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LESSONS LEARNED

• Conventional medicine and homeopathy work well together.
• Quality of life improves with additive homeopathy in patients with non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC).
• Survival improves with additive homeopathy in patients with NSCLC.

ABSTRACT

Background. Patients with advanced non-small cell lung can-
cer (NSCLC) have limited treatment options. Alongside con-
ventional anticancer treatment, additive homeopathy might
help to alleviate side effects of conventional therapy. The
aim of the present study was to investigate whether additive
homeopathy might influence quality of life (QoL) and survival
in patients with NSCLC.
Methods. In this prospective, randomized, placebo-controlled,
double-blind, three-arm, multicenter, phase III study, we
evaluated the possible effects of additive homeopathic

treatment compared with placebo in patients with stage
IV NSCLC, with respect to QoL in the two randomized
groups and survival time in all three groups. Treated
patients visited the outpatients’ centers every 9 weeks:
150 patients with stage IV NSCLC were included in the
study; 98 received either individualized homeopathic reme-
dies (n = 51) or placebo (n = 47) in a double-blinded fash-
ion; and 52 control patients without any homeopathic
treatment were observed for survival only. The constitu-
ents of the different homeopathic remedies were mainly
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of plant, mineral, or animal origin. The remedies were
manufactured by stepwise dilution and succussion,
thereby preparing stable Good Manufacturing Practice
grade formulations.
Results. QoL as well as functional and symptom scales showed
significant improvement in the homeopathy group when com-
pared with placebo after 9 and 18 weeks of homeopathic
treatment (p < .001). Median survival time was significantly
longer in the homeopathy group (435 days) versus placebo
(257 days; p = .010) as well as versus control (228 days;
p < .001). Survival rate in the homeopathy group differed sig-
nificantly from placebo (p = .020) and from control (p < .001).
Conclusion. QoL improved significantly in the homeopathy
group compared with placebo. In addition, survival was

significantly longer in the homeopathy group versus placebo
and control. A higher QoL might have contributed to the pro-
longed survival. The study suggests that homeopathy posi-
tively influences not only QoL but also survival. Further studies
including other tumor entities are warranted. The Oncologist
2020;25:e1930–e1955

DISCUSSION

Additive homeopathy significantly improved QoL and sur-
vival when compared with placebo and control (Fig. 1). A
higher QoL might have contributed to the prolonged sur-
vival. The results of this study suggest that homeopathy
positively influences both QoL and survival. Further studies
including other tumor entities are warranted.

Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier estimates of overall survival time in the three groups. Crosses indicate time points of censoring (i.e., no
patients died after this time point in this study group). Bold italicized values are statistically significant.
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TRIAL INFORMATION

Disease Advanced cancer/solid tumor only

Disease Lung cancer – NSCLC

Stage of Disease/Treatment Metastatic/advanced

Prior Therapy No Prior Therapy

Type of Study Phase III, randomized

Primary Endpoint Quality of life

Secondary Endpoint Overall Survival

Additional Details of Endpoints or Study Design

Sample size calculation was based on a significance level of 5% and a median survival of 10.1 months [26]. Furthermore, a
60-month recruitment period with a 24-month observational period in each patient was planned. Under these assumptions,
300 patients (corresponding to an average accrual rate of five patients per month) gave 85% power to detect a difference of
10.1 versus 14.5 months. Because the trial duration was quite long, a two-stage design (O’Brien-Fleming type with equal infor-
mation rates) with an interim analysis was planned using the above assumptions (Addplan, version 6.0.8). An interim analysis
with nonbinding stopping for futility option was projected after the observation of 140 events. Early rejection of the null
hypothesis at interim was planned to be tested at a two-sided significance level of .0052; the null hypotheses were accepted at
interim (stopping for futility) if the p value exceeded .5. The two-sided significance level for the second stage was .048.

Accrual: After 5 years, enrollment of patients was terminated because the proposed time frame for recruitment and the pro-
posed number for an interim analysis was reached. Baseline patient characteristics are shown in Table 1. From February
2012 to July 2017, 158 White patients with NSCLC stage IV were enrolled in the study, 52 of whom did not consent to partic-
ipate in the randomized experiment but agreed to observation of their course of disease as controls with no participation in
any homeopathic intervention (Fig. 2). The remaining 106 patients were randomized. Eight of the randomized patients had
to be excluded because of sensitizing EGFR mutations or ALK translocations reported immediately after randomization (four
in the homeopathy group, four in the placebo group). This left 98 patients in total in the two double-blind groups. Each
patient was observed for 24 months independently of the date of his or her study inclusion. Data were sent blinded to the
statistician. Tables 2 and 3 show the results of the patient-completed questionnaires. Table 4 shows the 24-month mortality
in each group.

Investigator’s Analysis Active and should be pursued further

DRUG INFORMATION

Generic/Working Name Homeopathic medicinal products

Trade Name Several medicinal products were used in the study

Company Name Maria Treu Pharmacy, Vienna, Austria

Drug Type Homeopathic medicinal products

Drug Class Schedule was individualized

Dose Dosage was individually adjusted as drops or globules

Route Oral (po)

Schedule of Administration

Schedule was individually adjusted. Dilutions were taken daily on a 3-week interval. Homeopathic medicinal products are
detailed in Tables 6 and 7.

Treatment Course: Ninety-eight patients received allocated treatment (51 in the homeopathy group and 47 in the placebo
group). Fifty-two control patients were observed regarding the course of disease without any homeopathic intervention.
Altogether, 150 patients were investigated. Seventy-nine patients (46 patients in the homeopathy group and 33 patients in
the placebo group) attended the third visit. All patients were treated as intended (Fig. 2). Figure 3 shows the CONSORT
diagram.

There were no statistically significant differences between the groups with respect to gender distribution, age, age groups,
Karnofsky index, smoking status, T-staging, M-staging, stage groups (IIIB, IIIC, IV), radiotherapy, brain or liver metastases, whole
brain radiation therapy, surgery, pneumonectomy, chemotherapy cycles, change to carboplatin, and immuno-oncological therapy
(Table 1). There was a statistically significant difference between treatment groups and the control group with regard to N stage
with a higher number of patients with N stages 0 and 1 in the control group and more patients with N stage 3 in the treatment
groups (p = .010); however, no difference between the two treatment groups was found.

Histology revealed adenocarcinoma in 39 patients in the homeopathy group and 40 patients in the placebo group, squa-
mous cell carcinoma in 10 patients in the homeopathy group and 4 patients in the placebo group, lung carcinoma not other-
wise specified in 1 patient in the homeopathy group and 3 patients in the placebo group, and large-cell bronchial carcinoma
in 1 patient in the homeopathy group and none in the placebo group (p = .219; Table 1). There was also no significant differ-
ence from the control group (p = .421).
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PATIENT CHARACTERISTICS

Number of Patients, Male 81

Number of Patients, Female 69

Stage NSCLC stage IIIB, IIIC and IV

Age Mean (range): 63.2 (33–87) years

Number of Prior Systemic Therapies 0

Karnofsky Index 85.6 (15.7)

Cancer Types or Histologic Subtypes Adenocarcinoma, 117; squamous cell carcinoma, 27; lung carci-
noma not otherwise specified, 5; large-cell carcinoma, 1

PRIMARY ASSESSMENT METHOD: EXPERIMENTAL

Title Overall Survival

Number of Patients Screened 55

Number of Patients Enrolled 51

Number of Patients Evaluated for Efficacy 51

Evaluation Method Estimated mean survival time

(Median) Duration Assessments OS 435

Outcome Notes

QoL as well as functional and symptom scales showed significant improvement in the homeopathy group when compared
with placebo after 9 and 18 weeks of homeopathic treatment (p < .001; Table 2). Median survival time was significantly lon-
ger in the homeopathy group (435 days) versus placebo (257 days; p = .010) as well as versus control (228 days; p < .001;
Table 4). Survival rate in the homeopathy group differed significantly from placebo (p = .020) and from control (p < .001).

PRIMARY ASSESSMENT METHOD: PLACEBO

Title Overall Survival

Number of Patients Screened 51

Number of Patients Enrolled 47

Number of Patients Evaluated for Efficacy 47

Evaluation Method Estimated mean survival time

(Median) Duration Assessments OS 257

PRIMARY ASSESSMENT METHOD: CONTROL

Title Overall Survival

Number of Patients Screened 52

Number of Patients Enrolled 52

Number of Patients Evaluated for Efficacy 52

Evaluation Method Estimated mean survival time

(Median) Duration Assessments OS 228

ASSESSMENT, ANALYSIS, AND DISCUSSION

Completion Study completed

Investigator’s Assessment Active and should be pursued further

Lung cancer is the second most common cancer in men
and women, as well as the leading cause of cancer-related
mortality in the U.S. [1], accounting for 29% of all cancer-
related mortalities in men and 26% of those in women [2].
More than 85% of lung cancers are non-small cell lung can-
cer (NSCLC) [3], for which surgery is the preferred therapy in
the early stages. Unfortunately, most patients are diagnosed
at stages III or IV, by which time NSCLC is inoperable [4].
Chemotherapy is the standard treatment for unresectable
NSCLC [5], but its adverse reactions frequently prevent

completion of the recommended number of cycles [6]. Addi-
tional approaches to reduce chemotherapy’s toxicity and
enhance its clinical efficacy are, therefore, warranted.

Some 90% of patients with advanced NSCLC experience
two or more disease-related symptoms, including pulmonary
complaints, such as cough and dyspnea, and general fatigue,
pain, and anorexia [7], which can significantly impact the
emotional, social, physical, and spiritual well-being of
patients, as well as their functioning [8–12]. One survey
found that 68% of patients preferred treatment that eased
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disease-related symptoms without prolonging their life
[13]. Moreover, shorter overall survival has been associated
with poor health-related quality of life at diagnosis and
higher symptom burden at the outset of treatment [14,
15]. There is growing understanding of the extent to which
mind and body are connected and awareness that psycho-
social characteristics and variables can contribute to both
the symptom experiences and to patient outcomes, includ-
ing survival [16].

