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ABSTRACT 
Background: Education is the life wire and indeed the bedrock of any nation. Primary education is the 

foundation of all levels of education hence it cannot be ignored. This is because the foundation of all 

levels of education starts from the primary school. The policy makers in Nigeria are also conscious of the 

importance of primary level of education as the first stage where the foundation of education is laid. This 

is why they brought the administration of primary education to the grassroots. Objective: This study 

investigated modalities for improving local government education authorities’ participation in the 

funding of primary schools in Enugu State. Methodology: A 32–item questionnaire was developed and 

administered to 524 subjects (300 primary school teachers and 224 supervisors and education 

secretaries) in Enugu State. The data collected were analyzed using mean scores. Z – test statistic was 

employed in testing the null hypothesis. Results: The study found out that the statutory role of the local 

government education authorities such as submitting estimates, annual and monthly returns to SUBEB 

are being fulfilled in Enugu State. Inadequate funding, misappropriation of fund, poor statistical data, 

lack of stable policies and politicization of education sector constituted constraints to LGEAs 

participation in the funding of primary schools in Enugu State. Identified constraints such as placing of 

wrong persons in professional function, lack of initiative and creativity and poor education achievement 

in education are some of the adverse effects of ineffective LGEAs participation in the funding of primary 

schools in Enugu State. Conclusion:  Funds need to be generated through rates, endowment funds, 

property taxes, and funds allocated to education should be used properly as ways of improving LGEAs 

participation in funding primary schools in Enugu State.  

 

KEYWORDS: Education Secretaries, Funding, Local Government Education, Modalities,  Participation, Primary Schools, 

Teachers, Supervisors  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Education is a public good that calls for greater support from the three tiers of Government (Federal, State, 

Local Government), corporate organizations, and individuals. Public good, according to Ekeocha and Fonta [3] 
is that aspect of education one benefits from even though they haven’t been paid and does not diminish the 
amount available for the next person.  It is an investment in human beings because it yields economic and social 
benefits to both the individual in particular and to the society in general. The National Policy on Education [8], 
sharing this view maintains that “through education the individual acquires appropriate skills and competences 
that enable him to contribute to the development of the society”. The level of education spending overtime (with 
particular reference to primary education) in Nigeria remains low. For instance in 2002, the Federal government 
allocated these percentages to the various levels of institutions: Universities 51.2%, Polytechnics 16.0%, 
Colleges of Education 9.7, Secondary schools 15.6% and Primary 7.5% (www.fmf.gov.ng; www. 
budgetoffice.gov.ng).   

Education is the life wire and indeed the bedrock of any nation. Primary education is the foundation of all 
levels of education hence it cannot be ignored. This is because the foundation of all levels of education starts 
from the primary school. Primary education is the education given in an institution for children aged 6 to 11 plus 
[8]. Obanya [11] observed that primary school is the first stage of formal education. In the words of Fafunwa 
[7], “primary education is the core of African development even though many African educators would rather 
give priority to secondary, technical and university education”. Primary school is very essential because it is a 
place where the proper tomorrow of any individual can and must be built [18]. According to the National Policy 
on Education [8], it moulds the character of a child in all ramifications.  

In view of its importance, many governments would like primary education to be free and compulsory for 
all. With that reason in mind, the then Western region Minister of education, presented a comprehensive 
proposal for the introduction of a free, universal and compulsory education known as Universal Primary 
Education (UPE). The scheme was introduced on 17 January 1955 in the region.  In January 1957, the Universal 
Primary Education scheme was launched in the Eastern region. The Northern Region was unable to enter the 
race principally for financial reasons compounded by the enormity of the number of children of school age 
resident in the region [6]. The then Federal Military Government of Nigeria under the leadership of General 
Olusegun Obasanjo in September 1976 made primary education free and universal by launching a national 
Universal Primary Education programme. With the launching of the scheme for the whole nation, Nigeria aimed 
at, perhaps a gigantic milestone in the area of organized education. But at the same time Federal Military 
Government set in motion, unwittingly, series of crisis in the educational system. There were many crises like 
crisis of supply and demand, the crisis of administration and administrative structures, the crisis of community 
support and confidence, the crisis of equality of educational opportunities, and the crisis of relevance and 
realities [18]. During the implementation of the UPE programme, enrolment of pupils reached its apex [6]. For 
instance, the primary school population rose from 457,000 in 1954 to 811,000 in 1955 that is an increase of 
77%. Again primary school enrolment skyrocketed from 775,000 pupils in 1956 to 1.2 million in 1957. This 
represented an increase of children in school from 48 percent in 1956 to 73 percent in 1957.  Again in the year 
1964 the total primary school enrolment in Nigeria was 2,849,488. This stood at 5,950,296 by the 1975/76 
school year, representing an increase of about 108% within a decade. Primary school enrolment skyrocketed to 
8,242,060 during the 1976/77 school year because of the increase of 38.35% within a year.  

