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By Susan Brinkmann, from the Women of Grace blog, 2008-2015
FDA Warns Consumers to Stop Using Popular Cold Medicine
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=2770  
By Susan Brinkmann, June 18, 2009

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is warning consumers to stop using the popular homeopathic cold remedy, Zicam, because of hundreds of reports of people losing their sense of smell after using the product. 

According to a report in The New York Times, the FDA received 130 reports from consumers and doctors of patients who lost their sense of smell after using one of Zicam’s nasal products, which include Zicam Cold Remedy and Zicam Cold Remedy Swabs. “This disabling loss of one of the five senses may be long lasting or even permanent in some people,” said Deborah M. Autor, director of compliance in the agency’s drug center. “People without the sense of smell may not be able to detect dangers such as gas leaks or smoke. They could lose much of the pleasure of eating, adversely impacting the quality of life.” 

The FDA says their complaints date back to 1999 when Zicam was first introduced by Matrixx Initiatives out of Scottsdale, Arizona. Because Matrixx called Zicam a homeopathic product, it was not required to seek FDA approval before selling it. However, by 2006, Matrixx had paid $12 million to settle 340 lawsuits from users who claimed their sense of smell (known as anosmia) was destroyed by the products. Hundreds more lawsuits have since been filed. The company insists their product is fine, however. “Matrixx Initiatives stands behind the science of its products and its belief that there is no causal link between its intranasal gel products and anosmia,” they said in a recent press release. “For this reason, Matrixx Initiatives believes that the F.D.A. action is unwarranted and will seek a meeting with the F.D.A. to review the company’s product safety data.”  Matrixx had $101 million in sales last year, of which $40 million came from Zicam products. The FDA, which does not have the power to demand a recall, sent a warning letter to Matrixx on June 16 stating that Zicam Cold Remedy intranasal products “may pose a serious risk to consumers who use them” and are “misbranded.” The company has responded by suspending shipments of Zicam and promising to reimburse customers who wanted a refund. 

Is Homeopathy New Age?
http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=13#more-13
By Susan Brinkmann, December 17, 2009

I am often asked about homeopathy and whether or not this is "New Age". The answer to this question is – yes, it’s definitely New Age, and there are some very real health concerns associated with these remedies.

To follow are the "red flags" that were raised during my research into homeopathy.
First of all, homeopathy is referred to in the Pontifical document Jesus Christ, the Bearer of the Water of Life as being one of a variety of holistic health techniques connected with the New Age. (Sec. 2.2.3)

Second, the inventor of homeopathy, Samuel Hahnemann, writes about a "vital force" or "life principle" that he describes as being an energy that is prevalent in every living being, a "spiritual vital force" that animates living organisms and keeps the body working in perfect harmony. (Aphorism 9, Organon) Homeopathy claims to be correcting imbalances in the body’s "vital force" that may manifest as disease.

Third, even though homeopathic remedies are legal and can be found in drug stores, the FDA does not hold them to the same standards as other drugs and has never recognized them as being safe and effective for any medical purpose – which means they could be potentially dangerous. In fact, many homeopathic products have received FDA warning letters because of false claims, including Bio-Botanic for its Homeopathic Herpes Cream, BHI for its BHI Cold remedy and Botanical Laboratories, Inc. for BioAllers.
The only reason the FDA recognizes homeopathy at all is because a homeopathic physician who was serving as a senator in 1938 managed to have all the drugs listed in the Homeopathic Pharmacopeia of the United States recognized as drugs under the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act of 1938.

However, information recently obtained from the FDA by a physician under the Freedom of Information Act found that approval of several dozen homeopathic products was withdrawn in 1970 and no homeopathic drugs have been approved since. (See http://www.quackwatch.com/01QuackeryRelatedTopics/homeo.html )

Homeopathy (derived from the Greek words homoios (similar) and pathos (suffering or disease)) was founded by a German physician named Samuel Hahnemann (1755-1843) who was dissatisfied with the state of medicine at the time, which included bleeding, purging, cupping and excessive doses of mercury.

As previously stated, Hahnemann believed that disease was a matter of the vital force or spirit. Consistent with this philosophy is the belief that it is more important to pay attention to symptoms than to the external causes of disease. Treatment is said to be found in any substance that produces the same symptoms in a healthy individual – which is the essence of Hahnemann’s "Principle of Similars".

According to Creighton University Medical Center’s Complementary and Alternative Medicine website, Hahnemann and colleagues began to test various substances to determine the types of symptoms they produced. These results suggested to Hahnemann what the drugs would be useful to treat. 

"Hahnemann reasoned that doses of these substances that produced overt symptoms would be inappropriate for treatment of diseases with the same symptoms. Thus he advocated reduction of the dose to infinitesimal levels by multiple serial dilutions of ten or hundred fold."

He compiled these results into a book called the Organon of Rational Therapeutics which was published in 1810. The sixth edition, published in 1921, is still used today as homeopathy’s basic text. Hahnemann practiced homeopathic medicine for almost 50 years until his death in 1843.

The main problem I see with homeopathy is its basis in a universal life force which belongs to a non-Christian belief system known as pantheism. I’m also very uncomfortable with its "non-status" with the FDA, making it a potentially dangerous substitute for persons with serious health conditions.

Why is Homeopathy New Age?

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=158#more-158
By Susan Brinkmann, July 20, 2010

JM writes: “I just read the blog question and answer on homeopathy. This is a very serious matter to me as my family and I have been using homeopathic remedies very successfully over the past three years. I was introduced to them by a very conservative Roman Catholic group of ladies. In doing my own research, I was not troubled about the “vital force” that Dr. Hahnemann refers to because anyone who does not know the Christian faith would of course grasp for some kind of word to describe the human soul and the life of that soul as given and designed by God, and the soul’s inter-connectedness to our physical bodies. . . .”
JM makes some excellent points in her e-mail, so I will post the rest of it here: “Western medicine was at one time based on the herbs that God has provided for our healing, but today, the pharmaceutical companies are driven by greed for the most part and are using very dangerous science to produce Western medicine that is composed of bio-identical synthetic drugs whose side effects are often worse than the problem they are trying to heal. I am not suggesting that Western Medicine is wrong, but why would going back to the simplicity of what God has provided be deemed ‘New Age’? I don’t call my soul the ‘Vital Force’ but if Dr. Hahnemann did that it was his own ignorance of the Christian faith.
I know the reference to the Vatican document of which your answer speaks, but herbs are also listed there and if herbs are 'New Age’ then so is Western medicine which as I mentioned above, is based on herbs. The Old Testament refers to herbs as a source for healing so how can the use of herbs be wrong?”
 

I am so grateful for this thoughtful response to the blog on homeopathy. I have always believed that the best way to learn our faith is to discuss it among ourselves. Hopefully, the issues raised in this correspondence will enable us to do so.

Several things "jumped out at me" when I read this e-mail. One is the mention that JM was introduced to homeopathy by very conservative Roman Catholic people. It’s important to understand that no one is above making mistakes, no matter how holy they may feel or appear, and the truly humble soul must be willing to acknowledge this (as terrifying as it might be). In fact, the failure to do so is usually the cause of these falls.

Another interesting part of this e-mail is what appears to be a dismissal of the term "vital force" based on an assumption that Dr. Hahnemann didn’t know the Christian belief and was just grasping for a term to describe the soul and its connectedness to our physical bodies.

First of all, it is extremely important to understand that the existence of this "vital force" is completely unsubstantiated by science, which means any healing practice based upon it is essentially useless. This is why these methods are classified as pseudo-sciences. (See What You Should Know About Energy Medicine* for a more in-depth understanding of this "vital force.")
But getting back to JM’s email, it is highly unlikely that Dr. Hahnemann was just looking for a way to describe the inner workings of the body and soul when he chose the term "vital force". His description calls this a "spiritual vital force" that animates living organisms – which is a much broader context than just referring to the human soul. What he is describing is classic pantheism, an ancient worldview that believes that a god-force controls all aspects of the universe. This worldview is not compatible with Christianity and practitioners who claim to manipulate or depend upon it for healing are technically guilty of the sin of sorcery (Catechism No. 2117). *http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=4 
Furthermore, the Vatican document, Jesus Christ the Bearer of the Water of Life, describes this energy as being the equivalent of a New Age god:

"The New Age god is an impersonal energy, a particular extension or component of the cosmos; god in this sense is the life-force or soul of the world. This is very different from the Christian understanding of God as the maker of heaven and earth and the source of all personal life. God is in himself personal, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, who created the universe in order to share the communion of His life with creaturely persons."

