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This report is the first of a set being prepared
by the Africa Region of the World Bank and
its Human Development Department to gen-

erate and provide basic information on some key
aspects of the educational system in Nigeria. Each
of the reports is based on considerable work under-
taken by Nigerian consultants, both individuals
and institutions. The initial purpose of the work
was to increase understanding of some of the con-
straints to the Federal Government’s policy of
encouraging the universalization of basic education
throughout the country, and to initiate debate. Over
time, this focus has widened to encompass aspects
of the whole education system.

This first report focuses on educational expen-
d i t u res. These are made by local and state govern-
ments, and by the Federal Government. Ta k i n g
place within the context of the country’s unique
and constantly evolving framework of fiscal fed-
eralism, both the modalities and the outcomes are
complex. In addition, due to a number of re a s o n s ,
knowledge of the levels, sources and distributions
of these expenditures has decreased over the past
forty years. As a result, it has become incre a s i n g l y
d i fficult to understand the expenditure tre n d s
over time or to make comparisons with other
countries. Even more important, the information
base is not available for debating fundamental
issues such as the adequacy of education funding
in general and at each level, the efficiency and
equity of the use of public funds, costs of system

expansion, and the appropriate mix of public and
private expenditure s .

This report cannot be said to have solved the
problem of information. The consultants’ case stud-
ies of nine states, which are used to underpin esti-
mates of state government expenditures, provide
partial and at times approximate information and
should be regarded as only the first stage in accu-
mulating data on education expenditures in Nige-
ria. For the future, there is a need to put in place a
mechanism to regularize the comprehensive collec-
tion, aggregation and analysis of these expendi-
tures. In addition, the hope is that the disturbing,
though tentative, conclusions of the report regard-
ing the sources, levels and distributions of educa-
tional expenditure will be sufficient to power a
wider debate on how funds are provided for the
educational system in general, and for basic educa-
tion in particular.

The Norwegian Education Trust Fund for A f r i c a
has generously financed the present study and is,
along with the Bank itself, financing the ongoing
studies of the educational system in Nigeria. Finally,
the study would not have been possible without the
cooperation and assistance from local, state and fed-
eral authorities in Nigeria. Their cooperation and
assistance is very gratefully acknowledged.

Birger J. Fredriksen
Senior Education Advisor
Africa Region, The World Bank

F o r e w o r d
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The paper has been written by Keith Hinchliffe, based on a set of reports by nine Nigerian consult-
ants: A. Akpa, D.H. Balami, A.O. Ajayi, J. Udeh, A.U. Adamu, A. Gimba, B. Oni, T.J. Agiobenebo and
W.E. Herbert. Each consultant report documented expenditures on education undertaken in a spe-
cific state by the local, state and federal governments and, in some cases, by households. In a context
where such information is not readily consolidated and often is not freely provided, the work of the
consultants was onerous. While some problems remain, overall their achievements need to be
applauded.

The work was initiated by Brigitte Duces, Team Leader for Nigeria–Education, and Birg e r
F redriksen, Senior Education A d v i s o r, Africa Region, as part of the wider exercise to deepen the
understanding of the Nigerian education system, particularly of basic education. A central purpose
of the work is to provide information to help pre p a re a program for the implementation of the goals
of Education for All, particularly in achieving Universal Basic Education. Useful suggestions on ear-
lier drafts were made by Olatunde Adekola, A u d rey A a rons, Rosemary Bellew, Eliezer Orbach,
Donald Taylor and Adriaan Ve r s p o o r. The paper was also discussed during a workshop with sev-
eral of the consultants in Abuja. Thanks are also due to Don Rau of Wo rd Design, Inc., who typeset
the final draft.



For a variety of reasons, detailed knowledge
of expenditures on education across all tiers
of government and all levels of education in

Nigeria has decreased over the past four decades.
As a result, the information base is very weak for
debates on fundamental issues such as the ade-
quacy of funding for education in general and at
each level, the sources of funding, the eff i c i e n c y
and equity of the use of public funds, costs of
system expansion and the appropriate mix of
public and private (household) expenditures. The
main problem lies in gathering and aggre g a t i n g
information on state government expenditures. For
this report, case studies of the sources and distri-
butions of educational expenditure were carried
out by national consultants in nine states. Informa-
tion was also collected on expenditures made by
households. The case studies provide a picture of
overall education expenditure within each of the
sampled states. Utilizing the findings plus other
data for an additional four states, and information
on Federal and local government spending, some
estimates of total government (local, state and Fed-
eral) education expenditures and their distribution
a c ross levels are presented for 1998. The results are
c o m p a red to the situation existing 40 years ago in
Nigeria and to similar estimates recently made for
other African countries.

The estimates of public expenditures on educa-
tion are made on partial and often inadequate data
but the results are disturbing. Overall, in 1998,

expenditures were equivalent to 2.3 percent of GDP
and to 14.2 percent of the total expenditures of the
three tiers of government. A similar but more com-
prehensive exercise undertaken for 1962 indicated a
share of GDPof 3.6 percent and of total government
expenditure of 18.2 percent. Further, on average for
19 sub-Saharan African countries in the mid 1990s,
education expenditures were equal to 4.7 percent of
GDP and 19.6 percent of government expenditure.
In addition to the relatively low levels of total edu-
cation expenditure in Nigeria, the estimated distri-
bution across the levels of education varied
significantly from that in the past and from that in
other African countries. The share for primary edu-
cation (36 percent) was much lower than that across
the continent (48 percent) while the share for terti-
ary education was much higher (35 percent com-
pared to 21 percent). Since 1998, teachers salaries
(and government expenditures overall) have
increased substantially. This will have increased the
share of education in GDP, but it is not yet clear how
the share of government expenditure has changed,
or the distribution.   

The expenditure estimates are made on partial
and often inadequate data. However, if they truly
reflect the sources, levels and distributions of edu-
cation financing in Nigeria, the issues they give rise
to justify serious consideration beyond the educa-
tional sector. The question is posed of whether the
decreases in the measures of educational expendi-
ture are a result of too small a share of total public

A b s t r a c t
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resources being allocated to those levels of govern-
ment which have most responsibility for the sector;
and whether the shift in expenditure shares from
primary to tertiary is connected to the situation in
which the finances of that tier of government most
responsible for primary education (local) have been
the most constrained while the finances of that level
of government with most responsibility for tertiary
education (Federal), have been the least con-
strained. The analysis in this report cannot answer
this important question, but it is sufficient to raise it.

Finally, a brief discussion of possible new proce-
dures for funding basic education in the context of
universalization is presented in Annex 1. 

The report, and the case studies which underpin
it, provides only partial and, at times, approximate
information and should be regarded as only the first
stage in accumulating data on educational expendi-
tures in Nigeria. For the future, there is a need to
design a process to regularize its collection, aggre-
gation and analysis.
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1
What are the issues?

Several of the issues in the financing of edu-
cation in Nigeria are embedded in the virtu-
ally endemic problems of fiscal federalism

— in particular, the so-called vertical and horizon-
tal fiscal imbalances. The first of these deals with
the balance between financial responsibilities and
financial re s o u rces at each level of government:
federal (or central), state and local. The second
deals with equity across the sub units of each spe-
cific level of government such as state or local gov-
ernments. In Nigeria since Independence, the
s e a rch for appropriate mechanisms and formulas
for minimizing each set of imbalances has been
particularly problematic. For instance, between
1960 and 1991, sixteen changes were made to the
Constitution in attempts to resolve these issues.
Education figures centrally in these debates for sev-
eral reasons. First, primary school enrolments are
part of the allocation formula for distributing cen-
trally collected revenues across states. Second, the
education sector typically consumes a significant
s h a re of state and local government re s o u rces. A n d
t h i rd, the financial responsibility for primary edu-
cation across levels of government has never been
fully resolved. Over the past fourteen years in par-
t i c u l a r, the sources and modalities for funding this
level of education have undergone significant
changes. Following a recent Supreme Court ru l i n g ,
yet another set of arrangements is re q u i red (see
Annex 1).

While much attention in the past forty years in
Nigeria has been given to the issues of horizontal

imbalances (particularly between states), less has
focused on whether the revenue allocation arrange-
ments are sufficient to minimize vertical imbal-
ances and to allow each level of government to
perform the responsibilities allocated to it. In the
education sector where, in spite of some overlaps,
the major financial responsibility for each separate
level lies with a diff e rent tier of government, it is
relevant to ask whether the vertical allocation crite-
ria allow for the provision of ‘appropriate’ funding
for the education system as a whole and for each
individual level of the system. The current debate
on this issue, such as it is, is based on very little
information. There is, for instance, no credible esti-
mate of the total amount of public expenditure
which is spent by the Federal, state and local gov-
ernments on education and hence of the sourc e s ,
levels, trends and distributions across the various
educational levels. 

This lack of information on education expendi-
ture nationally and for individual states has several
other implications. For instance, there is little basis
on which to assess issues such as:

(a) whether the financial effort in this sector has
been increasing or decreasing in terms of real
expenditures or as a share of public expendi-
tures or of national income;

(b) the distribution of expenditures across the vari-
ous educational levels either nationwide or in
individual states;
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(c) the relative importance of each level of govern-
ment in funding education;

(d) the nature, level and importance of vertical and
horizontal imbalances as they affect the educa-
tion sector, and the levels of efficiency and
equity of public expenditures in the sector
which would provide a quantitative basis for
arguments in favor of expanding or re-allocat-
ing expenditures;

(e) the future public expenditure re q u i re m e n t s ,
nationally or by state, as the existing enrolment
pressures in the system evolve naturally or are
encouraged;

(f) unit costs of each level across states or of differ-
ent levels within states; 

(g) the expenditures which households make in
both government and private educational insti-
tutions, and the reliance on these at different
levels and in different states. 

Finally, it is not possible to compare the levels
and patterns of education expenditures in Nigeria
with those in other countries. In UNESCO and
World Bank publications, for example, educational
expenditure data for Nigeria are either totally omit-
ted or are recorded for the Federal Government
alone (UNESCO, 2000; World Bank, 2001).
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2
Arrangements 
for managing and
financing education

The 36 state governments and 774 local gov-
ernments re q u i re substantial revenues to
carry out their constitutional responsibilities

for education and other services. Compared to the
older political federations such as the United States,
Australia and Canada, as well as younger ones such
as Brazil and India, in Nigeria the lower tiers of
government are funded more through re v e n u e
sharing arrangements than through locally col-
lected taxes (Hinchliffe, 1995). The statutory alloca-
tions have typically averaged over 80 percent of
total state revenues since 1975 and only Lagos,
Delta and Rivers States raise above 30 percent of
their income from alternative sources (Central Bank
of Nigeria, 2001).

Distributions of centrally acquired revenues are
of two types: (a) between the Federal government,
all state governments and all local governments,
and (b) across state governments and across local
governments. Not surprisingly, the criteria on
which distributions are made have been center-
stage politically throughout the four decades since
Independence. A radical change was made in 1978
away from dividing the revenues from specific
taxes towards a division of total revenues. Since
then, allocations have been made from the Federa-
tion Account, and from centrally collected value
added tax receipts. The sources of the Account are
the receipts from all the major taxes and duties on
petroleum, profits, imports and exports. Initially, 55
percent of the total revenues were retained by the
Federal Government, 32.5 percent allocated to the

state governments and 10 percent to the local gov-
ernments, with the remaining 2.5 percent allocated
on separate criteria. These shares have changed
over time (see below). The states’ overall allocation
is then divided between them mainly on the basis of
equal shares and population, and the remainder
according to indicators such as primary school
enrolments and fiscal effort. Allocations between
local governments are made on a broadly similar
basis. Since independent sources of revenue to the
state and local governments are few, variations in
the aggregate revenues of the Federation Account
resulting from fluctuations in world oil prices pro-
duce large annual variations in incomes.

