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RESPONSIBLE RESEARCH AND INNOVATION (RRI) IN HIGHER
EDUCATION (HE) PRACTICE:

RRI AS A TOOL FOR RESEARCH, REFLECTION, AND CURRICULA
INNOVATION

Our special issue provides insights into how the prin-
ciples of Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI)
can fertilise our educational practices in business and
management higher education. The articles in the issue
analyse teaching practices from various fields of business
and management through the lenses of RRI and take us to
Bachelor’s, Master’s and MBA levels of HE. As an intro-
duction to this set of conceptual and research articles, we
are providing a brief overview of RRI and a conceptual
framework of pedagogical approaches as well as a com-
parative outline of the articles.

RRI principles

RRI receives significant attention in the fields of science
policy and academia — research and education — alike.
Its elements are rich and have a long history, though its
framework is still relatively new and changing. With re-
gard to its diverse definitions, two sources are most often
cited. Von Schomberg (2013) proposed RRI as ‘a trans-
parent, interactive process by which societal actors and
innovators become mutually responsive to each other with
a view to the (ethical) acceptability, sustainability and so-
cietal desirability of the innovation process and its mar-
ketable products (in order to allow a proper embedding of
scientific and technological advances in our society)’ (p.
63). Stilgoe et al. (2013) suggested a broader approach to
RRI by introducing it as ‘taking care of the future through
collective stewardship of science and innovation in the
present’ (p. 1570). The current EU approach highlights
that RRI ‘is an approach that anticipates and assesses po-
tential implications and societal expectations with regard
to research and innovation, with the aim to foster the de-
sign of inclusive and sustainable research and innovation’
(EU Horizon 2020 Portal, n.d.).

From our special issue point of view, for the interpreta-
tion of RRI, the requirements and principles with regard to
the research and innovation process and output are more
essential than the overall definitions. There are two sets of
principles that have been introduced to capture the respon-
sible nature of research, development and innovation (R
+ D + I). The first set applies to the research process and
was entitled competencies by one of the first H2020 RRI
projects (RRI Tools, 2016), although the elements were in-
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troduced earlier. Participants in the R + D + I processes as
well as the R + D + I process itself shall be characterised
by anticipation, reflexivity, inclusion and responsiveness,
‘a framework for raising, discussing and responding’ to
questions ‘the public typically asks scientist’ out of soci-
etal concern (Stilgoe et al., 2013, p. 1570). These dimen-
sions were later extended to include diverse and inclusive,
open and transparent, anticipative and reflective, and re-
sponsive and adaptive to change.

To achieve the beneficial — sustainable, ecologically
and socially desirable — outcomes of research and science,
considerations have been primarily suggested to policy-
makers. Over time, the number of these key considerations
reached eight: inclusion, gender equality, science educa-
tion, ethical considerations, open access, governance, sus-
tainability and social justice. They have now been reduced
to the first five on this list (EU H2020 Portal, n.d.).

These two sets of principles formed the basis of the pro-
cess we carried out at Corvinus University of Budapest in
the framework of the EnRRICH project. ‘Enhancing Re-
sponsible Research and Innovation in Curricula of High-
er Education’” (EnRRICH) was a European Commission
(EC)-funded project that “approaches the task of enhancing
RRI through HE, at both Bachelor and Master levels within
a European context, not solely as a scientific and technical
endeavour. Rather, it recognises that this is a complex task
that can be related to diverse educational, political, and
practical contexts that requires ethical considerations and
that can challenge routines in Higher Education practices’
(Tassone et al., 2017, p. 286). Therefore, we did not look
at the teaching of responsibility to researchers but at how
the principles of responsibility are present in our various
teaching practices. Our experience suggests that the appli-
cation of RRI principles in curriculum development sheds
light on new, hidden or implicit contents of our courses and
directs our attention to the assumptions underlying the role
of educators and the practice of education. Consequently,
we are providing a brief introduction to various pedagogi-
cal approaches in relation to the roles of key stakeholders —
students and educators — of HE. These pedagogical stances
can later be detected in the articles in the issue as well as
in the process and output RRI principles and the ways in
which the authors introduced them to curriculum develop-
ment and their teaching practices.



Pedagogical approaches

The assumptions underlying the practice of education may
be uncovered by looking into the various pedagogical ap-
proaches (Tassone & Eppink, 2016). The educator might
be aware of the practiced approach and take conscious and
consequent decisions along the learning process, or s/he
might be only partially aware of how the practice fits the
desired educational approach. Tassone & Eppink (2016)
organised the approaches along an axis defined by the role
of the educator and the student in the learning process.

