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Abstract

Background: Limited information is available regarding the profile and clinical practice characteristics of the
osteopathy workforce in Australia. This paper reports such information by analysing data from a nationally-
representative sample of Australian osteopaths.

Methods: Data was obtained from a workforce survey of Australian osteopathy, investigating the characteristics of
the practitioner, their practice, clinical management features and perceptions regarding research. The survey
questionnaire was distributed to all registered osteopaths across Australia in 2016 as part of the Osteopathy
Research and Innovation Network (ORION) project.

Results: A total of 992 Australian osteopaths participated in this study representing a response rate of 49.1%. The
average age of the participants was 38.0 years with 58.1% being female and the majority holding a Bachelor or
higher degree qualification related to the osteopathy professional. Approximately 80.0% of the osteopaths were
practicing in an urban area, with most osteopaths working in multi-practitioner locations, having referral
relationships with a range of health care practitioners, managing patients a number of musculoskeletal disorders,
and providing multi-model treatment options.

Conclusions: A total of 3.9 million patients were estimated to consult with osteopaths every year and an average
of approximate 3.0 million hours were spent delivering osteopathy services per year. Further research is required to
provide rich, in-depth examination regarding a range of osteopathy workforce issues which will help ensure safe,
effective patient care to all receiving and providing treatments as part of the broader Australian health system.
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Background
Osteopathy, with an emphasis on whole person care, is
a health care system integrating physical examinations
and manipulative treatments for a range of conditions
[1–3]. Osteopathy has been developed in more than 50
countries and has been regulated in at least 15 coun-
tries, including US, UK, and Australia [4]. Amongst the

countries with statutory regulation of osteopathy, there
are two professional streams in the field of osteopathy –
‘osteopathic physicians’ in the US exclusively and ‘osteo-
paths’ in other countries [4]. Osteopathic physicians are
qualified physicians with full medical practice rights
throughout the US and can perform surgery, while, out-
side of the US, osteopaths are healthcare providers with
practice rights who are not licensed to prescribe medica-
tions or perform surgery [5]. As a government registered
allied health profession in Australia, most private health
insurers provide partial reimbursement for osteopathic
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services [6]. It is worth noting that Australian osteo-
paths do provide a service under the government’s
Medicare Chronic Disease Management Plan [7]. The
Australian osteopathic workforce continues to grow,
with 2115 registered practicing osteopaths in 2016,
compared to 1601 registered practicing osteopaths in
2012 [8]. National-scale studies have estimated that,
within a 12-month period, osteopaths provided 3.1 mil-
lion patient consultations in Australia in 2005 and 3.4
million patient consultations in the US in 2006 [9, 10].
Previous osteopathy workforce studies have largely

examined educational issues [11, 12], treatment efficacy
for a number of musculoskeletal conditions [13, 14], and
osteopathy use amongst either general populations or
clinical subgroups across a range of countries including
Australia [10, 15]. In addition to the online health work-
force dataset (including osteopathy) (16), only three pre-
vious studies have examined the profile of Australian
osteopaths [16–18] and unfortunately all have been lim-
ited in sample size and/or sample focus. One such study
undertaken in 2004 restricted data collection to mem-
bers of an osteopathy association [16], another 2010
study recruited only 54 osteopaths [17], and a third
study conducted in 2012 only reported on the profile of
osteopaths exiting practice [18]. As such, there is a sig-
nificant lack of analyses regarding the profile and clinical
practice characteristics of Australian osteopaths.
In direct response, this paper aims to provide an in-

depth exploration of the practitioner and practice
characteristics as well as the clinical practice manage-
ment characteristics of Australian osteopaths from a
nationally-representative sample recruited as part of a
practice-based research network (PBRN) project. A
PBRN refers to a collaboration of practitioners and
practices together with professional academic institu-
tions to facilitate research studies designed for answering
clinical questions and to help translate research findings
into daily patient care (https://pbrn.ahrq.gov/). Therefore,
results reported here also provide sustainable opportun-
ities for further nested sub-studies focusing upon the
efficacy and health services use of osteopathy practices.

