OPINION

Perceived bias against Ayurvéda

A. S. Pdrasnis
Bias against Ayurvéda?

Patwardhan et al.' have complained against
the cover story on herbal medicine in the
TIME magazine (10 June 2002) that has not
as much as mentioned Ayurvéda. Subse-
quently, Roy? has reinforced that feeling
of hurt.

Over 112 years ago, Gopal Ganésh Agar-
kar (1856-95), Mahéarastrian firebrand social
reformer — and Tilak’s contemporary, colla-
borator and friend — wrote articles on ‘sci-
ence’ in his weekly journal Sudhdrak
(‘The Reformist’). He took the examples
of Newton’s law of gravitation, and of Ayur-
véda, concluding that when the latter
arose and was consolidated, it could be
called ‘science’ but that it no longer may
be, whereas Newton’s works remained sci-
ence’. “What is the situation today?’ will be
the burden of this article as a response to
Herbal remedies and the bias against Ayur-
véda'. Agarkar applied the then accepted
criteria for calling something science. This
article strives to apply criteria as recog-
nized today*; also to what arises from
Roy’s letter informing us of his enlisting
Chopra to propagate respect for Ayur-
véda. What arises is the question of Chopra’s
pseudo-scientific quantum healing and other
doctrines. I shall also refer to Hathayoga,
another major contribution of ancient India,
for there are similarities between the life
perspectives of Ayurvéda and Hathayoga,
and between the attitudes of the respec-
tive practitioners. Several institutions in
India and USA practise and propagate the
two together. No apology is, therefore,
needed for considering all these cognate
issues together.

My theme is not outright rejection of
Ayurvéda, nor denial of its potential in
the right hands and with modern attitude.
Rather it is to examine the attitude preva-
lent among its protagonists, practitioners
and followers in India and abroad, who
attribute to Ayurvéda things that it itself
did not. Worldwide, there is resurgence of
herbal remedies, mostly unsupported by
science. Since Ayurvéda is largely herbal,
lovers of it in India have rushed to project it
as something great. This is as irrational as
the increasingly total belief throughout the
world in so-called ‘alternative medicine’.
It has become a fashion to downgrade

modern medicine on a supposedly philo-
sophical plane.

It is truism that Ayurvéda is not primi-
tive herbalism like, say, tribal medicine.
It is an organized system of medicine with
its own specific philosophy and structure,
as are the systems of China (TCM), Japan
(Kampo) and Korea. The question really
is: Is today’s Ayurvéda a living science?
It is not one of bias against it in the Western
world or India. Modern medicine, wrongly
called allopathy® even by its practitioners,
is a science, and journals that publish res-
earch in it have declared criteria for publish-
ing submitted material. Editors sometimes
make mistakes, even those of Nature,
Physical Review, JAMA, New England Jour-
nal of Medicine, and Lancet; and journals
may have biases. That should not be an
issue. We ought to look for reasons why
Ayurvéda is not taken seriously. The fact
is that even in India most people, most
practitioners of modern medicine and
most scientists also do not take it seriously;
possibly, they take it more seriously than
they do homoeopathy.

Obvious limitations of Ayurvéda

In India - and among Indians and non-
Indians in USA who are in the field of
alternative medicine, or are sympathetic
to it — there is a tendency of saying ‘Ayur-
véda knew it all’, and of representing it
as a panacea. This, said in many publica-
tions and websites (q.v.), already makes it
suspect. There are public discourses, pseudo-
scientific books and articles, and websites
which claim that if everybody lived as
prescribed by Ayurvéda, all disease would
vanish from the earth. Can we take such
statements seriously?

In reality, whatever Ayurvéda knew
was only the empirical fact, not well docu-
mented by modern pharmacological and
statistical standards, that, for example, cer-
tain parts of certain plants — and certain
natural chemicals — are sometimes useful
in treating certain ailments of some pati-
ents. Ayurvédic people then did not — and
today do not —know exactly which com-
pound(s) in the intimate complex mixture
of hundreds of compounds is(are) useful
and why, what parts are harmful and why,
the mechanisms of their complex biochemi-
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cal reactions with body tissues, how to
ensure near-100% (at least admissible)
efficacy, what the side effects are, how to
monitor prognosis, what the optimal dose
is, why and how things sometimes work
in the first place, etc. They did not know
how to separate the compounds, useful,
harmless, harmful; they had not evolved
principles to describe the compounds ex-
actly; they did not have universal stan-
dards. The references to Ayurvédic research
cited by Patwardhan et al.' are mostly
from dedicated journals or publishers. Mod-
ern medicine has exacting standards that
are even today unknown to alternative
systems of medicine throughout the world,
including Ayurvéda. Alternative systems
of medicine, including Ayurvéda decline
to think and do research on modern lines.
Ayurvéda does not wish to look at drugs
and their effects in molecular terms. This
was because molecules were not known
then (except in philosophical ways). It is
not as if the attempts had been made and
dismissed. Now there is every reason to
make serious attempts. Such scrutiny is
not at variance with Ayurvédic philoso-
phy (of, for example, tridosh).

