‘could not be determined in history. It is
repd’rted that he has had no direct link with Ayodhya and as
.per'f'o'Ur' knowledge no felationship of Mahavir‘ Swami is
established with Ayodhya.' Existence of Jain Temples in
Ayodhya is proved and it is accepted-' that the first
Tirthankar Rishab Dev (Adi Nath) was born in Ayodhya.
Mention of Rishab Dev is found in Valimiki Ramayana also.
| am not aware whether the temples of Buddhist and Jains

built in Ayodhya were contemporary or were built one after
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the "other. | have not read anywhere about temples of
Jains being demolished by Buddhist and Jains demolishing

temples of Buddhists but | have heard of it.

"‘Th_e place Sahet-Mahet is now-a-days known' by the
name of Shravasti and even in ancient times this place was
’knoy\)n" by the same name. By ancient time I mean the
period starting from Rém to the period of Buddha and the
later period too:. When Shravasti was ruivnved i.e. after the
Gupta period, people starte_d calling it by the vernacular or
cbrrupt name of Sahet-Mahet. The name Sahet-Mahet
would have been in use for around on thousand yeas and
sincé this place is located on both thé banks of Rapti river
peopl'é would have started Calli'ng part on one side as Sahet
and ‘the part on the{other side as Mahet. Alexander
Cunhihg‘ham had suggested that Sahet-Mahet only would
have.be‘en the ancient Shravasti. Aléxander Cunningham
has - mentioned of it in some volume of Archaeological
surv'efy reports and. also possibly in his book entitled
‘Historical geography’. Alexander Cunningham'’s
Archaeological survey reports are in 20-22 volumes and
possibly all these volumes have been published by
Archaeological Survey of India. Some portions of these
rvepo'rts of Alexander Cunningham have been filed in the
court which are available on document Nos. 107 C-1/12 to
107 C-1/16 (in‘ continuation). This is something which the
WitnéSS‘tO|d after looking at the documents. The report
covers a period of 4 years i.e. from the year 1862 to 1865
which has been termed as volume-|. On looking ;at
document Nos. 107 C-1/13 to 107 C-1/16 (in continuation)
the witness stated that only the year 1862-63 had been
written on the documents. Reports of the year 1864-65
WOU|,d;' be somewhere later in the book. The credit of

ioca‘ting‘the pléce known as Sahet-Mahet and identifying it
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by the name of Shravasti goes to Cunningham. There is no
placé"by the name of Bhuila Tal adjoining }Sahet-Mahet. I
am not aware if there is any relationship in between Bhuila
Tal and Sahet-Mehat.” The witness was shown document
No. 107 C-1/31, whereon the heading ‘Ayodhya, Bhuila Tal
and Sahet-Mahet’ was indicated and was also shown
document No. 107 C-1/32 on which the heading
‘Archaeological Survey Report N.W. Provinces and Audh’
was given and a ques’tionwés asked about the book to
which these documents belongs and whether their details
had been correctly indicatéd in document No. 107 C-1/2.
On IoQ’ki“ng at the above documents the witness stated that
he G:Oi.l|d not say anything on the subject with confidence
but he 'felt‘ that it was probably a part of the report of
Cunningham. Probably document No. 107 C-1/31 and
document No. 107 C-1/12 to 107 C-1/16 (in continuation)
and.appeared different from them. The year ‘1989’ written
on serial No. 6 of document No. 107 C-1/12 was wrong and
shoUld possibly be ‘1889'. The place Sahet-Mahet was
calléd Shravasti during the time of Ramchandraji and if was
related With Ramchandraji only as Shravasti. There was no
pléé,e by the name of Sahet-Mahet during the time of
R’am..cha'ndraji, rather this place was called Shravasti and
Ramchandraji had given away Shravasti to his elder son

Lov. - There was no place by the name of Sahet-Mahet

during'the time of Lord Buddha and even during his time!

this ‘place was known as Shravasti. No records relating to
the -p‘eribd of Ramchandraji had bee retrieved from Sahet-
‘Mahet and the oldest records retrieved from Sahet-Mahet
beldnqu to Kushana ége of 15.-2"% century AD. There is
no mention of Ramchandraji or his son Lov in any record
retri.eved from Sahet-Mahet. Mention about Lord Buddha is
found in ohe of these records while mention of

contemporary rulers is available in the remaining records.
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- .f The witness was shown document Bo. 107 C-1/15 on
Iook_i‘ng at which the witness stated that there was mention
of Fahien a Chinese traveler in its third para. Travel
accounts of Fahien have probably been published,
separately and are different from the travel accounts ofl
Huientsang. English translatin of travel accounts of Fahien
and Huientsang have also been brought out. T‘he witness
statedt 4“I have not oomp_tetely read both these travel
accounts and ‘have gone through only some portions
thereof.l' It has'been rhentiOned by Fahien inpara three of
document No. 107 C-1./15 that Buddha planted a tree at a
pioue'plaoe and the pious place was located in Ayodhya
only. There is a place known as Dantdhavan Kund in.'
Ayodhya' about which it is believed even today that on
being"p|anted, a twig took the form of a tree and the same
tree‘h,asv.been referred in this paragraph. However, it is not
possible to say whether this is the same ftree which is
stated to have been planted by Buddha. Dantdhavan Kund
is a'_leo'known as Datunkund and the word ‘toothbrush’
appea‘ring in second‘pera of document No. 107 C-1/15 is
used for Datun (Twig) only. The geographical location of
planlt'ing the tree mentioned in the above paragraph of the
abije, page should be correct though | have not visited the
plaoe'. The geographical location of the tomb of ‘Seth and
Joab"a mentioned in this paragraph should be correct
because the author has mentioned of it after personally
conducting the survey. This report of Cunningham refers to
the survey of the year 1862-63 andlas such this description
should belong to the same period. Cunningham had no
doubt about the identification of ruins and the details of
which had been provided by Hiuenstang who did not write a
word about the tomb of ‘Seth and Jaob’. The details of the
tomb of ‘Seth and Jaob’ provided by Cu~nni'ngham'in the last



1714

para of document No. 107 C-1/14 and the first para of
document No. 107 C-1/15 refer to the period 1862-63.
Cunhingham has also provided details about Abul Fazal in
this p'éragraph and has referred to page 33 of AinOai-Akbari
Vol.-II' by Gladwin in his footnotes. This is probably the

English translation of ‘Ain-ai-Akbari’ rendered by Gladwin.”

The witness Was shown the paragraph reading as
‘inscription 44 - Faizabad local museum’ appearing on
documeht No. 107 C-1/32 on looking at which the witness
stated that the paragraph contained a reference of
inscription No. 44 but he was not in a position to identify
the record to which it was referring. Jaichandra of Jannauj
mentioned nthg paragraph was a ruler of Gharwal dynasty
and"the.yea_r 1.184 (Samvat 1241) has been indicated on it.
There is also a men't.ion that he got a Vishnu Mandir
constructed but the place Where the inscfiption was set in
could not be precisely identified. However, it is mentioned
in the above paragraph that Aurangazed had made use of it
in th'_e'construction of Thakur rhasjid of Treta and it is also
mentioned in this record retrieved from the ruins that at the

time it had been kept at the local museum, Faizabad. The

witness stated, “l have not seen this inscription. | have.

made use of the details given in this paragraph in my book
exhibit 00S-5-3 but when | wanted to obtain details about

thisfr_ecord | was told that the exhibits lying in the local

muse'um, Faizabad had been shifted to the Lucknow statel

museum and | had requested to locate it there but | was not

successful in my efforts. | had tried to locate it is the
Luck'now museum prior to the year 1992. | could not get
‘the record either at Lucknow museum or the museum
located "at Faizabad. If feel that | have nbt seen even the
plate of this record. | had read about the reference of this

record of Cur)ningham'around,1-2 years prior to 1992 but
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since | ¢ould not lay my hands on some corroboration of the
re..fe.renbe at any place, | did not refer to it in my book
exhibit 00S-5-3. Since the record belongs to the year
1.‘.|8'4, in my view it is of vital importance. | had not made a
written request to locate this record in the state museum,
Lucknow but had made only a personal request for the
purpose. | have not come across even a photograph of this'
reco'rd. “The Archaeological Survey Report’ of Cunr{ingham
Was'_given the same importance in those days as is given to
“Indian Archaeology - A'Review’ now a days. The reports
of Cunningham contain material relatig to this record to the
extent that is available in the above aragraph in document
Nos. 107 C-1/32. | am not aware whether there is any
o.ther menti,dn about this record in the report of
Cunni'ngham. The mention of the above paragraph reveals:
that:Cun.ningham had himself seen énd read this record.
The répbrt of Cunningham parts of which are contained in
document No. 107 C-1/31 and 32 is not available with me
but is'aVailabIe in the library of my universi’ty. The mention
of the ébove reveals that he had himself seen the above
record and - had personal knowledge of it. Cunningham
Sahi'b'v'w.oul-d also be aware that the above record had been
retrieved from ‘Thakur masjid of Treta’ as becomes clear
from the last sentence of the above paragraph.
Cunﬁ_ingham Sahib has mentioned about these records also
in document Nos. 107 C-1/31 and 32 Which were set in
Babfi Masjid. It is reported that record No. 40 on document
No. 107 C-1/31 has been written in Arabic characters
whereas record No. 41 and 42 are reported to have been
written in Persian poetry. These 'details have also been
furnished based on his personal knowledge.” The witness
was shown the first sentence ‘the old temple .......... Babri
masjid’ of the paragr.aph- reading as ‘The old temple

Ramchandra at ...........ihtermediately’ on document No.
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107 -C'—1/32_ on looking at which the witness stated that this

sent‘ehcé had been Written'by Cunningham'on the basis of

his personal observation.

Question :

Answer ;

Question

Answer :

The above s.en,tence of Cunningh‘am refers to the
mosque existing in 1862-63 or to the so called
temple belonging to pre-1528 period? What
have you to séy about it?

The above sentence of Cunningham is related to
the pillars set in the above masjid of Babar
which refer to the earlier temple built on the birth

place of Ramchandrji.

: According to the above description provided by

Cunningham the pillars set in the mosque- during
1862-63 would have belonged to some old so
called temple but Cunningham had not seen that
temple himself and that is why he had described
a hearsay as ‘must have been’ i.e. must have

existed — what are your views about it?

It is correct that Cunningham had not seen that
temple built on the birth place of Ramchandraji
but based on the direct evidence of pillars of that
temple set in the Babri masjid and not on the
basis of'any hearsay, he has mentioned about '

the existence of the old temple.

There is no direct evidence to confirm that those:

pillars belonged to the same old temple, it is being stated

onlyf_'on the basis of a tradition. Cunningham has also

~ followed the tradition and written like this. The parts of the

repo"rt'gf C'unni,ngham'_that. are available in document No.
107 C-1/31 and document No. 107 C-1/32 are different from
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. x -
the report contained in document Nos. 107 C-1/12 to 107
C-1/16 (in continuation). | cannot tell whether the report of
Cunningham parts of which are available in document Nos.
107 C-1/31 and document No. 107 C-1/32 pertains to the
per.ibd' prior to 1862-63 report or thereafter. The manner in
which Cunningham Sahib has mentioned about these pillars

and'mosquelin his 1862-63 report is different from the

manner in which these have been mentioned in the report,

available in document No. 107 C-1/31 and document No.
107 C-1/14 (page 332) and a question was asked whether
_the.‘Ja‘namsth_an mandir mentioned in 11" - 12fh line from
the bottom is related with the Janamsthan mandir located in
its north? On Iboking at the above the witness replied that
it wa.s related With the .building’ located at the disputed site

only. The plape Which.has been described as a mosque by

Cunningham Sahib in document No. 107 C-1/132 has been

described as ‘birth place temple of Ram’ in document No.
107 C-1/14 and Cunningham Sahib might have mentioned it
due to inadvertence. Cunningham has stated this place to
be located at the centre of the city at a distance of 174"
mile from Laxmanghat. The witness continued, “| have not
seen Laxmanghat nor | am aware of its location and that is
why'_l.ca'nno.t tell about its distance from the birth place. As
on th'is day possibly'Séryu' riv‘er might be at a distance of
about one mile from the disputed site. | cannot tell as to at
What' distance from the disputed site Saryu river might be
flowin_g during the year 1862 but it would be flowing close
to the disputed site during old times. | m confident that
during. old times Saryu river might be flowihg at a distance
of around 14™™ mile from the disputed site. The above
details provided by Cunningham relate to Laxmanghat
existing during 1862-63 and the faét whether the stream of
Saryu flew at that place during that time or not is not a

matter of dispute. According to my view Laxmanghat was

!
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not _Ioéated on the stream of Saryu at that time and as such
the View of'C'unningham stating that L‘Eaxmanghat was at a
distance of 1/4™ mile from.the birth place appeared to be
correct. Stream would mean the site where the river should
be flowing. At this point of time | cannot tell as to where
Chandra Hari mandir is located though | have heard of its
name'. The maps provided in my book exhibit 00S-5-3
reveal the existing situation”. The witness was shown
document No. 289 C-1/202 representing the page of his
book. exhibit 008-5-3 on looking at which the witness told
that Laxmanghat had been shown in the middle of
Swarghara and Sahasradhara in the upper portion of the
map. The witness stated, “I am neither an expert in
drawing-map nor an expert in reading it but | believe that
whatever has been shown should be correct. It appears
that Swargdhara and Sahsradhara shown in the map are

slightly away from water.

Question :You had stéted just a short while ago that
| ‘stream would rhean the site»where the river
should be flowing’ and now you} are stating that

river water is not available in the map where
Swargdhara and Sahéradhara have been shown

— does if mean that your statement saying that

stream would mean the site where the river

should be flowing is false?

AnsWer . By the word stream | mean fﬂowlor current of the
| river and | had made the above statement
keeping the same meaning in mind. However,

the statement ‘the stream would mean the site’

where the river should be flowing’ has been

made inadvertently. In the map Sahsradhara

and Swargdhara are the places of‘pi|grimage
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located in Ayodhya and have no direct bearing

on the flow of the river.

“In 'the map dry land is visible upto the surface 1-2
cms. above Swardghara and at corner below the place
where Saryu, river is written, where the bridge of Gonda
basti has been shown to be joining the corner and the flow
of river has been shown to be flowing close to it and the
portio'n shown with dots is dry land only. On looking at this
map | cannot tell how far is the southern end of Saryu river’
from Laxmanghat. On looking at the document No. 289 C-
1/20'3 the witness stated that the map available on the
dociumv'ent had been evolved on the basis of scale. 5.50
meters passage has béen indicated on the_ right hand top of

the map which represents the width of the passage.

- On‘ Iooki"ng at the map available in document No. 289
C-1/202 the witness feplied that the area flowing from-
belo:vv_ Prahladghat, pa'ss'ig through Brahma Kund, Sumitra
Tirth,' Kaushalya Tirth and reaChing Rajghat and which has
been shown as dots is the old bed of Saryu river.
Accc‘)vrding to this statement of mine the disputed building
was jUsf at the bak of Saryu river in olden times and by
olden times I mean a period of 2000 or 1000 years. |
canhofi tell.in definite terms as to when this end of Saryu
would be flowing in full capacity. | am stating all this on
the bvasis of the existing geographical situation of the place.
| have definitely read about it in some book but do not
remember the reference. The map available in document
No. 289 C-1/202 was evolved jointly by Dr. S.P. Gupta and
myself and | regard everything shown and written in the
map as correct. | cannot tell the precise distance of
Hanumangarhi from the disputed site »b”ut it could be

somewhere around 20, 25 or 50 metres. | cannot tell the
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estimated distance o‘f' Kaikayee Bhavan or Kaushalya
Bhavan form the disputed building. | cannot tell whether
Kaikayee Bhavan or Kaushalya Bhavan fall on way from
Hanumavngz.arhi to the disputed building. Possibly
Hanu.ma'ngarhi might be at a distance of % kilometer from
the disputed building. | have never covered the distance
from- Hanumangarhi to the diSputed building on foot and
there'fore cannot tell Whether the distance is 20-25 meter or

Y2 kms.

Verified the statement after hearing
, Sd/-

(Thakur Prasad Verma)

21.04.2003

Typéd b.y the stenographer in the open court as dictated by

me. In continuation for‘ further cross-examination on

22.04.{’20‘03 Witness to be present.

o Sd/-
(Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner

21.04.2003
Dated:22.04.2003 ,
O.P.W.9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma
Before :© Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.

District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,

Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 10.04.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Benbhy
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(Cross-examination on oath of O.P.W. 9 Dr. Thakur Prasad
Verma continued by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate in
continuation to 21.04.2003).

