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Introduction and purpose of the briefing note
The briefing note on “High figures per GDP and population” that was submitted to ESTAT on May 2014 presented the possible reasons for the relative high number of Community Trademark applications per GDP and population, originating from countries with small size of economy and population. 
This document constitutes the updated version of May 2014 briefing note on “High figures per GDP and population” for Community Trademark and Designs. The purpose of this briefing note is to present the updated statistics according to the most recent analysis conducted with OHIM data that were released on December 2014. The statistical figures of the briefing note published on May 2014 were produced with February 2013 release of OHIM data. 
In this briefing note a new section concerning a comparative analysis on the average number of Community Trademark and Design applications per GDP and population was incorporated. The comparative analysis is applied between the statistical figures produced with February 2013 data and those figures that were produced with the recent OHIM release of December 2014. 



Main findings of the previous analysis
The total number of Community Trademarks per billion GDP[footnoteRef:1] (€, PPS€) shows the country’s performance in seeking protection for Trademarks in relation to its economic size. The specific indicator was calculated within the framework of the production and dissemination of statistics on Intellectual Property Rights (in particular Trademarks and Designs) by Eurostat, on November 2013.  [1:  Gross Domestic Product] 

The statistical figures
Within the framework of producing statistical indicators for Community Trademarks and Designs a set of individual indicators was produced. However, non-technological innovation and the trend for protecting products and ideas cannot be monitored separately from economic and demographic changes. Especially Trademark and Designs constitute entities of the modern economy, since they concern the protection of goods and services. Another reason for the synthesis of composite indicators on IPR was the fact that the population and the size of the economy can be used for the normalisation of the figures and the provision of comparable statistics for the innovative performance of countries.
The statistical figures of the indicator “Total number of Community Trademarks per billion GDP” revealed that countries with small size of economies in terms of billions GDP, such us Cyprus (CY), Malta (MT) Liechtenstein (LI) and Luxembourg (LU), hold an intensive activity in applying for Community Trademark protection. Liechtenstein is the leading country in the protection of Community Trademarks per GDP and population, also. For comparability reasons, relative figures per GDP and population were also presented for additional IPR types such us Community Designs and Patents. According to the figures produced to GDP and population size, specific countries with small size of economy and population do have an intensive Community Trademark protection activity. The relative figures that were published in May 2014 publication for Community Designs and patents reveal that Liechtenstein and Luxembourg preserve an intensive protection activity also for those two types of IPR.
The role of tax policies on IPR protection and the profile of CTM owners
The focal points of the analysis during May 2014 for justifying the fact that countries like Cyprus, Malta, Liechtenstein and Luxembourg have high number of CTM applications per GDP in relation to other countries with higher number of CTM applications and larger size of economy were the following:
· The tax regime of those countries in relation to IPR protection 
· The economic privileges that do exist in the protection of Intellectual Property Rights for the location of companies in a foreign country
· The profile of CTM owners available in OHIM data used for the production of IPR indicators
The study of existing information and the analysis of the data in relation to the above mentioned parameters lead to the following conclusions:
· The analysis shows that attractive tax regimes for IPR protection and corporation in general do exist in countries like Cyprus, Malta, Liechtenstein and Luxemburg. The national schemes of tax regimes are provided in Table 4 of the Annex.
· The review of available literature verifies the fact that corporations do benefit from fiscal policies provided in specific countries with low corporate taxes and provision of tax exceptions in IPR protection. The flexibility to benefit from the tax policies of foreign countries is provided by the fact that the protection of intellectual property does not have a clear geographical location.
· Data analysis indicates that the majority of the CTM applications owners in Cyprus, Malta, Luxembourg and Liechtenstein are corporations with “Ltd” legal form and at a high degree “Holding” companies. This finding further supports the scenario that the high rates of CTM applications might occur due to the relative high number of offshore or subsidiary companies in those countries than in others, which in many cases manage IPR rights of parent company.  An offshore company can be used by a business to operate as a sponsor license in a foreign subsidiary. The cost of paying an offshore company for renting protection rights can reduce the tax base for a business. Many companies transfer IPR rights to separate IPR management companies which are licensing out the rights, enforcing protection of the rights, maintaining registration and policing infringements. Besides, income derived from leasing the rights out is kept separate from the operating company and taxed separately to the profit made from the sales or trades of the operating company.
· The average number of CTM applications by company in the 4 countries of interest is higher than the average of all countries on which statistics are produced. This fact constitutes an evidence that CY,MT, LI and LU host enterprises that are at a high degree active and interesting in Trademark protection. 


