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Abstract 
Everyone talks up entrepreneurship as the big fix for youth unemployment and poverty in developing countries. Uganda’s no exception. But even with years of government and donor programs pushing young people to start businesses, youth unemployment, underemployment, and working poverty are still a huge problem. This article digs into why that is, looking at how Uganda’s economy is set up — who controls labour, land, capital, and technology, and how those resources get distributed. The approach here is political economy: it draws on data, policy reports, and theory to unpack the real-world conditions shaping entrepreneurship in Uganda. What you see is a system where access to resources is anything but fair. Historical power imbalances and political manoeuvring shape who gets what. Sure, there are plenty of young people ready to work, but most end up in informal jobs that don’t pay much, don’t offer stability, and don’t really help them build skills or grow businesses. Land is another headache — confusing rules, insecure tenure, and a messy market keep young people and women from using land either to work or as collateral for loans. When it comes to money, the stories just as harsh. Banks and lenders focus on short-term profits and usually prefer established businesses or people with political connections. Most young entrepreneurs don’t stand a chance. Add to this a lack of widespread technology and weak coordination on industrial policy, and you get a business environment where innovation is rare, and small businesses can’t connect to bigger, more productive sectors. So, what’s really happening? In Uganda, entrepreneurship mostly ends up as a way for young people to get by, not a path to real economic transformation or steady jobs. The current policy approach puts too much faith in the power of individual hustle to fix deep, structural problems. Without real changes—better land policies, fairer financial systems, smarter industrial strategy, and more access to technology, all backed by a government that coordinates and holds itself accountable—entrepreneurship alone isn’t going to create the jobs or reduce poverty for Uganda’s growing youth population.
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Introduction

Youth unemployment and poverty are some of the most enduring development challenges in Uganda, despite over three decades of market reform and private sector-led growth strategies. Since the early 1990s, the successive national development strategies have placed a consistent emphasis on entrepreneurship as a key means of job creation, productivity growth, and inclusive economic development, especially among young people. The policy tools articulated by the Ministry of Finance, Planning, and Economic Development (Uganda) emphasize skills, enterprise finance, innovation, and business incubation as a means of unlocking Uganda’s youth to become a productive workforce. This policy focus is largely consistent with the private sector-led development strategy advocated by the World Bank, which views entrepreneurship and small and medium enterprise development as a key driver of job creation and poverty reduction in low-income countries (World Bank, 2019; Government of Uganda, 2020).



However, the results of the labour market outcomes show a much more limited reality for the youth. According to the evidence provided by the Uganda Bureau of Statistics, the informal sector provides more than four-fifths of total employment, with the youth being predominantly found in own-account activities, subsistence and unpaid family workers (UBOS, 2022). This is in line with the regional evidence provided by the International Labour Organization, which shows that the youth employment in sub-Saharan Africa is predominantly characterized by low productivity, low earnings and high vulnerability to economic shocks (ILO, 2020; ILO, 2022). Instead of entering into vibrant and growth-driven enterprises, the majority of the youth in Uganda are largely stuck in survival-oriented forms of self-employment, which are characterized by little capital accumulation, little learning spillovers, and little employment creation.

This paper contends that the simultaneous presence of strong entrepreneurship support, increasing youth unemployment, and working poverty is not a paradoxical situation when viewed from a political economy perspective. Rather, it is a situation that is deeply rooted in structural constraints that are inherent in the organization, governance, and distribution of the traditional factors of production, namely labor, land, capital, and technology. In this regard, entrepreneurship performance is less dependent on the motivational and skills-related deficiencies of entrepreneurs and more dependent on the power dynamics, institutional settings, and market structures that define who has access to productive land, finance, employment, and technology. Other political economy studies in developing countries have long argued that disparities in access to assets and markets systematically constrain the ability of micro and small enterprise owners to grow and create quality employment (UNDP, 2021; World Bank, 2019).

