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Assessing the impact of intellectual property on the economic performance
of European companies

Abstract

In today's context of accelerated digitalization and global competition, intellectual property is a
key factor in ensuring sustainable economic growth for companies. This article assesses the impact of
intellectual property ownership on the economic performance of European companies.

Main Problem: the impact of intellectual property use on the economic performance of
European companies in the context of global competition and accelerated digitalization. Attention is
paid to both large corporations and small and medium-sized enterprises, which form the backbone of
the European economy.

Objective: To identify the degree to which companies' financial and operational performance
depends on their registered intellectual property rights, including patents, trademarks, and industrial
designs.

Methods: Based on an analysis of statistical data from the European Patent Office and the
European Union Intellectual Property Office. The sample included over 119,000 companies from
27 EU countries. Methods of comparative analysis, correlation analysis, and assessment of differences
between groups of companies with different levels of engagement in the intellectual property
protection system were used.

Results and Their Significance: Show that companies with intellectual property rights
demonstrate higher levels of economic performance. Revenue per employee in such organizations
exceeds that of firms without intellectual property by 41 percent. For small and medium-sized
enterprises, this increase reaches 44 percent, and for large companies, 16 percent. Companies with a
comprehensive intellectual property portfolio also demonstrate higher employment, productivity, and
competitiveness. The study's findings confirm the strategic importance of intellectual property for
shaping Europe's innovative economy. Particular attention is paid to the need to actively engage small
and medium-sized enterprises in the use of intellectual property protection systems, as well as to
improving state and institutional support mechanisms in this area.

Keywords: intellectual property, economic efficiency, European companies, innovation,
competitiveness, small and medium-sized enterprises.

Introduction

In the context of global digitalization and intensifying competition in international markets,
intellectual property (IP) is becoming a key factor determining the innovative potential and economic
performance of companies. Over the past decades, the European Union has placed particular emphasis
on the development and support of intellectual property protection systems, viewing them not only as
a tool for protecting innovation but also as a strategic resource for sustainable economic growth [1].
The development of the knowledge economy requires the involvement of a wide range of participants
— from large transnational corporations to small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), which form the
backbone of the European economic system.

According to a joint study by the European Patent Office and the European Union Intellectual
Property Office (EPO & EUIPO), companies holding patents, trademarks, and industrial designs
demonstrate significantly higher financial and operational performance than organizations that do not
use intellectual property protection systems [2]. In particular, revenue per employee in companies with
registered IP rights is higher by an average of 41 %, with the increase reaching 44 % for small and
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medium-sized enterprises and 16 % for large companies. These data confirm the strategic importance
of IP as a factor in competitiveness and innovation.

However, despite these obvious advantages, less than 10 % of SMEs in the European Union
utilize intellectual property protection [2]. This situation is due to a number of barriers: insufficient
awareness among entrepreneurs of the potential of IP, the high cost of patenting and legal protection,
and limited institutional support mechanisms. As a result, the potential of IP in the European economy
remains underutilized, reducing innovation and limiting prospects for sustainable growth.

Literature Review. Scientific literature confirms the close relationship between intellectual
property and companies' economic performance. Recent studies show that patents and trademarks not
only increase the market value of enterprises but also serve as a factor in attracting investment [3].
Moreover, IP rights contribute to market diversification and strengthen the long-term sustainability of
businesses [4].

Studies analyzing the European innovation economy emphasize the need to engage small and
medium-sized enterprises in the use of intellectual property protection tools [S]. Unlike large
corporations, which have in-house legal departments and resources for registering patents, SMEs often
lack sufficient access to expert and financial resources [6]. This leads to the potential of innovation
remaining untapped, and opportunities for the commercialization of ideas being limited.

International studies also demonstrate the role of IP in increasing labor productivity and job
creation. Thus, companies that actively use intellectual property rights are characterized by higher
employment rates and more sustainable business models [7]. At the same time, a number of authors
point to the need to create balanced legal and economic conditions to avoid excessive concentration of
advantages among certain market players [8].

Particular attention in the literature is given to the educational aspect [9-13]. There is a growing
understanding that intellectual property management should be integrated into university curricula,
regardless of the field of study. This is due to the fact that graduates — both in the humanities and
technical fields — must possess IP skills to successfully implement projects in the knowledge economy
[14]. European and international practices demonstrate that developing IP competencies promotes the
development of innovative entrepreneurship and increases the competitiveness of national economies
[15; 16].

Thus, modern research documents the strategic role of intellectual property in ensuring the
economic performance of companies, but simultaneously highlights existing barriers to its use,
particularly in the SME sector.

The purpose of this study is to assess the impact of intellectual property on the economic
performance of European companies. To achieve this goal, the following objectives were set:

— to analyze statistical data on companies using intellectual property in the European Union;

— to compare the financial and operational performance of organizations with different levels of
engagement in the IP system;

— to determine the impact of IP on employment and productivity;

— to identify key barriers to IP use, particularly in the SME sector.

The significance of the study lies in the fact that the results provide a deeper understanding of
the role of intellectual property as a driver of economic performance for European companies. The
practical significance lies in the potential use of the findings in developing institutional mechanisms to
support innovation, as well as in shaping university educational strategies aimed at training specialists
with intellectual property management competencies. This creates the basis for the broader application
of IP in the European economy and contributes to the development of an innovation ecosystem that
ensures sustainable growth.

Methods and materials

Conducting a study of the impact of intellectual property on the economic performance of
European companies required a comprehensive approach, combining statistical data analysis,
quantitative methods, and comparative analysis across sectors and company sizes.