Methods
Recruitment and distribution
The Osteopathy Research and Innovation Network
(ORION) project is the first national PBRN of osteopaths
in Australia (http://www.orion-arccim.com/) and the re-
cruitment of this project was conducted from July to
December 2016. The ORION recruitment invitation pack
included an online practitioner questionnaire (accessed
via SurveyGizmo™) as well as a consent form relating to
joining the ORION PBRN database.
Osteopathy Australia (OA) is a national professional

organization representing more than 85% of registered

osteopaths in Australia. The invitation pack was dis-
tributed to all registered osteopaths via OA networks
for OA members and via osteopathy-related confer-
ences/events and the ORION website for non-OA
members. Participants were directed to the ORION
website (containing the online practitioner questionnaire)
and recruitment emails enclosed embedded links directly
to the questionnaire. Several email reminders were circu-
lated following the initial invitation pack. The ORION
project is designed and conducted by senior researchers at
the Faculty of Health, University of Technology Sydney
independent of OA who funded the project. This project
has been approved by the UTS Human Ethics Committee
(approval # 2014000759).
Participants were invited to complete the online prac-

titioner questionnaire and provide consent to be an
ongoing member of the ORION PBRN project. The
analyses presented in this article report data gathered
from all participants who completed the questionnaire
regardless of whether the participant provided consent
or did not provide consent to be an ongoing member of
the ORION PBRN database.

Questionnaire
A questionnaire with 27 items was administered to
registered osteopaths in Australia (Additional file 1).
The questionnaire examined osteopathic practitioner
characteristics, practice characteristics, clinical manage-
ment, and research engagement. Participants were ques-
tioned about their age, gender, highest osteopathy
professional qualification, years in private osteopathy
practice, professional organization membership, and
roles they have been involved in as an osteopath in the
previous 12 months. With regards to practice character-
istics the participants were questioned regarding their
average patient care hours per week, average patient
visits per week, number of practice locations, other
health professionals working in the same practice loca-
tion, professional referral relationships (sending and re-
ceiving referrals separately), State/Territory of practice,
practice location (urban, rural, remote), use of diagnostic
imaging and reason(s), techniques used to assist in clin-
ical diagnosis, use of electronic records and specified
software(s) for electronic records, and frequency of using
eHealth system, HICAPs and Medicare Easyclaim.
Osteopathic clinical management measures consisted of
the frequency of discussion with patients in their care/
management plan such as diet/nutrition, physical activity/
fitness, and medication, frequency of treating patients with
a broad range of conditions (including musculoskeletal
disorders and non-musculoskeletal disorders), broader pa-
tient subgroups (such as older people, people with sports-
related injuries, and people with work-related injuries) of
those treated, a wide range of techniques/methods (such

Adams et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2018) 18:352 Page 2 of 7

https://pbrn.ahrq.gov
http://www.orion-arccim.com


as strain, soft tissue, and functional techniques) employed
in patient management, and perceptions regarding a var-
iety of osteopathy practice issues (such as prescribing
rights, expanded referral rights to medical specialists,
and expanded diagnostic imaging rights). In addition,
the ORION participants were asked about their percep-
tions relating to a number of issues around osteopathy
research.

Statistical analyses
All data were imported into the statistical software Stata
14. Variables regarding the frequency of osteopaths’ clin-
ical practice and management (response options: never,
rarely, sometimes, often) were re-categorised as ‘often’
and ‘never/rarely/sometimes’. Dichotomous and categor-
ical variables are presented in frequencies and percent-
ages and continuous variables are shown in means and
standard deviations.

