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ABSTRACT
Scholarly community has raised concerns over the effectiveness of
traditional classroom pedagogy in entrepreneurship education (EE),
highlighting the need for alternative pedagogic approach. Our study
explores the superiority of action learning pedagogy over traditional
classroom pedagogy for EE, to overcome these challenges. The impact
of both pedagogic approaches was assessed through entrepreneurial
self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention. A randomized experimental,
pre-and-post-tests with control and treatment groups design was
followed to accomplish the study objectives. The results affirmed that
those who were exposed to action learning pedagogy (treatment group)
would have significantly high level of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
entrepreneurial intention compared to those with traditional classroom
pedagogy (control group). It was also found that the EE has positive
influence on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention
between both the groups. The study reiterates that EE, with action
learning, has a high degree of influence on entrepreneurial intention,
and, hence, its importance in EE.
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Introduction

Entrepreneurial activity is an indicator of growth and economic development of any geography, as
well as an instrument of social development (Wong, Ho, and Autio 2005; Rasmussen and Sørheim
2006). The hegemony of entrepreneurship has acquired new dimensions beyond creating the entre-
preneurial ecosystem, incubation, and financing. It also encompasses developing an entrepreneurial
spirit among graduates through mainstream higher education system (Kuratko 2005; Ho et al. 2018).
Educating the competent individuals through relevant skills and knowledge (Katz 2003) is the prac-
tical means to recommend entrepreneurship education (EE) among graduates (Farhangmehr,
Gonçalves, and Sarmento 2016). In doing so, EE has gained significance as a prime policy tool
among majority of countries (Matlay and Carey 2006; Rae et al. 2014).

The extant literature on entrepreneurship has highlighted the positive influence of EE on the per-
formance of new venture, as well as the survival rate of a new venture (Galloway and Brown 2002;
Dickson, Solomon, and Weaver 2008; Reynolds et al. 2004; Saffu 2003). Further, plethora of studies
underscore the effectiveness of EE on entrepreneurial career choice among graduates (Kolvereid
and Moen 1997; Galloway and Brown 2002; Henry, Hill, and Leitch 2005a, 2005b; Nabi, Holden,
and Walmsley 2006). The EE research is more focused on assessing the outcome of EE through entre-
preneurial intention and attitude (Bae et al. 2014). Recent systematic reviews reported both positive
and negative effect of EE on entrepreneurial intention (Martin, McNally, and Kay 2013; Nabi et al.
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2017). Fayolle (2013), Nabi et al. (2017) and Longva and Foss (2018) noticed lack of methodological
rigor and absence of control group as major reasons for such mixed findings. Further, the studies for
assessing EE have neglected pedagogic approach used in delivering EE (Nabi et al. 2017). These issues
have hambered the theoretical understanding of how and why EE has significant bearing on entre-
preneurial intention (Matlay 2005; Martin, McNally, and Kay 2013). This creates lack of strong theor-
etical underpinnings and conceptual consensuses (Fayolle 2013), which keep EE research in its
nascent stage (Von Graevenitz, Harhoff, and Weber 2010).

At present EE confines itself within the purview of management education (Kuratko 2003, 2005;
Neck, Greene, and Brush 2014) and offered through business faculty (Kuratko 2003; Higgins, Smith,
and Mirza 2013). Fundamentally, EE is associated with attitude, intention, skills and new venture cre-
ation process (Linan 2008). Whereas, business education emphasizes on the administration of
business firms, managerial skills and does not give focus on new venture creation process
(Charney and Libecap 2000). Further, EE enhances awareness of entrepreneurial career path for
employment (Slavtchev, Laspita, and Patzelt 2012). On the contrary, business education lay stress
on employment options at established firms (Grey 2002). Studies (Higgins, Smith, and Mirza 2013;
Neck, Greene, and Brush 2014) have criticized the role of traditional management theories in facilitat-
ing entrepreneurial learning. A recent meta-analysis finding has indicated that business education
has a low degree of influence on entrepreneurial intention than EE (Bae et al. 2014). Similarly,
business schools have still relied on classroom pedagogy and neglected reflexive-pedagogy
(Higgins, Smith, and Mirza 2013) and action-oriented pedagogy (Neck, Greene, and Brush 2014).
Rae’s (1997) argues that, ‘ … the skills traditionally taught in business schools are essential but not
sufficient to make a successful entrepreneur’ (199). Neck, Greene, and Brush (2014) condemn that tra-
ditional teaching and pedagogy lacks practical and action orientation in EE. The works of San Tan and
Ng (2006), Fayolle and Gailly (2008), and Samwel Mwasalwiba (2010) were cues to shift the focus of EE
toward teaching entrepreneurship, pedagogy, and mentorship. Moreover, there has been a strong
call for rethinking the pedagogic approach to EE and need for an alternative pedagogic approach
toward EE (Cope 2005; Hamilton 2011; Pittaway and Cope 2007; Higgins, Smith, and Mirza 2013).

