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 I

Foreword 
 
What is the value of know-how, which has been developed over many decades in a 
specific region? And what is the value of a corresponding geographical indication on a 
product coming from this region? These are questions, which may at first sound simple 
but which are not so easy to answer, regardless of whether it is a question concerning 
rye bread from the canton of Valais, Parmigiano Reggiano or rum from Jamaica.  

When analysing geographical indications for their economic, social and ecological im-
pact, we are faced with two kinds of challenges. Firstly, it is difficult to obtain suitable 
data; and secondly, clear methodological parameters are necessary for the analysis of 
the data collected. Only in this way can we ensure that reliable comparisons can be 
carried out over time or between different products in various countries.  

To this effect, we commissioned two researchers from the University of Florence to 
develop a scientific methodology for the evaluation of geographical indications based 
on current knowledge. Their methodology is formulated in such a way so as to be ap-
plicable to diverse situations, so that consequently, the impact of the introduction of 
geographical indications in a country or region can be documented and compared. As 
a result, the conclusions of such an analysis will allow producers to take decisions con-
cerning their strategies, as well as allow the public sector to initiate or adapt measures 
at the macro level. 

This methodology was created as part of an international cooperation project between 
our Institute and Jamaica. The aim of this project was to establish, together with the 
Jamaican authorities and the producers of rum, jerk (typical Jamaican mixed spices) 
and Blue Mountain Coffee, the legislative foundation for a geographical indications reg-
ister, as well as to support producer groups in fulfilling the necessary conditions for 
registration.  

I would like to express my sincere thanks to the authors of the methodology, Professor 
Giovanni Belletti and Professor Andrea Marescotti from the University of Florence. 
Many thanks also to Sophie Reviron and Marguerite Paus from AGRIDEA, who with 
their valuable comments and a survey of existing case studies, have also contributed to 
the success of this work. 
 
 
 

Roland Grossenbacher 
Director General of the Swiss Federal Institute of Intellectual Property 

 
 
 
 

Berne, July 2011 
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Vorwort 
 
Welchen Wert hat das Know-how, das über Jahrzehnte in einer bestimmten Region 
entwickelt worden ist? Und welchen Wert hat eine entsprechende geografische Anga-
be auf einem dort entwickelten Produkt? Dies sind Fragen, die vielleicht einfach klin-
gen, die aber nicht ganz einfach zu beantworten sind. Dabei spielt es keine Rolle, ob 
es sich um Walliser Roggenbrot, Parmigiano Reggiano oder jamaikanischen Rum han-
delt.  

Bei einer Analyse von geografischen Angaben bezüglich ihrer ökonomischen, sozialen 
und ökologischen Auswirkungen stellen sich zweierlei Herausforderungen: Erstens ist 
es schwierig, an geeignete Daten heranzukommen. Zweitens braucht es klare metho-
dologische Vorgaben, nach denen die gesammelten Daten ausgewertet werden müs-
sen. Nur so ist sichergestellt, dass zuverlässige Vergleiche über die Zeit oder von un-
terschiedlichen Produkten in verschiedenen Ländern machbar sind. 

Um genau dies zu ermöglichen haben wir zwei Forscher der Universität Florenz beauf-
tragt, eine auf dem Stand des vorhandenen Wissens aufbauende Methodologie zur 
Evaluation von geografischen Angaben zu verfassen. Besonderes Merkmal dieser Me-
thodologie ist es, so formuliert zu sein, dass sie auf unterschiedlichste Situationen an-
wendbar ist. Somit können die Auswirkungen der Einführung von geografischen Anga-
ben in einem Land oder einer Region dokumentiert und verglichen werden. Die Resul-
tate dienen schliesslich den Produzenten dazu, Entscheidungen über ihre Strategien 
zu treffen, wie auch dem öffentlichen Sektor, um Massnahmen auf der Makroebene zu 
ergreifen oder anzupassen.  

Entstanden ist diese Methodologie im Rahmen eines internationalen Zusammenar-
beitsprojektes unseres Instituts mit Jamaika. Ziel dieses Projektes war es, zusammen 
mit den jamaikanischen Behörden und den Produzenten von Rum, Jerk (einer typisch 
jamaikanischen Gewürzmischung) und Blue Mountain Coffee die gesetzgeberischen 
Grundlagen für ein Register von geografischen Angaben zu etablieren sowie die Pro-
duzenten darin zu unterstützen, die notwendigen Voraussetzungen für die Registrie-
rung zu erfüllen.  

