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Objectives: To review the findings of the Cox Review of Creativity in Business and the Gowers Review of the UK's Intellectual Property (IP) regime and to relate them to entrepreneurial curriculum development.

Prior work: The Cox Review recommends that, "higher education courses should better prepare students to work with and understand creative specialists" (HM Treasury, 2005, 1).  Consider the commercialisation of any product or service and there will be at least one creative specialist (designer) involved in the process,  providing amongst other aspects, digital media, industrial design, packaging, graphic design, branding and advertising.  The designer is engaged in producing the intangible assets of the business, the IP.  Of note is that "65% of assets of American corporations are not the factories or equipment, but intellectual property" (Cristobal, 2006, 3).  Imagine Coca Cola or McDonalds without their branding.

Approach: An extended literature review is contextualised within 20 years of 'entrepreneurial' curriculum development that exploits the symbiotic experiences of an academic/design professional and enterprise manager/ex-bank manager.  The experiences of over 150 graphic design alumni, many have had to 'guide' a business client through the IP process, further inform the findings.

Results: Whilst IP affects everyone, general awareness in the UK is fairly low (Gowers, 2006, 96).  The recommendations of Vesper and McMullen (1988) that 'ideas protection' be incorporated within entrepreneurship programmes have yet to be recognised by many business schools (Freeman and Barron, 2006, NESTA, 2006) 20 years later. IP considerations should be incorporated within all disciplines, to provide initial awareness in readiness for the potential commercial exploitation of creativity and innovation.  Design-lead pedagogies that inspire curiosity-based learning are considered most appropriate to IP related issues.

Implications: If intellectual property rights are key drivers of innovation (Wang and Chang, 2005) and we accept the view that a sense of ownership is a critical factor in entrepreneurial success (Kirby, 2003, Gibb, 1993), a responsibility lies with those taking forward the entrepreneurship agenda to embed awareness of IP.  Entrepreneurship is about applied creativity (Rae, 2007), awareness-raising of IP affords enabling strategies to develop the nexus between creative specialists and business, an asset to entrepreneurs.

Value: It is proposed that the pedagogic model explored in this paper offers a practical response to Gowers statement about the IP regime in the UK "Getting the balance right is vital to driving innovation, securing investment and stimulating competition.  Lasting success will belong to those who get this right" (Gowers, 2006, 1).

Introduction

If, as David Rae suggests, “Entrepreneurship is about applied creativity” (Rae, 2007), and on the premise that, “Design is the link between creativity and innovation” (Rt. Hon. Alistair Darling MP, 2006), it can be argued that we need, “a change of mentality, with design as the connective tissue.” (MacDonald, 2006)

“Imagine Coca Cola without a logo. Imagine Apple’s IMac as a grey rectangular box. Imagine Nike without its TV adverts… Design is intrinsically linked to the bottom line.” (Jim Hytner, Marketing Director, Barclays)

Designers are encouraged to develop acute analytical skills and to engage with processes that enable them to challenge and re-assess accepted norms whilst working within specific constraints such as a client brief. For example, product designers are required to be innovative whilst working within confines such as available materials and or manufacturing processes, Graphic Designers have to communicate and inform a target audience or readership via media such as print and web technologies. The client may or may not (as is often the case) be aware of these limitations and turn to the designer for guidance as to how best promote their product or service. Primarily, of course, a graphic designer needs to interrogate the very business that he or she is promoting or branding, so as to represent it appropriately. To fully exploit the commercial potential of such creativity a business or enterprise requires an awareness of the range and type of intellectual property rights (IP) that are available to them.

Consider the commercialisation of any product or service and there will be at least one  ‘designer’ involved in the process.  A basic premise of the findings of the Cox Review (Cox, 2005) combined with that of the parallel study by the Department of Trade and Industry, Economics Paper No. 15, Creativity, Design and Business Performance (DTI, 2005) is to strengthen relationships between businesses, in particular SME’s, and creative professionals from design disciplines who positively impact on business performance and provide amongst other aspects, digital media, industrial design, packaging, graphic design, branding and advertising.  IP is an intrinsic part of these design processes, but given the lack of general understanding in the 2000 MORI poll, the question arises as to whose responsibility is it to negotiate and respond to the legalities?

