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1. Introduction

The Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of IntelldProperty Rights (TRIPS) introduced a
new standard for protection of intangible asseatsthle knowledge-based economy, the ability to
generate and diffuse innovations has a direct ioglship with levels of productivity and
competitiveness achieved by countries. In this exintthe structuring of teaching and research
activities in the field of Intellectual PropertyP(l increases, either in developed or in developing
countries.

The first IP academy, Worldwide Academy of the Wloihtellectual Property Organization
(WIPO) was founded in 1998. It aims to meet the dewand for IP knowledge and expertise, and is
addressed to the IP education and research. Clyrrener 20 countries have established their IP
academies, and the majority is linked to institasioresponsible for intangible assets protection.
Usually, these academies offer specialized prajessitraining; training courses for managers, and
postgraduate courses, besides developing researolder to raise the level of knowledge and to
contribute to national and international debatthis field.

This paper presents results from an internationavey conducted among 21 Intellectual
Property Academies (IPAs), aiming to respond tcstjaes related to the movement of foundation and
institutionalization of IPAs: how and why are thieyinded; how do they characterize; what do they
do; and how are they structured.

Data were collected through a questionnaire setitetdPAs. The analysis enabled the mapping
development of: (i) the reasons for the emergeridaase institutions; (ii) how they are structured,
(iii) the training activities they provide; (iv) ¢éprofile of the faculty and of the audience to whihey

! This article is based on the Master thesis titlddademies of Intellectual Property: Principles atéments for a
Diagnosis”, defended in May 2010 by Liliana Mendesler the advisor of Beatriz Amorim-Borher.
* The opinions expressed in this article are thle sesponsibility of the authors.

Copyright of the paper belongs to the author(shr8ission of a paper grants permission to the Tripédix 9 Scientific
Committee to include it in the conference matearal to place it on relevant websites. The Scierfiimmittee may invite
accepted papers accepted to be considered forgatidh in Special Issues of selected journals afterconference.
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are addressed; and (v) identification of possibipdcts of their programs on the future development
of teaching and research in IP.

Furthermore, the present paper aimed to descrilme sspects of the global context in which
the IPAs emerged. The survey sought to verify hdw hational IP offices adjusted to the
socioeconomic context of the rising valuation daigible assets and how they adjusted to meet the
rising demand of trained professionals specialiretthe management of public policies and business
strategies related to IP protection and commerpaabn.

The initial part of this paper discusses the IFextlrelevance in a global context characterized
by an intense technological development and an itappcommercial dynamism. Aspects concerning
the teaching of IP and the structuring of the Gldatwork on Intellectual Property Academies
(GNIPA) are presented. Afterwards, the paper reptire main results of the survey through data
processing and analysis, and finally it concludeth va reflection on the perspectives for further
studies to be conducted in the IP teaching ancérelsareas.

2. Background - The Global Context and IntellectuaProperty: Implications

The aim of the survey was to understand the rigmgprtance of knowledge in shaping the
development models of countries. As a matter df the globalization movement, which significantly
reinforces the relationship between competitiverggia and innovation, has been strongly pushing
the search for new products and processes, ini@add new models of business management. At the
core of this transformation lies what some auttam&nowledge as the revolution in the production,
processing and communication techniques that téaepwith the development of information and
communication technologies (ICTs). The applicabdsuch technologies leads to production change.
Instead of focusing on the use of intensive tealsgand procedures related to capital and energy,
and on its corresponding form of organization basedthe principles of standardization and
homogenization of processes and products, now tbheuption addressethe use of intensive
techniques in order to handle information and kmalge. From the year 1990 onwards, with the
development and expansion of the ICTs, biotechrnologl new materials, a new wave of “creative
destruction"emerge$ bringing a change based on knowledge, informadiuth valuation of intangible
assets.

For Tigre (2006), ICTs allowed enterprises tegnate global supply chains, bringing suppliers
closer to users with real time information. As aule new business models were developed and the
information content in production arose. [It] Thas translated by the investments growth in thd fie
of Research & Development (R&D), marketing and gi'sio generate differentiation in products and
processes, besides ensuring resulting gains innamasing competition. Hencehat is already
perceived is the risingnportance of both knowledge and the managememitahgible assets in
business, and even in academic institutions.

% According to Tigre (2006), the term “creative destion” was used by Schumpeter to describe the phenomdrtbe o
end of a cycle of economic recession and the baginof a new era of economic growth, brought ablmuthe rapid
spread of an important technological innovation.

® The composition of the price of a product exenwggifsignificantly the relevance of intangible assttess than 5% of
the price of a chip consists of direct costs of afacturing, and the remainder is primarily attrilmat to marketing
expenses and R&D. (...) the design of a chip chauegirely every two years. The importance of igitble capital
embedded in tacit and codified knowledge is thegeiftcreasing.”(Tigre, 2006, p. 56).
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According to Lundvall (2005), the interaction beémescience, technology and innovation is
very important to the promotion of learning andtkee use of knowledge broadly in a process
characterized by the interactive learning betweaenlycers (universities and public or private resear
centers) and users of technology (private seatar#fi. The author argues that “the most important
resource in economy is knowledge and the most itapbprocess is learning.” (2005:11)

Intangible assets of a technological, cultural aformational nature play a central role in the
future growth of countries in an environment ofguotive evolution, where knowledge is understood
as an economic resource negotiable in commer@akéactions. Knowledge becomes the economy
driving force, perceived as an intangible asset gfeat economic valfiewhich in turn reorganizes
the relationships between the State and the ecanactors, producers and users of this asset.

