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Separate and Distinct: A Comparison of
Scholarly Productivity, Teaching Load, and
Compensation of Chiropractic Teaching Faculty
to Other Sectors of Higher Education

Robert W. Ward, DC, Los Angeles College of Chiropractic, Southern California
University of Health Sciences

Background: Faculty scholarship, feaching load, and compensation can be indicators of institutional health
and canimpact curricular quality. Periodic data are published by the US Department of Education for all sectors
of higher education, but do not list chiropractic colleges as a separate category. Objective: To report on the
scholarly output, teaching load, and compensation of the full-time faculty at one chiropractic college, and to
compare those data to national and local norms. Methods: Data on chiropractic faculty were collected from
within the institution. External data were collected from the US Department of Education and US Bureau of Labor
Statistics. Results: The chiropractic faculty assessed create about one-tenth the scholarly output, carried 2.7
times the course load of external doctoral faculty and 1.4 times the course load typical of 2-year (community)
college faculty, received two-thirds the salary typical for all segments of education, and one-half the typical
retirement benefits. Conclusion: Results are suggestive of significant deficiencies within chiropractic education

that pose risk to the future of the profession. (The Journal of Chiropractic Education 21(1): 1-11, 2007)

Key Indexing Terms: chiropractic; education, professional

INTRODUCTION

Governmental and professional agencies regularly
collect and publish information regarding the occu-
pational activities, work products, and compensation
of faculty in higher education. Information of this
type is generally not available regarding faculty at
chiropractic colleges and should be. The future of
the profession is dependent on the quality of the
education provided to its future practitioners, and
assessment of the health of the educational segment
of the profession and of the quality of the programs
provided to train future chiropractors should be regu-
larly undertaken.

While such assessment is logically a central
component of any informed consideration of the
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future development of the profession, actual com-
piled data are nonexistent. Such data are not regu-
larly collected and/or published in any formal, stan-
dardized form. Most chiropractic institutions in Nor-
th America do provide compensation data to report-
ing governmental agencies. However, while there
are periodic publications that synthesize information
regarding compensation, benefits, work load, and
scholarly productivity for postsecondary education
nationally, both globally and by Carnegie descrip-
tors, no such public synthesis is known to exist for
chiropractic institutions. These factors are important
in the ability of chiropractic colleges to attract and/or
retain quality faculty, influence curricular quality,
and impact the future development of the profession.

The purpose of this article is to report on the
teaching loads, scholarly productivity, and compen-
sation of faculty at one chiropractic college (Los
Angeles College of Chiropractic, or LACC), and
to compare that information to national norms for
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faculty nationwide. It is hoped that this will stimulate
systematic collection and reporting of similar data
from all chiropractic colleges and meaningful reflec-
tion on the implications of such data on the future
of the profession.

METHODS

Data collected at LACC are in relation to full-time
faculty teaching within the chiropractic curriculum
only. Personnel who were part-time, adjunct faculty,
or others whose primary responsibility was not
teaching, were excluded from consideration, as most
of the external data available for comparison were
based on assessment of the working conditions of
full-time postsecondary faculty primarily engaged in
teaching activities.

Data on scholarly productivity were obtained
from annual faculty performance appraisal docu-
mentation. This source was preferred to institutional
reporting of publications, as performance appraisal
documentation at the institution also includes unpub-
lished activity, such as peer reviews and unpub-
lished presentations. Data for this study were from
calendar years 2004 and 2005. Mean values for the
2-year period of reporting were calculated (product
per faculty member). No private personnel data (eg,
outcomes of performance evaluation process) were
collected or considered for this investigation.

Data on teaching work loads were obtained from
annual reports of manpower allocation, which are
routinely prepared by the dean. There were a few
personnel with faculty appointments whose job dut-
ies are primarily or even entirely administrative
and who had little or no teaching work load (such
as the dean or various directors). These personnel
were excluded from the sampling base. There were
other faculty members whose primary job func-
tion is instructional, but who have reduced work
loads as a consequence of significant administra-
tive activity (eg, department chairs). These personnel
are scheduled with release time from the classroom,
and that release time is reported on schedules and
manpower reports as virtual instructional time. For
example, department chairs receive 6 contact hours
per week of release time on their teaching sched-
ules. For the purposes of data reporting here, these
personnel are included, and the scheduled release
time has been added to the reported scheduled
instructional time. Reported contact hours in this
article thus include actual hours of face-to-face time
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in scheduled instructional activities with students
or quantified release time from such activity for
administrative duties, but do not distinguish between
didactic or clinical instruction, nor between lead
instruction (which entails significant course adminis-
tration and the creation of instructional and/or evalu-
ation materials) and assisting (which entails little or
no labor outside the classroom). Data for this study
were from the 2004/05 and 2005/06 academic years.
Mean values were calculated (contact time per week,
per faculty member).