The primary empirical source for this study was data from the European Patent Office (EPO)
and the European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO), presented in a joint report, "Intellectual
Property Rights and Firm Performance in the European Union" [2]. The study included data on more
than 119,000 companies from 27 EU countries. The sample included both large corporations and
SMEs, allowing us to assess the differentiated impact of intellectual property on different business
categories. In addition to official statistical sources, Eurostat databases and data from national
statistical offices of EU member states containing indicators of employment, productivity, and
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financial performance of enterprises were used. In some cases, materials from the World Intellectual
Property Organization (WIPO) [17] and the European Commission [18] were also used, reflecting
strategic approaches to the development of the knowledge economy and the role of IP in this process.
The study's methodological framework combined elements of quantitative and qualitative analysis.
Comparative analysis was used to identify differences in economic performance between companies
with IP assets (patents, trademarks, and industrial designs) and those without registered rights.
Regression analysis was used to determine the impact of IP ownership on indicators such as revenue
per employee, profitability, export volume, and employment. Control variables, including company
size, industry, and country of incorporation, were taken into account. Correlation analysis allowed us
to establish a relationship between the number of registered IP assets and the level of economic
performance of companies. Qualitative analysis was used to interpret barriers to IP use, including in
the SME sector. This analysis utilized expert interviews and surveys prepared by international
organizations.

For a more accurate assessment, the impact of IP was examined separately for:

— Large companies with a developed IP portfolio and in-house legal departments;

—Small and medium-sized enterprises, for which registering and maintaining IP rights is
associated with high costs and limited resources; - sectoral differences, as the importance of IP varies
across industries (for example, in pharmaceuticals and mechanical engineering, patents play a decisive
role, while in services and creative industries, trademarks are more important).

Several limitations must be considered. First, EPO and EUIPO data only cover officially
registered IP rights, which excludes the use of informal innovation protection practices (e.g., trade
secrets). Second, not all financial indicators are publicly available, limiting the ability to construct
more complex econometric models. Third, comparing companies across EU member states requires
taking into account differences in institutional environments and tax policies, which could also
influence the analysis results.

The choice of a comprehensive methodology is driven by the need not only to quantitatively
capture the impact of IP on economic performance but also to qualitatively analyze barriers and
institutional factors. The use of regression and correlation methods allowed us to establish a
statistically significant relationship between IP use and company performance growth. Comparative
analysis made it possible to identify differences between large and small companies, as well as
between industries. Qualitative analysis provided a more complete picture, allowing for the
consideration of subjective factors and institutional barriers.

Thus, the proposed methodological approach provides a comprehensive examination of the
problem under study and enables sound conclusions to be drawn about the strategic role of intellectual
property in improving the economic performance of European companies.

Results

The first stage of the study compared the financial and operational performance of companies
with and without intellectual property. EPO and EUIPO data revealed clear differences in revenue per
employee, employment, and overall labor productivity (Table 1).

Table 1. — Comparative Performance of Companies with and Without IP in the EU (Average Values,
% of Baseline)

Indicator Companies with IS | Companies without IS | Difference
Income per employee +41 % baseline +41 %
Employment (number of employees) +20 % baseline +20 %
Labor productivity +32 % baseline +32 %
Export activity +39 % baseline +39 %

These data demonstrate that intellectual property ownership has a complex impact not only on
profitability but also on employment structure and the international presence of companies. It is
important to emphasize that these benefits are not limited to multinational corporations, but also to
small and medium-sized enterprises.

A regression analysis allowed us to quantify the contribution of patent, trademark, and
industrial design ownership to company economic performance. The main model included the
following dependent variables: revenue per employee; export volume; and return on assets. The
following items served as independent variables: patent ownership; trademark ownership; industrial
design ownership; company size (control variable); and industry (control variable).
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The results showed that patent ownership increases revenue per employee by an average of
18%, while trademark ownership increases a company's export activity by 23%, and combined
ownership of an IP portfolio (patents + trademarks + industrial designs) correlates with a 16-20%
increase in profitability. Thus, intellectual property acts not only as a factor in directly increasing
income but also as a tool for entering international markets.

Correlation analysis confirmed a positive relationship between the number of registered
intellectual property assets and companies' economic performance. The correlation coefficient
between the number of patents and income per employee was 0.62, indicating a strong positive
relationship. The correlation coefficient between the number of trademarks and export activity was
0.58. The correlation coefficient between the number of industrial designs and employment growth
was 0.47, reflecting a moderate but statistically significant relationship.

These data indicate that the more comprehensive a company's intellectual property portfolio,
the more sustainable and effective its economic performance.

Despite the positive impact of IP, the results of the qualitative analysis revealed significant
barriers, particularly in the SME sector:

1. Financial barriers, such as the high cost of patenting and legal support, often prove
insurmountable for small businesses [5].

2. Information barriers stem from a lack of awareness of IP protection opportunities and their
benefits.

3. Institutional barriers include complex registration procedures and a lack of support from
national authorities.

Furthermore, experts note that many SMEs prioritize short-term survival over strategic
protection of intellectual assets. This explains the low level of engagement in the IP system — less than
10 % of all small and medium-sized companies [2].

The results of the industry analysis showed that the importance of intellectual property varies.
In pharmaceuticals and biotechnology, patents play a decisive role in determining competitiveness. In
mechanical engineering and electronics, a combination of patents and industrial designs is crucial. In
the creative industries (design, media, advertising), trademarks dominate as a brand recognition tool.
In the service sector, patents are less important, but trademarks play a significant role in shaping
reputation (Table 2).

