P. Ram Glimpses of the
MANOHAR Siddhamantra

Introduction

The Siddhamantra is a short treatise on pharmacology in
Ayurveda that was composed by Kesava, a renowned phys-
ician scholar who lived in the 13th century CE." This work
is historically important for theoretical innovations that
have been put forth by the author to explain drug action
with greater clarity and precision. The treatise is very
short, (atyalpam, in the words of the author himself) leaving
ample scope for discussions and interpretations. But for the
elaborate commentary Prakasa composed by Vopadeva, the
son of the author, much of the thought process involved
in construction of the new theories would have perhaps
remained in oblivion.

*Thus, the date of Kesava is fixed as the first half of the 13th Cent.
AD” (Sharma 1977: 2, intro. p. 4), and “since Kesava appears to have been
the royal physician of Simharaja, who is usually identified with Simhana
or Singhana II, one of the Yadava kings of Devagiri, who reigned from
A.D. 1210 to A.D. 1247, he lived during the first half of the thirteenth
century” (Meulenbeld 1999—2002:1IA, 186).
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Publications of Siddhamantra

The book was published first in 1898 without the comment-
ary and later in 1977 by Priya Vrat Sharma with the com-
mentary in Sanskrit.> Priya Vrat Sharma had access to five
manuscripts of the text apart from the 1898 printed edition,
but there is still room for a meticulous critical edition of the
work today. The British Library in London reportedly has
a copy of the 1898 edition of Siddhamantraprakasa.3 Meu-
lenbeld gives a brief description of KeSava in his monu-
mental work History of Indian Medical Literature. In the bib-
liography, he lists two other editions of Siddhamantra edited
by Morarji Vaidya and Yadavji Trikamji Acharya in 1908
and 1975 respectively.*

Sharma and Meulenbeld have discussed in fairly great
detail about the author, the date of the text, the comment-

*Pade and Bhalacandra 1898, Sharma 1977.

3Priya Vrat Sharma states in his introduction, “It was published in
1898 at the Jiianasagara Press, duly edited by Vaidya Saﬁkaradéji Sastri
Pade with the assistance of Sr1 Bhalacandra. This publication is entitled
Siddhamantraprakasa though there is no commentary. In fact, the text is
Siddhamantra and the commentary is known as Prakasa. In introduction,
the editor has remarked that the work was not available at that time (as
now)” (Sharma 1977: section 2, intro. p. 3).

*Meulenbeld lists additional printed editions of Siddhamantra not
mentioned by P. V. Sharma: “a ed., together with another work called Yo-
gesvara, under the common title of Ayurvedasamgraha, by Vaidya Samkara
Daji Sastri Pade, with the assistance of Sri Bhalacandra, Jfianasagara
Press, Bombay 1898 ...; the title of this publication is Siddhamantra Pra-
kasa, though the commentary is absent (P. V. Sharma’s Introduction to
the Siddhamantra. 3); ... *b ed. by Morarji Vaidya of Bombay, 1908/09
..., *c ed. by Vaidya Yadavji Trikamji Acharya (together with the vaita-
ghnatvadinirnaya of Narayana Bhisaj ..., d Vopadeva’'s Hrdayadipaka Ni-
ghantu and Siddhamantra of Vaidyacarya Kesava with Prakasa Comment-
ary of Vopadeva, ed. by Priya Vrat Sharma, Chaukhamba Ayurveda
Granthamala 1, Amarabharati Prakashan, Varanasi, 1977.” (Meulenbeld
1999—2002: 1A, 212-13).
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ary, the historical context as well as the contents of the text
and the commentary in his introduction. This does not,
however, rule out the scope for a fresh enquiry into the
work. In fact, Siddhamantra deserves more serious atten-
tion from the students and practitioners of Ayurveda than
has been meted out to it. A comprehensive translation is
very much desirable and the text should also be approached
with a critical and analytical bent of mind.

The subject matter of Siddhamantra

Siddhamantra can be approximately translated as “the in-
fallible or fail-safe hymn” and the title promises immedi-
ate and surefire practical results to those who access the
work. In this context, the word siddha can be interpreted as
“tested and proven effective”.5 In other words, this treat-
ise is claimed to be as effective as a tested mantra or hymn.
Sus$ruta has also referred to tested and effective formula-
tions as a potent mantra.® In one context he states that the
formulations that have been vouchsafed by authorities and
which produce tangible results can be used like a mantra
without the need for logical analysis. Vagbhata compares a
tested medicine with a potent mantra.” The author claims
that the work is composed to enable the physicians to com-
prehend the principle (tattva) of drug potency (dravyasakti)

>The Vacaspatyam encyclopedia considers the word siddha to indicate
“rock salt, king, maturity, sage, divine being,” etc. (Bhattacarya 1969—
1970:5293). Monier-Williams” dictionary interprets siddha as “accom-
plished, successful, perfected, sacred, illustrious,” etc. (Monier-Williams
et al. 1899: 1215).