Just for the record, the Christian explanation of the soul has nothing to do with energy. Christians believe that man is a union of body and soul and that the soul is an essential form of the body – not an energy force. 
The apologists at Catholic Answers describe it this way: "From a spiritual perspective, it is the soul that is the life-principle of the body, not something else. Consequently, there is no spiritual 'life energy' animating the body. Any energy used as part of the body’s operations—such as the electricity in our nervous systems—is material in nature, not spiritual. . . . Since this is contrary to Christian theology, it is inappropriate for Christians to participate in activities based on this belief."

Granted, Dr. Hahnemann may not have known, or even cared, about our belief in this regard, but the Christian is certainly expected to subscribe to it.
JM goes on to question what could be wrong with the use of herbs, given the fact that many medicines are based on herbs and that herbs are referenced in Scripture as a source of healing.

The use of herbs is not condemned by the Church, only how these herbs may be used.

For instance, the Church’s moral teaching requires us to use conventional medicine – what is known as "ordinary means" – to treat illness rather than rely on herbs or other alternative methods of healing.

"When a person is confronted with a life threatening condition or some less serious illness (especially a communicable disease), which can be easily treated by ordinary means, there is a moral obligation to do so," writes theologian Kevin G. Rickert in Homiletics and Pastoral Review.  "Unscientific medical cures are neither ordinary nor extraordinary, because they are not real means at all. As such, they are neither required nor permitted. The main problem with these kinds of 'cures' is that they don’t really work; they are irrational, and as such they are contrary to the natural law."

The problem with New Age treatments is that practitioners generally refuse to submit themselves to unbiased evidence-based scientific testing that might discover the efficacy of their treatments. Many are too heavily invested in their practices to risk the fallout from negative scientific testing; others really believe their treatments work and don’t care what the science says. Even in the case of practitioners who publish scientific studies that produce favorable results, always do your homework! In my experience, a little digging almost always uncovers evidence that the practitioner either funded the study or allowed it to be conducted in a way that skewed the results in their favor. 

Consequently, if one puts their full faith in one of these methods – even the use of herbs – to treat a serious illness such as diabetes or heart disease, while refusing the best science of the day, this person falls into the trap of deception and error known as "superstitious medicine".

As Dr. Rickert explains: "In this case, I subject my mind to deception, and at the same time I neglect my obligation to employ ordinary means; in so doing, I subject my body to illness and my loved ones to potential hardships."

Hopefully, this explanation will help you to see why the Church teaches what it does – to protect us and our loved ones from those who might (wittingly or unwittingly) exploit our need for healing in a way that lures us away from Christ.     

Two booklets in my Learn to Discern Series – Reiki and Therapeutic Touch - get into the subject of energy medicine in much more detail. They also include an appendix loaded with tips to help you discern these types of New Age healing techniques.

Group conducts homeopathic overdose campaign to educate public about worthlessness of homeopathic drugs

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=632#more-632
By Susan Brinkmann, February 21, 2011

For the second year, the UK-based "1023 Campaign" sponsored a worldwide homeopathic overdose campaign in which demonstrators consumed mega doses of homeopathic drugs to demonstrate to the public that the products cause no harm because there’s nothing in them.

"To be clear – the homeopathic overdose is a stunt, and nothing more," writes Dr. Steven Novella, MD, associate professor of neurology at Yale University School of Medicine, on his popular NeuroLogica blog.

The event, which was sponsored by the Merseyside Skeptics Society, took place in 23 cities in 10 countries on February 5-6. The name "1023" comes from the time of day that the event takes place – at 10:23 a.m.

"It is not an experiment or meant to be scientific in any way. It is a stunt for the camera – to raise public awareness of the fact that there are generally no active ingredients in homeopathic products," Dr. Novella explains. "They are sugar pills that have been kissed with 'magic' water – nothing else."

The campaign is important, he says, because the public generally does not understand what homeopathic products are and tend to assume that homeopathic means "natural" or "herbal".

It doesn’t.

"In contrast to herbal remedies most homeopathic products contain no active ingredients; they are just sugar and water," explains the 1023 Campaign website.
"Even homeopaths will tell you this, though they will often go on to claim that the water and sugar contain some 'memory', 'vibration' or 'energy' from previous contact with another substance. It is this 'memory' which is said to cure, though homeopaths are unable to prove it exists."

This is precisely how Mike Adams, Health Ranger Editor at NaturalNews.com, described the products after writing a defense of homoeopathy in the days following the campaign. "Homeopathy isn’t a chemical. It’s a resonance, a vibration, or a harmony. It’s the restructuring of water to resonate with the particular energy of a plant or substance."

That this is all a bunch of hooey has been proven again and again by controlled scientific testing. One of the latest and largest studies has been conducted by the UK Parliament’s Science and Technology Committee which issued a strong recommendation in 2010 that the National Health Service stop funding homeopathy because there continues to be no evidence to support its efficacy. (http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/science-and-technology-committee/inquiries/former-inquiries/homeopathy-/)

Adding to the hype surrounding the 1023 Campaign event, famed paranormal investigator and skeptic James Randi offered one million dollars to any manufacturer of homeopathic medicines who could prove whatever claims were posted on their products. He was videotaped downing an entire bottle of homeopathic sleeping pills to show they had no effect.
The campaign is also aimed at major drug retailers such as CVS, Rite-Aid and Walgreens to get them to stop carrying the products. Seeing them on pharmacy shelves is one of many reasons why the public continues to believe in homeopathic drugs, even though almost no one knows that the only reason they are among the drugs recognized under the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act of 1938 is because they were grandfathered into the act by a homeopathic physician who was serving as a senator at the time. In 1970, dozens of these products were removed from the list and none have been approved since.

"Consumers have the right to know what they’re buying," Randi said. "No one should walk out of a drugstore with a homeopathic product without knowing these basic facts: there is no credible evidence that the product does what it says; there is not one bit—not a single atom—of the claimed 'active ingredient' in the package; and no U.S. health agency has tested or approved the product. It should be a crime for retail corporations to profit by denying the public this critical information about the products on their shelves."

Just because homeopathic drugs contain nothing and, therefore, can’t harm you, they have been deadly when used in place of conventional medicine. Dr. Novella suggests people visit a website entitled "What’s the Harm" where they can read about dozens of people who died after forfeiting conventional medicine and deciding to rely solely on homeopathic drugs.
German Catholic Doctors Spark Outrage by Offering Homeopathic Treatment for Homosexuality
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=8228
By Susan Brinkmann, June 3, 2011

Germany’s Union of Catholic Physicians (UCP), which admits that it does not represent official Catholic positions, has sparked outrage over its claim that treatments such as homeopathy can be used to keep homosexual inclinations at bay.

Der Spiegel is reporting that the UCP has been offering homeopathic “Therapy Options for Homosexuality” on their website alongside other treatments such as psychotherapy and religious counseling. Their homeopathic options include “constitutional treatments with homeopathic tools … such as homeopathic dilutions like Platinum” and “Globuli” which are tiny pills that consist mostly of sugar.
“We know about a number of people with homosexual feelings who find themselves in a spiritual and psychological emergency and suffer greatly,” UCP head Gero Winkelmann told Spiegel in a written statement. “If someone is unhappy, ill or feels they are in an emergency, they should be able to find options for help with us.”

Winkelmann, who runs a private practice with an emphasis on homeopathy in the Bavarian town of Unterhaching, also stressed that the UCP website had not been recently updated, “because the issue is not particularly topical at the moment.”

Notwithstanding the fact that there continues to be no scientific evidence to support the efficacy of homeopathic treatments, the homosexual community is also up-in-arms by the group’s suggestion that homosexuality needs to be treated as if it were a disease. The Lesbian and Gay Federation in Germany (LSVD) called the suggestion an “insult,” and an “impertinence” that showed “a lack of respect for homosexuals and bisexuals.”

Touting ineffective medication for nonexistent suffering is unacceptable, the LSVD said. “The offerings are dangerous,” said spokeswoman Renate Rampf. “They use the insecurities of homosexual or bisexual young people and their parents.” Such “laughable” therapeutic ministrations are problematic because they can be “destabilizing,” she said.

Winkelmann defended the treatments, saying his organization’s intentions were not meant to “injure or pressure” anyone, but to express a “position and medical opinion” to interested parties.

The UCP website includes a testimonial from a German man with same-sex attractions who said he was happy to find that the organization believed “that changing homosexual tendencies was possible” because finding a therapist to undertake such a task had been difficult. “Unfortunately the widespread opinion among psychotherapists is that homosexuality is inherent and unalterable,” he writes.