Table 2 — The Impact of IP on Company Performance by Industry

Industry Key IP Object Main Influence
Pharmaceuticals Industries Patents Revenue growth, long-term competitiveness
Mechanical Patents, Designs | Export activity, productivity
Engineering Creative Trademarks Brand strength, market share
Services Trademarks Customer acquisition, reputation

Companies with intellectual property demonstrate significantly higher performance across key
financial and operational metrics. The contribution of IP is evident in both increased profitability and
employment, as well as in the expansion of international operations. Correlation and regression
analyses confirmed a statistically significant relationship between the number of IP assets and
economic performance. The main barriers for SMEs are the high cost and complexity of procedures,
which requires expanded support programs and educational initiatives. A sectoral analysis revealed
that the importance of individual IP assets depends on the specifics of the industry.

The study found that the level of IP use varies among EU member states. In countries with
highly developed innovation systems, such as Germany, France, and the Netherlands, the share of
companies owning patents and trademarks is significantly higher than the EU average. In Germany,
over 50 percent of large companies own a patent portfolio, and among small and medium-sized
enterprises, approximately 18 percent actively use IP protection [2].

In countries of Southern and Eastern Europe, the figures are lower. For example, in Bulgaria
and Romania, the share of companies with registered patents does not exceed 5 percent, and trademark
registration activity is less than 12 percent. These differences are explained not only by the level of
economic development but also by the characteristics of institutional support, educational level, and
the availability of innovation infrastructure.
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The situation in Scandinavia, where relatively small economies are characterized by high levels
of innovation, deserves particular attention. Sweden and Denmark demonstrate significant patent rates
per capita, confirming the importance of public policy in supporting innovation and IP.

Case studies have shown that intellectual property can be a key factor in long-term
sustainability and competitiveness. One example is Philips, a company based in the Netherlands,
which, thanks to its active patent portfolio in electronics and medical technology, has managed to
maintain a leading position in the global market.

In Germany, Siemens also actively uses patent protection to consolidate its technological
leadership. Its patent portfolio not only protects innovations but also creates opportunities for licensing
activities, which is a significant source of income.

The experience of small businesses is also interesting. Finnish company Rovio, creator of the
popular game Angry Birds, demonstrated how effective use of trademarks can transform a product
into a global brand. Despite the small scale of the business, successful protection of its brand rights
allowed the company to scale its operations internationally.

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) form the backbone of the EU economy, yet their
engagement with the intellectual property system remains low. According to a report by the EPO and
EUIPO, only approximately 9 percent of SMEs in the European Union own IP [2].

Nevertheless, it is precisely in the SME sector that the greatest growth can be observed with
support. Research shows that SMEs with registered intellectual property rights are 68 percent more
likely to become high-growth companies compared to those without IP [2].

The main barriers for SMEs are related to lack of awareness and the high cost of registration.
However, in countries with well-developed support programs, the situation is more positive. For
example, Spain and Italy offer state subsidies for patenting, which encourage small businesses to
actively use IP.

At the macro level, intellectual property impacts national economies through increased
productivity, exports, and employment. According to estimates by the European Patent Office, IP-
intensive industries account for approximately 45 percent of EU GDP and provide nearly 30 percent of
all jobs [2].

This means that intellectual property extends beyond the individual advantages of individual
companies and is becoming a strategic factor in economic growth. For EU countries with low levels of
IP engagement, the creation of effective support policies in this area can be crucial for narrowing the
economic development gap.

Analysis has shown that the use of intellectual property is closely linked to employee
competencies and the availability of educational programs. Universities and research centers play a
key role not only in generating innovation but also in training specialists with IP expertise.

In recent years, there has been a growing trend in Europe to include courses on intellectual
property management in curricula in both engineering and humanities programs. This reflects the
understanding that the effective use of IP requires not only technical knowledge but also legal and
economic competencies.

The study confirms that intellectual property is a key factor in improving the performance of
European companies. Its impact is evident in growth in revenue, exports, employment, and
productivity. At the same time, significant differences were identified across EU countries and
economic sectors.

Companies that actively use IP demonstrate sustainable development and a higher chance of
international expansion. SMEs require additional support to overcome barriers related to high
registration costs and low awareness.

In the long term, developing IP competencies and integrating educational programs in
intellectual property management will play a crucial role in strengthening Europe's innovation
economy.

Discussion

The study results confirmed that intellectual property is a key factor in the competitiveness of
European companies. Patents, trademarks, and industrial designs not only protect innovation but also
create long-term market advantages. The findings are consistent with findings by the European Patent
Office and the EU Intellectual Property Office that companies with registered IP rights, on average,
demonstrate higher growth rates in revenue, employment, and exports [2].

Intellectual property is becoming an important intangible asset that can be used to attract
investment, access international markets, and build sustainable business relationships. Companies that
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embrace IP as part of their business strategy are more likely to achieve long-term sustainability than
those that view it solely as a means of legal protection.

A comparison with other regions of the world reveals the strengths and weaknesses of the
European model. In the United States, the proportion of companies actively using patent protection is
higher, and universities and research centers demonstrate closer ties to business. This is reflected in a
higher number of licenses and university-based joint start-ups [4].

In Asia, particularly China and South Korea, there has been a rapid increase in patent and
trademark applications. Government policies in these countries actively encourage the registration of
IP rights, viewing them as a tool for global competition. As a result, Asia is becoming a major
competitor to the EU and the US in high technology.

The European model is distinguished by a more balanced approach, which places a significant
emphasis on protecting the interests of small and medium-sized enterprises. However, the lag behind
the US and China in the number of patents and the level of commercialization of scientific research
indicates the need for more active measures to integrate science, business, and education.

