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ABSTRACT
Objectives The rising prevalence of musculoskeletal 
disorders increases pressure on primary care services. In 
France, patients with musculoskeletal disorders are referred 
to physiotherapist (PT) by family physician (FP). To improve 
access to musculoskeletal care, a new model of task sharing 
and shifting is implemented between FPs and PTs for patients 
with acute low back pain. This new model enables French PTs 
to expand their usual scope of practice by receiving patients as 
first- contact practitioner, diagnosing low back pain, prescribing 
sick leave and analgesic medication. The aim of this study is 
to investigate the acceptability of FPs and PTs regarding this 
new model.
Design A cross- sectional survey design was used. 
Acceptability was measured using a questionnaire on the 
perception of the model and the perception of PTs’ skills 
to manage low back pain. Descriptive analyses were 
performed to compare results among participants.
Setting French FPs and PTs working in multidisciplinary 
primary healthcare centres were invited to complete an 
online survey.
Participants A total of 174 respondents completed the 
survey (81 FPs and 85 PTs).
Results A majority of participants had a positive 
perception of the task sharing and shifting model. 
A majority of the participants were mostly or totally 
favourable towards the implementation of the model (FPs: 
n=46, 82% and PTs: n=40, 82%). The perceived level of 
competencies of PTs to manage acute low back pain was 
high. The confidence level of FPs was higher than that of 
PTs regarding PTs’ ability to adequately diagnose low back 
pain, refer patient to physiotherapy and prescribe sick 
leave or analgesic medication.
Conclusion Based on this limited sample of participants, 
there appears to be good acceptability of the task sharing 
and shifting model for acute low back pain. Additional 
studies are needed to better determine the factors 
affecting the acceptability of such a model.

INTRODUCTION
Musculoskeletal disorders (MSD) are a common 
reason for consulting in family practice or in 
emergency departments.1–3 The increasing 

demand for healthcare services and ageing 
population substantially increase the primary 
care workload in France to a point of satura-
tion. In addition, workforces are unequally 
divided up within the country. Non- optimal 
resources allocation and reduced access to care 
may lead to poorer quality of care.4 Internation-
ally, many models of primary care delivery have 
been proposed to promote healthcare team 
approaches.5 6 Multidisciplinary task manage-
ment is a way to help facing the challenge of 
access to primary care services, while main-
taining or even improving the quality of patient 
care.7 These models require interprofessional 

WHAT IS ALREADY KNOWN ON THIS TOPIC
 ⇒ In France, a new model of task sharing and shifting 
between family physicians and physiotherapists en-
ables physiotherapists to expand their usual scope 
of practice for patients with acute low back pain. 
The objectives of the model are to give physicians 
more time to care for patients with more serious or 
complex pathologies, to reduce delays and visits to 
emergency services and to improve quality of care. 
This study aims to investigate family physicians and 
physiotherapists’ acceptability of this new model.

WHAT THIS STUDY ADDS
 ⇒ A majority of participants had a positive perception 
of the model. The perceived level of competencies 
of physiotherapists to manage acute low back pain 
was high. A majority of the participants were mostly 
or totally favourable towards the implementation of 
the model.

HOW THIS STUDY MIGHT AFFECT RESEARCH, 
PRACTICE AND/OR POLICY

 ⇒ Task sharing and shifting between family physicians 
and physiotherapists is a promising strategy to ad-
dress primary healthcare workforce shortages for 
the management of musculoskeletal disorders.  on M
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collaboration to improve patient functional outcomes, 
professionals’ adherence to recommended practices and 
the promotion of an efficient use of healthcare resources. 
They are applicable for various health conditions including 
MSDs.8 9 This close collaboration between team members 
can sometimes lead to an expansion of the professionals’ 
roles.6 10 To this end, the scope of each professional role may 
be redefined.11 As an example, models of task sharing and 
task shifting (TS/S) from family physicians to non- physician 
professionals can partially solve the issue of medical work-
force shortages.12–15 TS/S involves the redistribution of 
healthcare tasks within workforces and communities.16 Task 
shifting occurs when a task is transferred or delegated, task 
sharing occurs when tasks are completed collaboratively 
between providers with different levels of training.17

In France, improving access to primary care is a health 
policy priority. The reorganisation of primary care profes-
sionals is expected, especially by the implementation of new 
models of collaborative practice including TS/S. In this 
context, a new model of physiotherapy care for non- urgent 
and regular MSD is being implemented.18 Within multidis-
ciplinary healthcare centres where family health teams are 
working collaboratively, family physician are now able to 
delegate consultations to physiotherapists for patients with 
acute low back pain (LBP).19 Eligible patients may consult 
directly the physiotherapist instead of the family physician. 
This model expands the usual scope of practice of French 
physiotherapists, allowing them to deliver medical sick leave 
certificates and prescribe certain analgesics. It is intended to 
be deployed at a national level and could include other MSD 
in the future.15

Acceptability of this innovative model of care by all 
stakeholders and clinicians is needed so that the model 
can be successfully implemented.20 21 Acceptability is 
influenced by the perceptions of roles and competen-
cies of the healthcare professionals.22 23 Internationally, 
several studies have shown a positive perception of the 
role and skills of physiotherapists by other primary care 
professionals including family physicians who supported 
their integration into primary care teams.24–28 The aim of 
this study is to investigate the acceptability of a new model 
of care involving TS/S by family physicians and physio-
therapists working within multidisciplinary primary 
healthcare centres of the Auvergne- Rhône- Alpes region 
in France. The acceptability of this new model is docu-
mented through three subquestions: (1) How do family 
physicians (FPs) and physiotherapists (PTs) perceive the 
model? (2) What is the perception of physiotherapists’ 
competencies in managing acute LBP? (3) How do FPs 
and PTs perceive the implementation of the model?

METHODS
Study design
This descriptive study used a cross- sectional survey design. 
The survey was defined according to methodology paper 
about survey research.29 30

Description of the TS/S model
The questionnaire referred to the legislative text 
published in the French official journal which describes 
the TS/S model as a protocol- based care.19 Patients aged 
20–55 years with low back pain since less than 4 months 
may consult directly the PT, without having to see the 
physician first. They are redirected to the FP if red flags 
are identified or in the case of a third episode within 
the past 12 months. Shifted tasks from FP to PT are to 
diagnose LBP, to prescribe analgesic medication, oral 
non- steroidal inflammatory drugs, sick leave and to refer 
patient to traditional physiotherapy when necessary. The 
objectives of the model are to give physicians more time 
to care for patients with more serious or complex patholo-
gies, to reduce delays and visits to emergency services and 
to improve quality of care. FPs and PTs share a training 
of 10 hours before implementation, can communicate 
using an electronic platform and meet every 3 months 
to make sure the care model runs smoothly. A graph-
ical description of the TS/S model is available in online 
supplemental materials.

