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Abstract 

Background: In 2017, there were 288.7 million global cases of neck pain. A growing 

treatment option for neck pain is complementary and alternative medicine (CAM), with 

approximately 50% of Americans seeking these therapies. Despite the popularity of CAM, 

patients hesitate to disclose their use of these therapies to their healthcare provider, likely 

contributing to greater reliance on the Internet for information. The present study evaluates 

the quality of online CAM consumer health information for neck pain. 

Methods: We used Google to search six unique terms across four English-speaking 

countries. Eligible websites discussed CAM use for neck pain. Websites were scored in 

duplicate using the DISCERN instrument, which assesses publication reliability (questions 1–

8), quality of treatment information (questions 9–15), and overall publication quality 

(question 16). Scores were summed (questions 1–15), and means and standard deviations 

were calculated. 

Results: Overall, 473 webpages were identified, of which 104 were unique; thirty-seven 

eligible websites were assessed with the DISCERN instrument. The mean summed 

DISCERN score across all websites was 46.04/75.00 (SD=9.79), and the mean overall quality 

rating was 3.05/5.00 (SD=0.76). Websites discussed treatment benefits, treatment options, 

and shared decision-making, but inadequately described treatment risks, the effect of no 

treatment, and treatment impact on quality of life. 

Conclusion: Variable website quality suggests that healthcare providers should inquire about 

any online health information accessed by their patients. Commercial websites in particular 

should be cautiously navigated given their low DISCERN scores and lack of HONcode 

certification. 
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Abbreviations 

AMA: American Medical Association 

CAM: Complementary and Alternative Medicine 

HONcode: The Health on the Net Foundation Code of Conduct 

 

1. Background 

Neck pain is a prominent condition globally; a systematic analysis of the Global Burden of 

Disease Study indicated that in 2017 there were 288.7 million prevalent cases [1]. Neck pain 

contributed to a total of 28.6 million years lived with disability in 2017, and reflects a statistic 

that has remained consistent since 1990 [1]. Back or neck problems remain highly prevalent 

at 34% in Canada and 14.3% in the United States [2], [3]. 

 

Given the global prevalence of neck pain, it is important to consider a variety of treatment 

options based on both patient choice and preference. It has been found that up to 70% of 

Canadians with back or neck problems used complementary or alternative medicine (CAM) 

[2], a popular though controversial subset of therapies. Additionally, the 2012 National 

Health Information Survey reported that 50.6% of Americans with neck pain or problems 

used complementary health approaches for any reason, while 9.2% used complementary 

health approaches specifically for their condition [3]. The National Centre for 

Complementary and Integrative Health defines complementary approaches as those being 

used together with conventional medicine, and alternative approaches as those being used in 

place of conventional medicine [4]. Individuals may seek CAM therapies for a variety of 

reasons, including a dissatisfaction with conventional medicine, the belief that CAM aligns 

more closely with their perspective (i.e. holistic wellness), or a desire for greater healthcare 

autonomy [5], [6], [7]. Despite the growing popularity of CAM, consumers are reluctant to 
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disclose usage of these therapies to their healthcare providers due to anticipated disapproval, 

disinterest, or lack of knowledge [5]. 

 

Reluctance to speak to healthcare professionals about CAM may contribute to the growing 

reliance on online information instead. The Pew Internet and American Life Project found 

that 35% of Internet users sought information regarding alternative treatments or medicine 

[8]. The information found on the Internet can influence how patients understand and make 

decisions regarding treatment [6]. Unfortunately, online health information faces little 

regulation and may contain factually inaccurate claims or misinformation [9], [10], [11], [12]. 

Information can be incomplete or biased and is not held to the same standards as resources 

informed by the academic peer-reviewed literature [9], [10], [11], [12]. In fact, evaluation 

studies have indicated that the quality of online health information for consumers is 

consistently low [9]. 

 

Previous studies have been conducted to assess the quality of online information, specific to 

CAM therapies [6], [13], chronic pain [14], [15], and back pain [10], [16], [17], [18]. One 

study assessed online information related to neck pain, but evaluated the causes in a 

biopsychosocial context, rather than the quality of treatment information [19]. To our 

knowledge, no studies to date have examined the quality of online consumer health 

information for individuals seeking CAM for neck pain, thus this is the purpose of the present 

study. 
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2. Methods 

2.1. Search strategy and screening 

Search strategies were developed to yield websites containing consumer health information 

that a typical patient would encounter pertaining to CAM use for neck pain. For the purpose 

of this study, we identified and included CAMs based on the operational definition provided 

by Cochrane Complementary Medicine, as follows: https://cam.cochrane.org/operational-

definition-complementary-medicine [20]. JYN developed the searches and JBS conducted 

them using the Google search engine from April 30 to May 7, 2020. We only opted to search 

Google as it is the most highly used, holding over 90% of the search engine market share, and 

therefore reflective of typical patient-information seeking behaviour [21]. JBS conducted the 

searches using the Google Chrome browser in incognito mode to ensure results were 

unaffected by prior browser search history and usage. Six search terms were entered into 

Google across four different regions: Australia (Google.com.au), Canada (Google.ca), the 

United Kingdom (Google.co.uk), and the United States (Google.com). The search terms 

included “alternative medicine for neck pain”, “complementary and alternative medicine for 

neck pain”, “complementary medicine for neck pain”, “integrative medicine for neck pain”, 

“natural remedies for neck pain”, and “natural therapies for neck pain”. These search terms 

were based on the most common terms used to refer to CAM [22]. Additionally, search terms 

were kept short and simple as the aim was to mimic the search behaviour of a typical Internet 

user. 

 

2.2. Eligibility criteria 

For each of the search terms, websites found on the first two Google search pages were 

reviewed for eligibility. This decision was made based on the fact that it has been found that 

the first search page contains 92% of website traffic, with a 95% decrease for the second 
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page, and subsequent decreases for each following page of results [23]. Websites were 

included for assessment if they contained descriptive information regarding CAM use for 

neck pain. Websites were excluded based on the following exclusion criteria: invalid address, 

registration required for access, written in a non-English language, encyclopedias (i.e. 

Wikipedia), video platform only (i.e. YouTube), books (i.e. Google Books), peer-reviewed 

journals and articles, news websites, and forums. All eligible websites were also searched for 

on Health on the Net Foundation Code of Conduct (HONcode) to identify whether they were 

certified for reliability and credibility of information. 

 

2.3. Data extraction and website quality assessment 

JBS and DAD data extracted the following items from the eligible websites: website URL, 

website type, types of CAM therapies, types of non-CAM therapies (if present), whether the 

website appeared in more than one search (different search terms and/or regions), as well as 

scores for the sixteen DISCERN instrument items [24]. Different webpages from the same 

website were considered a single item for the purpose of DISCERN instrument assessment. 