This change has imposed pressures worldwide fotrdresformation of knowledge into an
asset to be protected and, in the late 80s, itechilee developed countries, as technology expotters
propose an agenda for discussing the subject elléntual property (IP)no more under the World
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) - a spézed agency of the United Nations, but in the
sphere of the international trade regulatory bottye-World Trade Organization (WTO). In this new
economic context, the consequences on the apptiopriaf intangible assets and the expansion of
international trade lead to the search for a neandsrdization of national rules and to the
harmonization of rules at international level, whis expressed in the approval of the Trade-Related
Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIP&jreement.

According to Drahos (1995), the developed countieelsby the United States, developed an
agenda for discussing the IP subject using somaptwwards higher levels of harmonization of the
IP system such as: a) to obtain more security aedigiability to the international activities of
enterprises, preventing competitors to misapproptiechnologies developed by a company; and (b) a
strategy for creating repression mechanisms togotennfair competition.

TRIPS was adopted in 1995, and Gontijo (2007) besehat its three key points were: a) the
definition of high level standard minimum rules; the introduction of implementation mechanisms
for member states, i.e. administrative and judipi@ceduregenforcemer); and c) the creation of a
strong international system of dispute resolutiamcpdures. TRIPS established this series of
procedures to be adopted in all national legistatiavith rigid instructions on how the laws of vars
countries should act when applying the new IP tules

* Many authors criticize the rise of intellectuabperty rights as a process of “privatization anchoercialization” of
knowledge. Others understand knowledge as “a glpbhlic good”. For more information see Lastatsal (2005) and
Stiglitz (1999, 2005).

® According to Carvalho (2006) Intellectual Propeft) is as a set of principles and rules goverrtmgy acquisition,
exercise and loss of rights and interests on @ifféating intangible assets susceptible of beinedua the economic
production of goods and services. The conceptoweélty, creativity, originality and distinctiveneage important for its
application.

® TRIPS (Trade-Related Aspects on Intellectual PrtgpRights) - Agreement signed in 1994 under theattes of the
Uruguay Round of GATT (General Agreement on Tadffsl Trade). “The GATT negotiations were calledhasi A total
of 8 (eight), the Uruguay Round was the most fambasause it reached a final agreement for theddiberalization of
trade in goods and services with the creation efWorld Trade Organization - WTO. It is noteworttimat among the
annexes of this agreement is the Agreement on Aspédntellectual Property Rights Related to TréfRIPS).” Source:
http://www.inpi.gov.br/menu-esquerdo/patente/pastardos/omc _html. Accessed 04/06/2009

" Enforcement aims the compliance with legal pravisiand administrative rules which shall be inatlisiethe domestic
legislation of each country, as for example, saveraand seizure of property.
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With the approval of TRIPS, WTO member states asopasures for the new rules related to
intangibles trade Although the mentioned authors consider TRIPS atrument that led to an
upsurge of demands for protection, this Agreemelsb astablishes financial and technical
cooperatiofi to assist the developing countries (DCs) in adapto the new global IP standard, and
pointing the importance of promoting technologynsfer. At this time, WIPO assumes a key role in
the assistance to these countries through caplagikying programs; legislative assistance; awarenes
raising activities promotion; and other serviced arograms developed taking into consideration the
member states demand.

In the context in which the adoption of strategmsconquering foreign markets by domestic
enterprises and the attraction of foreign diregesiment from Governments become key elements in
economic development policies, the existence ofggsionals trained in the use of the IP system and
in the management of intangibles emerges as a memand for human resources development. In
1998, four years after the approval of TRIPS, tret fP Academy is founded, the WIPO Worldwide
Academy. It aims to meet this new demand for IPwWedge and skills, and dedicates to the
advancement of education and research in this. fiédldbugh partnerships with WIPO or through their
own initiatives, over 20 countries have establishtkedir own IP academies. WIPO currently
implements a project that supports the creatiorstaft-up Academiésin response to a growing
interest in a structure for IP training.

Next, we will present a summary on various aspeelsted to the teaching of intellectual
property.

3. The Teaching of Intellectual Property

Drahos (1995) raises the issue of knowledge ankl dhexpertise on intellectual property in
most countries at the time of the TRIPS agreemagotmations. According to him, “IP” was
considered an incipient subject that did not attnagch attention in the sphere of global trade.ARI
itself foresees technical and financial assistainoen developed countries to developing countries
(DCs) in the adequacy processes of domestic lawsobhuman resources training programs. WIPO
has an active role in assisting DCs, especiallggards education and training programs. On theroth
hand, the national IP offices begin to expand thefivities beyond the traditional role of the teidal
analysis of requests for patents, trademarks ahdr aegistersHence, they begin to develop joint
activities between the actors of the IP systemsthadictors of innovation systems, besides adopting
actions to disseminate IP knowledge through teachird research.

According to Takaget al. (2007), the'IP” theme was already being researched and dieduiss
several national and international forums for aglotime. Nonetheless, such discussion was
approached from the perspective of a traditionafl@ehof training and capacity building that did not
meet the growing demand for skilled professionatulting from the intensification of commercial
transactions on a global scale. The acceleratimdpadjzation of trade and thiaformation and
Communication Technologies (ICTs) development hgiven rise to the “information sociefy”and

8 It is important to have in mind that accordingthe article n. 7 of TRIPS its goal is the promotimintechnological
innovation, transfer and dissemination of technpléty the mutual advantage of producers and uséteahnological
knowledge addressed to social and economic wedfadeto a balance between rights and obligations”.