®Susrutasamhita, cikitsasthana 1, 76ab (Acarya 1938: 403): mantravat
samprayoktavyo na mimamsyah kathaii cana|

7 Astangahrdayasamhita, uttarasthana 4o, 81 (Kumte ef al. 1902:954):
idam agamasiddhatvat pratyaksaphaladarsanat mantravat samprayoktavyam
na mimamsyam kathafi cana 81|
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quickly (drak) and easily (sukhena).® A physician who is well
versed with the knowledge of potency and action of drugs
can indeed become successful in clinical practice. Drug po-
tency means ability of the drug to alleviate disease. Like a
fail-safe mantra, it can be applied with ease and reaps rich
dividends. In other words, it is as short and powerful as a
mantra.

The opening verse invokes Dhanvantari and is a eulogy
in praise of his contributions towards revealing the proper-
ties of medicinal plants. This appears to be an allusion to
the Dhanvantarinighantu, which must have enjoyed a high
reputation in the time of the author.? This invocation has a
double meaning.'® The salient features of the Siddhamantra
can be summarized as follows:

1. Reverse approach to pharmacological evaluation of
drugs.

2. Classification of drugs into 48 (57) subgroups under
eight broad groups based on reverse pharmacological
attributes.

3. Reconciliation of contradictions in the views of au-
thorities in the field of Ayurveda.

4. Construction of theories to facilitate reconciliation of
contradictions.

5. Achieving brevity in effectively compressing a vast
subject into the space of less than a couple of hundred
verses.

8Kesava summarizes the purpose of composing his work thus
(Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 2): granthah samgranthyate 'ty alpam siddhaman-
trahvayo maya, vaidyah sukhena drak dravyasaktitattvam vitantov iti|

“Meulenbeld dates the Dhanvantarinighantu to the eleventh century
(1999—2002:1IA, 173).

“The invocation with which the Siddhamantra begins is (Sharma
1977: section 2, p.2): ayurvedasudhambodhisarasaranika girah| ulldsitausa-
dhagramah jayanty amrtajanmanah|
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I shall now review these features in greater detail.

The reverse approach to pharmacology

The uniqueness of Siddhamantra is the reverse approach to
pharmacology adopted by the author. Deviating from the
tradition of elaborating the taste (rasa), properties (guna),
potency (virya), post-digestive state (vipaka) empirically ob-
served activity (prabhava) and then inferring the action on
humours (dosa),"* Siddhamantra enlists substances in 57 cat-
egories depending on their action on the humours (dosa).
The original contribution of Siddhamantra lies not in simply
listing the action of substances on the humours (dosa), but
the precision with which the action is delineated."

The knowledge of taste (rasa) and other pharmacolo-
gical principles of a drug do not constitute an end in itself.
They are the means to understand the activity of the drug
or food substance in terms of the effect on the humours
(dosa). Available works on Ayurveda discuss in greater
detail about taste (rasa), properties (guna), potency (virya),
and post-digestive state (vipika) and are less explicit when
it comes to the net effect they have on the balance of the
humours. Things are further complicated by the fact that
differences in opinion are also seen amongst the authorit-
ies in the field and it becomes quite a task for the average

""Meulenbeld (2001), “Reflections on the Basic Concepts of Indian
Pharmacology,” provides an excellent review of the classical approach
to understanding drug action in the tradition of Ayurveda.

?Kesava explains that the taste (rasa), properties (guna), potency (vi-
rya), and post-digestive state (vipdka) of a drug constitute the means to
determine the action of the drug on the humours (dosa). His work, he
says, deals with the effect of substances on the humours (dosa), which is
the end itself and so he does not discuss the therapeutic means, i.e., rasa,
guna, virya and vipaka (Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 2): rasaviryavipakair hi
dravyasaktir vivicyate| kope Same va dosanam satra spastd na tena te|
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physician to make proper decisions in the clinic. The Sid-
dhamantra is an attempt to fill this gap.

Classification of substances into 48 (57) subgroups
under eight broad groups

The Siddhamantra is a strikingly terse piece of literary work
and there are just nine verses in the text that sum up the
conceptual basis on which drugs and food articles are
classified into 57 categories indicating their impact on the
humours (dosa). According to Vopadeva, the commentator,
these nine verses are together known in Sanskrit as the
navasloki.*> The enumeration of these substances in these
57 categories is achieved in the remaining 160 verses mak-
ing a total of 169 verses. The classification of substances
enlisted in the Siddhamantra is structured and logical. The
text considers in a precise manner how a given herb or
food substance can affect the humour (dosa) by either pa-
cifying it or disturbing it. These effects are computed for
all the logical possible combinations and permutations of
the three humours (dosa) forming eight broad groups in
all: wind (vata), bile (pitta), phlegm (kapha), wind-bile (va-
tapitta), wind-phlegm (vatakapha), phlegm-bile (kaphapitta),
pacifying the three humours (tridosahara) and disturbing
the three humours (tridosakara). The eight broad categor-
ies become fifteen when we consider the pacifying and
aggravating effect on the dosas. They further expand into
fifty-seven specific subgroups indicative of the varied im-