Data regarding faculty salaries at multiple chiro-
practic institutions for the 2004/05 academic year
were obtained from the Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS).! Salary data from
this source are reported as averages for each report-
ing institution, and values are expressed as equiva-
lent to 9-month teaching contracts. For faculty that
teach on 12-month contracts (as is the case for chiro-
practic faculty), the 9-month contract equivalent is
calculated by reporting agencies by multiplying the
reported 12-month salaries by 0.8182. To compare
LACC salaries to other chiropractic colleges, an
average of salaries at all chiropractic institutions
reporting to IPEDS except LACC was calculated,
and those calculated values were compared to IPEDS
data for LACC.

Data on faculty salaries were obtained from the
Director of Human Resources. Data for each faculty
member was also accompanied by academic rank,
but were not accompanied by name, department,
or other information that could be used to asso-
ciate salary data with individuals. Data were only
available for faculty members that were employed
by the institution at the time of reporting; there are
therefore no data included for faculty members who
were employed during the reporting interval but who
separated from the institution prior to the time of
reporting. Annual salaries for all full-time faculty
members were provided for the time period spanning
the 1995/96 academic/fiscal year to 2005/06. Mean
values were calculated by rank and for all faculty
for all years of reporting, and median values were
calculated for the 2005/06 year by rank and for all
faculty. Mean hourly wage for chiropractic faculty
was calculated based on a 40-hour work week and
52 weeks.

National averages for teaching work loads and
scholarly productivity were obtained from the US
Department of Education (USDE).? The USDE peri-
odically collects information on many factors invol-
ving faculty in higher education and makes this



information publicly available. The results of these
periodic surveys are also categorized by institutional
setting, which makes a more meaningful compar-
ison to the chiropractic educational sector possible.
Chiropractic colleges in the United States all offer
first professional doctoral degrees and are either
privately owned or nonprofit corporate entities. The
institution under consideration here is a nonprofit
corporate entity. For these reasons, the segment
chosen for immediate comparison was “private not-
for-profit doctoral” (a category that includes health
professional doctoral programs). Data were also
compared to norms for “public 2-year” (commu-
nity colleges), as this was the sector within US
postsecondary education with the highest teaching
loads and lowest scholarly productivity. The most
recent publication of such data is from 1999, and
is based on 1998 data. While work load and schol-
arly productivity data regarding public 2-year insti-
tutions were utilized from this source, compensation
data were not utilized because of the age of those
data, the lack of correction for significant differ-
ences between the regional economy and the national
economy, and dissimilar terms of service (reporting
of annual salaries for 9-month contracts nationally
vs. 12-month contracts for chiropractic faculty).

Wage data for comparison to chiropractic faculty
were obtained from three sources. Mean and median
local and national wages by occupation were obtain-
ed from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics.>* The
wage data used were collected in April 2005, which
is contained within the most recent fiscal year for
which institutional data were available. The second
source of data was the American Association of
University Professors (AAUP), a respected faculty
advocacy group.’ The third was the IPEDS,! which
provided information on salaries at other chiropractic
colleges.

Table 1. Scholarly Productivity

RESULTS

During the 2005/06 year, there were 30 full-time
faculty members at the LACC whose primary area
of responsibility was teaching. Data from all such
faculty are included in these results.

Comparison of data sources for scholarly produc-
tivity is summarized in Table 1. Chiropractic faculty
assessed in this study were far less productive with
respect to all reported forms of scholarly activity
and in comparison to all segments of postsecondary
education included in the 1999 National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty.? Scholarly productivity by
chiropractic faculty for all forms of reported schol-
arship were roughly one-tenth that of full-time
teaching faculty at private not-for-profit doctoral
institutions. Surprisingly, no publications produced
at LACC during the period of reporting were pro-
duced by faculty members with a PhD degree.