° For more information see http://www.wipo.int/acatgen/ipacademies/startup_academies/index.html

1% For more information on “information society” s@astells (1999, 2006 and 2007).



to a new economy increasingly based on knowledige the eighties 40% of total assets of the
American private enterprises were intangible, fiescentage today is around 70%. The number of
worldwide patent applications, from 1985 to 20G%reased at the same rate of the world economy,
i.e., 5% per year, from 884,000 claims in 1985 &892 million in 2004. Even though 75% of patent
applications and 74% of granted patents are coratentin five IP offices (U.S.A, Japan, Korea,
European Union and China), the use of the IP systerdeveloping countries is increasingly
significant™*

The authors report that, for many decades, IP ihaexclusive domain of lawyers specialized
in this field whose expertise was acquired by wagkin enterprises with significant IP portfolios or
representing clients with issues related to IPtggim this case, the so-called on-the-job trainiweas
the way to complement the few opportunities to wtifel in universities. Most part of the training
programs available today is structured by natiaralegional IP Offices. Although having played a
central role in the process of developing skillgl @msseminating IP knowledge, those offices do not
seem to meet the current demand of the market.

When they discuss national and internationakérpces relating to teaching and research in
IP, Amorim-Borheret al. (2007) reinforce the lack of understanding abdwg tise of protection
mechanisms for policy makeiccording to them:

“To identify and to interpret constantly the sevatimhensions of the matter in question is a
precondition for the formulation of public policieaddressed to innovation and
competitiveness. In this sense, one of the majdicielecies concerning the subject of
intellectual property is capacity building and humaesources development at different
levels and skill$.(2007: 283)

Amorim-Borher (2008) refers to the “information &dge express an increasing demand for
multidisciplinary professionals who work at the erface of the know-how, technology, law,
economics, sciences, and intellectual property m@ment. This increasing need will require human
resources able to work with the management of kedge¢ within institutions of science and
technology, development agencies, and R&D centers.

The intensification of trade relations based ordpots with high added value and technological
complexity brings the IP theme to a very importavel which had not been much considered up to a
certain time. This leads to the growing demandfofessionals with multidisciplinary training.

From the 90s onward, the national IP offices bdgirxpand their training activities and to
develop programs addressed to favor a better uiatheiing of intellectual property as an instrument t
increase innovation. Many of these programs aredas strategies for the capacity building of
professionals to work in an integrated way with tregional policies for innovation and industrial
development.

Thus, a significant number of worldwide nationaldfices launches a process of establishing
units in IP teaching and research in IP, calledllet¢tual Property Academies (IPAs). In this cohtex
the next session will describe the emergence ofGlobal Network of IP Academies (GNIPA). Its
main objective is to facilitate international coog@n in the field of teaching and research in IP.

1 Kamil, Idrisapud Takagiet al.



4. The Global Network of Intellectual Property Acacemies

The IPAs were established with the aim of cdwtiing to a greater production of knowledge
and skills in IP subject.

As we mentioned before, the term Intellectual PriypAcademy was coined by WIPO at the
time of the WIPO Worldwide Academy (WWA) installati in 1998. The WWA aims to meet the new
demand for knowledge and expertise in IP and t@ofoeca center of excellence in teaching, training
and research. It offers programs for the mostmiistiarget audiences, such as managers, inventors,
policy makers, government officials, diplomats atadents, among others.

According to WIPO, its Academy’s major challengetastrain professionals from different
areas to use th® system. Programs are designed to meet the diwefsdemand and the need for a
multidisciplinary IP approach, comprising discigs such as management, economics, law,
engineering, public policies, biological sciencasiong othersFrom WIPQO'’s pioneering experience,
and with its support, over 20 countries have estlhbdl or are in the process of establishing their
Academies. Usually, they are characterized for iling specialized professional training, promoting
a culture of the IP system uses, and for offerimggtterm training courses, including postgraduate
ones. Besides, some of these academies develaralesnd studies to raise the level of knowledge
and to build skills of the agents involved in tHe dnd innovation systems in each country. The
majority of these IP Academies belongs to the QGldbetwork of IP Academies (GNIPA). Two
important points shall be considered now: how dbi&snetwork emerge and how is it formed.

The Brazilian National Institute of Industrial Peaty (INPI) organized with WIPO the First
Symposium of Intellectual Property Academies whamén resources development was seen vital to
IP management. It took place in Rio de Janeiro,cM&007. This event aimed to promote the sharing
of experiences in education, teaching and researdR, and it assembled seven countries and two
regional institutions. During this symposium thertggpants agreed to create GNIPA. This
Symposium’s outcomes are summarized in the “Ridd@ation”, whose key agreed points were:

a. To create a Global Network on Intellectual Propeopening the possibility of
participation to other countries;

b. To cooperate in the creation of performance cairs for implementing
benchmarking for its activities;

c. To strengthen international cooperation, prappgeriodic meetings to exchange
experiences and jointly develop plans and goals;

d. To promote access to the source of relevantrnmdton through links on their
respective websites;

e. To develop electronic publication on methods pnticies on IP education and
research; and

f. To organize a task force to implement the afeetioned measures and organize
the symposium of the following year.