In spite of the fact that U.S. medical groups as well as the World Health Organization have removed homosexuality from its lists of diseases and/or disorders, the Catholic Church considers homosexual acts to be “intrinsically disordered” because they are contrary to the natural law and close the sexual act to the gift of life (Catechism No. 2357). Men and women with these tendencies are called to chastity and to unite whatever sufferings they endure because of their condition to the cross of Christ.
The Church has no official position on homeopathy, but as Pope Pius XII clarified in 1957, it does expect the faithful to use “only ordinary means -  according to the circumstances of persons, places, times and culture — that is to say, means that do not involve any grave burden for oneself or another” for treatment of diseases and conditions. The use of scientifically unfounded methods, such as homeopathy, is considered to be in the realm of “superstitious medicine”.

In addition, the Pontifical document, “Jesus Christ, the Bearer of the Water of Life”, homeopathy is listed among a variety of holistic health techniques connected with the New Age. (Sec. 2.2.3)
FDA Issues Warning About Homeopathic Diet Aid 

http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=11037
By Susan Brinkmann, December 12, 2011
The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) is warning consumers to stay away from “homeopathic” human chorionic gonadotropin (HCG) weight loss products that are sold in the form of oral drops, pellets and sprays. They can be purchased online or in retail stores. 

“FDA and the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) have issued seven letters to companies warning them that they are selling illegal homeopathic HCG weight-loss drugs that have not been approved by FDA, and that make unsupported claims. HCG is a hormone that is produced by the human placenta during pregnancy. Products that claim to contain HCG are typically marketed in connection with fad diets with promises that it can “reset your metabolism,” change “abnormal eating patterns,” and can shave off 20-30 pounds in a month when used in conjunction with low-calorie diets. 

“These products are marketed with incredible claims and people think that if they’re losing weight, HCG must be working,” says Elizabeth Miller, acting director of FDA’s Division of Non-Prescription Drugs and Health Fraud. “But the data simply does not support this; any loss is from severe calorie restriction. Not from the HCG.” 

According to the FDA, HCG is approved as a prescription drug for the treatment of female infertility, and other medical conditions. It is not approved for weight loss. In fact, the prescription drug label notes there “is no substantial evidence that it increases weight loss beyond that resulting from caloric restriction, that it causes a more attractive or ‘normal’ distribution of fat, or that it decreases the hunger and discomfort associated with calorie-restricted diets.” HCG was first promoted for weight loss in the 1950s. “It faded in the 1970s, especially when it became apparent that there was a lack of evidence to support the use of HCG for weight loss,” Miller says. But the diet became popular again and FDA and FTC are taking action on illegal HCG products. “You cannot sell products claiming to contain HCG as an OTC drug product. It’s illegal,” says Brad Pace, team leader and regulatory counsel at FDA’s Health Fraud and Consumer Outreach Branch. “If these companies don’t heed our warnings, they could face enforcement actions, legal penalties or criminal prosecution.” 

Elisabeth Walther, a pharmacist at FDA, explains that the agency does not evaluate homeopathic drug products for safety or effectiveness, and is not aware of any scientific evidence that supports homeopathy as effective. Even though they are not known to be effective, homeopathic drugs that meet certain conditions set by the FDA can be marketed only because they are said to contain active ingredients that are safe and legal. “HCG is not on this list [of legal ingredients] and therefore cannot be legally sold as a homeopathic medication for any purpose,” Walther says. FDA advises consumers who have purchased homeopathic HCG for weight loss to stop using it, throw it out, and stop following the dieting instructions. Harmful effects should be reported online to FDA’s MedWatch program or by phone at 800-FDA-1088 (800-332-1088) and to the consumer’s health care professional. Click here for a list of manufacturers, distributors and products—and more information about FDA’s concerns about HCG.

Homeopathic Arnica is a Waste of Money 
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=11942#more-11942
By Susan Brinkmann, February 1, 2012

JH writes: “A friend of mine is using an herbal product, a cream, called Arnica Montana, which she called a homeopathic remedy. Is this product considered New Age and is it moral to use it?” 

If you consider funding New Age quack cures to be immoral (which I do), then yes, using Arnica Montana is immoral.
For those of you who have never heard of it, arnica montana (also known as leopard’s or wolf’s bane) is an herb used on minor injuries, to reduce swelling, prevent muscular soreness and alleviate postoperative pain. As an herbal medicine, it has been in use for about 200 years. According to double-blind studies, the most reliable tests known to science, the herbal version has demonstrated that it relieves pain in osteoarthritis patients.

However, the homeopathic version which your friend is using is a whole different story.

This report appearing in the UK’s Daily Mail documents a study conducted at Exeter University by England’s only professor of complementary medicine, Dr. Edzard Ernst. Published in the Journal of the Royal Society of Medicine, Ernst found that homeopathic arnica, which contains arnica in an extremely diluted form, was essentially useless. “It will help people to look for more effective treatments and save money by not buying homeopathic arnica,” he stated bluntly.

His study followed three groups of 64 patients who were having surgery on their wrists due to carpal tunnel syndrome. One group received a high dose of arnica, the second a low dose, and the third was given a placebo. The results showed no significant differences in pain, swelling or bruising between the groups.
Your friend may want to switch to the herbal version, which is generally safe (if you’re not allergic to it) when used as a cream or lotion on the skin.  Just be careful not to use it too much because long-term use has been found to cause a variety of skin problems such as eczema, peeling, and blisters.

It is rarely taken internally because it can cause dizziness, tremors, heart regularities, and vomiting. Large doses can be fatal.

(The homeopathic version is in pill form but these are the equivalent of sugar pills with an “Arnica Montana” label on them so they’re essentially harmless.)

The way I see it, as long as we keep buying these homeopathic drugs, we keep these people in business. Even though I’m sure they mean well, science simply does not support the efficacy of homeopathic preparations and we owe it to ourselves as well as to the practitioners to quit buying them.

There’s a Difference between Homeopathy and Natural Remedies 

http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=13002#more-13002
By Susan Brinkmann, March 12, 2012

TG writes: “I recently stumbled upon a few of your blog posts about homeopathy. I was recently introduced to homeopathy by a large group of very devout and influential Catholic women, so I was rather startled to see your blog post. I come from a family where almost everyone is in the medical profession, so I never really questioned conventional medicine. Once I was introduced to these women, I began to feel like I was ignorant or blind by subscribing to conventional medicine and I began to question whether or conventional medicine (like antibiotics or medicine during childbirth) was equivalent of sinning through negligence…
TG goes on to say that when she showed some of our blogs on homeopathy to one of these Catholic women, our research was dismissed as being “very anti-homeopathy” with the excuse being that behind all the New Age nonsense homeopaths were only relying upon God-given resources.
“However, after reading your blog posts, I began to wonder if this group of Catholic women and the Church are using the term “homeopathy” in the same way.  . . . Could it be possible that some people might be using the term “homeopathic” to mean “home remedies” or “natural remedies”, rather than what Samuel Hahnemann developed? Certainly Jesus Christ the Bearer of the Water of Life is not condemning gargling with salt water when you have a sore throat or following a healthy diet, so where do we draw the line between home remedy and ‘homeopathic’? What should I tell my friend? Are there any Church documents that talk specifically about this? I really just want to understand how to advise people on this because right now I am literally surrounded by ‘homeopathic Catholics,’ who I know would obey the Church’s teachings if they were made aware of them.
“They also advise me not to get my son immunized. Is that homeopathic advice as well? Does the Church advise on immunization?”

I see several red flags in this e-mail. First, the fact that these “very devout and influential Catholic women” managed to nearly turn you against conventional medicine is very troubling to me. While many homeopaths and natural cure enthusiasts are quick to cite every horrible side effect and false diagnosis known to modern medicine, they almost never mention its many triumphs that have managed to rid the world of contagions, illnesses and conditions that have assailed mankind since the beginning of time. These include illnesses such as leprosy, small pox, diphtheria, tuberculosis, polio, etc. Advances in medicine have drastically lowered the infant mortality and maternal death rates, increased the life span of most people in developed countries and enabled millions to live much longer and much better with serious medical conditions such as diabetes and heart disease.

I can see people being turned off by some of the failures of modern medicine and pharmaceuticals, but to turn away so radically from conventional medicine is just not rational. Unfortunately for many of these folks, when they throw out the baby with the bathwater, they end up substituting untested alternative treatments that are propagated by quacks, scam artists, and people whose only background in healthcare is their mail-order “medical licenses.”

Furthermore, if these devout ladies were to choose to forgo conventional medicine for an untested alternative in the case of a serious or communicable disease, they would be treading into the realm of superstitious medicine.

