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EVIDENCE-BASED HOMEOPATHY: A COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW
OF RECENT META-ANALYSES AND SYSTEMATIC REVIEWS
(2020-2025)

Abstract

Background: Homeopathy remains a controversial therapeutic modality with ongoing debates about
its clinical effectiveness. Recent years have seen increased efforts to standardize research methodology
and improve evidence quality.

Objective: To provide a comprehensive overview of evidence-based homeopathy through systematic
analysis of recent meta-analyses and systematic reviews published between 2020-2025.

Methods: We conducted a comprehensive literature search across multiple databases (SciSpace,
PubMed, Google Scholar) focusing on meta-analyses and systematic reviews of homeopathic
interventions published from 2020 onwards. Studies were analyzed for methodological quality, clinical
effectiveness, safety profiles, and areas of ongoing controversy.

Results: Analysis of 240 studies revealed heterogeneous, generally low-certainty evidence. Recent
meta-analyses show occasional small pooled effects for specific preparations (e.g., Arnica montana
postoperative: Hedges' g = 0.18, 95% CI —0.007 to 0.373), but findings are limited by small sample
sizes, methodological heterogeneity, and high risk of bias in primary studies. New methodological
frameworks (Sum-HomlS, CATHIS) have been developed to standardize research approaches and
improve evidence quality.

Conclusions: Contemporary evidence indicates occasional small effects for specific homeopathic
preparations but persistent methodological limitations that constrain clinical inference. The field
requires adherence to harmonized methodological recommendations, improved trial conduct, and
adequately powered comparative effectiveness studies.
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Introduction

Homeopathy, a system of medicine
developed by Samuel Hahnemann in the
late 18th century, is based on the principles
of "like cures like" (similia similibus
curentur) and the use of highly diluted
substances [1]. Despite widespread global
use, homeopathy remains one of the most
controversial forms of complementary and
alternative medicine, with ongoing debates
about its clinical effectiveness and
mechanisms of action [2,3].

The evidence base for homeopathy has
been subject to numerous systematic
reviews and meta-analyses over the past
decades, with conflicting conclusions
depending on methodological approaches
and inclusion criteria [4]. Recent years have
witnessed increased efforts to standardize
research methodology in homeopathic
research, with the development of
specialized  assessment  tools  and
harmonized protocols [5,6].

Volume:01; Issue:01; Oct -Dec 2025 2



http://www.jahsjournal.in/

@ Journal of Advanced Homoepathic Studies (JAHS)
Website: www.jahsjournal.in

This comprehensive review aims to
synthesize the current state of evidence-
based homeopathy by analyzing recent
meta-analyses and systematic reviews
published between 2020-2025, focusing on
methodological quality, clinical
effectiveness across different conditions,
safety profiles, and emerging research
directions.

Methods

Search Strategy

A comprehensive literature search was
conducted across multiple databases
including SciSpace, PubMed/MEDLINE,
and Google Scholar from January 2020 to
October 2025. Search terms included

combinations of "homeopathy,"
"homeopathic," "meta-analysis,"
"systematic review," "evidence-based,"

"clinical effectiveness," and "randomized
controlled trial."

Inclusion Criteria:

Studies were included if they were:

e Meta-analyses or  systematic
reviews of homeopathic
interventions

e Published in peer-reviewed journals
between 2020-2025
e Available in English
e Focused on clinical effectiveness,
safety, or methodological aspects of
homeopathy
Data Extraction and Analysis
Data  were  extracted on  study
characteristics, methodological quality
assessments, clinical outcomes, effect sizes,
safety profiles, and author conclusions.
Methodological quality was assessed using
established frameworks including
AMSTAR-2 for systematic reviews.
Results
Overview of Evidence Quality and
Methodology

