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Abstract

This study was necessitated by the growing condsrreducation stakeholders in Nigeria over the poor
budgetary planning and implementation of the ppats of Nigeria secondary schools. The study eiiliz
qualitative approach with questionnaire, checldistl documentation as instruments for data collecmple
random sampling procedure was used in drawing G&%ipals and 51 account supervisors from a total
population of 1093 principals and 79 account supers. The study answered four research questinhs$ested
four null hypotheses. Mean and standard deviatierewased to answer the research questions wheks taas
used to test the hypotheses. The findings of thdysshowed that principals follow the budget guiul
specifications in planning and implementing budbet,do not buy science equipment, maintain schiebicles,
buildings and furniture, they do not organize wbikss, seminars and conferences, and do not defsigkb
with their bursars. Based on the above findingsydas recommended among others, that Nigerian patei
should work cooperatively with their staff. Statvgrnments should equip the principals with adesfiztd to
maintain buildings, furniture and school vehicles.

Key Words: Budgeting, Budget, budgeting Practices, State BohrcaManagement Board (SEMB),
Financial Management

Introduction

Financial management in organizations, firms astititions had been a sensitive issue over thesyear
This is because the government and the publicraeeeisted on how funds are planned, controlled,agpdied
for specific assignment to achieve specific objadi In educational institutions, the realizatidndesired
educational goals and objectives depend largeltherefficient planning and management of schooti$uby
the school administrators. In view of this, Amusagtf2010), regretted that it is quite unfortunduzt the little
resources available are not effectively managedigerian schools. One thing is to raise fund, betdther is to
ensure that the fund raised is well utilized by sisbool managers. However, to ensure judiciousdpgrof
funds and accountability, school administratoréngapals) plan and prepare budget for their schools

Budgeting according to Olufidipe (2003), is a pxef preparing and using budgets to achieve
management objectives. Budget on the other hand, é@mprehensive and coordinated plan, expressed in
financial terms, for the future. Ama (2001), regatdudget as a plan quantified in monetary termepgred and
approved prior to a defined period of time, usualpwing planned income to be generated and exjpeadd
be incurred during that period. Budgeting has keegeary important and useful part of administrastuategy of
organizations such as educational institutionstrighm ages. It has the fundamental importanceootrolling
the financial behaviour of the administrators ia Hthool system.

Budgeting prevents wastage or reckless spendirfgrofs provided for various educational services.
The reason is that the operators of budget are etadpto follow the appropriate estimate in spegdinnds.
Budgeting has the technical function of authorizixgenditure and serves as a microscope in analfydistails.

The budgeting practices in educational institutit;low a systematic procedure. This includes badge
planning, budget defence, budget approval and agpbudget implementation and budget evaluatios.aA
result of the organizational structure of the seeop education system in South-East Geo-politiaaeZ the
budgetary practices are controlled at Ministry afuEation and Secondary Education Management Board
(SEMB) levels. These are boards responsible fomitaeagement of education at the secondary scheelsle
The principals of schools are not involved in b# stages of the budgeting practices mentionedealdthey are
highly engaged in the planning, defence and impieai®n stages while the secondary Education Managée
Board and Ministry of Education carry out budgegpraval, adoption and evaluation.

The ministry of Education and Secondary Educati@andyement Board (SEMB) do these jobs through
the account supervisors who monitor and verify fthancial activities of educational administratoEzeocha
(1995) defined supervisors as professionals outsideithin school who work to improve the teachiegfning
process. This shows that account supervisors adetse who perform the periodic criticism, verifioat
clarification and justification of financial actiiés of the schools through checking of the finaheiccount
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records kept in the schools, so that educationabures will not be misappropriated by fraudulent
administrators.

In the Nigerian school system, many principals badn accused of poor budgeting practices by the
supervisors, teachers and parents. For instanbasibeen observed by some authorities that theipals do
not follow budget procedures in planning and impatation of budget nor keep and use the necessanycial
account records in Nigerian schools (Nzekwe, 20Diffle or no work is done on repairs of school lbings,
provision of reagents and specimens for sciencetipad, sports and games. Supporting this fact,ikeng2009),
regretted that poor budgeting has accounted for seming neglect and dilapidation of buildings and
infrastructure in greater percentage of schools awdecade, particularly at secondary school level.

All the above cases breed mistrust and suspicibe.principals tend to lose their prestige as firg@nc
heads and also lose control on the staff and steidenextreme cases, the school heads (principadsgalled to
pay back part of the misappropriated fund and ngtfs achieved in the school in such situations.