Over time, the powers and responsibilities of the
various levels of government in Nigeria have
changed as a result of both changes to the Constitu-
tion and the perceived abilities of each government
to undertake the financial and managerial responsi-
bilities which they have been assigned. In the public
education sector, no single tier of government has
absolute re s p o n s i b i l i t y, and for each sub-sector
there are varying degrees of overlap. Since 1979,
university education has been assigned to both Fed-
eral and state governments, but Federal institutions
provide places for a large majority of students.
Other areas of tertiary education such as polytech-
nics and teacher training colleges are also managed
and financed by both of these tiers of government.
All of secondary education is managed and
financed by the state governments apart from the 96
Federal Government Colleges (unity schools and
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federal technical colleges) which are spread across
the country. In general, the financing and manage-
ment processes for secondary and tertiary educa-
tion have been stable. This has not been the case for
primary schooling. Over the past two decades,
many changes have occurred.  

The guidelines for local government reform in
1976 included primary education among those
activities “which should be re g a rded as local gov-
ernment responsibilities although state govern-
ments may also perform part or whole of these
functions if local governments are not equipped to
perform them initially.” In the new Constitution of
1979, the role of local governments in the pro v i s i o n
and maintenance of primary education was fur-
ther emphasized. This coincided with a new re v-
enue allocation formula which increased the
s h a res of the centrally collected revenues which
a re allocated to the state and local governments.
The quid pro quo was the ending of Federal gov-
ernment grants for primary schooling. Unfortu-
n a t e l y, for several years total revenues coming into
the Federation Account then fell and did not
recover even their nominal levels until 1986. As a
result, the financing of primary education, and in
particular of teacher salaries, increasingly faced a
crisis through the 1980s.

The response of the Federal Government in 1988
was to establish the National Primary Education
Commission (NPEC) to coordinate and supervise

the development of primary education across the
country, and to contribute 65 percent of the esti-
mated total cost of primary teachers’ salaries. The
intention was that the local governments would
contribute a further 20 percent with the state gov-
ernments providing the rest. At the same time, the
Federal Government’s share of the Federation
Account was reduced from 55 to 50 percent and that
of local governments raised from 10 to 15 percent.
While overall the states were appreciative in princi-
ple of the increased funding, resentment developed
over the powers of NPEC and, in southern states,
the manner in which the Federal funds were dis-
tributed across states was regarded as discrimina-
tory against those with large educational systems.
The reaction of the Federal government took the
states by surprise. In 1991, full responsibility for pri-
mary schooling was transferred to the local govern-
ments and their share of the Federation Account
was increased to 20 percent and that of the states
reduced to 25 percent, NPEC was abolished and
Federal financial support withdrawn. This led to
even greater uncertainty and the situation deterio-
rated further. In 1993, another system was estab-
lished (Francis, 1998). NPEC was re-established and
the actual cost of teacher salaries began to be
deducted at source from the Federation Account
allocation to each local government. This arrange-
ment remains in place but changes are again being
debated (see Annex 1).
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3
Assessing educational
e x p e n d i t u r e s

The previous chapter outlined some of the
changes which have occurred in Nigeria
over the past quarter century in the way that

the public educational system is managed and
financed. The focus of this chapter is to review the
results of previous attempts which have been made
to document levels, trends, patterns and sources of
government expenditure on education, to describe
the obstacles to providing an up to date compre-
hensive account and to explain the approach which
has been followed in this study.

Previous attempts

The lack of knowledge of educational expenditures
in Nigeria is not a recent phenomena. The last
detailed and comprehensive effort to describe the
situation was made in 1965, utilizing data up to
1962 (Callaway and Musone, 1965). Among the cen-
tral findings were that in 1962:

(a) total expenditures on education by all govern-
ments combined were equal to 3.5 percent of
G D P and 15.2 percent of total government
expenditure.

(b) education expenditures were equal to 15 per-
cent of total Federal expenditures and 21 per-
cent, 27 percent and 29 percent of the total
e x p e n d i t u res of the Northern, Eastern and
Western Regional Governments respectively.

(c) 50 percent of total public expenditures on edu-
cation were allocated to primary education, 31
percent to secondary and 19 percent to tertiary,
including for overseas study.

This set of information was updated for 1966 but
since then very few, and only very partial, estimates
have been made. An attempt to calculate the cost of
primary schooling was made in 1982 but using
enrolment data and only a single estimate of unit
costs (Federal Republic of Nigeria, 1982). For 1985,
education expenditures were surveyed across 15
state governments (Hinchliffe 1989). The results
demonstrated large regional variations. While the
share of education expenditure in total state gov-
ernment expenditure averaged 40 percent, ranging
between 23 and 57 percent, for seven northern
states the share averaged 32 percent and for eight
southern states, 47 percent. In 1987, evidence was
collected from 11 states on the financing arrange-
ments for primary schooling (Federal Republic of
Nigeria, 1987). The results showed enormous differ-
ences between states in the way in which local gov-
ernments, state governments and parents were
involved. In 1992, case studies of expenditure in just
three states were undertaken by the World Bank. In
Kano, the share of education in total state govern-
ment expenditure had fallen from 32 percent in 1987
to 21 percent in 1991, partly though not only, as a
result of virtually all of the cost of primary educa-
tion being moved to local authorities in the latter



year. In Plateau state, in 1991, educational expendi-
ture was around 16-17 percent of total government
expenditures and falling. In Imo state, the share for
education in that year was 31.5 percent, and rising.
Overall, the case studies again demonstrated signif-
icant divergences across states in expenditure levels
and distributions. 

The examples described above demonstrate that,
over time, the attempts which have been made to
understand the characteristics of education expen-
diture in Nigeria, have become increasingly partial.

Problems in measuring expenditures

Each of the three tiers of government provides funds
for education and the problems of estimation vary
a c ross these. As described above, the main focus of
the Federal government is on tertiary education, in par-
ticular on its 24 universities, 20 teacher training col-
leges and 16 polytechnics. In addition, the Federal
government has continued to fund three secondary
schools in each state and to establish new ones as the
number of states has expanded. Finally, some sup-
port has been provided for primary schooling. Since
1993, an allocation of N50 per pupil is meant to be
p rovided for materials and since 2000 budgetary pro-
vision for new classrooms in each state has been
made. Estimates of absolute levels of education
e x p e n d i t u res by the Federal Government are not dif-
ficult to derive since almost all are described in the
annual Federal budget appro p r i a t i o n s .

Since 1991, revenues of the local governments
have been the main source of funding for primary
education. Almost all of the income of these gov-
ernments is derived from their statutory share of
the Federation Account. For an individual local
government the income is based first on the overall
(vertical) share for local governments (currently 20
p e rcent) and then on the (horizontal) principles of
allocation between local governments. For each
local government, sufficient funds to pay all of the
primary school teachers within their boundaries
a re first subtracted from their allocation before the
remainder is distributed to them. These subtracted
funds have then been placed with each State Pri-
mary Education Board (SPEB) through the re c e n t l y
re-named Universal Basic Education Commission

(UBEC). Very few local governments allocate addi-
tional re c u r rent funds to education, though some
make capital expenditures. Essentially, access to
the data on the education expenditures of local
governments at both the national level and the
state level is relatively straightforward thro u g h
UBEC, and/or the individual SPEBs. Data pro b-
lems have arisen mainly when the Federal Govern-
ment has announced increases in salaries which the
local governments have argued they cannot aff o rd
leading to the distribution of unbudgeted Federal
grants, as in 1999.

The major problems in collecting data on educa-
tional expenditures occur at the level of the state gov-
e r n m e n t s . T h e re are six main obstacles. First, as
mentioned above, whereas there were three re g i o n a l
governments in 1962, there are now 36 state govern-
ments. Second, there is no constitutional re q u i re-
ment for states to report budgetary information to
the Federal government, and consequently there is
no such reporting. At the same time, the level of
monitoring of state government expenditure has
diminished and there is no single location at a Fed-
eral institution, or elsewhere, at which the necessary
information (annual budget books or audits) is held,
let alone collated and analyzed. The institution clos-
est to undertaking these tasks is the Central Bank
whose staff visit states to collect budgetary data.
H o w e v e r, the coverage of sectoral expenditures is
far from complete and there are large inconsistencies
between states. Third, within states, since depart-
ments of education do not control the budgets of ter-
tiary level institutions, any detailed expenditure
data (beyond a single budget line) by state govern-
ments on tertiary institutions re q u i res visits to each
institution, further increasing the problems of data
collection. Fourth, several education expenditure s
a re not included in the budgets of Education Depart-
ments at all. For example, in some states the funding
for scholarships can be found in the allocations to
the Governor’s Office. Fifth, sources of public
e x p e n d i t u re outside of departmental budgets exist.
The most important is the Education Tax Fund.
F i n a l l y, the overall quality of re c o rd keeping and
t r a n s p a rency of accounting practices was eroded in
the final years of military rule and a fear of re l e a s i n g
information to the public remains. 
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The current approach

As described above, aggregate Federal and local
government expenditures on education are rela-
tively simple to determine. Expenditures by state
governments are not. Since this level of government
funds most of the secondary schooling plus some
amount of both primary and tertiary education, and
is often regarded as the largest single source of
funding, this study focuses on the state govern-
ments. However, comprehensive coverage of each
of the 36 states was not feasible. The approach has
been to appoint a consultant in a sample of states to
make a detailed assessment of the sources, levels
and patterns of education finance in each of these
states. These assessments cover all local, state and
Federal government expenditures to provide a com-
prehensive picture of education finance in the state.
The states chosen were: Kano, Jigawa, Borno,
Benue, Niger, Oyo, Ekiti, Enugu and Rivers (assess-
ments were commissioned in some other states but
the resulting reports were not usable). In addition,
some data were collected for Bayelsa, Anambra,
Lagos and Plateau. State government expenditures
were collected for the period 1995 to 1999, but the
comprehensive picture of all sources and patterns of
expenditures was compiled for 1998. This year was
chosen for several reasons. First, it was the final
year of military rule and therefore the results set a
base for future comparisons. Second, it was the
most recent year for which actual expenditures
were likely to be available during 2001 when the
studies were being conducted. And third, since 1998
several very large salary increases have been made,
part of which have had to be financed through ad
hoc measures which may temporarily have dis-
torted the patterns. Part of the impact of these large
increases on levels and patterns of expenditures
since 1998 are discussed in Chapter 4. 

The work proved to be much more laborious and
time consuming than anticipated, as the prefaces to
the state reports often make colorfully clear: “Every
figure cost blood and every table a limb.” In gen-
eral, publicly available data is fragmentary and
often inconsistent. Records are in a poor state and
access to them is confined to very few people. There

appears to be a strong reluctance by officials to pro-
vide any data beyond the little that is already in the
public domain. In all cases, the consultants had to
use personal contacts in the government depart-
ments and tertiary institutions, often to get access to
the most straightforward pieces of information.
Several rounds of data verification and collection
were undertaken but several obvious inconsisten-
cies and omissions remain. 

