more likely to be the scurce of pronction of a prcduce
which is protected by Canadian intellectual property law
than of a similar prodﬁct which is not eligible for prctec-
tion. In the case of protection, however, the American
rights owner is guaranteed some remuneration for use of his
creation. That remuneration can result from producticn in
the U.S. but equally could take the.form of royalties crT

intra-corporate transfers resulting fromprecducticn ©
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the U.S.

Increased intellectual property protection in Canade,
therefore, will not necessarily result in guarénteed remune-
ration (ané, in selected instances, enhanced remuneration)
for rights holders. The U.S. interest in these negctiations
stems from the fact that U.S. naticnals hold the maiority of
intellectuzl property rights in this country.'-Fo: exarcle,
in the patent aregz, Americans were the owners of 56% of ail

Canadian patents granted in 1982, compared to just 4%

granted, to by Canadiens. CALURA statistics for the sare

1y
g

-
-

HS

year show that 76% of intellectual éroperty royelty peym
by corporations operating in Canada went to U.S. interests
while 12% went to Canadians. It is apgarent that the

effects of Canadian intellectual property laws on intellec-

th

tuel property owners appear to be the primaery source C
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U.S. concern about Canada in this area. Indeed, it cculd =t
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