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Abstract—Dr. Samuel Hahnemann, the founder of
Homoeopathy, was a formally trained allopathic
physician of his era. His dissatisfaction with
contemporary allopathic practices led to the
development of Homoeopathy as a distinct medical
system based on the principle of Similia Similibus
Curentur. Due to structural similarities between the
undergraduate curricula of MBBS and BHMS, a
recurring academic debate questions whether
Homoeopathy should be considered a super-
specialization of Allopathy. This review critically
examines the historical, philosophical, educational, and
regulatory perspectives to address this issue. The
analysis concludes that Homoeopathy is an independent
and complete system of medicine rather than a
derivative or super-specialized branch of Allopathy.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Medical science continuously evolves in response to
clinical outcomes, ethical concerns, and scientific
inquiry. In the eighteenth century, prevailing
allopathic medical practices often involved
aggressive and suppressive treatments. Dr. Samuel
Hahnemann, a trained allopathic physician, critically
evaluated these methods and sought a gentler,
rational, and patient-centered approach to healing.
His work culminated in the establishment of
Homoeopathy, which today stands recognized as an
independent system of medicine under the AYUSH
framework in India.

Despite this recognition, the overlap of basic medical
sciences in MBBS and BHMS curricula has led to
ongoing discussions regarding the academic
positioning of Homoeopathy. This article reviews

IJIRT 191144

whether Homoeopathy can be considered a super-
specialization of Allopathy or whether it maintains an
autonomous identity.

II. HAHNEMANN’S ALLOPATHIC TRAINING
AND THE ORIGIN OF HOMOEOPATHY

Hahnemann’s formal education in allopathic
medicine provided him with deep insight into the
limitations of conventional practices of his time. His
experimental work with Cinchona officinalis led to
the formulation of the principle Similia Similibus
Curentur. Importantly, this principle did not evolve
as a modification of allopathic therapeutics but
emerged as a fundamentally different medical
philosophy. Thus, Homoeopathy originated as an
alternative paradigm rather than an extension of
Allopathy.

III. EDUCATIONAL STRUCTURE:
SIMILARITIES AND DISTINCTIONS

The BHMS curriculum includes subjects such as
Anatomy, Physiology, Pathology, Microbiology,
Surgery, and Obstetrics & Gynecology, which appear
structurally similar to the MBBS syllabus. The
inclusion of these subjects aims to ensure scientific
competence and safe clinical practice among
homoeopathic physicians.

However, the core difference lies in the therapeutic
approach. Allopathy primarily follows a disease-
centric and intervention-based model, whereas
Homoeopathy adopts a holistic, patient-centric
approach emphasizing individualization and vital
force dynamics. Thus, curricular similarity does not
imply philosophical or clinical equivalence.
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IV. CONCEPT OF SUPER-SPECIALIZATION: A
CRITICAL ANALYSIS

Super-specialization traditionally denotes advanced

training within the same medical system, such as DM

or MCh within Allopathy. Homoeopathy does not

fulfill this criterion because:

1. Its philosophical foundations are independent

2. Drug preparation, dosage, and prescription
principles differ fundamentally

3. Therapeutic objectives emphasize restoration of
systemic  balance rather than symptom
suppression

Classifying Homoeopathy as a super-specialization

would undermine its epistemological foundation and

distort its original intent.

V.REGULATORY AND POLICY PERSPECTIVE
IN INDIA

In India, Homoeopathy is recognized as an
independent system under the Ministry of AYUSH,
with distinct undergraduate, postgraduate, and
research frameworks governed by the National
Commission for Homoeopathy. This regulatory
separation further affirms that Homoeopathy is not a
subset or specialization of Allopathy but a parallel
medical science.

VI. CONCLUSION

While Dr. Samuel Hahnemann’s allopathic
background highlights the scientific rigor behind the
origin of Homoeopathy, it does not justify
categorizing Homoeopathy as a super-specialization
of Allopathy. Historical evidence, educational
philosophy, therapeutic principles, and regulatory
frameworks collectively establish Homoeopathy as a
complete, independent, and holistic system of
medicine. Respecting this autonomy is essential for
maintaining its scientific integrity and clinical
relevance.
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