Principals of Nigerian secondary schools need aidtnative qualifications that will make them
competent and confident before the staff they &daisd guide. They are supposed to be well equiffipedgh
training in educational administration. This knodde will help them to handle school budgeting effety.
Supporting this fact, Hassan (2009), suggestedtieaschool leaders should be knowledgeable angetemt in
the techniques of management in the areas of bindgetccounting and information management Nelson
(2005), maintained that for efficient managerialigh training and retraining of principals mustave.

School heads in Nigerian schools could be maleearafe. Gender is generally viewed as a major
source of conflicting issues when it comes to pasiof authority. Females are discriminated asdsirtop
managerial posts are concerned while preferengwés to males. Bird and Brush (2002), believed thamen
may not measure success in performance with thele mounterparts for they try balancing work anchifa
because of their primary responsibility for childr&Vatson and Robinson (2003), observed that fesvaigays
under perform their male counterparts using a fir@nperformance standard. This not withstandirgne
writers are of the opinion that women can perforell wr even better than men.

Despite the contributions of males and femalesudgeting, the worry is whether the principals ie ®outh-
East Geo-political zone of Nigeria gear their budggpractices towards the attainment of secondducation
goals as stipulated in Nigerian National PolicyEgtucation.

In any situation where resources such as monéyrtefime and space are limited but what to use th
resources for are not only unlimited but simultarstp demanding attention, budgeting becomes thet mos
rational approach to deal with such situations. d&iithg practices in secondary schools in the S&atstern
States of Nigeria, have been facing a lot of dsitit from well meaning individuals and authoritiehe
principals in these states are accused of poordiindgpractices by the teachers, supervisors anehtsa The
poor budgeting practices may be due to the fadt i@st principals lack the technical know-how iheal
management and administration. This could alscsheer@sult of inadequate funding of secondary dshmothe
state government.

Availability of funds determine, to a large extetite level budgeting activities and practices gan
The progressive increase in school population teetbllowed with increase in the provision of furtdscater
for the diverse problems that may come up withotiictv the school objectives will not be achieved.
Aderonumu and Ehiametalor in Ugwu (2005), obsertfed schools lack adequate funds necessary to oatry
their academic activities. The policy of controfisecondary school budgets by the Secondary Educati
Management Board through budget guidelines hatheuprincipals in a tight corner. The principale apt free
to carry on the budgeting activities. They are urgtdact control of the school boards and as suely mot be
given adequate time to plan and prepare their kadgée researchers have also observed that paieaio not
give the staff the opportunity to make contributiaturing the planning stage of the budget. Forrgason, the
teachers may not be willing to implement what theye not part of at the initial stage. This therefmakes it
imperative to explore the budgeting practices ofgipals of secondary schools in south-East, N&geri

The following research questions were posed.

1. To what extent are principals guided by budgettres in planning of budget?

2. To what extent are principals guided by budgettres in implementation of budget?

3 How do principals who are qualified and those whsraot qualified in educational administration plan
and implement budget?

4. How does the gender of the principals influencegatighlanning and implementation?

Hypotheses

1. There is no significant difference between the meding of principals and account supervisors an th
extent principals are guided by budget practicgdanning the budget.
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2. There is no significant difference between the meding of principals and account supervisors an th
extent principals are guided by budget practicamjpiementation of budget.
3. There is no significant difference between the medimg of qualified and non qualified principafs i
educational administration in budget practicesiammementation.
4, There is no significant difference between the mesimgs of male and female principals in budget
practices and implementation of budget.
M ethodology
The study is a descriptive survey conducted in I$@&#st Geo-political Zone of Nigeria. Nigeria izidied into
six geopolitical zones (North-Central, North-EaNliprth-West, South-East, South-South, South-Wesle T
population of the study was 1,093 principals an&@&unt supervisors)

Sample

The sample size of the study consists of a tdt@8® principals and 51 account supervisors. Simple
random sampling procedure was used in drawing tetates out of the five sates that make up south-ea
geopolitical zone of Nigeria, and also in drawihg sample size from a total population of 1,098g@pals and
79 account supervisors.

Instrument for Data Collection

The instruments for data generation were structimedget practices, questionnaire, check list and
documentation. The questionnaire is divided into sections, A and B. Section A consists of thréeiténs
which sought information relating to biographicaltal of respondents. Section B was organized into §4)
clusters A-D each corresponding to the four resequestions. The items were presented on a fountgcale
Very Great Extent (VGE), 4 point, Great Extent (@Goints, Little Extent (LE), 2 points and No Bxt€NE),

1 point. These items were clustered under fouetdfit sub-headings. A check-list was provided terain the
financial records kept and used by the principafthé schools.

