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From the Executive Board 

 

Greetings, 

 

We welcome you all to the historic All India Political Parties Meet (AIPPM) set in the wake of 

the demolition of Babri Masjid in the year 1992. This guide shall act as your preliminary ground 

to understand the historic aspect of this issue on the basis of which you can feel free to further 

your individual research base. 

 

It must be duly noted that the committee is set in the past and is staged in the post-demolition 

phase in 1992. Therefore, the discussion in the committee would be restricted to that phase only 

and no discussion would be entertained on any development whatsoever post 1992. However, 

this background guide gives a brief overview of all the developments continuing till today for a 

comprehensive understanding of the delegates. 

 

In no way is this background guide an undisputed source of information. It is for the simple reason 

that the agenda at hand involves multifarious notions and perceptions hailing from the year 

1528-29 CE, the year in which Babri Masjid was built by Mir Baqi, under the orders of the then 

Mughal emperor Babur. 

 

Soon after it’s formation, the masjid came into question on account of it being made on a pre-

existing Hindu temple of Lord Ram. Once the British came and a system of law courts was 

established, a series of civil suits were filed to claim the right to possession of the land in question 

and the dispute continues till today. 

 

 



  

AGENDA 

Discussion on the demolition of Babri Masjid in the year 1992. 

 

Time-line of events in chronological order 

1528 Babar’s commander, Mir Baqi, builds the mosque 

1859 British administrator erects fence to separate the places of worship, with the inner court to 

be used by Muslims and outer court by Hindus 

1885 The Janam Asthan suit of Mahant Raghubardas, seeking permission to build a temple over 

a chabutra, denied and dismissed 

1934 Communal riot triggered by news of cow slaughter in Shahjahanpur damages mosque, but 

it is subsequently repaired 

1944 Commissioner of waqfs declares the land to be Sunnis’ property as Babar was a Sunni 

1949 Ram idol appears inside the mosque, Muslims complain and file suit. Hindus file counter-

suit, leading the government to declare it disputed and lock its gate. 

1950-59 Hindu priests file a number of suits in the next nine years demanding the right to perform 

puja and place idols inside the structure, and the Nirmohi Akhara files a suit demanding actual 

control of the site in 1959 

1964 VHP formed to safeguard “Hindu interests”1984 Parliament elections in the wake of Indira 

Gandhi’s assassination give massive victory to Congress, reducing BJP to two Lok Sabha seats 

1984 Hindu outfits form a committee to “liberate” the birth-place of Lord Ram and build a temple 

in his honour 



  

1986 The gates of the disputed mosque opened to allow Hindus to worship there following a 

court order. Babri Masjid Action Committee set up by protestors. 

1989 VHP steps up campaign, laying the foundations of a Ram temple on land adjacent to the 

disputed mosque 

1989 V.P. Singh government sworn in with the outside support of BJP and CPI(M). Soon after, 

V.P. expresses desire to implement the Mandal Commission report on OBC quotas 

1990 L.K. Advani’s “rath yatra” begins in Somnath on September 25 

1990 Oct 23, Laloo Prasad Yadav arrests Advani and stops his “rath yatra” in Samastipur1990 

Police fire at VHP kar sevaks who defy orders and march into the disputed area 

Nov 10, V.P. Singh loses confidence vote, and resigns. Soon after, Chandra Shekhar is sworn in as 

prime minister with Congress support 

1990-91 BJP wins four states: MP, Himachal Pradesh, Rajasthan, UP 

1992 Kar sevaks demolish the mosque, CM Kalyan Singh resigns as Advani, Uma Bharati and M.M. 

Joshi charge sheeted 

1992 Prime Minister P.V. Narasimha Rao dismisses four BJP governments in the wake of Babri 

Masjid demolition by BJP supporters 

1992 Liberhan Commission formed to look into the demolition 

1992-93 Communal riots take place in Bombay followed by serial bomb blasts, killing hundreds 

of people 

2002 PM A.B. Vajpayee sets up a cell in his office and appoints Shatrughan Singh to find a solution 

by talking to Hindus and Muslims 

2002 Communal riots erupt in Gujarat following the Godhra train attack 



  

2003 ASI begins a court-ordered survey to find out if a Ram temple existed at the site. It finds 

evidence of a temple, but Muslims dispute the finding. 

2004 A UP court reverses an earlier order exonerating Advani from his alleged role in the 

demolition 

2005 Five suspected militants killed when they try to blow a hole on the wall of the complex in 

an explosive–laden jeep 

2009 17 years after being constituted, the Liberhan Commission submits its report 

2010 Allahabad High Court rules, splitting the site and giving one-third each to the Muslims, 

Hindus and the Nirmohi Akhara. The site of the mosque is given to the Hindus. 