Action learning is the most widely accepted human resource development approach used in lea-
dership and organizational development (O’neil and Marsick 2007; Dilworth and Boshyk 2010; Pedler
2011). Action learning facilitates group and individuals to learn while solving problems and imple-
menting actions (Marquardt and Banks 2010). Action learning pressumes that the learning
process will be more efficient in the real work-based problem and it also gives practical insights to
the learner (Revans 1982). Rae (2005), Pittaway et al. (2009), and Järvi (2015) have underscored the
importance and relevance of action learning in EE. As entrepreneurial learning is more pragmatic
and deals with addressing real-time problems along with knowledge and skill acquisition (Rae
2005), action learning will be the best fit for entrepreneurial learning (Järvi 2015). The current
study examines the effectiveness of pedagogic approach on the foundation of action learning.

The research in EE is still in its nascent stage and cannot develop a standard pedagogical approach
for the effective delivery of EE (Kuratko 2003; Fayolle 2013). A few scholars have pointed out action-
oriented learning for EE, as entrepreneurial process is more pragmatic in nature (Rasmussen and
Sørheim 2006; Neck, Greene, and Brush 2014). Along with practical element, action learning
enables learning through reflection (Revans 1982). Moreover, action learning has established itself
as one of the effective approaches in leadership and organization development context. This
suggest action learning as the best alternative available for EE.

The impact assessment of pedagogical intervention is an essential part of EE studies. It is necessary
to develop sophisticated methodology and an outcome indicator to measure the pedagogical inter-
vention (Kamovich and Foss 2017). Past studies have failed to present accurate impact of EE due to
methodological issues like cross-sectional survey and lack of control group (as cited in Nabi et al.
2017). Recent studies have recommended the use of experimental and quasi-experimental designs
to overcome such methodological issues (Fayolle 2013; Longva and Foss 2018). The outcome of EE
and different pedagogical intervention can be effectively captured through intention and
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self-efficacy (Bae et al. 2014). The intention is described as self-prediction to engage in a particular
behavior (Ajzen 1991). The intention is regarded as the best predictor of actual behavior (Bagozzi,
Baumgartner, and Yi 1989). Sheeran’s (2002) study, covering a meta-analysis of 422 studies for ten
years, indicates a positive correlation between intention and behavior. The entrepreneurial intention
has widely been used as a tool for evaluating student intentions (Liñán, Rodríguez-Cohard, and
Rueda-Cantuche 2011; Nabi et al. 2017). Eventhough entrepreneurship scholars have reported
mixed opinion about intention predicting actual behavior (Douglas and Shepherd 2002), majority
of studies have justified entrepreneurial intention as significant antecedent of entrepreneurial
action (Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000; Lee et al. 2011). The entrepreneurial self-efficacy is an ante-
cedent to entrepreneurial intention, and it directly influences an individual’s intention to take-up
entrepreneurial career (Chen, Greene, and Crick 1998; Chan et al. 2012). The present study considers
entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial self-efficacy as outcome of EE and examines the
influence of EE and different pedagogic approach through entrepreneurial intention.

This research aims to address the emerging issues in relation to EE and pedagogic methods. The
study uses an experimental research design to test the influence of traditional classroom pedagogy
and action-learning pedagogy on entrepreneurial intention as intended outcome. The study also
intends to evaluate the effect of action-learning pedagogy on EE. The research endeavor revolves
around two major questions.

RQ1: What is the impact of action-learning pedagogy and traditional classroom pedagogic approaches on entre-
preneurial intention and entrepreneurial self-efficacy among graduate students?

RQ2: Dose action-learning pedagogy in EE significantly improve entrepreneurial intention among graduate
students?

