
MCQI Statement at July 12, 2012 CCE Stakeholder Meeting

It has been said that “the world will never be as bad as reformers think it is, nor as good 
as they think it ought to be.”

MCQI fully acknowledges the necessity of the CCE for chiropractic and we desire for it 
to continue in existence. We also acknowledge that from the exterior, motives, policies, 
and actions are not always properly interpreted or understood. While we seek reform, 
we do so with an offer to assist in the process if engaged sincerely. 

It has also been said that “the two enemies of reform are the knaves who oppose it and 
the fools who favor it.” 

Perhaps the field is foolish for seeking an end to these bitter power struggles.

Perhaps the field is foolish for expecting leadership within the CCE to understand its 
unique history, the results of the actions of their predecessors, and the effects of their 
current actions on the profession as a whole.

Perhaps the field is foolish for believing they have a stake or say in chiropractic 
education and the profession’s future.

Perhaps the field is foolish to expect the leadership of this profession to put an end to 
the deliberate and conniving at worst and at best the unrecognized consequences of 
policies that marginalizes a significant portion of the profession.

The foolish thing, in our opinion, would be the continued disregard of the seriousness of 
the level of dissatisfaction for the policies and actions of the CCE from a growing 
section of the field and students. 

Houston there is a problem, and it must be met with sincere attempts to solve them and 
not the cursory attempts we’ve seen to appease those at the US Dept of Education to 
give the appearance of true dialogue.

That sort of action will be met with growing, consistent and persistent criticism and 
action aimed at correcting the issues surrounding today’s meeting.

Chiropractic’s many issues cannot be nor should they be expected to be solved by our 
accrediting body. However, they should not contribute to them and can potentially be a 
catalyst for unification as noted in the CCE mission statement.

That unification, if possible, can come through the recognition of our unique differences 
and value within our basic core paradigm. It is not unreasonable for a profession to 
expect its accrediting body to give some sort of definition, some sort of expectations and 
boundaries for the profession it oversees the education of. We are asking for that 



recognition and for equal rights within the system. If not able to be granted, then a final 
split should be sought and supported by both sides. This should be a last resort.

MCQI appreciated the opportunity to respond to the recent CCE survey. As indicated on 
our response we have created a survey for CCE to better understand your positions and 
policies.  That survey has been mailed out to each councilor and we have printed copies 
here today.

We will not go into each question but desire to know two things today:

Why is the CCE appear unwilling and unsympathetic to the needs of both schools of 
thought within the profession? 

While the argument has been made that the revised Standards are in fact less 
prescriptive and give greater freedom to the member institutions, this is in theory only. 
Several issues within the Standards continue to force schools to adopt a paradigm, 
mission and curricular content that was and is inconsistent with the delivery of their 
mission driven program and objective.

Why does the CCE allow for a stark conflict of interest to exist at the core of its 
leadership?

I ask you all to reflect on the following quote from a recently publish paper in our 
profession.

“One of the problems that we encounter frequently in our interaction with chiropractic educational 
institutions is the perpetuation of dogma and unfounded claims. Examples include the concept of spinal 
subluxation as the cause of a variety of internal  diseases and the metaphysical, pseudo-religious idea of 
"innate intelligence" flowing through spinal nerves, with spinal subluxations impeding this flow. These 
concepts are lacking in a scientific  foundation [27-29] and should not be permitted to be taught at our 
chiropractic institutions as part of the standard curriculum. Much of what is passed off as "chiropractic 
philosophy" is simply dogma [30], ... which has no place in an institution of higher learning, except 
perhaps in an historical context. Faculty members who hold to and teach these belief systems should be 
replaced by instructors who are knowledgeable in the evidence-based approach to spine care...”

The inaccurate philosophical interpretations aside, what makes this statement so 
troubling is  not that academics disagree with other scholars in their field, but that the 
chairman of the CCE, Dr. Little, is a member of the West Hartford Group that proudly 
promotes this paper and its content.

If that were not bad enough the paper continues,

“There can be no unity between the majority of non-surgical spine specialist chiropractic physicians and 
the minority of chiropractors who espouse metaphysical, pseudoreligious views of spinal subluxations as 
"silent killers" [47]. The latter minority group needs to be marginalized from the mainstream majority 
group, and no longer should unrealistic  efforts be made toward unification of these disparate factions 
within the profession.” 5



It is unbelievable that the chairman and long time councilor of the chiropractic’s 
sole accrediting body as well as three of it’s site team members are members of a 
group that has clearly made its case for radical reform in chiropractic educational 
standards, that calls for the removal of a segment of the profession, and yet the 
chairman maintains that he and the CCE do not favor a particular philosophy or 
directing the profession towards a particular model.

The West Hartford Group clearly states that it is their objective to, “foster inclusion 
of WHG members in the fabric of the profession to promote WHG’s mission.” 1

Considering that another objective of WHG is “to advance chiropractic education 
(undergraduate & graduate) and scholarship consistent with WHG’s mission,” some of 
which we witnessed above, it seems that a CCE chairman, or any councilor or site 
team member for that matter, has no business being involved with an 
organization that has strictly defined and biased ideas of the direction 
chiropractic education should be headed.

MCQI would like an answer to understand how this is not a blatant and most serious 
conflict of interest within the CCE.

As stated, MCQI is  ready to assist the CCE in satisfying its requirements as 
chiropractic’s sole accrediting body, however, that support will only come with sincere 
efforts to solve our problems in an open, transparent format and free of such 
inappropriate conflicts of interest.


