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Abstract 
 
This article intends to summarize some ideas with regard to the statistics obtained from 
the CIS4 (Community Innovation Survey), corresponding to European companies 
during period 2002-2004. Moreover, the main statistics of protection of the copyright 
are detailed according to the degree of innovation of the European companies. 
Statistical information is analyzed about other results of the innovation. For finishing 
some elements of reflection are mentioned about these ideas. 
 
 
Article 
 
 
Globalization and innovation are some of the words more commonly adopted in the 
area of study of the current companies. The concept of globalization corresponds to a 
world-wide economic moment with series of changes of big magnitude "... they have 
social, political, and cultural implications and, in general, about many aspects of the life 
of the people and the companies..... it is not only about an intensification of the 
international economic relationships international, but the new global realities imply 
also changes in the "rules of the game" that they gauge, for example, the models of 
specialization of each country"(Tugores, 2008: 11). 
 
These models of specialization referred by this author are from special importance, 
since the competition among countries is increasing and is still higher when they have 
a same economical and political environment how it is the case of the countries of the 
European Union.  
 
In the last years there is a certain consensus to consider the innovation as the main 
determining of the progress of the economy. In such way that in the major part of the 
countries they have carried to policies that have like a goal to increase the capacity of 
innovation of the companies. The difficulty of progression of the countries to improve in 
a perceivable way in favouring the capacity of innovation of the companies is brought 
to light when as a matter of fact there are not many movements in the relative position 
of the countries in terms aggregated, how it’s possible to visualize in the last report of 
European Innovation Scorecard 2007.1 
 
Although there are multiple studies about the causes of the entrepreneurial innovation, 
in this article we have opted to bring the main ones resulted from this innovation to 
light. The complexity of the elements that fall under the concept of innovation 
originates that neither have an absolute agreement in which the indicators should be 
to measure them. Thus, for example, an element so characteristic of the innovation 

                                                 
1
  Available at: http://www.proinno-europe.eu 
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how is the incremental aesthetic type, it was not incorporated into the Community 
Innovation Survey until its fourth edition. It is in the section of effects of the innovation 
when they attempt to establish objective and easily quantifiable elements. How it is the 
case of the patents and of the brands. Even so it is necessary to take that the patents 
are not used in the same way on the part of the large enterprises like of the small 
ones, since the small and medium size companies have reluctance to the use of the 
patents like mechanism of protection of the innovations (Alcaide and Tortajada, 2006). 
It is however, in the technological innovation when the quantification of the patents like 
measure of the output of the innovation has all the sense.  
 
Data 
 
The data has been obtained from the Community Innovation Survey (CIS) in its fourth 
edition that corresponds to data of years 2002 to 2004. 
 
The companies have been segmented in three types paying attention to its dimension, 
measured in number of workers. This three groups are used: 
 
Companies among 10 and 49 employees 
Companies among 50 and 249 employees 
Companies of more than 250 employees  
 
 
Therefore, from the set of European companies we haven’t incorporated to the study 
the micro-enterprises, that is, companies with fewer than 10 employees.  
 
The data are aggregated in nature, that is, are the data aggregated for each country 
and each sector, according to NACE classification. 
 
 
An important element is that the data in most of the tables are represented in 
percentages, and each is independent of the others. This hinders the establishment of 
elements of connection between variables for the purpose of study. In any case, as 
shown Mairesse and Mohn (2001) in the case of French companies, there does not 
seem to have too many differences between the data obtained from the aggregated 
data and obtained from the micro data. Although, as iwe have said before, It would be 
better to get data from microdata (companies level) which would get more reliable 
conclusions about the real actions of innovation made European companies. This study 
is currently left to future research. 
 
 
 
Concept of innovation 
 
In order to be able to represent a so complex concept suitably it is necessary to arrive 
at a consensus about the definition to use. In this sense the OECD, from the Oslo 
Manual establishes some references. 
 
Thus, innovation is the implementation of a new or significantly improved product (good 
or service),  a process, a new method of commercialization or  a new organizational 
method, in the internal practices of the company, organization o relationships (OECD, 
2005, p.56). 
 
The innovative activities correspond with all scientific, technological, organizational, 
financial and commercial operations that drive effectively, or aim at driving, to the 
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introduction of innovations. (OCDE, 2005: 57). In such a way some of these activities 
are innovations for them selves, and other are not new, but are necessary for the 
introduction of innovations.. The activities of innovation include also the ones of R+D 
that are not directly linked to the introduction of a particular innovation. 
 
Thus, a company is considered innovative if it has introduced an innovation during the 
considerate period in the survey. 
 
