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Abstract 
The unquestionable adherence by most developing countries to the 
world Bank not to invest massively in higher education led to the 
neglect of the sub-sector in terms of funding, management and 
control. In Nigeria, university funding suffered grave neglect 
since the 1980's. The massification of university education in 
Nigeria in tandem with the increasing demand in the past two 
decades precipitated the problem of chronic under-fun ding. This was 
compounded by the economic downturn occasionally by the crude oil 
innoculture, mismanagement and internal misallocation of funds. 
Presently, the Nigeria university system also suffers from a crisis of 
confidence, pedagogy and quality hence the general perception that 
the quality of university education has drastically diminished. This 
paper examines marketization of university education and its 
implications for access and equity. The paper contends that the 
emergence of private universities might bridge the demand-supply gap 
but this can only be achieved at the expense of access and equity 
considerations. There are visible signs that education in public 
universities is increasingly becoming dysfunctional, due largely to the 
changing macro-economic situation. Already the emergence of 29 
private universities between 1999 and 2007, and the high patronage 
they enjoy indicates that marketization and academic capitalism, 
which are consistent with principles of neo-liberal economic, seem to 
have come to stay. On the strength of the limitations inherent in 
marketization, the paper recommends that the dimension of 
marketization that should be encouraged in Nigeria is the establishment 
of private universities, which are market-driven but within the ambit of 
the national universities commission (NUC), guidelines. Nigerian 
universities must begin to commercialize applied research in order to 
contribute optimally to the productivity of the economy. The thesis if 
that Nigeria Universities can improve the quality of education service 
delivery if they disaggregate functions, increase specialization and 
identity their core business niche opportunities and develop them in 
line with the principles of market capitalism. 

Introduction 
The word over university education is undergoing reforms. Two salient aspects of the reforms are the 
infusion of information and communication technology, ICT as an indispensable part of education 
service delivery, and the creeping phenomenon of marketization of education- that is the tendency to 
see education as an investment and not a public good. The expoential expansion of tbe university 
System over the two decades precipitated chronic funding problems, which created impetus for 
monumental reforms in Nigeria. The general perception is that university education can only 
survive, develop and become more efficient if it operated on strictly market principles, and adopt 
strategic orientation towards the labour market. This neo-liberal orientation has given rise to the 
adoption of terminologies like academic capitalism, privatization and marketization of higher 
education. Johnstone (2004), posits that whereas privatization of higher education refers to a process  

of educational institutions taking the characteristics of public enterprises in terms of management 
practices, marketization is the privatization of higher education, consistent with the ascendance of 
market capitalism and the principle of neo-liberal economics. 

The massification of university education and the increasing number of willing education 
service providers in the university sub-sector necessitated this thinking. In addition the ruling 
doctrine in the world today is that investment in all sectors should be subjected to the market 
forces, and this has popularized the philosophy of marketization, which encourages competition as 
a strategy for guaranteeing standards. Marek (2001), espouses that the processes of marketization 



and liberalization have increasingly discounted university education as a public and merit good. 
Also, the role of higher education is being redefined in terms of financial efficiency, measured by 
how much revenue an institution can generate and to what extent such institutions can promote 
entrepreneurship. The World Bank has been pushing for reforms in higher education- the central 
tendencies of such reforms are deregulation, liberalization and marketization. The reform agenda is 
market-driven as opposed to the conventional wisdom of public/government ownership. 
Essentially, therefore, education is viewed world over as a community that is produced, packaged, 
sold, traded, outsourced, franchised and consumed. In a marketization regime, students are the 
"consumers" while universities are the "providers", with the proprietors as investors whose aim is 
to maximize profit. The Prime minister of the United Kingdom, Tony Blaire: pointedly asserts 
'we should be infinitely adaptable and imaginative in the means of applying those values. There 
are no ideological pre-conditions, and there is no pre-determined who on means. What counts is 
what works. 

Marketization and its Dimensions 
Marketization connotes the transfer of ownership of public enterprises to private investors. 

Marketization also implies liberalization and deregulation of government owned parastals, which 
implies controlling and directing the operations of corporations within the conventional discipline 
of market forces, Idumange (2000). Lee and Nils (1990) conceptualize marketization describes a 
range of policy initiative designed to alter the mix in ownership or management away from 
government in favour of the private sector participation. In education, martization refers to a 
situation whereby institutions are owned and run by individuals in line with the forces of market 
disciple. 

