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 Introduction
Complementary therapy refers to treatments that differ from mainstream, conventional healthcare. The therapies are known as ‘complementary’ if they are used among conventional treatments, and as ‘alternative’ if they are being exclusively used instead (Complementary and alternative medicine, n.d). There is a wide variety of complementary therapies available – for instance, acupuncture, aromatherapy, homeopathy, massage therapy, chiropractic, reflexology, herbal medicines, and more. Each therapy is used to manage certain conditions and reduce the symptoms. Therefore, due to a reliable amount of research-based evidence, many doctors prescribe complementary therapies to their patients, hence why they are viewed as valid medical approaches by many (Raby, n.d). 
For any effective treatment, there needs to be a utilised system ensuring that efficient regulations are in place, and those in charge of providing and organising the therapy have been supplied with the necessary resources, funding, etc. The main regulation supporting complementary and alternative therapy is statutory professional regulation, which guarantees that all practitioners are properly qualified and strictly follow the practices and standards (Complementary and alternative medicine, n.d). In this report, I will be focusing on one complementary therapy – homeopathy. I will evaluate its use, efficacy, and other factors that may make it different from traditional treatments. By the end of this report, my aim is to come to a conclusion regarding recommendations and criticise the current guidance and regulations in place. 

Information
Homeopathy comes from the belief that the body is able to heal itself. This healing is triggered through tiny amounts of natural substances (e.g. plants or minerals), which usually bring on symptoms in a healthy person, but can treat an illness with similar symptoms. This small dose of a substance is meant to trigger the body’s natural defences (Ratini, 2021). This belief originated from Samuel Hahnemann and was first formed when he made a discovery. He began taking regular doses of cinchona, which produced all the symptoms of malaria, but only to a minor level. This observation caused an idea to develop further, leading to an essay being published in 1796, and ‘The Organon of the Healing Art’ in 1810 (Hahnemann’s most popular work). He was certain that if a patient was ill, they could be cured by being given a medicine that would produce the same symptoms of the illness if given to a healthy person. A method he labelled as ‘proving’ led to Hahnemann creating a list of the appropriate remedies his belief could be applied to. His famous principle ‘like cures like’ was birthed through this, which resulted in the therapy, homeopathy, becoming fully established (Loudon, 2006).										In the United States, homeopathy is a very common form of treatment. The 2012 National Health Interview Survey showed that an estimated 5 million adults and 1 million children used homeopathy in the previous year, and most use it to treat colds and musculoskeletal pain (Langevin, Shurtleff, 2021). The therapy, however, is also widely practiced outside of the U.S and is accepted as an authentic treatment, especially in Asian and European countries. In fact, it is lawfully included in the national health systems of numerous countries, and globally, over 200 million people use it on a frequent basis (Homeopathy use around the world, n.d). This, therefore, means that aside from its broad uses, many people look into homeopathic remedies to manage other more specific illnesses such as allergies, atopic dermatitis, rheumatoid arthritis, and irritable bowel syndrome, or even mild, day-to-day injuries such as cuts, scrapes or muscle strains. It is not an appropriate alternative medicine for certain illnesses, including cancer, heart diseases or any major infections (Homeopathy, 2020), but it is believed that it can reduce some of the side effects that may come with the conditions. 								Taking into consideration the history of the medicine, and the research that has gone into forming and establishing the idea, along with its everyday, worldwide use, it is safe to assume that homeopathy is an effective therapy. Despite that being the case, it is still criticised and doubted, and many raise questions regarding its efficacy in treating illnesses. To delve deeper into that, it is beneficial to examine peer-reviewed studies that have analysed the science behind the therapy and have used concrete results that act as evidence. This can provide a clear conclusion as to whether or not homeopathy is genuinely effective, and if so, what makes it more or less effective than traditional treatments. 