The instruments were validated using face validithe data generated from the trial-testing of the
instrument was used to compute the reliability leé instrument. The reliability co-efficient obtathesing
Cronbach Alpha formula was 0.94. The instrument a@sinistered by the researchers with the helpwvaf f
trained research assistants.

M ethod of Data Analysis

The data collected were analysed using mean andasth deviation to answer the research questions
while the hypotheses were tested using t-test @& Gevel of significance. Any item with the meamga
between 3.50-4.00 is regarded as “Very Great Exighile any item with the mean range between 2.5 3s
“Great Extent”. Similarly, any item with a mean genbetween 1-50-2.49 is regarded as “Less ExterftileV
0.50-1.49 is “No Extent” by the respondents.

Results
Research Question One
To what extent are principals guided by budgettires in planning of budget?
Table 1: Mean rating and standard deviation of principalsicasupervisors’ opinions on the extent principals
are guided by budget practices in planning of budge

CLUSTERA
SN Items Principals N=689 Supervisors N=51
Y SD Dec Y SD Dec

1 | submit well-prepared statement of revenue and

expenditures each year. 3.87 .34 VGE 3.76 .55 VGE
2 | stick to the budget period of'Dan. to 31

Dec. each year. 3.76 .43 VGE 3.64 .48 VGE
3 | specify the number of male and female

students class by class. 3.64 .50 VGE 3.51 .50 VGE
4 I call for input from staff during budget

planning. 3.09 .80 GE 247 61 LE
5 | declare the correct population of studentssclas

by class. 3.64 .49 VGE 3.35 .59 GE
6 | specify the total number of teaching and non-

teaching staff on pay roll every year 3.60 .51 VGE 3.64 .48 VGE

Cluster means 3.60 VGE 3.40 VGE
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Table 1 above presents the mean rating and stadearations of principals and account supervisors o
the extent principals are guided by budget guigéslim planning of budget. The data indicated thatrhean
ratings of the principals for items 1-6 are 3.87,63 3.64, 3.09, 3.64 and 3.60 respectively andrékpective
standard deviations of the mean ratings of thedtane .34, .43, .50, .80, .49, and .51. The metimgsof the
account supervisors for items 1 to 6 are 3.76,,33681, 2.47, 3.35 and 3.64 respectively and thpeetive
standard deviations of the mean ratings of thedtare .55, .48, .50, .61, .59 and .48. Based odéhision rule,
the implication of these results are that for gpats, items 1,2,3,5 and 6 are to a very greamgxtdile item 4
is to a great extent. For account supervisors,stéjd,3, and 6 are to a very great extent whilastd and 5 are
to a Little Extent and Great Extent respectivelyn€idering the cluster mean for principals (3.60) &he
account supervisors (3.40), the results show tlwh bespondents agree that principals adhere tgdiud
practices to a very great extent in planning ofdaid

Research Question Two
To what extent are principals guided by budgettizas in implementation of budget?
Table 2: Mean rating and standard deviation of principalsdaaccount supervisors’ opinions on the extent
principals are guided by budget practices in impdatation of budget.

SN Items Principals N=689 Supervisors N=51
? SD Dec Y SD Dec

7 | retain just the amount stipulated in the budgetieline 3.74 .44 VGE 3.73 .45 VGE
from each student’s payment.

8 I maintain building and furniture every year withe 3.07 .77 GE 2.18 .87 LE
money mapped out for such work.

9 I maintain the school vehicle in the school 1.8104 LE 1.24 .62 NE

10 1 organize sports and games with the money nfeant 3.45 .58 GE 3.65 .59 VGE
every year.

11 | buy teaching aid for the school every year 43.4.56 GE 3.57 .50 VGE

12 | buy science equipment for school every year. .393 .59 GE 3.10 .73 GE

13 | organize workshops, seminars and conferencesys 3.47 .50 GE 3.16 .92 GE
for the staff to attend these conferences

14 | organize orientation for new student everyryea 3.57 .50 VGE 3.47 .54 GE

15 | prepare copies of detailed statement of exjpaned 3.69 .46 VGE 3.73 .45 VGE
and submit to the board each year.