It is important to distinquish between the traditional university system, where education 
is seen as a public good and responsibility of government and the marketization paradigm. First, the 
marketization model is market-driven, proactive and strategic, while the traditional model is 
reactive and conservative. Secondly, funding in the traditional model is dependent on government, 
while the marketization model is hinged on portfolio financing, which is hinged on investment, 
and this explains why there is robust application of management principles such that investors 
manager risks. Thirdly, the traditional system encourages shared governance, which is 
anti-authoritarian, but under marketization regime, universities are opened like business 
enterprises, with in-built norms of business management. This is more so because the mission of 
corporative universities serves the interest of the proprietors and clients (students). Finally, public 
universities charge some tuition fees/levies and encourage sharing the cost burden of education 
among stakeholders. This is not the case in marketized universities, which depend solely on 
tuition fees. In all ramifications, marketization is in tandem with the neo-liberal ideology of 
market capitalism, which encourages universities to raise their own productivity and improve the 
quality of services in order to survive competition. 
Since the early 3990's the public and merit good nature of university education is increasingly being 
discounted. The underpinning rationale is that private institutions are supposed to be efficient  
systems that can improve access, quality and equity. The march towards high privateness in higher 
education is steady and even fast and becoming very popular. What marketizatiion advocates is that 
universities should be sustainable and capable of recovery their full economic costs to invest in its 
infrastructure at a rate adequate enough to maintain future productive capacity. It also implies that 
institutions must evolve strategies with a clear direction and the means to access its future, 
weaknesses and needs to measure their performance, with a built-in institutional operating 
sustainability. Bimbaum (2000), believes that while marketization means investing at an appropriate 
level to maintain productive capacity, it also implies the ability to manage risk appropriately in 
relation to its strategy. 

There are five basic dimensions of marketization namely; 
• Financial privatization: that is getting stakeholders involved while government takes sole 

responsibility of management 
• Transfer   of ownership   of public   institutions:   a   situation   where   government   

owned 
universities are transferred to private control 

• Establishment of private universities with government support 
• Self-financing private institutions with no government support 



• Profit-making private institutions. 
The most critical elements in marketization efforts cover a broad range of issues such as 

purpose of university; ownership; sources of revenue; role of government and management. 
Within the context of education, marketization cannot be explained in purely economic terms 

because education is neither sold nor bought at a competitive price. Besides profitability is not the 
primary aim of education. Education is often considered a public good hence governments strive it as an 
essential social service. Blaug (1970) corroborates this popular view when he espoused that the wisdom 
of expanding public and private funds on education is to give the people greater opportunities to 
develop their potential. Nwadiani (2000), also observed that in most less developed countries., LDC's 
of Africa, education is the responsibility of the state. But evidence shows that when the cost burden of 
education is borne by private individuals and corporate bodies in the form of taxes, award of 
scholarship, provision of infrastructure, equipment and research grants, it has the potential of 
enhancing the efficiency of teaching and learning. 

The concept of marketization of university education has gained currently in contemporary 
times not only in African and Asia but also in Europe and America. Homes (1990), asserts that 
financing tertiary education in Britain is the primary responsibility of government, which devices its 
finances from income tax at the national level and property tax at the local level. Private participation is 
not very significant. In fact, private university education is growing fast in many countries such as 
Japan, South Korea, Taipei, China Indonesia and the Philippines. Even in Africa, private universities 
in Uganda, Ghana and Ethiopia have exceeded public institutions. 

In Nigeria, following the introduction of the Structural Adjustment Programme, (SAP) which, 
led to chronic under funding of education, universities were starved of funds amids decaying 
infrastructure, de-motivation of teachers, poor and frustrating working conditions and their attended 
implications for productivity. Government mandated university administrators to look inwards and 
explore alternative sources of funds to supplement subventions accruing from government The result 
was that university administrators stated to device viable strategies to boost their revenue base to 
cushion the effect of declining subvention and spelling inflation. Although, total marketization may be 
untenable for now, partial privatization seems to be working. The strategies of partial marketization 
being implemented in Nigeria are discussed below. 
• Executive MBA &  Part-Time Programme: Marketization in Nigerian universities has 

manifested in the form of mounting professional and part-lime programmes in which recipient 
pays exorbitant fees and levies. Sandwich programmes have also been popularized to provide 
education for second timers and workers and workers. These programmes are more expensive 
than the regular courses in terms of inancial resources hence huge sums of money are 
generated to cushion the recurrent cost of education. 

• Increase in Tuition Fees: The governing councils of most institutions have recommended 
increase in tuition fees as a cost recovery measure. In some state owned universities; school 
fees have increased for more than 700% over the past 10 years. There is also of tuition fees a 
differential indigence and non-indigence students in state-owned university. The school fees 
differentials vary from school to school. (See the trend of school fees differentials in two 
tertiary institutions in Rivers State in Appendix I). This is usually justified because of statism 
and other entrenched discriminatory policies as quota system, catchments and other subjective 
ecological considerations 

• Satellite Campuses/Outreach Centres: in order to generate funds to foot institutional cost, 
more than 80% of Nigerian universities established satellite campuses where students pay 
exorbitant fees. In some study centers, university degrees/diplomas are or less sold to the 
highest bidder because of the mad rush to obtain degrees Diploma Diseases. In these centers, 
teachers are inadequate in quality and quantity and the appropriators allow this trend in order 
to reduce operational cost. They function more as centers of certification rather than learning. 
Although a few of the centers adhered to NUC regulations, they are run on strict market 
principles,   with   profiteering   as   the   overriding   objective.   Consequently,   the   
Federal Government placed an embargo on them. But some centers merely went 
underground to change their modus operandi.  With the popularization of the National 
Open University System in Nigeria, the operation of satellite campuses may be reviewed as 



some of them are becoming sophisticated in operation. 