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Next section gives a thematical overview of the
extant literature and presentation of theoretical propositions. Research methodology discusses
sampling design, measurement of procedures and tools of data analysis. Findings of the study are
presented in results and analysis, which is followed by discussion. The concluding section presents
summery of findings, implications, limitations, and directions for future research.

Review of literature and development of hypotheses

Action learning

As a learning tool, action learning is considered tremendously effective intervention in leadership and
management development and has its applications at different learning conditions (Marquardt and
Banks 2010). Action learning is an outcome-oriented and highly tangible approach (Bolt 2005; Day
2000; Raelin 2007), as it helps in understanding complex problems through team-building and devel-
oping leadership traits (Kramer 2008; Marquardt 2004; Raelin 2009). Action learning involves both
contextual and practical elements of learning (Pedler, Burgoyne, and Brook 2005; Raelin 2007). It
brings in proper balance between action and learning, tackles real-world problems and develop col-
laboration among other learners (Park et al. 2013).

The origin of action learning can be traced back to Revans (1982), when it was used in the coal
mines of Wales. As the application of action learning changes from discipline to discipline, its
implementation procedure differs. This leads to multiple variants of action learning like business-
driven action learning (Boshyk and Dilworth 2010), virtual action learning (Dickenson, Burgoyne,
and Pedler 2010), and critical action learning (Vince 2004). Revans (1982) broadly described the fra-
mework of action learning by integrating real-world problems work-based and a team-learning
process. In the action learning setup, an individual will reflect his/her work with peers, generating
multiple insights with the interaction of each other on a problem. Action learning enhances the lear-
ners’ understanding through reflection among like-minded peers (Revans 1982). The ‘action’ in the
action learning is the learning outcome and an input to the learning process, in this process learning
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is attained at individual, group and organizational level (Raelin 2008). The action learning is also pre-
sented in pedagogical context, that people learn more effectively working on real-time problems,
which are encountered while achieving their learning objectives (Day 2000; Raelin 1999; Reynolds
and Vince 2004).

Entrepreneurial learning is more practical and action-oriented (Rae 2004; Neck, Greene, and Brush
2014), and related to the real-time problem in the actual working condition (Raelin 1999). Hence,
action learning is the most advocated approach by several scholars (Rasmussen and Sørheim
2006; Morris et al. 2013; Järvi 2015).

Entrepreneurship education

Contextually, EE has been developed into a broader domain of knowledge over a period (Katz 2003;
Kuratko 2005). The categories of EE are based on the learning objectives and target audiences (Bae
et al. 2014; Robinson et al. 2016). The EE, targeting the graduates and students through higher edu-
cation, is offered with three type of courses (Robinson et al. 2016) categorized as ‘about,’ ‘for’ and
‘through’ (see Pittaway and Edwards 2012). Majority of university level entrepreneurship courses
are designed to increase entrepreneurial awareness and to develop entrepreneurial intentions
(Garavan and O′ Cinneide 1994). Offering EE in these different contexts presents a unified definition
stating EE as ‘any pedagogical or process of education for entrepreneurial attitudes and skills’
(Fayolle, Gailly, and Lassas-Clerc 2006). The EE, in its present stage, is more focused on the type of
delivery and pedagogical approach for enhancing the entrepreneurial outcome (Nabi et al. 2017).
Researchers on EE and pedagogy called for testing of different pedagogical approaches for
effective delivery of EE and measuring the outcome through entrepreneurial intention (Bae et al.
2014; Fayolle and Liñán 2014).

Entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial self-efficacy

Entrepreneurial intention is defined as individual’s desire to establish and manage any new venture
(Crant 1996). The intendedbehavior is systematically precededby a conscious decision to act (Laviolette,
RaduLefebvre, andBrunel 2012). There is enoughempirical evidence to support that intentionas thebest
predictor of plannedbehavior (Bagozzi, Baumgartner, and Yi 1989; Bae et al. 2014), it holds goodeven for
entrepreneurship (Krueger, Reilly, andCarsrud2000). Ajzen’s (1991) theory of plannedbehavior (TPB) and
Shapero and Sokol’s (1982) model of the entrepreneurial event are the fundamental theories on which
intention model is grounded (Krueger and Brazeal 1994; Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud 2000).