Den Verfassern der vorliegenden Methodologie, Professor Giovanni Belletti und Pro-
fessor Andrea Marescotti von der Universität Florenz, spreche ich meinen herzlichen 
Dank aus. Besten Dank auch an Sophie Réviron und Marguerite Paus von AGRIDEA, 
die mit wertvollen Kommentaren und einer Übersicht über bereits bestehende Fallstu-
dien zum Gelingen dieser Arbeit beigetragen haben. 
 
 
 

Roland Grossenbacher 
Direktor des Eidgenössischen Instituts für Geistiges Eigentum 

 
 
 
 

Bern, im Juli 2011 



 III

Avant-propos 
 
Quelle est la valeur d'un savoir-faire développé dans une région pendant des décen-
nies ? Et quelle est la valeur d'une indication géographique apposée sur un produit 
originaire de cette région et résultant de ce savoir-faire ? Il n'est pas aisé d'apporter 
des réponses à ces questions simples en apparence, qui se posent aussi bien pour le 
Pain de seigle valaisan que pour le Parmigiano Reggiano ou encore le rhum de Ja-
maïque.  

L'analyse des effets économiques, sociaux et environnementaux de la protection des 
indications géographiques pose deux défis : tout d'abord, la difficulté de se procurer 
des données appropriées; ensuite, la formulation d'objectifs méthodologiques clairs 
permettant l'exploitation des données récoltées. C’est seulement ainsi qu’il est possible 
d’établir des comparaisons dans la durée ou entre différents produits dans plusieurs 
pays. 

Nous avons mandaté deux chercheurs de l'Université de Florence dans le but, préci-
sément, de développer, sur la base des connaissances actuelles, une méthodologie 
d'évaluation des effets des indications géographiques. Cette méthodologie est formu-
lée de manière à pouvoir être appliquée à des situations très diverses. Il est ainsi pos-
sible de mettre en lumière les effets produits par la reconnaissance d'indications géo-
graphiques dans plusieurs pays ou régions et de les comparer. Les conclusions d'une 
telle analyse d'impact peuvent permettre aux producteurs de prendre des décisions 
d'ordre stratégique et aux pouvoirs publics d'initier ou d'adapter des mesures-cadres.  

Cette méthodologie a été développée dans le cadre d'un projet de coopération interna-
tionale de notre Institut avec la Jamaïque. Ce projet avait pour objectif d'élaborer, en 
collaboration avec les autorités jamaïcaines et les producteurs de rhum, de jerk (un 
mélange d'épices typique de Jamaïque) et de café Blue Mountain, les bases juridiques 
rendant possible la création d'un registre des indications géographiques et d'aider les 
producteurs à remplir les critères d'enregistrement d'une indication géographique dans 
ce registre.  

J'adresse mes sincères remerciements aux professeurs Giovanni Belletti et Andrea 
Marescotti de l'Université de Florence, auteurs de la présente méthodologie, de même 
qu'à Mesdames Sophie Réviron et Marguerite Paus d'AGRIDEA dont les commen-
taires et l'aperçu des études de cas existantes se sont avérés très précieux. 
 
 
 

Roland Grossenbacher 
Directeur de l’Institut Fédéral de la Propriété Intellectuelle 

 
 
 
 

Berne, juillet 2011 
 



 IV

Introduzione 
 
Che valore ha il know-how sviluppato nel corso dei secoli in una determinata regione? 
E che valore ha un’indicazione geografica apposta su un prodotto locale? A queste 
domande, apparentemente scontate, non è sempre facile dare risposta, che si tratti di 
pane di segale vallesano, parmigiano reggiano o rum giamaicano. 

L’analisi delle conseguenze economiche, sociali ed ecologiche delle indicazioni geo-
grafiche presenta due tipi di difficoltà: anzitutto è difficile accedere a informazioni rile-
vanti; in secondo luogo, i dati raccolti devono essere analizzati secondo direttive meto-
dologiche definite. Solo così è possibile procedere a un confronto attendibile su base 
periodica o tra vari prodotti in diversi paesi. 

A questo scopo, abbiamo incaricato due ricercatori dell’Università di Firenze di elabora-
re una metodologia di valutazione delle indicazioni geografiche basata sulle conoscen-
ze attualmente disponibili. La peculiarità di questa metodologia, nei termini in cui viene 
formulata, è la sua vasta applicabilità. Essa consente, invero, di documentare e con-
frontare gli effetti legati all’introduzione delle indicazioni geografiche in un paese o in 
una regione. I dati raccolti sono utili ai produttori per decidere in merito alle strategie da 
adottare, come pure al settore pubblico, per definire o adeguare misure a livello più 
ampio. 