 The witness was shown document No. 289 C-1/202 of
his book exhibit OOS-5—3 on looking at which the witness
stated that the old bed of Saryu river which went below
P-rahla'd‘ Ghat and reached Rajghat via Brahmakund had
definitely not taken a shape during the 19" century. In his
report Cunningham has mentioned the distance of
Laxmanghat from birth place as % miles which is blatantly
wrong. Cunningham must have seen both these places but
could not have reached a correct estimate about the
_dista'nce between the two. ‘
On Ibol{ing at d.ocument No. 107 C-1/32 the witness stated
that"vinA'this dobument. Cunningham has used the words

‘many of its column’ from which it can be assessed that

while observing the structure of birth place he did not keep

in mind the number of pilla'rs.} In the same sentence the
words ‘used by the Muslims’ have been used later on and
they‘h'ave been used with reference to Babar and his army
pers,onnél and not for local Muslims. These reports of
Cunningham are treated as fully authentic and correct and |
also give them full credence. Hans Baker has also made a
men'_ti.on' in his book of the record No. 44 mentioned in
document Bo. 107 C-1/32." | would have read the book of
Hané Baker in the year 1987-88. The witness was shown
pagé_‘ Nos. 51, 52 and 53 of the book of Hans Baker
contained in document No. 120 C-1/2 and a question was
asked whether Hans Baker had mentioned about the
‘constr.uction of temples by Gharwal rulers in these pages.
On established a theory that Chandra Hari mandir where he

had come and worshipped in 1184 AD had been
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Construéted by him only. This is his personal belief which
is not supported by any historical evidence. Besides,
Chahdré Hari mandir, there is also a mention of Dharamhari
man.diAr which is stated to be a replication of Chandra Hari
mandir énd‘this way he had tried to offer a theory that
Dharam Hari temple was also built by Gharwal ruler
Jaichandra. On looking at the first paragraph on page 51
of the book of Hans Baker the witness stated that he
broa'.dly agreed with the facts‘mentionf\ed in this paragraph
but not with the details thereof. He also did not agree with
the first and second sentence of the paragraph. He also
agreed with the third sentence of this paragraph wherein it
was stated that Chandra Dev the founder of Gharw’al
dynasty regarded ‘himself‘ as the patrbn of places of
pilgrimage like Ayodhya etc. and Laxmidhar, Minister of his
grandsoh Govindchandra who had raised the large
Krityakalpataru had mentioned of only Gopratar Tirth in
Ayodhya which was found in Mahabharat to which he agree.
It was also mentioned therein that he could not find any
mention anywhere in Smiritis that Ayodhya was é pious
plac.é with whiéh he did not fully agree because mention of
places of pilgrimage was found in Puranas and not in
Smfitis. Such an account fhus seems to be influenced by
somé‘school of thought. The later part of the sentence is
also correct in which Sridhar had described Ayodhya as a
place of emancipation in his bdok entitled ‘Smrityarthsar’
written in 12" century. We also agree with this view that
there is no mention of Ayodhya in Smiritis. The statement
of Hans Baker that Laxmidhar failed to find out any mention
of Ayodhya in Smiritis is not correct because possibly -
Laxhidhar did ot try to find it in Smiritis. The witness
contninued, “l have not fully read the book Krityakalptaru
written by Laxmidhar, | have read only/some parts of it. It

is a book written in Sanskrit and | have read its translation'
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along with S;:mskrit text but | do not remember whether it
was a Hindi or an English translation. | do not remember
as to when this book was published. | did not read it in
manuscript form rathef I had read it as a printed book. |
don’t remember as to wheré had | read this book, possibly
in the library of Sanskrit University, Varanasi. | do not
have it translation with me and | also do not remember
even thé name of its translator. The book of Laxmidhar is
regarded as a renowned and authentic book written during
the ‘»Gharwal dynasty. The book of Laxmidhar is not a book
of history of Gharwal period but a book depicting the
religibns and legal position of that time and also contains
details of the places of pilgrimage of that time. | have'
mad'e_ use of the above book of Laxmidhar in Writinlg some
parts_ of my book exhibit 00S-5-3. | have not read the book
“Sm}i.ry_aasthsar’ of Shridhar about which | have made a
reference above but | accept its authenticity o evidence
from Hans Baker. This is the first dated book in 12
century: It is inferred from the last sentence of this
paragraph thét this is the firsf dated book on Ayodhya. |
did not try to locate thjis book anywhere and later on | did-
not :comAe across this book anywhere. | have not come
acrosvis this book of Shridhar till this day. This book is also
regarded as authentic. | have gone through references of
thisibbo’k. | have read its references in the book of Hans
Baker. AI do not remember if | have read its reference in
anyloth‘,er book or not. In my view the above book of
Shri'dh.ar. is.of no importance in interpreting the photo of the
record available on document No. 289 C-1/210 and 211 of
my book exhibit O0S-5-3. No details of this reference
could be found in the above book of Shridhar. The above
book .of Shridhar was written in the later half of the same
centUr-y, the record of which is shown in th‘é above pages of

my book i.e. the book would have been written much after
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the record had been Writteh but there is not possibility ofv

any'-t‘ype' of reference of this record therein. | believe that
the record shown on document No. 289 C-1/201 and 211 of
my book was affixed on an important temple of Ayodhya
during those days when the book of Shridhar was written
and according to my view the temple would have been
const,r'uéteq during't.he_ regime of Raja Govindchandra of
GharWaI' dynasty. The name of the Samant ruler
(Subordinate ruler) who had got the temple built during the
region of Govindchandra was read as Nay Chandra/ Anay
Chan'dra. The above. book of Shridhar does not give a
detailed account of leading temples of the Gharwal regime
and this assessment of mine (without reading the book) is

based just on the name of the book.

The attention of the witness was drawn to his
statement of; today wherein he had 1statéd ‘the book of
Shridhar is ot a book of history of Gharwal period” and also
to the text appearing in the last paragraph on document Bo.
289 C-1/116 of his book exhibit 00S-5-3 reading as ‘In this
way this.' book too is a’ source of history of the regime of
‘Govi:n;dchandra-‘ on looking at which the witness stated that
both his above statements were true because fhere is a
minute difference in between a book of history and a source
of history. |
Quéstion - Will a book which would be a source of history

not in itself be called a book:of history?

AnsWer : It is not necessary that all the books to be used
as a source of history are books of history. For
example, many a facts are obtained from
religious and art books but they are not called

history books.
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_’On‘ Iookiin‘g at document No. 289 C-1/110 of his book
exhibit ' O0S-5-3 the witness stated that the date of
coronatibn of Chandra Dev cannot be determined though
his first record dates back to the year 1090 AD. On looking
at document No. 289 C-1/113 the witness stated that the
last 'record of period of Chandra Dev-rwas dated 1100 AD
and the regime of his son started from the year 1103 which
meant that his regime would have ended sometime in
between. Chandra Dev would have started sometime in
between 1070 or 1090 AD and that should be taken as the
begiznning of Gharwal dynasty. On Iooking at the text,
“Chéndra Dev got many ornamentations of gold made in
Vishnu Hari mandir in Ayodhya” appearing in second para
of second column on document No. 289 C-1/112 of his book'.
the witness stated that it was the same Vishnu Hari temple
the copy of t‘he record obtained from which was shown in
_docu”m_ent No. 289 C-1/210-211. The temple exi§ted during
the bé'ribd of Raja Chandra :Dev also and it is clear that this
temp'vle Would have been renowned as an important temple
and pl’éce of pilgrimage during the time of Raja
Ramchandra Dev. Noi record or Copper plate of Chandra
Dev"p’larified'the geographical location of this temple. The
description of Chandra Dev isigiven from third to the fifth.’
lines - of the 2" paragraph of the second column in
document No. 289 C-1/ 112 and a reference of the same is
found in the form of ‘Epigraphia India Vol. 14 page 192,
edited by R.!Sahni and thereafter’ appearing at footnote
No. 45 below footnote No. 43 in the 2"% column on
docheht No. 289 C-1/129. The above footnote No. 45
shou}l‘d be read as footnote N}o. 44 because 44 has been
prinfed as 45 due to printing error. On looking at the text
beydnd the above text of 2"! paragraph of 2" column of
docﬁ_ment No. 289 C-1/112 the witness stated that there is

a mention of taking bath by Chandra Dev at Swargdwar and
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this Swargdwar is the same place which has been shown on
the top in the map on docurh‘ent No. 289 C-1/202 of his
book above ‘Adinath’ and below ‘Chandra Hari’. Presently
this 'SWérgdwar is the site of ruins of the mosque. The
Swargdwar mandir reported to have been made a mosque“
by Aufahgazed is the same SWargdwar. Swargdwar written
on t.hé top of Aurangazed mosque is the Swargdwar mandir
made éfter' ‘Chandra Dev. Swargdwar written on the
Auréh:gazed_ mosque 'is the temple built within a period of
100-200 years Aurangazed mosque written below this
Swargdwar in the map of the site of the Thakur mosque of
Treté. It becomes clear from the above reference of
document No. 289 C-1/112 that during the year 1093 the
flow of Saryu river shown from Prahlad Ghat in the map on
document No. 289 C-1/202 towards Rajghat} via Brahmkund
would have been there. At that time Laxmanghat would
also have been at the bank of Saryu river. At that time
during 1093 Prahladghat, Brahmakund, Sumitra Tirth,
Kaushalya Tirth and Rajghat — all these places were n the
bank of Saryu river and those days Saryu river flew through
this ‘way only. The witness was shown 2" para of 2"°
column of document No. 289 C-1/112 of his book at which
the witness staf[ed that there was a mention of Worshipping
of sun by Rajan Chandra Dev, adoration of Lord Shiva and
worshipping of "Vasudév but he had no knowledge of the
temples where such worsh»ipping etc. was done nor any
record rélating thereto is available. It is mentioned in the
last sentence of the same pag‘e that ‘mention of similar
relig»i'ous rituals is found in the records of descendants of
Govindchandra etc.” but no mention of specific places or
temples-v,is found in the above records where worshipping of
sun, adoration of Lord Shiva and worshipping of Vasudev
vv__e'nlt on. More that forty records of the period of -

Govindchandra have been found in all the above records.

1
1
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It is believed that Govindchandra ruled from 1114 AD to
1154 AD and | am quite confident with regard to this period.
Prior to Govindchandra his father Madan Pal was the ruler.
On Iook‘ing‘at the text reading as “Govindchandra had to
put 'in a fight in 1105 to regain the city” appearing at
document No. 289 C-1/114 of his book the witness stated
that Govindchandra_had indulged in such a fight as a pricne
and the city referred abové was Kanyakubj or Kannauj of
today. With regard to the above details two historical
sour‘ces_'have been used out of which one is ‘History of the
Gharwal dynasty’ by Roma Niyogi and the other is ‘Tabqgat-
ai-Nasiri’ | have neither read the book ‘Tabgat-ai-Nasiri’ in
o'figinal nor its translation. | have referred this book in my
book on the basis of a reference given in the book of Roma
Niyogi. | have completely gone through the above book of
Roma Niyogi and have referred the same at many piaces in:
my book. The witness stated that he had mentioned of the
fact ';-that ‘Chandra Dev had got many ornamentations of
| ‘gold; made in Vishnu Hari mandir’ on document No. 289 C-
1/112 in his book and he had repeated the same thing in
other words in third para on document No. 289 C-1/113 by
saying ‘that golden ornaments studded with gems were
offer‘e‘d in Vishnu Hari mandir in ‘Ayodhya énd the original
Sanskrit reference had been recorded as footnote No. 47.-
The:footnote has been retrieved from (Chandrawati copper
place' which is dated samvat 1150 or 1093 AD and it was R.
Sahni- who had edited it for the first time which was
published in the 14" volume of Epigraphia India and which
has aI're‘ady been re}ferred to above. English translation of
the book ‘Tabqgat-ai-Nasiri’ has been given in the book by
Eliot :énd Dowson but | do not remember whether | have
read it or not. | have read the book of Eliot and Dowson
and particularly that through other volumes of the book

also. At this point of time the name of the author of
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‘Tab"qat.-vai-Nasiri’ not c,omin'g of my mind and | also do not
remember the time when it was written. It is believed that
Madan Pal s;)n f Raja Chandra Dev ruled in betweeh 1103
AD to 1114 AD. Madan Pal had got minted gold and silver‘
coins which carried a sitting bull on the one side and the
photo‘,of_a horse-rider;on the other side. The coins found
of the period Madan Pal carried the name written as Madan
Dev but'the full name is not found in any coin and even the

name of Madanpal is not found.

Questioh . You have mentioned in third para of column one
in page 91 .document No. 289 C-1/114 of your
book that some TurUshq invader had conquered
Kannauj dufin,g the rule of I\/Iadanpal and had
arrested Madanpal?

Answer : My statement that Turushq invaders had invaded
and conquered Kannauj and had also arrested
Madanpal is meant to counter the theory
established by Roma Niyogi Qh the basis of
‘Tabqat-ai-Nasiri” or any other book and this
incident is doubtful and that is why it is not
possible to give the name of that Turushq
invader. Howevér, Sultan Masood lbne Ibrahim
of Ghazni ruled during 1099 to 1115 AD and that
is why Roma Niyogi has identified him as the
Turushq invader and | have tried to give my
opinion after presenting the view of Roma Niyogi
in the subsequent para. Roma Niyogi has not
used the word “Turushqg” and | have used the
word “Turushq” for the Muslim invaders coming
from Afghanistan on the pattern of use of the
word by historians writing history books in Hindi.
| have not used the word “Turushq” for Turks.

Later on he stated that he had used the word
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“Turushq” for Turks because some rulers of
Afghanistan regarded themselves to be a part of

Turks faction.

Question : What do you mean by the word Turushq invders
~ used in the third para on document No. 289 C-

1_/1 14 — does this word stand for Turks or not?

Answer : | do not mean Turks or people belonging to

Tugrkey. ,'

| have mention of Sultan Masood lbne Ibrahim in 12"
to 14" lines in column 2 on page 91 of my book but he has
never been a ruler of Delhi but was a kuler of Sultan of -

Ghazni.

Question : Had the above Sultan Mascod lbne Ibrahim ever.
envaded Kannauj and arrested Madanpal by
defeating him?

'Ansv:\'/e_r: A poet by the name of Salman has mgantioned in

"~ his collection of poems that Masood had invaded
India.n and arrested the ruler of Jannauj and it is
on this basié that a few historians believe that
Sultan Masdod had arrested Madanpal but | do
not subscribe with this view. According to my
opinion the above Sultan Masood never invaded

Kannauj nor arrested Madanpal.

My statement stérting from the last para of column
one and ending in column 2 on page 91 is based on the
book of Ram Niyogi to which | do not subscribe. Based on
my étudy I éan say that no one defeated Madanpal nor he

Was.érr'est'ed by an‘yojne at any time. In view of this,
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question of giving some ransom money b.‘y Govindchandra

for the release of Madanpal does not arise. -

; Verified the statement after hearing

Sd/-

(Thakur Prasad Verma)

| 22.04.2003

'Typed by the stenographer in the open court as

dictétedl by me. In continuation for further cross-
examination on 23.04.2003. Witness to be present.

B Sd/-

(Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner

. 13.03.2003
Datéd:23.04.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma
Before : Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.

District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,

Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 10.04.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench).’ | |

(Cross-examination on oath of O.P.W. 9 Dr. Thakur Prasad
Verma continued by Shri Zafaryab Uilani, Advocate on
behalf of Defendant No. 4 in continuation to 22.04.2003).

I"I'he witness was shown fourth para on page 49 of
documeht No. 120 C-1/2 of the book of Hans Baker on
looking at which the witness stated that he had his
resefvation with regard to the authenticity of the mention of
inva‘si'on‘ and looting of Banaras by Ahmed Nitaltgeen and

passing through Ayodhya by him or any of his officers
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during that time. One of the basis for doubting the
authenticity is that it cannot be believed that he would have
started from Lahore ‘and “would have come back after
reaching and looting Banaras on the same afternoon as it
does :.»not sound well of traveling a distance of 1000
kilometers and reaching Banaras. The second basis is that
it is stated that S. Salar Mahmood was present in Avadh
during 1033 AD and the chances of a Governor of Punjab
visiting Banaras within just one year i.e. 1034 seen bleak.
Reference of this incide‘nt vdescribed in this paragraph of
Hans Baker is found in the book entitled Tabqgat-ai-
Subuktgeen written by Baihaqui. | feel that the manner in
which the incident has been described in Tabgat-ai-
Sub‘ukt'gveen is something which cannot be relied upon.
Tabgat-ai-Subuktgeen is regarded as an authentic book of
h'i.sibry. | am not aware in which language the above book
of Baihaqui had originally ‘been written. | had seen the
Hindi translation of this book by the name of “Kashi ka
Ilthas” written by Dr. Motichandra and’
I had'vreproduced the extracts of the same on page éZ of my
book exhibit 00S-5-3. The above book of Dr. Motichandra
'contains only such extraCts- of Tabqgat-ai-Subuktgeen which
have been given in my book. A summary or English
translation of Tabgat-ai-Subuktgeen must be available in
the book of Eliot and Dowson but | do not recollect whether

| have read the same or not.

Question :Is it proper for a historian to regard an incident
- written in any authentic book of history as true or
false without reading the bcok and on the basis
of only a small extract thereof and form a opinion

in the matter?
AnsWer:: Generally historians form an opinion by relying

upon extract and at times when the original book
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is not available or information about the same is
not available, they keep their task going. On the
basis of these extracts. | have not written the
book “Ayodhya ka Ithas” ‘as a
dissertation rather as a popular book and have
méntioned of some references so that the'reader,
could find an opportunity to cross check the.

same.

Dr. ‘Motichandra was the Director of ‘Prince of Wales
Museum of Bombay’ and he is also regarded as an
established historian. He is no more alive. As far as |
remembér‘he pass‘ed away some , 20-25 years ago.
Possibility of a lapse of the Hindi translation of the extract
of T‘abqat-ai-Subuktge'en available on page 92 of my books
is v_e'r'y remove because Dr. ‘Motichandra was a erudite
schoiar of both English and Hindi languages. | had
cursorily gone through page 49 of document No. 120 C-1/2
of the book of Hans Baker before writing my book but | had
not studied page 49 deeply. Excepting Chandra Dev there
has not been any ruler by the name of Chand Rai in
Gharwal dynasty. Roma Niyogi has mentioned Chandra
Dev only as Chand Rai and made him the basis of history.
Hans Baker would also have accepted Chandra Dev as
Chand Rai but at the moment | do not remember his
reference. On looking at the above page 49 of the book of
Hans Ba'ker the witness stated that Chandra Dev had not
beeri fmentione’d as Chand Rai anywhere on this page

rather hé has been mentioned as Chandra Dev.

Question : My' submission is that Hans Baker has not
mentioned Chandra Dev as Chand Rai on page
49 of his book, yet you have criticized Hans

Baker in this regard in the 2"% paragraph of
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i ‘ ' |
second column, page 88 of your own book? Why

have you criticized it?
Answer : It is correct that Hans Baker has not mentioned
| - Chandra De‘v and Chand Rai but there is a
historical  incident behind this reference
according to which it is said that a person named
as Ghand Rai was the Hastipal (one who looks
after elephants) of ruler of Ghazni and the
administration of Kannauj had been entrusted to
him. It is further stated that the same Chand Rai
by the name of Chandra Dev became the founder
of Gharwal dynasty and Hans Baker has
mentioned of this incident in the second
sentence of the 5 para on page 49 of his book
and | had criticized him only because of this
incident because | do not agree that Chand Rai

only was Chandra Dev.

~ Hans Baker has mentioned of conquering Kannauj by
Sultan Mahmood and g‘Oing and staying at Ajudhan by Salarl.
Masood on page 49 and | have not objected to both these
accounts in my book exhibit 00S-5-3. | agreed with Salar
Mas_do_d visiting Ajudhan and therefore | did not ‘object to it
in my book and accepted it. | did not mention the fact of
conqiuel;.ing of Kannauj ‘Aby_ Sultan Mahmood of Ghazni in the
year"10}19 in my book. AI was writing history of Ayodhya and
not of Kannauj. Sultan Mahmood of Ghazni is the same
wholr..n' peoplé call Mahmood Ghaznavi and Salar Ma‘hmood_

is regarded as his sister’s son.

