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Abstract: The study examined the relationship between budget monitoring evaluation and efficiency of Small and Medium
Enterprises (SMEs) in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited. Specifically, the study is to
examined the relationship between budget monitoring and efficiency and budget evaluation and efficiency of SMEs. The study
adopted a descriptive correlational and cross-sectional survey design and used a sample size of 94 respondents to collect data. The
findings revealed that there is a significant positive relationship between budget monitoring and efficiency as evidenced by (R=0.619,
P=.000). A significant positive relationship was also revealed between budget evaluation and efficiency as evidenced by Pearson
correlation (R=0.795, P=.000). The study concluded that there is a significant positive relationship between all the two predictor
variables (i.e.; budget monitoring, budget evaluation) and efficiency SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda. This study
recommended that managers within the organisation must have a clear understanding of their roles in ensuring budget compliance;
Senior management should use budgets to communicate corporate objectives downwards and ensure that other employees
understand them and co-ordinate their activities to attain them. It is also recommended that managers produce detailed budget plans
to enable the implementation of the long term or strategic plans. The annual Budget monitoring and evaluation must be embraced
always as found out in this study to encourages managers to plan for future operations, refine existing strategic plans and considers
how they can respond to changing circumstances.
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method of gaining goal commitment. Locke and Latham
(1990) concluded that all goal effects are mediated by task
knowledge. Motivation without cognition is useless.
Conversely, cognition without motivation is also useless
because the individual will have no desire to act on what is
known. budgeting is a way of setting organization at goals for
a specific period of time. The prime principle of goals leads
to higher performance than when people strive to simply do
their best (Locke and Latham 1990). Budgets should therefore
be set to a standard that is quite challenging for employees to
achieve, obtaining a high standard set goal creates a sense of
efficiency and this will bring about yearn to achieve more.

INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study

For a long time, there has been a need for organizations, both
Governmental and private to improve their efficiency
(Magoro, 2010). Sometimes, there is a conflict between
efficiency and transparency. SMEs are therefore required to
act as a model for the rest organisations in the country. For
example, if the SMEs increase their allocative efficiency and
also their technical efficiency, it may have a bigger voice on
all other private sector to follow suit. That makes adoption of

appropriate Budget monitoring and evaluation much quicker.
If failure to adhere to Budget monitoring and evaluation is to
be prevented, it requires long steps, rules and policies to check
and audit the budget processes, which make budget decisions
and lead times longer and less efficient.

This study was based on the goal setting theory, developed by
Locke and Latham (1990). This theory suggests that an
organisation is more efficient where the it has control over its
performance. In 1997, Locke, Alavi, and Wagner reviewed all
the reviews and controversies regarding participation in
decision making and concluded that participation in decision
making is more fruitfully conceived as a method of
information exchange or information sharing rather than as a

According to Dunk (2009), budget monitoring and evaluation
refers to the process of developing a spending plan and
periodically comparing actual expenditures against that plan
to determine if it or the spending patterns need adjustment to
stay on track. This process is necessary to control spending
and meet various financial goals. Organizations rely heavily
on Budget monitoring and evaluation to manage their
spending activities, and this technique is also used by the
public and the private sector as well as private individuals,
who want to make sure they live within their means.

Scarlett (2008), defines budgeting monitoring and evaluation
as the principles, procedures and practices of achieving given
objectives through budgets. The Budget monitoring and
evaluation helps in fixing the goals for the organization as a
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whole and concerted efforts made for its achievements. It
enables economies in the enterprise. Magoro (2010) defines
the term efficiency to refer to achieving what is intended to be
achieved. Therefore, in evaluating efficiency we compare
objectives with results. Efficiency is therefore the
achievement of the intended objectives or targets. In its
Western Cape Expenditure Review 2004 working paper, the
Provincial Treasury describes efficiency as “achieving the
maximum outputs from a given level of resources used to
carry out an activity”. It thus seems as if the relationship
between outputs, in terms of goods, services or other results
and resources used to produce them, determines the level of
efficiency. Abedian and Biggs (1998) define efficiency as the
optimal employment of resources over time.

Potter and Smedley (2006) integrated efficiency with quality
by defining efficiency “as making the best use of the resources
available for the provision of public services”. To further
explain the link between efficiency and quality, Potter and
Smedley (2006) identified four ways of achieving efficiency.
According to them efficiency is improved when; lower inputs
in terms of money, people, assets, etc, are used, while outputs
remain on a similar level; prices of procurement, labour costs,
etc., are reduced, while outputs are maintained constant;
output is increased or quality improved, while keeping input
constant; the increased output or improved quality results in a
proportionally smaller increase in resources than the increase
in output. For purposes of this study, the concept of efficiency
will be measured following Salerno’s (undated) three types of
efficiency, namely technical efficiency, allocative efficiency
and economic or overall efficiency.

