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Summary Homeopathy was first postulated by the
German physician Samuel Hahnemann in 1796 and
220 years later homeopathy is the most popular and
widespread alternative medicine. Partly, it is also part
of the national healthcare and insurance systems but
homeopathy is not without controversy within the
medical and healthcare community. Its implausible
basic assumptions, some of which contradict natu-
ral laws, do not lead us to expect that its remedies
have any specific effect. In fact, there is no study or
systematic review to date that reliably certifies home-
opathy to have an effect beyond the placebo effect
and other context effects. In this respect it must be
disconcerting how widely homeopathy is applied and
represented in therapeutic practice. It indeed claims
a role within scientific (evidence-based) medicine but
cannot substantiate this claim. It displays clear char-
acteristics of pseudoscience [1]. This implies a lot
of problems, such as misleading people and tackling
medical ethics up to scientific publication practices.
Furthermore, it turns out that quite a few people do
not know exactly what homeopathy is, which may
lead them to make wrong decisions for their per-
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sonal health. This article summarizes the information
about homeopathy and its problematic implications
and serves as a general introduction to this topic and
its unacceptable role in today’s medicine.
The medical irrelevance of the shammethod of home-
opathy has been proven with more than sufficient
probability [2]. As a major testimonial, the statement
“Homeopathic products and practices” of the Euro-
pean (EASAC 2017) can be regarded. The primary aim
of this brief report is therefore not to take another
look at homeopathy from amedical scientific perspec-
tive, but rather focus attention on the implications of
the still continuous and largely uncritically accepted
existence of this method in medical practice, in the
medical scientific sphere and in the judgement of the
general public.
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Homeopathy and the basic assumptions

Homeopathy is still the most popular alternative
healing method, even partly integrated into health-
care systems and in many cases also considered and
applied as a therapy option by academically trained
doctors. Considering the prescientific origin of the
method and its long-proven irrelevance in medical
science, this is a phenomenon that should not be re-
garded indifferently. Many people trust homeopathy
for various ailments, minor as well as more serious
diseases, but what is homeopathy? It often turns out
that most people who swear by homeopathy have
little or no knowledge of what it is about at all.
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What is homeopathy?

Homeopathy is an alternative healing method of Ger-
man origin. The method was postulated by the Ger-
man physician and pharmacist Samuel Hahnemann
(1755–1843) at the end of the eighteenth century. In
Hufeland’s Journal of Practical Medicines [3] Hahne-
mann 1796 presented his leading idea, the principle
of similarity (Similia similibus curentur) for the first
time. He invented this principle as the central point
of his construct in the first edition of his Organon in
1810.

However, the basic assumptions on which home-
opathy rests are either refuted or implausible. The
method is based on two basic principles, the similar-
ity principle and the dilution principle.

� The similarity principle, similia similibus curentur
(similar things may be healed by similar things)
states that a substance that causes symptoms (the
symptom bundle) in healthy people can be used as
a medicine against just these symptoms in people
suffering from them. This is a special expression of
the ancient anthropocentric doctrine of signatures
or similarities, which on an esoteric basis assumed
references betweennatural phenomena and human
concerns. In Hahnemann’s teaching, this comes to
life for the last time in a powerful way in the transi-
tional period from the prescientific to the scientific
era. Hahnemann did not focus on a typifying con-
cept of disease as usedbymodern etiologymedicine
as the basis of diagnosis and therapy. Rather, he
made the individual symptom picture of the indi-
vidual patient the goal of his homeopathic therapy.
He believed that nothing more could be recognised
of the disease than the outwardly visible symptoms.
Consequently, during his lifetime he never named
a disease. How wrong this is can be seen from the
fact that symptoms can be appropriate reactions of
the organism to disease as well as expressions of or-
gan and functional disorders as a result of progres-
sive disease. Homeopathy is not able to differentiate
here and does not want to.

� The dilution principle states that the efficacy of
similar substances, which according to the similar-
ity principle is regarded as healing for the respective
ailments, is increasingly enhanced the higher it is
diluted (to the point of impossible detectability).
Homeopathy states that it is “more than mere dilu-
tion” because the process is called potentization.
Through ritual shaking (succussion) during the
gradual dilution process, hitherto “dormant hid-
den medicinal powers” are, in Hahnemann’s words,
supposed to gradually and increasingly pass from
the substances into the solvent. Hahnemann imag-
ined a gradual “disappearance” of the hitherto ex-
clusively material substance. Indeed, the substance
disappears in the remains of the respective dilution
processes. The esoteric content of this postulate,

which contradicts natural law, is obvious. Neverthe-
less, a very popular and failing explanation of this
procedure is the so-called water memory [4].