The DISCERN instrument was developed by the British Library, National Health Service, 

and Oxford Research and Development Programme. The purpose of the DISCERN 

instrument is to assess the quality of consumer health information on treatment options, and it 

can be used for both web-based and print resources [24]. It is important to note that the 

DISCERN instrument cannot be used to assess the scientific quality of accuracy of evidence 

across websites, but rather it can be used to judge the reliability of a publication as a source 

of information about treatment choices [24]. The DISCERN instrument consists of three 

sections that cover a variety of quality criteria. The first section assesses publication 

reliability (questions 1–8). The second section assesses the quality of information on 

treatment choices (questions 9–15). The third section asks DISCERN users to provide an 
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overall quality rating of the publication based on the first fifteen questions (question 16) [24]. 

Each of the questions were rated on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, representing whether the 

criterion was satisfied (1 = not satisfied, 5 = satisfied). A score ranging from 2 to 4 indicated 

that the criterion was met to a certain extent and required personal judgment on behalf of the 

individual using the DISCERN instrument [24]. 

 

To standardize the data extraction and the use of the DISCERN instrument, JYN, JBS, and 

DAD pilot tested its use on three separate websites and resolved any discrepancies across 

each item through discussion. JBS and DAD assigned DISCERN scores independently, 

resulting in two sets of scores for each website. JYN met with JBS and DAD and all three 

authors collectively reviewed and resolved discrepancies without unduly modifying scores. 

The final two sets of scores were averaged for each DISCERN question across all websites. 

An overall summed DISCERN score between 15 and 75 was calculated based on the 

averaged scores for the first 15 DISCERN questions. Total means and standard deviations 

were also calculated. 

 

3. Results 

3.1. Search results 

In total, 473 webpages were identified using the six search terms. Webpages were 

deduplicated and 104 unique webpages remained. Webpages were excluded because they 

solely displayed peer-reviewed articles (n = 31), required registration (n = 2), were video 

platforms (i.e. YouTube) (n = 2), or were news websites (n = 2). Different webpages from the 

same website were also collapsed (n = 18) and websites with no/limited treatment 

information on CAM for neck pain were excluded (n = 12). In total, 37 websites contained 
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relevant information and were assessed using the DISCERN instrument. This process is 

depicted in Fig. 1. 

 

3.2. General characteristics of eligible websites 

Professional websites were the most common website type (n = 16), followed by health portal 

(n = 11), commercial (n = 5), government (n = 3), and non-profit (n = 2). Websites were 

categorized according to five website types. Professional websites were created by 

professionals/experts and may have offered health services (e.g. mayoclinic.org is a hospital 

that offers health services). Health portals hosted generic health information (e.g. 

webmd.com offers information regarding a variety of conditions). Commercial websites sold 

products for the purpose of making a profit (e.g. happybodystore.com sells organic sulphur). 

Government websites were managed by a governmental body (e.g. betterhealth.vic.gov is 

managed by the State Government of Victoria). Non-profit websites offered information or 

resources without the purpose of making a profit (e.g. versusarthritis.org is a registered 

charity that advocates for arthritis research and awareness). These results suggest that Internet 

users are most likely to encounter professional or health portal websites when seeking online 

information on CAM use for neck pain. (Fig. 1). 

 

All of the eligible websites discussed CAM in relation to neck pain. The most commonly 

discussed CAM therapies were massage either alone or as part of chiropractic/manual 

treatment (29 out of 37 sites, 78%), followed by acupuncture/acupressure (26 sites, 70%), 

chiropractic (19 sites, 51%), herbal remedies (13 sites, 35%), and yoga (14 sites, 36%). 

Furthermore, 30 out of 37 (81%) websites included more than one CAM treatment for neck 

pain. We found information on non-CAM therapies for neck pain in 33 out of 37 (89%) 

websites. The most common non-CAM therapies were lifestyle/ergonomic-related (28 sites, 
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76%), hot/cold therapy (25 sites, 68%), physical therapy (22 sites, 59%), and pharmaceuticals 

(22 sites, 56%). Lifestyle/ergonomic therapies primarily included at-home remedies for mild 

cases of neck pain, such as rest, activity/environmental modifications, exercises or stretches 

(whole body and/or neck specific), posture, and diet. 

 

Of the 37 eligible websites, 21 (57%) websites appeared in more than one Internet search (i.e. 

different search terms and/or regions). Five websites solely appeared in the Internet search for 

the region of Australia, 5 for the United States, 3 for Canada, and 3 for the United Kingdom. 

Full details associated with the general characteristics of eligible websites are shown in Table 

1. 

 

3.3. DISCERN instrument ratings 

The average DISCERN score (sum of questions 1 to 15) across all 37 websites was 46.04 out 

of 75.00 (SD = 9.79). The total mean score for the overall quality rating of the publication 

(DISCERN question 16) was 3.05 out of 5.00 (SD = 0.76). The three websites with the 

highest summed scores were WebMD (62.00), Medical News Today (61.00), and Verywell 

Health (60.00). The websites with the lowest summed scores were Purple (34.00), Happy 

Body Sore (32.00), and Medimart (24.50). The highest scoring websites were typically health 

portals, while professional and commercial websites typically had lower scores. There were 

also general trends among the DISCERN questions. We provide the DISCERN scores for 

each individual question and website in Table 2. 
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3.4. Trends identified across resources assessed 

3.4.1. Website category 

Many of the highest scoring websites were health portals, while the lowest scoring websites 

were professional and commercial. In fact, the average summed DISCERN scores for the 

three websites categories was as follows: health portal (54.41/75.00), professional 

(42.09/75.00), and commercial (32.88/75.00). Health portals scored higher than professional 

and commercial websites for Section 1 of the DISCERN instrument, contributing to higher 

scores overall. Section 1 of the DISCERN instrument assessed publication reliability (e.g. 

whether sources of information were cited and dated). 

 

3.4.2. Treatment benefits 

Question 10 in the DISCERN instrument assessed the extent to which websites described the 

benefits of each treatment. The total mean score for question 10 was 3.82 out of 5.00 

(SD = 0.58). Overall, 35 out of 37 (95%) websites achieved a score of 3 or higher, with only 

two websites achieving a score of 2.5. Websites commonly achieved high scores for this 

question because they discussed treatment benefits for multiple treatments and were 

comprehensive in their description (e.g. long bulleted list of treatment benefits). 

 

3.4.3. Treatment risks 

Question 11 in the DISCERN instrument assessed the extent to which websites discussed 

treatment risk. The total mean score for question 11 was 2.47 out of 5.00 (SD = 1.05). Only 3 

of 37 (8%) websites achieved a score of 4 or greater for this question and none achieved a 

perfect score of 5. Furthermore, 6 of 37 (16%) websites provided no information on risks for 

any of the treatments described, receiving a score of 1. Websites that provided information 
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about risks often did not consistently describe them for each treatment choice and/or describe 

them in detail. 

