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Abstract. Intellectual property protection is one of the phenomena that requires increased attention in the
legal direction. Imperfect legislation leads to the complete absence or low indicators of innovation activity in
every country, including the EU. In several EU countries (for example, the Republic of Croatia, Hungary and
the Kingdom of Sweden) only one authority has been authorized to deal with such issues.

In each of these EU countries an analysis of the national legislative framework is carried out, which
determines the legal status of the authority: the State Intellectual Property Office of the Republic of Croatia,
the Hungarian Intellectual Property Office and the Swedish Patent and Registration Office or the Swedish
Intellectual Property Office in English. Their subordination and financing are examined.

The author suggests that the Republic of Croatia and Hungary adopt the experience of the Kingdom of
Sweden regarding the new model of legal status.
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INTRODUCTION

Intellectual property protection requires the existence of an appropriate authority. Some EU
countries have chosen the direction of creating and operating only one authorized such authority. An
example is the Republic of Croatia, Hungary and the Kingdom of Sweden. In the EU innovation
ranking the Kingdom of Sweden is the leader among all EU countries, and the Republic of Croatia,
Hungary are also leaders, but at the other end of the list among EU countries where the authority
operates (Innovation ranking). The statistical data show other indicators and the corresponding
ranking among the mentioned EU countries on the Eurostat website (CIS2018, CI1S2020, CIS2022).
One of the reasons is incomplete information or lack of information from EU countries. For example,
the Kingdom of Sweden presented incomplete information. The national legislative framework
regulating the legal status of the authority also has a direct impact. It appears that there are
unregulated moments or ineffective, outdated provisions. The result is the state of innovation in each
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of the mentioned EU countries and the intellectual property protection. Therefore, the purpose of
the study is to clarify certain aspects of the legal nature of the single authorised state authority for
the intellectual property protection in the Republic of Croatia, Hungary and the Kingdom of Sweden,
and to propose amendments and additions to the current national legislation of these EU countries
to improve the results of the activities of the authority.

Each section of this study analyses the national legislative framework, subordination, tasks, powers,
divisions, as well as sources of funding for the authority and relevant conclusions are formed.

LITERATURE REVIEW

For the last time the problems of intellectual power in the legal sphere have received new attention.
Martin Senftleben defines the «overconstitutionalization» of EU copyright and trademark legislation
and proves its ineffectiveness (Senftleben, 2024). Simon Geiregat analysed trade mark protection for
smells, tastes and feels in the EU (Geiregat, 2022). Some researchers, such as Christophe Geiger,
Silvia Scalzini, Ludovico Bossi (Geiger et al, 2025), Heidi Harkénen (Héarkonen, 2025), Dino Gliha
(Gliha, 2025), Giulia Dore, Pelin Turan (Dore & Turan, 2024) have studied various aspects of copyright
in EU legislation. Martin Zeitlin has explored the interaction between intellectual property and
sustainable development in the Kingdom of Sweden (Zeitlin, 2024). Rob J Aerts has researched the
legal regulation of biotechnology patenting in Europe (Aerts, 2025). Seun Lari-Williams, Stefan
Rutten, Esther van Zimmeren proposed improving the intellectual property system through the design
of a dispute resolution system (Lari-Williams et al, 2025).

However, researchers have overlooked issues related to the legal status of authorised state
authorities responsible for the intellectual property protection in Hungary, the Republic of Croatia
and the Kingdom of Sweden. This is due to many factors. For example, constant changes in national
legislation and the lack of complete statistical information in Eurostat.

METHODOLOGY

The research methodology is based on a combination of the following methods and techniques of
scientific knowledge. Methods of analysis and synthesis allowed us to investigate powers and tasks
of the single authorized state authority for the intellectual property protection in the Republic of
Croatia, Hungary and the Kingdom of Sweden. The systemic-structural approach was applied in
studying the provisions of the legal organisation of this authority in the specified EU countries. The
logical-semantic method was used to make proposals for improving national legislation in this area.
The modelling method was used in developing proposals for improving current legislation.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

1. The Republic of Croatia.

The legal status of the State Intellectual Property Office of the Republic of Croatia (hereinafter —
STPO) was attempted to be regulated by a number of legal acts. The main ones are the Law «On the
State Administration Systems» Ne 66,/19 of 28 June 2019 (hereinafter — Law Ne 66/19), the Law «On
the Organization and Scope of Work of State Administration Bodies» Ne 85,2020 of 22 July 2020
(hereinafter — Law Ne 85/2020) and the Regulation on the Internal Organization of the State
Intellectual Property Office, approved by the Resolution of the Government of the Republic of Croatia
Ne 1837 of 27 August 2020 (hereinafter — Resolution Ne 1837). Several conclusions can be drawn
from their analysis.

