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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of federal government budgetary 

allocation to federal universities on alternative sources of funding federal universities 

in North-Central Zone of Nigeria. This is because most studies on budgetary allocation 

to universities have not been concrete enough in addressing alternative sources of 

funding federal universities. The study specifically examined the adequacy of federal 

government budgetary allocation to universities and its influence on alternative sources 

of funding universities in North-Central Zone of Nigeria. Apart from extracting 

relevant Documents relating to budgetary allocations from the sampled universities, a 

descriptive research design was employed and data was collected from 5 out of 7 

university Vice-Chancellors, 101 out of 254 bursary staff and 50 out of 84,304 students 
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from the five sampled federal universities. Both qualitative and quantitative research 

approaches were adopted in this study. The research instruments employed for data 

collection were questionnaires for bursary staff, interview guide for university Vice-

Chancellors, and Focus Group Discussion Guide for university students. Both 

descriptive and inferential statistics were employed to analyze the data. They were 

subjected to reliability and validity tests and found to be valid and reliable for the 

study. The findings of the study from the field and documents established that the 

sampled universities depended on government budgetary allocations for their 

developmental priorities as the sampled universities were only generating between 10 

to 15 percent of their funds internally, mostly from fees that students pay. The 

implication of this finding on the study is that Nigerian universities have a shortfall 

from their internal revenues, thus, they may not be able to achieve their developmental 

priorities. The study recommended among others that university Vice-Chancellors 

should apart from investing in profitable ventures, mobilize Alumni and other 

stakeholders to be involved in generating funds for universities.  

Introduction 

University education globally promotes the socio-economic, political and cultural 

development of any nation. Public Universities generally depend on their host 

Governments for their funding needs. They are however expected to generate funds 

through alternative sources.  

 In a study conducted in the United Kingdom on University funding in 20 public 

universities, Arthur and Piatt (2010) established that government gives universities only 

19 percent of their funding leaving them to source for the remaining 81 percent through 

tuition fees, education contracts, charities, endowments, investments and other services 

rendered. The funds from government and alternative sources are used for construction 

of office accommodation, lecture halls, students’ hostels and staff development of these 

universities (Arthur and Piatt). Similarly, University of California (a public university) 

in the United States of America receives only 26 percent of its funding from 

government and generates the balance of 74 percent from other sources such as tuition 

fees, general funds, private support, medical centres, sales and services (University of 

California, 2013). Funds from government and alternative sources are used for both 

capital and recurrent expenditure in the university. 

 A study by the World Bank (2011) revealed that expenditure per student 

decreased from US$6,800 in 1980 to US$ 1,200 in 2002,   averaging US$981 in 33 low 

income countries in sub-Saharan Africa. Despite having other sources of funding to 

supplement government resources, this decline in unit costs have affected the quality of 

education programmes in Africa. Tertiary institutions in Africa are finding it 

increasingly difficult to recruit and retain teaching staff, lecture halls are overcrowded, 

equipment is outdated, lecturers have no offices, and few post-graduate programmes 

exist. These factors are associated with economic and political crisis that rocked the 
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region in the past 40 to 50 years. The consequence of this is the inability of universities 

in most of Africa to keep pace with global developments in the management of 

universities as well as in the provision of office accommodation for academic staff, 

lecture halls, teaching, recruitment and ratios of teaching to support staff (World Bank, 

2011). 

 In a study on effect of federal government interventions in Nigeria’s 

universities, Akindojutimi, Adewale & Omotayo (2010) revealed that, since all federal 

universities in Nigeria depend on the government for at least 90 percent of their funds, 

the economic downturn of the 1980’s took its toll on the university funding. The effect 

was so bad that the basic needs for infrastructure, staff recruitment, teaching and 

research became inadequate and affected the overall development of public universities 

in Nigeria. This also made public universities in Nigeria to source for funding from 

alternative sources outside government budgetary allocations. Poor funding also made 

some universities’ management to mis-apply their funds to their various activities 

without due regard to budget submissions (Adefila, Kasum, & Olaniyi, 2005).  