 

3.4.4. No treatment choice 

Question 12 in the DISCERN instrument assessed whether websites described what would 

happen if no treatment were used. No treatment includes a temporary or permanent decision 

to forgo active treatment. The total mean score for question 12 was 1.65 out of 5.00 

(SD = 0.55). None of the websites achieved a score greater than 2.5, and 10 of 37 (27%) 

websites achieved a score of 1. Websites frequently did not discuss “no treatment” as an 

option. Websites that achieved a score greater than one usually discussed patient prognoses in 

a general manner, rather than detailing the specific outcomes of forgoing treatment as a 

treatment option. 

 

3.4.5. Treatment impact on quality of life 

Question 13 in the DISCERN instrument assessed whether websites described how treatment 

choices affect overall quality of life, including daily activities and relationships with family, 

friends, and carers. The total mean score for question 13 was 2.12 out of 5.00 (SD = 0.61). 

None of the websites achieved a score of 4 or greater for this question, and only 5 of 37 

(13%) websites achieved a higher score of 3 or 3.5. Websites did not score well for this 

question because quality of life descriptions were vague (1–2 sentences) and infrequent. 

Examples of specific concerns discussed included recovery after surgery and insurance 

coverage. 
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3.4.6. Treatment choices 

Question 14 in the DISCERN instrument assessed whether websites discussed the fact that 

certain treatments were better suited to certain populations, as well as whether websites 

described that patients have a choice of treatment among different alternatives. We included 

implicit descriptions of treatment alternatives (i.e. describing other treatments in passing), as 

well as explicit descriptions of treatment alternatives (i.e. explicit statements that the 

treatment is among a larger array of options that patients can choose from). The total mean 

score for question 14 was 4.45 out of 5.00 (SD = 0.91), which was the highest total mean out 

of all the DISCERN questions. In fact, 32 of 37 (86%) websites achieved a score of 4.5 or 

greater for this question. Websites achieved a high score for this question because they 

frequently mentioned alternative treatments. 

 

3.4.7. Shared decision-making 

Question 15 in the DISCERN instrument assessed whether websites provided support for 

shared decision-making. This could be achieved through explicit advice in website text 

and/or disclaimers, as well as implicit website features that connect patients to health 

professionals. The total mean score for question 15 was 3.81 out of 5.00 (SD=0.84). Overall, 

32 out of 37 (86%) websites achieved a score of 3 or greater for question 15. Shared decision-

making frequently involved health professionals and was limited in reference to a patient’s 

personal support network (i.e. family and friends). 

 

3.5. Recommended websites for patients and consumers 

Recommended websites achieved an overall quality rating score (DISCERN question 16) of 

4.00 or higher, and a DISCERN score (sum of questions 1 to 15) ranging from 55.50 to 

62.00. The websites performed well on questions in Section 1 of the DISCERN instrument 
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(publication reliability), which evaluated website sources of information. For example, all 

seven websites achieved a score of 4 or greater on question 4, which assessed whether the 

websites indicated their sources of information. Six out of 7 websites achieved a perfect score 

of 5 on question 5 of the DISCERN instrument. Question 5 assessed whether the sources of 

information used by the website were dated. Furthermore, question 6 of the DISCERN 

instrument assessed whether website information was balanced and unbiased. Scoring was 

based on whether information was written objectively, relied on a range of resources, and was 

assessed externally. All seven websites achieved a score of 4 or greater for question 6. With 

respect to Section 2 of the DISCERN instrument (quality of treatment information), all seven 

websites achieved a perfect score of 5 for question 14 of the DISCERN instrument. question 

14 assessed whether website information suggested that there may be more than one possible 

treatment choice available to consumers. Much like the general trend for all the eligible 

websites, the recommended websites scored well for question 14 due to frequent implicit 

mention of alternative treatments. 

 

Aside from DISCERN scoring, 5 of the 7 websites were health portals, and a majority of 

websites (6 of 7, 86%) specifically targeted patients/public readers. We also evaluated the 

frequency of updates for websites, but this information was frequently not available. Many 

websites stated that content was updated regularly and in accordance with a timed schedule, 

but specific information was not provided. Characteristics of the recommended websites are 

depicted in Table 3. Health professionals and patients can consider the seven recommended 

websites when seeking information regarding CAM use for neck pain. 
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4. Discussion 

The current study assessed the quality of online consumer health information regarding CAM 

use for neck pain. The most common types of CAM mentioned on included websites were 

massage, chiropractic, and acupuncture/acupressure. This is unsurprising and aligns closely 

with the findings from a 2016 survey which reported that the three most commonly used 

CAM therapies for back or neck problems were massage therapies, chiropractic care, and 

relaxation techniques [2]. 

 

Overall, the eligible websites achieved a total mean summed score of 46.04 out of 75.00 

(SD=9.79) and a total mean overall quality rating (DISCERN question 16) of 3.05 out of 5.00 

(SD=0.76). Health portals tended to have higher summed scores, while professional and 

commercial websites were more frequently lower-scoring. Five out of seven websites with 

the highest overall quality ratings were also health portals. It is likely that the DISCERN 

scores reflect the inherent goals of these websites; professional and commercial websites 

typically aim to sell a product or service to patients, thus certain aspects surrounding 

treatment information, such as risks or side effects may be neglected. The number of poor-

quality professional websites is especially problematic given that this was the most common 

category of website retrieved from our searches. 

 

The differences in website quality based on website type was also corroborated by the results 

of an HONcode search for each eligible website depicted in Table 2. HONcode does not 

judge the quality of website information, but rather assesses a website's information for 

reliability and credibility [25]. The websites included in the study were assessed for whether 

they had acquired HONcode certification. It was found that websites with lower scores on the 

DISCERN instrument also frequently lacked HONcode certification. These findings lend 
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strength to the suggestion that commercial and professional websites are generally less 

reliable and credible in comparison to health portals. 

 

These findings are not entirely unexpected, based on the for-profit objectives of commercial 

websites and many professional websites. For example, a study by Yaqub and Ghezzi 

conducted an online search regarding “migraine [cures]” and evaluated the quality of 

websites for specific website types: commercial, health portals, professional, patient groups, 

and no-profit [26]. Results revealed that health portals were more likely to provide different 

treatment choices, while commercial websites only provided one treatment choice [26]. The 

authors described that this was not surprising given the motive of commercial websites to 

advertise their own products [26]. Patients may wish to seek more comprehensive 

information regarding their health conditions and treatment options, which commercial 

websites tend not to provide. Thus, the study suggested that treatment inclusivity rather than 

exclusiveness may be one factor to consider when assessing health websites [26]. Overall, 

commercial interests should be a point of concern for patients and practitioners alike. In fact, 

the problems that commercial interests can pose are considered in quality guidelines, such as 

that of the American Medical Association (AMA). The AMA guidelines note that 

commercial interests can influence content, and state that “advertising and commercial 

sponsorship must not influence any editorial content and advertising must be easily 

discernible from editorial content” [27]. 