‘The witness was shown the last paragraph starting
with. the words ‘Last h’undred years’ appearing after two
lines on page 50 of the book of Hans Baker by the learned

advocate cross-examining and a question was asked
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Whether- he agreed wvi_th the details given therein about
Gharwal rulers? On looking at the above the witness told
that -he agreed with it. The witness was shown the second
paragraph on page 51 of the book of Hans Baker starting
with the word Chandra .Dev and ending with Vishnu on
looking at which the witness stated that he agreed with the
details given'in the paragraph. On looking at first four lines
on page 52 of the book of Hans Baker the witness stated
that. it was a description of the temple of Vasudev with
WhiC.h h'e agreed. However, he did not agree with the
deta|ls about Chandra Hari Mandlr given in the paragraph
startmg after four lines. The witness continued, “I do not
agree with the portion of this paragraph reading as ‘viz, the
pilgrimage of Chandra refer to a historical deed of this king
as tecorded in the ‘inscription’ and agree with all other
porti"ons of the paragraph. Chandra Dev has been
mentioned as ‘Moon God’ in brackets in the first line of this
para'.graph and he is also identified with the anecdote of
buildt‘hg the idol of Chandra Hari Mandir and the temple.
This Chandra Dev cannot be Raja Chandra Dev of Gharwal
dynasty. Th eportion of the paragraph reading as ‘when he
learned ..... known as Chandra Hari’ has been lifted from
‘Ayodhya Mahatmya’. On looking ‘at the second sentence
reading as ‘the original temple of the Swargdwar was
destroyed in the time of Aurangzed and replaced by
Mosque of thle paragra'ph starting with the words ‘that the
installation’” appearing on page 52 of the book of Hans
Baker the witness stated that Hans Bak:er had stated it
taklng P. Carnegl and Fuherer as the base and Iater on
Hans Baker had expressed the possibility that yet another
record relating to the visit of Chandra Dev to Ayodhya
migttlt be hidden with which | do not agree because no such
record has come to light so far. This acco}unt is in respect

of Swargdwar masjid built at Swargdwar Ghat. The record
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stated by Cunningham to have been retrieved from the
Thaknr mandir of Treta built by Aurangazed has no relation
with the masjid at Swarg Ghat. The Aurangazed masjid
which | have depicted in the map on document No. 289 C-
1/202 of my book is thel site. of Thakur masjid of Treta. The
record mentioned in the last para on page 52 of the book of
Baker is the record retrieved from the ruins of masjid
named Thakur. | had read the details of the record given in
{he book of Hans Baker also before writing my book.
There is no mention of this record in my bdok. On looking
at the reproduced text reading as ‘Inscription No. 44

...,'....."Faizabad local museum’ in the last paragraph on
page 52 of the book of Hans Baker the witness stated that
Hans Baker had started the»por’ti'on to have been lifted from
Fuherer. | believe that it is originally an extract of
Cunningham from where Fuherer has picked up. On
looking at document No. 107 C-1/36 the witness stated that
the extract which had been provided by Hans Baker in the
n.érne of Fuherer is not a correct reference. Fuehrer had
provided in his book a 'summary of this portion of
Cunningham and Hans Baker had reproduced the same
language on page 52 of his book which Cunningham had’
used about this record in document No. 107 C-1/32' but for
that he had inadvertently referred the name of Fuherer and
'not'_tof" Cunningham. _H'ans Baker has mentiohed in the
footnote-4, page 52 of his book that the said record was
presently available at the Lucknow state museum to which
he had given Arch. Depth 53.4 number. It was on the basis
of this note that | tried to get it located in Lucknow museum
but I'could not get it. On looking at document Nos. 107 C--
1/31 and 32 'the witness stated that the documents had
been lifted from the book of Cunningham entitled
‘Archaeological Survey Report'N.W. Provinces and Avadh’

but he Was not aware of the year of publication of this
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book. However, it was certain that it had been published:
before the publication of th'e book of Fuherer and after the
publ»i}vc'ation of Cunningham’s report of 1862-65. The
‘witness stated, “lI have heard the name of Archaeological
Rep‘orts.. new series which were published around the year
1880. T}here could be a possibility that document Nos. 107
C-1/31 and 32 might be po.rtiovns of volume-l of this report
and this is a fact which is mentioned in the footnote of
Fuher‘er. However, that report has also been wriften by
Cunhingham. Hans Ba'ker has mentioned in footnote No.:4‘
page 52 of his book that the book of Fuherer had been
published in the year 1889 which as per my knowledge is
not - correct. As per my knowledge the vyear of its
publ'ication should by 1891 which is printed on document
No. 107 C-1/33. on looking at the last paragraph on page
53 o'fjt'hé book of Har)s Baker which extended upto page 54
the ,Withess stated that he agreed with the details
mentioned in the paragraph. On looking at the last but one
paragraph on page 53 of the book of Hans Baker the
Witné_ss statéd that he,_ did not agree with the views
mentioned in this paragraph. On looking at the last
paragraph on page 56 of the book of Hans Baker the
witness stated that he agreed with the facts mentioned in
the paragraph. Later on he stated that it is not that he
agreed in toto with the list given along with conclusions in
the last paragraph on page 56. On looking at the second
last paragraph starting with the words ‘Last Hindu King’ and
ending with the word ‘great mughals’ on page 58 of the
book of Hans Baker the witness stated that he agreed with
this pa.'ra'graprn. |

| On looking at the last paragraph of page 58 which
ended a"t page 59 and also the last paragraph of page 59
the witness stated that he agreed with both the paragraphs.

The witness stated, ‘| have made used of the book entitled
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‘Tabqét-ai—Nasiri’ mentioned above while writing my book
exhibit 00S-5-3. Malik Naseerunddin Mahmood who had
been appointed as the Governor of Avadh had made
Ayodhya as his capital. .Similariy Kamruddin was also
made Governor and he too had made Ayodhya as his
capital. Prior to him Bakhtia Khilji had aléo ruled Avadh by
keeping‘ Ayodhya ‘at centre. The details that | have
provided in this connection on page 112 of my book exhibit
OOS—5-3 are based o Hains Bake, Tabgat-ai-Nasiri and
b'ookj of Lala Sjtaramji of Avadh. On looking at the words
‘Shahbuddin Gauri invaded Avadh in 1194’ in second para
of secohd column of page 112 of his book the witness
stated that this incident occurred in continuation of the
incident in which Raja Jaichandra ruler of Kannauj has
been reported to have been defeated in the battle of
Chandwar in Kannauj. There had been yet} another ruler by
the name of Raja Vijaychand in between Jaichandra and
Govindchandra i.e. Jaichandra was the grandson of
Govindchandra. Starting from the period of Chandra Dev
fou.n:der‘of Gharwal dynasty till the defeat of Jaichandra
Ayodhya remained a territory of Gharwal dynasty and
during all this period Ayodhya was under the control of the
rulers of this very GhafWal dynasty. On looking at the third,
paragraph of second column of page No. 12 of his book
exhibit 00S0503 which starts from 1155 AD, the witness
,stat;e‘bd‘that here 1155 had been printed instead of 1255
mist.ékehly. The witness : continued, :I have mentioned
Aslahkr{én Sanjar being made governor (Hakim) of Avadh in
the éboye paragraph of my book and during this period too
Ayodhya was.their Capital. - Then Aminkhan was made the
Govérnor (Hékim) of Ayodhya and during that period also
Ayodhya was their capital. After Aminkhan, Ayodhya came
under the rule of Balvan and since then Ayodhya remained

the capital of Avadh till the Mughal period and whosoever
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Was’appointed as Governor of Avadh he lived in Ayodhya.

Even during mughal period till the appointment of Navabs

of Avadh by mughal rulers and even thereafter Ayodhya'

continued to be the capital of subedars of Avadh. During
thetharwaI regime, the Gharwal rulers had two capitals -
'one’.‘-ih.‘ Kannauj and the 'other in Banaras. Ayoahya never
remained their capita, rather it was rega‘rded as a pious
place of pilgrimage. | |

On looking at pages 113 and 114 of his book exhibit

00S-5-3 the witness Stated that in ‘Babarnama’ under the

head ‘Mughal period’ incidents’relating’to only 18 out of the"

48 years of lifetime of Babar had been mentioned and their
list had been provided in t}he bottom. The witness
continued, “This list had been provided in the introduction
of tvravns;_lation of B_abarnaharh by Bevridges and | have
prov,id.ed a Hindi version thereof. The list covers incidents
relating ' to 35 years i.e. 1493 to 1529 AD of the life of
Babar. There is a mention- of Post 1529 AD incidents also
in Babarnama which | have not given in my book. On
looking at page 114 of his book the witness stated that
incidents covering the period 3™ April 1528 to 17"
Sept.e"mber 1528 had not been mentioned in Babarnama.
The witness stated, “In this connection | believe that
incidents relating to this period had not been mentioned at
all. | have stated the arguments in support of my view on
this page itself. On looking at page Nos. 115 and 116 of
his book exhibit No. O0S-5-3 the witness stated that the
second '.paragraph of column one starting from ‘Chinee
Thimur‘ in para 2 of colvum_n'1 of page 116 had been quoted
from Babarnama. It has been lifted from the Hindi
translation of the English version of William Arsikin and he
believed that it was a correct translation}and he agreed
With”the- facts ‘mentioned herein. According to this Babar

had set up his camp on the bank of Ghagra at a distance of

..........
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6 miles from Ayodhya but there was no mention of his
persbnally visiting Ayodhya. The text also proves that
Babar had sent an army of 1000 persons who chased away
Shai‘kh Bayzeed from Ayodhya and occupied Avadh. This
also reveals that Babar himself did not go to Ayodhya,
rather Baki Shagawal (Meer Baki Beg) along with his army
commanders did this work i.e. took the control of Ayodhya
and‘;maitntained law anld order there and then proceed to
Gwalior after handing ovér the charge of Avadh to Meer
Baki. ~There is not mention of Babar comin»g again towards
Ayodh;‘ya. The incident of construction f Babri masjid
felat‘es to the beriod when Babar headed towards Gwalior
after ma-king Meer Baki incharge of Avadh but | cannot tell
how many ye@rs later it happened. It is believed that in this
regard the ohly and the most important evidences are the
three rock inscriptions» set in the structure of Babri out of
which date of 935 Hijri or 1528 AD is engraved on two rock
inscr'iptions. [t is only the year of Construc‘tion and not the
month aind date which is found in any record. The witness
stated, “I have regérded three Moharram 936 Hijri against
serial No. 6 in column-I on page 114 of my book as 7th
S.éb't‘ember 1529 AD. According to this calculation this year
of 935 Hijri must have cont‘inued till August 1529. As per
detailis given against my serial No. 6 all the incidents
covering the period from 18" September 1528 to 7t
Septémber 1529 were found in Babarnama. There is no
men’t-ion of demolition of any temple in Babarnama during
'the"_pe_‘riod covering 18" September 1528 to 7'"'September

1529. There is no reference of any temple of Ayodhya in it.

~Verified the statement after hearing

' Sd/-(Thakur Prasad Verma)

_ 23.04.2003

Typed by the stenographer in the open court as dictated by me. In
continuation for further cross-examination on 24.04.2003 .Witness to
be present. : _
Sd/-(Narendra Prasad)
Commissioner
23.04.2003
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Dated:24.04.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

A

I

Before : Commissionér Shri Narendra Prasad, Addl.:
District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High' Court,
!
Lucknow.

i é
i

(Appoi'n.ted vide order dated 10.04.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench). |

(Cross-examination on oath of O.P.W. 9 continued by Shri
Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate in continuation to 23.04.2003).

"During 17" — 18" century Avady provice was
administered by makihg a fort on a part of Ramkot and
during the time of Navabs — Ministers the fort was known as
‘Kila Mubarak’. The residence and office of the Head i.e.
the Administrator or Governor of the Province were located
in ‘Kila Mubarak’. Ive}m‘ not aware whether any ruins etc. of
this ,fdrt'are available on this day. | have not read in any
book as to where énd in what number army of the
Administrator or Governor was deployed in Ayodhya after
1206‘.AD i.e. after the establishment of Muslim dominion on
Delhi but army must have remained there. Possibly muslim
population may also be living in Ayodhya during that time
i.,e. 13" — 14" century. | am also not aware whether there
was a mosque in Ayodhya during 13" — 14" century. The
existence of a grave of an army officer of Mohammad Gauri
named Makhdoom Shah Juran Gauri is corroborated. Many
more graves would have been built in Ayodhya during that
time. On the death of muslims residing in Ayodhya whether
they were rulers or common people their graves were built
in Ayo,'dh'ya only and such a situation would have prevailed

even during the 13" — 14" century. | am not aware
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whether there was any population of muslims during 19t —
12'" century. It is stated that a conflict had arisen in 11
century in Hanumangarhiv on the issue of the existence of a
grave'of Khwaja Mitthe, an army officer of Salar Masood
and thus it is possible that graves of a few muslims would
have . existed in Ayodhya during 11" century. The
possibility of existence of.muslim. population in Ayodhya

1" century is remote. Khwaja Mitthe the army

during 1
officer of Salar Masoeod would have visited Ayodhya
somletim‘e during 1032 AD. In my view that was the oldest
mbsque of Ayodhya known as Babri Masjid. | have not
come across any reference indicating the existence of any
mos_qu'e‘in Ayodhya during the period 13" to 15'™ century.
Ayodhya was reckoned as a big city of'lndié in between the
period of 13" to 17" century and possibly it would have
been much bigger in size as compared to the ‘modern
Ayodhya. During these days there was no city by the name
of Faizabad. | found the use of the word Ramkot while
going through a gazetteer, it would have been possibly
prevalent earlier also but | do not remember whether | read
this word earlier or not. It is not striking my mind whether |
had seen the use of word Ramkot for this area of Ayodhya
in a,hy' History whether | had seen the use of word Ramkot
for t_his area of Ayodhya in any history book while writing
chapter 8 of my book exhibit 00S-5-3. This word Ramkot
would have possibly avppeared in Ayodhya Mahatmya but I.
am not confident of it. | do not remember whether the word
Ramkot appeared in any other history book besides the
,abo»}v'e.» Additions to Ayodhy aMahatmya continued till the
19”"“ éehtury.ﬁ | Descriptioh of dynasties like Maukhari,
Pushyabhuti, Parvarti, Gupta, Pratihar and Gharwal can be
found in 7" chapter of my book. The extant suit is related
with Gharwal dynasty included in this chapter. The chapter

covers the ‘period starting from the establishment of



1742

Gharwal dynasty .till the period of Jaichandra. The
description of Gharwal dynasty contained in my book
exhibit 00S-5-3 starts around 1070 AD. There was the
rule"qf Pratihars during the beginning of 11" century and
before the establishment of the rule of Gh}arwaI dynasty. |
do not have any knowledge whether Ayodhya was ruled
direétly by Pratihar rulers or by their Samants (Feudal lord)

duri_hg the beginning of 11" century and before ht
| ‘establishment of the rule of Gharwal dynasty. | am also not
aware whether the Administrator of Ay}odh'ya lived there or
elsewhere during that time. Names of 10-12 rulers are
given in Meerat-ai-MaSoodi, but there is no mention as to

who was the ruler of Ayodhya at that time.

: ATh{e witness was shown the book entitled ‘The History
of Ihdia as told by its own historians Vol. 2' by Eliot and
Dowson and photocépies of pages 514 to 531 (in
contiin.ué,tion') of document Bo. 319 C-1 of the above book
(whiich. were numbered as document No. 219 C-1/1 to 319

C-1/9). were filed and the following question was asked.

Question : Do you find any mention of Salar Masood visiting

Ayodhya anywhere in these documents?

.,'(On this question Shri Ajay Kumar ‘Pandey, learned
advocate of plaintiffs raised an objection saying that this
record had not been included in the file of the court and
that'.only photocopies were being filed and therefore
permissi'on to ask questions on records held today should

not be given).

[Under the above 'obj,ections documents No. 319 C-1/1
to 319 C-1/9 (in continuation) from list 319 C-1/1 of
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documents are placed on record as per the directions dated
20.03.2002 of the hon’ble full bench]

Answer : On looking at the above the witness stated that
there was no mention of Salar Masood visiting

Ayodhya.

~On looking at second column on page 158 of his book
exhibit 00S-5-3 the witness stated that the sentence ‘Prior
to this he had encamped at Satrakh (Saket or Ayodhya)’
was' not true and tha't no such mention was found in
Meerat-ai-Masoodi. There was a mention of encamping at
Satrakh in Meerat-ai-Masoodi but it was not true that this
Satrakz‘hrwas Saket or Ayodhya. Satrakh (Satrikh) was a
plac"e located in between Faizabad and Barabanki and was
a part of Avadh regio‘n' and it should be at a distance of
more than 50 miles from modern Ayodhya. The witness
was shown the text ‘Salar Masood had invaded this area in
the year 1032-33" appearing in 14" — 15" line of para 2 of
column 2 of page 158 of his.book' and a question was asked
whether the word ‘area’ stood for modern Ayodhya or
Satrikh ,'_and nearby ‘area’ only? On looking at the above
the witness repliedAthat by the word area he neither meant

Ayodhya nor Satrikh, rather the entire Avadh area.

Question : You have mentioned after four lines of the above

text on page 158 of your book that Salar Masood

demolished Janambhoomi Mandir and in this way‘l

you are inCIuding Ayodhya also in the word
‘area’ used by you above — what have you to say

~ about it? ' ‘
Answer.. Certainly Ayodhya is included in Avadh area and
| have already'aocepted that there is no mention

of Salar Masood visiting Ayodhya in Meerat-ai-
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Masoodi. Despite all this a possibility was stl,iII
alive that a group of his solders might have
damaged Janambhoomi mandir as | have stated
a short while ago that a grav of Khwaja Mitthe,
army officer of Salar Masood existed at

Hanumangarhi.

Question : Since there is ‘no mention of Salar Masood
o visiting Ayodhya in Meerat-ai-Masoodi on what
basis you have mentioned on this page 158 of

your book that Salar Masood had demolished the

| so called Janambhoomi Mandir in the year 10337
AnsWer.f It is mentioned in Meerat-ai-Maéoodi that Salar
| Masood had sent his troops from Satrikh in
various directions but the name of Ayodhya was.

not included but based on the fact that the grave

of Khwaja Mitthe existed in Ayodhya it coult be

surmised that any of his troops would have

caused damége to Janambhoomi Mandir. There

is no mention of existence of the grave of

Khwaja Mitthe in Ayodhya and of the fact of his

being an army officer of Salar Masood in Meerat-

ai-Masoori.

“There is a reference of this incident in the book
entitl‘e‘:d ‘Hanumangarhi ka ltihas’ written by Amartya Singh
and published from Bihar in 1955 and it has been
mentioned that the fact of the grave of Khwaja Mitthe was
also made an issue and it was on this basis that | have
mentioned of the invasion of Ayodhya and causing damage
to its temples by the army of Masood. | have not given any
reference of the book ‘Hanumangarhi ka Itihas’ by Amartya
Singh in my book exhibit 00S-5-3 nor | have mentioned the

fact of existence of the grave of Khwaja Mitthe in my book.