As Kevin G. Rickert, Ph.D. writes in Homiletics and Pastoral Review: “When a person is confronted with a life threatening condition, or some less serious illness (especially a communicable disease), which can be easily treated by ordinary means, there is a moral obligation to do so. Extraordinary means, on the other hand, are never required but instead remain optional. Unscientific medical cures are neither ordinary nor extraordinary, because they are not real means at all. As such, they are neither required nor permitted. The main problem with these kinds of ‘cures’ is that they don’t really work; they are irrational, and as such they are contrary to the natural law.”

The ladies’ statement on vaccinations is also worrisome to me. While the Church has no position for or against vaccination, this is what Msgr. Jacques Suaudeau, a medical doctor and official at the Pontifical Academy for Life said about using vaccines – even those developed from aborted fetal matter (when no other alternative is available).

“We are responsible for all people, not just ourselves,” he told the Catholic News Service. “If it is a question of protecting the whole population and avoiding death and malformation in others, that is more important” than abstaining from vaccines developed from abortions that might have occurred decades ago, he said.
(This statement, Moral Reflections on Vaccines Prepared from Cells Derived from Aborted Human Fetuses, will answer any questions you might have on the use of illicit vaccines. In addition, this Q&A on vaccines compiled by the National Catholic Bioethics Center is also very informative.) 

In other words, the issue of vaccinations isn’t just about us. It’s also a communal decision, and one that must be based in the virtue of charity toward our neighbor and the broader needs of mankind, not just our own.

As for their belief in homeopathy, to dismiss the research that appears on this site as just being “anti-homeopathy” is a cop-out. There is plenty of evidence-based science proving that homeopathy doesn’t work and these women owe it to themselves and those to whom they promote these products to educate themselves on the whole subject – not just the parts that agree with their position.

Is it possible that they’re mistakenly calling natural remedies by the name of homeopathy? This could very well be so, but even this position raises a red flag to me. Surely these women, if they are to be trusted advisers on health matters, should know that while both homeopathy and “home remedies” or natural medicines use herbal extracts, the mode of preparation is vastly different – too different for one to confuse one with the other.

For instance, home remedies are usually based in plants, but homeopathic medicines also use mineral and animal products.

In addition, homeopathic remedies are produced based on the concept of similars or “like cures like” meaning that a disease can be cured by a substance that produces similar symptoms in healthy people – which is not something attributable to herbal remedies.

And surely these women know that the amount of these substances in homeopathic medicines is so infinitesimal as to be non-existent. This is because homeopaths believe that the substance has left its imprint or memory on the water which is said to stimulate the body to heal itself (this theory is called the “memory of water”).

These beliefs are what caused the National Institutes of Health to declare that many of homeopathy’s key concepts are “inconsistent with the current understanding of science, particularly chemistry and physics . . . . Most analyses have concluded that there is little evidence to support homeopathy as an effective treatment for any specific condition . . .”

There are no Church teachings that are specific to homeopathy, just like there are no Church teachings specific to the pros and cons of using medical intuitives or psychic surgeons. However, when one applies the “ordinary means” test enunciated above, it’s quite obvious that homeopathy and all other untested and unscientific alternatives should not be used by Catholics (or anyone else, for that matter) to treat any serious or communicable condition.

Incidentally, there has actually been some sound scientific testing on the practice of gargling with salt water. You can read more about it here!
Response from Jennifer, October 23:

Are you saying here that if I decide to treat my cancer with homeopathy I am going against official Church teaching? Where is this in the Catechism? Or is this your own personal opinion? 

This can be found in the in the Ethical and Religious Directives for Health Care Services which is based on the Catechism. It can be accessed here: http://www.usccb.org/issues-and-action/human-life-and-dignity/health-care/upload/Ethical-Religious-Directives-Catholic-Health-Care-Services-fifth-edition-2009.pdf (See No. 56 in Part V) which states: “A person has a moral obligation to use ordinary or proportionate means of preserving his or her life. Proportionate means are those that in the judgment of the patient offer a reasonable hope of benefit and do not entail an excessive burden or impose excessive expense on the family or the community.” This is from Pope John Paul II, Encyclical Letter On the Value and Inviolability of Human Life (Evangelium Vitae). –Susan Brinkmann
The Problem with Constitutional Homeopathy
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=20699#more-20699
By Susan Brinkmann, April 15, 2013
SH asks: “I am wondering if constitutional homeopathy treatment is considered part of the new Age movement? I am giving it to my 9 year old son for ADHD and allergies. I am a little concerned as I heard it can be related to occultism.”
Homeopathy is not related to the occult*. However, it is based upon the New Age belief in an alleged “vital force” or “life principle” that its founder, Samuel Hahnemann, believed was prevalent in every living being. In his Organon, he writes that this vital force is a “spiritual vital force” that animates living organism and keeps the body working in perfect harmony.

The problem with this theory is that science has never been able to find evidence of the existence of this vital force. This explains why any alternative based upon its existence is considered to be pseudo-scientific, including all forms of “energy medicine” so popular with proponents of the New Age. 
*This statement is incorrect. It very much is. –Michael.
This will also explain why homeopathic treatments of all kinds have consistently failed in laboratory testing. The failure rate is so high, in fact, that the UK Parliament’s Science and Technology Committee has formally requested an end to all funding of homeopathic facilities in that country – which is really saying something because homeopathy is much more widespread in England with whole hospitals devoted to homeopathic medicine. The only reason it is still available there is because the Prince of Wales and the UK Health Secretary Jeremy Hunt are supporters. (Politics never fails to fail us, does it?)

As for constitutional homeopathy, it is considered to be the third of three levels of homeopathic therapy. The first level is that of first aid. 
The second is known as acute homeopathy which is used to treat conditions such as colds and the flu and other ailments that eventually go away on their own. The third level is constitutional homeopathy which refers to the treatment of a variety of symptoms in a person and tends to be used for more chronic conditions such as those you describe in your e-mail.

Regardless of the level, it’s still homeopathy and, therefore, a pseudo-science. We have nothing but testimonials attesting to its efficacy and, unfortunately, testimonials cannot be relied upon to determine if a treatment really works. There are simply too many reasons why someone would believe an alternative like homeopathy is working even when it really isn’t. This is why personal testimonials should never be used as “proof” that something works.

Was Homeopathy Divined From Spirits?
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=24491#more-24491
By Susan Brinkmann, October 4, 2013

MR writes: “I read that the founder, Hahnemann, received a lot of his information during séances, which he readily admitted. I think that this is proof of homeopathy having its origin in the occult. What do you think?”
In the book, Do You Trust Your Doctor, Christian author and television anchor John Ankerberg does draw a connection between Hahnemann’s devotion to Emanuel Swedenborg (1688-1772) who Hahnemann claimed was his mentor, and the fact that Hahnemann openly claimed that his homeopathic writings were “inspired.”
For those who are not familiar with Swedenborg, he was a Swedish scientist, theologian and philosopher who experienced mystic dreams and trances and believed he was appointed by Christ to write the real meaning of the Bible. He also believed that he was in communication with Moses, the apostle Paul, the Blessed Virgin Mary and Martin Luther. He taught his followers that spiritual entities were intermediaries between God and man and that God sometimes uses them to communicate with mankind.

Knowing this, one can only wonder who – or what – spiritual entities Hahnemann might have been relying upon as the source of his homeopathic ideas. However, he did little to hide the fact that he was a “diviner” of spirits. In the Swiss Homeopathic Journal, #4, 1960, the president of the International League of Homeopathy noted this when he wrote:

“It’s futile to reject this or that principle annunciated in the ‘Organ’ [Organon]. There remains more than enough to recognize the unfathomable intuition and divinatory spirit of its author.”

I have not found any reliable source that specifically claims Hahnemann relied on information gleaned during séances as a means of developing his homeopathic philosophy; however, the séance is certainly one of the vehicles used to contact spiritual entities.

My collated articles on homoeopathy provide a plethora of information on the occult origins of Samuel Hahnemann’s religious philosophies that went into the formulation and preparation of homoeopathy.
My research finds that homoeopathy is also “rooted in the occult and a pantheistic belief system that is not compatible with Christianity,” as are its fellow New Age remedies, see page 13.
Large Study Debunks Homeopathy 

http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=29338#more-29338 

By Susan Brinkmann, April 14, 2014

The field of homeopathy was dealt a serious blow last week after a large study conducted by Australia’s National Health and Medical Research Council (NHMRC) found its medicines to be no more effective than placebo. 