Comparison of data sources for teaching work
load, expressed as contact hours per week, is summa-
rized in Table 2. Teaching work loads of assessed
chiropractic faculty were 2.7 times that of compa-
rable institutions in higher education in the United
States, were significantly higher than all segments
of postsecondary education in the United States, and
were 3.5 times greater than the maximum teaching
load at the graduate level proposed by the American
Association of University Professors.

Comparison of faculty salaries at LACC to salaries
at other institutions is summarized in Table 3. There
were 15 chiropractic colleges reporting salary data
to IPEDS. The greatest differences between LACC
salaries and other institutions, by rank, were at the
instructor and professor levels (87% and 108% of
national averages, respectively). Middle ranks were
essentially consistent with national averages. The
average salary at LACC was 115% of the national

Refereed or  Nonrefereed Published Books,
juried or nonjuried  review of monographs, Presentations
Institution type publications  publications = materials and reports and exhibits
Private not-for-profit doctoral 3.4 1.4 1.0 9.9
Public 2-year 0.6 0.3 0.6 5.0
LACC 0.4 Unknown 0 0.2 0.9

Note: Based on average number of publications and presentations in the past 2 years by full-time instructional faculty
and staff whose principal activity is teaching, by institution type.

Source: National averages are obtained from the US Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99), Table 28. These figures are from 1998 reporting. LACC data
are from the 2004 and 2005 annual performance appraisals for all full-time faculty members.
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Table 2. Teaching Work Load

Private not-for-profit

Institution type doctoral Public 2-year LACC
Maximum contact hours per week? 9 12 N/A
Average contact hours per week 9.7 18.2 21.0
Annual weeks of instruction 30-36 36 45
Maximum contact hours per year 270-324 432 N/A
Average contact hours per year® 349 655 945
Average teaching work load, - 188% 271%
annual, as a percentage of private

not-for-profit doctoral average

Average teaching work load, annual, as 53.3% - 144%
a percentage of public 2-year average

Average teaching work load, annual, as 34.0% 63.8% -
a percentage of chiropractic average

Average teaching work load, as a 108% 152% 350%

percentage of AAUP recommendations

@ Based on American Association of University Professors (AAUP) Policy on Faculty Workload. There are no policies or
regulations establishing a maximum teaching load at the chiropractic institution under study.

b Based on 36 weeks of instruction. This is a high estimate, as some such institutions are on the quarter schedule and
have only 30 weeks of instruction.

Source: National averages are obtained from the US Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99) and are based on 1998 reporting. Chiropractic faculty work
load data were obtained from the 2005-06 manpower allocation reports of the institution under study.

Table 3. Average Full-Time Faculty Salaries at Chiropractic Colleges, 2004/05 Academic Year

Average of Average of Average Average
institutional  institutional LACC LACC LACC as a
reporting, reporting, salaries, salaries, percentage
equated equated n, equated equated of average
9-month 12-month reporting 9-month 12-month institutional
Academic rank contract contract institutions contract contract reporting
Instructor $34,805.64  $42,969.92 11 $30,151.00 $37,223.46 87%
Assistant professor ~ $39,062.93  $48,225.84 14 $38,422.00 $47,434.57 98%
Associate professor  $45,679.21  $56,394.09 14 $47,776.00 $58,982.72 105%
Professor $51,532.71 $63,620.63 14 $55,836.00 $68,933.33 108%
All ranks $42,752.57  $52,780.95 14 $48,975.00 $60,462.96 115%

Source: Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), US Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. The average of institutional reporting excludes LACC reporting. IPEDS salary data are available
equated to a 9-month contract. The equated 12-month contract amounts are derived by dividing 9-month reporting by

a factor of 0.81.

average for chiropractic faculty at other institu-
tions.

Comparison of chiropractic faculty salaries nation-
wide to national occupational norms is summarized
in Table 4. Chiropractic faculty earned less than all
other segments of education. Earnings were slightly
lower than for elementary and secondary educa-
tors. Unspecified postsecondary educators and health
specialty educators earned approximately 1.5 and 1.8
times the salary of chiropractic educators, respec-
tively. Nationally, wages for chiropractic faculty
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were midway between “public transportation atten-
dant” (73%) and “registered nurse” (123%).

