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Abstract:
This abstract provides a concise overview of the economic rationale for government intervention in an economy, with a focus on the context of Uganda. Government intervention is examined through the lens of correcting market failures, promoting economic stability, and ensuring equitable resource distribution. The discussion highlights key factors such as infrastructure development, agricultural sectoral promotion, and budgetary interventions. Additionally, the role of government in providing access to education, healthcare, and financial stability is explored. The abstract underscores the importance of well-designed interventions to strike a balance between market forces and government action for sustainable economic development in Uganda.
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[bookmark: _Toc145941397]Chapter One
[bookmark: _Toc145941398]1.0 Background	
Agriculture is a cornerstone of global food security and economic development, providing sustenance and livelihoods for billions of people worldwide (FAO, 2021). As the global population continues to grow, reaching an estimated 9.7 billion by 2050, the agricultural sector faces increasing pressure to meet the rising demand for food (UN, 2019). Governments across the globe have recognized the critical role of agriculture and have implemented various budgetary interventions in the agricultural sector have yielded positive outcomes in various countries. For example, in the Netherlands, funding for sustainable greenhouse farming has resulted in increased productivity, reduced environmental impact, and improved competitiveness (National Geographic, 2017). Similarly, in the United States, budgetary provisions such as the Farm Bill aim to stabilize farm incomes, promote environmental sustainability, and strengthen sector resilience (USDA, 2022). Such interventions have collectively contributed to the advancement of agricultural sectors in these countries. 
In the African context, agriculture assumes a pivotal role as the primary source of livelihood and driver of economic growth as it contributes about 15% of the continent’s GDP and employs over 60% of the population (FA0,2020;World Bank, 2021). In Ethiopia, budgetary allocations such as the Productive Safety Net Program aims to support smallholder farmers during periods of agricultural shocks (Dercon et al., 2019), while Nigeria has allocated budgetary resources to invest in agricultural research and digital technologies (Adesina, 2019). These interventions have enhanced productivity, market access, and empower marginalized groups like women and youth (FAO, 2011). Budgetary interventions play a crucial role in promoting sustainable agricultural development. However, African nations encounter challenges such as low productivity, limited access to markets, limited resources, inadequate infrastructure, and the impacts of climate change (IFAD, 2020).
East Africa is a region that is heavily dependent on agriculture, with the sector contributing to about 30% of the region's GDP (World Bank, 2020). The region is faced with numerous challenges that hinder agricultural productivity, such as climate change, poor infrastructure, land degradation, water scarcity, limited access to credit, markets and inadequate budgetary allocations (UNECA,2017;FAO, 2020). Governments in the region have recognized the importance of the sector and have made significant efforts to increase budgetary allocations to agriculture. For instance, in Kenya, budget allocations have been directed towards irrigation infrastructure development and input subsidies to enhance productivity and food security (World Bank, 2020).  In Rwanda, the government implemented the "One-Cow-Per-Poor-Family" program, providing budgetary support to distribute dairy cows to vulnerable households (World Bank, 2017). These interventions aim to enhance productivity, promote value addition, and improve market access for smallholder farmers in the East African region, however the impact of these interventions on the sector's performance is not well understood.
In Uganda, agriculture plays a central role in the country's economy as it contributes about 20% of the country’s GDP (World Bank, 2020) and provides a livelihood for a significant portion of the population. Despite its significant contributions, the sector is faced with numerous challenges that hinder its growth and development (Mwesigye et al., 2019; Kasirye et al., 2019). Budgetary interventions are crucial in enhancing the agricultural sector's performance, as they provide financial resources that can be used to implement policies and programs that promote productivity and growth (Mwesigye et al., 2019). The Ugandan government has recognized the importance of agriculture and has made significant efforts to increase budgetary allocations to the agricultural sector in recent years. For instance, the government allocated UGX 1.3 trillion (about $350 million) to the sector in the financial year 2020/2021, a 27% increase from the previous year (Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development, 2020). However, the impact of these interventions on the sector's performance is not well understood. Despite the government's efforts to increase budgetary allocations to the agricultural sector, the sector's productivity remains low, suggesting a possible gap between budgetary interventions and the actual impact on the sector's performance (Mwesigye et al., 2019; Kasirye et al., 2019). Therefore, there is a need to assess the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural productivity in Uganda to understand the effectiveness of these interventions.
[bookmark: _Toc145941399]1.2 Statement of the Problem
Budgetary interventions play a crucial role as policy instruments for improving agricultural outcomes and achieving food security, poverty reduction, employment opportunities and economic growth. Despite the significant budgetary interventions made by the Ugandan government to enhance the agricultural sector's performance, the sector's productivity remains low. The decline in the agricultural sector's contribution to GDP in Uganda is a cause for concern making it essential to investigate the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural sectoral performance, to identify the factors that contribute to this decline. To address the problem, a comprehensive study needs to be conducted so as to investigate the factors that contribute to the decline in the agricultural sector's contribution to GDP and identify the most effective budgetary interventions that can be implemented to improve the sector's performance in Uganda. The study should also investigate the impact of external factors such as climate change and global market trends on the sector's performance.
[bookmark: _Toc145941400]1.3 Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study is to assess the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural sectoral performance, a case study on agricultural productivity in Uganda.       
[bookmark: _Toc145941401]1.4 Objectives
The study will be guided by the following objectives:                                                                                                                        
a) To assess the impact of infrastructure development on agricultural sectoral performance in Uganda.
b) To assess how government subsidies help to improve agricultural sectoral performance
c) To assess the impact of governments agricultural extension services on agricultural sectoral performance
[bookmark: _Toc145941402]1.5 Research Questions
a) How does the level of infrastructure development influence the overall performance of Uganda's agricultural sector?
b) What is the role of government subsidies in enhancing the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda?
c) To what do the agricultural extension services contribute to the performance of Uganda's agricultural sector?