The Daily Mail (http://www.dailymail.co.uk/health/article-2600206/Homeopathic-treatments-no-better-placebo-Study-alternative-medicine-68-conditions-no-evidence-effective.html#ixzz2yPBPYbce) is reporting that a working committee of medical experts at the NHMRC analyzed research into the effectiveness of homeopathic “medicines” on 68 health conditions and found that “there is no reliable evidence that homeopathy is effective” on any of them. These conditions included asthma, arthritis, cold and flu, chronic fatigue syndrome, eczema, cholera, malaria and even heroin addiction. 

“No good-quality, well-designed studies with enough participants for a meaningful result reported either that homeopathy caused greater health improvements than a substance with no effect on the health condition [placebo], or that homeopathy caused health improvements equal to those of another treatment,” the report concluded. Anecdotal support for the effectiveness of homeopathy is not acceptable, they said, and are urging health professionals to take account of scientific evidence when consulting with patients. “It is not possible to tell whether a health treatment is effective or not simply by considering individuals’ experiences or healthcare practitioners’ beliefs,” they write. 

Medical professionals are now calling for governments to stop legitimizing homeopathy. Professor John Dwyer, an immunologist and emeritus professor of medicine at the University of New South Wales, told Guardian Australia that the study was long overdue and is hoping homeopathic treatments can now be “put away” once and for all. “Obviously we understand the placebo effect,” Prof. Dwyer said. “We know that many people have illnesses that are short lived by its very nature and their bodies will cure them, so it’s very easy for people to fall in the trap that because they did A, B follows.” 

Dr. Richard Choong, Western Australia president of the Australian Medical Association, said he welcomed the report. “Homeopathy is not a science. It is not based in science,” he said. “In a lot of cases it can be considered dangerous and can risk people’s lives.” 
Homeopathy was invented by Samuel Hahnemann who believed that an energy known as a “vital force” or “life principle” is prevalent in every living being, animates living organisms and keeps the body working in perfect harmony. Homeopathy claims to be correcting imbalances in the body’s “vital force” that may manifest as disease. (There is no scientific basis (http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=13) for the existence of this “vital force.”) Hahnemann believed that it is more important to pay attention to symptoms than to the external causes of disease and decided that treatment is to be found in any substance that produces the same symptoms in a healthy individual – which is the essence of homeopathy’s “Principle of Similars.” Hahnemann and his colleagues then began to test various substances to determine the types of symptoms they produced. Hahnemann believed that doses large enough to produce symptoms would be inappropriate, so he advocated for the dilution of the dosage to be so infinitesimally small as to be no longer present. However, followers believe that the water in which it was diluted has a kind of “memory” of every substance that ever touched it, and it is this “memory” which is said to cure. Unfortunately, no homeopath (or anyone else for that matter) has ever been able to prove this “memory” exists. As the Mail reports, submissions from various homeopathic societies and the public were among the studies assessed by the NHMRC, but did not alter the conclusions of the Council, in some cases due to the poor quality of the studies submitted. I was not surprised to hear about the poor quality of the studies submitted because I have yet to see a credible study on homeopathy by an independent source (studies conducted by homeopaths are considered to be biased and therefore unscientific). However, much to my continued amazement, many homeopaths, such as Dr. Nancy Malik, who runs a website known as “Science-based Homeopathy” regularly quote studies that do NOT support homeopathy. (I guess they figure none of us will actually read them or maybe they didn’t read them either.) 

For instance, homeopaths like to quote a study (http://www.nature.com/npp/journal/v27/n2/full/1395862a.html) that appeared in the Neuropsychopharmacology journal but it has one rather serious flaw – it’s testing herbal remedies, not homeopathic solutions. (This blog http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=13002 explains the difference between the two.) Another oft-quoted study by homeopaths was one that appeared in The Scientific World Journal conducted by Graunke et al which once again had a serious flaw – it was based on the treatment of tadpoles with homeopathic thyroxin – hardly a good study to cite in favor of homeopathy for humans. A 1997 Linde et al meta-analysis published in 1997 in the Lancet is another favorite; however, while this analysis does not conclude that “the clinical effects of homeopathy are completely due to placebo” it also says that there is insufficient evidence to support the efficacy of homeopathy for “any single clinical condition.” At this juncture, the evidence against the efficacy of homeopathy is beginning to look like a small mountain and, after the release of this latest study, the writing is definitely on the wall. 

Study: Homeopathy Puts People at Risk
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=38261#more-38261
By Susan Brinkmann, March 20, 2015

A team of experts in Australia has analyzed 225 existing studies on the efficacy of homeopathic formulas and has reached the same conclusion as so many other scientists these days – homeopathic medicines are “no more effective than placebo” in treating health problems.

The Daily Mail Is reporting on the study, conducted by the Australian National Health and Medical Research Council, which assessed the evidence of effectiveness of homeopathic solutions from 225 existing studies that date back to 1997. Only studies which were deemed to be “controlled trials” were included which means these studies involved a comparison group that were not given homeopathic formulas.

Researchers found that homeopathic treatments were no more effective than sugar pills and other “pretend” medications in treating migraines, asthma, stress, colds, etc.

“The review shows that there is no good quality evidence to support the claim that homeopathy works better than a placebo,” said the council’s chief executive, professor Warwick Anderson.

“People who choose homeopathy may put their health at risk if they reject or delay treatments for which there is good evidence for safety and effectiveness. People who are considering whether to use homeopathy should first get advice from a registered health practitioner and in the meanwhile keep taking any prescribed treatments.”

Homeopathic formulas are produced based on the principle of “like cures like” and are prepared by taking a substance – plant, animal, or chemical – diluting it in water or alcohol, then forcefully hitting the container against a hand or surface. Medicines are then fashioned in the form of pellets, tablets, liquids, ointments, sprays and creams.

Cristal Sumner, of the British Homeopathic Association said the Australian Council’s report “seriously misrepresents the nature of the clinical research evidence in homeopathy”. She claims that the evidence base for the majority of clinical conditions was of insufficient size to draw conclusions. The study also failed to recognize that homeopathy is based on individualized treatment, not on a named medical condition.

“A recent meta-analysis published by the British Homeopathic Association has provided independently verified evidence that individually prescribed homeopathic medicines may have clinical effects that are greater than those of placebos,” Sumner said.

Professor Anderson disagrees. “This statement was the result of a rigorous examination of the evidence and used internationally accepted methods for assessing the quality and reliability of evidence for determining whether or not a therapy is effective for treating health conditions.”

He goes on to advise that Australians “should not rely on homeopathy as a substitute for proven, effective treatments.”

Click here to read more about recent studies on the efficacy of homeopathy.
Reliance on Homeopathy & Herbal Drugs Leads to Child’s Death
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=40921#more-40921
By Susan Brinkmann, June 24, 2015

A Pennsylvania couple who relied on homeopathy and herbal therapy to treat their daughter’s ear infection have been charged with manslaughter after the condition worsens and the child dies.

The Daily Mail is reporting on Ebed and Christine Delozier who were charged last week with felony counts of involuntary manslaughter and endangering the welfare of children in the death of their 18 month-old daughter, Hope.

According to the recently released coroner’s report, Hope died in March of an invasive group A streptococcus bacteria that originated in her left ear. Doctors said if Hope had received simple antibiotics at the time of the original infection, she would be alive today.

However, her parents say they don’t believe in modern medicine and treated the girl with homeopathic and herbal remedies. This position isn’t based on religious beliefs, they say, only their own experience and Christine’s “research”.

Christine, who had been treating Hope with alternatives, claims that on the night of March 23, the child’s breathing became so shallow she began giving her CPR. When Hope didn’t respond, she rushed her to Guthrie Towanda Memorial Hospital.

A nurse at the hospital said Christine told them that she needed “some help” but made it quite clear that she and her husband were against antibiotics and other chemicals associated with modern medicine.

Even while they worked on the unresponsive child, Mrs. Delozier became upset and said, “You’re putting holes in her” and “you’re putting chemicals in her”.

Physicians were unable to revive Hope and she was pronounced dead by an emergency room physician.

An autopsy later revealed that the child died of a cerebral abscess and terminal cerebral edema caused by the bacteria. She was also found to be dehydrated and malnourished.

It was determined that her life could have been saved if she had been treated with ordinary antibiotics.

The Deloziers now claim they would have sought medical care had they known how sick Hope was.

The case of Hope Delozier is troubling on several levels, but most especially on what has become an obsession with “natural cures” rather than “Big Pharma” among young families. Despite repeated studies showing homeopathy and popular herbal remedies to be useless, advocates insist on reading only what is found on pro-alternative websites which are full of misleading and unsubstantiated claims. When confronted with credible facts, many respond with hostility and claim the information is part of a “Big Pharma conspiracy” to rip people off and pollute their bodies with “unnatural” chemicals.