• Consultancy Service Units: Nigerian university established consultancy services units as a 
response to calls for internal revenue generation. Universities provide consultancy services for 
companies,   corporate   bodies   and   individuals.   The   units   also   run   
certificate/diploma 
programmes.   In   the  specialized  universities,   the  operation   of consultancy  
services   is privatized. Consultancy units generate huge profits for universities. With 
transparency and accountability in the management of funds, such services will help to 
cushion the huge recurrent cost of education. Student pay heavily to acquire such privatized 
accommodation - an indication that where quality services are rendered, clients will be willing to 
pay. 

• Marketization   of   Hostels,   Business   Centres   and   Cafeteria):    Recently   
university administrators have been the need to allow private businessmen to build 
hostels, open business centers and cafeteria purely on commercial basis. The operators pay 
meager levies to the university authorities while they make profits to sustain their businesses. 
The Federal Government also called on wealthy individuals to hostels to provide 
accommodation on commercial basis for the teaming population of students. 
•  
• Emergence of Private Universities: The high index of unsatisfied demand for tertiary 
• education and under funding, which became very pronounced in the late 1990's led to 
the near to collapse of public university system in Nigeria. This has necessitated the 
establishment of private universities, and presently, there are 23 universities, which are 
operational. Since they are for-profit universities, they charge exorbitant fees partly because 
they are market-driven and largely because of the tendency of the operators to render quality 
services, 
• Table 1, show Ten (10) Foremost Private Universities in Nigeria. 
•  

S/N University Location Type Year of 
Establishment 

1. Babcock University liishan-Remo Conventional 1999 
2. Benson Idahosa University Benin City Conventional 2000 
3. Bowen University, Iwo Iwo Conventional 2002 
4, Covenant Univerasily, Canaan Land Ogun State Conventional 2002 
5. Igbinedion University, Okada Edo State Conventional 1999 
6. Madonna University, Okija An am bra State Conventional 2000 
7. Ajayi Crowther University, Oyo Oyo Conventional 2003 
8. Redeemers University, Ede Ede Conventional 2003 
9. Heritage University, Kaduna Kaduna Conventional 2003 
10. Pan-African University (LBS) Lagos Conventional 2004 

• Source: Joint admissions and matriculation board, 2003/2004 Brochure and Approvals 
given by the National universities commission (NUC). 
• However, Nwadiani (2000), argues that active partnership and not full marketization 
should be recommended in order that the poor are not sentenced to perpetual illiteracy. When 
the private sector plays an active role in education, the subsidies from education could be 
transferred to other sectors of the economy. This would on the long run create a positive 
multiplier effect on the overall economy, such as job creation and youth empowerment. 
• Global Dynamics of Marketization of University Education 
• Since the popularization of neo-liberal view of education as an investment and the 
enthronement of academic capitalism, many countries around the world have tried to 
experiment marketization, with vaiying degrees of success. 

In Africa, the emergence of private university is due largely to the fact that the system suffers from 
chronic underfunding and the exercise of limited access for admission in the public universities. The 



noticeable characteristics in African Universities include: lack of capacity to admit qualified 
candidates, lack of basic teaching/learning infrastructure, low morale of teacher owing to poor 
salaries/ incentives, and a high level of graduate unemployment. The basic argument put forward by 
proponents of marketization include - the need to bridge the demand - supply gap; provide 
specialized educational programs, shift the cost burden to recipients of education and to respond to the 
global trend and call for leaving higher education in the hands of individuals to be operated in a 
market- driven way. More than ever, developing countries are under pressure to adopt strategies to 
meet the increasing demand for education. Essentially, it is becoming obvious that fee- based 
education can do very little to improve the quality of education under the prevailing university 
education regimes. Access is drastically limited; quality is diluted and students from Local 
Socio-Economic status are inadvertently excluded. 

In Asia, especially, in countries like Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, the Philippians and 
Indonesia, private universities enroll the about 80% of students. This is also the case in Vietnam and 
China. Japan and South Korea have a tradition of rigidly controlling private institution in terms of  
stipulating operational dynamics, but recently they have moved towards allowing private 
institution move autonomy and freedom to operate. In India, a huge majority of undergraduate 
students attend private colleges - with though are largely funded by government but privately 
controlled - a good example of public-private partnership. In the aforementioned countries, the 
private sector plays a crucial role by providing access to students thereby helping to close the 
demand- supply gap. 

In Japan, the emergence of the Jukus (Private universities) is a manifestation of massive 
marketization of tertiary education. Nwadiani (2000), reported that about 80% of university 
students are enrolled in theJuku. This is also applicable in Korea, the: Philippines and the United 
States. In the U.S. most of the highly rated universities are privately owned. Essentially too, in 
Canada, private individuals spend 7,5% of the total funds accruing to tertiary institutions. 

In the Russian federation, the neo-Iiberal administrations after perestroika and glasnost have 
tenaciously to the view that higher education would be more meaningful if market-driven 
principles were adopted- where education is seen as a commodity that can be bought at 
competitive market price. Thus, in Russia marketization was characterized by granting 
universities strong economic autonomy, monetizing research, support to new private higher 
educational institution, encouraging entrenched entrepreneurial culture and introduction of 
multi-level funding. 