Today, homeopathy is one of the most popular ther-
apeutic methods worldwide. An estimated 500,000
physicians worldwide have additional homeopathic
training, 45,000 of them in Europe alone [5]. Despite
these benefits and its popularity with patients, home-
opathy is more than controversial. This is mainly as
to date there has been no proof that homeopathy is
effective [6]. Yet the criticism of homeopathy is not
new. Homeopathy was criticised from the beginning
in the slowly dawning era of scientific questioning. In
1825, the physician Johann Christian Heinroth pub-
lished his work Anti-Organon oder das Irrige der Hah-
nemannischen Lehre im Organon der Heilkunst (Anti-
organon or the erroneous nature of the Hahnemanian
doctrine in the organon of the art of healing), in which
he anticipated many of today’s arguments of science-
based criticism of homeopathy. In America, as early as
1853, the physician P. Dyer wrote in the Boston Med-
ical and Surgical Journal (today known as The New
England Journal of Medicine) [7]:

Among the various systems of medicine now
prevalent in the community, none seems to be so
utterly absurd or so supremely ridiculous as that
termed “homoeopathy”.

Unlike many other methods from the prescientific
era, homeopathy still holds its own today. The reasons
for this are manifold and largely sociocultural rather
than medical. In view of its medical scientific inva-
lidity, however, it should not do so under the label
of medicine and especially not with the seal of pub-
lic health systems. Because of this, the scientifically
oriented critique of homeopathy has succeeded more
and more in recent years in attracting public attention
to the problem of homeopathy [8]. These demands
are also increasingly reaching the nonscientific main-
stream, especially via the media [9].

Who discovered homeopathy?

Samuel Hahnemann’s (1755–1843) invention of home-
opathy was intended to serve as a counter-concept
to classical medicine at that time. Medicine was then
based on the so-called humoral pathology, which
attributed diseases to an imbalance of the four hu-
mours, following the ancient physician Galenus (born
129 AC, date of death unknown). Hahnemann saw
these therapies, with some justification, as a method
that did more harm than good and often weakened
patients to the point that they died from the therapy
rather than from their disease. He referred to these
methods as allopathy, a deliberately delimiting and
pejorative term that has incomprehensibly survived to
this day as an occasional name for scientific medicine.
Important discoveries of modern medicine, such as

178 Homeopathy—A lively relic of the prescientific era K



perspective

the discovery of cellular pathology or the discovery of
disease-causing microbes (pathogens) took place in
part centuries after Hahnemann’s death in 1843 [10].

Hahnemann was born in Meissen, Saxony and
studied medicine in Leipzig. During his studies, he
also made translations of medical and physiological
works into German. In 1777 he became a Freemason.
Also in 1777, he accompanied the Freiherr Samuel von
Brukenthal to Hermannstadt (Transylvania, Romania)
as a tutor and personal physician. He stayed there
for 2 years and apparently observed numerous cases
of malaria. In 1779 he completed his medical studies
with a doctorate at the Friedrich-Alexander-Univer-
sität in Erlangen, Bavaria. His concept of homeopathy
probably dates back to his time in Hermannstadt.
Here he had the experience that was to lead him to
his thoughts on homeopathy. He took cinchona bark
in a self-experiment and describes the symptoms as
follows: Die Füße, die Fingerspitzen, u. s. w. wurden
mir erst kalt, ich ward matt und schläfrig, dann fing
mir das Herz an zu klopfen, mein Puls ward hart und
geschwind, eine unleidliche Ängstlichkeit, ein Zittern
(aber ohne Schauder), eine Abgeschlagenheit durch alle
Glieder; dann ein Klopfen im Kopfe, Röthe der Wangen,
Durst, kurz alle mir sonst beim Wechselfieber gewöhn-
lichen Symptome erschienen nacheinander; doch ohne
eigentlichen Fieberschauder (My feet, fingertips, etc.,
first became cold, I became dull and sleepy, then
my heart began to beat, my pulse became hard and
rapid, an unpleasant anxiety, a trembling (but with-
out shivering), a lassitude through all the limbs; then
a throbbing in the head, redness of the cheeks, thirst,
in short, all the symptoms otherwise usual to me
in changeable fever appeared one after the other but
without an actual shivering fever) [4]. This description
is considered today as the first step in the develop-
ment of homeopathy. According to this teaching,
cinchona bark will be a possible medicine against
malaria. He subsequently transferred his apparent
experience of the simile from the cinchona experi-
ment to other substances. When used on the sick, he
attributed healing powers to them against the symp-
toms that these substances were supposed to trigger
in healthy people. He believed that he found a divine
law through this healing with the like. The entire
homeopathic teaching is based on this law.