By the 1977/78 school year, the enrolment had jumped to 10,104,670 and by the 1982/83 session it 
exceeded 15,000,000. This represents over 400% increase within two decades.  In the statistical information on 
Basic Education in Nigeria, primary schools pupils in Nigeria stand thus: 1999 she has 17,907,008, in 2000 - 
19,158,541, in 2001 – 19,263,534, 2002 – 19,861,654, and in 2003 – 25,765969. There has been an increase in 
enrolment as the years goes by.  In 2005, Enugu State has 281710 pupil in her primary schools, and when 
summed up with other states it shows an increase [17]. In view of this, everything connected with education, 
apart from the pupils themselves, was lacking and it is still lacking.  For example, school building classrooms, 
teachers, teaching materials and textbooks. 

Today, the primary school system in Nigeria is grossly neglected. The buildings are dilapidated, dirty 
environment, irregular payment of teacher’s salaries, lack of facilities and equipment, irregular inspection 
among others. SUBEB [17] observed that funding of primary education in the early 1900’s was as much of a 
problem as it is today. Government funds were limited. Contributions of people were very minimal because 
people seem too poor to make some extra donations towards education development. Education is never free 
because somebody always has to pay for it. Ezeocha [5] maintained that primary education should be financed 
as a shared responsibility among the Federal, State and Local Government. The federal government welcomes 
parents and local communities to contribute to the funding of education at different levels of education [8].  

By Decree 96 of 1993, the government established the State Primary Education Board (SPEB) which is 
today known as State Universal Basic Education Board (SUBEB) [16]. This board participates fully in 
management and funding of primary schools in the state. Government has been responsible for the payment of 
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all categories of primary school teachers, maintenance of school buildings, and the provision of teaching 
materials. Today government funding is dwindling, indicating that it cannot shoulder the responsibility of 
funding primary education effectively. This is because of the increase in pupil’s enrolment culminating in 
problems of inadequacy of school facilities, lack of personnel etc.  

The Local Government Education Authorities (LGEAs) responsibilities include: submission of annual 
estimates, annual accounts and monthly returns, payment of salaries, allowances and benefits to all the teaching 
and non – teaching staff, acquisition and distribution of materials and equipment to all public primary schools, 
undertaking general maintenance of school buildings and infrastructure and stimulating, promoting and 
encouraging community participation in the running of primary schools in its area of jurisdiction [17]. Each 
local government councils in the federation therefore contribute some percentage in the funding of primary 
school in their areas of jurisdiction. Following World Bank donation, funds for primary education service were 
provided by each tier of government in 1999; however, about 86 percent of the funds for primary education 
came from the local governments’ allocation derived from the Federation Account while most of this fund was 
for teachers’ salaries. Federal government provides only small amounts, while the state government 
contributions appear to have been around 10 to 12 percent [19]. 

The policy makers in Nigeria are conscious of the importance of primary level of education as the first stage 
where the foundation of education is laid. This is why they brought the administration of primary education to 
the grassroots. Thus, the LGEAs are responsible for the administration of primary schools at the local 
government level. To that end, the situation for modalities for improving local government participation in the 
funding of primary schools is eminent since one of the goals of creating local government councils is to bring 
development to every nook and cranny of the nation. The local government councils seem not to be living up to 
expectations towards the primary level of education; hence, this has necessitated the researchers to find out 
modalities for improving local government participation in funding of primary schools in Enugu State.  