[bookmark: _Toc145941403]1.6 Scope of the Study
The scope of this study comprises the geographical parameters, confinement of the content and the time frame of coverage, all of which clearly define the general coverage of the entire research project as it attempts to address the problem statement.
[bookmark: _Toc145941404]1.6.1 Content Scope
This study will primarily focus on the impact of budgetary interventions on agricultural sectoral performance in Uganda with emphasis on Mayuge. It will assess the effectiveness of infrastructural development, government subsidies and agricultural extension services.  
[bookmark: _Toc145941405]1.6.2 Geographical Scope 
The study will be conducted in Uganda, Mayuge and will the focus will be in Baitambogwe Sub County. 
[bookmark: _Toc145941406]1.6.3 Time Scope
The study will focus on the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural sectoral performance for a period of 5 years (2018-2022). This time is long enough to allow for the conceptualization, data collection, analysis and report writing.  
[bookmark: _Toc145941407]1.7 Conceptual Framework
	Budgetary Intervention
Agricultural Sectoral Performance



	· Subsidies to farmers
· Inputs
· Technology adoption
· Agricultural extension services 
· Investment in infrastructure
· Transportation network
· Storage facilities


· Income levels of farmers 
· Improve  agricultural output of small holder farmers
· Adoption of modern farming methods by farmers

· Farm machinery adoption
· Economic contribution







[bookmark: _Toc145941408]1.8 Significance of the Study
a) The findings of the study may be useful to the agricultural commissioners in making informed decisions regarding budgetary allocations and interventions. 
b) The research findings may be of benefit to farmers, agribusinesses, and related industries, by providing a better understanding of how budgetary interventions can influence their operations and outcomes. 
c) The study may be of help to researchers and students by enabling them get more knowledge on the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural sectoral performance.




[bookmark: _Toc145941409]Chapter Two 
Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc145941410]2.1 Introduction
This chapter provides a comprehensive review of the literature related to the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural productivity in Uganda. The review is organized around the study's objectives.
[bookmark: _Toc145941411]2.2 Infrastructural Development on Agricultural Sectoral Performance
Infrastructure development has long been recognized as a pivotal factor in shaping the performance of agricultural sectors across the globe. According to Chakrabarti (2018), accessible transportation networks, irrigation systems, storage facilities, and energy supply play a crucial role in facilitating the movement of agricultural inputs and outputs, reducing post-harvest losses, and enhancing overall productivity. Developed countries have showcased the transformative potential of modern infrastructure, contributing to increased agricultural efficiency, market access, and economic growth (Fan et al., 2019).
In the context of Africa, infrastructure deficits have posed significant challenges to agricultural sector performance. Limited access to markets due to poor road networks, unreliable energy supply, and inadequate irrigation systems has hindered the realization of the sector's potential. Investments in infrastructure have been identified as essential for mitigating these challenges and driving agricultural growth on the continent (Kherallah et al., 2011). Countries like Kenya and Ethiopia have initiated infrastructure projects aimed at improving market connectivity and enhancing agricultural productivity (World Bank, 2021). However, the impact of such initiatives varies, often constrained by funding limitations and implementation challenges.
In Uganda, where agriculture is a cornerstone of the economy, infrastructure development remains a critical concern. Poor road networks and inadequate storage facilities have led to significant post-harvest losses, limiting income generation for farmers and overall sectoral performance (Kasozi et al., 2020). Initiatives such as the Agriculture Cluster Development Project have aimed to enhance rural infrastructure and market access for smallholder farmers. However, studies suggest that while there have been improvements, more comprehensive and sustained efforts are required to realize substantial impacts on agricultural sector performance (Kabunga et al., 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc145941412]2.3 How Government Subsidies Help to Improve Agricultural Sectoral Performance
Government subsidies have been employed globally as policy instruments to bolster agricultural production, increase food security, and support the livelihoods of rural populations (Jayne et al., 2016). Subsidies often target areas such as inputs (fertilizers, seeds), technology adoption, and credit access. Subsidy programs have been successful in some cases, driving technological adoption and productivity gains in the agricultural sector. However, their efficacy has been debated due to potential market distortions and inequities (Sarris, 2001).
In various African countries, government subsidies have played a role in enhancing agricultural sectoral performance, particularly among smallholder farmers. According to Olawuyi (2019), these subsidies have been channeled towards providing access to improved inputs and credit, aiming to alleviate constraints faced by resource-constrained farmers. Programs like Nigeria's Agricultural Transformation Agenda and Malawi's Farm Input Subsidy Program have sought to improve yields and food security through subsidized inputs (Jayne et al., 2010). However, evaluations of such initiatives highlight challenges in targeting, distribution, and potential unintended consequences.
Uganda's agricultural sector has also witnessed government efforts to improve performance through subsidies. The Plan for Modernization of Agriculture aimed to provide inputs and credit to smallholder farmers, intending to enhance productivity and income (Guloba et al., 2013).  However, implementation challenges, including delays in input distribution and limited targeting accuracy, have raised concerns about the effectiveness of these subsidies (Nagler et al., 2019). Evaluating the impact of subsidies on agricultural sectoral performance necessitates a comprehensive analysis of their design, implementation, and implications for farmers' livelihoods and overall economic growth.