In May 2008, WIPO organized with the national ClsimdP Office, State Intellectual Property
Office (SIPO), the Second Symposium with the pgrdtton of 12 countries and three regional
institutions. The participants agreed with thedaling Action Plan:



To formally establish the academies’ networkNHA, under WIPQO'’s secretariat;

To create the network website and provide tegamaterials and other documents;

c. To conduct a research with all network membadsthose interested in joining the
organization in order to collect data and informaton the academies;

d. To study the feasibility of creating an Intefaaal Journal on Education, Training
and Research on IP;

e. To study the feasibility of adopting an e-Leaghplatform compatible with all
countries;

f. To offer scholarships in postgraduate courses&work members; and

g. To compile a list of books and publications & Wwhich will be available on the

website.

oo

It is important to point out two actions alreadyplemented. The first one refers to itelmof
the Second Symposium Action Plan, in 2009 WIPO daed the electronic journal titlethe WIPO
Journal: Analysis and Debate of Intellectual Projyeissues®. It aims to promote an environment of
debate and theoretical development on IP and itglieations, with analytical and theoretical
contributions of researchers, scholars, and thogelved in the IP debate. The second one refers to
item c. of the Second Symposium Plan of Action. A surw&gs carried out enabling the collection of
data and their respective analysis that we willskater in the current paper.

In 2009, the third edition of the Symposium wasdhalMunich, attended by 10 countries and
three regional institutions. The attendees defthedmain issues to be discussed:

a. To develop e-Learning compatible platforms;

b. To study alternatives for funding and sustailitghof the Academies in the long
run;

c. To propose studies for the assessment of melthgids, teaching materials and
impact of the courses offered,;

d. To develop programs to exchange expertise dathation in the IP field;

e. To study modalities of scholarships to be awdrdethe Master students of the
Academies.

In 2010, the Fourth Symposium was held in Seouh whie attendance of 12 countries, two
regional organizations, besides WIPO. The attendge=ed to develop studies in the following areas:

E-Learning;

New techniques to raise awareness on the impa&taf IP;

Publication of researches and other subjecsectko IP;

Interdisciplinarity in IP teaching;

Development of methodology for sector econortudiss, based on the subject of
Intellectual Property.

®aoow

Until October 2010 nineteen countries participaaedNIPA as the following figure shows -
Australia, Brazil, Bulgaria, China, Singapore, GraaCuba, the Philippines, Japan, Macedonia,
Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Portugal, Republic ofr&m Russia, Switzerland and Ukraine; three

125ee http://www.sweetandmaxwell.co.uk/wipojourinaiéx. html



regional institutions: African Regional IntellectiRroperty Organization (ARIP&) European Patent
Office (EPO}* andOrganization Africaine de la Propriété Intellectlee{OAPI)™® and WIPGE. There
are other countries interested in joining the nekwaiter having had the experience of attending in
previous Symposium. They are Sudan, Thailand, yN&etnam and Indonesia.

Figure: Location world map of the GINIPA’s IP Acadies -2010.
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Legend:

Countries withAcademies or supported by regional institutithrat integrate GNIPA.

WIPO (Switzeitl) and EPO (Germany) headquarters.
Source: Elaboration from a map available at hegit/freemap.jp/en/trial_version/edit/world. Acedse
in Mar.10t, 2010

5. Mapping of Academies: Analysis of Main Results

The IP Academies (IPAs) emerge to enhance the ladgel and expertise in this area. Their
goals are to promote specialized professional itrgiffor IP Offices technicians; to promote the

3 Member states of ARIPO: Botswana, Gambia, Gharemy#, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Sierra Leoa, &i@n
Sudan, Swaziland, Uganda, Tanzania, Zambia and &imé.

4 Member states of the European Patent Office: ®witad, Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, CzechpBblic,
Germany, Denmark, Spain, Estonia, Finland, Fratfmfed Kingdom, Greece, Croatia, Holland, Hungdrgland,
Iceland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuaniaudemburg, Monaco, Macedonia, Malta, Norway, PolaRdrtugal,
Romania, Swedena, Slovenia, Slovakia, Turkey amd\&aino.

> Member states of OAPI: Benin, Burkina Faso, CamerdCentral African Republic, Chad, Congo, Ivorya€p
Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Guinea, Guinea Bissali, Mauritania, Nigeria, Senegal and Togo.

16 Currently, WIPO comprises 184 member states.



capacity building for IP and innovation systemptovide a better understanding of tResystem; and
to offer training and courses in short, medium lmg) terms, including postgraduate courses.

It was possible to raise a survey with a very laagd complex number of items (more than 30
variables), despite facing some challenges, sughoas literature about the subject, the pioneering
nature of this survey, the socioeconomic diversifythe countries, and the lack of systematic
information and data. The items investigated were:

— characteristics of the institution: size, infrastiure, budget and main activities;

— training and education programs offered: courseesyp regular, e-learning,
postgraduate and other programs, as well as thé&wuai participations along the
academies’ history;

— profile of students/participants: background aremge, gender and professional
activities;

— profile of professors/instructors, background areessearch areas, published
articles and books, age and gender;

— motivations and perspectives: how and when the afesstablishing an academy
emerges; reasons for the creation of an acadensllenobes in establishing an
academy; list of the weaknesses and strengthsigrartand goals for the next two
years.

Questionnaires were sent to 18 IPAs memb&GNIPA (Australia, Brazil, China, Singapore,
Croatia, Cuba, the Philippines, Japan, Macedoniexitd, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Ukraine,
ARIPO, EPO, OAPI and WIPO); and to three IPAs froauntries interested in integrating GNIPA
(Sudan, Thailand and Vietnam). From a total of R1Academies, 17 responded the questionnaires,
which comprises 81% of the total universe investida

Among the 17 IP Academies that responded the suaveythe WIPO Academy, which works
with the 184 member states of the Organizatione ni®As in developing countries (Brazil, China,
Croatia, Cuba, Mexico, the Philippines, Sudan, Maet and Ukraine); four IPAs in developed
countries (Australia, Singapore, USA and Japan)p tegional organizations (ARIPO, which
comprises 16 English-speaking African countries BR®, which comprises 36 countries).