Updated statistical figures of country ranking
In this section, the updated statistical figures as far as it concerns Community Trademark and Design protection activity per GDP (in billions of Euro) and population (in million), are presented.
Community Trademark (CTM) applications
The updated metrics for the total number of CTM applications or registrations as percentages of GDP verified the findings of the previous analysis. 
· The average number of CTM applications per GDP between 1996 and 2014 at national level shows that specific small-size economy countries continue to have a very intensive protection activity on Community Trademarks, when compared to that of larger size economies. 
· Almost the same conclusions yield when relative figures are produced per population.
· The figures that represent CTM applications and registrations as percentage of GDP, lead to a different picture from that derived when simple counts of CTM applications are taken into account. 
Countries with small size of economies in terms of absolute values of GDP, like Liechtenstein (LI), Luxembourg (LU), Malta (MT) and Cyprus (CY), have a high activity in seeking protection for Community Trademarks when compared to their GDP (see Figure 1). Liechtenstein is the leader in the protection of Community Trademarks per billion GDP. Furthermore, the list of the top active countries in CTM applications per GDP is also complemented by Spain, Switzerland, Austria and Estonia.
Similar conclusions are derived when CTM applications per million inhabitants are counted. Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta and Cyprus do have the highest CTM protection activity both per GDP and population. The group of top 4 countries with the highest number of CTM applications per million of population is complemented by Switzerland, which preserves the 3rd top value regarding the average number of CTM applications per million population. Malta holds the 4th, instead of 7th last year’s, position in total ranking.
Figures 1 and 2 depict the ranking position of each country for CTM applications as percent of GDP (Figure1) and population (Figure2). In each figure the ranking position of the countries according to the total number of CTM applications, GDP and population size are illustrated. The calculation of ranking order was based on average values of CTMs application per GDP and population for the time period 1996-2014 calculated with December 2014 OHIM data release. 
[image: ]Figure 1: CTM applications per GDP - Ranking position of countries
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Figure 2: CTM applications per million population- Ranking position of countries

The total number of CTM applications per GDP from 2003 onwards for all of the top 4 ranked countries, including Cyprus and Malta, is above EU28 value for total CTM applications per GDP. The average number of CTM applications at EU28 level per billion GDP is equal to 4.24, whether the average value for LI (non EU-28 country) is equal to 33, followed by LU(17), MT(14) and CY (10).
Similarly, the total number of CTM applications per million population for each one of the top 4 ranking countries which are LI, LU, CH and MT (instead of  CY in the previous analysis) is greater than the total number of CTM applications per million population at EU28 level (Figure 4) from 2003 onwards. Finally, both figures show an increasing trend for 2013 in relation to 2012 in CTM protection activity per GDP and population.
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Figure 3: CTM per GDP - Top 4 countries
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Figure 4: CTM per million population - Top 4 countries
Comparing these figures to those for patent [footnoteRef:2]activity being another form of intellectual property protection (see rank order correlation table – Table 7 – in Annex) reveals a positive significant relation between Trademark and Patent protection. The table also illustrates statistically significant positive correlations between average CTM, GDP, Population and patents. The negative significant correlation between GDP and CTM-by-GDP ranks is in line with the above observation that Trademark protection activity is likely affected by parameters other than the actual size of the economy. Furthermore, the ranking correlation between average population and CTM-by-population is also significantly negative. This also implies that a country of small population size can have an intensive activity in Community Trademark protection. For patents, no such negative relation is observed as the correlation between GDP and Patents-by-GDP is insignificant. The same applies also for Population and Patents-by-population.  [2:  Patent analysis is based on inventor’s and/or applicant’s country of residence. If  at least 1 applicant or 1 inventor on a patent is from country X, the patent is counted for country X] 

Table 6 of the Annex illustrates the ranking position of the countries both for CTM applications and EPO patent applications per GDP and population. The correlation figures of table 8 are based on the data of table 6.