In each of the state studies, various types of data
were sought but the central effort was focused on
obtaining a standard set of information showing the
distribution of educational expenditures by level
and by source of funds. The resulting matrices pro-
vide information on: 

• Total expenditures on education in the state by
federal, state and local governments;

• Allocations/distributions across educational
levels by each level of government;

• Composition of revenues of each educational
level by level of government, and unit costs;

• Distribution of total government educational
expenditures by level of education; 

• Composition by source of total government
expenditure on education.

In addition, each consultant attempted to acquire
some information on household expenditures on
education in both government and private schools.
The approaches and coverage of this part of the
study, in particular, varied significantly.

The matrices for each state are presented in the
Annex tables and the major results of the nine stud-
ies, plus the other pieces of information for a further
four states, are presented in comparative tables in
Chapter 4 along with descriptions of Federal and
local government expenditures and a discussion of
the estimates of aggregate educational expendi-
tures. Some implications as they relate to financing
the universalization of basic education are dis-
cussed in Annex 1. 
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4
Estimates of educational
e x p e n d i t u r e s

Sources of expenditure and their distribution

Federal government expenditures

Federal Government expenditures on education are
below 10 percent of its overall expenditures. Table 1
presents these shares, and separately for recurrent
and capital expenditures, based on actual expendi-
tures between 1997 and 2000 and on estimates for
2001 and 2002. Overall, the shares have varied
between 9.9 and 7.6 percent and the trend has been
largely downward. Typically, between 70 and 80
percent of expenditures are for recurrent activities.
However, in 2000, the capital allocation increased to
45 percent of the total, in line with the overall large
increase in capital expenditure in the Federal Gov-
ernment’s budget.

As described above, while each tier of education
has at various times been the concurrent (joint)

responsibility of both Federal and state govern-
ments, the former has historically been much more
involved at the post secondary level. Table 2 pres-
ents the shares of Federal Government recurrent
and capital expenditures by level of education
between 1996 and 2002. Over the period, the share
for the (24) Federal universities has varied between
roughly 40 and 50 percent of total Federal expendi-
tures, while those for the (16) polytechnics and (20)
colleges of education have remained fairly constant
(apart from one year) at around 17 percent and 11
p e rcent re s p e c t i v e l y. Overall, during the whole
period, the tertiary education sub sector has
received between 68 percent and 80 percent of the
total Federal expenditures for education. In five out
of the seven years, the allocation to secondary edu-

Table 1
Federal Government Expenditures on
Education as Share of Total Federal
Expenditure, 1997–2001. (percent)

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Recurrent 12.3 12.0 11.7 9.4 9.5 9.1

Capital 6.1 7.5 5.0 8.5 6.0 6.0

Total 9.9 9.6 9.0 9.0 7.6 8.0

Source: Federal Government of Nigeria, Annual Budget (various years). Reported in
Herbert (2002).

Table 2
Federal Government Expenditure Shares 
by Level of Education, 1996–2000. (percent)

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Tertiary 79.9 78.9 68.4 69.0 75.8 68.1 76.9

Universities 52.5 44.6 39.4 39.9 49.2 39.6 51.2

Polytechnics 16.2 23.2 17.0 18.5 17.0 16.6 16.0

Colleges of
Education 11.2 11.1 12.0 10.6 9.6 11.9 9.7

Secondary 10.4 11.3 14.6 18.7 15.3 15.5 15.6

Primary 9.7 9.8 16.9 12.2 8.9 16.4 7.5

Source: As in Table 1



cation has been above that for primary. The average
shares have been 14.5 percent for secondary school-
ing and 11.5 percent for primary schooling. Federal
government expenditures on secondary schooling
are basically for the federal government colleges
(unity schools), usually three of which are estab-
lished in each state (80 in total so far) and the 16 fed-
eral secondary technical colleges. Allocations for
primary schooling have been more ad hoc resulting
from specific initiatives. In the past three years,
most have been for the construction of three class-
room blocks and classroom renovation in each local
government authority.

Allocations to the federal polytechnics and col-
leges of education have been much below those
requested by the respective Boards. The data are
only available to 1996 but in that year, the polytech-
nics received 47 percent of the requested recurrent
budget and 55 percent of the capital request (Udeh,
2000). For colleges of education the allocations were
45 percent and 22 percent of the requests respec-
tively. The extent to which this represents ‘under-
funding’ or bloated requests is not known but it
does indicate that the budgeting process lacks
incentives for rational allocations. 

While it is possible to say that the Federal Gov-
ernment allocates around 9 percent of its total
expenditures to education, it is not possible to be
precise regarding what share of total educational
expenditures by all three tiers of government com-
bined these resources constitute. Similarly, it is not
possible to determine the share of the total cost of
each level of education which is provided by the
Federal Government. In order to move forward on
these issues, and in the absence of aggregate data on
education expenditures across all states and local
governments, a set of case studies covering nine
states was undertaken during 2001, mainly cover-
ing the period 1995 to 1999. From these, it is possi-
ble within each state to form a picture of the
financing role of each tier of government, both in
general and by level of education.

State government expenditures

The combined recurrent and capital development
expenditures of all state governments total around

only one fifth of those made by the Federal govern-
ment. The revenues of state governments are domi-
nated by the allocations from the Federation
Account plus, more recently, receipts from the cen-
trally collected value added tax. Internally gener-
ated revenues were between 20 and 25 percent of
total state revenues between 1995 and 2000. Lagos
and Rivers States which raise around half of their
total revenues, and Delta State which raises around
one third, are the only exceptions. State govern-
ments are involved in the funding of each level of
education, though to different degrees. Primary
education is largely funded through local govern-
ment revenues (see below) while the Federal Gov-
ernment concentrates around three-quarters of its
expenditures in post secondary education. State
governments in practice fund most of secondary
education and often a significant part of post sec-
ondary education, in addition to relatively small
amounts for primary schooling. 

Education expenditure as a share of total state
government expenditure, and its distribution across
levels of education, is presented in tables 3 and 4
below based on the case studies of nine states plus
additional data for three states. Wherever possible,
the data cover the period 1995 to 1999 and mainly
reflect actual recurrent and capital expenditures.
Though varying considerably, the shares of total
state expenditure devoted to education display a
disturbing picture in a number of ways. First, the
median share in 1999 was only 18.0 percent which
appears to be low for this level of government (see
Chapter 4). Further, in every state for which there is
time series data for over two years, the share for
education has fallen, apart from in Niger where the
shares appear to have been very erratic, and in
Kano where the share is low.

An indication of the pattern of state government
funding across levels of education is provided in
table 4 for nine states. These summary data are for
1998. In the table, post secondary education is
divided between universities on the one hand and
polytechnics, colleges of education and state techni-
cal colleges (labeled tertiary) on the other. On aver-
age around two thirds of all state government
e x p e n d i t u res on education are for secondary
schooling, while the average for primary schooling
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is around 11 percent (though the range appears to
be very wide). The shares for tertiary and university
education combined vary substantially with a range
of between 13 percent and 40 percent. On average,
states spend around 19 percent of their total educa-
tional expenditures on tertiary education and those
which also have a state university spend on average
an additional 15 percent. 

Local government expenditures

The revenues of local governments are from thre e
s o u rces — statutory allocations from the Federa-
tion Account, proceeds of the centrally collected
value added tax and internally generated re v e n u e s .
A c c o rding to the revised estimates for 1999, acro s s
all local governments only 7.7 percent of the total
N60,800 million revenues were generated inter-
n a l l y, while 15.7 percent came from the value
added tax and 76.6 percent from statutory alloca-

tions (Central Bank of Nigeria, Survey of Local
Government Councils). Local governments essen-
tially fund the salaries of primary school teachers.
In 1999, the deductions at source made for primary
education from the local governments’ allocation of
the Federation Account and allocated to NPEC for
o n w a rd transmission to the SPEBs, totaled N 25,422
million or 42 percent of total local government re v-
enues (NPEC data sheets and Central Bank).
A g g regating all local governments within each
state, this share ranged from 20 percent to 95 per-
cent implying enormous diff e rences in the burd e n
between local governments and states re s u l t i n g
f rom this single re s p o n s i b i l i t y. Table 5 describes the
s h a res for local governments in eight states over
the period 1995 to 1999. Again the pattern is varied.
In Borno, for most of the period, the share of the
statutory allocations being deducted for salaries
was relatively low, as it was in Kano. In states such
as Oyo and Enugu, however, where education is
s p read widely, the burden has been much higher.
Rivers is a special case in that recent changes in the
derivation aspects of the Federation Account distri-
bution formula have been to its advantage and the
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Table 3
Education Expenditure as a Share of Total
Expenditure. Selected State Governments,
1995–1999. (percent)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

Enugu 20.1 15.6 20.2 14.8 17.0

Rivers 25.0 18.4 16.0 19.2 9.2 

Borno 13.3 16.6 9.9 21.2 12.6

Oyo 14.6 12.6 13.0 11.4 11.6

Benue 34.6 28.1 24.4 21.5 29.9

Anambra 28.0 28.9 33.5 16.0 27.4

Níger 15.3 17.3 32.4 16.4 27.5

Ekit 35.6 22.9 27.1

Jigawa 23.0 21.0 16.8 

Kano 11.0 13.8

Plateau 21.7 19.0

Lagos 24.8

Median 20.1 17.3 23.0 19.2 18.0

Source: For Enugu, Rivers, Borno, Oyo, Benue, Niger, Ekiti, Jigawa, and Kano from the
case studies. For Anambra, Plateau and Lagos from state budgets.

Table 4
Shares of State Government Education
Expenditure by Educational Level.
Selected States, 1998. (percent)

Primary Secondary Tertiary University

Enugu 17.0 52.7 30.3 0.0

Rivers 9.7 50.6 21.4 18.3

Borno 5.0 69.1 25.8 0.0

Kano 9.2 66.3 24.5 0.0

Plateau 3.3 83.9 12.8 0.0 

Benue 11.9 50.2 15.3 22.2

Ekiti 10.4 66.2 13.0 10.4 

Niger 13.8 65.8 16.6 3.8

Oyo 23.1 37.6 27.5 11.8

Average 11.4 60.3 20.8 7.4 

Source: As in Table 3.
Note: The low share for secondary education in Oyo is difficult to understand; 
but has been verified by the consultant.



s h a re of local government revenues re q u i red for
teachers’ salaries fell. In 1999, the shares being
deducted increased considerably in several states
following an increase in teacher salaries initiated
by the Federal government. Even then, consider-
able specific purpose grants and ‘loans’ (N 21 bil-
lion) had to be allocated to the SPEBs by the
Federal Government between January and Septem-
ber to compensate. Additional large increases in
salaries were awarded in 2000. By the end of 2001,
several local governments were receiving no pay-
ments from the Federation Account as the deduc-
tions for teachers’ salaries equaled or were gre a t e r
than their allocations. This issue is discussed fur-
ther in Annex 1. 

In addition to the funding of primary teachers’
salaries, some local governments have also been
funding capital expenditures. Table 6 describes
these expenditures as shares of their total capital
expenditures, their total expenditures on education
and their total overall expenditure between 1995
and 1999. Obviously, capital expenditures on pri-
mary education are not regarded as a priority by
local governments. As a share of overall capital
expenditure they ranged between 5.2 percent and
7.8 percent and as a share of all local government

expenditure the range was between 1.7 percent and
2.7 percent. Finally, as a share of total local govern-
ment spending on education, capital expenditures
were just 4.5 percent in 1999. 