Research Questions 
The following research questions were formulated to guide the study. 
i. To what extent do the local government education authorities fulfill their statutory roles? 
ii. What are the constraints to local government education authorities’ participation in the funding of 

primary schools?   
iii. What are the affect of the identified constraints to effective local government education authorities’ 

participation in the funding of primary schools?  
iv. What are the strategies to be adopted to improve local government education authorities’ participation 

in the funding of primary schools? 
Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were formulated to guide the study and will be tested at 0.05 level of 

significance. 
i. There will be no significant difference between the mean ratings of Teachers, and supervisors and 

Education secretaries on the extent local government education authorities fulfill their statutory roles in funding 
of primary schools. 

ii. There will be no significant difference between the mean ratings of Teachers, and supervisors and 
Education secretaries on the constraints to local government education authorities, participation in funding of 
primary education. 

iii. There will be no significant difference between the mean ratings of teachers, and supervisors and 
education secretaries on strategies that can be adopted to improve local government education authorities’ 
participation in funding of primary schools. 
 
Methodology: 

Design of the Study: The design for this study is descriptive survey which aims at investigating modalities 
for improving local government participation in funding of primary schools in Enugu State of Nigeria. 

A descriptive survey design seeks to document and describe what exists or the present status of existence or 
absence of what is being investigated [1]. 

Area of the Study: The study was conducted in primary schools in Enugu State. There are six education 
zones in Enugu State; Agbani, Agwu, Enugu, Nsukka, Obollo – Afor and Udi. The use of Enugu state is for the 
fact that Enugu state would provide data on the on the topic of study. 

Sample and Sampling Technique: Three hundred teachers were selected through a simple random sampling, 
that is, fifty teachers from each education zone and all the two hundred and twenty - four supervisors and 
education secretaries made up of one hundred and sixty eight supervisors and fifty – six education secretaries 
were used for the study. These are personnel directly involved in administration of primary schools in the state.  

Instrument for Data Collection:  Questionnaire was used to collect data for this study. The instrument used 
for the study is a questionnaire titled: Questionnaire for Teachers, supervisors and education secretaries on 
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modalities for improving local government participation in funding of primary schools QTSEMILGPFPSE 
questionnaire. See appendix 1 for details.  

The questionnaire is considered appropriate for this study because it merely seeks the opinion of 
respondents on an already established and existing issues. It comprised 31 items built in four clusters A, B, C 
and D on a modified Likert – type scale of Very Great Extent {VGE}, Great Extent {GE}, Little Extent {LE}, 
Not At All {NA}, and Strongly Disagree {SD}, Disagree {D}, Agree {A}, Strongly Agree {SA} rated 1,2,3 and 
4 respectively. 

Validation of the Instrument: The instrument for data collection was face validated by four experts of the 
Faculty of education, University of Nigeria Nsukka, three in Educational Administration and Planning, and one 
in Measurement and Evaluation. These experts were requested to study the items, assess the suitability of the 
language, adequacy and relevance of the items in addressing the research questions bearing in mind the purpose 
of the study. Their corrections and comments were used to modify the questionnaire. The modifications gave 
rise to the final draft which was produced, trial–tested and administered on the respondents.  

Reliability of the Instrument: The reliability of the instrument was determined by a trail - testing exercise 
carried out with ten teachers and ten supervisors and Education secretaries in Kogi state which is outside the 
area under study. Using the Cronbach alpha statistical method the internal consistency was computed for each of 
the clusters of the instrument which yielded 0.88, 0.81, 0.76, 0.78. A coefficient reliability of 0.87 was obtained 
which is indicative that the instrument is reliable was obtained. 

Method of Data Collection: The direct delivery and retrieval method was applied in the administration of 
the questionnaire on the respondents. The researcher used three trained research assistants to administer the 
copies of the questionnaire. 

 Method of Data Analysis: Mean scores and standard deviation were used to analyse the data collected to 
provide answers to the research questions formulated for the study. The degree of agreement or disagreement 
was determined by finding the mean of the nominal values assigned to the options. A criterion mean of 2.50 was 
adopted. Consequently, any mean that range from 2.50 and above was regarded as accepted, while below 2.50 
was regarded as rejected. The three null hypotheses was tested using the Z – test statistic. 

   
2. Results: 
Research Question one:  

To what extent do the Local Government Education Authorities fulfill their statutory roles in funding 
primary education?  
 