2011 Supreme Court suspends High Court ruling after Hindu and Muslim groups appeal 

2014 BJP’s Narendra Modi leads the NDA coalition to power at the Centre, winning 336 seats 

2017 The Supreme Court says charges against Advani, and other leaders cannot be dropped and 

must be revived 

2017 April 19, the Supreme Court pronounces its verdict, charging the BJP leaders with criminal 

conspiracy, and asks the trial court in Lucknow to complete the hearing within two year 

2017 RSS chief Mohan Bhagwat announces that only Ram temple will be built at the disputed 

site, ahead of the Supreme Court hearing 

2018 After hearing multiple parties in the numerous civil suits, the Supreme Court directed the 

matter to be heard in January 2019 before an appropriate bench, although it did not specify a 

date. 

 

 



  

Post-Demolition developments and Ayodhya Land Acquisition Act, 
1993 

The legal dispute dates back to 1949. In 1989 all the suits were transferred to the Allahabad High 
Court to be heard together. In August 1989, the Allahabad High Court ordered the status quo in 
respect of the disputed structure. On December 6, 1992, the Babri Masjid was demolished. The 
demolition was in flagrant violation of the orders of the Supreme Court, which permitted only 
bhajan by the kar sevaks, and a breach of the assurances given by the BJP Government in Uttar 
Pradesh. Later, the Chief Minister, Kalyan Singh, was convicted for contempt of court and 
sentenced to imprisonment. After the demolition, the idols were replaced on the disputed land 
the same evening. A temporary structure was also put up. In the night, President's Rule was 
imposed in the State and the Assembly dissolved. The country witnessed widespread communal 
riots resulting in the loss of innocent lives and destruction of property on a large scale. Communal 
harmony suffered a severe setback. 

 

Within a few days, President's Rule was imposed in Madhya Pradesh, Rajasthan and Himachal 
Pradesh, the remaining three States governed by the BJP. This was challenged in the Supreme 
Court. A nine-judge Bench without a single dissent upheld the imposition of President's Rule 
Through separate but concurring judgments, the judges explained what secularism, a basic 
feature of the Constitution, meant and the attitude expected of the state towards all religions. 
They said religion could not be mixed with any secular activity of the state. The encroachment of 
religion into secular activities is strictly prohibited. The state has to remain neutral towards all 
religions. 

 

Justice K. Ramaswamy observed: "The state is prohibited to patronise any particular religion as 
state religion and is enjoined to observe neutrality." 

 

The validity of the Acquisition of Certain Areas at Ayodhya Act, 1993, under which the land 
surrounding the Babri Masjid was acquired and is held by the Centre was challenged before a 
Constitution Bench of the Supreme Court. Three of the five judges upheld the Act except Section 
4(3) which provided for abatement of all pending suits and legal proceedings without an 
alternative dispute resolution mechanism. The dissenting judges held that the Act favoured one 
religious community and disfavoured another and therefore it was unconstitutional. In passing, 
they observed, "Hinduism is a tolerant faith. It is that tolerance that has enabled Islam, 
Christianity, Zoroastrianism, Judaism, Buddhism, Jainism and Sikhism to find shelter and support 
upon this land. We have no doubt that the moderate Hindu has little taste for the tearing down 
of the place of worship of another to replace it with a temple. It is our fervent hope that moderate 



  

opinion shall find general expression and that communal brotherhood shall bring to the dispute 
at Ayodhya an amicable solution long before the courts resolve it." 

 

Taking note of the fact that the interest claimed by the Muslims was only over the disputed site 
where the mosque stood before demolition and that they claimed no title over the entire 
remaining property acquired, of which a large part comprises properties of Hindus, the Court 
observed: "The justification given for acquisition of the larger area including the property in 
respect of which title is not disputed is that the same is necessary to ensure that the final 
outcome of adjudication should not be rendered meaningless by the existence of properties 
belonging to Hindus in the vicinity of the disputed structure in case the Muslims are found 
entitled to the disputed site. This obviously means that in the event of the Muslims succeeding 
in the adjudication of the dispute requiring the disputed structure to be handed over to the 
Muslim community, their success should not be thwarted by denial of proper access to, and 
enjoyment of rights in, the disputed area by exercise of rights of ownership of Hindu owners of 
the adjacent properties. Obviously, it is for this reason that the adjacent area has also been 
acquired to make available to the successful party, that part of it which is considered necessary, 
for proper enjoyment of the fruits of success of the final outcome of the adjudication. It is clear 
that one of the purposes of the acquisition of the adjacent properties is the ensurement of the 
effective enjoyment of the disputed site by the Muslim community in the event of its success in 
the litigation; and acquisition of the adjacent area is incidental to the main purpose and cannot 
be termed unreasonable." 

