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6

Abstract7

The Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria 1999, as amended, contains some8

provisions for the state joint local government accounts between the state and local9

governments alike. The issue of state joint local government accounts has been a thorny10

concern in local-state government relationship in the fourth republic. This situation also11

brought to the fore the question of local government autonomy. The experience with many12

Local Government Areas was that their states starve them of the statutory grants, and in the13

process denying them the opportunity of rendering essential services as required. The study14

engaged in Cooperative Federalism. Franklin D. Roosevelt was the proponent of Cooperative15

Federalism Theory in the early part of 1930s and acknowledges a need for cooperation16

between all levels of governments. The study utilized both primary and secondary sources of17

data. Data gathered were analyzed using descriptive and content analysis.The study revealed18

that principles guiding the operations of state joint local government accounts were needed to19

be strictly followed in allocating revenue to the local governments in order to ensure effective20

delivery of service at the grassroots.21

22

Index terms— democratic; development; finance; good governance; local government; state government;23
state joint local government accounts.24

1 Introduction25

ocal government finance is one of the aspects of public finance. It deals with the generation of revenue, expenditure26
and utilization of financial resources in order to bring the impact of government closer to the people at the27
grassroots. Put differently, finance is essential in enabling local governments transform the lives of the rural28
dwellers through the provision of social service and rural infrastructures like the construction and maintenance29
of rural roads, markets, schools, health centres etc. Despite the fact that the funding of local governments in30
Nigeria is an important aspect of fiscal federalism and intergovernmental relations, it has suffered setbacks, thus,31
circumventing development at the grassroots. This ugly trend is usually associated with or provoked by certain32
underlying factors like overdependence on statutory allocations from the Federation Account, corruption, tax33
evasion from citizens at the grassroots, creation of non-viable local government councils in terms of the capacity34
to generate finance internally and effectively utilize it for development purposes, and lack of financial autonomy.35

The introduction of State Joint Local Governments’ Account implies that the revenue allocated to the Local36
Governments Areas (LGAs) of a state from the Federation Account should be pooled together and shared among37
the LGAs. Local governments are the third tiers administrative structure created in Nigeria to decentralize38
governance, bring government closer to the people at the grassroots and render social service ??Agba, Ogwu39
& Chukwurah, 2013). All of these are pivotal in engendering national development. Thus, they are said to40
be in a vantage position to aggregate and articulate the needs of the majority of Nigerians and facilitate rural41
development through the application of needed financial and human resources in their operations.42
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1 INTRODUCTION

Thus, Ojugbeli and James, (2014), tandem with Asaju, (2010) that:43
The issue of state joint local government accounts has been a thorny concern in local-state government44

relationship in the fourth republic. This situation also brought to the fore the question of local government45
autonomy. The experience with many Local Government Areas was that their states starve them of the statutory46
grants, and in the process denying them the opportunity of rendering essential services as required.47

The submission is corroborated by the fact that State Governments have compounded the financial problem of48
local governments by failing to pass on to local governments the federal allocation that has been passed through49
them as provided for by section 149 (5) of the 1979 constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria. In addition50
to ”diversion” of local government funds, state governments have also failed to contribute their own share to the51
local governments as required by section 149 (6) of the same constitution (Aghayere, 1997).52

In other words, various strategies and approaches have been adopted or used by government for the purpose of53
good governance, and in their efforts at distributing government resources to reach the people at the grassroots54
and the process of disbursement of the accruable funds, as allocated from the Federation Account. In this respect,55
beneficiaries at local councils more often get grossly as some state governments deduct certain percentage before56
the release of the balance to their local councils. Others simply hold on at will while the local government which57
is statutorily established is continually being saddled with financially responsibility by the federal and state58
governments but with limited autonomy ??Ahmed, 2015).59

Joint account between state and local government in Nigeria has created a lot of crisis in the development60
of local area with the frequent deduction and misappropriation of local government fund by the state. This61
is because the federal government was statutorily obliged to pass allocation for the local government units62
to the supervising state government for distribution to them, whereas most of the state governments often63
misappropriated the allocation for their respective local councils. Also, the amount which a local government64
can spend on a particular project is regulated and monitored by the state government (Ojugbeli & James, 2014).65
Some of the Governors see local government as an extension of their political and administrative domain. The66
financial transaction (budget) of local governments must be approved by the House of Assembly which still lies67
within the purview of the state parliament.68

The introduction and the subsequent implementation of the state joint local government account system in69
Nigeria following the restoration of civil rule in 1999 had largely constituted and generated a lot of controversies in70
the polity, such as the allegation of indiscriminate deductions from the statutory allocation of the local government71
by the state government and its concomitant effect on local councils service delivery to the grassroots. All these72
had in the main painted an ugly, hideous and parlous picture of the system of financial administration as it73
affects the local council’s administration in Nigeria. Nigeria’s fiscal federalism structure involves the allocation74
of expenditure and taxraising powers among the three tiers of government. That is, it deals with financial75
relationship between and among existing tiers of governments. Fundamentally, it deals with the system of76
transfers of grants and the federal government shares its revenue with the state and local governments. Nigeria77
has embraced this system of transfers over the years.78