In a related connection, Chattopadhyay®
has pointed out the need for rigorous in-
depth studies and standardization of all
herbal medicines ‘to ensure the safety of
the users’. Sangwan et al.” have found
70-fold variability in Indian herbal prod-
ucts based on acewagandha or ‘winter cherry’
(that is proof of there not being universal
standards), and have emphasized the same
need. Dubey et al.® have corroborated that
growing, harvesting and storing of herbs are
faulty, herbal products are adulterated,
have altered efficacy, and their process-
ing is crude. Their saying ‘India is sitting
on a gold mine of well-recorded and tra-
ditionally well-practised knowledge of her-
bal medicine’ needs be qualified. While
neither are records of herbal medicine
reliable nor is it ‘well-practised’, India
probably is sitting on a gold mine of the
right climatic conditions that promote the
growth of a variety of medicinal plants.
It is noteworthy that all these workers are
modern scientists concerned about unde-
sirable side effects of herbal products. Ayur-
védic people themselves are not so concer-
ned, judged by a lack of their protests.
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Fundamental difficulties with
Ayurvéda (and other ancient systems)

The commendably well-researched book
Man and Medicine: A History by Udwa-
dia’ details how the origin and develop-
ment of Ayurvéda, like that of all ancient
systems, are uncertain, full of confusion,
controversial, clouded in legend, and not
well documented. The traditional views,
education and practice of all ancient systems
demand a large measure of the medicine
man’s belief that borders on faith; often from
patients as well. As far as Ayurvéda is
concerned, along with faith, there is the
question of its suspected relationship with
the Vedic culture. People abroad who think
of Ayurvéda — to accept, reject, commend,
condemn, or criticize it —do not worry
about fine questions of whether it truly is
part, or extension, of ancient Indian phi-
losophy and yoga, and whether the spiri-
tuality thus implicit in it really defines a
‘religion’, clearly different from their
own religions'’. No one would like if it
did. They feel so, because of the way it is
presented. For secular people, whether
abroad or in India, anything based on belief,
faith and spirituality cannot be called *sci-
ence’, for these are not valid instruments
of scientific logic. Secular thinking can har-
dly be called ‘bias’; it is perfectly valid.
Not only traditional systems, in parti-
cular Ayurvéda, but also things like ‘colour
therapy’ claim to be holistic. A suitable
definition of ‘holistic medicine’ is:

Holistic medicine is a system that
fosters attainment of the physical,
physiological, psychological, mental
and social aspects of health by look-
ing at the whole person, including
analysis of physical, nutritional, environ-
mental, emotional and social lifestyle
values. It encompasses all modalities
of diagnosis and treatment, including
drugs and surgery, and involves holis-
tic personal efforts to achieve balance
and well being.

In ancient times, the progenitors of Ayur-
véda and other systems may have tried to
look at human life, health, illness and
drugs ‘holistically” in the light of the
then existing meagre knowledge. What is
known today about human beings and their
physical, physiological and psychologi-
cal characteristics and responses to foods,
germs and drugs was unknown to them.
What was developed from insufficient
knowledge can no longer be claimed to
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be holistic. The ‘whole’ (holos, in Greek)
was not known then (nor is it today, but
much more is known). It is claimed that
modern medicine is not holistic. By the
definition above, no system is. Must a sys-
tem accept spirituality of some kind to
qualify for being called ‘holistic’?

In a workshop held in Kaivalyadhama,
Lonavla'', a leading Ayurvédic practitio-
ner at Pune seriously claimed in his talk
that regular ingestion of milk, especially
cow’s, gives immunity against cancer and
AIDS. How can people take a system of
medicine seriously if its protagonists con-
tinually make ridiculous claims? Much
introspection must be done before asking
others not to have bias against Ayurvéda.
There must be a scientific limit to cultural
and national pride.