Target population
The target population was defined as FPs and PTs 
working in multidisciplinary primary healthcare centres 
in the Auvergne- Rhône- Alpes region in France. These 
healthcare centres are group practices in which a team 
of primary healthcare practitioners (FPs, PTs, nurses, 
pharmacists, dentists…) are working together toward 
the common goal of addressing the local population’s 
care needs. The Auvergne- Rhône- Alpes region include 
around 150 multidisciplinary primary healthcare centres. 
All these centres with a membership to the Fédération des 
Maisons de Santé de la région Auvergne- Rhône- Alpes (Femas 
Aura) were contacted (n=94). In January 2021, an email 
including a link to complete an online questionnaire was 
sent to the 94 participating primary healthcare centres. 
Coordinators forwarded the email to FPs and PTs of said 
healthcare centres. The email detailed the purpose of this 
study as well as the procedure to complete the survey. A 
reminder email was sent 4 weeks after the initial invita-
tion. Finally, a third reminder was sent 2 weeks later and 
the survey was closed at the end of March 2021. No iden-
tifying data were collected. The LimeSurvey web platform 
was used to administer the survey, which is secured with a 
data encryption protocol. Participants’ informed consent 
was obtained prior to completion in accordance with the 
French General Regulation for Data Protection.

Questionnaire development
The survey was developed based on the current avail-
able literature regarding acceptability of new models of 
care for advanced practice PTs working in primary and 
secondary care settings worldwide and previously devel-
oped by members of our team.31 32 Literature about inter-
professional collaboration in primary care including PT 
was also used in the development of the survey.8 33–36
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The questionnaire included a total of 38 questions 
divided in nine sections : (1) Demographic characteristics 
of participants, (2) Characteristics of the primary health-
care centres, (3) Experience of respondents regarding 
interprofessional collaboration, (4) Knowledge about 
the TS/S models, (5) Perception and acceptability of the 
TS/S model for acute LBP, (6) Perception of PTs skills 
for the management of acute LBP, (7) Perception of the 
barriers and facilitators to the implementation of the 
model, (8) Ability to set up the model and (9) Perception 
of the deployment of the model. The survey is available in 
online supplemental materials.

The survey was preceded by a short text informing 
the participant of the objectives of this survey. Informa-
tions about the model were provided at the beginning of 
sections 4 and 5. The questionnaire used multiple choice 
questions for the majority of questions, and 5- point or 
6- point Likert scale response options. Open questions 
were also used in the seventh section on barriers and facil-
itators to the implementation of the model.

The study protocol, methodology and survey were 
reviewed by authors, two trained PTs (NP and FD) and 
one FP (PG). The survey was pretested by one PT and 
one FP working in multidisciplinary centres in order to 
validate the questions understanding, ease of completion 
and format of the survey. Both of them reported that the 
questions were understandable and the survey format was 
appropriate, but the questionnaire was too long. Modifi-
cations were done to shorten the survey after these tests.

Analyses
Raw data were exported into an Excel spreadsheet (Micro-
soft Redmond, Washington, USA). Descriptive analyses 
were first conducted with calculations of frequency distri-
butions, means and SD. Results were graphically repre-
sented with centred bar plots. Statistical analyses and 
graphical presentation of results were performed using 
the R software (R Core Team, 2014).

This study is in line with the French general regulation 
for data protection and was defined in accordance with 
the methodological and ethical reference of the French 
National Commission for Informatics and Liberty.

RESULTS
The response rate calculated per healthcare centre was 
85%. A total of 174 respondents answered the survey; 102 
participants fully completed the survey and 72 partici-
pants partially completed the survey.

Participants’ characteristics
Demographic characteristics of participants
Eighty- one participants (51%) were PTs and 85 (49%) 
were FPs. Ninety- seven participants were women (56%), 
and 77 were men (44%). The mean age of participants 
was 40.3 years old (SD: 10.4). The mean duration of 
experience within multidisciplinary healthcare centres 
was 5.04 years (SD: 5.11). The participants worked in 80 

multidisciplinary healthcare centres, spreading over the 
12 departments of the Auvergne- Rhône- Alpes region. 
Practice areas were represented as follows: rural area 
(32%), semi- rural area (27%), urban peripheral area 
(6%), urban area (24%) and mountain area (10%).

Previous experience with interprofessional collaboration
The majority of FPs and PTs reported to collaborate 
either frequently (FPs: n=53, 68% and PTs: n=42, 55%) or 
occasionally (FPs: n=19, 24% and PTs: n=27, 35%) during 
the past 12 months. None of the participants reported to 
have never collaborated with either FP or PT in the past 
12 months.

Both types of providers reported to frequently refer 
patient care to each other (FPs: n=64, 82% and PTs: n=36, 
47%). Interprofessional collaboration activities were 
frequently or occasionally conducted, including: discus-
sion about patients under common care (FPs: n=23, 29% 
and PTs: n=32, 42%), meetings to discuss professional and 
clinical practice issues (FPs: n=19, 24% and PTs: n=34, 
45%) and conjoint care for patients (FPs: n=24, 31% and 
PTs: n=33, 43%). Specific details about these activities are 
available in online supplemental materials.

FPs and PTs’ perception of the model
Perception of the objectives of the TS/S model
Regarding the objectives of the TS/S model, participants 
mostly agreed that it would favour interprofessional collab-
oration (FPs: n=55, 98% and PTs: n=47, 96%), highlight 
PTs’ skills (FPs: n=52, 96% and PTs: n=42, 89%), improve 
quality of care (FPs: n=47, 89% and PTs: n=42, 88%) and 
reduce risk of chronicity for patients with LBP (FPs: n=46, 
90% and PTs: n=40, 98%) (figure 4). Compared with PTs, 
a larger proportion of FPs disagreed that this TS/S model 
would reduce their workload (FPs: n=18, 31% and PTs: 
n=4, 9%) and would reduce emergency department visits 
(FPs: n=13, 23% and PTs: n=5, 11%). Compared with 
previous objectives, a larger proportion of both PTs and 
FPs disagreed that the TS/S model could reduce wait 
times for patients (FPs: n=20, 39% and PTs: n=16, 36%) 
(figure 1).

Perception of the specific components of the TS/S model
The majority of PTs and FPs found that the patient’s inclu-
sion criteria for the model to be mostly or totally appro-
priate (figure 2). The majority of participants perceived 
the redirection criteria as mostly or totally appropriate 
(figure 3).

The outcome measures related to performance 
(number of delegated consultations, redirection rate 
and mean waiting time before consultation) were 
considered as mostly or totally sufficient by the majority 
of participants (figure 4). Most of the participants 
considered the interprofessional training required 
before the implementation of the model as mostly or 
totally sufficient (figure 4). Compared with physio-
therapists, a larger proportion of family physicians 
found mostly or totally relevant the three monthly 
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team meetings needed to ensure that the TS/S model 
performs according to the intended protocol and to 
discuss any potential adverse events (FPs: n=52, 98% 
and PTs: n=41, 87%).

Perceived PTs competencies in managing acute LBP
Perceived overall competencies of PTs
All FPs had a positive opinion of the PTs’ overall compe-
tencies to manage patients with acute LBP. When 

Figure 1 Physiotherapists and family physicians did not 
unanimously agree with the objectives of the task sharing and 
shifting model (n=95–105; year=2021). FP, family physician; 
PT, physiotherapist; TS/S, task sharing and task shifting.