1745

Theib‘uildin'g of Hanumangarhi was not there in the 11"
Cent'u‘ry,' of course the site’ was very well there. The only
source of the existence of the grave of Khwaja Mitthe there
and'his being an army officer of Salar Masood is the above
book‘of Amartya Singh which has not been-v'filed in this suit.
| have got a photocopy of the above book of Amartya Singh
though | do not remember the place from where | had got
the 'photocop‘y» made. | also do not remember when and
which of my friends had given this photocopy to me. | al;so
cannot guess whether | was pro'vided this photocopy‘5
years or 10 years ago. | also do not remember whether |
had the photocopy in my possession when | visited
Ayodhya during 1992. | had the photocopy in possession at
the time when | had sent my book exhibit O0S-5-3 for
printih’g.' The description of Salar Masood given in para 2
of c_blgurhn No.. 2 of page 158 of my book is based on
‘Meerat-ai-Masoodi’ but | also had the book of Amartya
Singh in my mind. At the time of my speech the real basis
of this statement of mine was ‘Meerat-ai-Masoodi’ because
at that time | was of the opinion that Salar Masood had
gone to Ayodhya and the basis of my opinion was the use
of the word ‘Ajudhan’ in ‘Meerat-ai-Masoodi’. On looking at
the extracts of Meerat-ai-Masoodi printed in the book of
Eliot and Dowson and which were available on document
BG. 315 C-1/1 to 315 C-1/10 (in continuation) and 319 C-
1/-1v.:to' 319 C-1/9 (in continuation) the witness stated that -
theré was a mention of the names of Satrikh, Bahraich and
many other places surrounding these two c,ifies. On looking
at document Bo. 319 C—1/5 (page 523) the witness stated.
that this description of Salar Masood started from the last

line of this page and it was also mentioned that his age was

- 12 years. On looking at document No. 319 C-1/6 (page

525) the witness stated that there was a mention of

mvasmn of Somnath by Sultan Mahmood Subuktgeen
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popularly known as Mahmood G.hazna‘vi in the fourth para
of this page. On Iookihg at document No. 319 C-1/8 (page
529) the witness stated that description of Salar Masood
started again from this page. There was a mention of Salar
Masood. visiting Satrkh in the last paragraph of document .
No.'315 C-1/3 (page 535). On looking at document No. 315
C-1/».4_ (page 534) the witness stated that there was a
mention of places like Siddhaur, Narhari and Amethi whichl
would have been close to Satrikh. On looking at the same
document No. 315 C-1/4 (page 535) the witness stated that
there was a mention of places like Kanoor, Mahona,
vGop'far'ha'u, Banaras, Kada, Manikpur, Kannauji‘, Bahraich
etc. along with Satrikh. O_nblooking at document No. 315 C-
1/6 (page 538) and document No. 315 C-1/10 (page 547)
the witness stated that there was a mention of invasion of
Bahraich by Salar Mas_bod and subsequent conflict in these
page's. There was no mention in these pages of Salar
Masood himself or any of his emissary visiting Ayodhy.a.
There Was a mention of killing of Salar Masood by Rai
Sahardev in document No. 315 C-1/10 (page 546 and 547)
of :th'e ., above documents.  The witness continued,
“Refefences of the history book or Twarikh-ai-Mahmoodi
(history of Mahmood Ghaznavi) written by Mulla Mohammed
of Ghazni',were given at-a number of places in these
documents but | have not read this book. This book of Eliot
and Dowson which contained the summary of Meerat-ai-
Masbodi also contained a summary of Twarikh-ai-
Subuktgeen by Baihaqui besides the summary of Tabqgat-ai-
Nasiri and the fact came to my mind after looking at the
book. | read Twarikh.—ai-Subuktgeem byv Baihaqui and
Tabq.at-ai-Nasiri in this book of Eliot and Dowson only.
There is not mention of Salar Masood visiting Ayodhya in
both these books.” On Iook,ingb at his book exhibit 00S-5-3

the witness stated that he had mentioned in the last four
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Iines.in'column 2 of this page that Sallakshan only hﬁad
been called.as SaharDev or Suhaildev and it was based on
his pefspnal study. The witness stated, “This study/ guess
of mine is based o‘n philology because phonetically
Salla.kshan and Suhail appeared to be inter-related and that
is why | have identified Suhaildev as Sallakshan. There is
a mehtion inl some books on killing of Salar Masood by
Suhaildev and the letters “ R “and ' L ‘ are phonetically
interchangeable in the names of Sahar and Suhail. Thus
Sahar becomi'ng Suhail is quite natural. Besides, the
muslim historians have not written in Hindi names correctly
in their languages and because of this too many names are
converted into Chaste Hindi. Sallakshan taking the form of
Suhaildev is my persoﬁal inference and not found in any
book.” The witness stéted of himself that Meerat-ai-
Masoodi was not recognized as a history book and it was
k.nown;-' as a historical romance or historical fiction wherein
facts and imag"eries were mentioned freely — this was the
view of Eliot and Dowson. The period of Sallakshan was
prior to the pekiod of Gharwal ruler Chandra Dev and so
Was"the’lcase of his son Alhar. Nai Chand was born in t he
third generation of SéHaks‘han who was made a Samant
(Feudal lord) of Saket Division by the grace of
Govindchandra. Relation-wise Naichandra fell in the third
generation of Sallakshan but he was at number three
amongst the rulers. Naichandra was the Samant of Saket
Division. Sallakshan Was‘ the ruler of Béhraich but there is
a“p'(‘)ssibility that Ayodhya might be a part of his territory
because since a long time Shravasti which was close to
Bahraich was regarded as the capital of Koshal and as
such traditionally ruler of Koshal would have been ‘ruler of"'
Ayod'hya as well. During the rule of Alhar, Ayodhya would
also‘"; be annexed With Bahraich and Saket would have

‘become a Division duri‘ng' the period of Naichandra and the

v
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Division included Bahraich also. In  my opinion
Govindchandra during the rule of his father had appointed
Naichandra as the Administrator of Saket Division and he
hadv'done it in the capacity of a prince. This should be post
1104 AD period whereas period of Sallakshan was 1033
AD Sallakshan died very shortly after 1033. There could
b"e‘é pdssibiiity that Naichandra who was the nephew of .
Sallakshan would have ruled during the period 1033 to
1104 and thereafter his son would have ruled. After the
death of Alhar, Naichandra was enthroned. The facts which:
| have mentioned starting fro Alhar to Naichand are not an
outcokme' of my study of books but are based on this record
and’._'l have given my statement on the basis of .this record
only‘., 'l..have formed this opinion of mine after the retrieval
of the record of 6" December 1992 and my opinion is
based on my study of the text of the record. The facts
mentioned by:me are not based on the report submitted by
Dr. K.V. Ramesh relating to this record but his repbrt and.
his s"tatement do not contradict this opinion of mine. It was
not on the basis of this record that | had formed an opinion
that the temple would have been got demolished there
under-orders of Salar Masood-but it was based on Meerat-
ai-Masoodi.” The witness was shown document No. 289 C-
1/197 of his book O0S-5-3 by the learned advocate cross-
exam:ihing. on Iook-ir)g‘at which he stated that he did not
fully,agr‘ee'then with the n‘ote given below serial No. 5 of
this page but he relied upon the said note when its free-
translation was prepared. The witness stated, “I now do
not é‘gree with the first half of the sentence of this note
reading as, “there is possibly a reference of invasion of
Ayodhya by Salar Masood.” On looking at the first half of
the sentence of the note given below serial No. 21 of page
176 of his book reading as, “Around 70 years after the

invasion by Salar Masood” the witness stated that he did
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not a'g,’re"e Wifh it. On looking at free-translation 15 to 19 (in
continuation) of this Very page of his book, the witness
stated that there was a mention of Sallakshan, Alhar,
Naic._h.an'dralbut the name of the father of Naichandra had
been"giVen' as ‘Megh; ohly but.no mention about the period
of his rule had been made. The witness continued, “The
men‘t'iOn of the name of Megh at serial No. 19 of this free
trané;lation appeared as Meghsut in the original record
which according to me m"eans that Naichandra was the son

of Megh. | do not know for whom ‘Meghsut’ has been used.

Verified the statement after hearing

‘ | Sd/-

| (Thakur Prasad Verma)

|  24.04.2003

.Typed by the stenographer in the open court as

dictated by me. In  continuation for further cross-
exami'nation on 25.04.2003 .Witness to be presen’t.

B Sd/-

(Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner

24.04.2003
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Dated:25.04.2003
O.P.-W.-Q Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Befo"re': Commissioner Shri» Narendra ;Prasad, Addl.
District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,

Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 10.04.2003 of the Hon’ble Full
Bench).

(Cros’s-examination on oath of O.P.W. 9 Dr. T.P. Verma
continued by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate in conti,nuation'
to 24.04.2003).

' The witness was shown document No. 306 C-1/2
representing page 2 of ‘thve report of Dr. KV Ramesh by the
learned ‘advocate cross-examining and his attention was
drawn to the name Meghsut appearing in the 18" line of the
docu‘meht an'd a question was asked in respect of whose
nephew i.e. of Sallakshan or Alhar the name Meghsut had
been mentioned? On looking at the above the witness
statéd hat the name Meghsut had been mentioned for the
neph'e:w of Alhar. It is stated about Meghsut that he was
mad-e.the monarch of Saket Division by surpassing the
claim of some AnayChandra. | have stated in my book
exhibit 008S-5-3 that Anay Chandra was the son of Megh
but ln one ‘of my earlier statements | have mentioned that
the text (Text of the record) provided by me stood repealed
afte‘r_«the text by Dr. K.V. Ramesh was available because he
was an erudite scholar of Sanskrit and Archives and thus |
rega:r'd his version as correct. | believe that Naichandra
and Anay Chandra are on e and the same person. Anay
Chandra cannot be the son of Megh. My statement of

24.0.4.2003 given on page 356 reading as, “but the name of
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fathe'r. of Naichandra had been as ‘Megh’ only” proves false
after the interpretation by Dr. K.V. Ramesh became
available. The witness stated of himself, “I would like to
add ohé more thing if there is a contradiction in my
intefpretation'of the record as given in my book with that of
Dr. K.'VT Ramesh, the interpretation of Dr. K.V. Ramesh
should be given precedence. Secondly, | have identified
Salla.kshan as Raja Suhaildev in my book but during my
statement on 24.04.2003 it came to my knowledge that this
was giving rise to time related anomaly and as such |
withdraw my theory of identifying Sallaksh}an as Suhaildev
but it would have no adverse impact on the historical
importance, \r»elevance and authenticity of the rock
inscription retrieved from Ayodhya. In the light of my
today’'s statement, my statement of yesterday i.e.
24.04.2003 and yet an earlier statement relating to treating
Suhaildev and Sallakslhan as one and the same person
stand repealed.” On l'ooki,ng at 16" line from bottom on
docUment No. 306 C-1/2 reading as ‘from verse 22 we learn
he who was responsible ............ Saket mandal’ the witness
étatéd that the ‘words ‘he’, ‘who’ had been used for Megsut
who was succeeded by Ayushchandra Raja. On looking at
the above document No. 306 C-1/2 the witness stated that
verses (slokas) 22 to 26 of the record had been written in
the praise of Raja Ayushchandra. There is a mention of
four rulers in this record namely Sallakshan, Alhar,
Meghsut and Ayushchandra and also of a person named
AnayChandra who could not become a ruler and this
dynasty was a local dynasty of Ayodhya (Saket) and that is
why: the name of their head Govindchandra also appeared
|n ‘t'he record. This reoqrd had been got written by
Ayushchandra only and had got it set in the temple built by
Megh:sut. This is my opinion and possibly Dr. K.V. Ramesh

also shares this view with me. o
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- The witness was shown document No. 254 C-1/9 by
the learned advocate cross-examining on 'Iooking at which
the .Witness told that this article had been published on
pages 67-68 of Vol. 3 of 3™ November — 2" December
1996‘ of the Journal entitled ‘Itihas Dairpan’ and document
No. 254 C-1/9 and 10 were the photocopies of the same
pages df the publication. This was an article written by Dr.
D.P. Dubey and Dr. G.C. Tripathi. Dr. D.P. Dubey was an

e'pi'gAraiphist and worked as a Reader in Allahabad University ‘

whereas Dr. G.C. Tripéthi was the Director of Ganganath

Jha Research Institute Allahabad and a Sanskrit Scholar.

They had got‘th‘e article published in the year 1996. | have:

an old association with Dr. D.P. Dubey and am known to
Dr. GV.C. Tripathi as well. | have an association of around
10 years with Dr. G.C .Tripathi. both these persons had
indépén.dently deciphered this record and wrote the article
on it. Dr. Dubey and Dr. Tripathi did not render any help to
me in deciphering this _recofd. | had started making efforts

to decipher tHis record in the year 1993 and the process is

still o"n. In my book | have given the decipherment which I.

could cover by that time. The 'decip'herment available on
pagé"dolcument Nos. 289 C-1/195 and 196 of my book
exhibit OOS -5-3 had -fbeen covered by me till 1995-96. |
had gone for a free translation of the same done right at
that't»i'mé which has been printed on page document Nos.
289 C-1/197 to 289 C-1/199 (in continuation) of my book. |
haverélfea‘dy accepted in my statement that the fact that
Dr. ,Rarhesh, Dr. Ajay Mftra Shastri, Dr. Gaya Charan
Tripathi, Dr. Sudha Malaiyya had helped the author in
deciphering the writing as mentioned on document No. 289
C-1/1.96 was something which had been added by Dr.
Swafa,j Prakash Gupta of his own at the time of printing of

this book was not true. | had read the article available on

SN
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document Nos. 254 C-1/9 and 10 before the publication of
my book. | had read the article just after its publication.
On looking at 2"% para of document No. 254 C-1/9 the
witness stated that Ayuéhchandra hag been mentioned as
the son of Alhar in this document which had proved wrong
after the decipherment and free translation provided by
K.V. Ramesh became available. According to me wherever
Ayushchandra was mentioned as son of Alhar in document
Nos. 254 C-1/9 and 10, it was wrong. On looking at the
second line e%af 2" para of document| No. 254 C-1/19 the
witness stated that Lord Siva mentioned as the family deity
of Ayushchandra was the same Lord Siva as worshipped by
the entire WOI;|d. The family of Ayushchandra was a
follower of Shaivism. The witness stat'ed of himself that the
fact that family had faith in Vishnu and his incarnations also
was cofroborated from  this record wherein names of
incarnations of Vishnu had been mentioned. On looking at
2" para of document Bo. 254 C-1/10 the witness stated
that‘it. had been mentioned in the document that Naichand
was the brother or cousin of Alhar and that he was the son
of~l\/|eg.h and that he became the ruler after Alhr and that he

d_i,d_hot agree with all the three above facts.

Que-é_tion :Are all the three facts mentioned in so called
| record or are they true according to record?
Answer @ All the three facts are based on the personal'
decipherment and interpretation of 16"™ to 19th
slokas of the above record by both th?se writers

with which | do not agree.

“Mention of Alhar as the uncle (father’s younger
brother) of N,aichandré was also not correct according to
me. After the decipherment of Dr. K.V. Ramesh becoming

avail"able | do not agree with the fact mentioned as ‘This
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Naichandra ............. His vessel are feudatory’. On looking
a{ ‘document No. 254 C-1/10 the ‘witness stated that
Govindchandra carved out Saket area and appointed
Naichandra as its Samant (Feudal Lord) but the fact of
carving out Saket area was mentioned wrongly in the'
document. On looking at document No. 254 C-1‘/1O the
witness stated that mention of construction of Vishnu Hari
Mah;di_r by Raja Naichand'ra in the document was ‘also wrong
because Dr. KV Ramesh had given its credit to Meghsut to
which the witness agreed; On looking at document No. 254
C-1/10 the witness stated that there was a mention of two
facts in the d:ocument — first bringing large stones from the
mountain peaks and sécond_— decorating the temple by the
vertexes of golden pitch’er but these facts did not find a
mention in the translation of 21°' sloka provided by Dr. K.V.
Ramesh. The witness stated, “However in so far as
tran:sléti'.on by Dr. DP Dubey and Dr. G.C. Tripathi is
concerned while disagreeing with the first part of the sloka |
agrée .w'ith the fact of decorating the top of the temple with
gold based pitches and | do not know as to why this fact
could not find a mentioh in the translation} rendered by Dr.
K.V. Ramesh. | believe that the translation of 21! sloka of

this record as provided by Dr. K.V. Ramesh is faulty.

21°! sloka appearing in the 15" line of the record reads as *

1]

vi ru hareyhiranya kalash srisundram mandiram * and it is
on this basis that | am wandering as to why the translation
of the above line was missing in thé translation done by Dr.
K.V. Ramesh. The words ’ hiranya kalash‘in the above line
meant that the temple was decorated with golden pitchers.
On looking at the 4" paragraph on document No. 254 G-

3

1/10- the witness state that the word ' sahassanken® had
appeared in 23" sloka which was regarded as the title of

Vikramaditya. It is regarded to be the title of that
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Vikramaditya who esta‘blished Vikram Samvat. On looking
at the first sentence reading' as ‘vegrse 27 ............ put
toget'her’ in 6" para ‘on document No. 254 C-1/10 the
witness stated that this translation was wrong and that the
translation rendered by Dr. K.V.Ramesh was correct. Shri
Madhav Kutti had also translated this record which had
been filed in this court. The witness stated, “I have read
the above translation also. In case there is any
contradiction in between the translation of Dr. K.V. Ramesh
and.that of Madhav Kutti, | would regard the translation of
Dr. K.V. Ramesh as more reliable. | have made use of my
own free-translation of the record in my book exhibit OOS-
5-3 .arjd_‘have taken nd help from the translation done by
other authors.” On looking at document Nos. 289 C-1/279
to 289 C-1/182 (in continuation) (i.e. pages Nos. 157 to 160
in continuation) of his book the witness stated that these
pages carried his opinion with regarc to the above record.
He had also mentioned his opinion about the above record
on document No. 289 C-1/121 (page 98) and 289 C-1/122
(page 99) of this book. On looking at the last paragraph on
page 157 of his book which ended on page 158 the witness
st.ated -t’hat there was a mention of preparation of coloured
trénsparent slides and video films but he was not aware as
to W‘he.ré were these slides and Video films lying. However,
it is certain that these slides and Video films had been
prepared and he had seen them. On I&‘oking at the phrase ’

£

is abhilekh tat‘ha anya puravastuo ke chappey in the:
above paragraph the witness stated that by the word
‘cha-p‘pey ‘ above he meant stampage. These stampages
‘had. been prepared on' 13" Decemter but the witness
Was‘not .aware as to whom these stampages had been
given. No stampage had been given to him. The witness
Cont‘inued, ‘I have never seen those stampages nor | am

aware as to where and to whom had they been given. It
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had been mentioned in the above paragraph that Dr.

Ramesh from Mysore who was in Delhi at that time was the
flrs.t, man to read some salient portlons thereof at the
instance of Dr. Gupta and Dr. Mallaya. It had been
correctly mentioned that, “the portions of the record had
been shown to Dr. Ramesh on 14" or 15" December 1992,
itself.” Dr. Ramesh had not rendered any opinion in writing
at that time but hadv expressed during the course of
discussion that it was an authentic record and that he had
deCIphered a few words thereof Only Dr. Gupta and Dr.

Slnha Mallaya had gone to talk to Dr. Ramesh at that time.