Firstly, croatian legislation lacks a single legal act regulating the legal status of the SIPO. An
attempt was made here to depart from the usual practice of adopting one legal act regulating some
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of the main aspects of the legal status of a particular authority. The Law Ne 66,/19 was adopted, which
established general provisions regarding state administration authorities, including the STPO. We
believe that this practice is not positive, because each of the specified authorities, including the STPO,
must have a closed list of rights, functions, etc., in a single legal act, which is specific to each authority
for the performance of its assigned tasks. Also, it is necessary to prescribe with whom the authority
interacts, who heads the authority, who appoints, who approves the maximum number of civil servants
and employees, etc. in this legal act.

Secondly, the STPO is a state administrative authority directly subordinate to the Government of
the Republic of Croatia and is financed from the state budget (Articles 2(2), 4(2), 9(1) of the Law
Ne 66/19, Article 4 of the Law Ne 85,/2020). In the author’s opinion, on the one hand, this is a positive
feature, as it allows avoiding any influence on the activities of this authority, except for the Government
itself, and, on the other hand, such influence can be observed in the form of funding cuts. Therefore,
the current national legislation needs to be revised regarding funding from the state budget. It would
be more appropriate to provide for the exclusive self-financing of the authority, but this path will
most quickly force optimization in the form of reducing the number of employees.

Thirdly, the croatian legislator decided to establish a clear list of tasks for all state administration
authorities, including the SIPO, without reference to the specific scope of the activities of these
authorities, as provided for in Articles 17, 19, 31 of the Law Ne 66/19. This list must be adapted to
the scope of activities of the specified authority.

From the analysis of croatian legislation, it can be established that the STPO’s tasks are scattered
across various legal acts (for example, Article 30 of the Law Ne 85/2020, Paragraphs 3-35 of the
Resolution Ne 1837). The consequence may be the failure to fulfill the tasks assigned to the authority.
Therefore, it’s not possible to detect the share, percentage of fulfillment of Articles 17, 19, 31 of the
Law Ne 66/19 regarding assigned tasks for the SIPO. However, it is relevant to analyse several tasks
of the STPO and assess their compliance with the tasks stipulated in Articles 17, 19, 31 of the Law
Ne 66,/19.

Article 30 of the Law Ne 85/2020 contains several tasks of the STPO. Their analysis shows that
they are identical to the tasks set out in Articles 17, 19, 31 of the Law Ne 66/19 and contain either
«intellectual property», «industrial property» or «copyright and related rights» at the end, which is
more appropriate in content in the opinion of the croatian legislator. It seems that this legal norm
doesn’t reveal the features and specifics of the STPO’s tasks, because they are not detailed.

An attempt was made to assign a specific list of tasks to each organisational division of the STPO
in paragraphs 3-35 of the Resolution Ne 1837. It appears that they need to be reviewed and improved.
Thus, the tasks of the Office of the Director General of the STPO are presented in the form of general
formulations without reference to the field of intellectual property in paragraph 3 of the Resolution
Ne 1837. For example, “...tasks related to maintaining collections of information and documents for
the needs of the Director General and Deputy Director General; protocol tasks; tasks related to
cooperation with the media; tasks related to petitions and complaints from citizens...” (Paragraph 3
of the Resolution Ne 1837). In the author’s opinion, such tasks require detailing and clarification,
taking into account the scope of the STPO’s activities.

The Trademarks and Industrial Designs Sector of the SIPO has two divisions with corresponding
authorities: 1) the Service for Registration of Trademarks, Industrial Designs and Geographical
Indications: the Department of Formal Procedures, the Department of Professional and Specialized
Affairs; 2) the Bilateral, International and Administrative Procedures Service: the Bilateral Procedures
Department, the International and Administrative Procedures Department.

Paragraphs 13-17 of the Resolution Ne 1837 set out the tasks for the division. An analysis of these
tasks shows that some of them are interrelated. For example, the Department of Formal Procedures
performs tasks related to the examination and processing of trademark, industrial design and
geographical indication applications in relation to formal and legal requirements; makes decisions on
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the rejection or refusal of trademark, industrial design and geographical indication applications on
the basis of formal and legal grounds (paragraph 13 of the Resolution Ne 1837). The Department of
Professional and Specialized Affairs performs tasks related to the examination and processing of
trademark, industrial design and geographical indication applications in relation to substantial reasons
for refusal of protection (paragraph 14 of the Resolution Ne 1837). Thus, one authority passively
observes the activities and results of other authority. In our opinion, this is a positive feature, as it
provides a double check in the form of processing and examination of applications for trademarks,
industrial designs and geographical indications that have been refused.