3Vopadeva states at the end of his commentary on the ninth verse
of the Siddhamantra that the section of nine verses, or navasloki, con-
cludes here (Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 12): iti vopadeviyasiddhamantrapra-
kase navasloki]
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pact on the humours (dosa).** The expanded list according
to Vopadeva is as follows:

L. vataghna group (the vata pacifiers)

1

[S)

N U1

vataghna

Pacifies vata in isolation as well as vita associated
with pitta and kapha separately or together but it
neither pacifies nor aggravates pitta and kapha in
isolation; the same logic applies in all the “paci-
tying (-ghna)” subgroups®

vatapittaghna

vataslesmaghna

vataghnapittala

Pacifies vata in isolation as well as vita associated
with kapha, but it aggravates vata associated with
pitta as well as pitta in isolation, same logic ap-
plies in all the ‘aggravating (-la)’ subgroups'®
vataghnaslesmala

vataghnapittaslesmala

vataghnapittodasina

Pacifies vata only in isolation, does not aggravate
or pacify vita associated with pitta and kapha or
pitta and kapha in isolation, same logic applies in
all the ‘neutral (-udasina)’ subgroups'”

“#Kesava summarizes the classification system of drugs based on their
action on the dogsas (ibid.): vate pitte kaphe vatapitte vatakaphe kramat, kapha-
pitte trisu hitavargah saptahito "stamah)|

Pllustrative definition of a vataghna drug (Sharma 1977:section 2,
p.11): vataghnam eva yad dravyam tad vatam hanti kevalam| sanyam ca ke-
valdvanyau na hanti na karoti ca|

*lustrative definition of a vataghna drug that aggravates other dosas
(ibid.): vataghnam anyajananam dravyam yad hanti tac calam| kevalam kevalau
sanydav anyo vardhayate malau|

“lustrative definition of a vataghna drug that is neutral on other dosas
(ibid.): vataghnam anyodasinam yat tac chuddhanilapaham| suddhau sanyau
na hanty anyau na karotiti sarvatah|
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8 wvataghnaslesmodasina
9 vataghnapittaslesmodasina
II. pittaghna group (the pitta pacifiers)
1 aghna
2 pittaslesmaghna
3 pittavataghna
4 pittaghnavatala
5 pittaghnaslesmala
6 pittaghnavataslesmala
7 pittaghnavatodasina
8 pittaghnaslesmodasina
9 pittaghnavataslesmodasina
III. $lesmaghna group (the $lesma pacifiers)
1 Slesmaghna
2 Slesmavataghna
Slesmapittaghna
$lesmaghnavatala
Slesmaghnapittala
Slesmaghnavatapittala
$lesmaghnavatodasina
Slesmaghnapittodasina
9 Slesmaghnavatapittodasina
IV. vatapittaghna group (the vatapitta pacifiers)
1 vatapittaghna
2 vatapittaghnaslesmala
3 vatapittaghnaslesmodasina
V. vataslesmaghna group (the vataslesma pacifiers)
1 vataslesmaghna
2 vataslesmaghnapittala
3 vataslesmaghnapittodasina
VLI. pittaslesmaghna group (the pittaslesma pacifiers)
1 pittaslesmaghna
2 pittaslesmaghnavatala
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3 pittaslesmaghnavatodasina
VIL. dosaghna group (the tridosa pacifiers)
1 vatapittaslesmaghna
VIIL. dosodasina group (the tridosa neutrals)
1 vatapittaslesmodasina
IX. vatala group (the vata aggravators)
1 vatala
2 vatalapittodasina
3 vatalaslesmodasina
4 vatalapittaslesmodasina
X. pittala group (the pitta aggravators)
1 pittala
2 pittalavatodasina
3 pittalaslesmodasina
4 pittalavataslesmodasina
XL $lesmala group (the Slesma aggravators)
1 Slesmala
2 Slesmalapittodasina
3 Slesmalavatodasina
4 Slesmalavatapittodasina
XIL vatapittala group (the vatapitta aggravators)
1 vatapittala
2 vatapittalaslesmodasina
XII. pittaslesmala group (the pittaslesma aggravators)
1 pittaslesmala
2 pittaslesmalavatodasina
XIV. vataslesmala group (the vataslesma aggravators)
1 vataslesmala
2 vataslesmalapittodasina
XV. dosala group (the tridosa aggravators)
1 vatapittaslesmala

251

In this classification, it appears as though the vatapittaghna
and vataslesmaghna subgroups under the vataghna group (1.)
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and the pittaslesmaghna subgroup under the pittaghna group
(I.) are repeated in the vatapittaghna, vataslesmaghna and pit-
taslesmaghna groups mentioned later (IV, V, and VI respect-
ively). Vopadeva clarifies that in the case of the subgroup
vatapittaghna falling under the vataghna group, vata is dom-
inant and pitta has only a secondary association, whereas in
the vatapittaghna, both vata and pitta are equally dominant.*®

Both Vopadeva and Sharma have encountered diffi-
culties in listing the 57 groups that can be derived based
on the action of substances on the humours (dosa). In fact,
Ke$ava does not give the number 57 and only mentions
eight broad categories that can be sub-classified further.
Vopadeva in his commentary gives the detailed list, which
hasbeen tabulated by Sharma. Vopadeva says that there are
nine subgroups under the vataghna group, but he actually
lists only seven of them, i.e.,

vataghna,

vataghnapittala,
vataghnaslesmala,
vataghnapittaslesmala,
vataghnapittodasina,
vataghnaslesmodasina,

7. vataghnapittaslesmodasina.