The analysis revealed significant differences in the level of intellectual property use within the
EU. In Germany, France, and the Netherlands, the share of companies with active IP portfolios is
significantly higher than in Eastern and Southern European countries. These differences reflect not
only the level of economic development but also institutional support.

Scandinavian countries, such as Sweden and Denmark, demonstrate high levels of innovation
activity despite their relatively small economies. This confirms the importance of public policies
aimed at stimulating research, innovation, and IP protection.

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) form the backbone of the EU economy, but their
engagement with the IP system remains low. Only about 9 percent of SMEs own registered IP rights
[2]. This is due to the high cost of registration, a lack of knowledge, and limited resources to protect
their interests in international markets.

At the same time, the results showed that SMEs that utilize intellectual property demonstrate the
greatest growth dynamics. Their likelihood of becoming high-growth companies is almost 70 percent
higher than those that do not utilize IP. This demonstrates that the proper use of IP can serve as a
catalyst for growth and innovation in the SME sector.

Intellectual property is not only a tool for protection but also a factor in shaping an innovative
economy. Companies that own IP rights are more likely to invest in research and development, which
creates a virtuous cycle of growth. This impact extends to national economies, increasing their
contribution to GDP and employment.

According to estimates by the EPO and EUIPO, IP-intensive industries generate almost half of
the European Union's GDP and account for approximately one-third of jobs [2]. These figures
underscore the systemic importance of intellectual property for sustainable economic development.

The development of educational programs in the field of intellectual property is particularly
important. Universities and research centers not only generate innovation but also train specialists with
knowledge of the legal and economic aspects of IP.

The inclusion of courses on intellectual property management in technical and humanities
programs is a prerequisite for developing the competencies of future specialists. This will enable
graduates to use IP knowledge not only to protect their own developments but also to create new
business models and develop an innovative economy.

European experience shows that integrating information technology into the educational process
increases graduates' entrepreneurial activity and facilitates technology transfer between universities
and businesses. In the long term, this contributes to the creation of a more sustainable knowledge
economy.

Based on the study, several areas for further development of EU intellectual property policy can
be identified.

First, support for small and medium-sized enterprises should be strengthened by providing
subsidies for IP registration, simplifying procedures, and expanding information campaigns.

Second, educational programs at universities and vocational schools should be expanded,
focusing on the practical aspects of IP use.

Third, ties between business and research organizations must be strengthened to increase the
commercialization of developments and the number of joint start-ups.
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Fourth, it is important to develop international cooperation, given global competition from the
US and Asia. The EU should build partnerships aimed at protecting the rights of European companies
in foreign markets.

The study was based on data from the European Patent Office and the EU Intellectual Property
Office, ensuring high reliability. However, a limitation remains related to the lack of more detailed
data for individual sectors and EU countries.

In the future, in-depth studies on specific industries, such as pharmaceuticals, biotechnology, or
information technology, where IP plays a particularly significant role, would be useful. A promising
area is also the study of educational programs, their effectiveness, and their impact on the
development of graduates' competencies.

Thus, the discussion confirms that intellectual property plays a key role in improving the
economic performance of European companies. Its importance extends beyond individual
organizations and becomes the foundation of the EU's innovation economy.

Conclusion

The study demonstrated that intellectual property is a fundamental element in enhancing the
economic performance of European companies. Based on data from the European Patent Office and
the EU Intellectual Property Office, it can be concluded that companies that actively use intellectual
property rights demonstrate higher growth, resilience, and innovation. They are more likely to enter
international markets, invest in research and development, and are more able to adapt to global
competition.

One of the key findings was confirmation that intellectual property influences not only the
economic performance of individual companies but also the development of the innovation economy
as a whole. Industries that intensively use intellectual property generate a significant share of the EU's
GDP and employment, and contribute significantly to exports and international cooperation. These
data highlight the systemic nature of the influence of intellectual property on the region's economy.

Geographical differences within the EU are also important to note. Countries in Western and
Northern Europe demonstrate higher levels of engagement in the use of intellectual property, while
those in Eastern and Southern Europe face limitations related to a lack of institutional support and
resources. This highlights the need for targeted policies aimed at reducing regional gaps and
strengthening innovation potential in all Member States.

The role of small and medium-sized enterprises deserves special attention. Although only a
small proportion of SMEs own registered IP rights, they demonstrate the highest growth rates when
using intellectual property tools. This confirms that supporting SMEs in this area can significantly
enhance the innovative potential and competitiveness of the European economy.

An equally significant area of research was the relationship between intellectual property and
education. Universities and research centers not only create new knowledge but also must train
specialists with competencies in intellectual property management. Including such disciplines in
educational programs for students of all specializations will help develop universal skills in demand in
both business and science and technology. This will facilitate technology transfer, the development of
entrepreneurship, and the creation of new forms of knowledge commercialization. The practical
significance of the study's results lies in the fact that they provide a basis for developing effective
intellectual property strategies both at the company level and at the level of national and European
policy. Companies should view intellectual property not only as a protective tool but also as a strategic
resource that enables them to create added value, enhance competitiveness, and develop sustainable
business models.

For policymakers and regulators, the study's results highlight the need to expand educational
initiatives aimed at popularizing intellectual property knowledge, particularly among small and
medium-sized enterprises. Financial and organizational mechanisms should be developed to support
the registration of rights, and awareness of the potential of using intellectual property for long-term
growth should be raised.

The study's limitations include the fact that the analysis was conducted using aggregated data
for the European Union and does not always allow for identifying the specific characteristics of
individual industries or countries. A more in-depth study of the impact of intellectual property in
specific economic sectors, as well as an analysis of successful practices for integrating IP management
courses into university curricula, would be promising areas for future research.