Figure 2 Nearly all physiotherapists and family physicians 
find the task sharing and shifting model inclusion criteria 
appropriate (n=105; year=2021). FP, family physician; PT, 
physiotherapist; TS/S, task sharing and task shifting.

Figure 3 Nearly all physiotherapists and family physicians 
find the task sharing and shifting model redirection criteria 
appropriate (n=95–104; year=2021). FP, family physician; PT, 
physiotherapist; TS/S, task sharing and task shifting.

Figure 4 A majority of physiotherapists and family 
physicians have a positive perception of the follow- up 
indicators and the interprofessional training session of the 
task sharing and shifting model (n=85–92; year=2021). FP, 
family physician; PT, physiotherapist; TS/S, task sharing and 
task shifting.
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compared with PTs, a larger proportion of FPs considered 
PTs as very or extremely competent to manage patients 
with acute LBP (FPs: n=45, 81% and PTs: n=18, 36%). 
The majority of PTs considered themselves as mostly 
competent (table 1).

Perceived competencies of PT to manage acute LBP in their usual 
role
Regarding tasks which are usually performed by PTs, 
participants were confident that PTs could provide 
appropriate care to patient with acute LBP within the 
new model (figure 5). FPs were either mostly, very or 
extremely confident that PTs could appropriately identify 
red and yellow flags, manage patients with active exer-
cises, promote physical activity and provide therapeutic 
education (figure 5).

The majority of PTs were also very confident in their 
ability to perform these tasks which are part of their usual 

practice (figure 5). However, compared with FPs’ percep-
tions, a larger proportion of PTs felt mostly unconfident 
to adequately identify red (FPs: n=1, 2% and PTs: n=4, 
8%) and yellow flags (FPs: n=2, 4% and PTs: n=8, 16%). 
Compared with FPs’ perceptions, a lower proportion of 
PTs were extremely confident that they could manage 
patients with active exercises (FPs: n=30, 54% and PTs: 
n=16, 32%) (figure 5).

Perceived competencies of PTs to manage acute LBP in their 
extended role
Regarding FPs’ usual tasks that are shifted towards 
the PTs in the new model, all FPs were mostly, very or 
extremely confident that PTs could appropriately diag-
nose acute LBP, refer patient to the physician if required 
and refer patient to conventional physiotherapy when 
appropriate. The majority of physicians were also mostly, 
very or extremely confident that PTs could appropriately 
prescribe analgesic medication such as paracetamol and 
deliver sick leave certificates for workers (figure 6).

The majority of PTs were also mostly, very of extremely 
confident in their ability to diagnose acute LBP, refer 
patient with back pain to a physician if required and refer 
patient to traditional physiotherapy. A large proportion 
of PTs also felt confident to prescribe analgesic medica-
tion and sick leave. A few of them were not confident 
(mostly not or not confident at all) to perform these two 
tasks beyond their usual scope of practice (n=12, 27% for 
prescription of analgesic medication and n=14, 30% for 
sick leave prescription) (figure 6).

Table 1 Family physicians and physiotherapists have 
a positive perception of the physiotherapists’ overall 
competencies to manage acute low back pain (n=106; 
year=2021)

Question Description FP n=56 (%) PT n=50 (%)

Perception of 
physiotherapists’ 
skills to manage 
patients with 
acute low back 
pain

Extremely competent 10 (18) 4 (8)

Very competent 35 (63) 14 (28)

Mostly competent 10 (18) 28 (56)

Mostly incompetent 0 (0) 4 (8)

Completely incompetent 0 (0) 0 (0)

I do not know 0 (0) 0 (0)

FP, family physician ; PT, physiotherapist.

Figure 5 Physiotherapists and family physicians are 
confident in the physiotherapists’ competencies to perform 
tasks within their usual scope of practice (n=101–106, 
year=2021). FP, family physician; PT, physiotherapist.

Figure 6 Physiotherapists and family physicians are 
generally confident regarding the ability of physiotherapists 
to perform tasks outside of their usual scope of practice 
excepted for prescribing non- steroidal anti- inflammatory 
drugs (n=97–104, year=2021). FP, family physician; PT, 
physiotherapist.
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A minority of PTs and FPs were not confident (mostly 
not or not confident at all) in the ability of PTs to prescribe 
oral non- steroidal anti- inflammatory drugs (FPs: n=17, 
33% and PTs: n=20, 44%).

The confidence level of FPs compared with PTs was 
higher regarding the ability of PTs to diagnose LBP, to 
refer patient to traditional physiotherapy, to prescribe 
analgesic medication or to prescribe sick leave (figure 6).

FPs and PTs’ perception of the implementation of the model
Perception of the implementation and deployment of the model
Most of the participants were totally favourable (FPs: 
n=17, 30% and PTs: n=20, 41%) or mostly favourable 
(FPs: n=29, 52% and PTs: n=20, 41%) toward the imple-
mentation of this new model of care.

The majority of participants agreed or truly agreed that 
the implementation of this TS/S model should remain 
limited to multidisciplinary primary healthcare centres 
(FPs: n=37, 69% and PTs: n=27, 61%).

Compared with FPs, a larger proportion of PTs agreed 
that this TS/S model could be extended to other MSD (FPs: 
n=29, 64% and PTs: n=38, 90%). A larger proportion of PTs 
thought that it could also be extended beyond musculoskel-
etal care (FPs: n=13, 32% and PTs: n=21, 51%). Figures are 
available in online supplemental materials.

Perception of the barriers and facilitators to the implementation
Respondents reported that one of the main perceived 
barriers to the implementation of the TS/S model was 
the difficulty for PTs to provide appointments in a timely 
manner because of already important wait time for phys-
iotherapy in France, especially in rural areas (FPs: n=23, 
PTs: n=14). Another identified barrier was the lack of time 
to implement the model (FPs: n=9, PTs: n=6), associated 
with the additional workload generated by the required 
administrative procedures (FPs: n=9, PTs: n=7). Some 
respondents answered that FPs could be reluctant with 
the delegation of medical tasks such as anti- inflammatory 
drug and sick leave prescription (FPs: n=6, PTs: n=10). 
Organisational modifications in the management of 
consultations were also identified as a barrier (FPs: n=5, 
PTs: n=7), as well as possible lack of confidence in PTs 
competencies (FPs: n=7, PTs: n=3).

In terms of perceived facilitators, interprofessional 
collaboration that already existed between FPs and PTs 
within multidisciplinary healthcare centres was often 
cited (FPs: n=21, PTs: n=17). Participants indicated that 
a high frequency of interprofessional exchanges, regular 
team meetings and collaborative care can facilitate the 
implementation of such a model. Utilisation of shared 
tools as information software and geographical proximity 
of the team were also identified as positive levers (FPs: 
n=11, PTs: n=9). Motivation and adhesion from all health-
care professionals to this new form of task management 
may also strongly support its implementation (FPs: n=7, 
PTs: n=3), as well as a high confidence level in health-
care practitioner working in collaboration (FPs: n=3, 
PTs: n=6). The wish to push forward a more autonomous 

role for PTs in the management of acute LBP was also 
perceived as a facilitator (FP: n=1, PTs: n=6).