La presente metodologia è stata messa a punto nell’ambito di un progetto di coopera-
zione internazionale che ha visto coinvolti il nostro Istituto e la Giamaica. Il progetto, 
portato avanti in collaborazione con le autorità giamaicane e i produttori di rum, jerk 
(una tipica miscela di spezie giamaicana) e Blue Mountain Coffee, era finalizzato a 
definire le basi legali per la creazione di un registro di indicazioni geografiche e aiutare 
i produttori locali a soddisfare le condizioni necessarie alla registrazione. 

Porgo i miei più sinceri ringraziamenti ai professori Giovanni Belletti e Andrea Mare-
scotti dell’Università di Firenze, autori della presente metodologia. Un sentito ringra-
ziamento va anche a Sophie Réviron e Marguerite Paus di AGRIDEA che, con i loro 
preziosi commenti e con una panoramica dei casi di studio esistenti, hanno contribuito 
al successo di questa iniziativa. 
 
 
 

Roland Grossenbacher 
Direttore dell’Istituto Federale della Proprietà Intellettuale 

 
 
 
 

Berna, luglio 2011 
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Why evaluate the effects of the protection of GIs? 

Angela Deppeler, Hansueli Stamm, Erik Thévenod-Mottet 

 

The concept of Geographical Indications 

Geographical indications (GIs) have appeared quite recently in the landscape of intel-

lectual property rights (IPRs) in comparison with more classical concepts such as 

trademarks, patents and copyright. While various terms and definitions pre-existed in 

some national and international legal frameworks, the definition of GIs provided by the 

World Trade Organization‘s Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) 

Agreement, adopted in 1994, has become the broader reference. In Article 22, it states 

that GIs are: 

―…indications which identify a good as originating in the territory of a Member, or a 

region or locality in that territory, where a given quality, reputation or other charac-

teristic of the good is essentially attributable to its geographical origin.‖ 

The economic rationale for GIs is the correction of a market failure that has been 

caused by two characteristics of GIs. The first one is the problem of asymmetric infor-

mation between sellers and buyers. If it is uncertain that the quality of product A is bet-

ter than that of good B, the consumer will not be willing to pay a higher price for product 

A. The second reason concerning why there will be no functioning market with respect 

to GIs is the fact that a GI is – without any legal remedy – a public good. Anybody can 

use this regional brand and its reputation as a free rider, even though they may have 

no affiliation to either the corresponding region or its typical goods. However, with the 

introduction of the possibility of protecting GIs as intellectual property, both problems 

are solved. A consumer can be certain that the product branded with the GI will incor-

porate the expected quality and that he or she can rely on the fact that the product 

stems from the region indicated on the labelling, with the quality and origin being inex-

tricably associated. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the TRIPS Agreement does not explicitly address such 

issues, it is generally recognised that GIs do not share exactly the same meaning of 

―property‖ as those of classical IPRs. This is due to the fact that a GI generally has no 

single legal owner who would have the same rights as to a trademark or patent, i.e. the 

capacity to license the use or to not renew protection, for example. On the one hand, 

most of the GIs are geographical names, and these objects are usually considered to 

be administered by the state; on the other hand, the group of legitimate users of a GI 

should generally be delimitated according to the GI product‘s quality, and thus would 

include anyone able to achieve this quality in the relevant geographical area. The 

recognition of GIs (considered as the specific relation associating a denomination and 
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a product) normally depends on an assessment of their intrinsic value through an arbi-

tration process managed by the state, which explains their particular legal and institu-

tional status (Hermitte, 2001). In this context, the role of the state concerning the 

recognition and management of GIs is still being debated. These debates are also 

nourished by the fact that, in addition to the above-mentioned economic problems and 

remedies, there are many politically-motivated additional effects that are often associ-

ated with the introduction of GIs as being a legal tool to serve particular objectives of 

public policies (as an example of such a grid of interpretation, see Larson, 2007).  

The various ways of implementing the legal concept of GIs, as provided by the TRIPS 

Agreement, can be ranked into two archetypal categories: permissive systems and 

prescriptive systems (Stern & Léger, 2000). Under permissive systems, GIs are char-

acterized by a very light formalization (or even no ex ante recognition), and by a very 

rough definition of the products concerned, if at all. A permissive approach reflects the 

idea that the state should not play a particular role regarding GIs, that is to say no fur-

ther role other than that regarding trademarks, and, as a consequence, that GIs are not 

perceived as tools for public policies. Considering GIs as a neutral IPR, permissive 

systems do not provide any particular assessment of criteria related to methods of pro-

duction, biological resources, etc., as well as no mechanism of state arbitration 

amongst producers. But this does not prevent stakeholders from gathering and engag-

ing on private ground in a collective initiative, which could have all the features of the 

most mature GI systems except for the legal basis. 