Homeopathy is one of the most popular forms of com-
plementary and alternative medicine. It is rooted in two
theories: one, that “like cures like”—that is, disease can be
cured by a substance that produces similar symptoms in
healthy people; and, two, “the law of minimum dose”—the
lower the dosage the more effective the medication [17,
18]. A detailed clinical history is recorded by the homeo-
path, relying on the totality of symptoms described by the
patient. The symptoms are then listed and repertorized,
which means that the homeopath matches the complete
symptom profile of the patient to the symptom profile of
the remedy. Then, the homeopath determines the least
amount of medicine needed to achieve the desired effect.
The medications are not only diluted but also succussed,
thereby enhancing the effect of the remedies on the
patient.

Homeopathy is a system in which remedies are cus-
tomized to individuals, based on broad themes character-
istics elicited from the totality of the presenting physical,
mental, and emotional symptoms [17, 18]. Because home-
opathy sees disease as unique to each patient and thus
treats it with a unique, specifically tailored medication, it
is difficult to perform randomized, controlled trials—a
method suited to research on groups rather than
individuals.

We published the results of a pragmatic, randomized,
controlled trial of 410 cancer patients in which homeo-
pathic treatment was an add-on therapy to conventional
oncological treatment [19]. In this trial, the global health
status and subjective well-being of these patients improved
significantly with individualized homeopathic treatment. An
oncologist at our medical center noticed that cancer
patients treated with adjunct homeopathy seemed to have
an improved survival rate. A retrospective evaluation found
that homeopathic therapy administered to patients with
advanced cancer seemed to provide a statistically significant
advantage (p < .001) for survival, compared with con-
trol [20].

We decided, therefore, to validate the results of our
pragmatic open trial regarding quality of life (QoL) and sub-
jective well-being, under double-blind conditions in patients
with advanced NSCLC [19]. We also wanted to evaluate
whether survival is impacted by homeopathic treatment in
patients with stage IV NSCLC in a prospective, randomized,
placebo-controlled, double-blind, study. Since the beneficial
effects of homeopathy are often attributed to a placebo
effect, we added a third group of patients, who received no
add-on homeopathic treatment, as a noninterventional con-
trol group. Our hypothesis was that there is no significant
difference between homeopathy and placebo regarding
QoL and survival.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

This phase III study, which examined homeopathic treat-
ment as an add-on therapy to conventional treatment, was
prospective, three-arm, randomized, double-blind, placebo-
controlled, stratified, and multicenter; neither the patients
nor the managing physicians knew the specific study sub-
stances during the study period until the end of the statisti-
cal analysis.

The three arms evaluated were additive homeopathy,
placebo, and control. Two parallel groups randomized to
homeopathy or placebo were compared in a double-blind
fashion. Controls (third group) were patients who refused
participation in the randomized trial, but agreed to observa-
tion of their course of disease without any homeopathic
intervention (Fig. 2). The study was conducted in four out-
patients` centers: the Medical University of Vienna (General
Hospital of Vienna), Department of Medicine I, Division of
Oncology; the Otto Wagner Hospital, Department of
Pulmonology I, Vienna; the Hospital of Lienz, Department of
Medicine, Tyrol; and the Elisabethinenspital, Department of
Medicine, Linz, Austria.

The study protocol was approved by the ethics commit-
tees of the participating institutions (Ethical Committee of
the Medical University of Vienna No. 709/2010). The study
was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Hel-
sinki, Good Clinical Practice Guidelines, and applicable local
regulations, and registered at Clinical Trials.gov
(ClinicalTrials.gov Identifier: NCT01509612). All participating
patients gave their written informed consent prior to study
entry. The full trial protocol can be accessed by contacting
the corresponding author.

Regarding eligibility, patients with histologically or cyto-
logically confirmed stage IIIB, IIIC, or IV NSCLC diagnosed
within the past 8 weeks were invited to participate in the
study. The date of the printed histology/cytology finding
was determined as date of diagnosis. Patients were ran-
domly assigned at a ratio of 1:1 to either classical individu-
alized homeopathic treatment or placebo as add-ons to
conventional treatment. Patients who chose not to partici-
pate in the study served as a no-add-on control group after
signing informed consent [21]. This control group was
formed to exclude a possible placebo effect of the homeo-
paths. No homeopathic case histories were taken from
them, and they received no treatment in addition to con-
ventional therapy. Patients who refused to be randomized
and opted to undergo homeopathic treatment were not
considered any further in this study (Fig. 2).

Inclusion criteria were (a) histologically or cytologically
confirmed stage IIIB/IIIC or IV NSCLC within the preceding 8
weeks and (b) aged older than 18 years.

Exclusion criteria were numerous: (a) sensitizing muta-
tion of the EGFR gene or translocation of the ALK gene; (b)
refusal to sign informed consent; (c) pregnancy; (d) hema-
tological, hepatic, or renal pathology; (e) coronary heart dis-
ease; (f) history of secondary tumor; (g) major surgery
within 4 weeks prior to study entry; (h) active infection,
and symptomatic peripheral neuropathy (National Cancer
Institute’s common toxicity criteria, version 2, grade ≥2); (i)
central nervous system metastases unless the metastases
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were treated and stable; (j) active autoimmune disease; (k)
use of systemic immunosuppressive treatment; (l) use of
systemic treatment during the previous 2 years; (m) active
interstitial lung disease, or a history of pneumonitis for
which glucocorticoids were prescribed; (n) previous sys-
temic therapy for metastatic disease or previous irradiation;
and (o) use of any complementary and/or alternative ther-
apy, including homeopathy other than the research treat-
ment, during the trial.

CHEMOTHERAPY

Cisplatin plus gemcitabine or cisplatin plus pemetrexed was
the standard regimen for first-line treatment of advanced
squamous or non-squamous NSCLC at the start of our study
[22]. Chemotherapy consisted of cisplatin 80 mg/m2 or car-
boplatin 5 mg/ml*minute given intravenously on day 1
combined with either gemcitabine 1,000 mg/m2 given intra-
venously on day 1 and day 8 or with pemetrexed 500 mg/
m2 given intravenously on day 1 every 3-week cycle for up
to six cycles.

HOMEOPATHIC MEDICINAL PRODUCTS

Homeopathy uses a wide variety of source materials, which
means that various methods of preparation are necessary
depending on the substance being processed. Homeopathic
medicines are derived from plants, herbs, minerals, or ani-
mal products [23].

All study medications (D, CH, LM, and Q-Potencies) were
prepared (Maria Treu Pharmacy, Vienna, Austria) in accor-
dance with the current version of the European Pharmaco-
poeia (Ph.Eur.), the German Homoeopathic Pharmacopoeia
(GHP), and the Q-potencies according to Hahnemann’s 6th
edition of the Organon of Medicine [17]. In brief, the con-
stituents of the homeopathic medicinal products (HMP) are
mainly plants, minerals, or of animal origin. The HMPs are
manufactured by stepwise dilution and succussion, thereby
preparing stable GMP-grade formulations.

Homeopathic medicines were produced through
sequential agitated dilutions in alcohol/water or by tritura-
tion in powdered lactose in decimal (1:10), centesimal
(1:100) or quinquaginta millesimal (1:50,000) potencies (Q-
potencies) / LM- potencies (Table 5) [23].

All homeopathic therapies started with Q1 potencies of
the selected remedies for 3 weeks, and continued in
ascending order with Q2, Q3, of either the same remedy or
a selected alternative (3 weeks each) toward Q30. Where
the study substance was changed, whatever the reason, the
new cycle started from the beginning with Q1. A primary
reason for changing the study substance was disease
deterioration.

The Q-potencies were applied as liquids, after being
shaken and diluted daily by the patient (Table 5). The pack-
age leaflet also mentions the number of succussions to be
carried out by the patient every day and the number of
drops or spoonfuls to be taken [23]. They were used in the
trial as constitutional medication based on the mental,
emotional, and physical symptoms displayed by any patient.
The D-, C-, and LM-potencies were applied as sugar

granules. Five pellets comprised one dose, which was taken
orally by sucking.

TREATMENT PROTOCOL

Patients newly diagnosed as suffering from a NSCLC by
pulmonal oncologists who did not participate in the study,
were invited to participate in the study. At study entry, all
eligible patients (those who met all the inclusion and none
of the exclusion criteria, and had signed informed consent)
were required to complete a series of questionnaires - the
EORTC QLQ-C30 [24], the SF-36 [25], the Subjective Well-
Being Questionnaire, and one which gauged their attitudes
toward homeopathy and CAM. All questionnaires were
given and explained to patients and collected from them
after completion by individuals uninvolved in the study.
Safety was assessed by evaluating the incidence of adverse
clinical events and laboratory variables, graded according to
the National Cancer Institute’s Common Terminology
Criteria for Adverse Events, version 4.0. Patients in the third
non-randomized, untreated group were compared with the
two treatment groups solely with respect to overall survival,
and therefore did not complete questionnaires. Demo-
graphic information was collected, after which a thorough
and detailed homeopathic medical history was taken for all
patients [19]. Based on these homeopathic case histories,
homeopathic physicians determined the most appropriate
constitutional and symptomatic remedies for each individ-
ual following the classical principles of homeopathy of
individualization.

Constitutional remedies were largely tailored for men-
tal, emotional and general symptoms, regardless of reac-
tions to the anti-cancer treatment. Symptomatic remedies
were given to combat the adverse effects of this treatment.
The homeopathic physician explained the patient how to
prepare and how to take the prescribed homeopathic Q-
potencies after vigorous succussion, dilution and stirring on
a daily basis.

The name and all other details of prescribed medica-
tions were faxed to the pharmacy (Maria Treu Pharmacy),
where both homeopathic remedies and placebo for the
study were prepared.

METHOD USED TO GENERATE THE RANDOM ALLOCATION

SEQUENCE
Subjects were randomized for permuted blocks randomiza-
tion in a 1:1 ratio by a web-based randomization service
(Randomizer, Medical University of Graz, Austria), stratified
by age, gender, Karnofsky performance status, and treat-
ment center. Randomization for homeopathy and placebo
medication was carried out at the pharmacy by a person
not involved in the preparation of the remedies on receipt
of the medication name determined and faxed by the physi-
cian for each individual patient. Investigators and patients
were blinded to treatment allocation until study completion
and finish of data analyses.