The next section presents the data collected amdctialysis of the main figures, aiming the
construction of IPAS’ first map.

5.1. Intellectual Property Academies Features

This section describes some aspects of the IPAsIré=s It presents their foundation year,
institutional linkage, main goals, the audiencgé#s of their training courses and other programs.

There are IPAs established over a decadeasghose of China (1994), Ukraine (1996), and
WIPO (1998. Among the 17 IPAs that responded thestionnaire, 13 were established after 2002.
Mexico IPA was still being structured at the surteye. Croatia and Portugal IPAs were established
in 2008, according to the following Chart “ IP Aeadies — year of foundation and linkage”.



As regards institutional linkage, it can also beserved in the same Chart that 10 of them are
linked to national IP offices, except for caseseagfional organizations (EPO and ARIPO), and WIPO
itself. Two IPAs are linked to universities, AusigiadPA is linked to Melbourne University, and Suda
IPA is linked to theUniversity of Khartoum. There are also independ®ts that are not directly
linked neither to national IP offices nor to unisi#ies. This applies to Singapore IPA as a nonprofi
organization, and Ukraine IPA as an autonomousipuistitution linked to the Ministry of Education

and Science.
Chart: IP Academies — Year of Foundation and Instiitional Linkage.

COUNTRY IP ACADEMIES LINKAGE FOUDATION

China 1ina IP Training Center (CIPTC) Office 193
Ukraine ate Institute of Intellectual Property (SIIP) nistry of Education&Science 196
IPO ipo Worldwide Academy (WWA) IPO - Worldwide Organization 198
istralia Research Institute of Australia (IPRIA) lelbourne University 102
S|ngapore Academy (IPA) n profit Organization 103
Cuba icina Cubana de la Propriedad Industrial (OCPI) Office 103
EPO rropean Patent Academy (EPA) 0 - Regional Organization 104
Japan itional Center for Industrial Property Information and Training (INPIT) Office 104
Vletnam ssearch and Training Institute (RTC) Office 104

) ARIPO RIPO Regional Training Center (ARTC) RIPO - Regional Organization 105
Brazil and Innovation Academy (ACAD) Office 106

" EUA obal IP Academy (GIPA) Office 106
 Sudan Academy (IPAC) irtum University 107
- |Phillippines Research and Training Institute (IPRTI) Office 107
i Cfoatia Academy Office 108
i Pprtugal PI-PT Office 108
" Mexico IPI Academy Office in process

The IPAS’ objectives carbe organized into three axes: specialized profaasitraining;
research & studies; and dissemination of a cultfitatellectual Property, as described below:

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

Specialized Professional Trainirgto build skills in IP through training in
regular short, medium or long term courses, fae@d¢e or distant learning
courses, including academic training through peshgate programs (Master
and PhD), with a multidisciplinary approach to teaching of disciplines

such as economics, law, science, management arke tnay;

Research & Studies to stimulate the development of research andiesu

that can show the relationship between IP and tdolical, economic and

social development, enabling the creation of dcalitmass to discuss the
theme in the academic environment, besides gengrafid disseminating
high-level specialized knowledge on the subje@tdfore contributing to the
strengthening of academic production and formutatid appropriate and

effective public policies;

Dissemination of a culture of Intellectual Property to promote an

environment that stimulates public debate on IRdéssand related matters,
including the correlation with innovation policieand economic

development, as well as to promote the awarenetisegbublic and private

sectors on the effects of IP protection upon thEcation and management
of intangible assets.

It is interesting to observe that these three axesimilar to the basic functions of a university

— “teaching, research and extension”, which cowedpto the IPAs objectives

- “specialized

1C



professional training, research & studies, andedissation of a culture of intellectual property”,
respectively.

The IPAs’ target audiences can be classified iv@® groups: researchers & inventors, business
managers, IP professionals, policy makers, ofic@ government bodies, students and members of
the civil society. Such diversity and range of &rgroups indicate IPAs intentida act beyond the
traditional legal-technical issues in the areabéing reflections on the IP role in much broaded an
diversified social environments.

5.2. The Infrastructure of Intellectual Property Academies

The IPAs infrastructure is quite diverse. It is i@wderized by data collection of items such as
facilities, i.e., number of classrooms, video-coefeing rooms and auditoriums, as well as libraries
library collections, and production of teaching eratls. Data were also collected regarding the work
teams, the number of individuals involved, and gaitg of labor contract, with a historical seriesnfr
1998 to 2007. The last item concerns IP Acadenbesiget and its evolution, in a historical series
from 2002 to 2008.

The overall IPAs have computers, Internet accesssmoms and auditoriums. Nearly all of
them have libraries. The academic and teachingriateroduced by nine IPAs (Australia, China,
Croatia, USA, Portugal, EPO, ARIPO, Vietham and ditke) is a relevant fact since their
dissemination can strengthen the Global Networkbéng cooperation and partnership between the
IPAs in a field that requires pedagogical knowledgat is not always available. The bibliographic
collection informed by the IP Academies totalizee150,000 books, most of which are available at
WIPO library which comprises 135,000 books.