Community Design (CD) applications
When the protection of Designs all over Europe is monitored in relation to the size of the economy, similar conclusions with that for Trademarks are drawn as far as it concerns mainly Liechtenstein and less Luxembourg only (Figure 5). Furthermore, the ratio of Design applications for Lichtenstein per billion GDP is the highest among all of the 49 countries. Liechtenstein preserves the 10th ranking position as far as it concerns the number of design applications per country’s GDP. Lower than in the case of CTMs per GDP and population is the position of Malta (22) and Cyprus (25) for designs. Apart from Liechtenstein the leading countries in Design protection per GDP are different from those presented for CTM applications and registrations. Countries, such as Poland, Denmark, Sweden, Netherlands and Austria seek protection for a relatively high number of design applications per billion GDP, when compared to other countries. Among the non European countries Hong Kong is the top ranking country (4th among all) for the total number of design applications per GDP to OHIM. When the design protection activity is measured in relation to the size of the population the synthesis of the leading countries changes at a high degree as far as it concerns the top 10 ranking positions.  As shown in Figure 6, Luxembourg has the 2nd highest number of designs per million population after Liechtenstein, whether Hong Kong is ranked in the 10th position for design applications per million population.
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Figure 5: Community Design applications per GDP - Ranking position of countries
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Figure 6: Community Design applications per million population- Ranking position of countries
The ranking positions of the countries in Figures 5 and 6 indicate that in the case of Designs, with the exception of LI, LU and EE, the leading countries that do have high number of Design applications per GDP or population preserve also high positions in terms of Design applications, average GDP and population values.
The corresponding rank figures in the case of CTM applications (see Figures 1 & 2) reflect a different status, as all of the top-4 ranking countries in terms of CTM applications per GDP and population are countries with small size of economy and population (low position in terms of GDP and population).  In the case of Design applications this behaviour is repeated only for Liechtenstein and Luxembourg.
The exploration of correlations among Design and patent ranks (see rank order correlation table – Table 9– in Annex 1) reveals a positive significant relation between Design and Patent protection ranking. Contrary to CTMs the negative correlation coefficients between GDP and Community Design applications (DA)-by-GDP are not significant. Furthermore, the correlation between average population and DA-by-population is not significant. This implies that for Design protection activity in EU there is no is no significance dependence on the size of a country’s economy or population. For patents, as already mentioned in previous section the correlation between GDP and Patents-by-GDP is insignificant. The same applies also for Population and Patents-by-population.
Table 7 of the Annex presents the ranking position of the countries both for Community Designs (CD) and EPO patent applications per GDP and population. The correlation figures of table 9 are based on the data of table 7.



Comparative analysis on ranking figures 
In this section the outcomes of the comparative analysis between the figures produced with February 2013 data and the updated statistics of December 2014 data release are presented. The main purpose of this section is to depict potential changes in Community Trademark and Design protection activity in relation to the economy or population size of the countries.
Community Trademark (CTM) applications
The recent ranking positions of the countries according to the average number of CTM applications per GDP and population during 1996-2014, are compared with those emerged in the previous data analysis based on OHIM release of February 2013.  The main findings of the comparison analysis on CTM per GDP and population are presented in the following subsections.
Ranking position per GDP
Table 1, provides summary statistics for the modification of ranking position of the countries, based on the average number of CTM applications per GDP (billions of Euro). Among the 49 countries, 3 increased their ranking position, whereas for 18 countries no change occurred. For the majority of the countries the ranking position was decreased.
	Change in Ranking position
	Total Countries

	Increase
	3

	No change
	18

	Decrease
	25

	Comparison not applicable
	3

	Total
	49


Table 1: CTM per GDP - totals by status of the ranking position
In Figure 7 the changes in the ranking position of the countries between the analysis performed with February 2013 and that of December 2014 data are presented. Figure 7 shows that:
· The synthesis of the top 10 ranking order countries is identical among the 2 analysis phases. This means that these countries have a stable profile as far as it concerns their CTM protection activity in relation to their GDP size.
· Among the 3 countries that did improve their ranking position, NL achieved the higher increase by two positions.
· Out of the 25 countries that decreased their ranking position, 14 do not belong to EU28 and among them 13 countries have a decrease rate that varies between 3 to 5 ranking positions.
[image: ]
Figure 7: CMT per GDP – Change in ranking position by country



Ranking position per population
Table 2, provides summary statistics for the modification of ranking position of the countries, based on the average of CTM applications per million population. Among the 49 countries, 4 increased their ranking position, whereas for 11 countries no change occurred. For the majority of the countries (26/49) the ranking position was decreased.
	Change in Ranking position
	Total Countries