The trend is not very different in Central Europe, where corporate culture, economic 
rationality and business practices have permeated the operations of higher institutions. In Poland, 
the State is consistent in infusing strong market-oriented measures in the domain of higher 
education. Gradually, the hitherto prevalent notion that higher education is a public good is being 
abandoned, hence with diminishing public resources and other social needs, higher education is 
better left in the hands of major stakeholder. 

Because of the tendency towards marketization, most Australian Higher Education have 
adopted certain measure 

1) University missions, which the managers play the role of strategic planners 
2) Restore allocation as tended towards business-like forms of devolution and integration 

of 
academic   units   into   institutionally   determined   performance   economy   away   
from   the traditional authority. 

3) Institutional reforms. Decisions are controlled by plans and targets. 

Central to the marketization of higher education is the principle that element of 
transformation become elements of sustainability as they mutually reinforce one another in the basic 
organization character. In any capitalist economy, higher education, being the creator of human 
capital has high premium in reinforcing ruling ideologies. Academic capitalism is becoming 
entrenched even though institutions are largely state - funded. The contention has been universities 
should be market driven and neo-liberal in character, marketized by the following: 

• Marketization  is justified as self-defense by dealing with  all  relevant 
constituencies as business relationships 

• Educational efficiency, accountability and quality re-defined in market terms 
• Courses are recast as instructional commodities 



• Students - teacher relationship as medicated by production and consumption 
• Information society - where the management, quality and speed of information become 

essential for economic. 
 

• Competitiveness in an information society, human capital concept individualizes skills. 
"        Universities are granted strong economic autonomy. 
• Forging relations with business and industry. 
• Establishing a new entrepreneurial structure and culture in universities. 

British marketization agenda is on two fronts. First is to seek learning opportunities that are 
flexible enough to be adapted to the labour market. Thus, in a marketization regime., students are 
taught transferable skills that will enhance recipient's employability. Secondly, students are prepared 
for global competition in a knowledge-based economy. In France, the management of tertiary 
education is essentially a state affair. Private entrepreneurship accounts for only 12% in the 
preparatory classes and 32% at the higher-grade technical level. The Catholic Church owns 
universities but much Engineering Institution are privately owned, Mokwenye, (1997J. 

In Nigeria, the university sub-system has witnessed tremendous expansion in the past 
twenty-five years. The finger of expansion was phenomenal in the 1980's because the 1979 federal 
constitution vested the states with the powers to establish universities. What seemed to be an over 
expansion created critical problems of funding, especially fiscal resources allocated to universities 
began to diminish. By the wake of the 1990's, it had become evident that government alone could not 
bear the responsibility of funding the system. The system was characterized by over-crowded 
classrooms, inadequate educational inputs, brain drain occasioned by hostile working conditions 
coupled with lack of political will to adequately fund universities. 

The present administration in Nigeria is embarking on public sector reforms, including higher 
education reforms. The reforms have proposed the merging of colleges of education and polytechnics 
with the universities to create room for uniformity. The reforms also seek to improve on the standard of 
education through the rationalization of academic programmes, with a view to establishing centers of 
excellence. Although the reforms are yet to gain momentum, there are several challenges 
confronting them. 

The sequel was the advocacy that the cost bur den of university education should be shared 
between government and the private sector. Consequently, government started to divest itself from the 
monopoly of funding universities through the granting of partial autonomy, removal of meal subsides, 
selective awards of scholarship and the establishment of private universities. In 2003, the Federal 
Government also embraced the idea of Open University system. Similarly, Government has advised 
university administrators to institutional cost recovery measures as a strategy for boosting efficiency in 
university education service delivery. In response, most universities increased their school fees, 
mounted executive part-time programmes and commercialized the building of hostels, running of 
cafeteria and business centers on campuses. 

There are strong fears that, given the high poverty index exacerbated by the downward trends of 
the economy, adopting strictly market - driven strategies will limit access to higher education to only 
those who can pay. Limiting university education to be wealthy will be elitist and restrictive, and could 
lead to the formation of privileged class. If marketization is followed strictly, the fear is that it will also 
lead to a gradual decline of non-revenue generating disciplines like the humanities. This will eventually 
contract available educational opportunities and closure of some flagship institutions, which may not 
have the competitive edge. 
Rationale for Marketization of University Education in Nigeria 

Caldwell and Keating (2004), argue that globally, since public authorities cannot deliver 
quality education services, and successive efforts have failed to yield dividend, government has its 
monopoly and allowed the private sector to remedy the situation. Essentially, there have been 
ideological calls for a shift in favour of the adoption of market-driven paragims to provide education 
services. 

In Nigeria, universities are yet to embrace the New Innovation system; hence they are highly 
dependent on public funds, restrained access on the supply side because student members cannot 
expand beyond what government is able to fund. In such a situation, expansion is possible in two 
ways. Governments can keep expenditure constant but admit more students, thus negatively 
affecting quality, or they can increase the role of private funding, primarily by introducing tuition 
fees and loans. While restraining access or jeopardizing quality by increasing students numbers 



without adequate increase in funding were characteristic of the period up and into the 1980's, this 
became unsustainable. Therefore, a move towards introducing more private money into higher 
education to allow for the sector to expand became the dominant funding policy in the period from 
the 1980's to the 2000s. 

