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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This study briefly reviews the state of education and education financing in Nigeria, including the 
quantity, efficiency, and effectiveness of resources from both domestic and external sources.  This 
analysis is based on a desk review of international and domestic data, literature, and publications, as 
well as a number of interviews with federal and state government officials, and donor actors.  

I. State of education. Despite many years of effort, the education system in Nigeria remains weak, 
especially in Northern Nigeria, although the poor quality of statistical data hampers a clear analysis of 
the numbers. Numerous government initiatives since the 1970s have achieved some gains, including the 
general increase in the gross enrollment ratio (GER) at the junior secondary school (JSS) level and an 
increase in both gross and net enrollment ratios for girls. Despite this progress, a large number of 
children remain out of school. The UIS-UNESCO data estimates 8.7 million primary children are out of 
school.  However, the government has not yet recognized this number, citing lack of a proper study.  
Meanwhile, annual school census data in the populous northern Kano state conducted with the 
assistance of a UKAid program suggest that significant improvements have been made in access since 
2011, but not necessarily quality.  On the other hand, UNICEF and other data highlight a high number of 
displaced schoolchildren in the insurgency-affected northeastern states. For instance, the 
International Organization for Migration reports that 423,000 (28%) of the 1,491,706 persons in 
Adamawa, Bauchi, Borno, Gombe, Taraba, and Yobe states are of school age. 

II. Bottlenecks to progress. These include demand, supply, governance, and accountability factors.  The 
lack of clear delineation of intergovernmental roles is a major obstacle to progress.  While officially 
mandated to oversee primary education, state governments (SGs) fail to allocate resources for this 
purpose, relying instead on local governments’ (LGs) funds. Others include financial accountability 
issues, limited awareness of the link between education and economic opportunities, cultural barriers 
to western education, poor coordination among governments, and narrow impact of donor 
interventions due to ineffective coordination with government.    

III. State of financing. Funding for basic education has come primarily from federal and local 
governments resources over the years; state governments have tended to prioritize tertiary education 
relying on local governments’ resources for primary education. A general lack of accountability inherent 
in current practices leads to inefficiency in use of resources. Officials estimate that these challenges 
account for 40% - 45 % of allocated funds. Recurrent capital expenditure imbalances in budgetary 
allocations aggravate the challenges and stifle the provision of education infrastructure. The non-
inclusion of performance conditions in the criteria for federal matching grants to state governments on 
basic education may lead to lack of incentives for performance and inefficiency.   

IV. Opportunities for action. State and non-state actors can improve their performances.  Federal and 
state governments need to invest in creating a reliable and sustainable education database to improve 
planning and management. The federal government should also redesign its matching grants for basic 
education, making state governments’ support for basic education a condition. Other conditions should 
include the release of funds in tranches to match achievement of preset access and quality targets and 
the provision of state governments’ counterpart funding from their own resources.  States that fail to 
meet standards over time should return their funding to the federal pool and receive a special 
assistance package for supervised capacity building.  Finally, donor resources would best support 
capacity building to improve governance - especially in the creation of a reliable and sustainable 
database and in improving financial accountability, including routine tracking of expenditure. 
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I .  ASSESSMENT OF THE STATE OF EDUCATION   

Since the 1970s, numerous federal and state government initiatives to widen access and improve the 
quality of education delivery have recorded gains in some aspects, including a general increase in gross 
enrollment ratio (GER) at the junior secondary school (JSS) level and both gross and net enrollment 
ratios (NER) for girls.  The recent decrease in out of school children in Nigeria from 10.5 million to under 
9 million by the UNESCO Institute of Statistics (UIS) could be a product of these interventions.1   

Despite this progress, however, Nigeria has the highest population of out of school children (OOSC) in 
the world. The estimated primary school aged population is 30 million, including 14.5 million girls (34% 
of which are out of school) and 15.1 million boys (29% of which are out of school).  Most OOSC live in 
rural areas and come from poor households (Figure 1).  Regional distribution of OOSC children is not 
even (Figure 2). 

Figure 1. Estimates of Out-of-School Children (OOSC)  

 
Source: UNESCO, UIS.    
 
Figure 2. Regional Disparities in Percent of Out-of-School Children (OOSC) 

 
Source: FMOE: Nigeria EFA Report Review Report, 2000 – 2014, p. 65; UNICEF: “Global Out-of-School 
Children, Nigeria Country Study” Report, March 2012, pg. 16-17, 26. 

Estimates on school access vary widely - even among government sources. This is due to the lack of 
data on education.  A 2012 UIS-UNESCO study using 2008 NHDS2 data projected that 10.1 million 
primary age children were not in school in 2012.  This number was later revised down to 9 million.3  The 
2009 Federal Ministry of Education (FMOE)4 Roadmap put the figure at about 19.6 million, while the 
Strategic Plan 5 uses the figure 10.1 million.6   

While differences exist in total numbers, there is wide agreement that the out of school problem is 
more severe in the northern part of the country and affects girls more heavily than boys.  Late entry, 
retention, and completion issues are also more prevalent in the north.  Ongoing armed insurgency in the 
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northeast has recently aggravated the problem.  While the challenge of out of school children may be 
less acute in the south, boys (rather than girls) are more likely to be out of school or attend school late 
due to economic reasons in this region. 