[bookmark: _Toc145941413]2.4 Agricultural Extension Services on Agricultural Sectoral Performance
Agricultural extension services are crucial for disseminating knowledge, technology, and best practices to farmers, thereby improving productivity and promoting sustainable practices. Governments often play a role in providing extension services to rural communities. Effective extension services have been associated with increased yields, technology adoption, and enhanced livelihoods (Swanson et al., 2015). However, their impact can be influenced by factors such as the quality of information, farmer engagement, and access to resources.
Across Africa, governments have implemented extension services to support smallholder farmers. Programs in countries like Ghana, Ethiopia, and Tanzania have aimed to enhance farmers' knowledge and skills, with mixed results (Fosu, 2015). Challenges such as limited resources, outdated methodologies, and inadequate coordination have at times hindered the effectiveness of these services (Ajayi et al., 2020). Integration of modern technologies and participatory approaches has shown promise in improving extension outcomes.
Uganda's National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS) intervention aimed to revamp agricultural extension by providing tailored services to farmers. Despite initial enthusiasm, evaluations have indicated varied success, often attributed to challenges in resource allocation, capacity-building, and the alignment of services with farmers' needs (Kabunga et al., 2017). The role of extension services, particularly under the NAADS framework, in contributing to agricultural sectoral performance remains a subject of interest, necessitating a comprehensive assessment of their impacts, constraints, and potential improvements.
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[bookmark: _Toc145941414][bookmark: _Toc324669615][bookmark: _Toc327803160][bookmark: _Toc336532557][bookmark: _Toc342535633][bookmark: _Toc351588280][bookmark: _Toc401571915][bookmark: _Toc401840306][bookmark: _Toc402867146]Chapter Three 
[bookmark: _Toc401571916][bookmark: _Toc401840307][bookmark: _Toc402867147] Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc145941415]3.1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc327803162][bookmark: _Toc336532559][bookmark: _Toc342535635][bookmark: _Toc351588282][bookmark: _Toc401571917][bookmark: _Toc401840308][bookmark: _Toc402867148]This chapter presents the research design, study population, sample size and selection technique, sampling techniques, data collection methods, data collection instruments, validity and reliability, data collection procedures, data management and analysis, measurement of variables and conclusion.
[bookmark: _Toc145941416]3.2 Research Design
[bookmark: _Toc327803163][bookmark: _Toc336532560][bookmark: _Toc342535636][bookmark: _Toc351588283][bookmark: _Toc401571918][bookmark: _Toc401840309][bookmark: _Toc402867149]According to Amin (2005) a research design is a conceptual structure where research is conducted and it constitutes a blue print for collection, measurement and analysis of data. This study used a cross-section study design using both qualitative and quantitative approaches (Amin, 2005). The cross-sectional approach was used because the issues of assessing the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural sectoral performance, a case study on agricultural productivity in Uganda will be studied at that point in time (Amin, 2005). The study used a quantitative and qualitative approach because qualitative methods provide in-depth explanations to events while quantitative methods provide the data needed to meet required objectives and to test the hypotheses (Mugenda & Mugenda, 1999). 
[bookmark: _Toc145941417]3.3 Study Population 
[bookmark: _Toc238628989][bookmark: _Toc301883966][bookmark: _Toc311574241][bookmark: _Toc338277131][bookmark: _Toc345263192][bookmark: _Toc345264023][bookmark: _Toc351588284][bookmark: _Toc401571919][bookmark: _Toc401840310][bookmark: _Toc402867150]Agriculture has remained a dominant sector in the economy in Mayuge district. With a population of 569,969, 69% benefit from subsistence farming as the main source of income (UNBS NPHC, 2017). 
[bookmark: _Toc145941418]3.4 Sample Size 
According to (Sekeran, 2003) a sample is a subset of a population. It comprises some selected members who are referred to as elements. Sampling is the process of selecting a sufficient number of elements from the population so that a study of the sample and an understanding of its characteristics would make it possible to generate such characteristics to the population elements. The study selected up to 110  respondents based on Krejcie and Morgan Sampling Guidelines (see appendix III) as shown in table 1 below.
[bookmark: _Toc401841258][bookmark: _Toc345264024][bookmark: _Toc351588285][bookmark: _Toc398516071][bookmark: _Toc401572008][bookmark: _Toc401840311][bookmark: _Toc401840583]Table 1: Population Category and Sample Size of the Respondents
	Population category (farm produce)
	Sample size
	Sampling Techniques

	Crop Farmers
	15
	Purposive random

	Livestock Farmers
	15
	Purposive random

	Agroforestry Farmers 
	10
	Purposive random

	Mixed Farmers 
	70
	Purposive random

	Total 
	110
	


Source: Compiled by the author
[bookmark: _Toc401571921][bookmark: _Toc401840312][bookmark: _Toc402867151][bookmark: _Toc327803167][bookmark: _Toc336532563][bookmark: _Toc342535639][bookmark: _Toc351588286]As table 1 indicates, a sample of 110 farmers were considered out of a population of 569,969, based on Krejcie and Morgan’s (1980) sampling guidelines (see appendix III). In this study purposive sampling was used for all the categories. 
[bookmark: _Toc145941419]3.5 Sampling Techniques
A sampling technique is the name or other identification of the specific process by which the entities of the sample were selected. There broadly two sampling approaches thus probability and none probability sampling techniques. The probability sampling approach involved selecting a sample in such a way that all the elements in the population have some chances of being selected (Amin, 2005). 
In the non-probability approach, the elements in the population did not have a well-defined chance of being selected (Amin, 2005). This study used purposive sampling which involved the researcher using own judgment or common sense regarding the participants from whom the information was collected. Thus the selection of the respondents was based in the researcher’s experience with the respondents’ possession of the required information. 



[bookmark: _Toc401571922][bookmark: _Toc401840313][bookmark: _Toc402867152][bookmark: _Toc145941420]3.6 Data Collection Methods
The study used a survey approach where both qualitative and quantitative data was collected. There were several survey approaches, however for the purpose of this study the questionnaire, interviewing, and observation approaches were used as discussed below. 