Often perceived as less tangible than ownership rights over physical property, “Because IP assets cannot be seen or touched it is sometimes hard to appreciate their true value” (UKIPO, 2007, 3) IP considerations are often overlooked.   Yet the value of such assets is that they have the capacity to “increase your competitiveness and contribute to your business success” (UKIPO, 2007, 3).  Notably, a comparison of tangible and intangible assets of corporations in several countries, including Japan, the US and UK, showed that “65 % of assets of American corporations are not the factories or equipment, but intellectual property.  The other countries showed similar shifts over the past decade” (Cristobal, 2006, 3). As Intellectual Property (IP) affords people the rights to own their creativity and innovation, just as they would own physical property, the owner of IP can control and receive reward for its use. This encourages further innovation and creativity for the benefit of society.

If, as proposed here, the specialist skills of designers are considered beneficial models of entrepreneurial strategy, there is also evidence to suggest that the manner in which design students are taught could be a useful and transferable pedagogy (Lobler, 2005, Kellet, 2006). Moreover, the Cox Review makes the specific recommendation to “ensure that higher education courses better prepare students to work with, and understand creative specialists” (HM Treasury, 2005, 1).

Notably, the recommendations of Vesper and McMullen (1988) (almost 20 years ago) that ‘ideas protection’ be incorporated within entrepreneurship programmes have yet to be recognised by many business schools (Freeman and Barron, 2006, NESTA, 2006). The recently renamed UK Intellectual Property Office (formerly The Patent Office) acknowledges this deficit and is actively seeking out ways in which to nurture and develop appropriate knowledge. The recently developed ‘Think Kit’ and the resource rich website ‘http://www.crackingideas.com’ (Launched June 4, 2007) are examples of this strategy - aimed specifically at the schools’ sector.

This paper engages with some of the focal issues in this emergent debate – namely the value and competitive advantage that knowledge of intellectual property rights can offer the entrepreneur, and the educational implications that such a proposal presents to the University sector. This paper’s intention is to provide an overview of contemporary discourse and respond to the call for practical papers and workshops that outline good practice (Wilson et al, 2003, Botham and Mason, 2007).   Whilst appreciating that there is considerable discourse surrounding the appropriateness of current IP law, in what has been described as the Copyrights and Copywrongs (Vaidhyanathan, 2001), the paper does not engage in a critique of the IP legislation. 

Methodology

An extended literature review, together with engagement in entrepreneurship discussions with the international research community informs the findings of this study. 

The holistic left brain/right brain approaches developed through the authors joint experiences as a design professional/creative and finance manager/enterprise manager are central features of the analytical process.   Moreover, one of the authors is employed as the Education and Enterprise Support Manager at the UK Intellectual Property Office. The collaborative nature of this strategy has enabled an integrated pedagogical model to develop which responds to calls for a more holistic approach  “The time is ripe for collaborative initiatives in IP education and research” (Soetendorp, 2005, 1).

The issues surrounding the problems of engaging creative students from art and design programmes of study with business-related procedures are the subject of much discussion (Raffo et al, 2000, Penaluna and Penaluna, 2005).   Studies of emergent practice (Kellet, 2006) suggest that traditional business pedagogies are inappropriate in environments where experiential learning and risk-taking strategies are paramount to educational success).  Moreover, the recent Higher Education Academy – Art Design and Media Subject Centre’s report ‘Creating Entrepreneurship: entrepreneurship for the creative industries’ (2007), notes in its recommendations that, “Entrepreneurship is inherent to effective creative practice and needs to be explicit in the curriculum.”

Art and Design Subject Benchmarks Statements (QAA:2002) guide the pedagogies employed in this discipline and are considered by the authors to be transferable strategies (Penaluna and Penaluna, 2006a, 2006b).  Specifically, the teaching and development of IP in this model has been taught in a manner that ‘inspires curiosity’ (Rae, 2007, 8) and engages students through experiential learning processes.  Thus stimulating “a love and curiosity to pursue knowledge” (Soetendorp, 2006, 2).  At a recent enterprise masterclass (elvis, 2007) where an IP ‘sample lecture’ was provided there were calls for this approach to be more widely disseminated “I would like to see Kath and Andy’s IP presentation given to students of all disciplines & universities across Wales!” (Thompson, 2007)

The School of Contextual Studies and Visual Communication at Swansea Institute of Higher Education (SIHE) has over 20 years experience of this delivery strategy and incorporates its continuous contextual review model into curricula development. The views and experiences of in excess of 150 alumni, some with 25 years of experiences, are central to the pedagogies employed (see Appendix 1). 