Analysis of recent systematic reviews and
meta-analyses reveals significant
methodological heterogeneity in
homeopathic research. The Sum-HomlIS
(Summarizing Methods for Homeopathic
Intervention Studies) group has proposed
harmonized recommendations for selecting
and summarizing homeopathic intervention
studies to address these inconsistencies [7].
Additionally, the CATHIS (Critical
Appraisal  Tool  for  Homeopathic
Intervention Studies) framework has been
developed to combine conventional validity
criteria with model-validity assessments
specific to homeopathic practice [8].
Common  methodological  challenges
identified across reviews include:
1. Small sample sizes in primary
studies
2. High or unclear risk of bias in
randomized controlled trials
3. Heterogeneous interventions
(individualized Vs. non-
individualized approaches)
4. Varied comparators (placebo, active
treatments, no treatment)
5. Inconsistent outcome selection and
reporting [9]
A recent re-analysis of reporting bias found
that 93% of registered homeopathy trials
were published and 60% of published trials
were registered, with lower rates of
prospective  outcome switching than
previously claimed [10]. This suggests
improvements in research transparency
compared to earlier assessments.
Key Findings from Recent Meta-
Analyses
Postoperative Applications
The most robust recent meta-analysis
examined Arnica montana for postoperative
outcomes. Using random-effects modeling
with Hedges' g correction for small
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samples, the analysis found a small effect
versus placebo (g =0.18, 95% CI —0.007 to
0.373; p = 0.059). However, when
compared to active treatments, results were
highly heterogeneous and driven primarily
by  non-randomized  studies,  with
randomized evidence converging toward
null effects [11].

Psychiatric Conditions: A 2024 meta-
analysis of homeopathic remedies in
psychiatric ~ disorders analyzed nine
randomized controlled trials. Most studies
were judged at high risk of bias, with mixed
results including some favorable subgroup
comparisons. However, the authors
concluded that evidence was insufficient to
support routine clinical use in psychiatric
conditions [12].

Otitis Media:

A recent meta-analysis addressing otitis
media compiled randomized and controlled
studies to assess symptom relief and
antibiotic use. While some studies
suggested potential benefits, heterogeneity
and methodological limitations prevented
definitive efficacy statements [13].
Specialty Applications:

Systematic reviews in specialized areas
(urology, veterinary medicine) report
promising signals in observational datasets
but emphasize that randomized controlled
remains scarce,
underpowered, or at high risk of bias,

trial evidence

preventing robust efficacy claims [14,15].
Clinical Effectiveness Across Conditions
Recent umbrella reviews have documented
substantial variability in methods and
conclusions across condition-specific meta-
analyses. Pooled conclusions appear highly
sensitive to trial selection criteria, quality
weighting approaches, and analytical
choices [16].

Key patterns observed include:

1. Small or null pooled effects that are
sensitive to inclusion of non-
randomized or lower-quality trials

2. High heterogeneity in most meta-
analyses (I> > 50%)

3. Condition-specific ~ variation in
effect sizes and certainty of
evidence

4. Limited replication of positive
findings across independent
research groups

Safety and Adverse Events Profile

Safety reporting in homeopathic trials
remains inadequate for robust meta-
analytic assessment. Most studies provide
limited, reported
adverse event data, preventing pooled
safety analyses. Available evidence
suggests that homeopathic preparations are
well-tolerated, but

non-systematically

generally
comprehensive safety conclusions are not
possible based on current systematic
literature [17].

Comparative Effectiveness

Comparative effectiveness evidence is
condition-specific and method-dependent.
The postoperative Arnica meta-analysis
suggested effects comparable in magnitude
to some anti-inflammatory interventions,
but comparisons were limited by
heterogeneity and inclusion of non-
randomized data [11]. Some observational
studies reported reduced antibiotic
prescribing in integrative care pathways
including homeopathy, but causation and
clinical equivalence to guideline-based care
require rigorous controlled comparisons
[13].

Discussion

The contemporary evidence base for
homeopathy presents a complex picture of
occasional small effects for specific
preparations coupled with persistent
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methodological limitations. Recent meta-
analyses demonstrate improvements in
analytical rigor, including use of
appropriate statistical methods (random-
effects models, small-sample corrections)
and comprehensive sensitivity analyses
[11,12].