	Increase
	4

	No change
	11

	Decrease
	26

	Comparison not applicable
	8

	Total
	49


Table 2: CTM per population - totals by status of the ranking position

In Figure 8 the changes in the ranking position of the countries between the analysis with February 2013 data and that with December 2014 data release are presented The indicated changes in the ranking positions that are depicted in Figure 8 show that:
· The synthesis of the top 10 ranked countries on CTM applications per million of population is identical among the 2 analysis phases.
· The ranking positions were modified between the two analysis phases for 4 out of the top 10 ranking position countries. 
· Among the 4 countries that did improve their ranking position, Malta achieved to improve its position by 3 units and join the list of top 4 countries with the higher number of CTM applications per million population.
· Among the 25 countries that did decrease their ranking position, Greece and Croatia are the only EU-28 Member States which decreased their ranking position by 5 units.
[image: ]
Figure 8: CMT per population– Change in ranking position by country

Average number of CTM applications at EU28 level
Figures 9 and 10 present the average number of CTM applications per GDP and population respectively at country and EU level. The average numbers  of the analysis that was performed with the recent release of OHIM data are represented with the bars. The cycles denote the average number per country according to the previous analysis on CTM ranks with February 2013 data.
The EU28 Member States file to OHIM, on average, 4 CTM applications per billion GDP. This is the average number of CTM applications per billion GDP at EU28 level, as shown in Figure 9. When comparing the average numbers between the two analysis phases, per country, yields that Luxembourg, Malta and Cyprus, which are among the top countries of CTM protection per GDP, did increase their average number of CTMs per billion GDP, comparatively with the indications from February 2013 data release. Among the rest of EU28 Member States Estonia and Greece did increase the average number of CTM applications per GDP. Estonia’s mean value is above EU28 average, where Greece stands almost in the last position of EU28 countries when CTM protection activity is measured per billion GDP. In the case of Greece, the increase of its average is a combination of national GDP decrease and increase in the total number of CTM applications filed to OHIM. 
Figure 10, shows that the average number of CTM applications has also increased per million population for Luxembourg, Malta and Cyprus. Contrary to the average number of CTM applications per GDP, which was decreased for some countries, all EU28 countries did increase their average number of CTM applications per million population.
[image: ]
Figure 9: Average number of CTM applications per billion GDP (€) at EU28 level
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Figure 10: Average number of CTM applications per million population at EU28 level



Community Design (CD) applications
The recent ranking positions of the countries according to the average number of Community Design (CD) applications per GDP and population during 2003-2014, are compared with those emerged in the previous data analysis based on OHIM release of February 2013 and the calculation of averages for 2003-2012.  The main findings of the comparison analysis on CD applications per GDP and population are presented in the following subsections.
Ranking position per GDP
Table 3, provides summary statistics for the modification of ranking position of the countries, based on the average of CD applications per GDP (billions of Euro). Among the 49 countries, 3 increased their ranking position, whereas for 7 countries no change occurred. For the majority of the countries, 36 out of 49, the ranking position was decreased.

	Change in Ranking position
	Total Countries

	Increase
	3

	No change
	7

	Decrease
	36

	Comparison not applicable
	3

	Total
	49


Table 3: Community Design applications per GDP - totals by status of the ranking position
In Figure 11 the changes in the ranking position of the countries between the analysis with February 2013 and December 2014 data are presented. Figure 11 shows that:
· The synthesis of the top 10 ranking countries is almost identical among the 2 analysis phases. According to the recent analysis Hong Kong has the 4th highest number of CD applications to OHIM per billion GDP in Euros, among all of the 49 countries. In the previous analysis, GDP data were not available for Hong Kong and for that reason the country’s performance was not available in the ranking tables that were produced. Similarly to CTM protection per GDP, the main stakeholders for Community Design protection per GDP remain stable over time. 
· Among the 3 countries that did improve their ranking position, Estonia achieved the higher increase by two positions. Bulgaria and Slovenia did also improve their ranking position.
· Out of the 36 countries that decreased their ranking position, 15 do not belong to EU28. Among the 21 EU28 Member States that decreased their ranking position the recent years, Germany had the highest decrease, by 4 positions. However, Germany still stands very high in terms of the average number of Design applications per billion GDP and holds the 11th position, whereas according to 2013 data was in the top 7 ranked countries.
[image: ]
Figure 11: Community Design applications per GDP – Change in ranking position by country