Following randomization, a pharmacist prepared the
prescribed study substances (placebo/homeopathic medi-
cine) for the respective patient. Homeopathic medicine and
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placebo showed identical appearance. To avoid contact
between pharmacist and patients and, thus, any informa-
tion bias, medications were sent to patients by regular mail
together with plastic cups and spoons in neutral wrapping.
The study substances were labeled with a code held at the
pharmacy not visible to the homeopathic physicians. This
design was set up to maintain the double-blind design of
the study; neither the treating physician nor the patient
knew which treatment he/she received.

The pharmacy was responsible for both preparing the
study medications and dispatching them to patients via reg-
ular mail in neutral wrapping. Names of remedies were kept
from patients to maintain double-blind design and to obvi-
ate any attempt to avoid the placebo.

Patients were followed up every 9 weeks until death. At
each visit, the homeopathic physician evaluated whether to
continue with the same remedies or change them, based
on patient reporting and routine cancer assessment.
Patients were asked to complete again the questionnaires
they answered on study entry [19]. The physician com-
pleted a case report form (CRF) at every visit. The duration
of the first visit at the homeopath’s office was about 60
minutes; the follow-up visits, which took place every 9
weeks, lasted for approximately 30 minutes. All patient
data, including the questionnaires, were sent blinded to
two people with no involvement in the study, using a dou-
ble-entry method to record data on the “Research, Docu-
mentation and Analysis” (RDA) platform of the Medical
University of Vienna.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS AND SAMPLE SIZE CALCULATION

Sample size calculation was based on a significance level of
5% and a median survival of 10.1 months [26]. Furthermore,
a 60-month recruitment period with a 24-month observa-
tional period in each patient was planned. Under these
assumptions, 300 patients (corresponding to an average
accrual rate of 5 patients per month) gave 85% power to
detect a difference of 10.1 versus 14.5 months. Because the
trial duration was quite long, a two-stage design (O’Brien-
Fleming type with equal information rates) with an interim
analysis was planned using the above assumptions (Addplan,
Version 6.0.8): An interim analysis with nonbinding stopping
for futility option was projected after the observation of 140
events. Early rejection of the null hypothesis at interim was
planned to be tested at a two-sided significance level of
.0052, the null hypotheses were accepted at interim (stop-
ping for futility) if the p value exceeded .5. The two-sided sig-
nificance level for the second stage was .048. Maximum
sample size was estimated to be 302 (corresponding to 279
events), expected (average) number of events was 209 under
the null hypothesis and 242 under the alternative.

Efficacy was assessed in the intention-to-treat sample,
which included all randomized patients. Safety was assessed
in the as-treated sample, which included all randomized
patients who had received at least one dose of the assigned
therapy. Randomized patients were prescribed at least three
Q-potencies of the assigned homeopathic therapy.

IBM SPSS statistics 26.0 was used for all analyses, α = 5%
(two-sided). Frequencies (n) and valid percentage were used

for reporting dichotomous and categorical data; minimum
and maximum (range), mean and standard deviation for con-
tinuous variables. Group comparisons for 2×2 crosstabs were
calculated via Fisher’s exact test, those for larger crosstabs
via χ2-test. Univariate comparisons of two group means
were done with t-test for homogenous respectively heterog-
enous variances (homogeneity tested by Levene’s test), com-
parisons of two group medians with Mann-Whitney-U-tests,
univariate comparisons of three group means by analyses of
variances (ANOVA) and prior testing of homogeneity of vari-
ances and co-variances (Levene test) and pairwise post hoc
Scheffé tests. Multivariate comparison of means for multiple
assessment scales of psychological tests was done via Gen-
eral Linear Model (multivariate analyses of variances with
preceding test for homogeneity of variances and covariances
via Box-M-Test) respectively via General logistic model for
repeated measurements (with preceding test for homogene-
ity of variances and covariances via Box-M-Test test estima-
tion: Wilk’s λ). Kaplan-Meier curves were used to graphically
display the survival comparison between the groups, Log-
Rank-test (Mantel-Cox; two-sided) was used to assess group
differences in survival, estimates of mean survival time in
days (hazard ratios) and 95% CIs are given overall and as well
for each study group. Survival rates for study groups are
given in %, Wilcoxon (Gehan) Statistic is used for overall and
pairwise comparison of rates.

The obtained and recorded raw data from this three-
arm trial were sent blinded to the statistician and used to
compare between the two randomized groups with regard
to the following outcomes:

• Primary outcome: QoL as evaluated as global health sta-
tus and subjective well-being at 18 weeks (third visit
after second prescription) versus base line (EORTC-QLQ-
C30 remaining dimensions; SF-36; subjective well-being)
in the two treatment groups using the EORTC QLQ-C30-
scoring manual.

• Secondary outcome: overall survival time.
• All three groups were compared overall and pair-wise to

each other with respect to overall survival. After statisti-
cal analysis, data were unblinded.

We used the CONSORT checklist by Schulz KF et al. for
the CONSORT Group 2010 Statement: updated guidelines
for reporting parallel group randomized trials, which can be
found at https://www.jclinepi.com/article/S0895-4356(10)
00079-X/fulltext.

RESULTS

Lists of prescribed homeopathic remedies Q-, LM-, C- and
D-potencies are shown in Tables 6 and 7. There was no dif-
ference between homeopathy and placebo groups with
respect to selection of homeopathic remedies or change of
Q-potencies between the two treatment groups (change of
Q-potencies: 11 times (21.6%) in homeopathy patients, 14
times (29.8%) in placebo patients, p = .242).

Patients’ Use of Alternative Treatments (Table 8)
Regarding previous alternative treatments, no statistically
significant difference could be found between the two
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treatment groups. Psychotherapy was the most used alter-
native method in all groups.

Questionnaire EORTC QLQ-C30 Data (Table 2)
The changes in global health status, functional scales, and
symptom scales at baseline, 9 and 18 weeks (visits 1, 2 and
3) for patients in the treatment groups are summarized in
Table 2.

At baseline, there were no significant differences
between the treatment groups found apart from constipa-
tion (p = .048), which was more common in the homeopa-
thy group. At 9 and 18 weeks, the global health status of
the verum group was significantly higher than that of the
placebo group (p < .001). According to all the functional
scales, apart from cognitive functioning (no difference
between groups after 9 weeks), patients in the homeopathy
group at both follow-up visits were significantly more func-
tional than patients in the placebo group, both by univari-
ate analysis of the individual functional scales and by
multivariate consideration of all functional scales. Multivari-
ate analysis (general logistic model for repeated measure-
ments, test size: Wilk’s λ) revealed a significant time effect
(p < .001) for the functional scales, i.e., the mean scale
values change between the survey times, with a significant
difference both between baseline and 9 weeks and
between baseline and 18 weeks (p < .001 and p < .001,
respectively), and a significant group effect (<.001), but
additionally a significant interaction between time and
group (<.001), caused by an improvement in homeopathic
group and worsening in the placebo group.

After 9 weeks, all symptom scales except pain, diarrhea,
and financial difficulties scores were significantly lower (i.e.,
less symptom burden) in the homeopathy group than in the
placebo group by both univariate analysis of the individual
symptom scales and by multivariate analysis of all symptom
scales. After 18 weeks, scores were significantly lower for
all symptom scales in the homeopathy group than in the
placebo group by both univariate and multivariate analysis.
There was also an improvement between visit 1 and visit 2
and between visit 2 and 3 within the homeopathy group,
but not in the placebo group. Multivariate analysis revealed
a significant time effect both between baseline and 9 weeks
(p < .001) and baseline and 18 weeks (p < .001) and a signif-
icant group effect (p < .001), and also a significant interac-
tion between time and group (p < .001).

The same effects could be seen for Global Health status,
with a significant time effect (p < .001), group effect (p < .001),
and interaction between time and group (p = .002).

Questionnaire SF-36 (Table 3)
The changes in the indices of the SF-36 questionnaire at
baseline, 9 and 18 weeks for the treatment groups are sum-
marized in Table 3.

Attitude Towards Homeopathy (Table 9)
No differences regarding attitude toward homeopathy were
detected between the two treatment groups except for
referral to previous homeopathic treatment and expecta-
tion regarding prognosis: while the majority of homeopathy

patients (57.1%) had been referred by practitioners (only
17.6% of placebo patients), placebo patients significantly
more often opted for homeopathic treatment themselves
(47.1%, only 7.1% in homeopathy patients; p = .039). In the
homeopathy group, the expectation of the effect of home-
opathy on the prognosis was significantly more negative (p
= .010). In the placebo group, patients perceived signifi-
cantly more minor side effects such as nausea and diarrhea
(p = .023).

Survival (Table 4)
The median survival time over the observation period of
730 days for the homeopathy group (435 days) was signifi-
cantly longer than the placebo group (257 days; p = .010).
Median survival of the control group (228 days) was signifi-
cantly shorter than that of the homeopathy group (p <
.001), but not than that of the placebo group (p = .258).

When comparing treatment groups (homeopathy plus
placebo group) to control group, there was a significant dif-
ference with regard to the pairwise comparison of homeopa-
thy versus placebo (treatment groups vs. control: p = .002).

Regarding patients who died within the 730-day period,
there was no significant difference in the median survival
time between the homeopathy and the placebo groups (p =
.172); however, the homeopathy group had a significantly
longer survival time than the control group (p = .020). There
was no significant difference between placebo and control
groups (p = .747) or between the two treatment groups
and the control group (p = .142).

Estimated survival time (hazard ratio for mean) was 477
(95% CI: 410–545) days in homeopathy group, 352 (95% CI:
278–427) days in placebo group and 274 (95% CI: 215–333)
days in control group (p < .001 comparing all 3 groups; p =
.014 homeopathy vs. placebo group; p < .001 homeopathy
vs. control; p = .145 placebo vs. control group). Survival rate
in the homeopathy group was 45.1%, in the placebo group
was 23.4%, and in the control group was 13.5%. While sur-
vival rate in homeopathy group differed significantly from
placebo (p = .020) and from control group (p < .001), the
difference between placebo and control (p = .154) was not
significant (overall difference was significant at p < .001).

An independent doctor evaluated the cause of death
and assured that all patients who died did so as a direct
consequence of their underlying cancer; none died because
of other reasons such as myocardial infarction, pulmonary
embolism, or other major diseases. No severe adverse
effects were reported.

