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Abstract 
 
In recent years, student camps have flourished at Danish universities and university colleges. 
Camps involve students, teachers/facilitators and outsiders such as staff from private companies, 
gathered for a limited time, normally 2-3 days, in intense innovative activity, usually located 
outside normal university premises.  
 
Camps come in many forms: Some camps depart from student ideas, others from company or 
university ideas; and some camps, focusing at idea generation, are labelled Innovation Camps 
while others, focusing at solutions and implementation, are labelled Solution Camps. However, the 
model used in these camps and the basic learning and innovation principles behind are identical. 
The core principles are: Diversity, horizontal thinking, problem orientation, facilitation, action 
learning and future orientation. 
 
Three such camps are described in detail in this paper. While very different in terms of points of 
departure and duration, they have similar positive effects. Students benefit from practical 
application of their disciplinary knowledge, from cross fertilisation with other disciplines and from 
working with outsiders. Other parties involved, such as company staff and university tech trans 
staff, benefit from using the competences, fantasy and energy of cross-disciplinary student teams, in 
addition to being part of an interesting innovation journey.  
 
Hence, student camps constitute an important new ingredient in the repertoire of innovative 
teaching and learning methods and thereby one of many signs of the coming of a new type of 
university, often labelled The Entrepreneurial University. 
 
 
 
Key words:  Student camps, entrepreneurship, teaching, learning, cross-disciplinary teams. 
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Introduction 
 
During the past five years, a new teaching and innovation method has disseminated rapidly across 
Danish universities and university colleges: the Camp Model. Some label this method ‘Innovation 
Camp’, others prefer the label ‘Solution Camp’, but at its core it is the same method. This method, 
which is known in several countries, seems to have spread particularly rapid and in many variants in 
Denmark, partly due to facilitation by the International Danish Entrepreneurship Academy - IDEA 
(EU Expert Group 2008). 
  
The essence of the camp model is: 
 

• A limited number of students and teachers/facilitators, usually 20-50 persons and from 
various disciplines, is taken to a physical facility outside the university, 

• Participants work intensely in mixed groups within a limited time frame, usually less than 
48 hours, to raise new ideas and/or propose innovative solutions to formulated problems, 

• External people, such as business managers and experts, participate in various ways: 
outlining innovation problems, working with the students in mixed groups and/or evaluating 
results, 

• A camp organiser is heading the event and group facilitators are attached to each of the 
groups, 

• Clear tasks and challenges are formulated – but program details are kept secret, 
• A positive, collaborative, lively and work intensive atmosphere is created, 
• Time pressure is tough to enhance concentration,  
• An award is often given to the winning group(s) in the final stage, 

 
The initiators of camps vary, such as: 
 

• Universities and university colleges, 
• An entrepreneurship facilitator organisation such as IDEA, the national Danish promoter of 

entrepreneurship teaching at higher education, and Zentropa WorkZ, a private company with 
expertise in innovation methods, 

• Private firms, collaborating with universities 
 
The goals vary across stakeholders: 
 

• Students are driven by various motives: study points (although not always possible), an 
interesting, different and ‘close-to-reality’ learning experience, and/or the chance of building 
relationships to business people and employers 

• Private firms often participate and sponsor for two adverse reasons: to ‘pay back’ to 
universities (altruistic motive) and to find inspiration and news way to solve innovation 
problems (utilitarian motive). 

• Universities and colleges are predominantly driven by student learning goals, but also aim to 
build new relationships to ‘outsiders’, particularly private firms.  
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The core learning aims for students are: 
 

• To train the ability to raise and evaluate ideas and elaborate solutions to concrete innovation 
problems, 

• To train the ability to work in cross-disciplinary groups, 
• To train application of theoretical and disciplinary knowledge to the solution of concrete 

problems, 
• To train action and future oriented work, i.e. creating and capturing new knowledge rather 

than gaining insight into an established body of knowledge, 
• To train working under time pressure and goal oriented – as in a private company or a 

voluntary/public organisation outside academia 
• To enhance the personal motivation, empathy and mindset related to entrepreneurship  
 

The camp model is compatible with the overall outcome goals formulated by the National Council 
of Graduate Entrepreneurship in the UK, i.e. the competences students should carry along when 
they leave university (Gibb 2005). This Policy Paper points to the importance of fostering personal 
motivation, empathy and an entrepreneurial mindset in addition to specific competences related in 
the entrepreneurship field. 
 