SMEs in Uganda are diverse in nature, being spread across a
wide range of industrial sectors; as many as ten sectors
comprise (5%) or more of the overall base of SMEs. The
highest proportion of SMEs work in the agricultural sector
(14%), followed by the education & health sector (13%), and
recreation & personal (10%). SMEs in Uganda are relatively
young enterprises; a majority (69%) of them are aged between
one and ten years old. The entrepreneurial nature of the
Ugandan SME environment is highly visible; nearly (90%)
owners started up using their own funds, and nearly (75%)
operate as sole proprietorships. SMEs are run and typically
managed by owners - under a third (31%) have a manager who
is in charge of operations. Owners are also relatively well-
educated; over half have secondary education or higher.

Therefore, budget and Budget monitoring and evaluation keep
the plans of an organization running smoothly and up to date.
As such, control is very important because if one cannot
control the internal processes, constraints on cost, time and
objectives will follow. With this, adherence to the Budget
monitoring and evaluation is the device that an organization
makes use for all these purposes. For example, in 2000, in
Europe, around 20% of all SMEs were declared inefficient
(Cabrita & Perista, 2007). Within the same decade, relatively
high degrees of organisational inefficiency in Greece, Italy
and Spain were recorded (Employment in Europe, 2003). The

problem of low levels of organizational efficiency, according
to available research, does not discriminate developed and
none developed countries. However, available data shows no
consensus about recent organizational efficiency trends. For
example, there are interesting claims and counterclaims about
organizational efficiency trends in the past decade. There has
been a decline in levels of organizational efficiency in the UK,
Germany (Tsitsianis, 2005) and the US (The Conference
Board, February, 2005). Despite this, there are scanty studies
that have been conducted to examine the extent to which
adherence to Budget monitoring and evaluation affects the
efficiency of the SMEs in Agriculture sector in Uganda.

Statement of the Problem

In today’s business environment and almost in all countries,
the problem of inefficiency among SMEs is becoming bigger
and bigger each day that passes. In Uganda, although the
SMEs in Agriculture sector in Uganda, are expected to exhibit
a high level of efficiency, there are claims indicating the
opposite. For example, the key constraints to efficiency which
SMEs feel confront them are financial. Financing challenges
include seasonality of cash flows, lack of or no financial
records, small loan sizes for smallholder farmers, all of which
make it less attractive for lending institutions to provide
financial products to smallholders lacking in the skills needed
to grow their businesses. They centre around both limited
access to finance (74.3%), and the cost of finance (73.2%). It
is clear from the Uganda national SME survey (2022) that a
fundamental challenge is the extent to which commercial
banks and other financial institutions have stringent
requirements around collateral security which SMEs are not
able to meet. Inefficiency of the SMEs in Agriculture sector
in Uganda, is likely to result in more economic, financial and
morale problems, if left unchecked can lead to a number of
operational challenges Preetabh (2010), highlighted Budget
monitoring and evaluation results in proper planning and
coordination of different functions, proper control over
various capital and revenue expenditures and putting
resources into best use. It was against this orientation that the
researcher decided to examine the extent to which Budget
monitoring and evaluation affect efficiency in the SMEs in
Agriculture sector in Uganda using a Case Study of Jesa Farm
Dairy Limited, hence the gap for this study to fill.

Purpose of the Study

The general objective of the study is to examine the
relationship between Budget monitoring and evaluation and
efficiency of Small and Medium Enterprises in the
Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm
Dairy Limited.

Research objectives
I Toexamine the relationship between budget
planning and of efficiency of Small and Medium
Enterprises in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda
using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.
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il To assess the relationship between budget
monitoring and efficiency of Small and Medium
Enterprises in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda
using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.

il To establish the relationship  between budget
evaluation and  efficiency of Small and Medium
Enterprises in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda
using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.

Hypothesis of the Study

I There is no relationship between budgeting planning
and of efficiency of Small and Medium Enterprises
in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case
Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.

il There is no relationship between budgetary
monitoring and efficiency of Small and Medium
Enterprises in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda
using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.

iii There is no relationship between budgetary
evaluation and  efficiency of Small and Medium
Enterprises in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda
using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.

METHODOLOGY

Research design

This study followed a descriptive correlational and cross-
sectional survey design, and followed quantitative approach.
The study was descriptive in that the researcher intended to
describe the level of Budget monitoring and evaluation
practiced by the SMEs in Agriculture sector in Uganda, and
its impact on the level of efficiency. A correlational survey
research design was used to establish the relationship between
Budget monitoring and evaluation and efficiency of the SMEs
in Agriculture sector in Uganda. Correlation studies aimed at
establishing whether or not and to what extent an association
existed between two or more variables (Keitany, 2000). The
survey design was used since the study involved an
investigation into the level of Budget monitoring and
evaluation and efficiency in the SMEs in Agriculture sector in
Uganda, of a big sample (Fanning, 2005). It was also cross-
sectional, since data was collected from directors and
employees Jesa Farm Dairy Limited, at once and for a short
period of time. It was quantitative in that variables will be
measured and analysed using numbers, have pre- determined
hypotheses, population, procedure, and instrument and data
analysis techniques.