Since the majority of the local councils lack the capacity to raise Internally Generated Revenue (IGR) to a79
reasonable level, it has to depend upon the federal allocation for her performance. The inability of the councils80
therefore to generate revenue meant for its continued functions and operations had largely contributed to its total81
reliance and dependence upon the federal statutory allocation to remain relevant as a tier of government in the82
Nigeria federal system. For effective performance, the local government will not only be assigned functions, but83
fund enough to enhance its service delivery to the clientele. The lack of adequate fund affects the operation of84
the local councils, invariably painting a very ugly picture of the system. This is probably why ??waka (2006:20)85
argued that:86

The provision of 20% for local governments in the revenue allocation formula of the federation’s account remains87
a tragic reminder of the lack of political will to appropriately address the problem of local representations and88
effective delivery of services. As the government that has the most direct and immediate impact on the people, it89
stands to reason that adequate funding should ordinarily be guaranteed for this tier of government. Many local90
governments are rural based and naturally has limited capacity for internally generated revenue. It is expected91
that local government should actually be the engine of growth for local economics but regrettably the hegemonic92
central of the revenue from the federation account by the state government and the federal government is not93
indicative of a genuine desire to strengthen the local government to meet the high expectation of the mass of the94
people.95

The argument above supports adequate funding for the local government, which is a positive step towards96
improving the financial base of the local councils in the federation. Onah (2004) observed that ”the local97
governments are heavily deprived of funds which they could use in development pursuit is no longer news. The98
skewed administration of the state joint local government accounts in favour of the state totally explains the99
deprivation. The local government due of the federal allocation is tampered with by the state, and in some100
states, the revenue-yielding resources are also taken over by the state”.101

Ojugbeli and James (2014) argued that the issue of joint account had facilitated all manner of deductions102
from council allocation. Consequently, this brings inefficiency to the local government system, obstructs local103
governments from taking quick decisions, and disallows them from embarking on useful projects as well as104
rescuing mission of any epidemic diseases which might break out in their areas (Lamidi & Fagbohun, 2013).105
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Joint account system as a financial policy of the local government was given birth to in the 1979 Constitution106
following the nationwide local government reforms of 1976. The system was subsequently abolished in 1989 by107
the General Ibrahim Babangida administration due to its wrong implementation by the state governments. It108
later in 1999, following the restoration of civil rule in Nigeria, finds its way back into the constitution. The109
implementation became problematic as various hawks, i.e., state governments turned it into a money-making110
venture. This attitude, therefore, became pathological as local government productivity and performance were111
negatively affected. Adeyemi (2013) observed that the essence of creating local government is to provide services112
using human and financial resources at its disposal to facilitate development at the grassroots. Similarly, coupled113
with the fact that local governments are financially autonomous, there is nothing like trespass from their higher114
governments as it is the case with Nigerian local governments (Onah, 2004). This makes local governments in115
advanced nations of the world to be buoyant and discharge their statutory functions with zeal. Whereas in116
Nigeria, the local government councils are being enslaved by the state governments ??Ahmed, 2015).117

2 II.118

3 Statement of the Problem119

The intergovernmental fiscal relations between the states and local governments in Nigeria have undoubtedly120
generated controversies bordering on the cardinal principle of federalism, which include fairness, equity and121
fiscal autonomy. However, in spite of the various numerous on intergovernmental relations, appreciable level of122
attention has not been paid to the fiscal relationship between states and local government councils in Nigeria.123
Local government councils being the nearest to the people at the grassroots are expected, ipso-facto, to be the124
most import platform for service delivery. This crucial task, therefore, requires adequate funding and fiscal125
autonomy, which is largely absent in the prevailing intergovernmental arrangement in Nigeria.126

The articulation of all the financial problems of the local government precipitated the idea of having a joint127
account system for the Unified Local Government System in Nigeria under the supervision of the state government.128
Successive governments in Nigeria embarked on various amendments for the constitutional provision that legalizes129
the state and local government Joint Allocation Account Committee (JAAC) which has hindered the proper130
funding and autonomy for local government in the country. Despite these, joint account appears to be one of the131
major obstacles facing local government as well as the issue of local government autonomy. This study, therefore,132
intends to investigate the operations of the state-local governments’ joint account in the selected states and local133
governments in Southwestern Nigeria. Though, there are interactions between local government and other levels134
of government in a federal system of government. Unfortunately, this relationship has not been cordial because135
local governments complain about undue interference from state governments.136

For the most part, the excessive control by the state governments in the operation of the state joint local137
government accounts have not provided healthy development just as it also undermines democratic principle of138
relationship between the local governments and citizens. It also leads to inefficient public administration services139
and erodes the overall interaction between the state and society. It also promotes lack of respect, trust and140
tolerance of the local governments in the entire country. The condition that local government budget must be141
placed before the state government and State Houses of Assembly gives room for undue control of policies of142
the local governments while most state governors appears to administer local governments as extensions of their143
executive domain.144

The study examines the provision of the constitution that established state joint local government accounts145
and assesses the extents and effect of overlapping of functions of the state and local government on service146
delivery, (if any). The study also investigates the constitutive effect of the state joint local government accounts147
efforts at blocking loopholes that can prevent dearth of resource available to government at the grassroots for the148
provision of public goods. Adeyemi (2013) In many ways, state joint local government accounts have hindered149
the responsiveness of successive governments in Nigeria most especially at the local level. This is because of the150
tendency of the state government to interfere in the appropriation and execution of projects and programmes151
of the local government through the operation of joint account. This has resulted in poor service delivery at152
the local government as well as the failure of the state government to provide and improve basic amenities for153
the people within the state. The 1976Local Government Reforms stipulated that there should be state joint154
local government accounts in order for the state government to have access to the financial activities of the local155
government and to ensure the resources available for the local government for provision of infrastructural facilities156
are adequately and equitably distributed, thereby curing the developmental challenges in multiple proportion to157
reduce, curb and promote responsive governance in concrete term.158