Part of the blame for Hope’s death should also be placed on the purveyors of these false cures whose websites make all kinds of wild claims about the efficacy of their products with nothing more than user “testimonials” to back them up.

We will continue to alert people to the dangers of one of the most popular areas of the New Age – alternative medicine – with the hopes of convincing them that just because it’s natural, doesn’t make it safe.

Unfortunately, these warnings come too late for Hope.

*
Why people believe Alternative Practices work

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=207#more-207  

By Susan Brinkmann, September 22, 2010

Have you ever wondered why people are so convinced that therapies work, even when they’ve been proven by science to be quackery? Almost every New Age therapy has a website full of testimonials from people who really believe the technique worked. How could this be?

Barry L. Beyerstein, Ph.D.*, compiled an interesting list of seven reasons why people can think they’ve been healed by either alternative or conventional medicine when they really haven’t. 

*Why Bogus Therapies Often Seem to Work http://www.quackwatch.org/01QuackeryRelatedTopics/altbelief.html July 24, 2003**. Dr. Beyerstein, a member of the executive council of the Committee for Scientific Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal (CSICOP), is a biopsychologist at Simon Fraser University in Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada. A more detailed discussion of this topic is one of six superb articles on "alternative medicine" in the September/October 1997 issue of CSICOP's Skeptical Inquirer magazine

1. The disease may have run its natural course.

"Many diseases are self-limiting," Dr. Beyerstein writes. "If the condition is not chronic or fatal, the body’s own recuperative processes usually restore the sufferer to health."

In order to prove that a therapy is effective, the practitioner has to be able to prove that the number of patients whose condition improved is greater than the number who might be expected to recover without any treatment at all. 

"Without detailed records of successes and failures for a large enough number of patients with the same complaint, someone cannot legitimately claim to have exceeded the published norms for unaided recovery."

2. Many diseases are cyclical. 
Conditions such as arthritis, multiple sclerosis, allergies, and gastrointestinal problems normally have "ups and downs," Dr. Beyerstein writes. "Naturally, sufferers tend to seek therapy during the downturn of any given cycle. In this way, a bogus treatment will have repeated opportunities to coincide with upturns that would have happened anyway."

3. The placebo effect may be responsible.
Through suggestion, belief, expectancy, cognitive reinterpretation, and diversion of attention, patients given biologically useless treatments often experience measurable relief, Dr. Beyerstein writes.

It is also possible that in some cases, even a placebo response will produce an actual change in the physical condition. In other cases, subjective changes take place in which the patient feels better even though their condition has not improved.

4. People who hedge their bets credit the wrong thing.
Dr. Beyerstein has found that if improvement occurs after someone has had both "alternative" and science-based treatment, the fringe practice often gets a disproportionate share of the credit.

5. The original diagnosis or prognosis may have been incorrect. 
It is always possible that an original diagnosis is incorrect, in which case a trip to an alternative "healer" could lead one to think they’ve been healed from a certain condition when they never really had it in the first place.

6. Temporary mood improvement can be confused with cure. 
"Alternative healers often have forceful, charismatic personalities," Dr. Beyerstein writes. "To the extent that patients are swept up by the messianic aspects of 'alternative medicine,' psychological uplift may ensue."

7. Psychological needs can distort what people perceive and do. 
Even when no objective improvement occurs, people with a strong psychological investment in “alternative medicine” can convince themselves they have been helped, Dr. Beyerstein has found.

"According to cognitive dissonance theory, when experiences contradict existing attitudes, feelings, or knowledge, mental distress is produced. People tend to alleviate this discord by reinterpreting (distorting) the offending information. If no relief occurs after committing time, money, and 'face' to an alternate course of treatment (and perhaps to the worldview of which it is a part), internal disharmony can result."

Rather than admit to themselves or to others that their efforts have been a waste, many people will find some redeeming value in the treatment.

"Core beliefs tend to be vigorously defended by warping perception and memory. Fringe practitioners and their clients are prone to misinterpret cues and remember things as they wish they had happened. They may be selective in what they recall, overestimating their apparent successes while ignoring, downplaying, or explaining away their failures."

In fact, the reason why we developed the scientific method is to counter this very human capacity for jumping to unfounded conclusions based on what we want to believe. 

"In addition, people normally feel obligated to reciprocate when someone does them a good turn. Since most 'alternative' therapists sincerely believe they are helping, it is only natural that patients would want to please them in return. Without patients necessarily realizing it, such obligations are sufficient to inflate their perception of how much benefit they have received."

**Related topics:

Spontaneous Remission and the Placebo Effect 

Common Questions about Science and "Alternative" Health Methods 

Why Extraordinary Claims Demand Extraordinary Proof 

How Quackery Sells 

Response to an Alt-Muddled Friend
Science and the Church

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=210#more-210 

By Susan Brinkmann, September 27, 2010

MS writes: "If western science shows that practices such as chiropractic, etc. work, will the practices become ok to use?"

The Church does not approve or disapprove of a practice based solely on its scientific efficacy, but also on its compatibility with revealed Truth. Irregardless of whether something "works", if it does so based on a reliance upon occult powers, for instance (i.e. "life force energy" or psychic powers) it would not be approved of for use by the Church.

Science may, however, discover that a practice works for reasons other than the various mystical philosophies with which it is associated, which might then change the way the Church rules on the use of a particular practice.

For instance, science is currently studying acupuncture with a belief that it may work because of the release of endorphins which are part of the body’s natural pain-control system; by stimulation of nerves in the spinal cord that release pain suppressing neurotransmitters; or by the naturally occurring increase in blood flow in puncture areas that remove toxic substances. It does not believe that it works for the reasons put forth in Chinese Traditional Medicine which asserts that the insertion of needles at certain locations on the body, known as meridians or energy pathways, helps to balance the flow of "qi". There is simply no evidence that "qi" even exists, let alone that it infuses the body in such a way that it can be balanced by the insertion of needles.

The Church currently associates acupuncture with the New Age, but it may rule differently if science determines that its course of action is due to the normal function of the body rather than to the occult forces with which it is presently associated.

The Power of Placebo

http://womenofgrace.com/newage/?p=222
By Susan Brinkmann, October 11, 2010

What is the one thing all alternative medicine techniques have in common? Testimonials. 

No matter what site you visit, iRenew Bands, The International Center for Reiki Training, Peaceful Soles Reflexology, etc., they’re all loaded with impressive testimonials from people who swear by the treatments. But because so few of these methods have any scientific backing, does this mean all of these people are lying?

Absolutely not.

I found this out recently while reading a book entitled, Trick or Treatment, by Edzard Ernst, M.D., the world’s first professor of complementary medicine at the University of Exeter, and Simon Singh, science journalist and best-selling author. The book is about the establishment of evidence-based medicine and what happens when it is applied to some of the most popular alternative healing practices in use today – such as acupuncture, homeopathy, chiropractic and herbal medicine.

Although I knew a little something about the placebo effect before reading this book, I was astonished at the scope of this phenomenon, and the central role it played in forcing the development of rigorous scientific testing in order to determine if a treatment really does work.

Let me explain.

The placebo effect was discovered back in the late 1800′s* when a physician named Elisha Perkins began marketing a pair of metal rods which he claimed could extract pain from people just by being brushed over the painful area. He claimed the rods were made of an expensive exotic metal alloy which was crucial to their healing capabilities (and to charging their high fees). Literally thousands of people, including George Washington, were recipients of these treatments and Perkins had a long list of satisfied customers who swore their pain disappeared upon contact with the rods.

However, another doctor named John Haygarth became suspicious and decided to try an experiment to prove whether the rods really worked. For the experiment, he secured one pair of Perkins’ rods, then had another bogus pair made. Two groups of people were assembled and given treatment with the rods. No one was told who was receiving treatment with the authentic rods and who was receiving treatment with the fake rods. The results of the trial were exactly as Haygarth expected – patients reported precisely the same benefits from the treatment irregardless of whether they were treated with real or fake rods. He determined that the only explanation for this outcome is that “powerful influences upon diseases are produced by mere imagination." See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_Haygarth *I believe this should read as 1700s
When he says powerful, he means it!

Other examples of the power of the placebo effect are almost beyond belief. During World II, an American anesthesiologist named Henry Beecher was very interested in researching the placebo effect and did an experiment on his soldiers when he ran out of morphine. Rather than just treat them without a painkiller, Beecher told his patients they were being injected with the powerful painkiller even though they were receiving nothing more than a saline solution. To his astonishment, the patients relaxed and showed no signs of pain or distress when being subjected to very painful procedures.