To this day, it has not been possible to reproduce
this experiment of Hahnemann. In Hahnemann’s
time, the cause of malaria was still unknown. It was
not until 1880 that Plasmodium was discovered as the
causative agent of malaria by Alphonse Laveran. In
1897, Ronald Ross found that Plasmodium was trans-
mitted by mosquitoes of the genus Anopheles. Both
received the Nobel Prize in Medicine or Physiology
for their work (Ross in 1902, Laveran in 1907). Home-
opathy on the other hand is still without a Nobel Prize
today.

A general principle of similarity is still unknown to
science today and has not been necessary for any ex-

planation of a natural phenomenon so far. As already
mentioned above, it is a reminiscence of old, partly es-
oteric ideas of the prescientific era and cannot claim
any validity, which is fatal for homeopathy, because it
loses its cornerstone.

Why is homeopathy criticism important?

First of all, the terms myth and evidence should be
explained: myth is derived from the Greek mythos
(μúθος= sound, speech, tale, legendary story) and in
its original meaning is a narrative. These often make
a claim of validity for the truth they assert. For the
ancient sophists (pre-Socratic philosophers), myth
stands in contrast to logos (λόγος= reason, language,
speech, proof, tenet, doctrine, sense, reason), which
attempts to substantiate its claims through evidence.
Evidence, which derives from the Latin evidentia, in
common denotes that which is unquestionable to
the eye and is thus opposed to myth. In modern
medicine, as well as in modern philosophy of science,
in a stricter definition evidence refers to empirical
findings that confirm scientific theories or refute their
attempts at confirmation. On this basis, evidence-
based medicine claims that patient-centered deci-
sions should be made in medical treatment based on
the best available empirical evidence of the effective-
ness of the procedures used [8]. This contrasts with
alternative procedures such as homeopathy, for which
efficacy has not been proven to date. Its principles
do not stand up to comparison with well-established
scientific knowledge, nor can they empirically demon-
strate a specific benefit, which is shown by a series
of systematic reviews including a plethora of clinical
studies (the body of evidence) [11].

Given the popularity of homeopathy as probably
the best-known and most widespread method of al-
ternative medicine, people often ask why criticism of
this method is important or why it is voiced at all. Af-
ter all, critics could simply ignore homeopathy; how-
ever, the situation is much more complex. There are
many arguments in favor of criticizing homeopathy.
In the following, four points should be brought closer
to the reader. These are only examples and do not
completely represent all important arguments in the
homeopathy debate [12].

Homeopathy and its impact on the public

� Therapy procrastination: a relevant criticism of
homeopathy is the so-called therapy procrastina-
tion. Although homeopathic remedies are usually
used for minor illnesses such as colds or minor in-
juries, it also happens that homeopathic remedies
are used for more serious illnesses, such as can-
cer or severe infections such as coronavirus disease
2019 (COVID-19). This is precisely one of the ef-
fects of the very popularity and good reputation
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of homeopathy, its perception as a serious and
proven healing method in the general public and
medical professionals alike. This use leads to the
aforementioned protraction of therapy. This means
that meaningful and effective therapies are delayed
and made more difficult (possibly unsuccessful)
if therapy attempts are first made with homeopa-
thy. Particularly with severe illnesses with a small
therapeutic time window, such as cancer, a therapy
begun too late may have severe effects.

� Medication affinity: less medically, but more edu-
cationally relevant is the so-calledmedication affin-
ity. As already described above globules are often
used to treat minor injuries such as abrasions (ar-
nica globules). One can imagine that guardians, for
example, quickly reach for these when their child
is injured on a playground. Such minor pediatric
aches and pains that certainly do not require the
administration of a drug. This may cause a lifelong
medication affinity because children in particular
can be quickly and permanently conditioned to
such behavior.