Four categories of officials were established tsuea a better perspective on the size of the work
teams or the personnel of IPAs and their structure:

() Permanent staff — the official who is part betpermanent staff and has a
labor contract with the institution;

(i) Outsourced or temporary staff — one that istpsf the team, can play
important roles, but is not permanent, his laborti@xt is outsourced and/or
temporary;

(iii) Fulltime professors/instructors — professitmaledicated to teaching and

research, but who are not part of the team; thaybeagpermanent or not, and
they devote themselves full time to IPA’s activstiand

(iv) Part-Time professors/instructors — professisrdedicated to teaching and
research, but who are not part of the team; gdpettady are invited to
participate or are research associates who comduttime activities at the
IP Academies, in addition to their own.

The following Table shows that the overall 17 syea IPAs gather, in their teaching and
research activities, 1,500 individuals. From thisioant, almost 1,200 professors/instructors,
permanent or casual, are experts in the field @lectual Property, contributing to the strengihgn
of education in this area. The table also shows tthe team of permanent employees is generally
small, and the largest team is in China IPA whiomprises 35 individuals. The IPAs of Croatia,
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Portugal, Japan and Ukraine do not work with outsedi personnel, whereas China IPA has 144
employees in this category.

The number of fulltime professors/instructors staadt in Australia, Brazil and Ukraine IPAs. It
is important to highlight that the aforemention&d\¢$ offer post graduation courses. As regards the
number of part-time professors/instructors we oliser significant number of professionals involved
in this category, especially in the IPAs with regabscope, EPO and China, which have 709 and 247
part-time professors/instructors, respectivelyaling 1,165.

Table: Number of Employees — 2007-2008.

Permanent Outsourced Fulltime Part-Time

I2 Aezlamies staff staff professor Total 1 Professor Teizz
1|Australia 5 2 10 17 30 47
2 |Brazil 10 4 8 22 35 57
3|China 31 144 2 177 247 424
4|Croatia 5 0 0 5 20 25
5|Cuba 0 5 0 5 6 11
6| Mexico NR NR NR NR NR NR
7|United States 8 2 0 10 18 28
8| Phillippines 0 5 0 5 18 23
9| Portugal 2 0 0 2 15 17

10/ EPO 20 10 0 30 709 739
11 WIPO 17 2 0 19 NA 19
12|Japan 20 0 0 20 NA 20
13|Sudan 2 10 0 12 10 22
14| Vietnam 7 10 4 21 12 33
15/ARIPO 3 25 0 28 25 53
16| Singapore 10 NA NA 10 NA 10
17| Ukraine 25 0 10 35 20 55

In Graph 1 we observe the number of individualthm work teams in the last 10 years. This
number is growing steadily and, between the ye@@6 20 2007, it shows a 60% increase. The growth
can be explained by the number of part-time profesmstructors reported by the EPO.

Graph 1: Total Number of Employees per Year — 1992007.
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The item about budg€tfeatures a significant diversity between small $Puich as Cuba and
Sudan, as well as large ones as WIPO, Japan, UB@, d&hd China. Singapore and China IPAs have
similar budgets, and the value reported by Singapostill higher than that of China. The set & 4
IP Academies that reported their budgets totabggsoximately U$ 20.3 million in 2007.

It is noteworthy tha®0% of the total budget for 2007 are the sum ofyamt IP Academies -
China, USA, EPO, Japan, Singapore and WIPO, aratatbove $ 2.5 million.

In Graph 2 we can observe a continued growth oftth& budgets reported by the IPAs on
human resources development, and training acsyié an average annual rate of growth of around
24%, from 2004 to 2008.

Graph 2: Total Budget of the IP Academies per Year 2002-2008 (U$ 1,000).
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A relevant aspect is the origin of the resourcesdugy the IPAs. According to the data
collected, the vast majority (12 IP Academies) h@68% of budget resources from the public sector
since they are linked to the national IP officesm® IPAs are making efforts in order to increage th
participation of the private sector in their budgevhich was in the range of 5% in EPO and ARIPO
IPAs, 10% of Australia and Ukraine IPAs, and 25%Simgapore IPAs. Over the years, the total
budget has grown due to the establishment of nefxciRlemies, but their individual budgets also tend
to present a growth curve.

5.3. Programs of Training, Capacity Building and Hunan Resources Development

We chose to divide the courses into four typesrolento present the results related to the
number of participations in several courses:

() Regular courses-short and medium terms courses, which belonghé¢o t
portfolio of courses regularly offered by the IPAsgth a well-defined target
audience and a pre-established syllabus;

(i) Distance learning coursesshort, medium or long terms courses, with pre-
defined syllabus and target audience, offered bgriet, online or not;

7 Croatia, Mexico and Portugal did not report theldrt of their respective IP Academies. WIPO budgef public
domain and it is available at the site www.wipo.int
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(i) Postgraduate courses academic courses addressed to traigpegialists in
the field. They are offered in different levelspesialization, master’'s or
doctoral degrees; and

(iv) Other programs— courses offered according to demand. They meet a
specific need for a particular target audiencethey are offered to wide
target audiences, such as seminars, conferencdsshvops, etc.

Graphic 3 shows the number of participants/studentie various courses offered during the
two-year period 2007-2008. Sudan IPA has the lowastber of participants, while WIPO IPA has
the highest number, 48 and 25,109 participantperts/ely. Australia did not report this topic. Rro
the overall 80,000 participants/students, 74% cm three IPAs, China, EPO and WIPO, which
are the only IPAs that offer a significant variefydistance learning courses, besides having amabi
and international scope. The number of studentslledrin the distance learning courses comprised
98%, 56% and 44% of the participations in WIPO, E#n@ China IPAs programs, respectively.

