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Abstract

There is a widespread movement within tertiary education to build the capacity of
engineering students to engage with enterprise. This is reflected within the accreditation
requirements of professiona bodies, stated industry needs, initiatives by government agencies
and the emergence of related curricula content in some engineering courses. Entrepreneurship
education for engineers relies on developing student capabilities in the business and the lega
intellectual property domains as well as their traditional engineering capabilities.

Intellectually Property (1P) education has a particularly important role to play by supporting
engineers in the creation of product or process development opportunities which have a
unique and defensible IP. This is the fundamental basis upon which further entrepreneuria

activity can be based. However there is no well established pedagogy for educating engineers
and scientists about Intellectual Property.

The goal of this paper is to explore student and educator beliefs about what engineers need to
know about IP. Thiswork isin part based around the experience of introducing | P education
into engineering subjects. It was found that engineering educators were initially unclear about
exactly which types of 1P knowledge and skills were the most important for students to know.
To what extent should the various elements of |P Law, IP valuation and exploitation, IP
Palicy, IP Management and | P ethics be emphasized? To what extent is a general grounding
or scaffolding of law needed for engineers to place IP Law and practice in the context of their
engineering activities? Student responses indicated many already had an appreciation of the
engineering process and were seeking an | P perspective on issues. The findings outlined here
show that to meet the needs of engineering faculties and students there will need to be strong
contextualisation of 1P education and that engineering educators will also need to engage
with identifying what 1P education can offer .

Introduction
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The need for increased entrepreneurship within the higher education curricda has been well
recognised® and intellectual property competence has now been explicitly recognised within
the UK -SPEC 2004% engineering accreditation criteria. In Australia, limited progressis
being made towards devel opment of entrepreneurial skills training, or integration of
entrepreneurial skills development into higher education Science and Technology courses
(especially opportunity recognition)®. The report also recognised there was also ‘lack of a
deeply rooted entrepreneurial culture within Australia which would see entrepreneurship
becoming a more socially legitimate activity’. This suggests the need for a more broadly
based education in enterprise engineering.

Entrepreneurship education for engineers relies on developing student capabilitiesinthe
business and the legal intellectual property domains as well as their traditional engineering
capabilities. This requires engineers to devel op skills and knowledge about working with
intellectual capital. Klien and Prusak (as cited’) define intellectual capital as “intellectual
materia that has been formalised, captured and leveraged to produce a higher value asset”.
This can be achieved through Intellectual property education. Intellectua Property (IP) can
be defined as “ Creative ideas and expressions of the human mind that have commercia value
and receive the legal protection of a property right. The mgjor legal mechanisms for
protecting intellectual property rights are copyrights, patents, and trademarks. Intellectua
property rights enable owners to select who may access and use their property and to protect
it from unauthorized use.”®. Intellectual Property education is the teaching of explanations of
and arguments concerning intellectual property laws. It covers diverse domains including IP
Law, IP vauation and exploitation, IP Policy, IP Management and IP ethics.

The goal of this paper isto explore student and educator beliefs about what information
engineers need to know about IP. It does this through exploring what is currently known
about teaching Intellectual Property into the Engineering discipline and through surveys of
students and educator needs in regards to | P education. It is expected that this paper will be of
use to Engineering and Law educators within engineering courses when determining how to
develop the capacity of their students to engage with entrepreneurship as well astheir broader
engineering practice.

