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Spanish AEMPS Homeopathy Report Misrepresents the Scientific Evidence

A new report? by the Spanish Agency for Medicines and Health Products (AEMPS) was commissioned as
part of the government's #CoNprueba programme?, explicitly designed to "dismantle" pseudo-therapies.
Production of the report was also overseen by Minister of Health — Mdnica Garcia — who publicly
described homeopathy as "a scam"3 in October 2024. This context raises legitimate concerns about
whether the report was designed to reach a predetermined conclusion. Analysis of the report shows that
concerns of bias are well-founded: this low-quality report presents a fundamentally distorted picture of
the available scientific evidence, and the AEMPS's public claim that there is "no scientific evidence" of
efficacy of homeopathy for any condition? is not supported by the results of their report.

The report misrepresents its own findings

The AEMPS report assessed 64 systematic reviews and concluded, in its own Summary of Findings, that
"the evidence is insufficient to make a treatment recommendation with homeopathic products in any
pathology." This inconclusive result — that some evidence exists, but not enough to make a clinical
recommendation — was publicly communicated as a finding of "no evidence" whatsoever. Inaccurately
reporting insufficient evidence as no evidence misleads both policy-makers and the public.

Unsubstantiated claims are presented as established fact
The report makes three assertions that are scientifically unjustifiable:

e |t states that homeopathic products perform no better than placebo, yet no reference is provided
to support this claim and the report fails to accurately report on peer-reviewed systematic
reviews which found evidence of beneficial effects beyond placebo.>®

e The report describes a trend — that homeopathic effect sizes diminish as study quality increases
— as a "well-known empirical fact" yet the study cited to support this claim directly contradicts
it, stating clearly that this correlation was not statistically significant’. Furthermore, the report
omits a study by the same research team finding the opposite result — that the largest clinical
effects were found in the highest quality studies and this was statistically significant®.

e The report states that substituting homeopathic treatment for evidence-based approaches is "the
main risk associated with the use of these products", yet no evidence is provided to substantiate
this assertion. Notably, the large-scale French EPI3 study (8,500 participants) directly contradicts
AEMPS’s claim that homeopathy puts patients at risk®: the study assessed homeopathy use under
real-world primary care conditions and found that patients treated with homeopathy had similar
outcomes to those receiving conventional medicine, using fewer conventional drugs, with no
safety concerns — specifically stating that there was “no loss of therapeutic opportunity”.

The AEMPS’s own safety assessment draws on just two sources — a 2012 case series review and a
2016 meta-analysis — omitting five of six available systematic reviews, all of which conclude that
adverse effects of homeopathy are mild, moderate, and transient®!3. Thus, the claim that
homeopathy poses a patient safety risk is entirely unsubstantiated.



The report fails to meet basic methodological standards

A review of this scope and consequence should adhere to the standard, established methodology for this
study type (an umbrella review)*. However, the AEMPS report fails to do so on multiple counts: the study
was not pre-registered with PROSPERO; used an unspecified, unvalidated quality assessment tool rather
than the standard AMSTAR-2 tool*>; excluded the Cochrane Library from its database search; and applied
no GRADE certainty-of-evidence ratings, overlap analysis, or sensitivity analyses. Taken together, these
significant omissions — none of which are acknowledged as limitations — are sufficient to render the
report's conclusions scientifically invalid.

The existence of basic research on homeopathy is denied entirely

The report asserts that theories of mechanism of action for homeopathy have "no empirical or scientific
support." This is factually incorrect. Systematic reviews have found that 72% of physicochemical studies
have reported specific structural, thermal or spectroscopic features of homeopathic preparations that
differ from control solvents?!®; and 77% of biological experiments report measurable, reproducible effects
of homeopathic medicines across various models? including studies on cells'” 8, animals!® and plants?°.
Most recently, evidence of physiological effects has extended to agriculture/aquaculture, with highly-
diluted homeopathic preparations being shown to improve survival, growth and reproduction in multiple
species e.g. molluscs, fish and crustaceans under controlled farming conditions??*. Excluding the entire
field of basic research, which provides data directly relevant to topics raised in the report, is not
scientifically defensible.

Conclusion

HRI does not dispute that the clinical evidence for efficacy of homeopathy in specific pathologies requires
strengthening before clinical guidelines can actively recommend homeopathic treatment for named
conditions. However, it is clear that the AEMPS report presents a fundamentally distorted and
incomplete picture of the scientific evidence on homeopathy, reaching conclusions that cannot be
considered accurate or objective, and are therefore invalid.

References

1. Agencia Espafiola de Medicamentos y Productos Sanitarios (AEMPS). Homeopatia y productos homeopaticos:
evaluacion de las evidencias acerca de su eficacia y seguridad [Internet]. Madrid: Ministerio de Sanidad, Gobierno
de Espaiia; 2026 Apr 21 [cited 8 May 2026].