  Most studies on funding of public universities have not been concrete enough 

in addressing the issue of alternative sources of funding, but they concentrate more on 

government budgetary allocations to universities. They also lack appropriate 

recommendations on how universities can explore alternative sources of funding apart 

from government allocations.  

Objective of the study 

The objective of this study was to determine how budgetary allocation to universities 

influence alternative sources of funding federal universities in North- Central Nigeria. 

Research questions 

To achieve this objective, the study was guided by the following research question: 

1. How does budgetary allocation to universities influence alternative sources of 

funding available to federal universities? 

Review of related literature 

University education is a capital-intensive project requiring investments of at least 15 

percent of the GDP or 40 percent of the total education budget (World Bank, 2010). 

This target is usually difficult to achieve by many universities, thus making it 

imperative for universities to seek for alternative sources of their income. Therefore, 

universities generally strive towards augmenting their sources of income so as to meet 

their developmental needs. This is in line with a study on trends in global higher 

education, a report prepared for UNESCO by Altbach, Reisberg and Rumbley (2009), 

which disclosed that universities around the world possess other sources of funding for 

higher education apart from tuition and government support. They supported their 
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argument by disclosing that the United States stands out as an example of a context 

where higher institutions enjoy significant financial contributions from alumni as well 

as individual and corporate donors from the society. For instance, the contribution of 

2,964 alumni of Harvard University amounted to $622 billion. These funds are used for 

the development of the university in the areas of infrastructural and human capital 

development (Babalola, 2014). 

 Walshe (2010) using the European Universities Diversifying Income Stream 

which relied on European Universities Association online survey, reported that the 

survey sampled 150 European universities in 27 countries as well as on site visits and 

workshops. The sample was diverse and included universities that were not allowed to 

charge students tuition and administrative fees as well as those that generated 25 

percent of their income from fees. The survey discovered that European public 

universities generate between 27 percent to over 30 percent of their income through 

alternative sources of income, which they channel for their development. However, 

some of the public universities were deterred from exploring alternative sources of 

funding aggressively because of the excessive administrative complexity involved. 

 In a study on communications and alumni relations, with a sample of 58 

development directors in US universities, Levine (2008) revealed that in 2004/2005, on 

average, the four greatest revenue producers for non-profit universities were student 

tuition and fees (27.90 percent), investments (24.60 percent), hospitals, independent 

operations and others (15.00 percent) and private grants and gifts (12.40 percent), 

respectively. The report further showed that within the period under review, voluntary 

contributions to universities and colleges in the United States reached $25.6 billion, and 

that nearly half of this money came from individuals and were used to develop the 

universities. 

 Daniel (1995) disclosed that the central problem facing universities in Ghana 

was how to generate additional resources to cope with an increase in enrolments. 

Daniel further asserted that universities in Ghana, in order to seek ways of enhancing 

development, have resorted to consultancies as a means of generating alternative 

income. 

 In a study on the funding challenges for African universities, Macuacua (2008) 

revealed that Eduardo Mondlane University Maputo in Mozambique generated as high 

as 43 percent from alternative sources to fund and develop the university. That the 

government only provided 57 percent of the university’s funding. The study did not 

explicitly state the sources of the university’s funding. 

 

In Nigeria, Udoh (2008) in a study on alternative sources of funding university 

education in Nigeria determined how parents, lecturers and university students viewed 

some alternative sources of funding university education in Nigeria. The study used a 

sample of 677 parents, 679 students and 309 lecturers. The data was analyzed using 

simple percentage and analysis of variance. The results of the study showed that 
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Nigerian universities used alternative sources of funding their universities for 

developmental priorities. Such sources apart from government budgetary allocations 

according to the study include loans, commercializing activities on campuses and 

commercializing accommodation among others. The study, apart from generalizing all 

universities in Nigeria, did not suggest which alternative source is most appropriate for 

financing Nigerian universities. Similarly, Ahmed (2014) suggested private support 

from parents/students and other stakeholders in financing Nigerian universities. 