A further ground for not taking Ay-
urvéda seriously — that, again, cannot be
called ‘bias’ —is that nowadays newspa-
pers and other media are full of reports
that some researcher in India has shown
that such-and-such Ayurvédic drug works
well where modern medicine fails. There
are claims of treating AIDS and cancer
successfully with Ayurvédic drugs. Mar-
kets in India and abroad are overflowing
with supposedly Ayurvédic products clai-
ming wonders. Newspapers of 12 Febru-
ary 2004 report the speech of a well-known
individual claiming that today’s nanotech-
nology is all there in Ayurvéda, namely
its bhasma-making procedures'”! Not one
Ayurvédic scholar protested.

A question of attitude

What is said above also applies to Japan’s
kampo system and similar systems in China,
Korea, Thailand, and yet TIME has taken
cognisance of them. Two examples given
by TIME" will show the difference.

In 1995 Ryoo Byung Hwan, Vice-Presi-
dent of life-science business of SK Chemi-
cals in Singapore, and a strong advocate
of traditional medicine, decided to find
out if the claims of Korean herbal medi-
cine of a cure for arthritis were justified.
He believed that they were, but thought
that it was essential to submit them to
modern tests to prove that they were ac-
tually justified. Thus, the usual barrier of
unwillingness to research by modern means
was crossed willingly. He procured 600
herbs of Korean medicine and, after de-
tailed studies, narrowed down to three for
arthritis; the others had no use for arthri-
tis. Pills, named Joins, were made from

their extracts and tested in parallel with
Voltaren that is a powerful and effective
anti-inflammatory drug made by Novartis,
Switzerland, Joins was tested in several
Seoul hospitals and was found to be almost
as good, yet without gastric disturbance
that Voltaren produces.

The second example is that of sweet
wormwood, a weedy plant found in China.
Its extract has long been used to treat ma-
laria, not necessarily successfully. At the
instance of practitioners of traditional medi-
cine, biotech companies in China and USA
have recently developed the drug, Artemis-
inin. With some logic, it is being tested
in China, USA, the UK and Germany also
for reducing the side effects of chemother-
apy in breast cancer. The results are promi-
sing'®. The point of note is that it was the
traditional practitioners who initiated the
research.

Not only our individual vaidyas, but also
Ayurvédic and yoga research institutions
are against doing research on Ayurvédic
preparations and methodology by mod-
ern means and, more importantly, in the
light and perspective of modern medicine. A
glance at research reports, mostly publi-
shed in ‘dedicated’ journals whose acce-
ptance standards are ill known, will show
that it is ‘validation research’. This res-
earch starts from the premise that every-
thing written in sambhitds is correct, strives
to prove it, and proves it. A system that
depends so much on this premise cannot
be taken seriously, howsoever much its
empiricism may sometimes cure some
patients for a while, which is, at best, an-
ecdotal evidence. As Lakhotia'* points
out, the vicious cycle ‘poor science, poor
journals, poor recognition” exists even in
refereed ‘standard’ scientific research publi-
cations in India. One can recognize it easily
in the ‘dedicated’ journals. Ravishankar’s'®
suggestion of not funding such journals of
any discipline officially has merit.

In the education and training of Ayur-
véda (and, if one would, homoeopahy) an
element of blind belief, bordering on super-
stition, pervades texts, articles, courses, dis-
courses, public pronouncements, media
reports, and teaching. The education and
training in modern medicine may not be
perfect but, besides the fact that perfec-
tion is not claimed, there is a definite
element of liberal thought. That is how
some practitioners of modern medicine
studied Ayurvéda or homoeopathy pri-
vately, and occasionally prescribed those
drugs, albeit on an experimental basis, until
the Supreme Court gave a directive that
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medical practitioners may not prescribe
drugs from a system in which they do not
have a degree from recognized institutions.

Patwardhan and co-workers'® have more
recently reviewed exhaustively the possi-
bility of the discovery of new drugs using
existing Ayurvédic ‘database’. As pointed
out earlier, this database is ill-documented
and incomplete. That is why this is an at-
tractive possibility and may, for all we
know, be realized; but this research needs
be done on the lines — not necessarily the
philosophy — of modern medicine and must
include clinical trials of drugs discov-
ered. Acceptance of the results of any clini-
cal trials depends upon whether they
satisfy modern pharmacological and sta-
tistical standards. Simply finding that such-
and-such Ayurvédic drug has these-and-
these ‘important’ compounds would not
suffice.