Comparison of faculty salaries from institutional
records at the LACC to regional occupational norms
is summarized in Table 5. All regional segments
of education (elementary, secondary, and postsec-
ondary) were at very similar wage rates to each other
and were approximately 150% of the wage earned
by chiropractic faculty. Local wages for chiro-
practic faculty were midway between “industrial
machinery repair” (74%) and “public transportation
attendant” (126%).



Table 4. Chiropractic Faculty Salaries as Compared to Average Salaries for Other Occupational

Settings
Mean hourly wage Mean annual salary
Mean as a percentage Mean as a percentage
hourly of chiropractic annual of chiropractic
Occupation wage faculty wage salary faculty salary
Food service worker $8.58 41% $17,840.00 41%
Bank teller $10.30 50% $21,420.00 50%
Retail salesperson $11.03 53% $22,930.00 53%
Assemblers $14.14 68% $29,410.00 68%
Public transporta- $15.09 73% $31,390.00 73%
tion attendant
Industrial machinery repair $19.28 93% $40,090.00 93%
Chiropractic faculty $20.75 100% $43,167.00 100%
Elementary school teachers - - $45,670.00 106%
Police $22.20 107% $46,480.00 108%
Secondary school teachers - - $48,420.00 112%
Registered nurse $26.06 126% $56,210.00 130%
Faculty, other postsecondary - - $63,920.00 148%
Health specialty - - $76,720.00 178%
teachers, postsecondary
Aerospace engineer $38.68 186% $80,460.00 186%
Pharmacist $40.56 195% $84,370.00 195%
Lawyer $52.30 252% $108,790.00 252%
All occupations $17.80 86% $37,020.00 86%

Note: Chiropractic wage data are for the 2004/05 academic year. Wage data for other occupations were obtained from
the US Bureau of Labor Statistics, National Compensation Survey, May 2004. All percentages represent comparison to

wages of chiropractic faculty.

Comparison of chiropractic faculty salaries across
the United States to national averages for faculty
at private doctoral institutions by academic rank
is summarized in Table 6 and demonstrates modest
wage disparity at the instructor level (87% of salary
at private doctoral institutions) and very signifi-
cant disparities at all higher ranks, increasing with
increase in rank to only 41% for professors. Overall,
average salaries for chiropractic faculty are only
46% of the national average at private doctoral insti-
tutions. Comparison of LACC faculty salaries to
national averages for faculty at private doctoral insti-
tutions by academic rank is summarized in Table
7 and shows a wage disparity that is very similar
to that seen with regional economic data. Overall,
average salaries for the LACC faculty are only 77%
of the national average at private doctoral institu-
tions. Financial compensation also comes in the form
of retirement contributions by employers. Nonmed-
ical retirement benefits for full-time faculty at LACC
are 5% of salary, as compared to an average of
approximately 10% within other sectors of higher
education.’

Reporting of average LACC faculty salaries over
the decade spanning September 1995 to September
2005 is summarized in Table 8. Average salaries
are reported both in actual dollars for the year of
reporting and as inflation-corrected 1995 dollars. For
most years of reporting, there were neither cost-of-
living adjustments nor merit-based salary increases;
increases in average salary for such years are a result
of new hires at above-average salary and/or salary
increases associated with promotions in academic
rank. Years of reporting that demonstrate a decrease
in average salary prior to correction for inflation are
a result of separation of faculty members with higher
than average salary, rather than a decrease in wages
for faculty.

DISCUSSION

The comparison of scholarly productivity between
chiropractic faculty and the national averages for
faculty in higher education is apparently straightfor-
ward. However, there is at least one potential source
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Table 5. Chiropractic Faculty Salaries as Compared to Average Salaries for Other Occupational
Settings Within the Local Regional Economy

Mean hourly Regional Median hourly
Regional wage as a median wage as a
mean hourly percentage of hourly percentage of