In this context, the overarching research question that informs this article is: Why has entrepreneurship failed to provide widespread employment and poverty alleviation for young people in Uganda, despite its pivotal role in the country’s development agenda? Through an analysis of how the factors of production are configured, controlled, and accessed in the current political and economic environment of Uganda, this article aims to go beyond the conventional wisdom that has dominated the policy discourse on youth employment outcomes, which have been attributed to low skills, poor entrepreneurial culture, and a lack of business skills (Government of Uganda, 2020; ILO, 2022; UNDP, 2021).

Political Economy, Entrepreneurship, and Development
The political economy approach highlights the importance of understanding that markets and economic processes are intricately embedded in social relations, power relations, and institutional frameworks, rather than being neutral or self-regulating. From this point of view, entrepreneurship is not simply the result of individual talent, hard work, or motivation but is instead significantly influenced by historically created patterns of asset ownership, access to finance, technology, infrastructure, and regulatory frameworks (Ha-Joon Chang, 2002; Mushtaq H. Khan, 2010). The political economy approach to entrepreneurship, therefore, highlights the ways in which rules about markets, property rights, investment regimes, and state-business relations shape who can become an entrepreneur, in what sectors, and with what chances of success. Entrepreneurship, from this point of view, is not simply about the growth of small businesses but about the processes of production, accumulation, and distribution in an economy.

In liberalized economies like Uganda, entrepreneurship has become increasingly advocated as a solution to employment creation by the state. Major development players, including the World Bank, have been at the forefront of promoting growth through the private sector, micro enterprise development, and self-employment as solutions to labor market pressures and youth unemployment (World Bank, 2012; World Bank, 2019). Through this policy framework, increased access to training in business skills, microfinance, and start-up capital is supposed to ensure inclusive growth and poverty reduction. However, political economy literature warns that this policy approach tends to exaggerate the employment-creation and productivity growth potential of micro entrepreneurship in economies with small industrial bases and a lack of structural transformation.

More critically, the political economy approach argues that the role of entrepreneurship in development is dependent on how the structure of production is organized and regulated. If the productive assets of land, capital, technology, and markets are controlled by a few social groups, then the role of entrepreneurship will be confined to low-productivity and highly competitive sectors, which have no scope for accumulation (Khan, 2010; Chang, 2002). In this case, most of the new firms are likely to be established in the informal sector, which has no access to credit and infrastructure, and operates in a competitive market. As a result, entrepreneurship will become a source of livelihood rather than a tool for innovation, employment, and industrialization, thus continuing the cycle of working poverty (Rodrik, 2016; Gough, 2010).

Consequently, the political economy approach to entrepreneurship implies that entrepreneurship should cease to be viewed as an endogenous driver of development but rather as an outcome of deliberate institutional and political choices regarding investment, industrial policy, human capacity building, and market management. It is evident from the literature that development has always been associated with state-led coordination of productive sectors, strategic support for learning and technology development, and selective protection of new industries (Chang, 2002; Amsden, 2001). This means that for countries such as Uganda, entrepreneurship policy must be brought in line with overall strategies of structural transformation and productive capacity building, as opposed to being viewed as a magic bullet solution to unemployment and poverty. Otherwise, entrepreneurship policies may continue to perpetuate existing inequalities in the absence of changes that will improve access to productive resources and the incentives framework for accumulation.

Context of the Study 
Uganda’s economic path has been greatly influenced by the adoption of liberalization policies since the late 1980s. The Structural Adjustment Programs (SAPs) were put in place with help from international financial institutions. Their goal was to stabilize macroeconomic conditions, open up trade, and encourage private sector involvement (Mugume, 2002). These reforms led to the closure of many state-controlled enterprises and encouraged market-based strategies aimed at boosting growth. While the liberalization framework helped achieve macroeconomic stability and moderate GDP growth, it also revealed weaknesses in the economy, especially in developing industries and creating jobs for young people (World Bank, 2020).