4 III.159

5 Research Hypothesis160

The hypothesis formulated for the purpose of this study is:H 0 :161
The operation of state joint local government accounts has no significant impact on transparency and162

accountability in governance Southwestern Nigeria. H 1 : The operation of state joint local government accounts163
has significant impact on transparency and accountability in governance Southwestern Nigeria.164
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7 CONCEPTUAL CLARIFICATIONS A) FEDERALISM

IV.165

6 Methodology166

The study basically covers Osun State. Multistage sampling techniques were employed for this study. At the167
first stage, Osun State is categorized into three Senatorial Districts i.e. Osun West Senatorial Districts, Osun168
East Senatorial Districts and Osun Central Senatorial Districts. At the second stage, one Local Government169
Area (LGA) was selected from each of the three senatorial districts using simple random sampling technique,170
totaling three local governments. The selection of these local governments is premised on their geographical171
proximity to one another. In the third stage, at the state level, the study was conducted in selected ministries172
such as Finance, Works, and Local Government; and other governmental departments like Budget Office, Office173
of Auditor-General for Local Governments, Local Government Service Commission, and Office of Public Account174
Committee in the House of Assembly. At the Local Government level, the study was conducted in Finance,175
Administration and Works Departments. The ministries, offices and departments selected at the state and local176
government levels are critical to service delivery and financial administration. In the last stage, stratified random177
sampling techniques were used to select staff on grade levels 09-11, 12-14 and 15-17 in state ministries and offices178
as well as in the selected departments of the local governments. Data on variables such as State/Local fiscal179
relations and the attendant service delivery were sourced through questionnaire administration.180

V.181

7 Conceptual Clarifications a) Federalism182

Wheare (1963) as quoted by Adeniji (2013) opined that in a federated state, each level of government should183
have sufficient resources to prosecute its statutory functions without necessarily resorting to meeting the other184
tiers of government for assistance. The views were further expatiated thus:185

If state authorities, for example, find that the services allotted them are too expensive for them to perform,186
and (hence) they call upon the federal authority for grants and subsidiaries to assist them, they are no longer187
co-ordinate with the federal government but subordinate to it. It follows, therefore, that both state and federal188
authorities in a federation must be given the power in the constitution, each to have access to and control its189
own sufficient financial resources. Each must have a power to tax and borrow for the financing of its own services190
by itself ??Wheare, 1963). ??heare (1963), who is regarded as the father federalism sees it as the method of191
dividing powers so that general and regional governments are each within a sphere, co-ordinate and independent.192
He argued further that is a system of government in which the governmental functions and powers of the state193
are shared between the federal government and the constituent units -they are co-ordinate in powers.194

In summary, Wheare submitted that there are four basic attributes of federalism: a) Clear-cut division of195
governmental powers and responsibilities between levels of government; b) Existence of a written Constitution196
spell-out clearly the division and from which both the central and other levels of government derive their powers197
and authorities; c) Independent judiciary to arbitrate in cases arising from (a); and d) A fiscal arrangement198
which embraces nonsubordination and independence of either level of government among the federating units.199
Smith defined federalism by placing emphasis on division of power, limitation of such powers, diversity and200
decentralisation of administration. In actual fact, these features are pillars of true federalism. Morrison (1979)201
viewed federalism as a political system in which there are constitutionally and practically independent levels of202
government which taken together constitute a national political system and constitutionally, entrenched system203
with at least two tiers of government, each of which has elements of true autonomy from the other. The204
governments at each level are primarily accountable to their respective electorates.205

In the views of Jinadu (1979), federalism was conceived as a form of government that was purposely designed206
to cope with the twin, but difficult task of maintaining unity while at the same time preserving diversity.207
According to Akinyemi (1979), federalism is characterised by co-operation, negotiation and conflicts among the208
diverse peoples in the federation. It recognises the existence of multiple units of government having concurrent209
jurisdiction, co-ordinate and independent of one another-each tier of government has the final say on matters210
within its own sphere of authority. In a simple form, federalism implies a political system in which sovereignty is211
statutorily shared between and among the central government and the constituent units. ??lazar (1981) stated212
that federalism is a generic term for what may be referred to as self-rule or sharedrule relationships. It is a213
system of government in which there is division of powers between the federal government and the other level(s)214
of governments. Here, the federal government co-exists with other levels of government and each holds a degree215
of independence. It is a shared-rule because the entire administration is not concentrated in the hands of only216
one government but shared by all the federating units. In addition, it is a self-rule because its administration is217
at the pace any particular government desires and implements its independent programmes without interference.218

According to Inman (2007), the word ’federal’ has come to represent any form of government that brings219
together, in an alliance, constituent governments each of which recognizes the legitimacy of an overarching central220
government to make decisions on some matters once exclusively the responsibility of individual member states.221
As a multi-level governance structure, federalism, through its decentralisation attribute, creates opportunities for222
’separate selfsustaining centres of power, prestige and profit’ with a high likelihood of translating into sustainable223
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development. Essentially, the third tier of government in particular is expected to bring the needed development224
to the grassroots in the country.225