� Health insurance: in Germany, some health insur-
ance companies cover (partly) the cost of homeo-
pathics. Yet other services such as dentures or vi-
sual aids, i.e., services that have empirically proven
effects, are not (fully) covered. In this way, not only
is money wasted but homeopathy is also attributed
an effect that the insured persons perceive as credi-
ble, but that does not exist in this way.

� Conspiracy theories: this is following the takeover
of homeopathy by health insurance companies and
the resulting credibility effect. This fuels conspiracy
theories and fake science regarding homeopathy.
For example, the narrative of the gentle alternative
to pharmaceutical products of the negatively con-
noted alleged BigPharma is very deliberately culti-
vated (David and Goliath effect). This conceals the
fact that homeopathics such as globules and others
are also produced and distributed by these, partly
large, profit-oriented industrial companies. The rel-
evance of such distorted information is shown by
political efforts in Europe to treat homeopathy as
a possibly serious alternative solution in the context
of antibiotic-resistant germs. These tendencies and
based-on decisions in turn bring more misinfor-
mation about homeopathy into the race and keep
the merry go round of constantly new finally mean-
ingless studies on homeopathy alive, which then in
turn make the general public believe in a non-ex-
istent scientific character of the method. A vicious
circle that must be named as such and stopped [13].
This requires clear positions from science, politics
and also the media that leave no doubt about the
medical irrelevance of homeopathy.

Homeopathy and its impact on scientific integrity

Despite the complete implausibility of its basic as-
sumptions and the negative results of empirical stud-
ies and systematic reviews, homeopathy claims a role
in medicine and especially in medical science. The
fact that it continues to be given credit in many ways,
and that it enjoys a public reputation not least for
this reason, is an untenable state of affairs from the
point of view of rationally based science. Criticism of
homeopathy can therefore not be limited to inform-
ing patients/consumers but must also clearly show
how much pseudo-medicine has infiltrated the medi-
cal sphere in the case of homeopathy and that this can
no longer be justified. This brief report is intended to
contribute to this.

Several scientific journals practice in particular re-
peatedly panders to homeopathy by publishing stud-
ies on homeopathy, preferably with positive results,
despite its claim to scientific integrity. One may ask
how this is possible (as long as it does not concern
journals that are to be assigned to the homeopathic
sphere from the outset).

On the one hand, it may be that articles on home-
opathy are peer-reviewed by homeopaths because
journals wrongly assume that they are the “experts”
for homeopathic studies. That this will only exponen-
tially increase the confirmation bias that is apparently
overlooked. The tendency to want to publish sensa-
tional results as a priority may also play a role.

Furthermore, the obvious disinterest of the profes-
sional community in publications on homeopathy is
an understandable but very regrettable circumstance.
Of course, there is a broad consensus in the scientific
world that homeopathy is medically irrelevant; how-
ever, scientists and researchers understandably rarely
take the time and trouble to counter this to the nec-
essary extent, especially in public.

Last but not least, it is also a problem that the
research results of homeopathy rarely if ever have
any influence on the therapeutic practice of this bo-
gus method. Homeopathy does not “need” empirical
studies. Everything that is necessary has been estab-
lished by Hahnemann: the suitability of substances as
homeopathic remedies is determined by the principle
of similarity and the chosen remedy by the individual
symptom picture of the patient. The correct appli-
cation in individual cases is a matter for the “true
healing artist” who is convinced of the method. The
“studies”, be they clinical investigations or so-called
basic research, which above all seek to prove specifics
in highly diluted solutions, serve far more the self-as-
surance of homeopathic circles, the impressing of the
inclined public and the urge to advance to scientific
reputation.

One may ask oneself what this has to do with med-
ical science. It is therefore not only a contribution to
active patient protection and health literacy but also
in the own interest of medical science and practice
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not to tolerate such tendencies any longer and to give
them a clear public rejection.

Homeopathy in the media

Medical topics have always been transported by the
media and made accessible to the public. Over time,
similar to scientific medicine, a contrast developed
between popular, pseudo and purely scientific posi-
tions and publications. The implementation of mod-
ern German drug legislation in 1978 endowed home-
opathy with a special role that not only allowed easy
(market) accessibility (as a drug without proof of ef-
ficacy) but also gave it massive public credibility that
was unique among alternative healing methods [14].
Until the 2010s, the German medical profession still
spoke of a pluralism of medicine. The goal of this plu-
ralism was to put the former understanding of a mere
empirical medicine (based mainly on the experience
of the unique therapist) on an equal level with evi-
dence-based modern medicine (based on clinical tri-
als). Logically, these efforts also influenced the report-
ing media landscape [15].