On the contrary, under prescriptive systems, the legal protection of GIs is generally 

linked to a very detailed and narrow definition of the products concerned in relation to 

specific concepts, which have been developed within the framework of public policies 

(e. g. legal recognition of the associations of GI producers, specialized state agencies, 

etc.). The prescriptive approach is generally based on a legal process of registration, 

which is an incentive for the producers concerned as it is the pre-requisite for benefiting 

from the appropriate GI policies, as it represents the recognition of a particular and 

valuable status. This is the model of the appellation d’origine developed in France and 

other European countries. The collective mandatory prescriptions (codes of practice) 

conditioning the use of these recognised GIs may be a powerful tool in directing and 

ensuring some particular effects from the growth and/or manufacture of GI products 

(Thévenod-Mottet, 2010). The codes of practices for European Protected Designations 

of Origin (PDO) and Protected Geographical Indications (PGI) products are the result 

of a collective and continuous process1 associating all the kinds of firms involved in the 

GI supply-chain, and they increasingly reflect concerns about methods of production in 

relation to traditional, heritage and environmental values. In fact, in European coun-

tries, the policy arguments in favour of GIs have expanded over time to include: (1) the 

protection of consumers from deception, and the protection of producers from unfair 

                                                
1
  In the EU system, a GI code of practice may be revised, either to take some technological or agricul-

tural change into account (i.e. to accept, to reject or to adapt technological innovations) or to adopt 
more restrictive requirements in order to reinforce the specific characteristics of the GI product. 
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competition in relation to unlawful use of the designation for products not originating 

from the designated area or for products not having the expected quality; (2) the man-

agement of the quantities supplied by the agro-food supply-chains; (3) endogenous 

local development and social cohesion; and (4) biodiversity and cultural heritage pro-

tection (Sylvander et al., 2006). All these arguments were found in the preamble of the 

EU Regulation No 2081/922, and they are nowadays used in international debates. It 

also corresponds to the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) of the EU or the agricultural 

policy of Switzerland, where the function of agriculture (and therefore the support of the 

government for the agricultural sector) encompasses more than only production of ali-

ments. More precisely, the European regulation assigns the following goals to GIs: 

 to preserve the economic value produced by the European agro-food sector; 

 to encourage the diversification of agricultural production so as to achieve a 

better balance between supply and demand in the markets; 

 to promote products which allow for improving the income of farmers and for re-

taining the rural populations in less-favoured or remote areas; 

 to supply high quality products to consumers in cases where this quality is 

linked to the geographical origin of the products; 

 to provide clear and succinct information on the geographical origin of the prod-

ucts in order to help consumers in making their choice. 

It is not the task of this publication to qualify how all these targets, beyond the original 

economic rationale, are justified. But if such goals are set, then the achievement of 

these goals has to be assessed. We assume that the present publication will help to 

perform this evaluation task in a standardized and comparable way, at a time when the 

world landscape of GIs is becoming very complex due to the increasing number of rec-

ognised GIs and to the related legal frameworks, public policies and debates. 

Development of GIs and GIs in developing economies 

As mentioned above, one of the rationales for the official recognition of GIs is to reduce 

the asymmetry of information between producers and consumers. Considering the 

huge growth in the number of registered GIs in recent years – growth that will continue 

as southern countries develop and implement their own systems – and the heterogene-

ity among GI standards and regulatory systems, this information objective may become 

more and more difficult to achieve. As an example, in the seven EU member States 

where most of the EU PDOs and PGIs are located, the number of registered GIs (with-

                                                
2
  Replaced in 2006 by the EU Reg. No 510/2006, which includes the same justifications in its preamble 

as previously. 
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out wines and spirits) was 500 in 2000 and has increased to more than 870 in 20113. A 

further example is the registration of 120 GIs in India between 2003 and mid-2010, of 

which 80 are for handicraft (non-agro food) products4. 

The growing interest in GIs in non-European countries is mainly linked to the opportuni-

ties offered by GIs for local processes of social and economic development. This oc-

curs in a context where the concept of GIs, amongst others, appears to be suitable to 

address current public concerns such as the preservation of cultural heritage, land-

scapes and biodiversity, the consumer trust in the food system, the promotion of sus-

tainable agricultural practices and the protection and remuneration of traditional 

knowledge and genetic resources. Either through national strategies to ensure WTO 

TRIPS compliance or through particular development activities, GI legal frameworks 

and their implementation are becoming ever denser at global level. 