 

4.1. Comparative literature 

The current study's findings can also be compared to that of other studies which evaluated the 

quality of online information. Owens et al. conducted a study examining the quality of online 

information involving herbal products [13]. The authors found that fewer than 8% of retail 
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websites discussed treatment risks, only 10.5% of websites suggested that herbal product 

users discuss their options with a healthcare professional, and fewer than 3% of websites 

provided references to scientific articles [13]. Our findings that professional and commercial 

websites are of the lowest quality are comparable to that of Owens et al. whereby retail 

websites were the least likely to report treatment risks. However, the current study differs 

from the study by Owens et al., in that shared decision-making was a strength of the websites 

assessed. The contrasting result could also be due to more generous guidelines for what 

constitutes shared decision-making as we also accepted website features that connected 

patients with health professionals. Chen et al. assessed the quality of online information 

involving complementary and integrative health, which can be considered synonymous with 

CAM [6]. One finding included that websites typically did not report treatment risks, but 

focused on benefits [6]. The results of the current study are closely aligned with these 

findings, as treatment risk was one of the lowest scoring DISCERN items with a score of 2.47 

out of 5.00. Butler et al. conducted a study evaluating the quality of online information for 

individuals with lower back pain [12]. The authors found that overall, the quality of 

information was poor [12]. Kaicker et al. used the DISCERN instrument to evaluate the 

quality of online information for individuals with chronic pain and found that the overall 

quality was “moderate” [14]. The results of our study are similar to that of Kaicker et al. as 

the total mean summed score of 45.90 out of 75.00 (SD = 9.84) places the reviewed websites 

in an intermediate range in terms of website quality. 

 

The current study’s findings can also be compared to other research that has evaluated the 

quality of online information regarding CAM and pain-related conditions. One study 

evaluated the quality of online CAM information for lower back pain [28]. Results revealed 

that websites underreported on the same DISCERN criteria as the current study – namely, 
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treatment risks, the outcome of forgoing treatment, as well as quality of life implications [28]. 

Another study evaluated the quality of online CAM information for arthritis and similarly 

found that websites tended to underreport treatment risks [29]. The summed DISCERN 

scores for both studies were 53.25/75.00 and 55.90/75.00 respectively, indicating “moderate” 

quality slightly higher than that of the current study’s score of 45.90 [28], [29]. Overall, 

comparison with prior studies suggest that the quality of online CAM information for pain-

related conditions is variable and moderate. Comparative literature lends strength to our 

findings, however we were unable to directly compare our study results with that of other 

studies in the same subject area (i.e. CAM and neck pain) as, to our knoweldge the current 

study is the first to specifically assess the quality of online information at this intersection of 

topics. 

 

4.2. Study implications and future directions 

Our results have several implications for healthcare providers and patients. It is necessary for 

healthcare providers to be aware that website quality at the intersection of CAM and neck 

pain is variable. It is imperative that healthcare providers conduct personal research regarding 

CAM prior to speaking to their patients, especially given that patients who consult the 

Internet for health information also tend to pay closer attention to the advice of their 

physician [30]. For example, healthcare providers can provide patients with a list of websites 

that have been assessed to be of higher quality. 

 

Healthcare providers should also direct patients to instruments that can aid independent 

website searches patients may conduct. For example, healthcare providers can share the 

DISCERN instrument with patients to discuss specific criteria that indicate higher website 

quality (e.g., clear aims and relevance, sources of information, discussion of benefits and 
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risks). The instrument was developed with the intention of use by not only healthcare 

providers, but also patients and the general population [14]. In fact, patients from a self-help 

group provided their input during the development of the DISCERN questionnaire [14]. 

Furthermore, the AMA has a list of guidelines to help standardize the quality of health 

information online that could be useful to healthcare providers and patients [27]. 

Additionally, the guidelines discuss specific subjects pertinent to patients, such as 

discrepancies in health literacy [27]. 

 

Healthcare providers can also provide heuristic strategies for patients to assess the quality of 

the websites they are reading. One suggestion is to look for health-related seals of approval 

prior to engaging with health websites. For example, our results suggested that HONcode 

certification often reflected higher DISCERN scores and higher website quality. Thus, 

conducting a cursory search on HONcode (https://www.hon.ch/HONcode/) can provide 

reassurance to healthcare providers and patients regarding the reliability and credibility of 

health websites. 

 

Furthermore, a study conducted by Cline et al. indicated that one way in which consumers 

could assess website “trustworthiness” is to look for declared conflicts of interest that could 

arise from “financial dependence, theoretical preference, or intellectual investment” [31]. Our 

results support the suggestion that commercial interests can impact website quality. Conflict 

of interest declaration is a useful measure that healthcare providers and patients can use to 

check for transparency when reviewing commercial resources. Though this cannot guarantee 

that commercial interests do not impact written health information, consumers are at least 

provided with the awareness to proceed with caution. A greater demand for conflict of 



 

Page 19 of 41 

interest declarations from consumers could also encourage commercial websites to improve 

transparency with respect to the consumer health information that they provide. 

 

Future research could also evaluate the impact of website quality from a patient/health 

consumer perspective. Our findings indicate variability in the quality of online information 

regarding CAM use for neck pain. The websites could be stratified according to quality and 

participant feedback regarding how influential the websites appear could be sought, in order 

to assess whether consumers can intuitively recognize the quality of online information. 

Further studies could also be conducted to evaluate the prevalence of Internet use for 

treatment information among neck pain patients, and the extent to which online information 

influences patient decisions and correlates with their wellbeing. 

 

4.3. Strengths and limitations 

Strengths of the current study include use of the DISCERN instrument which has been found 

to be validated and reliable. Eligible websites were found using six search terms from four 

different regions: Canada, United States, United Kingdom, and Australia. The variability in 

search regions increases the applicability of our findings to a more general population. 

However, it is important to note that searching from different regions prioritizes country-level 

information sources [32], and does not necessary mimic the exact search results one would 

encounter in another country – thus, presenting a limitation. 

 

Our study is also limited by the inherent biases present in any cross-sectional study. The 

Internet searches took place during a single week - as such, the search identifies websites at a 

single point in time, however, online content is dynamic and ever-changing. Furthermore, 

several websites were excluded because they were video platforms (i.e. YouTube), news 



 

Page 20 of 41 

websites, or solely hosted peer-reviewed articles. While this was a parameter that we 

implemented for the purpose our study, videos, news articles, and peer-reviewed articles may 

be an important source of information for Internet users, and their content could be worth 

exploring and assessing in the future. 