DISCUSSION
The main purpose of this study was to investigate the 
acceptability of a new model of TS/S between PTs and FPs 
for the management of acute LBP in France. The results 
of our study highlight that FPs and PTs were generally 
receptive to the new model of TS/S for the management 
of patients with acute LBP. A majority of participants had 
a positive perception of the model. The perceived level of 
competencies of PTs to manage acute LBP was high. Iden-
tified barriers to the implementation of this new model 
were related to lack of time, additional workload and 
reluctance with the delegation of medical tasks. Existing 
interprofessional collaboration was mostly reported as a 
facilitator to the implementation of the model.

For every question assessing acceptability of this model 
of care, a majority of the participants considered as appro-
priate, sufficient or relevant the components of the TS/S 
model such as the inclusion and redirection criteria, the 
interprofessional training session and the follow- up indi-
cators. Regarding the objectives of the model, participants 
did not unanimously agree with the model being able to 
reduce wait times, FPs workload and visits to emergency 
services. First, as participants reported important wait 
times to consult PTs in France to be a barrier, they may 
consider that the objective of reducing wait times cannot 
be achieved. In the same way, the perceived inability of 
this model to solve the issue of excessive professional 
workload can be explained by the additional administra-
tive work required by the model. Finally, this model is not 
considered as suitable to reduce further consultations to 
emergency services according to FPs. Adjustments of the 
model may be needed to reach these objectives.

The physician- perceived level of competency of PTs to 
manage acute LBP was generally high in this study. This 
result can be explained by a high level of existing collab-
oration between the respondents. FPs and PTs worked 
collaboratively in teams and may have a good reciprocal 
knowledge of skills and competencies. The perceived 
level of competency of PTs is likely to be higher when 
asking FPs than PTs themselves. PTs may tend to underes-
timate their competencies when self- evaluating. Previous 
studies have shown similar result: the perceived skills level 
was lower when using self- assessments evaluation than 
when using objective measures of actual competencies, 
especially in performing highly complex tasks.37–39

Our results show a globally high level of confidence 
from physicians regarding the ability of the PT to perform 
tasks within and outside their usual scope of practice. 
Even so, some PTs did not feel confident with some roles 
attributed in the model such as identifying red and yellow 
flags which is considered within their scope of practice. 
More advanced clinical reasoning, differential diagnosis 
and triaging processes have only been recently imple-
mented to the entry to practice educational training 
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curriculum of French PTs. PTs who have not recently 
graduated potentially did not benefit from this training 
and may not feel skilled enough to manage patients as 
first- contact primary care practitioners.40 Appropriate PTs 
training should be further explored and implemented to 
address this lack of confidence as it could be a barrier to 
the implementation of the model.

In our survey, FPs are more confident than PTs in the 
PTs ability to accurately diagnose acute LBP. This is an 
interesting result since diagnosis is symbolically represen-
tative of the medical profession in France.41 Moreover, all 
FPs are confident in the ability of PTs to refer patients to 
the physician if required, and to refer patients to tradi-
tional physiotherapy. In France, patients are referred to 
physiotherapy by a physician. This model gives an oppor-
tunity of accessing physiotherapy without being referred 
by a physician. Our results show that FPs who answered 
the survey are receptive to the evolution of their gate-
keeper positioning regarding medical diagnosis and 
direct access to other healthcare practitioners.

A larger proportion of FPs are not confident with the 
autonomous prescription of analgesic medication and 
sick leave certificate by PTs, compared with other dele-
gated tasks such as medical diagnosis or referring patients 
to physicians or PTs. With regard to the ability of PTs to 
prescribe oral non- inflammatory drugs, the level of confi-
dence is lower both for FPs and PTs. Greater caution is 
warranted with this class of medication because of contra-
indications and potential adverse events concerning their 
utilisation.42 A careful consideration need to be given in 
the training of PT regarding this prescription. A change 
in the perception of professionals’ role is required to 
improve the acceptability of sick leave prescription by 
PTs, as this role is usually held by the FP.43

Despite a globally high level of acceptability, most of the 
participants had not yet implemented this care model. We 
identified two important potential reasons for this situa-
tion. First, the legislative text allowing the model has been 
published only 1 year prior to this survey, and primary health-
care centres have been heavily involved in the management 
of the COVID- 19 pandemic during that period. Second, the 
time and work needed to set up the model and the initial 
additional work of involved healthcare practitioners with the 
new model are not easily dealt with.

Working in multidisciplinary healthcare centre is mainly 
reported as a facilitator to set up the model. This result is 
consistent with studies showing that introducing interpro-
fessional teams facilitates task reallocation and even leads 
to mix professionals’ skills and competencies.13 44

The development of this model of TS/S could also offer 
an opportunity to expand direct access and advanced prac-
tice physiotherapy in France. Direct access physiotherapy 
has been defined as the circumstances in which patients can 
refer themselves to a PT without having to see a physician 
first, or without being told to refer themselves by another 
health professional.45 International studies showed that 
the concept of PTs working at first point of contact was 
strongly supported by the majority of FPs.46 47 Management 

of patients suffering from MSDs by direct access PTs have 
been shown to be efficient and safe and improve access 
to care in many countries such as Australia, Canada, USA 
and UK.45 Advanced practice physiotherapy care allows 
PTs to perform tasks that are usually reserved or controlled 
medical acts in new care settings and often dealing with 
more complex patients. These may include patient triage, 
performing a medical diagnosis, ordering medical imagery 
or prescribing medication. Although not formally define by 
French authorities as an advanced practice model, this TS/S 
model conforms to the globally accepted definition within 
the physiotherapy profession of an advanced practice phys-
iotherapy model of care, according to the World Confedera-
tion for Physical Therapy.48

Our results are concordant with other qualitative studies 
that pointed out the acceptability of PTs as first- contact 
practitioners by FPs, PTs, nurses, administrative staff and 
patients in the international context.31 32 49–52 One study 
investigating task shifting in Germany also found a posi-
tive perception from the sample of FPs questioned.53 In 
the same way, innovative use of allied health professionals 
is identified as a strategy to deal with increasing workload 
for British FPs.54 In Denmark, task shifting in general 
practice was also identified as a way to maintain primary 
care in the future.55

In the French context, TS/S is a leading and promising 
health systems strategy to address health workforce short-
ages, transform healthcare delivery and improve health 
outcomes.17 TS/S gives the opportunity to redistribute 
responsibilities among the team and change the conven-
tional hierarchies between health providers.17 Studies 
underlined the need to bring about a cultural and soci-
etal change, as the FP is often considered as the only 
first contact practitioner. This process for such a change 
in perception is long, and requires a collaborative work 
between health professionals, patients and authorities.

The finding of our study can help to change primary 
care research and practice in the future by highlighting 
the need to reinforce coordination and collaboration 
between primary care professionals in order to achieve 
a good mutual knowledge of each professionals’ role 
and competencies and to improve the confidence level 
between them. A high level of confidence is required to 
implement innovative healthcare pathways integrating 
TS/S. The implementation of such a model could be a 
leading and promising health system strategy to address 
health workforce shortages, transform healthcare delivery 
and improve health outcomes for patients.