Of the 25.761 polled European companies, 12.356 (48%) consider that they are not 
innovators, while 13.405 (52%) consider that they are. 
 
From the general data, and paying attention to their distribution with regard to the 
dimension of the company, we obtain the following data: 
 
 
Table 1. Innovative and non innovative enterprises depending on the number of employees 

 

 10 - 49 employees 50 - 249 employees > 250 employees Total 

Innovative companies 51,0% 51,7% 54,5% 51,9% 

Non innovative 
companies 

49,0% 48,3% 45,5% 48,1% 

 

 
These data confirm that the dimension of the company is determining for the realization 
of innovative activities, especially if we compare the companies of among 10 and 49 
employees with those of 250 employees or more. 
 
 
It is possible that some companies had undertaken activities of innovation during the 
period analyzed in the survey without having introduced effectively an innovation.  
During a determinate period, the activities of innovation can be from three classes: 
 
- Achieved: since they achieved the introduction of an innovation. 
- In course of development: and that they have not attained the phase of introduction 
yet. 
- Aborted: before the introduction of the innovation. (OECD, 2005: 71) 
 
The duration of the period of observation recommended for the surveys on the 
innovation does not have to overcome the three years and does not have to be lower 
than one (OECD, 2005: 73). 
 
 
Definitions and main systems of protection of the copyright 
 
The technological innovation contain more lines of connection with the intellectual 
property than others. But before it is necessary to take into account some definitions, 
also collected in the Oslo Manual (OECD, 2005). 
 
Copyright: Property of creations or inventions resulting from an intellectual or mental 
effort 
 
Rights of copyright: They protect the interests of the creators or inventors conceding 
the rights of property about their creations or inventions. These rights are classified into 



International Journal of Competitive Intelligence, Strategic, Scientific and Technology Watch 

SciWatch Journal 2 (2009), Issue 3, 60 

two branches: copyrights and rights of intellectual properties. 
 
Copyrights: It protects the artistic creations such like the literature, art, music, sound 
engravings, films and programs of computer. 
 
Rights of patent rights: This branch is composed by three types of protection 
methods: patents, designs industrialist and trademarks. 
 
Patents: It protects the technical and functional aspects of the products and processes. 
An invention is patentable when it fulfils the criteria of industrial application, novelty, 
degree of inventiveness and patentability. 
 
Industrial design: It protects the visual appearance of the products. 
 
Trademark: It protects signs or combinations of signs that can distinguish the products 
and services. 
 
Moreover, the Patent Rights cover models of utility, secret industrialist, geographical 
indications and other. 
 
Also more than one type of Intellectual Property can be applied to the same creation. 
Like this a technical invention can be protected by a patent and the drawings of the 
invention from a copyright. The laws of Intellectual Property they are different in each 
country, but they are in many comparable cases. Thus, the period of protection it is 
limited and is different for each method. The protection conceded by the patents, 
normally, is from 20 years. Copyrights in general concede rights about 70 years after 
the death of the author. 
 
Methods of protection more used in the Europe 27 
 
 
Figure 1 shows the methods of protection of the intellectual property (MPIC) of the 
European innovative companies. The more used methods are the patents and the 
industrial designs. 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Distribution of the methods of protection of the intellectual property of the European innovative 
companies.  
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Table 2. Methods of protection used by the companies for countries. Innovative companies  

 
 Innovative enterprises  

 Applied for 
a patent 

Registered a 
trademark 

Registered an 
industrial design 

Claimed 
copyright 

Country 
average 

Belgium 11 13,4   12,2 

Bulgaria 7,6 18,5 6,8 3,9 9,2 

Czech 
Republic 

5,1 7,9 20,8 4,3 9,5 

Denmark 19,6 25 9,8 9,5 16,0 

Germany 20,1 19,1 18 8 16,3 

Estonia 5,5 2 18,6 2,9 7,3 

Ireland 16,9 5,1 20,7 9,3 13,0 

Greece 3 5,5 24,8 9 10,6 

Spain 11,8 21,5 10,2 1,7 11,3 

France 22,2 33,5 18,4 9,7 21,0 

Italy 13,4 7,3 15,8 2,1 9,7 

Cyprus 1 4,8 1 1,3 2,0 

Lithuania 8,9 6,4 22,8 6,4 11,1 

Luxembourg 8,8 9,4 21 12,3 12,9 

Hungary 6,5 4,8 9,5 1,9 5,7 

Malta 9 7,6 3,5  6,7 

Netherlands 14,4 17,3 5,7 5,1 10,6 

Poland 4,9 18,8 9,8 6,7 10,1 

Portugal 7 19,1 4,3 3,3 8,4 

Romania 6,9 7,4 17,1 3,4 8,7 

Slovenia      

Slovakia 3,7 7,1 18,4 6 8,8 

Finland 18,2 19,9 9,6 2,3 12,5 

Norway 17,1 22,1 8,6 11,5 14,8 

      