Results
According to the national population of practicing osteo-
paths as registered with the Australian Health Practitioner
Regulation Agency (AHPRA) - the sole national agency
regulating osteopaths amongst other professions in
Australia - there were 2020 registered practicing osteopaths
in Australia at the time of the ORION recruitment [8] and
992 osteopaths completed the ORION practitioner ques-
tionnaire (response rate: 49.1%). Compared to the data
provided by AHPRA, the sample of ORION questionnaire
respondents was found to be nationally-representative
of the national osteopathy workforce with regards to a
number of core characteristics - age (p = 0.111), gender
(p = 0.053) and principal place of practice (p = 0.990).
As such, the workforce sample reported in this paper
and facilitated by the ORION project constitutes a
nationally-representative sample of the wider osteopathy
profession in Australia. Please note, to identify the repre-
sentativeness of ACORN data, chi-square tests were
employed and statistical significance was set at p < 0.05.

Practitioner characteristics
The average age of participants was 38.0 (SD = 10.9)
years, with 58.1% being female. The average number of
years in private osteopathy practice was 11.4 (SD = 9.0)
years. More than half (68.7%) of the osteopaths held a
Masters degree related to the osteopathy profession,
while 21.6% of participants held a Bachelor or double
Bachelor degree related to the osteopathy profession and
only 0.5% had a PhD related to the osteopathy profes-
sion. In addition to private practice, the respondents also
report being involved in other roles as an osteopath in
the last 12 months, including volunteer work (16.0%),
clinical supervision (15.1%), university teaching (11.7%),
professional organisations (10.8%), and research (5.4%).

Practice characteristics
The respondents spent an average of 28.3 (SD = 11.8)
hours per week on patient care and facilitated an average
of 37.0 (SD = 18.2) patient visits per week (only 791 par-
ticipants provided information on the patient visits per
week). Most osteopaths report practicing in one location
(65.0%), but of those who practice in more than one
location, 85.4% practice in two locations and 12.3% prac-
tice in three locations. A total of 829 (83.7%) osteopaths
practice in a multi-practitioner location, with 64.8%
working with another osteopath, 50.5% working with a
massage therapist, 19.5% working with a naturopath, 19.3%
working with a psychologist or counsellor, and 19.0% work-
ing with an acupuncturist in the same practice location.
General practitioners (GPs) are the most common health
professional to whom osteopaths send referrals (88.5%) as
well as the most common health professional from whom
the osteopaths report receiving referrals (89.3%), followed
by massage therapists (sending: 67.6%; receiving: 76.0%),
another osteopath (sending: 51.0%; receiving: 61.9%) and
podiatrists (sending: 65.6%; receiving: 47.5%) (Table 1).
The majority of respondents are working in (State/

Territory) Victoria (56.4%), followed by New South Wales
(26.5%), Queensland (9.0%), Western Australia (3.2%),
Tasmania (2.2%), South Australia (1.8%), Australian
Capital Territory (1.7%), and the Northern Territory (0.
2%). The majority of osteopaths (81.8%) report prac-
ticing in an urban area, with only 18.2% practicing in a
rural or remote area. More than half (55.9%) of all the
osteopaths ‘sometimes’ or ‘often’ refer their patients for
diagnostic imaging, and investigation of suspected

Table 1 Practitioners in the same practice location and their
professional referral relationships with osteopaths

Health professional Working in the same
practice location

Sending
referral(s)

Receiving
referral(s)

n (%) n (%) n (%)

Another osteopath 643 (64.8) 506 (51.0) 614 (61.9)

General practitioner 72 (7.3) 878 (88.5) 886 (89.3)

Medical specialist 31 (3.1) 443 (44.7) 237 (23.9)

Podiatrist 147 (14.8) 651 (65.6) 471 (47.5)

Physiotherapist 144 (14.5) 331 (33.4) 266 (26.8)

Exercise physiologist 124 (12.5) 398 (40.1) 258 (26.0)

Occupational therapist 19 (1.9) 106 (10.7) 61 (6.1)

Psychologist/Counsellor 191 (19.3) 349 (35.2) 154 (15.5)

Massage therapist 501 (50.5) 671 (67.6) 754 (76.0)

Acupuncturist 188 (19.0) 451 (45.5) 370 (37.3)

Naturopath 193 (19.5) 477 (48.1) 400 (40.3)

Dietician 72 (7.3) 167 (16.8) 39 (3.9)