[bookmark: _Toc327803168][bookmark: _Toc336532564][bookmark: _Toc339418326][bookmark: _Toc342535640][bookmark: _Toc351588287][bookmark: _Toc398516074][bookmark: _Toc401571923][bookmark: _Toc401572011][bookmark: _Toc401840314][bookmark: _Toc402867153][bookmark: _Toc145941421]3.6.1 Questionnaire Survey Method 
The questionnaire was issued to all the 110 respondents who were farmers of different categories who were expected to have achieved from the budgetary interventions. The respondents recorded their answers within closely defined alternatives. The study used a questionnaire basing on the fact that the variables could not be observed such as views, opinions, perceptions and feelings of the respondents such as farmers’ attitude and competencies. The questionnaire was also used because it was less expensive for data collection (Amin, 2005). The questionnaire was used to collect primary data from the selected respondents by personally delivering them to the respondents. 
[bookmark: _Toc327803170][bookmark: _Toc336532565][bookmark: _Toc339418327][bookmark: _Toc342535641][bookmark: _Toc351588288][bookmark: _Toc398516075][bookmark: _Toc401571924][bookmark: _Toc401572012][bookmark: _Toc401840315][bookmark: _Toc402867154][bookmark: _Toc145941422]3.6.2 Interview Method
Interviews were conducted with the farmers in Mayuge who were totally aware of what budgetary interventions are and those who receive them as soon as they are acquired. In this method the researcher interviewed respondents face to face to obtain in depth qualitative information of assessing the relationship between budgetary interventions and agricultural sectoral performance, a case study on agricultural productivity in Uganda.
[bookmark: _Toc145941423] 3.6.3 Observation 
This involved observing and making observations on a set of budgetary interventions and how they actually impacted the farmers using an observation checklist. 
[bookmark: _Toc327803171][bookmark: _Toc336532566][bookmark: _Toc342535642][bookmark: _Toc351588289][bookmark: _Toc401571925][bookmark: _Toc401840316][bookmark: _Toc402867155][bookmark: _Toc145941424]3.7 Data Collection Instruments
[bookmark: _Toc327803172][bookmark: _Toc336532567][bookmark: _Toc339418329][bookmark: _Toc342535643][bookmark: _Toc351588290][bookmark: _Toc398516077][bookmark: _Toc401571926][bookmark: _Toc401572014][bookmark: _Toc401840317][bookmark: _Toc402867156][bookmark: _Toc145941425]3.7.1 Interview-based survey
A total of 110 questionnaires were distributed to the targeted population. The study used a close ended questionnaire divided into sections of background information, budgetary interventions, government interventions to support agriculture, agricultural sector in Uganda due to budgetary interventions. A standard Questionnaire on a five point Likert scale which was personally delivered to the respondents was used to get quantifiable primary data from individual respondents on a scale of 5- Strongly Agree; 4- Agree; 3- Not Sure; 2- Disagree; 1- Strongly Disagree. 


[bookmark: _Toc327803176][bookmark: _Toc336532569][bookmark: _Toc342535645][bookmark: _Toc351588292][bookmark: _Toc401571928][bookmark: _Toc401840319][bookmark: _Toc402867158][bookmark: _Toc145941426]3.8 Validity and Reliablity 
[bookmark: _Toc327803177][bookmark: _Toc342535646][bookmark: _Toc351588293][bookmark: _Toc398516080][bookmark: _Toc401571929][bookmark: _Toc401572017][bookmark: _Toc401840320][bookmark: _Toc402867159][bookmark: _Toc145941427][bookmark: _Toc336532570]3.8.1 Validity  
[bookmark: _Toc339418333][bookmark: _Toc342535647][bookmark: _Toc351588294][bookmark: _Toc398516081][bookmark: _Toc401571930][bookmark: _Toc401572018][bookmark: _Toc401840321][bookmark: _Toc401840593][bookmark: _Toc401913293][bookmark: _Toc402867160]The validity of the instrument was tested using the Content Validity Index. This involved judges scoring the relevance of the questions in the instruments in relation to the study variables and a consensus judgment given on each variable taking only variables scoring above 0.70. The Content Validity Index (CVI) was arrived at using the following formula. 
[bookmark: _Toc327222529][bookmark: _Toc327647479][bookmark: _Toc327803178][bookmark: _Toc336532571][bookmark: _Toc339418334][bookmark: _Toc342535648][bookmark: _Toc351588295][bookmark: _Toc398516082][bookmark: _Toc401571931][bookmark: _Toc401572019][bookmark: _Toc401840322][bookmark: _Toc401840594][bookmark: _Toc401913294][bookmark: _Toc402867161]                                CVI = Total number of items declare valid
[bookmark: _Toc339418335][bookmark: _Toc342535649][bookmark: _Toc351588296][bookmark: _Toc398516083][bookmark: _Toc402867162][bookmark: _Toc401571932][bookmark: _Toc401572020][bookmark: _Toc401840323][bookmark: _Toc401840595][bookmark: _Toc401913295]                                        Total number of items                                      
[bookmark: _Toc402867163] And the CVI results are presented below.
[bookmark: _Toc346447985][bookmark: _Toc346535476][bookmark: _Toc376430938][bookmark: _Toc376437972][bookmark: _Toc379439367][bookmark: _Toc401572021][bookmark: _Toc401840324][bookmark: _Toc401840596][bookmark: _Toc401841259]Table 2: Content Validity Results 
	Variable 
	Total No of items 
	Number of valid items 
	CVI

	Budgetary interventions 
	11
	08
	0.72

	Government interventions to support agricultural sector 
	11
	09
	0.82

	Agricultural sector against budgetary interventions 
	10
	08
	0.80

	Effectiveness and productivity 
	09
	07
	0.78


Source: Expert Judgment  
Table 2 shows that yielded Budgetary interventions CVI of 0.72, Government interventions to support agricultural sector yielded a CVI of 0.82, Agricultural sector against budgetary interventions  yielded a CVI of 0.80, while Effectiveness and productivity  yielded a CVI of 0.78. Since all variables yielded a CVI above 0.70 accepted for agricultural purposes, it was inferred that the instrument was relevant in measuring what it was supposed to measure and therefore declared valid. 


[bookmark: _Toc145941428][bookmark: _Toc336532573]3.8.2 Reliability  
[bookmark: _Toc339418336][bookmark: _Toc342535650][bookmark: _Toc363219343][bookmark: _Toc376430939][bookmark: _Toc376437973][bookmark: _Toc379439368][bookmark: _Toc401572022][bookmark: _Toc401840325][bookmark: _Toc401840597][bookmark: _Toc401841260]The study instruments were pretested for its reliability on a sample of 10 respondents for each crop type and were called to examine individual questions as well as the whole questionnaire very carefully (Amin, 2005). Reliability measures the consistence of the instrument in measuring what it is supposed to measure (Amin, 2005). In this study a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was computed to show how reliable the data is using Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) taking only variables scoring above 0.70 as suggested by Nunally (1978) and the findings are presented below. 
Table 3: Reliability Results
	Variable 
	Total No of items 
	Cronbach’s alpha 

	Budgetary interventions
	11
	0.72

	Government interventions to support agricultural sector
	11
	0.89

	Agricultural sector against budgetary interventions
	10
	0.88

	Effectiveness and productivity
	09
	0.70


Source: Primary data  

Table 3 above shows that on Budgetary interventions Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.72, Government interventions to support agricultural sector yielded an alpha value of 0.89. Agricultural sector against budgetary interventions yielded alpha value of 0.88 and Effectiveness and productivity yielded alpha value of 0.70. Since all variables yielded an alpha value higher than 0.70 accepted for agricultural performance, it was concluded that the instrument was consistent and therefore reliable. 

