(suffering, feeling). He gave his patients very small doses of those plant, animal or mineral materials that, as larger doses, produced in healthy volunteers symp-toms similar to those observed as disease symptoms in the patient. The volunteers' symptoms were rec-orded in a series of experiments or 'provings'. Later Hahnemann formed the view that yet smaller doses would be more effective (his 'law of infinitesimals') and used huge or even more 'potent' (!) dilutions, in which, we now realize, no molecule of the provings material could remain.

What do homoeopathic medicines contain?

Official homoeopathic drugs are listed in Homœo- pathic Pharmacopœias, which describe from what and how the drug should be prepared. Only those subjected to 'proving' generations ago are included in that of the USA. Nothing is said about their use (the manufacturer, practitioner or the patient decides that) and, although recognized as drugs in law, the author-ities do not accept they are efficacious. Freedom from adverse effects is not required, nor demonstration of efficacy by properly conducted and significantly valid randomised double blind placebo-controlled trials, as do modern drugs making therapeutic claims. 

   Homoeopathic preparations are made by diluting in alcohol or water a solution of the material used in the provings. If it is not soluble, a powder is made and another powder (lactose) is used for dilutions. Re-peated dilutions of 1 in 10 (decimal potency, or 1X) or 1 in 100 (centesimal potency, 1C) are made. A 6X or 3C preparation contains the starting material diluted one in a million (1 in 106). Beyond a dilution of 1 in 1024 (24X or 12C) not even a single molecule of the starting material is likely to be present. At these dilutions the homoeodrugs just contain water or lactose plus an array of contaminants collected on the way. Each dilution involves vigorous shaking (or with powders, grinding), a process called 'succussion', which homoeopaths claim 'potentizes' the diluent molecules. So absence of any starting material in preparations greater than 24X or 12C is not a problem.

Does homoeopathy have any basis in science? 

According to accepted physics, chemistry, and pharmacol-ogy, the answer is no; biologically, as a placebo (mind over body), the answer is yes.1  Those with scientific training claiming it is more than a placebo are presumably in denial. They will produce an impressive array of anecdotes about those with self-limiting2 or incurable (often terminal) condit-ions being cured by homoeopathic remedies, which proves they 'work'.3  They ignore the fact that all self-limiting and a small proportion of 'terminal' conditions (some possibly mis-diagnosed anyway) can resolve spontaneously for reasons yet to be explained by mainstream science other than that the brain and/or the endocrine system and/or immune system of the patient gets back into the right gear in some way.  To convince others (and presumably themselves) that the prep-aration really is therapeutic, homoeopaths have developed some amazing theories about how all the shaking of the dilutions in some way 'energises' everything, while the diluent retains a 'memory' of the absent provings material.4 And all cloaked in scientific gobbledy-gook3,5 or mysticism6 to provide a veneer of veracity. Phenomena reported as evidence for 'dynamization' are probably a result of micro-cavitation chemistry and/or microbial growth in the prep-arations. Barrett's glossary has useful explanations of some of the weird terms and concepts used.7
Are homoeopathic remedies any use?

The remedies can be of use, but not for the reasons claimed by practitioners. Since homoeopathic preparations contain only water and maybe some alcohol, or lactose, they will have a positive effect under only one circumstance. This is when the patient believes they will actually make them better, thus providing relief through purely placebo effect. Of course those who understand what homoeopathic prepar-ations really are will not be helped, unless they are in denial. Nor will pets, infants, and toddlers ( they do not really understand; a placebo won't work with them, although it may relieve anxiety in their carers (if believers) and hence change the way the latter behave − with benefit to the patient. 

Are homoeopathic remedies harmful?

The majority of ailments are not life threatening. Some are acute and self-limiting (eg. the common cold), or chronic and sporadic (eg. arthritis) or imagined (eg. phantom pregnancies). Thus taking a preparation that contains just water or lactose can do no harm in the short-term (except to the lactose intolerant) and, if believed in, may do some good. However, where a condition can be treated with an effective medication able to reduce long-term tissue damage or prevent death, not to do so is a bad idea ( placebo effect not withstanding. In these circumstances homoeopathic remedies, taken on their own, should be regarded as being as harmful as taking nothing at all.8,9  But when lulling someone into a sense of false security (eg. as 'vaccines', cancer 'cures') they are dangerous8,10,11

Is the advice of homoeopaths valuable? 