However, the study was not specific on the types of private support needed to finance 

university education in Nigeria. 

 

In a study on the role of the various stakeholders in funding the Nigerian university 

education, Onuka (2004) revealed that government provides as much as 91 percent of 

funds available to the Nigerian public university system for their developmental 

priorities. The remaining 9 percent is expected to be generated through alternative 

sources through the efforts of the universities. 

Research design 

This study adopted a descriptive survey research design which ensures that data are 

gathered from relatively large number of issues. John and James (2003) confirmed that 

descriptive survey entails gathering data and inferring from a study of sample group 

carefully selected from the total population. This study examined the impact of federal 

government’s budgetary allocation to federal universities on alternative sources of 

funding federal universities in North-Central zone of Nigeria. This design also allowed 

the researcher to gather and correlate information on budgetary allocations between and 

within universities from 2011 to 2014 (Packard, 2006). 

Target Population 

The seven federal universities in North-Central Nigeria are University of Jos, Federal 

University of technology Minna, University of Abuja, Federal University of 

Agriculture Makurdi, University of Ilorin, Federal University Lafia and Federal 

University Lokoja. The target population of the study was therefore made up of all the 

7 Vice-chancellors in the federal universities, 254 bursary staff and 84,304 students of 

these universities. This is in line with Kombo and Tromp (2006) who observed that 

population refers to entire group of persons or elements that have at least one thing in 

common. 

This study also comprised of documents related to budgetary allocations as they 

influence alternative sources of funding federal universities in North Central Nigeria. 

The documents were extracted using a Pro forma which highlighted the funds released 

to the sampled universities. The budgetary allocations of the sampled universities were 
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examined on the basis of each of the items listed above, with a view of analyzing and 

making conclusions. 

Sample size and sampling techniques 

A total of 5 federal universities were selected using a simple random sampling strategy 

out of 7 in the North-Central zone of Nigeria representing 71.4 percent of the study 

population. The study employed the purposive sampling technique. Kasomo (2006) 

posited that purposive sampling allows the researcher to select respondents who would 

give relevant information pertaining to the phenomenon under study, ensure proper 

presentation of targeted population, and intensify study of selected items besides 

increasing accuracy of results.  

 

Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) disclosed that in most research studies, a sample size of 

30 percent of the population is a good representation. Therefore, the sample size for 

Vice-Chancellors and Bursary staff were 71.4 percent and 39.8 percent of their 

population respectively. Therefore, a sample of 156 participants constituted the sample 

for this study. This comprised of 5 vice chancellors, 50 students and 101 bursary staff 

from the universities.  

 

According to Kamberelis and Dimitriadis (2008), Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) are 

used when you have a large population, they do not use probability or random samples. 

Focus groups generally utilize convenience sampling. Kamberelis and Dimitriadis 

further stated that focus groups should have between 7 to 12 members. In this study, the 

researcher selected 10 students for the FGD from each of the universities. The sample 

therefore comprised of 50 students from the 5 sampled universities. 

Research instruments 

The research instruments that were employed in this study included interview guide for 

university Vice-Chancellors, questionnaires for bursary staff, focus group discussion 

for students, observation schedule and documents containing figures on budgetary 

allocations to universities.  

Results 

Research question: How does budgetary allocation to universities influence alternative 

sources of funding available to federal universities in North-Central Nigeria?  