At that t|me. There had been no talk with him after looking
at th’e record.” On looking at the text yeh prashasti batati

4

hai k| nahin karvaya ja saka tha appearing in ‘2”d_
para of page 58 of his book exhibit 00S-5-3 the witness
stated his statement that Naichandra had got the mandir
was constructed proved wrong. On looking at the portion °
char shatabdiyo baad' viieive... toor karhi karaya tha °
appearing in first paragraph of second column of this page
the ‘witness stated that according to Dr. K.V. Ramesh the
Vish',n.u Hari.l\/landir'referred in the above portion had been
built“by‘Me-ghsut and that he supported this opinion. The
fact'relating to demolition of temple mentioned in this very
portt_.on was based on the theory that for constructing a new
building the earlier buil'di_hg was required to be pulled down.
Ther’e is no mention as to when was this temple demolished
but alccording to prevalent tradition the mosque was
constructed after demollishing the temple. It is an oral
tradition. On looking at page No. 154 and 155 of his book
the witness stated that it was mentioned in the chapter
entitled ‘Ayodhya’ of the book Satya Darpan by Aditya
Swarup -that “Indian ruler Mahtab Singh, Ranvijay Singh
ruler of Hanswar and Devi Deep Pandey, Rajguru of

Hanewar had given a tough fight at' the time when the
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temblte was being demolished by Meer Baki. The book of
Aditya Swarup had been published in the year 1993 for the
first time. The witness stated, “I do not know anything
abodt_ Aditya Swarup.  The book had been published in
Banaras and he had gifted the book to me but | am not
aware as to who he is and where does he work. | have not
know Aditya Swarup aé a historian. | am not aware
whether by profession the above Aditya Swarup is a
journaliSt an advocate or a teacher.” The witness stated of
himself that Aditya Swaup while gifting his book to him had
introduced himself but he did not remember the details at
that time. The book sh'oul‘d'be running into 200-250 pages.
The witness continued, “I have fully gone through the above
book. | have mentioned it in the last line of second column
of page 154 c?fl‘my book that ‘ poora vivran bahut aadhikarik

¢

nahih lagata * and the above comments of» mine refer only
to the struggle undertaken for Ram Janambhoomi Mandir
which had been reproduced as such in thé next two pages
i.e. 'pagé Nos. 155-156.. Many a facts are not proved by
independent sources and that is‘_vvhy | have mentioned it in
the “_fbotnote but ‘most of tvhe facts appeared to by
traditibnally prevalent.”  The witness was shown first
paragra'bh of page 155 of his book 00S-5-3 under the
heading ‘1528 AD veviiien..Sri Ram mandir par
aakfaman ( Attack )" on looking at which the witness stated
thatf’he believed the facts mentioned therein but he could
not consult the Lucnow Gazetteer of ‘Tujuk-Babri and
Cunningham’ and that is why he had mentioned it in the,
footnote. Otherwise he had faith in these incidents. The
Witnéss continued, “If Tujuk Babri” is Babarnama only then
o ha‘ve read Babarnama and there is not mention of Devi
Deen in the portions read by me. | have read ‘about Devi
Deen Pandey s'omewhére. else and have élso read a poem

about him but do not remember the same ndw. It is correct
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that there is not book by the name of Lucknow
Gazetteer written by Cunningham and | have also not

read in any book that Meer Baki was successful in

d._er_rjol-ishingvthe temple by cannon balls after on e lac -

seventy four thousand corpses of Hindus had fallen. |

have. not read anywhere that four battles had been

waged in between the year 1528 and 1530 for taking.

back the disputed site during the rule of Babar. ‘| have
not .beevn a student of medieval histery and that is why |
' ‘had.‘: neither any opportunity to undertake. intensive
resé,afq,h on these issues not | made ahy efforts in this
direction. In view of this | cannot say.anything in this
regard ‘with confidence. There is not such mention in

the 'GlaZettee:rs which | have‘gone through. Barring the

book of the abvoe Aditya Swarup | have not read it in

any. other book that “Indian ruler Mahtab Singh,
Ranﬁvijay Singh of Hanswar and Pt. Devi Deen Pande:y,
Rajg'u:ru.»of Hanswar had given a tough fight at the time
when the temple was being demolished by Meer Baki
and that the battle continued for 15 days.” Still |
belie,v‘e.th‘i;s fact because it is traditionally prevalent
amo_.h'gs't the people of Avadh. On looking at the
heading ‘1530 to 1‘556 AD Humayun ka kaal ‘ in the
first-"_column of pages 155 of his book exhibit O0S-5-3
the witness stated that the period of rule of Humayun
appéared to be correct which also included a number of
years of exile of Humayun. The witness stated, “ii have
not read about all the facts mentioned on both these
pages i.e. page 155 and 156 in any book other than the
book of Aditya Swarup but still | believe them. History
of the entire period of rule of Akbar is available in

written form. Two books namely Ain-ai-Akbari and
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Akbarnamah - written by Abul Fazal one of the nine
jewels of (Akbar are available and both these books
have been translated into English also. | have not

consulted both these books in this regard.

Verified the statement after hearing
| Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)

25.04.2003

Typed by the stenographer in the open court as
dictated‘by me. Present yourself before the Honourable
Full' Bench on 28.04.2003 for further cross-examination/
further evidence.

| Sd/-
(Narendra Prasad)

- Commissioner

25.04.2003

FIATPISN
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Dated:29.04.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

(Cross-examination of O.P.W. 9 Dr. T.P. Verma before the
Honourable High Court initiated by Shri Zafaryab Jilani,
Advbcate on behalf of Sunni Central Borad of Waqf UP in
cont_inuation to 25.04.2003).

While writing my book exhibit 0O0S-5-3 | had.
consulted Ain-ai-Akbari and not Akbarnama. | had not
consulted the above book for the facts mentioned in my
‘aboye__svtatement on page 367 having a bearing of facts
stated on paged 155-156 :of my book because | did not
exce’pt that there would be any mention about the conflicts
relat‘ing.'to Ram Janambhoomi in this book i.e. Ain-ai-Akbari
or any other; history book written by an muslim author
because the victors regarded such conflicts very minor but
a defeated community kept such things preserved in their
minds and tales. The facts mentioned on pages 155-156 of
my book would not be found in any book written by English
or Hindu historian because these people regarded only the
references of contemporary muslims historians as sources
of history This fact is true and acceptable not only in
respect of the perlod of Babar but in respect of the history
of the ent|re mughal perlod Muslim historians have written
about demolishing and looting of the temple of Somnath.
This is true that the incident of Somnath was also related
with a muslim ruler who has been depicted as a victor. The
temp’l'e of Somnath was not a greater importance than Ram
Janambhoomi but was of equal importance. No Hindu, Sikh
or English historian has mentioned in his book such
incidents related to Ram Janambhoomi which had been
mentioned by me on pages 155-156 of my book. The facts

which | have mentioned about Guru Govind Singhji in the



R

1761
Iast:péré on page 155 of my book Exhibit 00S-5-3 are not
based on any book relating to any other writer. | did not
find it nece’séary to read any book relating to the life of
GurLl :.Govir‘}d'Singhji ‘'or any other book of Sikh historian in
connection with the visit of Guru Govind Singhji to
Ayod.hya. It is mentioned in the second line from the top in
colu'mn 2 on this page that Aurangazed got the small Ram
Mandir built on this Chabootra dug and converted into a pit.
It is the same place which is known as R}ain Chabootra. |
cannot say whether any ’Ram temple had béen built on the
above Chabootra during the time of Aurangazed. | have
not found any mention in any gazetteer about the existence
of a temple on this Chabootra. It is mentioned in 7", 8"
and 9”‘A|ines fro the top on this page of my book that
‘Because of repeated attacks ........... permission was given
for worshipping — Namaz’ this is something which | have
not read in any gazetteer or history book.” Later on the
witness stated ._that it was not his opinion but an opinion of
Aditya Swarup which he had mentioned in his book and did
not feel any ne‘cessity to get it confirmed from any other
soufce. Attention of the witness was drawn to the facts
mentioned on page Nos. 155-156 of his book exhibit 00S-
5-3 under the heading Navab_ Wajid Ali Shah continuing
upto the heading ‘Hinduon ka Adhikar’ in the second
Colu'mh on page 156 and a question was asked whether he
did not think it necessary to get these facts confirmed from
other éource also before writing them in his book. The
Wit,nfess replied that he had accepted that these facts could
not be confirmed and that is why he had mentioned them as

footnote No. 10 in his book.

~Attention of the witness was drawn to 5" and 6'" lines

of second para of column 2 of page 118 of his above book

]
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reading as ‘Abul Fazal has ..... kept restricted to’ and the
following question was asked.
Question :Is your above description wrong because Abul
' Fazal had provided details of religious places,
relvigious' people and religious systems with
administrative matters in Ain-ai-Akbari?
AhéWer: On reading his book the witness stated, “my
| above descriptioh about A‘in-éi-Akbari of Abul
Fazal is not wrong because | have reproduced
his text as such in a translated form' and it is’
only in resp'ect of it that | have stated that this
book of Abul Fazal is restricted particularly to
administrati\_/el matters. Iﬁ this sehtence the
word ‘only’ has been wrongly used, in fact by the

word ‘only’ | meant particularly.

“1 am not aware whether Abul Fazal has separately

Writt.jen a note about Ramchandraji.

At this juncture the witness was shown that translated
portion of Ain-ai-Akbari which he had used in his book and
the learned advocate cross-examining filed the
photoéopies of his Editor’s Introduction on pages 316 to
319-‘(ir'1 éontin'uation‘) which were marked as document Nos.
320 C-1/1 to 320 C-1/6 (in continuation) after reading Which
the witness stated “It has now come to my mind that | had
gone through these pages and only one paragraph about
incarnation of Shri Ram is given and the remaining portion
is in respect of other incarnations named Krishna, Buddha
and Kalki. It is also mentioned that Ramchandraji was born
to Kaushalya on the 9'" day of Chaitra month in Treta age
but it is not mentioned that Ramchanraji was born at the

place where Babri Masjid is located. There is also a
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mention of the birth of Krishna on document No. 320 C-1/5
of this book.

~ Attention of the witness was drawn to the second line
of 2“?"bara of colu‘m.n_2 of page 118 of his book exhibit
OOS-5-3 reading as ‘Ayod'hya was regarded as the most
sacred place during the period of Akbar and was
confronted that such a thing had not been mentioned in
Ain-éi'—Akbari. On reading the same the witness stated, “It
has not been written like this in Ain-ai-Akbari but | have
written like this myself‘on the basis of Ain-ai-Akbari. | have
written the above on the basis of the extracts of Ain-ai-
Akbari as available on column 1 and 2 of this very page i.e.
page 118. Attention of the witness was drawn to 17", 18"
and 21%% 22" lines of the translated portion of the text of
Ain-Ai-Akbari available on page 118 of the book wherein it
was mentioned that Ayodhya was the biggest city of India
and the most scared place of ancient times and the witness
was ~toldv that his translation was faulty. On going through
the abbve the withess accepted that there might have been
some minor lapse. The learned advocate cross-examining
filed photocopies of page Nos. 82 to 85, 168 to 191 and
316 to 317 along with Editor’s introduction of Ain-ai-Akbari
Vol.2 which were mérked as document Nos. 321 C-1/1 to
321 C-1/21 (in con_tinuatioh) and attention of the witness
was drawn to 4", 5" and 8", 9" lines of page 182 of the
origi’nal.‘book and it was stated that it had been mentioned
in these pages that Avadh was one amongst the biggest
an.d.the most sacred cities whereas the witness had stated
in his translated that Ayodhya was the most sacred city.
On looking at it the Wit}ness'stated it was a free translation
and‘there was some lapse. The translation of the last three
lines of the sarhe paragraph was again a free translation ad:

not an exact translation. It is correct that there is not
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mention . of the word
" Avtar? (inca‘rnation) in the above lines of original book. |
have mentioned it on the last line of page 117 extending
upto the 1% line of page 118 of this book of mine that it was
a translation of the text from the book written by Abul
Fazal. There could have been some lapses with regard to
the syntax of language of translation. This is correct that
mS/ opinion to the effect that Abul Fazal restricted his
det-eiiis only upto administrative matters as contained in
column 2 of page 118 of my book is proved wrong in the
face of the text of the book of Abul Fazal available on
document No. 321 C-1/9 to 321 C-1/21. Attention of the.
witness was drawn to the 6" line of para 2 column 2 of
page 118 cf his book reading as ‘and his book
| ' .can be accepted’ and a question was asked
Whether he stuck to his stand even after reading the above
text of the origlhal book? On reading the above the witness
stated, _“keeping in view the subjects covered in Ain-ai-
Akberi of Abul Fazal it could not be expected that the fact
of construction of Babri Masjid at the site of Ram
Janambhoomi would find a mention in the book. Abul Fazal
has provided details of the important religious places in
Ain-ai-Akbari. The learned advocate had filed extracts of
Ain-ai-Akbari of Abul Fazal relatingto Avadh and Allahabad
provinces (marked as document No. 321 C-1/1 to 321 C-
1/21) including details of religious places located therein.
During the regime of Akbar Ram Janambhoomi was
rega.r'ded es an |mportant religious ' place of Ayodhya.
Mention of Brahmkund is found on page 182 document No.
321 “C-1/16 of Ain-ai-Akbari of Abul Fazal but it would not
have been of greater importance than Ram Janambhoomi
or birthplace of Rama. Similarly Surajkund mentioned on
page '184 document No. 321 C-1/17 of Ain-ai-Akbari was

also of not greater importance then birth place of Rama.
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Allahabad has been termed as king of Shrine on page 169,
document No. 321 C-1/19 of Ain-ai-Akbari of Abul Fazal
whiclh:l feel is not c'orrect, rather it should have been

termed és king of pilgrimages.

: There 'is“a mention of such a temple of Banaras in the
last péragr'aph on page 169-photocopied document No. 321
C-1/'9 around which ‘Parikrama’ was performed in the form
of K.aba. This implied that parikrama was performed
arou'nd the temple. The witness stated, “In so far as my
knowledge goes Parikrama was not pérformed at the
disputed site during the period of Akbar ‘but it used to be
- there earlier. | am not aware whether Parikrama was
perfdrmed at this place in the post-Akbar period or not.
Sultan Mahmood of Ghazni‘mentior'\ed in para 2, document
No. 321 C-1/10 of the above book is the same Mahmood
Ghazni who had invaded the temple of Somnath. There is a
mention of invasion of‘Ba_n'aras by Sultal Mahmood in this

para.

Question :Keeping in view the manner of description of

" important places of worship and systems of

worshipping as prevailing during that time, it is

clear that neither any worship Was performed at

the disputed site nor it was known as Ram
Janambhoomi? |

AnsWer: | do not subscribe with the above contention

| because most of the incidents relating to

demolition of idols and temples have been

excluded in Ain-ai-Akbari. For example there is

no mention of demolishing of Balark temple by S.

Salar Masood in Bahraich. Similarly there is no

mezntion of Ayodhya. The fact is that there is no
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mention of any temple of Ayodhya in Ain-ai-
Akbari. |

It is not correct to say so because the incidents of
demolition of Balark temple and the so called temple of
Ayodh’ya did not happed at all and that is why there was no
mention of these two important incidents in Ain-ai-Akbari.
The fact is that Salar Masood was awarded the status of a
martyr only after he was slain after demolishing Balark
temple in Bahraich. He was popularly known as Bale Miyan
a'r.n'o'ngst the masses of those times and on a particular day
possibly in June martyr day was observed which is not
observed now-a-days. In this way this tradition reveals that
he was clled Bale Miyan because he had demolisheq Balark"
temp‘le.‘ In so far as‘Ayodhya is Conoern.ed such stories
abotj;t the demolition of temple are prevalent amongst the
'peo“plef of this place. ‘A's far as my knowledge goes one
who - is +slain during some religious function is called a
martyr. Demolition of a temple alone cannot make a man
martyr.  This is correct to say that if one is Slain for a right
cause while ninoving on the path of God he should be called
a martyr. It could alsb be 'co'rrect that Salar Masood was"
called Bale Miyan because he was Slain at a tender age of
18—19 yéar as a bachelor. In‘my opinion a man of 18-19
years if not called a ‘boy’ but a ‘youth’ and that is why |
havé a feservation about your suggestion. | am aware that
marria'ge procession of Bale Miyan passes on Martyr's day
but .'I arh not aware whether its arrangement is made by
Hindus. Possibly Hindus might be fixing the date for the

above but | cannot say with confidence.

"I have read in some book about demolition of Balark
templé by Salar Masood but the name of the book is not

striking me right now. There is no mention of the fact of
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demo‘lvition of. Balark temple in the bock I\/Ieerat-ai—M'asoodi.‘
basé-d on the life of Salar Masood. | cannot tell the placeo f
exaét'.lobation of Balark temple in Bahraich. Based on my
study‘.of, books | am aware of only ithis thing that there
existed a pond at the place of Balarki mandir but | do not
knov.v,th'e exact location of this pond. :I have not read any
details of the pond in a'ny book but | have heard that a fair
WaS'nganized near‘tlhe_ pond. | have read the book entitled
‘Ayo_dhyé ki Itihas’ written.by Lala Sitaram of Avadh and
refered in para 2 of pége 112 of my book. The book has
possibly been filed by the plaintiffs. | have also seen a
bookl‘by the name of ‘Shri Ram Janambhoomi (illustrated
authentic history)’ written by Dr. Radhey Shyam Shukla
titted as document no. 107 C-1/154. The book entitled
‘Ayodhya ka ltihas’ by Lala Sitaram a resident of Ayodhya
had been p'laced as document Nos. 107 C§1/122 to 107 C-
1/131. | agree with some of the facts mentioned in the
book while | disagree with others. | have not read any book
written upto 19t century wherein the incident stated in the
above book of Lala Sitarm document No.»107 C-1/125 is
mentioned. | do not agree with the incident mentioned in
the .abo\/e page starting from the word ‘Badshah’ and
éndiné with the words ‘returned’. This incident has not
been prbved by any other book. Possibly the incident is
based on some popular saying. Facts mentioned on page
docu’meht No. 107 C-1/127 have not been proved by any
other book. Para 2‘o‘f document No. 107 C-1/127 is proved
by a gazetteer and | am not aware whether it is proved by

an other book also.

‘ | ‘cannot tell whether the description about pillars
contained in para 2, document No. 107 C-1/29 of this book
is proved by any book or not but | have myself seen the

place where the pillars were set in. there is a mention of a
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mint fbr copper coins in the last para of document No. 107
C'-1/,:12"9‘ of this book and description of the same mint is
found on page 183 of Ain-ai-Akbari. The book by the name
of ‘Shri Ram Janambhoomi’ written by Dr. RAdhey Shyam
Shukla has been filed by the plaintiffs vide document No.
107 C-1/154. | have not made use of this book while
writing my book entitled ‘Ayodhya ka Itihas evam :Puratatva’
because | could not get hold of this book by that time.
Though the book had been published in the year 1906 but |
had not heard of it by the completion of my book i.e. the
ye"ar'2000. | had seen this book in 2002 after bécoming a
party of the suit but | did not go thnough‘the book even
ther_éafter. There are two sentences appearing from pages
1 to 2 of document No. 107 C-1/154 out of which | agree
with the sentence reéding as ‘Ayodhya was settled and.
devastated a number of times’ but I’ do not agree with the
second sentence wherein it is mentio.ned that ‘there is no
.surp.:r.i_s_e. of its geographical identity is lost after 2000
year"s”‘. I'"'do not agree ,‘ with the statement ‘Saket is
Ayod_hyé itéeﬂf, no one knows when and who identified it’
appéarihg in para 2 of ‘page' 2. 1 also do not agree with the
statement reading as, “Despite the fact that Ayodhya had
been identified as Saket, the problem‘ of identification of
Ram"Janambhoomi could n'ot.‘be sorted out because the
proc‘e‘ss-' of settlement and devastation of Saket too
continued.” There is a truth in the statement on page , “No
one . tried to assess it on the criteria of history.” It is
mentioned in para 1 of page 5 of the book that ‘used to
assumeAtitles‘through Chinese sources’ and this statement
is t.rue.' 'Chinese sources mean travel accounts of
Huie.htsang.'which ha.ve been translated by Beel. There is
no description of Ram Janambhoomi in travel accounts of

Huientsang translated by Beel. | agres with the statement
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‘Chinese sources refer to Vikramaditya who was known as

Skandgupta’ ‘éppearing:in column 5 of page 6 of this book.