 
Principles behind the camp model 
 
The camp model draws on well-established principles taken from the innovation and 
entrepreneurship field.   
 
The principle of diversity: Diversity is important in two different ways. First, students are recruited 
from different disciplines to work with concrete tasks in cross-disciplinary groups, often for the first 
time in their life. This provide several benefits, such as giving them insight into other disciplines, 
making them understand their own discipline better, and, not least, resulting in more interesting 
ideas and innovation results than work in single disciplinary groups. Second, students work across 
the important borderline between academia and business, applying their theoretical knowledge to 
concrete problems in businesses or voluntary/public organisations, meeting and working with 
people rooted in practice rather than theory. 
 
The principle of horizontal thinking: This is closely related to the principle of diversity, expressing 
the need to think ‘out-of-the-box’ and cross-disciplinary rather than along vertical lines inside 
disciplines and knowledge fields. This has long been recognized as important, e.g. by de Bone 
observing that it was an engineer and not a physiologist who discovered the purpose of the long 
loops in the kidneys tubules, using his knowledge about a counter-current multiplier (de Bono 
1968). Moving across fields and spheres are well-known drivers in idea generation processes and 
entrepreneurship. Great ideas are typically found in the intersection between sectors, domains, 
disciplines and cultures (Johansson 2004)  
 
The principle of problem orientation:  Problem-Based Learning is a well-known learning approach 
and often seen as core to the entrepreneurship teaching field (Hanke et al., 2005). Departing from a 
problem rather than a topic changes the rules of the game in the learning process. Knowledge and  
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topics are no longer ‘supplied’ to passive learners, but asked for by active learners who face 
challenges when trying to solve a problem, i.e. driven by demand rather than supply. The camp 
model takes as its point of departure that we must move beyond teaching ‘about’ entrepreneurship 
into teaching ‘in’ and sometimes ‘for’ entrepreneurship. Hence, the overall learning goal is oriented 
to the so-called T-model: Deep disciplinary knowledge along the vertical axis combined with breath 
of knowledge about entrepreneurship, innovation and leadership at the horizontal axis (Professor 
Anthony Warren, Penn State University, elaborated the T-model in a lecture to the World 
University Network Conference in Leeds, November 2007). This model points to the need to train 
personal attributes such as: 

 
• Self-efficacy 
• Leadership skills 
• Creativity 
• Ability to deal with complexity and ambiguity 
• Complex problem solving 

 
The principle of facilitation: Facilitation is important in two ways. First, the group process needs 
attention and facilitation. Hence, trained group facilitators monitor the group processes and 
intervene when appropriate, advising the group on how to get across barriers, obstructing the 
process if ideas fly too low, and easing the psychological atmosphere and physical well-being of the 
group members in order to maximize collaboration and concentration. Second, facilitation is needed 
in a deeper sense, too, related to the learning process. Contrasted traditional class-room teaching, 
the teacher role is here changed to the facilitator role and students converted from passive 
consumers of existing knowledge to active producers of new knowledge.  
 
The principle of action learning: Action is made a key ingredient in the learning process. Generally 
speaking, ‘doing, thinking and talking’ are core ingredients in this type of learning process rather 
than ‘listening, reading and memorizing’ (Löbler 2006; Scharmer & Käufer 2000).  
 
The principle of future orientation: Creating/discovering, evaluating and exploiting venture ideas is 
the heart of the entrepreneurship field (Shane & Venkataraman 2000). This presumes future 
orientation. Fostering ideas and solving innovation challenges is by definition a move into unknown 
territory rather than absorbing past and present knowledge. It is about ‘seeing’ and evaluating a 
possible future state or solution before it has become reality, labelled ‘presencing’ by C. Otto 
Scharmer (Scharmer 2007).  
 