In keeping with these reforms, Uganda has adopted private sector-led growth approaches, which focus on entrepreneurship, investment promotion, and business-friendly policies. Such initiatives as the Uganda Investment Authority (UIA) and the Private Sector Foundation Uganda (PSFU) were meant to promote investment and enterprise development (Otim, 2019). Nevertheless, the expected shift from a predominantly agrarian economy to a diversified industrial and service economy has been rather slow. The private sector is still dominated by micro, small, and medium enterprises (MSMEs) that are engaged in low-value-added activities, which do not endow them with the ability to provide substantial employment opportunities, especially among the increasing youth population.

However, despite these changes, subsistence farming and informal sectors remain the dominant features of the Ugandan economy. According to the Uganda Bureau of Statistics, more than 70% of the population is engaged in small-scale farming, with the bulk of this number involved in subsistence farming. The informal sectors have also grown as a means of survival for the unemployed youth. This state of the economy limits the ability to absorb educated and semi-skilled youth into productive employment. The continued existence of these traditional sectors indicates the limitations of the Ugandan economy in supporting ambitious youth entrepreneurship initiatives.

Further, structural and institutional factors constrain the development of entrepreneurial ventures. Land tenure structures are still complex, making it difficult to access collateral for loans, while capital markets are still underdeveloped and out of reach for most young entrepreneurs (World Bank, 2020). Technological infrastructure is also inadequate, with poor access to cheap internet, electricity, and farming inputs. These issues highlight the mismatch between the policy discourse on the promotion of entrepreneurship and the reality of enterprise development in Uganda, especially among the youth (Kintu, 2018).


Philosophical Assumptions
The study is anchored on the principles of critical realism, a paradigm that acknowledges the significance of the existence of underlying structures and mechanisms that generate observable social phenomena (Bhaskar, 2008). Unlike other paradigms such as positivism that concentrate on observable phenomena or constructivism that highlight the significance of subjective interpretations, critical realism acknowledges that reality is independent of our interpretation but is often mediated by social, political, and economic realities (Archer, 2010). Within the context of youth unemployment and informal entrepreneurship in Uganda, this paradigm allows the study to not only concentrate on the observable phenomena such as the high rates of unemployment or the proliferation of informal enterprises but also on the underlying systemic forces that shape these phenomena.

Ontologically, the study contends that economic processes are both socially constructed and materially constrained. Social construction highlights the fact that entrepreneurship and employment dynamics are shaped by cultural values, policy frameworks, and social relations, whereas material constraints refer to the real limitations imposed by resources, technology, and infrastructure (Sayer, 2000). This complex understanding of reality offers a rich framework to examine the fact that, despite government efforts to encourage youth entrepreneurship, structural constraints such as lack of access to credit, land, and markets have been impeding the sustainable growth of enterprises in Uganda. By acknowledging these ontological dimensions, the study transcends the surface level of reality and seeks to understand the underlying mechanisms that perpetuate inequality and informality in the labor market.

From an epistemological perspective, the study uses a contextual and explanatory method, combining both quantitative and qualitative data. Quantitative research, like employment trends and business performance data, shows patterns and relationships. Qualitative data from interviews and case studies provides insights into the experiences and decision-making processes of young entrepreneurs (Maxwell, 2012). This approach aligns with critical realism, which focuses on explaining how and why things happen, rather than just stating what happens. By integrating various types of evidence, the study aims to uncover the underlying causes that operate at different levels. These include the links between policy structures, cultural values related to entrepreneurship, and uneven resource allocation.

Finally, critical realism shapes the study’s method by allowing for ongoing exploration of both larger and smaller factors that influence entrepreneurial outcomes. It helps researchers understand that patterns we see do not always show direct cause and effect. Instead, they point to deeper underlying mechanisms (Danermark et al., 2002). In Uganda, for example, the high number of informal youth enterprises may not come only from personal drive or skill gaps. It also reflects larger structural issues, such as limited formal job opportunities, regulatory hurdles, and societal views on work and self-employment. This philosophical basis offers a strong framework for looking at entrepreneurship not just as an economic activity, but as a social process shaped by various structural influences.







