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Ayodhya Case Analysis Disputed Land 

to Hindus, Alternative Lands to Muslims 
 

PRANJUL DALELA1 

 

Introduction 

Every Right around 27 years after the destruction of Ayodhya's Babri Masjid, and 69 years 

after the title suit regarding the contested land was first recorded, the Supreme Court at long 

last carried conclusion to, seemingly, Independent India's generally disputable and strictly 

polarizing case. In its consistent judgment, a five-judge Bench drove by the then CJI Ranjan 

Gogoi administered Nirmohi Akhada was not a shebait of Ram Lalla. It likewise decided that 

the 2.77-section of land contested land package had been involved in the sixteenth century to 

fabricate the mosque wrecked in 1992. In the wake of having inspected and expelled the proof 

of the post-free period, the ASI discoveries, travelogs, land and income records, the five-part 

seat of the Supreme Court takes a gander at some other proof to show up at a decision. The 

contested land was granted to the god Ram Lalla, one of the three prosecutors for the situation. 

The court guided the focal government to assign 5 sections of land of elective land to the Sunni 

Waqf Board in Ayodhya to construct a mosque.  

What is the issue in reality about?  

At the focal point of the line is a sixteenth Century mosque that was destroyed by Hindu crowds 

in 1992, starting uproars that executed about 2,000 individuals. Numerous Hindus accept that 

the Babri Masjid was really built on the remnants of a Hindu sanctuary that was obliterated by 

Muslim trespassers. Muslims state they offered petitions at the mosque until December 1949 

when a few Hindus set an icon of Ram in the mosque and started to love the symbols. 

Throughout the decades since, the two strict gatherings went to court many occasions over who 

should control the site.  

Prior to Independence  

The principal recorded lawful history in Ayodhya question goes back to 1858. A FIR was 

recorded on November 30, 1858, by one Mohd Salim against a gathering of Nihang Sikhs who 

had introduced their nishan and stated "Slam" inside the Babri mosque. They additionally 
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performed havan and puja. Sheetal Dubey, the thanedar (the station house office of yesteryear) 

of Avadh, in his report on December 1, 1858, checked the protest and even said that a chabutra 

(stage) has been built.  

Demolition Aftermath  

On December 21, 1992, Hari Shankar Jain recorded an appeal in the Lucknow seat of the 

Allahabad High Court that it was his central option to revere Lord Ram. On January 1, 1993, 

the high court held that each Hindu has the option to love at the spot accepted to be the 

origination of Lord Ram. In any case, detecting further difficulty, the focal government on 

January 7, 1993, proclaimed a law — the Acquisition of Central Area at Ayodhya — and 

procured 67 sections of land of land, including the contested site and the territories around it.  

Is it dependent on Hindu’s belief, faith and conscience?  

The court says plainly and completely this isn't so. In any event once subsequent to inspecting 

the ASI's discoveries, travelogs and so forth in its "Examination on title" it says: "Title can't be 

built up based on trust and conviction above." (page 908) And then a couple of pages down the 

line in its "Decision on title": "The debate is over steadfast property. The court doesn't choose 

title based on trust or conviction yet based on proof." (page 920) The perceptions about the 

origination of Lord Ram inside the three domed structure come in the middle of these two 

proclamations. Be that as it may, no clarification is given in the "End on title" either. The 

appropriate response must be found somewhere else.  

How does the Supreme Court decide Lord Ram's accurate origin?  

One sign of the court's inevitable decision surfaces right on time in the "Juristic character" 

portion when it watches: "The facts confirm that in issues of confidence and conviction, the 

nonattendance of proof may not be proof of nonappearance." (accentuation included, page 215)  

At that point, in "Suit 5: The gods", subsequent to having talked about the testimonies of 

"Hindu observers" and their rounds of questioning - during which each possible proof, 

including the travelogs and sacred writings are examined in detail - the court observes: 

Once the witnesses have deposed to the basis of the belief and there is nothing to doubt its 

genuineness, it is not open to the court to question the basis of the belief... Faith is a matter for 

the individual believer. Once the court has intrinsic material to accept that the faith or the 

belief is genuine and not a pretence, it must defer to the belief of the worshipper." (emphasis 

added, page 658) 
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Is ownership (title) decided on the basis of possession? 