	A lot of experiments have been done in attempt to prove homeopathy’s a legitimate type of treatment. The most solid piece of evidence has been done through systematic reviews in specific medical areas, which shows accurate results as it enables us to observe to what degree the therapy has an effect. The results showed that homeopathy had a positive impact on the following conditions: childhood diarrhoea, hay fever, post-operative ileus, respiratory tract infection, rheumatic diseases and vertigo (Hahn, 2013). Furthermore, there are professionals who have fixated on homeopathy and made their supportive trials and studies accessible. The Homeopathy Research Institute is an example of an organisation that provides this scientific research – much of the information on their website consists of futuristic research, clinical research, and databases. A study done consisted of 233 randomised controlled trials of homeopathic treatment for 129 medical conditions, and of these, 140 were randomised and placebo-controlled, and covering 86 different conditions. The results showed that 45% found homeopathy effective, 4% found it ineffective, and 51% was inconclusive. Despite this not seeming like credible proof, a similar analysis was conducted, but with conventional medicine and of 1128 system reviews. In the end, the findings between both treatments were remarkably similar, but when considering the drastic difference in the quantity of research and the confirmed reliability behind most traditional medicine, this can act as proof that homeopathy is effective (Mathie, n.d).				In contrast, some researchers have cast doubt on the evidence going into the therapy, which directly leads to them opposing against homeopathy itself. A study was done on rats to demonstrate the impact homeopathic remedies would have on their health. Even though it showed a positive conclusion, scientists questioned the validity of the experiment. Examples of arguments include how the results are preliminary and not applicable to people, or more broadly, how majority of homeopathy evidence may not have had an adequate review process (Guglielmi, 2018). Arguably the most common criticism and negative claim against homeopathy in general is how its efficacy comes from the placebo effect. This is a popular interpretation, but modern science is seemingly beginning to reject this belief. New studies are regularly coming out, and many of them suggest there is little relationship between placebos and homeopathy. In comparison to a previously weak amount of concrete, well-known evidence proving homeopathy’s efficacy, this is a major development. 
	There are contraindications for most prescribed medicines, meaning there are certain circumstances in which it would be unsafe to take the drug. An example of contraindications are those in Belladonna, which is a herbal supplement that can sometimes be given as an alternative medicine to treat: arthritis pain, colds, bronchospasms caused by asthma, haemorrhoids, nerve problems, Parkinson’s disease, colic, irritable bowel syndrome, and motion sickness. However, particular conditions can be worsened by taking the drug, or it can have an overall dangerous effect on the health of some individuals. Conditions include urination problems, stomach or bowel obstruction, lack of bowel functions, glaucoma, heart problems, active bleeding, and low blood pressure. It should also be avoided in babies and young children, as it can cause severe side effects (such as breathing problems and seizures), and in pregnant or breastfeeding women (Belladonna (Belladonna Tincture, 2020)). This is just one, specific example of contraindications, but in general, there are groups of people that should avoid homeopathy altogether. People who are taking other medicines, have serious health conditions, going to have surgery, pregnant or breastfeeding, elderly, or children, should avoid herbal medicines as it can interfere with their state of health or increase risk (Herbal medicines, 2018). This is similar to traditional treatments - vulnerable people can be potentially harmed if they do not use the medicines correctly, or if they have other medical problems that could collide with effects of the drug. For that reason, for both complementary therapies and conventional therapies, in a professional setting, a qualified health worker will be the one prescribing the treatment and analysing your health status beforehand. That way, it is ensured there is no contraindications that could damage your health and that the medicine is safe and properly regulated. 

Self-regulation system
	To describe the regulatory system of complementary therapies, most use self-regulation. The occupation regulates itself through an organization of practitioners, and obligation to a code of conduct that makes up for information failure. The membership bodies of the organization has an entry requirement consisting of minimal capability within the profession. This involves having sufficient education in the field and passing an examination. When that has been succeeded, the member is to use a title that informs the public they have met the standards and has consented to following the code of conduct when performing their practice. This process is satisfactory to the public as it shows there are certain requirements that makes somebody qualified, and that there is a firm regulation system that filters inexperienced practitioners out and takes standard breaches seriously. 	There are two main types of self-regulation that complementary therapies tend to fit into – voluntary and statutory. In voluntary self-regulation, the structure of practitioners is undertaken around a code of conduct, and there are no laws regarding the profession and no statutory protection of the title. Voluntary self-regulation is often seen as progressing towards statutory self-regulation. Statutory regulation is when the government entrusts its police powers to the trade organisation, meaning that the power to regulate medical doctors is being given to the medical profession itself. There are conflicting opinions as to which self-regulation system would be most relevant for homeopathic professionals. These opinions are usually based on personal ideals, as they mostly come from the public. For instance, in the United States, the healthcare regulatory system in general has caused a lot of contrasting views. A main, shared view, however, is to completely ensure that currently unlicensed practitioners should not be able to practice on people. This view currently corresponds with existing policy justifications, as public safety is an important value. This is an issue for the homeopathy community, as it has not yet reached enough political power and many practitioners end up practising their care without proper licensing. According to this perspective, voluntary self-regulation would be the best approach, as it enforces forming strict values and codes of conduct (Lunstroth, 2006, p. 271-272). Some critics see an issue with enforcement because it may spike bias or selective enforcement, but in general statutory regulation is typically recommended for therapies that are putting the public in higher risk from poor practice. It could be said that it is more socially accepted for therapies to use voluntary self-regulation – it is the system that most therapies use (Regulations, n.d). 