Methodology

The methodology used in this research was a qualitative dominant integrative literature review to investigate youth entrepreneurship in Uganda. An integrative literature review enables the integration of varied literature sources, such as empirical research, policy literature, and statistical information, to gain a holistic understanding of a complex phenomenon (Whittemore & Knafl, 2005). The use of a qualitative dominant approach facilitated the detection of patterns, contradictions, and contextual limitations influencing entrepreneurial results.

The sources of data included national statistics from UBOS, which provide labor market and youth employment dynamics, and government policy literature, such as the Uganda National Development Plan III, which describe strategic interventions and institutional arrangements for youth entrepreneurship promotion (Government of Uganda, 2020).

In addition, the analysis took into account the reports of international bodies, such as the World Bank and the ILO, to gain insight into the structural problems of inaccessibility to finance, human capital, and the labor market (World Bank, 2021; ILO, 2019). Finally, the literature on youth entrepreneurship from peer-reviewed sources added depth to the analysis by taking into account empirical evidence and findings from other studies.

The thematic synthesis was employed to organize the findings into the four traditional factors of production: labor, land, capital, and technology, to gain insight into the constraints that shape the results of entrepreneurship (Thomas & Harden, 2008).

Empirical Literature Review

The results of the empirical literature review in Sub-Saharan Africa indicate that youth entrepreneurship is largely driven by necessity and not opportunity, resulting in the creation of small-scale, informal, and jobless businesses. Banerjee and Duflo (2011) argue that the majority of youths participate in entrepreneurship as a way of supplementing family income or as a result of unemployment, rather than exploiting market opportunities. Furthermore, Fox and Sohnesen (2016) indicate that although entrepreneurship is promoted as a development instrument, its impact on sustainable employment is minimal, largely due to structural problems in the labor and capital markets.

In Uganda, youth entrepreneurship programs have proven short-term success, particularly in enhancing skill capacity and short-term income. Blattman et al. (2014) found that job training and small cash transfers contributed to a short-term increase in participants’ earnings but did not result in a significant change in these earnings to make them scalable businesses. The findings of the study show that while the interventions have contributed to improved livelihoods, they have not been successful in addressing the structural problems necessary for scalable business development and job creation in the long term.

Land access is a basic problem that impacts the youth’s engagement in agri-business in Uganda. Boone (2014) argues that the absence of security of tenure, inheritance, and customary land laws has negatively impacted the youth, making it difficult for them to engage in productive agri-businesses. The absence of land rights makes the youth hesitant to invest in agri-businesses, which are not scalable in the long term.

Another key factor that shapes the youth entrepreneurship paradigm is the presence of capital. Khan (2010) explains that capital in Uganda is mainly controlled by urban entrepreneurs who have strong social connections, thus leaving most rural and youth-owned enterprises without capital. This capital hinders innovation, market expansion, and the use of technology, thus creating a vicious cycle where only a few enterprises have the potential to grow beyond the subsistence level.

According to the World Bank (2020), job creation should focus more on productivity enhancement rather than the establishment of new businesses. The establishment of new businesses does not necessarily mean job creation, especially if the new businesses are of low productivity and are informal.

Generally, the empirical findings indicate that although youth entrepreneurship could be a short-term economic remedy, the structural constraints of the absence of land access, the uneven allocation of capital, and low productivity levels make it less feasible in the long term as a remedy for employment in Uganda and the Sub-Saharan Africa region. These findings highlight the importance of youth entrepreneurship programs being integrated into development policies that consider the structural constraints (Banerjee & Duflo, 2011; Fox & Sohnesen, 2016; Blattman et al., 2014; Boone, 2014; Khan, 2010; World Bank, 2020).