16  Transferred principals in all cases tidy up dipproved 3.60 .50 VGE 3.67 .48 VGE
budget before leaving the school.
17 | present bank statement during budget every yea 355 51 VGE 3.67 .47 VGE

18 | print and buy stationary for the school evegsar. 350 .54 VGE 3.69 .58 GE
19 | defend school budget with my bursar always. 363. .78 GE 227 .75 GE
Cluster means 3.35 3.16

Table 2 above presents the mean ratings and sthdéaiations of principals and account supervisors
on the extent principals are guided by budget prestin implementation of budget. The data indiddtet the
mean ratings of the principals for items 7-19 aré433.07, 1.81, 3.45, 3.44, 3.47, 3.57, 3.69, ,33%685, 3.50
and 3.26 respectively and the respective standariibns of the mean of the items are .44, .704,158, .59,
.50, .46, .50, .51, .54 and 78. The mean ratingscobunt supervisors for items 7-19 are 3.73, 2118}, 3.65,
3.57, 3.10, 3.16, 3.47, 3.73, 3.67, 3.67, 3.69 AaAd respectively and the respective standard tiensgof the
mean ratings of the items are .45, 87, .62, .99,.83, .92, .54, .45, .48, .47, .58 and .75. Basethe decision
rule, the results imply that for principals, itefsl4, 15, 16, 17 and 18 are to a very great extéie items 8,
10, 11, 13 and 19 agreed to a great extent with §#eecording to a less extent. Items 7, 10, 118,327 and 16
for account supervisors, adhered to a very greanéxvhile items 12, 13, 14 and 19 recorded grei@ng. Iltems
8 and 9 recorded to a less extent and no exteméctsely. A look at the cluster means for printgpg.35) and
the account supervisors (3.16) showed that botiorefents agree that principals adhere to budgeetings to
a great extent in implementation of budget.

Research Question Three

How do principals who are qualified and those goalified in educational administration plan and
implement budget?
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Table 3: Mean rating and standard deviation of principalshevare qualified and those who are not qualified in
educational administration and their influence darming and implementation of budget.

SN Items Qualified N=159 Not qualified
N=581
X SD Dec X SD  Dec

1 | submit well-prepared statement of revenue aBB2 .43 VGE 387 .34 VGE
expenditures each year.

2 | stick to the budget period of' Dan. to 31 Dec. each 3.73 .45 VGE 3.76 .43 VGE
year

3 | specify the number of male and female studelatss by 3.64 .50 VGE 3.63 .50 VGE
class.

4 | call for input from staff during budget plangitd9 3.10 .79 GE 3.03 .81 GE

5 | declare the cor.51rect population of studemésscby 3.58 .53 VGE 3.63 .49 VGE
class.

6 | specify the total number of teaching and nacking 3.65 .49 VGE 358 .51 VGE
staff on pay roll every year

7 | retain just the amount stipulated in the budgedeline 3.72 .45 VGE 3.75 .44 VGE
from each student’s payment.

8 | maintain building and furniture every year withe 3.51 .76 GE 297 85 GE
money mapped out for such work.

9 I maintain the school vehicle in the school 1.97.13 LE 1.72 .99 LE

10 | organize sports and games with the money mfearit 3.40 .62 GE 348 .57 VGE
every year.

11 | buy teaching aid for the school every year 73.4.56 GE 344 56 GE

12 | buy science equipment for school every year. 423 .64 GE 336 .67 GE

13 | organize workshops, seminars and conferencgmys 3.47 .54 GE 344 55 GE
for the staff to attend these conferences

14 | organize orientation for new student everyryea 3.63 .48 GE 355 51 VGE

15 | prepare copies of detailed statement of exipened and 3.70 .46 VGE 369 .46 VGE
submit to the board each year.

16  Transferred principals in all cases tidy up #mproved 3.55 .51 VGE 361 .49 VGE
budget before leaving the school.

17 | present bank statement during budget every yea 3.58 .50 VGE 355 .51 VGE

18 I print and buy stationary for the school evgegr. 3.55 .58 VGE 350 .54 VGE

19 I defend school budget with my bursar always. 293. .79 GE 3.16 58 GE

20 | record all the transactions of the schoolthnfinancial 3.70 .46 VGE 368 .50 VGE
account books.

21 1 keep all the receipts of purchases made is¢heol. 3.48 .51 GE 338 .52 GE

22 | keep records of non-receipted of purchasesenmathe 3.52 .52 VGE 341 51 VGE
school.

23 | make sure my bursar collects bank statementhle 3.92 431 VGE 346 171 GE
school.