DISCUSSION

Similar to our previous open randomized pragmatic study
[19], in our present randomized placebo-controlled, double-
blind study, additive homeopathic treatment in patients with
cancer significantly improved global health status, subjective
well-being, and several functional and symptom scales,
according to European Organisation for Research and Treat-
ment of Cancer (EORTC) and 36-Item Short Form Health Sur-
vey questionnaires [24, 25].
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Unexpectedly, homeopathy also increased survival time.
Median survival in the homeopathy group was about
6 months longer than in the placebo group and 7 months
longer than in the control group. The median survival in the
placebo group was about 8.5 months, close to the data
reported in the literature [26]. Furthermore, median survival
in patients who died during the observation period was sig-
nificantly longer in the homeopathy group (8.4 months) than
in the placebo group (6.4 months) and the control group
(5.2 months). Overall survival was defined as the time from
randomization until death or until 2 years later. Date of death
was provided by the independent Information Technology
Solution Center (ITSC), Austria, and recorded by an individual
with no involvement in the study (E.E.).

There were slightly more patients with squamous cell
carcinoma in the homeopathy group, but this difference
was not significant. Because the prognosis of squamous cell
carcinoma is worse than that of adenocarcinoma [27], this
might support the results of our study.

The difference between the placebo and control group
in survival time in our study is in accordance with the
results of Temel et al. [28]. Temel examined the effect of
introducing palliative care early after diagnosis on patient-
reported outcomes and end-of-life care among ambulatory
patients with newly diagnosed disease. Patients with
newly diagnosed metastatic NSCLC were randomly assigned
to receive either early palliative care integrated with stan-
dard oncological care or standard oncological care alone.
Despite the fact that fewer patients in the early palliative
care group than in the standard care group received
aggressive end-of-life care (33% vs. 54%, p = .05), median
survival was longer among patients receiving early pallia-
tive care (11.6 months vs. 8.9 months, p = .02). The authors
concluded that among patients with metastatic NSCLC, early
palliative care led to significant improvements in both quality
of life and mood. Compared with patients receiving standard
care, patients receiving early palliative care had less aggres-
sive care at the end of life but had longer survival [28].

Deng et al. reported that physicians are often asked
about complementary therapies by patients with cancer, and
data show that the interest in and use of these therapies
among patients with cancer is common [29]. Therefore, it is
important to assess the current evidence base on the bene-
fits and risks of complementary therapies. Several comple-
mentary therapy modalities can be helpful in improving the
overall care of patients with lung cancer. Placebo effects
seem to be of minor influence because homeopathy also
works in critically ill patients [30].

Quality of life (QoL) as well as the functional and symp-
tom scales showed a significant improvement in the home-
opathy group when compared with the placebo group after
9 and 18 weeks of homeopathic treatment (p < .001). In
addition, results show that additive homeopathic treatment
produced an overall survival benefit for patients with
advanced NSCLC, with a significant reduction of 2-year mor-
tality from 86.5% in the control group to 76.6% in the pla-
cebo group and 54.9% in the homeopathy group. Estimated
median survival time was significantly longer in the homeo-
pathic group. These results coincide with the previously
reported approximately 50% reduction in the risk of

progression or death [20]. This is the first randomized trial to
demonstrate a significant overall survival benefit for additive
homeopathic therapy.

By including the noninterventional control group, it was
possible to assess the real homeopathic effect on the
homeopathic cohort, as the real effect will be the natural his-
torical effect minus the placebo effect and the homeopathic
effect.

A limitation of the study is the relative long study
period. However, during the whole study period, basic con-
ventional therapy remained essentially unchanged. A fur-
ther limitation is that conventional therapy in this study
was performed in almost all patients without the nowadays
usual immuno-oncologic therapy [31] because the study
started before 2015. Although EGFR/ALK tyrosine kinase
inhibitors have become standard first-line strategy in
patients with advanced, EGFR-mutation–positive or ALK
fusion oncogene–positive NSCLC with improved outcome,
standard therapy for control patients suffering from NSCLC
without mutations comprised conventional chemotherapy
only during the study. The approvals of immune checkpoint
inhibitors such as nivolumab, pembrolizumab, and
atezolizumab for the second-line therapy of NSCLC after plat-
inum failure based on the CheckMate 017, CheckMate
057, KEYNOTE 010, and OAK trials might have had an influ-
ence on overall survival analysis of this trial. However, this
potential bias is likely not relevant, because the number of
patients treated with subsequent immuno-oncological ther-
apy was comparable (p = .942) between the groups
(Table 1).

Today, immuno-oncologic and chemotherapy are
established as first-line therapy. Therefore, further studies
with immuno-oncologic therapy are necessary to investi-
gate the effect of homeopathic therapy with modern forms
of therapy. A further limitation is that patients of the con-
trol group were not randomized because of patients’
preferences.

Costs for additive homeopathic remedies are very low,
compared with immuno-oncologic approaches. Thereby,
additive expenses of homeopathic drugs are negligible in
the context of anticancer treatment costs. From a methodo-
logical point of view, add-on homeopathy provides a tool
compatible with all other conventional interventions. The
advantages are that there are no interactions with other
methods and no burden to metabolism of the patients and
that the cost is low.

CONCLUSION

Additive homeopathy significantly improved QoL and sur-
vival when compared with placebo and control. A higher
QoL might have contributed to the prolonged sur-
vival [32].

The results of this study suggest that homeopathy posi-
tively influences both QoL and survival. Further studies
including other tumor entities are warranted. Our study
supports trials in other fields of complementary medicine
such as acupuncture for chemotherapy-induced peripheral
neuropathy in breast cancer survivors [33].
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FIGURES AND TABLES

Figure 2. Study protocol.
Abbreviations: BL, baseline; verum, homeopathy; wks, weeks.
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Figure 3. CONSORT diagram.
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics and treatment

Total sample Homeopathy Placebo Control
Homeopathy 
vs. Placebo

Treatment#

vs. Control

n 150 51 47 52 HR p HR p
% of total sample  34.0 31.3 34.7     
Male,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

81  
(54.0 [46.0;62.0]) 

26  
(51.0 [37.3;64.7]) 

27  
(57.4 [43.3;71.6]) 

28  
(53.8 [40.3;67.4]) 

0.89 0.331a 1.01 0.557a

Age (yrs),  
mean (SD) [95% 
CI] {Min;Max} 

63.2 (8.9) 
[61.8;64.6] {33;87} 

63.2 (8.8) 
[60.8;65.7] {33;83} 

62.5 (8.9) 
[59.7;65.0] {43;81} 

63.9 (9.1) 
[61.4;66.4] {35;87} 

 0.686b  0.892b

Age group,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

<45 
3  

(2.0 [0.0;4.2]) 
1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 
1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
1  

(1.9 [0.0;5.7]) 
0.95 

0.995a

1.07 

0.148a45-65 
88  

(58.7 [50.8;66.5]) 
33  

(64.7 [51.6;77.8]) 
30  

(63.8 [50.1;77.6]) 
25  

(48.1 [34.5;61.7]) 
1.01 1.34 

>65 
59  

(39.3) 
17  

(33.3 [20.4;46.3]) 
16  

(34.0 [20.5;47.6]) 
26  

(50.0 [36.4;63.6) 
0.98 0.67 

Histology,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

adenocarcinoma 
117  

(78.0 [71.4;84.6]) 
39  

(76.5 [64.8;88.1]) 
40  

(85.1 [74.9;95.3]) 
38  

(73.1 [61.0;85.1]) 
0.90 

0.219a

2.17 

0.421a

squamous cell 
carcinoma 

27  
(18.0 [11.9;24.1]) 

10  
(19.6 [8.4;30.5]) 

4  
(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 

13  
(25.0 [13.2;36.8]) 

2.3 0.57 

lung carcinoma-
NOS*  

5  
(3.3 [0.5;6.2]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

3  
(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 

1  
(1.9 [0.0;5.7]) 

0.3 2.15 

large-cell 
carcinoma 

1  
(0.7 [0.0;2.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) - - 

Karnofsky-Index, 
mean (SD) [95% 
CI] {Min;Max} 

85.6 (15.7) 
[83.1;88.1]  
{50-100} 

82.8 (15.9) 
[78.3;87.2]  
{50-100} 

86.8 (17.5) 
[81.7;91.9]  
{50-100} 

87.3 (13.4) 
[83.6;91.1]  
{50-100} 

0.231b 0.301c

Smoking status,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

142 49 45 48 

Non- or Ex-
smoker 

55  
(38.7 [30.7;46.7]) 

22  
(44.9 [31.0;58.8]) 

18  
(40.0 [25.7;54.3]) 

15  
(31.3 [18.1;44.4]) 