3.2 Study Population

The target population of this study comprised of all the
managers and employees of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.
According to the human resource staff list that was accessed
by the researcher, there are 130 staff of Jesa Farm Dairy
Limited, which is located at Old Port Bell road, Kampala. This
study population was relevant because the Budget monitoring

and evaluationes involves all the departments of Jesa Farm
Dairy Limited.

3.3 Sample Size

Given a total population of 130 managers and employees of
Jesa Farm Dairy Limited, a sample size of 97 respondents was
selected using the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) table for
determining sample size for research activities, for any given
population. In this table, given the population of 130, the
corresponding sample was 97. Of the 97respondents, 10 were
managers and assistant managers while 87 were employees of
Jesa Farm Dairy Limited.

3.4 Sampling Procedures/Techniques

In this study, simple random sampling techniques was used in
selection of the sample. In this technique, each and every
individual from the target population had an equal chance of
being selected. The researcher requested for a list of the staff
members from the human resource manager of Jesa Farm
Dairy Limited and selected the sample from this list. The
researcher used the cards consisting of the numbers from I to
130 and 97 cards were picked and the numbers on the cards
picked were matched with the corresponding the names from
the list and considered in this study.

Data Collection Methods

Questionnaires that were employed contained both open-
ended and closed-ended question. These questionnaires were
self-administered and were collected after a two weeks time
interval. The researcher collected data using closed-ended
questionnaires, and directly distributed questionnaires to the
respondents, and allow respondents to fill in the
questionnaires for a period of two week before collecting
them personally for the analysis of the data obtained.

Data Analysis

Data was collected, compiled, sorted, edited, classified, coded
and analysed using Statistical Package for Social Scientists
(SPSS). Frequency counts were used to analyse data on
profile characteristics of respondents. Means and standard
deviations were used to determine the extent of Budget
monitoring and evaluation and level of efficiency in the SMEs
in Agriculture sector in Uganda. The Pearson’s linear
correlation coefficient and linear regression were used to
establish the relationship of budget planning, budget
monitoring and budget evaluation and efficiency in SMEs in
Agriculture sector in Uganda. The 0.05 alpha level of
significance was used to test the study null hypotheses.

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATION OF THE
FINDINGS

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics Showing Budget
Monitoring and Efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture
Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy
Limited

|Questionnaire Items |SA |A

) sb Mean [std Dev |
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F [% F %

F % F %

Budget monitoring is a carried out in 27 [28.8 51 |54.5

this organization

14 1152 |2 1.5 3.11 0.701

Continuous comparison of actual with[28 (30.3 55 |58.1

budgeted performance is done in our
organization

8 [8.6 3 [3.0 3.16 0.699

All departments are involved in budget27 [28.3 37 [38.9

monitoring in our organization

27 1283 @4 {45 2.91 0.862

Coordination among various30 (31.8 38 140.9

departments during budget monitoring
is done

23 (247 2 |25 3.02 0.818

During budget monitoring, we always|32 [34.3 48 |51.0

identify high priority activities to be
included in the future budgets.

12 126 |2 [2.5 3.18 0.722

We have Budget policies to check on 24 [25.8 52 |55.6

spending

17 (17.7 1 |1.0 3.06 0.688

The budgets are based on the needs@d4 [|46.5 36 [37.9

identified by our sections/departments
during the monitoring process.

10 |10.6 @4 (4.0 3.28 0.811

The budget performance is always28 [30.3 43 145.5

communicated to all stakeholders

18 |18.7 |5 |[5.6 3.01 0.846

Source: Primary data 2024

Results from the table 1 indicated that majority of the
respondents 54.5% strongly agreed and 28.8% agreed that
budget monitoring is a carried out in this organization, 15.2%
were disagreed, and 1.5% strongly disagreed. This is
evidenced by the mean of 3.11 and standard deviation of
0.701. Values on the table indicate that majority 58.1% agreed
and 30.3 agreed that continuous comparison of actual with
budgeted performance is done in the organization, as shown
by the mean 3.16 and standard deviation 0.699. But the
respondents have different understanding about the statement
which is shown by the variation they provided to the
statement. However, 8.6% disagreed and 3.0% strongly
disagreed. This implies that when a budgeting and control
system is in use, budgets are established which set out in
financial terms, the responsibility of managers in relation to
the requirement of the overall policy of the company.
Continuous comparison is made between the actual and
budgeted results, which are intended to either secure, through
action of managers, the objective of policy or to even provide
a basis for policy revision (Bartle, 2008).