24 | keep bank statement for the school. 352 B82E G 341 .72 GE
Cluster M eans 344 GE 341 GE

Data on table 3 indicate the mean ratings andstéwedard deviations of principals who are qualified
and those not qualified, on planning and implenmt@raof budget. The table shows the mean ratintho$e
qualified in educational administration for items24 as 3.82, 3.73, 3.64, 3.10, 3.58, 3.65, 3.7,3.97, 3.40,
3.47, 3.42, 3.47, 3.63, 3.70, 3.55, 3.58, 3.559,370, 348, 3.52, 3.92 and 3.52 respectively. fEspective
standard deviations for the means are .43, 45/%053, 49, 45,.76, 1.13,.62, .56, .64, .54, 48, .51, .50, .58,
.79, .46, .51, .52, 4.31 and .82 respectively. Bmse principals who are not qualified in educalon
administration, their mean ratings for items 1-24 a.87, 3.76, 3.63, 3.03, 3.63, 3.58, 3.75, 21972, 3.48,
3.44, 3.36, 3.44, 3.55, 3.69, 3.61, 3.55, 3.506,3368, 3.38, 3.41, 3.46 and 3.41 respectively,lavttie
respective deviations for their means are .34, .23, .81, .49, .51, .44, .85, .99, .57, .56, .63, .51, .46, .49,
.51, .54, .58, .50, .52, .51, 1.71 and .72 respelgti A look at the table above shows that all itkens except
item 9 are either very great extent or great exfenthe principals qualified in educational adrsination and
for those who are not qualified. A look at the tdusmeans of those qualified in educational admizii®n
(3.44) and those who are not qualified (3.41). Trterpretation is that both Principals plan and lenpent
budget alike.
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Resear ch Question Four
How does the gender of the principals influencegatighlanning and implementation?
Table 4: Mean ratings and standard deviation of male anddienprincipals’ opinion on how the gender of
principals influences the planning and implemeitatbf budget.

SN Items Male N=377 Female N=363
X SD Dec X SD Dec
1 | submit well-prepared statement of revenue aBdB5 .37 VGE 387 .35 VGE

expenditures each year.
2 | stick to the budget period of Jan. to 31 Dec. each 3.79 .41 VGE 3.79 .45 VGE

year

3 | specify the number of male and female studelatss 3.60 .51 VGE 3.66 .49 VGE
by class.

4 | call for input from staff during budget plangin 299 .82 GE 299 .79 GE

5 | declare the cor.51rect population of studetd#asscby 3.63 .49 VGE 361 51 VGE
class.

6 | specify the total number of teaching and no-63 .50 VGE 357 .52 VGE
teaching staff on pay roll every year

7 | retain just the amount stipulated in the budggt74 .44 VGE 374 .44 VGE
guideline from each student’s payment.

8 | maintain building and furniture every year witlte 2.99 .85 GE 299 .76 GE
money mapped out for such work.

9 | maintain the school vehicle in the school 1.79.07 LE 1.79 .99 LE

10 | organize sports and games with the money nfeant3.52 .57 VGE 340 .60 GE
it every year.

11 | buy teaching aid for the school every year 33.5.54 VGE 336 .57 GE

12 | buy science equipment for school every year. .383 .61 GE 3.36 .57 GE

13 | organize workshops, seminars and conferences3®0 .57 VGE 339 .52 GE
pays for the staff to attend these conferences

14 | organize orientation for new students evergrye 3.59 .50 VGE 355 51 VGE

15 | prepare copies of detailed statement of exiperesd 3.70 .46 VGE 3.67 .47 VGE
and submit to the board each year.

16  Transferred principals in all cases tidy up tf#®59 .49 VGE 3.62 .50 VGE
approved budget before leaving the school.

17 | present bank statement during budget every yea 3.53 .52 VGE 358 .50 VGE

18 | print and buy stationary for the school evgegr. 3.46 .56 VGE 3,57 .53 VGE

19 | defend school budget with my bursar always. 133. .83 GE 3.25 .81 GE

20 | record all the transactions of the schoolsthia 3.67 .52 VGE 3.70 .50.46 VGE
financial account books.

21 | keep all the receipts of purchases made ist¢heol. 3.44 .53 GE 338 b1 GE

22 | keep records of non-receipted of purchasesentad 3.43 .52 GE 343 b1 GE

the school.

23 | make sure my bursar collects bank statemerthto 3.61 2.87 VGE 3.50 2.07 VGE
school.