8 b) Intergovernmental Relations (IGR’s)226

The concept of intergovernmental relations has its origin in the United States of America (USA) in the 1930s227
during the New Deal Era in which the central government disagreed with Wheare’s rigid dual federalism as228
unworkable in meeting the welfare needs of the citizenry. According to ??right (1980), the New Deal spawned229
a large part of what is today known as intergovernmental relations. The New Deal foundation hinged on the230
Security Act of 1935 which promoted IGR activities. An Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations231
(ACIR) was formed in 1959 in the United States for the purpose of monitoring the operations of the American232
federal system.233

It is significant to note that the pattern of IGR does not necessarily convey impression of cooperation,234
acceptance, smoothness and cordiality of relationship among different units of government but may as well235
be hostile, confrontational, bitter and uncooperative (Olugbemi, 1980 as cited in Shiyanbade, 2016). Supporting236
this view, Omoleke (2000) argued that IGR encompasses not only cooperation among the constituent units of237
government but also recognises conflict, rivalry and competition. By this assertion, it follows, therefore, that the238
seeming conflict arising from administrative and fiscal matters in the relationship is not unexpected.239

Intergovernmental relations is a complex network of transactions among the constituent governments of a240
federation and interacting units are partners in a common venture even though they are not equals. The relations241
are voluntary and of mutual benefit to the parties involved but such relationships are marked more by cooperation242
than by conflict more so that the memorandum of understanding are jointly designed and agreed upon.243

Similarly, ??damolekun (1981 ??damolekun ( & 2002 as cited in Shiyanbade, 2016), also refers to IGR as a244
term commonly used to describe the interactions between the different levels of government within the state. He245
clarified further that such interactions among tiers of government should operate within the principle that the246
parties are coordinate and none is subordinate to the other in the course of the operation of the relationship. In247
addition, the parties involved should have independent control of its financial resources to perform its exclusive248
functions. Notwithstanding pockets of conflicts (administrative and fiscal) that characterise the relationship, IGRs249
create avenues for the different levels of government to cross-fertilise ideas and policies. The interdependence250
exposes the governmental units to effect amendments of certain decisions in the overall interest of the governed.251

Okoli, et al. (2004) share the above views when he referred to intergovernmental relations as the activity252
of the different layers of government which cuts across each other’s domain of specified authorities and which253
(they) interact cooperatively and conflictually to achieve parochial and collective objectives of the division and254
the general government. In addition, Aremu (1980) also submitted that without prejudice to the legal division255
of powers, it is not conterminous with operating responsibilities as the levels of government interpenetrate one256
another in many places and ways (Omoleke, 2000).257

However, it is amazing that there has never existed any established or celebrated state-local or national-local258
clash as regularly witnessed in nationalstate relation. This is not to assume that frictions do not exist among259
these tiers of government but essentially, the third tier of government seems to be incapacitated to challenge the260
authorities of the other upper levels of government that have been conventionally and constitutionally arranged261
above local governments in Nigeria.262

It is the consensus of opinion that if Nigeria is to strike a healthy developmental balance at the local government263
level, the relationship between the states and local governments should be re-defined such that full autonomy is264
granted. The continuous erosion of the rights of local governments on the collection of certain revenues is another265
area of friction in intergovernmental relations in Nigeria. There have been complaints by some local governments266
requesting the federal government to allow the former to collect certain revenue in line with the principle of true267
federalism. It is this severe erosion of the fiscal autonomy of local governments combined with other institutional268
and structural problems that have continued to render local Volume XX Issue X Version I269

9 ( H )270

governments functionally impotent in the areas of revenue generation and effective service delivery ??Schlachter,271
et al.2013as cited in Shiyanbade, 2016).272

10 c) Intergovernmental Fiscal Relationsin Nigeria (IGFR’s)273

Scholars and practitioners had at different times expressed their views about the concepts of intergovernmental274
fiscal relations. Finance is regarded as the most vital policy issue in IGR (Olowu, 2002 as cited in Shiyanbade,275
2016). Realising its importance, Awa (1976) similarly expressed the view that transfer of funds is crucial to the276
achievement of the social purposes of the nation at different levels of government. Financial relationships also277
exist between the states and local governments in term of the annual budgets of local government which requires278
the approval of the state government and state house of assembly before it can be executed. In fact, the state279
government sets out guidelines for the preparation of such annual budgets in which the expenditures above certain280
limits requires approval (Ayoade, 1978 and The political arrangement in Nigeria recognises local government as281
a separate tier of government both during the pre and post-independent Nigeria. However, up till date, local282
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13 THEORETICAL REVIEW

governments lack the essential enabling authority to exercise discretionary powers over its fiscal resources. Meyer283
as quoted by Hume and Martins (1961) stated that of course, the backbone of local government is financial284
autonomy. As soon as local governments have to live on income derived primarily from the federal government,285
the future of local governments will be bleak. It is assumed here, that without financial independence at the286
local government level, the machineries of government at the grassroots will continue to be weakened. In this287
wise, financial autonomy entails tax jurisdiction, authority to disburse revenues without undue control from any288
tier of government.289

11 d) State Joint Local Governments Account290

The Nigeria economy is currently and largely driven by the public sector. As a result, the pace of economic291
and social development at both the urban and rural areas is dictated by the government. The state and local292
government councils in their jurisdictions are expected to be a vehicle for rural development and transformation293
since they are closer to the grassroots than the federal government. Based on this reason, the 1999 Constitution294
of the Federal Republic of Nigeria made provision for the operation of state joint local governments account295
system. Section 7(1) states that:296