This is the first study to investigate this new model of 
TS/S acceptability between PTs and FPs in the French 
context. The next step is the implementation of this new 
model in primary healthcare centres, and the assess-
ment of its effect on patient access to healthcare, health 
outcomes, resources use, patient satisfaction and profes-
sional practice.17 A randomised controlled trial is being 
conducted in France by our team.

These findings are based on experiences and perceptions 
of a small and specific sample of participants. They cannot 
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be generalised and have to be interpreted with caution. The 
respondent population included PTs and FPs that already 
worked in a collaborative environment. Their previous expe-
rience may have influenced their perception of the PTs’ 
skills and competencies. Moreover, a majority of the respon-
dents worked in rural area. That can influence our findings 
due to the fact that access to care in French rural area is 
more limited. Overload of FPs and PTs, which was identified 
as a barrier to the implementation of the new model, may 
be over- represented in these areas as well. Other barriers 
related to the modalities of implementation of the model 
could be identified in the future.

The response rate of this study is not calculable since 
we did not know exactly how many PTs and FPs worked 
in the healthcare centres that received our online survey. 
The response rate calculated per healthcare centre is 
however relatively high (85%). We noticed a large propor-
tion of incomplete responses that can be imputed to the 
length of the questionnaire. Responses from all partici-
pants who either fully or partially completed the survey 
were considered for analysis.29 56 Withdrawals are equally 
divided up throughout the questionnaire, and results 
of the survey did not differ when considering only the 
complete answers, or incomplete and complete answers. 
That emphasises the robustness of our results.

Because of the exploratory design of our study, we did 
not rely on inferential statistical analysis to discuss the 
presence or absence of significant differences. We used 
descriptive statistics and graphical representation to 
discuss whether or not a pattern emerges.29 57–59

The use of a survey as an original research methodology 
enable us to collect quantitative data about the accept-
ability of the TS/S model. However, this survey could 
have been combined with qualitative data collection 
through interviews to form a mixed- method research. 
Mixed- method research could provide more detailed 
answers, especially to investigate barriers and facilitators 
to the implementation of the model.60 61

CONCLUSION
Based on a limited sample, there is a positive perception 
and high acceptability of the TS/S model. The perceived 
level of competencies of PT to manage acute LBP was 
generally high, especially according to FPs. TS/S between 
FPs and PTs is a promising strategy to address primary 
healthcare workforce shortages for the management of 
MSDs. Further studies are needed to evaluate its precise 
effect on access to healthcare, health outcomes, resources 
use and healthcare and societal costs.

Author affiliations
1Themas Team, TIMC- IMAG Laboratory, UMR CNRS- UGA, Grenoble, France
2Department of Physiotherapy, University Grenoble- Alpes, Grenoble, Auvergne- 
Rhône- Alpes, France
3Maisonneuve- Rosemont Hospital Research Centre, University of Montreal Affiliated 
Research Center, Montreal, Québec, Canada
4School of Rehabilitation, University of Montreal, Faculty of Medicine, Montreal, 
Québec, Canada

5Department of General Medicine, Faculty of Medicine, University Grenoble- Alpes, 
Grenoble, France

Acknowledgements This study could not have been completed without the 
precious collaboration of both associations, Femas AURA and URPS- MK ARA, as 
well as all the participants who completed this survey.

Contributors Concept/idea/research design: AK, NP, FD, PG. Writing: AK, FD, NP. 
Data collection: AK. Data analyses: AK. Project management: FD, NP. Providing 
institutional liaisons: NP. Consultation (including review of manuscript before 
submitting): AK, NP, FD, PG. Guarantor: AK.

Funding This project was funded to AK by the “Union Régionale des Professionnels 
de Santé Masseur- Kinésithérapeutes” of the Auvergne- Rhône- Alpes region in 
France, as part of a doctoral grant.

Competing interests None declared.

Patient consent for publication Not applicable.

Ethics approval This study was conducted in conformity with the methodological 
reference of the University Grenoble- Alpes and in accordance with the French 
General Regulation for Data Protection. Ethics approval number: Not applicable. 
Participants gave informed consent to participate in the study before taking part.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement All data relevant to the study are included in the 
article or uploaded as supplementary information.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY- NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non- commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use 
is non- commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iD
Amélie Kechichian http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1184-6568

REFERENCES
 1 Yu D, Peat G, Jordan KP, et al. Estimating the population health 

burden of musculoskeletal conditions using primary care electronic 
health records. Rheumatology 2021;60:4832–43.

 2 Tzortziou Brown V, Underwood M, Mohamed N, et al. Professional 
interventions for general practitioners on the management 
of musculoskeletal conditions. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 
2016:CD007495.

 3 Briggs AM, Woolf AD, Dreinhöfer K, et al. Reducing the global burden 
of musculoskeletal conditions. Bull World Health Organ 2018;96:366.

 4 Mesnier T, Mesnier T. Assurer Le premier accès aux soins. organiser 
les soins non programmés dans les territoires. Rapport remis 
madame la ministre des Solidarités et de la Santé 2018.

 5 Saint- Pierre C, Herskovic V, Sepúlveda M. Multidisciplinary 
collaboration in primary care: a systematic review. Fam Pract 
2018;35:132–41.

 6 McCutcheon LRM, Haines ST, Valaitis R, et al. Impact of 
interprofessional primary care practice on patient outcomes: a 
scoping review. Sage Open 2020;10:215824402093589.

 7 Buchan J, O'May F, Buchan J. Determining skill mix: practical 
guidelines for managers and healthcare professionals. Human 
Resources Development Journal 2000.

 8 Reeves S, Pelone F, Harrison R, et al. Interprofessional collaboration 
to improve professional practice and healthcare outcomes. Cochrane 
Database Syst Rev 2017;6:Cd000072.

 9 Reeves S, Goldman J, Gilbert J, et al. A scoping review to improve 
conceptual clarity of interprofessional interventions. J Interprof Care 
2011;25:167–74.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://fm

ch.bm
j.com

/
F

am
 M

ed C
om

 H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/fm

ch-2022-001644 on 16 June 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1184-6568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rheumatology/keab109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD007495.pub2
http://dx.doi.org/10.2471/BLT.17.204891
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/fampra/cmx085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2158244020935899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD000072.pub3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD000072.pub3
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2010.529960
http://fmch.bmj.com/


9Kechichian A, et al. Fam Med Com Health 2022;10:e001644. doi:10.1136/fmch-2022-001644

Open access

 10 Tsakitzidis G, Anthierens S, Timmermans O, et al. Do not confuse 
multidisciplinary task management in nursing homes with 
interprofessional care! Prim Health Care Res Dev 2017;18:591–602.

 11 Nelson P, Martindale A- M, McBride A, et al. Skill- mix change and 
the general practice workforce challenge. British Journal of General 
Practice 2018;68:66–7.

 12 Cody R, Gysin S, Merlo C, et al. Complexity as a factor for task 
allocation among general practitioners and nurse practitioners: a 
narrative review. BMC Fam Pract 2020;21:38.

 13 Freund T, Everett C, Griffiths P, et al. Skill mix, roles and remuneration 
in the primary care workforce: who are the healthcare professionals 
in the primary care teams across the world? Int J Nurs Stud 
2015;52:727–43.