Occupation wage faculty wage wage faculty wage
Food service worker $9.68 33.9% $8.25 29.0%
Bank teller $10.39 36.4% $10.20 35.9%
Assemblers $11.65 40.8% $10.00 35.2%
Inventory clerk $13.16 46.1% $12.50 44.0%
Industrial machinery repair $21.17 74.2% $21.65 76.2%
Chiropractic faculty $28.55 100.0% $28.41 100.0%
Registered nurse $32.93 115.3% $33.95 119.5%
Public transportation attendant $36.06 126.3% $32.79 115.4%
Secondary school teachers $41.35 144.8% $42.14 148.3%
Police $41.66 145.9% $31.45 110.7%
Elementary school teachers $43.05 150.8% $42.68 150.2%
Faculty, other postsecondary $43.55 152.5% $43.00 151.4%
Faculty, colleges, & universities $44.98 157.5% $42.39 149.2%
Pharmacist $50.87 178.2% $51.05 179.7%
Aerospace engineer $52.23 182.9% $52.25 183.9%
Lawyer $72.33 253.3% $51.34 180.7%
All occupations - - $17.42 61.3%

Note: Chiropractic wage data are for the 2005/06 academic year. Wage data for other occupations were obtained from
the US Bureau of Labor Statistics, Bulletin 3130-23. All percentages represent comparison to wages of chiropractic

faculty.

Table 6. US Chiropractic Faculty Salaries as Compared to Average Salaries for Private

Doctoral Institutions

Chiropractic
average annual

Average salary, US

Chiropractic faculty

Academic salary, 9-month private doctoral salary as a percentage
rank equivalent institutions of US average
Instructor $34,418 $39,398 87%
Assistant professor $39,020 $58,310 67%
Associate professor $45,819 $82,456 56%
Professor $51,820 $127,214 41%

All ranks $43,167 $93,370 46%

Note: Wage data are for the 2004/05 academic year. Chiropractic salaries were obtained from the Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), US Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics; national averages for US private doctoral institutions were obtained from the American Association

of University Professors (AAUP).

of distortion of these figures that cannot presently be
estimated, and that is collaboration. When reporting
productivity in terms of items per faculty member,
there are two methods for calculating such figures.
The first method is to collect information from indi-
viduals regarding how many items they completed
in a given time period (as in the methods for this
work). The second is to tally the total number of
items of each type for an entire institution, and then
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divide by the number of faculty members. The first
method inflates average productivity as compared
to the second method in instances where multiple
faculty members within an institution collaborate as
authors or presenters. For example, if a hypothetical
cohort of five faculty members at a single institu-
tion were to collaborate and publish a single article
during a 1-year period, the first method would yield
a publication average of 1 (each reported authorship



Table 7. LACC Faculty Salaries as Compared to National Average Salaries for Private Doctoral

Institutions

LACC average Average salary, LACC faculty salary
Academic Chiropractic  annual salary, 9-month US private as a percentage of
rank faculty, n equivalent doctoral institutions US average
Instructor 0 N/A $46,510 -
Assistant professor 8 $39,793 $71,877 55%
Associate professor 10 $47,063 $84,419 56%
Professor 12 $54,523 $131,292 42%
All ranks 30 $48,108 $62,615 77%

Note: Wage data are for the 2005/06 academic year. National averages for US private doctoral institutions were obtained
from the American Association of University Professors (AAUP).

of one article) and 0.2 (one article, five faculty) by
the second method. In the context of the current
work, this type of distortion is not a concern, because
the National Center for Education Statistics also
employs the methods used here.?

There was an earlier investigation of scholarly
productivity performed by chiropractic faculty for
the years 1993-1996,% but no attempt is made here
to compare current assessment of scholarly produc-
tivity to that earlier work, for several reasons. The
earlier work included data from both teaching faculty
and research faculty, was based on a survey of
faculty recall of activity rather than an actual cata-
logue of such activity, and may have included
an inflation of reported publications from innocent
miscategorization of works by reporting faculty.
This last item refers to the fairly common habit
of faculty to report as publications the abstracts
of conference presentations, if those abstracts were
published. Reporting of this type is absent from the
data reported here for LACC faculty. In spite of these
differences, the average values from the earlier work
and the assessment of LACC faculty appear to be
quite similar.