Verified the statement after hearing
Sd/-

(Thakur Prasad Verma)

29.04.2003

~Typed’ by the stenographer in the open court as
dictated by me. Present yourself on 30.04.2003 for further

cross-examination.

Sd/-
29.04.2003
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Dated:30.04.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

(CrO'ss-examinétion of O.P.W. 9 Dr. T.P. Verma initiated by
Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of Sunni Central
Borad of Waqf,‘Uttar Pradesh before the Honourable High

Court Full Bench in continuation of the cross-examination
of 29.04.2003).

I'have no knowled‘ge about Radhey Shvyam Shukla and
therefore | may not be able to tell whether he is a historian
or a teacher or a writer. The book written by him has been
filed in the suit by the plaintiff vide document No. 107 C-
17.1'54. Even after becoming a party of this suit | did not try
to find out details about Radhey Shyam Shukla. As a
histofian | give importance to this book. A historian gives
importance to every published book even though h‘e might'l
not 'be personally known to the author. In para 19 of my
affid‘avit | have supportéd the above book of Radhey Shaym
'Shu._kla'. | am not aware of the cassettes about which | have
mentioned in para 19 of my affidavit, neither | have seen
these cassettes nor | could tell the incident with which the
cassettes are related. '| may also not be able to tell about
the number o%‘ cassettes i.e. | cannot tell whether they are
one or two or four caésettes.’ | did not personally gather
information about the cassettes. The album about which |
have'. mentioned in page 19 of my affidavit contains
photographs relating to Ram Javnambho‘om‘i. I am not aware
as t:o.vv'.hen were the photographs (affixed in the album)
taken and who took them, | also cannot tell whether the
phofogréphs were take when the disputed building was
intact or they were taken prior to 6'" December 1992. |
cannot telllwhether the number of albums is one, two or

more than two. | do not know the listed documents under
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which the album has been filed. | also do not know as to in
which year and in Connect‘ionv with which ‘suit this album
was. filed. .l shall not be able to tell whether the
photographs contained in the album about which .I have.
menfioned in para 19 of my affidavit belong to the period
priof to Gth December 1992 or thereafter. | am not aware as
to who is in possession of the photos affixed in the album
or whether they have been filed in the suit. | have
men'tivon'ed in para 19 of my affidavit that original book,
casSette albums etc. have been filed but | do not know what
is the thing besides original book, cassette albums which
falls-under the word ‘etc.’ I do not know whether any other
photos, excepting the‘ photos affixed in the album have
been filed in the suit on my behalf. Written record referred
in péra 19 of my affidavit stands for extracts of all such
docu'ments, books, correspondence etc. which have been
filed in the suit and a list of which is given in the same para
19. | may not be able to tell about the records, books or
Iettefs, cassetltes, albums connected with the document
Nos. mentioned in para 19 of my affidavit. | cannot tell as
to which documents have been filed with which list No.
because | have not seen them, | cannot tell which list was

filed with which papers and when.

Q_ues.ti,'on : Can you identify ‘public documents’ out of the
documents filed in this suit?
Answer : | can tell it after looking at the documents which

have been filed. -

(The witness was sdenvthe documents filed in this suit on
looking at which the witness stated) that a few documents
attached with document No. 118 C-1 were public
documents. | have used the word atirith (additional) in para

19 of my affidavit by which | mean the documents other
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than. the documents mentioned before para 19 and which
have been listed in para 19. | have referred to document
Nos. 107 C-1/10, 107 C-1/28, 107 C-1/35, 107 C-1/55 ‘in
para 14 of my affidavit and these are the extracts of the
g'aze:tt"ee‘rs attached therewith. | have referred to these
documents ‘in para 19 of my affidavit also. Reference of
7/11‘1/10' in the second line of para 14 of my affidavit
represents 10th sloka of chapter 111 of part 7 of Valmiki
Ramayana. This has not been filed in this suit.” Later on
he stated that as far as he remembered the complete
Ramayana had been filed. The witness stated, “I have
used the word ‘vijan ‘ (desolate) in the third line of para 14
of my affidavit which means a place where there had been
no habitation. The first sentence starting from the second
Iine.: of para 14 of my affidavit is based,On only Valmiki
Ramayana and the subsequent sentences extending upto
second line on page 6 are based on Raghuvansh written by
Kalidas. The matter ‘Conveyed in sdbsequent sentences.
which start with hearsays prevalent amongst Hindus is
based on the documents which have been mentioned in the
- same sentence. On looking at document No. 107 C-1/28
the witness that it was no:t a gazetteer but a settlement

report.

Question :In your yesterday’s statement you had agreed to
Skandgupta-being called as }Vikramaditya' in the
reference related fo the travel accounts of
Huientsang but in para 14 of your affidavit you
have called the  same Vikramaditya as
Chandragupfa — you will like to stick to which
one of the two opinions?

Answer : There had been a mention of three

| ‘\/ikramad‘ittyas in both these descriptions. In my

yesterday’s statement | had stated that ‘Chinese
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sources referéed to the Vikramadi’tyé who was
called Skandgupfa’ and | had concurred with it.
In  other words - Chinese sources regard
Skandgupta as Vikramaditya. | agree with this
sta‘tement. Apart from this there is a mention of
two Vikramadityas on page 6 of my affidavit and
it has been stated that a few historians were to
two opinions with regard to identification of the
above Vikra‘madityas with reference to Ayodhya
— one group identified Maharaja Vikramaditya of
Gardbhill dynasty of Ujjain who had founded
\/ik‘ram era and the second Vikramaditya was
Chandragupta - Vikramaditya known as

Chandragupta-Il.

 At this point attention of the witness was again drawn
to para 5 (column 5) of page 6 of document No. 107 C-
1/154 and a question was asked Whethe'r he agreed with
the view mentioned therein that Vikramaditya, who had got
360.temples, built in Ayodhya was called Skandgupta by
Chinese traveler or not? On lookin'g at the above column 5
the witness stated that he did not agree with it. After
discarding Skandgupta. two VikramadityaS»were left but |
cannot confidently tell 'as to which one of the two got 360

temples built in Ayodhya.

"The two p._hotocopied pages available at serial No. 6 of
docﬁlment No. 107 C-1/2 are the extracts of which book -
Archaeological Survey report by Cunninggham or Sharki
Architecture by Fuherer is something which | can tell only
after looking at the book. There is no mention the book
‘Ayodhya’ by Hans Bakér in my affidavit but | have read
that "book and have given some references of the same in

my book exhibit O0S-5-3. | have not provided in my
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affidavit the basis of the fact mentioned by me in para 17 ﬁof
my affidavit but it is based on the rock inscription retrieved
from Aybdhya about Wh"iCh I have mentioned in my affidavit.
| had completed the study i.e. decipherment and translation
of the above rock inscription prior to my writing the book
and have got the same printed and also written in my book.
Now'l do not subscribe with a part of the decipherment and
translation ‘of the rock inscription after the decipherment
and translation 'by Dr. K.V. Ramesh has become available
similnarly’vmy statement ‘that ‘| fully affirm the facts contained
in the book written by me (exhibit 00S-5-3) needs to be
amended i.e. there are facts which | do not affirm and |
have mentioned about such facts in my earlier statement. |
have méntioned the names of such books in third line from
the bottom in para 18 of my affidavit which | have read and
references of which have been given at the end of every
chébter and also in the original bibliography (document
Nos. 289 C-1/227 to 232 - in continuation) given at the end
of the book and also in document Nos. 289 C-1/233 to 242

(in continuation). | have personally read some of the books'

referred in my book and have referred some other books by
Iiftin}g from other booké. | have personally read the books
‘in respect of which page' numbers have been given. There
is a mention of the book Tabgqat-ai-Nasiri under the heading
catalogue of my book available at (document No. 289 C-
1/236) but not in the original bibliography of my book
(document Nos. 289 C-1/227 to 232 in continuation).. There

is a mention of Tabqgat-ai-Nasiri on page Nos. 92, 103, 105,

112 of my book. The reference of Tabgat-ai-Nasiri in 5'
line 'o.f the last para of_column—vl of page 92 of my book has
been taken from the book of Dr. Motichandra. | have not
goné 4thlrougH? the original books in respect of the facts
men.tidned in 8" to 10'" lines of para 1 of column 1 of page

105 of rhy book but have lifted them from some other book.
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My -s'tatement given above that | have personally gone
thro'.ggh,the books in respect of which page numbers have

beeh'giyen has .proved'.wrong in the present context.

. Verified the statement after hearing

| o Sd/-
(Thakuk Prasad \‘/erm,a)"

| 30.04.2003

. Typed by the stenographer in the open court as
dictated by me. Present yourself before Commissioner Shri
Naréndré Prasad at 2.00 p.m. today.

| Sd/-

30.04.2003
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Dated:30.04.2003
O.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Before ;- Commissioner Shri Narerdra Prasad, Addl.
~ District Magistrate/ OSD, Hon’ble High Court,
Lucknow. |

(Appfoinfed vide order dated 30.04.2003 of the Hon’'ble Full
Bench).

[Cross-examination on oath of O.P.W. 9 Dr. T.P. Verma
continued by Shri Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate after the

recess in continuation to 30.04.2003 (pre-recess)].

- On looking at page No. 107 document No. 289 C-
1/130 ovf his book exhibit O0S-5-3 the withess stated that
he had indicated page Nos. of Tabgat-ai-Nasiri in his
foo.tho'te‘ Nos. 68 and 69 from some other‘ book and without °
asce‘rtaining from the original book and as such there was a
possibility that the facts mentioned in my book O0S-5-3 in
reference of above pa’ge numbers of Tabqat-ai-Nasiri may:
not be found on those »pagés. On looking at page numbers
92, ,-‘105‘ and 112 of his book the witness stated that the
.facts‘ mentioned in these pages in reference to, Tabqat-ai-
Nas'i.r_i'were wrong and“thes_ke facts had not been mentioned
in Tébqiét-a}i-Na‘siri. It has been indicated on page 214 of
my book under the entry Tabqgat-ai-Nasiri that it should be
available on page 103 of the book W:hiCh is wrong. The
facts"mentio'ned in my book in reference to the book
Tabgat-ai-Nasiri were in- referénce to the book ‘Kashi ka
Itihas’ written by Dr. Motichandra. On looking at document
No. 107 C-1/2 to 107 C-1/16 (in continuation) the witness
stated that these Wefe the extracts from the report of

Cunningham which ad been filed in the court. Mention of
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Ayodhya or Saket was found on other pages also of the
repo'_rt of Cunningham. The witness was shown the report
~ of C»Unningham entitled ‘Four reports made during the years
1862-63-63-65 Vol.-I' and photocopies of CC;VGF page,
contents, prefaCe and page‘Nos. 293 to 29‘6 and 317 to 319
(in c’bnti'nuation) and Plate No. 47 from document No. 322
C-1 were filed which were marked as document Nos. 322 C-
111 to 322 (5-1/22 (in continuation) and a question was
asked whether there was a mention of Ayodhya on pages
293.to 296 and 317 to 319 of the 1862-63 report. The
witness stated, “Photocopy of Plate N'lo., XLVII of this book
WhiC.h:iS‘ related Witthannauj has been filed today and
whioh.b..ears document No. 322 C-1/22. On looking at
document Nos. 322 C-1/19 to 322 C-1,}21,(in continuation)
the ‘.Witness' étated that in these pages Cunnigham had
identified Sanchi iof Fahien and Vishakha of Huientsang as
Saket and Ayodhya and he agreed with it. On looking at
docUment No. 322 C-1/15 to 322 C-1/18 (in continuation)
the witness stated that in these the Chinese travelers had
mentioned about the geographical Iocatioh of Sanchi and
Ayuto. Cunningham has accepted Ayodhya mentioned by
Fahien and which is located at Ghagra near Faizabad and
on the other hand Cunningham has identified Ayuto also as
Ayodhyé and based on the geograbhical travel accounts of
Huientsang has accepted its geographical location of this
Ayodhya elsewhere. On looking at document Nos. 322 C-
1/11 and 12 the witness stated that names of places like
Mathura, Kannauj and Allahabad, Banaras, Faizabad and
Shravasti etc. were mentioned on these pages and these
p'lacves were known by the same names even today. On
looki‘ng at document No. 322 C-1/4 the witness stated that
Mathura was mentioned at SI. No. 2, Kannauj at SI. No. 10,
Allahabad at SI. No. 13, Ayodhya or Saket at SI. No. 17 in
this‘documént. On looking at document No. 322:C-1/6 the
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witness stated that under the descriptive list of plates on
this page map of Kannauj was given on plate 47 whereas
map of Ayodhya was given on plate 47. On looking at
document 322 C-1/22 is the photocopy of Kannauj available
at plate' 47. On Iooking at document 322 C-1/22 the
witness :stated, ‘Sita ki Rasoi’ has been shown in the center
on this page. | cannot teII'whether this place ‘Sita ki Rasoi’
is a‘vailable at Kannauj even today or hot. There is a
possibility that Cunningham might have written something
about ‘Sita ki Rasoi’ in his book under the headin:g Kannauj
but | have hot read about it. | have neither read nor heard
anyWher_e whether there had even been or is any pious

plao.é like ‘Sita ki Rasoi’ at any place other than Ayodhya.

- On looking at page 207, document No. 289 C-1/229 of
his book the witness stated that the book Babarnama which
had been mentioned as Hindi rendition of English
translation of Williém Arsiken is in fact the book named
‘History of India under Babar’ written in English by Willian
A”rs‘i'ken. On looking AT SI. No. 14 and 15of document No.
107 C-1/3 the witness stated that these were marked as
docufnent Nos. 107 C-1/64 to 68 and document Nos. 107 C-

1/69 to 107 C-1/70 respectively. ~The above document’

num'b_ers were the photocopies of the English translation of
Babérnama. The Witnéss continued, “I have not found any
'meri_'tion‘ anywhere in_these document of Babar visiting
Ayodhya and demolishing temples.”  On looking at
document mention at SI. No. 17 of (document No. 107 C-
1/4) of list of documents, the witness stated that document

No. 107 C-1/7'5 mentioned therein was a portion of Ayodhya

Mahatmya of Skandpurana. On looking at document No.

107 _C—1./75 the witness stated that the geographical
position'of the disputed building was given in slokas 17 to

19 (in continuation) in the document. It is mentioned in
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|

these documents that there is a mention of Ram
Janambhoomi in lshahkon (north-eajst) of Vighneshwar!
Mandir and it had also been stated that the birth place was
Ioca-t_éd in east of Vighneshwar, nortﬁ of Vashishtha and
’West_' of Lomash. Ishankon stands for north-east. There is
not',m'e.ntion in this document No. 107 C-1/75 of the
dista‘nce_ of the birth. place from Vighheshwar Mandir,
Vashishtha, Lomesh. On lo'oki'ng at document Nos. 289 C-
1/202 and 289 C-1/203 of his book exhibit the witness
stated that north was on the upper side and south on the.
Iowe“r sid_e in both these maps. On Iooking at document No.
289 C-1/202 of his book the witness stated that a place
named Vighnesh had been shown in between Kanak
Bhavan and Ratna Mandap in this map. There is a
poséibili'ty that this place with the name of Vidhnesh would
have been termed as Vidhnesh Mandir. Structure of Ram
Janambhoomi Babri‘ was shown in the west of Vighnesh in
this;map. The direct’i'on 6f Ram Janambhoomi structure
from Vighnesh as shown in Ayodhya Mahatmya did not
match with this map. In my m}ap Ram Janambhoomi Babri
strucfure had been shown on the upper side of Vashishtha
Kund which did not match with the relevant description
éontained in Ayodhya Mahatmya. On looking at document
Bo. 289 C-1/203 the witness stated that in this map
dispUted structure had been shown.in northlwest of Lomash
Rishi Ashram which partially matched Wi'th‘the relevant
description given in Ayodhya Mahatmya. On looking at
document Nos. 289 C-1/202 and 203 the witness stated that
the map available on 289 C-1/203 had been prepared on
scale and thus this map was more authentic as compared to
the one given on 289 C-1/202. On looking at document
Nos: 107 C-1/76 to 107 C-1/94 (in continuation) the witness
stated that he could not tell about the books whose extracts

were given in these documents. The witness continued, “I
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have never read these documents and cannot read them
also b'ecause they are in Urdu and Persian and that | have
affirmed the authenticity of these documents in para 19 of
affidavit of my e-xamination—in-chief relying upon the
original plaintiff late Devki Nandan Aggarwal. By affirming |
have meant that whatever has been mehtioned in these
documents should be' true in so far as the suit is
concerned. | believe that whatever might be written in
these documents should be true and, that is why | have
affirméd'them in para 19 of my affidavit. On looking at
docu:nteht No.. 107 C-1/95 the witness stated- that this
document had been referred to SI. No. 25 of the list of
documehts. On looking at document No. 107 C-1/95 the
witness stated that there was a mention of the fort and
houses of Ramchandraji in fourth, fifth lines of the
document and thereafter details of Ayodhya had been
provided in the document and that is why the document has
been filed. There is ho mention of Ram Janambhoomi or
birth place of Rama in this document No. 107 C-1/95

Verified the statement after hearing
| Sd/-

(Thakur Prasad Verma)
30.04.2003.

; Typed by the st-venographer in the open court as
dictéted. by me. Present yourself before the Hon’ble Full
Bench on 01.05.2003 in continuation.

- Sd/-

(Narendra Prasad)
Commissioner
30.04.2003
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Dated:01.05.2003 .
O0.P.W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

(Cross-examination of O.P.W. 9 Dr. T.P. Verma by Shri
Zafa‘_ryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of Sunni Central Borad
of W‘aqf, Uttar Pradesh before the Honourable High Court
.Full‘f' Bench in continuafion of the cross-exan‘ﬂnation of
30.04.2003). I )

| am not aware as to who had retrieved the rock
insc'r‘iptic')n, a"photo of :WhiCh has been given on pages 289
C-1/210 and 211 of my book. We were given to understand
that-the rock inscription had been retrieved from the debris
of the disputed building. | am not aware whether the rock
inscfiptidn had been recovered by some Government
Officer br a non-Government}.Officer or any labour or by
some one known to me. Intimation about recovery of this
rock‘_ i.nscripti'on had been received in December 1992
through~a'telephoné from Dr. S.P. Gupta but | do not
remémber the week of December in which | had got the
intimation. | had not read about the inscription in any
rhagé_zine or newspaper until | got intimated on telephone
from Dr. S.P. Gupta. | do not remember if | had read about
this rock inscription in any newspapervc‘)r magazine in
December 1992 or Janu‘ary 1993 after the incident of 6™
Decémber 1992. | do not remember if | had read about
this rock inscription in ‘organisér’ and ‘Panch Janya’
maganizes after December 1992 or even later because | do
not subscribe these magazines. | have definite information
that this rock inscriptioh had been retrieved from the debris
of the disputed building on 6'" December 1992 only. Dr.
S.P. Gupta had passed on this information to me. | did not
rece.ivfed' this information from any one other than Dr. S.P.

