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The Council’s mission is to advance the cause afs€hentered higher
education and to help its institutions transformed by faithfully relating
scholarship and service to biblical truth. Visitvw.cccu.org
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T his is the thirtieth in an annual series
of reports on tuition and fees at
member institutions of the Council for
Christian Colleges & Universities
(CCCU). The purpose of this study is to
provide the CCCU membership with
comparative, longitudinal data to assist

institutions in their external

benchmarking. From its inception, Dr.
Stanley A. Clark, has conducted this
annual report on tuition and fees.

On the occasion of Dr. Clark's
retirement, the Council expresses its
sincere gratitude for the significant
contribution he has made to the CCCU
membership, and endeavors to carry on
his legacy of faithful service.

This year's report has been
compiled by Nita Stemmler using the
methodology established by Dr. Clark.



ETHODOLOGY

ADOTOAOHLIN

This report is based on data collected by the tuition” (Table I, page 7) expresses the

College Board (“Trends in College Pricing
2014”); their findings appeared in the
November 2014 edition of The Chronicle of
Higher Education Of the 117 US
institutions listed on the CCCU website as
“members” as of November 2014, 117 have
been included in this report. The College of
the Ozarks (MO) have been included for
the first time and Faulkner University is the
newest CCCU member appearing for the
first time.

This report presents the average
tuition increase by using two different
measures. The “mean percent change in

percentage by which, on average, each
CCCU school increased its tuition this year.
This figure is obtained by determining the
actual increase for each school, converting
it to a percentage, adding up across all
institutions, and then dividing by N. The

“percent increase in mean tuition” (Table
I, page 7) represents how much the
average cost to attend a CCCU institution
increased from the previous year. This
figure is calculated by subtracting the 2013-
14 CCCU mean tuition from the mean

tuition for 2014-15, then dividing by the

mean for 2013-14.



RESULTS

Table | (next page) presents means,
medians, ranges and standard
deviations for the past four years. A
cursory review of Table | reveals that
annual increases in tuition means,
medians, and standard deviations
continue to increase each year.
Notably, much like 2013-14, tuition
and fees for 2014-15 have increased at
a lower rate than in any of the previous
four years. An inspection of tuition and
fee data in thousand-dollar intervals
reveals a modal interval for 2014-15 of

$24,000-24,999 (12 schools). The
tuition and fees for half of the CCCU
member institutions (N=59) falls in the
range between $22,000-28,000, and
two-thirds of CCCU member
institutions (N=76) charge tuition and
fees in the $18,000-28,000 range.
Ninety-nine member institutions have
passed the $20,000 mark this year,
compared to 94 in 2013-14, 90 in 2012-
13, 75in 2011-12, and 72 in 2010-11.
Seventeen schools now charge tuition
in excess of $30,000, compared to 12 in
2013-14.
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TABLE |
Summary Statistics: CCCU Tuition/Fees (in dollars)
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2014-15  2013-14 2012-13 2011-12 2010-11 %
Mean 25,112 24,355 23,456 22,684 21,667
Median 24,990 24,168 23,627 23,040 21,995
Std Dev 5,051 4,865 4,686 4,385 4,220
Range” 25,710 24,760 23,870 23,030 22,440
Mean Change 3.6 3.9 4.2 51 51
N 117 115 114 109 107

*Range reflects the difference between the lowedtlaghest values.

TABLE I
2014-15 Mean Tuition, and Mean Percent Changes from  2013-14*

Type of Institution Mean Percent Change
Private 4-year $ 31,231 3.7
CCcCuU $ 25,112 3.0
Public 4-year $ 9,139 2.9

* source: _Trends in College Pricing 200@ollege Board)

National Comparisons.How do the member institutions of the CCCU compare
national averages for tuition/fees? Table Il présenmparative data for 2014-15. The
rate of increase for CCCU institutions (3 percevd} lower than all other 4-year private
institutions (3.7 percent) and minimally higherntiyear public institutions (2.9
percent). The average tuition of CCCU instituties$6,119 below the national average
for all private four-year institutions. Thirteen afir member institutions (11 percent) are
either at or above the four-year private colleggonal mean, with 89 percent below the
mean, unchanged from 2013-14. CCCU institutiondicoa to offer an excellent value
in comparison to other private four-year U.S. aie.
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DISCUSSION

There continues to be consistency in rankings atetktremes of the distribution, and general
stability in rankings throughout the CCCU. For mxde, the top 10 schools are unchanged for
2014-15, although the order is somewhat differesrnfa year ago.

There was one double-digit tuition increase comgphavéh no campuses in 2013-14 and 2 in

2012-13. At the other end of the spectrum, 27tutgins had tuition increases of less than three
percent, compared to 27 last year and 17 the yefards Five institutions did not increase its

tuition at all, and one actually decreased tuibgrt.7 percent for 2014-15.

The average dollar increase for 2014-15 was $9h®aoed to $905 in 2013-14, $943 in 2012-
13, $1,083 in 2011-10, and $1,072 in 2010-11. ¥Hirhe institutions increased tuition by more
than $1,000, compared to 48 in 2013-14, 57 in 203,263 in 2011-12, and 55 in 2010-11. One
institution increased their tuition by $2000.

The percent changes for CCCU tuition that appedrainles 1 and 2 are calculated differently.
Table 1 describes the “mean percent change ititiThat figure was obtained by determining
the actual increase for each school, converting percentage, adding up across all institutions,
and dividing by N. It tells us by what percentage,average, each CCCU school increased its
tuition this year. Table 2, on the other handuf®s on the “percent increase in mean tuition”.
It was calculated by subtracting the 2013-14 CCGiamtuition from the mean tuition for 2014-
15, and dividing by the mean for 2013-14. It tells by what percentage the CCCU average
increased this year.

The tuition figures reported in this study do N@Ke institutional discounts into consideration.*
The net price is, of course, a much more significamparison point than the sticker price.
According to_The Chroniclsource, the out-of-pocket (net) tuition paid bydsnts at all private
4-year institutions was $11,860, which is lowemtlize net for 2013-14 ($12,460).

The data for this report were collected by anotbmurce (The College Board). The author
accepts responsibility only for recording and/dcakation errors.

*This includes College of the Ozarks which doesciwrge students tuition after the discount is
considered.

Washington, D.C. (November 30, 2014)



2014-2015 TUITION DATA
Mean Tuition by Rank (in 000's)
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