2. Ministerio de Sanidad; Ministerio de Ciencia, Innovaciéon y Universidades. #CoNprueba — Plan para la proteccion
de la salud frente a las pseudoterapias [Internet]. Madrid: Gobierno de Espafia; [cited 8 May 2026].

3. Sanidad permite 1.290 medicamentos de homeopatia pese a admitir que son una «estafa» [Internet]. Madrid:
The Objective; 2024 Oct 3 [cited 8 May 2026].

4. Ministerio de Sanidad. El Ministerio de Sanidad concluye que no existe evidencia cientifica que avale la eficacia
de la homeopatia en ninguna patologia [nota de prensa, Internet]. Madrid: Gobierno de Espafia; 2026 Apr 21
[cited 8 May 2026].

5. Mathie RT et al. Randomised placebo-controlled trials of individualised homeopathic treatment: systematic
review and meta-analysis. Systematic Reviews, 2014; 3: 142


https://www.aemps.gob.es/informa/docs/informe-homeopatia-2026.pdf
https://www.conprueba.es/
https://theobjective.com/economia/2024-10-03/sanidad-permite-medicamentos-homeopatia-estafa/
https://www.sanidad.gob.es/en/gabinete/notasPrensa.do?id=6893

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Perry R, et al. The effectiveness of homeopathy in relieving symptoms and reducing antibiotic use in patients with
otitis media: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Heliyon, 2024; 10(20): e39174

Mathie RT, et al. Randomised, double-blind, placebo-controlled trials of non-individualised homeopathic
treatment: systematic review and meta-analysis. Syst Rev. 2017; 6(1): 63.

Moride Y. Methodological Considerations in the Assessment of Effectiveness of Homeopathic Care: A Critical
Review of the EPI3 Study. Homeopathy. 2022;111(2):147-151.

Dantas F, Rampes H. Do homeopathic medicines provoke adverse effects? A systematic review. Br Homeopath J,
2000; 89 Suppl 1:535-8.

Bornhoft G, Matthiessen PF, editors. Homeopathy in Healthcare: Effectiveness, Appropriateness, Safety, Costs.
Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer; 2011.

Jong MC, et al. Adverse drug reactions to anthroposophic and homeopathic solutions for injection: a systematic
evaluation of German pharmacovigilance databases. Pharmacoepidemiol Drug Saf, 2012; Dec; 21(12): 1295-301.

Stub T, et al. Adverse effects of homeopathy, what do we know? A systematic review and meta-analysis of
randomized controlled trials. Complement Ther Med, 2016; Jun 26:146-63.

Stub T, et al. Adverse effects in homeopathy. A systematic review and meta-analysis of observational studies.
EXPLORE, 2022; 18(1), 114-128.

Gates M, et al. Guidance for overviews of reviews continues to accumulate, but important challenges remain: a
scoping review. Syst Rev. 2018; 7(1): 169.

Shea BJ, et al. AMSTAR 2: a critical appraisal tool for systematic reviews that include randomised or non-
randomised studies of healthcare interventions. BMJ, 2017; 358.

Tournier AL, et al. Physicochemical Investigations of Homeopathic Preparations: A Systematic Review and
Bibliometric Analysis-Part 2. J Altern Complement Med 2019; 25: 890-901.

Witt CM et al. The in vitro evidence for an effect of high homeopathic potencies — a systematic review of the
literature. Complement Ther Med. 2007; 15: 128-138.

Lejri |, et al. Gelsemium low doses protect against serum deprivation induced stress on mitochondria in neuronal
cells. J Ethnopharmacol, 2025; 336: 118714.

Harrer B. Replication of an experiment on extremely diluted thyroxine and highland amphibians.
Homeopathy,2013; 102(1):25-30.

Ucker A, et al. Critical evaluation of specific efficacy of preparations produced according to European
Pharmacopeia monograph 2371. Biomedicines.,2022; 10(3):552.

Garcia-Corona JL et al. Examination of the effects of highly diluted bioactive compounds on gametogenesis in
relation to energy budget and oocyte quality in mussel (Modiolus capax) broodstock. Aquaculture, 2024; 578:
740080.

Mazdn-Suastegui JM et al. Highly diluted bioactive compounds increase growth, survival, and condition factor in
spotted rose snapper Lutjanus guttatus juveniles. Lat Am J Aquat Res, 2025; 53:337-345.

Mazén-Suastegui JM et al. Growth, survival, and modulation of the intestinal microbiota of shrimp Penaeus
vannamei fed with probiotic actinomycetes and highly diluted bioactive compounds. Lat Am J Aquat Res, 2025;
53:242-254,