The system of Local Government by democratically elected Local Government Councils is under this297
Constitution guaranteed; and accordingly, the Government of every State shall, subject to section 8 of this298
Constitution, ensure their existence under a Law which provides for the establishment, structure, composition,299
and finance of such councils”. Section 7(6a) the National Assembly shall make provisions for statutory allocation300
of public revenue to local government councils in the Federation; and Section 7(6b) the House of Assembly of301
a State shall make provisions for statutory allocation of public revenue to local government councils within the302
State. Furthermore, Section 162(6) establish a special account called ”State Joint Local Governments Account303
System” into which shall be paid all allocations to the local government councils of the State from the Federation304
Account and from the Government of the State. Section 162 (7) stipulates clearly that ”Each State shall pay305
to local government councils in its area of jurisdiction such proportion of its total revenue in such terms and in306
such manner as may be prescribed by the National Assembly”. Section 162 (8) states that ”the amount standing307
to the credit of local government councils of a State shall be distributed among the local government councils of308
that State in such terms and in such manner as may be prescribed by the House of Assembly of the State.”309

The essence of the above constitutional provisions is perhaps to make the local government council a tool for310
rural development in Nigeria, since it is very close to the people at the grassroots. The state governments are311
supposed to be supervising the activities of the local government councils in their various areas of jurisdictions, to312
ensure probity and accountability in the management of local government revenue for effective rural development313
and transformation. This poses a great challenge to sustainable development of the rural areas in Nigeria (Ajayi,314
2000).315

The operation of State joint local government accounts System as provided by the 1999 Constitution leaves316
much to be desired, as state governments in Nigeria have seen this as an opportunity for diverting the local317
government statutory allocations from the federation account into their own uses carefully hidden under special318
deductions. Instead of acting as a check to the efficient management of the funds accruing to the local government319
councils from the federation account, the states are rather deducting local government funds recklessly through320
the Joint Allocation Account Committee (JAAC) system.321

According to the Nigerian Union of Local Government Employees (NULGE) in their Memorandum to the322
National Assembly Constitutional Review Committee (2012) as quoted by Adeniji (2013), it was argued that the323
major challenges and problems to rural development in Nigeria is the ambiguity of the constitution, federal system324
of governance and leadership style. However, Section 7of the 1999 Constitution is full of contradictions. It is325
under this ambiguity that state governments hide to manipulate the local government councils by aborting326
democratic government through the suspension of elections and imposing caretaker administration, thereby327
usurping the statutory functions of the local government council, as well as plundering and tampering with328
the statutory allocation due the local government from the federation account to the extent that only 20-25 per329
cent of statutory Allocation gets to the local government councils, due to illegal and sundry deductions by state330
governments ??NULGE, 2012).331

According to Section 162(6-8) of the 1999 Constitution of Nigeria, it provides that State Joint Local332
Governments Account (SJLGA) is a special account maintained by each state government ”into which shall333
be paid allocations to the local government councils of the state from the federation account and from the334
government of the state.” The account is meant to be a mechanism that can implement the notion of ’fiscal335
federalism’ at the local government level in Nigeria. This section of the Constitution also provides for how public336
revenue shall be collected and distributed among the three tiers of government in the country.337

12 VI.338

13 Theoretical Review339

The theoretical framework adopted for this study is cooperative federalism. Franklin D. Roosevelt was the340
proponent of Cooperative Federalism Theory in the early part of 1930s and acknowledges a need for cooperation341
between all levels of governments. The framework is particularly suitable as it explains how a particular level of342
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government tends to exert its influence on other levels of government in order to achieve its aims, objectives and343
programmes which later resulted to crisis among levels of governments under the federal system of government344
(The concept of federalism in which federal, state and local governments interact cooperatively and collectively to345
solve common problems, to improve on standard of living for common people and to provide public goods, rather346
than making policies separately but more or less equally or clashing over a policy in a system dominated by the347
federal government). Cooperative federalism theory rejects that federal, state and local government must exist in348
separate spheres and is defined by four elements: a) Determine how the different levels of government could and349
should cooperate. b) Federal and state agencies typically undertake government functions jointly rather than350
exclusively. c) The federal and states routinely share power. d) Power is not concentrated at any government351
level or in any agency of government. The fragmentation of responsibilities gives people and groups access352
to many venues of influence. One of the primary features of a federal system of government is the allocation353
or assignment of functions between the component units (levels or tiers) of government. This also forms the354
basis for the determination of revenue rights and the delimitation of tax powers, which constitute the genesis of355
intergovernmental fiscal relations. Most constitutional arrangements in federal systems adopt the classification356
of residual legislative list, as it in the case in Nigeria. The basis of this classification can be historical, political357
or economic, among other considerations ??Naidu, 2006). The central focus of this paper is on the state joint358
local government accounts arrangement and challenges of service delivery in Southwestern Nigeria. It is on the359
basis of this fact that the study is hinged on Cooperative Federalism Theory.360

14 a) Relevance and Application of Cooperative361

Federalism Theory This theory contributes to the analysis and understanding the operations of state joint local362
government accounts by providing a system-based explanation on the operations, principles and arrangements363
cum intergovernmental relations among the tiers of government under federalism system of government. By364
implication, a proper (or otherwise) point should be made that intergovernmental relations is by no means365
the exclusive preserve of federal systems although some scholars have used the term in a manner suggesting or366
definitely implying that. Some forms of intergovernmental relations exist in a unitary system. However, given the367
nature of a federal arrangement (its relative amenability to intergovernmental conflicts), and intergovernmental368
relation seems more topical under a federal arrangement ??Nwabueze, 2004).Terms such as cooperative369
federalisms and interdependent federalism are sometimes used to describe this network of relationships in a370
federal system.371