The most recent school enrollment statistics from the National Education Management Information 
System (NEMIS) shows that girls make up 48% of the nearly 39 million attending preprimary, primary, 
and junior secondary schools in 2013 (Figure 3).  There may be some discrepancies in this data for two 
reasons.  First, most of the data reported for states are carried over from previous years’ data.  Second, 
annual schools census data in states differ widely from the data reported by NEMIS.  For example, 
Kano state reports an increase in school enrollment of more than one million between 2011 and 2014,7 
achieved through a program that includes the provision of free meals and school uniforms, the building 
of more classrooms, the recruitment of more teachers, and the improvement of teacher welfare. The 
DFID ESSPIN program has also supported Kano with technical assistance in planning, validation, quality 
assurance, and reporting.  Despite this progress, however, Kano has not managed to achieve the same 
level of success with transition and retention, which remain problematic.   

Figure 3. Provisional School Enrolment Data from NEMIS 

 
Source: Summarized from Provisional Data Provided by the National Education Management 
Information System. 

A recent official study summarizes the key challenges in education quality in Nigeria.8  These include 
noncompliance with adopted benchmark qualifications for primary-school teachers, teacher 
absenteeism, large class sizes in many primary schools, vulnerability of children as victims of conflict, 
disability, HIV/AIDS, and the need for children to earn household income.   

The April 2015 Joint Donor Policy Note on Education found that the majority of children in school are 
learning very little.  “Even when children are in school a large proportion are not learning.  Nearly half of 
all children who have completed primary school cannot read a complete sentence and more than two 
thirds of children in the north remain illiterate by the end of primary school.  Every year, students 
perform poorly in the secondary school leaving exams.” 9  

The Joint Donor Note cites the large number of pupils in classrooms and teacher problems as 
contributing to the poor quality of basic education.  According to the Note, “In some areas there are 
already more than 300 pupils per class. Both trainee and practicing teachers do not receive the support 
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they need to build adequate competencies to ensure children learn. Evidence from teacher needs 
surveys across Nigeria demonstrate alarmingly low levels of pedagogical skill and subject content 
knowledge of primary school teachers.”   

Finally, the Note identified poor teacher training as contributing to the problem: “Colleges of Education 
often do not receive quality school leaners and the Colleges are not effectively structured and 
supervised to ensure adequate standards of teaching and learning for trainee teachers.  Once in school, 
many teachers are not given adequate opportunities to develop their skills.” 
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I I .  KEY BOTTLENECKS 

Governance and capacity, supply side, and demand side issues hinder progress towards EFA goals.  

Governance and Capacity Issues 

The main political economy challenges arise from lack of clarity in the delineation of intergovernmental 
roles, which often leads to duplication of functions.  Lack of clarity allows states to treat funding of 
basic education as the responsibility of only the federal and local governments.10  Further, the creation 
of multiple commissions to manage policies for attaining EFA goals – such as the Universal Basic 

Education Commission, National Commission for Adult & Non-Formal Education, and National 
Commission for Nomadic Education (UBEC, NMEC, and NCNE, respectively) - complicates coordination 
at the federal level.11 States create similar structures, but add two other complications. First, different 
bodies control the primary section of basic education (called State Universal Basic Education Boards, 
or SUBEBs at the state level) and junior secondary section of basic education (called State Education 
Boards, or SEBs, at the state level).12  Second, heads of SUBEBs are ‘executive chairpersons,’ reporting 
directly to the governors, as would commissioners.  Thus, the primary section of universal basic 
education is outside the control of State MOEs (SMOE), complicating coordination.13  A recent DFID 
sponsored study has identified other political economy challenges affecting the sector:14  

• The dominant political position of the governor in control of policy, finance, and patronage; 

• Politically driven decision-making; 

• Determination of education spending primarily by the political interests of the state governor; 

• Low capacity within state governments, especially in the planning departments; 

• Limited involvement of civil society in policy and planning, which leads to a lack of downward 
accountability; 

• Limited autonomy for local governments and entirely upward accountability to states. 

Capacity shortages are endemic, which lead to widespread symptoms, notably: 1) ineffective planning; 
2) inability to adhere to plans; 3) political override and unpredictability of (resource allocation) 
decisions; 4) weak procurement practices; and 5) inability to generate reliable data.  Capacity shortages 
have a political economy dimension.  The shortages create a professional vacuum, which allows 
political arbitrariness to thrive.   

Supply Side Issues 15  

First, dilapidated and inadequate school infrastructure creates a challenging atmosphere for learning.  
Buildings, furniture, toilets, and sanitation (including water) are lacking, and often inhibit students, 
especially girls, from attending school.16  Kano state officials suggest that even some boys drop out due 
to the poor conditions.   

Second, “teacher inadequacy and low quality undermine…the high quality of national school 
curriculum…translating into low levels of learning achievement.”17 Despite recent increases, teacher 
gaps are in the several thousand, especially in the fundamental subjects of English language, 
mathematics, and language of the immediate environment.18  The Federal MOE (FMOE) EFA report 
states that unfavorable gender parity ratios for teachers also creates difficulties in attracting and 
retaining girls in schools, especially in the culturally-sensitive north.  UBEC has introduced a teacher 
development program to improve the quality of instruction, but some states criticize the use of a 
uniform agenda, claiming it fails to recognize local context and needs within the training (e.g., Lagos).   