Results from the table 1 indicate that, 38.9% agreed, 28.3%
both strongly agreed and disagreed and only 4.5% strongly
disagreed that all departments are involved in budget
monitoring in our organization evidenced by the mean value
2.91 and standard deviation 0.862. The respondents have
different understanding about the statement which is shown
by the variation they provided to the statement. Findings from

table above, the mean of 3.02 and SD of 0.818 indicated
majority 40.9% agreed that coordination among various
departments during budget monitoring is done, 31.8% of the
respondents strongly agreed and 24.7% disagreed and 2.5%
strongly disagreed to the same. These findings agree with
Warren (2011) who noted that within an organisation,
different departments have a bearing on one another, this
therefore makes coordination of various executives and
subordinates necessary in achieving of budgetary targets.
According to the study findings, it was indicated that the
majority (51.0%) of the respondents agreed that during budget
monitoring, they always identify high priority activities to be
included in the future budgets, (34.3%) strongly agreed
whereas the other (12.6%) disagreed and the minority (2.0%)
strongly disagreed. This had a mean score of 3.18 which is
tending towards the maximum of 4 implies that most of the
respondents agreed and the standard deviation of 0.722
explains the responses that vary between those who strongly
agreed and agreed. It was also revealed that they have Budget
policies to check on spending as seen from the majority 55.6%
who agreed, 25.8% who strongly agreed, 17.7% disagreed and
1.0% strongly disagreed. This was evidenced by the mean of
3.06 and Standard deviation of 0.688. This implies that
control policies have to be clear and properly understood by
the concerned members if they are to become effective.

In relation to the study findings, it was presented that the
majority 46.5% of the respondents strongly agreed that the
budgets are based on the needs identified by their
sections/departments during the monitoring process, those
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were followed by 38.9% who agreed whereas 10.6% of the
respondents disagreed and 4.0% strongly disagreed. This is
because the statement had a mean score of 3.28 in addition to
the standard deviation of 0.811. It was also revealed from
table that both 45.5% of the respondents agreed and 30.3%
strongly agree that the budget performance is always
communicated to all stakeholders as evidenced by the mean
score of 3.01 and standard deviation 0.846 which explains the
varying of responses between respondents that strongly

agreed and those that agreed. This is because a budget is a
sensitive process which requires management to prioritize the
needs of the organisation first, based on the broad picture of
its total income and then approve it for implementation (Xaba,
2011).

Table 2: Correlational analysis between budget
monitoring and efficiency of SMEs

Budget Monitoring Efficiency of SMEs
Budget Monitoring Pearson Correlation 1 0.619™
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000
N 94 94
Efficiency of SMEs Pearson Correlation 0.619"" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000
N 94 94

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Source: Primary data 2024

The table 4.2 shows a significant relationship between budget
monitoring and efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector
in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited. This
was done with the support of the Pearson correlation product
moment technique. The p-value = 0.00, that is less than the
alpha level of significance of 0.05 which implies that there is
a significant relationship between budget monitoring and
efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using
Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited. The r value of 0.619
reveals that a positive relationship exists between budget

monitoring and efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector
in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited,
therefore reject the hypothesis that, “There is no significant
relationship between budget monitoring and efficiency of
SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study
of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited”.

Table 3: Regression Analysis between Budget Monitoring
and Efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in
Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

Model Std. Error Beta t Sig.

1 (Constant) | 1.318 0.149 8.831 0.000

Budget N 0.525 0.048 0.619 11.041 0.000
Monitoring

a. Dependent Variable: Efficiency

Source: Research 2024

From the analysis in table 4.10 the co-efficient value for
achievement was 0.619. This means that all things being
equal, when the other independent variables (budget planning
and budget evaluation) are held constant, efficiency would

increase by 0.619 units. This was statistically significant
(0.000<0.05) i.e. the variable (Budget Monitoring) is making
a significant unique contribution to the prediction of the
dependent variable (efficiency of SMESs).

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics Showing budget evaluation
and efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in
Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited

Questionnaire Items SA A

SD Mean [Std

F % F %

% F % Dev
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Directors hold budget meetings25 [26.9 38 [40.1
regularly to review budget

performance

28

294 B [3.6 2.9 0.837

We prepare interim reports22 [23.2 28 |30.3
(weekly/ monthly) to compare]

results with budget

38

404 6 6.1 2.8 1.694

| always a written submit an(19 |20.2 31 [32.8
explanation about budget

\variances in department

38

409 6 6.1 2.67 0.866

Directors always take timely|l6 |17.2 42 44.4
corrective actions when adverse

variances are reported

30

323 6 6.1 2.73 0.816

Budget matters are regularlyRl [|22.7 59 |63.1

discussed with supervisors

11

121 2 2.0 3.07 0.654

The costs of activities are always23  [24.2 56 |59.6
reviewed by the executive

committee

13

141 2 2.0 3.06 0.681

All departments are involved in21 [22.7 46  [49.0
budget evaluation in  our

organization

24

253 3 3.0 2.91 0.772

The perceived level of budget|/18 [19.2 49 |52.0
evaluation in our organization is

adequate

23

242 |4 |45

2.95 1.565

Source: Primary data (2024)

It was also indicated in table 4 that the majority 40.1% of the
respondents agreed and 26.9% strongly agreed that Directors
hold budget meetings regularly to review budget
performance, whereas 29.4% disagreed and the minority
(3.6%) strongly disagreed. This is because it has a mean score
of 2.9 and SD of 0.837. Results from table above indicate that
40.4% disagreed and 30.3% agreed that they prepare interim
reports (weekly/ monthly) to compare results with budget as
contrasted to the 23.2% who strongly agreed and 6.1% who
strongly disagreed; this is signified by the mean of 2.8 and SD
of 1.694. This implies that managers also make sure that
monthly monitoring interim reports which are also prepared
by the departments to the relevant authorities (Kenneth &
Ambrose, 2013).