In ‘Researching the Student Voice’, for the Higher Education Academy – Art Design and Media Subject Centre’s report ‘Creating Entrepreneurship: entrepreneurship for the creative industries’ (HEA-ADM, 2007, 123), Swansea Institute was selected as host institution for the Midlands, Wales and Northern Ireland Regional Seminar. Moreover, as one of only 5 UK in-depth case studies distinguished as being “distinct models for delivering entrepreneurship education to art design and media students… [as part of] innovative entrepreneurship education” (ADM-HEA, 2007, 122),  the techniques have been considered worthy of further dissemination. 

It is also noteworthy that lectures in IP commenced in the early 1990’s following the authors’ business-related experiences and direct feedback and support from alumni who felt that the lack of such a component was a serious curricular omission.  These IP considerations and associated methods of dissemination have therefore been developing over a period of approximately 15 years.

The authors’ academic backgrounds also have some bearing on the subject of discussion.  For example as a central theme of investigation, international patent searches and analysis led to a successful evidence-based PhD submission which challenged accepted published dates of invention (Penaluna, 2004).  Moreover, as a component of a Master of Business dissertation (Penaluna, 2005), a case study analysis (Yin, 1994) was conducted into the ethical dilemmas faced by the contemporary graphic designer.  A component of this research was a survey from which qualitative data was obtained from 25 of SIHE’s graphic design graduates.  One hundred per cent of these had had to guide a client through the IP process, many on a routine basis.  Thus this research offers an extended insight into experiences with organisations that range from SME’s to multinationals. 

The entrepreneurship teaching strategy is the subject of ongoing research and, two complimentary and parallel papers on the theme of pedagogical approaches to enterprise education have been presented to two diverse specialist conferences this year. Initially, to the UK’s Higher Education Academy, Business, Management, Accounting and Finance subject centre annual conference (Business School – left brain). Secondly, to the European League of Institutes of the Arts (Art and Design Schools – right brain), thus extending the debate and driving it towards the two associated centres of excellence - with the aim of encouraging further collaboration. 

Finally, with a UK-wide remit to support education and enterprise on behalf of the UK Intellectual Property Office, one of the authors contributes valuable insights into the emerging and developing strategies that have been employed to enhance and promote IP awareness.

Background history of IP in the UK

IP is not a new topic, the earliest known English patent for an invention was granted to Henry VI to John of Utynam in 1449.  The patent provided John with a twenty-year monopoly for a method of making stained glass, required for the windows of Eton College (Gowers, 2006, 14).  

Copyright was first established in the Statute of Anne in 1710, which declared “copyright comes into existence with the act of composition by an author” (St. Clair in Gowers, 2006, 14).   Design law was originally introduced with the Designing and Printing of Linen Act in 1787, providing the owner with two months’ exclusivity in the printing of designs on linens and other fabrics (Gowers, 2006, 15). 

Interest in IP extends into mainstream publications e.g. the May 2007 edition of ladies publication Eve discusses ‘Where did Royalties get their name from?’ referencing Henry V111 who levied a fee for every performance of ‘Greensleeves’ claiming that he was the composer.  “In effect the levy created musical copyright on the spot and the fee or ‘The Royalty’ still keeps stars in fresh Prada today” (Hogwood, 2007, 63).

Government triggers

Recent UK government reports are quite explicit in their opinion that, “Creativity needs to pervade the whole of an organisation and, for this reason, nature and value of creativity needs to be an integral part of learning” (Cox Review, 2005, 28).

In December 2005, Andrew Gowers (Editor of the Financial Times from 2001 to 2005) was appointed to lead an independent Review of the UK’s intellectual property regime for HM Government.  The Government’s decision to commission the Review was “an explicit recognition both of the growing importance of IP and of the challenges brought by the changing economic environment” (Gowers, 2006, 1).  The review provides recommendations “on how the IP regime should respond to the challenges that it faces.  Getting the balance right is vital to driving innovation, securing investment and stimulating competition.  Lasting success will belong to those that get this right” (Gowers, 2006, 1).

Whilst Intellectual Property Rights affects everyone, general awareness in the UK is fairly low.  In a Mori poll conducted in 2000 most respondents had to guess what the phrase ‘Intellectual Property’ meant (Gowers, 2006, 96).   Participants showed a greater understanding of Trademarks that are observed as part of everyday life  (i.e. Coca Cola, McDonalds) as opposed to the more abstract forms such as copyright and patents.  The general lack of understanding makes it difficult for consumers to respect such rights. Subsequently, copying and counterfeiting are seen by many as ‘victimless’ crimes.