In addition to these overall principles, a number of specific framing and process principles for 
camps can be identified: 
 
Framing principles:  
 

• Neutral location, outside university/class room 
• Involvement of outsiders, particularly from private companies 
• Well defined roles for camp organiser, group facilitators and participants 
• Participants split into cross-disciplinary groups 
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Process principles: 
 

• The flow should be guided by outcome/solution orientation, related to overall camp goal 
• Participants should know little about the camp program before they arrive 
• The flow should be prepared well and structured in detail 
• Facilitators should energise or support/obstruct the process through interventions and 

exercises 
• Time pressure should be tough and time management tight 
 

 
Zooming in on three Danish camps 
 
The exact number of student camps in Denmark during 2005-2008 in not known, but at least 30 
student camps have been organised in these years. Most camps last 2-3 days, but a few have 
stretched over weeks. Most camps are student oriented, focusing at the ideas students foster 
themselves, with external people such as entrepreneurs only playing a facilitator and/or evaluator 
role. Other camps are company oriented, departing from innovation ideas and needs formulated by 
companies and using the resource students possess to create a win-win outcome. Yet other camps 
are university and tech-trans oriented, departing from university patents and using the resource of 
students to formulate ideas on the application of these patents in practice.  
 
Camps are financed by various sources: the schools, students themselves, private companies, 
entrepreneurship facilitator organisations etc. A camp is a cost-heavy teaching activity needing 
special funding for transport, accommodation, meals etc. 
 
What goes on at a camp? To get a sense of the processes and results we now zoom in on three 
camps, tasting the energy, frustrations, learning outcomes and victories of the students through 
student and facilitator statements captured during or immediately after the camps.  
 
The three camps are different in their points of departure: Camp no. 1 departs from student ideas, 
camp no. 2 departs from company ideas, and camp no. 3 departs from university tech trans ideas. 
 
Camp no. 1: A student idea camp 
 
In November 2005, a university college organised a 48 hours camp with 36 students from 6 
different educational lines. The prime organiser was an experienced lecturer in the field, Ulrik 
Blom. During 2005-2007, he has organised or co-organised 16 student camps and 1 teacher camp.  
 
This camp in November 2005 focused at The Future Home. The camp started by expert pep talks: 
one about innovation and another about new trends in the design of homes. The task for the students 
groups was:  
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Develop new innovative ideas for homes: 
 

• Anything which can be sold through retailers, also internationally 
• Future oriented – but not science fiction 
• Possible to implement 
• New functions/new design/new concept/distribution/commercialisation 

 
Students were divided into cross-disciplinary groups. A group facilitator was allocated to each 
group with the role of inspiring the group and solving practical problems such as supplying food 
and beverages to maximise concentration. During the entire camp, an expert in home design was at 
the disposal for the groups. 
 
Then groups started formulating ideas. Brain storming methodology was used during the early 
phase. First version ideas were shared across the groups, using the open innovation principle. 
Through short presentations all students were informed about all ideas and asked to give immediate 
responses. Second version ideas were evaluated by two on-line experts from The Danish Centre for 
Design in Copenhagen and Innovation Lab in Aarhus. Their role was not only to evaluate the ideas 
but also to inspire students to improve certain aspects of their ideas. Based on these inputs, the 
groups selected their final ideas and continued working with these.  
 
The groups then started to work on implementation oriented aspects: creating a ‘proto-type’, 
analysing market opportunities, formulating strategies etc., culminating in a plenary session 
presentation round. Here managers from a bank, a furniture company, a high-tech company and a 
business school were asked to evaluate the ideas and formulate responses to the groups. Finally, the 
three best ideas were selected and awarded.  
 
Criteria for awarding were the quality of: 
 

• The idea 
• The argumentation 
• The presentation 

 
The winning group formulated an idea for a coffee/tee can, with ability to signal the temperature of 
the liquid inside at its surface. This idea sprang from irritation during the camp concerning empty 
coffee cans. The group departed from the simple question: Why don’t we have cans where one can 
see immediately that it still contains warm liquid and is not empty?  
 
When receiving the award the winners said: “We think ourselves that we have found a product idea 
with great potential. We certainly are not finished yet…” 
 
Evaluations of the camp were very positive. All participants, i.e. camp organiser, group facilitators 
and students filled an evaluation formula.  
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After the camp, the camp organiser formulated a guide to teachers from other Danish universities 
and colleges with practical advice and inspiration on how to organise a camp - funded by IDEA and 
disseminated across its teacher network (Blom & Christensen 2005).  
 
Camp no. 2: A student camp aimed at company innovation 
 
Camp no. 2, labelled ‘Work Camp 06’, was a very ambitious camp for 42 university and university 
college students, lasting for 5 weeks during the summer of 2006. The camp built on innovation 
challenges/problems formulated by 8 Danish companies and NGOs, including large Danish 
companies like Danisco (food company), Grundfoss (machine company), Novozymes (bio-tech 
company) and Gyldendal (publishing company). The camp was organised by these 
companies/NGOs in collaboration with Copenhagen University and other universities, and 
facilitated by Zentropa WorkZ, which is a Danish innovation facilitator company linked to a firm 
producing company. The 42 students came from a number of universities and colleges, including 
Copenhagen University, Copenhagen Business School, the IT-University, the Danish Technical 
University, Roskilde University and schools of architecture and design. 
 