Unwillingness to test ancient texts by
modern methods is in itself sufficient to
take a medical system with caution and
reservation; this cannot be called ‘bias’.
From the point of view of the philosophy
of science, the unholy tendency of call-
ing everything ‘science’ — because, then,
the public tends to take it more seriously,
if not actually believe in it — can be coun-
tered and defeated only by defining ex-
actly what ‘science’ means, which we shall
leave for the last section of this article in
order not to break the link here.

Chopra’s pseudo-science of
quantum mind

Roy’s enlisting’ Chopra for giving dig-
nity of Ayurvéda might have inspired
hope for it, but for the latter’s scientifically
fallacious doctrines and the legal contro-
versies that surround him, which all will
again lead to complaints that Westerners
ignore Ayurvéda'”. Therefore, we need criti-
cally to look into Chopra-style mysticism
that he claims derives support from quan-
tum mechanics. Quantum concepts are
claimed to support the mystical notion
that the mind creates reality — one form
of the so-called anthropic principle'®.
About Ayurvéda, Chopra says, ‘Ancient
Ayurvédic texts describe each herb as a
packet of vibrations that match a vibra-
tion in the quantum mechanical body’,
and further, ‘If you have happy thoughts,
then you make happy molecules. On the
other hand, if you have sad thoughts, and
angry thoughts, and hostile thoughts, then
you make those molecules which may

depress the immune system and make
you more susceptible to disease'®’. These
statements are grossly unscientific and must
be rejected, independently of whether an-
cient texts actually say so (Udwadia book’
has absolutely no references to such as-
sumptions). He thus relates his ‘perfect
health’ and ‘synchro-health’ concepts to
Ayurvédic, supposedly holistic, outlook. If
there had been no reference to quantum
mechanics, molecules, disease and immune
system, his assertions could be dismissed
more charitably as innocuous saintly thou-
ghts. More comments on Chopra are found
in the new book Voodoo Science™ by
Robert Park, former President of American
Physical Society.

Chopra has claimed®', ‘I was sitting on
a foam rubber pad, using the technique
(of ‘lifting-off’) as I had been taught (by
Mabharishi Mahesh) and. .. when I opened
my eyes, I was 4 ft ahead of where I had
been’. In the current official website of
his institute, he says that in one of the
seminars that he routinely conductszz,
‘participants will learn the quantum me-
chanical framework for healing’. As, thus,
he retains the claim of the truth of para-
normal phenomena, and that of quantum
mechanical support, we must examine all
his doctrines together.

Another mystic, physicist Amit Goswami,
claims in his book The Self-Aware Uni-
verse, ‘... psychic phenomena, such as dis-
tant viewing and out-of-body experiences,
are examples of the nonlocal operation of
consciousness . ... Quantum mechanics en-
tails such a theory by providing crucial
support for the case of nonlocality of
consciousness’. Since no monitored, reli-
able, believable and reproducible psychic
phenomena have been found, in spite of
intense efforts lasting over a century and
a half (and still continuing), such state-
ments must be rejected outright. Physi-
cist Stenger®, by a simple re-examination
of (i) wave function collapse in a two-slit
experiment, and (ii) effective non-locality
without superluminal travel, in a pair-
production and eventual recombination
experiment, has shown such statements
to be false. Concluding a long deposition
before a US Senate hearing, physicist
Pagels says explicitly’*: “The claim that
the fields of modern physics have any-
thing to do with the “field of conscious-
ness” is false. The notion that what physi-
cists call “the vacuum state” has anything
to do with consciousness is nonsense. .. .
The presentation of the ideas of modern
physics side by side, and apparently sup-
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portive of the ideas. ... about pure con-
sciousness can only be intended to deceive
those who might not know any bet-
ter.... To see the beautiful and profound
ideas of modern physics, the labour of
generations of scientists, so wilfully per-
verted provokes a feeling of compassion
for those who might be taken in by these
distortions.’

One recalls the pre-quantum-physics
mystical propositions of well-known physi-
cist Oliver Lodge that were dismissed in
the 1890s. Lodge, who had played a major
role in demonstrating by means of his
coherer the existence of Maxwell’s elec-
tromagnetic waves, had argued that if wire-
less telegraphy was a reality, wireless
telepathy also was.