Expenditures by level of education

The data and discussion in the previous section
on the overall financial allocations to education
p rovide an indication of the level of priority
given to the sector by Federal and state govern-
ments. The real priority given by local govern-
ments, however, cannot be gauged by the high
e x p e n d i t u re share since they have no say in deter-
mining the amount of the deductions from their
allocations from the Federation Account. The
data also indicate the distribution of education
e x p e n d i t u res across the diff e rent levels of educa-
tion by each tier of government. In this section, a
d i ff e rent set of information is provided which
describes the sources of funding for each sub
s e c t o r. Each of the three sub sectors is financed by
at least two levels of government. At this point,
an aggregate picture cannot be given across the
whole country. The data are restricted largely to
nine sampled states.
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Table 5
Primary Teachers Salaries Deduction as a
Share of the Local Government Statutory
Allocation by Selected State, 1995–1999.
(percent)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

Borno 21.5 21.0 17.5 19.5 70.6

Oyo 56.4 58.9 52.3 49.5 71.9

Rivers 60.8 51.9 36.2 14.4 29.5

Kano 24.8 32.4 27.5 19.7 39.3

Enugu 49.7 50.6 54.9 51.0 68.2

Benue 46.8 71.1 50.1 33.0 36.8

Ekiti 47.2 53.0

Jigawa 42.6 41.8 23.0 21.0 16.8

Source: Enugu and Oyo from Balami (2001b); others from case studies.

Table 6
Measures of Local Governments’ Capital
Expenditure on Education, 1995–1999.
(percent)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

CEE as 
percent TCE 7.5 7.8 6.1 5.2 7.7

CEE as 
percent TE 2.1 2.1 1.7 1.8 2.7

CEE as
percent of TEE 4.5

Actual capital 
expenditure on 
education 
N’million 479 474 514 1207 1215

Source: Central Bank (various years).
Notes: CEE is capital expenditure on education

TCE is total capital expenditure
TE is total recurrent and capital expenditure
TEE is total education expenditure (recurrent plus capital)



Primary

C o n s t i t u t i o n a l l y, primary education is a re s p o n s i-
bility of the states and their local governments. In
recent years it has been the most straightforward
level of education in terms of source and level of
funding. Primary schooling is managed thro u g h
the State Primary Education Boards (SPEB) which
receive funds mainly from the local governments
( i n d i rectly through deducting teacher salaries fro m
their entitlement from the Federation Account) and
f rom the state governments (again from ‘deduc-
tions at source’). The state governments’ deduction
is meant to be equal to 15 percent of the local gov-
ernments’ contribution for salaries and to cover
non salary items. Since the large salary increases in
1998/99 the share has been reduced to 10 perc e n t .
While there is no re q u i rement for Federal funding,
during the 1990s there was an understanding that a
per pupil grant of N50 would be allocated for edu-
cational materials. These grants were made irre g u-
larly but more recently the Federal government has
made funds available for both furniture and school
buildings. A c c o rding to the case studies, funds for
primary schooling were provided by each tier of
government in 1999 as described by the shares in
Table 7.

The stress on local governments caused by the
requirement that they fund all primary teacher
salaries varies by state, but also across local govern-
ments within a state. For example, in Ekiti between
1998 and 2000, between 44.7 percent and 53.0 per-
cent of the 16 local governments’ combined statu-
tory allocations were deducted at source for teacher
salaries. However, across the local governments, the
share varied between 14.4 and 72.6 percent in 1998,

18.6 and 83.4 percent in 1999 and 17.0 and 75.0 per-
cent in 2000. Taking 1999 as an example, in ten local
governments the deductions were equal to between
35 and 50 percent, in two the share was above 50
percent and in four it was below 35 percent.

Overall, around 86 percent of the funds for pri-
mary education are derived from the local govern-
ments’ allocation from the Federation A c c o u n t .
Most of this is for teacher salaries. Only very small
amounts are provided by the Federal government
while the state government contributions appear
to be around 10–12 percent. While there are issues
such as diff e rences in re q u i red ‘effort’ across local
governments, limited levels of local accountability
and high management costs, the system by which
the NPEC has distributed funds from the thre e
tiers of government to the SPEBs appears larg e l y
to have been successful over the past nine years
and the earlier experiences of unpaid teachers has
not been re p e a t e d .

Secondary

In none of the sampled states do the local govern-
ments contribute financially to secondary education
( Table 8). The shares of the Federal government
described in the case studies are surprisingly high,
averaging around 25 percent. Even though the Fed-
eral Government Colleges are high cost board i n g
institutions there are usually only three in each state,
plus a total of 16 federal secondary technical colleges. 

Tertiary

Both the state governments and the Federal gov-
ernment are major funders of post secondary edu-
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Table 7
Sources of Funding for Primary Education in Ten States, 1999. (percent)

Kano Borno Oyo Rivers Enugu Benue Ekiti Niger Jigawa Lagos

Local 84.8 84.1 78.5 84.6 84.8 95.6 85.4 85.0 87.9 87.9

State 9.4 11.5 19.4 12.6 12.4 4.4 11.7 14.8 12.1 12.1

Federal 5.8 5.5 2.1 2.8 2.8 0.0 2.9 0.2 0.0 0.0

Source: Case studies, and SPEB data for Lagos.



cation. Both tiers manage and finance colleges of
education, technical colleges/polytechnics and
universities, though not every state has the same
set of institutions. For example, only 16 of the 36
states have their own state university. The actual
distribution of funding for tertiary institutions in a
state between the Federal and the state govern-
ment depends on the range of federal institutions
and their type, as the examples in Table 9 demon-
strate. For instance, no Federal institutions have
yet been established in Jigawa and as a result this
sub-sector is fully funded by the state government.
On the other hand where there is a federal college
of education and a polytechnic, and where the fed-
eral university is one of the first set to have been
established and with high enrolment levels
(Ibadan, Nsukka, Ahmadu Bello, Ife and Lagos),
the Federal Government share tends to be particu-
larly high. On the whole, from our sample of
states, the Federal government share is gre a t e r
than that of the state governments. A central char-
acteristic of tertiary level funding in Nigeria (and
also of secondary) is that each of the two tiers of
government funds only its own institutions. In
some other federal countries, such as India, the

s p read of federal institutions is not so great but
state institutions have access to some federal
funds. 

The whole picture of education finance 
within states

The two sections above have described the levels
and distributions of expenditure by each tier of
government and the sources of financing for each
level of education. For each state, these two sets of
information can be combined to provide a compre-
hensive picture of the sources of funding for edu-
cation and of their distribution. The re l e v a n t
matrices for each sampled state are provided in
Annex 1. This section needs to be read in re l a t i o n
to these. 

State public educational systems are funded by
the Federal, state and local governments and the
relative contributions in each of seven of the sam-
pled states are described in table 10. Across these,
there is no single pattern. Variations largely reflect
the differences in educational development across
states, and the relative presence of the Federal gov-
ernment in the tertiary sector.
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Table 8
Sources of Funding Secondary Education in Eight States, 1999. (percent)

B o r n o R i v e r s E n u g u B e n u e E k i t i N i g e r J i g a w a O y o

L o c a l 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 

S t a t e 6 7 . 9 7 3 . 0 8 5 . 4 7 5 . 9 1 0 0 . 0 7 0 . 8 1 0 0 . 0 8 1 . 8

F e d e r a l 3 2 . 1 2 7 . 0 1 4 . 6 2 4 . 2 0 . 0 2 9 . 2 0 . 0 1 8 . 2

Source: Case studies
Note: Federal Government Colleges (secondary schools) were still being established in Ekiti state in 1999 and there were none in Jigawa.

Table 9
Sources of Funding Tertiary Education in Nine States, 1999. (percent)

Borno Oyo Rivers Enugu Benue Ekiti Jigawa Niger

L o c a l 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 0 0.0 

State 46.7 40.8 47.0 6.4 34.8 38.8 100.0 31.2

Federal 53.3 59.2 53.0 93.6 65.2 61.2 0.0 68.8

Source: Case studies 



Tables 7, 8 and 9 described the allocations
a c ross educational levels according to each sourc e
of funding. In Table 11, the overall distribution of
allocations across educational level are pre s e n t e d .
Again there are variations across sampled states
but some patterns have emerged. In all cases but
one, primary schooling receives the largest share
of expenditures averaging 40 percent. The overall
average for secondary schooling is 28 percent but
this share appears to be pushed upwards by the
two northern states. This could reflect high
b o a rding costs, though for Jigawa there are also
some problems of classification. The average
s h a re for post-secondary education is 32 perc e n t
and in each case apart from Ekiti, Jigawa and
Niger it is above the share for secondary. In Ekiti
and Jigawa, there is no federal university. While
Table 10 reflects only a sample of states, the aver-
age shares of 40, 28 and 32 percent for primary,
secondary and post secondary respectively are
much closer together than is usually the case. The
s h a re for post-secondary education appears to be
very high. 

Some aggregate estimates, comparisons and
recent developments

Aggregate estimates 

It was stated in Chapter 3 that the most recent com-
prehensive assessment of the levels, patterns and
trends of education finance in Nigeria was made in
1965, for 1962. Two of the main reasons for this
dearth of aggregate information are that the
number of regions/states has increased since then
from three (regions) to thirty six (states) and at the
same time there has been a decrease in the level of
financial reporting. For much of the past forty years,
the state governments have directly funded pri-
mary education in addition to secondary and their
contributions to tertiary. The introduction in the
early 1990s of a mechanism for centralizing the
resources required for primary teachers salaries and
overheads from the local and state governments
makes the task of estimating total education expen-
ditures a little easier. However, the very limited knowl-
edge of state expenditures remains a problem and the
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Table 10
Sources of Funding for Education. Selected States, 1998. (percent)

Borno Rivers Enugu Benue Ekiti Niger Oyo

Local 19.0 29.0 29.6 58.2 33.3 30.8 34.9

State 54.0 46.0 25.6 22.3 47.9 41.8 37.2

Federal 27.0 25.0 44.8 19.5 18.8 27.4 27.9 

Source: Case studies

Table 11
Distribution of Total Educational Funding by Educational Level, 1998. (percent)

Borno Oyo Rivers Enugu Benue Ekiti Niger Jigawa

Primary 23.4 43.1 30.4 33.8 60.9 41.0 37.2 48.4

Secondary 47.1 15.8 28.4 16.2 14.8 31.4 36.7 45.4

Tertiary 13.8 16.0 16.3 8.7 5.0 23.6 14.0 6.2

University 15.7 25.1 24.9 41.3 19.3 4.9 12.0 0.0

Source: Case studies
Note: For Jigawa the costs of the state polytechnic are included in recurrent in secondary.



estimations of national aggregates which are made in this
chapter need to be regarded with caution.

The basic set of calculations has been made for
1998. The advantages of selecting this particular
year have been described above — briefly, it was the
final year of military rule and therefore provides a
useful base, it is the most recent year for which
actual expenditures could be collected for most of
the sampled states, and both 1999 and 2000 were
years of substantial mid year increases in teachers’
salaries. The impact of the salary increases is
returned to later.