[bookmark: _Toc327803181][bookmark: _Toc336532574][bookmark: _Toc342535651][bookmark: _Toc351588297][bookmark: _Toc401571935][bookmark: _Toc401840326][bookmark: _Toc402867164][bookmark: _Toc145941429]3.9 Data Collection Procedure
After successful defense of the proposal, an introductory letter from the department of business school at Uganda Christian University was used to seek permission to conduct the study from the management of Mayuge District Farmers Organization. Anonymity and confidentiality of the respondents was observed by not asking the respondents to put their names on the questionnaires. The questionnaires were then distributed to the farmers for one week and collected in the following week. The filled questionnaires were then entered in SPSS in preparation for analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc327803182][bookmark: _Toc336532575][bookmark: _Toc342535652][bookmark: _Toc351588298][bookmark: _Toc401571936][bookmark: _Toc401840327][bookmark: _Toc402867165][bookmark: _Toc145941430]3.10 Data Management Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc327803184][bookmark: _Toc336532577][bookmark: _Toc339418339][bookmark: _Toc342535653][bookmark: _Toc351588299][bookmark: _Toc398516086][bookmark: _Toc401571937][bookmark: _Toc401572025][bookmark: _Toc401840328][bookmark: _Toc402867166][bookmark: _Toc145941431]3.10.1 Quantitative Analysis
Quantitative data was presented in form of descriptive statistics of frequency and percentages, mean and standard deviations for each of the variables used in the study. Strongly agree and agree were combined to indicate agree while strongly disagreed and disagree were combined to indicate disagree. Pearson’s correlation statistics was used to test the relationships at 90 confidence limits. A positive correlation indicates a direct positive relationship between the variables while a negative correlation indicates an inverse, negative relationship between the two variables. A regression analysis using ANOVA statistics of adjusted R2 values, beta, t values and significance values was used to determine the magnitude of the influence of the independent variables on the dependent variable (Amin, 2005). 
[bookmark: _Toc327803183][bookmark: _Toc336532576][bookmark: _Toc339418340][bookmark: _Toc342535654][bookmark: _Toc351588300][bookmark: _Toc398516087][bookmark: _Toc401571938][bookmark: _Toc401572026][bookmark: _Toc401840329][bookmark: _Toc402867167][bookmark: _Toc145941432]3.10.2 Qualitative Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc327803185][bookmark: _Toc336532578][bookmark: _Toc342535655][bookmark: _Toc351588301]The useful qualitative data was analyzed using content analysis where information gain through the interviews was arranged in major themes of budgetary interventions, government interventions to support agriculture, agricultural sector in Uganda due to budgetary interventions. These were then presented using the narratives as presented by the interviewee. 
[bookmark: _Toc401840331][bookmark: _Toc145941433]3.11 Conclusion
This chapter provided the methodology that was used to gain data, measure variables and test the quality of the questionnaire. The next chapter presents and analyses the field study findings. 




[bookmark: _Toc145941434]Chapter Four –
Data Presentation, Analysis and Interpretation
[bookmark: _Toc145941435]4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents, analyses and interprets the study findings. It specifically presents the response rate, background of the respondents, description of variables and findings of the study objective by objective.
[bookmark: _Toc145941436]4.2 Response Rate
[bookmark: _bookmark44]A total of 110 questionnaires were issued and 94 were returned as shown in table 4.1 below. Table 4.1: Response Rate
Category
Questionnaires issued
Questionnaires returned
Response rate (%)
Crop Farmers
30
28
93.3
Livestock farmers
20
4
20
Agroforestry Farmers
10
1
10
  Mixed Farmers
50
47
94
Overall response rate

80





     Source: Primary data
Table 4.1 above shows an overall response rate of 80%, which was high and suggesting that the survey results were representative. Fincham, (2008) contends that a response rate of 50% is representative enough and acceptable for a survey.
[bookmark: _bookmark45][bookmark: _Toc145941437]4.3 Background of the Respondents
This section reflects the distribution of respondents by sex, age, educational background, farming category and farming class as shown in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2: Background Information on the Respondents
	Item
	Details
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Gender of the respondent
	Male
	48
	60

	
	Female
	32
	40

	
	Total
	80
	100

	Age of the respondent
	Between 18 – 25
	3
	3.8

	
	Between 26 – 30
	24
	30

	
	Between 31 – 40
	20
	53

	
	Between 41 – 50
	28
	35

	
	51 and above
	5
	6.3

	
	Total
	80
	100

	Educational Background
	University
	20
	25

	
	Secondary
	38
	47.5

	
	Primary
	22
	27.5

	
	Total
	80
	100

	Farming Category
	Crop Farmers
	28
	35

	
	Livestock Farmers
	4
	16

	
	Agro-forestry farmers
	1
	5

	
	Mixed Farmers
	47
	58.8

	
	Total
	80
	100

	Farming Class
	Subsistence Farmer
	53
	66.25

	
	Commercial Farmer
	27
	33.8

	
	Total
	80
	100


  Source: Primary Data 
According to Table 4.2, males contributed more to the sample with 60% of the respondents compared to the females who contributed 40% of the respondents. This suggests that majority of farmers within Mayuge are male.
Table 4.2 also shows that the category of 31 – 40 years dominated the sample by contributing 53% of the respondents. This was followed by the category of 41 – 50 that contributed 35% of the respondents. This was further followed by the categories between 26 – 30, 51 and above and 18 – 25 contributing 30%, 6.3% and 3.8% respectively. This suggests that majority of the farmers in Mayuge were aged between 31 – 40 years.
According to Table 4.2, farmers with secondary educational background dominated the sample by contributing 47.5% of the respondents. This was followed by farmers with primary educational background contributing 27.5% respondents and lastly farmers with university levels contributed 25%. This shows that the majority of farmers attained secondary as their highest level of education.
Table 4.2 shows that mixed farmers contributed the most respondents with a contribution of 58.8% followed by crop farmers who contributed 35%. This was followed by livestock farmers with a contribution of 16% respondents and agro-forestry farmers contributing 5% respondents. This shows that there are few farmers carrying out agro-forestry in Mayuge and most are carrying out mixed farming.
Table 4.2 further reveals that subsistence farmers dominated the study sample by contributing 66.25% of the respondents while commercial farmers followed by contributing 33.8% of the respondents.
[bookmark: _Toc145941438]4.4 Description of the Dependent Variable: Agricultural Sectoral Performance
[bookmark: _bookmark46]The dependent variable, agricultural sectoral performance, was conceptualized as level of collaboration. It comprised 8 quantitative items. These were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 – 5. Where (1) = strongly disagree, (2) = disagree, (3) = not sure (4) = agree and (5) = strongly agree as shown in Table 4.3.
	Level of Collaboration
	Agree F (%)
	 