Whilst other countries have raised the profile of IP more effectively than in the UK (Gowers, 2006, 97), it would appear that the problem is widespread and manifests itself globally.  If intellectual property rights are key drivers of innovation (Wang and Chang, 2005) and we accept the view that a sense of ownership is a critical factor in entrepreneurial success (Kirby, 2003, Gibb, 1993), issues such as these are central to the debate, i.e. how should intellectual property rights be considered when designing or improving academic programmes of study?

The Gowers report advocates that the UK Patent Office, renamed the UK Intellectual Property Office (UKIPO) with effect from 2 April 2007 to reflect the wider role of the office, should develop stronger links with universities (Gowers, 2006, 7), the importance of the effective management of Intellectual Property in Higher Education establishments having been highlighted in Excellence and Opportunity, a 2000 White Paper on science and innovation policy.   This has many implications, not least if we consider Levie and Currie’s (2005) entrepreneurship audit of entrepreneurship education in Wales which suggested that, “IPR Policy remains confused in the HE and FE sector”, recommending that institutions devise a policy that “encourages rather than stifles entrepreneurship”. Importantly, they highlight that IP ownership of work generated by students, currently ranges from the argument that the student should own IP, as they are not employees of the institution, to students being required to sign away any IP rights to their institution while they remain registered students.  The position is far from coherent.  Notably, Freeman and Barron (2006, 5) observe in their National Council for Graduate Entrepreneurship (NCGE) research report ‘Managing Student Intellectual Property’, “From the student perspective, it is clear that the quality of their experience in relation to IP depends on which higher education institution they attend”.

Despite clear guidelines from the UK Patent Office (2004) that were compiled to assist senior managers, it would appear that Institutions have yet to implement what may be considered a generic approach (or one of a number of options most pertinent to the Institution) to generating a provision that clearly supports their students/graduates/staff in exploiting their creative endeavour (Freeman and Barron, 2006).  Without this underpinning, it is argued, students will have a deficit of role models with whom to identify.

In order to respond to this identified shortfall, models of entrepreneurship education need to be pro-active in reacting to Sector Skills Councils (SSDA, 2007) and the Leitch Review of Skills (Leitch, 2007) by incorporating IP in their educational strategies.  Moreover, in responding to the HM Treasury call for evidence for the Gowers Review (2006), the National Endowment for Science Technology and the Arts (NESTA) highlight the lack of business skills within small creative firms, including a frequent “lack of understanding of how IP can and should be used within their businesses”  (NESTA, 2006, 6).   They subsequently recommend that “enterprise-oriented curricula in schools and HE’s should include a focus on the exploitation of ideas and IP” (NESTA, 2006, 7). 

Evolution of IP and entrepreneurship legal education in the UK

In the UK the timing and development of entrepreneurship education parallels that of Intellectual property education gaining an increased interest within law schools.  Entrepreneurship courses were launched in the late 1980’s in the UK with the intention of encouraging students to start their own businesses upon graduation (Brown, 1990, Kirby, 1992).  Government led initiatives intended to support an entrepreneurial culture within Universities (Lambert, 2003, NCGE, 2004) were introduced in the years that followed.  Interest in intellectual property legal education in the UK grew in the 1980’s in direct response to the need for intellectual property expertise to resolve computer software based disputes (Soetendorp, 2006, 1).   

However, whilst entrepreneurship education is seen to have received a considerable amount of research interest (Gibb, 2005, Kirby, 2006, Pittaway and Cope, 2006) and attempts to define the field of entrepreneurship research (Bruyat and Julien, 2001) are ongoing, law schools do not appear to have generated such levels of research or to propose models of good practice that can be taken forward to inform and develop improved teaching and learning strategies for Intellectual Property across the curriculum.

Consequently, it may be seen that the general lack of understanding of Intellectual Property Rights provides a “lucrative career for IPR lawyers” (Davis, 2003, 112).  This is further evidenced by the findings of the Creative Industries Intellectual Property Group (2000, 22) “with few exceptions, education about intellectual property in the higher and further education sector seems to be minimal, even in areas where those on a course are likely to end up working in areas where they will come into contact with intellectual property on a daily basis”. 