AR IR ol

Sharma lists eight subgroups under vataghna by adding va-
tapittaghna and vataslesmaghna but omitting vataghnapitta-
Slesmodasina mentioned by Vopadeva. Sharma, however,
lists nine subgroups under pittaghna and slesmaghna groups
by adding pittaslesmaghna, pittavataghna and Slesmavataghna,
Slesmapittaghna subgroups respectively. In addition, vata-
Slesmaghna and pittaslesmaghna groups are listed separately.

BVopadeva clarifies that there is no overlap in the subgroups: sapitte
vate vatapradhanyam vdte pitte tilbhayapradhanyam vacyam ity asankarah|
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This leads to repetition of these categories as subgroups un-
der vataghna and pittaghna groups as well as independent
groups.

Vopadeva mentions that variant groups like vataghna-
pittalalpakapha can also be derived from this classification
as this becomes necessary when fixing the properties of a
drug in a very precise manner.*?

In fact, it is not sure whether Kesava ever attempted to
fit the substances listed in his work under 57 categories.
The actual categories under which Kesava lists medicinal
and food substances are quite different from the mathemat-
ical subgroups given by Vopadeva and Sharma. KeSava cat-
egorizes substances on the basis of actually-observed prop-
erties (yatra dravye yo drstah sa tatrokta eva). KeSava's listing
is given below and makes 48 subgroups under eight major
groups.

L. vataghna varga

1. vataghna, e.g., Modaki,
vataghnaslesmala, e.g., Asthisriikhala,
vataghnapittakaphakrt, e.g., Misreya,
vataghnapittalalpakapha, e.g., Aksikisura,
vataghnapittakarakapha, e.g., Tilataila,
vataghnalpapittaslesma, e.g., Madhumaraka,
vataghnapittakaphodasina, e.g., Masiirayiisa,

8. vataghnaslesmalapittodasina, e.g., Palandu
II. pittaghna varga

1. pittaghna, e.g., Candana,

2. pittaghnavatakara, e.g., Sipi (qundra),

3. pittaghnaslesmala, e.g., Salmali,

N oA~ » DN

“Vopadeva explains that further variants are possible but can
be resolved into the main groups to avoid infinite regress (Sharma
1977: section 2, p.12): vataghnapittalalpaslesmaladayas taratamabhedd vata-
ghnapittalaslesmaladyantarbhiitatvad anantatvic ca na ganitah|
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4. pittaghnavatakaphakrt, e.g., Marsasaka,
5. pittaghnavatakaphodasina, e.g., Phalgu,
6. pittaghnakaphodasina, e.g., Bimbt
II. kaphaghna varga
1. kaphaghna, e.g., Sala,
2. kaphaghnavitala, e.g., Rakta Sigru (flower and
shoot),
kaphaghnapittala, e.g., Brahmasoma,
kaphaghnapittavatakrt, e.g., Dronapuspti,
kaphaghnavatalapittodasina, e.g., Venupatri,
kaphaghnapittalavatodasina, e.g., Madhu (Audda-
laka),
7. kaphaghnapittavatodasina, e.g., Draksasava,
8. kaphaghnavatakrtpittodasina, e.g., Kharjiiramadya
IV. vatapittaghna varga
1. vatapittahara, e.g., Sakavrksa,
2. vatapittaghnaslesmala, e.g., Tala (Narapuspa),
3. vatapittaghnakaphodasina, e.g., Caficu
V. kaphavataghna varga
1. kaphavataghna, e.g., Devadaru,
2. kaphavataghnapittala, e.g., Varuna,
3. kaphavataghnapittodasina, e.g., Vilva,
4. kaphavataghnalpapittala, e.g., Sigruphala
VI. kaphapittaghna varga,
1. kaphapittaghna, e.g., Jambii,
2. kaphapittaghnavatakara, e.g., Karafija,
3. kaphapittaghnavatodasina, e.g., Tilaparni,
4. kaphapittaghnalpavatala, e.g., Tanduliya
VIL. dosaghna varga
1. tridosaghna, e.g., Kasmart
VIII. dosala varga,
1. vatala, e.g., Tila (flower, greens),
2. vatalalpapittakapha, e.g., Runeyaka Phala,

SRR ol o
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pittala, e.g., Sami (fruit),