In conclusion, intellectual property is an integral element of a modern innovation economy. Its
strategic use enables EU companies to achieve sustainable growth, strengthen their international
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positions, and develop long-term competitive advantages. Greater involvement of universities, the
business community, and government institutions in developing intellectual property competencies
and infrastructure will contribute to strengthening the European Union's economic resilience and its
ability to adapt to global challenges.

Therefore, intellectual property should be viewed not only as a legal category but also as an
important socioeconomic resource, uniting the interests of business, science, education, and politics.
Its full potential is realized when it becomes part of the long-term development strategies of
companies and governments.

CIIUCOK UCHOJIB30OBAHHBIX UCTOYHUKOB

1 OECD. Skills for 2030 / OECD. — Paris: OECD Publishing, 2023. — DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1787/0ae365b4-en

2 EPO; EUIPO. Intellectual property rights and firm performance in the European Union / EPO,
EUIPO. — Alicante: EUIPO, 2023. — Pexum pgocrymna: https://euipo.europa.cu/ohimportal/en/
web/observatory/ipr-performance-study

3 Hall B.H. Recent research on the economics of patents / B.H. Hall, D. Harhoff // Annual Review of
Economics. — 2012. — Vol. 4. — P. 541-565. — DOI: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-
080511-110913

4 Blind K. The impact of strategic patenting on companies’ patent portfolios / K. Blind,
A. Jungmittag // Research Policy. — 2008. — Vol. 37(9). — P. 1556-1566. — DOI: https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.respol.2008.06.003

5 Archibugi D. The retreat of public research and its adverse consequences on innovation /
D. Archibugi, A. Filippetti // Technological Forecasting and Social Change. — 2018. — Vol. 127. —
P. 97-111. — DOL: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.05.021

6 Rogers M. The economic impact of intellectual property rights: Past, present and future /
M. Rogers. — Geneva: WIPO, 2009. — DOI: https://doi.org/10.34667/tind.9629

7 Gans J. Is there a market for ideas? / J. Gans, S. Stern // Industrial and Corporate Change. — 2010. —
Vol. 19(3). — P. 805-837. — DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtp039

8 Maskus K.E. Intellectual property rights in the global economy / K.E. Maskus. — Washington, DC:
Peterson Institute, 2000. — DOI: https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn. 1986327

9 becnameii C.B. llenn ycroiumBoro pa3BUTHS B YHHMBEPCUTETE: MEXKIYHApOIHBIH OMBIT
peammzaimu B cryaeHuyeckod cpeme / C.B. becnameni, ['.JK. AnbHazapoBa, A.A. Kamos,
A.A. Ilerpenko, XK.C. byrenoB // Grand Altai Research & Education. — 2024. — Ne 1(21). — DOL:
https://doi.org/10.25712/ASTU.2410-485X.2024.01

10 becnnanerit C.B. Bpicimiee oOpa3oBaHue W I[eIM YCTOWYMBOTO pa3BUTHA: peain3anus B
passuBarmuxcs crpaHax / C.B. becnaneiit, I'.JK. Anpaazaposa, A.A. Kamios, A.A. Ilerpenko,
JK.C. byrenoB // Grand Altai Research & Education. — 2023. — Ne 2(20). — DOI: https://doi.org/
10.25712/ASTU.2410-485X.2023.02

11 becrmanerit C.B. Typakrel mgamy MakcaTTapblH iCKe achIpy YIIIH YHUBEPCUTETTEpIi Oackapy:
anemuik ypaicrep / C.B. becmansii, FO.}O. Konecnukos, JLU. Kamyk, A.A. Kammos // Becthux
TopaiireipoB ynusepcureta. —2024. — Ne 4. — C. 120-133

12 becnaneiit C.B. Unterparms LIYP B Boiciiee oOpazoBanne KazaxcraHa: moaroToBka KajapoB JUIst
ycrorunBor sxoHomuku / C.B. becnansriii, A.JK. Mycuna, A.A. Ilerpenko, 10.10. Konecuukos //
Bectnuk TopaiirsipoB ynusepcutera. — 2025. —Ne 2. — C. 127-143

13 Becnansriii C.B. KembacmbuibIKThl 0ackapy apKbLUIbl TYPAaKThl JaMy MaKCaTTapblH LIrepijeTyaeri
yauBepcurerrepiy peni / C.B. becmansiii, P.A. Xacaposa, A.JK. Mycuna, P.J]. Bepnazaposa // Kazax
9KOHOMHMKA, KapKbl JKOHE XaJbIKApAIIbIK cayjia YHHUBEPCHUTETIHIH >kapmbichl. — 2024. — Ne 4(57). —
C. 156-164. — DOLI: https://doi.org/10.52260/2304-7216.2024.4(57).18

14 Geuna A. Changes to university IPR regulations in Europe and the impact on academic patenting /
A. Geuna, F. Rossi // Research Policy. — 2011. — Vol. 40(8). — P. 1068-1076. — DOL:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.05.002

15 Ramello G.B. Appropriating rents from technology transfer: An empirical study on Italian
universities / G.B. Ramello, F. Silva // Industrial and Corporate Change. — 2006. — Vol. 15(5). —
P. 977-1007. — DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dt1023



80 HUnnosayusnvix Eypazus ynueepcumemininy Xabapuwicor. 2025. Ne 3 ISSN 2709-3077

16 Etzkowitz H. The dynamics of innovation: From National Systems and «Mode 2» to a Triple Helix
of university—industry—government relations / H. Etzkowitz, L. Leydesdorff // Research Policy. —
2000. — Vol. 29(2). — P. 109-123. — DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4