Federal government expenditure on education in
1998 was N 13,928 million recurrent and N 9,740
million capital making a total of N 23,668 million.
The local governments, through the deductions at
source from their share of the Federation Account
contributed N 15,420 million for teachers’ salaries
plus N 1,207 million for capital expenditures total-
ing N 16,627 million. For the state governments,
data are available for thirteen states (the nine case
studies plus budgetary information for Anambra,
Bayelsa, Lagos and Plateau). Total expenditure on
education in 1998 for these states was N 9,964 mil-
lion (Annex table 2). In the same year, these states
combined are reported to have enrolled an average
of 42.3 percent of all primary pupils. Assuming that
this percentage also reflects their share of overall educa-
tion expenditures across all 36 states, then total educa-
tion expenditures by all state governments would
have been approximately N 23,555 million. Aggre-
gating the expenditures of the three tiers of govern-
ment gives a total of N 63,870 million. This is
equivalent to 2.3 percent of the level of GDPin 1998.

Another useful measure is the share which the
education sector received out of total public expen-
diture across all tiers of government. In 1998, the
Federal Government’s education expenditure was
9.6 percent of its total expenditure. The aggregate
level of state expenditure on education, estimated
in the paragraph above, was equivalent to 17.0 per-
cent of total state government expenditure. And for
local governments, the share was 25.0 perc e n t .
Combining all of these sets of expenditures, educa-
tion expenditure as a share of total government
expenditure (Federal, state and local) in Nigeria in
1998 was approximately 14.2 percent (Annex table

3). Of overall education expenditures, 37.1 percent
was contributed by the Federal Government, 36.9
percent by state governments and 26.0 percent by
the local governments.

The data can also be used to calculate the relative
shares of each tier of government in the funding of
each level of education (Annex table 4). For primary
schooling, around 73 percent of all expenditures
were funded by local governments with the rest
split between the Federal and state governments.
For secondary education, 82 percent were funded
by the state governments with the Federal govern-
ment contributing the rest (to the more expensive
Federal schools). For non-university, tertiary educa-
tion, the Federal government appears to fund
roughly 65 percent and for the universities, 77 per-
cent. For tertiary education as a whole, the Federal
government funded around 70 percent and the state
governments, 30 percent. These estimates for pri-
mary and secondary education are close to the
averages across the sampled states in tables 6 and 7.
However, for tertiary education, the estimate for the
Federal government is higher than that obtained
from the sampled states. As previously pointed out,
while the shares for primary and secondary are
likely to be fairly constant across states, those for
tertiary education will differ more significantly
depending on the location of the federal universi-
ties, and among these particularly the oldest, largest
and most expensive group (Ibadan, Ife, Lagos,
Nigeria/Nsukka, Ahmadu Bello), and with the
location of the 16 state universities.

Comparisons — international and over time

The estimates of government education expenditure
in Nigeria as a share of GDP and of total govern-
ment expenditure can be compared to the situation
in other sub-Saharan African countries. UNESCO’s
World Education Report 2000 presents the data for
19 countries across sub-Saharan Africa for 1996. The
average share of GDP was 4.7 percent and of gov-
ernment expenditure was 19.6 percent. In both cases,
the measures of educational expenditures for Nigeria (2.3
p e rcent and 14.3 percent respectively) are relatively low.

Again from the sample of state government edu-
cation expenditures, plus the Federal and local gov-
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ernment expenditures, it is possible to provide an
approximate set of shares of expenditure across
levels of education for 1998 for the country as a
whole (Annex table 4). This is:

• 35.6 percent primary,

• 29.0 percent secondary and 

• 35.3 percent for all tertiary institutions, including
19.0 percent for universities.

The shares across education levels for Nigeria can
again be compared to those in other countries.
Across 18 sub-Saharan African countries in 1996,
the shares were 48 percent primary, 31 percent sec-
ondary and 21 percent tertiary (UNESCO, 2000).
The allocations to primary schooling were significantly
lower in Nigeria and those to tertiary education signifi-
cantly higher.

Another set of comparisons can be made with the
results of the comprehensive assessment of educa-
tion financing in Nigeria for 1962: though that exer-
cise was far more comprehensive and rigorous than
the current one. Three comparisons can be made:

1. Share of GDP — in 1962 government education
expenditures were equal to 3.5 percent of GDP.
The estimates for 1998 suggest a share of 2.3 per-
cent. The data for 1998 for the Federal govern-
ment and the local governments are regarded as
being reasonably accurate, those for the state
governments less so. However, even if states’
expenditures were to be 50 percent underesti-
mated, the overall share of educational expendi-
ture in GDP would still be less than 3.0 percent.
The conclusion must be that education expenditures
in 1998 were a smaller share of GDP than they were
in the early 1960s.

2. Share of total government expenditure — in 1962
education expenditures were 18.2 percent of the
total. For the Federal government the share was
15.5 percent and the three regional governments’
shares were 21.5, 26.9 and 29.5 percent. In 1998
the overall share is estimated at 14.3 percent with
shares of 9.6 percent for the Federal government,

17.0 for the state governments and 25.0 percent
for the local governments. Both the overall share
and the Federal government share have fallen signifi-
cantly.

3. Distribution between education levels — in 1962
the distribution was 50, 31 and 19 percent for pri-
mary, secondary and tertiary education respec-
t i v e l y. The recent estimates reflect a very
different distribution of 36, 29 and 35 percent. The
share for primary appears to have fallen appreciably
while that for tertiary has increased appreciably.

Estimates of GDP are known to be only approxi-
mate and the method of calculation has changed
over time. Similarly, the estimates of state govern-
ment education expenditures for 1998 are approxi-
mate. However, at first sight, the fall in education’s share
of GDP and of total government expenditure plus the
changes in the distribution away from primary schooling
towards tertiary education suggest that attention needs
to be given to the causes and implications of these trends.

Recent developments 

Since 1998, there have been very significant sets of
i n c reases in salaries across the whole of the educa-
tion sector (and public service). The pro g ression of
monthly teacher salaries from 1998 to 2000 in
Enugu State is described in table 12 below, for thre e
grades of teacher. Overall, there appears to have
been a five-fold increase. The impact on education
e x p e n d i t u re was, naturally, very great. In spite of
the very large increases in the funds distributed to
the states and local governments from the Federa-
tion Account in 1999 and 2000 due to high oil
prices, the Federal Government had to dire c t l y
supplement the re s o u rces held by the NPEC to
fund primary teachers’ salaries in 1999. From a sit-
uation in 1998 where the local governments were
‘paying’ a teacher salary bill of N 16.4 billion, in
1999 these payments increased to N 25.4 billion p l u s
an additional N 21.5 billion from the Federal Gov-
ernment — a total of around N 46 billion! The
salary increases also affected education expendi-
t u res of the state governments, which have re s p o n-
sibility for secondary and some tertiary education.
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The case studies suggest that expenditures in the
thirteen states listed in Annex table 1 increased by
60 percent to just over N 39 billion. The appare n t l y
smaller percentage increase than for the local gov-
ernments possibly reflects some lags in the data
and more of the expenditures being for capital
items whose cost did not rise so steeply, as well as
the freeze on teacher salaries in several states
during that year, with consequent widespre a d
teacher strikes. For 2000, data for four states
(Borno, Ekiti, Adamawa, and Lagos) indicate that
state government educational expenditures were
3.4 times higher than in 1998. Federal Government
e x p e n d i t u res (re c u r rent plus capital) incre a s e d
f rom N 26.6 billion in 1998 to N 40.8 billion in 2000
and to N 51.3 billion in following year. 

The very large salary increases implemented
mainly in 1999 and 2000 have obviously altered the
share of public education expenditure in GDP. In
1999, the data suggest that — 

• local governments spent N 25.4 billion on pri-
mary teacher salaries,

• state governments spent N 39.3 billion, and the

• Federal Government spent N 31.3 billion on its
own programs plus N 21 billion to supplement
the primary teacher salary bill. 

The total of N 117 billion was equal to 3.6 perc e n t
of GDP for that year. This compares to 2.3 perc e n t
in 1998. Increases in salaries were made across the
public service, and they were made during years
when the Federation Account grew significantly

due to high oil prices. Between 1998 and 2000, the
s h a re of total Federal Government expenditure s
that education received actually fell (from 10.2 to
8.7 percent). However, it is likely that overall the
s h a re of educational expenditures in total govern-
ment expenditures increased slightly. Regard i n g
the shares of expenditure across levels of educa-
tion, the high proportion of salaries in the total cost
of primary schooling compared to the pro p o r t i o n s
in secondary and higher will have increased the
s h a re for primary. Roughly, the primary sub-sector
received N 49 billion (N 25.5 local + N 21.0 Federal
+ N 2.5 state) in 1999, equal to 42 percent of the
total. How do these rough approximations for 1999
c o m p a re to the international averages for educa-
tional expenditures described above? Education’s
s h a re of GDP was now similar to the average for all
low income countries but still considerably below
that for sub-Saharan African countries; its share of
government expenditure most probably re m a i n e d
below the average, and the relative share for pri-
mary schooling rose to around six perc e n t a g e
points below the average. The additional round of
salary increases in 2000 will have further pushed
the indicators towards the averages. Whether they
have reached them, what the massive wage
i n c reases imply for increases in real re s o u rces for
education, and whether the increases are sustain-
able under the current system of financing each
level of government are questions raised in the
final chapter of the paper. 

Unit public cost by level of education

The data which have been collected in the case
studies also allow for the public cost per student
year (unit re c u r rent cost) to be estimated for each
level of education across the sampled states. The
results, again for 1998, are described in table 13.
To provide greater detail, the unit costs of diff e r-
ent types of tertiary institutions have been disag-
g regated. 

Due to the tendency of some state governments
to inflate primary school enrolments, the (conse-
quently depressed) unit cost estimates at this level
need to be viewed with particular caution. Omitting
Jigawa and Borno for this reason, the average unit
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Table 12
Monthly Teacher Salaries by Grade,
1997–2000. Enugu State. (N)

Teacher Grade 1998 1999 2000

TC II 1326 3558 7374

NCE 2027 5424 11186

B. Ed 2742 6907 14839

Source: Enugu Department of Education 



cost at this level was N 1600. The much higher rate
recorded for Enugu may reflect falling enrolments
in recent years. For secondary schooling, again
there appear to be problems with the data for
Jigawa and also for Oyo, where the costs appear to
be unreasonably low. For the other states the aver-
age unit cost was N 3080.

Unit costs in post secondary institutions are more
diverse. Across all the 24 Federal universities the
average is N 23,414 (Hartnett, 2000), which is simi-
lar to three of the examples in the table. The data for
Benue may reflect higher costs of agricultural uni-
versities. The public costs of the state universities
appear to be a little lower, and in the case of Enugu
much lower due to very high rates of cost recovery.
Unit costs of the teacher training institutions and
polytechnics seem to vary considerably acro s s
states. In Kano, both are very high (due to low
enrolments) and in Enugu and Ekiti they are low.
Tentatively, in those states which do not require the
payment of high fees the public unit costs of non-
university tertiary education lie between N 15,000
and N 25,000. From the sample of states and insti-
tutions described in table 13, the ratios of public

unit cost for primary, secondary, tertiary and uni-
versity are roughly 1 : 2 : 13 : 15. 

The immediate reaction to this set of ratios is
that, compared to primary schooling, the costs of
secondary schooling are being held down but that
post secondary education continues to be re l a-
tively expensive. The unit costs are all very low
when compared to those in most other low
income countries, particularly in sub-Saharan
Africa. However, since 1998, teacher salaries, and
hence each of the unit costs, have increased sub-
s t a n t i a l l y. For instance, assuming that half of the
primary teachers in a state are G II level and the
other half are NCE, that the average grade is the
midpoint in each range, and that the teacher:pupil
ratio is 45:1, the teacher cost per pupil year in pri-
mary schooling in 2002 would be N 3900. A d d i n g
an additional 10 percent for management, materi-
als, teacher training and so on implies a unit cost
of around N 4300.