 

5. Conclusion 

The current study sought to assess the quality of consumer health information regarding 

CAM use for neck pain. Our findings revealed that commercial websites were more likely to 

have low DISCERN scores and lack HONcode certification; this can be explained due to the 

fact that financial interests impact website quality. The variable quality of websites also 

suggests that healthcare providers should be open to discussing this with their patients and 

referring them to reliable and credible resources. Healthcare providers should discuss with 

and educate their patients about criteria indicative of website quality (e.g., DISCERN criteria, 

AMA guidelines), as well as strategies to navigate consumer health information online, such 

as looking for health-related seals of approval and conflict of interest statements. 
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Figures 
Figure 1: PRISMA Diagram 
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Tables 
Table 1: General Characteristics of Eligible Websites 

Website 

Name 

URL Website 

Category 

Types of CAM Therapies 

for Neck Pain Discussed  

Types of Non-CAM 

Therapies for Neck 

Pain Discussed 

Appeared 

in More 

than One 

Search? 

Arthritis 

Australia 

https://arthritisaustralia.com.au/ Non-Profit Acupuncture, 

electrotherapy, herbal, 

magnets, 

manipulation/mobilization, 

massage 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy 

No, 

Australia 

only 

Axness 

Integrative 

Medicine 

https://www.axnessintegrativemedicine.com/ Professional Chiropractic Lifestyle/ergonomic Yes 

Better 

Health 

Channel 

https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/ Government Chiropractic, joint 

mobilization, massage, 

osteopathy 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

physical therapy 

No, 

Australia 

only 

BodyWorks 

Medical 

Center 

https://www.bodyworksmed.com/ Professional Cervical adjustments, 

inferential electrical 

stimulation, instrument 

assisted soft tissue therapy, 

manual joint stretching & 

resistance techniques, 

massage 

Injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

physical therapy 

Yes 

British 

Acupuncture 

Council 

https://www.acupuncture.org.uk/ Government Acupuncture/electroacupu

ncture, cupping, gua sha, 

herbal, massage, 

moxibustion 

Injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals, 

surgery 

Yes 

Dr. Dan 

Williams 

https://www.drdanielwilliams.com/ Professional Acupuncture, osteopathic 

manipulation and massage, 

prolotherapy 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

platelet rich plasma 

injections 

No, United 

States only 
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Ensana 

Health Spa 

Hotels & 

Resorts 

https://www.ensanahotels.com/en Commercial Acupuncture, 

balneotherapy, massage, 

myoreflex therapy and bio 

balance concept 

Nutritional advice, 

physical therapy, 

wellness treatments 

No, United 

Kingdom 

only 

Everyday 

Health 

https://www.everydayhealth.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, biofeedback 

and hypnosis, chiropractic, 

herbal, hydrotherapy, 

massage, tai chi, yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

psychological/behavio

ural, surgery 

Yes 

Explore IM https://exploreim.ucla.edu/ Professional Acupressure None Yes 

Get Healthy 

U 

https://gethealthyu.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, chiropractic, 

hydrotherapy, massage, 

Pilates, yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic 

Yes 

Hamid Mir 

M.D. 

https://www.hamidmirmd.com/ Professional Acupuncture, chiropractic, 

herbal, hydrotherapy 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

surgery 

Yes 

Happy Body 

Store 

https://happybodystore.com/ Commercial Nutritional supplements None Yes 

Harvard 

Health 

Publishing 

https://www.health.harvard.edu/ Professional Acupuncture, Alexander 

technique, massage, mind 

body therapy, yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy 

Yes 

Health 

Essentials 

https://health.clevelandclinic.org/ Professional Massage Injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

Yes 
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neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

surgery 

Healthline https://www.healthline.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture/acupressure, 

chiropractic, massage, 

meditation, yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

surgery 

Yes 

HowStuffW

orks 

https://health.howstuffworks.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, Alexander 

technique, Ayurvedic, 

biofeedback, chiropractic, 

Feldenkrais method, 

guided imagery, herbal, 

homeopathy, 

hydrotherapy, massage, 

meditation, neural therapy, 

osteopathy, relaxation 

techniques, traditional 

Chinese medicine, yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals 

No, 

Canada 

only 

Kaiser 

Permanente 

https://healthy.kaiserpermanente.org/ Professional Acupuncture, chiropractic, 

low-level laser therapy, 

manual therapy (including 

massage, manipulation, 

mobilization), qi gong, 

yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

rhizotomy, surgery 

No, United 

States only 

Mayo Clinic https://www.mayoclinic.org/ Professional Acupuncture, chiropractic, 

massage 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals, 

Yes 
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physical therapy, 

surgery 

Medical 

News Today 

https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, chiropractic, 

herbal, massage, 

mindfulness meditation, 

yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals 

Yes 

Medimart https://medimart.com.au/ Commercial Herbal, hydrotherapy 

massage, 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

physical therapy 

No, 

Australia 

only 

Mindbodygr

een 

https://www.mindbodygreen.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, dry 

needling, herbs/spices, 

hydrotherapy, manual 

medicine, massage, 

mindfulness, yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic 

No, United 

States only 

Mt. Lookout 

Chiropractic 

& Sports 

Injury 

Center 

http://www.mtlookoutchiro.com/ Professional Acupuncture, chiropractic, 

massage, nutritional 

supplements 

Pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy 

No, United 

States only 

NHS https://www.nhs.uk/ Government Acupuncture Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals 

No, United 

Kingdom 

only 

Orthopedic 

Institute 

https://orthopedicinstitutesf.com/ Professional Chiropractic, massage Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

rhizotomy, surgery 

No, United 

States only 

Practical 

Pain 

Management 

https://www.practicalpainmanagement.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, biofeedback, 

chiropractic, herbal, 

manipulation, massage, 

Brace/splint, 

chemotherapy, 

hot/cold therapy, 

Yes 
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meditation, mind body 

therapy, pulsed 

electromagnetic field 

therapy, tai chi, yoga 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

radiation therapy, 

surgery 

Purple https://purple.com/ca/blog Commercial Homeopathic herbs and 

oils 

 

 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic 

No, 

Canada 

only 

Remedy 

Pain 

Solutions 

https://www.remedypainsolutions.com/ Professional Massage, hydrotherapy Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals 

Yes 

Spine Health https://www.spine-health.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, gua sha, 

massage, mind body 

therapy, mindfulness, 

relaxation techniques, 

spinal 

manipulation/mobilization, 

yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

psychological/behavio

ural, surgery 

Yes 

SpineUniver

se 

https://www.spineuniverse.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, chiropractic, 

herbal, massage, Pilates, 

yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

surgery 

Yes 

UC San 

Diego 

School of 

Medicine 

https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/resear

ch/cim/pages/default.aspx 

Professional Acupuncture/traditional 

Chinese medicine, Jin Shin 

Jyutsu, therapeutic 

massage and bodywork 

None No, 

Australia 

only 
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UTSouthwes

tern Medical 

Center 

https://utswmed.org/ Professional Biofeedback Injections, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

surgery 

Yes 

Versus 

Arthritis 

https://www.versusarthritis.org/ Non-Profit Acupuncture, Alexander 

technique, chiropractic, 

manipulation, massage, 

meditation, mindfulness, 

osteopathy, Pilates, tai chi, 

yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

rhizotomy, surgery 

No, United 

Kingdom 

only 

Verywell 

Health 

https://www.verywellhealth.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, biofeedback, 

chiropractic, joint 

mobilization, massage 

Hot/cold therapy, 

injections, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

surgery 

Yes 

Vyne Health https://www.vynehealth.com.au/ Commercial Acupuncture (with glass 

cupping, moxibustion, 

infrared heat lamps) 