The ascendancy of intergovernmental relations in federal systems has tended to render anachronistic the372
classical notion of dual federalism in which levels of government exist and operate in an autarkic manner. Watt373
(1970) advocated absolute autonomy of the component parts but contemporary scholars and practitioners alike374
have found cooperation among levels of government indispensable if the smooth running of a federal system is to375
be guaranteed.376

Intergovernmental relation deals with all the ramifications of relations between and among units and sub-units377
in any system of government. These are legal/institutional framework which is regulated easily, most visible378
and sets limits to interaction; the interpersonal dimension -less visible; and the political environment which379
incorporates the societal forces and pressures that influence the behaviour of factors, as well as the political380
economy, and determine to a large extent, the failure and success of the legal and interpersonal dimension. The381
point should be made, however, that in a federal system of government, the network of interactions is more382
complex.383

Before we shift our focus to the various patterns of interactions the following question needs to be addressed:384
what are the forces or factors necessitating cooperation among levels of government? Erero, (1998) have discussed385
a number of these factors. The compelling ones are: i. It is not always possible to divide the jurisdiction of federal386
and state governments into watertight compartment in which case their functions sometimes overlap; ii. The387
relative constitutional inflexibility in federal systems has prompted the various levels of government to search for388
flexibility through collaboration; iii. The provision of concurrent powers in a federal system makes cooperation389
necessary; iv. In areas where courts have restricted the exercise of either federal or state power, cooperation390
becomes necessary; v. The need for some level of equalisation of the range and quality of public services available391
to all citizens has prompted some federal governments to provide grants to units which sometimes produce392
federalstate projects or programmes. This requires cooperation; vi. Natural disaster such as drought, flood or393
other occurrences which are beyond the financial strength of a lower unit government usually compels unit to394
solicit for federal or state government assistance; vii. The action of a state government may adversely affect395
citizens of other states. In this regard interstate cooperation would be necessary; viii. Joint economic planning396
is usually undertaken by the federal and state governments. This is necessary to ensure national economic397
integration; and ix. Inter-state and/or cooperation may be required to put, in place, a project which would398
generate benefits for citizens in more than one states.399

All these forces have made intergovernmental relation in a federal system mandatory for the smooth operations400
of governments. Strong tendency towards rigid constitutionalism would not help resolve the above issues and even401
when some are eventually resolved, many resources (time and finance) would have been avoidably wasted. Thus,402
intergovernmental relations provide the mechanism through which intergovernmental conflicts are resolved. Since403
interactions, among levels of government, just like individuals, sometimes involve conflict, a network of formal and404
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informal relationships is needed to ensure cooperation and resolution. Tenacity to rigid constitutionalism would405
often aggravate rather than mitigate such conflicts. Thus, intergovernmental relations through which federalism406
is made to work and the rigidity of the written constitution are by passed.407

15 VII. Principles Guiding the Operations of State Joint Local408

Government Accounts Arrangements in Southwestern Nige-409

ria410

This section considers whether principles guiding the operation of State Joint Local Government Accounts411
arrangements were adhered to. The first statement tested was that there were established principles (indices)412
that guided the operations of Joint Account as presented in table ??(a & b). Considering the statement, 32.4%413
of the respondents strongly agreed, 43.4% of the respondents agreed, 3.4% of the respondents selected undecided414
while 11.7% said they disagreed and 9.1% of the respondents maintained strongly agreed. With over 75% of415
the respondents identifying with the claim, it can be arrived that there were enough awareness of established416
principles guiding the operation of Joint Account by the state and local governments. Therefore, majority of the417
state governments were expected to follow these principles (indices) in the operation of joint account.418

The principle such as NEEDS is considered before disbursing revenue to local government from the joint419
account, this assertion wanted to know whether the principle of NEEDS is considered by state government.420
Responding, 23.4% of the respondents strongly agreed that the principle of NEEDS was considered, while 36.1%421
of the respondents attested that they agreed with the claim. 35.9% of the respondents went for both strongly422
disagree and disagree and 4.6% of them were undecided. Much needs not to be said that the data shows that the423
principle of NEEDS was considered with 59.5% favouring the statement; therefore, one can conclude that there424
is compliance with this principle.425

In addition, data generated on whether or not the state government has the power to influence the local426
government projects tends to confirm the statement raised. With 38.6% strongly agreed, 34.5% of the respondents427
claimed they agreed, meanwhile 15.9% of the respondents said they disagreed with the assertion and 6.9% of the428
responses claimed they strongly disagreed. This distribution confirms that state governments do interfere in the429
development of local government projects, therefore hindering service delivery at the local level.430

There was strict adherence to allocation principles in appropriating proceeds of joint account in Nigeria was431
presented as an assertion to the respondents. Out of the respondents, 23.4% strongly agreed, 34.5% of the entire432
respondents agreed. Whereas 22.1% claimed to be disagreed, also 9.7% of the respondents maintained strongly433
disagree as against 10.3% undecided. This by implication means state governments of selected states considered434
allocation principles as stipulated by the proceeds of joint account but this does not guarantee effective service435
delivery as it was deduced state governments interfere in the management of local government.436