Nutritionist 78 (7.9) 129 (13.0) 55 (5.5)

Others 201 (20.3) 148 (14.9) 153 (15.4)
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diagnosis, potential fractures, and unknown pathologies
are the most common reasons for the use of diagnostic
imaging. In terms of the techniques used to assist in
clinical diagnosis, orthopaedic testing (97.6%) and neuro-
logical testing (92.5%) are the most frequent options re-
ported amongst the osteopaths. Electronic patient records
are commonly used amongst the participants with 73.2%
of all the osteopaths using electronic records for initial
history, 76.2% for subsequent patient visits, and 74.1% for
examination findings.

Clinical management
The osteopaths typically discuss a number of topics as
part of their care/management plans with the patients
(Table 2). The most often discussed topics are physical
activity/fitness (89.4%), occupational health and safety
(51.2%), and stress management (49.4%). People with
sports-related injuries (50.6%), people with work-related
injuries (36.2%), and pregnant women (34.7%) are the
patient subgroups most often consulting the participants.
In terms of conditions presented by patients, musculoskel-
etal disorders are the most frequently treated by the re-
spondents with low back pain (98.7%), neck pain (98.0%),
thoracic pain (91.7%) and headache disorders (90.1%) the
most common musculoskeletal conditions presented by
patients to the respondents (Table 2).
The osteopaths report employing a wide range of tech-

niques and methods in their patient management (Table 3),
including soft tissue techniques (85.7%), muscle energy
techniques (79.5%), and exercise prescription (74.0%). In
terms of the future directions of osteopathy, most of
the respondents report they would like to see expanded
diagnostic imaging rights (83.0%) and expanded referral
rights to a number of specialists including sports medi-
cine specialists (79.8%), orthopaedic surgeons (70.9%),
and rheumatologists (63.5%).

Research impact
A majority (74.9%) of respondents report that evidence
from research has a moderate to high impact upon their
current osteopathy practice (Table 4). The majority of
participants consider osteopathy research as useful in:
helping patients understand the benefits of osteopathy
for their health (84.1%); helping GPs and other conven-
tional health professionals understand the role of oste-
opathy in health care (93.9%); and providing scientific
evidence for what they do as an osteopath (87.3%).

Discussion
This study provides the first large-scale nationally-
representative analyses of the osteopathy workforce in
Australia and has identified a number of interesting
findings. Our analyses show that only 0.5% of the osteo-
paths have obtained a PhD degree. Additionally, the

Table 2 Osteopathy clinical management. Numbers indicate
the frequencies (percentages) of osteopaths on an often basis

Clinical Management n (%)

Patient care discussion

Diet/nutrition 375 (37.9)

Smoking/Drugs/Alcohol 179 (18.1)

Physical activity/Fitness 886 (89.4)

Occupational health and safety 506 (51.2)

Pain counselling 264 (26.6)

Stress management 489 (49.4)

Nutritional supplements 252 (25.4)

Medications 391 (39.5)

Patient subgroups

Children (up to 3 years) 156 (15.8)

Children (4 to 18 years) 270 (27.3)

Older people (65 years and over) 572 (57.7)

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people 7 (0.7)

Pregnant women 344 (34.7)

People with sports-related injuries 501 (50.6)

People with work-related injuries 359 (36.2)

People with traffic-related injuries 141 (14.2)

People receiving post-surgical rehabilitation 79 (8.0)

Non-English speaking ethnic groups 33 (3.3)

Presenting conditions

Neck pain 971 (98.0)

Thoracic pain 909 (91.7)

Low back pain 977 (98.7)

Hip musculoskeletal disorders 744 (75.2)

Knee musculoskeletal disorders 491 (49.7)

Ankle musculoskeletal disorders 333 (33.7)

Foot musculoskeletal disorders 294 (29.7)

Shoulder musculoskeletal disorders 801 (81.0)

Elbow musculoskeletal disorders 251 (25.5)

Wrist musculoskeletal disorders 188 (19.0)