Today, more realistic points of view have emerged
in the media landscapes. Orientation to scientific evi-
dence concepts has become the standard for adequate
medical reporting for quite some time. This may have
been overlooked by the mainstream of homeopathy-
friendly reporting in the past. One can occasionally
get the impression from the media coverage that it is
about a feuilletonistic rather than a medical topic, all
the more so as it is scientifically closed [15].

A major factor in the change in the media land-
scape regarding homeopathy is the public discourse
that has intensified in recent years, leading to much
stronger criticism and its public perception. Cov-
erage of homeopathy has changed noticeably since
then, and the criticisms of science-based homeopa-
thy sceptics began to find entrance. Nevertheless, we
are still far from a consistent evidence-based account
of homeopathy as a whole. A cause that should not
be underestimated is also the still powerful influence
of the homeopathic advocacy group, which still suc-
ceeds in constructing and presenting a mimicry of
science, not to say denialism [13]. According to this,
the appearance is maintained that there is still an
unresolved scientific dissent to the evidence base.
The stakes of politics should also not be underesti-
mated. For example, politicians first in Bavaria and
later in Switzerland voted in favor of studies to explore
homeopathics as a possible antibiotic alternative [13].

Homeopathy and antibiotics

Antibiotic-resistant bacteria and germs are emerging
as serious medical problems. For example, the WHO
estimates that the probability of dying from resistant
germs is 64% higher than from non-resistant germs
[13]. To solve this problem, researchers are looking

for new therapeutic approaches and antibiotic alter-
natives. As homeopathy was also recently brought in-
creasingly and specifically into focus as an antibiotic
alternative, this point will be discussed in more de-
tail here. The fact that representatives of homeopathy
are promoting it under the banner of the antibiotic
resistance problem is not a new development, how-
ever. It should be mentioned here that the first dis-
covery of a pathogen as the cause of a disease (Bacil-
lus anthracis, anthrax, discovered by Robert Koch in
1876) occurred well after the postulation of home-
opathy (1796). The work of Robert Koch, as well as
that of Ignaz Semmelweis and Louis Pasteur, is now
considered a scientific refutation of Hahnemannian
homeopathy [16]. Currently, no valid scientific stud-
ies exist that justify homeopathy as an alternative to
antibiotics.

When investigated by scientifically sound ap-
proaches, homeopathy does not have any effect
beyond a placebo [2, 4, 17]. The placebo effect is
irrelevant in serious bacterial infections. Studies that
at first glance attribute a positive effect to homeopa-
thy (currently around 4000 studies [10]) show clear
deficits and bias on closer examination. Neverthe-
less, the unbroken social reputation of homeopathy is
a worrying problem. The best example of this reputa-
tion is the aforementioned decision by the Bavarian
parliament to commission a study to explore the po-
tential of homeopathy as an alternative to antibiotics.
This decision is not compatible with the overall neg-
ative evidence for homeopathy and consequently has
been strongly criticized several times [13, 16].

Add-on: homeopathy—The remedies and what is
“inside”

Homeopathy recognizes potentially any source mate-
rial as a candidate for a cure. Hahnemann did dis-
tinguish between the plant, animal and mineral king-
doms, but in doing so he only wanted to cover the
totality of the forms of existence without prioritizing
one or more of them.

As he focused on the spiritual medicinal power
inherent in the substances and not on material inter-
actions, it is not surprising that his exegetes in mod-
ern times even expanded this spectrum. They added
things like electromagnetic radiation (e.g. several
types of light) and the like to the possible source
substances, mostly in the erroneous assumption that
this was not a matter of material from the outset, but
of (undefined) information or energy. These initial
substances are generally referred to as imponder-
ables. Substances, often artificially produced and/or
mixtures, for which an association is made between
their everyday use and their alleged suitability for
curing certain symptoms are also usually referred to
as imponderables. Examples are Berlinum moratium
(Berlin Wall) for feelings of abandonment, separation
and repression or gunpowder in cases of inflammation
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of skin and tissue wounds, even sepsis. Such purely
associative symptoms, not found in a homeopathic
remedy test, are not compatible with Hahnemann’s
teaching.