Conceptual and Theoretical Framework
This study adopts a conceptual framework that is rooted in political economy theories, where the outcomes of entrepreneurship in terms of job creation, income generation, and business growth are viewed as the result of the organization, governance, and access to the four factors of production. Labor outcomes are dependent on demographic pressure, quality and relevance of skills formation systems, and absorptive capacity of the domestic production structure. Land influences enterprise formation and growth through access regimes, security of tenure, and political control of strategic geographical sites. Capital influences entrepreneurial survival and size through finance availability, credit allocation, and institutional bias in financial intermediation. Technology influences productivity and competitiveness through infrastructure, innovation systems, and diffusion of productive capabilities. These factor-specific channels are mediated by state policy, institutional governance, and power relations, which condition who has access to the factors of production and on what terms. In the Ugandan context, this conceptual framework is very relevant in explaining why entrepreneurship support has not translated into mass youth employment.

The first theoretical anchor is classical political economy, and it relies especially on the work of Karl Marx on production, accumulation, and surplus value. Marx’s ([1867] 1976) focus on the organization of production and the social relations of access to productive resources offers a starting point for viewing entrepreneurship not only as the action of individuals but also as a result determined by ownership relations, land and capital power, and the commodification of labor. In this regard, enterprise development and job creation are limited by the fact that the accumulation structure is biased towards speculation, rent-seeking, and politically connected entrepreneurship instead of productive investment. In this way, the theoretical anchor views entrepreneurial performance as embedded in historically developed relations of production that condition both the incentives and capacities of young entrepreneurs to create sustainable livelihoods.

The second strand of thought is based on structuralist and developmental state approaches, in particular the ideas of Alexander Gerschenkron and Ha-Joon Chang. Gerschenkron (1962) contends that late industrializers need institutional substitutes and state coordination to compensate for structural disadvantages in capital, skills, and technology, while Chang (2002) shows that successful industrialization has always been based on active industrial, financial, and technological policies rather than market forces. Based on the framework of this study, upgrading the workforce, providing access to productive land, long-term finance, and building technological capabilities are seen as the result of coordinated policy decisions. Employment generation through entrepreneurship is expected to occur only when the state makes concerted efforts to integrate education policies, infrastructure spending, financial systems, and sector policies to achieve productive transformation rather than market-oriented liberalization.

The third theoretical underpinning is institutional political economy, and more specifically the approach developed by Mushtaq Khan, which emphasizes the role of institutions and political settlements in shaping the distribution of rents, opportunities, and enforcement capacity (Khan, 2010). This approach is central to understanding variations in access to land, credit, and technology for entrepreneurs, and more specifically for youth and small-scale producers. Institutions are conceptualized not as simple rules, but as the result of a process of bargaining among powerful individuals and groups, which can lead to the institutionalization of inequality, but also, under particular conditions, to the support of productive investment. In this study, state policy, regulation, and development efforts are conceptualized as contested spaces, where relations of power shape whose businesses receive funding, whose land rights are secured, and whose innovations are supported, thus intervening in the relationship between the factors of production and entrepreneurship outcomes.

Figure 1: Conceptual and Theoretical Framework of Entrepreneurship Outcomes under a Political Economy Perspective
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Findings and Policy Implications

Labour: The country has a large number of youths but low productive absorption, leading to underemployment. In most developing countries, including Sub-Saharan Africa, the large number of youths has not been accompanied by an equal number of quality jobs. In Uganda, for instance, nearly 78% of the population is below the age of 30, but youth engagement in agriculture is only informal and not well-paying, with little potential for productivity and career advancement. Most of the youths are engaged in subsistence activities with poor utilization of modern inputs and technology, leading to low productivity and high levels of underemployment (FAO, 2022; Uganda Bureau of Statistics [UBOS], 2021).

Land: Inadequate access and security of tenure impede scalable agribusiness. Insecurity of land access hampers youth engagement in commercial agriculture. Indigenous land tenure systems, inheritance patterns, and land scarcity impede youths’ land asset acquisition and control. Most youths engage in agriculture without exclusive rights to the land, thus hindering the motivation to invest in sustainable land improvements. Land fragmentation also hinders the scalability of agribusiness models, which require larger contiguous land masses (Amanor, 2020; World Bank, 2021).