Moreover, there are graduates from Law Schools who remain unaware of intellectual property (Soetendorp, 2006, 3) and Law schools have not been seen to have taken the leadership role in the delivery of IP education. 

Discourse suggests that potential models of best practice are stemming from the Art and Design discipline, with support such as Own It (www.own-it.org) providing free IP advice, events and information for London’s creative people through a partnership between Creative London and London College of Communication, University of the Arts London.    Professional bodies for artists and designers are providing advice for their members, e.g. Chartered Society of Designers, Association of Illustrators.  The annual Swansea Animation Days (SAND) event organised by the School of Digital Media at Swansea Institute, incorporates a business day providing professional practice support for those involved in the creative industries which includes an IP presentation.  Lee Gage from media and entertainment law specialists Harbottle and Lewis’s has been a regular speaker at the event and is seen to engage the audience with his case studies and raise awareness for those new to the IP agenda (SAND, 2006). 

Pedagogic challenges – engaging non-law academics with the IP agenda

The UK Intellectual Property Office is actively engaged in developing a range of support material for the UK University sector. Through direct involvement with competitions and award schemes such as ‘Carbonate’ it has become acutely aware of the lack of development in non-law programmes of study. 

Advances in pedagogical research have made a significant contribution to the quality of teaching and learning in higher education (Hubball and Poole, 2003; Ramsden, 1994; Kolb and Boyatis, 2001; Merriam, 2001).  Introduction of IP related skills, potentially conveyed via the entrepreneurship educator and delivered cross curriculum, will require the educator to respond to the curricular and pedagogical challenges of the 21st century.   To engage a diverse student cohort, learning- centred approaches to teaching that are effective in enhancing critical thinking, communication and problem solving skills in a variety of field and classroom setting will be a pre-requisite (Gijselaers, 1996; Gallagher, 1997, Torp and Sage, 1998).  

Soetendorp (2006, 13) observes that non-law academics “have not always been enthusiastic about introducing intellectual property to the curriculum”.  Her 2003 research asked engineering academics whether they would teach intellectual property concepts to their students.  It received the following personal responses 

· I shouldn’t have to teach this

· I don’t know how to teach this

· If we had decent students in the first place I wouldn’t need to teach this

The academics considered that the syllabus was already crowded and that as aspects of intellectual property did not appear as an explicit benchmark or accreditation requirement they were not a priority issue.  They also perceived IP to be a subject that should be taught by experts.  In an increasing risk adverse society with concerns for an individual’s responsibilities to be made more explicit, primarily to offer some defence against the ‘law suit culture’, these responses are hardly surprising.  

Discourse continues as to whether HE’s are entrepreneurial (Pittaway and Cope, 2006) with studies exploring how HE’s can act in ‘entrepreneurial’ ways (Grigg, 1994), with others arguing that universities are already entrepreneurial (Conceicao and Heitor, 2002).  Kirby (2006) in considering barriers to entrepreneurship development within HE’s references Hisrich and Peters observations of large organisations “The guiding principles in traditional corporate culture are: follow the instructive given; do not make any mistakes; do not fail; do not take initiative but wait for instructions; stay within your turf; and protect your backside.  This restrictive environment is of course not conducive to creativity, flexibility, independence, and risk taking – the jargon of intrapreneurs” (Hisrich and Peters in Kirby, 2006, 3). 

We must also accept that entrepreneurship education is not always welcome in academia (Whiteley, 1995).  Overcoming such reluctance could be a key role for the entrepreneurial educator or enterprise director taking forward their Institution’s strategic agenda.  IP has the potential to provide a cross curricula topic that helps to embed and reinforce entrepreneurship in all modules.  For example, opportunities could be taken to provide a learning experience for students across programmes to discuss IP issues and how they affect each other.   However, “intellectual property education is unlikely to succeed if it is externally imposed on a faculty.  Rather work needs to be done to enable non-law faculties to open up their curricula to intellectual property, and support delivery to their students” (Soetendorp, 2006, 13). 

Design and delivery of IP – current strategies


With an objective to “engender innovation and creativity in our learners, it is logical to demonstrate those skills ourselves in the way we approach teaching and course design” (Wilson et al 2003, 7).