In this respect, the spectrum of homeopathic
source materials is potentially unlimited. As a result,

Table 1 Table showing the breadth of possible ingredi-
ents of homeopathy. Examples are listed. The examples
are sorted according to the different homeopathic king-
doms
Plant kingdom

Acidum formicicum globules Formic acid

Adonis vernalis globules Adonis

Allium sativum globules Garlic

Baptista globules Wild indigo

Belladonna globules Atropa belladonna

Bellis rerennis globules Daisy

Candida albicans globules Yeast

Digitalis globules Red thimble

Eucalyptus globules Blue eucalyptus

Nux vomica globules Poison nut, Jatropha

Okoubaka globules Bark of the West African jungle
tree
(Okoubaka aubrevillei)

Opium globules Opium poppy

Animal Kingdom

Apis mellifica globules Honeybee

Bufo globules Common toad

Falco pelegrinus globules Peregrine falcon

Lac defloratum globules Skimmed cow milk

Lachesis globules Venom of the South American
bushmaster snake

Latrodectus mactans globules Black widow

Naja tripudians globules Indian cobra

Pel myotis globules Moleskin

Mineral Kingdom

Calcium carbonicum globules Oyster shell lime

Ferrum metallicum globules Iron

Glonoinum globules Sulfuric and nitric acid

Hamamelis globules Virginia witch hazel

Jodum globules Iodine

Kalium chloratum globules Potassium chloride

Magnesium sulfuricum globules Magnesium salt

Mercurius cyanatus globules Mercury cyanide compound

Imponderables

Electricitas globules Electricity

Glyphosathe globules Glyphosate herbicide

Luna globules Lunar light (from different moon
phases)

Magnetic poli ambo globules Magnetic North Pole and Mag-
netic South Pole (already de-
scribed by Hahnemann himself)

Positronium globules Positively charged electrons

Sol globules Sunlight

X-Ray globules X-rays

several thousand monopreparations alone (which fol-
low Hahnemann’s guideline to always use only one
single remedy) are available. In Table 1, some ingre-
dients of known globules are mentioned. It becomes
clear that modern homeopathy has far more ingredi-
ents than simple medicinal plants [18].

Despite a great number of so-called complex reme-
dies offered, combining two or more substances con-
tradicts Hahnemann’s principle of the only and one
single remedy (unitas remedii), often named as one of
Hahnemann’s basic laws.

Special forms are so-called nosodes, which follow
a special nomenclature that is not fully compatible
with the basic homeopathic idea of the simile but
is closer to isopathy (the cure with a “same”, Latin
name per idem) [19]. Hahnemann rejected the idea
of healing per idem, i.e. isopathy, in his final 6th edi-
tion of the Organon as “contrary to all common sense
and therefore also to all experience”. Nevertheless,
nosodes are widely accepted as part of the homeo-
pathic universe.

� Nosodesof pathogenic origin: according to the orig-
inal idea of the founder of homeopathy in Amer-
ica, Constantin Hering (1800–1880), are prepared
from the pathogens or excretions of infectious dis-
eases; these are used e.g. for the so-called homeo-
pathic vaccination. The incompatibility with Hah-
nemann’s homeopathy here is also that the latter
knows no prophylaxis but wants to intervene in an
already detuned spiritual life force. This kind of
nosodes is only offered in high potencies (C30, C200
and the higher LM potencies) [17]. Hering’s first
nosode, Psorinum (from pus of scabies sores) is still
in the repertoire of homeopathy today.

� Autonosodes: called sarcodes in homeopathy and
also in the Homeopathic Pharmacopoeia, referring
to their origin from body tissues. Autonosodes are
prepared from bodily substances of the individ-
ual patient, perhaps best known are the placenta
nosodes. Pathologically altered bodily substances,
as in Hering’s nosodes, play no role here, with a few
exceptions. Here we actually see isopathic remedies
in their pure form. Their application shows a wide
range, which is not limited to pathologies.

� Vaccine nosodes: vaccine nosodes are prepared
from vaccines (not pathogens as with Hering’s
nosodes), as classical homeopathic remedies ac-
cording to the principle of similarity, which are
used against complaints that may occur after vac-
cinations (drainage, detoxification), which is most
compatible with classical homeopathy and also has
nothing to do with prophylaxis; however, the ques-
tion should be raised how the vaccine nosode knows
what the complaints are and what the desired reac-
tions of the immune system in the patient are [19,
20].
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Benefit or harm?