The role of the parties was: 
 

• Copenhagen University and other involved universities should recruit students, find funding 
for student fees and involve teachers/facilitators in the project. IDEA also contributed to 
recruiting and sponsoring students.  

 
• Zentropa WorkZ, specialising in facilitation of ‘dramatic innovation’ processes, should 

provided the physical location for the camp, take the camp leader role and provide 
facilitators to the 8 groups. The director of Zentropa WorkZ, Lars Lundbye, initiated the 
camp and functioned as camp leader. 

 
• Companies should, in dialogue with Zentropa WorkZ, formulate an innovation challenge 

they were facing, allocate at least one staff member to the process, and sponsor the event by 
paying about 15.000 US $.  

 
• Students should provide their knowledge, talent and energy. Some students were awarded 

study points by their university for participation in the full program, while others were 
denied study points.  

 
The organisers formulated expected benefits for the involved companies this way: 

 
Direct benefits in terms of an innovation input/solution: 

-  A visualised analysis related to the formulated innovation problem/challenge 
-  A description of the concept 
-  A plan for implementation 
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 Indirect benefits to be expected: 

-  Development of staff innovation competences 
-  Access to cutting edge knowledge from Danish universities and design schools 
-  Insight into innovation methods and competences at Zentropa WorkZ 
-  Access to talents from academia 

 
The Danisco case illustrates the type of innovation challenge/problem proposed by the companies. 
Under the heading ‘Platform for user-driven innovation’, Danisco formulated its challenge/problem 
this way: 
 
“Create a business concept, where the interaction between Danisco and consumers, costumers, food 
service operators, appropriate NGOs, authorities etc., form a platform for mutual exchange of ideas 
and knowledge which generate value for all parties involved, short term as well as long term” 
 
The solution was a prospect under the heading ‘Foodos – concept for an online community’. The 
solution not only included ideas for new products, but also proposed a way to rethink the dynamics 
along the food value chain: distribution, service, marketing, production, product development and 
finance. The prospect encompassed concept description, background analysis, business plan and 
visualisation. 
 
Two statements from Danisco staff indicate great satisfaction with the process and the result: 
 

• “This has been an eye-opener to be part of” (Signe Ørberg) 
 

• “Work Camp is a fantastic opportunity for Danish companies to meet students who, under 
very competent process guidance, provide input to a complex problem and challenge in the 
company. Danisco now has a much wider foundation for the development of a unique 
platform for innovation in the food industry” (Flemming Vang Sparsø)  

 
The camp process consisted of five phases, with a preparatory phase before students were involved 
and an implementation phase after student involvement had stopped. The five phases were: 
 

• Pre-analysis, provided by Zentropa WorkZ in collaboration with the company 
• A team of students and concept developers create in collaboration with company staff 

solutions to the formulated innovation challenge/problem 
• An intensive innovation day at Zentropa is organised for all parties 
• A concept description, visualised and documented, is handed over to the companies 
• Implementation phase, provided by Zentropa workZ in collaboration with the company 

 
The camp followed the terminology Zentropa WorkZ normally uses for innovation across five 
stages: Flirt, incubation, birth, growth and exam. 
 

• Week 1: Flirt  – introduction, roles, preliminary analysis, problem clarification 
• Week 2: Incubation – market analysis, user observation, idea generation and visualisation 
• Week 3: Birth – Prototype development, business idea, user tests 



 

 9 

 
 
 

• Week 4: Growth – Business plan, development plan, intellectual property rights and 
production analysis 

• Week 5: Exam – Product description, marketing material, presentation, reporting 
 
Students were very positive in their evaluation of the work camp. On a scale from 0 to 5, with 5 
being top score, the average student score was 4.5. Selected student statements underpin this high 
score: 
 

• “I only have positive words to say about Work Camp, although it was extremely tough and I 
often felt like running away screaming. However, looking back, this intensity was the prime 
quality. We were very close and depended deeply on each other. I feel like I have passed the 
manhood test to the practical world” 