Having been introduced in the design curriculum at Swansea Institute in the early 1990’s and continuously responding to alumni feedback, more ‘curiosity led’ delivery strategies have evolved that use the original and more recent IP related case studies as examples.  As it is supplemented by experiences and comments from industry-based alumni, this pool of experience is continuously developing and evolving.  Moreover, the use of alumni examples gives direct resonance to the material when it is delivered to students from the same educational establishment.  In their considerations for IP education Ghafele et al, (2007, 32) suggest  “feedback from participants will enable an interactive university to improve continuously and will help to ensure that it offers the highest quality teaching” moreover, they advocate an informal platform “that allows graduates and tutors to stay in touch and exchange information on recent trends in IP management” (Ghafele, et al, 2007, 32).  

Student feedback at Swansea has consistently demonstrated that these techniques have had significant impact on their thinking.  This is clearly illustrated by the following quotes from an IP class that was delivered during the UK Enterprise Week to Swansea’s Art and Design faculty:

“Fantastic, essential information clearly and humorously explained”

“Lots of information supplied in an understanding and interesting way … I am so glad we are offered this info”

“Entertaining for a complex subject”

“Thought provoking”

“Love to learn more”

“Really informative and fun! This is something that should be taught thoroughly everywhere”.

(Penaluna and Penaluna, 2006d).

Taking on board comments from Bill Sermon, Nokia’s multimedia guru (2006), we need to set “a culture of example”.  Leading by example is undoubtedly an important aspect. David Gibson, acknowledged to have made a major contribution to entrepreneurship education in Northern Ireland, emphasises the point thus “The most effective teaching is not delivering a lecture but being a model for someone else, because then you have integrity and do what you say you are going to do” (Gibson, 2006, 50).  Accordingly, associated IP rights are negotiated and formally approved by the companies referenced in such lectures, the process being implicit in the delivery.

 A photograph of a jar of Nescafe Gold Blend coffee is used within the Gowers report as a tool to outline IP features in a common everyday object.  Lectures at Swansea now incorporate and extend this example by taking the coffee grains from the jar and asking students to consider commercialising the coffee, by placing it within a container (glass jar – product designer – registered design), that keeps the product airtight (lid seal and foil – product designer - patent). Registered and unregistered design rights can protect the shape of the jar.  The typographical layout can be protected and the artwork in labels copyrighted.   Trademarks can protect the shape of the labels, brand names and the colours used.   Advertising and associated licensing agreements complete the IP related picture.
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	Image courtesy of Société des Produits Nestlé S.A., Vevey, Switzerland



Potential for development

The authors are of the opinion that IP related lectures and projects should be embedded within all programmes of study (Penaluna and Penaluna, 2006).  Contextualising and incorporating programme specific case studies not only stimulate lively debate but also act as a facilitator, engendering a culture where intellectual property is valued at all levels.   By way of example, at its most elementary (arguably) but relevant for all stakeholders of an institution, are the copyright implications that surround the basic task of photocopying.  

If the delivery method encourages individual or small group responses that are elicited through thoughtful questions from the lecturer, the levels of interest and curiosity have been shown to be raised with comments such as “it left me hungry for more”  (Davis, 2007) being prevalent in feedback questionnaires from events such as the recent elvis (2007) conference – where careers professionals and other stakeholders took part in an IP and entrepreneurship masterclass. 

Using this and similar methods we could incorporate design and its intrinsic IP value as an integrated component.  Music technologies for example are moving at a considerable pace and the downloading process becoming common practice.  This virtual process, as opposed to the purchasing of physical items such as CD’s, embeds licensing agreements into the process and attempts to protect the rights of those who perform and produce – not always successfully.  This contemporary topic of debate will presumably continue as the Internet provides an increasing number of opportunities to interface with the world from the comfort of your home computer.  These provide ample opportunity for ‘trigger sessions’ that motivate further discussions amongst students. 

Most students will have been exposed to the processes involved when purchasing ‘software’ licenses to run computing programmes that facilitate their work.  A point of debate could be as to whether or not the software authors should be considered as valuable contributors to their projects, and therefore might need to be acknowledged?  A key IP issue is balancing the ownership rights between the user-creators and the development tool providers (Ramsey and Trinh, 2007). 

In written assignments students are required to attribute sources of information and are credited for an extensive bibliography that acknowledges other authors’ discourse.  The point at which they cease to acknowledge a number of authorities and take the writings without acknowledgement, submitting as their own, is ‘plagiarism’. The use of images however, appears to remain an uncertain aspect and the system of crediting such elements into academic writing remains unclear.  However, it should be noted that some academic conferences such as the forthcoming European League of Institutes of the Arts Teachers Academy (ELIA) in Brighton, UK, are now requesting assurances that conference presenters acknowledge IP issues and even take model releases into consideration when colleagues or students are an integral part of the images presented.