Hand musculoskeletal disorders 121 (12.3)

Postural disorders (including lordosis,
thoracic kyphosis, scoliosis)

675 (68.3)

Degenerative spine conditions
(including spondylolisthesis)

599 (60.6)

Headache disorders (including cervicogenic, tension) 892 (90.1)

Migraine disorders 400 (40.5)

Spinal health maintenance or prevention 458 (46.4)

Chronic or persistent pain 630 (63.7)

Tendinopathies 410 (41.5)

Temporomandibular joint disorders 183 (18.5)

Non-musculoskeletal disorder(s) 126 (12.9)
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majority of participating osteopaths perceive at least a
moderate impact of evidence from research on their
osteopathy practice, and this rate is much higher than
that reported in a US study focusing upon osteopathic
physicians in a family medicine program [19]. These
practitioners’ opinions are supported by the broader an-
nouncements of Osteopathy Australia’s calling for more
research on osteopathy in Australia, highlighting the im-
portance of research involvement amongst osteopaths
[20]. As such, there is an urgent need to conduct further
studies in what the osteopaths perceive as useful re-
search, develop personnel research training within the
osteopathy profession, and eventually build a sustainable
research culture focused on osteopathy to provide effect-
ive and safe patient care.
Australian osteopaths, presented in this study, report

an average of 37 patient consultations and/or treatments
per week across a broad patient age range. A 2011 gov-
ernment report focusing upon the allied health sector in
Australia indicated similar patient volumes amongst os-
teopaths [21]. Based on the average patient visit identi-
fied from our study, it is estimated that the Australian

osteopathy workforce currently manages approximately
3.9 million patients per year suggesting osteopaths play
an important role in health provision in Australia. In
addition, our study found that the average weekly hours
worked amongst osteopaths was 28 h, which equates to
an estimation of 3.0 million hours per year of patient
care. It is difficult to compare the work time and patient
volume of Australian osteopaths with osteopathy practi-
tioners working in other countries, due to the different
health care coverage in clinical practice between osteo-
paths and osteopathic physicians [22] as well as the
scarce national workforce research in the osteopathy
profession [23].
Our study showed that GPs were the health care prac-

titioners with whom osteopaths were more likely to have
a professional referral relationship, and the prevalence of
osteopaths sending referrals to GPs (88.5%) and receiv-
ing referrals from GPs (89.3%) in our study is much
higher than that reported in previous studies [17, 24].
Such disparity in findings may be partly explained by the
research design and sample size employed across the dif-
ferent studies. More importantly, the higher frequency
of referrals to and from GPs by osteopaths in our study
may reflect an increased trust between osteopaths and
GPs over recent years [25, 26] and/or may be related to
the increased access to osteopathy care through the
Medicare Chronic Disease Management Plan scheme,
thus this may be an area for further investigation.
Our study identifies a larger proportion of osteopaths

practicing in urban areas compared to rural and remote

Table 3 Osteopathy methods. Numbers indicate the
frequencies (percentages) of osteopaths on an often basis

Techniques/Methods n (%)

Strain/Counterstain 420 (42.4)

Muscle energy techniques 788 (79.5)

High velocity low amplitude/Spinal manipulation 632 (63.8)

Peripheral joint manipulation 393 (39.7)

Soft tissue 848 (85.7)

Myofascial release 612 (61.8)

Cranial techniques 233 (23.5)

Facilitated positional release 166 (16.8)

Needling techniques (eg. dry needling, acupuncture) 234 (23.6)

Visceral techniques 98 (9.9)

Lymphatic pump 84 (8.5)

Autonomic balancing 157 (15.9)

Biodynamic techniques 155 (15.6)

Functional techniques 270 (27.3)

Balanced ligamentous tension/Ligamentous articular strain 349 (35.2)

Exercise prescription 733 (74.0)

Chapmans reflexes 24 (2.4)

Shockwave therapy 18 (1.8)

Ultrasound therapy 27 (2.7)

TENS or other electrotherapy 19 (1.9)