Entrepreneurial intention model reflects the influence of perceived desirability, personal attitude,
perceived social norms, self-efficacy and entrepreneurial knowledge on entrepreneurial intention
(Liñán 2004). Among these, entrepreneurial self-efficacy is the strongest and critical antecedent in
developing entrepreneurial intention (Krueger and Brazeal 1994; Drnovsek and Erikson 2005;
Barbosa, Gerhardt, and Kickul 2007; Laviolette, Radu Lefebvre, and Brunel 2012). The concept of
self-efficacy is also perceived as an independent concept developed from social cognitive theory
(Bandura, Ross, and Ross 1961). According to Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1961) self-efficacy is
defined as ‘the extent to which individuals believe they are capable of organizing and effectively
executing actions to produce attainments.’ Taking this cue, self-efficacy can be viewed as a strong
predictor of entrepreneurial intention. A recent study also upholds the existence of a strong relation-
ship between entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention and also justifies the
former’s impact on the latter (Schenkel, D’souza, and Braun 2014).

Entrepreneurship education, entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention

The positive effect of EE on entrepreneurial outcome is well acknowledged among researchers (Kol-
vereid and Moen 1997; Galloway and Brown 2002; Bae et al. 2014). Galloway and Brown (2002) find
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that individuals who opted for EE at graduation level exhibit a high degree of intention to start new
venture. A recent meta-analysis has also indicated positive influence of EE on entrepreneurial inten-
tion (Bae et al. 2014).

Wilson, Kickul, and Marlino (2007) have found influence of targeted education in enhancing the
degree of self-efficacy. Entrepreneurial self-efficacy is influenced by role models (Laviolette, Radu
Lefebvre, and Brunel 2012), and helps an individual from judging their capability with personal
comparison (Wilson, Kickul, and Marlino 2007). Studies have documented the influence of EE
on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and subsequent influence on entrepreneurial intention (Chen,
Greene, and Crick 1998; Laviolette, Radu Lefebvre, and Brunel 2012; Schenkel, D’souza, and
Braun 2014). Acknowledging the contribution of previous studies (e.g. Chen, Greene, and Crick 1998;
Laviolette, Radu Lefebvre, and Brunel 2012; Schenkel, D’souza, and Braun 2014), we would like to
propose the following hypotheses to validate EE model in terms of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and
intention:

H1a: Entrepreneurship education has a positive effect on entrepreneurial self-efficacy.

H1b: Entrepreneurship education has a positive effect on entrepreneurial intention.

Entrepreneurship education, action learning pedagogy, and traditional pedagogy

The traditional class room pedagogy is the most extensively used pedagogic practices in EE. Class-
room teaching, case studies, writing a business plan, guest talk by entrepreneurs are dominant
tools used for EE (Solomon, Duffy, and Tarabishy 2002) in traditional pedagogic approach. Robinson
et al. (2016) highlighted the limitation of traditional pedagogic approach in EE. Even though tra-
ditional pedagogy offers well-defined rules, proper planning, and stability in classroom, it tends to
reduce creative learning and lacks action and experiential part of entrepreneurial learning (do
Paço et al. 2011). The traditional classroom pedagogy is ineffective in developing actionable
outcome in entrepreneurial learning (Higgins and Elliott 2011). Recent studies on entrepreneurship
intention also questioned the effectiveness of traditional pedagogy in developing entrepreneurial
intention (Bae et al. 2014; Nabi et al. 2017). There has been call for changing EE pedagogy and to
switch toward innovative pedagogical approach (Kuratko 2005).

Jones and English (2004) suggest an alternative pedagogic approach for EE ‘a different learning
environment is required to support the study of entrepreneurship within a university setting […]
Essentially, a teaching style that is action-oriented, encourages experiential learning, problem-
solving, project-based learning, creativity, and is supportive of peer evaluation’ (416).

Many studies have apprised the effectiveness of action learning in EE (Järvi 2015; Neck, Greene,
and Brush 2014; Ho et al. 2018). Järvi (2015) argues that entrepreneurial learning is a continuous
process, and the entrepreneurial skills and behavior can effectively be developed through reflective
and action learning. Neck, Greene, and Brush (2014) proposed an action-oriented pedagogy for
effective entrepreneurial learning. Based on the literature evidence we state:

H2a: The EE with action learning pedagogy has a significant influence on Entrepreneurial self-efficacy against tra-
ditional pedagogy.

H2b: The EE with action learning pedagogy has a significant influence on Entrepreneurial intention against tra-
ditional pedagogy.