According to the study findings, it was indicated that the
majority 40.9% of the respondents disagreed and 6.1%
strongly disagreed that they always submit a written
explanation about budget variances in department, 32.8%
agreed whereas the other 20.2% strongly agreed. This had a
mean score of 2.67 which is tending towards those that mainly
disagreed. The standard deviation of 0.866 explains the
responses that vary between those who agreed and disagreed.
This implies that budget evaluation involves the process of
examining variances by subdividing the total variance into
smaller parts in such a way that management can assign
responsibility for any off budget performance.

In relation to the study findings, it was presented that the
majority 44.4% of the respondents agreed that Directors
always take timely corrective actions when adverse variances
are reported, these were followed by 32.3% who disagreed
whereas 17.2% strongly agreed and 6.1% of the respondents
strongly disagreed as evidenced by the mean score of 2.73 and
standard deviation 0.816 which explains the varying of
responses between respondents that agreed and those that
disagreed. This implies that the management moreover takes
a corrective action measures whenever there is a discrepancy
in execution. By fixing targets for the employees, they are
made conscious of their responsibility. Everybody knows
what he is expected to do and he continues with his work
uninterrupted.

From the findings of the study, it was shown that the 63.1%
of the respondents agreed Budget matters are regularly
discussed with supervisors, 22.7% strongly agreed. This is
because it has a mean score of 3.07 and SD of 0.654 which is
tending towards the maximum of 4 implies that most of the
respondents agreed. More so, the findings showed that 59.6%
of the respondents agreed that the costs of activities are
always reviewed by the executive committee, those were
followed by 24.2% who strongly agreed, 14.1% disagreed
while the minority 2.0% of the respondents strongly
disagreed. This is evidenced by the mean mark of 3.06 from
the responses and standard deviation of 0.681. From the table,
the means of 2.91 and SD of 0.772 revealed that 49.0% of the
respondents agreed though 25.3% disagreed, that all
departments are involved in budgetary evaluation in the
organization, whereas 22.7% of the respondents strongly
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agreed and 3.0% strongly disagreed. The study revealed that budget evaluation in SMEs is adequate and also that their
52.0% of the respondents agreed that the perceived level of views are considered in formulating the final budget

budget evaluation in the organization is adequate, 24.2%

disagreed, 19.2% strongly agreed whereas 4.5% strongly Table 5: Correlational analysis between Budget

disagreed to the statement as seen from the mean of 2.95 and Evaluation and Efficiency of SMEs

SD of 1.565. This implied that each department prepares a
budget prior to the Overall budget, the perceived level of

Budget Evaluation Efficiency of SMEs

Budget Evaluation Pearson Correlation 1 795"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 94 94

Efficiency of SMEs Pearson Correlation 0.795" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000

N 94 94

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Source: Primary data (2024)

Results in the table 5, shows the findings from the Pearson correlation product moment technique. The table comprises of variables;
budget evaluation and efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited, the
Pearson correlation (r=0.795, P=.000). This revealed a positive significant relationship between budget evaluation and efficiency of
SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited. Therefore, rejecting the hypothesis that
“There is no significant relationship between budget evaluation and efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using
Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited”

Table 6: Regression Analysis between Budget Evaluation and Efficiency of SMEs

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 1.175 0.098 11.944 0.000
Budget Evaluation| 0.618 0.034 0.795 18.349 0.000

a. Dependent Variable: Efficiency

Source: Researcher (2024)

From the analysis the co-efficient value for achievement was 0.795. This means that all things being equal, when the other
independent variables (budget planning and budget monitoring) are held constant, efficiency would increase by 0.795 units. This
was statistically significant (0.000<0.05) i.e. the variable (Budget evaluation) is making a significant unique contribution to the
prediction of the dependent variable (efficiency of SMESs). Budget evaluation involves the extent to which budget variances are
traced back to individual departmental heads and used in evaluating their performance as noted by Mui, Wong and Ismail, (2016).
The ways in which budgets are used in performance evaluation tend to influence behaviours, attitudes and the performance of
employees as well as the efficiency of an organisation.