Capital: Financing opportunities are biased in favor of well-established and well-connected individuals, excluding youth businesses. Access to finance is a major bottleneck for youth businesses. Financial institutions require collateral, formal credit records, or stable cash flows, which most youths cannot provide, favoring well-established and well-connected individuals. Without youth-friendly financial products, young entrepreneurs cannot access growth finance or start-up capital, sustaining subsistence micro-enterprises with insignificant developmental potential (OECD, 2021; SME Finance Forum, 2020).

Technology: Inadequate technological and infrastructure support for productivity and enterprise development. Technology adoption is constrained by a lack of infrastructure, poor internet penetration, and low levels of digital literacy. Even in cases where internet access is available, adoption for business planning, market outreach, and value addition is low. Evidence indicates that technology alone cannot enhance productivity without human capital development (Global Agricultural Productivity, 2021; ITU, 2020).

Survivalist entrepreneurship: Stunted growth and development contribution. The combined effect of inflexible labor markets, land accessibility, capital, and technology constraints creates an entrepreneurial ecosystem where survivalist entrepreneurship is the dominant form. Most of the youth are self-employed not by choice but due to the lack of formal employment opportunities. The enterprises are marked by low productivity and development contribution (Muriithi, 2017; Anyidoho et al., 2012).

Developmental outcomes: Implications for policy change to improve youth engagement. Survival entrepreneurship under these conditions has significant implications for the country’s development policies. Enterprise development policies that do not consider the structural issues, such as land reform, youth financial inclusion, technology, and capacity development, will not contribute to sustainable employment and productivity outcomes. There is evidence that youth can develop growth-oriented enterprises through comprehensive interventions that include finance, training, technology, and secure land rights (African Development Bank [AfDB], 2020; AgriFocus Africa, 2021).




Table 1: Constraints, Youth Challenges, and Policy Interventions[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This table summarizes the intersection of structural constraints to limit the productivity of youth enterprises. It not only shows the difficulties that young people encounter but also the interventions needed to overcome survival entrepreneurship and focus on growth enterprises (Amanor, 2020; OECD, 2021; FAO, 2022; Global Agricultural Productivity, 2021).] 

	Constraint
	Youth-Specific Challenges
	Policy / Intervention Implications

	
Labour 
	
	· High youth population but limited formal job opportunities.
·  Predominantly informal, low-paid agricultural work.
·  Low productivity and underemployment.
	· Promote youth-targeted skills development and vocational training.
· Encourage labor market diversification into industrial and service sectors.
· Support youth cooperatives and formal employment schemes.

	
Land 
	· Implement youth-friendly land reform policies.
·  Facilitate secure land tenure and leasing arrangements.
·  Encourage collective land management for scalable agribusiness.
	· Implement youth-friendly land reform policies.
·  Facilitate secure land tenure and leasing arrangements.
·  Encourage collective land management for scalable agribusiness.

	Capital 
	· Limited access to finance due to lack of collateral and credit history.
· Favoritism towards established or politically connected actors.
· Constrains business growth and scalability.
	· Develop youth-specific financing products (grants, microloans, equity schemes).
· Provide credit guarantees and capacity-building for financial literacy.
· Encourage partnerships with financial institutions to support youth entrepreneurs.

	Technology 
	· Limited access to digital tools and mechanization.
·  Poor infrastructure (electricity, internet, transport).
·  Low digital literacy hinders business growth.
	· Invest in ICT infrastructure and digital literacy programs.
·  Promote affordable access to mechanized and productivity-enhancing technologies.
·  Facilitate technology transfer and youth innovation



Discussion

The findings of this study demonstrate that entrepreneurship in Uganda coexists with unemployment because of the policy focus on individual initiative rather than structural change. Entrepreneurship programs emphasizing self-reliance, human capital, and micro-enterprise development frequently ignore structural issues like unbalanced distribution of land, capital, and markets (Bateman & Chang, 2020). Consequently, youth entrepreneurs are often involved in low-productivity activities that cannot ensure sustainable income, indicating the weakness of entrepreneurship as a structural solution.