1.12 
0.393a

1.36 
0.130a

Smoker 
87  

(61.3 [53.3;69.3]) 
27  

(55.1 [41.2;69.0]) 
27  

(60.0 [45.7;74.3]) 
33  

(68.8 [55.6;81.9]) 
0.92 0.83 

T-staging,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

150 51 47 52 

1 
4  

(2.7 [0.1;5.2]) 
0  

(0.0) 
2  

(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 
2  

(3.8 [0.0;9.1]) 
- 

0.549a

0.54 

0.502a

1a 
7  

(4.7 [1.3;8.0]) 
2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 
3  

(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 
2  

(3.8 [0.0;9.1]) 
0.61 1.34 

1b 
9  

(6.0 [2.2;9.8]) 
3  

(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 
0  

(0.0) 
6  

(11.5 [2.9;20.2]) 
- 0.27 

1c 
1  

(0.7 [0.0;2.0]) 
1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 
0  

(0.0) 
0  

(0.0) 
- - 

2 
14  

(9.3 [4.7;14.0]) 
4  

(7.8 [0.5;15.2]) 
5  

(10.6 [1.8;19.5]) 
5  

(9.6 [1.6;17.6]) 
0.74 0.96 

2a 
25  

(16.7 [10.7;22.6]) 
9  

(17.6 [7.2;28.1]) 
10  

(21.3 [9.6;33.0]) 
6  

(11.5 [2.9;20.2]) 
0.83 1.69 

2b 
10  

(6.7 [2.7;10.7]) 
2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 
3  

(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 
5  

(9.6 [1.6;17.6]) 
0.61 0.53 

3 
35  

(23.3 [16.6;30.1]) 
14  

(27.5 [15.2;39.7]) 
9  

(19.1 [7.9;30.4]) 
12  

(23.1 [11.6;34.5]) 
1.44 1.02 

4 
39  

(26.0 [19.0;33.0]) 
14  

(27.5 [15.2;39.7]) 
12  

(25.5 [13.1;38.0]) 
13  

(25.0 [13.2;36.8]) 
1.08 1.06 

X 
6 (4.0  

[0.9;7.1]) 
2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 
3  

(6.3 [0.0;13.4]) 
1  

(1.9 [0.0;5.7]) 
0.62 2.69 

N-staging,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

150 51 47 52 

0 
14  

(9.3 [4.7;14.0]) 
2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 
2  

(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 
10  

(19.2 [8.5;29.9]) 
0.91 

0.519a

0.21 

0.010a

1 
20  

(13.3 [7.9;18.8]) 
5  

(9.8 [1.6;18.0]) 
4  

(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 
11  

(21.2 [10.1;32.3]) 
1.15 0.43 

1a 
1  

(0.7 [0.0;2.0]) 
1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 
0  

(0.0) 
0  

(0.0) 
- - 

2 
54  

(36.0 [28.3;43.7]) 
19  

(37.3 [24.0;50.5]) 
18  

(38.3 [24.4;52.2]) 
17  

(32.7 [19.9;45.4]) 
0.97 1.15 

2c 
1  

(0.7 [0.0;2.0]) 
1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 
0  

(0.0) 
0  

(0.0) 
- - 

3 
56  

(37.3 [29.6;45.1]) 
20  

(39.2 [25.8;52.6]) 
23  

(48.9 [34.6;63.2]) 
13  

(25.0 [13.2;36.8]) 
0.80 1.76 

X 
4  

(2.7 [0.1;5.2]) 
3  

(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 
0  

(0.0) 
1  

(1.9 [0.0;5.7]) 
- 1.61 

(continued)
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Table 1. (continued)

M-staging,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

150 51 47 52     

0 
17  

(11.3 [6.3;16.4]) 
3  

(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 
8  

(17.0 [6.3;27.8]) 
6  

(11.5 [2.9;20.2]) 
0.35 

0.238a 

0.98 

0.688a 

1 
2  

(1.3 [0.0;3.2] 
1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 
0  

(0.0) 
1  

(1.9 [0.0;5.7]) 
- 0.54 

1a 
42  

(28.0 [20.8;35.2] 
16  

(31.4 [18.6;44.1]) 
10  

(21.3 [9.6;33.0]) 
16  

(30.8 [18.2;43.3]) 
1.47 0.86 

1b 
87  

(58.8 [50.1;65.9]) 
30  

(58.8 [45.3;72.3]) 
29  

(61.7 [47.8;75.6]) 
28  

(53.8 [40.3;67.4]) 
0.95 1.12 

3 
1  

(0.7 [0.0;20.0] 
1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 
0  

(0.0) 
0 

(0.0) 
- - 

X 
1 

(0.7 [0.0;20.0] 
0  

(0.0) 
0  

(0.0 
1  

(1.9 [0.0;5.7]) 
- - 

Stage groups
n (% [95% CI]) 

150 51 47 52     

IIIB 
11  

(7.3 [3.2;11.5]) 
3  

(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 
3  

(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 
5  

(9.6 [1.6;71.6]) 
0.92 

0.102a 

0.64 

0.081a IIIC 
4  

(2.7 [0.1;5.2]) 
0  

(0.0) 
4  

(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 
0  

(0.0) 
- - 

IV 
135  

(90.0 [85.2;94.8]) 
48  

(94.1 [87.7;100.0]) 
40  

(85.1 [74.9;95.3]) 
47  

(90.4 [82.4;98.4]) 
1.11 0.99 

Radiotherapy,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

13  
(8.7 [4.2;13.2]) 

4  
(7.8 [0.5;15.2]) 

4  
(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 

5  
(9.6 [1.6;17.6]) 

0.92 

0.772a 

0.85 

0.631a 

Whole brain 
radiation,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

28  
(18.7 [12.4;24.9]) 

9  
(17.6 [7.2;28.1]) 

10  
(21.3 [9.6;33.0]) 

9  
(17.3 [7.0;27.6]) 

0.83 1.12 

Operation,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

1 
(0.7 [0.0;20.0] 

0  
(0.0) 

0  
(0.0 

1  
(1.9 [0.0;5.7]) 

- - 

Pneumonectomy, 
n (% [95% CI]) 

1  
(0.7 [0.0;20.0] 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

0 
(0.0) 

- - 

Chemotherapy, 
cycles  mean 
(median) 

4.5 (4) 4.7 (4) 4.3 (4) 4.5 (4)  0.800d 

Brain 
metastases,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

35  
(23.3 [16.6;30.1]) 

12  
(23.5 [11.9;35.2]) 

10  
(21.3 [9.6;33.0]) 

13  
(25.0 [13.2;36.8]) 

1.10 0.846a 0.90  0.908a 

Liver metastases, 
n (% [95% CI]) 

23  
(15.3 [9.6;21.1]) 

7  
(13.7 [4.3;23.2]) 

7  
(14.9 [4.7;25.1]) 

9  
(17.3 [7.0;27.6]) 

0.92 0.921a 0.83  0.876a 

Change to 
carboplatin, 
n (% [95% CI]) 

20  
(13.3 [7.9;18.8]) 

7  
(13.7 [4.3;23.2]) 

6  
(12.8 [3.2;22.3]) 

7  
(13.5 [4.2;22.7]) 

1.07 0.948a 0.98  0.990a 

Immunotherapy, 
n (% [95% CI]) 

30  
(20.0 [13.6;26.4]) 

11  
(21.6 [10.3;32.9]) 

9  
(19.1 [7.9;30.4]) 

10  
(19.2 [8.5;29.9]) 

1.13 0.762a 1.06  0.942a 

a X2-test/Fisher’s exact test; b t-test for independent sample and homogenous variances; c Mann-Whitney-U-Test; 
d ANOVA: analysis of variance (all over group comparison) 
# Treatment=Homeopathy or Placebo Treatment 

* lung carcinoma-NOS: lung carcinoma-not otherwise specified   

Numbers in parentheses are percentages 

italicized p values mean significant 

Abbreviation: p: p    seulav 
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Table 2. Questionnaire EORTC QLQ-C30

Total treatment 
sample 

Homeopathy Placebo 
Homeopathy 
vs. Placebo 

p values 

Homeopathy 
vs. Placebo 

p values 

 n 
Mean 

[95% CI] 
SD n 

Mean 
[CI] 

SD n 
Mean 
[CI] 

SD Univariatea/b Multivariatec

Visit 1 (Baseline)
Global health 
status (QoL) 

98 
48.8 

[43.5;54.4] 
26.8 51 

46.6 
[39.5;54.2] 

25.8 47 
51.2 

[43.0;59.4] 
28.0 0.397a

Functional 
scales 
Physical 
functioning  

98 
66.4 

[61.3;71.4] 
25.0 51 

65.0 
[58.0;71.8] 

24.0 47 
67.9 

[60.2;75.6] 
26.1 0.561a

0.815 

Role 
functioning  

98 
51.7 

[44.9;58.2] 
32.8 51 

52.7 
[42.8;61.9] 

33.3 47
50.7 

[41.1;60.2] 
32.6 0.768a

Emotional 
functioning  

98 
63.0 

[57.1;68.1 
27.3 51 

62.5 
[53,8;69.7] 

28.2 47
63.5 

[55.7;71.3] 
26.5 0.864a

Cognitive 
functioning  

98 
80.8 

[76.0;85.2] 
22.8 51 

79.1 
[72.1;85.3] 

23.2 47
82.6 

[76.0;89.2] 
22.5 0.451a

Social 
functioning  

97 
66.4 

[60.8;67.0] 
27.6 50 

66.7 
[58.6;74.8] 

28.6 47
66.0 

[58.1;73.9] 
26.9 0.910a

Symptom scales

Fatigue  98 
51.3 

[45.6;57.7] 
29.8 51 

50.8 
[42.4;60.3] 

31.5 47
51.9 

[43.6;60.2] 
28.3 0.850a

0.200 

Nausea 
vomiting  

98 
13.7 

[9.3;18.3] 
22.4 51 

14.7 
[8.1;21.9] 

24.2 47
12.5 

[6.5;18.5] 
20.5 0.627a

Pain  97 
32.1 

[25.3;39.0] 
34.2 50 

29.4 
[20.1;38.7] 

32.7 47
35.1 

[24.6;45.6] 
35.8 0.411a

Dyspnea  97 
39.5 

[32.2;46.8] 
36.2 50 

39.3 
[29.0;49.6] 

36.1 47
39.7 

[28.9;50.4] 
36.6 0.959a

Insomnia  97 
39.2 

[31.6;46.7] 
37.3 50 

37.3 
[26.5;48.1] 

37.9 47
41.1 

[30.3;52.0] 
37.0 0.616a

Appetite loss  97 
26.4 

[19.4;33.5] 
35.0 50 

30.6 
[19.7;41.6] 

38.6 47
22.0 

[13.0;31.0] 
30.6 0.227a

Constipation  98 
24.5 

[18.1;31.4] 
33.0 51 

30.7 
[20.9;41.7] 

36.5 47
17.7 

[10.0;14.4] 
27.7 0.048b

Diarrhea  98 
12.6 

[7.1;18.3] 
27.7 51 

16.3 
[7.2;26.0] 

32.9 47
8.5 

[2.6;14.5] 
20.3 0.159b

Financial 
difficulties  

97 
13.4 

[8.4;18.4] 
24.8 50 

12.6 
[5.3;20.0] 

26.0 47
14.1 

[7.1;21.1] 
23.8 0.770a

Visit 2 (9 weeks)
Global health 
status (QoL) 

85 
54.9 

[48.7;61.2] 
28.9 49 

64.2 
[56.6;71.7] 

26.3 36 
42.4 

[33.0;51.8] 
27.7 <0.001a

Functional 
scales 
Physical 
functioning  

85 
66.2 

[60.1;73.4] 
28.5 49 

77.0 
[70.2;83.8 

23.6 36 
51.5 

[42.0;61.1] 
28.2 <0.001a

<0.001

Role 
functioning  

85 
54.7 

[47.2;62.2] 
34.8 49 

68.7 
[60.0;77.4] 