The next assertion was that population is important in the allocation of revenue to local government. Out437
of which, 45.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 40.7% of the respondents maintained agreed, 6.2% of438
the responses were for disagreed, 2.1% of them said they strongly disagreed with the same assertion and the439
respondents that were undecided were 5.5%. This means majority of the respondents agreed that population is440
a vital criterion when allocating revenue to local governments.441

Equality principle was the most important consideration in allocation of revenue was asked from the442
respondents as an assertion. Reacting to this claim, 20.7% of the respondents strongly agreed, 42.7% the443
respondents claimed they agreed with the statement while 21.4% and 0.7% of the answers disagreed and strongly444
disagreed respectively, and 14.5% were undecided. With this array of data, equality principle is apparently the445
most important consideration in allocation of revenue among local governments. This is as a result of the fact that446
63.4% of the respondents were for both strongly agreed and agreed, but despite the fact that equality principle447
was adopted as criteria for allocation of revenue, the state government still interferes in the administration of448
local government as was confirmed in the analysis above.449

This study also confirmed that school enrolment was as important as other principles of revenue allocation.450
This was shown in percentage presented in table ??(a & b), where it was asserted that school enrolment is highly451
important in the allocation of local government revenue, as 23.5% of the respondents strongly agreed, 46.9%452
of the responses agreed, 10.3% of the respondents were apparently undecided on the claim postulated. Both453
strongly disagreed and disagreed are 4.1% and 15.2% respectively.454

Internally generated revenue was a key factor in revenue allocation to local government as one of the455
principles criteria for revenue allocation to local government and it was sourced from the respondents to respond.456
Responding to this statement, 34.5% said they strongly agreed, 44.8% said they agreed, 6.2% were undecided,457
11.7% said they disagreed while 2.8% said they strongly disagreed. This distribution confirms that internally458
generated revenue is a key factor considered by the state governments in revenue allocation to local governments.459
This was expected to provoke a drive for Volume XX Issue X Version I460
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revenue generation by the local governments and in turn will ensure availability of funds for projects in order to462
ensure effective service delivery at the grassroots which was the backdrop of this study.463
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It was also asserted that landmass is a determining factor in the allocation to local government. This assertion464
lead to mixed reactions from the respondents in this manner; 23.5% for strongly agreed, 51% agreed, 7.6%465
undecided, 10.3% disagreed and 7.6% strongly disagreed in that order. By implication, landmass was considered466
as a factor in allocating revenue to local government. Therefore, local governments with huge landmass are467
expected to get more revenue so that delivery of effective service can be evenly distributed across such local468
governments.469

The state is duty bound to remit into local government account a specified percentage of the state internally470
generated revenue and this was presented as disposition on the subject matter of this study to the respondents.471
The responses of the respondents show that 35.2% of the respondents maintained strongly agreed that states472
are duty bound to remit into local governments accounts a specified percentage of the state’s IGR, 42.1% said473
they agreed with the assertion, 6.2% of the respondents were undecided on the claim while both 11.7% and 4.8%474
of the respondents said disagreed and strongly disagreed respectively. This means states are expected to remit475
the legally specified percentage of their IGR to local governments. This will provide additional revenue to the476
local governments, thereby enhancing service delivery at the local level. The summary of the distribution of477
the responses to the ten items of the questionnaire in term of principles/indices guiding the operations of state478
joint local government accounts arrangements in Southwestern Nigeria is displayed in table 2. On the average,479
30.1% and 41.7% of the respondents strongly agreed and agreed respectively with the fact that there are some480
important principles/indices guiding the operations of state and local governments which according to this study481
are germane to ensuring effective delivery at the grassroots. Against this position, 15.5% and 5.4% averagely482
accumulated for disagreed and strongly disagreed while undecided maintained 7.3% averagely. With over 71%483
submitting that principles guiding the operations of state joint local government accounts were needed to be484
strictly followed in allocating revenue to the local governments in order to ensure effective delivery of service at485
the grassroots. VIII.486

17 Hypothesis Testing487

Sequel to the foregoing analysis, this study further subjected this claim to chi-square testing so as to measure the488
operation of state joint local government accounts and the challenges of service delivery, using null hypothesis489
of this study as the inferential test guide. It tested whether there was a significant effect between state -local490
government joint account and service delivery at the local level. Table 3 shows the chi-square values used to test491
the hypothesis.492

The null hypothesis and alternative hypothesis are stated as: H 0 : State joint local government accounts has493
no significant impact on transparency and accountability in governance Southwestern Nigeria. ? Tab @ 5% level494
of significant= 5.99 2 ? calculated = 88.42 Since 2 ? calculated > 2 ? tabulated , we reject Ho 1 and accept its495
alternative hypothesis.496

Therefore, we infer that state joint local government accounts has significant impact on transparency and497
accountability in governance Southwestern Nigeria ( IX.498

18 Conclusion499

The study concluded that state joint local government accounts has significant impact on transparency and500
accountability in governance Southwestern Nigeria, specifically in the enhancement of rural infrastructures like501
the construction and maintenance of rural roads, markets, schools, health centres, etc to the people at the502
grassroots in Southwestern Nigeria. The operation of joint account has come a long way since 1963, 1979 and503
1999 Constitution of FRN which has been used as a mechanism to supervise, inspect, audit, checks and balances504
to ensure probity, transparency and accountability in the local government financial activities. In addition, this505
study found out that the operation of State joint local government accounts has not helped the financial crisis506
in the Nigerian local governments in order to perform their statutory functions by enhancing sustainable rural507
development through the provision of essential services to improve the standard of living of the rural populace,508
but the realisation of these benefits at each local government would transform to national development.509