Table7: showing Responses on efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm
Dairy Limited

Questionnaire Items SA A D SD Std

F 1% |[F1% |[F1% |F % | " bev
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Your department has clear goals to meet 571 61.1| 32( 3434 |40 |1 0.5 | 3.56 0.599
Your department endeavors to complete its tasks 30| 32.2| 57| 6116 |61 [1 |05 | 325 | 0.585
\C(g:ltrs department completes its tasks with minimum 24| 2531 56l 6011 13| 136 1 05 | 31 0.65

There are controlled expenditures on personnel
services, supplies and inputs.
Your department completes its tasks within its budget| 19 | 20.2| 49| 52.5| 22| 23.2( 4 | 3.0

21| 22.7| 56| 59.6| 15/ 6.2 | 2 1.5 | 3.04 | 0.671

ou 2.89 | 0.766
limits
There is transparency in use of the farm resources 17 | 18.2| 37| 38.9| 31| 33.3(9 [ 9.6 | 2.66 | 0.886
There is economical use of resources in this department| 20 | 21.7| 56| 59.1| 16| 16.7 | 2 | 2.5 | 3 0.698
Your department fully delivers and meets the goalsand| 25 | 26.9| 60| 64.5| 8 | 81 [ 1 | 0.5

o 3.18 | 0.584
objectives
Expected services are received or clients receive the| 21 | 22.2| 57| 60.6| 15[ 16.2( 1 | 0.5

. 3.04 0.652

service as expected
There are efforts to reduce expenditures and costs in| 23 | 25.3| 53| 56.6| 15| 15.7 | 2 2.5 3.05 0.715
your department ' ’
Your department leaders make sure that the right| 44 | 46.5| 39| 41.1| 10| 11.1( 1 | 0.5

. 3.33 0.712
things are done
There are efforts to increase productivity of workersin| 27 | 28.8| 57| 61.1| 8 | 81 [ 2 | 2.0 317 | 0651

your department
There are no redundant workers in your department 23| 24.7| 29| 30.8| 36/ 384 | 6 | 6.1 | 2.74 0.901
All assets of your department are fully used (no unused| 20 | 21.7| 49| 52.5| 20| 21.7( 4 | 4.0
assets)
There is value for money for all goods/ service produced| 25 | 26.8| 55| 58.6| 10| 10.6 | 4 | 4.0 | 3.08 | 0.729
The services offered here meet country expectations 20| 21.7| 46| 49.0( 23| 24.2| 5 | 5.1 | 2.87 | 0.806
The service provided and officers here are easy to| 19 | 20.7| 50| 53.0| 21| 22.2( 4 | 4.0

2.92 0.77

2.9 0.765
access
There is equality in provision of services 19 | 20.7| 32| 33.8| 38/ 3992 |56 | 2.7 0.86
There is openness in provision of services 15| 15.7| 34| 36.4| 40| 424 5 56 | 2.62 0.814
The workforce here is well motivated 19 | 19.7| 22| 23.7| 37| 39.4| 16 | 16.7 | 2.46 0.995
There is less corruption and red tape in your| 12 | 13.1| 21| 22.2| 45| 48.0( 16 | 16.7 537 | 0901
department
There is common understanding among staff in your| 19 | 20.7| 55| 58.1| 14| 14.6| 6 | 6.6

293 | 0.784
department
There is a low staff turnover in your department and in| 17 | 17.7| 27| 28.8| 38| 39.9( 13 | 13.6 551 | 0938

the whole farm

Source: Primary data, (2024)

It was revealed that majority 61.1% of the respondents strongly agreed that their department has clear goals to meet, and 34.3%
agreed as seen from the mean of 3.56 and SD of 0.599. Results from the table indicated that majority of the respondents 61.1%
agreed as evidenced by the mean of 3.25 and SD 0.585, that department endeavors to complete its task, 32.2% strongly agreed, 6.1%
disagreed and 0.5% strongly disagreed. From the table, 60.1% agreed and 25.3% strongly agreed that their department completes
its tasks with minimum costs as compared to 13.6% who disagreed and 1.0% strongly disagreed as evidenced by the mean of 3.1
and standard deviation of 0.65. It was indicated that the majority 59.6% of the respondents agreed and 22.7strongly agreed that there
are controlled expenditures on personnel services, supplies and inputs, 6.2% disagreed whereas the 1.5% strongly disagreed, as
evidenced by the mean score of 3.04. However, the responses varied as shown by the standard deviation of 0.671. This implies that
efficiency involves productivity and it is achieved through the reduction of the costs of transactions through mechanization or
automation. This measurement is generally only applicable to well-structured and routine administrative tasks.

R S N S N N S S S ———————————————
www.ijeais.org/ijamsr
41



International Journal of Academic Management Science Research (IJAMSR)
ISSN: 2643-900X
Vol. 8 Issue 5 May - 2024, Pages: 34-48

L. /|
The mean of 2.89 and standard Deviation of 0.766 in the findings from the study revealed that their department completes its tasks
within its budget limits because majority of the respondents 52.5% agreed and 20.2% strongly agreed that their department completes
its tasks within its budget limits. It was also revealed that 38.9% of the respondents agreed and

33.3% disagreed that there is transparency in use of the farm resources. This was followed by 18.2% of the respondents who strongly
agreed and 9.6% who strongly disagreed. This had a mean score of 2.66. The standard deviation of 0.886 explains the responses that
varies between those who strongly agreed and disagreed.