Also, these tasks are sometimes duplicated. For example, it performs operational communication
and cooperation tasks with the International Bureau of the World Intellectual Property Organization
and the European Union Intellectual Property Office within its scope of activity (paragraphs 13, 14
of the Resolution Ne 1837). This appears to be a negative aspect, as several persons from one legal
entity should not have to contact these organisations on different issues. Usually, a specific person is
authorised to do it. A more appropriate option is to delegate such tasks to the Service for cooperation
and training in the field of intellectual property and communication in the Sector for Support to
Innovation and Creative Activities of the SIPO.

An analysis of paragraphs 3-35 of the Resolution Ne 1837 shows that several tasks of the authorities
in the relevant divisions of the STPO need to be consolidated and grouped by area of activity. For
example, the Independent Service for Copyright, European and International Affairs of the SIPO
needs to be reorganized. Some changes need to be made to its Department for Copyright and Related
Rights and Enforcement of Intellectual Property Rights. Tasks directly related to intellectual property,
as set out in paragraph 34 of the Resolution Ne 1837, shall be transferred to paragraph 31 of the
Resolution Ne 1837 to the Department for Legal and Legislative Affairs and Joint Affairs in the Field
of Intellectual Property in the Department of Legal, General and Personnel Management, which is
part of the Sector for Planning, Financial and Legal Affairs and Human Resources Management of
the SIPO. The tasks of the department related to copyright and related rights, as prescribed in
paragraph 34 of the Resolution Ne 1837, shall be added to the tasks of the Independent Service for
Copyright, European and International Affairs of the SIPO, as described in paragraph 33 of the
Resolution Ne 1837. The Department for Copyright and Related Rights and Enforcement of Intellectual
Property Rights shall be liquidated. The tasks of the second department, i.e. the Department of
European and International Affairs, enshrined in paragraph 35 of the Resolution Ne 1837, are
exclusively related to the field of intellectual property. They should be enshrined in paragraph 31 of
the Resolution Ne 1837 by the Department for Legal and Legislative Affairs and Joint Affairs in the
Field of Intellectual Property in the Department of Legal, General and Personnel Management, which
is part of the Sector for Planning, Financial and Legal Affairs and Human Resources Management of
the SIPO. The Department of European and International Affairs should also be liquidated. Accordingly,
the Independent Service for Copyright, European and International Affairs of the SIPO shall be
renamed the Sector of Copyright and Related Rights. This Service’s tasks, as enshrined in paragraph
33 of the Resolution Ne 1837, are to review and remove those tasks that don’t relate to copyright and
related rights. In the author’s opinion, these actions will optimise the structure of the SIPO.

Fourthly, the powers of each authority are usually enshrined in the form of a list in a certain legal
norm. Croatian legislation has abandoned the accepted practice. Thus, they are scattered across various
legal acts. For example, Articles 266, 267, 270, 271 of the Law «On Copyright and Related Rights»
Ne 111/2021 of 14 October 2021, Article 26 of the Law «On Patent Law» Ne 16/2020 of 31 January
2020, Articles 52, 54, 59, 62 of the Law «On Trademarks» Ne 14/2019 of 25 January 2019. It appears
that this measure was applied in order to avoid powers that had become irrelevant due to changes in
legal norms. However, in national legislation the lack of a single list of powers of the STPO makes it
impossible to analyze and assess the availability of appropriate powers for these tasks. In the author’s
opinion, the result is the failure to complete certain tasks.
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Thus, the croatian legislator’s idea to present the legal status of state administration authority,
including the SIPO, in the form of a law with general provisions applicable to all state administration
authorities led to the Republic of Croatia ranking among the lowest in the EU Innovation ranking.

2. Hungary.

The Hungarian Intellectual Property Office (hereinafter - HIPO) operates in Hungary. The current
provisions regarding its legal status are contained in Articles 115/D-115/L of the Act Ne XXXIII of
1995 on the Protection of Inventions by Patents (hereinafter — Act Ne XXXIIT), the Act CXXV of 2018
on Governmental Administration, Government Decree Ne 182/2022 of 24 May 2022 on the Duties and
Powers of the Members of the Government, the KIM Instruction on the Organizational and Operational
Regulations of the Hungarian Intellectual Property Office, approved by the Order of the Minister of
Culture and Innovation Ne 14/2024 of 19 December 2024 (hereinafter — Instruction Ne 14,/2024), the
Statute approved by the Hungarian State Treasury Ne KINAT/343/3,/2024 of 18 April 2024.