Our aim of uncovering the assumptions underlying
the different pedagogical approaches complements their
discussion; they focused on fitting methodologies and
outcomes: on what is done during the learning process
rather than on why it is done. We agree with Newton
(2003, p. 330) who stated that “behind the differing ap-
plications and methods is a deeper debate; the .... (styles)
reflect different beliefs about people, society, relation-
ships, communication, and the purpose of education’.
These can be translated into the dilemma of whether it
is what the educator does or how s/he does it that teaches
the student. We argue that these two cannot be separated;
thus, in addition to the focus on ‘what’, the ‘how’ should
be brought into awareness.

The starting point for this is the axis (Figure 1) offered
by Tassone & Eppink (2016). The authors describe the two
endpoints as instrumental and emancipatory education.
Instrumental education defines educators as experts, the
learning process is driven by the experts, the outcomes
are prescribed and the students are neutral or even pas-
sive receivers of information (Tassone & Eppink, 2016).
This description suggests a rather transmissive and pre-
determined educational process in which the educators
are taking an authority position (Jickling & Wals, 2008).
According to the emancipatory approach, the educator and
student are equal partners in a co-learning situation. They
assume mutual participation and continuous change from
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all parties involved (Tassone & Eppink, 2016). At the mid-
dle of the axis, the educator is described as a facilitator of
the learning process and the student as an active recipient.

Tassone and Eppink (2016) depicted these three ap-
proaches as defining points on the educational axis and
suggested that further approaches possibly exist along the
axis. The writings of Newton (2003, 2014) and Barrow
(2009) may further our understanding of the educational
axis. They agree with the idea that the different pedagogi-
cal approaches can be organised as a continuum, and they
fill the axis with further educational approaches which
provide a more detailed understanding of the continuum;
they also suggest the possibility of combining the peda-
gogical approaches in practice. Newton (2014) described
six different pedagogical approaches — dogmatic, liberal,
technological, progressive, humanistic and radical — high-
lighting that the difference lying at the core is related to
the purpose of education. The first three approaches focus
on the outcome of the educational process; however, the
learning process is different in its nature. Liberal educa-
tion emphasises thought and reason and educates the in-
tellect, aiming for a critical thinker, while technological
education is organised around standards and defines com-
petences to be reached. The progressive and humanistic
focus is on the educated as a whole person, and his/her
development towards their own best ‘wholeness’ is the
aim. Progressive education does this through problem
solving and skill development, but its aim is to facilitate
individuals to take personal responsibility for their deci-
sions and actions. Humanistic education does this through
personal development and aims at personal growth and
wholeness. In both cases, the educator is facilitating and
mentoring the process rather than controlling it, and he/
she is an equal partner with the educated person. The rad-
ical school has at its heart the change itself wherein the
educator and educated can act and change by reflecting on
their own experience. All participants are equal partners,
and their change is embedded in their relationship. The

Figure 1.

Role of educator and student in the learning process

Educator = Facilitator
Student = Active receiver

Educators/experts set
Learning Outcomes

&

Educators & students
(& societal actors) co-develop
Learning Outcomes

v

INSTRUMENTAL EDUCATION
expert driven — prescribed

Source: Tassone & Eppink (2016, p. 20)

EMANCIPATORY EDUCATION
participatory — open
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instrumental approach may be linked with the first three
approaches as long as the emancipatory resembles the rad-
ical approach, thus the six schools can offer us a deeper
and continuous understanding of the educational axis.

Introduction to the articles

All authors of the special issue are in a double role: they
are educators as well as researchers reflecting on their ed-
ucational practice. In most articles, RRI principles also
serve a double purpose. A selected set of RRI process
and output principles is not only employed in the teaching
and/or the development of the course and analysed here
but also applied in the research designs. The educators’
reflections through the lenses of RRI are a conscious step
towards a deeper understanding of the potential impacts
of RRI on the life of students and local communities or
even on the wider environment, that is, society as a whole.
The reflections also allow for an understanding of their
roles and the — often mixed — pedagogical approaches they
follow.

Educational practices at Corvinus University of Buda-
pest, University of Szeged and — via an elective block-sem-
inar — University of Passau are covered here. In the course
of editing the special issue, authors participated in work-
shops to reinforce shared knowledge of their individual
initiatives. Thus, not only individual summaries of articles
are presented here, but also a comparative table of aims,
methodologies and outcomes. (Table 1.)

Judit Juhéasz, Gyorgy Malovics and Zoltan Bajmocy
introduce their service learning course and give evidence
of how a single university project can bring long-lasting
changes in the life of local communities. By creating spac-
es for interventions of co-creation, transformation and re-
flection, student awareness of societal issues is raised and
student actions are achieved. The case study reveals the
high and caring level of involvement of educators both on
the professional and personal sides.