Edwards and Stollznow12 state "Homoeopathy is a branch of holistic medicine where the only diagnostic tool is the interview between patient and practitioner. Apparently the function of the homoeopath is not to diagnose a disease state, nor to observe any signs that may indicate present or impending illnesses. Homo-eopaths believe that a patient’s mental, physical and spiritual state must be addressed, before their overall health can be determined and suitable remedies ( often inconsistent with traditional medicine ( can be created specifically for the individual. Homoeopathic med-icine is based on the principle that symptoms of illness are not the result of disease but caused by the body’s attempts to fight the illness". A homoeopath who is very ethical, experienced, and a skilful diagnostician will realise when his or her placebo preparations are inappropriate and in these circumstances advise the patient to seek appropriate proven treatments.13  Others may make inappropriate diagnoses, sell some homoeo-pathic preparation along with some reassuring patter, and at best advise their customer to seek medical advice if their symptoms persist, or at worst come back for more of the same stuff.12,14,15  Not valuable

advice if you have a bad attack of gout, acute append-icitis, streptococcal pneumonia or meningococcal meningitis. It is probably better to seek advice from a pharmacist (usually free advice) or medical practit-ioner (usually only a few dollars) skeptical of homo-eopathy.

Are the claims for homoeopathic remedies valid?

No homoeopath will tell you his or her preparations are placebos ( because then their effect would be lost!  Instead all sorts of pseudoscientific claptrap will be dished out to convince you what you will be sold is going to improve your condition. Properly conducted clinical trials with homoeopathic preparations demon-strate they are without therapeutic effect.16,17 So how can claims that they are anything other than a placebo be valid? To avoid prosecution for fraud, homoeopaths are taught to be very careful what they say. But some are careless.18
Why are homoeopaths allowed to practise?

Since homoeopathy has similarities with fundamental religion,19 one reason homoeopathy is still allowed may be a fear by politicians of a well-funded and orchestrated backlash from those whose credibility and livelihood would be threatened.11,20 Another is prob-ably the fact that homoeopathic medicines in them-selves are non-toxic and the principle of 'buyer beware' should be left to operate in a democracy. A third reason is because Queen Elizabeth is a firm believer in homoeopathy, as, it seems, are her horses. Another may be because acolytes of homoeopathy are nominated to be in charge of drug approvals ( as has been reported to be the case in Canada.21  Probably the major reason (which won't be publicly admitted) is one of short-term economics: the more the population con-sumes preparations not on the pharmaceutical benefits list, and visit practitioners outside the health system, the smaller the health budget can be, with a bonus of 10% GST (the services of acupuncturists, herbalists and naturopaths excepted). Furthermore, the more quickly individuals with terminal illness die through inappropriate treatment, the fewer the hospital beds needed. Of course the longer-term economic downside is the premature loss of productive members of society (such as children from leukaemia or women from breast cancer) through ineffective medication. It would be useful to know what the economic bottom line is. Maybe Health Funds giving rebates for homoeopathy know, but aren't telling.9,22
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What is Homoeopathy?

The Homœopathic Pharmacopœia of the United States states "Homeopathy is the art and the science of healing the sick by using substances capable of causing the same symptoms, syn-dromes and conditions when administered to healthy people .... Central to all homeopathy is the determination of the effect of substances on healthy volunteers and the use of the developed "drug picture" by the consumer and/or trained health care practitioners according to the homeo-pathic principle of similia similibus curentur - Let likes be cured by Likes". Get the picture? If not, read on!

How did homoeopathy start?

In the early 1500s Paracelsus pushed an old idea that disease should be treated with small amounts of the drug that, in larger doses, gave the same symptoms as the disease. [This is the principle behind desensitisation to allergens in use today.] In the late 1700s Hahnemann took this further: he called it homoeopathy (in the USA = homeo-pathy) after the Greek homoios (like) and patheia 
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