Third, the continuing insurgency in the northeast creates insecurity that keeps children out of school.  
Insurgents have destroyed a large number of schools, massacred and abducted many schoolchildren, 
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and displaced many communities that now live in IDP camps.  The Safe Schools Initiative is trying to 
ameliorate the situation by seeking to teach displaced people at their locations and making schools 
more secure.  However, restoring confidence to pre-insurgency levels is a medium- to long-term goal, 
requiring much work and investment.     

Demand Side Issues 

Poverty and cultural barriers (such as child labor and early marriage) are key demand side issues 
affecting progress.19  A recent analysis estimates that children from the lowest wealth quintile (42-
48%) are nearly three times more likely to be out of school than children from the fourth quintile (16-
21%).  This affects girls more than boys, although the gap is slowly closing.  The amount of children out 
of school is higher in the north than in the south.20  One reason is that public school pupils still spend an 
estimated average of $200 USD purchasing books and uniforms, despite the free universal basic 
education.21  It is more challenging for students in the poorer north to meet these costs.   

Child labor, non-adoption of the Child Rights Act (in the north), early marriage, and insufficient female 
teachers (especially in the north) who could be community role models to girls are further barriers.  
Girls from poorer homes help to generate income for their families, thereby reducing enrolment and 
retention GPI.22  
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I I I .  CURRENT STATE OF FINANCING 

This section uses available federal and state government data to review domestic and external 
financing for education, examining both quantity and quality. It pays particular attention to the funding 
of basic education.  It has three main messages.  First, more resources could be available for basic 
education if state governments contributed, rather than leaving it to federal and local governments. 
Second, current levels of funding would achieve better results if governance and accountability issues 
were addressed.  Third, an increase in donor coordination would allow more resources to be channeled 
to areas most in need, and thus have a greater impact.  

A. Domestic  Financing 

Education is a concurrent responsibility of both the federal and state governments under the 
constitution. There are four main sources of public funding for the public (nonfederal) education sector: 
direct allocations from the federal government (through the Universal Basic Education Intervention 
Fund and the Education Trust Fund), state governments, local governments, and private individuals and 
organizations, including nongovernmental organizations and international donors in some states. There 
is a huge lack of information on state and local expenditures for education, which makes accurate 
estimates of total spending difficult.  

Federal  Contribution Education Spending 

The federal government (FG) makes nationwide policies and runs secondary (both junior and senior) 
and post-secondary institutions, including universities, polytechnics, and colleges.23 The FG funds these 
through annual budgetary allocations and several targeted interventions funds, including the Tertiary 
Education Trust Fund (TETFund), debt relief grant (DRG/MDGs), and constituency projects of federal 
legislators. These funds also benefit state government schools. In addition, the FG funds the 
construction of several Almajiri (Tsangaya) schools and participates in nomadic education and adult 
education campaigns. The FG’s main intervention instrument in basic education is through a special 
Universal Basic Education (UBE) Fund, which makes matching grants to state governments.  

FG education spending averaged nearly $2 USD billion annually between 2010 and 2014, which amounts 
to 7.8% of aggregate FG spending24 or 0.5% of real GDP (Figure 4). Spending started above this $2 
billion average and rose steadily each year, except in 2012, when it dipped sharply to less than $1.2 USD 
billion.  The sharp fall in 2012 was not specific to the education sector; all government functions were 
affected due to the implementation of the FG’s fiscal consolidation regime aimed to streamline 
spending and eliminate waste.  The reduction was reflected in education’s share of aggregate spending 
and GDP, which dipped significantly in 2012, but picked up thereafter. 
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Figure 4. Federal Government Education Spending (Constant USD Millions, %) 

 
Source: All 2014, UBEC, TETFund, DRG/MDG information from FMOE Annual Report 2014; other data 
from Audited FGN Financial Statements (2010 - 2013), courtesy (OAGF); analysis by author. 
 
FG education spending has both budgetary and extra budgetary elements25 (Figure 5). Budgetary 
allocations account for an average of 82% per annum of FG education spending, and are mainly to the 
Federal Ministry of Education (FMOE) and its agencies. Extra-budgetary funds represent the remaining 
18% and often accrue for education through certain dedicated funds outside FMOE’s control (such as 
the Debt Relief Fund (DRF)/MDG and legislators’ constituency projects).26 The two most prominent 
extra budgetary funds in education are the UBE Fund and the Tertiary Education Trust Fund (TETFund), 
with UBE being the larger.   

Figure 5. Federal Financing for Education Nigeria (Constant USD Millions) 

 
Source: All 2014, UBEC, TETFund, DRG/MDG information from FMOE Annual Report 2014; other data 
from Audited FGN Financial Statements (2010 - 2013), courtesy (OAGF); analysis by author. 
 
The FMOE controlled 95% of budgetary allocations, which translates to 78% of total education 
spending at the federal level (see Figure 6, below).  Targeted non-FMOE spending was 5% of budgetary 
expenditures (4% total education spending). UBEC receipts averaged $350 USD million between 2010 
and 2014, but annual figures oscillated with FG earnings.27 TETfund is a dedicated fund for public 
(federal and state) tertiary institutions, financed by 2% prior tax on the profits of non-oil companies 
with over 100 personnel.  Its share in total federal education funding is relatively small, averaging 0.3% 
in the period.  Although budgetary spending appears prominent at 82%, it falls short of international 
good practice standards, which recommend minimal use of extra-budgetary funds to reduce 
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associated fiscal risks.28 The 18% EBF level suggests lack of capacity in the FMOE to deliver results or 
a desire to confer political patronage, both of which are symptoms of weak governance.   