Gabriella Kiss, Tamas Veress and Alexandra Kéves em-
phasise the importance of experiential and transformative
learning in the HE context and the need for collaborative
work, dialogue and discussions in a reflection process. The

Table 1.
Comparative introduction to the articles of this issue
Juhasz, Malovics | Kiss, Veress & Neulinger Zsoka & Fazekas & Kozma
& Bajmécy Koves Asvanyi Beck-Biro

Courses Local environ- Decision tech- Theory of Con- | Corporate sus- | Organisational Business Econom-
mental and social | niques (BA), sumption and tainability and | Development ics (BA, MBA)
problems, civic Degrowth (MA) |Consumer Be- | CSR (block (MA)
solutions haviour (MA) seminar)

Research focus | to explore social to teach sustain- | to develop cur- | to measure to make course to make students
impacts of service |ability in busi- riculum and re- | effectiveness and practices as | understand the
learning ness school flection through | of course on educators and role they can play

RRI responsibility | researchers more |in addressing
responsible major societal
challenges

Research case study conceptual paper |survey mixed methods | case study action research

methodology with illustrative research

cases

RRI focus co-creation, reflex- | sustainability, reflexivity, in- | sustainability, |inclusivity, reflex- | RRI principles
ivity, transforma- | reflexivity clusiveness reflexivity ivity, responsible,
tion responsive, trans-

parent

Pedagogical civic responsibility |transformative inclusive edu- education for humanistic psy- | critical pedagogy

foundations of students, active |education cation society, edu- chology and ped-
citizenship cating whole agogy

person

Learning service learning, experiential critical discours- | reflective learn- |student-centred |in-class discus-

concept in community en- learning es for reflexivi- |ing learning sions of RRI prin-

focus gagement ty, autonomy ciples

Key messages

professional, moral
development, in-
stitutional change,

critical approach
to business
school’s main-

by putting in-
clusiveness as
focus, improve-

community build- | stream educa- ment in stu-

ing tional practices | dents’ reflexive
thinking can be
achieved

personal com-
mitment and
credibility of the
teaching faculty
is crucial

a critical mirror
for all actors

to make higher
education collab-
orative

improvements in
student engage-
ment, creativity,
critical thinking,
and conscious
self-awareness
provide the foun-
dation for HE of
lasting value

Source: own compilation
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authors use a critical voice to describe the difficulties of
implementing the teaching of sustainability in a business
school and conclude with a strong dedication to teaching
sustainability despite the less supportive environment.

Agnes Neulinger employs two RRI process princi-
ples — reflexivity and inclusion — to assess the educational
process of a marketing course. She presents quantitative
research in which students evaluate their own competency
development through an online survey. Her RRI-driven
research suggests that inclusive methodologies reinforce
reflective thinking even in a classroom setting.

Agnes Zsoka and Katalin Asvanyi discuss the effec-
tiveness and impacts of utilising RRI tools as teaching
methods in a one-week long, elective block-seminar on
corporate responsibility. Their mixed method research in-
cludes Q-method to assess changes in responsibility-relat-
ed preferences of students and semi-structured interviews
to explore the perceived impacts of the course on student
skills and competencies.

Nora Fazekas and Kata Beck-Biro focus on the stu-
dent-educator relationship in their self-reflective research
and share their understanding of how lecturers lose touch
with students and become less responsive, despite inno-
vative, benevolent, student-centred and value-driven edu-
cational and pedagogical principles. The authors discuss
how RRI principles can contribute to meaningful course
improvement at both curricular and social levels by fos-
tering dialogue, genuine cooperation and shared respon-
sibility.

Miklés Kozma, in his loosely structured action re-
search, offers a learning space for students as a series of
discussions to find their role in addressing major societal
challenges as future business leaders. In these RRI prin-
ciples-driven discussions, he highlights the relevant and
inspirational moves to boost critical thinking and self-re-
flection which may lead to more inclusive and responsive
practices. He concludes his paper with a few recommen-
dations and implications for university management to
foster the responsive co-creation of knowledge.

This special issue could not be complete without the
professional, open and inspiring support of our colleagues
who participated in writing, reflecting and sharing their
learning journeys. Special thanks to the coordinating team
of this Journal for their support and guidance.

The present publications are the outcome of the pro-
ject From Talent to Young Researcher project aimed at
activities supporting the research career model in higher
education, identifier EFOP-3.6.3-VEKOP-16-2017-00007
co-supported by the European Union, Hungary and the
European Social Fund.
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