Teaching Intellectual Property into Engineering

Even though it is widely recognised that 1P concepts underpin the successful move towards a
knowledge- based economy, |P education is not uniformly valued and therefore is not taught
across arange of high technology courses. Within Management Information Systems
education there is a proposed Model curriculum. However IP is not mentioned®. Within the
Computing Science Model Curricula?, IP is recognised as a Core element of the curricula
under Social and Professional Issues and it is recommended that it be allocated at least 3
hours. It isalso explicitly recognised in Software Engineering Model curricula™. Within the
Engineering based entrepreneurship curricula’ Intellectual Property is seen as a foundational
skill. The UK Engineering Accreditation body recognises that engineers need the ability to
secure the necessary intellectual property rights of engineering technology and require IP
understanding for registration asa Chartered Engineer’™®. The Australian Engineering
Compeency Standards for graduate engineers (Stage 1) recognise the need for engineersto
“appreciate the commercial, financial and marketing aspects of engineering projects and
programs and the requirements for successful innovation” but does not explicitly recognise
Intellectual Property in the Stage 1 or Stage 2 competencies.
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There is relatively little published literature on teaching IP into the Engineering curricula.
The published studies which describe teaching activities where IP concepts have been
introduced into the curricula®®1121% can be categorised as treating |P within the Engineering
curriculain three different ways. Firstly, IP can be introduced by focusing on IP Law and the
vehicles used to implement it (e.g. patents, copyright, trademarks). This approach is often
favored when IP isintroduced as part of idea-generation and venture-creation processin
entrepreneurship or enterprise subjects. Secondly, IP can be introduced into the engineering
curriculawithin a surrounding context of legal fundamental and principles. The extent of the
surrounding context may range from part of alecture to awhole subject on Law related
education. A third way that I P can be brought into the Engineering curriculaiis as a source for
raising issues about social and professional responsibilities of engineers.

It should be stressed that these three approaches are not mutually exclusive and are
categorised just to represent the extent to which IP Law is embedded within a bigger content
of Law and Society. This raises the question of to what extent is a general grounding or
scaffolding of law needed for engineersto place IP Law and practice in the context of their
engineering activities?

Intellectual capital can be considered to be at the heart of the creative engineering design
process. The way that intellectua property knowledge can best be used to stimulate the
development of the idea or opportunity within the engineering design process may well be
context specific. Kington” notes that the value creation process appears to differ between
enterprise education in business-run and engineering-run courses. Within the business school
environment, the idea or opportunity is thought to arise from a market need and a technology
is then developed, while in the engineering school environment the product idea will flow
from atechnology on to an entrepreneurial opportunity. This perceived differencein the
innovation process may therefore impact how intellectua property education is taught. It may
present a challenge for staff who have abusiness or law background to find the right
emphasis and approaches which develop business and legal skills in engineers that
specifically focus on the engineer’s role in product development and innovation. Thereisa
clear need for further studies into disciplinary differences in the teaching of IP.

The types of knowledges and understandings that |P Education is seeking to develop within
engineers and how that should be assessed isan area that needs more discussion within the
literature on engineering education. For example, it is relatively straight forward to assess
knowledge about the various types of intellectual property types (e.g. patents). However there
are few studies about how to assess an activity where IP knowledge and skills are deeply
embedded and fundamental to the outcomes produced from an engineering design activity.
Soetendorp™? discusses several innovative activities designed to give students | P capabilities
rather than just IP knowledge. These have involved engineers ng the innovation in
their product against a patent database and engineering and law students working together in
a client-advisor relationship. Being able to evaluate how effectively engineering students
have used | P knowledge and skills will be particuarly important within engineering enterprise
subjects.

Several key barriers to the integration of IP into the engineering curricula have been
identified. Many engineering academics felt that |P content was not as important as other
engineering content and that the engineering curricula was already overcrowded and coud
not support any new subjects®. One approach to addressing these barriers is to be able to

integrate | P education more tightly into existing subject domains taught within the curricula.
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However there is little specific guidance within the literature about this approach. While there
is some material on law related teaching for other programmes™®there is little work on how
to contextualise generic IP education to suit the style of delivery and areas of study within the
undergraduate engineering curricula.

What is needed is an established pedagogy for creating well planned, integrated, sequenced
and cumulative learning experiences for |P education when the learning activities reside in
different subjects within a course. This challenge of integrating relevant material from other
disciplines into the core engineering curriculais aso a challenge faced by other initiatives
(Swstainability, Safe Design) thatseek to do likewise across the curriculum. The development
of pedagogical approaches to Engineering Education that are not limited to the incorporation
of technical skills and understandings will be critical if Engineering Education is to meet the
aspirations of broadening the engineering professional and meet the requirements of the
Engineering Accreditation bodies and Professional Associations.