Instrument-assisted manipulative techniques 2 (0.2)

Instrument-assisted soft tissue mobilisation 12 (1.2)

Trigger point therapy 258 (26.1)

Sports taping 122 (12.3)

Table 4 Osteopaths’ perceptions of the impact of osteopathy
research

Perceptions of osteopathy
research

Disagree Neutral Agree

n (%) n (%) n (%)

Research is useful to help
patients understand the
benefits of osteopathy for
their health

52 (5.2) 106 (10.7) 834 (84.1)

Research is useful to help GPs
and other conventional health
professionals understand the
role of osteopathy in health care

28 (2.9) 30 (3.2) 894 (93.9)

Research is useful to provide
scientific evidence for what I
do as an osteopath

41 (4.4) 78 (8.3) 820 (87.3)

Research is irrelevant to the
professional development of
osteopathy in Australia

807 (86.1) 46 (4.9) 84 (8.9)

Impact of osteopathy research Not high
impact

Moderate
impact

High impact

n (%) n (%) n (%)

What impact does evidence
from research have on your
current practice?

249 (25.1) 504 (50.8) 239 (24.1)
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areas, which is consistent with latest Australian govern-
ment statistics [27] and a US research report [28]. In
supplement to this finding, Australian middle-aged
women residing in regional areas were found to be more
likely to utilise osteopathy services compared to those
living in urban areas [29]. Also, the rural population in
the US is generally older with worse health status and
less private insurance coverage compared to its urban
counterpart [28]. As such, research is required to further
explore the practice of osteopathy across the urban/non-
urban divide including an examination of possible com-
peting or complementary motivations and reasons for
any differences in such practice.
Osteopaths in our study report discussing a range of

health-related topics with their patients as part of
osteopathic care including physical activity/fitness,
stress management, and occupational health and
safety. This diversity of topics discussed by osteopaths
with patients supports the findings of a previous study
also focusing upon Australian osteopaths [30]. Poten-
tially, it appears that osteopaths are already playing an
active part in encouraging public health/lifestyle
changes in their patients but perhaps the potential can
be harnessed further. Additional details about what
information is transferred to patients by osteopaths
would be advantageous, as it could provide insights as
to the exact role osteopaths play in promoting health.
Such information could also assist patients, other
health care practitioners and policy-makers in making
decisions concerning consultation and/or referral to
osteopaths.
The findings of this workforce study are limited by

a number of issues. The survey data were self-
reported by osteopaths so the findings may be im-
pacted by recall bias. Further, the ORION practitioner
questionnaire was broad in coverage and as such the
depth of investigation into specific issues was there-
fore limited.

Conclusion
Our study provides a first opportunity to explore a range of
workforce issues using a large, nationally-representative
sample of Australian osteopaths. The Australian osteo-
pathic workforce is generally working in multi-practitioner
locations, holding multi-disciplinary practitioner relations,
and prescribing multi-model treatment options. How-
ever, the research engagement and capacity relating to
the Australian osteopathy practice remains limited.
There is a need for further studies on osteopathic
practice and practitioners in order to understand the
full potential of the profession within the Australian
health care system and to improve effective, safe and
coordinated treatment for patients.

Additional file

Additional file 1: ORION practitioner questionnaire. A workforce
questionnaire on Australian osteopathy. (PDF 322 kb)

Abbreviations
AHPRA: Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency; GP: General
practitioner; OA: Osteopathy Australia; ORION: Osteopathy Research and
Innovation Network; PBRN: National practice-based research network

Acknowledgements
We wish to thank the ORION Steering Committee membership for their time
and support, and the Osteopathy Australia (OA) for their financial support for
the ORION project. We would also like to thank all participants for providing
the data.