30.4 36 
35.7 

[25.0;46.4] 
31.7 <0.001a

Emotional 
functioning  

85 
66.3 

[60.2;72.5] 
28.4 49 

77.0 
[69.6;84.3] 

25.5 36 
51.5 

[43.2;60.6] 
28.2 <0.001a

Cognitive 
functioning  

85 
81.3 

[76.5;86.2] 
22.3 49 

84.6 
[78.6;90.6] 

20.9 36 
76.9 

[68.9;84.9] 
23.6 0.113a

Social 
functioning  

85 
64.8 

[57.3;72.2] 
33.6 49 

76.0 
[66.6;85.4] 

32.8 36 
49.5 

[38.9;60.1] 
31.3 <0.001 a

Symptom scales

Fatigue  85 
47.3 

[40.0;54.5] 
33.9 49 

33.2 
[24.8;41.7] 

29.4 36 
66.4 

[56.5;76.4] 
29.5 <0.001a

<0.001

Nausea 
vomiting  

85 
18.9 

[13.6;24.1] 
24.4 49 

11.2 
[6.0;16.5] 

18.5 36 
29.2 

[19.9;38.5] 
27.4 0.001b

Pain  85 
25.1 

[18.5;31.8] 
30.8 49 

19.8 
[11.2;28.4] 

30.0 36 
32.4 

[22.0;42.9] 
30.9 0.061a

Dyspnea  85 
33.7 

[26.3;41.0] 
34.0 49 

23.1 
[14.3;31.9] 

30.6 36 
48.1 

[36.8;59.4] 
33.4 0.001 a

Insomnia  85 
37.2 

[29.2;45.3] 
37.3 49 

22.4 
[13.4;31.5] 

31.5 36 
57.4 

[45.4;69.4] 
35.4 <0.001a

Appetite loss  85 
30.2 

[22.9;37.5] 
33.7 49 

20.4 
[11.7;29.1] 

29.6 36 
43.6 

[32.4;55.0] 
33.7 0.001 a

Constipation  85 
29.4 

[21.7;37.0] 
35.5 49 

20.4 
[11.9;28.9] 

29.7 36 
41.6 

[28.3;55.0] 
39.4 0.008 b

Diarrhea  85 
11.4 

[6.3;16.4] 
23.4 49 

10.2 
[3.6;16.7] 

22.8 36 
13.0 

[4.7;21.2] 
24.3 0.590a

Financial 
difficulties  

85 
15.0 

[9.0;21.0] 
27.8 49 

11.1 
[4.1;18.2] 

24.7 36 
20.3 

[9.8;30.8] 
31.1 0.134a

Visit 3 (18 weeks)
Global health 79 67.7 31.7 46 86.4 18.1 33 41.6 28.1 <0.001b

(continued)
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Table 2. (continued)

Total treatment 
sample 

Homeopathy Placebo 
Homeopathy 
vs. Placebo 

p values 

Homeopathy 
vs. Placebo 

p values 
status (QoL) [60.6;74.8] [81.0;91.8] [31.6;51.5] 
Functional scales
Physical 
functioning  

79 
72.6 

[65.5;79.6] 
31.5 46 

90.0 
[85.3;94.7] 

15.9 33 
48.2 

[37.0;59.5] 
31.8 <0.001b

<0.001 

Role 
functioning  

79 
61.6 

[53.6;69.6] 
35.8 46 

83.3 
[76.8;89.8] 

22.0 33 
31.3 

[21.2;41.5] 
28.6 <0.001a

Emotional 
functioning  

79 
73.4 

[66.9;80.0] 
29.3 46 

89.8 
[85.7;93.9] 

13.7 33 
50.6 

[39.9;61.2] 
30.0 <0.001b

Cognitive 
functioning  

79 
81.0 

[75.4;86.5] 
24.7 46 

89.1 
[84.1;94.1] 

16.9 33 
69.7 

[59.3;80.1] 
29.3 0.001b

Social 
functioning  

79 
70.5 

[62.4;78.6] 
36.3 46 

86.6 
[79.0;94.3] 

25.7 33 
48.0 

[34.8;61.2] 
37.2 <0.001b

Symptom scales

Fatigue  79 
37.1 

[29.2;45.0] 
35.3 46 

16.3 
[9.9;22.8] 

21.7 33 
66.0 

[55.4;76.7] 
30.0 <0.001b

<0.001 

Nausea 
vomiting  

79 
16.9 

[10.7;23.1] 
27.5 46 

6.9 
[2.5;11.3] 

14.8 33 
30.8 

[18.6;43.1] 
34.6 0.001b

Pain  79 
21.5 

[14.9;28.3] 
30.2 46 

8.7 
[3.1;14.4] 

18.9 33 
39.4 

[27.3;51.4] 
34.0 <0.001b

Dyspnea  79 
28.3 

[20.9;35.7] 
33.0 46 

10.1 
[3.9;16.4] 

21.0 33 
53.5 

[42.8;64.2] 
30.1 <0.001b

Insomnia  79 
26.5 

[19.0;34.0] 
33.5 46 

10.1 
[4.6;15.5] 

18.4 33 
49.5 

[36.5;62.4;] 
36.5 <0.001b

Appetite loss  79 
24.9 

[17.4;32.4] 
33.6 46 

12.3 
[6.2;18.3] 

20.3 33 
42.5 

[28.2;56.7] 
40.3 <0.001b

Constipation  79 
19.0 

[12.2;25.7] 
30.1 46 

10.1 
[4.3;16.0] 

19.7 33 
31.3 

[18.1;44.6] 
37.3 0.005b

Diarrhea  79 
11.0 

[5.1;16.8] 
26.0 46 

4.3 
[0.0:8.8] 

15.1 33 
20.2 

[8.0;32.4] 
34.3 0.017b

Financial 
difficulties  

79 
10.5 

[5.5;15.5] 
22.3 46 

5.0 
[0.9;9.2] 

14.0 33 
18.1 

[7.9;28.4] 
29.0 0.021b

a t-test for independent sample and homogenous variances; b t-test for independent sample and heterogenous 

variances; c General Linear Model 

All of the scales and single-item measures range in score from 0 to 100. A high scale score represents a higher 

response level. Thus a high score for a functional scale represents a high / healthy level of functioning, a high 

score for the global health status / Quality of Life (QoL) represents a high QoL, but a high score for a symptom 

scale / item represents a high level of symptomatology / problems. 

italicized p values mean significant                           

Abbreviation: EORTC: European Organisation for Research and Treatment of Cancer 
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Table 3. Questionnaire SF-36

 Total treatment sample Homeopathy Placebo 

Homeopathy 

vs. Placebo 

p values 

Homeopathy 

vs. Placebo 

p values 

 n 
Mean [95% 

CI] 
SD n Mean [CI] SD n Mean [CI] SD Univariatea/b Multivariatec

Visit 1 

(Baseline) 

Functioning 

Index  
93 

57.7 

[52.4;64.3] 
28.8 47 

56.6 

[49.3;65.1] 
26.5 46 

58.9 

[50.2;68.7] 
31.7 0.705 

0.257

Role-Physical 

Index   
93 

36.7 

[27.9;44.7] 
40.3 47 

40.4 

[28.7;52.5] 
39.5 46 

32.8 

[19.9;44.3] 
41.2 0.366 

Role-Emotional 

Index  
92 

48.0 

[37.7;56.0] 
44.0 46 

45.6 

[31.4;57.4] 
43.6 46 

50.4 

[36.0;62.6] 
44.8 0.609 

Social 

Functioning 

Index  

92 
60.9 

[53.8;66.9] 
31.7 46 

61.3 

[50.5;70.3] 
33.1 46 

60.5 

[51.3;69.3] 
30.6 0.906 

Mental Health 

Index  
92 

58.1 

[52.6;62.5] 
23.6 46 

55.4 

[47.2;62.7] 
25.7 46 

61.0 

[53.7;66.5] 
21.1 0.259 

Bodily Pain 

Index  
92 

64.7 

[57.5;70.8] 
32.0 46 

69.9 

[60.5;77.9] 
28.9 46 

59.4 

[49.1;69.3] 
34.3 0.118 

Vitality Index  92 
45.9 

[40.7;51.2] 
25.4 46 

44.7 

[36.4;52.3] 
26.2 46 

47.2 

[40.2;54.8] 
24.7 0.634 

General Health 

Perceptions 

Index  

91 
50.3 

[46.1;55.0] 
21.2 45 

46.7 

[39.5;53.9] 
20.1 46 

53.8 

[49.1;59.6] 
17.5 0.110 

Visit 2 

(9 weeks) 

Functioning 

Index  
83 

63.0 

[56.4;69.5] 
29.9 45 

74.3 

[66.6;82.1] 
25.7 38 

49.5 

[39.9;59.1] 
29.2 <0.001 

<0.001

Role-Physical 

Index  
83 

43.0 

[34.3;52.2] 
41.1 45 

60.0 

[47.5;76.2] 
41.8 38 

22.3 

[13.6;33.2] 
29.3 <0.001 

Role-Emotional 

Index  
83 

58.1 

[48.4;67.2] 
43.2 45 

69.7 

[57.6;81.7] 
40.1 38 

44.1 

[29.8;57.8] 
43.1 0.007 

Social 

Functioning 

Index  

83 
65.0 

[58.5;71.7] 
30.3 45 

77.4 

[70.4;84.5] 
23.5 38 

49.8 

[40.4;60.6] 
31.0 <0.001 

Mental Health 

Index  
83 

63.2 

[58.1;68.2] 
23.1 45 

74.0 

[68.8;79.2] 
17.3 38 

50.1 

[43.0;57.7] 
22.7 <0.001 

Bodily Pain 

Index  
83 

72.5 

[65.4;78.5] 
29.9 45 

81.0 

[73.0;88.9] 
26.4 38 

62.1 

[51.1;71.4] 
30.9 0.004 

Vitality Index  83 
54.1 

[48.2;60.5] 
28.4 45 

68.4 

[61.1;75.8] 
24.6 38 

36.6 

[30.0;45.2] 
22.6 <0.001 

General Health 

Perceptions 

Index  

83 
54.4 

[48.5;59.8] 
26.0 45 

65.4 

[58.5;72.4] 
23.3 38 

40.9 

[33.3;48.2] 
22.9 <0.001 

Visit 3 

(18 weeks) 