None No, 

Australia 

only 

WedMD https://www.webmd.com/ Health Portal Acupuncture, biofeedback, 

chiropractic, guided 

imagery, herbal, hypnosis, 

marijuana, massage, mind 

body therapy, music 

therapy, nutritional 

supplements, relaxation 

therapy, therapeutic touch, 

reiki healing, yoga 

Hot/cold therapy, 

lifestyle/ergonomic, 

neck brace/collar, 

pharmaceuticals, 

physical therapy, 

psychological/behavio

ural, surgery 

Yes 

Winchester 

Hospital 

https://www.winchesterhospital.org/ Professional Acupuncture, biofeedback, 

chiropractic, dry cupping, 

dry needling, herbal, 

hypnosis, low-level laser 

Lifestyle/ergonomic, 

psychological/behavio

ural 

Yes 



 

Page 35 of 41 

therapy, massage, 

manipulation, nutritional 

supplements, prolotherapy, 

qi gong, relaxation 

therapy, yoga 

Woodgrove 

Pines 

Wellness 

Clinic 

https://www.woodgrovepinesclinic.com/ Professional Chiropractic (including 

manual adjustment, 

massage) 

Hot/cold therapy, 

physical therapy 

No, 

Canada 

only 

Note:  

Hot/Cold Therapy: Both or either  

Hydrotherapy: Includes water therapy, salt hydrotherapy (e.g., salt bath), soaking in warm water etc. 

Injections: Steroids, trigger-point, spinal, Botox etc. 

Lifestyle/Ergonomic: Includes rest, activity/environmental modifications, exercises/stretches (whole body and/or neck specific), posture, anti-

inflammatory diet etc. 

Massage: Includes professional massage, as well as self-massage or massage from a partner 

Pharmaceuticals: Over the counter (OTC) pain medications, prescription medications, non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs), muscle 

relaxants, steroids, opioids, antibiotics, antidepressants, biologics, antifungals, anticoagulants etc. 

Physical Therapy: Includes traction, ultrasound, transcutaneous electrical nerve stimulation (TENS), short-term immobilization etc.; physical 

therapy considered synonymous with physiotherapy for study purposes 

Psychological/Behavioural: Includes cognitive behavioural therapy, implicit mention of addressing emotional concerns etc. 
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Table 2: DISCERN Instrument Ratings 

Section SECTION 1 Is the publication reliable? SECTION 2 How good is the quality of information on 

treatment choices? 
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 b
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WebMD https://ww
w.webmd.c

om/  

Health Portal 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 4.50 4.00 4.50 3.50 4.50 3.50 1.50 2.50 5.00 4.50 4.00 0.00 62.00 Yes 

Medical 
News 

Today 

https://ww
w.medicaln

ewstoday.c

om/  

Health Portal 4.50 5.00 3.50 4.50 5.00 4.50 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.50 2.00 2.00 5.00 4.50 4.00 0.00 61.00 Yes 

Verywell 
Health 

https://ww
w.verywell

health.com/  

Health Portal 4.00 5.00 4.50 5.00 5.00 4.50 4.50 3.50 3.50 4.50 3.00 1.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 60.00 Yes 

Spine 
Health 

https://ww
w.spine-

health.com/  

Health Portal 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 3.50 2.50 1.50 5.00 3.50 4.00 0.00 59.50 Yes 

Healthline https://ww

w.healthlin
e.com/  

Health Portal 4.50 5.00 3.50 4.50 5.00 4.50 5.00 3.50 3.50 2.50 3.50 2.00 2.00 5.00 4.50 4.00 0.00 58.50 Yes 

Mayo 

Clinic 

https://ww

w.mayoclin
ic.org/  

Professional 3.50 4.00 4.50 4.50 5.00 4.50 3.00 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 1.50 2.50 5.00 3.50 4.00 0.00 56.50 Yes 

https://www.webmd.com/
https://www.webmd.com/
https://www.webmd.com/
https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/
https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/
https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/
https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/
https://www.verywellhealth.com/
https://www.verywellhealth.com/
https://www.verywellhealth.com/
https://www.spine-health.com/
https://www.spine-health.com/
https://www.spine-health.com/
https://www.healthline.com/
https://www.healthline.com/
https://www.healthline.com/
https://www.mayoclinic.org/
https://www.mayoclinic.org/
https://www.mayoclinic.org/
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Winchester 

Hospital 

https://ww

w.winchest
erhospital.o

rg/  

Professional 3.00 1.50 4.50 4.00 3.00 4.50 4.00 4.50 4.50 5.00 3.50 1.00 3.00 5.00 4.50 4.50 0.71 55.50 No 

Practical 

Pain 
Manageme

nt 

https://ww

w.practical
painmanage

ment.com/  

Health Portal 5.00 5.00 3.50 4.00 5.00 4.50 3.50 3.50 3.00 3.50 2.50 1.50 1.50 5.00 4.00 3.50 0.71 55.00 Yes 

Everyday 
Health 

https://ww
w.everyday

health.com/  

Health Portal 4.50 4.50 3.50 4.00 4.00 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 2.50 1.50 2.00 5.00 4.50 3.50 0.71 54.00 Yes 

Better 

Health 
Channel 

https://ww

w.betterhea
lth.vic.gov.

au/  

Government 4.00 4.00 3.50 4.00 3.00 4.00 4.50 3.50 2.50 4.00 3.50 2.50 2.00 4.50 4.50 3.50 0.71 54.00 Yes 

SpineUniv
erse 

https://ww
w.spineuni

verse.com/  

Health Portal 5.00 4.50 4.00 3.50 3.50 3.50 2.50 3.50 3.50 4.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 5.00 5.00 3.50 0.71 53.50 Yes 

NHS https://ww

w.nhs.uk/ 

Government 5.00 5.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 3.50 4.00 4.50 2.50 4.00 4.00 1.50 2.50 4.50 5.00 3.50 0.71 53.50 No 

Arthritis 

Australia 

https://arthr

itisaustralia
.com.au/  

Non-Profit 4.50 4.00 2.50 4.00 2.50 4.00 4.50 4.00 2.00 3.50 3.50 1.50 2.50 4.50 4.50 3.50 0.71 52.00 Yes 

