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Abstract: This paper aims to present an example of a pedagogical strategy known as
innovation pedagogy and investigate the relationship between students’ innovation competencies
(creativity, critical thinking, initiative, teamwork, and networking) and its learning environments
(activating teaching and learning methods, working life orientation and research, development, and
innovation (RDI) integration, multidisciplinary learning environments, flexible curricula,
entrepreneurship, and internationalisation).
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Higher education institutions alone may not be able to meet these needs, despite the fact that

education plays a crucial role in the development of human innovation skills (Badcock et al., 2010;
Quintana et al., 2016). The failure of educational processes, particularly in higher education, to
cultivate these conditions of professional knowledge has drawn criticism.
It has even been demonstrated that gaining the necessary competencies is adversely correlated with
traditional education methods like reading, lecturing, and working alone (Avvisati et al., 2013; Vila
et al.,, 2012; Virtanen and Tynjéld, 2016). The significance of evidence-based education is also
emphasised by Michael (2006). He claims that when it comes to educational reform, there is an
increasing demand to base educational decisions on excellent educational research and pedagogical
strategies that produce effective learning (Michael, 2006).

In order to address these assertions, the purpose of this work is to provide an example of a

pedagogical approach known as innovation pedagogy and investigate whether learning
environments constructed in accordance with it can be linked to students’ innovation competencies.
The main goal of this study is to determine whether there are distinct student profiles in terms of
their degree of innovation competencies and how these students differ according to their
experiences studying in various learning contexts.
By concentrating on the many levels of students’ innovative competencies and taking a more
thorough approach to their academic journey, it would be possible to better understand how to
create learning environments and courses that are more effective in meeting the demands of the
workplace.

Important information regarding how the selected teaching method is exposed from students’
views during their studies is also obtained by examining these approaches. This paper first discusses
innovation pedagogy, a pedagogical approach. The study’s data and methodology are then
explained. Lastly, a presentation, discussion, and summary of the study’s findings are given. Those
who wish to build higher education institutions and pedagogical approaches that reflect the
demands of the workplace, as well as train future innovators, may find the article particularly
helpful.

Higher education institutions have begun to adopt various pedagogical techniques and
practices in order to better align with future needs and build students’ working life skills (Nykdnen
and Tynjdla, 2012). While working life skills and competence-based learning techniques are
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frequently mentioned in educational strategies (Nurmi and Mahlamaki-Kultanen, 2015), innovative
competences have received less attention. Innovation competencies are functionally included into
learning systems designs from the start of students’ studies in innovation pedagogy, a methodology
to reinvent pedagogy in higher education institutions.

Innovation pedagogy is a strategic decision that supports the growth of students’
competencies to take part in the processes of producing innovations and pervades the entire
company and its operations (Penttild, 2016). A person’s capacity to manage in a certain situation is
referred to as competence, which is a comprehensive term (Mulder, 2012). The three kinds of
complexity in contextualised know-how are competencies, capacities, and skills, according to
Marin-Garcia et al. (2013). A competence is made up of a variety of capacities, which are made up
of a number of talents, all of which are necessary for increasingly sophisticated professional
performance.

According to Marin-Garcia et al. (2013), competence can be defined as complicated know-
how about how to behave through the efficient mobilisation and combination of a variety of internal
and external resources within a set of scenarios. A viewpoint on learning is added to the
competency method by Edwards-Schachter et al. (2015). They emphasise that all of the skills may
be taught and developed as part of the personal development process that is integrated into
educational settings.

Both study program-specific competencies and innovation competencies constitute a new area

of knowledge in innovation pedagogy (Penttild, 2016). Students must acquire the essential study
field competencies and innovation competencies during their learning process in order to get this
required proficiency. This necessitates that higher education’s educational approaches allow for the
application of theory to practise and imitate innovative and professional endeavours.
These are referred to as meta-innovations in innovation pedagogy. The six pillars of meta-
innovations, according to Kairisto-Mertanen et al. (2011), are: entrepreneurship and
internationalisation; multidisciplinary learning environments; working life orientation and research,
development, and innovation (RDI) integration activities; flexible curricula; and activating learning
and teaching methods.

For innovative pedagogy to be successful and yield the intended learning outcomes, the six
cornerstones are necessary. Because they are made possible in the learning environments, they
serve as the foundation for the regular implementation of innovative pedagogy. Activating students
is the goal of innovation pedagogy’s teaching and learning strategies. It is expected of the students
to actively create meaning and understanding from the circumstances they encounter. To guarantee
that learning occurs in dynamic and dynamic authentic learning environments through real-life
situations, assignments, and projects, along with working life partners meeting the demands of
working life, working life orientation and integration between studies and RDI activities are
required.

One of the most important components of implementing innovative teaching is a curriculum.
Students can follow a variety of different learning routes thanks to a flexible curriculum. Flexibility
allows the curriculum to be modified and expanded over the course of the years of study and in
accordance with each learner’s needs and motivation. Innovation pedagogy holds that as
entrepreneurial thinking is necessary in the workplace regardless of the duties or topic of study,
education should also include courses that foster it. This entails controlling the risks associated with
innovations and having the guts to take advantage of the opportunity brought about by skill.
Language proficiency and cultural literacy are necessary due to the world’s globalisation and
multiculturalism as well as the demands of the workplace.
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There are numerous theoretical articles and real-world examples of how to apply innovation
pedagogy in practice (e.g., Kairisto-Mertanen et al., 2012; Kettunen et al., 2013; Konst and
Scheinin, 2018; Penttild, 2016), but there aren’t as many empirical studies or statistical analyses on
the relationship between these aspects of learning environments and students’ innovation
competencies. Research on the skills that can be taught and learned to prepare students for
innovation-oriented action has also been found to be flawed (e.g. Bjornali and Steren, 2012;
Edwards-Schachter et al., 2015) or to be based solely on a retrospective evaluation of graduates (e.g.
Avvisatiet al., 2013; Bjornali and Steren, 2012; Paul, 2011; Vila et al., 2012).

The goal of innovation pedagogy is to develop future professionals who can contribute to and

participate in innovation processes.
This necessitates that students have already developed certain competencies through their studies in
flexible and qualitative learning environments. Thus, the purpose of this article was to investigate if
students’ innovation competencies may be linked to learning settings designed using innovation
pedagogy.

This study examined the degree of innovation competency among third- and fourth-year
bachelor’s students, as well as whether there are any differences in their
level of innovative competencies and the ways in which these students vary according to their
experiences learning in various settings. Important information about how the selected teaching
method is exposed from students’ views in their studies was also obtained by examining various
approaches. concentrating on various degrees of
It is possible to better understand how to create effective educational and learning environments and
thus respond to the demands of working life and an innovative society by taking a closer look at the
innovation competencies of students who are nearing graduation and the transition to working life.

The study’s findings indicate that flexible and multifaceted learning settings and opportunities
are crucial in higher education.

The study also suggests that universities determine the best ways to assist various student types in
becoming more engaged in their studies and motivating them to take advantage of multiple learning
opportunities.
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