Ranking position per population
Table 4, provides summary statistics for the modification of ranking position of the countries, based on the average of CD applications per million population. Among the 49 countries, only 2 increased their ranking position, whereas for 9 countries no change occurred. For the majority of the countries (30/49) the ranking position was decreased.
	Change in Ranking position
	Total Countries

	Increase
	2

	No change
	9

	Decrease
	30

	Comparison not applicable
	8

	Total
	49


Table 4: Community Design applications per population - totals by status of the ranking position
In Figure 12 the changes in the ranking position of the countries between the analysis with February 2013 data and that with December 2014 data release are presented. The changes in the ranking positions that are depicted in Figure 12 show that:
· The synthesis of the top 10 ranking countries is almost identical among the 2 analysis phases. According to the recent analysis Hong Kong has the 10th highest number of CD applications to OHIM per million inhabitants, among all of the 49 countries. In the previous analysis GDP data were not available for Hong Kong and for that reason the country’s performance was not available in the ranking tables that were produced. Similarly to CTM protection per GDP, the top active countries in Community Design protection per GDP remain stable over time. 
· Among Austria and Malta, which are the 2 countries that did improve their ranking position, Malta achieved the higher increase by two positions.
· Out of the 30 countries that decreased their ranking position, 12 do not belong to EU28. Among the 18 countries that are EU28 Member States and decreased their ranking position the recent years, Latvia and Romania decreased their ranking position by 5 positions. Both countries are among those with very low number of design applications per million of population.

[image: ]
Figure 12: Community Design applications per population – Change in ranking position by country

Average number of RCD applications at EU28 level
Figures 13 and 14 present the average number of CD applications per GDP and population respectively at country and EU level. The averages of the analysis that was performed with the recent release of OHIM data are represented with the bars. The cycles denote the average number per country according to the previous analysis on Community Design ranks with February 2013 data.
The EU28 Member States file to OHIM, on average, 1 design application per billion GDP. This is the average number of CD applications per billion GDP at EU28 level, as shown in Figure 13. When comparing the average numbers between the two analysis phases, per country, yields that Poland, Estonia, Slovenia, Luxembourg and Bulgaria, which are among the top countries of CD protection per GDP, did increase their average number of CDs per billion GDP, comparatively with the indications from February 2013 data release. A slight increase in the average number of design applications to OHIM per million population, although still below EU28 average, did occur for Portugal, Malta and Cyprus.
Figure 13, shows that the average number of CD applications has also increased per million population for Poland, Estonia, Slovenia, Luxembourg and Bulgaria. For 14 out of 28 Member States the average number of CD applications per GDP stands above EU28 average. When design applications per million population are taken into account then fewer countries, 9 out of 28 have an average number of CD applications per GDP above EU average.
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Figure 13: Average number of CD applications per billion GDP (€) at EU28 level
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Figure 14: Average number of CD applications per million population at EU28 level





Annex

Table 5: IP Box Regimes in place in Europe (2013)
	IP Box regimes in place in Europe (2013) Qualifying IP
	IP Box Tax Base 

	IP Box rate (%)
	CIT rate (%)
	Types of eligible IP
	Acquired IP
	Existing IP
	Treatment of current expenses
	Treatment of R&D expenses incurred in the past

	Belgium 
(2007) 
	6.8 
	33.99 
	Patents, SPC, certain know-how closely linked to patents or SPCs 
	N 
	N 
	Gross income 
	No recapture 

	Cyprus 
(2011) 
	2 
	10 
	Patents, secret formulas, designs, models, trademarks, service marks, client lists, internet domain names, copyrights (including software), know-how 
	Y 
	N 
	Net income 
	No recapture 

	France 
(2000) 
	15.5 
	34.43 
	Patents, SPC, patentable inventions, manufacturing processes associated with patents, improvements of patents 
	Y 
	Y 
	Net income 
	No recapture 

	Hungary 
(2003) 
	9.5 
	19 
	Patents, secret formulas and processes, industrial designs and models, trademarks, trade names, copyrights (including software), know-how, business secrets 
	Y 
	Y 
	Gross income 
	No recapture 

	Liechtenstein 
(2011) 
	2.5 
	12.5 
	Patents, designs, models, utility models, trademarks, copyrights (including software) 
	Y 
	N 
	Net income 
	Recapture 