Since the mid 1980s the crude-oil driven mono-cultural Nigerian began to suffer rude shocks 
and severe reverses of fortunes. This has been due largely to the global economic recession, 
mismanagement and misallocation of fiscal resources. The down turn of the economy gave 
government plausible excuses to cut back on subventions and grants of universities. The funding of 
universities is expensive because of the tendency towards quality, through the provision of 
sophisticated teaching and learning equipment, infrastructure and the desire to attract high caliber 
manpower. In Nigeria, the lean fiscal resources are being competed for by all sectors of the economy. 
The implication is that government could ill-afford to bear the cost burden of education alone. 

Table II: Percentage of GNP Invested in Education in Selected African Countries 
S/N Country Country % GNP 
1. Angola 4.9% 
2. Cote d'Voire 5% 
3. Ghana 4.4% 
4. Kenya 6.5% 
5. Malawi 5.4% 
6. Mozambique 4. 1 % 
7. Nigeria 0.76% 
8. South Africa 7.9% 
9. Tanzania 3.4% 
10. Uganda 2.6% 

Source: The Africa Dept Reported by Jubilee Alita Daniel: Intrigues in FG - ASUU, 2001 

Table II, shows that Nigeria's Percentage Gross National Product spent on education stands at 
0.76%, which is the lowest among the ten countries. If Nigeria, which is considered to be the 
intellectual laboratory of Africa, could spend so little in education, then it demonstrates the lack of 
political will to develop the sector. 

Another dimension of chronic under-funding is the area of research and development. Table 
III, parades the investment in research and development of GDP in 14 selected countries. 

Moreover, university education is so expensive that government alone cannot finance it. 
Nigeria is an educogenic society in which education cannot be free. Education is labour and capital 
intensive. Aghenda (3993), posits that about 70% of the recurrent expenditure of tertiary 
education goes for personnel emolument. Teachers conduct research and render community 
service apart from their primary mandate of teaching. Ostensity too, teaching force has increased 
over the years, as universities introduce new courses and mount new programmes. For example, 
NUC report shows that in the 1979/80 academic sessions, a total of 5,840, academic staffs were 
employed in Federal Universities. The figure rose to 12,927 in 1990/91 excluding the academic 
staff of UNN. There is no doubt that the figure has tripled over the past 10 years. Therefore, to 
make for efficiency and effectiveness of education service delivery, involving the private sector 
has become indispensable more than ever. 

In Nigeria because of government recognition of inadequate funding, the Education Trust 
Fund, ETF was sent up by an act of parliament called Education Tax Act No. 7 of 1993, which was 
amended by Act. No.40 of 1998. Although the ETF has given a face lift in terms of infrastructure in 
some tertiary institutions, the trend however, has been that since 1999, not all the money statutorily 
allocated to the institution were disbursed. The table below shows this graphic picture. 

Table IV 
Summary of the Distribution of ETF Intervention Projects by Educational Institutions Nation 
Wide from 
1999-2003 
S/N Institutions Total Allocation (N) Total Disbursement Total Outstanding 
1. Universities 9,686,627,960.12 7,215,902,960.12 2,470,725,000.00 
2. Polytechnics 4,815,709,288.00 4,087,042,112.23 728,667,175.77 



3. College of 5,156,457,430.00 4,632,778,080.00 523,679,350.00 
4. Mono-technics 1,323,000,000.00 1,146,080,000.00 176,920,000.00 
5. SSEs 6,769,800,001.75 5,556,470,753.67 1,24,329,248.08 
6. SPEBs 10,673,399,997.90 9,154,341,974.73 1,519,058,023.17 
7. Special Projects 248,035,944.18 248,035,944.18 0.00 
 (Year 2000)    
8. Other Institutions 10,027,008,855.61 5,804,670,432.9 3,979,884,308.32 
9. Special Projects 500,000,000.00 366,000,000.00 134,000,000.00 
 (Year 2003)    

 Total 49,277,039.477.56 .18.211,322,257.73 10,773,263.105.33 
Source: Federal Inland Revenue Service (2002) 
Public Affairs Production 

Marketization could also be seen as a way of de-politicizing crucial educational 
management decisions. Rough politics especially during civilian administrations, has adversely 
affected appointments, university autonomy, academic freedom and policy implementation. 
Therefore, the deregulation of tertiary education would reduce excessive politicization. It would 
encourage all the stakeholders to be more committed to the investment dimension of education.  
The problem of graduate unemployment is symptomatic of a mismatch between demand for and 
supply of education. The university education sub-system requires adequate planning to bridge 
the yawning chasm between the educational system and the labour market. Todaro (1977), 
averred that the dimensions of unemployment in the LDCs transcend the simplistic explanations 
of shortage of job opportunities or under-utilization and low productivity; it also encompasses the 
bloated job expectation among the products of the school system. Nwafwu (1998), therefore, 
argued that marketization would spread more strongly into the education sector to keep all 
stakeholders aware of the autonomy and mechanics of tertiary educational institutions. The 
general notion is that the capacity of the economy is too low to absorb the product. 