 14 Stamm T, Hill J. Extended roles of non- physician health professionals 
and innovative models of care within Europe: results from a web- 
based survey. Musculoskeletal Care 2011;9:93–101.

 15 HAS, HAS. Protocole de coopération entre professionnels de santé 
(art. 51 de la loi HPST) : bilan 2010- 2018, 2018.

 16 Organization WH. Task shifting: rational redistribution of tasks among 
health workforce teams: global recommendations and guidelines, 
2007.

 17 Orkin AM, Rao S, Venugopal J, et al. Conceptual framework for task 
shifting and task sharing: an international Delphi study. Hum Resour 
Health 2021;19:1–8.

 18 Ministère des Solidarités et de la Santé. Pacte de refondation des 
urgences, 2019.

 19 Ministère des Solidarités et de la Santé. Arrêté Du 6 Mars 2020 
relatif l'autorisation Du protocole de coopération « Prise en 
charge de la douleur lombaire aiguë inférieure 4 semaines PAR Le 
masseur- kinésithérapeute dans Le cadre d'une structure pluri- 
professionnelle », 2020. Available: https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/ 
id/JORFTEXT000041697989

 20 Fischhoff B, Lichtenstein S, Slovic P. Acceptable risk. Cambridge: 
University Press Cambridge, 1981.

 21 Kilpatrick K, Lavoie- Tremblay M, Ritchie JA, et al. Advanced practice 
nursing, health care teams, and perceptions of team effectiveness. 
Health Care Manag 2011;30:215–26.

 22 Supper I, Catala O, Lustman M, et al. Interprofessional collaboration 
in primary health care: a review of facilitators and barriers perceived 
by involved actors. J Public Health 2015;37:716–27.

 23 Sekhon M, Cartwright M, Francis JJ. Acceptability of healthcare 
interventions: an overview of reviews and development of a 
theoretical framework. BMC Health Serv Res 2017;17:1–13.

 24 Cott CA, Mandoda S, Landry MD. Models of integrating physical 
therapists into family health teams in Ontario, Canada: challenges 
and opportunities. Physiother Can 2011;63:265–75.

 25 Dufour SP, Brown J, Deborah Lucy S. Integrating physiotherapists 
within primary health care teams: perspectives of family physicians 
and nurse practitioners. J Interprof Care 2014;28:460–5.

 26 Paz- Lourido B, Kuisma RME. General practitioners' perspectives of 
education and collaboration with physiotherapists in primary health 
care: a discourse analysis. J Interprof Care 2013;27:254–60.

 27 Matifat E, Lavoie- Côté P, Kounda N, et al. The acceptability of 
physiotherapy care in emergency departments: an exploratory survey 
of emergency department physicians. J Res Interprof Pract Educ 
2021;11.

 28 Goto R, Haruta J. The process of transprofessional collaboration: 
how caregivers integrated the perspectives of rehabilitation through 
working with a physical therapist. Fam Med Community Health 
2020;8.

 29 Kelley K, Clark B, Brown V, et al. Good practice in the conduct and 
reporting of survey research. Int J Qual Health Care 2003;15:261–6.

 30 Hollin IL, Craig BM, Coast J, et al. Reporting formative qualitative 
research to support the development of quantitative preference 
study protocols and corresponding survey instruments: guidelines for 
authors and reviewers. Patient 2020;13:121–36.

 31 Béland A, Matifat E, Desmeules F, eds. Patients’ Acceptability of 
Physiotherapists Providing Care in Emergency Departments for 
Adults with Musculoskeletal Disorders. 2020 Combined Sections 
Meeting (CSM). APTA, 2020.

 32 Desjardins- Charbonneau A, Roy J- S, Thibault J, et al. Acceptability 
of physiotherapists as primary care practitioners and advanced 
practice physiotherapists for care of patients with musculoskeletal 
disorders: a survey of a university community within the province of 
Quebec. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 2016;17:1–8.

 33 Reeves S, Perrier L, Goldman J, et al. Interprofessional education: 
effects on professional practice and healthcare outcomes (update). 
Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2013:CD002213.

 34 Reeves S, Xyrichis A, Zwarenstein M. Teamwork, collaboration, 
coordination, and networking: why we need to distinguish between 
different types of interprofessional practice. Taylor & Francis, 2018.

 35 Hussenbux A, Morrissey D, Joseph C, et al. Intermediate care 
pathways for musculoskeletal conditions--are they working? A 
systematic review. Physiotherapy 2015;101:13–24.

 36 Chan M, Le CY, Dennett E, et al. Team- Based musculoskeletal 
assessment and healthcare quality indicators: a systematic review. J 
Interprof Care 2019;33:774–81.

 37 Tilson JK, Kaplan SL, Harris JL, et al. Sicily statement on 
classification and development of evidence- based practice learning 
assessment tools. BMC Med Educ 2011;11:1–10.

 38 Hagedorn Wonder A, McNelis AM, Spurlock D, et al. Comparison 
of nurses' self- reported and objectively measured evidence- based 
practice knowledge. J Contin Educ Nurs 2017;48:65–70.

 39 Saunders H, Vehviläinen- Julkunen K. Key considerations for 
selecting instruments when evaluating healthcare professionals' 
evidence- based practice competencies: a discussion paper. J Adv 
Nurs 2018;74:2301–11.

 40 Langridge N. The skills, knowledge and attributes needed as 
a first- contact physiotherapist in musculoskeletal healthcare. 
Musculoskeletal Care 2019;17:253–60.

 41 Bunge MA, Bunge MA. Medical philosophy: conceptual issues in 
medicine. World Scientific Publishing Company, 2013.

 42 Machado GC, Abdel- Shaheed C, Underwood M, et al. Non- Steroidal 
anti- inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs) for musculoskeletal pain. BMJ 
2021;31:n104.

 43 Barnes H, Maier CB, Altares Sarik D, et al. Effects of regulation and 
payment policies on nurse practitioners' clinical practices. Med Care 
Res Rev 2017;74:431–51.

 44 Dubois C- A, Singh D, Dubois C- A. From staff- mix to skill- mix 
and beyond: towards a systemic approach to health workforce 
management. Hum Resour Health 2009;7:1–19.

 45 Demont A, Bourmaud A, Kechichian A, et al. The impact of direct 
access physiotherapy compared to primary care physician led usual 
care for patients with musculoskeletal disorders: a systematic review 
of the literature. Disabil Rehabil 2021;43:1–12.

 46 Igwesi- Chidobe CN, Bartlam B, Humphreys K, et al. Patient 
direct access to musculoskeletal physiotherapy in primary care: 
perceptions of patients, general practitioners, physiotherapists and 
clinical commissioners in England. Physiotherapy 2019;105:e31.

 47 Holdsworth LK, Webster VS, McFadyen AK. Physiotherapists’ 
and general practitioners’ views of self- referral and physiotherapy 
scope of practice: results from a national trial. Physiotherapy 
2008;94:236–43.

 48 WCPT, WCPT. Advanced physical therapy practice : policy statement, 
2019.

 49 Morris L, Morris L. Patient acceptability of the physiotherapy first 
contact practitioner (FCP) role in primary care: a realist evaluation, 
2020.