	Luxembourg 
(2008) 
	5.84 
	29.22 
	Patents, SPC, designs, models, utility models, trademarks, brands, domain names copyrights on software 
	Y* 
	N† 
	Net income 
	Recapture (Capitalisation of development costs) 

	Malta 
(2010) 
	0 
	35 
	Patents, trademarks, copyrights (including software) 
	Y 
	N 
	Not applicable 
	Income not eligible if R&D costs previously deducted 

	Netherlands 
(2007) 
	5 
	25 
	Patents, IP for which R&D certificate has been obtained (inventions, processes, technical scientific research, designs, models, certain software) 
	N 
	N 
	Net income 
	Recapture 

	Spain 
(2008) 
	12 
	30 
	Patents, secret formulas and procedures, plans, models 
	N 
	Y 
	Net income 
	No recapture 

	Nidwalden, Switzerland (2011) 
	8.8 
	12.66 
	Patents, secret formulas and processes, trademarks, copyrights (including software), know-how 
	Y 
	Y 
	Net income 
	No recapture 

	United Kingdom 
(2013) 
	10 
	23 
	Patents, SPC, certain other rights similar to patents 
	Y* 
	Y 
	Net income before interest 
	R&D expenses are allocated to patent income on an overall basis 




Table 6: Country Ranks Community Trademark (CD) applications, Patents per GDP and Population
(High rank order indicates high performance)
	COUNTRY
	1996-2014
	1996-2012

	
	Rank 1 Average CD appl.
	Rank 2 Average GDP (Billions of Euro)
	Rank 3 Average CD appl. per GDP (Billions of Euro)
	Rank 4 Average Population (Millions)
	Rank 5 Average CD appl. per million Population
	Rank 6 Average EPO applications
	Rank 7 Average EPO appl. per GDP
	Rank 8 Average EPO appl. per million Population