Versus 

Arthritis 

https://ww

w.versusart

hritis.org/  

Non-Profit 4.50 4.50 4.50 1.50 1.00 2.50 3.50 4.00 2.50 3.50 4.00 2.50 2.50 5.00 5.00 3.00 0.00 51.00 No 

Health 

Essentials 

https://healt

h.cleveland

clinic.org/  

Professional 3.50 1.50 3.50 3.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 3.50 3.00 4.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 5.00 4.00 3.50 0.71 50.50 No 

Explore IM https://expl
oreim.ucla.

edu/  

Professional 4.50 4.50 3.00 4.00 3.50 4.00 4.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.00 1.50 1.50 3.00 2.50 3.50 0.71 50.00 No 

Kaiser 
Permanent

e 

https://healt
hy.kaiserpe

rmanente.or

g/  

Professional 3.50 1.50 4.50 4.50 3.00 2.50 2.50 3.50 2.50 3.50 3.50 1.50 2.00 5.00 5.00 3.50 0.71 48.50 Yes 

Mindbody
green 

https://ww
w.mindbod

ygreen.com

/  

Health Portal 4.50 4.00 3.50 3.00 2.50 2.50 4.50 2.50 3.50 4.50 2.50 1.50 2.00 4.50 3.00 3.00 0.00 48.50 No 

Harvard 

Health 

Publishing 

https://ww

w.health.ha

rvard.edu/  

Professional 4.50 4.50 3.50 2.00 2.00 2.50 2.50 4.00 3.00 3.50 3.50 2.00 2.00 4.50 4.50 3.50 0.71 48.50 No 

https://www.winchesterhospital.org/
https://www.winchesterhospital.org/
https://www.winchesterhospital.org/
https://www.winchesterhospital.org/
https://www.practicalpainmanagement.com/
https://www.practicalpainmanagement.com/
https://www.practicalpainmanagement.com/
https://www.practicalpainmanagement.com/
https://www.everydayhealth.com/
https://www.everydayhealth.com/
https://www.everydayhealth.com/
https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/
https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/
https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/
https://www.betterhealth.vic.gov.au/
https://www.spineuniverse.com/
https://www.spineuniverse.com/
https://www.spineuniverse.com/
https://www.nhs.uk/
https://www.nhs.uk/
https://arthritisaustralia.com.au/
https://arthritisaustralia.com.au/
https://arthritisaustralia.com.au/
https://www.versusarthritis.org/
https://www.versusarthritis.org/
https://www.versusarthritis.org/
https://health.clevelandclinic.org/
https://health.clevelandclinic.org/
https://health.clevelandclinic.org/
https://exploreim.ucla.edu/
https://exploreim.ucla.edu/
https://exploreim.ucla.edu/
https://healthy.kaiserpermanente.org/
https://healthy.kaiserpermanente.org/
https://healthy.kaiserpermanente.org/
https://healthy.kaiserpermanente.org/
https://www.mindbodygreen.com/
https://www.mindbodygreen.com/
https://www.mindbodygreen.com/
https://www.mindbodygreen.com/
https://www.health.harvard.edu/
https://www.health.harvard.edu/
https://www.health.harvard.edu/
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British 

Acupunctu
re Council 

https://ww

w.acupunct
ure.org.uk/  

Government 4.50 4.50 4.00 3.00 3.00 2.50 4.50 1.50 3.50 4.50 3.00 1.00 3.50 2.00 2.50 3.00 0.00 47.50 No 

HowStuff

Works 

https://healt

h.howstuff

works.com/  

Health Portal 4.00 4.00 3.50 2.00 2.50 2.50 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.50 1.50 1.50 3.00 5.00 3.50 2.50 0.71 46.00 No 

Vyne 
Health 

https://ww
w.vyneheal

th.com.au/  

Commercial 3.50 1.50 3.50 4.00 3.00 1.50 3.50 1.00 2.50 3.50 1.50 2.50 2.50 4.50 2.50 3.00 0.00 41.00 No 

Get 
Healthy U 

https://geth
ealthyu.co

m/  

Health Portal 2.00 2.00 2.50 3.00 2.50 2.50 4.50 2.50 2.50 4.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 5.00 3.50 3.00 0.00 40.50 No 

UC San 
Diego 

School of 

Medicine 

https://med
school.ucsd

.edu/som/f

mph/resear
ch/cim/pag

es/default.a

spx  

Professional 4.00 3.50 2.50 1.50 2.00 2.50 1.50 2.50 2.50 4.00 1.50 1.00 2.00 4.50 4.50 2.50 0.71 40.00 No 

BodyWork
s Medical 

Center 

https://ww
w.bodywor

ksmed.com

/  

Professional 3.50 2.00 3.50 1.50 1.00 2.50 3.50 1.00 2.50 3.00 2.50 2.50 1.50 4.50 4.00 2.50 0.71 39.00 No 

Remedy 

Pain 

Solutions 

https://ww

w.remedyp

ainsolutions
.com/  

Professional 3.50 1.50 3.50 1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 1.50 2.50 4.50 1.50 1.00 2.50 4.50 4.50 2.50 0.71 38.00 No 

UTSouthw

estern 

Medical 
Center 

https://utsw

med.org/  

Professional 3.50 1.50 2.50 2.00 1.50 2.50 2.50 3.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 1.00 1.50 5.00 3.50 2.50 0.71 37.50 No 

Mt. 

Lookout 
Chiropracti

c & Sports 

Injury 
Center 

http://www.

mtlookoutc
hiro.com/  

Professional 3.50 1.50 4.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 1.50 2.50 4.50 2.50 2.50 2.00 4.50 3.00 2.50 0.71 37.50 No 

Woodgrov

e Pines 
Wellness 

Clinic  

https://ww

w.woodgro
vepinesclini

c.com/  

Professional 3.00 2.50 3.00 2.50 1.00 1.50 3.50 1.00 3.50 3.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 4.50 4.00 2.50 0.71 36.50 No 

Ensana 

Health Spa 
Hotel & 

Resorts 

https://ww

w.ensanaho
tels.com/en  

Commercial 3.50 2.00 3.50 1.00 1.00 1.50 2.50 1.00 2.50 4.00 3.00 1.00 1.50 5.00 3.50 2.50 0.71 36.50 No 

https://www.acupuncture.org.uk/
https://www.acupuncture.org.uk/
https://www.acupuncture.org.uk/
https://health.howstuffworks.com/
https://health.howstuffworks.com/
https://health.howstuffworks.com/
https://www.vynehealth.com.au/
https://www.vynehealth.com.au/
https://www.vynehealth.com.au/
https://gethealthyu.com/
https://gethealthyu.com/
https://gethealthyu.com/
https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/research/cim/pages/default.aspx
https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/research/cim/pages/default.aspx
https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/research/cim/pages/default.aspx
https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/research/cim/pages/default.aspx
https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/research/cim/pages/default.aspx
https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/research/cim/pages/default.aspx
https://medschool.ucsd.edu/som/fmph/research/cim/pages/default.aspx
https://www.bodyworksmed.com/
https://www.bodyworksmed.com/
https://www.bodyworksmed.com/
https://www.bodyworksmed.com/
https://www.remedypainsolutions.com/
https://www.remedypainsolutions.com/
https://www.remedypainsolutions.com/
https://www.remedypainsolutions.com/
https://utswmed.org/
https://utswmed.org/
http://www.mtlookoutchiro.com/
http://www.mtlookoutchiro.com/
http://www.mtlookoutchiro.com/
https://www.woodgrovepinesclinic.com/
https://www.woodgrovepinesclinic.com/
https://www.woodgrovepinesclinic.com/
https://www.woodgrovepinesclinic.com/
https://www.ensanahotels.com/en
https://www.ensanahotels.com/en
https://www.ensanahotels.com/en


