Table B

Percentage Change in Selected Expense Categories, by Type of Institution, 2000–2010
		

Public Research Universities
Public Master’s Universities
Public Baccalaureate Colleges
Public Community Colleges
Private Research Universities
Private Master’s Universities
Private Baccalaureate Colleges

Instruction

Research

8.4
4.7
8.4
-10.7
19.9
9.8
10.8

20.4
9.7
35.9
9.7
26.7
-21.1
9.8

Student Services
16.9
14.3
5.1
-4.9
34.1
24.5
27.1

Institutional Support
12.1
2.2
4.3
-8.2
21.5
12.1
4.1

Note: Change in spending per FTE student for fiscal years in constant dollars.			
		

Source: Donna M. Desrochers and Rita J. Kirshstein, College Spending in a Turbulent Decade: Findings from the Delta Cost Project (Washington, DC: American
Institutes for Research, 2012), 6. Adapted from figure 2.					

expenditures on instruction with those on research, student
services, and “institutional support” (which includes overhead
costs such as general administrative services, executive management, and legal and fiscal operations). The authors of the report
from which this table is drawn summarize the trends in spending
as follows: “Even though public and private four-year institutions
have, on average, made new investments in instruction, student
services, and overhead since the beginning of the decade, the relative weight of these investments has gradually shifted. Over most
of the decade, the instruction share of [education and related]
spending declined, on average, across institutions.”4
As the authors note, some institutions shifted spending
more to student services, and some more to overhead—
although the table makes it evident that public community
colleges actually reduced spending on instruction, student
services, and overhead, with the reduction in spending on
instruction the largest of the three.
Although this analysis substantiates the perception of
many faculty members that institutional spending continues
to be shifted away from the core academic mission, the broad
categories used in federal data collection and analyzed by the
Delta Cost Project are somewhat difficult to relate to what
is actually happening on campuses across the country. More
useful for this purpose are comparisons of salaries of administrators holding various titles with those of full-time faculty
members, as depicted in figure 2.
Figure 2 compares thirty-five years of data on administrative
salaries from the CUPA-HR Administrators in Higher Education
Salary Survey cited above with faculty salary data collected by the
AAUP. It would have been preferable to disaggregate the analysis
into more specific institutional categories, but that level of data on
administrative salaries was not available. In the data from public
institutions, the increases in median salary paid to four senior
administrative positions were at least 39 percent after controlling
for inflation, with the increase in presidential (“chief executive
officer” in the parlance of the report) salary much greater at

75 percent. By contrast, and probably not surprising to regular
readers of this report, the cumulative increases in mean salary
for full-time faculty members were mostly less than half as great.
The same pattern held in the private-independent sector, although
the rates of increase for all positions there were larger. Median
presidential salary jumped 171 percent above the rate of inflation, and the other three administrative salaries increased at least
97 percent, while the uptick in mean salaries for full-time faculty
members reached only 50 percent or less.
But what of the more recent period, especially during the
painfully slow recovery from the Great Recession in the national
economy? Surely governing boards and senior administrators
will have recognized the incongruity of continuing to raise
administrative salaries for the very few during a period characterized by academic program closures and salary and hiring
freezes or even layoffs for many campus employees? As the data
in table C tell us, that unfortunately is not the case.
Table C presents the average change in salary from 2007–08
to 2013–14, the period of the recession and its aftermath, for
three senior administrative positions and three full-time faculty
ranks. The table is drawn from data collected as part of the
AAUP Faculty Compensation Survey, which allows us to make a
more direct comparison of changes in compensation for different positions on individual campuses. It includes only institutions
that supplied data for at least one administrative position and
one faculty rank in both years, and calculates the change in salary (accounting for inflation) for each institution and position
individually before combining them to produce the averages by
category shown in the table. This is different from the approach
used to produce figure 2, which compares the average salary for a
particular job title at two different points in time.
This more specific analysis also documents the growing
gap between salaries paid to senior administrators and those
paid to full-time faculty members. As we’ve already observed,
faculty salaries have been generally stagnant during the last
six years, and the table indicates that faculty salaries in several
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