Implications for Access and Equity 
Access to education refers to the opportunity of the school-age children to participation in the 

education sector. Access to education has been a very contentious at the national level and it is of 
major concern to the world Bank, UNICEF and international Monetary Fund (IMF). This is very 
crucial at the university level where participation is seen as an index for the potential to develop the 
manpower requirement of a country. Access to education is generally viewed, from the viewpoint of 
the number of persons enrolled in the education system in comparison with those who should have 
been accommodated in the system but are not. This may also be referred to as unsatisfied demand for 
education 

Table V: Access to University Education in some Selected Countries 
Country Population Number of Universities 
Nigeria 126 million 73 
India 1 billion 8,407 
USA 290 million 5,758 
Argentina _38^7jr iiilion____ 1,705 
Spain 40.2 million 145 
Mexico 10.9 million 1,341 
Bangladesh 138 million 1,268 
Indonesia 238 million 1,326 
-Jjy^IL__— _____ 127 million 1,223 
France 60.1 million 1,062 
China 1.2 billion 1.054 
South Africa 43.6 26 

Reorganized information from the Executive Secretary of the National University 
Commission as reported in the Guardian, August 19,2004. 

In Nigeria, the inability to the available universities to absorb the excess demand provides a 
strong justification for marketization of university education. There are about 50 Government-owned 
Universities and 23 Private Universities, some of them operational. The expansion of the sub-system 
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is due largely to the enrolment explosion in secondary schools. Adesina (1990), remarked that 
enrolment in tertiary institutions has burst the ceiling, far outstripping available but obsolete facilities. 
Table IV, below shows that in the 1979/1980 academic sessions, 114,39 candidates applied for places 
in Nigerian universities but only 17,729 representing 15.5% were admitted with a huge unsatisfied 
demand of 84.5%. In the 2001/2002 academic year, 842,072 applied to the university through the 
university matriculation examinations, but only 95,199 students representing 11.3% was admitted 
leaving behaind a closed demand-supply gap of 88.7%. The lack of access has definitely led to a let 
corruptive behaviours and some of the poorest educational achievers may get into Nigerian 
universities while the average academically superior students may find it difficult to enter, because of 
discretion and quota considerations. 
Table VI: Unsatisfied Demand for University Education in Nigeria 1980-2004 
Year No. of Universities -        ,. Applications Admissions %Admitted Unsatisfied 

Demand 
1979/80  114,397 17,729 15.5 84.5 
1980/8!  145,567 24,191 16.6 83.4 
1981/82  180,728 22,408 12.4 87.6 
1982/83  205,112 29,800 14,8 85.2 
1983/84  191,583 27,378 14.3 85.7 
1984/85  201,234 27.482 13.7 86.3 
1985/86 27 212,114 30,996 14.6 85.4 
1986/87  193,774 39,915 20.6 79.4 
1987/88  210,114 36,356 1.3 82.7 
1988/89  190,135 41,700 21.9 8.9 
1989/90  255,638 38,431 15.0 85.0 
1990/91 31 287,572 48,504 16.9 83.1 
1991/92  398,270 61,479 15.4 84.6 
1992/93  357,950 57,685 16.1 83.9 
1993/94  420,681 59.378 14.1 85.9 
1994/95** - - - - _ 
1995/96  512,797 37,498 7.3 92.7 
1996/97  376,827 56,055 14.9 85.1 
1997/98 37 419,807 72,791 17.3 82.7 
1998/99  321,268 78,550 24.4 75.6 
1 999/2000  418,928 78,550 18.8 81.2 
2000/01 47 467,490 502,77 10,7 89.3 
2001/02  842,02 95,199 11.3 88.7 
2002/03  1,039,183 N.A N.A N.A 
2003/04 73 838,051 N.A N.A N.A 
Source: Fieldwork ** = Admissions not processed due to ASUU strike of 1994. the applications for the 
23 private universities in Nigeria are not included in this analysis. 

From the above table, it is obvious that most Nigerians have no access to university education. In 
the United Sate of America, a University exist for every 50, 365 persons, whereas in Nigeria one 
university is meant to serve 2,290,909 persons. Universities are few and small and cannot admit 
many of the applicants who take the Joint Matriculation Examination (JME) each year. The lack 
of access has definitely led to a lot of corruption behaviours and some of the poorest educational 
achievers may get into the university, while the average and good academically prepared 
students may find it difficult to enter. In Nigeria, the concept of equality is given further impetus 
in the 1999 nigerian Constitution, which, holds that the State's social order is founded on the 
ideals, of freedom, equality, liberty and justice. The legal basis for equal and adequate 
educational opportunities is stipulated in Section 18 of the 1999 constitution, which states 
"Government shall direct its policy towards ensuring that there are equal and adequate educational 
opportunities at all levels.... " It is on this basis that the National Policy on Education (2004), has as 
one of its cardinal goals and objectives "the building of a just and egalitarian society". Against 



the background of the presumption of achieving equally with other stated goals through it, much 
importance apparently underlies one of the stated goals of government to: direct its objective towards 
ensuring that there are equal and adequate educational opportunities at all levels, equity 
addresses quantity-mix I the education process that is ethnic, sex, income level, and other geographical 
variables such as state of origin. Quantity implies the opportunity for every segment of the population to 
participate in the kind and quality educations that will best meet their people. Equity enhances the 
amount of inputs the educational system receives in terms of priority. The ultimate aim of every 
Nigerian is to acquire a university degree, while polytechnic and other higher forms of education are 
regarded mere stop-gaps. 