Needless to say, after the end of the war, Beecher returned to Harvard Medical School and started a program to explore the miraculous power of placebo.

It was found to be at play in all kinds of procedures, from tooth extractions to cardiac care. One of the most astonishing was a study of angina patients where one group received surgery to correct their narrowed arteries and the others didn’t. Both groups improved so much that some were able to reduce their intake of medication!

Does this mean that mind-over-matter may one day lead to no more reliance on medicine?

Unfortunately, no.

The problem with placebo is that the underlying problem is not cured – we just think it is. In the case of the angina patients, they may have been able to reduce their medicine intake, but their arteries were still dangerously narrowed.  

Scientists believe the placebo effect works either through conditioning or expectancy, which means we are either conditioned to respond in a certain way, such as feeling better after seeing a doctor, or expecting to get rid of a headache after taking an aspirin. In the latter case, the more one believes they will benefit from a treatment, the more likely they are to do so.

But we can’t have a bunch of people running around who think they’re cured when they’re not. This is why science has had to develop very rigorous testing standards – such as blind and double-blind trials – to eliminate the possibility of the placebo effect and determine whether certain drugs or treatments actually work.

In blind trials, the patients do not know whether they are receiving the real treatment or a fake. In double-blind studies, neither the patients nor the doctors know which treatment the control groups are getting. This discounts any possibility of suggestion, either by the patients themselves or by a doctor whose body language or other unwitting signals might give away which treatment is being administered. 

Having said all this, it’s easy to see how someone can walk away from a Reiki or reflexology or acupuncture session and be totally convinced that they were healed or at least helped in some way – even though the treatments were as useless as that saline solution used by Dr. Beecher.

So the next time you hear someone tout a new alternative method where "hundreds of people" have been healed, unless it’s been subjected to rigorous scientific trials like those just described, please don’t waste your hard-earned money!

Can Catholics Use Alternatives to Treat Serious Illnesses?
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=17080#more-17080
By Susan Brinkmann, October 26, 2012

JD asks: “I don’t see any mention in the Catechism about Catholics being forbidden to use alternatives such as homeopathy or acupuncture to treat illnesses like cancer or diabetes. Is this true, and if so, can you tell me what documents contain this teaching?”

Yes, this is true. This teaching can be found in the Ethical and Religious Directives for Health Care Services (Part V, No. 56) which is based on the Catechism.

These Directives state that “A person has a moral obligation to use ordinary or proportionate means of preserving his or her life. Proportionate means are those that in the judgment of the patient offer a reasonable hope of benefit and do not entail an excessive burden or impose excessive expense on the family or the community.”

This teaching derives from Pope John Paul II’s encyclical letter On the Value and Inviolability of Human Life (Evangelium Vitae).
Keep in mind that “proportionate means . . . in the judgement of the patient offer a reasonable hope of benefit . . .” does not mean that we can use alternatives such as homeopathy and acupuncture in spite of their lack of scientific credibility just because we want to believe they’ll work. If the science is not behind them, we cannot use them to the exclusion of ordinary means to treat serious or contagious diseases.

As I’ve quoted elsewhere in this blog, and in my Learn to Discern booklets, Kevin G. Rickert, Ph.D. explains in Homiletics and Pastoral Review that “Catholic moral teaching requires that we use ordinary means to save a life or to treat a malady. When a person is confronted with a life threatening condition, or some less serious illness (especially a communicable disease), which can be easily treated by ordinary means, there is a moral obligation to do so.”

Unscientific medical cures such as alternatives that are either untested or failed to pass the test of rigorous scientific scrutiny (as is the case with most alternatives in use today) are not considered to be ordinary “because they are not real means at all,” Dr. Rickert writes. “As such, they are neither required nor permitted. The main problem with these kinds of “cures” is that they don’t really work; they are irrational, and as such they are contrary to the natural law.”

When we put our full faith in one of these untested methods to treat a serious illness like diabetes or heart disease, while refusing the best science of the day, we fall into the trap of deception and error, aka “superstitious medicine.”

“In this case, I subject my mind to deception, and at the same time, I neglect my obligation to employ ordinary means; in so doing, I subject my body to illness and my loved ones to potential hardships.”

Just because it Sounds Holy Doesn’t Mean it is
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=24487#more-24487
By Susan Brinkmann, October 2, 2013

CS writes: “I listen to Catholic Radio and have heard that partaking in acupuncture and other alternative therapies.  I have been to a natural healing center and the practitioner uses muscle testing which she says uses acupuncture ideas about energy flow in my body. That our bodies can let us know what part of our body is being challenged and what it needs to get back into balance. She uses her technique as an assessment tool not as treatment. If what she says is true then it would have to be of our God because it is amazing and miraculous. What is ‘bad’ about this?”
The first sentence in this question is incomplete so I’m going to assume that you meant to write “I listen to Catholic Radio and have heard that partaking in acupuncture and other alternative therapies is okay.” 

Many people feel this way; however, there are a few important qualifiers which should always be given along with this kind of blanket statement. First of all, it is never okay with the Catholic Church to use an untested alternative therapy for a life threatening or communicable disease.

This teaching can be found in the Ethical and Religious Directives for Health Care Services (Part V, No. 56) which is based on the Catechism and Pope John Paul II’s encyclical letter On the Value and Inviolability of Human Life (Evangelium Vitae).

These Directives state that “A person has a moral obligation to use ordinary or proportionate means of preserving his or her life.”

You can read more about this here.

If you want to use a homeopathic concoction to treat an earache, that’s okay, but it’s not okay to use it to treat diabetes or the mumps; however, the user may want to be fully informed about the origin of some of these practices, such as the muscle testing you describe above, because many are rooted in the occult and a pantheistic belief system that is not compatible with Christianity. In most cases, once a Christian becomes fully informed about an alternative, they’re no longer interested.

Now that I’ve explained this, you can see why making a blanket statement such as “it’s okay to use acupuncture” is really not telling a person what they need to know.

Second of all, what the healer is telling you is not true. There is no such “energy flow” in the body. The energy she is referring to is completely unsubstantiated by science and does not exist; but that doesn’t mean people won’t believe in it. 
Thanks to the New Age movement and its plethora of “energy workers”, this bogus medicine has become the snake-oil of the 21st century. It’s also why the Pontifical Councils refer to it as “the New Age god” in the document Jesus Christ, the Bearer of the Water of Life.

Muscle testing is even more problematic. It is based on the notion that every organ dysfunction is accompanied by a specific muscle weakness that can be detected through muscle-testing procedures. Proponents claim diseases can be evaluated through specific patterns of muscle weakness which they can heal by manipulating or unblocking alleged body energies along meridian pathways, or by infusing energy to produce healing in certain organs.

For instance, a weak muscle in the chest might indicate a liver problem, and a weak muscle near the groin might indicate “adrenal insufficiency.”

Patients can also be tested while chewing certain substances and if a muscle tests “weaker” after a substance is placed in the patient’s mouth, it supposedly signifies disease in the organ associated with that muscle.

The same test is applied for determining nutrient deficiencies. If a weak muscle becomes stronger after a nutrient (or a food high in the nutrient) is chewed, that supposedly indicates “a deficiency normally associated with that muscle.” Some practitioners contend that muscle-testing can also help diagnose allergies and other adverse reactions to foods.

Muscle testing is regarded by the medical and scientific community to be as goofy as it sounds to the rest of us, but researchers have nevertheless subjected the method to several well-designed and impartial tests to determine if it has any credibility.

Apparently, it does not.

In one test, three practitioners testing eleven subjects all made significantly different assessments on the same patients. Another set of researchers who conducted an elaborate double-blind trial concluded that “muscle response appeared to be a random phenomenon.” Without belaboring the point, no testing to date has turned up any evidence that muscle testing works.

You might also be interested in knowing that muscle testing (aka applied kinesiology) was “discovered” by a Michigan chiropractor named George Goodheart in 1964. By his own admission, the practice combines elements of psychic philosophy, Chinese Taoism, and a belief in what early chiropractors called “Innate Intelligence” a kind of universal energy or “life force.”

The fact that he relied on psychic powers in the development of his new idea was confirmed by Dr. William Jarvis, president of the National Council Against Health Fraud and professor of Public Health and Preventive Medicine at Loma Linda University Medical School in California.

But none of this is any secret. Goodheart’s own published materials, along with those of other early proponents of applied kinesiology, openly describe the occult-based theories that have been incorporated into this practice.