Dilemma of the mystics

As over a century ago, so today, the dile-
mma of the mystics follows closely from
what is happening in science, to which
they look for support. The concept of field,
arising out of Newton's gravitational and
Maxwell’s electromagnetic theories borne
out thoroughly by terrestrial and extra-
terrestrial observations, was used by occult-
ists and Lodge-like scientists to assert that
continuity, not Dalton’s atomism, was the
guiding and unifying principle of Nature.
This fitted well with ether — the comfort-
ing embodiment of continuity. Unlike
Lodge and fellow beings who did not have
to contend with Einstein’s doing away
with ether, modern-day mystics have to
deal with that too. Then has come quantum
physics. So they turn to well-entrenched
quantum concepts to assert that quantum
discreteness rather than continuity is that
basic principle of Nature. They either do
not understand quantum physics, or inter-
pret it incorrectly. Mystics do not appreci-
ate, or do not know, that objective reality,
with no special role for consciousness,
human or cosmic, is consistent with all
observations on which is based modern
science. Following Stenger”, we may rec-
ognize that ‘(Chopra’s) quantum mind res-
cues the dualists from the damage caused
by the destruction of the electromagnetic
ether. However, like so many similar pro-
posals, the theory of quantum mind will
get nowhere until it makes some predic-
tion that can be tested empirically. In the
meantime, it must be rejected as non-par-
simonious, especially since we have in
our hands a perfectly economical and logi-
cally consistent theory that agrees with
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all the data and requires no additional
component in the universe beyond mat-
ter’.

Often the mystics take succour from
Late David Bohm’s hidden variables and
implicit order and what follows from them.
Unfortunately for them, his quantum po-
tential, from which follows the mysticism,
has failed to predict unique, testable ex-
periments. Modern-day mystics use the
EPR paradox and Bell’s theorem incor-
rectly in a similar way, dealing with all
of which here will take us far afield.

Ayurvéda and hathayoga: similar
regressive attitudes

Considering here hathayoga and research
in it is in order, because many practitio-
ners of either system take the two as con-
nected; the best that can be said about
their commonality is that each defines a
way of life, right or wrong, acceptable or
not acceptable. Hathayoga is a proven
gift of ancient Indian culture to modern
times, but look at the statements made
about it and research done in it. All res-
earch done in India and abroad — for ex-
ample, US —is published in ‘dedicated’
journals. Like Ayurvédic research, it has
‘validation’ character. It is a similar atti-
tude that could also make hathayoga sus-
pect. In any Internet search engine, keying
in ‘Yoga’, gets over two lakh sites! (‘Phy-
sics” does not have that many.) Most of them
are from America, maintained by practi-
tioners and institutions, with some of which
long-residing immigrant Indians are as-
sociated. The same question can be asked:
Why not do research in yoga by the meth-
ods and perspective of modern medicine?
Much sophisticated instrumentation is avail-
able. For simply exploring things, one
does not have to abandon yoga or Ayur-
védic philosophy. Because of the ease of
practising hathayoga and its tangible health
benefits, we generally do not find wide-
spread bias against it in the Western
countries (however, see ref. 11). Never-
theless, what is the attitude to doing res-
earch on hathayoga? The research culture
initiated by Swami Kuvalayananda in 1924
by founding Kaivalyadhama, Lonavla,
near Pune, has all but died there after his
death (1966) and that of his original as-
sociates. Current research, again, has the
character of validation. It is not a matter
of just sticking probes and electrodes into
bodies; it is one of exploring claims, of
both ancient and current times.
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Criteria to call a system of
organized thought and/or
practice science

We may now list, without going into deep
discussion here, the following well-recogni-
zed discrete characteristics of science, and
see if today’s Ayurvéda (or yoga or homo-
eopahy) satisfies them.

Science is secular:  Science admits of only
those concepts that are amenable to obs-
ervation. With a view to remove the per-
ceived bias against Ayurvéda, Roy has
enlisted Chopra’s help, but Chopra’s state-
ments, in connection with consciousness,
like ‘the physical world, including our
bodies, is a response of the observer’>,
that are tantamount to not only an accep-
tance of the anthropic principle but also
‘other worldly mystical belief” are unten-
able. Penrose has argued that the principle
is not needed for a discussion of consci-
ousness'®.