Ethical considerations
When it comes to any form of healthcare, research, or anything involving other people, ethical consideration is highly important. Usually, something would be determined as ‘ethical’ if its principles and values ensure no one is harmed in any way – this includes someone feeling disrespected, having their privacy invaded, participating in an activity without informed consent, etc. Many question to what level homeopathy is ethical, and what ethical values are prioritised in the therapy.
	A reason some argue that homeopathy is unethical is because it underestimates the value of conventional medicine. This could spread a dangerous message to the public and deter people away from traditional medicine. For instance, homeopaths believe that traditional treatment worsens disease, and some of them even go as to say that modern vaccinations should be replaced. This has caused some concern and negative opinions forming around homeopathy, and there have been cases where homeopaths have advised against the use of antimalarial medication for patients suffering with the illness. Whether or not it is only a limited amount of homeopaths who share these views, it could still pose a health risk to the public if the advice given to them ends up being ineffective (Mandal, 2019). 
	Furthermore, people who disagree with homeopathy in general tend to also see that as a reason it is an unethical practice. Some see the fact that NHS funds are being spent on the treatment (which is believed to have little scientific backup) as a waste of money and valuable recourses. Also, a key ethical consideration is that of avoiding deception, and in the belief that is an ineffective practice solely based on the placebo effect, homeopathy is considered as deceiving the patient. The patient should be completely aware of the evidence base for any treatment. If given a placebo, it would not be effective if told what the medicine actually is, so, although unavoidable, there are cases where the patients are not given full information and transparency (Shaw, 2010). 
	On the contrary, many people do seem to believe that homeopathy is an ethical practice, as it does not go against any ethical considerations or regulations. For example, regarding informed consent, the patients do get a choice after being made aware of the evidence behind their therapies. Also, practitioners are legally obliged to guarantee the highly diluted homeopathic remedies they are giving do not contain pharmacological doses of medicine. It is found that the overall problem with homeopathical ethics, and what most people who stand against the therapy discuss, is based on the individual practitioners as opposed to the practice. The amount of homeopaths who are against traditional vaccinations are low. In fact, most do in fact support full vaccination, and are actively averse to the financial exploitation of patients that ends up being caused by other practitioners (Wardle, 2012). Other reasons suggesting homeopathy is a moral practice include the fact that it fulfils the needs and expectations of majority of patients, is regulated and practiced safely, values the care of therapeutic relationships, and aims to provide benefits to patients (Levy et al., 2015). 


Recommendations
In conclusion, homeopathy is a common complementary therapy used to treat and manage many illnesses. It is based on the belief that the body is able to heal itself, and a small dose of a natural substance is enough to trigger a healing response. This belief derives from the observation that giving an ill person a medicine that would usually trigger the same symptoms in a healthy person, it could be an effective way of curing the illness. A lot of research has gone into proving the efficacy of the alternative treatment, which has also led to opposing views. Some people believe that homeopathy is ineffective and can only work due to the placebo effect, and that it is a dangerous, unethical method of deterring people from safe, traditional methods. Others have a positive view and think that the scientific evidence proving its efficacy is credible, and there is nothing generally harmful about the practice. Regarding contrary opinions, there are also different ideas on the self-regulation system, and whether voluntary or statutory would be most appropriate. 
On the subject of regulation, I do personally have a recommendation concerning the regulatory system in place for homeopathy. Firstly, it is not difficult to obtain licensing, and under some circumstances, there are no mandatory licensing requirements to begin with. This can cause ethical issues, as individuals can get away with not undergoing their practice safely and according to a code of conduct. There should be stricter laws regarding this and ensuring that the entry requirement for practitioners is not just on surface-level knowledge, but on in-depth training and education. This could reduce the risk of unlicensed homeopaths increasing unethical issues and unsafe practices and decrease the negative stigma around the therapy. 
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