Action learning in the current context

A framework EE, with action-learning pedagogy, was designed for undergraduate Bachelor of
Business Administration (BBA) students of the study setting. The students underwent Entrepreneur-
ship course at their fourth semester to earn the essential credits. Each semester involves 14 weeks of
teaching and four weeks of assessment through assignments and examination. The Entrepreneurship
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course is taught four hours per week adding to a total of 56 hours. The primary objective of entre-
preneurship course is to orient the students with entrepreneurial processes and to develop entrepre-
neurial intention. The EE course consisted of six modules, introduction to entrepreneurship,
entrepreneurial behavior, entrepreneurial process, business start-up process, business plan writing,
and case studies of Indian and International entrepreneurs. The pedagogy involves traditional class-
room teaching, case studies, and writing a business plan.

The same entrepreneurship course was modified with action learning pedagogy based on
action learning principles (Cho and Bong 2013). In the first four weeks the students were
briefed on the nuances of entrepreneurship, new venture creation process, and potential small
business activities that they could take-up within or outside the campus, similar to the
approaches seen in Järvi (2015) and Gielnik et al. (2017). The students were instructed to form
teams of four to six members to implement their small business activity for the period of ten
weeks. The students were given the option to use their own fund as seed capital or to apply
for entrepreneurship development fund provided by the institution. The students were in
charge of their small business activities; they had to finalize their business plan, acquire resources,
negotiate with different stakeholders and offer their products or services. Students started
different types of small business activities like selling food and cool drinks on the campus, pre-
paring cakes and ice-creams. The teams were required to present the progress of their small
business once in a week and receive feedback from the mentors/supervising faculty members.
The action learning pedagogy was designed by the authors in consultation with pedagogical
experts and presented to the institutional authorities for necessary approval and legitimacy.
The action part of the course was associated with practical aspect of starting, managing and
running the small business and the learning, reflection, and feedback was associated with
weekly session of progress presentation.

Research methodology

The study was a randomized experimental pre-and-post-tests design with treatment and control
groups. The study was conducted in the period of January through April 2017, the first measurement
(T1) took place before the commencement of course in January first week and the second measure-
ment (T2) took place at the end of the course in last week of April. A total number of 158 students
were part of the experiment. The students were briefed about the experiment and consent form
along with questionnaire involving (T1) measurement were administered by the research team.
The students were randomly divided into two groups of 75 (47.46%) treatment group and 83
(52.53%) control group. The students in treatment and control group were in an age with a mean
age of 19.84 years and same education level. The student sample involved a total of 94 (59.49%)
male students and 64 (40.05%) female students. The random assignment was used to eliminate
potential biases and self-selection (Campbell 1957). Independent t-test was loaded for T1 measure-
ment of entrepreneurial intention to test the statistical significance of random assignment (refer
appendices). From the test, it was found that there was no significant difference in entrepreneurial
intention among treatment and control group, indicating the suitability of random assignment
(Campbell 1957). The treatment group was subjected to action learning pedagogy, and the
control group was exposed to traditional pedagogy. One of the authors delivered both pedagogies
to treatment and control group who has a total experience of nine years teaching entrepreneurship;
the other authors helped in mentoring the small business activities of treatment group. The second
stage of measurement (T2) was administered to both groups, eliminating two students from the
treatment group and three students from the control group with erratic reporting, leading to 73
(97.33%) students in the treatment group and 80 (96.38%) students in control group. Overall the
study recorded, 306 valid responses from 153 students (96.83%) in two waves T1 and T2 including
both treatment and control group.
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Measures

The entrepreneurial intention was measured at T1 and T2 using six-item scale developed by
Liñán, Rodríguez-Cohard, and Rueda-Cantuche (2011). The scale was in congruent with Ajzen
(1991), and Krueger, Reilly, and Carsrud (2000). The respondents were asked to indicate the
level of agreement with the statements like example ‘I’m ready to make anything to be an entre-
preneur’ and ‘My professional goal is becoming an entrepreneur’ in a seven point Likert-type
scale. The internal consistency of the scale was measured for both T1, and T2 reported α =
0.857 and α = 0.845, respectively.