	Disagree F (%)
	Mean
	SDV

	
	SA
	A
	NS
	D
	SD
	
	

	1.        There has been an increase in my income from agricultural activities as a result of budgetary interventions.
	15
	13
	9
	7
	4
	4.6
	3.0496

	2.       Budgetary interventions have helped me access higher-value markets for my agricultural products.
	9
	13
	7
	17
	20
	4
	2.7386

	3.       I have observed an increase in my agricultural output as a result of budgetary interventions in the agricultural sector
	13
	15
	14
	23
	12
	4.4
	4.0373

	4.       The quality and quantity of my agricultural products have enhanced due to increased budgetary interventions
	11
	6
	10
	16
	11
	4.2
	4.2661

	5.       I have experienced an increase in my agricultural operations due to the support received from budgetary allocations.
	10
	14
	10
	24
	17
	4.8
	4.1473

	6.       I have adopted modern farming methods as a result of budgetary interventions in the agricultural sector.
	8
	10
	7
	20
	18
	4.4
	4.7223

	7.       I have observed an increase in the efficiency and productivity of my farm due to the adoption of modern farming practices supported by the budgetary interventions.
	12
	13
	18
	20
	25
	4.6
	2.8810

	8.       The budgetary support for modern farming methods has positively impacted the overall agricultural community in Uganda.
	11
	15
	14
	23
	19
	3.4
	4.6690


Source: Primary Data
Table 4.3 reveals that, the budgetary support for modern farming methods hasn’t necessarily positively impacted the overall agricultural community in Uganda where Mean = 3.4; STD = 4.6690 while most farmers disagree that budgetary interventions have helped them access higher-value markets for their agricultural products with Mean = 4; STD =2.7386.  Table 4.3 also reveals that most farmers disagree that the quality and quantity of their produce is improving as a result of budgetary interventions (Mean = 4.2; STD = 4.2661), and most farmers have not observed an increase in their agricultural output as a result of budgetary interventions (Mean = 4.4; STD = 4.0373). 

[bookmark: _Toc145941439]4.5 Infrastructural Development on Agricultural Sectoral Performance
The first objective of the study was to access the impact of infrastructural development on agricultural sectoral performance in Uganda. Infrastructural development  was measured using 9 items scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 5= Strongly Agreed, 4= Agree, 3= Not Sure, 2= Disagree, 1= Strongly Disagree and the findings are presented in Table 4.4
	Level of Collaboration
	Agree F (%)
	 
	Disagree F (%)
	Mean
	SDV

	
	SA
	A
	NS
	D
	SD
	
	

	1.      There is marked improvement in the transportation network for agricultural goods and inputs as a result of budgetary interventions.
	22
	20
	12
	11
	15
	16
	4.8477

	2.      Increased budget allocation for transportation infrastructure has positively influenced my ability to access markets for my agricultural products.
	27
	23
	14
	20
	15
	18.4
	4.8785

	3.      Budgetary interventions have reduced transportation costs for agricultural inputs and products, ultimately benefiting farmers.
	13
	15
	16
	28
	12
	17.8
	4.1473

	4.      Budgetary support for transportation networks has positively impacted the agricultural sector in Uganda.
	18
	23
	10
	10
	11
	16.2
	4.6043

	5.      There is improvement in Uganda’s overall economic development due to enhanced transportation links for agriculture.
	25
	20
	11
	16
	13
	18
	3.8079

	6.      Budgetary interventions for storage infrastructure has positively influenced farmer’s ability to store and preserve agricultural produce.
	10
	12
	10
	23
	20
	4.6
	4.7749

	7.      Budgetary interventions have reduced post-harvest losses and improved the quality of stored agricultural products.
	18
	17
	13
	20
	22
	4.6
	3.5071

	8.      Budgetary interventions for storage facilities has positively impacted the agricultural sector in Uganda.
	15
	11
	14
	22
	18
	3.4
	4.6690

	9.      There is improvement in the overall food security and stability of the region due to enhanced storage capabilities supported by the budgetary interventions.
	13
	15
	10
	19
	23
	4.2
	4.0866


Source: Primary Data
Table 4.4 above reveals that budgetary interventions for storage facilities has not positively impacted the agricultural sector in Uganda (Mean = 3.4; STD = 4.6690), and there is no improvement in the overall food security and stability of the region due to enhanced storage capabilities supported by the budgetary interventions (Mean = 4.2; STD = 4.0866). Table 4.4 also reveals that increased budget allocation for transportation infrastructure has positively influenced farmer’s ability to access markets for their agricultural products (Mean = 18.4; STD = 4.8785), and  there is improvement in Uganda’s overall economic development due to enhanced transportation links for agriculture that budgetary interventions(Mean = 18; STD =3.8079).  These emerged as the key infrastructural development factors assessing the performance of Agricultural sectoral Performance in Uganda. These scored the highest and lowest means and relatively low standard deviation.
[bookmark: _Toc145941440]4.6 Government Subsidies on Agricultural Sectoral Performance
The second objective of the study was to assess the impact of government subsidies on agricultural sectoral performance. Government subsidies were measured using 10 items scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 5= Strongly Agreed, 4= Agree, 3= Not Sure, 2= Disagree, 1= Strongly Disagree and the findings are presented in Table 4.5.