Average 10,5 13,2 13,4 5,7 10,8 

 
Source: Eurostat - Community Innovation Survey, 2004 

 
The country with best indicators is France, followed by Germany. Both countries 
showing a big strength (21% and 16,3% on average, respectively). The country with 
worse indicators it is Cyprus (2% on average). 
 
It is necessary to make be evident that Germany is the country with more percentage 
of innovative companies, showing the second position in this classification. 
 
Also, It is necessary to indicate that this data correspond to the percentage of 
innovative companies that use these methods of protection. To be due to the 
characteristics of grouped data the comparison among countries can be very difficult. 
Thus, for example, in the case of Spain 11,8 % of the innovative companies opt for a 
patent; 21,5% they opt for a trademark; 10,2 % for an industrial design; and 1,7% for a 
copyright. 
 
From this data is difficult to determine which it is the percentage of the innovative 
companies that opt for more than one type of protection, since the statistics do not 
allow to distinguish for each one from the companies if they opt for a method or two, or 
they opt for all. The maximum of these values can give us some indication about this, 
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like the 21,5 of the Spanish innovative companies that they have some legal protection 
about its copyright. From this data, we could be opted to establishing another ranking 
with regard to this data. 
 
 
Table 3. Methods of protection used by the companies for countries. Non innovative companies  

 
 Non innovative companies   

 Applied for 
a patent 

Registered a 
trademark 

Registered an 
industrial design 

Claimed 
copyright 

Country 
average 

Belgium 0,5 3,8 0,6 0,4 1,3 

Bulgaria 0,8 2,8 0,4 0,3 1,1 

Czech 
Republic 

0,7 1,3 5,9 0,9 2,2 

Denmark 3,2 7,1 3,2 4,8 4,6 

Germany 4 5,1 4,7 3 4,2 

Estonia 1 0,2 5 0,1 1,6 

Ireland 0,9 0,6 3,3 1 1,5 

Greece 0 1,6 8,9 2,6 3,3 

Spain 1,9 6,1 2,3 0,2 2,6 

France 3,2 10,7 4,5 2,3 5,2 

Italy 2,2 2 6,4 0,7 2,8 

Cyprus 0 0 0 0 0,0 

Lithuania 0,6 0,1 4,5 0,5 1,4 

Luxembourg 2,1 2,4 6,5 1,8 3,2 

Hungary 0,7 0,4 2,5 0,7 1,1 

Malta   1,3  1,3 

Netherlands 0,8 3,7 0,5 0,7 1,4 

Poland 0,3 3,1 0,9 0,6 1,2 

Portugal 1,9 7 1,2 0,8 2,7 

Romania 0,5 0,9 2,2 0,3 1,0 

Slovenia      

Slovakia 0,6 1,1 5,5 1,4 2,2 

Finland 0,9 2,9 0,7 0,1 1,2 

Norway 2 4,7 0,9 1,9 2,4 

      

Average 1,3 3,07 3,1 1,1 2,1 
Source: Eurostat - Community Innovation Survey, 2004 

 
With respect to the non innovative companies the data at Spanish level shows 1,9% of 
request of patents, 6,1% of trademark, 2,3% of industrial design registries, and 0,2% 
corresponding to copyrights. 
 
 
France and Denmark lead this area with 5,2% and 4,6% of companies that as an 
average carry out some type of protection. 
 
The worst countries in these indicators are Romania and Cyprus, that it|he|she closes 
again the classification (with 1% and 0% of the companies, respectively). 
 
In tables 4 and 5 the countries of the study are shown according to a ranking 
established with respect to the averages of countries. The average has been 
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elaborated from the established percentages by each method of protection and for 
each one of the countries. 
 