Gupta. | had met Shri Dvki Nandan Aggarwali4-5 times
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from 6" December 1992 till 2002 during the time he was
alive_.e’ | cannot tell confidently but | believe that | had
possibly met him for the first time within a year after 6"
December 1992. | do not remember precisely but possibly |
had met him for the first time in Delhi and we had interalia
discussed about the rock inscription. Before this meeting |
had not fully deciphered this rock inscription but | was on
my job of deciphering it. We did not have detailed
discussion about the recovery of the rock inscription but
there was definitely a méntion of the fact that the rock
inscription had been recovered from thé debris of the
disputed building. | had passed on the text of this rock
inscription to S:hri Devki Nandan Aggarwal through Dr. S.P.
Gupta. -Lat.er on he stated that he had given it to Dr. S.P.
Gupta and poséibly he would have passed it on to Shri
Devki Nandan Aggarwal. The witness continued, ‘I had a
brief discussion, not a detailed one about decipherment of
the rock inscription during my' first meeting with Devki
Nandan Aggarwal after 6" December 1992. He had not
askéd me to send the text of rock inscription to him. | am
aware that Shri Deri Nandan Aggarwal had defended this
case with full devotion till he was alive. Whatever |
doéﬁments have been filed in the suit on his behalf were
filed by him only. | have not filed any document so far. |
regard him to be a truthful individual. | had not gone
through the statement of Shri Devki Nandan Aggarwa|:
which he had given as a witness in this suit. | believe that
Wha{ever statement het might have given should be true.”
‘The attention of the Wi_tnéss was drawn to the sfatement of
Shri Devki Nandan Aggarwal reading as, “In my view this
rock inscripition was re‘co‘ve-red on 7" Décember 1992 from
the disputed site” available at page 194 vby the learned
advocate cros:s-examin:ing . On looking at this the witness

stated that possibly this statement might also be true’
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beceuse the rock inscription had been rec‘overed possibly
d'uriththe night of 6 and 7" December 1992. The witness
stated, “Dr. S.P. Gupfa had informed me that the rock
mscrlptlon had been recovered during the night of 6/7'"
December 1992. The statement of Shri Devki Nandan:
Aggrwal that the rock inscription was found by the officers
of the Government of India might be tr;ue. | agree with the
‘statement of Shri Devki Nandan %Aggarwah that the
infor,m‘ajr_ion about the recovery of rock inscription had
reached Dr. S.P. Gupta and Sudha Ma!laye for the first time
in December 1992 on .their vieit to Ayodhya. As far as |

remember | had seen the photo of the rock inscription for
the frrst time in ‘Frontline’ magazme during December 1992.
but | do not remember if the above [magazme had been
brought- out in between 14" to 20 December 1992 or not.
Dr. S.P. Gupta had se-jnt a photo of the rock inscription to
me after two months of the incident of 6 December 1992
and 'not earlier. | cannot tell the names of all the witnesses
who_ have appeared so far in this suit on behalf of plaintiffs.
As far as, my knowledge goes evidence of Shri Ashok
Chatterjee in respect of the recovery of thls rock inscription
has since been over. | did not know him prior to his
depo’isition in the suit. | knew him only after his evidence. |
am sli_mply acquainted with him and not very close. This is
correct that now a days Shri Ashok Chatterjee is looking
efter the excavation work of Ayodhya as our nominee and
he is doing his work with much devotion. | had come here
only ‘when Shri Ashok Chatterjee was 'deposing as a
witness in this suit and | had met him only them. It was
only then that | came to know that he was a witness about
the recovery of the rock inscription. Since | was not aware
of the fact that he was a witness of the recovery of the rock
inscription before my visit to this place | did not suggest his

name ,:as a witness. To my knowledge there is no other
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Witnéss who is an eyewitness to the recovery of the rock
insc“r‘iption. | was shown the list of witnesses of this suit
and | had permitted them to file my powek of attorney. |
had 'rhet Shri DevKi Nan‘dan Aggarwal for the last time 6
month's prior to his death but | do not remember the place
of my meeting him. | had a discussion with him regarding
this suit and he had told me that'evidence on his behalf
was going on in this suit. During this last meeting with
Devki Nandan Aggarw»al | had discuésed with him about
construction of temples during the Gharwal period. Shri
Devki Néndan Aggérwal nevér told me that he had prepared
his petition of the suit on the basis of facts mentioned in
the book of Radhey Shyam Shukla. The' petitioh filed by
S'hri,:D“'e\./ki Nandan Aggarwal is based on other books also
besides the book of Radhey Shyam Shukla.

Verified the statement after hearing
, Sd/-

(Thakur Prasad Verma)

01.05.2003

Ty'ped by the stenographer in the open court as
diététed by us. Present vyourself for further cross-
examihation on 02.05.2003 in continuatioh. _'

| Sd/-
Narendra Prasad
Commissioner:
01.05.2003
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Dated:0'2.05.2003 .
O.:P:W.-9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

(Cr(;'ss-examination of O.P.W. 9 Dr. T.P.. Verma by Shri
Zafa.ryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of Sunni Central Borad
of Wéqf, Uttar Pradesh before the Hon’blé High Court Full
Bench in continuation of the cross-examination of
01.05.2003).

" Shri Ram Vishwakosh about which | have referred in
para 8 of my affidavit is a 'collection of various articles. |
have edited this collection. The book might have been
publishéd after 6" December 1992 or earlier too. It would
have béen bublished_about 10 years ago. The book
contains more than 110 _art»icl'es and | remember only two
names of the writers whose articles are included in the
book and the two names are V.S. Vakankar and K.
Ragha'va'chari. The former was a resident of Ujjain and the
latter 're'sided in Delhi. Both of them have since died.
Neither this book nor its extracts have been filed in this
couft.. ‘The ‘book contains around 800 pages and was
publiéhed by Siddhartha Prakasham of Banaras. | had
myself edited this book but its Chief Editor was Dr.
Bhagwati Singh, Head of the Hindi Department, Gorakhpur
Univ"e_rsity. Dr. Bhagwati Singh is no more there. Bhartiya
ltihas Sankalan Samiti about which | have referred in para
8 of my affidavit is an Institute of IP. P‘ro’vvincial Institute
was constituted around 1974-75. This Bhartiya Itihas
Sankalan Samiti was not established by RSS. The other
Institution is known as Akhil Bharti;}a Itihas Sankélan Yojna
which was set up jointly by Thakur Ram Singh, Devi Prasad
Singh, T.P. Verma himself and Rajendra Singh Kushwaha
etc.  this Akhil Bhartiya Itihas Sankalan Yojna was
established sometime around 1974-75.  Bhartiya ltihas



1786

Sanka-lan Samiti which was a provincial level Institute used
to bring out a magazivne by the name of Bhartiya ltihas
Sankalan Samiti Patrika UP. The very papers which had
been" received during .the six annual conferences of this
Institute were compiled at one place and published in 6
volumes and | had edited them. | have mentioned in para 9
of my affidavit that | had written around 150 articles out of
which about 5O articles were based on history. All these
articles were relatin’g to Ancient Indian History out of which

4 articles were related with Ayodhya’ and Ramchandraji.

My four articles relating to Ayodhya and Ramchandraji was
published in my Bhartiya ‘Itihas Sankalan Patrika only and

in no other magazine.

| No article out of the 150 articles written by me is
relating to Gharwal rulers of 11", 12" century or mughal
period of 1‘6“‘ century; No article of mine relating this
period was publlished in any magazine. My history based
articles were published in the magazine named ‘Bharti
Bulletin of ancient culture, Banaras Hindu Bishwavidyalaya’
of Indian Council of History and Culture and some
mag»éZine of Madhya Pradesh whose name is not striking
my mind at the moment. The witness stated of himself that
his articles had been published in many more jo‘urnals but

the names of the journals were not coming to his mind then.

~ The magazine with the name of ‘Antiquity’ is published
from Americaa and | am aware of it. It is related with World
Archaeological Congress proceedings of which are also:
repo'fted in fthis magézine. It is a reputed journal of
inte_fnational fame. No.ne of my article has been published
in this journal. Proce_edings of the conferencé of Indian
History -Congress are published in a journal which is a
collection of the articles read out during the conference and

i
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none of my articles was published in this journal. | have
also read my articles 4-5 times in this conference but the
same was not published despite an assurance given to me
to.this effect. Worshipping of site has been prevalent at
Kéd'érhéth and Vish‘nupad Gaya about which | have referred
in p‘ara 10 of my affidavit and the same 'pattern'continues
even today. No idol has ever been set up there. The word
‘etc’ hvas been. used a‘fter‘the words Vishnupad-Gaya of:
Gaya in_2nd line for the bottom in para 10 of my affidavit but
there is no mention of a third place besides two places.
‘Kedarnath mandir and Vishnupad mandir — Gaya both are
Vaiéhha,v p,lazces. There exists a footpfint of Vishnu in
Vishnupad —lGaya an the same is Worshi}pped. | have no
knoWledge of Kedarnath rhahdir as to why the site is
worshipped tﬁ'ere. | may not be able to tell since how long
the w’brshipping has been going on at both these places but
1 befieve. that it has been going for more than 2000 years.
As fe'ga'rds Ram Janambhoomi | believe that worshipping
went on there till an idol and temple existed and after they
were demolished only the site was worshipped.
| The human figure as it existed 15-16 lakh years has
not 'und:ergo‘ne any change till this day. My statement that
Ramohandraji was born 15-16 lakh years égo is based on
tradi,-tion' only. |
Verified the statement after hearing

, Sd/-
(Thakur Prasad Verma)
02.05.2003

Typed by the stenographer in the open court as
dictated by us. Present yourself before Commissioner Shri
Narendra Prasad at 2.00 today. |

' » Sd/-
02.05.2003
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Dated: 2.05.2003

0.P.W. 9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Befo,r"e: ' Commissidner Shri Narendra Prasad, Add!. Dist.
| Magistrate/OSD, Hon'ble High Court, Lucknow.

(App.'ointed vide order dated 2.05.2003 of the Hon'ble Full

Bench) "

[Crosé—examination of OPW 9 Dr. T. P. Verma initiated by

Sh. Zéfaryab Jilani, Advocate on behalf of Sunni Central

Board of Waqf, Uttar Pradesh before the Honourable Full

Bench in continuation of the‘ cross-examination of

2.05.2003 (before recess)]

The witness was shown document nos.. 261C-1/1 to
261C-1/8 (in continuation) representing Part | of Valmiki
Ramaya'na by theilearned advocate cross-examining on
Iooki'n.g at which the witness stated that the human figures
were the same 15-16 lakh years ago as was available on
the pHotograph.s in these pages. The type of human figures
of Ramachndreji and his other associates shown in these
photogréphs aré almost similar to the human figures as
would have prevailed during the time of Ramchandraji. The
witness was shown document no. 261C-1/2/4 of part Il of
Valmiki Ramayana on looking at which the Witnéss stated
that two types of figures were available on these pages a
few were of monkeys while others were of human beings.
The fig,ures of monkeys visible in these photographs would
bé '_similar to the figures of monkeys as would have
p're‘v'ai'le'd 15-16 lakh vyears ago during the time of
RamaChandraji. As per the theory of evolution of Darwin
man has developed from the stage of rap tiles to jungle
man i.e. orang-outang and then to human being. Monkeys:
would have been in this prbcess of'evolution but in so far
as Indian shastras are concerned man has not undergone
.any'z'.c_ha'nge ever since the day he emerged on, this earth

and no change is noticed in man. This type of thinking has
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been going on since the time of Manu i.e. features and form
of l\/l_o‘Iu were the same as of the man of today. Manu is
regarded as the first human being. The witness was shown
photo available at document no. 261C-1/2 of the same book
on |‘ooking at which he stated that figure of monkey and
h,ur‘n.?an being are shown in it and figures of monkeys and
human beings some 15-16 lakh years ago,WouId have been
simﬂar. On looking at document no 267C-/j2j3 of the same
book the witness stated that the photograph was neither of
a human being nor that of a monkey. V‘olunteer: that it was‘
the photo of Hanumanji presented in human form. The
‘witn‘e'ss continued, "According to n('m;.e the features of
Hanuman ji as shown in document No. 261C-‘1/213 is a
human figure which existed} 15-16 lakh yeérs ago also." On
looking at document nos. 261C-1/213, 261C-1/212 and 2/4
the witness stated that the large figure visible on document
no. 261C-1/2‘1l3 and th_é human figures visible in document
no. 261C-1/214 belong to the same period i.e. they are the
human figures of 15-16 lakh years ago. The figures of
Hanumanji and Ramchandraji as visible in the above
docu'rhehts differed dn!y in external appearance. The
difference shown in the figures of Hanumanji and
Ramchandraji is found even today amongst various
commun‘itieé i'n the world but the tail of Hanumanji visible in
~the above photographs is not found in the human beings of
modém times and it is artificial. A human figure similar to
HanUmanji shown in the above document is not found
anyWhere in the world. Palaeolithic and Mesolithic words
are related with pre-histdry and | have nov‘knowledge of it.
Otherwise Palaeolithic is called 'PuzrapaShan' age and
Mesolithic stands for 'Pashan age' Palaeolithic is divided in
two ‘~parts - upper Palaeolithic and lower palaeothic.
Mesolithicals falls under prehistor'ic peribd. Mesolithic is
followed by Neolithic' which is known as 'Nav Pashan' age
l

i
‘
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in H:i»n'di‘l. This is again a prehistoric period. | cannot tell
when did the upper Palaeolithic age start and when did it
end;' | do not know whether the period of Upper Palaeolithic
age‘wes spread from 40000 years ago to 2000 years ago.
Similarly | do not knowv.when did Mesolithie period start and
when did it end. | am aware of the word Homeosapiens but
| do not know to which period they belonged. Sapien is not
an independent term, rather the word Homosapien is used
as one word. | am not aware as to which ancient period the
earlier form of Homo Sapiens belonged. The species of
homoerectus preceded Homosapiens. It was believed that
the period of Homoerectus in Africa Was_one lakh thirty
thousand years but now it has since been amended and
ruins 'beilongilng to many lakh years old period have been
found. As far as my knowledge goes around 2 lakh years
old ruins of man made toels have been found in India and
Pakistan. This is an information which | vgathered from a
book published sometime around the year 2000 but at this
point of time | ao not remember the name of the book or its
writer. The shape of Homoerectus was very small as
com'pared to modem maij and is regarded as a link in
between jungle-man and man. Homo Sapiens are akin to
the modem man and are regarded as the latest stage of
development. Homo Sapien and Homo Sapien are two
independent species and Homo Sapien Sapiens are
regarde.d as the latest stage of development. | do not know
till how long Homoeractus would have existed in India. | do
not know if any research has been undertaken on this
sub.j‘ect. In India or not. | am not aware W_hether any report

in this regard has been received from Unesco or not.

Verified the statement after hearing’

| - -Sd/
(Thakur Prasad Verma)

2.05.2003

]
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Typed by the stenographer in the open court as dictated by
us. Present vyourself for further cross-examination on
5.05.2003 in continuation. |
Sd/-

(Narendra Prasad)

Commissioner

Dated: 5.05.2003
O.P.W. 9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Before: ~ Commissioner 5hri Narendra Prasad, Add!. Dist.

Magistrate/ OSD, Hon'ble High Court, Lucknow.
(App,oivn,ted vide order dated 2.05.2003 of the Hon'ble Full
Bench.) '

(Cross-examination on oath of OPW 9 Dr. T. P. Verma
conti‘»nued by 5h. Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate in continuation-
2.05.2003.)

It is correct to say that middle Palaeolithic period is
placed in between one I‘akh fifty thousand years BC to forty
thouis‘and years BC and the human being in his present
form reached:- fifty thousand years ago. The above views
are 'bAased_ or mod,em e‘xpansionism Which has been
accep‘ted by modem scholars also. Harappan civilization is
regarded as the oldest civilization of India which has been
date‘d as three thousand two hundred fifty years BC by
Marsh’al whereas Wheeler has regarded it as 2500 years'
BC but Harappan civilization has been distributed in three
parts. The period of early-Harappan age is regarded as
3500 to 2600 BC whereas period of developed-Harappan
civiliiation is regarded as 2600 to.1900 BC late Harappan
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civilization belongs to the period 1900 to 1300 BC A few
scholars have termed' Harappan civilization as Vedic
civilization. Maxmuller.has held Rigved to be belonging to
1000'ye.ars BC whereas Bal Gangadadhar Tilak holds that
RigV.ed is 6000 years BC old.

_. R. K. Mukherjee believes that Ri!gved is 2500 BC old
whereas G. C. Pandey regards it as 3000 BC old. Most of
the scholars are of the‘vi‘vew that Harappanbivilization is as
old a's; Rigved. Stone age starts from Palaeolithic age and
ends at Neolithic period and Neolithic period is regarded as
10,000 years old. In India it is believed that the period of
the early phase of Palaeolithic perliod also known as early
or lower palaeolithic period was between 5 lakh years BC to
50,000 years BC while the period of mi}ddle Palaeolithic
period is believed to be'between 50,000 years BC to 40,000
years BC and the .period 'of upper Palaeolithic period was
betvv'e.en 40,000 years BC to 10,000 years Be. In India first
evidence of recovery of copper is found from Mehargarh
a‘nd.fis; believed to be 4000 years BC i.e. based on modem
researches. Use of copper in India is 4000 years Be and
by'mode.m reseérch | mean scientific research. Excepting
this scientific research there has been no other research in
resp'ect of calculation of time of development .of humanity
and civilization. Scientific research has been undertaken
about use of iron in India. The oldest evidence of use of
iron in India based on archaeological excavation cannot be
regarde.d as older than 1500 years BC Besides, there have
béeh researches in respect of use of other metals like gold
and. silver in India but | do not have any knowle}dge about

them. ‘ |

Question: Will it be correct to say dn the basis of the:

aforesaid scientific researches that the features
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and form of the man some 50,000 or llakh years

' ago were the same as we find today?
Answer:v | do not have definite knowledge about it
Wh)ether the features and form of the man of
50,000 or lakh yeas ago were. similar to what as

we find today.

E The withness was shown para 2 of page no. 60 of part |
of the book' Ayodhya' of Hans Baker document no. 120C-lj2
by t.‘he learned advocate c,ross-examining' on looking at
which the witness stated that he did not agree with the fact
menti.oned in the paragraph that it was during 200 to 400
AD that a view had floated that Lord Ram became incarnate
as a prince in Ayodhya. On looking at para 2 of page 62 of
‘this,}book the witness stated that he %greed with the fact
that as compared to Gupta rulers Vakatak r‘ulers were
greater’deVouts' of ShiVa._ On looking at p-éra 2 of page 63
of p'ért one of the same book document no. 120C-l1j2, the
witness'stated that heidid not agree with the view of Hans
Baker menti'éned therein but agreed with the phrase
starti"ng from third sentence of the same paragraph read‘ing"
as 'The Jain temple embracing Sita." Similarly the witness
also agreed with the facts mentioned in the last sentence of
this ",par'agraph of thiis page. On looking at the last
paragraph of page 63 the witness stated that he agreed
with the first sentence of the para reading as, "In view of
Saké of’ corhbliments." The witness was shown para 3 of
pagej64' of part | of the same book by the learned advocate
cros"s-examining on looking at which the witness stated
that'_«he agreed with the first sentence of this paragraph
read'ing as, "An inscription of AD 1145 Dashrath." Similarly
on reading the first two sentences of the last para of page
64 the witness stated that he agreed with them because

these were factual details. On looking at third para of page
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66 of this book the witness stated that 'he did not agree with
the ‘V,ie'vvs expressed in thié paragraph. The witness
continued, "1 believe that evidence of beginning of worship
of R:ar'na" from the first, second century of Christian era i.e.
Kushan age have also been found because in a damaged
recdrd. retrieved from Kaushambi there is a mention of

setting up: of the 'idol of Ram Narain." There is also a

mention of worshipping of Rama in Ramtek close to Nagpur
in 5th century AD by a queen named Prabhavati Gupta of
Vakatak dynasty. Besides, a mention is also found of
wors'h'ipping of Sarangin i.e. idol of Lord Ram in the form of
Vishnu 'Bheetri' record of Skandgupta of Gupta dynasty.
Similarly worship of Rama was prevalent during the period
starting from 1st to 4th, 5th centuries. 1 am of a firm belief
that worship of Ramchandraji as incarnation of Vishnu had
been prevalent amongst general masses in India even
before' the 1st century. The Bheetri record of Skandgupta
had been recovered from a village named , Bheetri' near
Saidpur in Banaras. On looking at the 5th para of page 69
of part 1 of this book document no. 120 C-1/2 the witness
stated: that he did not agree with the views of Hans Baker
mentioned in :this paragraph. It is mentioned in this
paragraph Ythat-incarn’étions of Barah and Narsingh had
prededed Ramé whereas Krishna had become incarnate

later on.