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy was measured using a six-item scale developed by Liñán, Rodríguez-
Cohard, and Rueda-Cantuche (2011). The scale items were applied in previous studies in a similar
setting (Chan et al. 2012; Ho et al. 2018). The same scale was used to measure T1 and T2 waves.
The students were asked to indicate agreement regarding entrepreneurial self-efficacy like
example ‘Start a firm and keep it working would be easy for me’ and ‘I’m prepared to start a
viable firm.’ Seven points Likert-type scale was used. The internal consistency of the scale was
measured in both T1, and T2 reported α = 0.843 and α = 0.749, respectively.

Tools of analysis

The data was subjected to paired sample t-test to examine the impact of EE on outcome variables.
Further, two sample t-test was used to measure the impact of pedagogical intervention among treat-
ment and control group. A simple multilevel linear model (Field 2018) was loaded on the respective
variables, further to validate the research hypotheses. The models used in the study was as follows.

ESEt=b0+b1PED+b2ESEt−1+1 (1)

EIt=b0+b3PED+b4EIt−1+1 (2)

Where, ESEt was post-experiment entrepreneurial self-efficacy, PED was the pedagogical experiment
(action-oriented pedagogy), ESEt-1 pre-experiment entrepreneurial self-efficacy, EIt post–experiment
entrepreneurial intention, EIt-1 was pre-experimental entrepreneurial intention, β0 was intercept, β1
through β4 were respective coefficients and ε was the residual value.

Results and analysis

Impact of entrepreneurial education (EE)

Impacts of EE on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and intention was examined empirically, using paired-t-
test. The same scale was used to measure the relevant constructs in the pre- and post-exposure to the
intervention. The results are presented in Table 1.

An examination of the role of EE on entrepreneurial self-efficacy registers a significant effect on it,
with a test statistic value of t (152) = 13.408; p < .05. This can be corroborated by the improved mean
value of the self-reported construct after undergoing EE (x ̅ = 4.36; σ = 0.733), comparing to the pre-
exposure level (x ̅ = 3.64; σ = 0.853). With respect to the impact of EE on improving entrepreneurial
intention, the empirical result affirms a positive effect. It is evidenced from the estimated, statistically

Table 1. Impacts of EE on entrepreneurial self-efficacy (ESE) and entrepreneurial intention (EI) (N = 153).

Attributes Mean SD Test statistics Decision

Pre-exposure ESE 3.64 .853 13.408
(.000)

H1a is supported
Post-exposure ESE 4.63 .733
Pre-exposure EI 4.24 .936 8.475

(.000)
H1b is supported

Post-exposure EI 4.99 .888

Source: Authors’ own.
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significant, test statistics; t(152) = 8.475; p < .05. This can be substantiated from the descriptive stat-
istics in the post-exposure (x ̅ = 4.99; σ = 0.888), against the pre-exposure level (x ̅ = 4.24; σ = 0.935).
Further scrutiny indicates that entrepreneurial self-efficacy improves better than that of entrepre-
neurial intention. It is evidenced from a relatively higher mean difference (0.990) of the former, com-
paring to the latter (0.748). It is also interesting to note that the perception on self-efficacy is more
coherent than that of entrepreneurial intention, with a lower standard deviation value of mean differ-
ence of the former (0.914), comparing to the latter (1.092). Hence, we could empirically validate H1a

and H1b.

Impact of action-embedded pedagogy

The major crux of the study was to examine the effectiveness of action-learning in improving entre-
preneurial self-efficacy and intention. Two-sample t-test to verify the identified hypotheses (H2a and
H2b). Table 2 contains the results of empirical analysis.

The test results indicate that action-embedded pedagogy is a powerful tool to improve both
entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention. The result of test statistics, t (151) =
9.020; p < .05, offers ample empirical evidence to infer that role of pedagogy in enhancing entrepre-
neurial self-efficacy. The descriptive statistics renders further evidence to this inference with a higher
value of average perception on the self-efficacy, (x ̅ = 5.08; σ = 0.549), of treatment group, as against
that of the control group, (x ̅ = 4.22; σ = 0.630).

The empirical result on the role of pedagogy in improving entrepreneurial intention, t (128) =
7.975; p < .05, attests a robust statistical relationship. This can be reiterated with a relatively
higher mean value of self-reported entrepreneurial intention, (x ̅ = 5.4; σ = 0.524), of treatment
group with that of control group, (x ̅ = 4.54; σ = 0.912). A close examination of the results re-
affirms that pedagogic approach is more effective in reinforcing entrepreneurial intention than
that of entrepreneurial self-efficacy. A relatively higher value of mean difference (0.949)
between treatment and control group pertaining to entrepreneurial intention, as against entre-
preneurial self-efficacy (0.866) attests this affirmation. These results have empirically validated
H2a and H2b.