Political economy analysis indicates that entrepreneurship is often a coping strategy rather than a force for structural change. In a situation where the state lacks capacity and there is an unbalanced distribution of resources, people resort to entrepreneurial activities as a means of survival, leading to the expansion of informal and precarious labor (Rodrik, 2021). This is in line with the evidence from sub-Saharan Africa, where micro-enterprise projects have often led to the perpetuation of social and economic inequalities instead of challenging them (Aryeetey, 2018).
Analysis of the results shows that policies hardly address the institutional and structural context in which higher productivity is facilitated. Land governance in Uganda, which is mainly governed by customary law, is a hindrance to the youth and, by extension, business development (Byamugisha, 2013). Moreover, the formal credit market is less developed, with collateral requirements that are not quite suitable for young entrepreneurs, who are forced to use informal savings programs that are not quite suitable for expanding businesses.

Industrial and technological policy gaps also contribute to the underutilization of productivity potential in entrepreneurship. Although entrepreneurship programs focus on skills and business plans, they hardly focus on industrial and technological linkages (Mkandawire, 2015). As a result, entrepreneurial activities are confined to low-productivity sectors, which in turn create cycles of low productivity and underemployment. It is clear that the best way to implement entrepreneurship is by combining it with structural changes. For a sustainable transformation of the economy, there is a need for structural changes in land governance, access to finance, industry policy, and investments in technological capacity and infrastructure (UNDP, 2022). By combining entrepreneurship with structural support, there may be an improvement in formal employment creation, productivity, and inclusive growth.

Figure 2: Entrepreneurship, Structural Barriers, and Policy Implications in Uganda
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Conclusion and Policy Implications
Uganda has spent years pushing young people towards entrepreneurship, but youth unemployment still hasn’t really shifted. Turns out, telling people to start businesses doesn’t magically fix deep-rooted economic problems. There’s this big gap between what politicians promise and what young people can actually pull off. Entrepreneurship looks like a silver bullet on paper, but in reality, most young Ugandans can’t get the land, loans, tech, or customers they’d need to really succeed. For a lot of them, running a small business is just a way to get by—not a real solution for steady, meaningful work (Acs et al., 2018; World Bank, 2020).

If you look at the bigger picture—the way power and resources work in Uganda, it’s clear real jobs need bigger shifts. It’s not just about handing out microloans or holding training seminars. The government has to tackle the tough stuff: who holds the resources, how they’re divided up, and what the rules are (Mkandawire, 2015; Rodrik, 2021). Entrepreneurship policies must fit inside a broader plan—better institutions, stronger infrastructure, and smart economic decisions. That’s what gives young people a real shot at building lasting businesses, creating value, and growing the economy for everyone. That’s how you start to break down stubborn unemployment.


These findings make it clear: supporting entrepreneurship takes more than a single policy or program. You need real changes that open doors—better access to resources, stronger institutions, and improvements in things like infrastructure and finance. For young people, it’s crucial to have programs that give them a say and a fair shot at the resources on offer. When youth get to speak up and help shape policies, they have a real chance to change their own economic futures. If you bring together skill-building, financial support, and big-picture reforms, entrepreneurship turns into something much bigger than a way to get by—it becomes a real force for lasting, widespread economic growth.

Questions for Further Research or Debate

1) How can policy frameworks combine structural reforms with entrepreneurship programs to boost youth employment in Uganda?
2) How much do things like access to capital, land, and tech really hold back youth entrepreneurship?
3) Can political economy strategies help create entrepreneurship policies that reduce inequality and working poverty?
4) What lessons can Uganda learn from other developing countries that have managed to link entrepreneurship with big economic reforms?
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