Findings on the table indicate that majority 59.1% and 21.7% agreed and strongly agreed respectively that there is economical use
of resources in this department. This was evidenced by the mean of 3.0 and SD of 0.698. The mean of 3.18 and SD of 0.584 indicated
that majority 64.5% agreed and 26.9% strongly agreed that their department fully delivers and meets the goals and objectives. Results
from the table indicate that, 22.2% agreed, 60.6% agreed that expected services are received or clients receive the service as expected
as seen by the mean of 3.04 and standard deviation of 0.652. Findings from table above indicate majority 56.6% agreed, 25.3%
strongly agreed that there are efforts to reduce expenditures and costs in the department and 15.7% disagreed, as seen from the mean
of 3.05 and SD of 0.715. As noted by Kenneth and Ambrose (2013) it is important to know the obligations to pay that will occur
over the planned period, not only to monitor expenditures.

Findings from the study indicate that majority of the respondents 46.5% strongly agreed while minority 1.0% strongly disagreed
that department leaders make sure that the right things are done as seen from the mean of 3.33 and SD of 0.712. It was also indicated
that there are efforts to increase productivity of workers in the department. This was supported by the mean of 3.17 and SD of 0.651.
According to the study findings, it was indicated that the majority 38.4% of the respondents disagreed that there are no redundant
workers in the department as seen from the mean of 2.74 and standard deviation of 0.901. The findings also revealed that majority
of the respondents 52.5% agreed that all assets of the department are fully used (no unused assets) although minority 4.0 strongly
disagreed. As revealed from the table above, the mean score of 3.08 and standard deviation 0.729 explains the varying of responses
between respondents that strongly agreed and those that agreed that there is value for money for all goods/ service produced as seen
from 58.6% who agreed and 26.8% who strongly agreed. This implies that it is important for the organization to be efficient in terms
of responsiveness, timeliness, reliability and openness; value for money, where the level of expenditure at which the service is
delivered, is acceptable.

In relation to the study findings, it was presented that the majority 49.0% of the respondents agreed that the services offered meet
country expectations, those were followed by 24.2% disagreed. This is because the mean value of 2.87 revealed that most of the
respondents agreed. However, a standard deviation of 0.806 reveals that there were varied responses from the respondents of which
some disagreed that the services offered meet country expectations. From the findings of the study, it was shown that the 53.0% of
the respondents agreed and

22.2% disagreed that the service provided and officers are easy to access. The mean score of 2.9 and standard deviation 0.765
explains the varying of responses between respondents that agreed and those that disagreed. It was indicated that the majority 39.9%
of the respondents disagreed that there is equality in provision of services, as seen from a mean of 2.7. However, a significant
standard deviation of 0.86 is a clear manifestation of varied responses from respondents.

More to the above, the findings showed that 42.4% of the respondents disagreed that there is openness in provision of services which
had a mean score of 2.62 and the standard deviation of 0.814 explains the responses that vary between those who agreed and
disagreed. According to the study findings, it was indicated that the majority 39.4% of the respondents disagreed that the workforce
here is well motivated, 23.7% agreed whereas the other 19.7% strongly agreed, and the minority 17.2% strongly disagreed. This is
indicated by a mean of

2.46 and mean of 0.995. In relation to the study findings, it was presented that the majority 48.0% of the respondents disagreed that
there is less corruption and red tape in the department evidenced by the mean score of 2.32. However, the responses varied as shown
by the standard deviation of 0.901. However, it is important to note that without proper controls, multiple opportunities for
corruption exist at all stages of the budgetary implementation process and efficiency will be generally low.

In relation to the study findings, it was presented that the majority 58.1% of the respondents agreed that there is common
understanding among staff in the department, those were followed by 20.7% strongly agreed. This is because the mean value of 2.93
revealed that most of the respondents agreed. However, a standard deviation of 0.784 reveals that there were varied responses from
the respondents of which some disagreed that there is common understanding among staff in your department. From the findings of
the study, it was shown that the 39.9% of the respondents disagreed that there is a low staff turnover in the department and in the
whole farm and 28.8% agreed. The mean score of 2.51 and standard deviation 0.938 explains the varying of responses between
respondents that agreed and those that disagreed. Organisations which do not have efficient means in their processes, procedures
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and plans, experience lower performance and higher customer dissatisfaction and employee turnover (Batenburg & Versendaal,

2006).