 
Table 4. Ranking of countries and systems of protection used by innovative companies 

 
Innovative enterprises 

 Country 
average 

Ranking 

Belgium 12,2 8 

Bulgaria 9,2 16 

Czech 
Republic 

9,5 15 

Denmark 16,0 3 

Germany 16,3 2 

Estonia 7,3 20 

Ireland 13,0 5 

Greece 10,6 12 

Spain 11,3 9 

France 21,0 1 

Italy 9,7 14 

Cyprus 2,0 23 

Lithuania 11,1 10 

Luxembourg 12,9 6 

Hungary 5,7 22 

 

 

 
Table 5. Ranking of countries and systems of protection used by non innovative companies 

 
 Non innovative companies 

 Country 
average 

Ranking 

Belgium 1,3 16 

Bulgaria 1,1 20 

Czech 
Republic 

2,2 10 

Denmark 4,6 2 

Germany 4,2 3 

Estonia 1,6 12 

Ireland 1,5 13 

Greece 3,3 4 

Spain 2,6 8 

France 5,2 1 

Italy 2,8 6 

Cyprus 0,0 23 

Lithuania 1,4 14 

Luxembourg 3,2 5 

Hungary 1,1 20 

Malta 1,3 17 

Netherlands 1,4 14 

Poland 1,2 18 

Portugal 2,7 7 
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Romania 1,0 22 

Slovenia     

Slovakia 2,2 11 

Finland 1,2 19 

Norway 2,4 9 

   

Average 2,1  

 
 
 
The analysis of these tables shows how companies declared innovative have major 
predisposition to protect its rights of copyright that the non innovative companies.  
 
Differences between countries are shown, in such a way that there is a set of countries 
that show major predisposition to use these legal tools. One possible explanation could 
be because the non innovative companies using MPC would come given due to that 
the cycle of innovation has run out going to concentrating their efforts in the phase of 
protection and application of these innovations. Despite everything, this data would 
show precisely that set of companies that have not continued in no way advancing in 
the processes of innovation, as they sell clear-cut within the framework of the survey. 
 
Dimension of the company and methods of protection 
 
The variable dimension of the company settles in three groups: 
- companies among 10 and 49 employees 
- companies among 50 and 249 employees 
- companies with more than 250 employees 
 
The limitations of this distinction are evident, given that the number of employees is not 
an only indicator with respect to considering if the company is large, medium of or 
small dimension. In such a way that the European Union establishes to distinguish it 
three criteria: the number of employees, the amount of sales of the company and the 
volume of the assets2. Moreover, each sector possesses different characteristics that 
they make it difficult to catalogue a company in general without taking the sector into 
account. 
 
In general a clear relationship is brought to light between the dimension of the 
company and the utilization of some method of protection. Almost all the countries fulfil 
this dynamics to the less in the case of the patents, trademarks and industrial designs.  
 
In the case of the copyrights there are quite a lot of countries that present differences. 
With the disposable data we could not risk which the motives of this dynamics are. 
Although, how we commented formerly, it will be necessary to have the data 
anonymized for attempting to find it out.3 
 
 
 

                                                 

2
  In accordance with the recommendation 2003/361/C, of 6 May of 2003 about the 

definition of microcompanies, small and medium size companies. Published, 20th May of 2003. 

 
3
  To obtain more data about this aspect, see document 91/207, available at 

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu 
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Comparison of the data of the CIS 4 with other data 
 
 
As it reflects the European Union in its report, it does not seem that there is data for 
affirming a change in the trend of the use of some methods of protection. At least, it 
can be a decrease of the use of the registries of industrial design. 
 
Given that the data shows the percentage of innovative companies. We find the 
difficulty again of obtaining definite conclusions about this, since like this same report 
comments we do not have the data of patents for company. In such a way that can only 
be concluded that if in a country a low percentage of the companies asks a patent, then 
few companies in this country use this method of protection. 
 
 
Results of the innovation 
 
On the other hand and with respect to the results of the innovation that are not strictly 
the consideration of patents and similar we obtain the following data, which can be 
visualized in table 6, corresponding to data of Spain. The perceived and considerate 
effects highly important for the companies they are 8, which we can group in 3 groups: 
addressed to the product, addressed to the process and other effects. 
 
 
Table 6. Results of the innovation. Data of Spain and the UE-27 

 

 
  Espanya 

(%) 
UE-
27 
(%) 

Product 
oriented 
effects 

1. Increased range or goods and services 28,1 34,2 

2. Increased market or market share 19,6 29,4 

3. Improved quality 35,2 37,8 

Process 
oriented 
effects 

4. Improved production flexibility 25,2 24,7 

5. Increased production capacity 32,5 24,4 

6. Reduced labour costs per produced unit 12,7 15,6 

7. Reduced materials and energy per produced unit 7,1 8,4 

Other 
effects 

8. Improved environmental impact or health and safety 
aspects 

16,2 14,1 

9. Met regulation standards 23,0 18,4 

 
 

Summarizing: 
 
Figure 2. Comparative summary results of the innovation Spain - Europe 27 
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Besides the results of the innovation presented formerly, 67,3% of the companies 
affirms that they have introduced innovations in the organization and/or in marketing. 
Luxembourg leads this section with 81,6% of the companies, followed by Denmark with 
80,9%. Spain stands, in the low part of the table, with 60,2% of the companies only 
overcoming, Holland and Bulgaria (under 60%), in Italy. 
 