“He combined the concept of ‘innate intelligence’ with the Eastern religious concept of energy (chi) and the idea that muscles reflex (reflect back) the condition of each of the various body organs via the chi’s meridians. 

‘Innate intelligence’ is described as spiritual intelligence which runs the body and is connected to the universal intelligence though the nervous system. . . .” (Kinesiology, Muscle Response Testing, p. 1])

Even though your practitioner talks a good game, and makes what she does sound so good as to be almost holy, don’t be fooled. These practices are not based on science and should never – under any condition – be used to diagnose illness. If so, the practitioner should be reported to the state medical board.
Can the placebo effect heal?

http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=49297  
April 22, 2016
New research has found that the so-called “placebo effect” can activate the same neurotransmitters as powerful drugs which explains why some people believe they’ve been helped even when the “drug” they were taking is nothing more than a sugar pill.

In an interview with CBS New York, Dr. Ted Kaptchuk, an associate professor of medicine at Harvard University who has been studying the placebo effect for most of his career, says there’s a reason why people feel better after ingesting a phony pill.

In this article appearing in Harvard Magazine a few years ago, he says that placebo treatments – which are interventions involving no active drug ingredients such as sugar pills or saline solutions, can stimulate real physiological responses, from changes in heart rate and blood pressure to chemical activity in the brain, in cases involving pain, depression, anxiety, fatigue, and even some symptoms of Parkinson’s.

These “sham” treatments can make people feel amazingly well – good enough to think they’ve been healed.

But they haven’t.

Several years ago, Kaptchuk conducted a randomized clinical drug trial on people who were experiencing severe arm pain from conditions such as carpal tunnel and tendinitis. Half of the subjects received pain-reducing pills; the others were given acupuncture treatments. In both cases people began to call in, complaining about the effects of the pills – which some said made them sluggish – and the needles which others said had left them sore. But the most astounding finding was that most of the other patients repeated real relief – both those who received the pain-relieving pills and those who received acupuncture. In fact, those who received acupuncture reported even more relief than those who took the painkillers. So did this prove, for the first time ever, that acupuncture works better than conventional medicine?
Not exactly. The reason is because, unknown to both groups, they each received shams. The patients given painkillers received pills made out of cornstarch and those who received acupuncture received a sham version where the needles never actually pierced the skin.

As it turns out, the study wasn’t designed to test two treatments – it was designed to test two shams.

So what gives?

That’s what Kaptchuk and his team are continuing to study. They want to uncover the mechanisms behind these physiological responses – learn what is happening in our bodies, in our brains, in cases involving the placebo effect. He has found that even the method of placebo delivery (pill or needle, for example), where the treatment takes place, how kind or unkind is the doctor administering the treatment, etc., an impact the placebo effect.

“The placebo effect is actually many effects woven together—some stronger than others,” the article reports, and this is what Kaptchuk and his team are trying to figure out.

If anything, it’s valuable insight for any caregiver to know that patients’ perceptions matter and can have significant effects on their health. It’s also valuable insight for consumers of alternative medicines who swear a bogus treatment is working in spite of clinical testing that says it’s a sham. It’s also why consumers are cautioned not to rely on “testimonials” when considering whether or not to use an alternative.

But even though placebos can cause a person to feel better, there’s a limit to the placebo effect.

“We’re not gonna shrink a tumor with a placebo pill,” Kaptchuk told CBS.

But for some conditions, it could fundamentally change the way patients are treated.

“Instead of putting people on drugs for long periods of time, if a placebo was going to work, that’s probably where you want to start,” Kaptchuk said.

More studies on the placebo effect will begin at Harvard later this spring.

Beware of alleged papal approval of homeopathy! 
http://www.womenofgrace.com/blog/?p=51014    

June 17, 2016
It has recently come to my attention that several homeopathic enthusiasts are implying that Catholics and Christians should be encouraged to use homeopathy because of the many popes who used it. They are also pointing to an award given to a homeopathic physician by Pope Paul VI and to the fact that Mother Theresa’s order has also used these drugs as reason for Catholics to embrace homeopathy. Although all of these facts are true, when the story behind them is told, the picture looks a whole lot different!

First of all, Catholics can use any alternative they want for minor problems such as ear aches or scrapes and scratches. This includes untested methods and those that have failed scientific scrutiny such as homeopathy.

What they can’t do is use any of these methods to treat life-threatening or contagious conditions. As this blog explains, the Church’s Ethical and Religious Directives for Health Care Services (Part V, No. 56) which is based on the Catechism, clearly state that a person has “a moral obligation to use ordinary or proportionate means of preserving his or her life.”

As Kevin G. Rickert, Ph.D. explains in Homiletics and Pastoral Review, unscientific medical cures such as alternatives that are either untested or failed to pass the test of rigorous scientific scrutiny [as is the case with most alternatives in use today] are not considered to be ordinary “because they are not real means at all,” Dr. Rickert writes. “As such, they are neither required nor permitted. The main problem with these kinds of ‘cures’ is that they don’t really work; they are irrational, and as such they are contrary to the natural law.”

Thus, when we put our full faith in one of these untested methods to treat a serious illness like diabetes or heart disease, while refusing the best science of the day, we fall into the trap of deception and error, aka “superstitious medicine.”

“In this case, I subject my mind to deception, and at the same time, I neglect my obligation to employ ordinary means; in so doing, I subject my body to illness and my loved ones to potential hardships.”

In other words, stating that Mother Theresa and a few popes have used homeopathic drugs doesn’t really tell us what we need to know. What exactly did they use the homeopathy for? It makes all the difference.

Another example of these kinds of disingenuous statements is in articles such as this one which tout “Homeopathy for Catholics!” by listing a string of Popes who once used it.

For instance, Popes Pius VIII who reigned from 1829 to 1830, and Pope Pius IX who reigned from 1846 to 1878 are two examples given. During this era of history, doctors employed methods such as bleeding and blistering to cure patients, or they relied upon herbal mixtures of one kind or another because they had not yet developed methods for creating effective medicines. These methods, along with a variety of popular “snake oil” concoctions, were all they had to fight serious diseases such as cholera, yellow fever, typhoid fever, diphtheria, malaria, and tuberculosis. How well these methods worked is evidenced by the life expectancy at the time which was a little over 40 years.

The same author also claims that Pope Pius X, and XII used homeopathy. What she doesn’t tell her readers is that during this time, doctors were also using arsenic and mercury to treat diseases. Heroin tablets were used to treat asthma symptoms and cocaine was used for everything from toothaches to throat lozenges. Chances are, Pope Pius X and XII might have used these treatments as well.

In other words, these popes used homeopathic drugs because of the times they were living in and the state of medicine at the time. To cite their use as being in support of homeopathy more than 100 years later is not just unreasonable, it’s downright dishonest! 
And it’s also nonsensical. If we apply the same logic, we could say that the Church approves practices such as bloodletting, leeches and the use of arsenic and mercury to treat illness because popes have been known to avail themselves of these treatments in past centuries.

As for St. John Paul, the same author cited above writes that “Pope John Paul II’s physician, Dr. Francesco Negro, was awarded the Order of St. Gregory for his work as a homeopathic physician.”

First of all, Dr. Negro was not St. John Paul’s physician. Dr. Renato Buzzonetti served as Pope John Paul II’s personal physician from 1978 until his death in 2005.  Dr. Negro may have been one of his physicians, but he was not the man who served as his primary care giver – which is a big difference!

Second, the recipient of the Order of St. Gregory was Francesco’s father, Antonio, who was a prominent homeopathic physician in his day.

The bottom line is that homeopathy has not fared well under the scrutiny of modern science, especially as testing methods continue to be improved. This means that even in the last 20 years, the information available to Mother Theresa and St. John Paul on the efficacy of homeopathy is vastly different than what it is today.
No doubt both of them would have changed their minds about using it for anything other than minor cuts and scrapes (if that) if they knew what science knows about it today. This is especially true for St. John Paul who had a great respect for science throughout his life.

Last, it should be stated that the Pontifical Councils issued a warning about homeopathy in its preliminary statement on the New Age entitled, Jesus Christ, the Bearer of the Water of Life. It lists the practice among a variety of others that are connected with the New Age (See Sec. 2.2.3).

Proponents of alternatives such as homeopathy who are seeking Catholic clients should resist the temptation to misrepresent the facts in order to make it appear as if unscientific methods have Church approval when they really don’t. This could inadvertently lead people with serious illnesses to forgo life-saving medical treatment.

Any statement made about Catholicism and homeopathy should include the stipulations posted at the beginning of this article and leave the choice of whether or not to use homeopathy up to the prayerful discernment of the Catholic consumer.
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