Table 8: Correlation analysis between Budget monitoring and evaluation and efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector
in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited

Correlations

Budget Efficiency of SMEs
monitoring and
evaluation
Budget monitoring |Pearson Correlation 1 0.691"
and evaluation Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001
N 94 94
Efficiency of SMEs  |Pearson Correlation 0.691"" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001]
N 94 94
Correlations
Budget Efficiency of SMEs
monitoring and
evaluation
Budget monitoring |Pearson Correlation 1 0.691™
and evaluation g "5 tiled) 0.001
N 94 94
Efficiency of SMEs  [Pearson Correlation 0.691" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 0.001
N 94 94

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). Source: Primary data, 2024

All in all, it was revealed in the table 4.15 above that the Budget monitoring and evaluation has a positive relationship with the
efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited, the Pearson correlation
(r=0.691, P=.001). Preetabh (2010), highlighted that Budget monitoring and evaluation aim at maximization of profits or an
organization through, proper planning and co-ordination of different functions, proper control over various capital and revenue

expenditures and putting resources into best use. Coordination; achieved through working of different departments and sectors.

This also enhances the efficiency of the organization.

Multiple Regression Analysis

ModelR

R Square Adjusted R Square

Estimate

Std. Error of the

L./
www.ijeais.org/ijamsr

43



International Journal of Academic Management Science Research (IJAMSR)
ISSN: 2643-900X
Vol. 8 Issue 5 May - 2024, Pages: 34-48

a. Predictors: (Constant), Budget Evaluation, Budget Monitoring Source: Primary data 2024

The value of R being equal to 0.810 and the coefficient of determination (R squared) is equal to 0.655. Adjusted R? linear value of
(0.655) meant that budget monitoring and budget evaluation contribute to the efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda
by 0.655(65.5%). This means that budget evaluation, budget monitoring have a positive effect on efficiency of SMEs in the
Agriculture Sector in Uganda. In line with the findings, a study by Adongo and Jagongo (2013) revealed that a positive significant
relationship exists between budgetary control and efficiency of state corporations in Kenya. A study by Margah (2005) revealed that
budgetary controls are important tools for a county’s economy because they allow planning for expenditure thus facilitating efficient
use of the financial resources.

Table 8: ANOVA

Model Sum  of] df Mean Square F Sig.
Squares
1 Regression| 27.433 3 9.144 122.939 .000?
Residual 14.430 91 .074
Total 41.864 94

a.  Predictors: (Constant), Budget Evaluation, Budget Monitoring
b.  Dependent Variable: Efficiency

Source: Primary data 2024

The ANOVA findings in table above show that there is significant relationship between the Predictors variables (Budget Evaluation,
Budget Monitoring) and dependent variable (efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector) since P value -estimation of 0.00 is under
0.05. The ANOVA comes about to demonstrate that the autonomous factors altogether (F=122.939, p=0.00)

The table 4.18 shows the determination of the coefficients for the regression equation.

Table 9: coefficients for the regression equation Coefficients?

Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients
Model B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 0.777 0.146 221 5.323 0.000|
Budget Monitoring
Budget Evaluation 0.525 0.048 0.619 11.041 0.000]
0.582 0.047 0.749 12.302 0.000]

a. Dependent Variable: Efficiency

Source: Primary data 2024

According to the above illustrations, the p values are <0.05 hence there is evidence to accept that the variables of Budget Monitoring,
Budget Evaluation significantly contribute to efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda. This is evidenced by the 3
coefficients as seen in table above. This implies that a unit increases in any of the independent variables other factors constant
increase the level of efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector. The established multiple linear regression equation becomes: Y
=0.777++ 0.619p1+ 0.749B2. Where; Constant = 0.777, shows that if Budget Monitoring, Budget Evaluation were all rated as zero;
efficiency of SMEs rating would be 0.221.

A regression was done to ascertain the effect Budget Monitoring on efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda. B1=

0.619 shows that one unit change in Budget Monitoring, results in 0.619 units increase in efficiency of SMEs. The standardized beta
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coefficient indicates that Budget Monitoring has a positive contribution towards efficiency of SMEs in the Agriculture Sector in
Uganda. B2=0.749, shows that one unit change in Budget Evaluation, results in 0.749 units increase in efficiency of SMEs. The
standardized beta coefficient indicates that Budget Evaluation has a positive contribution towards efficiency of SMEs in the
Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusions
From the study it is concluded that there is a significant positive relationship between Budget Monitoring and Efficiency of SMEs
in the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited thereby rejecting the null hypothesis. From the
study it was further concluded that there is a significant positive relationship between Budget Evaluation and Efficiency of SMEs in
the Agriculture Sector in Uganda using Case Study of Jesa Farm Dairy Limited thereby rejecting the null hypothesis

Recommendations
i Budget monitoring was seen to positively affect the efficiency of the bank, it is therefore recommended from the study that
all the departments should be involved in budget monitoring and also that high priority activities should be included in the
future budgets during budget monitoring.
ii. It is also recommended that managers should prepare detailed budget plans to enable the implementation and evaluations
of the long term or strategic plans.
iii. The annual Budget monitoring and evaluation must be embraced always as found out in this study since, it encourages
managers to plan for future operations, refine existing strategic plans and considers how they can respond to changing
circumstances. This encourages managers to anticipate problems before they arise and ensures informed decision making.
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