Funding
The ORION project is funded by the Osteopathy Australia (OA). The funding
source had no influence in the design of the study and collection, analysis,
and interpretation of data and in writing the manuscript. The research
reported in this paper is the sole responsibility of the authors and reflects
the independent ideas and scholarship of the authors alone.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Authors’ contributions
JA and DS designed the study. All authors collected the data. WP, DS and AS
analysed and interpreted the data. WP wrote the first draft. JA and DS
critically revised the manuscript and all authors approved the final version.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The ORION project has been approved by the University of Technology
Sydney Human Ethics Committee (approval # 2014000759). All participants
provided written informed consent.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Received: 17 November 2017 Accepted: 26 April 2018

References
1. Steel A, Blaich R, Sundberg T, Adams J. The role of osteopathy in clinical

care: broadening the evidence-base. Int J Osteopath Med. 2017;24:32–6.
2. Steel A, Sundberg T, Reid R, Ward L, Bishop FL, Leach M, et al. Osteopathic

manipulative treatment: a systematic review and critical appraisal of
comparative effectiveness and health economics research. Musculoskelet Sci
Pract. 2017;27:165–75.

3. Thomson OP, Petty NJ, Moore AP. Clinical decision-making and therapeutic
approaches in osteopathy – a qualitative grounded theory study. Man Ther.
2014;19:44–51.

4. Osteopathic International Alliance. Osteopathy and osteopathic medicine: a
global view of practice, patients, education and the contribution to
healthcare delivery. 2013. http://oialliance.org/resources/oia-status-report/.
Accessed 8 Dec 2017.

5. American Association of Colleges of Osteopathic Medicine. The difference
between U.S.-trained osteopathic physicians and osteopaths trained abroad.
2017. http://www.aacom.org/become-a-doctor/about-om/US-vs-abroad.
Accessed 8 Dec 2017.

6. Engel RM, Brown BT, Swain MS, Lystad RP. The provision of chiropractic,
physiotherapy and osteopathic services within the Australian private health-
care system: a report of recent trends. Chiropr Man Therap. 2014;22:3.

Adams et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2018) 18:352 Page 6 of 7

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-018-3158-y
http://oialliance.org/resources/oia-status-report/
http://www.aacom.org/become-a-doctor/about-om/US-vs-abroad


7. Orrock PJ, Lasham K, Ward C. Allied health practitioners' role in the chronic
disease management program: the experience of osteopathic practitioners.
Internatonal. J Osteopath Med. 2015;18:97–101.

8. Osteopathy Board of Australia. Statistics. 2016. http://www.osteopathyboard.
gov.au/About/Statistics.aspx. Accessed 6 June 2017.

9. Licciardone JC, Singh KP. Sociodemographic and geographic characteristics
associated with patient visits to osteopathic physicians for primary care.
BMC Health Serv Res. 2011;11:303.

10. Xue CC, Zhang AL, Lin V, Myers R, Polus B, Story DF. Acupuncture,
chiropractic and osteopathy use in Australia: a national population survey.
BMC Public Health. 2008;8:105.

11. Shannon SC, Teitelbaum HS. The status and future of osteopathic medical
education in the United States. Acad Med. 2009;84:707–11.

12. Vaughan B, MacFarlane C, Florentine P. Clinical education in the osteopathy
program at Victoria University. Int J Osteopath Med. 2014;17:199–205.

13. Bronfort G, Haas M, Evans R, Leininger B, Triano J. Effectiveness of manual
therapies: the UK evidence report. Chiropr Osteopat. 2010;18:3.

14. Rubinstein SM, van Middelkoop M, Assendelft WJ, de Boer MR, van Tulder
MW. Spinal manipulative therapy for chronic low-back pain: an update of a
Cochrane review. Spine. 2011;36:E825–46.

15. Fawkes CA, Leach CM, Mathias S, Moore AP. A profile of osteopathic care in
private practices in the United Kingdom: a national pilot using standardised
data collection. Man Ther. 2014;19:125–30.

16. Orrock P. Profile of members of the Australian osteopathic association: part
1 - the practitioners. Int J Osteopath Med. 2009;12:14–24.

17. Burke SR, Myers R, Zhang AL. A profile of osteopathic practice in Australia
2010-2011: a cross sectional survey. BMC Musculoskelet Disord. 2013;14:227.