It is unknown how directly comparable the teach-
ing work load as measured by contact hours per
week might be between chiropractic faculty and
other segments of higher education, or even between
members of a chiropractic faculty. The work inten-
sity of different types of teaching contact time
is a complex variable, and considerable reflection
is required in undertaking comparisons of contact
hours from one educational setting to another. Typ-
ical types of activity that might be performed by
chiropractic faculty include lead instruction, clinical
instruction, and assisting in course. The amount of
noncontact time required for instructional prepara-
tion, student assessment, and course administration

varies considerably between these different activi-
ties, and no consideration of this variation in work
load was considered in the present comparison, as
there are no similar data available regarding the
types of teaching activities that are typical elements
of the assigned schedules of faculty in the nonchiro-
practic setting. Another factor with potential impact
is the presence of teaching assistants and grad-
uate students as participants in the teaching process
in higher education. Adjunct teaching personnel of
this type are not generally present at chiropractic
colleges, and the work that such personnel would
perform is assumed by the chiropractic faculty.
Thus, while the contact hours for chiropractic faculty
are much higher than those for nonchiropractic
faculty, it is probable that those contact hours are
not directly comparable as work load indicators.
On the other hand, those additional contact hours
should be considered as an impediment to comple-
tion of nonteaching work (eg, scholarship, service,
and administrative tasks) and should still be viewed
as significant. These questions highlight other poten-
tially interesting topics for future inquiry.

It is clear, however, that the teaching work loads
experienced by the chiropractic faculty assessed
are excessive and pose significant impediments to
educational excellence and significant risk of low
quality of life for faculty. The AAUP Statement
on Faculty Workload, revised in 2000, sets forth
recommendations for maximum teaching loads. It
defines the “maximum teaching loads for effec-
tive instruction at the undergraduate. .. level” as a
“teaching load of twelve hours per week, with no
more than six separate course preparations during
the academic year,” and “[fJor instruction partly or
entirely at the graduate level, a teaching load of
9 hours per week,” based on an academic year of
not more than 30 weeks of classes.” The statement
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are based on the reporting of faculty perception of
hours worked. Attempts to collect similar data at
the institution under study yielded values for hours
per week worked similar to those reported nation-
ally, but also provided compelling evidence that a
significant minority of faculty perceived their work
time to be greater than the time actually spent on
task (eg, comparing subjective reporting of teaching
contact time with actual schedules). If the hours per
week reported by the chiropractic faculty assessed or
similar data from national surveys were used in place
of the conventional 40-hour week, the hourly wages
reported here for LACC faculty would be decreased
by approximately 20%.

Careful scrutiny of comparison of annual salaries
of the LACC faculty to other college/university
faculties nationwide (by rank and overall) reveals
a significant potential source of underestimating
the local wage disparity. Annual salaries by rank
were 45% to 58% lower than national norms in
higher education by rank, but only 23% below
national averages overall. This same effect is seen
in comparing LACC data to national averages for
chiropractic colleges. This seeming contradiction
arises from a nearly complete absence of junior
faculty at the institution assessed; no entry-level
faculty had been hired for 6 years at the time of data
collection for this study. This skewing of the faculty
population toward senior ranks may serve to mini-
mize the wage disparity between LACC teaching
faculty and the other segments of education in the
local regional economy.

Another source of potential reporting bias within
chiropractic salary data from IPEDS is the increasing
diversification of curricular offerings at chiropractic
institutions. A fair number have added acupuncture
programs, undergraduate degrees, or other programs
to their offerings. Since IPEDS reporting is an aggre-
gate of all salaries at reporting institutions, faculty
from these other curricular offerings are included in
such reporting. It is unknown whether the faculty
in these nonchiropractic programs are compensated
differently than chiropractic faculty.

Additionally, salaries within higher education may
be higher than those at chiropractic colleges as an
outcome of financially supported research activi-
ties. It is possible that faculty who bring grant
money into their institutions receive greater compen-
sation than those who do not. However, the data
sources available for comparison do not provide
information regarding compensation in relation to
grant awards or research activity. The chiropractic

faculty members assessed here do not include any
research faculty, and there were no teaching faculty
with research grants of any kind during the time
period under consideration. Thus, if there is a rela-
tionship between research activity and salary in
higher education, this could create a magnifica-
tion of the reported wage disparities reported here
between chiropractic faculty and other sectors of
higher education. If there were significant economic
benefits to faculty members from externally funded
research activities, one would expect that there
would be meaningful salary disparities between
educational segments where such activity is common
and those where it is entirely absent. Review of local
economic data demonstrates salary parity between
full-time faculty in elementary, secondary and post-
secondary education, suggesting that this influence
is insignificant or absent. However, such parity is
not observed at the national level, with elementary
and secondary educators essentially at the same level
and significantly below postsecondary education. It
appears that there is insufficient information to assert
the probable presence or absence of this potential
influence from the information presented here.