 

The court added: "However, at a later stage when the exact area acquired, which is needed for 
achieving the professed purpose of acquisition, can be determined, it would not merely be 
permissible but also desirable that the superfluous excess area is released from acquisition and 
reverted to its earlier owner." Rejecting the plea that the acquisition of the adjacent area was 
unnecessary for achieving the objective of settling the dispute relating to the disputed area, the 
court observed: "In case the superfluous area is not returned to its owner even after the exact 
area needed for the purpose is finally determined, it would be open to the owner of any such 
property to then challenge the superfluous acquisition being unrelated to the purpose of 
acquisition." 

 

Perhaps the only portion of the judgment on the basis of which the Central Government formed 
its view and presented it to the Supreme Court through the Attorney-General on March 13, 2002, 
is to the effect that the provision of Section 6(3) "however does not countenance the dispute 
remaining unresolved or the situation continuing perpetually. The embargo on transfer till 
adjudication, and in terms thereof, to be read in Section 6(1), relates only to the disputed area, 
while transfer of any part of the excess area, retention of which till adjudication of the dispute 



  

relating to the disputed area may not be necessary, is not inhibited till then, since the acquisition 
of the excess area is absolutely subject to the duty to restore it to the owner if its retention is 
found to be unnecessary as indicated". With regard to the context these two sentences only 
mean that in the event of resolution of the dispute earlier by means other than adjudication, it 
should be possible to determine the surplus area and return the same to the owners. The 
judgment has to be read as a whole and understood in proper context, having regard to the 
object sought to be achieved by the Act as reiterated by the Court in several places in the 
judgment. Inconsistency cannot be attributed to the judgment. The interim order passed by the 
Supreme Court on March 13 is in consonance with the letter and spirit of the majority judgment 
of the Constitution Bench and the Acquisition Act. 

 

 

 

Allahabad High Court Verdict 

 

In September 2010, the Allahabad High Court ruled that the main site where the mosque once 
stood should be split into three parts, one for Muslims and two for Hindus. In its order, the court 
laid out the difficulty in making a decision on such a sensitive topic. 

 

"Here is a small piece of land where angels fear to tread. It is full of innumerable landmines. We 
are required to clear it," the three-judge bench wrote. "Some very sane elements advised us not 
to attempt that. We do not propose to rush in like fools lest we are blown. However, we have to 
take risk. It is said that the greatest risk in life is not daring to take risk when occasion for the 
same arises." 

 

In late 2010, both Muslim and Hindu groups challenged the division of the site in the Supreme 
Court, where it remains unresolved. The issue now stands sub- judice before the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court and is being dealt with as a title dispute between the two parties. 

 

 



  

Scope of debate 
 

The committee would definitely derive inspiration from the past events including the act of 
demolition of the Babri masjid. However, it would only be the starting point of discussion and not 
the end of it. The delegates are advised to research as to what could be the future course of 
action in a committee of all the political parties of the country. The focus of the committee would 
be to devolve solutions to the problem and the solutions could be inclusive of recommendations, 
policy or legislative methods. It is also advised to the delegates to explore creative solutions to 
the problem and not present a repeat of arguments that are already in the public domain. 

 

 

Legal questions 

 

The agenda involves a lot of legal complications and the delegates are advised to go into the 
legal implications of the agenda. However, the committee must respect its mandate and 
discussions on evidence would not be entertained by the committee as such matters fall under 
the exclusive domain of a court of law. Here is a list of concepts that the delegates are advised 
to understand before embarking upon this debate: 

 

1. Legal personality of an idol placed in a temple. 

2. Rights, liabilities and duties of such legal personality. 

3. Religious rights under the Constitution of India, particularly rights falling under the Part-
III and their inter-relation. 
 

4. Whether a law could be passed by the Parliament to deal with the land in question? 

5. Understanding of Schedule VII of the Constitution and various subjects falling under the 
3 lists of the Schedule. 
 

6. Concept of land acquisition by the government and easements. 

 



  

 

Let this guide act as the starting point of your research. The agenda deserves genuine research, 
understanding and sensitivity for a meaningful debate. Keeping in mind that the subject matter 
stands sub- judice before the Apex court of the country, I have refrained from making personal 
comments on the merits of the dispute. Even in the committee, any comment that is 
unnecessarily aggravating would not be entertained and would be expunged immediately. It is 
thereby advised to understand the dispute from a factual perspective through comprehensive 
research. For any constructive queries, feel free to drop a mail at the address mentioned below. 

 

Regards, 

Yashdeep Chahal, 
Chairperson, AIPPM. 
Email- yashdeepchahal21@gmail.com 
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