 

Page 39 of 41 

Orthopedic 

Institute  

https://orth

opedicinstit
utesf.com/  

Professional 3.50 1.50 2.50 1.00 1.00 2.50 1.50 1.00 2.50 3.50 1.50 2.00 3.50 5.00 3.50 2.50 0.71 36.00 No 

Hamid Mir 

M.D. 

https://ww

w.hamidmi

rmd.com/  

Professional 1.50 1.00 3.50 2.50 1.50 2.50 3.50 1.50 2.00 3.50 1.00 1.50 2.50 4.50 3.50 2.50 0.71 36.00 No 

Axness 
Integrative 

Medicine 

https://ww
w.axnessint

egrativeme
dicine.com/  

Professional 3.00 1.50 2.50 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 3.00 4.50 1.50 2.00 2.00 4.50 3.50 2.50 0.71 34.50 No 

Dr. Dan 

Williams 

https://ww

w.drdaniel

williams.co
m/  

Professional 2.50 1.50 4.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.00 2.00 2.50 4.00 1.50 2.50 1.50 4.50 3.50 2.00 0.00 34.50 No 

Purple https://purp

le.com/ca/b
log  

Commercial 2.50 2.00 2.00 3.50 3.00 2.50 3.50 1.00 2.50 3.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.50 2.50 2.50 0.71 34.00 No 

Happy 

Body Store  

https://happ

ybodystore.

com/  

Commercial 2.50 2.50 1.00 2.50 2.50 1.00 2.50 1.00 3.50 4.50 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.50 3.50 1.50 0.71 32.00 No 

Medimart https://medi

mart.com.a

u/  

Commercial 2.00 2.50 2.00 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.50 3.00 1.00 1.00 1.50 2.50 1.50 1.00 0.00 24.50 No 

TOTAL Means 3.74 3.16 3.41 2.88 

 

2.72 2.91 3.31 2.66 2.93 3.82 2.47 1.65 2.12 4.45 3.81 3.05 

 

0.46 46.04 

 

 

TOTAL Standard Deviations 0.93 1.46 0.89 1.33 

 

1.41 1.14 1.11 1.23 0.63 0.58 1.05 0.55 0.61 0.91 0.84 0.76 0.34 9.79 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://orthopedicinstitutesf.com/
https://orthopedicinstitutesf.com/
https://orthopedicinstitutesf.com/
https://www.hamidmirmd.com/
https://www.hamidmirmd.com/
https://www.hamidmirmd.com/
https://www.axnessintegrativemedicine.com/
https://www.axnessintegrativemedicine.com/
https://www.axnessintegrativemedicine.com/
https://www.axnessintegrativemedicine.com/
https://www.drdanielwilliams.com/
https://www.drdanielwilliams.com/
https://www.drdanielwilliams.com/
https://www.drdanielwilliams.com/
https://purple.com/ca/blog
https://purple.com/ca/blog
https://purple.com/ca/blog
https://happybodystore.com/
https://happybodystore.com/
https://happybodystore.com/
https://medimart.com.au/
https://medimart.com.au/
https://medimart.com.au/
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Table 3: Recommended Websites for Patients and Consumers 

Website Name URL DISCERN Score 
(Sum of Q1-
Q15) 

Overall Quality 
Rating (DISCERN 
Q16)  

Website 
Category 

Target 
Audience 

Frequency of Updates 

Winchester 

Hospital 

https://www.winchesterhospital.org/  55.50 4.50 Professional Patients/public Does not indicate the exact frequency 

of updates. Website last modified 

July 24, 2020 (access date), which 

could indicate daily updates. 

WebMD 

 

https://www.webmd.com/  

 

 

62.00 4.00 Health Portal Patients/public Does not indicate the exact frequency 

of updates. Website states “In a 

medium often accused of providing 

outdated and inaccurate information, 

WebMD stands out as a credible, 

authoritative source of health 

information. Our news and feature 

stories are based on our editors’ 

selections of the most important and 

relevant health events occurring on a 

given day”.  

 

Medical News 

Today 

https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/  

 

  

61.00 4.00 Health Portal Patients/public Does not indicate the exact frequency 

of updates. Websites states that 

“content is continually reviewed and 

updated to ensure accuracy and 

integrity”.  

 

Verywell 

Health 

https://www.verywellhealth.com/  60.00 4.00 Health Portal Patients/public Does not indicate the exact frequency 

of updates. Website last modified 

July 24, 2020 (access date), which 

could indicate daily updates. Website 

states that “With help from our 

subject-matter experts and Medical 

Review Board, our editorial team 

routinely evaluates our existing 

content to ensure all information is 

updated and reflective of the most 

current research, guidelines, and 

statistics”. 

https://www.winchesterhospital.org/
https://www.webmd.com/
https://www.medicalnewstoday.com/
https://www.verywellhealth.com/
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Spine Health https://www.spine-health.com/  

  

59.50 4.00 Health Portal Patients/public The frequency of updates depends on 

the section of the website and ranges 

from daily, weekly, monthly, yearly, 

to never. For example, the main 

website URL is changed daily, while 

condition and treatment information 

changes weekly, monthly, or yearly. 

Healthline https://www.healthline.com/  

 

  

58.50 4.00 Health Portal Patients/public Does not indicate the exact frequency 

of updates. Website states that they 

“update [their] articles when new 

information becomes available. 

[They] have a set maintenance 

schedule for articles, but updates can 

also be prompted by: changes in 

standards of care, new clinical 

guidelines, drug approvals or recalls, 

major practice recommendations, 

reader feedback or concerns”. 

Mayo Clinic https://www.mayoclinic.org/  56.50 4.00 Professional Patients/public, 

healthcare 

professionals, 

researchers, 

Mayo Clinic 

faculty and 

staff, students 

Does not indicate the exact frequency 

of updates. Website states that 

“Content is updated on both a 

regularly scheduled basis and 

whenever necessary to reflect new or 

revised health policy guidelines, 

treatment protocols and critical 

research findings”.  
 

https://www.spine-health.com/
https://www.healthline.com/
https://www.mayoclinic.org/