We could also consider the practicalities of ‘engagement with the designer’ as a cross curriculum topic.  Student’s future careers may see them as employer or employee but at some point they are likely to have to engage with a designer and to negotiate some kind of directive or ‘brief’.  For example The World Wide Web is a phenomenon that few businesses can afford to ignore.  This will require a continuing liaison with a web designer and the provision of content that does not infringe copyright. 

Encouraging creativity – right brain / left brain combine

The experiences of the authors of this study lead them to echo the message from Kamil Idris, Director General of the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) in his message for world intellectual property day 26 April 2007 “For many people, the connection between intellectual property and creativity is far from obvious.  The word creativity conjures a world of arts and music makers, of poets and problem solvers.  Whereas intellectual property all too often summons images of gray-suited (sic) lawyers, locked in litigation.  But look more closely, and it quickly becomes clear that it is the intellectual property system itself which sustains and nourishes those creators” (Idris, 2007).   

Notably, exemplars from business pedagogies that the business author had been exposed to during their own education proved to be totally inappropriate and ineffective when delivering business acumen to an art and design cohort. The grey suit analogy was extended so much that the student’s immediate response to the lecture was ‘suit and boring’.  The reason is that the critically aware creative student is continually exposed to right-brain development throughout their studies, in contrast to the business school scholar for whom the traditional left-brain development dominates.  Nieuwenhuizen and Groenwald’s (2004) research on the brain preference profiles of successful entrepreneurs demonstrates their preference for right brain thinking.  

The delivery method therefore had to be re-designed by the creative, who mentored the teaching strategy and subsequently developed additional taught modules and techniques.  Thus demonstrating a response to the call for a paradigm shift within HE’s to develop right brain entrepreneurial capabilities as well as left brain analytical skills (Chia, 1996, Kirby, 2004).

Pedagogic approaches that support both left and right brain capacity (Gregorc, 1985) and offers experiential learning (Kolb, 1984; Vvgotsky, 1962, 1978) are acknowledged as being intrinsically motivating for the learning, especially in adulthood (Kolb, 1984; Knowles, 1993) and are likely to be the most effective learning strategies. 

Now consider the manner in which Idris concludes his message “Encouraging creativity – rewarding the creative, innovative talents on which our world and our future are built – these are the ends which intellectual property serves.  This is what drives WIPO’s work.  This is what makes World Intellectual Property Day a cause of celebration”  (Idris, 2007).  The International examples of intellectual property in action that he quotes include:

· The color and drama of a box office hit from Bollywood, providing entertainment and employment for countless people:

· The vision of non-profit non-government organization, which develops an engineer’s patented device for bringing clean water to isolated villages.

Integration of IP across the curriculum would likewise be seen as a cause for celebration – indeed it could be developed alongside new and innovative holistic teaching and learning strategies.  A challenge for entrepreneurship education is to meet the “rigours of academia while keeping a reality-based focus and entrepreneurial climate in the learning experience environment” (Solomon et al, 2002, 2).  Lecturer enthusiasm is not a guaranteed deobstruent, but is an essential component amongst the hortative approaches that can ultimately overcome some of the obstacles faced.  Just as Cummins observes with the teaching of ethics, entrepreneurship education and the inclusion of IP is very much driven by lecturer enthusiasm, which begs the question – is it ethical not to incorporate ‘business’ acumen (including ideas protection) within all programmes outside of the business schools and likewise develop the fundamental skills for developing ‘ creativity; and ideas protection (Intellectual Property) for those within them?  

Conclusion

Intellectual Property awareness-raising sessions should be incorporated within all curricular topics, affording students the potential to exploit their creativity and innovation. This in turn will help students avoid infringement and potential legal pitfalls.   Emergent (design style) pedagogies that inspire curiosity-based learning are most appropriate to IP related lectures. The ‘grey-suits’, the description of IP lawyers that is envisaged suggested by Idris (2007), perception of IP specialists is one that can be addressed by entrepreneurial educators.

 “Getting the balance right is vital to driving innovation, securing investment and stimulating competition.  Lasting success will belong to those who get this right” (Gowers, 2006, 1).

Appendix 1 – Continuous Conceptual Review Model (Penaluna and Penaluna, 2006)
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