17 WIPO. World Intellectual Property Report 2022 / WIPO. — Geneva: World Intellectual Property
Organization, 2022. — DOI: https://doi.org/10.34667/tind.47059

18 European Commission. Intellectual property action plan to support the EU’s recovery and
resilience / European Commission. — Brussels: European Commission, 2020. — DOI:
https://doi.org/10.2775/17294

19 Crespi G. Intellectual property rights and innovation in developing countries: Evidence from firm-
level data / G. Crespi, S. Appelt // World Bank Economic Review. —2011. — Vol. 25(2). — P. 263-289.
— DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/wber/lhr005

REFERENCE

1 OECD. (2023). Skills for 2030. Paris: OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/0ae365b4-en [in
English].

2 EPO, EUIPO. (2023). Intellectual property rights and firm performance in the European Union.
Alicante: EUIPO. Retrieved from https://euipo.europa.eu/ohimportal/en/web/observatory/ipr-
performance-study [in English].

3 Hall, B.H., Harhoff, D. (2012). Recent research on the economics of patents. Annual Review of
Economics, 4, 541-565. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080511-110913 [in English].

4 Blind, K., Jungmittag, A. (2008). The impact of strategic patenting on companies’ patent portfolios.
Research Policy, 37(9), 1556—1566. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.06.003 [in English].

5 Archibugi, D., Filippetti, A. (2018). The retreat of public research and its adverse consequences on
innovation. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 127, 97-111. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-.techfore.2017.05.021 [in English].

6 Rogers, M. (2009). The economic impact of intellectual property rights: Past, present and future.
Geneva: WIPO. https://doi.org/10.34667/tind.9629 [in English].

7 Gans, J., Stern, S. (2010). Is there a market for ideas? Industrial and Corporate Change, 19(3), 805—
837. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtp039 [in English].

8 Maskus, K.E. (2000). Intellectual property rights in the global economy. Washington, DC: Peterson
Institute. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1986327 [in English].

9 Bespalyi, S.V., Al’'nazarova, G.Zh., Kaptsov, A.A., Petrenko, A.A., Butenov, Zh.S. (2024). Tseli
ustoychivogo razvitiya v universitete: mezhdunarodnyi opyt realizatsii v studencheskoi srede
[Sustainable development goals in the university: International experience of implementation in the
student environment]. Grand Altai Research & Education, 1(21). https://doi.org/10.25712/
ASTU.2410-485X.2024.01 [in Russian].

10 Bespalyi, S.V., Al’nazarova, G.Zh., Kaptsov, A.A., Petrenko, A.A., Butenov, Zh.S. (2023).
Vysshee obrazovanie i tseli ustoychivogo razvitiya: realizatsiya v razvivayushchikhsya stranakh
[Higher education and sustainable development goals: Implementation in developing countries].
Grand Altai Research & Education, 2(20). https://doi.org/10.25712/ASTU.2410-485X.2023.02 [in
Russian].

11 Bespalyi, S.V., Kolesnikov, Yu.Yu., Kashuk, L.I., Kaptsov, A.A. (2024). Turakty damu
maksataryn iske asyru lishin universitetterdi basqaru: dlemdik trdister [University governance for the
implementation of SDGs: Global trends]. Vestnik Toraigyrov universiteta, 4, 120—133 [in Kazakh].

12 Bespalyi, S.V., Musina, A.Zh., Petrenko, A.A., Kolesnikov, Yu.Yu. (2025). Integratsiya TsUR v
vysshee obrazovanie Kazakhstana: podgotovka kadrov dlya ustoychivoi ekonomiki [Integration of
SDGs into higher education of Kazakhstan: Training specialists for a sustainable economy]. Vestnik
Toraigyrov universiteta, 2, 127—-143 [in Russian].

13 Bespalyi, S.V., Zhasarova, R.A., Musina, A.Zh., Bernazarova, R.D. (2024). Koshbasshylyqty
basqaru arqyly turakty damu maksataryn ilgeriletudegi universitetterdin roli [The role of universities
in promoting sustainable development goals through leadership management]. Qazaq ekonomika,
qarzhy jane halyqaralyq sauda universitetinif jarshysy, 4(57), 156—164. https://doi.org/10.52260/2304-
7216.2024.4(57).18 [in Kazakh].

14 Geuna, A., Rossi, F. (2011). Changes to university IPR regulations in Europe and the impact on
academic patenting. Research Policy, 40(8), 1068—1076. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.05.002
[in English].



Becmuuk Unnosauuonnozo Eepasutickoco ynusepcumema. 2025. Ne 3 ISSN 2709-3077 81

15 Ramello, G.B., Silva, F. (2006). Appropriating rents from technology transfer: An empirical study
on Italian universities. Industrial and Corporate Change, 15(5), 977-1007. https://doi.org/
10.1093/icc/dt1023 [in English].

16 Etzkowitz, H., Leydesdorff, L. (2000). The dynamics of innovation: From national systems and
«Mode 2» to a Triple Helix of university—industry—government relations. Research Policy, 29(2), 109—
123. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4 [in English].

17 WIPO. (2022). World Intellectual Property Report 2022. Geneva: World Intellectual Property
Organization. https://doi.org/10.34667/tind.47059 [in English].

18 European Commission. (2020). Intellectual property action plan to support the EU’s recovery and
resilience. Brussels: European Commission. https://doi.org/10.2775/17294 [in English].

19 Crespi, G., Appelt, S. (2011). Intellectual property rights and innovation in developing countries:
Evidence from firm-level data. World Bank Economic Review, 25(2), 263-2809.
https://doi.org/10.1093/wber/Ihr005 [in English].