 
• “I am now convinced that I can contribute insights and inputs which companies themselves 

cannot create, and that creativity is strengthened rather than weakened by a rucksack filled 
with theoretical and disciplinary knowledge” 

 
• “It has been interesting to observe how the tight framing and constant time pressure 

functioned as catalysts for a very high productivity” 
 

• “It is simply wild that we achieved so much in just 5 weeks…Working across disciplines 
means that you may achieve a target spending only half of the time because there are so 
many competences to draw on” 

 
• “You (Zentropa WorkZ facilitators) were just super. The good energy running through the 

course sprang predominantly from you. You were in top mood every day. The atmosphere, 
engagement and energy was some of the best part of this course” 

 
The positive experience of Work Camp 06 led to a new course one year later, Work Camp 07, 
which followed the same concept and flow with only minor adjustments. An important step forward 
was that universities now were better prepared and most students ended up receiving study points 
from their participation. A new work camp is prepared for 2008.  
 
Camp no. 3: A student camp aimed at university commercialisation 
 
IDEA organised in November 2007 a Commercialisation Camp at Aalborg University, lasting 48 
hours and involving 40 students from 6 universities and colleges. Students covered a wide range of 
disciplines, but were mainly recruited from the natural science and technical studies. Three 
university patents were the point of departure. The task was to identify viable ideas for practical 
application of these patents.   
 
A creativity furthering methodology was used during this camp, labelled ‘The Creative Platform’ 
(Byrge & Hansen 2007). This methodology aims to open for unlimited application of knowledge 
and experience through horizontal thinking. With such ambition it is core, as we have seen in other 
camps, that group composition is guided by the principle of diversification, with participants  
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covering multiple fields of knowledge and experience. With such a framing, and backed by a lively, 
work intensive and collaborative atmosphere, it is normally possible to reach a higher level of 
abstraction and find surprising and unusual ideas and solutions to posed problems. 
 
A challenge for this camp was the complexity related to simply understanding the patents. One 
patent was apparently easier to understand than the two others, so we shall take a closer look at this 
patent and the work of one of the groups, called Group 5. The patent was about a new type of 
cement, characterised by being lighter than normal cement and able to endure very high 
temperatures and absorb grease.  
 
We shall now follow how the students in Group 5, trying to raise ideas on practical application of 
the patent, experienced the camp by means of blog reports.  
 
Students arrived Friday at 12:00 and were then introduced to the camp. They were asked to leave all 
watches and mobile phones with the organisers. Then the three patents were presented and 
explained to the students by tech trans staff, including suggestions by tech trans staff on application 
options.  
 
At 15:00 the groups started generating ideas – and the group facilitator Mette Ullersted started 
reporting to the blog. The following statements are picked from Mette Ullersted’s blog, written and 
uploaded during the camp as the process unfolded in the group: 
 

Friday 15:36: The process is not moving forward as it should. Students are too nice and polite. 
They dare not relax and release their creative potential. Therefore, they are asked to go to the 
parking site outside the building where they are exposed to a so-called 3D case. They are 
instructed to describe for another student in detail and in a sensual way the home of their 
grand parents during their childhood. Through this exercise they may open up, start laughing, 
fooling and this way be in a better shape to move forward. 

 
Friday 17:16: Michelle, one of the students, is enthusiastic about the patent they just have 
been asked to work with: “I almost shouted with joy when the patent was given to us. I have 
lots of ideas so it feels really good”. Reflecting about the process so far, she says: “We are 
moving fast. It is a truly interesting process because we never know what is going to happen 
next”. 

 
Friday 18:19: Morten, another student, reports on their preliminary ideas on how to apply the 
new type of cement: “We have divided our ideas in green, blue and red. The green are much 
like the ones proposed by the tech trans people. The blue are more likely applications, and the 
red are ‘far out’ ideas such as coffins and flying carpets”. 

 
Friday 20:08: The group has just returned from a lecture by Henning Sejer Soerensen, an 
innovation researcher attached to the Danish Technological Institute. Before entering the 
plenary room, the students expected to be asked to present their preliminary ideas. In stead 
they were given a lecture. A student, Laila, says: “I think the lecture by Henning was a good 
alternative to student presentations…his lecture can help us think more ‘out-of-the- 
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box’…Perhaps we should drop some of our ideas because they are not sufficiently ambitious, 
and reconsider some of the far-out ideas from the red box”.   