Figure 6. Average Composition of Federal Education Spending, 2010-2014 

 
Source: All 2014, UBEC, TETFund, DRG/MDG information from FMOE Annual Report 2014; other data 
from Audited FGN Financial Statements (2010 - 2013), courtesy (OAGF); analysis by author. 
 
Basic education spending averaged 23% of FG education spending between 2010-14 counting UBEC 
allocations, DRF/MDGs, and constituency projects, but excluding embedded spending on the JS section 
of FG secondary (unity) schools.  Figure 7 plots the annual trend.   

Figure 7. Federal Spending on Basic vs. Non Basic Education (Constant USD Million) 

 
Source: All 2014, UBEC, TETFund, DRG/MDG information from FMOE Annual Report 2014; other data 
from Audited FGN Financial Statements (2010 - 2013), courtesy (OAGF); analysis by author. 
 
Figure 8 (below) tracks federal vs. non-federal spending. The proportion of federal funding may seem 
small; however, basic education is a subnational government responsibility rather than a federal one as 
per Nigeria’s fiscal federalism arrangements.  
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Figure 8. Federal vs. Non-Federal Spending on Education (Constant USD Million) 

 
Source: All 2014, UBEC, TETFund, DRG/MDG information from FMOE Annual Report 2014; other data 
from Audited FGN Financial Statements (2010 - 2013), courtesy (OAGF); analysis by author. 
 
The UBE Fund is the principal FG intervention instrument in basic education.  Releases to the Fund 
amounted to more than $1.7 USD (2010 constant) billion total between 2010 and 2014 (Figure 9).  UBEC 
expends a large proportion of its resources as matching grants to state governments (SGs) to support 
basic education.  Actual disbursement to individual SGs depends on whether they have met 
(nonperformance-related) conditions.  States are not always able to access these funds timeously, but 
allocated funds remain in tact until conditions are met. Failure to meet conditions has resulted in the 
underutilization of funds; unaccessed matching grants at the end of 2014 amounted to $266 USD 
million or 27% of allocations.  UBEC also spends some of its funds directly supplying textbooks and 
other learning aids, retraining teachers, and monitoring.   

Figure 9. Statutory Releases to UBEC & Allocations to SGs, Disbursements, & Unaccessed, 2014 

 
Source: All 2014, UBEC, TETFund, DRG/MDG information from FMOE Annual Report 2014; other data 
from Audited FGN Financial Statements (2010 - 2013), courtesy (OAGF); analysis by author. 
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workshops, meetings, M&E, purchase, and rehabilitation of small office equipment such as computers, 
etc.  Thus, FMOE expenditure includes little costs of infrastructure.   

Figure 10. Average Composition MOE Spending 

 
Source: All 2014, UBEC, TETFund, DRG/MDG information from FMoE Annual Report 2014; other data 
from Audited FGN Financial Statements (2010 - 2013), courtesy (OAGF); analysis by author. 
 
State Governments’  Education Spending  

State governments (SGs) spend few resources on primary education, preferring instead to concentrate 
on tertiary (Table 1). In fact, 40% of state-run education institutions are at the tertiary level.29 While 
official data show that SGs fund a large share of primary and secondary institutions, this is misleading, 
especially in regard to primary schools. Rather, SGs take their contributions for primary education 
from local government funds.  

Table 1. Providers of Education Services in Nigeria 

 Providers of  Education Services in  Nigeria  (as of  May 2015)  

 Institutions of Higher Learning  
  

F e d e r a l  S t a t e  P r i v a t e  T o t a l  
%  

F e d e r a l  
%  

S t a t e s  
%  

P r i v a t e  

U n i v e r s i t i e s *  40 39 59 1 3 8  29% 28% 43% 

P o l y t e h n i c s * *  24 38 25 8 7  28% 44% 29% 

C o l l e g e s  o f  
A g r i c u l t u r e * *  

17 19 0 3 6  47% 53% 0% 

M o n o t e c h n i c s * *  23 2 2 2 7  85% 7% 7% 

C o l l e g e s  o f  H e a l t h  
T e c h n o l o g y * *  9 40 1 5 0  18% 80% 2% 

V E I / I E I s * *  0 0 120 1 2 0  0% 0% 100% 

T e c h n i c a l  C o l l e g e s * *  19 110 3 1 3 2  14% 83% 2% 

C o l l e g e s  o f  E d u c a t i o n
ŧ
 23 0 14 3 7  62% 0% 38% 

T o t a l  T e r t i a r y  
I n s t i t u t i o n s  

155 248 224 6 2 7  25% 40% 36% 

Secondary Schools 

S e n i o r  S e c o n d a r y
§

 104 9,881 11,025 21,010 0.5% 47.0% 52.5% 

Basic Education Institutions 

J u n i o r  S e c o n d a r y
§

 104 21,548 10,376 32,028 0.3% 67.3% 32.4% 

P r i m a r y
§

 
 

60,064 32,584 92,648 0.0% 64.8% 35.2% 

P r e - P r i m a r y
§

 
 

29,864 18,897 48,761 0.0% 61.2% 38.8% 

Personnel 
83% 

Overhead 
8% 

Capital 
9% 

Personnel 

Overhead 

Capital 
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*Source: National Universities Commission (NUC) website 
**Source: National Board for Technical Education (NBTE) website 
t Source: National Commission for Colleges of Education (NCCE) 
§ Source: State government and private school data from NEMIS, Provisional NEMIS data for 2012/13 – 
grossly understated as data from a sample of states (Kano and Lagos, for instance); Federal JSS and 
SSS data from 2014 FMOE Report. 
 