19 X.510

20 Recommendations511

In respect of the findings from the study, state joint local government account system has not lived up to512
expectation. From the way it has operated, it has failed to achieve its objectives. It has been over manipulated,513
over-deducted and over diverted to the favour of state governments and to the detriment of local government514
councils. This paper therefore puts forward the following recommendations on the principles guiding the515
operations of State Joint Local Governments Account arrangements and tackles its aforementioned challenges.516
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20 RECOMMENDATIONS

i. Allocate 10% of its internally generated revenue to
the local governments within the state;
ii. Enact through the State House of Assembly
(SHOA), a law providing for the structure
composition, revenue, expenditure and other
matters, such as staffing, meetings and other
relevant matters provided such laws are not in
conflict with the constitution or any existing federal
legislation;
iii. Establish a joint planning board, through a law
enacted by the State House of Assembly to require
each local government within the state to participate
in the economic planning and development of the
local government area;
iv.

Figure 1:
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1

Southwestern Nigeria
Assertions Responses FrequencyPercent Cumulative

Percent
1. There are established principles Strongly Agree 141 32.4 32.4
(indices) that guide the operations of Agree 189 43.4 75.9
Joint Account Undecided 15 3.4 79.3

Disagree 51 11.7 91.0
Strongly Disagree 39 9.0 100.0
Total 435 100.0

2. Principle such as NEEDSis Strongly Agree 102 23.4 23.4
considered before disbursing revenue Agree 157 36.1 59.5
to local government from the Joint Undecided 20 4.6 64.1
Account Disagree 126 29.0 93.1

Strongly Disagree 30 6.9 100.0
Total 435 100.0

3. The state government has the power Strongly Agree 168 38.6 38.6
to influence the local government Agree 150 34.5 73.1
projects Undecided 18 4.1 77.2

Disagree 69 15.9 93.1
Strongly Disagree 30 6.9 100.0
Total 435 100.0

4. There is strict adherence to allocation Strongly Agree 102 23.4 23.4
principles in appropriating proceeds of Agree 150 34.5 57.9
Joint Account in Nigeria Undecided 45 10.3 68.3

Disagree 96 22.1 90.3
Strongly Disagree 42 9.7 100.0
Total 435 100.0

5. Population is important in the Strongly Agree 198 45.5 45.5
allocation of revenue to local Agree 177 40.7 86.2
government Undecided 24 5.5 91.7

Disagree 27 6.2 97.9
Strongly Disagree 9 2.1 100.0
Total 435 100.0

Figure 2: Table 1 (
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20 RECOMMENDATIONS

1

Southwestern Nigeria
Assertions Responses FrequencyPercent Cumulative

Percent
1. Equality principle is the most important Strongly Agree 90 20.7 20.7
consideration in allocation of revenue Agree 186 42.8 63.4

Undecided 63 14.5 77.9
Disagree 93 21.4 99.3
Strongly Disagree 3 .7 100.0
Total 435 100.0

2. School enrolment is highly important in the Strongly Agree 102 23.4 23.4
allocation of local government revenue Agree 204 46.9 70.3

Undecided 45 10.3 80.7
Disagree 66 15.2 95.9
Strongly Disagree 18 4.1 100.0
Total 435 100.0

3. Internally Generated Revenue is a key Strongly Agree 150 34.5 34.5
factor in revenue allocation to local Agree 195 44.8 79.3
government Undecided 27 6.2 85.5

Disagree 51 11.7 97.2
Strongly Disagree 12 2.8 100.0
Total 435 100.0

4. Landmass is a determining factor in the Strongly Agree 102 23.4 23.4
allocation to local government Agree 222 51.0 74.5

Undecided 33 7.6 82.1
Disagree 45 10.3 92.4
Strongly Disagree 33 7.6 100.0
Total 435 100.0

5. The state is duty bound to remit into local Strongly Agree 153 35.2 35.2
government accounta specified Agree 183 42.1 77.2
percentage of the state Internally Undecided 27 6.2 83.4
Generated Revenue Disagree 51 11.7 95.2

Strongly Disagree 21 4.8 100.0
Total 435 100.0

Figure 3: Table 1 (
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2

Assertions Strongly
Agree (%)

Agree
(%)

Undecided
(%)

Disagree
(%)

Strongly Dis-
agree (%)

Total
(%)

Assertion 1 32.4 43.4 3.4 11.7 9.1 100
Assertion 2 23.4 36.1 4.6 29 6.9 100
Assertion 3 38.6 34.5 4.1 15.9 6.9 100
Assertion 4 23.4 34.5 10.3 22.1 9.7 100
Assertion 5 45.5 40.5 5.5 6.2 2.1 100
Assertion 6 20.7 42.7 14.5 21.4 0.7 100
Assertion 7 23.5 46.9 10.3 15.2 4.1 100
Assertion 8 34.5 44.8 6.2 11.7 2.8 100
Assertion 9 23.5 51 7.6 10.3 7.6 100
Assertion 10 35.2 42.1 6.2 11.7 4.8 100
Average 1 30.1 41.7 7.3 15.5 5.4 100
Average 2 71.8 7.3 20.9 100

Source: Field Survey, 2016.

Figure 4: Table 2 :

3

2 ? ) Table

Figure 5: Table 3 :

Figure 6:
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