Hollanders and Celikel (2007) have analyzed the European countries using the DEA 
methodology, incorporating the concept of efficiency border, which allows relating 
inputs and outputs in a non linear way. The efficiency in this area represents the 
capacity to transform all inputs of innovation into outputs how it could be the Copyright4 
 
The representation of the efficiency is carried out in multidimensional space where the 
most efficient countries are next to the border of efficiency. As longer is  the distance 
with this border, smaller is the level of efficiency in the innovation. In a graphic way we 
can visualize it in the following figure. 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Border of efficiency among inputs and outputs of innovation of the European countries 

 
 

                                                 
4
  This methodology manifests itself of interest in the application and follow-up of the policies of 

innovation at national level. In annex 1 are detailed the inputs and outputs indicators. 
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The results shown by European Innovation Scoreboard 2007, confirm that there are not 
substantial changes in the composition of the four groups of countries in that the 
European countries are classified with regard to the indicator Summary Innovation 
Index (SII)5, if we compare them with those of a year before.6 
 
Summary and conclusions 
 
 
In this article we have been brought to light different aspects related with the 
innovation. In first place its own definition, that causes the concept of innovative 
company. That is considered as one element of great importance in the context of the 
current economy. From the concept of innovation and innovative company, has been 
carried out a statistical approach with corresponding data to the Community Innovation 
Survey - 4, referred to period 2002-2004.. From this data it is confirmed Germany like 
the European country with more companies that they carry out some activity of 
innovation with 72,8% of the total of industrial companies and of 57,5% of the 
companies of services. In the case of Spain the data where of 36,5% and 32,1% in 
front of 41,5% and 37% on average of the UE. 
 
 

                                                 
5
  The index SII provides an aggregated vision of the behaviour of the innovation at national level, 

and it is calculated with regard to international sources that allow providing comparability among 
countries. This indicator divide countries in the following groups: innovation leaders, compounded by 
Sweden, Switzerland, Finland, Denmark, United Kingdom and Germany, among the European countries 
and by Japan, Israel and United States among the non European ones. The SII index is very above the 
rest of the countries; innovation followers, with an index of SII under the innovation leaders, but equal or 
superior to the average of the EU-27, compounded by countries like Luxembourg, Iceland, Ireland, 
Austria, Holland, France, Belgium and Canada.; moderate innovators with SII index under the average of 
the EU-27, like Estonia, Australia, Norway, Czech Republic, Slovenia, Italy, Cyprus and Spain. Finally, the 
last group of countries (catching-up countries) that have an SII significantly under the average of the EU-
27, like Malta, Lithuania, Hungary, Greece, Slovakia, Poland, Croatia, Portugal, Bulgaria, Latvia and 
Romania. 
 

 

 
6
  The only significant difference is the case of the United Kingdom and of the United States that in 

the report of year 2006 were considered in the group of innovation followers. 
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It is confirmed that the percentage of innovative companies is directly related  with the 
dimension of the companies, in number of employees. 
  
Then we have proceeded to describing and enumerating the set of protection tools of 
intellectual property as patents, industrial designs, trademarks and copyrights. From 
the data of the CIS is confirmed the leadership of France and Germany in the use of 
protection tools, followed by the northern countries. The situation of Spain is feeble in 
this area so, is very far from the leading countries. Moreover, working with the 
aggregated data it is difficult, given that a same company can use different systems of 
protection of the copyright, for which, although the aggregated data is quite a lot clear 
of the situation of the European companies, does not allow to obtain exact data, as it 
could be obtained from the anonymous micro data. From the comparison of the data of 
former entrepreneurial surveys, it does not seem that have evident changes in the 
proportion of the tools of intellectual protection used by the European companies. 
 
Finally, it have been presented the corresponding results of other outputs of the 
innovation that in a usual way are not protected with tools of copyright. As for example 
the ones addressed to the product, addressed to the process, and the other ones 
addressed to innovation in the organization and the marketing. However the relative 
situation of the European countries has been presented with respect to the innovation, 
using the methodology of analysis of the efficiency and with data of European 
Innovation Scoreboard 2007, confirming it like a tool of interest in the preparation and 
follow-up of the public policies of innovation. 
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