The results of fixed effect simple multilevel linear modeling have, also, validated the hypotheses.
The test run on ESE indicated that action-embedded pedagogy has significant effect on ESE, F (1,153)
= 95.675, ρ<0.001. The pre-intervention self-efficacy (ESEt-1) also predicted the post-experimental
self-efficacy (ESEt), F (1,153) = 30.394, ρ<0.001. The estimated model for measuring ESE is given as
follows (refer Appendix 2 for details).

ESEt = 3.198+ 0.0852PED+ 0.282ESEt−1 + 0.289

Similarly, the test has, also, confirmed the predicted impact of pedagogical approach in enhancing
EI, F (1,153) = 71.913, ρ<0.001. The pre-intervention EI (EIt-1) also predicted it’s a favorable and signifi-
cant impact on post-intervention EI (EIt), F (1,153) = 21.425, ρ<0.001. The estimated model of entre-
preneurial intention is as follows (refer Appendix 3 for details).

EIt= 3.342+ 0.961PED+ 0.281EIt−1+0.49

Table 2. Impacts of action-learning on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and intention (n = 153).

Attributes Groups Mean SD Test statistics Decision

Post-exposure ESE Treatment (n = 73) 5.08 .549 9.020
(.000)

H2a is supported
Control (n = 80) 4.22 .630

Post-exposure EI Treatment (n = 73) 5.49 .524 7.975
(.000)

H2b is supported
Control (n = 80) 4.54 .912

Source: Authors’ own.
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Discussion

Findings of the study testify that EE is a powerful tool for entrepreneurship development. The study
endorses that EE has significant influence on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial inten-
tion. The EE research on this direction resulted in contrasting conclusions (see Bae et al. 2014; Nabi
et al. 2017; Kuratko 2005: Fayolle 2013). Conflicts from the previous studies were due to lack of control
group (Rideout and Gray 2013; Nabi et al. 2017), and lack of pre-education measurement (Bae et al.
2014). The present study was designed to overcome both the limitations through experimental
research approach. In this direction the study presents a unique insight on effectiveness of EE on
entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention as well as presenting new methodological
approach for studying different pedagogic approach. Adding to the methodological robustness, the
findings justify that EE presented in any form either through traditional class room or action learning
pedagogic has significant influence on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention.
This also calls for emphasize on different pedagogical methods and their effectiveness (Nabi et al.
2017).

Another notable fact is that EE was more powerful in developing entrepreneurial self-efficacy than
entrepreneurial intention as well as indicated strong relationship among them. Such findings were
also reported in past studies (Schenkel, D’souza, and Braun 2014; Gielnik et al. 2017). In addition,
the study has not just focused on consequences of EE in the form of entrepreneurial intention,
whereas, it also captured the antecedent of entrepreneurial intention in the form of entrepreneurial
self-efficacy.

The primary objective of the study was to establish an alternative pedagogic approach for EE. Action
learning pedagogy was advocated as the alternative pedagogic approach based on the effectiveness
and superiority in the field of organization and leadership development. Output of the study indicted
significant influence of action learning pedagogy on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial
intention. In the light of this, we argue that entrepreneurial learning is more practical and action-
oriented, sufficient enough to deal with real-time problems, which is consistent with previous
findings (Raelin 1999; Rae 2005; Pittaway et al. 2009; Järvi 2015; Rasmussen and Sørheim 2006; Morris
et al. 2013; Neck, Greene, and Brush 2014). Rae (2005) has endorsed more pragmatic approach in entre-
preneurial learning in confronting real-time problems of entrepreneurship. Padilla-Angulo (2019)
justifies the impact of outdoor learning through student associations on entrepreneurial intention.

The study offers standardized version of action learning pedagogic approach which is suitable for
practical application in the existing higher education system. Nevertheless, past studies (Järvi 2015;
Ho et al. 2018) have highlighted the significance of action learning in EE, but most of them presented
it in an informal or unstandardized way. The present study exhibited that action learning pedagogy in
a more formal and standardized way which can be easily incorporated in the higher education
system.