18. Fitzgerald K, Vaughan B. A snap-shot of attrition from the osteopathy
profession in Australia. Int J Osteopath Med. 2016;22:33–9.

19. Aguwa MI, Monson CL, Liechty DK, Fowler LV, Kost MM. Supporting and
promoting osteopathic medicine through community-based family practice
preceptorships: a survey-based study. J Am Osteopath Assoc. 2008;108:606–14.

20. Osteopathy Australia. Research strategy for osteopathy Australia. 2017.
http://www.osteopathy.org.au/pages/research.html. Accessed 4 July 2017.

21. Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing. The eHealth
readiness of Australia’s allied health sector. 2011. http://www.health.gov.au/
internet/publications/publishing.nsf/Content/ehealth-readiness-allied-toc/
$FILE/Allied%20Health%20ehealth%20readiness%20survey%20report.pdf.
Accessed 30 May 2011.

22. Licciardone JC. A national study of primary care provided by osteopathic
physicians. J Am Osteopath Assoc. 2015;115:704–13.

23. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. Allied health workforce 2012.
2013. https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/d34b872b-3370-4109-8127-
7675145c443d/15993-20130910.pdf.aspx. Accessed 10 Sept 2013.

24. Wardle JL, Sibbritt DW, Adams J. Referrals to chiropractors and osteopaths: a
survey of general practitioners in rural and regional new South Wales,
Australia. Chiropr Man Therap. 2013;21:5.

25. Gray B, Orrock P. Investigation into factors influencing roles,
relationships, and referrals in integrative medicine. J Altern Complement
Med. 2014;20:342–6.

26. Cheshire A, Polley M, Peters D, Ridge D. Is it feasible and effective to
provide osteopathy and acupuncture for patients with musculoskeletal
problems in a GP setting? A service evaluation. BMC Fam Pract. 2011;12:49.

27. Department of Health Australian. Health workforce summaries. 2015. http://
hwd.health.gov.au/summary.html. Accessed 24 Apr 2017.

28. Fordyce MA, Doescher MP, Chen FM, Hart LG. Osteopathic physicians and
international medical graduates in the rural primary care physician
workforce. Fam Med. 2012;44:396–403.

29. Sibbritt D, Adams J, Young AF. A profile of middle-aged women who
consult a chiropractor or osteopath: findings from a survey of 11,143
Australian women. J Manip Physiol Ther. 2006;29:349–53.

30. Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. National health workforce data
set (NHWDS). 2011. https://www.aihw.gov.au/about-our-data/our-data-
collections/national-health-workforce-dataset. Accessed 29 Aug 2017.

Adams et al. BMC Health Services Research  (2018) 18:352 Page 7 of 7

http://www.osteopathyboard.gov.au/About/Statistics.aspx
http://www.osteopathyboard.gov.au/About/Statistics.aspx
http://www.osteopathy.org.au/pages/research.html
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/publications/publishing.nsf/Content/ehealth-readiness-allied-toc/FILE/Allied%20Health%20ehealth%20readiness%20survey%20report.pdf
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/publications/publishing.nsf/Content/ehealth-readiness-allied-toc/FILE/Allied%20Health%20ehealth%20readiness%20survey%20report.pdf
http://www.health.gov.au/internet/publications/publishing.nsf/Content/ehealth-readiness-allied-toc/FILE/Allied%20Health%20ehealth%20readiness%20survey%20report.pdf
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/d34b872b-3370-4109-8127-7675145c443d/15993-20130910.pdf.aspx
https://www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/d34b872b-3370-4109-8127-7675145c443d/15993-20130910.pdf.aspx
http://hwd.health.gov.au/summary.html
http://hwd.health.gov.au/summary.html
https://www.aihw.gov.au/about-our-data/our-data-collections/national-health-workforce-dataset
https://www.aihw.gov.au/about-our-data/our-data-collections/national-health-workforce-dataset

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Recruitment and distribution
	Questionnaire
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Practitioner characteristics
	Practice characteristics
	Clinical management
	Research impact

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	References