C.B. Becnaasrii!, A.I1. A6pamenxo’, /I.C. Beknusizoa', E.B. Becnanasn?, A.A. Kanuos?
'TopaiireipoB yausepcuret, Kazakcran
2 «YITTHIK capanTama sxoHe ceprudukarray opransirb» AK KO, Kazakctan
3Kazakctan VMIHHOBAIMSAIIBIK Eypasus yausepcureti, Kazakcran

EyponaJjbik KOMIAHUAJIAPABIH IKOHOMUKAJIBIK KOPCeTKIIITepiHe 3USITKEPJIiK MeHIIIKTiH
Jcepin Oarajay

Byrinri xenengerinren 1MQpIaHIBIpY JKOHE jkahaHIBIK OdceKe KarJalbIHAA 3USTKEPIIK
MEHIIIK KOMIAHUsJIAP YIIIH TYPAKThl SKOHOMHKAJBIK ©CYJI KaMTamachl3 €TyJiH Heri3ri (hakropsl
Oonmeim  TaOBIIAABL. bysnm  Makamama 3HATKEpNIK  MEHIIKTIH — €YpOIaiblK — KOCIMOPBIHAAPIBIH
AKOHOMHUKAIIBIK KOPCETKIIITEPiHE dcepiH Oaramay OepisreH.

3eprrey kahaHIbIK 00CEKeNecTiK MeH JKeae MU PIaHIbIpy KaFqalbIHIa 3UATKEPITIK MEHIITIKT1
MaiaanyIblH eyponajblK KOMIAHHUSIIAPIBIH AKOHOMHUKAIBIK KOPCETKINTEepiHe SCepiH 3epTTesi.
Eyporia SKOHOMHKACHIHBIH HET3iH KYpPaWTBIH ipi Kopropamusiiapra Ja, IIaFblH JKOHE opTa
KOCIMOpBIHIapFa J1a KOHLT OeiHe .

KoMmnaHusmapaplH KapKbUIBIK KOHE ONEpAIMsUIBIK KOPCETKIITePiHIH OJapJAblH TipKelIreH
3UATKEPIIK MEHIIIK KYKbIKTapblHA, COHBIH IMIiHAE MaTeHTTepre, cayga OelriiepiHe KoHE
OHEPKACINTIK YATJIepre TOYEIIiIIK JOpeKeciH aHbIKTaYy.

Eyponanbik mnareHrTik kence MeH Eyponamblk OAakTbhIH 3USTKEPIIK MEHINIK OHOPOCHIHBIH
CTAaTUCTHKAIIBIK JIepeKTepiH Taimayra HerizaenreH. Ipikreme EO-upH 27 eninen 119 000-nan actam
KOMITaHUSHBI KaMThIIbl. KONIaHbUIFaH o/IiCTEp CallbICTRIPMAITBI TAJIAYIbI, KOP PEIISIHSIIBIK TaIaYy bl
JKOHE 3HUATKEPIIK MEHIIIKTI Kopray XYHWeciHe KaTbhIcy IeHTeHi opTypii KOMIaHHUsSIAp TOMTAaphl
apachIHIaFEl AHBIPMAITBIIBIKTAP/IBI OaFaiay bl KAMTHIBI. 3epTTEYMiH HETI3T1 HOTIKEIEPl 3UATKEPITIK
MEHIIIKKe W€ KOMIAaHUsUIap SKOHOMHKAIBIK THIMAUTIKTIH )KOFaphl JICHIeiH KOPCeTEeTiHIH KOpCeTeIi.
MyHnpaii yiisIMaapaarsl Oip KpI3METKEpAIH Kipici 3USATKEPIK MEHIIIK KYKBIFBI KOK (rpMajapIbiH
TaObichiHaH 41 maiibi3ra acem Tyceai. LlarbiH x&oHe opTa KocilKepulik yiuiH Oyl ecim 44 maiibizfa, ai
ipi kommanusap yuwiH 16 maiibira sxereai. JKaH-KakThl 3USTKEPIIK MEHLIK TOPTHOIMOCH Oap
KOMITaHUsIJIap JKYMBICIIEH KaMTYbIH, OHIMJIUTIKTIH KoHe 0ocekere KaOiIeTTIIIKTIH dKOFaphl JCHICHIH
KepceTei.

EyponaHblH WMHHOBAIMSIIBIK SKOHOMHKACHIH KAJBIITACTBIPY VIIIH 3USTKEPIIK MEHIIIKTIH
CTPATETHSUTBIK MaHBI3IBIIBIFBIH pacTaipl. LllareiH jkoHE OpTa KOCIMKEPIiKTI 3UATKEPIIIK MEHIIIKTI
KOpFay >KyHemnepiH maiimanmaHyra OeJCeHII TapTy, COHHIal-ak OCBhI cajajaFbl MEMIICKETTIK >KOHE
WHCTUTYITHOHAIIABIK KOJIJIAy TETIKTEPIiH KETUIAIPY KOKETTIIITIHE epeKIe Ha3ap ayaapbliaaibl.