 
Friday 23:01: Participants shall very soon present their ideas to the other participants. Morten 
still feels ok, but says: “It is hard now…I am getting tired. We learn a lot, but my head is 
starting to ache. There are so many ideas and they are so different…But Group 5 has a 
favourite idea just now, labelled Burning Stone”. 

 
Saturday 00:32: The students are preparing for bed and Mette Ullersted reflects about the 
outcome of the first day: “Now they are getting very odd which is fine. It is possible to 
reshape a strange idea into a realistic one. But it is hard to take an ordinary idea and make it 
visionary”. She thinks the change of the group is caused by the innovation lecture by Henning 
Sejer Soerensen: “That really captured them. Later we made a lot of exercises on how to 
generate wild ideas. The group had to reflect on what Superman would do with this patent, 
and what Al-Qaeda would do”.   

 
Saturday 11:04: Morten felt a little tired this morning when the group started working at 9: “It 
was hard to relax and fall asleep yesterday after the long day. Ideas kept circulating in my 
head”. The group is now concentrating on an idea about spraying the cement on burning 
houses so a kind of fire wall is created: “The idea is still far out, but that we shall find out 
soon, and then we shall talk to some experts from companies about our ideas”. 

 
Saturday 12:15: Group 5 has just returned from its meeting with business people with 
expertise in the commercialisation. The group got an even better idea during this session, but 
are still looking for more ideas. Laila says: “We went to a session earlier today where we were 
asked to kick all of our ideas into the corner, and start thinking about new and better ideas”. 

 
Saturday 17:25: The groups are gathered for a plenary session. All 40 students have here 
drawn a picture of their brain, demonstrating their competences. So, students are now 
shopping brains and ideas from each other. Michelle says: “This is really good, I have 
acquired new knowledge. Perhaps somebody has made a project they regard as having no 
value, but for us it may be gold”.     

 
Saturday 19:49: The group has just returned from a plenary session with elevator pitches of 
the selected ideas. Laila pitches the idea of Group 5: “Our concept is called Burning Stone. It 
can be used for art performances or to decorate gardens. The cement is shaped to a stone, 
dipped in oil and then lit. The stone sucks the oil and continue burning.” 

 
Sunday 01:28: All groups must soon deliver a three page document on their idea. Morten says: 
“We are very, very busy now…we must in a quarter of an hour finish a document discussing 
competitors, marketing, strategy etc.”. 

 
Sunday 09:44: In less than an hour, the groups shall present their idea to a committee of four 
business people with substantial commercialisation expertise. Morten says: “We are afraid  
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that our concept with a burning, floating stone is rather difficult to understand. So we will 
describe it thoroughly and outline perspectives for the future.” 

 
Sunday 10:17: The facilitator, Mette Ullersted, reflects on the process: “We have boiled 1.700 
ideas down to just one idea. It has been a tough process. When we finally reached the idea, 
students went into their ordinary ‘work mode’. They picked their computers and started to 
work with the document as with any other student report...During the process students have 
been reluctant to accept some of my exercises, just wanting to work and not be disturbed, but 
they have benefitted from the exercises. One gets better ideas if energisers and exercises are 
used.  

 
Sunday 12:24: The group has just returned from the presentation at the plenary session. 
Michelle says: “The pressure was enormous, but I think all groups performed well. Looking 
back at the camp she says: “At times I have asked myself: What are you doing here? I have 
lots of things to do back home. But the camp has given me some tools I can use for my study 
in Copenhagen.  

 
Sunday 13:04: Group 5 did not win the price of about 5.000 $. The winning project was 
called: ‘Sterile in 1 second’. Using the cement for transport of pigs, one can easily clean the 
wagon, simply by adding cement and putting it on fire. The chairman of the evaluation 
committee, Thorbjørn Machholm from Grundfos (a major Danish company) says: “The group 
has a clear understanding of the business model. There is a clear mission and it was explained 
well”. Other groups were also evaluated positively by the chairman, “Our judgement is there 
is a great potential in many of your ideas”. 

 
Sunday 13:57: Looking back Laila says: “We are all exhausted now, but the camp has been 
great”.  The group finds that it has been difficult for them to be rather foolish and make silly 
things without knowing the meaning, but they also find they have tools and learning to bring 
back to their studies. Louise says: “We are now conscious about how to structure chaos, and 
how to get a good idea”. 