	Level of Collaboration
	Agree F (%)
	 
	Disagree F (%)
	Mean
	SDV

	
	SA
	A
	NS
	D
	SD
	
	

	1.      The adoption of modern farming practices has led to increased agricultural productivity
	26
	24
	13
	18
	14
	17
	4.3818

	2.      Budgetary interventions lead to increased investment in agricultural technology and innovation. 
	13
	15
	9
	23
	20
	16
	5.5678

	3.      Budget supported technology uptake has contributed to improved efficiency and yield in agricultural activities.
	12
	14
	14
	24
	16
	4.4
	3.8471

	4.      I have been able to access and utilize modern agricultural technologies as a result of the budgetary support.
	10
	23
	11
	20
	16
	4.8
	3.7014

	5.      The budgetary intervention for agricultural technology has positively influenced the quality of my agricultural produce.
	11
	10
	7
	20
	18
	3.6
	4.0988

	6.      There has been an improvement in the availability and accessibility of agricultural inputs since the budgetary interventions were implemented.
	11
	13
	14
	19
	23
	4.8
	4.4385

	7.      There is increased access to quality seeds and planting materials as a result of the budgetary intervention.
	18
	17
	21
	27
	28
	5.2
	5.0695

	8.      Budgetary interventions have made it easier for you to afford essential inputs like fertilizers and pesticides.
	14
	12
	18
	21
	19
	3.8
	4.0866

	9.      There has been an increase in my income as a result of using supported agricultural inputs.
	13
	15
	10
	17
	20
	4
	4.6904

	10.  Budgetary interventions for agricultural inputs is crucial for the future growth and sustainability of the agricultural sector.
	20
	22
	15
	13
	10
	16
	4.6583


Source: Primary Data
Table 4.6 above reveals that the adoption of modern farming practices has led to increased agricultural productivity (Mean = 17; STD = 4.3818), and budgetary interventions for agricultural inputs is crucial for the future growth and sustainability of the agricultural sector (Mean = 16; STD = 4.6583). Table 4.6 further reveals that budgetary interventions for agricultural technology has not positively influenced the quality of my agricultural produce (Mean = 3.6; STD = 4.0988), and that budgetary interventions have not made it easier for farmers to afford essential inputs like fertilizers and pesticides (Mean = 3.8; STD = 4.0866). Since these scored the highest and lowest means and relatively low standard deviation, they emerged as the key government subsidies factors assessing the relationship between government subsidies and agricultural sectoral performance. 
[bookmark: _Toc145941441]4.7 Agricultural Extension Services on Aggricultural Sectoral Performance
The third objective of the study was to assess the impact of agricultural extension services on agricultural sectoral performance. Agricultural extension services were measured using 7 items scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 5= Strongly Agreed, 4= Agree, 3= Not Sure, 2= Disagree, 1= Strongly Disagree and the findings are presented in Table 4.6



	Level of Collaboration
	Agree F (%)
	 
	Disagree F (%)
	X
	SDV

	
	SA
	A
	NS
	D
	SD
	
	

	1.      As a result of budgetary interventions, I have benefited from agricultural extension services.
	2
	2
	4
	18
	22
	4.6
	3.4351

	2.      I believe that the increased budget allocation has positively influenced my agricultural practices and productivity.
	0
	0
	7
	20
	24
	4.8
	5.0695

	3.      I have received training and support that has helped improve my agricultural skills and knowledge.
	1
	4
	8
	12
	26
	4.4
	3.4351

	4.      Budgetary interventions have made it easier to access agricultural extension services. 
	0
	2
	4
	17
	21
	4.8
	4.3243

	5.      Budgetary interventions for agricultural extension services have positively impacted the agricultural sector in Uganda.
	0
	1
	7
	13
	17
	4.4
	3.8471

	6.      Budgetary interventions have contributed to making agriculture a more sustainable and profitable venture.
	0
	3
	8
	23
	16
	4.6
	3.5071

	7.      Budgetary interventions enable the expansion and diversification of agricultural production in Uganda.
	2
	3
	13
	19
	12
	3.6
	3.2863


Source: Primary Data
Table 4.6 above shows that budgetary interventions have not enabled the expansion and diversification of agricultural production in Uganda (Mean = 3.6; STD = 3.2863), budgetary interventions for agricultural extension services have positively impacted the agricultural sector (Mean = 4.4; SDV = 3.8471), and that few farmers have received training and support that has helped improve their agricultural skills and knowledge (Mean = 4.4; STD = 3.4351). Since these score the lowest means and relatively low standard deviation, they emerged as the key agricultural extension factors determining the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda. 
[bookmark: _Toc145941442]4.8 Linear Regression Results and Hypothesis Testing
[bookmark: _bookmark51]Multiple regression analysis was carried out to establish the overall causal impact of infrastructural development, government subsidies and agricultural extension services on agricultural sectoral performance in Uganda. The linear regression analysis was conducted to establish which among the dimensions of the independent variable was the most significant in determining the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda.  The linear regression results were also used to make a decision on the study hypotheses and are presented in Table 4.8
	Model Summary

	
Model
	
R
	
R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.635a
	.403
	.388
	.60188

	ANOVAa

	
Model
	Sum of squares
	
df
	
Mean Square
	
F
	
Sig.

	1
	Regression
	38.349
	3
	9.587
	26.465
	0.000

	
	Residual
	56.876
	157
	0.362
	
	

	
	Total
	95.225
	161
	
	
	

	Coefficientsa

	

Model
	Un standardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	

T
	

Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.170
	.348
	
	0.488
	.626

	
	Inf, Development
	.026
	.122
	.314
	3.803
	.008

	
	Govt. Subsidies
	.022
	.120
	.310
	3.696
	.006

	
	Agric, Ext.Services
	.033
	.115
	.311
	3.770
	.006

	a. Dependent Variable: Agricultural Sectoral Performance
b. Predictors: (constant) Inf. Development, Govt. Subsidies, Agric. Ext. Services