Slesmala, e.g., Mocarasa,

vatapittakara, e.g., Ampra (tender fruits),
vatapittakarakaphodasina, e.g., Kapittha (unripe
fruits),

vataslesmakara, e.g., Yastimadhu,
vataslesmalalpapittakara, e.g., Yatuka (KeSaparni),
kaphapittakara, e.g., Amra (medium unripe),

10. kaphapittakaravatodasina, e.g., Kusumbha Taila,
11. kaphapittakaralpavatala, e.g., Chatraka,

12. tridosala, e.g., Sarsapa (Sika)

AR
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Waujastyk (2000) has analysed in detail the problems with
combinatorics of flavour (rasa) and humour (dosa) in Indian
medical literature. He observes that the medical writers did
not develop algorithms to work out their concept of com-
binatorics with mathematical precision.*® The Siddhaman-
tra is interesting in this context because Ke$ava is obviously
not interested in mathematically deriving the combinator-
ics of the humours (dosa). He follows an empirical approach
and creates a classification based on actual observations of
the properties of substances, which add up to 48 subgroups
under eight broad groups. However, his son, Vopadeva
does attempt to mathematically derive the combinatorics
and ends up with a problematic list of 57 subgroups, which

**Wujastyk (2000: 479-95) observes, “The evidence above seems to
show that the medical authors had understood the concept of combinat-
orics, but that they had not developed or were not aware of algorithms
for producing results. These algorithmic methods seem only to have
been used amongst the mathematicians from Varahamihira, Mahavira,
and Bhaskara onwards. Varahamihira had an early form of algorithm,
which appears rather clumsy to use in practice. Mahavira introduced
(or at least was an early adopter of) a delightfully straightforward tech-
nique and was also the earliest author so far identified to use the medical
problem of the flavours as an example of this algorithmic technique.”
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he fails to satisfactorily list and elaborate. Sharma (1977)
does not throw further light on the logical inconsistencies
of Vopadeva’s listing, but his tabulation is very helpful in
understanding Vopadeva’s approach to deriving the com-
binatorics of the humours (dosa). The combinatorics of the
humours (dosa) into 48 (57) subgroups under eight broader
groups is a unique contribution of Siddhamantra in three
ways. First, it is the concept of udasina that makes this clas-
sification unprecedented and different from what has been
attempted in the earlier works. Secondly, the combinator-
ics of Caraka, Suéruta and Vagbhata are based on patholo-
gical derangement of the humours (dosa) and Su$ruta adds
blood (rakta) along with the three humours (dosa). On the
other hand, for the first time, Kesava classifies medicinal
substances on the basis of their pharmacological action on
the dosas.

Reconciliation of contradictions amongst authorities

Kesava expresses concern that the views of celebrated au-
thorities in the field of Ayurveda should contradict each
other when it comes to the delineation of pharmacological
properties. Taking the example of honey, KeSava points
out that Caraka characterizes it as an aggravator of wind
(vata),®* while Susruta deems it to be a pacifier of wind
(vata).>*> On the other hand, Kharanadi does not specify it
as either an aggravator of pacifier of wind (vata). Vopadeva

#'Properties of honey as described in the Carakasamhitd siitra-
sthana 27, v.245 (Acarya 1941:167) are as follow: vatalam guru Sitaii
ca raktapittakaphapaham| sandhatr cchedanam ritksam kasayam madhuram
madhu|

**The properties of honey as described in the Susrutasamhita siitra-
sthana, 132 (Acarya 1938:207), are as follow: madhu tu madhuram ka-
sayanurasam ritksam $itam agnidipanam varnyam svaryam laghu sukuma-
ram lekhanam hrdyam vajikaranam sandhanam ropanam (samgrahi) caksu-



P. Ram Manohar 257

points out in his commentary that Kesava has reconciled
such contradictions in case of honey and other substances
like vetragra, koradiisa, patola and talasasya.*3

Ke$ava’s approach is reminiscent of Vagbhata's at-
tempts to reconcile the contradictions between the Cara-
kasamhita and the SuSrutasamhiti. Indu (fI. ca. 1100-1150),
in his Sasilekhd commentary on the Astarigasarigraha, points
out that the contradiction in delineating the properties
of the water from rivers that flow out of the Himalayan
ranges in the texts of Caraka and Susruta have been recon-
ciled by Vagbhata. According to Caraka, the waters flowing
from the Himalayan ranges are wholesome and good for
health.?4 However, according to Krsnatreya and Susruta,
they cause illnesses like growths in the neck and the like.?>
Vagbhata resolves this controversy by explaining that the
water from the mountains that flow forcefully against the

syam prasadanam siiksmamarganusari pittaslesmamedomehahikkasvasakasati-
saraccharditrsnakrmivisaprasamanam hladi tridosaprasamanam ca|

*Vopadeva clarifies how the logic of resolving the controversies re-
garding the properties of honey can be applied to other drugs (Sharma
1977: section 2, p. 8): tathd ca carakena vetragram vatalesu pathitam...|. kha-
ranadind tridosaghnesu pathitam...| tad apy atra madhuvan nirnitam| ata eva
susrutena kaphapittaghnam evoktam)|

*#In this verse, Caraka explains that the waters that are broken and
dispersed by falling on stones and flowing from the Himalayan ranges
are pure, wholesome and used by gods and sages (Acarya 1941: 171): na-
dyah pasanavicchinnaviksubdhabhihatodakah| himavatprabhavah pathyah pu-
nyah devarsisevitah|.