It is obvious that the widespread reputation of home-
opathy as a gentle, side effect-free and above all effec-
tive medicine raises considerable problems given the
established facts. For a long time, despite the know-
ledge of the medical irrelevance of homeopathy, sci-
entific and medical circles did not focus on the issue
because it was assumed that the use of homeopathy
did not benefit but did not harm either.

This has become untenable today. Of course, as
a specifically ineffective method based on scientifi-
cally untenable premises, homeopathy has the poten-
tial to mislead and harm patients. It is no longer jus-
tifiable to take an indifferent or neutral stance on the
subject of homeopathy. Reasons of scientific, espe-
cially medical, ethics require that homeopathy propa-
ganda be publicly and argumentatively resisted in the
interest of patients.

The World Medical Association has taken a clear
position in its Declaration on Pseudoscience and Pseu-
dotherapies in the Field of Health in 2020 [21]:

Pseudoscience and pseudotherapies represent
a complex system of theories, assumptions, as-
sertions and methods erroneously regarded as
scientific, they may cause some patients to per-
ceive a cause-and-effect relationship between
pseudotherapies and the perception of improve-
ment, hence they may be very dangerous and are
unethical. [. . . ]

Many countries lack the regulatory framework to
address these pseudotherapies, which has allowed
their proliferation. In the past, the medical profes-
sion considered them to be harmless due to their
perceived lack of side effects, but nowadays there is
enough evidence to suggest that they can pose a risk
to patient safety. Pseudoscience and pseudotherapies
may have significant potential risks and harms for
various reasons:

� There is a risk that patients abandon effective med-
ical treatment or prevention measures in favor of
practices that have not demonstrated therapeutic
value, sometimes leading to treatment failure for
critical conditions that may even lead to death.

� There are frequent likelihoods of dangerous de-
lays and loss of opportunity in the application of
medicines, procedures and techniques recognized
and endorsed by the scientific medical community
as evidence-based effective interventions.

� They may cause patients to suffer financial dam-
ages, psychological and physical trauma, and go
against the dignity of people, threatening their
moral integrity.

� Unproven therapies may contribute to the rising of
healthcare procedures.

This is absolutely unequivocal. All those who care
about patient welfare should therefore take every

opportunity to counter pseudo-medicine, especially
the widespread and popular homeopathy, in med-
ical practice, academic, research and public health
systems with enlightenment and education.

Funding This article received no types of financial funding.

Author Contribution All authors had access to the data and
a role in writing the manuscript.

Conflict of interest Y. Borkens is a member of the German
health thinktankInformationsnetzwerkHomöopathie.U.En-
druscheit is a member, author and spokesman of the Ger-
man health think tank Informationsnetzwerk Homöopathie.
C.W. Lübbers is amember, author and spokesman of the Ger-
man health think tank Informationsnetzwerk Homöopathie.
There areno fees or benefits for this activity. The INH is a non-
profit organization in the field of consumer and patient pro-
tection. There is no conflict of interest beyond that.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Com-
mons Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits
use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in
anymedium or format, as long as you give appropriate credit
to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to
the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were
made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’sCreativeCommons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to thematerial. If material
is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and
your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or
exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permis-
sion directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this
licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

1. Mukerji N, Ernst E. Why homoeopathy is pseudoscience.
Synthèse. 2022;200:394.

2. CukaciC,FreissmuthM,MannC,etal. Againstallodds—the
persistent popularity of homeopathy. Wien KlinWochen-
schr. 2020;132(9–10):232–42.

3. Pinet P. Hufeland (1762–1836) et I’homéopathie. Rev Hist
Pharm(paris). 2022;50(335):481–94.

4. Schmacke N. Homöopathie: Heilslehre „ohne Substanz“.
Bundesgesundheitsblatt. 2020;63(5):541–7.

5. Zauner B. Erwiderung: Homöopathie als sinnvolle
Ergänzung der konventionellen Medizin. Klinikarzt.
2019;48(8–9):317–8.

6. Keinki C, Aust N, Grams N, Hübner J. Homöopathie und
evidenzbasierteMedizin: Nutzen und potenzielle Risiken.
Klinikarzt. 2019;48(1–2):12–7.