Graph 3: Number of Participants/Students per I[P Acalemy — 2007-2008.
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Graph 4 reports the participants/students percenthigtribution according to the type of
courses, showing a predictable distribution, he.distance learning courses participated with 57 %
the total amount, the regular courses with nea®963 other training programs with 7%, and
participations in postgraduate courses with leas 6.

Nearly half the IPAs offered postgraduate courBezzil, China, Cuba, USA, Portugal, WIPO,
Singapore and Ukraine totalized 531 participationgpostgraduate courses. We can highlight the
contribution of China, Cuba and Ukraine with thghast numbers of participation in this type of
course, with 135, 105 and 110 students, respegtiveR007.
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Graph 4: Percentage of Participants/Students per Tye of Course — 1998-2008.
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The total number of participations over the pasydéxs can be seen in Graph 5, where there is
a sharp and constant growth curve. There were 8881000 participations in the various types of
courses developed by the 17 IP Academies, at anah@verage growth around 50%, from 1998 to
2008.

Graph 5: Total Number of Participants/Students perYear — 1998-2008.
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5.4. Profile of Participants and Professors of IP dademies

We adopted the following background areas: Law, nBoaics/Business, Engineering,
Science/Technology and Others. Eleven IPAs - Clduba, USA, Philippines, Portugal, EPO, WIPO,
Vietnam, Sudan, ARIPO and Singapore reported thmate of participants/students per background
area. Graph 6 shows the estimate that out of tleeati\data, 21% of participants/students are in the
field of Law, 18% of Science, 11% in Engineeringda3% are from other unspecified areas.
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Graph 6: Percentage Estimate of Participants/Studes per Background Area — 2007.
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As regards the participants/students professiortaties, we adopted a classification into six
types — government officials, private sector empés; IP professionals, academics, students and othe
activities. The same IPAs that reported the baakgcarea also reported the professional activities.

Graph 7 shows the estimated percentage of pamitsfsiudents per professional activity. It

points out that half of them are either employethi private sector - 24%, or are government @iffici

- 23%. Students, IP professionals and academic4&e 11% and 7% of the participants/students,

respectively.

Graph 7: Percentage Estimate of Participants/Studes per Professional Activity— 2007.
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Graph 8 presents the percentage estimates of povgmstructors background area. The
majority of the professors/instructors come from Engineering area - 43%, followed by Law - 25%,
Science - 17% and Economics/Business Administrati®¥o. It is interesting to note that, while 43%
of professors/instructors are from the Engineerarga, in the case of participants/students this
percentage reaches 11% only. Meanwhile, the pexgentof professors/instructors and
participants/students in the area of Law practycafe the same, 25% for professors/instructors and
21% for participants/students, respectively.

Graph 8: Percentage Estimate of Professors/Instruots per Training Area — 2007.
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5.5. Motivations, Challenges and Perspectives

The responses from the IPAs indicaté¢ their foundation was due to three main reasans: (
the new global context of a knowledge-based econdimyhe lack of a multidisciplinary expertise in
the IP area; and (iii) an increasing demand fouaified technical staff in the field.

(i) The new global context of the knowledge-based egprithe first reason concerns the new
economic situation that has arisen due to an iger@athe global trade flow, by an increase initpre
direct investment (FDI), and by an increase inrtheber of patent applications. The new knowledge-
based economy implies a larger amount of intangdssets that begin to have their trading
relationships ruled by the IP system. Besidesrdiped development of new technologies leads to an
increase in the complexity of the patent technaahlysis, and creates the demand of a growing
number of examiners with expertise in a wider raogjenowledge.

(i) The lack of a multidisciplinary expertise in IP ar&he second reason for the creation of
IPAs is the narrow understanding of the theme ofaliRong the innovation actors such as
governments, private sector, and universities. Biazil IPA “there is a lack of critical mags the
understanding of intellectual property and alsotlué need for disseminating a culture of intellettua
property, or, according to WIPO The demystification of intellectual property an@ foromotion of
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greater awareness of Ip is very relevant. Such awess would enable people in all countries to gain
greater appreciation of the importance of intelletproperty as a tool for wealth creation; also, i
would help to engender respect for the intellectpadperty rights of the creatorsFour IPAs -
Australia, ARIPO, the Philippines, and Portugalioade that the emergence of IPAs took place in
response to Governments policies and strategies.

(ii) An increasing demand for a qualified technical istafthe field The third motivation
concems the growing demand for qualified and spieeld professionals. The lack of educational
institutions in IP with a strategic vision and nulikciplinary approach is a very important point
perceived by the national IP offices and governsehtcording to their report:

“(...) to develop practical IP training and educationalucses for IP professionals, business
managers/leaders, inventors and creators and; 2yettgp various IP thought leadership
programmes including conducting cutting edge ndikciplinary research into IP and related
areas, and organising high level conferences anohdtables. (SINGAPORE IPA);

“(...) USPTO brings foreign government officials to theited States to learn, discuss and
strategize on global IPR protection and enforcemddtr program goals include: fostering a
better understanding of international intellectyadoperty obligations and norms; exposing
participants to the US model of protecting and erifay intellectual property rights, and

promoting discussion of intellectual property issure a friendly and supportive environment

(EUA IPA);

“(...) to foster the development and harmonisation oftation and training in the field of
European and international patent-related intellesdtproperty law and practice in the present
and future member states of the European Patenai@sgtion for the benefit of the European
patent system; to facilitate the process of acoest the European Patent Convention and to
support the integration of new member states; tonmte equal access to training
opportunities related to international and Europegaatent law and practice in all current and
future EPC contracting states; to contribute to &pe's innovation capacity by improving the
expertise and skills of the users of the Europesteng systein (EPO IPA)

In the analysis of the IPAs major challenges, tieted into weaknesses and strengths we
observed a convergence in the responses. On theamide the reduced amount of qualified instructors
and researchers is seen as weakness by the IPAse ather, the availability of internal skills ine
national IP offices of individuals with expertise ¢onsidered a strength. The skills in IP offices a
used in the IPAs through their technical bodiefuattions like instructors, researchers, counselors
tutors, and through the development of teachingenas and syllabuses. Moreover, the support
offered by the IP offices, WIPO and other partreard clients of the IP system is considered a stiheng
for most IPAs.