The GI status may be attractive either for protecting the economic interests of produc-

ers of well- known and largely exported regional products from imitations and usurpa-

tions (e.g. Basmati, Blue Mountain or Tequila) or for facilitating the development of 

such an origin-based reputation through the formatting of the GI as a quality standard 

(see Galtier et al, 2008, on the case of Pico Duarte coffee in Dominican Republic). The 

first incentive applies to GIs that encapsulate long-established economic values recog-

nized in remote markets. These were generally the first GIs to be registered, with a 

focus on the processing methods and in accordance with the interests of processors 

and traders. The second incentive often corresponds with territorial development initia-

tives: integrating farmers and other actors through multidimensional projects that are 

generally more favourable to environmental and cultural concerns. That said, as GIs 

registered in response to the first incentive have evolved over time, they have often 

moved towards greater incorporation of heritage and environmental values. This may 

occur either through modification of the codes of practice or through the initiative of 

producers inside the system. Such enlargements of the scope of the definition of GI 

products combine, to some extent, a reflection on the product‘s quality and characteris-

tics and an interpretation of the externalities deriving from the system of production. 

A common denominator, however, seems to be that the differentiating of products can 

be a way of enhancing economic results. In developing economies, in particular, there 

is pressure to produce higher value goods that can be marketed as specialised or 

niche products. In addition, with global competition, many historically famous geo-

graphical indications‘ regions are feeling the challenge of the misuse of geographical 

names by producers and retailers outside of the original area of production. 

In addition, the collective nature of GIs can be well adapted to traditional organisational 

structures in developing countries (Das, 2006). However, specific difficulties may arise 

                                                
3
  Sources : Barjolle & Sylvander (2000), DOOR (database on the PDOs and PGIs in the EU, available at 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/ and consulted in June 2011). 
4 

 Source: Gautam & Bahl (2010). 

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/
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in countries that newly adapt a GI protection scheme. To summarise them in a non-

exhaustive way, these lie in the lack of technical knowledge concerning the implemen-

tation of GI protection in the private as well as in the public sector, the need for an insti-

tutional framework to be put in place, as well as the need for collaboration among ac-

tors of different sizes, functions and therefore interests (see e.g. Roussel & Asfaw, 

2010). While the latter problem is not specific to developing economies in general, it 

may be of importance that ―role models‖ and experienced facilitators are scarce. 

In this situation, the role of well-known and already established origin products is of 

particular importance (Evaluation of the Swiss-Jamaican GI project, unpublished). Such 

a production sector, already being organised, could act as an important partner for the 

state, especially when facing misuse of their product‘s geographical name. If the gov-

ernment has corresponding interests for the introduction of a GI framework, then a 

more successful outcome is likely. The interests of the state can be economic (correc-

tion of the market failures as mentioned), as well as political e.g. the preservation of 

national heritage or biodiversity. An important role of the state, in line with these aims, 

is to seek an effective collaboration between state agencies and the private sector, so 

that the GI framework can be functional. The process of establishing a functioning GI 

framework is a learning process, as new actors could be brought together (e.g. intellec-

tual property and agriculture). 

Another aspect is that the setting up of a GI framework takes place in a country‘s pre-

established socio-economic environment. Therefore, interest groups, which are already 

strong, can use their existing power when it comes to the definition of the specific GI 

region, as well as the definition of quality standards. Particularly in countries where 

vulnerable groups might have great difficulty in participating in national processes, the 

establishment of a GI registration could create difficulties for some (small) producers of 

a genuine GI product. It is a question of the legal framework, the practical implementa-

tion process, and, as mentioned, the socio-cultural structures, as to how far small pro-

ducers are included in the definition of a protected GI and how they will be able to ben-

efit from it. Much depends, again, on the public sector‘s decision regarding whether to 

choose a purely economic perspective, how long or short term it may be, or a perspec-

tive of the preservation of the cultural, social and natural heritage. As a consequence, 

the effects of an introduction of GIs need to be measured against the expectations that 

determine the choice of the policy. 

Expected effects 

There are two levels on which an evaluation of the effects of GIs can provide valuable 

information. At the general economic level, the question arises as to whether GIs could 

be a way of remunerating the maintenance of public goods through the market and 

achieving all the other goals associated with GIs. At the individual producer level, the 

question is whether they can be rewarded for doing this and therefore strengthen their 

market power. In addition to this basic economic rationale, GIs seem to be spots of 
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political stakes thanks to (or because of) their collective nature and their regulation by 

the state. More precisely, some particular effects are expected for GIs because: 

 laws on GIs are often adopted during situations of crisis or paradigmatic chang-

es (such as the jump from planned to liberalized agriculture), and this is often (if 

not always) the same for initiatives to achieve an official recognition of GIs, as 

they are launched in relation to various situations of crisis in order to solve par-

ticular problems;  

 GIs (i.e. a designation attached to a specific product) have normally pre-existed 

for generations, and their recognition and protection correspond to particular 

needs that are raised at a certain time; 

 the involvement of public authorities in those processes of definition, recognition 

and protection is generally high, as GIs are perceived as public goods; and 

 in prescriptive systems, the use of the GI is conditioned to collective require-

ments resulting from discussions amongst producers, which necessarily and 

simultaneously address strategic orientations for the whole GI supply-chain. 