Since salaries have risen for teachers and lectur-
ers at all levels of the education system, the pattern
of unit costs will not have changed greatly from that
described above for 1998.
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Table 13
Unit Public Cost by Level of Education and Type of Institution by State, 1998.

Primary State Secondary Tertiary Teacher Training Polytechnic State University Fed University 

Jigawa ,677 12,101 20,117

Kano 1,747 3,633 27,952 41,595 25,471

Oyo 1,336 1,333 4,116
(24,325)

Borno ,397 3,809 16,957 16,957

Rivers 1,310 3,655 22,929 21,892 14,935 21,588 20,000

Enugu 2,102 1,881 2,811 5,472 28,259 
(23,960) (29,763)

Benue 1,886 2,523 15,125 131,252 201,965

Ekiti 1,220 2,987 6,702 4,384 17,659

Source: Case studies
Notes: The official primary enrollments for Jigawa and Borno are seriously overestimated, eg., Borno 288,000 in 1995 and 750,000 in 1998. The relatively high cost for primary schooling in
Enugu partly reflects the fall in enrollments in government schools over recent years, eg., from 418,000 in 1995 to 264,000 in 1999. Figures in parenthesis for Enugu and Oyo indicate total
unit cost including fees, etc. 

The unit public costs for the Federal universities in 1998 in Kano, Oyo, Borno, Rivers and Enugu according to the study by Hartnett (2000), were N18,755, N25,709, N17,978, N19,597
and N25,085, respectively. The average across all federal university students was N23,414. 



Private education and household 
expenditure

Private education.

Not all school going children are enrolled in govern-
ment schools, and the private sector for primary and
secondary schooling appears to be growing. The data,
h o w e v e r, remain sketchy. Drawing on the state case
studies, more data are available on the number of pri-
vate and government schools than on enrolments. A n
exception is Rivers State where primary and second-
ary school enrolments in 1995 and 1999 were: (‘000)

1995 1999
Government Private Government Private

Primary 413 17 641 34
Secondary 215 15 177 59

In 1995, private enrolments in primary schooling
were 4 percent of the total and in 1999, 5 percent. In
secondary schooling, however, private enrolments
increased from 7 percent to 25 percent of the total. If
accurate, these figures appear to demonstrate a sig-
nificant decrease in the public’s perception of the
quality of government secondary schooling.

Private schooling is also significant in other
states. The current share of primary and secondary
schools which are private are described for six states
in table 14. Each of these states has a significant pri-
vate sector, especially in secondary schooling,

where the average share of schools is 18 percent. In
both Ekiti and Enugu, the share of private primary
schools is higher than for secondary.

Household expenditures

Most of this paper focuses on government expendi-
t u res in education. However, education is rarely a
(financially) costless activity to the student or house-
hold, even when the child attends government
schools at which no tuition fees are charged. The
consultants collected information on household
costs of attendance at both government and private
schools. As was the case across the whole of the
reports, there was significant variation in the quality
and coverage of the attempts. Most involved some
form of survey. The data on household expenditure s
generally covered educational materials, clothing,
meals and transportation, as well as fees and/or
other charges. However, while the estimated costs of
the non-fee/charge items formed a large share of
household expenditures in schooling, the estimates
w e re particularly subjective. The descriptions below
a re limited to the annual costs of fees/levies and
then to educational materials. Tables 15 and 16
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Table 14
Private Schools as a Share of All Schools.
Selected States. (percent)

Primary Secondary

Ekiti 22.5 13.8

Borno 5.1 18.2

Enugu 15.8 13.5

Oyo na 14.9

Benue 7.3 20.7

Kano 16.9 27.0

Source: Case studies
Note: Benue—an additional (and coincidental) 20.7 percent of secondary schools in
Benue are run by NGOs, mainly missions. 15.2 percent of primary enrollments are in
private schools and 17.3 percent of secondary enrollments.

Table 15
Annual Fees and Charges in Government
Educational Institutions. Selected States. (N)

Ekiti Enugu Borno Rivers Benue

Primary ,500 ,455 ,120 ,625 ,115

Secondary 2,150 1,660 ,175 1,430 ,290

College of 
Education 12,750 3,900

Institute of 
Management 8,750

State Polytechnic 2,020 6,350

Federal Polytechnic 8,850

Tertiary 7,500

State University 14,900 14,300 12,000 1,640

Federal University 1,405 ,550

Source: Case studies
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describe fees/charges in government and private
schools respectively in five states. 

Charges in government primary schools are low
(N 115–N 625) but, at least in the southern states,
they begin to rise significantly in secondary school
to around at least N 1500. In most cases, the direct
costs of enrolling in government non-university ter-
tiary institutions are between N 4,000 and N 9,000
while the state universities appear to charge around
N 12,000 to N 15,000. Those fortunate enough to

attend Federal universities face lower charg e s .
These household costs can be compared to the
public unit costs, estimated above, of N 1600 pri-
mary, N 3100 secondary and N 20,000 tertiary. From
secondary schooling onwards, household expendi-
tures are a significant share of total costs. 

The fees and charges in private schools are, of
course, much higher (table 16). The ranges sug-
gested by the case studies are wide but it appears
that parents face direct payments of at least N
20,000 a year for secondary education and, as the
case studies point out in detail, they can be much
more.

The third table in this set (Table 17) describes
estimates of the household costs of educational
materials in government schools. Again, these fig-
ures were often rather arbitrarily derived but they
are sufficient to indicate that attendance at govern-
ment educational institutions requires significant
household expenditures. 

Table 16
Estimated Annual Fees and Charges in
Private Schools. Selected States. (N)

Ekiti Enugu Borno Rivers Oyo

Primary 14,600 3,735 4,500 12,000 9,060

Secondary 26,600 22,500 18,300 39,750 —

Source: Case studies

Table 17
E s t i m ated A n nual Cost of E d u c ational Materials in Gove rnment Institutions. Selected Stat e s. ( N )

Ekiti Enugu Borno Rivers Benue Oyo

Primary 500 2,870 720 1,750 540 490

Secondary 2,125 6,600 850 3,750 5,300 2,075

College of Education 7,000 6,100

State Polytechnic 11,850 7,580 6,500 10,000 2,555

Federal Polytechnic 7,000

State University 8,600 12,250 8,500 13,500

Federal University 10,220 18,500

Source: Case Studies
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5
Some conclusions 
and implications

This paper, and the consultants’ reports upon
which it is based, is intended as a first step in
better understanding the structure of educa-

tion finance in Nigeria. Unfortunately, the basic
data gathered and presented cannot in all cases be
regarded as reliable even though several rounds of
data gathering were undertaken. In several of the
tables, observations which appear to be anomalous
stand out. However, in most cases the observations
are sufficient to indicate the overall situation.

Horizontal and vertical imbalances

The paper began by describing the inherent prob-
lems of fiscal federalism — vertical and horizontal
fiscal imbalances. With regard to resources for edu-
cation, little has been discussed here regarding the
latter set of imbalance apart from the obvious fact
that there are very major differences both between
local governments across states and even between
local governments within states in the financial
burden which results from the way in which pri-
mary education is funded. In those local govern-
ments which are educationally developed, there
will be a significant demand for resources while
there is little in the allocation mechanism to ensure
that this demand is met and that they are allocated
more resources than are the local governments
where demand is low. With regard to vertical imbal-
ance between tiers of government, there are some
indications that it exists and that the impact may

have been detrimental to the educational system.
The study suggests that overall public education
expenditures as a share of both GDP and total gov-
ernment spending have fallen over time and are
below those in most sub-Saharan African countries,
and at the same time the distribution of this expen-
diture has moved very sharply towards that level of
education — tertiary — which is most dependent
on the Federal Government. The question can be
raised of whether the decrease in these measures of
educational expenditure is a result of too small a
share of total public financial resources being allo-
cated to those levels of government which have
most responsibility for the sector; and whether the
shift in expenditure shares from primary school to
tertiary education similarly is connected to the
finances of the level of government financially
responsible for primary education (local) having
been the most constrained while that level of gov-
ernment which has greatest responsibility for terti-
ary education (Federal) has been least constrained.
The analysis in this report cannot answer this ques-
tion but it is sufficient to raise it.

Private expenditures

The data gathered in the case studies on private
expenditures for this paper are again very approxi-
mate. However, they are sufficient to reach the con-
clusion that the cost of public education for
students and households is significant, even when
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only direct costs for fees and other charges and edu-
cational materials are considered. The higher up the
system, the greater are the indirect costs such as for
transport and accommodation. In addition, the evi-
dence available of private schooling suggests that
almost one fifth of secondary schools are private
and that private primary schools are also wide-
spread in several states. It is tempting to suggest
that the relative fall in the share of government edu-
cation expenditure is having to be taken up by par-
ents. If this is the case, it will be important to
understand the impact that this is having on access
and equity.

Educational facilities

The consultants’ case studies which underpin this
paper are rich in providing a context of the curre n t
state of educational facilities in Nigeria. In all
cases, there are descriptions of widespread neg-
lect. Reviewing enrolment and teacher data (and
allowing for some inflation of primary pupil num-
bers), the main problems do not include a signifi-
cant overall lack of teachers. Compared to several
African countries, the teacher:pupil ratios in Nige-
ria are favorable even though there are wide vari-
ations between schools. A g reater problem appears
to be the dreadful physical conditions under
which most children study and the lack of educa-
tional materials.

Improving information on education expenditure

Among the central intentions of this paper are to
highlight the lack of information on educational
expenditures in Nigeria, to create estimates of these

e x p e n d i t u res in aggregate together with their
sources and distributions, and to describe briefly
why such measures are important. The estimates
which have been created are based only on a sample
of states and with information of varying quality.
More needs to be done. As has been pointed out
repeatedly, information on Federal and local gov-
ernment expenditure is relatively easy to access and
the major problem lies in estimating expenditures
made by the state governments. At the start of the
paper it was pointed out that there is no constitu-
tional requirement for states even to report their
budgetary transactions to the Federal Government
and this situation would be difficult to change in
the current political climate. The institution which
is best placed to undertake the systematic collection
of education expenditure data is the Central Bank of
Nigeria. The questions which have been raised in
this paper suggest this exercise should be given a
higher priority than it has hitherto been accorded. 