*Susruta says that the water from rivers originating in the Himalayas
cause heart disease, swelling, diseases of head and swelling in the neck
(Acarya 1938: 213): tatra sahyaprabhavih kustham janayanti vindhyaprabha-
vah kustham pandurogam ca malayaprabhavah krmin mahendraprabhavah $li-
padodarani himavatprabhavah hyrdrogasvayathusirorogaslipadagalagandan pra-
cyavantya apardvantyascarsamsyupajanayanti pariyatraprabhavah pathyah ba-
larogyakaraya iti|.



258  Glimpses of the Siddhamantra

rocks are wholesome for health while they are harmful
when stagnant.®

Theoretical construct to facilitate reconciliation

What makes this classification unique, however, is the in-
troduction of the novel concept termed udasina or ‘neutral’
to indicate a neutral effect on the humours (dosa).?” This
means that the effects of substances on the dosas are eval-
uated in terms of whether they pacify, disturb or have no
effect on the humours (dosa).

In the example of honey, Kesava’s contention is that it
is wind-neutral (vatodasina), that is, inherently neutral with
respect to wind (vata). Because it is inherently neutral, it
can behave as aggravator or pacifier of wind (vita) depend-
ing on conditions like dosage, time factor, combination etc.
By itself, pure honey can neither aggravate nor pacify wind
(vata), but when conditioned it can be an aggravator or pa-
cifier of wind (vata). Interpreted thus, the contradictions in
the statements of Caraka and Sus$ruta get resolved and the
silence of Kharanadi with regard to the action of honey on

*6The commentator Indu explains in his commentary on Astarigasan-
graha how Vagbhata has resolved the contradictory statements in the
works of Caraka and Suéruta (Athavale 1980: 4): paratantravirodho ya-
tha carakagranthena krsnatreyo viruddhah, tatha carako himavatprabhavanam
nadinam pathyatvam icchanti, krsnatreyasusrutau tasam eva galagandadikar-
trtvam, vagbhatas tiipalasphaletyadina virodham nivartayati — upalasphalana-
ksepavicchedaih kheditodakah, himavanmalayodbhutah pathyasta eva ca sthitah,
krmislipadahrtkanthasirorogan prakurvate|

*”Vopadeva explains the logic of the validity of the concept of auda-
stnya (Sharma 1977:section 2, p.7): nispratibandha upadhivyapare vatalo-
pahitasya madhuno vatalatve nyayasiddhe vacanavaiyarthyam iti cen na, asid-
dhe hy audasinye nyayapravrttir iti iha tv asmad eva vacanan nyayasahakrtad
audasinyasiddhih|
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wind (vata) can be put into perspective.?8

Brevity in expressing a vast subject in a compact
manner

Kedava claims that it is a matter of amazement only to the
dull-witted that the determination of the pharmacological
property of a substance not discussed in this work will not
be found elsewhere. He means to say that the dull-witted
might wonder how a work that is so brief can be so com-
prehensive and all-inclusive. In other words, the intelligent
reader will be able to appreciate the skills of the author in
composing this work.

The commentator Vopadeva remarks that it is im-
possible to capture the infinite range of medicinal sub-
stances within the scope of a book. But the Siddhamantra
has extensively compiled information from all the available
and authoritative sources of Ayurveda and in that respect
becomes quite comprehensive and complete even when it
is extremely concise.?

Snippets from the commentary of Vopadeva

Siddhamantra would lose much of its charm were it not
for the learned commentary of Vopadeva. Being the son

*Vopadeva explains how the controversy surrounding the proper-
ties of honey can be resolved with the help of the concept of audasinya
(Sharma 1977:section 2, p.7): tasmic chuddham madhu vatodasinam ity
abhihitam, tattiipadhibhedadvat alam vataghnafi cety ucitam, upadhayas ca
matradayah)|

*Vopadeva clarifies how this work is comprehensive in spite of being
very brief (Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 66): yady apy anantyad dravyani kart-
snyena vaktum asakyani tathapi yavanti pracinesu granthesu labdhani tavanti
dréenatisamksiptena granthena tadrg vistirnacarakadisastroktasamagradravya-
nirnayaity anupapattigarbho vismayah, na tu buddhimatam|



260 Glimpses of the Siddhamantra

of Kesava, Vopadeva has perhaps preserved the original
thought process of the author and his interpretations are
crucial in throwing light on some of the key verses, which
by themselves would leave much to the imagination of the
reader.