Overall, states spend very few resources on basic education. Recent data from a sample of four states 
reveals that their average spending on basic education was only 0.6% (Table 2), which mainly serves to 
cover junior secondary schooling overhead. This suggests that states do not prioritize primary 
education as their expenditure responsibility, despite a 2002 Supreme Court decision (see next 
section). Data from the same four states30 also shows that state education spending has been 
increasing, but the bulk of it is recurrent and prioritizes tertiary education.  The capital component of 
the growing education spending is less than 20%, except in Yobe state with an average of 45% capital 
expenditure.  Thus, state governments also prioritize recurrent education spending, which is subject to 
the same abuses identified at the federal level (see above).      

Table 2. Summary of Select SGs' Recent Spending on Education 

States'  Spending on Education (Constant USD M) 
Average %  Perf (Kano,  

Lagos,  Yobe) 
  

Kano Lagos Yobe Anambra 
Education %  

of Avg Exp 
Primary %  

of Educ 

2 0 1 0  $92.32 $215.78 
 

$17.22 11.17% 0 

2 0 1 1  $92.69 $216.55 $50.15 $34.32 14.85% 0 

2 0 1 2  $147.94 $255.94 $52.66 
 

17.54% 0.89% 

2 0 1 3  $152.98 $300.13 $57.26 
 

17.29% 1.25% 
A v e r a g e  
S p e n d i n g  $121.48 $247.10 $53.35 $25.77 15.68% 0.57% 

A v e r a g e  
C A P E X  19.59% 16.25% 45% 14% 

  
Sources: Compiled from audited Financial statements of the SGs for the relevant years. 

Local  Governments’  Education Spending 

The role of local governments (LGs) in education is “participation in…the provision and maintenance of 
primary, adult, and vocational education.”31 A 2002 Supreme Court decision interpreted this to mean 
that primary education is a state responsibility in which local governments may participate.  In practice, 
states use federal allocations to local governments to pay for primary school teachers’ salaries, and 
use local government funds to pay their counterpart contributions to UBEC grants.  In addition, local 
governments contribute to the funding of state universities, especially in the northern states.  
Consequently, LGs make a huge contribution to education financing in Nigeria, but it is difficult to 
determine the level due to non-publication of LGs’ financial statements.32 

Private Sector ( including Non-State)  Contribution 

The private sector plays a key role in providing education services at all levels, accounting for more 
than one third of educational institutions.33 Private institutions do not receive official funding support; 
their main source of finance is the fees they charge. Therefore, households’ contributions to education 
financing are significant.  The US Embassy in Nigeria estimates private secondary schools fees cost an 
average $1000 to $2000 USD per annum.  "These schools have smaller classes (approximately ten to 
fifteen students per class), modern equipment and a better environment. Teachers in these institutions 
all possess at least a Bachelors in a specific course area and… [attend] workshops or short term 
programs on a regular basis.”34 
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However, even free public schools carry costs, estimated to be around $200 USD for books, uniforms, 
and other levies.  Children from poor households cannot afford this. However, UBEC and some states 
are responding to this by providing free books, writing materials, uniforms, and desks (e.g., Imo and 
Kano).  In addition, Kano provides one free meal per day in the lower classes of its primary schools.    

Summary of  Issues in  Domestic  Financing of  Basic  Education in  Nigeria 

Overall, three broad issues affect domestic financing of basic education in Nigeria, which were 
discussed above and highlighted here.   

• Potential funding gap due to SGs’ failure to share in funding basic education;  

• Financial governance and accountability challenges creating perception of misuse, of 40%–
45% of resources, including institutional failures that allow imbalance in recurrent capital 
spending, misclassification of O&M as capital expenditure, and accounting for expenditure 
with only receipts and no evidence of performance;   

• Failure to make performance outcomes conditional for federal matching grants to states on 
basic education, thereby lacking performance incentives and potentially creating an 
entitlement mentality.   

B. External  Financing  

This section briefly examines the size and division of ODA to the education sector, the major bilateral 
and multilateral donors, and coordination among donors.  

Size & Composition 

Sector allocable ODA to education was initially low and unstable, but leaped almost four times in 2010 
to $171 USD million.  Although aid flow did not sustain this momentum, it did not fall to its pre-2010 
levels; education ODA was $152 USD million in 2013 (Figure 11).  The sharp rise in 2010 coincided with the 
outset of displacement of pupils in the northeast due to insurgency, suggesting that donors were likely 
responding to the situation.   

Figure 11. ODA Flow to the Education (sector allocable), 2002-13 

$  - ODA flow to total education (sector allocable) 
% - ODA to basic education (sector allocable) as a percentage of total ODA to education (sector allocable) 

 
Source: OECD-DAC; analysis by author.  
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When ODA used by the education sector that has not been earmarked for a specific level of education 
is taken into account, total ODA to basic education rises. Table 3 tracks total ODA used for basic and 
non-basic education taking into account both sector and nonsector allocable totals from 2010-13.  
 