Endowing GIs with many different kinds of expectations, as may be explained by the 

circumstances listed above, is not inherent to the legal definition of GIs. Thus, this is-

sue is still being disputed between two opposite visions: the first being the legal and 

institutional ―normalization‖ of GIs as IPRs; the other being the maintenance of a status 

of exception for GIs as a hybrid concept. On a global scale, questioning the effects of 

GI protection requires consideration of the question concerning the very nature of GIs. 

Either this is a right focused on the product itself through a comprehensive definition of 

materials, methods, results etc., or it is a right focused on producers through specifica-

tion of the group of authorized users (possibly only according to the delimitation of a 

geographical area which would more or less correspond to an indication of source). In 

other words, if GIs are considered only and merely as an intellectual property right, 

there should be no particular rationale for requiring all of them to have positive impacts 

on socially desirable values because there is no such requirement for other IPRs. 

Nevertheless, various goals are explicitly assigned to GIs in prescriptive systems and 

these determine the framework, conditions and purposes of an evaluation of the effects 

of the protection of GIs. The intensiveness and preciseness of the expected effects are 

generally closely related to the content of the code of practices. When applying for the 

registration of a PDO-like GI, producers should normally formalize a standard for the 

product concerned — in terms of requirements regarding materials, methods and final 

result, which inevitably results in the reduction of both pre-existing and potential diversi-

ty in materials, methods and outcomes (for examples, see Bérard and Marchenay, 

2004). The aim of this reduction is to ensure a specific quality of the GI product in a 

collective and constant way. Thus, the nature of the effects of the registration of the GI 

will depend on the choices made in standardizing the product. The scope and intensity 
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of these effects will depend on the share of producers who will comply with the code of 

practices, as well as on the relative (economic, social, etc.) importance of the GI sup-

ply-chain in the geographical area concerned. The effects of the GI registration at the 

level of the national economy will also depend on the share of producers who stabilize 

or improve their market share versus possible losses related to those who might opt 

out of the GI protection scheme. 

Assessing the effects of GI protection 

As a consequence of this uncertain status for GIs – between the economic rationale 

that justifies their legal protection, and their potential role for public and private stake-

holders – assessing the effects of GI protection is a problematic exercise influenced by 

the scope of goals assigned to GIs. The difficulty does not only consist of identifying 

the explicit aims set in legal frameworks and official documents, but also of completing 

the picture with much less explicitly expressed aims, and of opening the perspective in 

order to reach the relevant systematic pattern. As an example, the codification of a GI 

product has effects on all three levels of biodiversity (genetic/infraspecific, species / 

interspecific and ecosystemic), as well as on both domestic and wild biological re-

sources. These effects derive as much from implicit provisions and outright omissions 

as they do from explicit specifications (Thévenod-Mottet, 2010). Moreover, the relative 

territorial importance of a GI system must also be taken into account. 

GIs cannot only have positive effects, however. As an example, the positive impact of a 

GI on the preservation of one or even several plant or animal varieties may be accom-

panied by negative effects on species and ecosystemic biodiversity. Furthermore, the 

economic success of a GI product may reduce the diversity of agricultural and food 

production in the relevant territory with related impacts on local biodiversity. Evaluating 

the effects of a GI at a territorial level would require a baseline assessment of all the 

aspects that are to be considered prior to registration of the product‘s specification, 

followed by regular monitoring thereafter. But even this way would have to take into 

account the fact that the GI registration is not something new that has been suddenly 

introduced into a closed system, but that it is something that stems from the local con-

text. In other words, it is likely that the moment of registration of a GI is not the very 

moment when the effects associated with the GI concept would appear. Even without 

entering into the debates on the methods, there is no doubt that such a global perspec-

tive would imply very high costs, or at least a very strong political will (in particular, for 

the collection and isolation of relevant statistical data). Such evaluation is far from the 

norm, either in public policies or scientific research, whether on single GI designations 

or on all GI products within the same GI standard. This is the case in the most mature 
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GI policy frameworks5, suggesting that the establishment of comprehensive assess-

ment mechanisms at international level is far from likely at the current time. 