 50 Goodwin R, Moffatt F, Hendrick P, et al. First point of contact 
physiotherapy; a qualitative study. Physiotherapy 2020;108:29–36.

 51 Moffatt F, Goodwin R, Hendrick P. Physiotherapy- as- first- point- 
of- contact- service for patients with musculoskeletal complaints: 
understanding the challenges of implementation. Prim Health Care 
Res Dev 2018;19:121–30.

 52 Coyle J, Gill SD. Acceptance of primary practitioner physiotherapists 
in an emergency department: a qualitative study of interprofessional 
collaboration within workforce reform. J Interprof Care 
2017;31:226–32.

 53 Goetz K, Kornitzky A, Mahnkopf J, et al. At the dawn of delegation? 
Experiences and attitudes of general practitioners in Germany - a 
questionnaire survey. BMC Fam Pract 2017;18:102.

 54 Fisher RF, Croxson CH, Ashdown HF, et al. Gp views on strategies 
to cope with increasing workload: a qualitative interview study. Br J 
Gen Pract 2017;67:e148–56.

 55 Riisgaard H, Nexøe J. Successful task delegation in general practice 
- a way to maintain primary health care in the future. Scand J Prim 
Health Care 2017;35:111–2.

 56 Chan A- W, Altman DG. Identifying outcome reporting bias in 
randomised trials on PubMed: review of publications and survey of 
authors. BMJ 2005;330:753.

 57 Gelman A, Carlin J. Beyond power calculations: assessing type 
S (sign) and type M (magnitude) errors. Perspect Psychol Sci 
2014;9:641–51.

 58 Tong C. Statistical inference enables bad science; statistical thinking 
enables good science. The American Statistician 2019;73:246–61.

 59 Hubbard R, Haig BD, Parsa RA. The limited role of formal statistical 
inference in scientific inference. Am Stat 2019;73:91–8.

 60 Creswell JW, Hirose M, Creswell JW. Mixed methods and survey 
research in family medicine and community health. Fam Med 
Community Health 2019;7:e000086.

 61 Creswell JW, Clark VLP, Creswell JW. Designing and conducting 
mixed methods research. Sage publications, 2017.

 on M
ay 22, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://fm

ch.bm
j.com

/
F

am
 M

ed C
om

 H
ealth: first published as 10.1136/fm

ch-2022-001644 on 16 June 2022. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S146342361700024X
http://dx.doi.org/10.3399/bjgp18X694469
http://dx.doi.org/10.3399/bjgp18X694469
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12875-020-1089-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2014.11.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/msc.201
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12960-021-00605-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12960-021-00605-z
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/id/JORFTEXT000041697989
https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/id/JORFTEXT000041697989
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/HCM.0b013e318225e03a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/pubmed/fdu102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12913-017-2031-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.3138/ptc.2010-01
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2014.915210
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/13561820.2012.745487
http://dx.doi.org/10.22230/jripe.2021v11n1a321
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/fmch-2020-000378
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/intqhc/mzg031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s40271-019-00401-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12891-016-1256-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD002213.pub3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physio.2014.08.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2019.1569603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2019.1569603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1472-6920-11-78
http://dx.doi.org/10.3928/00220124-20170119-06
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jan.13802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jan.13802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/msc.1401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1077558716649109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1077558716649109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1478-4491-7-87
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2019.1674388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physio.2018.11.275
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physio.2008.01.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physio.2020.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1463423617000615
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1463423617000615
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13561820.2016.1233394
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12875-017-0697-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.3399/bjgp17X688861
http://dx.doi.org/10.3399/bjgp17X688861
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02813432.2017.1335056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02813432.2017.1335056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmj.38356.424606.8F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691614551642
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2018.1464947
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/fmch-2018-000086
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/fmch-2018-000086
http://fmch.bmj.com/


Supplemental materials 

1. Task sharing and shifting model for acute low back pain  

 

 

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
Supplemental material placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s) Fam Med Com Health

 doi: 10.1136/fmch-2022-001644:e001644. 10 2022;Fam Med Com Health, et al. Kechichian A



2. Questionnaire survey 

We invite you to participate in a cross-sectional descriptive study by answering the following 

questionnaire. The aim of the study is to assess the acceptability of a new model of task sharing 

and task shifting between physiotherapists and family physicians for the management of acute 
low back pain within multidisciplinary primary healthcare centers of the Auvergne-Rhone-Alps 

region, and to identify the perceived levers and obstacles to its implementation. Your answers 
are confidential.  

 

The questionnaire is divided into 8 sections, defined as follows: 
1- Demographic characteristics of participants,  

2- Characteristics of the primary healthcare centers,  
3- Experience of respondents regarding interprofessional collaboration,  

4- Knowledge about the TS/S models,  

5- Perception and acceptability of the TS/S model for acute LBP,  
6- Perception of physiotherapist’s skills for the management of acute LBP,  
7- Perception of the barriers and facilitators to the implementation of the model,  
8- Ability to set up the model, 9- Perception of the deployment of the model.    

 

The survey takes about 20 minutes to complete.  
 

Section 1: Demographic characteristics of participants  
1. What is your gender?  

a. Male 

b. Female 
c. Other 

2. What is your age? 
3. What is your profession?  

a. Family physician 

b. Physiotherapist 
c. Other (precise: ….) 

4. How long have you been working in a multidisciplinary healthcare center?  
 

Section 2: Characteristics of the primary healthcare centers 
5. In what departement is your primary healthcare center located? 
6. What is your practice area ?  

a. Rural 
b. Semi-rural 

c. Urban peripheral 

d. Urban  
e. Mountain  

 

Section 3. Experience of respondants with interprofessional collaboration 
7. How often have you collaborated with family physicians / physiotherapists in the 12 

past months?  

a. Frequently 

b. Occasionally 

c. Rarely 

d. Never 

e. I don’t know 
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8. How often did you carry out theses interprofessional activities in the 12 past months?  

 Adressing patients to family physician / physiotherapist 

 Discussing about patients under common care 

 Sharing tools and organization with family physician / physiotherapist  

 Participating in regular team meetings to discuss professional practice  

 Harmonizing professional practice  

 Conducting collaborative care for patients  

 Sharing research projects  

 

a. Frequently 

b. Occasionally 

c. Rarely 

d. Never 

e. I don’t know 

Section 4 : General knowledge about models of task-sharing and shifting 
9. Did you know that models of task-sharing and shifting can legally be implemented 

between family physicians and other primary care practitioners in French 
multidisciplinary primary healthcare centers?  

a. Yes 
b. No 

 

10. Have you already set up a model of task-sharing and shifting in your primary 
healthcare center ?  

a. Yes 
b. No 

 

11. If yes, which professionals were involved in the model?  
12. Did you know that models of task-sharing and shifting can be implemented between 

family physicians and physiotherapists for the management of patients with acute low 
back pain?  