However, fundamental challenges remain:

e Study Quality: Most primary
studies continue to exhibit high or
unclear risk of bias

e Sample Sizes: Underpowered trials
limit  detection of clinically
meaningful effects

e Heterogeneity: Substantial variation
in interventions, populations, and
outcomes

e Replication: Limited independent
replication of positive findings

Methodological Innovations

The field has made notable progress in
developing specialized methodological
frameworks. The Sum-HomlS
recommendations provide explicit
guidance for inclusion criteria, pre-
specified subgroup analyses, and consistent
application of risk-of-bias tools [7]. The
CATHIS framework addresses the unique
challenge of assessing both internal validity
and model validity (fidelity to homeopathic
principles) in intervention studies [8].
These innovations represent important
steps toward standardizing research
approaches and improving the
interpretability of evidence syntheses.
Areas of Ongoing Controversy

Key debates in the field center on:

e Trial Quality vs. Model Validity:
Tension between conventional
internal validity metrics and clinical
model validity (how faithfully trials
implement homeopathic practice)

e Interpretation of Small Effects:
Disagreement about the clinical
significance of small statistical
effects

e Meta-Analytic Inclusion Decisions:
How inclusion/exclusion criteria
materially affect conclusions

¢ Plausibility Considerations: Role of
biological plausibility in evidence
evaluation

Limitations and Challenges

This review has several limitations. The
heterogeneity of included studies limits the
ability to draw definitive conclusions about
specific ~ conditions or preparations.
Additionally, the focus on published
systematic ~ reviews = may introduce
publication  bias, as negative or
inconclusive reviews may be less likely to
be published.

The field continues to face fundamental
challenges related to the theoretical
framework of homeopathy and its
compatibility with conventional biomedical
research paradigms. The development of
research methods that can adequately assess
both efficacy and model validity remains an
ongoing challenge.

Future Research Directions

Based on analysis of recent evidence, key
recommendations for future research
include:

e Standardize Synthesis Methods:
Implement Sum-HomlIS and similar
guidance for explicit inclusion
criteria and consistent risk-of-bias
assessment [7]

e Integrate Validity Assessments: Use
combined frameworks (CATHIS)
that assess both internal validity and
homeopathic model validity [8]
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e Improve Trial Registration: Ensure
prospective registration with pre-
specified primary outcomes and
complete adverse event reporting
[10]

e Apply Robust Meta-Analytic
Methods: Use sensitivity analyses
by study design, small-study effect
corrections, and comprehensive
heterogeneity diagnostics [11]

Research Priorities

1. Priority areas for future
investigation include:

2. Well-Powered Randomized
Controlled  Trials:  Adequately

powered studies with standardized
endpoints
3. Innovative Study Designs: Consider
N-of-1 trials or aggregated
individual-patient meta-analyses for
individualized treatments [18]
4. Comparative Eftectiveness
Research: Direct comparisons with
standard care using pragmatic trial
designs
5. Economic  Evaluations:  High-
quality health economic
assessments to inform policy
decisions

6. Safety Studies: Systematic adverse
event monitoring and reporting

Emerging Approaches
Recent protocols describe innovative
approaches including series of N-of-1 trials
for cancer-related fatigue, which may
provide new insights into individualized
homeopathic treatment [18]. Such designs
could help address the challenge of
evaluating  personalized interventions
within rigorous research frameworks.

Conclusion

Contemporary systematic reviews and

meta-analyses of homeopathy indicate

occasional small pooled effects for specific
preparations or indications, but findings are
constrained by pervasive methodological
limitations in primary studies. The evidence
base is characterized by small sample sizes,
high risk of bias, substantial heterogeneity,
and limited replication of positive findings.
The field has made important progress in
developing specialized methodological
frameworks (Sum-HomlS, CATHIS) that
address unique challenges in homeopathic
research. However, significant work
remains to improve the quality and
interpretability of evidence.
The path forward requires:
e Adherence to harmonized
methodological recommendations
e Improved trial conduct and
reporting standards
e Targeted, adequately powered
comparative effectiveness studies
e Integration of conventional validity
assessment with ~model-validity
considerations
While some meta-analyses report small
positive effects, the clinical significance of
these findings remains uncertain given
methodological limitations. Future research
should prioritize methodological rigor
while maintaining sensitivity to the unique
characteristics of homeopathic practice.
The ongoing debate about homeopathy's
effectiveness reflects broader challenges in
evaluating complex interventions and
highlights the importance of transparent,
high-quality =~ research  methods in
complementary medicine research.
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