Relevant data relating to universities budgetary allocations and funds generated from 

alternative sources of funding were extracted from the sampled universities’ 

documents. The data are shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. Universities budgetary allocations and funds generated from alternative 

sources (2011-2014) 

Source: University documents from the five sampled universities.   Note: 1Ksh = N3 

 The data in Figure 1 shows that in 2012, budgetary allocations to universities 

were N18,284,959,050.76 while the universities generated N2,889,236,267.41 from 

alternative sources of funding, representing 13.6 percent of budgetary allocations to 

universities. Findings of this present study however show that most of the funds 

generated from alternative sources of funding are from fees and other sundry charges 

generated from students instead of business initiatives of the universities. This was 

corroborated by university Vice-Chancellors and bursary staff who disclosed that 

universities do not generate much income from alternative sources as they depend 

mostly on government budgetary allocations, with university Vice-Chancellors 

disclosing that universities only generate between 10 and 15 percent of their incomes 

from alternative sources of income, which is not adequate for them to implement their 

developmental priorities. This concurs with Ali (2011) who revealed that many 

Nigerian universities augment their income from government mainly by charging 

students registration fees (such as acceptance fees, developmental levies, and other 

sundry charges), recoveries from salaries and miscellaneous income from part-time 

programs and consultancy outfits (Bamiro, 2012). 

 The data collected from university bursary staff also aided in furnishing a 

response for the research question. A simple frequency count of the percentage of 

respondents viewpoints were captured in a tabular form. Table 1 shows the views of 

university bursary staff on how alternative sources of funding available to universities 

affect budgetary allocations from government. 

 

A

m

o

u

n

t 

N 

 

(19.1%) (13.6%) (13.5%) 
(15.2%) 

(84.8%) (86.5%) (86.4%) 
(80.9%) 



Journal of Economics and Environmental Education                                                                      79 
 

Table 1 Distribution of percentage of respondents’ views on how alternative sources of 

funding affect budgetary allocations from government 

Statement Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

Agree 

This university has alternative sources of 

funding 

4.2 9.4 2.4 23.6 60.4 

 

Alternative sources of funding to this 

university apart from budgetary allocations 

are adequate 

 

28.7 

 

45.5 

 

10.9 

 

12.9 

 

2 

 

This university is constantly exploring 

alternative sources of funding 

 

21.3 

 

36.6 

 

14.9 

 

9.9 

 

17.3 

This university’s request(s) for funding 

from alternative sources yields positive 

result(s) 

Funds are misapplied in this    university 

38.9 40.2 4.3 10.1 6.5 

 11.2 7.1 3.7 36.4 41.6 

N=101 

Table 1 indicates that of the 101 bursary staff who responded to this questionnaire, 84 

percent of the respondents agreed that their universities have alternative sources of 

funding. Furthermore, 74.2 percent disagreed that alternative sources of funding to their 

universities apart from budgetary allocations from government are adequate. In 

responding on how alternative sources of funding available to federal universities affect 

budgetary allocations from government, the university Vice-Chancellors reported that 

though universities have alternative sources of funding, alternative sources of funding 

available to universities apart from being inadequate, does not affect  budgetary 

allocations from government. 

  It was evident that 57.9 percent disagreed that universities are constantly 

exploring alternative sources of funding. Also, 79.1 percent of the bursary staff 

disagreed that universities’ requests for funding from alternative sources yields positive 

results, while 78 percent of the respondents agreed that funds are mismanaged in 

universities. On the whole, the direction for most of the indicators for alternative 

sources of funding tilted towards disagreement as against agreement thus indicating 

that alternative sources of funding available to universities has no effect on budgetary 

allocations from government to universities.  

 

The University Vice-Chancellors also reported that alternative sources of funding 

universities are not adequate.  The university Vice-Chancellors further reported that 

universities requests for funding from alternative sources do not yield positive result. 

They also reported that funds in universities are sometimes misapplied in the university 

system. 
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 University students were asked in a focus group discussion to suggest ways in 

which universities can raise funds through alternative sources of funding apart from 

budgetary allocations. Most of them suggested ways that universities can raise funds. 

This is how one university student puts it: 

“Universities can go into different businesses in order to augment budgetary 

allocations. They can invest in businesses such as bottled water, agriculture, 

printing, hotel business and consultancy.” 