Science is rational: Only buddhi-prama-
oya, ‘acceptance by logic alone’, has a place
in science. Shabda-, granth-, guru-prama-
oya have no place, which Sanskrit terms
may be translated into English as ‘accep-
tance by traditional teaching’, ‘acceptance
as written in ancient texts’, and ‘accep-
tance as gospel handed down by a guru’
respectively. They essentially entail rejec-
tion of rationality. Practitioners of Ayur-
véda (or yoga or homoeopathy) depending
solely on old texts is not rational.

Continual expansion of the unknown
boundary: Science (inclusive of modern
medicine) did not stop with Aristotle, Hip-
pocrates, Célus, Jenner, Galileo, Newton,
Maxwell, Lister, Fleming, even the great
Einstein. This continual growth will exist
as long as mankind and science exist.
Contrarily, Ayurvéda and homoeopathy
work only within the framework of an-
cient and medieval texts. The former stopped
with Charaka and Sushruta, the latter with
Heinemann himself.

Continual transformability: ~ Science conti-
nually transforms: it abandons old, un-
workable, unsubstantiated, unobservable
concepts, and evolves new concepts and
laws whenever necessitated by observa-
tion. Ayurvéda, yoga and homoeopathy do
not accept transformability of principles.
To some extent, traditional yogic prac-
tice has been modified successfully and
usefully by, for example, Iyengar®® con-

sistent with modern lifestyles. Some yoga
traditionalists are against it.

Awareness of own limitations: ~Science
strives for truth, but does not claim to
know it all at any given time. It is the
only system of thought that knows, ac-
cepts and expresses its limitations. Much
dependence on ancient texts amounts to
saying ‘They knew it all’*".

Self-regulating and self-correcting mecha-
In science, self-regulating and self-
correcting mechanisms are always on the
alert. The most recent example is the ‘black
hole’, a concept evolved by Chandrasek-
har in the middle thirties but rejected by
Arthur Eddington. In two decades, not
only was it accepted by the scientific com-
munity, but also later he was awarded the
Nobel Prize.

nism:

Absence of rituals:  There is no ritualistic
culture, or karmakdoda, in science.

Falsifiability, the reigning criterion of
science: The Sanskrit word (also used in
Marathi and Hindi) coined for Popper’s
“falsifiability’ is appropriate, namely khao-
dan-kshamatd. How do we know that a
proposition or law is true? Observations
can be made on its contents and, if they
agree with the proposition, its basis, its
conclusions and its predictions, it is ac-
cepted. It turns out that an infinite num-
ber of observations (or ‘experiments’ of
philosophers) would have to be done. In
other words, this justifiability, or mao-
dan-kshamatd, cannot establish the truth.
So enters Popper’s falsifiability. Only if
experiments are thought of to ‘disprove’
the proposition, are attempted, and they
are unsuccessful, can the proposition be
accepted as truth. This happens in the pro-
gress of science all the time?>?’. Planning
to disprove anything in ancient texts is as
much anathema and heresy in Ayurvéda
as in yogic or Upanishadic philosophy.

Centuries ago when, for example, Ayur-
véda began and grew, it satisfied some of
these criteria and could be called ‘science’,
as Agarkar stated. Today, one is not sure.
In particular, the criterion of falsifiability
is not satisfied by Ayurvéda. This is not to
deny its potential, but only to cite reasons
why it is not taken seriously.

Conclusion

R&D on the chemistry of Ayurvédic drugs
is not the same thing as clinical trials for
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its acceptance in modern times. The full
potential of Ayurvéda can be realized only
by subjecting its drugs to modern inves-
tigation.

The concoction of Ayurvéda, yoga, mys-
ticism, and quantum mechanics, as vari-
ously visualized by mystics like Chopra®
and Goswami, with its great potential for
misuse, is a deadly and misleading one.
The earlier Ayurvéda and yoga get out of
it, the better it is.

No pseudo-science can be considered
seriously unless and until its protagonists
agree to proper research into its doctrines,
proper by the criteria of science enumer-
ated above. As far as Ayurvéda — with
which has started the debate —is concer-
ned, we have to admit that it appears pseudo-
science because of the way it is presented to
the world and because of tall claims made
of its efficacy. As far as related issues
are concerned, it is one thing to propound
mysticism and other worldliness, and ask
people to follow, as medieval saints of India
did, but it is quite another to mislead peo-
ple by uninformed pseudo-science.

Not to put too fine a point on it, TIME
and New England Journal of Medicine
cannot be faulted, much as it may hurt
one's pride. Indeed the JAMA-Chopra
affair may have played a role in the ex-
perience of Patwardhan et al.' - which
happening cannot be faulted either.
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