Equity in university education has already posed problems to the government. The 
composition of students' population and the criteria used for admissions do not seem to promote 
equity. In order words, what is the composition of students in the Nigeria university system? For 
example, the number of female who took the 2004 Joint Matriculation Examination (UME) was 353, 
834 compared to 438,703 in 2003, a drop of about 19.5 percent (Abubakar, 2004). That means, of the 
838, 051 applicants for UME in 2004, females only represented 42.2 percent. This decline is 
worrisome or should be a source of worry to a nation that perhaps has more female population than 
males. Since every possible university entrants must enter through UME, this means that the total 
number of females for the university is about 42.2 percent. What has happened to the rest females? 

Okebukola (1998), posits that the Federal Government, NUC and Jamb have been aware of 
the problems of equity. As a result a specific policy on admissions was devised. In the direction of 
balance in admissions, the Joint Admissions and Matriculation Board supervised every university's 
admissions processes along the line as stipulated. 

• Merit applicants with high scores in the UME usually get admission in the line as stipulated. 
• Catchment areas: designated states within the environment of the university are given priority 

in the total admission. 
• Disadvantaged states: states with low level in educational development are given some 

percentage admission quota. 
• Discretion: usually a small percentage in the total admission is intended as university public 

relations. 
From the classification above, gender as a peculiar class seems to be neglected. The number 

of women who took UME in 2004 is enough to fill all the spaces available in public universities. Yet 
very few or a disportionate number of them will be admitted. Equity or equalization of educational 
opportunity policy may favourably be in the interest of the female group, merit, catchments areas, 
disadvantaged states and discretion are based on equity consideration, and so the female group ought to 
be included in the policy. 

Equity in admission is difficult to implement in a country where the institutions are too few to 
absorb eligible candidates available to admit the number of students who are coming out of the 
nation's secondary school system. The wait-time for an applicant, if he does not get admission 
immediately after school certificate examination is between three and four years on the average, even 
some spend much more time home. Many families are being forced because of the unavailability of 
spaces in the nations' universities to send their children to South Africa, Ghana, Britain, and United 
State of American and other countries. Until more universities come on stream, equity in admission 
may not immediately be feasible. 
Another perturbing issue is that of quality and standard of education. The standard of university 
education in Nigeria is a matter of critical concern. This concern is heightened by the emergence of 
private universities in Nigeria amidst the decadence of the system. While some have raised alarm 
over quality, others believe that the concept is elitist, given the underdeveloped natured of the 
Nigerian economy. Crucial to the maintenance of quality are the teachers. The setting of 
standards in education, the maintenance of the standards and their improvement are the 
responsibility of teachers. The Longe Commission (1991), opined that a critical factor in the 
development of higher education is the availability of adequate and qualified academic and 
non-academic staff. Teachers are linked to standards in many intricate and inescapable ways. 

The National Universities Commission (NUC) is saddled with the responsibility of 
maintaining high standards in the Universities. There is also the need for the educational system 
balance between the secularism and ecclesiastical content of curricula activities. Armed with 



section 39 of the 1999 constitution, private universities may place more emphasis on using 
instructional methods that would promote the dissemination of their religious doctrines. This 
may result in the dilution of the secular content of pedagogy. 

Central to the concept of quality control is the issue of university autonomy. University 
autonomy is the freedom of a university to select its students, staff and determine the conditions 
under which they remain in the university. University autonomy also empowers them to set their 
own standards, design their curricula and decide how to allocate their resources. Since private 
universities obtain their resources independent from government, the NUC cannot exercise total 
control on them. The necessary corollary may be the bastardization of standards. Recently, the 
university Matriculation Examination (UME), which is the body, charged with the responsibility of 
regulating admission into public universities with an addition of aptitude test organized internally, 
individual universities are at liberty to admit students based on any internal criteria consistent with 
their mission. 

Since the running cost of private universities is very high, profitably may be major drive, 
and it is likely to affect quality control. Against the background of the high poverty index in the 
country, if obvious that most students cannot afford the fees charged in the private universities. In 
pursuit of quality, therefore, marketization may not bridge the demand supply gap of university 
education. More than two decades ago, the Cookey commission (1981), pointed that the active 
involvement of the private sector in the university education would deny government it's over 
bearing monopoly over university management. Idumange (2000), expressed fears that complete 
marketization of university education could lead to mediocrity if private universities, there is a 
tendency for such individuals to hijack the decision-making process, and when this happens, 
standards would be compromised and quality control reduced to a pragmatic fallacy. 