7. DyerP.Homœopathy. BostonMedSurgJ.1853;49:323–4.
8. Grams N. Homöopathie: Klar als Humbug ansprechen.

DtschApothZtg. 2015;155(32).
9. Böhmermann J. Homöopathie wirkt* | NEO MAGAZIN

ROYAL mit Jan Böhmermann – ZDFneo. YouTube: ZDF
MAGAZIN ROYALE. 2019. https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=pU3sAYRl4-k. Accessed: 18.November2022.

10. Grams N. Homeopathy—where is the science?: A cur-
rent inventory on a pre-scientific artifact. EMBO Rep.
2019;20(3):e47761.

11. Härter M, Koch-Gromus W. Wie viel Mythos verträgt die
moderneMedizinundwieviel (mehr) Evidenzbraucht sie?
Bundesgesundheitsblatt. 2020;63(5):503–5.

K Homeopathy—A lively relic of the prescientific era 183

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pU3sAYRl4-k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pU3sAYRl4-k


perspective

12. Scholz M. WarumHomöopathiekritik wichtig ist. In: Kri-
tische Beiträge zur Alternativmedizin: Gesammelte Blog-
beiträge2015–2018. 1sted.Norderstedt:BooksonDemand;
2018. pp.11–2.

13. Borkens Y, Plasberg Y. Der Bayerische Landtag und die
Homöopathie – ein kritischer Kommentar zum Antrag
„Todesfälle durch multiresistente Keime vermeiden IV“
(Drucksache18/3320). EthikMed. 2020;32(3):279–87.

14. Nguyen-Kim MT. Homöopathie-Gesetz: Deutschlands
schlechtestes Gesetz. YouTube: maiLab. 2019. https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=7tEoehixGvk. Accessed: 18.
November2022.

15. Grams N, Endruscheit U. Medien und Homöopathie:
BerichterstattungzwischenLobbynäheundWissenschafts-
ferne. Bundesgesundheitsblatt. 2020;64(1):62–9.

16. Lübbers CW, Endruscheit U. Homöopathie – eine Thera-
pieoptionfürdiePraxis?:BewertungunterdemBlickwinkel
derevidenzbasiertenMedizin.HNO. 2021;69(8):679–90.

17. National Health and Medical Research Council. NHMRC
statement: statement on homeopathy. Australian gov-

ernment. 2015. https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/sites/default/
files/images/nhmrc-statement-on-homeopathy.pdf. Ac-
cessed: 20.November2022.

18. Globuli.de. Globuli Liste | Homöopathische Einzelmittel
von A-Z. ENB – Europäischer Naturheilbund e.V.. https://
www.globuli.de/einzelmittel/. Accessed: 21. November
2022.

19. INH. “Homeopathic Vaccines” and “Nosodes”. Informa-
tionsnetzwerk Homöopathie. 2019. https://netzwerk-
homoeopathie.info/en/homoeopathische-impfungen-
und-nosoden/. Accessed: 22.November2022.

20. Rieder MJ, Robinson JL. ‘Nosodes’ are no substitute for
vaccines. PaediatrChildHealth. 2015;20(4):219–22.

21. WMA. WMA declaration on pseudoscience and pseu-
dotherapies in thefieldofhealth. Adoptedbythe72stWMA
General Assembly (Online), Cordoba, Spain,October 2020.
WorldMedJ.2020;66(4):21–2.

Publisher’sNote SpringerNature remainsneutralwith regard
to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

184 Homeopathy—A lively relic of the prescientific era K

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7tEoehixGvk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7tEoehixGvk
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/sites/default/files/images/nhmrc-statement-on-homeopathy.pdf
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/sites/default/files/images/nhmrc-statement-on-homeopathy.pdf
https://www.globuli.de/einzelmittel/
https://www.globuli.de/einzelmittel/
https://netzwerk-homoeopathie.info/en/homoeopathische-impfungen-und-nosoden/
https://netzwerk-homoeopathie.info/en/homoeopathische-impfungen-und-nosoden/
https://netzwerk-homoeopathie.info/en/homoeopathische-impfungen-und-nosoden/

	Homeopathy—A lively relic of the prescientific era
	Summary
	Homeopathy and the basic assumptions
	What is homeopathy?
	Who discovered homeopathy?

	Why is homeopathy criticism important?
	Homeopathy and its impact on the public
	Homeopathy and its impact on scientific integrity
	Homeopathy in the media
	Homeopathy and antibiotics

	Add-on: homeopathy—The remedies and what is “inside”
	Benefit or harm?
	References