Tytiin0i ce30ep: 3UATKEPIIK MEHIIIK, SKOHOMHKAJIBIK THIMALUIIK, €ypOIajblK KOMITAHWIIAP,
WHHOBaIMsIAp, 0ocekere KaOUIETTUTIK, IAFbIH kKOHE OopTa OM3HeC.
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"Topaiireipos yruBepcutet, Kasaxcran
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‘Unnosanuonnslii EBpasuiickuil yunsepcurer, Kazaxcran

OueHka BJIAUAHUS HHTE/VIEKTYAJIbHO COOCTBEHHOCTH HA IKOHOMUYECKYIO 3(PPeKTHBHOCTH
eBpoINeiicCKuX KOMIIAHUii

B COBpeMEHHBIX YCIIOBHSX YCKOPEHHOW TH(PPOBU3AMMA W TIOOATBHOW KOHKYPCHITUH
HMHTEJJIEKTyallbHas COOCTBEHHOCTh BBICTYIIAET OJHHMM M3 KJIIOUEBBIX (DaKTOPOB, 0OECIIEUMBAIOIINX
YCTOWYMBBIA 3KOHOMHMUYECKHUH pOCT KOMIaHWi. B cTaThe mpejcraBiieHa OLEHKA BIWSHUS BIaJACHUA
00bEKTaMH HHTEJUICKTYaJIbHOM COOCTBEHHOCTH Ha 3KOHOMHYECKYIO 3(P(PEKTUBHOCTH €BPONEHCKUX
MIpEANPUATHIL

OOBEKTOM  HCCIEeOBaHUSI  SIBISIETCS — BIMSHUEC — WCIOJIB30BAHHMSA ~ MHTEIJICKTYallbHOH
COOCTBEHHOCTH Ha OJKOHOMHYECKYI0 d(P(EeKTHBHOCTh EBPONECHCKUX KOMIAHWKA B  YCIOBHSX
ro0aibHOW KOHKYPEHIIMM W YCKOPSHHOW NuQpoBu3aluu. BHHMaHWe yrenseTcs Kak KPYIHBIM
KOpIopauusiM, Tak ¥ MaJbIM M CPEeIHHM MPEANPHUSATHSIM, KOTOpbIe TPEJCTABISIIOT OCHOBY
€BpOINENCKON IKOHOMHUKH.

Llenp wmccienoBaHUsl 3aKJIIOYAETCS B BBISBICHUM CTEHCHM 3aBHCHUMOCTH (MHAHCOBBIX U
MIPOM3BOACTBEHHBIX IOKa3aTeNeil KOMIIAHMH OT HalW4Ms y HHUX 3apeTHCTPUPOBAHHBIX IIpaB Ha
00BEKTHI MHTEJUICKTYaJIbHON COOCTBEHHOCTH, BKJIIOYAsl MATEHTHI, TOBAPHBIC 3HAKU M MTPOMBILLUICHHbIC
00pasIbl.

MeTtononorusi uccienoBaHus 6a3upyercs Ha aHaJlu3e CTaTHCTHYECKMX AaHHBIX EBpormeiickoro
NaTeHTHOTO BeIOMCTBa U BegomceTBa 1o uHTEIIeKTyanbHoi coocTBenHocTH EBponeiickoro Coroza. B
BBIOOpKY Bomwiu Oonee 119 Thicau kommnanuii u3 27 rocymapcrB EC. I[lpumeHsmch METOMBI
CPAaBHHUTEJIBHOTO aHAIN3a, KOPPEJALHOHHOTO aHajliW3a W OIEHKH pa3IMuuil MEXIy TpynnaMu
KOMIIAHUA C pa3HbIM YPOBHEM BOBJEUYEHHOCTH B CHCTEMY 3alllUTHl HHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOU
COOCTBEHHOCTH.

OCHOBHBIE PE3yJbTAaThl UCCIIEIOBAHUS IIOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO KOMIIAHUH, OoOnajaromme o0beKTaMu
MHTEJUIEKTYaJbHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH, NEMOHCTPUPYIOT Oojee BBICOKUH YPOBEHb 3KOHOMHYECKON
spdexruBHOoCcTH. J[0X0ON HAa OAHOro pabOTHUKA B TAaKUX OPraHU3alMSX MPEBBIIIACT aHaJOTHYHbIH
nokasareib y GupM 0e3 MHTEIUIEKTyalbHOM cobcTBeHHOCTH HA 41 mpoueHt. st MajblX U CpeJHUX
MPEANPUATHI 3TOT MPUPOCT JOCTUTAET 44 MPOLEHTOB, Ul KPYNHBIX KOMIAHUM — 16 MpoueHTOB.
Komnanun ¢ KOMIUIEKCHBIM TOPTQeeM MHTEIUICKTYalbHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH JEMOHCTPUPYIOT TaKKe
Oosiee BBICOKHI YPOBEHb 3aHITOCTH, MPOU3BOAUTEIBHOCTH M KOHKYPEHTOCHOCOOHOCTH. BBIBOABI
UCCIICZIOBAHNS TIOJATBEPIKIAIOT CTPATErHUecKOe 3HAYCHHE WHTEJUICKTYalIbHOW COOCTBEHHOCTH JIJIS
(hopMupOBaHUST MHHOBAIMOHHOW SKOHOMUKHK EBporibl. Oco00e BHUMaHKE YJIEISETCsl HE00X0AUMOCTH
AaKTHBHOTO BOBJICUEHHUS MalblX W CPEJHMX NPEANPHUATHA B HCIOIB30BAHHE CHCTEMBI OXPAHBI
HMHTEJIJIEKTYaJIbHOH COOCTBEHHOCTH, a TAaKXKE COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUIO MEXAHW3MOB IOCYIapCTBEHHON U
WHCTHTYITHOHAJILHOH IMOUICPKKH B JTaHHOU cdepe.

Kniouesvle cnosa: HUHTCJIJICKTYyaJIbHAas CO6CTB€HHOCTL, OKOHOMHYCCKas Sq)(i)eKTHBHOCTL,
CBpOHGﬁCKHe KOMITaHHMK, MHHOBAIliH, KOHKypeHTOCHOCO6HOCTL, MaJibIC U CPCAHUC ITPECATIPUATHU.
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