	LI
	41
	49
	1
	49
	1
	39
	1
	1

	LU
	21
	40
	2
	46
	2
	34
	17
	9

	MT
	43
	48
	3
	47
	4
	49
	31
	30

	CY
	34
	45
	4
	45
	5
	48
	39
	32

	ES
	5
	12
	5
	15
	12
	16
	29
	27

	CH
	8
	18
	6
	30
	3
	9
	3
	2

	AT
	10
	23
	7
	28
	6
	13
	8
	8

	EE
	44
	46
	8
	44
	19
	44
	28
	29

	DE
	1
	4
	9
	8
	10
	2
	2
	3

	DK
	13
	25
	10
	33
	7
	17
	10
	7

	NL
	7
	16
	11
	21
	11
	8
	7
	6

	IE
	19
	32
	12
	40
	9
	23
	25
	20

	SE
	11
	20
	13
	27
	8
	10
	6
	4

	UK
	3
	6
	14
	11
	15
	5
	14
	16

	BG
	33
	42
	15
	29
	37
	45
	37
	43

	PT
	17
	31
	16
	24
	20
	36
	42
	34

	FI
	18
	29
	17
	35
	14
	15
	4
	5

	IT
	4
	7
	18
	12
	17
	6
	15
	18

	BE
	12
	21
	19
	23
	16
	14
	13
	12

	IS
	48
	47
	20
	48
	13
	42
	20
	17

	HK
	23
	28
	21
	32
	21
	38
	47
	36

	LV
	47
	44
	22
	42
	30
	46
	32
	37

	FR
	6
	5
	23
	10
	18
	4
	12
	13

	PL
	14
	22
	24
	16
	33
	28
	40
	39

	SI
	42
	41
	25
	43
	22
	33
	19
	24

	LT
	46
	43
	26
	41
	32
	47
	45
	41

	CZ
	25
	34
	27
	25
	27
	32
	30
	31

	HU
	31
	37
	28
	26
	38
	30
	26
	28

	SK
	40
	38
	29
	34
	36
	40
	38
	38

	IL
	27
	30
	30
	31
	25
	18
	5
	11

	TW
	22
	19
	31
	18
	35
	20
	18
	26

	NZ
	37
	35
	32
	39
	26
	29
	22
	25

	EL
	26
	27
	33
	22
	31
	35
	44
	33

	RO
	30
	36
	34
	19
	40
	43
	46
	46

	US
	2
	1
	35
	3
	24
	1
	16
	14

	SG
	38
	33
	36
	37
	28
	25
	23
	22

	AU
	20
	15
	37
	20
	29
	19
	27
	23

	CA
	15
	10
	38
	17
	34
	11
	21
	21

	ZA
	36
	26
	39
	14
	43
	31
	34
	40

	NO
	29
	24
	40
	36
	23
	22
	24
	15

	HR
	49
	39
	41
	38
	42
	41
	33
	35

	KR
	24
	14
	42
	13
	41
	7
	9
	19

	JP
	9
	2
	43
	6
	39
	3
	11
	10

	TR
	32
	17
	44
	9
	44
	26
	43
	42

	BR
	28
	8
	45
	4
	46
	27
	48
	47

	MX
	35
	13
	46
	7
	45
	37
	49
	48

	CN_X_HK
	16
	3
	47
	1
	48
	12
	36
	45

	IN
	39
	9
	48
	2
	49
	21
	35
	49

	RU
	45
	11
	49
	5
	47
	24
	41
	44




Table 7: Country Ranks Community Design (CD) applications, Patents per GDP and Population
(High rank order indicates high performance) 

	 
COUNTRY
	2003-2014
	2003-2012

	
	Rank 1 Average CD
	Rank 2 Average GDP (Billions of Euro)
	Rank 3 Average CD per GDP (Billions of Euro)
	Rank 4 Average Population (Millions)
	Rank 5 Average CD per million Population
	Rank 6 Average EPO appl. 
	Rank 7 Average EPO appl. per GDP 
	Rank 8 
Average EPO appl. per million Population 

	LI
	39
	49
	1
	49
	1
	40
	1
	1

	PL
	9
	22
	2
	16
	18
	27
	36
	38

	DK
	14
	25
	3
	33
	3
	17
	11
	6

	HK
	18
	28
	4
	32
	10
	38
	47
	39

	SE
	10
	20
	5
	27
	4
	11
	6
	4

	EE
	40
	46
	6
	44
	17
	43
	24
	28

	NL
	8
	16
	7
	21
	5
	8
	9
	7

	SI
	30
	41
	8
	43
	15
	33
	15
	23

	AT
	12
	23
	9
	28
	6
	13
	8
	8

	LU
	28
	40
	10
	46
	2
	35
	19
	9

	DE
	1
	4
	11
	8
	9
	2
	2
	3

	BG
	29
	42
	12
	29
	32
	45
	38
	43

	TW
	13
	19
	13
	18
	19
	19
	14
	24

	FI
	19
	29
	14
	35
	8
	16
	5
	5

	LV
	41
	44
	15
	42
	28
	46
	32
	36

	IT
	3
	7
	16
	12
	12
	7
	16
	19

	CZ
	20
	34
	17
	25
	20
	31
	30
	30

	ES
	7
	12
	18
	15
	16
	15
	29
	27

	CH
	16
	18
	19
	30
	7
	9
	3
	2

	PT
	21
	31
	20
	24
	21
	34
	42
	33

	BE
	17
	21
	21
	23
	11
	14
	13
	12

	MT
	46
	48
	22
	47
	23
	49
	31
	31

	FR
	4
	5
	23
	10
	13
	4
	12
	13

	UK
	5
	6
	24
	11
	14
	5
	18
	17

	CY
	45
	45
	25
	45
	25
	48
	41
	32

	SK
	33
	38
	26
	34
	34
	39
	37
	37

	KR
	11
	14
	27
	13
	29
	6
	7
	16

	IL
	24
	30
	28
	31
	27
	18
	4
	11

	HU
	31
	37
	29
	26
	37
	29
	25
	29

	LT
	44
	43
	30
	41
	39
	47
	43
	41

	IE
	25
	32
	31
	40
	22
	24
	26
	21

	NZ
	32
	35
	32
	39
	30
	30
	23
	26

	IS
	49
	47
	33
	48
	26
	44
	20
	18

	JP
	6
	2
	34
	6
	31
	3
	10
	10

	NO
	27
	24
	35
	36
	24
	22
	27
	15

	RO
	34
	36
	36
	19
	42
	41
	46
	46

	SG
	37
	33
	37
	37
	36
	26
	22
	22

	AU
	23
	15
	38
	20
	33
	20
	28
	25

	US
	2
	1
	39
	3
	35
	1
	17
	14

	HR
	47
	39
	40
	38
	41
	42
	35
	35

	EL
	35
	27
	41
	22
	40
	36
	44
	34

	TR
	26
	17
	42
	9
	43
	23
	40
	40

	CA
	22
	10
	43
	17
	38
	12
	21
	20

	ZA
	38
	26
	44
	14
	44
	32
	39
	42

	CN_X_HK
	15
	3
	45
	1
	45
	10
	33
	44

	BR
	36
	8
	46
	4
	46
	28
	48
	47

	IN
	42
	9
	47
	2
	49
	21
	34
	48

	RU
	43
	11
	48
	5
	47
	25
	45
	45

	MX
	48
	13
	49
	7
	48
	37
	49
	49
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Table 8: Rank order correlation table-Community Trademark (CD) applications
	 