 
 
Conclusion and perspectives 
 
The camp method flourished at Danish universities and university colleges in recent years. Camps 
come in many forms: Some depart from student ideas, others from company or university ideas; and 
some focus at idea generation, and are labelled Innovation Camps, while others are solution and 
implementation oriented, and are labelled Solution Camps. 
 
Facilitator organisations such as IDEA and Zentropa WorkZ have played an important part in the 
process. They have sponsored, backed and organised ambitious camps, which has demonstrated the 
high potential of the method, not only as a means to accelerate student learning, but also as a means 
to improve company innovation and university commercialisation processes by means of cross-
disciplinary student teams. 
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The outcome of the camps seems to be very positive. Evaluations and reports from the camps 
demonstrate clear win-win outcomes. Students gain an important and complementary learning 
experience, companies gain access to the student resource and powerful input to their innovation 
processes, and universities gain ideas on how to commercialise university patents and solutions.    
 
A particular problem, which has not been dealt with satisfactorily yet is the allocation of study 
points for such study activity. Many department, course organisers and scholars still regard camps 
as a useful extra-curricula activity, but not as an academic learning experience deserving study 
points. This is a paradox as nobody in fact doubt that student learn a lot during such camps. First, 
they learn how to apply their disciplinary knowledge to the solution of concrete problems. Second, 
they learn how to work in cross-disciplinary teams, and through such collaboration they gain a 
better understanding of their own discipline. Third, they learn from close interaction with outsiders 
such as experienced company staff. Nevertheless, it is often argued that such learning, while 
relevant in future careers, is not an academic learning experience deserving study points. 
 
This reflects a much deeper discussion about the character and role of contemporary universities 
and how academia should be understood. A widespread Dogma among scholars seems to be: Do not 
touch practice! Another Dogma seems to be: Stay within your discipline! A third Dogma seems to 
be: Solid knowledge is rooted in the past, so stay away from future oriented work!  
 
These three related Dogmas are clearly challenged by the camp model, pointing in the direction of 
another type of university often labelled The Entrepreneurial University. In such a university 
students are not captured by disciplinary silos during their entire study programme. Students do 
gain solid disciplinary knowledge at such university, but they also work problem-based and often in 
cross-disciplinary and future oriented groups. This opens for closer interaction with outsiders such 
as the business community, creating what Michael Gibbons has labelled Mode 2 knowledge and 
learning processes (Gibbons 1994). Moreover, it opens for a more balanced understanding of 
practice as something enhancing rather than disturbing academic learning (Scharmer & Käufer 
2000). Finally, such a university embraces future oriented learning processes rather than neglecting 
them and leaving it to the post-university career of the students, which, with the words of C. Otto 
Scharmer, is a major weakness of contemporary educational systems:  
 
“We put vast amounts of money into our educational systems but have not been able to create 
schools and institutions of higher education that develop people’s innate capacity to sense and 
actualize their future, which I regard as the single most important core capability for this century’s 
knowledge economy” (Scharmer 2007). 
 
A healthy exercise in this debate about the future university is to apply an outcome perspective, i.e. 
asking ourselves what competences and capacities we want students to have on board when they 
pass their final exam (Gibb 2006). The argument in traditional academia would be that students 
should possess: 
 

• deep disciplinary knowledge 
• meta-competences in terms of ability to analyse, reason and reflect about complex issues, 
• international competences, knowing languages and cultures outside their own country, 
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What Gibbons (1994), Scharmer (2007), Gibb (2006) and many others argue is that two other 
additional types of competences are also needed in a knowledge driven, entrepreneurial society: 
  

• cross-disciplinary competences and experience with working in (simulated) communities of 
praxis,  

• entrepreneurial competences related to the generation of new ideas and innovation 
processes. 

 
By not taking this latter challenge on board, universities are in fact not servicing contemporary 
societies in a satisfactory way. As most university alumni’s, whether they choose to start their own 
company or find a job in an existing organisation, soon after their final exam will find themselves 
working with future oriented projects in cross-disciplinary groups, it is imperative that they are 
trained in these fields during their studies.  
 
The camp model is one of the ways to do so. It has a direct impact on those involved, but also an 
indirect impact. The overwhelming success of most camps is likely to influence university staff and 
managers and convince growing numbers of scholars that time has come to reconsider old Dogmas. 
The conflict at several Danish universities about allocation of study points to students for their 
camp participation, illustrates this frontline in the current university debate. 
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