 

This comment, together with other comments from the university students and Vice-

Chancellors shows the alternative ways that universities can explore to raise funds for 

development apart from budgetary allocations from government. 

Discussion of results 

 The thrust of the research question was to determine how budgetary allocations 

to universities affect alternative sources of funding federal universities in North-Central 

zone of Nigeria. The key data issues under alternative sources of funding universities 

include the fact that universities, apart from budgetary allocations from government, 

have alternative sources of funding. This finding concurs with Meglio (2008) who in a 

study on how colleges explore alternative revenue streams, confirmed that increasingly, 

universities, especially publicly funded schools have alternative sources of funding. 

Similarly, Altbach, Reisberg and Rumbley (2009), disclosed that universities around 

the world possess other sources of funding for higher education apart from tuition and 

government support 

 In this present study, it was established that alternative sources of funding 

universities apart from budgetary allocations are inadequate. Furthermore, the findings 

of this study point to what Yusuf (2010) reported that almost all alternative sources of 

funding universities are inadequate. In the same vein, Onuoha (2013) revealed that 

contributions from internally generated revenue sources by most public universities are 

not adequate as they are stifled by long bureaucratic bottlenecks, thereby preventing 

them from generating enough funds from alternative sources. 

 The next issue from these data relates to the fact that universities are not 

constantly exploring alternative sources of funding. Most universities are comfortable 

with budgetary allocations from government, without exploring alternative sources. 

This concurs with Onuka (2004) who disclosed that most universities do not explore 

other sources of funding as they rely on government funding. This compounds their 

funding problems. Famade, Omiyale and Adebola (2015) also revealed that public 

universities rely on government for funding. This discourages them from exploring 

alternative sources of raising funds through internally generated revenue. 

 Another issue raised in the data is that universities’ request for funding from 

alternative sources does not yield positive results. This is because universities do not 
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take alternative sources of funding serious. This is in line with Yusuf (2010) who 

revealed that universities quest for alternative sources of funding hardly yield any 

positive result, because their internally generating enterprises are moribund and 

ineffective. In the same vein, Walshe (2010) revealed that some of public universities 

were deterred from exploring alternative sources of funding aggressively because of the 

excessive administrative complexity involved.  

 Furthermore, the issue of misallocation of funds was also raised in the data 

where it was established that funds are misallocated by universities. This concurs with 

Aborode (2005) who revealed that only few universities have been able to develop any 

rational and clearly articulated basis for internal distribution of resources. Because of 

this, scarce resources are often easily misapplied with critical functions starved of 

resources while merely facilitating activities are generously supported (Ali, 2011). 

 

Summary of key research finding 

The summary of the key research finding of this study is that alternative sources of 

funding universities apart from government were inadequate as universities generate 

only between 10 and 15 percent of their funds internally. 

Conclusion 

On the basis of the finding of this study, it was concluded that, the fact that universities 

depend mostly on budgetary allocations from government for their developmental 

priorities, they don’t take advantage of alternative sources of income available to them. 

In 2011, 2012, 2013 and 2014, percentage of alternative sources of funding to 

budgetary allocations was 23.54 percent, 15.80 percent, 15.61 percent and 17.96 

percent respectively. This makes alternative sources of income available to universities 

inadequate. This means that they have limited avenues for generating income, which 

affects them in realizing their developmental priorities.  

Recommendations  

Considering the finding and conclusion of this study, the following recommendations 

are proposed: 

i. The university Vice-Chancellors have a role to play in mobilizing alumni, state 

and local governments on the importance of their involvement in generating 

funds through alternative sources. Through frequent meetings and courtesy 

visits, the Vice-Chancellors can inform them how their involvement in 

universities can create a lot of opportunities in raising funds to universities. 

 

ii. The federal government should make it a policy to compel universities to 

generate funds through alternative sources of funding by investing in profitable 

ventures such as consultancy, printing and agriculture. This will enhance their 

incomes. 
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