Functioning 

Index  
78 

67.9 

[60.5;75.5] 
33.3 44 

88.6 

[83.6;93.7] 
16.6 34 

41.2 

[30.6;51.7] 
30.3 <0.001 

<0.001

Role-Physical 

Index  
78 

54.8 

[44.5;65.1] 
45.6 44 

79.0 

[68.4;89.6] 
34.9 34 

23.5 

[10.1;36.9] 
38.4 <0.001 

Role-Emotional 

Index  
78 

68.8 

[59.0;78.6] 
43.4 44 

87.1 

[77.5;96.7] 
31.5 34 

45.1 

[29.2;61.0] 
45.6 <0.001 

Social 

Functioning 

Index  

78 
69.5 

[61.3;77.8] 
36.6 44 

88.7 

[81.5;95.9] 
25.6 34 

44.7 

[32.2;44.1] 
35.7 <0.001 

Mental Health 

Index  
78 

68.2 

[62.1;74.3] 
27.1 44 

83.6 

[78.9;88.2] 
15.4 34 

48.4 

[39.2;57.5] 
26.2 <0.001 

Bodily Pain 

Index  
78 

78.7 

[72.1;85.3] 
29.3 44 

92.4 

[87.0;97.8] 
17.8 34 

60.9 

[49.8;72.0] 
31.9 <0.001 

Vitality Index  78 
59.2 

[51.7;66.7] 
33.2 44 

81.1 

[75.1;87.2] 
19.9 34 

30.9 

[22.4;39.3] 
24.2 <0.001 

General Health 

Perceptions 

Index  

78 
59.6 

[52.4;66.8] 
32.0 44 

81.2 

[75.4;87.1] 
19.2 34 

31.7 

[24.0;39.3] 
21.9 <0.001

a t-test for independent sample and homogenous variances; b t-test for independent sample and heterogenous 

variances; c General Linear Model 

italicized p values mean significant. Abbreviation: SF-36: 36-Item Short Form Health Survey  
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Table 4. 24-month (730-day) mortality

Total 
sample

Homeopathy Placebo Control Homeopathy 
vs. Placebo 

p values

Homeopathy 
vs. Control 

p values

Placebo vs. 
Control 
p values

Treatment 
vs. Control 

p values

n 150 51 47 52 
Mortality 
rate, n (% 
[95% CI]) 

109 (72.7 
[65.5;79.8]) 

28 (54.9 
[41,2;68.6]) 

36 (76.6 
[64.5;88.7]) 

45 (86.5 
[77.3;95.8]) 

0.020a <0.001a 0.154a 0.004a

Observation time (=days of survival) in total group
Missing 
values 

0 0 0 0 

Minimum 11 54 24 11 
Maximum 730 730 730 730 
Mean (SD) 
[95% CI] 

367 (255) 
[324;406] 

477 (247) 
[405;542] 

352 (264) 
[275;429] 

272 (216) 
[212;330] 

0.017b <0.001d 0.105d <0.001d

25th

percentile  
141 235 110 108 

median 274 435 257 228 0.010c <0.001c 0.258c 0.002c

75th

percentile 
730 703 619 382 

Observation time in mortality group
n 109 28 36 45 
Missing 
values 

0 0 0 0 

Minimum 11 54 24 11 
Maximum 619 497 619 578 
Mean (SD)
[95% CI] 

231 (148) 
[203;259] 

270 (220) 
[224;316] 

237 (181) 
[175;298] 

203 (131) 
[163;242] 

0.377d 0.030b 0.349d 0.092b

25th

percentile  
110 186 66 104 

median 204 257 192 160 0.172c 0.020c 0.747c 0.142c

75th

percentile 
336 378 377 272 

a X2-test/Fisher’s exact test; b t-test for independent sample and homogenous variances; c Mann-Whitney-U-Test; 
d t-test for independent sample and heterogeneous variances 

italicized p values mean significant 
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Table 5. Preparation of the Q-potencies at the pharmacy and instructions for use of the Q-potencies by the patient

Abbreviations: Q-potencies, quinquagintamillesimal (1:50,000) potencies; CH3, centesimal potencies.
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Table 6. Homeopathic remedies: Q-potencies (prescribed in series)

Total treatment 
sample

Homeopathy Placebo Homeopathy vs. 
Placebo

n 98 51 47 HR p values 
% of total treatment sample 52.0 48.0   
Change in Q-
potencies,  
n (% [95% CI]) 

25  
(25.5 [16.9;34.1]) 

11  
(21.6 [10.3;32.9]) 

14  
(29.8 [16.7;42.9]) 0.72 0.242a

Q-potencies, n patients (% [95% CI]) 

Q: Argentum   
     nitricum 

2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 

0.95 0.732a

Q: Arsenicum  
     album 

18  
(18.4 [10.7;26.0])) 

8  
(15.7 [5.7;25.7]) 

10  
(21.3[9.6;33.0]) 

0.74 0.325a

Q: Bryonia alba 3  
(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 

0.47 0.469a

Q: Calcium  
     arsenicosum 

2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 

- 0.227a

Q: Calcium  
     carbonicum 

3  
(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

3  
(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 

0  
(0.0) 

- 0.137a

Q: Calcium  
     phosphoricum 

12  
(12.2 [5.8;18.7]) 

5  
(9.8 [1.6;18.0]) 

7 
(14.9 [4.7;25.1]) 

0.66 0.323a

Q: Calcium  
     sulphuricum 

6 
 (6.1 [1.4;10.9]) 

3  
(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 

3  
(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 

0.92 0.621a

Q: Carbo animalis 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

- 0.520a

Q: Chelidonium 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 

0.95 0.732a

Q: Conium 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

2  
(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

0  
(0.0) 

- 0.268a

Q: Graphites 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

- 0.520a

Q: Kalium  
     carbonicum 

3  
(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

0  
(0.0) 

3  
(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 

- 0.107a

Q: Lachesis 4  
(4.1 [0.2;8.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

3  
(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 

0.31 0.278a

Q: Lycopodium 9  
(9.2 [3.5;14.9]) 

3  
(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 

6  
(12.8 [3.2;22.3]) 

0.46 0.204a

Q: Mercurius  
     solubilis 

4  
(4.1 [0.2;8.0]) 

2  
(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 

0.91 0.660a

Q: Natrium  
     arsenicosum 

1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  
(0.0) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 

- 0.480a

Q: Natrium    
     phosphoricum 

2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 

0.95 0.732a

Q: Natrium  
     sulfuricum 

1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  
(0.0) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 

- 0.480a

Q: Phosphor 56  
(57.1 [47.3;66.9]) 

32  
(62.7 [49.5;76.0]) 

24  
(51.1 [36.8;65.4]) 

1.23 0.168a

Q: Sepia 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

- 0.520a

Q: Sulphur 5  
(5.1 [0.7;9.5]) 

2  
(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

3  
(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 

0.61 0.461a

a Fisher’s exact test 
Q, quinquagintamillesimal (liquid potencies)
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Table 7. Homeopathic remedies, LM-, C-, and D-potencies

Total treatment 
sample

Homeopathy Placebo Homeopathy vs. 
Placebo

N 98 51 47 HR p values
LM-potencies, n patients (% [95% CI]) 

LM: Argentum nitricum 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 0.95 0.732a

LM: Aurum metallicum 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

LM: Aurum muriaticum 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

LM: Belladonna 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) - 0.227a

LM: Calcium  
        arsenicosum 

1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

LM: Calcium  
        carbonicum 

1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  
(0.0) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) - 0.480a

LM: Conium 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  
(0.0) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) - 0.480a

LM: Gelsemium 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

LM: Ignatia 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) - 0.227a

LM: Lachesis muta 3  
(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 0.47 0.469a

LM: Mercurius  
        solubilis 

4  
(4.1 [0.2;8.0]) 

4  
(7.8 [0.5;15.2]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.069a

LM: Natrium    
        muriaticum 

8  
(8.2 [2.7;13.6]) 

4  
(7.8 [0.5;15.2]) 

4  
(8.5 [0.6;16.5]) 0.92 0.596a

LM: Nux vomica 81  
(82.7 [75.2;90.1]) 

43  
(84.3 [74.3;94.3]) 

38  
(80.9 [69.6;92.1]) 1.04 0.426a

LM: Phosphor 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 0.95 0.732a

LM: Pulsatilla 3  
(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 0.47 0.469a

LM: Rhus  
        toxicodendron 

5  
(5.1 [0.7;9.5]) 

2  
(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

3  
(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 0.61 0.461a

LM: Sepia 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 0.95 0.732a

LM: Staphisagria 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

LM: Syzygium cumini 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  
(0.0) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) - 0.480a

LM: X-Ray 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  
(0.0) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) - 0.480a

C- and D-potencies, n patients (%[95% CI]) 

C: Acidum  
     hydrofluoricum 

2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 0.95 0.732a

C: Acidum  
     phosphoricum 

1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

C: Acidum picrinicum 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

C: Aconitum 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) - 0.227a

C: Althaea officinalis 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

C: Apis 5  
(5.1 [0.7;9.5]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

4  
(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 0.24 0.157a

C: Arnica 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8] 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 0.95 0.732a

C: Arsenicum album 4  
(4.1 [0.2;8.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

3  
(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 0.31 0.278a

C: Astragalus  
     membranaceus 

1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  
(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  
(0.0) - 0.520a

C: Barium muriaticum 1  
(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  
(0.0) 

1  
(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) - 0.480a

C: Borax 2  
(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

0  
(0.0) 

2  
(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) - 0.227a

C: Bryonia alba 3  

(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

2  

(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 
0.47 0.469a

C: Bryonia cretica 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Cadmium  

     sulfuricum 

22  

(22.4 [14.2;30.7]) 

8  

(15.7 [5.7;25.7]) 

14  

(29.8 [16.7;42.9]) 
0.53 0.076a

C: Calcium  

     carbonicum 

2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
0.95 0.732a

C: Calcium  

     phosphorium 

1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Carbo vegetabilis 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Carduus  marianus 3  