Table 3. ODA Flows to Basic and Non-Basic Education (sector and non-sector allocable), Constant 
USD Million 2013 

 Year 
 2010 2011  2012 2013 

Education, Level Unspecified 97.48 61.84 48.94 45.42 
       Basic 74.70 54.98 50.59 60.55 
       Non-basic 96.5 83.5 98.4 91.8 
TOTAL35 171.22 138.44 148.97 152.32 

Source: OECD Credit Reporting System. 

As with sector allocable aid, sector and nonsector ODA to basic education grew in 2010 and remained 
high through 2013. However, the basic education proportion of total ODA has decreased steadily since 
then (Table 4, below).  Moreover, basic education’s share of total education ODA between 2010 and 
2013 was below the recommended international standard of 50%, raising issues of about priorities and 
effectiveness of spending. 

Table 4. Share by Sub-Sector in Total Education (sector and non-sector allocable) 
 Year 

TOTALS36 2010 2011  2012 2013 

Basic  43.6% 39.7% 34.0% 39.8% 

Secondary  24.0% 22.1% 25.7% 33.9% 

Post Secondary  32.4% 38.2% 40.3% 26.3% 

Source: OECD Credit Reporting System. 

Major Donors and Effectiveness of  Aid 

Bilateral aid dominates ODA to education, with nearly all of it from DAC countries. DAC contribution 
averaged 69% of total education ODA from 2002 to 2013; non-DAC contribution was very small, at less 
than 1%. The UAE was the only non-DAC contributor (although Kuwait recently donated $80 USD 
million to the Safe Schools Initiative Fund launched by the UN).  The UK is the largest donor with an 
average annual contribution of $24.60 USD million during the period; US ($7.66 USD million), Germany 
($5.37 USD million), France ($3.17 USD million), and Japan ($2.77 USD million) follow in that order.  Others 
are mostly small contributors. The contributors usually design their own programs, consulting each 
other and the government in the process. Donors directly implement their programs through 
alternative, non-government channels. Bilateral funds are rarely channeled through local financial and 
procurement processes37 due to concerns of possible misuse and the domestic policies of the donor 
countries.  
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Figure 12. Total ODA to Nigeria Education Sector by Donor type, 2002-13 

 
Source: OECD-DAC. 
 
Multilateral assistance accounted for 31% of ODA between 2002 to 2013. The World Bank Group IDA 
credits were the highest component of both multilateral and all education ODA, averaging $44.85 USD 
million annually during the period.  Other multilateral donors are UNICEF ($1.97 USD million), AfDF ($1.81 
USD million), UNDP ($0.34 USD million), and EU Institutions, ($0.02 USD million).  IDA and AfDF 
assistance does not mix with budgetary funds,38 but disburses through parallel project accounts 
separately created for the purpose.  Government officials run these accounts, but follow specially-
designed accounting and procurement procedures.  Design of the projects is usually in consultation 
with the government.  Some of the projects are infrastructure related at the non-basic education level.  
Other multilateral donors directly implement their programs.   
 
Coordination among Donors and with Governments  

International development partners in education have recently increased their coordination and 
cooperation. First, development partners (DPs) consult with each other and with the government when 
designing their individual programs. Second, they have revived their monthly donor coordination 
meetings (chaired by DFID and UNICEF) after a hiatus,39 even meeting sometimes twice monthly, if 
necessary.  Third, the Local Education Group (LEG), chaired by the FMOE, provides another platform for 
donors to meet. Fourth, donors are also cooperating through the GPE and SSI programs (described 
below) by supporting the government’s successful application for $100 USD million and the 
cooperation of five key donors to implement the program. Fifth, donors recently prepared a Joint 
Donor Policy Note on Education in April 2015 to brief the new FG and express their desire to assist.  
Despite this progress, donor coordination in Nigeria is not as effective as it could be; the Joint Donor 
Policy Note illustrates the problem, as discussed further below. 

Broader donor coordination is more effective under the Country Assistance Framework (CAF) tool. The 
CAF is the common strategic approach of Nigeria’s development partners in support of the 
government’s development plans. CAF partners include the WBG, DFID, USAID, JICA, GIZ, IFAD, CIDA, 
and KOICA. The CAF framework allows various thematic donor groups to meet around a common 
agenda and resolve issues. In addition, the WBG and DFID have been cooperating since 2004 around a 
common agenda, including joint financing of projects.  Recently, the EU and the WBG also began 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
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cooperating in a common governance program, State and Local Governance Program (SLOGOR). Such 
arrangement has not existed in education until the SSI and the GPE. 

The Safe Schools Initiative (SSI) is a joint response to the “children and schools affected by insurgency 
in the North Eastern States of Nigeria.”  The insurgency led to the closure of all schools in Borno State 
from March 14, 2014, keeping “roughly 253,000 children…out of school in [the] 2013-14 School Year.”40 
In addition, Adamawa, Yobe and Borno states reported 338 schools destroyed, at least 196 teachers 
and over 314 learners killed, and more than 276 learners abducted by the end of 2014.41 An April 2015 
report states that 422,899 or 28%of the 1,491,706 displaced persons in Adamawa, Bauchi, Borno, 
Gombe, Taraba, and Yobe are of school age.42 The government established a national Safe Schools 
Fund “to accommodate capitalization from the Federal Government, Private Sector, and grants from 
donors.”  The partners in the SSI are “Nigerian government, the UN Special Envoy for Global Education, 
Gordon Brown, the Nigerian Global Business Coalition for Education, and private sector leaders,”43 and 
the initiative was launched in May 2014.   