For instance, the verse that alludes to the contradiction
between the views of Caraka, Suéruta and Kharanadi does
not mention that the discussion is about honey. Vopadeva
makes this explicit in his commentary.3°

Kesava only mentions that he has resolved contradic-
tions between the authorities. It is Vopadeva who gives an
elaborate account of the methodology and the arguments
with examples of how this is achieved by the author.

Kesava does not mention generic power (prabhava) when
he enumerates the factors that determine drug action.
Vopadeva explains that prabhava is not a property of the
drug.3!

Vopadeva’s commentary is studded with succinct re-
marks and statements that are quite revelatory. In one con-
text he mentions that the author considers three authorities
as the most reliable amongst many others. Interestingly,
these authorities form a triad that is not a familiar com-
bination in the tradition of Ayurveda — Caraka, Su$ruta
and Kharanadi. Sharma takes it for granted that Caraka,
Suéruta and Vagbhata form the triad referred to by Vo-
padeva and Kesava.3> However, on a closer look, it is

3*Vopadeva points out that Kesava is referring to honey in the partic-
ular verse (Sharma 1977:section 2, p. 6): vatalam carako brute vataghnam
vasti susrutah, kharanadir vadaty anyo, ity ukter atra nirnayah — yatha madhu
carakena vatalam uktam|

3'Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 3: prabhavasya tv asadharanadravyalaksanan
atiriktalaksanatvan na gunatvam)|

32Sharma comments (1977:section 2, intro. p.10), “While accepting
the authority, the commentator accepts only three, Caraka, Susruta and
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quite obvious that the third authority is Kharanadi and not
Vagbhata. In fact, KeSava refutes the views of Vagbhata
in favor of Susruta when they contradict each other.33
But on a closer look, it is quite obvious that Vopadeva is
commenting on the verse composed by KeSava that men-
tions Caraka, Susruta and Kharanadi, by name, and not
Vagbhata. Vopadeva justifies the authority of this triad on
the grounds that their works are credible, complete, have
an unbroken tradition and have been commented upon by
eminent scholars in the field.3+

It is interesting to note that Vopadeva underplays the
authority of Vagbhata when he contradicts Susruta in de-
ciphering the pharmacological properties of palm grain
(talasasya). According to Vagbhata, palm grain (talasasya)
aggravates bile (pitta) and has a laxative liquid (sara) ac-
tion. On the other hand, Su$ruta attributes to it the ability
to pacify bile (pitta) and mentions that it is heavy to di-
gest. Vopadeva explains that Vagbhata has misread the
word rasa “taste” as sara “liquid” and pittahrd “bile-heart”
as pittakrt “bile-producing,” and thus wrongly interpreted
its pharmacological properties. He further quotes Caraka
and Kharanadi in support of Susruta and concludes that
Kesava has characterized palm grain (talasasya) as a pacifier
of wind (vita) and bile (pitta) and aggravator of phlegm
(kapha).35

Vagbhata because they are complete, traditionally unbroken and com-
mented on by scholars.”

3See Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 10.

34Vopadeva spells out the criteria for credibility of the authorities ac-
cepted by Kesava as follows (Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 10): carakadinam
trayanam evopadanam, tatpranitatantranam pramanatvat, sampiirnatvad avic-
chinnasampradayatvad abhiyuktair vyakhyatatvdc ca|

%Vopadeva explains why the view of Vagbhata is not acceptable when
compared with that of Susruta (Sharma 1977: section 2, p. 10): ata eva tad-
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Vopadeva’s commentary is replete with quotations from
various authorities in the field of Ayurveda, many of whose
works have been lost subsequently. His commentary is also
very valuable in fixing the identities of the medicinal and
food substances mentioned by Kesava.

Discussion

Kesava stands out in the tradition of Ayurveda for his
original thinking, critical approach, innovative ideas and
practical outlook. Being an accomplished clinician him-
self, Kedava realized the importance of precision devoid of
ambiguities in deciphering and understanding the phar-
macological properties of medicinal substances. Though
critical, he is also very respectful of the authorities and the
tradition of Ayurveda. He employs his intellectual prowess
to authenticate the traditional teachings of Ayurveda with
the help of new theoretical constructs, clever arguments
and new classifications. And the novelty of his innovat-
ive ideas gets subsumed in the service of those authorities
whom he selects as the most credible.