(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
1.86 0.531a

C: Carcinosinum 10  

(10.2 [4.2;16.2]) 

5  

(9.8 [1.6;18.0]) 

5  

(10.6 [1.8;19.5]) 
0.92 0.576a

(continued)
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Table 7. (continued)

C: Causticum 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Chelidonium 2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 

2  

(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 
- 0.227a

C: Cocculus 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Coffea 2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.268a

C: Colocynthis 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Conium 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Cuprum  

     arsenicosum 

1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Cuprum metallicum 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Dulcamara 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Echinacea 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Eupatorium  

     perfoliatum 

1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Guajacum 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Hypericum 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Ipecacuanha 3  

(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

2  

(4.3 [0.0;10.0]) 
0.47 0.469a

C: Kalium  

     bichromicum 

1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Kalium carbonicum 2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.732a

C: Kalmia 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Lobelia inflata 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Lycopodium 4  

(4.1 [0.2;8.0]) 

3  

(5.9 [0.0;12.3]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
2.81 0.340a

C: Mezereum 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Millefolium 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Natrium  

     phosphoricum 

1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Nux vomica 14  

(14.3 [7.4;21.2]) 

6  

(11.8 [2.9;20.6]) 

8  

(17.0 [6.3;27.8]) 
0.69 0.325a

C: Okoubaka 5  

(5.1 [0.7;9.5]) 

2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

3  

(6.4 [0.0,13.4]) 
0.61 0.461a

C: Phosphor 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Ranunculus  

     bulbosus 

1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Rhus toxicodendron 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

C: Scirrhinum 2  1  1  0.95 0.732a

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) (2.0 [0.0;5.8]) (2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 

C: Secale 2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
0.95 0.732a

C: Silicea 2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
0.95 0.732a

C: Spongia 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Sulphur 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Symphytum 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Tabacum nicotiana 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Thuja 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Tuberculinum Koch 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

C: Veratrum album 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

D: Colchicum 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

a Fisher’s exact test 

Abbreviations: C, centesimal; D, decimal; LM: quinquaginta mill )selubolglla(lamise
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Table 8. Previous alternative treatments

Total treatment 

sample

Homeopathy Placebo Homeopathy vs. Placebo

n 98 51 47 HR p values 

Psychotherapy, n (% [95% CI]) 13  

(13.3 [6.5;20.0]) 

5  

(9.8 [1.6;18.0]) 

8  

(17.0 [6.3;27.8]) 
0.58 0.226a

Spiritual practices, n (% [95% CI]) 2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.268a

Religious practices, n (% [95% CI]) 5  

(5.1 [0.7;9.5]) 

4  

(7.8 [0.5;15.2]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
3.71 0.208a

Vitamins, n (% [95% CI]) 6  

(6.1 [1.4;10.9]) 

2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

4  

(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 
0.46 0.301a

Mistletoe treatment, n (% [95% CI]) 6  

(6.1 [1.4;10.9]) 

2  

(3.9 [0.0;9.2]) 

4  

(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 
0.46 0.301a

Acupuncture, n (% [95% CI]) 5  

(5.1 [0.7;9.5]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

4  

(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 
0.24 0.157a

Bach flowers, n (% [95% CI]) 2  

(2.0 [0.0;.4.8]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8])  

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
0.95 0.732a

Herbal medicine, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

Schuessler salts, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

Selenium, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

Myco therapy, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

0  

(0.0) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
- 0.480a

Barley grass juice, n (% [95% CI]) 2  

(2.0 [0.0;4.8]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

1  

(2.1 [0.0;6.3]) 
0.95 0.732a

Vital mushroom, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

Green tea, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

Jiaogulan tea, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

Coffee enema, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

Linseed oil, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

Dr. Coy diet, n (% [95% CI]) 1  

(1.0 [0.0;3.0]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.8]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 0.520a

a X2-test/Fisher’s exact test 
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Table 9. Attitude toward homeopathy

Total treatment 

sample

Homeopathy Placebo Homeopathy vs. 

Placebo

n 98 51 47 HR p values 

Basic attitude towards homeopathy, n (% [95% CI]) 

Valid cases n 95 50 45 

Rejecting 1  

(1.1 [0.0;3.1]) 

1  

(2.0 [0.0;5.9]) 

0  

(0.0) 
- 

0.590c

Very sceptic 12  

(12.6 [6.0;19.3]) 

8  

(16.0 [5.8;26.2]) 

4  

(8.9 [0.6;17.2]) 
1.80 

Sceptic 26  

(27.4 [18.4;36.3]) 

12  

(24.0 [12.2;35.8]) 

14  

(31.1 [17.6;44.6]) 
0.77 

Positive 56  

(58.9 [49.1;68.8]) 

29  

(58.0 [44.3;71.7]) 

27  

(60.0 [45.7;74.3]) 
0.97 

Use of homeopathy in the 

past,  

n [valid cases] (% [95% 

CI])  

32 [96]  

(33.3 [23.9;42.8])  

15 [50]  

(30.0 [17.3;42.7])  

17 [46]  

(37.0 [23.0;50.9])  
0.81 0.306a

If yes, who suggested homeopathic therapy?, n (% [95% CI])

Valid cases 31 14 17  

Practitioner 11  

(35.5 [18.6;52.3]) 

8  

(57.1 [31.2;83.1]) 

3  

(17.6 [0.0;35.8]) 
3.24 

0.039a

Patient himself/herself 9  

(29.0 [13.1;45.0]) 

1  

(7.1 [0.0;20.6]) 

8  

(47.1 [23.3;70.8]) 
0.15 

Alternative practitioner 5  

(16.1 [3.2;29.1]) 

3  

(21.4 [0.0;42.9]) 

2  

(11.8 [0.0;27.1]) 
1.81 

Someone else 6  

(19.4 [5.4;33.3]) 

2  

(14.3 [0.0;332.6]) 

4  

(23.5 [3.4;43.7]) 
0.61 

Guess about treatment group, n (% [95% CI]) 

Valid cases 98 51 47 

Homeopathy 14  

(14.3 [7.4;21.2]) 

9  

(17.6 [7.2;28.1]) 

5  

(10.6 [1.8;19.5]) 
1.66 

0.222aPlacebo 15  

(15.3 [8.2;22.4]) 

10  

(19.6 [8.7;30.5]) 

5  

(10.6 [1.8;19.5]) 
1.85 

Don’t know 69  

(70.4 [61.4;79.4]) 

32  

(62.7 [49.5;76.0]) 

37  

(78.7 [67.0;90.4]) 
0.80 

Expectation regarding quality of life, n (% [95% CI]) 

Valid cases 98 51 47 

No improvement 12  

(12.2 [5.8;18.7]) 

8  

(15.7 [5.7;25.7]) 

4  

(8.5 [0.5;16.5]) 
1.85 

0.383aImprovement 40  

(40.8 [31.1;50.5]) 

22  

(43.1 [29.5;56.7]) 

18  

(38.3 [24.4;52.2]) 
1.13 

Don’t know 46  

(46.9 [37.1;56.8]) 

21  

(41.2 [27.7;54.7]) 

25  

(53.2 [38.9;67.5]) 
0.77 

Expectation regarding prognosis, n (% [95% CI])

Valid cases 98 51 47 

No improvement 22  

(22.4 [14.2;30.7]) 

17  

(33.3 [20.4;46.3]) 

5  

(10.6 [1.8;19.5]) 
3.14 

0.010aImprovement 25  

(25.5 [16.9;34.1]) 

14  

(27.5 [15.2;39.7]) 

11  

(23.4 [11.3;35.5]) 
1.18 

Don’t know 51  

(52.0 [42.1;61.9]) 

20  

(39.2 [25.8;52.6]) 

31  

(66.0 [52.4;79.5]) 
0.59 

Assessment of convenience of homeopathic treatment, n (% [95% CI])

Valid cases 98 51 47 

Moderate 11  

(11.2 [5.0;17.5]) 

6  

(11.8 [2.9;20.6]) 

5  

(10.6 [1.8;19.5]) 
1.11 

0.643aGood 64  

(65.3 [55.9;74.7]) 

35  

(68.6 [55.9;81.4]) 

29  

(61.7 [47.8;75.6]) 
1.11 

Don’t know 23  

(23.5 [15.1;31.9]) 

10  

(19.6 [8.7;30.5]) 

13  

(27.7 [14.9;40.4]) 
0.71 

Willingness to further homeopathic treatment, n (% [95% CI])

Valid cases 98 51 47 

Yes 72  

(73.5 [64.7;82.2]) 

40  

(78.4 [67.1;89.7]) 

32  

(68.1 [54.8;81.4]) 
1.15 0.498a

Perception of side effects, n (% [95% CI]) 

Valid cases 98 51 47 

Yes 3  

(3.1 [0.0;6.5]) 

0  

(0.0)

3  

(6.4 [0.0;13.4]) 
- 0.023a

a X2-test/Fisher’s exact test; b t-test for independent sample and homogenous variances; c Mann-Whitney-U-Test 
italicized p values mean significant
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Table 10. Self-assessment of subjective well-being (Visual Analog Scalea)

Total treatment sample Homeopathy Placebo
Homeopathy 
vs. Placebo 

p value 

Time 
effect vs. 
baseline 
p value 

Time x 
group  
effect 

p value 

n 
Mean 

[95% CI] 
SD 

Mean 
[95% CI] 

SD 
Mean 

[95% CI] 
SD Univariate 

GLM for time 
effectsd

Visit 1
(Baseline)

97 
3.99 

[3.67;4.31] 
1.59 

3.84 
[3.43;4.26] 

1.48 
4.15 

[3.64;4.66] 
1.71 0.342b

Visit 2
(9 weeks)

87 
4.37 

[4.00;4.41] 
1.75 

5.08 
[4.65;5.52] 

1.51 
3.45 

[2.92;3.98] 
1.61 <0.001b 0.155 <0.001 

Visit 3
(18 weeks) 

80 
4.95 

[4.51;5.39] 
1.99 

6.21 
[5.88;6.54] 

1.12 
3.15 

[2.60;3.70] 
1.54 <0.001c 0.010 <0.001 

a VAS: Visual Analogue Scale. b t-test for independent sample and homogenous variances; c t-test for 
independent sample and heterogenous variances; d General Linear Model 
italicized p values mean significant 
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