 

Section 5. Perception and acceptability of the TS/S model for acute LBP  
13. What is your perception about the 10 hours training required before the 

implementation of the TS/S model : 

a. Totally sufficient 

b. Mostly sufficient 

c. Mostly insufficient 

d. Totally insufficient  

e. I don’t know 

14. What is your perception regarding the inclusion criteria of the TS/S model :  

 Patients from 20 to 55 years old 

 Patients suffering from low back pain since less than 4 weeks 

 

a. Totally appropriate 

b. Mostly appropriate 

c. Mostly inappropriate 
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d. Totally inappropriate 

e. I don’t know 

 

15. What is your perception regarding the redirection criteria of the TS/S model :  

 Red flag identification 

 Third episod within the 12 past months 

 Patient refusal 

 Doubt from physiotherapist 

 

a. Totally appropriate 

b. Mostly appropriate 

c. Mostly inappropriate 

d. Totally inappropriate 

e. I don’t know 

 

16. What is your perception regarding the follow-up indicators of the TS/S model :  

 Proportion of included patients  

 Proportion of redirected patients  

 Proportion of patient refusal  

 Number of interprofessional team meeting 

 Waiting times  

 Patient’s satisfaction  

 

a. Totally sufficient 

b. Mostly sufficient 

c. Mostly insufficient 

d. Totally insufficient  

e. I don’t know 

17. What is your perception regarding the three-monthly team meetings required by the 

TS/S model :  

a. Totally relevant  

b. Moslty relevant 

c. Mostly non-relevant 

d. Totally non-relevant  

e. I don’t know  
18. What is your perception about the following objectives of the TS/S model :  

 To improve quality of care 

 To reduce risk of chronicity 

 To reduce waiting time 

 To reduce resort to emergency service 

 To reduce family physician workload 

 To highlight physiotherapists’ skills 

 To favor interprofessional collaboration  

 

a. Totally agree 
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b. Mostly agree 

c. Mostly disagree 

d. Totally disagree 

e. I don’t know  

 

Section 6. Perception of physiotherapist’s skills for the management of acute LBP  
19. What is your perception about the physiotherapist’s skills to manage a patient with 

acute low back pain ? 

a. Extremely competent 

b. Very competent 

c. Mostly competent 

d. Mostly incompetent 

e. Completely incompetent 

f. I don’t know 

20. What is your perception about the physiotherapist’s skills to perfom these usual tasks : 

 Identifiate red flags 

 Identifiate yellow flags 

 Promote physical activity 

 Provide therapeutic education 

 Manage patient with active exercices 

 

a. Extremely confident 

b. Very confident 

c. Mostly confident 

d. Mostly not confident 

e. Not confident at all 

f. I don’t know 

 

21. What is your perception about the physiotherapist’s skills to perfom shifted tasks, 
which are usually part of the family physician’s scope of practice :  

 Refer patient to the physician if required 

 Diagnose acute low back pain 

 Refer patient to traditional physiotherapy 

 Prescribe analgesic medication such as paracetamol 

 Prescribe non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs 

 Prescribe sick leave for workers  

 

a. Extremely confident 

b. Very confident 

c. Mostly confident 

d. Mostly not confident 

e. Not confident at all 

f. I don’t know 
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Section 7 : Perception of the barriers and levers to the implementation of the TS/S 
model 

 
22. What is your opinion regarding the implementation of the TS/S model in your primary 

healthcare center?  

a. Totally favourable 
b. Mostly favourable  

c. Mostly unfavourable 
d. Totally unfavourable 

e. I don’t know 

 
23. According to you, what are the barrier to the implementation of the TS/S model?  

24. According to you, what are the levers to the implementation of the TS/S model?  
 

 

Section 8: Ability to set up the model 
25. Do you wish to set up the TS/S model in your primary healthcare center ?  

a. Yes 
b. No 

c. I don’t know 

 
26. If yes / I don’t know, have you already created a team of family physican(s) and 

physiotherapist(s) to implement the model?   

 Yes 

 Ongoing 

 Not yet 

 

Section 9: Perception of the deployment of the model 
27. What is your opinion regarding the restricted implementation of the TS/S model to 

multidisciplinary healthcare centers?  

a. Totally agree 

b. Mostly agree 

c. Mostly disagree 

d. Totally disagree 

e. I dont’t know 

 

28. What is your opinion regarding the extension of the TS/S model to every primary care 

setting?  

a. Totally agree 

b. Mostly agree 

c. Mostly disagree 

d. Totally disagree 

e. I dont’t know 

 

29. What is your opinion regarding the restricted implementation of the TS/S model for 

acute low back pain and ankle sprain?  

a. Totally agree 

b. Mostly agree 
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c. Mostly disagree 

d. Totally disagree 

e. I dont’t know 

 

30. What is your opinion regarding the extension of the TS/S model : 

 To other musculoskeletal pathologies  

 To other pathologies, beyond the musculoskeletal field  

a. Totally agree 

b. Mostly agree 

c. Mostly disagree 

d. Totally disagree 

e. I dont’t know 

 

3. Experience with interprofessional collaboration  

Category Item Description GP  

n=78 
(%) 

PT 

n=77 (%) 

Frequency of 

collaboration 

between general 

practitioner and 

physiotherapist 

 Frequently 53 (68) 42 (55) 

Occasionally  19 (24) 27 (35) 

Rarely 6 (8) 8 (10) 

Never  0 (0) 0 (0) 

I don’t know 0 (0) 0 (0) 

 

Interprofessionals 

activities  

Addressing 
patients  

Frequently 64 (82) 36 (47) 

 Occasionally 9 (12) 28 (37) 

 Rarely 3 (3,8) 10 (13) 

 Never 2 (2,6) 2 (2,6) 

 I don’t know 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Discussion about 

shared patients  

Frequently 23 (29) 17 (22) 

 Occasionally 23 (29) 32 (42) 

 Rarely 13 (17) 19 (25) 

 Never  17 (22) 8 (11) 

 I don’t know 2 (2,6) 0 (0) 

 Shared 

organization 

Frequently 9 (12) 20 (26) 

  Occasionally 5 (6,4) 11 (14) 

  Rarely 14 (18) 13 (17) 

  Never  49 (63) 30 (39) 

  I don’t know 1 (1,3) 2 (2,6) 

 Team meetings 
about 

professional 
practice 

Frequently 10 (13) 
 

4 (5,3) 

  Occasionally 19 (24) 34 (45) 

  Rarely 23 (29) 24 (32) 

  Never 24 (31) 14 (18) 
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  I don’t know 2 (2,6) 0 (0) 

 Harmonization of 

professional 
practice 

Frequently 9 (12) 6 (7,9) 

  Occasionally 20 (26) 16 (21) 

  Rarely 21 (27) 33 (43) 

  Never 25 (32) 20 (26) 

  I don’t know 3 (3,8) 1 (1,3) 

 Collaborative 

care  

Frequently 17 (22) 12 (16) 

  Occasionally 24 (31) 33 (43) 

  Rarely 11 (14) 13 (17) 

  Never 25 (32) 15 (20) 

  I don’t know 1 (1,3) 3 (3,9) 

 Shared research 

project 

Frequently 6 (7,7) 2 (2,6) 

  Occasionally 16 (21) 15 (20) 

  Rarely 13 (17) 22 (29) 

  Never 42 (54) 36 (47) 

  I don’t know 1 (1,3) 1 (1,3) 
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3. Perception regarding the deployment of the model of task delegation  
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