Examples of weaknesses and strengths show IPASBretiff stages of development. While
Mexico IPA reveals a lack of infrastructure in edtiocn and new technologies as a weakness, EPO
IPA points out thatone of their strength is precisely the existenceaafreat infrastructure and
expertise in those areas, as they reported:

“IMPI does not have trained personnel on Educationan new educative technologies;
does not have an Electronic infrastructure to depelorganize and maintain distance
learning courses; does not have facilities thatldomeet the needs of an Academy; does
not have personnel engaged in research activitielPanatters. (MEXICO IPA);
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“ (...) it's profound experience and know-how in the feilfm areas: organising courses,
conferences, seminars, workshops and symposiaingsgublications and providing a
platform for the exchange of expertise and a fofomdiscussion; developing education
and training courses based on e-learning technagsgiedicated training tools, material
and publications; running and further developingearopean web-based platform for
online patent-related intellectual property traigin information and documentation,
including an international intellectual propertyaining database; co-operating with the
national patent offices and organisations or asations of the present and future member
states, thereby setting up a European network @i€esf institutions, organisations,
associations and experts acting in the patent-eglaintellectual property field; co-
operating with international organisations and edtion institutes in the field of
intellectual property. (EPO)

The last item analyzed refers to the main goatb@iPAs for the coming years. The responses
express a need to continue the work that has bexsiaped. The consolidation of existing education
and research programs, in addition to supporting pejects to expand their performance is one of
their goals. Another one is to offer training prams with quality and relevance to users. They wish
structure and consolidate IP graduate programegefisas establishing partnerships with universities
to include IP in their curriculum. Other issuesaeed by most of the IPAs are the need for expandin
and strengthening a network of partners, the inapae of creating mechanisms to evaluate the impact
of short term courses offered regularly, and th&rdego become self sustainable organizationsen th
coming years.

The IPAs are established with a broader and mattigiinary vision. Hitherto IP rights were
seen as a technical legal issue of property protecNowadays this subject acquires a strategic
business perspective within the field of innovatimanagement and knowledge. The focus is on
understanding what IP is and the potential usesit®fmechanisms to generate wealth and
social/economic welfare in countries and regions.

6. Final Remarks and Conclusion

The information below summarizes the key findindsttos survey that aimed to map the
characteristics of the IPAs comprised by the Gldtetivork:

— |IPAs are a recent phenomenon. Seventy percenéeof there founded after 2002;

— Despite the differences in structure and diversitynodels, the goals are similar:
specialized professional training; research & sisgand dissemination of a culture
of Intellectual Property;

— There is also a convergence in the target audi#mmiecomprises researchers &
inventors, business managers, IP professionalsicypahakers, officials of
government bodies, students and members of thlesoiwiety;

— Over 1,500 individuals are part of the work teamd are involved in IP teaching
and research — 1,200 of them exert the functionp@imanent or temporary
professors or instructors;

— The IPAs budgets have been growing at significat®s since 2004: average annual
rate of 24%;

— Over 330,000 individuals have been trained at arage annual rate of growth of
48% in the last 10 years;
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— There are postgraduate courses in half of the BdAmies;

— Estimates indicate that the highest percentaggsaudicipants come from Science
and Technology (19%), and Law (20%);

— The professional activities of the participantsaate that 24% of them are from the
private sector and 22% from the public sector;

— The majority of professors, that is, 43%, are fiengineering and 25%om Law.

A systematic monitoring of the IPAs’ functioningncaenerate more conclusive information
and its analysis can provide a base for better gemant of these institutions. Moreover, we expect
that the data collected in this survey may helglaborate further issues. In this sense, we could
present as future tasks, among others:

— A database development on training experience with establishment of
relevant indicators should improve the IPAs managem

— Teaching material analysis in order to ensure thersity of the content offered
and, therefore, investigate whether such conteatpand to concerns and
priorities in public policies or to the needs oé thrivate sector to achieve gains
in competitiveness;

— Partnership evaluation, with the various actorghsas teaching and research
institutions, technical schools, professional asgmns, Government, etc. helps
to identify the pros and cons of those relationship

Collecting, organizing and examining data enablegl identification of institutionalization
trends of IP teaching activities. We noted, howetkat such trends are uneven as regards their
integration to the innovation policies. Besidesca@nvergence shall be establishbdtween the
missions defined for each IPA, based on governmsieategies, and the market needs. Hence, it would
be possible to ensure conditions of IPAs sustalityabind institutional relevance.

Many are the possibilities of exploring issues arbthe IPAs role, its scope of operation and
the expectations they have generated from the asarg number of significant programs they offer.
Indeed, further work on IP teaching and researaulshfind answers to many questions since the
formation of professionals capable of acting innawledge-intensive environment is presented as an
important factor for the economic and social depalent of countries.
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