Table 1: Mean ratings of teachers and supervisors/Education secretaries on the extent of fulfillment their statutory roles.  

 Teachers Supervisors/Edu. Sec. 
S/N Item 

X  
SD Dec. 

X  
SD  Dec.  

1. Submitting estimate, annual account and monthly return 
to SUBEB 

3.22 0.68 VGE 2.94 0.92 GE 

2.  Paying salaries, allowances, and other benefits 2.98 1.08 GE 2.88 1.84 GE 
3. Procuring and distributing materials and equipment for 

teaching and learning  
2.64 1.06 GE 2.72 0.94 GE 

4. Undertaking general maintenance  of school buildings 
and other infrastructures 
 

2.64 1.06 GE 2.76 1.02 GE 

5. Providing funds for overhead cost to Headmasters 2.56 1.10 GE 2.61 0.98 GE 
6. Providing funds for the construction of classrooms, and 

administrative blocks 
2.51 0.98 GE 2.54 1.08 GE 

7. Providing funds for the construction of libraries  2.23 1.11 LE 2.41 0.98 LE 
8. Providing furniture in the primary schools  2.78 0.96 GE 2.64 1.06 GE 
 Cluster mean and SD 2.70 1.00 GE 2.69 0.97 GE 

 
Table 1 shows the mean ratings of the teachers, and supervisors and education secretaries on the extent do 

the LGEAs fulfill their statutory roles in funding primary education. Looking at the table, we can see that items 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 9 are rated 3.22, 2.98, 2.64, 2.64, 2.56, 2.51 and 2.78 with standard deviation of 0.68, 1.08, 
1.06, 1.06, 1.10, 0.98 and 0.96 respectively by the teachers. These items are also rated 2.94, 2.88, 2.72, 2.76, 
2.61, 2.54, and 2.64 with standard deviation of 0.92, 1.84, 0.94, 1.02, 0.98, 1.08 and 1.06 respectively by the 
supervisors and education secretaries. It shows that all the items except item 7, requiring teachers and 
supervisors and education secretaries’ opinions on provision of funds for construction of library, has mean 
scores below the cut-off mark of 2.50. The cluster has cluster means of 2.70 and SD of 1.00 (for teachers) and 
2.69 and SD of 0.97 (For supervisors and education secretaries). This implies that Local Government Education 
Authorities fulfill their statutory role in funding primary education by submitting estimates and annual return to 
SUBEB, paying salaries and allowances, providing overhead costs, procuring and distributing materials and 
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equipment for teaching and learning, undertaking general maintenance of school buildings and infrastructure, 
providing funds for the construction of classroom and administrative blocks, library and furniture in the school.  
 
Research Question Two: 

What are the constraints to local government education authorities’ participation in the funding of primary 
schools?   
 
Table 2: Mean ratings of teachers and supervisors/education secretaries on constraints to local education authorities participation in the 

funding of primary schools. 
 Teachers Supervisors/Edu. Sec. 
S/N Item 

X  
SD Dec. 

X  
SD  Dec. 

1. Inadequate funding of the education system  3.64 0.88 VGE 3.74 0.44 VGE 
2.  Politicization of the SUBEB and LEGAs 3.66 0.84 VGE 3.46 0.68 VGE 
3. Misappropriation of funds meant for the LEGAs 3.12 0.72 VGE 3.24 0.72 VGE 
4. Poor statistical data 3.41 0.72 VGE 3.58 0.68 VGE 
5. Undue influence by SUBEB 3.06 0.73 VGE 2.82 1.06 GE 
6. Method of disbursing funds 2.84 1.02 GE 2.71 1.06 GE 
7. Lack of stable education policies in Nigeria  3.44 0.78 VGE 3.52 0.56 VGE 
8. Sole dependence on government for funding of 

education  
3.81 1.02 VGE 3.88 0.34 VGE 

 Cluster mean and SD 3.37 0.84 VGE 3.37 0.69 VGE 

 
Table 2 shows the mean ratings of teachers and supervisors and education secretaries on the constraints to 

Local Government Education Authorities participation in funding of primary schools. Table 2 shows that 
teachers responded great extent to only item 6 (2.84 with SD of 1.02), and very great extent to items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
7 and 8  with mean score of 3.64, 3.06, 3.12, 3.06, 3.44 3.81 and SD of 0.88, 0.84, 0.72, 0.73, 0.78 and 1.02 
respectively. This is an indication that the constraints to local government education authorities participation in 
the funding of primary schools include: inadequate funding of the education system, politicization of the 
SUBEB and LGEAs, misappropriation of funds meant for the LGEAs, poor statistical data, undue influence by 
SUBEB, method of disbursing funds, lack of stable policies in Nigeria, and sole dependence on government for 
funding education. 