The HIPO is the main government office responsible for the protection of intellectual property
(Article 115/D (1) of the Act Ne XXXIII, Subparagraph 1.1 of paragraph 1 of the Instruction
Ne 14/2024). The authority’s operations are covered by its own revenues, which it manages
independently (Article 115/E (1) of the Act No XXXIII, Subparagraph 1.3 of paragraph 1 of the
Instruction Ne 14/2024). However, the HIPO’s activities are supervised by the Minister of Culture
and Innovation (Subparagraph 1.1 of paragraph 1 of the Instruction Ne 14/2024, Appendix 1 to the
Government Decree «On the duties and powers of members of the Government» Ne 182/2022 of
24 May 2022). It appears that the existing self-financing of the authority is the main condition that
prevents any influence on its activities. Therefore, considering that the HIPO is the main government
office, the national legislator established only supervision by the minister, which is a passive action
and, accordingly, conditional, because all relations between the minister and the HIPO take the form
of a statement of fact. For example, the HIPO’s President 1) represents the HIPO before the Minister
of Culture and Innovation; 2) submits proposals, suggestions and reports to the Government and
ministers regarding the regulation of intellectual property and the HIPQO’s activities (Subparagraph
7.1 of paragraph 7 of the Instruction Ne 14,/2024). The annual work plan shall be sent to the supervising
minister for approval within the deadline set by the law on government strategic management
(Subparagraph 22.3 of paragraph 22 of the Instruction Ne 14/2024).

An analysis of Articles 115/G-115/L of the Act Ne XXXIII shows that hungarian legislator made
an attempt to link HIPO’s tasks to its duties and powers. In our opinion, several changes are needed
here. Thus, the HIPO is responsible for protecting intellectual property in accordance with Article
115/D (1) of the Act No XXXIII, Subparagraph 1.1 of paragraph 1 of the Instruction Ne 14,/2024.
Accordingly, the task assigned to it to promote the development and implementation of the Government’s
economic strategy is incorrectly formulated, in our opinion (Article 115/K of the Act Ne XXXIII).
This task is inherent to the Ministry of National Economy, which may involve the HIPO as necessary
to obtain consultations and proposals related to its professional sphere.

The next direction requiring review is «the tasks related to the registration and deregistration of
enterprises supporting early-stage enterprises in order to verify their eligibility for the tax base
allowance» (Article 115/H (2b) of the Act Ne XXXTIT). They are provided with the duties and powers
of the HIPO in the form of «performing registration tasks related to the tax base allowance available
to enterprises supporting early-stage businesses» (Article 115/G (h) of the Act Ne XXXIII). This
procedure is described in more detail in the Government Decree «On the detailed rules of the
registration procedure of early-stage businesses and of businesses supporting early-stage businesses»,
Ne 331/2017 of 9 November 2017. An analysis of paragraph 8 of this act shows that the HIPO’s
activities are reduced to ensuring that all formal requirements in the application are completed. It
seems that the last task of the HIPO and the duties and powers provided for it should be assigned
to the National Tax and Customs Administration, as everything is aimed at obtaining tax relief.
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Although the analyzed authority is self-financing, the tasks of its organisational divisions need
to be adjusted to avoid duplication. This is provided for in Appendix 2 of the Instruction Ne14,/2024.
Thus, the President’s Cabinet is a department operating under the direct control of the President.
It has a legal advisor, whose tasks are set out in subsection 2.1.6 of section 2.1 of Appendix 2 of the
Instructions Ne 14/2024. They have a legal aspect, but without reference to the intellectual property
protection. However, he may provide assistance in legal matters related to the intellectual property
protection in cases determined by the Vice-President responsible for legal and international relations
(subsection 2.1.6 of section 2.1 of Appendix 2 of the Instruction Ne 14/2024). Thus, a legal advisor
may be involved in the direct activities of the HIPO, for example, when searching for an attractive
option for a legal solution to a certain issue regarding the protection of intellectual property rights.

The Enforcement Secretary, under the direct supervision of the Vice-President responsible for
legal and international relations, is also entrusted with legal tasks. However, they are already focused
on the protection of intellectual property rights. This list is not closed, i.e. tasks may be delegated,
for example, from the legal advisor at the President’s Cabinet (section 4.1 of Appendix 2 of the
Instruction Ne 14,/2024).

The Legal and International Department is also headed by Vice-President responsible for legal
and international relations, which includes the Industrial Property Law Department and the
International Cooperation Department (sections 6.2, 6.3 of Appendix 2 of the Instruction Ne 14/2024).
The tasks assigned to the Legal and International Department are also characterised by a legal focus
with an open list, but they are divided into two large groups: the industrial property protection and
the intellectual property protection (section 6.1 of Appendix 2 of the Instruction Ne 14/2024).

As is well known, intellectual property shall include the rights relating to: 1) literary, artistic and
scientific works; 2) performances of performing artists, phonograms and broadcasts; 3) inventions in
all fields of human endeavor; 4) scientific discoveries; 5) industrial designs; 6) trademarks, service
marks, and commercial names and designations; 7) protection against unfair competition; 8) and all
other rights resulting from intellectual activity in the industrial, scientific, literary or artistic fields
(Article 2 of the Convention Establishing the World Intellectual Property Organization, 1967).