Complementing the SSI is the “Nigeria Safe Schools Initiative Multi-Donor Trust Fund (Nigeria SSI 
MDTF) also for donors for matching co-financing and implementation of activities pertaining to the 
Initiative.” The SSI is piloting in Adamawa, Borno, and Yobe states in three areas: “transfer of 
secondary students to other states, support to education in IDP camps, and piloting of safe schools 
models including community mobilization.” UNICEF (supported with funds from Norway), DFID, and GIZ 
have respectively selected and are implementing one each of the three items of the SSI.  Coordinating 
is done through a high-level steering committee of government and donors (headed by the Federal 
Minister of Finance) and a technical committee also headed by government (National Emergency 
Management Agency, or NEMA). Donor members of the coordination bodies are the WBG, AfDB, DFID, 
GIZ, UNICEF, and USAID.   

The Global Partnership for Education (GPE) is also helping to coordinate donors.  The GPE is a three-
year (2015-2018) IDA grant of $100 USD million to the FGN to improve access and quality of basic 
education in northern states, “with particular attention to girls’ participation.”44 The grant will directly 
benefit pupils attending government funded basic education and integrated Islamiyya schools and 
teachers working in government schools who will receive training and support.  The project will also 
indirectly benefit public officers at all levels of government active in delivering education and School-
Based Management Committees (SBMCs) and their communities.  The GPE achieves coordination by 
getting donor partners to support and supervise GPE funded activities in their localities of operation.  
Thus, DFID provides technical assistance in Jigawa, Kaduna, and Kano; UNICEF in Katsina; and USAID in 
Sokoto. 

Joint Donor Policy Note on Education45 

The recently issued Joint Donor Policy Note on Education demonstrates the factors behind the lack of 
effectiveness of donor intervention in Nigeria, such as lack of synergy between donors and government 
as well as among donors.  The Policy Note analyzes some of the issues with basic education, prescribes 
key actions, theorizes how Nigeria can move forward, and decides how development partners can 
support. However, some prescriptions do not recognize the constraints of Nigeria’s brand of fiscal 
federalism and the political economy forces at play.46  Experience shows that this will not be easy.   

An example is the prescription, “Federal and State Governments to champion decentralized funding for 
schools so that schools, communities and local government can prioritize investments and make 
schools better places for both girls and boys to learn.”47 This suggestion is not new, but has not been 
successful, because the FG has not been able to design and deploy workable nationwide governance 
and decentralization systems with appropriate incentives to get SGs to comply. Donor coordination 
and intervention would be more effective if it offers help to the FG in designing and deploying such 
“decentralized funding” identified as crucial.    
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Finally, the last section of the Policy Note on, "How Development Partners Can Support," is not in line 
with the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and the follow up in Accra (2007).  Donors tend 
to make autonomous decisions about where they would like to invest funds, rather than support 
Nigeria’s identification of its most pressing challenges and its contextualized, local approach to 
addressing these challenges. In essence, donors are not currently assisting the country where it needs 
the most help, but where they prefer.  This contributes to the ineffectiveness of donor coordination and 
interventions.  The example of Rwanda, detailed below, provides some lessons for Nigeria.  

The Rwandan Example of  Aid Coordination  

Rwanda presents a good model of donor coordination and intervention.  In Rwanda, donors decide their 
areas of intervention in conjunction with the government, which restricts them to no more than three 
sectors of the economy.  Donors who prefer already-crowded sectors must be willing to redirect funds 
to areas of greater need if they wish to operate in the country.  This lead some donors to focus on 
assisting Rwanda in building the renowned planning, governance, and monitoring systems in place 
today.   

Moreover, donor resources complement government funding.  The restriction of donors to few sectors 
ensures that they do not spread their scare resources too thin, but instead concentrate and deploy 
them in a coordinated manner.  The government and donors also cooperatively decide in which regions 
of the country donors can operate.  This enables the government to realign its own resources to areas 
and sectors with greater need so that it does not repeat the activities.    

Donor programs and projects should fit into the government’s development frameworks at both 
national and local levels, for which donors helped the government to develop the capacity to prepare.  
Donors who commit funds to projects not approved by the national or local authorities will not be able 
to bring in personnel to execute those projects because the government’s approval is a condition for 
issuance of visa.  Donor projects are subject to the same the performance contract and assessments as 
the government.  Finally, donors sit in various decision-making bodies at the levels they operate.   
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IV.  OPPORTUNITIES FOR ACTION 

Perhaps the most important element of Nigeria’s success is not “more money,” but rather “more 
results.” The findings below list some critical factors and suggestions for action.   

Summary of  Key Findings  

Nigeria’s governments at all levels have and are implementing numerous initiatives to widen access to 
and improve the quality of basic education, resulting in some successes, including the following:  

• General increase in GER at the JSS level and GER and NER for girls; 

• Improved funding, with federal government contributing an average of $2 USD billion in 
constant terms to basic education to fund infrastructural development, supply of textbooks, 
improving teacher performance, and local governments’ funds paying primary schools teachers 
and running costs; 

• Substantial investment in production of qualified teachers by both the federal and state 
governments through the establishment of numerous Colleges of Education; 

• Ongoing efforts to improve nationwide statistics for planning through an IT-based data 
reporting process, currently being piloted.  