P< 0.05
Source: Primary data
Table 4.8 shows a coefficient of determination (R-square) of 0.403 at a significance level 0.05 suggesting that agricultural sectoral performance was 40.3% at a standardized error of estimate of 0.60188. The correlation coefficient (R= 0.635 or 64%) indicated the strength of the association between Infrastructural development, government subsidies and agricultural extension services taking into considerations all interactions among the study variables. The adjusted R2 of 0.338 or 34% was the variance in the performance of the agriculture sector explained by Infrastructural development, government subsidies and agricultural extension services putting into consideration all the variables and the sample size of the study. The remaining variance of 66% is explained by other factors other than Infrastructural development, government subsidies and agricultural extension services.
The standardized coefficient statistics revealed that, Infrastructural development (β = 0.314, t = 3.803, p = 0.008), Agricultural extension services (β = 0.311, t = 3.770, p = 0.06) and Government subsidies (β = 0.310, t =3.696, p = 0.006) were significant factors determining the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda as their P values were greater than 0.05 (P> 0.05).
Table 4.8 also presents the analysis of variance (ANOVA). The findings reveal that on average, the mean score on the performance of agricultural sector tended to differ significantly. With the computed F-statistic (F=26.465) large enough as its accompanying P-value = 0.000 < 0.05. Thus, since the significance or p-value, 0.000 is less than 𝛼 = 0.05, then at 5% level of significance, it is deduced that the computed or observed F is large enough to infer that the responses differed significantly. This means that even when the budget facilitates for the agricultural sector in Uganda, and even when the government pushes for agricultural extension services, this alone is not good enough to register improvement in the agricultural sector. The findings reveal that inadequate provision of extension workers, better storage facilities, trainings given to farmers, seeds and fertilizers , provision of modern farming equipment among others, hinder the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda to a large extent. The budgetary plans and strategies of the government of Uganda don’t seem to be effective enough to aid effective technological adoption, trainings, access to agricultural supported inputs and better storage facilities. Priority should therefore be given to improve agricultural extension services, storage facilities towards infrastructural development and technology adoption and agricultural inputs towards government subsidies.
[bookmark: _Toc145941443]4.9 Testing Hypothesis
The first study hypothesis was “Infrastructural development significantly determines the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda.” According to Table 4.8, Infrastructural development yielded a β value of 0.314 and t value of 3.803 with a significance of p = 0.008 suggesting that infrastructural development is a significant determinant of agricultural sectoral performance.  The study therefore upholds the hypothesis that infrastructural development significantly determines the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda. 
The second study hypothesis was “Government subsidies significantly determines the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda.” According to table 4.8, Government subsidies yielded a β value of 0.310 and t value of 1.696 with a significance of p = 0.006 suggesting that Government subsidies were significant in determining the performance of the agricultural sector. The study therefore upholds the hypothesis that Government subsidies significantly determine the performance of the agricultural sector In Uganda.
The third study hypothesis was “Agricultural extension services significantly determine the performance of agricultural extension services in Uganda” According to table 4.8, Agricultural extension services yielded a β value of 0.311 and t value of 3.770 with a significance of p = 0.006 suggesting that agricultural extension services are a significant determinant of agricultural sectoral performance.. The study therefore upholds the hypothesis that agricultural extension services significantly determine the success of agricultural sectoral performance in Uganda.  
[bookmark: _Toc145941444]Chapter Five  
Conclusion and Reccommendations
[bookmark: _Toc145941445]5.0 Introduction
This chapter presents the conclusions and recommendations.
[bookmark: _Toc145941446]5.1 Conclusions
Based on the study findings, the following conclusions are drawn:
i)	Infrastructural development is a very important determinant for the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda. That is, transportation network and storage facilities are more likely to be regarded as determinants for the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda though not to a large extent. Although the government has tried to secure budgetary allocations to the agricultural sector, most farmers seem not to be benefiting from storage facilities provided and this has brought about food insecurity in Uganda. However it has been noticed that the transportation network has benefitted the farmers greatly as less is spent in the transportation of their produce.  
ii)	Government subsidies positively and significantly determine the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda but to a small extent. As per the findings, inputs and technology adoption by most farmers has not been fostered by budgetary interventions and therefore can’t be fully relied on for the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda. This shows that budgetary interventions have not necessarily played its role in pushing for better quality produce from the agricultural sector. 
iii)	Agricultural extension services significantly determine the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda. That is, trainings, inputs and fertilizers are more likely to be regarded as determinants of the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda though not to a large extent. There is need for proper supervision of agricultural services especially in rural areas where most farmers barely benefit from the services offered. 


[bookmark: _Toc145941447]5.2 Reccommendations
In this section, recommendations are given according to the respective conclusions on what to do in the quest to enhance the performance of the agricultural sector in Uganda. 
i) Agricultural commissioners should strengthen extension services to provide farmers with training, information, and access to modern farming methods and technologies. This can be done through ensuring strict supervision of extension workers and services offered, and making sure that extension services are accountable for the funding given to them.
ii) The government should continue facilitating for improvement in the infrastructural development as this lowers cost for transportation of agricultural produce to the market. The ministry of agricultural should also revive the facilitation of storage facilities to increase food security in Uganda.
iii) Agricultural commissioners should advocate for the proper distribution of technological facilities so as to improve on the quality and quantity of agricultural produce in Uganda. This should be done by providing educational services to the farmers so that they can easily adopt to the technological methods of farming.  














[bookmark: _Toc145941448]Appendix
[bookmark: _Toc145941449]Appendix I
To calculate the sample size needed for a given confidence level, margin error, population proportion and population size, you can use the following formula:
n = Z2.p.(1-p)/ E2
Where: 
n = required sample size
Z = Z-score corresponding to the desired confidence level
P = estimated population proportion (as a decimal)
E = margin of error (as a decimal)
Given your values:
Confidence Level:90% corresponds to Z-score of approximately 1.645
Margin of Error:7.9% expressed as a decimal is E = 0.079
Population Proportion:50% expressed as a decimal is p = 0.50
Population Size: 569,969
Now, plug these values into the formula:
n = (1.645)2.0.50(1-0.50)/ (0.079)2
Calculate each part of the formula:
n= 2.706025 x 0.25/0.006241
n = 108.49
Rounding up to the nearest whole number, you would need a sample size of approximately 109 to achieve a 90% confidence level with a margin of error of 7.9% when estimated population proportion is 50% and the population size is 569,969.
Appendix II
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