Therefore, the question arises as to the expediency of the division of tasks, as provided for section
6.1 of Appendix 2 of the Instruction Ne 14,/2024.

Another authority that is authorized to provide conclusions on projects of complex measures
(programs, strategic ideas, national legislation, the EU legal acts and international treaties) aimed at
protecting intellectual property is the National Council for Intellectual Property at the HIPO’s
President (Article 115/F (1) of the Act Ne XXXIII, Subparagraph 17.2 of paragraph 17 of the
Instruction Ne 14/2024). Its legal status is regulated by Article 115/F of the Act Ne XXXIII and
Paragraph 17 of the Instruction Ne 14/2024. A comparative analysis shows that they don’t contradict
each other, but duplicate some provisions. In our opinion, it is advisable to retain only Article 115/F
of the Act Ne XXXIII, where its legal status will be fixed. In Paragraph 17 of the Instruction
Ne 14,2024 it should be fixed that the legal status of the National Council for Intellectual Property
at the HIPO’s President is regulated by Article 115/F of the Act Ne XXXIII.

This authority has up to twelve members. It shall include persons with experience in the field of
industrial property, copyright and intellectual property protection (Article 115/F (2) of the Act Ne
XXXIIT). Based on the above, in our opinion, persons with a legal education who are able to fulfill
the legal norms of Article 115/F (1) of the Act Ne XXXIII, Subparagraph 17.2 of paragraph 17 of the
Instruction Ne 14,/2024. Therefore, another authority with a legal focus for the protection of intellectual
property functions in the HIPO.

Thus, the HIPO has several organizational divisions that specialize in the protection of
intellectual property in the legal aspect. In the author’s opinion, it is inappropriate to propose any
ways to improve the organizational divisions or the tasks assigned to them, because the authority
is self-financing.
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The Industrial Property Protection Expert Board functions at the HIPO. Its legal status is
regulated by Article 115/T of the Act Ne XXXIII, Government Decree Ne 270/2002 of 20 December
2002 on the organization and operation of the Industrial Property Protection Expert Board
(hereinafter — Decree Ne 270,/2002) and paragraph 15 of the Instruction Ne 14/2024. This Board
provides expert opinions on technical issues arising in industrial property disputes (Article 115/T(1)
of the Act Ne XXXIII, Section 1.1 of the Decree Ne 270,/2002). However, it has no own incomes. The
HIPO provides the conditions for its activities and the necessary financial measures, as well as
concludes the contracts necessary for its activities (Section 5.2 of the Decree Ne 270/2002). The
requirements for members of this Board, in the author’s opinion, are quite general and without any
special requirements: experience in the field of industrial property rights protection or experience in
the field of activities related to industrial property rights protection (Section 2.2 of the Decree
Ne 270/2002). Tt seems that the lack of reference to experience sometimes affects the quality of their
expert opinions. In our opinion, they are not always well-founded and may be misleading or unclear
(Article 115/T(8) of the Act Ne XXXIII). In order to avoid discrediting the HIPO, it is advisable to
liquidate the specified Industrial Property Protection Expert Board. Its tasks and powers shall be
transferred to a one-off Expert Board, which will be established to provide expert opinions on technical
issues arising in industrial property disputes. The composition of the new Board will be formed from
those employees of the Patent Department and the Department of Trademarks and Industrial Designs
at the HIPO who are specialists in this issue.

The conducted research on the HIPO showed the presence of both positive aspects (for example,
the self-financing of the HIPO doesn’t allow influencing its activities) and negative aspects (for
example, several organizational divisions specialising in the legal protection of intellectual property,
the functioning of the Industrial Property Protection Expert Board). However, the author’s
recommendations for improving certain aspects of its legal status are not relevant, as the authority is
self-financing. The legal status of the HIPO is constantly being reformed, as the relevant national
legal acts are subject to frequent changes.

3. The Kingdom of Sweden.

This country also belongs to the EU countries where a single intellectual property protection
authority functions. It’s the Swedish Patent and Registration Office (hereinafter — SPRO). In English,
this authority is called the Swedish Intellectual Property Office since 2020 (SE Sweden (name of
Office)). Its legal status is regulated by the Patent Act (2024:945) of 24 October 2024 (hereinafter —
Patent Act), the Design Protection Act (1970:485) of 29 June 1970, the Act (2016:977) on collective
management of copyright of 10 November 2016, the Instructions for the Swedish Patent and
Registration Office, approved by the Regulation of the Ministry of Climate and Enterprise RSN
(2007:1111) of 29 November 2007 (hereinafter — Regulation (2007:1111)), the activities of the Swedish
Patent and Registration Office as an international authority under the Patent Cooperation Treaty,
approved by the Regulation of the Ministry of Climate and Enterprise RSN (1978:218) of 05 November
1978.