 
Research Question Three: 

To what extent do the identified constraints affect effective local government education authorities’ 
participation in the funding of primary schools?  
 
Table 3: Mean ratings of teachers and supervisors and education secretaries on how identified constraints affect effective local government 

education authorities’ participation in the funding of primary education. 
  Teachers Supervisors/ Edu. Sec. 

S/N Item 
X  

SD Dec. 
X  

SD  Dec.  

1. Poor provision of infrastructure, facilities and equipment  3.86 0.31 VGE 3.86 0.84 VGE 

2.  Placing of wrong persons in charge of professional 
functions  

3.13 0.74 VGE 3.04 0.94 VGE 

3. Inadequate facilities and instructional materials  3.26 0.74 VGE 3.18 0.72 VGE 

4. Insufficient provisions of pupils supportive services  3.11 0.62 VGE 2.86 1.02 GE 

5. Lack of initiative and creativity  3.23 0.79 VGE 3.28 0.56 VGE 

6. Delay in payment of salaries and allowances 3.46 0.86 VGE 3.31 0.84 VGE 

7. Poor achievement in education  2.84 0.96 GE 2.63 1.04 GE 

8. Poor state of affairs in the education sector  3.22 0.69 VGE 3.18 0.74 VGE 

 Cluster mean and SD 3.26 0.71 VGE 3.16 0.84 VGE 

 
Table 3 shows the mean ratings of teachers, and supervisors and education secretaries on the effect of the 

identified constraints to effective LGEAs participation in funding of primary schools. From the data presented 
above, the respondents indicated that the identified constraints affect effective local government education 
authorities’ participation in funding of primary schools. In their response to items 1, 2, 3,4,5,6 and 8 (teachers 
had means score and standard deviations of 3.86 and 0.31, 3.13 and 0.74, 3.26 and 0.74, 3.11 and 0.62, 3.23and 
0.79, 3.46 and 0.86 and 3.22 and 0.69 respectively, and supervisors and education secretaries has means score 
and standard deviations of 3.86 and 0.84, 3.04 and 0.94, 3.18 and 0.72, 3.28 and 0.56, 3.31 and 0.84 and 3.18 
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and 0.74 respectively. However, item 7 received the same responses from both teachers and supervisors and 
education secretaries as they agreed to great extent in poor achievement in education. By implication the 
identified constraints affect effective local government education authorities’ participation in providing funds in 
primary schools. The areas in which these effects occur, are in the poor and inadequate provision of 
infrastructure, facilities and equipment; placing wrong persons in charge of professional functions; insufficient 
provision of pupils supportive services; lack of initiative and creativity; delay in payment of salaries and 
allowances; poor achievement in education and poor state of affairs in the education sector. 
 
Research Question Four: 

What strategies are to be adopted to improve local government education authorities’ participation in 
funding of primary schools?  
 
Table 4: Mean ratings of teachers and supervisors/education secretaries on strategies to be adopted to improve local government education 

authorities’ participation in funding primary schools.  
 Teachers Supervisors / Edu. Sec. 
S/N Item 

X  
SD Dec. 

X  
SD  Dec.  

1. Generating funds through rate 3.32 0.70 SA 3.86 0.84 SA 
2.  Establishing endowment funds 3.82 0.82 SA 3.04 0.94 SA 
3. Collecting and using property taxes 2.81 1.00 A 3.18 0.72 SA 
4. Making appropriate use of funds allocated to education 3.24 0.74 SA 2.86 1.02 A 
5. Using Education Trust Fund in funding primary schools  2.68 1.08 A 3.28 0.56 SA 
6. Active participation of the private sector in the 

administration of primary schools  
3.15 0.79 SA 3.31 0.84 SA 

7. Planning for primary school system  with accurate data 3.26 0.78 SA 2.63 1.04 A 
8. Appointing only professional educators into SUBEB 3.86 0.86 SA 3.18 0.74 SA 
 Cluster mean and SD 3.27 0.85 SA 3.16 0.84 SA 