As the existing models of GI frameworks in developing and emerging economies are 

relatively new, the evaluation of registered GIs in those countries is, as a consequence, 

of great actuality. The proposed method of participative research in this volume could 

be of particular interest to developing economies because of potential disparities in 

knowledge, power and finances between different groups that need to define together 

the respective territory and, if necessary, the code of practice. This requires compara-

ble data, especially from countries with similar situations, which would allow for a care-

ful selection of instruments at policy level. 

Evaluating for redefining? 

Comparing national legislations, the definition of GIs is currently characterised by a 

degree of heterogeneity that does not exist for other IPRs. Even among registered GIs 

within a common regulatory system such as the European one, there are at least two 

sources of heterogeneity. The first is based on incentives for seeking legal protection, 

leaving more or less room for associated goals; and the second is based on collective 

and state arbitration of each GI product‘s specifications. 

The integration of associated goals within GI standards will depend on how the interna-

tional system evolves; either towards a more explicit and prescriptive global standard, 

or towards a permissive system that treats GIs as little more than indications of source. 

Under the first scenario, it is likely that the GI standard would echo international de-

bates over sustainable development, traditional knowledge, climatic change, biodiversi-

ty preservation, etc., by incorporating these issues in its requirements. Under the se-

cond scenario, this incorporation would depend on the initiative of private and collective 

stakeholders and would probably be pursued through alternative standards such as the 

organic one. At the WTO and WIPO, debates over GIs currently focus on technical 

legal points and the scope of protection. These negotiations may result in an interna-

tional legal standard for GIs that includes a register of all specifically protected GIs. 

Nevertheless, GIs cannot be considered a genuine international standard if there is no 

common understanding of what is behind the denomination. Is it a mere trademark and 

indicator of source? Or does it say something about sensory qualities, tradition, sus-

tainability, biodiversity, etc.? GIs from two countries implementing the TRIPS definition 

in very different ways could potentially benefit from the same international legal protec-

tion of the IPR aspects of GI designation, but how would consumers interpret the 

meaning and status of a sign with such different content according to different coun-

tries? Consequently, the globalization of the concept also means that a redefinition 

might have to be negotiated with countries that newly adapt the system and might have 

                                                
5
  One exception is the study financed by the European Commission (London Economics, 2008) on the 

evaluation of the PDOs and PGIs policy, but this study was very unsatisfactory according to the quality 
assessment made by the EC itself, which is published together with the study on internet. 
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their own concerns. Evaluations, particularly in these countries, therefore seem crucial 

if a new global definition of GIs is to emerge and be accepted by parties of multination-

al organisations. 

No matter which goals are expected to be achieved with the legal implementation of 

GIs, be it the basic economic ones or additional political, social ecological ones, there 

is still a need for evaluations as to the degree these goals have been achieved. The 

introduction and the maintenance of a GI system is costly, not only for the state which 

supervises the whole process, but also for the farmers and processors involved in the 

definition of, and thus being bound to, the code of practice. So on the one hand, farm-

ers and processors would like to know whether it will be worth participating in a GI pro-

ject, or at least whether it was a profitable decision to take part, or what adaptations 

could be made to the system as it stands. On the other hand, the state is interested in 

the overall economic outcome, taking into account the given aims defined in advance, 

and weighting them against the ex post observed negative outcomes. 

The purpose of this publication is to provide a standardized methodology for assessing 

these positive and negative effects caused by the introduction of a GI system. There 

have been many attempts to evaluate the outcomes of GI systems of which an over-

view will be given in the following section. One of the main shortcomings of all these 

approaches is a relatively poor comparability of the different project outcomes. Due to 

the fact that the methodology presented here has a modular structure, it offers the pos-

sibility of comparing the effects between GI projects protecting different products in 

different regions and countries. This expected comparability, and some benchmarks 

which can be introduced after a certain amount of experience with the application of the 

methodology, will be a good basis for further discussions about the future of GIs, both 

at international and national level. 
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1 Introduction 

Recent research conducted in European countries has highlighted the ability of Geo-

graphical Indications (GIs) products to create economic value and to distribute a certain 

share of the price premium to the producers of the raw material in the rural area con-

cerned (Barjolle et al., 2007; Desbois and Néfussi, 2007). Economic value is the driving 

power of development. However, most GIs have the potential to create positive social 

and environmental effects to the benefit of rural development. In order to assess this, it 

is crucial to develop reliable methods that compare the global performance (economic, 

social, and environmental) of GI supply chains with conventional supply chains. 