The commentary of Vopadeva reveals the aggressive at-
titude of Kedava in refuting the views of many authorities
in the process of justifying his own interpretations. But
Kesava expresses equal vehemence when it comes to de-
fending and reconciling the views of those whom he con-
siders to be the ultimate authorities on the subject.

viruddhanam anyesam apramanyam eva| yatha phalam tu pittalam talam saram
iti vagbhatavakyasya phalam svadu rase tesam talajam guru pittahrd iti susru-
tavakyavirodhat.. .kifi ca rasam ity atra saram iti, hrd ity atra krd ity anyatha
grhitam susrutavakyam evitra miilam sambhavyate|
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Conclusion

The Siddhamantra of KeSava is an important work that has
been neglected by scholars and practitioners of Ayurveda in
contemporary times. There is no doubt that this work has
historical importance for the novel ideas and approaches
that it has brought forth in the field of Ayurvedic pharma-
cology. However, it has to be pointed out that Kesava was
not a mere theoretician and he was not building up his ar-
guments merely on the basis of textual analysis. As Vo-
padeva has pointed out, his father recorded the properties
of the drugs accurately, as observed by himself, and did not
forcefully classify them into predetermined groups.3® The
uniqueness of Siddhamantra rests on the fact that its author
was a clinician of no mean order and his clinical experiences
contributed significantly in helping him arrive at decisive
insights on the pharmacological properties of controversial
medicinal substances. The Siddhamantra is thus the “hymn
of success,” exemplifying a rigorous approach to corrobor-
ate clinical experience with textual analysis in arriving at a
deeper understanding of the classical writings of Ayurveda.

Further reading

Acarya, Yadavasarman Trivikrama (ed.) 1938.  Susru-
tasamhita, Susrutena viracita, VaidyavarasriDalhanacaryavi-
racitaya Nibandhasamgrahakhyavyakhyaya samullasita, Aca-
ryopahvena Trivikramatmajena Yadavasarmanna samsodhita.
Mumbayyam: Nirnayasagara Mudrayantralaye, 3rd edn.
Consulted in the 1994 reprint (Varanasi: Chaukhambha
Surabharati).

3*Vopadeva remarks that the properties of substances have been doc-
umented exactly as they have been observed (Sharma 1977: section 2,
p- 12): yatra dravye yo drstah sa tatrokta eva| yatha vataghni pittald calpakapha
capy aksiki suretyadi|



264 Glimpses of the Siddhamantra

— 1941. Maharsina Punarvasunopadista, tacchisyenagnivesena
pranita, CarakaDrdhabalabhyam pratisamskrta Carakasam-
hita, $riCakrapanidattaviracitaya ayurvedadipikavyakhyaya
samoaliti. Mumbayyam: Nirnayasagara Mudrayantra-
laye, 3rd edn. Consulted in the 2002 reprint (Varanasi:
Chaukhambha Surabharati).

Athavale, Anamta Damodara (ed.) 1980. Astangasarigrahah.
SrimadVrddhavagbhataviracitah Induvyakhyasahitah. Pune:
Mahesa Anamta Athavale, Srimad Atreya Prakasanam.

Bhattacarya, Taranatha Tarkavacaspati 1969—-1970. Vacaspa-
tyam, Brhat samskrtabhidhanam = Vachaspatyam (a compre-
hensive Sanskrit dictionary), vol. 94 of Caukhamba Samskrta
granthamala. Varanasi: Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series Of-
fice. 6v.

Kumte, Ananta More$vara, Krsnasastri Ramacandra
Navare, and Harisastr1 Paradkar (eds.) 1902. Astargahrda-
yam, SrimadVagbhataviracitam, sitra-Sarira-nidana-cikitsa-
kalpa-uttarasthanavibhaktam  Srimad Arunadattapranitaya
sarvamgasumdaryakhyaya vyakhyaya samalamkrtam, vol. 3
of Krsnadasa Ayurveda Sirjja. Mumbayyam: Nirnaya-
sagara Press. Cited from the Varanasi: Chaukhambha
Surabharati, 1994 reprint.

Meulenbeld, Gerrit Jan 1999—2002. A History of Indian
Medical Literature, vol. XV of Groningen Oriental Studies.
Groningen: E. Forsten. 5v.

— 2001. “Reflections on the Basic Concepts of Indian Phar-
macology.” In Gerrit Jan Meulenbeld and Dominik Wu-
jastyk (eds.), Studies on Indian Medical History, vol. 5 of
Indian Medical Tradition, pp. 1—17. Delhi: Motilal Banarsi-
dass, 2nd edn. First edition Groningen, 1987.

Monier-Williams, Monier, E. Leumann, and C. Cappeller
1899. A Sanskrit-English Dictionary Etymologically and
Philologically Arranged, New Edition. Oxford: Clarendon



P. Ram Manohar 265

Press. 1970 reprint.

Pade, Sankara Dajisastri and Sri Bhalacandra (eds.) 1898.
Ayurvedasamgraha [including the Siddhamantra of Kesaval.
Bombay: Jfianasagara Press.

Sharma, Priya Vrat (ed.) 1977. Hrdayadipakanighantu Siddha-
mantraprakasas ca = Vopadeva’s Hrdayadipaka nighantu and
Siddhamantra of Vaidyacarya Kesava, with prakasa comment-
ary of Vopadeva, vol. 1 of Caukhamba ayurveda granthamala.
Varanasi: Chaukhambha Amarabharati Prakashan.

Whujastyk, Dominik 2000. “The Combinatorics of Tastes and
Humours in Classical Indian Medicine and Mathemat-
ics.” Journal of Indian Philosophy, 28, 479-95.