Limitations to Marketization of University Education in Nigeria: 
Nigeria is a developing country where markets do not function effectively hence there is 

acute misallocation of resources. Poor market information dilutes competition, creating a situation 
whereby weak exploitative institutions thrive. So when the academic is corporalized, access of 
students to the university will be limited by income of parents and socio-economic pedigree. 
There is the argument that even when the market functions well, the operation of 
"profit-oriented institutions" will concetrate on profit maximization at the expense of providing 
quality education. This will lead to under-investment in certain university disciplines. What will 
be fashionable therefore, is for government to ensure that the activities of private providers 
benefit the public. In Nigeria, marketization can only be practiceable when it is accompanied by 
structural economic reforms tended towards liberalization. When this happens, the rapidly 
diminishing public confidence in the quality of education, there will emerge a trend whereby 
majority of the people will drift towards marketization. 

If the marketization regime is sustained, private universities will provide access to those who 
can afford to pay for instruction. Private universities contribute little or nothing to social mobility or 
provide educational opportunities for bright but underprivileged students because they cannot afford 
scholarship programs for students from poor economic backgrounds or provide academic support 
programs for under prepared students. The implication is that letting market forces to determine the 
demand for university education ensures that only those who can afford tuition will benefit. This poss 
two fundamental problems those of equality and social responsibility. 

Another limitation is that university education is no longer a government business but an 
endeavour for self improvement In the present dispensation, people acquire qualifications to enable 
them compete in the ruthless labour market. Essentially, in a marketized education paradigm, students 
maximize their skill and constantly update them to create room for flexibility and adaptability to the 
dynamics of the market. This is imperative because marketization is heavy on the use of information 
and communication technology. 

Recommendations 
For Nigerian universities to maintain quality and streamline operational dynamics, the NUC 

must ensure that private proprietors meet established standards in terms admissions, curricula 
content, pedagogy, financing and motivation of the teacher force, while at the same time maintaining 
operational autonomy. The introduction of entrepreneurial universities will enable Nigerian state to 
diversify income sources, strengthen operational capacity and extend developmental periphery of 



non-research centers. Nigerian universities must begin to commericialize applied research in order to 
contribute optimally to the productivity of the economy within the dynamic matrix of the labour 
market in a fast evolving knowledge economy. 

Conclusion 
This paper has examined a contemporary theme of the Nigerian educational system, that of 

marketization of university education, implications for access and equity. The paper explored the 
concept and dimensions of marketization of university education and sheds light on the global of 
marketization. It is the contention of this paper that marketization of university education is a 
necessary evil, since it could be the panacea for the increasing demand-supply of university education. 
In Nigeria, education is considered a social service because of its potentials for development 
engineering. With the emergence of about 23 universities, the public good concept of education is 
being gradually discounted, marketization is the thrust of the current reform efforts in Nigeria hence 
the approval of a new private universities. The basic challenge is how private universities would 
adhere to NUC standards and other quality control bodies. 
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Appendix 1 Table 1: School Fees Increase in the River State College of Education, 
Rumuohimeni, Port Harcourt 



Categor
y of 
student 

1990 
(N) 

1991 
(N) 

1992 
(N) 

1993 
(N) 

1994 
JH

1995 
(N) 

1996 
(N) 

1997 
(N) 

1998 
(N) 

1999 
(N) 

2000 
_1N

2001 
(N) 

2002 
(N) 

2003 
(N) 

2004 
(N) 

Home 
Economi
cs (B.Ed 
only) 

210 389 330 650 1 .090 1,155 3,550 2,870 3,350 4,850 3,850 5,550 6,750 6,550 10.000 

Sciences 215 210 330 510 1 .090 950 husc
T 

2,80 Huso
" 

rTs5
0~" 

r^ssT
T 

6,800 5,550 6,550 1 
0,000 Others 395 190 530 510 620 770 2,870 3,020 3.350 3,850 5,300 5,550 5,550 5,800 IO.OO
U 

Source: Bursary Department, River State College of Education, Rumuolumeni Port Harcourt, 
September, 2006 

 

 

Table II: School Fees Increase in the River State University of Science and Technology 
,PortHarcourt 

Categor 1990 1 99 1 1992 1 993 1 !995 1 996 1997 1 998 M99 1200 200 ! 2002 2003 2004  
of (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N) ( 
student                 
Fresh NA NA NA 1.50 NA 2,000 3,0(1 3,000 NA 2,10 3.850 13,45 14.45 NA 1 1 
Student                 
Old NA NA NA 1,37 NA 1,375 2.250 2,58 NA 2,85 2.850 4,950 7,950 NA 8,800 S 
Student
s 

                

Source: Bursary Department, River State University of Science and Technology Port 
Harcourt, September, 2006 

Table II shows that whereas students of the Rivers State University of Science and 
Technology, Port Harcourt paid Nl, 375.00 in 1993, the school fees increased astronomically to 
N9, 100.00 in 2005. During the same period, new students in the university paid Nl, 500.00 in 
1993 and N14, 950 in 2005. This trend is also applicable to students categorized under 
indigenous and non-indigenes. The exchange rate of the domestic currently to a US dollars 
as at 2005 was N 250.00/DoIlar 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 