It would seem natural to conclude that the high
teaching load for chiropractic faculty is related to
their low level of scholarly productivity, and it
is probable that this does represent a significant
impediment to acceptable levels of scholarly activity.
However, if this were the primary factor impeding
research activity by chiropractic teaching faculty,
one would predict that there would be an inverse
relationship between teaching load and scholarly
output. This was not observed. Typically, those with
the lowest number of student contact hours were also
those with the lowest level of scholarly productivity,
and those with the highest scholarly productivity had
average or above-average teaching loads. A compre-
hensive work on standards for faculty productivity
states, “At four-year institutions, it is a generally
accepted convention that if a faculty member did
nothing but teach, the standard term teaching load is
twelve teaching credits.”® If one were to accept this
recommendation, it would be both predictable and
acceptable for the chiropractic faculty assessed to
produce no scholarly products. That is an unaccept-
able standard, however, both within the educational
community and as predictor of the future growth and
health of the chiropractic profession.

There are numerous impediments to developing
a research or scholarship culture within the chiro-
practic educational setting. Most chiropractic faculty
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have no experience with complex research of any
type, and essentially none have any experience
applying for external funding. The prospect of en-
gaging in scholarly productivity is a source of signif-
icant angst for faculty lacking pertinent experience,
and there is a dearth of qualified mentors. Colle-
gial review of works in progress is foreign to the
culture of chiropractic faculty, and some have an
unreasonable expectation that such activity should
be compensated with authorship credit. Services of
support or clerical staff are generally unavailable to
teaching faculty at chiropractic institutions. Some
institutions lack grant officers or other financial
management employees with the skills and knowl-
edge required to comply with the requirements of
external funding agencies.

It should also be noted that all data reported
here are quantitative in nature. Although there is
assumed to be a significant relationship between
teaching load and educational quality and between
compensation and the ability of institutions to attract
and retain high-quality faculty, meaningful assess-
ments of quality within the educational sector of
the chiropractic profession are also not currently
available. The question of programmatic quality is
both important and absent from the profession. The
typical method of comparative programmatic assess-
ment employed within the profession is reporting
of the number of hours spent on particular subject
areas or skills, and is devoid of any consideration
of the quality of the educational experience or the
outcomes of the educational process. Although these
issues are not the topic of this work, they are also
critical to the advancement of the profession and are
long overdue for examination.

While the data presented here regarding schol-
arly productivity and work load cannot be general-
ized to the other chiropractic colleges in the United
States, informal and anecdotal information obtained
from colleagues at other institutions suggest that
the working conditions experienced by the faculty
assessed in this study are typical for chiropractic
institutions. There may be temptation for proponents
of a particular institution to use this study as an
indictment of the health of the institution where
it was conducted. Absent meaningful and system-
atic collection and reporting across the educational
sector of the chiropractic profession, any such use
of this work should be properly viewed as inappro-
priate. Rather, this work should be properly viewed
as a wake-up call to educational administrators and
leaders within the profession to abandon zero-sum
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competition between institutions and organizations,
and instead to engage in frank acknowledgment
and discussion of the serious challenges facing the
educational sector of the profession and possible
solutions.

If the findings here are indeed typical of the work
environment across the profession, it would not be
an exaggeration to assert that these conditions pose
a very real risk to the long-term future of the profes-
sion. The profession needs to ensure that becoming
a chiropractic educator is a viable career path or risk
losing its productive faculty members. A loss of the
profession’s more industrious and brightest profes-
sors could inflict grave consequences with respect to
ongoing maturation of the profession. If the profes-
sion continues to place responsibility for research
and scholarship in the hands of a small commu-
nity of scientists outside the educational sector, the
scope of chiropractic research will be stunted, the
financial health of the colleges will continue to
be unsatisfactory, and future practitioners will have
impaired skills in acquiring and interpreting scien-
tific evidence.

CONCLUSIONS

Chiropractic faculty members have lower income,
higher work loads, and less scholarly productivity
when compared to other nonchiropractic institutions.
Analysis of the salaries of the institution studied
here show that faculty members make less per hour
than many other occupations in the local economy,
including some not requiring college training, and
including all types of educators.
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