However, huge challenges remain resulting in not meeting EFA targets.  For instance, between 16% and 
18% of global out of school children are in Nigeria, teacher inadequacy and poor quality continue, and 
GPI for both pupils and teachers is less than 0.5. These phenomena occur with serious regional 
imbalances. Issues of late attendance, retention, completion, and GPI index are more acute in the north 
than in the south.  Ongoing armed insurgency in some parts of the north has led to widespread 
displacement of school pupils and teachers, and has recently aggravated these imbalances.  Below is a 
summary of factors that have led to the poor performance in achieving EFA targets.   

• Educational planning has a low priority in management, accentuated by lack of reliable 
statistics, including population data. Securing regional cooperation in data management and 
cooperative planning is difficult.   

• Financial governance structures are weak, which leads to a lack of transparency and 
accountability. Office overheads consume the larger proportion of resources at the expense of 
operations and management. Mechanisms for tracking resources to operational (classroom) 
are needed in order to strengthen capacity for planning and financial management.   

• State governments (SGs) devote few resources to basic education, instead prioritizing 
higher education. 	
   SGs tend to rely on local governments (LGs) to fund primary education, 
despite the 2002 Supreme Court ruling.  The current practice of using LGs’ resources to meet 
SGs’ counterpart contribution for UBE matching grants may be creating a funding gap.   

• Monitoring and Evaluation are needed to ensure resources are allocated on a needs basis. 
Performance targets that include active results monitoring could strengthen planning, political 
commitment, and capacity.	
  Although the National Planning Commission is currently finalizing a 
new M&E Framework for the country, its willing adoption by state governments is 
questionable, given the history of past attempts at intergovernmental coordination.   

• The current design and process of donor interventions affect their ability to make impact.  
Rwanda presents a model of donor intervention, with each donor targeting a few areas of 
intervention, donor resources complementing government funding, donor projects strictly 
fitting into the government’s development framework, and projects subjected to the same 
performance assessments as the government’s.   



 

 21 

Recommendations for  Achieving Greater Effectiveness in  Education Financing 

All levels of Nigerian government must take the lead in making education finance work; international 
donors need only play the supportive role of investing their resources in strengthening systems.  

1 .  State Governments need to show commitment to basic education by contributing to its funding, 
rather than relying on local governments contributions.   

State contribution, in addition to current levels of federal and local contributions will greatly reduce 
basic education funding gaps. SGs could find funds by realigning education priorities in favor of basic 
education, instead of tertiary.  The FG could provide incentives for SGs to contribute to basic education 
by making small changes to its conditions on matching grants to SGs on basic education (see below).   

The FG should add performance and reporting targets to its matching grants on basic education to 
provide the necessary incentive for goal pursuit.  Enforcement is key, achievable through forfeiture of 
grants for noncompliance or non-performance. Moreover, the publication of regular reports is a 
powerful, albeit unintended, motivating incentive, as they have a proven track record in similar 
countries (e.g., Rwanda). The FG only needs to amend and enforce the UBEC Act 2004 along the 
following actions to achieve these:  

• Set conditions based on performance, such as carefully designed and verifiable access and 
quality key performance indicators (KPIs). 

• Graduate KPIs targets, so that achievement of a certain target leads to aspirations for a higher 
one. UBEC disbursements should also be in tranches, corresponding to levels of KPI. 

• Unaccessed grants to individual SGs need not accumulate indefinitely; loss of unaccessed 
funds to the common pool for not meeting targets or for ‘sharp practices’ would be a powerful 
performance incentive.48 SGs that consistently miss targets should undergo a special 
supervised capacity development program tailored to the capacity problem.  

• SGs that fail to fulfill their constitutional role of funding primary education should not be 
able to receive funds from the federal government. Withholding funds will place pressure on 
SGs through the Nigeria Governors Forum peer review mechanism.  

• Design templates for the collecting and reporting of data so that statistics across states may 
be consistent and accurate.49  

2. Both federal and state governments would benefit from a performance-based M&E system that 
will routinize the collection and reporting of reliable education data.   

The ongoing FG investment in provision of infrastructure for data collection could serve as the 
springboard.  Support of development partners will be very helpful.  The GPE, UNICEF, and DFID are 
supporting the establishment and capacity building of EMIS systems in some states. However, a 
coordinated and integrated national system would be more beneficial.  

3. Clarification of roles and improvements in governance systems could increase efficiency and 
effectiveness. 

The emergent system should employ competency-based hiring, with a special focus on skills in 
planning, financial management, and data collection.  The installation of a routine expenditure tracking 
system to verify and report use of funds would also help increase accountability and transparency in 
spending.  Assistance of international development partners would also help fill funding gaps.   

4. Increased coordination and planning among donors could bring about greater effectiveness. 

This includes increased coordination with government as well as a clear prioritization of sector needs. 
In order to make a sustainable impact, donor resources should focus on strengthening systems, rather 
than operations. Nigerian governments can mobilize and deploy more resources than donors may be 
willing to bring in. If taken in conjunction with the previous recommendations, donor resources 
channeled through improved Nigerian systems may be highly effective.   
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