The SPRO is directly subordinated to the Ministry of Climate and Enterprise (Subparagraph 8.3
paragraph 8 of the Instructions for the Government Offices, approved by the Regulation of the
Government Secretariat Ne 1996:1515 of 17 December 1996).

Of the above-mentioned regulatory acts, the Regulation (2007:1111) is the document in which
the activities assigned to the SPRO are most extensively described. However, this document doesn’t
clearly specify the tasks, rights, powers, etc. It is also necessary to note that the SPRO’s powers are
contained in certain paragraphs of the Regulation (2007:1111) (for example, only the powers enshrined
in paragraphs 1-4) and in other regulatory documents (for example, only the powers enshrined in
Articles 16, 17, 19, 20 of Section 4 of the Patent Act, Articles 8a, 12, 14 of the Design Protection Act
(1970:485) of 29 June 1970), i.e. they aren’t grouped together in a closed list in a separate paragraph
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of this document. This appears to be a negative practice, as not all powers vested in the authority will
be implemented by it.

Let’s analyze some tasks, rights, powers provided for the SPRO.

From the analysis of the provisions of the Regulation (2007:1111), it can be established that this
authority has not been assigned its own tasks and rights at the national legislative level. Other national
legal acts directly related to the legal status of the SPRO or intellectual activity also don’t specify
the tasks and rights of the SPRO. It can be concluded that a new model of the legal status of the
authority is being introduced. Accordingly, all other powers are specified in one or another national
legal act when it is necessary to regulate a specific legal issue. For example, in the Regulation
(2007:1111) the SPRO’s powers are specified, which avoids overstepping them. However, some of
them are unusual for the authority: 1) resolves issues related to the registration of municipal coats of
arms (Subparagraph 1.2. paragraph 1 of the Regulation (2007:1111)); 2) is responsible for the
protection of geographical indications for craft and industrial products (Article 2 of the Act on the
control of protected designations of craft and industrial products (2025:949) of 23 October 2025)
(hereinafter — Act (2025:949)), Subparagraph 1.7. paragraph 1 of the Regulation (2007:1111)). Article
1 of the Act (2025:949) also refers to specific EU legislation governing the protection of geographical
indications for craft and industrial products. Thus, Regulation (EU) 2019/1753 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2019 on the action of the Union following its accession
to the Geneva Act of the Lisbon Agreement on Appellations of Origin and Geographical Indications
has a greater scope than the protection of geographical indications for craft and industrial products.
Accordingly, in the author’s opinion, Article 2 of the Act (2025:949) and Subparagraph 1.7. paragraph
1 of the Regulation (2007:1111) are limited in scope, as there is no protection of geographical
indications for other goods. It is proposed to amend the Act (2025:949) to ensure the protection of
geographical indications for all goods. It is also proposed to amend Subparagraph 1.7. paragraph 1 of
the Regulation (2007:1111): «is responsible for the protection of geographical indicationss; 3) ensures
that the rules and procedures at the disposal of the authority are cost-effective and simple for citizens
and companies (Subparagraph 1.9. paragraph 1 of the Regulation (2007:1111)). In the author’s opinion,
this provision is only theoretical, because if we consider any person who decides to use the services
of the authority, they do not always have the relevant knowledge, skills, etc. Accordingly, there is an
opportunity to constantly challenge the inaction of the SPRO; 4) the SPRO promotes long-term
growth and strengthens innovation potential and competitiveness throughout the country, must
provide information on intangible assets and rights and promote their development (paragraph 2 of
the Regulation (2007:1111)). As for innovation potential, the Kingdom of Sweden ranks first in the
EU innovation ranking (Innovation ranking), but statistics in the Eurostat website for 2018, 2020,
2022 reflect incomplete information (CIS2018, CI1S2020, CIS2022). Therefore, there is a partial
exercise of such authority. The consequence will be an appeal of the actions of the SPRO.

An analysis of the SPRO’s powers in Swedish law suggests that its sphere of activity is broader
than its name. The proposed name in English is more appropriate. It appears necessary to introduce
a single name for this authority.

Thus, the legal status of the SPRO is formed according to a new unusual model, where there are no
rights, tasks, and is at the stage of improvement, especially in the direction of powers. They affect the
functioning of such authority, the results of its activities, which are incorrectly presented in the Eurostat
website. Therefore, it is not possible to assess the effectiveness of the functioning of it. The author’s
recommendations are based only on the analysis of the current national legislative framework and logic.