	Rank GDP
	Rank CD
	Rank CD-by-GDP
	Rank Population
	Rank CD-by-Population
	Rank Patents
	Rank Patents-by-GDP
	Rank Patents-by-Population

	Rank GDP
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	N
	49
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank CD
	Pearson Correlation
	0.69096
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.0001
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	N
	49
	49
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank CD-by-GDP
	Pearson Correlation
	-0.39978
	0.2548
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.0044
	0.0773
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	N
	49
	49
	49
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank Population
	Pearson Correlation
	0.90008
	0.49131
	-0.55524
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.0001
	0.0003
	<.0001
	
	
	
	
	

	
	N
	49
	49
	49
	49
	
	
	
	

	Rank CD-by-Population
	Pearson Correlation
	-0.2633
	0.34684
	0.90449
	-0.54319
	1
	
	
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.0676
	0.0146
	<.0001
	<.0001
	
	
	
	

	
	N
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	
	
	

	Rank Patents
	Pearson Correlation
	0.83925
	0.81827
	-0.09
	0.60703
	0.10837
	1
	
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.5386
	<.0001
	0.4586
	
	
	

	
	N
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	
	

	Rank Patents-by-GDP
	Pearson Correlation
	0.17021
	0.48204
	0.41684
	-0.11956
	0.58571
	0.64
	1
	

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.2423
	0.0005
	0.0029
	0.4132
	<.0001
	<.0001
	
	

	
	N
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	

	Rank Patents-by-Population
	Pearson Correlation
	0.0998
	0.53296
	0.53296
	-0.23876
	0.74388
	0.56694
	0.93673
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.4951
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.0985
	<.0001
	<.0001
	<.0001
	

	
	N
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).






Table 9: Rank order correlation table-Community Design (CD) applications

	 
	Rank GDP
	Rank CD appl. 
	Rank CD appl. -by-GDP
	Rank Population
	Rank CD appl. -by-Population
	Rank Patents
	Rank Patents-by-GDP
	Rank Patents-by-Population

	Rank GDP
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	N
	49
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rank CD appl.
	Pearson Correlation
	0.64796
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.0001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	N
	49
	49
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rank CD appl. -by-GDP
	Pearson Correlation
	-0.27803
	0.40874
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.0557
	0.0039
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	N
	48
	48
	48
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rank Population
	Pearson Correlation
	0.90008
	0.46436
	-0.40289
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.0001
	0.0008
	0.0045
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	N
	49
	49
	48
	49
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Rank CD appl. -by-Population
	Pearson Correlation
	-0.117
	0.51418
	0.87562
	-0.38225
	1
	 
	 
	 

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.4233
	0.0002
	<.0001
	0.0067
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	N
	49
	49
	48
	49
	49
	 
	 
	 

	Rank Patents
	Pearson Correlation
	0.84577
	0.84306
	0.0299
	0.62704
	0.25714
	1
	 
	 

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	<.0001
	<.0001
	0.8401
	<.0001
	0.0745
	 
	 
	 

	
	N
	49
	49
	48
	49
	49
	49
	 
	 

	Rank Patents-by-GDP
	Pearson Correlation
	0.16038
	0.5501
	0.46869
	-0.12011
	0.67429
	0.61439
	1
	 

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.271
	<.0001
	0.0008
	0.4111
	<.0001
	<.0001
	 
	 

	
	N
	49
	49
	48
	49
	49
	49
	49
	 

	Rank Patents-by-Population
	Pearson Correlation
	0.10292
	0.54306
	0.47581
	-0.23163
	0.76796
	0.55316
	0.92959
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	0.4816
	<.0001
	0.0006
	0.1093
	<.0001
	<.0001
	<.0001
	 

	
	N
	49
	49
	48
	49
	49
	49
	49
	49

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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