 
Table 4 shows the mean ratings of teachers, and supervisors and education secretaries on how to improve 

LGEAs’ participation in funding of primary schools. From table 4, the mean scores of the teachers, and 
supervisors and education secretaries regarding what strategies to be adopted to improve local government 
education authorities participation in funding primary schools range from 2.24 to 3.86 with cluster mean scores 
of 3.27,and standard deviations of 0.85 (for teachers) and 3.24, and 0.84 (for supervisors and education 
secretaries) respectively. This is indicative of the respondent’s strong opinion that strategies to be adopted to 
improve local government education authorities participation in funding of primary schools include: generating 
funds through rates, endowment funds, property taxes and Education Trust Fund, making appropriate use of 
funds allocated to the education sector, active participation of the private sector in the primary school 
administration, planning for primary school system with accurate data, and appointing only professional 
educators into SUBEB. 
 
Hypothesis One: 

There will be no significant difference between the mean ratings of teachers, and supervisors and education 
secretaries on the extent local government education authorities fulfill their statutory roles in funding of primary 
education. 
 
Table 5: Summary of Z-test analysis of Ho1 

Subjects N 
X  

SD DF Prob. 
Level 

Cal-Z -
value 

Crit-Z-
value 

Decision  

Teachers  300 2.70 1.00 522 0.05 0.12 1.96 Accepted 
Supervisors and 
education 
secretaries  

224 2.69 0.97 

 
The calculated Z-test value at 522 degree of freedom and 0.05 level of significance is 0.12. Since the 

calculated value of 0.12 is less than the critical table value of 1.96, the null hypothesis is accepted. This is to say 
that there is no significant difference between the opinions of the teachers, and those of the supervisors and 
education secretaries regarding the extent which local government education authorities fulfill their statutory 
roles in funding primary education.  
 
Hypothesis Two: 

There will be no significant difference between the mean ratings of teachers, and supervisors and 
educations secretaries on the constraints to local government education authorities’ participation in funding of 
primary education. 
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Table 6: Summary of Z-test analysis of Ho2 
Subjects N 

X  
SD DF Prob. 

Level 
Cal-Z -
value 

Crit-Z-
value 

Decision  

Teachers  300 3.37 0.84 522 0.05 0 1.96 Accepted 
Supervisors and 
education 
secretaries  

224 3.37 0.69 

 
The calculated Z-Value at 522 degree of freedom and 0.05 level of significance is 0. Since the calculated 

value of 0 is less than the critical table value of 1.96, the null hypothesis is accepted. This is to say that there is 
no significant difference between the opinions of teachers, and those of the supervisors and education secretaries 
regarding the constraints to local government education authorities’ participation in the funding of primary 
schools.  

 
Hypothesis Three: 

There will be no significant difference between the mean ratings of teachers and supervisors and education 
secretaries on strategies to be adopted to improve local government participation in funding of primary schools.  
 
Table 7: Summary of Z-test analysis of Ho3 

Subjects N X SD DF Prob. 
Level 

Cal-Z -
value 

Crit-Z-
value 

Decision  

Teachers  300 3.27 0.85 522 0.05 0.40 1.96 Accepted 
Supervisors and 
education 
secretaries  

224 3.24 0.84 

 
The calculated Z-value at 522 degree of freedom and 0.05 level of significance is 0.40. Since the calculated 

value of 0.40 is less than the critical table value of 1.96, the null hypothesis is accepted. This is to say that there 
is no significant difference between the opinions of the teachers, and those of the supervisors and education 
secretaries regarding how to improve LGEAs participation in funding of primary schools. 

 
Discussion:  

With reference to research question one, teachers and supervisors and education secretaries reported that the 
provision of furniture, provision of funds for construction of classrooms and administrative blocks, for overhead 
cost for headmasters, and procuring and distribution of materials and equipments for teaching and learning, 
payment of salaries, allowances and other benefits are carried out to a great extent by the LEGEAs. There are 
however, a noticeable disagreement between the teachers, and supervisors and education secretaries on 
submission of estimated annual account, and monthly return to SUBEB. While teachers to very great extent 
agreed that submissions are done, supervisors and education secretaries did not consider that submissions are 
done to very great extent rather to great extent. The opinions of teachers are understandable since they are 
directly involved. They do not understand the situation where they may be termed as people not performing 
their functions. Education secretaries and supervisors are at the receiving end and they understand better how 
the submission is done. The teachers, and supervisors and education secretaries however agreed that providing 
funds for the construction of library are done to a little extent.  