CONCLUSIONS

The study showed that the Kingdom of Sweden is a leader both in the EU innovation ranking
and in the new vision of the legal nature of a single authorised state authority for the intellectual
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property protection. The new model of legal nature provides for the existence of powers and the refusal
of tasks and rights. It is impossible to assess the legal effectiveness of the new model due to the lack
of comprehensive statistical information on the Eurostat website. However, in the author’s opinion,
the existing Swedish model should be considered and implemented in the Republic of Croatia and
Hungary, which may allow these countries to focus on protecting intellectual property rather than
monitoring the fulfilment of their tasks, rights and powers. It appears that in order to avoid a situation
where these authorities fail to exercise their established powers, it is necessary to adopt a single legal
act that will regulate their legal status.
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€EAUHUI YIIOBHOBAXEHWI AEPXXABHUI OPTAH
3 MUTAHb OXOPOHM IHTEAEKTYAAbHOI BAACHOCTI
B PECMYBAILLI XOPBATISA, YTOPLLUMHA TA KOPOAIBCTBI LUBELLIA:
MPABOBUI1 ACMEKT

lanna I'YBIHA, ORCID 0000-0002-7419-3007!

Tkanoudam 1opuduunux nayx, nposionuti nayxosutl cniepodimuux H/I npasosozo 3abesneuenis innosauitinozo
possumxy HAIIpH Yxpainu, Xapxis, Yxpaina

Anoranis. OxopoHa iHTeJIeKTyabHOI BJACHOCTI € OJHUM i3 SIBHIIL, 110 TTIOTPeOYE MiABUINEHOT yBark B I0pU-
nuaHoMy HampsamKy. HemockoHasmicTh 3aKOHOZABCTBA Befie /0 MMOBHOI BiICYTHOCTI YW HEBUCOKWX TOKA3HUKIB
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IHHOBALINHOI MisIbHOCTI B KOXKHIN kpaini, B T.u. €C. B nesxux kpainax €C (nanpukiaz, Pecry6rika Xopsaris,
YropuHa Ta Kopoaiserso IlBerrisi) TakuM NMUTAHHSAM YIIOBHOBKUJIN 3aliMATUCST BUKJIOYHO OJUH OPTaH.

V koxHii i3 nux xkpain €C IpoBOANTHCS aHaJI3 HALiOHATBHOI 3aKOHOAABYOI 6as3y, 1[0 BU3HAYAE [TPABOBUI
cTaTyc Takoro opraty: Jlep:kaBHe BiZOMCTBO iHTeJeKTyanbHOI BaacHocTi PecryGriku XopBsarisi, Yropcbke Bi-
JIOMCTBO iHTesneKTyanbpHol Baacuocti Ta [IIBenchke marenTtHe i peectpariiine Bizomerso abo [IBeachbKe BiTOMCTBO
IHTEJIEKTYaIbHOI BJIACHOCTI Ha aHTJINCHKIN MOBI. Po3rysaeThest X MiMOPSIIKOBAHICTD Ta (piHAHCYBaHHSI.
BceranosmioeThed, 1o auine Yropebke BiJOMCTBO iHTEJNEKTyaabHOI BJACHOCTI 3HAXOAUTLCS HA CAMOOKYITHOCTI.
PesynbraToM € BUKJIIOYHO Harus 3 6oky MinicTpa Ky/brypu Ta inHosaiiii. Haruan — e nmacusHa ais i, Bigmno-
BiIHO, YMOBHa, 60 BCi B3a€MOBITHOCHHU MiK IIUM MiHICTPOM Ta BiJIOMCTBOM BiI0YBAIOTHCS y BUTJIS/ KOHCTA-
Tarii axry.

JIJ1s KOKHOTO OpraHy TpoaHasli30BaHi 3aBJaHHs, TOBHOBAKEHHS mependadeHi y HallloHATbHOMY 3aKOHO-
naBctBi. Y JlepsKaBHOMY BiJJOMCTBI iHTesIeKTyasnbHOI BiacHOCTI Pecrybsiku Xopsartist OyB IpoBeJleHUN 110~
PIBHSLITbHO-TIPABOBUI aHaJi3 3aB/laHb, 3aKPIMJIEHUX 32 MMEBHUMU OPTaHi3amiiHuMu migposaisiamu. byau Bu-
SIBJIEH] SIK TMTO3WUTHBHI aceKTn (HANpUKJaJ, TOABIHiHA TlepeBipKa), Tak 1 HeraTUBHI (HAIPUKJIAJ, HATIJTEeHHS
JIeKUX OpraHi3alliiHuX HiZIPO3/iJIiB 1aHOT0 OpraHy HelIpUTAMAaHHUMU 71 HUX 3aBJaHHAMU; TOBHOBAKCHHS
JIABHOTO OPTaHy 3HAXOJASTHCS Y PI3HUX HOPMATUBHO-TIPABOBUM aKTaX Ta HEMPEACTABJIEHI Y BUTJISI €UHOTO
nepeJiiky).