UKCLE study

In recognition of the need to further devel op pedagogies associated with Intellectual Property
education in the engineering curricula a grant was sought from the UK Centre for Lega
Education (UKCLE). It is a subject centre of the Higher Education Academy in the UK
which was set up to support lecturers in enhancing student learning and the student
experience. The project involves a staff member from both the Engineering and Law
Faculties at both Bournemouth University in UK and University of Technology, Sydney as
well as other key collaborators. The project commenced in March 2005 and is expected to run
for two years.

The project aims to;
Develop resources to support the ddlivery of Intellectua Property education to
engineering, ard other science, technology and non-law discipline programmes
Hold joint Law/Engineering workshopsin both Australia and UK
Develop pedagogy surrounding the integration of essential law knowledge into the
nor law curricula. Of specific interest is Intellectual Property Education into the
Engineering curricula.

The work undertaken within this paper is part of the UKCLE study.
Engineering Educator needsfor |P Education

It was recognised within the UK CLE study team that a much clearer understanding about the
relationship of IP to Engineering education and practice was needed. One approach of the
teamto thisissuewas to have informal discussions with Engineering educators about |1P
Education. The following questions for the UKCLE study team emerged;

Where in the engineering curriculais I P education relevant?

What is the essentia |P materid that needs to be taught?

How much class time is needed for the delivery of that material?

How can | support the delivery and assessment of that material?

Survey into Postgraduate Engineering students needs
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The subject Technology and Innovation Management is taken by students who have an
undergraduate engineering degree. They are typicaly enrolled in an MBA or a Masters
degree designed for engineers and technical specialists wishing to expand their managerial
skills within a technol ogy- based organisation. There are alarge number of international
studentsin this subject. The subject brings together knowledge from engineering and
management disciplines. Emphasisis placed on the importance of managing the performance
of the entire product and process development cycle. Topics include: technological change
management, assessment and evaluation of technology, technology policy development, and
new product and process development.

A survey was taken both before and after an Intellectual Property instruction module was
taught. The lecture-based module was undertaken over a 75 minute period and covered the
whys and whats of |P, patents, designs, trademarks, copyright and important issues such as IP
identification, protection of the product development environment, exploitation of |P and the
role of 1P experts. The material was developed and delivered by Engineering Educators.

Students were surveyed both pre and post delivery of the IP instruction module. Responses
were sought on their perceptions of understanding about Intellectual property in genera as
well as specific elements (Table 1).

Table 1: Perceptions of under standing about | P

Item | How much do you know about? Pre-IP Post IP
Instruction I nstruction
Mearg D Mearg, ~ SD
1 Intellectual Property protectionin 23 12 35 0.8
genera
2 Patents 29 11 3.7 0.7
3 Trademarks 31 1.0 3.8 0.8
4 Copyright 33 13 3.8 0.7
Number of Responses (n) 68 7

&Likert scale; 0 = nothing/ never heard of it; 1 = not much at all; 2 = have heard of it; 3 = can defineit / know a
bit; 4 = good understanding; 5 = know quite alot
SD Standard Deviation

The data suggests there was a poorly developed understanding within the group about
Intellectual property protection in a general sense compared with their knowledge about
specific components such as Patents, Trademarks and Copyright. There is clearly a need to
develop a strong contextual background about Intellectual Property Rights management in
addition to specific elements. There was greater prior knowledge within this cohort about
copyright followed by Trademarks and finaly patents. It may be that the Engineers through
their professional or personal life have a much greater exposure to copyright issues and
awareness campaigns than patents. The lower standard deviation in the post IP module survey
data showed that the IP instruction helped standardise the difference in the levels of
understanding within the group.

Thisdata in Table 2 is generally consistent with students’ perceived knowledge needs prior to
the IP instruction module. The group rated the usefulness of further knowledge about | P
Protection dightly lower than specific elements such as Trademarks and Copyright. This
rating of lower perceived usefulness may in part explain why the group had not devel oped an
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understanding of the broader management aspects of Intellectua property compared with
knowledge about specific elements of 1P Law. However after the | P Instruction module the
group rated their desire for further knowledge about |P Protection higher suggesting they
could now better see the valuein it.