Even a cursory knowledge of the experiences of
the arrangements for financing education in federal
countries suggests that in each case, the responsibil-
ities of the different tiers of government and the
inter-governmental relationships have constantly
changed over time. This is as true in developed
countries such as the United States, Australia and
Canada as it is in low income counties such as India
and Brazil. The problems in Nigeria which have
been described above are perhaps more enhanced,
but the core issues are universal. As an additional
step to improving the information on educational
expenditure, a greater knowledge of the arrange-
ments which have been implemented in other coun-
tries, and the consequences, could prove useful. 
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A n n ex 1

Some Issues in the
Financing of Universal
Basic Education

In the Third National Development Plan 1975–80
it was stated that ‘from September 1976… pri-
mary education will be free and universal

throughout the country, while from 1979, it will
become compulsory.’ Until the launch of this Uni-
versal Primary Education program, state govern-
ments had been providing all of the funding for
primary schooling. However, as a Federal Govern-
ment initiative ‘The Federal Government assumes
full financial responsibility for the scheme in its var-
ious ramifications.’ The funding took the form of
grants to the states of N35 per pupil and N3500 per
additional classroom. In practice the financial plan-
ning encountered three major problems: faulty
e n rolment projections which were well below
actual enrolments; major salary increases in 1976
which undermined the per capita grant; and
unfilled expectations of substantial and sustained
increases in oil revenues. A review of costs in 1978
led to an increase in the per capita grant to N40 —
compared to an estimated unit cost of N77.50 —
while simultaneously lowering the building grant.
The death of the program came a year later when
the new Constitution removed primary education
from the concurrent list leading to an increased
share of the Federation Account for states and local
governments and the abolition of the Federal Gov-
ernment grants. This shift coincided with a fall in oil
revenues and a decrease in the real level of alloca-
tions from the Account. This short account of the
experiences of the last attempt to implement a pro-

gram to universalize schooling across the country
demonstrates the importance of designing an ade-
quate financing framework for the new Universal
Basic Education (UBE) program. 

Since primary education is currently under-
funded, the proposal to universalize basic educa-
tion, including the first three years of secondary
schooling, implies that new mechanisms are
required for additional funds to be made available.
In principle, several approaches, and combinations
of these, exist including:

a. the allocations from the Federation Account to
the local governments and to states could be
increased to allow them to increase expenditures
on the program either through increased deduc-
tions at source or voluntarily,

b. the required additional funds could be made a
form of ‘first charge’ on the Federation Account
before allocations to the different tiers of govern-
ment, and

c. specific purpose grants could be made by the
Federal Government to state and local govern-
ments.

The discussion in the remainder of this annex
focuses on recently recommended changes to the
way that basic education is funded, and the impli-
cations of a recent ruling of the Supreme Court.



The several changes which have been made to
the modalities for funding primary (now basic)
education over the past quarter century strongly
suggest that no system has yet been regarded as
totally satisfactory. Currently, the bulk of funding
for primary education is provided by the local gov-
ernments through their (20 percent) allocation from
the Federation Account. Essentially, the total cost of
teacher salaries is deducted each month from their
allocation, and routed to the SPEB’s through UBEC.
In addition, an amount equal to 15 percent (recently
reduced to 10 percent) of the aggregate salary bill
within a state is meant to be deducted from the state
government’s own allocation. This is again routed
to the SPEBs to cover overheads and, where suffi-
cient, classroom construction and renovation. A
third component was initially meant to cover con-
tributions from the Federal Government equal to N
50 per pupil, to be used for acquiring educational
materials. Since 1994, for most of the time the
system has worked effectively, apart from galvaniz-
ing the Federal Government contribution. 

The system appears to have worked less well
since 1998/99 when the Federal Government
announced very significant increases in the salaries
of its workers which were then inevitably
demanded across the board, including by primary
school teachers. For a few months in 1999, the Fed-
eral Government had to provide grants and ‘loans’
to local governments to enable them to pay the new
rates to the teachers. Generally, however, 1999 and
2000 were periods of high oil prices and the local
(and state) government allocations from the Federa-
tion Account consequently increased very signifi-
cantly — from N47,910 million in 1998 to N90,179
million in 1999 and to N207,146 million in 2000.
Since then, prices have fallen back and the phrase
‘ z e ro allocation’ implying that the teacher salary bill
for an LGA is higher than its total allocation has
been widely reported (and its existence debated) in
the press. Data for 2001 indicate that this situation
does exist for at least seven LGAs in the case of Oyo
and five in Imo. It is likely that local governments in
these states were among the hardest hit, if not the
h a rdest, due to the very wide coverage of primary
education. However, there is no doubt that for many
local governments, the payment of teachers’ salaries

leaves them with few re s o u rces to implement pro-
grams in other areas for which they are responsible. 

Given the current financing modalities, the long
term financial stability of primary education
depends significantly on the revenues of the Feder-
ation Account, and in turn on oil revenues. The evi-
dence, alone, that some LGAs already have teacher
salary bills beyond their total allocation from the
Federation Account and from VAT collections casts
doubts on the equity of the arrangements. Even
more important, it casts doubt on the ability of the
arrangements to provide the necessary resources
for universalizing even primary schooling given
that teachers exist nationally for around only 60
percent of the age group (at a ratio of 50:1), and not
all of these children can be accommodated in exist-
ing classrooms. The current financing modalities
appear to be increasingly incapable of coping with
c u r rent levels of primary school enrolment, let
alone providing a basis for funding a program of
universal basic education. 

This was the context within which the Revenue
Mobilisation, Allocation and Fiscal Commission
(RMAFC) submitted a set of recommended changes
to the formula for revenue sharing across the three
tiers of government to the Government in 2001. This
set also included a specific recommendation for
altering the modalities for funding basic education.
Since then, hearings have been held in the House of
Assembly but no decisions have been made. The
approach is a hybrid of (a) and (b) described above. 

The recommendations call for a decrease in the
Federal government’s share of the Federation
Account from 48.5 percent to 41.3 percent, an
i n c rease in the state governments’ share from 24
p e rcent to 31 percent and a decrease in the local
governments’ share from 20 percent to16 perc e n t .
The reduced share for local governments, how-
e v e r, would be countered by shifting the re s p o n-
sibility for primary teachers’ salaries from them
to a specific first charge on the Federation
Account of seven percent for ‘basic education and
skill acquisition.’ 

In the speech accompanying the submission,
t h e re is a specific re f e rence to the ‘tre m e n d o u s
deterioration in our educational system particu-
larly at the foundation stages’, and the use of a
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Special Fund for basic education to deal with
‘joint statutory responsibilities of the Federal
Republic of Nigeria, that re q u i re special atten-
tion’. It is also stated that the re c o m m e n d a t i o n s
have ‘attempted to address the raging contro v e r s y
about the so-called “zero allocation” for many of
the local governments in the country’. While the
speech did not specifically mention primary
teachers’ salaries, the reduction of the local gov-
ernments’ share of the Account has been taken to
imply that the recommendation is to shift this
responsibility to the Fund. 

The Universal Basic Education Bill which was
recently passed (April 2002) adds a little more flesh
to the financing proposals but still leaves many
unresolved issues. The Bill suggests that the pro-
posed Universal Basic Education Commission will
‘determine appropriate modalities for sharing the
Federal Government’s Universal Basic Education
resources among states and local government areas
in the federation in the most equitable manner’.
More widely, in a later set of clauses relating specif-
ically to financial provisions, it is proposed that:

a. The Commission shall be financed by the Fed-
eral, State and local Governments as a percentage
of and first charge on the contribution from the
Federal Accounts as appropriated by the
National Assembly.

b. The funds shall be utilized for funding all aspects
of the UBE Programme especially for, but not
limited to, payment of teacher salaries nation-
wide; overheads including transport allowance,
leave allowance, instructional materials, lunch,
etc: classrooms, toilets, offices, furniture, etc: and
pensions.

c. Administration of salaries would be through the
State Boards, transport allowances etc., through
the local education authorities; and classrooms,
etc., in consultation with and adequate inputs of
the state boards and local education authorities. 

d. In addition there is a clause stating that 20 per-
cent of funds shall be disbursed across all educa-
tionally disadvantaged states (25). 

While the Bill makes it clear that the intention is to
fund teachers’ salaries (and other items including
instructional materials, classrooms and furniture)
from a first charge on the Federation Account, and
that this will come from a fund whose size will be a
certain percentage of the Account, there is no
attempt to specify that percentage. For instance,
there is now no reference to ‘seven percent’. What is
clearer, however, is that it is intended that this first
charge will finance not only primary schooling, and
teachers who are currently paid for by the local gov-
ernments, but also junior secondary schooling,
whose total costs are currently paid for by state gov-
ernments.

Although the details of the funding processes
have not been developed beyond those described
above, it is useful to tease out some of the implica-
tions of the proposals.

a. the approach will not in itself reduce the risks to
teachers’ salaries in the event of a downturn in
oil prices and in the resulting size of the Federa-
tion Account. In principle, the Commission could
devise a stabalization mechanism to iron out
fluctuations but given the lack of such a mecha-
nism within the Federation Account as a whole,
this is unlikely. In effect, the ‘cushion’ for teach-
ers’ salaries will have to come through varying
the amounts allocated for instructional materials,
furniture, classrooms and other non salary items.
An alternative approach to that proposed in the
Bill, would be to make the costs of basic educa-
tion, or at least of teachers’ salaries, a real first
charge and not linked to any percentage of the
Federation Account. This is the approach put for-
ward by the SPEB chairmen, citing the examples
of the army and the police. 

b . The proposals in the Bill have been delinked fro m
those of the RMAFC which would alter the over-
all shares of Federal, state and local governments
f rom the Federation Account. If the shares are n o t
changed but the proposal is put into effect, the
funding of primary and junior secondary school-
ing would shift f ro m the situation in which for pri-
mary education the local governments’ fund
a round 90 percent and the states 10 percent plus
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some ad hoc funding from the Federal Govern-
ment and for junior secondary the state govern-
ments fund all of the provision t o one in which
both primary and junior secondary are funded 47
p e rcent by the Federal, 35 percent by the state and
18 percent by the local governments. Even if the
s h a res of the Federation Account do change, the
Federal Government’s contribution of basic edu-
cation will increase significantly.

The net result would undoubtedly result in an
increase in the Federal Government share of
funding and a reduction in the local govern-
ments’ share. The impact on the state govern-
ments is not immediately clear but it is likely that
its share would fall.

c . As the Federal Government’s share of financing
i n c reased, so would its likely influence thro u g h
the proposed Commission. Similarly, the state
governments would also increase their influ-
ence through the selection of the Chairmen of
the enhanced SBEBs. Curre n t l y, if local govern-
ments are not willing to hire additional teach-
ers there is little that the state or Federal
government can do. It is likely that under the
p roposed new arrangements, this power will be
taken away from the local government.

d. There would also likely be a change in teacher
deployment practices. Currently, there are very
wide pupil: teacher differences between local
governments within states. Some of this results
from LGAs being unwilling to employ additional
teachers and some from teachers ‘pressures’ on
decisionmakers to allow them to remain in pop-
ular locations. While a shift in power to the state
governments would reduce the former it might
increase the latter.

e . Several of the more difficult decisions are still to
be determined. The Bill does not explain the
rules for dividing the Fund between local gov-
ernments and states, beyond the statement that
20 percent of the Fund would be distributed
among the 25 educationally backward states.
The current system is grossly inequitable in that

while the allocations to local governments are
made mainly on the twin bases of equal share s
and population, the re q u i rements in terms of
teacher salaries bear no relation to the re l a t i v e
allocations. For the future, the system of alloca-
tions to states for primary schooling should not
be based on the general formula for the hori-
zontal distribution of the Federation A c c o u n t .
Both the existing salary bill and the need to
expand the system of basic education in every
state will need to be taken into account. Part of
the allocations beyond the existing salary bill
might be based on formula and part on pro g r a m
s u b m i s s i o n s .