B YropchkoMy BilOMCTBI iHTeI€KTYaIbHOI BJIaCHOCTI TaKOsK OYJIK [TPOoaHali30BaHi 3aBlaHHsl, 3aKpilJieHi 3a
OTO OpraHi3aIliiHUMU MiAPOo3aigaMu. Pe3yabTraToM cTamo BUSABICHHS, O AeKiJIbKa OpraHi3aIliiHuX MiIPO3/IijIiB
TAKOTO OpraHy CIeIiai3yloThCsl Ha OXOPOHI IHTEJIEeKTyaJTbHOI BJIACHOCTI B IOpUAMYHOMY acriekTi. Ha mymky
aBTOpa, HEOOXIZHO IIPOBECTU PeopraHizalliio BKasaHUX IAPO3JALIIB Ta 3aKpillJIeHUX 32 HUMU 3aBAaHb. IIpore,
aBTOPCHKI peKoMeHalil BiACyTHI y A0CiIKeHHI, 60 YropchKe BiZIOMCTBO IHTENEKTYalbHOI BIACHOCTI 3HAXO-
JIUTHCST HA CAMOOKYITHOCTI.

3akonogasctBo Kopoaisersa IIBewnii 3HaX0AUTHCA Ha eTalli CTAHOBJIEHHS B HAIIPSMKY, IO aHAII3yeThCs, 60
copmMoBaHa HOBa MOJIEJIb IIPABOBOIO CTATYCY, /e BiZICYTHI 1IpaBa, 3aBJaHHs, a B HASBHOCTI JIMIIIE TIOBHOBAXKEH-
Hs. BusiBury nepesaru ta HeJOJIKM Takoi HOBOI MOJei He € MOMKJIMBKMM, Ha JYMKY aBTopa, 00 BiJCYyTHS J0-
CTOBIpHA Ta IMOBHA CTATUCTUYHA iH(OpMaIlisa Ha caifti €Bpocrary.

Agrop nporonye Pecniy6umini Xopsarii ta Yropuusi nepeitasitu gocsin Koposisersa IIBerrii o0 HOBOI
MO/IeJTi TIPABOBOTO CTATYCY.

KiouoBi cioBa: mizipo3 i, ypsil, TPaBoOBUil CTATYC, TTOBHOBAKEHHS, 3aBIAHHS.

SINGLE AUTHORIZED STATE AUTHORITY FOR THE INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY PROTECTION IN THE REPUBLIC OF CROATIA, HUNGARY
AND THE KINGDOM OF SWEDEN: LEGAL ASPECT

Abstract. Intellectual property protection is one of the phenomena that requires increased attention in the
legal direction. Imperfect legislation leads to the complete absence or low indicators of innovation activity in
every country, including the EU. In several EU countries (for example, the Republic of Croatia, Hungary and
the Kingdom of Sweden) only one authority has been authorized to deal with such issues.

In each of these EU countries an analysis of the national legislative framework is carried out, which
determines the legal status of the authority: the State Intellectual Property Office of the Republic of Croatia,
the Hungarian Intellectual Property Office and the Swedish Patent and Registration Office or the Swedish
Intellectual Property Office in English. Their subordination and financing are examined. It is established that
only the Hungarian Intellectual Property Office is self-financing. The result is exclusively supervision by the
Minister of Culture and Innovation. Supervision is a passive action and, accordingly, conditional, because all
relations between this minister and the authority take the form of stating facts.

Tasks and powers provided for each authority in national legislation are analyzed. A comparative legal
analysis of the tasks assigned to certain organisational divisions was conducted at the State Intellectual Property
Office of the Republic of Croatia. Both positive (for example, double checking) and negative aspects (for example,
assigning tasks that are not inherent to certain organisational divisions of this authority; the powers of the
authority are in various legal acts and aren’t presented in the form of a single list) were identified.

The tasks assigned to its organisational divisions were also analyzed in the Hungarian Intellectual Property
Office. The result was that several organisational divisions of this authority specialize in the legal protection of
intellectual property. In the author’s opinion, it is necessary to reorganize these divisions and their assigned
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tasks. However, the author’s recommendations aren’t included in the study, as the Hungarian Intellectual
Property Office is self-financing.

The legislation of the Kingdom of Sweden is in the process of formation in the analyzed direction, as a new
model of legal status has been formed, where there are no rights or tasks, and only powers. It is not possible to
identify the advantages and disadvantages of the new model, in the author’s opinion, because there is no reliable
and complete statistical information on the Eurostat website.

The author suggests that the Republic of Croatia and Hungary adopt the experience of the Kingdom of
Sweden regarding the new model of legal status.
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