Conclusion

Promoting an entrepreneurial culture is a resolute solution to the mounting unemployment issues in
underdeveloped and developing regions. Evidence from the present study confers ample support to
promote EE and pedagogic approaches to develop conducive entrepreneurial attitude and confi-
dence and competency to embrace a successful entrepreneurial career. The present study evaluated
the impact of EE on entrepreneurial intention and, hence, propose action-learning pedagogic
approach in lieu of traditional classroom approach. The study could overcome the past methodologi-
cal issues by using experimental design and presenting a coherent method of assessing EE. Since
entrepreneurial learning is more pragmatic, action-embedded EE will be more effective than that
of theoretical classroom centric learning. Present results also offer evidence in support of this argu-
ment. The study does not predict the effectiveness of EE and pedagogic practice but presents empiri-
cal evidence to its probable occurrence.
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Implications of the study

The study documents the merit of action learning in entrepreneurship education. Even though EE is
recognized as an essential component for growth and development of entrepreneurial activity. The
study unfolds the weakness of traditional classroom pedagogy which was mainly used as primary tool
for EE in majority of universities and institutions. To overcome this lacuna incorporation of action
learning pedagogy in EE is one of the major practical implication proposed by the study. The
study guides EE research toward action learning pedagogy and act as baseline for further enhance-
ment of its application in EE.

The study has implications for the academic institutions to revisit their curriculum structure to suit
the varied requirements of the prospective entrepreneurs. The relatively high impact of action-
embedded pedagogy, over conventional classroom learning, calls for a better pedagogic approach
in EE. The government’s or the respective regulatory system’s role cannot be overlooked to create
an enabling learning environment for entrepreneurship development.

Limitations and future research direction

The study could not capture the entire determinants of entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepre-
neurial intention, as they were outside the scope and coverage of the current inquiry. Inter-insti-
tutional attributes may influence imparting of a particular EE. Analogously, the pedagogic
approach may be subject to vary, inter-institutionally or even intra-institutionally, when various aca-
demics are involved. Hence, generalization of the outcome of the study may be contestable. Though
the intention is an explicit indicator of an expected action or a self-prediction theoretically, it is not
guaranteed in practice, due to many intervening, moderating or confounding factors. This can be a
fruitful area for future investigations.

The study failed to capture long-term effect of EE on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepre-
neurial intention, which can be an interesting area to explore. Future research can examine the rela-
tive effectiveness of EE and Pedagogic approach on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial
intention in a longitudinal manner. Further validation, with more samples, is required to confirm the
role of gender in improving entrepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial intention.
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Appendices

Appendix 1

T-test for random assignment

Independent sample t-test t-test for equality of means
Entrepreneurial Intention (T1) t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean difference Std. error difference

Equal variances assumed .284 151 .777 .043 .152
Equal variances not assumed .281 140 .779 .043 .153

Appendix 2

Type III Tests of Fixed Effectsa

Source Numerator df Denominator df F Sig.
Intercept 1 153.000 269.927 .000
ESE1 1 153 30.394 .000
Group 1 153 95.675 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy_2.

Estimates of Fixed Effectsa

Parameter Estimate Std. error df t Sig.

95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound
Intercept 3.198122 .194658 153.000 16.429 .000 2.813558 3.582686
ESE1 .282039 .051158 153 5.513 .000 .180971 .383106
Group .852211 .087126 153 9.781 .000 .680085 1.024336

a. Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy_2.

Estimates of Covariance Parametersa

Parameter Estimate Std. Error Wald Z Sig.

95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound
Residual .289516 .033101 8.746 .000 .231394 .362236

a. Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Self-efficacy_2.

Appendix 3

Type III Tests of Fixed Effectsa

Source Numerator df Denominator df F Sig.
Intercept 1 153.000 152.720 .000
Group 1 153 71.913 .000
EI1 1 153.000 21.425 .000

a. Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Intention_2.

Estimates of Fixed Effectsa

Parameter Estimate Std. error df t Sig.

95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound
Intercept 3.341563 .270397 153.000 12.358 .000 2.807370 3.875755
Group .961115 .113337 153 8.480 .000 .737207 1.185023
EI1 .280923 .060691 153.000 4.629 .000 .161023 .400824

a. Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Intention_2.
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Estimates of Covariance Parametersa

Parameter Estimate Std. error Wald Z Sig.

95% confidence interval

Lower bound Upper bound
Residual .490045 .056028 8.746 .000 .391666 .613135

a. Dependent Variable: Entrepreneurial Intention_2.
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