24 | keep bank statement for the school. 336 .8B1E G 340 .66 GE
Cluster M eans 342 GE 341 GE

Data on table 4 shows that the mean rating of pafeipals for items 1-24 are 3.85, 3.79, 3.7903.6
2.99, 3.63, 3.63, 3.74, 2.99, 1.79, 3.52, 3.5638,33%0, 3.59 3.70, 3.59, 3.53, 3.46, 3.13, 3.6%4,33.43, 3.61
and 3.36 respectively, while their correspondiramndard deviations are .37, .41, .51, .82, .49,.410,.85, 1.07,
.57, .54, .61, .57, .50, .46, .49, .52, .56, 083, .53, .52, 2.87 and .81. For the female prifsjpheir mean
ratings for items 1-24 are 3.87, 3.79, 3.66, 236}, 3.57, 3.74, 2.99, 7.79, 3.40, 3.36, 3.369,333%4, 3.67,
3.62, 3.58, 3.57, 3.25, 3.70, 3.38, 3.43, 3.50, A0 respectively. Their corresponding standardatiens are
.35, .45, .49, .79, .51, .52, .44, .76, .99, .6@, .52, .51, .47, .50, .50, .53, .81, .46, .51, 07 and .66. These
results imply that for male and female principdlgtee items are either to a very great extenioa great extent
except item 9, which is to a less extent for betspondents? From the cluster means of the mal2)(@ntl the
female (3.41), it can be seen therefore, that gemdeprincipals has no influence on the planningl an
implementation of budget.
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Hypothesis One

There is no significant difference between the m@aings of principals and account supervisorshen t
extent principals are guided by budget practicgdanning of budget.
Table 5: Summary of t-test for hypothesis one (item-by-item)

SN Category of N Mean SD t-cal df Table t- Decision
respondents value

1 Principal 689 3.87 .34 1.96 378 1.96 Not Significant
Supervisor 51 3.76 .55

2 Principal 689 3.76 43 1.79 378 1.96 Not Significant
Supervisor 51 3.65 .48

3 Principal 689 3.64 .50 1.81 378 1.96 Not Significant
Supervisor 51 3.51 .50

4 Principal 689 3.09 .80 5.38 378 1.96 Significant
Supervisor 51 2.47 .61

5 Principal 689 3.64 49 4.28 378 1.96 Significant
Supervisor 51 3.33 .59

6 Principal 689 3.60 51 0.70 378 1.96 Not Significant
Supervisor 51 3.65 A8

Data on table 5 indicate that 3 items out of 6 lenéxtent principals are guided by budget practices
planning of budget had their calculated values thas the table t-value of 1.96 at probability leg€ 0.05.
While 2 items had their calculated values gredtanthe table-value and 1 item has its calculatddevequal to
t-value. This shows that there is no significafifiedéence in mean ratings of principals and accaupervisors in
four (4) items (items 1, 2, 3, and 6) on the exterimcipals are guided by budget guidelines whilere¢ is
significant difference in their mean ratings on t{29 items (items 4 and 5).

Hypothesis Two

There is no significant difference between the meding of principals and account supervisors an th

extent principals are guided by budget practicamplementation of budget.

Table 6: Summary of t-test for Hypothesis two (item-by item)

SN Category N Mean SD t-cal Df Table Decision
of Respondents t-value
g S oy g age o
ooopmen W SM T g g ge  Soven
S - - R TR T
o P B9 38 % ou g e s
Moopmepd 9 3 S g gy oag Mo
oopmep 99 3% % g 1s SO
oopmer 99347 B g g 1g SO
o P 3T 0 g gp g s
Soopmd o S938 g g e s
oo P 930 0 g g g s
voopnep %9 3% S g g ag  Netsonen
o opmep %930 % g g ag  Netsonien
o pmerd 9 3% T pe g 1s SO
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Data on table 9 indicate that 8 items out of 1&dgitems 7, 10, 11, 14,15,16 17 and 18) had their
calculated values less than the t- value (critigalpes of 1.96 at probability level of 0.05, whildtems (items
8, 9, 12, 13 and 19) had their calculated t-valgesater than the table-value. This shows that tigeneo
significant difference in the mean of principaldaccount supervisors in 8 items on the extentcjpats are
guided by budget guidelines in implementing budgeie there is significant difference in their memtings in
5 items. It means that the null hypothesis wasteckin 8 items and rejected in 5 items.