The situation has been further complicated by a
set of judgements by the Supreme Court on April
5th which has led to the RMAFC declaring its ear-
lier proposal as ‘faulty’ and a withdrawal of the bill
earlier sent to the National Assembly for considera-
tion. Among the implications of the judgements,
which go well beyond the education sector, are that
the Federal Government is no longer allowed to
deduct payment for teachers’ salaries at source
from the local government allocations and pass it
on the SPEBs. The state governments have been put
back in charge. Perhaps more importantly, the rec-
ommendation that basic education be funded from
a special fund financed as a first charge before allo-
cation of the Federation Account to the three tiers of
government, has been ruled unconstitutional. Some
interpretations of the implications of the rulings
have gone further to suggest that activities of the
Federal Government, such as the direct construc-
tion and furnishing of classrooms under the current
UBE program and the implementation of donor
agency projects can be no longer be carried out. In
fact, it is not clear that the Federal Government is
denied the possibility of supporting primary educa-
tion using funds from its own allocations, with the
states cooperating on a voluntary basis.

The bottom line is that currently primary educa-
tion is underfunded even with only 60 percent of
the age group in school. The call for universal pri-
mary (let alone basic) education, is unre a l i s t i c
within this setting without a considerable increase
in the level of resources utilized in the sector. This
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implies both that the level of government which is
responsible has access to the required resources and
that these are used for the purposes of primary edu-
cation. Following the Federal Government election
in early 2003 and the adoption of a new set of rules
for the allocation of Federation Account funds in
line with the Constitution, the issue of whether uni-
versal primary education is really to be a national
target, will need to be raised. If it is to be a mean-

ingful national target then serious analysis of the
expenditures involved will need to be made, incen-
tives/ requirements placed on the states to allocate
sufficient funding (the Brazilian case), and a frame-
work devised for the (voluntary) allocation of Fed-
eral government grants (the Indian case), whether
these are part of this level of governments ‘own’
funds or acquired from donors.
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Annex Table 1
Expenditures by Source and by Level of Education: Rivers, Borno, Enugu, Ekiti, Benue, Oyo,
Kano, Niger and Jigawa States, 1998.

Rivers State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCALa 536,937,575 0.0 6,325,000 6,325,000 549,587,575

STATEb 80,195,770 429,028,150 200,164,380 175,273,510 884,660,910

FEDERAL 17,196,993 103,116,129 65,250,080 297,658,769 483,221,962

TOTAL 634,330,330 532,144,427 271,739,460 479,257,280 1,917,468,000

a.N12,650,000 from local governments for tertiary and university students is allocated equally.
b. N60,093,828 state subventions to the Library and Scholarship Boards have been allocated 20, 40 and 40% to Secondary, Tertiary and Higher, respectively.

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 84.7 (97.8) 0.0 2.3 (1.1) 1.3 (1.1) (100)

STATE 12.6 (8.8) 80.6 (48.6) 73.7 (22.7) 36.6 (19.9) (100)

FEDERAL 2.7 (3.6) 19.4 (21.3) 24.0 (13.5) 62.1 (61.6) (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 (100)
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Borno State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 250,700,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 250,700,000

STATE 34,200,000 503,100,000 175,600,000 0.0 712,900,000

FEDERAL 13,300,000 129,000,000 0.0 200,200,000 342,500,000

TOTAL 298,200,000 632,100,000 175,600,000 200,200,000 1,306,100,000

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 84.1 (100.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (100)

STATE 11.5 (4.8) 79.6 (70.7) 100.0 (24.7) 0.0 (0.0) (100)

FEDERAL 4.4 (3.9) 20.4 (37.7) 0.0 (0.0) 100.0 (58.4) (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 (100)

Enugu State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 506,457,851 0.0 0.0 0.0 506,457,851

STATE 77,353,695 273,897,110 56,787,913 82,000,000 490,038,710

FEDERAL 16,598,742 42,074,928 98,660,500 652,489,000 809,829,179

TOTAL 600,410,280 315,972,038 155,454,413 734,489,000 1,806,325,740

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 84.4 (100.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (100)

STATE 12.9 (15.8) 86.7 (55.9) 36.5 (11.6) 11.2 (0.0) (100)

FEDERAL 2.7 (2.0) 13.3 (5.2) 63.5 (12.2) 88.8 (80.6) (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 (100)

Annex Table 1 continues next page
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Annex Table 1 (continued)

Oyo State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 837,100,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 837,100,000

STATE 206,600,000 78,900,000 247,900,000 105,900,000 N/A

FEDERAL 22,600,000 77,700,000 18,800,000 493,900,000 613,000,000

TOTAL 1,066,300,000 156,600,000 266,700,000 599,800,000 2,089,400,000

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIV TOTAL

LOCAL 78.5 (100.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.1 (100)

STATE 19.4 (32.3) 50.4 (12.3) 93.0 (38.8) 17.7 (16.6) 30.6 (100)

FEDERAL 21.1 (3.7) 49.6 (12.7) 7.0 (3.1) 62.3 (80.5) 29.3 (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 

Kano State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 632,732,702 0.0 0.0 0.0 632,732,702

STATE 70,523,805 416,100,000 544,000,000 0.0 1,030,625,805

FEDERAL 43,470,682 n.a. 96,200,000 n.a. 139,670,682

TOTAL 746,727,189 416,100,000 640,200,000 0.0 1,803.029,189

Note: Consultant unable to obtain data for Bayero University (Federal) or the Federal Government Colleges (Secondary).

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 84.8  (100) 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.0 (100)

STATE 9.4 (6.8) 100 (40.4) 85.0 (52.8) 0.0 57.2 (100)

FEDERAL 5.8 (31.1) 0.0 15.0 (69.2) 0.0 7.8 (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 0.0 100 

Note: Consultant unable to obtain data for Bayero University (Federal) or the Federal Government Colleges (Secondary).
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Ekiti State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 321,241,439 0.0 0.0 0.0 321,241,439

STATE 43,884,000 280,660,811 60,000,000 48,000,000 432,544,811

FEDERAL 10,565,000 0.0 170,333,439 0.0 180,898,439

TOTAL 375,690,439 280,660,811 230,333,439 48,000,000 934,684,689

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 85.5 (100.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (100)

STATE 11.7 (10.1) 100.0 (64.9) 26.0 (13.9) 100.0 (11.1) (100)

FEDERAL 2.8 (5.8) 0.0 (0.0) 74.0 (94.2) 0.0 (0.0) (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 (100)

Benue State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N) 

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 1,517,397,000 0.0 0.0 0.0 1,517,397,000

STATE 69,365,000 291,933,000 130,849,000 89,383,000 581,530,000

FEDERAL 0.0 92,807,000 0.0 414,635,000 507,442,000

TOTAL 1,586,762,000 384,740,000 130,849,000 504,018,000 2,606,369,000

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 95.6 (100.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) (100)

STATE 4.4 (11.9) 75.9 (50.2) 100.0 (22.5) 17.7 (15.4) (100)

FEDERAL 0.0 (0.0) 24.1 (18.3) 0.0 (0.0) 82.3 (81.7) (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 (100)

Annex Table 1 continues next page
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Annex Table 1 (continued)

Niger State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 375,400,000 0.0 0.0 10,000,000 385,400,000

STATE 65,200,000 308,400,000 78,400,000 18,000,000 470,000,000

FEDERAL 0.0 132,000,000 88,000,000 123,900,000 343,900,000

TOTAL 440,600,000 440,400,000 166,400,000 151,900,000 1,199,300,000

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 85.2 (97.4) 0.0 0.0 6.6 (2.6) 32.1 (100.0)

STATE 14.8 (13.9) 70.0 (65.6) 47.1 (16.7) 11.8 (3.8) 39.3 (100.0)

FEDERAL 0.0 30.0 (38.4) 52.9 (25.6) 81.6 (36.0) 28.6 (100.0)

TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100

Jigawa State

1: Expenditures by Level of Education and Level of Government (N) 

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 306,814,632 0.0 0.0 0.0 306,814,632

STATE 30,000,000 53,648,086 43,011,863 0.0 126,659,949

FEDERAL 0.0 n.a. 0.0 0.0 n.a.

TOTAL 336,814,632 53,648,086 43,011,863 0.0 433,474,581

Notes: Consultant unable to obtain data on the Federal Government Colleges (Secondary). State Polytechnic recurrent expenditures included in ‘secondary’. Overall ‘Total’excludes
expenditures on the Federal Government Colleges.

2: Shares of Expenditure by Level of Education and Level of Government (percent)

PRIMARY SECONDARY TERTIARY UNIVERSITY TOTAL

LOCAL 91.1 (100) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 70.8 (100)

STATE 8.9 (23.7) 100.0 (42.3) 100.0 (34.0) 0.0 29.2 (100)

FEDERAL 0.0 (0.0) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 (100)

TOTAL 100 100 100 0.0 100 

Notes: Consultant unable to obtain data on the Federal Government Colleges (Secondary). State Polytechnic recurrent expenditures included in ‘secondary’. Overall ‘Total’excludes
expenditures on the Federal Government Colleges.
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Annex Table 2
State Government Education Expenditures
1998 and Estimated Primary Enrollments
1997 and 1998.

Education Primary Primary
Expenditure Enrollment Enrollment

1998 1997 1998
(N million) (’000) (’000)

Borno 397 781 740

Benue 581 746 765

Ekiti 462 222 270

Rivers 1,399 201 353

Jigawa 404 369 370

Enugu 461 249 338

Oyo 890 743 773

Kano 1,282 865 1103

Anambra 689 346 322

Lagos 1,511 456 511

Plateau 806 441 519

Niger 523 430 430

Bayelsa 458 341 305

Subtotal 9,964 6,190 6,799

Total (23,555) 14,695 16,045

Sources: Case studies and state government budgets; Summary of Primary School
Statistics in Nigeria 1991-98. Statistics Division. Federal Ministry of Education
Note: Total expenditure estimate derived from the sub total and the enrollments of the
sampled states as a share of total enrollments.

Annex Table 3
Education Expenditure and Total Expenditure
by Level of Government. 1998 (N million)

Education Total
Expenditure Expenditure Percent

Federal 23,688 246,372 9.6

State 23,555 138,457 17.0

Local 16,627 66,577 25.0

Total 63,870 451,406 14.2

Sources: State Education expenditures as in Annex Table 2. Federal governments
(Herbert 2002). Local government total expenditure from Central Bank of Nigeria tables.

Table 4:
Estimated Allocation of Education Expenditure Across Levels of Education by Each Tier 
of Government. 1998. (N million and percent)

Total Primary Secondary Tertiary University

Federal (percent) 100.0 16.9 14.6 29.0 39.4 

N million 23,668 3,999 3,455 6,863 9,325

State (percent) 100.0 9.0 63.9 15.3 11.8 

N million 23,555 2,119 15,051 3,604 2,779

Local (percent) 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

N million 16,627 16,627 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total (percent) 100.0 35.6 29.0 16.4 19.0

Source: Totals from Annex Table 3 and shares from text tables. 
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Case studies of state education expenditures

Benue — A. Akpa, Benue State University (2001)
Borno — D.H. Balami, University of Maiduguri (2001)
Ekiti — A.O. Ajayi, University of Ibadan (2002)
Enugu — J. Udeh, Federal Commissioner, RMAFC (2001)
Kano — A.U. Adamu, Bayero University, Kano (2001)
Jigawa — A.U. Adamu, Bayero University, Kano (2001)
Niger — A. Gimba (2002)
Oyo — B. Oni, Nigerian Institute of Social and Economic

Research, Ibadan (2001)
Rivers — T. J. Agiobenebo, University of Port Harcourt

(2001)

Reports on Federal Government expenditures

J. Udeh — Federal Commissioner RMAFC, (2000)
W.E. Herbert — Abuja (2002)
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