Table 2: Percieved knowledge requirements

Item | Do you think it would be useful to know Pre-1P Post IP
more about? Instruction Instruction
Meany SO  Means SD
5 Intellectual Property protection in genera 35 13 39 1.0
6 Patents in genera 35 1.2 4.0 0.9
7 How and when to apply for a Patent 3.7 14 39 11
8 Trademarks 38 11 39 0.9
9 Copyright 39 11 39 1.0
Number of Responses (n) 68 77

#ikert scale; 0 = don’t know; 1 = not very useful; 2=somewhat useful ; 3=neutral ; 4=useful ; 5= very useful
SD Standard Deviation

Another aspect of the research was to understand what the students gained from their
exposure to the I|P module through the impact they believed it would have on their practice as
engineers. Thiswas examined in part through survey questions (Table 3)

Table 3: Percieved impact of |P module on their practice

Item | How important do you think the PreIP Pogt-1P
following activities are in a product Instruction Instruction
development environment?

Mean- SD Mean SD

10 Keeping ajourna with dates and 33 10 3.7 09
activities.

11 Searching existing patents 3.6 10 3.8 0.9

12 Consulting with an IP Professional . 33 1.0 37 09

13 Implementing security measures and 3.7 11 39 09
limiting accessto areas and
information.

14 Disclosure agreements 35 1.0 3.7 09
Number of Responses (n) 68 77

«Likert scale; 1=Not Too Important; 2= Somewhat |mportant; 3= Quite Important; 4= Very Important; 5 =
Critically Important
SD Standard Deviation

The exposure to the IP Instruction module, even though it was relatively short, did give the
group a better understanding of the need to document their engineering activities and of the
value of consulting with an I P expert.

Undergraduate Engineering student needs
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Undergraduate engineering student needs for | P Education was explored informally through
responses received after a lecture on IP ddivered in a subject * Technology Assessment’. It is
a compulsory senior undergraduate engineering subject, which involves students from all
engineering sub-disciplines. The subjectprovides an overview of the different approachesto
Technology Assessment used in the context of public policy formation, impact evaluation
and innovation assessment. The 60 minute IP lecture was developed by an IP Law specialist
from the Faculty of Law. The approach was to provide students with a brief general
grounding/scaffolding upon which they could place IP law and practice in the context of their
future practice as engineers - specifically addressing knowledge that a new graduate might
require when starting engineering employment. The initial portionof the lecture covered
aress of the law vital to engineer’s future when securing their first professional job. The
content covered statutes (notions of mens rea and strict liability); torts (negligence and
professional indemnity issues); Occupational Health and Safety Law and contracts. A
discussion of contracts of employment was then used to lead into IP related elements such as
confidential information, trade secrets, patents, licensing, copyright and designs , employers
IPrights and employees' IP rights.

From the student responses it was clear that many students already had an appreciation of the
engineering process and were seeking an | P perspective on engineering issues. They were
typicaly asking the “what happensif | ...."” questions with aview to finding out the
implications of 1P in their engineering practices. The law faculty lecturer also found the style
of students’ questions, and the need for him to modify his question answering style, to be a
salutary experience. He reported that, as someone who was extremely confident in fielding
and answering questions from law students, it was a challenge to provide contextual answers
to students lacking a background of legal studies and experience. This illustrates the need for
academics (both legal and nortlegal) to be conscious of this lacuna when structuring
materials for use by non-law students.

Conclusions

Thereis aclear need for engineers to be more broadly educated in the business and legal
aspects of engineering. In particular Intellectual Property education needs to be more
explicitly and deeply embedded within the engineering curricula. Only then will the full
potential of engineering educational activities focussed around enterprise and engineering
design be harnessed. However , | P education is aso required to develop within undergraduate
engineers the professional, social and managerial aspects of engineering. But to more fully
engage engineering students with IP education will require both engineering and law
educators to develop enough understanding of each others disciplines that they can better
define the pedagogies that are required.