Hypothesis Three

There is no significant difference between the medimg of qualified and non qualified principafs i
education administration on how principals plan anpglement budget.
Table 7: Summary of t-test for Hypothesis four

SIN Category of respondents N Mean SD t-cal Df Table t- Decision
value

1 Quialified 159 3.82 43 -1.41 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.87 .34 significant
2 Quialified 159 3.73 .45 -0.72 738 196 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.76 43 significant
3 Quialified 159 3.64 .50 0.12 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.63 .50 significant
4 Quialified 159 3.10 .79 1.02 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.03 .81 significant
5 Quialified 159 3.65 49 -0.97 738 1.98 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.58 .51 significant
6 Quialified 159 3.65 49 -0.97 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.58 .51 significant
7 Quialified 159 3.72 .45 -0.65 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.75 44 significant
8 Qualified 159 3.15 .76 2.52 738 1.96 Significant

Not Qualified 581 2.97 .82
9 Qualified 159 1.79 1.13 2.74 738 1.96 Significant

Not Qualified 581 1.72 .99
10 Quialified 159 3.40 .62 -1.61 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.48 .57 significant
11 Qualified 159 3.47 .56 0.69 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.44 .56 significant
12 Quialified 159 3.42 .64 1.20 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.36 .57 significant
13 Quialified 159 3.47 .54 0.64 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.44 .55 significant
14 Quialified 159 3.63 .48 1.74 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.55 51 significant
15 Qualified 159 3.70 .46 0.32 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.69 .46 significant
16 Quialified 159 3.55 51 -1.42 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.62 .49 significant
16 Quialified 159 3.55 51 -1.42 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.62 .49 significant
17 Quialified 159 3.58 .50 0.12 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.55 51 significant
18 Quialified 159 3.55 .58 1.55 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.50 .54 significant
19 Quialified 159 3.29 .79 0.65 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.16 .82 significant
20 Qualified 159 3.70 .46 1.07 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.68 .50 significant
21 Quialified 159 3.48 51 1.77 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.39 .52 significant
22 Quialified 159 3.52 .53 0.45 738 1.96 Not

Not Qualified 581 3.41 .51 significant
23 Qualified 159 3.92 4.31 2.11 738 1.96 Significant

Not Qualified 581 3.46 1.71
24 Qualified 159 3.25 .82 2.49 738 1.96 Significant

Not Qualified 581 3.41 72
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From table 7 above, the exact probability valuetfie items 8, 9, 23 and 24 (2.52, 2.74, 2.11 246
respectively) were greater than the critical vatdieD.05. This shows that principals qualified ahdse not
qualified in Educational Administration differ sifioantly in their mean rating in 4 items on infuze of
qualification in Educational Administration on plking and implementation of budget expressed byitdra
statement. To this extent, the null hypothesis regected. The data in the table also revealedttteatalculated
t-values for the rest of the items (20 items) wess than the critical value of 1.96. These implt tprincipals
who are qualified in Educational Administration ahdse not qualified did not differ significantly their mean
ratings expressed by the item statement.

Hypothesis Four

There are no significant differences between tharmmatings of male and female principals in plagnin
and implementation of budget.
Table 8: Summary of t-test for hypothesis four (item-by-jtem

SIN Category of N M ean SD t-cal df Table t- Decision
respondents value

1 Male 377 3.86 .37 -0.21 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.86 .35

2 Male 377 3.79 41 2.34 738 1.96 Significant
Female 363 3.71 .45

3 Male 377 3.60 .51 -1.47 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.66 .49

4 Male 377 2.99 .82 -0.64 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.10 .79

5 Male 377 3.63 .49 -0.54 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.61 51

6 Male 377 3.63 .50 1.63 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.57 .52

7 Male 377 3.74 .45 0.37 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.75 44

8 Male 377 2.99 .85 -0.64 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.03 .76

9 Male 377 1.79 1.07 0.58 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 1.75 .99

10 Male 377 3.52 .57 2.75 738 1.96 Significant
Female 363 3.40 .60

11 Male 377 3.53 .64 4.31 738 1.96 Significant
Female 363 3.36 .57

12 Male 377 3.52 .61 0.61 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.40 .57

13 Male 377 3.38 .57 2.75 738 1.96 Significant
Female 363 3.36 .52

14 Male 377 3.59 .50 1.46 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.54 .57

15 Male 377 3.70 .46 0.90 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.67 A7

16 Male 377 3.39 .49 -0.92 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.52 .50

17 Male 377 3.53 .52 -1.21 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.58 .50

18 Male 377 3.46 .56 -2.70 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.57 .53

19 Male 377 3.13 .82 -2.06 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.25 46

20 Male 377 3.67 .52 -0.94 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.70 .46

21 Male 377 3.44 .52 1.50 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.38 .61

22 Male 377 3.43 .52 -0.15 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.44 .52

23 Male 377 3.61 2.87 0.16 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.50 2.07

24 Male 377 3.36 .80 -0.66 738 1.96 Not Significant
Female 363 3.40 .66
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Data on table 8 indicated that 4 items out of i (items 2, 10, 11, and 13) had their calculasddge
greater than the t-value of 1.96 at probabilityeleof 0.05, while 20 of the items had their caltedht-values
less than the table value. To this extent the mgdlothesis was rejected in the 4 items and accept2d of the
items.