Having offered supremacy to the Hindu confidence and conviction, the court continues to 

inspect ownership of the inward and external yard and convey its memorable decision for the 

"god of Lord Ram" for the whole questioned territory. It is reasonable here to delay and pose 

the inquiry that introduces itself: Is looking at ownership of the contested site to choose 

proprietorship (or title) even justified or pertinent by any stretch of the imagination? Here is 

the reason. The court has just mentioned the accompanying ends and objective facts, as 

referenced earlier: 

 The court found no proof that the contested site is the origin of Lord Ram, other than 

confidence and conviction of the Hindus - which it says isn't permissible proof to 

choose the title.  

 The Babri masjid remained at the site for a long time as a physical proof of a Muslim 

spot of love - from 1528 to 1992 preceding being demolished by the Hindus. 

 The ASI's excavations found an underlying structure (about which the court said in 

page 905:"On a preponderance of probabilities, the archaeological findings on the 

nature of the underlying structure indicate it to be of Hindu religious origin, dating to 

twelfth century AD") - that is, 400 years before the masjid was built in 1528 - with "no 

evidence" of what happened in those 400 years; "no evidence" that the underlying 

structure was demolished to build the masjid or its remnants used to build the masjid. 

 The uproars of 1856-57 over the case of the Hindus to "venerate inside the areas of the 

mosque" prompted a flame broil block divider worked by the British to isolate the 

inward and external patio of the masjid. These uproars denoted the start of a progression 

of fierce occasions to wrest power over the site that finished with the destruction of the 

masjid in 1992. 

 The court has also said: (i) "With respect to title, no documentary evidence exists or 

has been adduced for the period prior to 1860" and (ii) on post-1860 events: "The rights 

which the Hindus claim are based purely on illegal acts: (a) Preventing or harassing 

Muslims when they proceeded to the mosque to offer namaz; (b) Destroying a part of 

the mosque in 1934 leading to repairs and the imposition of fines on the Hindus; (c) 

Desecration of the mosque on 22/23 December 1949; and (d) Demolition of the mosque 

on 6 December 1992 in violation of the status quo orders of this Court.. 
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What did the court say? 

In the consistent decision, the court said that a report by the Archaeological Survey of India 

(ASI) gave proof that the remaining parts of a structure "that was not Islamic" was underneath 

the structure of the wrecked Babri mosque. The court said that, given all the proof introduced, 

it had confirmed that the contested land ought to be given to Hindus for a temple to Lord Ram, 

while Muslims would be given land somewhere else to develop a mosque. It at that point guided 

the national government to set up a trust to oversee and administer the development of the 

sanctuary. Be that as it may, the court included that the destruction of the Babri mosque was 

against the standard of law. Continuing further in the "Analysis of title", the court says: "On a 

preponderance of probabilities, there is no evidence to establish that the Muslims abandoned 

the mosque or ceased to perform namaz in spite of the contestation over their possession of the 

inner courtyard after 1858..." (emphasis added, page 912} 

Flawed logic 

The court's choice depended on a challenged directly over the contested land. It searched for 

components of restrictive belonging since when there are two inquirers to a land, this turns into 

a common law need. The issue with the court's organization isn't that it looked for proof for 

selective belonging, yet that it put this weight on the Muslim side alone. Despite the fact that 

the Hindus were not ready to show selective ownership of the internal patio, they were still 

granted title over the whole questioned site utilizing the idea of dominance of probabilities. 

The court may have summoned the idea of a composite site, yet its thinking laid on a partitioned 

site. The normal inquiries that follows then are: How does the Supreme Court at that point 

choose to give possession or title of the contested site to the Hindus?  

Does it not add up to giving lawful sacredness to the Hindu confidence and conviction, which 

the court says isn't acceptable as proof? Does it not add up to remunerating infringement of 

"the fair treatment of law" and "horrifying infringement of the standard of law", which is how 

it portrays the 1949 and 1992 occurrences? Does it not add up to overlooking savagery executed 

by the Hindus on the Muslims for a long time to wrest their ownership of the masjid (starting 

with the 1856-57 mobs, harm to the arches in 1934, sneaking in the symbols in 1949 and 

destruction of the masjid in 1992) and rebuffing the people in question (the Muslims) for being 

confiscated? 

***** 