On looking at page 143 of 'part 2 of the book of Hans
Bakér' document no. ‘1200-1/2 the witness stated that
description of Ayodhya Mahatmya had been given under the
heading /Aybdhya'.on this page. On looking at page 145 of
the same chapter the witness stated that Critical analysis of .
thyeuthree slokas of Ayodhya Mahatmya, which mentioned
the fgeographical location of Ram Jatpnabhumi/birth place

was given on this page. It is written on this page that “ and
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bne:is; inclined‘to ............ 1835 “ and | agree with it and in
the next" para it is written in the last line “ the absence of
this ......... conclusion “ and | agree with it.The witness said
of himself that he agreed with para 3 of page 146 of
chapter 2 reading aé "Notwithstanding........ Janamsthan"
and also with the subsequeht para. On looking at Appendix
| spread from pages 5 to 13 of part 3 of the book of Hans
Baker 120C-1/2 the witness stated that analytical study of
the .slok‘as of Ayodhya Mahatmya had jbeen given on these
pa.ges and despite the fact that he did not have a deep
k'hO'WIed'ge of the éubject he'agreed with the analysis of
Hans Baker. On Iooking at chapter 47 of part 2.of this book
Whidh starts from page 256 the witness stated that there
was} a mention.of Vishnu Hari Mandir in these pages. On:
looking at page 256 of the same chapter the witness stated
that ‘it had vbeen mentioned on this page that Vishnu
‘Sha'vr.ma.had set up Vishnu Hari Mandir at a place known as
ChaAkratjrthv but he d‘-id not agree with this statement
because ‘there- was no Vishnu Hari Mandir at this
Chakrat-irth. The witness stated, "l am not aware whether
Vishnu Hari Mandir had evér existed at the place known as
Chakr}atirth or not. | had never seen Vishnu Hari Mandir at
Chakratirth. | am expreSsihg my diségreement with Hans
Bak‘er' on this point also because existence of Vishnu Hari
Mandir there had beeh_confirmed from the rock inscription
recovered from the disputed site in Ayodhya and also the
fact._OfAconsitruction of Vishnu Hari Mandir by Vishnu
Sha‘rma:does not appear much reliable like many more
insta’nbes of this type which cannot be fully relied upon.
Descr‘iptlion' about C_handra Hari Mandir in Ayodhya

Mahatmya is one such incident.

| am stating the fact of existence of Vishnu Hari

Mandir in Ayodhya on the basis of the rock inscription but

f
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there is- no mention of the location of that Vishnu Hari
Mandir in the rock insc:riptio'n. I have stated it only because
of the recovery of rock inscription. | do not know the point
from where the rock inscription had been retrieved, | have
simply heard of it. | am not a witness to its recovery also |
am not convinced of the sources mentioned by Hans Baker
in his book in support of the existence of Vishnu Hari
Mandir at tHe place known as Chakratirth. It is correct that
a qu_,édri'lat‘eral idol o‘f Vishhu had been set up since 11th -
12th centuries in a temple 350 metres in the north from the
Chakratirth column \ but it cannot be said confidently that
this idol was recovered from the old temple of O1akratirth
stated to have drifted aWay in the stream of Saryu. The
Witneés was shown page 266 of chapter 48 of part 2 of the
book of Hans Baker document no. 72bC-1j2 on looking at
which the witness stated that the location of Chakratirth
described on this page was correct. The withess continued,
"I am aware of the existence of only one temple by the
name of Vishnu Hari in Ayodhya." The withess was shown
para 3 df page 125 of chapter B of part | of the same book
of H'a'ns Baker looking at which he stated that he agreed
with what had been stated in the para. On looking at the
fi'rst.:séntence of the first para of this page itself the witness
stated that he agreed with that and also with the last two
sentencés of the same paragraph reading as, "The few
idols found at the earlier." On looking at the third paragraph
of juSt the next page 126 the witness stated that he agreed
with the complete p‘aragraph and also with the complete 2"
parégraph of page 130. The witness stated that he also
agréed with the facts mentioned in all the three paragraphs
of page's 130 and 131. On looking at para 132 the witness
stétéd that he agreed with th~ details of places of
p'i'lgkimage given below in the form of Table-2. Facts

mentioned about the history of Ayodhya in the second para
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of page 133 were correct. The witnesé also agreed with the
facts méntioneg about Babar's visit to Ayodhya in the last
para‘. of this page. The witness was shown page 154 of
chapter 9 of part 2 of the book of Hans Baker dodument no.
120C-l/2 by the learned advocate Qrossfexamiining , on
looking ét which the witness stated that he agreed with the
details relating to bath-'charity‘ mentioned in the first two
paras of this page. On looking at both the_ tables of page
161 the witness stated that both these tables were based
on Ayodhya Mahatinya and both were correct. Similarly on
Io'ok‘ingj at table nos. 3, 4, and 5 given on page 162 out of
Whi,cl'h*table no. 5 extended upto page 163 the witness
stated this was again based on Ayodhya Mahatmya and
were correct. Table 6 A on page 164 described about
Panchkosi journey whereas table 7 A on page 165,
described about 14-Kosi journey and Table 8-A thereunder'

describe’d Darshan-Yatra and all were correct. These tables

, ‘contalned details of facts relating to worship, bath charity,

pllgrlmage and phllosophy and were based on Ayodhya
Mahatmya and were correct. Same type of worship -
adoration and jdurneys' have been going on there for many
centuries. The Table 1 given on page 161 provides details
of bilgr‘imag‘e‘, performed on the occasion of Ekadshi
(ele\/enth day in the fortnightbf» a lunar month.) The table
has -been divided in three columns on the basis of various
manuscrlpts of Ayodhya Mahatmya. Janamsthan and
Chakratlrth - both are mentloned in celumn 3 of the table
and Vishnu Hari and Chakratirth - both are mentioned in
column 1 of the table. The word 'Chakratirth’ mentioned in
the iable is'tﬁe name of a place where a 'Ghat' is located
for téking'bath. Vishnu Hari Mandir is independent of
Chakratirth but | cannot tell about the distance in between
these two. Possibly Vishnu Hari Mandir is not at a distance

of 100 metres from Chakratirth Ghat. According to my view
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Vishnu Hari Mandir and Janamsthan were one and the
same but in .due course possibly during the muslim . period
different sites were aI.Iocated’-for both. On looking at the"
last table 8A on page 165 the witness stated that it was
menti'onéd in the table that }Whatever had been written
about Janambhoomi could be'applicable in case of new
JanéMsthan Mandir_also and there could be some truth in
it. Vishnu Hari and Chakra Hari are two different temples
but | a}m: not aware whether they are located at one place or
at a distance from each other. | am also not aware whether
Chandra Hari Mandir and Vishnu HarixMahdir are close to
each other or away from each other but there are two
different temples by the names of 'Chandra Hari' and
'Vishau Had'. In some parts of my book exhibit 00S-5-3 |
have made certain findings of Hans Baker as the basis
whereas | have challenged some of his findings at other
places. This book of Hans Baker vide document no. 120C-
1/2 is not a book of history but is an extract of his
analytical study of Ayodhya Mahatmya. Some chapters of
Part | of the book are Ibased on history and | agree with
certain findings contained therein and disagree with others.
| have mentioned in my bdok exhibit O0S-5-3 that it is only
becéuse,of the existence of fourteen piIIa»rs of Kasauti in
Babri :masjid that it could be identified as Janamsthan
mandir and Haﬁs Baker is tvhe prime source of this view of
mine. My bbok exhibit 00S-5-3 is basically on the history
of Ayodhya spénning from ancient period to modern age.
Janamsthan mandir of Ayodhya .and incidents and facts
related thereto have been given in chapter 11 but it cannot
be termed as the main summary of my book. Chapter 3 to
chap‘ter 10 of my book exhibit 00S-5-3 have been written
by rhe and chapter 10 has been written under the heading
'Shri Ram Janamb.hoomi Sangharsh (struggle)' and. it is

explained. in this chapter that the socalled Babri Masjid
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was.construci:ted after de'molishing the mandir located at
Ram Janmas;thal. Other chapters i.e. chapter 1 to 9 of my
book are. baséd on general history which do not have much
bearin:g on thé fact of construction of Babri Masjid by

demolishing the temple.

Verified the statement after hearing
-Sd/

(Thakur Prasad Verma)

5.05.2003

Typed by the stenographer in the open court as dictated by
us. Present yourself for further cross-examination on
6.05.2003 in continuation.

Sd/

(Narendra Prasad):
Commissioner
5.05.2003
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Dated 6 05 2003
O.P.W. 9 Dr. Thakur Prasad Verma

Before: Commissioner Shri Narendra Prasad, Add!. Dlst
Magistrate OSD, Hon ble High Court, Lucknow.

(Appointed vide order dated 2.05.2003 of the Hon'ble Full
Bench.). |

(Cross-examination on oath of OPW 9 Dr. T. P. Verma

contlnued by Sh. Zafaryab Jilani, Advocate in continuation
of 5. 05 2003 )

Whille deciphering and translating the record a photo of
which. is given on do'cument nos. 289C-1/210 and 289C-
|/211‘, | have compared it with other records of Gaharwal
period. Volunteer: that he was preparing a corpus of the
records of Gaharwal period which would comprise around
100 records of Gaharwal period and that is how he had an
opportunity "to compare the script and language of this
record with other records of Gaharwal perviod. This project
of mine has been going'on for the last 6-7 years. Script and
Ianguagé-wise ther.e is no-d.ifference in between this record
and 'o.ther records of Gaharwal period and they differ only
an acco‘Unt of contents and descriptiohs and also whereas
this.i’écord is on a stone, most of the records of Gaharwal
age are'_on‘ copper plates. The records with which | have
compared the ébove record includes a record retrieved
from- Samath and which is on a stone and i‘s related to
Kumari Devi of Veen of Raja Govindchandra of Gaharwal
dynasty. The Samath record comprises 20-25 lines. It can
be inferred that Kumar Devi evinced faith is Buddhism and
that is. why she had donated for Buddhist math as

mention'ed in the -above record of Sarnath. | have not
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compared the above record (shown on document nos.
289C-1j210 gand 289C-1/211 of my book exhibit O0S-5-3)
with  any record other than the stone-based record of
Sarnath. | cannot tell as to which of the two records -
record related to Kumar Devi and the; record shown in my
book is- older and which one belongs to later period.
Jaichandra was the grandson of Govianchandra and all the
records of the period of Jaichandra would have been got
written after Govindchandra. The period of Jaichandra
extends from 1170 to 1194 AD whereas the period of
Govi'_ndchandra had ended sometimes after 1154 AD. The
reco‘rd shown in my book should belong to the period of
Govindchandra and there could be two reasons behind it.
‘Fi'rstly-ANaichandra Naichandra WasI made the Kking of
S.ak_ét Division by the grace of Govindchandra and secondly -
it is mentioned about Ayushchandra thatv‘he was there as
an arm for th‘e stability of the rule of Govindchandra which
mean‘t that stability of the rule of Govindchandra depended
on his arms. | can say with confidence that the. record‘
shown in my book (record shown on page document nos.
v289.‘C-1/21O and 211 and which as a matter of convenience
Coul‘-"d"fb'e called the disputed record) had be;en written

during the rule of Govindchandra.

Questio'n: My, submission is that there is no suéh mention
" or";:iescriptio.n in the disputed record on the basis
of ‘which it could be said that it was written
during the rule of Govindchandra - What have
yol to say about it? |

Ansv\-/e"r:.‘. | do not subscribe with this view.

Question: The name of the ruler who got the record written
| is not clear on the record and an inference has

been drawn only on the basis of certain letters
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which could be wrong also - What have you to

say about it?

Answer: Ayushchandra has been identified as the writer
or. 'maker of the disputed record whose name
appears in the 16th line. Besides, three letters of"
his name viz.'Aayushcha‘ appearing ‘in 20th line

are fully legible and only letter ' ndha' has been
added (sUppIied).v Therefore the word
‘Aayushchand ‘cannot be termed unclear. Names
of Ayushchandra, Anaichandra and Naichandra
are not found in the book 'the History of

Gaharwal Dynasty' written by Roma Niyogi.

- The witness was shown the last paragraph of page 52
of pé,rt | of the book of Hans Baker document no. 120C-1/2
on Iobking at which the witness stated that there was a
mention of a record belonging to the year 1184 AD of the
period of Raja Jaichandra of Kannauj about which he had
already made a statemenf. The record of 1184 AD is said to
have been retrieved from Ayodhya.' This record of 1184 AD
belongs to the period of the third generation ruler after
Govindchandra of the s’ame‘dynasty and there is a mention
of the éonstruction of a Vaishnav temple in Ayodhya by
Jaichandra, the last ruler of Gaharwal dynasty in this
record. According to the book of Hans Baker the record of
1184 AD is stated to have been kept in the state museum of
Lucknow duriné 1986. | ha‘d tried to locate the record of
1184 AD in‘ state museum sometime around 1993-94 but |
did not personavlly visit the state museum to have a look on
it.

Questlon Despite the fact that the perlod of this 1184

record had been very close to that of the
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disputed record and also because it had been

got written by the same dynasty and reported to

have been set up in Vaishnav mandir in

Ayodhya, why did you not yourself try to have a

look at this record and compare it with the

. disputed recbrd?

Answér: | had requested the Incharge of Records section
| of the state museum Lucknow to find%out about

this record.

~Those days | was also a member of the Purchase
Committee of Lucknow museum but when they told that
excepting this 1184 record, other records had been traced,
| believed those people. Moreover everyone was not
permitted to enter this section of 'the museum where
reéqrd_s were stocked. That is why | could not myself locate
th'is‘.'recdrd. I had nbt sought permission to visit the place in
the museum where records were kept and I} would have got
such ‘a permission if | had asked for it because | was a
member of the.Purchase Committee. | believe that such a:
permission could have been granted to any other research
schOlér on his asking. Officers of Lucknow museum told me
‘that. they did not come across the entry indicating the
shiffing_,of this record from Paizabad to Lucknow. Entry of
every item received in @ museum is made in a register and
the entry no. is also indicated on the item. Moreover there
is a‘-catalogu,é also which ié different from entry register. |
was told that there was no entry of this redord even in the
oata'logu_e. This was something told to me by the Incharge
of Records Section of the museum. His name was probably
Shailendra Rastogi. | divd not report this matter to the then
Director of the museum. The name of the then Director of
the fnUséum is not striking me at the moment. As far as my

knoWIedge goes there is no system of storing stampages of
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records in Lucknow or Faizabad museum and that is why |

~did hqt try to find out if the stampage of 1184 record was

available in Lucknow museum.

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:.

Some people hold that the record of the year

1184 (which is mentioned on page 52 of part | of

the book of Hans Baker and in respect of which

it is mentioned in footnote no. 4 that it had been'

kept in Lucknow museum) is the same record
which is stated to ha\{e been retrieved
subsequently from the debris of Babri Masjid -

What have you to say about it?

I‘do not at all subscribe with this view because
fhere is no.t éven' a single mention of the name of
Jaichandra in the 20 lined record retrieved from
Ayodhya whereas Cunningham had found the
name of Jaiéhandra in the record‘of 1184.
Misplacement of such an important record from a
museum would be termed as a normal incident or
on important incident?

| have no comments to offer in this regard.

Will you in the capacity of a historian and
archaeol}ogis_t and also being a plaintiff in a suit
concerning Ayodhya not take the incident of
misplacement of such a record (of the year
1184) as a very important incident because by
decipherment of such a record would have had

an effect on the disputed matter.

| quite appreciate the importance of the record of
the year 1184 and | also agree that recovery of

this record could bring a vital twist to this suit
|
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but | have no knowledge of the circumstances
under which this record g;ot misplaced.
To my knowledge there is no other record as large as
that of the year 1184 and would have been misplaced from
any4mus'eum. I beihg a historian and archaeologist and also

being a plaintiff in this suit would try to locate the record of
1184. |

The witness was shown document nos. 299C-1/2 and
299C-1/3 by the learned advocate cross-examining on
looking at Which the witness stated that Ayodhya was
written under the heading Sirsa on serial no. 914 on the left
side of the map of Allahabad given on document no. 299C-
I/2 and similarly some telephone numbers under the
heading Ayodhya were indicated on document no. 299C-1/3
which represented page 241 of the Telephone directory of
“Allahabad district. This could be the name of some village
or s.:ho'w'n document no. 299C-Il/ 4 by tlge learned advocate
cross-examining on looking at which the witness stated
that' Sitamarhi shown on the document was alright but he
had no knowledge about the note given therein. This.,
Sitamarhi should be a part of Allahabad district. Description
of Chitrakoot is also found on the same page which is
Corréct and this is the same Chitrakoot about which there is
a mehtidn in Valmiki Ramayana. There is also a mention of
the blacu.e named Bhardwaj on this page and the note given
theréun_der is also correct. The witness was shown
document no. 301C-|/‘I to 301C-I/3 (in Contihuation) on
Iookli'_n‘g at which the witness stated that these were the
extracts lifted from the book - 'The Shark Architecture of
Jaunpur' by Fuherer. Extracts of the same book of Fuherer
can also be found on document nos. 107C-1/31 and 107C-
[/32. The witness was shown document nos. 300C-I/l to

300C-I/4 (in continuation) on looking at which he stated
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that these were the extracts of thef book "Society and:
Cultﬁre Northern India;'_ written by Dr. B M. S. Yadav. The
Wnnéss was then shown para 3 ofpage 356 of document
no. 300C-/j2 by the Iearhed advocate Cross—exa‘mining on
Iooki‘hg"at which the witness stated that he agreed with the
facuérnenﬁoned'thereHL‘Lookjng at the earlier paragraph
also the witness stated that facts mentioned therein were
corréct. There was a mention of the record of the year 1184
AD of Jaichandra in‘the Iast,sentence of para 2 of the
above page 356. There was a mention of construction of
Vthnthenuﬂe by Jabhandn& The witness was shown
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