The statutory role of the local government education authorities in funding of primary education are 
fulfilled to some extent. This is in line with the views of Ogbonnaya and Oboegbulam (2004) who observed that 
the functions of the local government education authorities are carried out in most local governments in the 
federation. 

Regarding research question two of the study, there is agreement between opinions of the teachers, and 
those of the supervisors and education secretaries on the constraints to local government education authorities’ 
participation in the funding of primary schools. These constraints include inadequate funding of the education 
sector, politicization of the SUBEB and LGEAs, poor statistical data, method of disbursing funds, lack of stable 
policies in Nigeria, sole dependence on government for funding of education. There is a slight difference 
between the teachers, and education secretaries and supervisors on undue influence by SUBEB. While teachers 
agreed to a very great extent, supervisors and education secretaries in their opinions consider it to a great extent. 
The opinions of the supervisors and education secretaries could be seen from the view that they are the people 
influencing teachers unduly. The findings are in agreement with the view of Ofojebe [13] who asserts that 
everything suffer neglect in primary schools because of lack of funds. These opinions are also shared by 
Obioma [12] who succinctly accused those in government of mismanagement and embezzlement of funds, 
improper and poor accounting. 

With reference to research question three, the result indicated that for the teachers, and supervisors and 
education secretaries, the identified constraints affect effective local government education authorities’ 
participation in the funding of primary schools. Such effects, according to them, include poor provision of 
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infrastructure, facilities and equipment; placing of wrong persons in-charge of professional function; inadequate 
facilities and instructional materials; insufficient provision of pupils supportive services due to poor data; lack of 
initiative and creativity; delay in payment of salaries and allowances; poor achievement in education, and poor 
state of affairs in the education sector. 

These findings agree with the views of Disu [2], Malik [9], Enole [4] and Nwata [10] who observed that the 
constraints to local government education authorities’ participation in funding of primary schools include poor 
quality of output, poor infrastructural facilities, insufficient and irrelevant learning materials, old and outdated 
equipment, delayed and poorly paid salaries and allowances to staff. 

With research question four, the teachers, and supervisors and education secretaries agreed that the 
strategies that can be adopted to improve local government education authorities participation in funding of 
primary schools include payment of education rates, endowment funds, property taxes, making judicious use of 
funds allocated to education, education trust fund, active participation of the private sector in the funding of 
education, planning with accurate statistical data, and appointing only professional educators into SUBEB. The 
findings agree with the views of Ogbonnaya [14] who outlined endowment funds, government grants, and 
education taxes as sources that can help to improve the funding of education.  

 
Conclusion: 

The findings of the study have shown that there are modalities for improving LGEAs participation in the 
funding of primary schools in Enugu State. But if all hands are on deck, and the LGEAs perform their statutory 
roles, the identified constraints solved and new strategies being adopted then there would be noticeable 
improvement of LGEAs participation in the funding of primary schools. Where the LGEAs fulfill their statutory 
role in funding of primary education, objectives of primary education will be achieved. But when their statutory 
roles are not fulfilled, teaching and learning will not take place as it should. All the inadequacies in primary 
schools would be taken care of with the diversified sources of funds to improve LGEA’s participation in funding 
primary education. This will surely take care of the factors militating against quantitative and qualitative 
education in primary schools. Based on the findings and educational implications, the researchers recommends 
that: Federal, State and Local governments, Parents’ Teachers Associations, Non-Governmental Organizations 
and Local Communities should be involved actively in funding of primary schools The government should set 
up a monitoring committee to ensure that all the funds allocated to primary education are judiciously used. 
Monitoring teams should be instituted to check anomalies in the SUBEB such as placing wrong person in a 
professional function. Auditing exercises should be done regularly so that stewardship of those involved in 
anything concerning funding of primary schools should be relied on in the real sense of it. 
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