References

1BylesL and Soetendorp R. Law teaching for other programmes, in Effective Learning & Teaching in Law, R.
Burridge (ed), Kogan Page, 2002

2 Computing Curricula 2001, Computer Science, The Joint Task Force on Computing Curricula, |IEEE Computer
Society, Association for Computing Machinery, 2001

3Dearing, R. Higher education in the learning society, National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education,
1997

“DITR Conmercialisation, utilisation and intellectual property: working paper for Mapping Australian Science
and Innovation, Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources, 2003

5 Kaplan K, and Kaplan J. Incorporating intellectual property into engineering education, Proceedings of the
2003 American Society for Engineering Education Annual Conference and Exposition, Nashville, TN, 22-

“ Proceedings of the 2005 ASEE/AaeE 4" Global Colloquium on Engineering Education
Copyright O 2005, Australasian Association for Engineering Education”

Paper149



25 June, Session 2793, 2003

6Keogh, W. & Galloway, L. Teaching enterprise in vocational disciplines: reflecting on positive experience
Management Decision, 42(3/4), 531-541, 2004

7Kington, A., Markham, S., Thomas, R. and Debo, R. Teaching hightech entrepreneurship: Doesit differ from
teaching entrepreneurship? (and does it matter?), Proceedings of the 2002 American Society for
Engineering Education Annual Conference and Exposition, Montreal, Quebec, Session 3554, 2002

8 emi ng, R Essentialsof Law-Related Education,. ERIC Digest, ED390779, 1995

°M cCarthy. T. McCarthy's Desk Encyclopedia of Intellectual Property, Second Edition, The Bureau of
National Affairs, Inc., Washington, D.C. 20037, 1996

D Mykytyn, P. P.; Mykytyn, K.; Harrison, D. A. Integrating Intellectual Property Concepts into MIS Education:
An Empirical Assessment, Decision Sciences Journal of Innovative Education, 3(1),1-27, 2005

4 Rockman, H.B. An Internet Delivered Course, Intellectual Property Law For Engineers And Scientists, 34"
ASEE/IEEE Frontiers in Education Conference, October 20-23, Savannah, GA, S1B-22, 2004

2 Soetendorp, R. Patent Information in the Academic Context, World Patent Information, 18(4), 219-226, 1996

B Soetendorp, R. “Food for engineers': intellectual property education for innovators, Industry & Higher
Education, December 2004, 363:375

¥ software Engineering 2004, Curriculum Guidelines for Undergraduate Degree Programs in Software
Engineering A VVolume of the Computing Curricula Series, The Joint Task Force on Computing Curricula
IEEE, Computer Society Association for Computing Machinery, 2004

B UK -SPEC UK Standard for Professional Engineering Competence Chartered Engineer and |ncorporated
Engineer Standard, UK Engineering Council, 2004

® Upchurch,R.L. and Serra, W.M. A Primer of Legal Issues For Software Engineering Education, 30"
ASEE/IEEE Frontiers in Education Conference, , October 18-21, Kansas City, MO, T1C-7, 2000

Biographical Information

ROBERT G. McLAUGHLAN isthe Head of the Core Curricula Program He has a disciplinary background
spanning geography, engineering and education with research interests invaving environmental engineering and
multidisciplinary engineering education.

CATHERINE P. KILLEN isthe Program Head for Innovation with the Management, Policy and Practice group
of the Faculty of Engineering at the University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. She has abackground in
Mechanical Engineering and Engineering Management. Her fields of interest are the Management of
Technology and Engineering Innovation.

RUTH SOETENDORPIs a Professor of Intellectual Property Management at the Centre for Intellectual
Property Policy & Management. Her work over anumber of years has encouraged theinclusion of intellectual
property awareness and competence in engineering and other non-law programmes. She was awarded an HEA
National Teaching Fellowship in 2001. Sheisleading the UKCLE project

BILL CHILDS is aLecturer with the Faculty of Law. He teachesin the Master of Industrial Property - a course
that provides the educational requirements for admission to practice as patent and trade marks attorneysin
Australia. His principleresearchinterestsarein | P licensing agreements and contracts; promulgating
intellectual property awareness in South East Asian markets; and the use flexible learning technologiesin
distance learning.

JM ROACH is aProfessor in the School of Design, Engineering and Computing, Bournemouth. His innovative
engineering work involves championing Knowledge Transfer from university to industry through the
Bournemouth University Knowledge Transfer Partnerships Centre He was awarded the first HEFCE National
Business Fellowship in 2001.

“ Proceedings of the 2005 ASEE/AaeE 4" Global Colloquium on Engineering Education
Copyright O 2005, Australasian Association for Engineering Education”

Paper149