Discussion

The result presented on table 1 showed that pateiand supervisors submit well prepared statement
of revenue and expenditures each year and thatstigkyto budget period ofWJanuary to 31 December each
year. With a mean rating of 3.87 and 3.76 for doast1&2 by principals and 3.76 and 3.64 for suseny both
principals and supervisors rated items 1&2 to & geeat extent. This indicated that principals dbnequest for
inputs from their staff during budget planning. Skiew is in line with Ekwelem (1990), who worked budget
control in educational libraries of University ofigéria, Nsukka and found out that only few librestaff
participate in budget planning. This view was supgmb by Abayi (1996) who investigated on budgeting
private business school and revealed that budget@sgexecutive based, subordinates do not take part

Results of the analysis of hypothesis 1 (table éd)ealed that there was no significant difference
between the mean rating of principals and accoupérvisors on the extent principals are guided bgget
practices in planning of budget in 4 items out offGis could be interpreted that principals folltire budget
guidelines to a great extent in planning of budat,do not call for input from the staff.

The analysis as shown on table 2 indicates thatipals and account supervisors rated the itemis. hi
Only item 9 was rated to a less extent for prinisigand to a no extent for supervisors. Both respaotslagree
that principals do not maintain school buildingsniture and vehicles. This finding is in line wiigwu (2008)
who observed that most of the school buildings dilapidated. Roofs of some buildings blown off binds
remain unrepaired for years. The result is alsconformity with Nakpodia (2000), who reported tiat1999
budget, special grants were embarked by the federarnment of Nigeria for rehabilitation of scheblut such
grants, were like “a cube of sugar in a bucketea”t which means that the schools and their infuastre
remained unrepaired.

The t-test analysis indicated significant diffezerin the mean score of 5 of the items. This cdngd
attributed to the fact that the principals lack quie funds to take care of the buildings, fureitand school
vehicles. This findings conforms the view of Ogbaya (2005), that schools lack funds for infrastceit
facilities like classroom, laboratory, provisionsahool equipment and maintenance of existing ones.

Analysis of research question three indicated thath principals qualified and unqualified in
educational administration follow the stipulationthe budget guidelines in planning and implemenbadget.
The analysis of the hypotheses 3 (table 7) revetilatithere is no significant difference betweea thean
ratings of the principals qualified in educatioadministration and those who are not qualified sTheans that
both principals prepare and implement budget igespe of their field of study. This confirms wihafgat,
Muhammed and Kiran (2009), who identified that neestondary school heads attend management course.

The result of research question four as showrable t4 indicated that both male and female pridsipa
rated all the items high except item 9. This shives both male and female principals to a greatrexplan and
implement budget. This finding is in line with Nvear (1994), who observed that, women can handle
responsibilities and management tasks as much asomeven better than men in some cases. Suppdadhiisg
Mitchell (2005), maintained that female principaiave relatively better leadership qualities, prsif@sal and
managerial abilities than male principals.

The analysis of hypothesis 4 (table 8) revealed there was no significant difference between the
mean ratings of male and female principals onnfleence of gender in planning and implementatibhumget
on 20 items out of 24 items. This result is in agnent with Elechi (2006) who asserted that malefanthle
supervisors who occupied parallel positions andopered similar functions exhibit similar pattern lelader
behavior and levels of effectiveness when descrémetlevaluated by their subordinates.
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Conclusion

From the results obtained, the researchers coacthdt principals follow the budget practices
specification in planning of budget. Principalsoafsllow the budget practices specification in iemplentation
of budget. The results showed that qualificatiortraining in Educational Administration has no ughce in
planning and implementation of budget. It was abeerved that the gender of the principals hamfioeince
on planning and implementation of budget. Male #ardale principals plan and implement school budget
same way.

Recommendations
Based on the findings of this study, the follownegommendations were made:
1. Principals should involve their staff in budgetmpiang and implementation.
2. Secondary School Education Management Board (SSEMBYId make sure that principals defend
budget with their bursars regularly.
3. Principals should use the funds budgeted to mairgahool buildings, furniture, vehicles, buy scienc
equipment, organize workshops, seminars and cordesz
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