Hence, encouraging GIs and their protection, as a means of promoting sustainable 

rural development, implies identifying the protected GIs’ territorial effects. Thus, 

demonstrating both the concrete and probable effects is a methodological challenge to 

be addressed. 

The following paper provides a comparison between the existing approaches in current 

research and aims at summarising the main lines in terms of the methodology and 

general results of corresponding studies. 

2 Measuring impacts: a tricky exercise 

Impacts are defined as being the positive and negative, intended and unintended, pri-

mary and secondary long-term effects. These effects can be economic, social, cultural, 

institutional, environmental, technological or of other types (OECD-DAC, 2002). In this 

paper, we define territorial impact as being the effect of the implementation of a GI sys-

tem, or protection scheme, in the three dimensions of sustainable rural development 

(economic, social and environmental) on the territory concerned. 

Assuming that territorialized food supply chains have territorial effects, leads to a 

methodological question: how to measure the supply chain’s territorial impact? The 

impact assessment should enable the investigators to answer a question such as: 

“what would the situation be if no initiative had been taken and farmers had to rely on 

conventional patterns of development?” (Knickel and Renting, 2000). 

Assessing territorial impact is a challenging exercise that needs: 

 a clear research question (impact of what?, impact on what?) 

 a reference point (comparisons) either diachronic (time series, before/after) 

and/or synchronic (cross section, with/without). 

As far as GIs are concerned, it is very difficult to distinguish the impact of the supply 

chain itself (and the dynamic of its collective organisation) from the impact of a special 
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protection scheme (for instance, a PDO1 protection) (Belletti and Marescotti, 2006). 

The chain of causality is difficult to establish, given that acquiring legal protection which 

attains a high economic performance, as well as building a strong collective organisa-

tion, are objectives that strengthen each other. 

“Before/after” studies rarely measure impacts accurately. Baseline data (before the 

intervention) and end-line data (after the intervention) give facts about the development 

over time and describe what is factual for the supply chain (not what is counterfactual) 

(Leeuw and Vaessen, 2009). The differential observed by comparing before/after data 

is rarely caused by the intervention alone, since other factors and processes influence 

development, both in time and space (Leeuw and Vaessen, 2009). For example, in 

evaluating the impact of GI initiatives, we must control the influence of changing market 

conditions or agricultural policy. 

The “with/without” approach aims at comparing the situation observed with “what would 

have happened in the absence of the intervention” (the without, or counterfactual). 

Such a comparison is challenging since it is not possible to observe how the situation 

would have been. It has to be constructed by the evaluator (Leeuw and Vaessen, 

2009). 

Randomisation of intervention is considered to be the best way to create an equivalent 

(other things being equal) (Duflo and Kremer, 2005; Leeuw and Vaessen, 2009). Ran-

dom assignment to the participant and control group guarantees that the two groups 

will have similar average characteristics. Unfortunately, it is hardly possible to design 

such an experimental approach in the case of GIs’ territorial impact evaluation, since 

GIs are based on voluntary participation and since the evaluation concerns various 

territorial effects on a delimited territory. This leads to difficulties in identifying an area 

outside the GI geographical limits, all things being equal, and in quantifying spill-over 

effects. 

However, a recent study made a significant methodological contribution to this ap-

proach. Jena and Grote (2010) designed a stratified random sampling and analysed 

the GI impact of Basmati rice producers in terms of income and welfare. The study 

clearly identified a counterfactual element (non-GI rice producers in the same area) 

and paves the way for further econometrics research (see below for the results of the 

study). 

In parallel to the comparative design, a relevant set of indicators must be selected. In 

technical terms, indicators are statistical variables which transform data into useful in-

formation (OECD, 1994). Regarding the selection of indicators, the challenge is to 

choose a set of indicators which best reflects the holistic assessment that is needed 

                                                
1
 PDO means Protected Designation of Origin. It corresponds to the legal regime of sui generis protec-

tion as implemented in the European Union for agricultural products and foodstuffs (European regula-
tion 510/06). For more detail see Thévenod-Mottet (2006). 
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when dealing with development and sustainability. Moreover, official data of sufficient 

reach and quality is scarce at the supply chain level. Additionally, a question challeng-

ing the researchers is whether it is appropriate to aggregate indicators or to compare 

profiles of supply chains. 

Some criteria are measured with objective quantitative data. “Objective methods” pro-

vide a snapshot of the impact differential between two states, permitting the compari-

son between farms, regions or supply chains. This differential can either be calculated 

for two different moments in time (diachronic evaluation, the reference is the object 

“before”) or for two objects “other things being equal” (synchronic evaluation, the refer-

ence must be defined by the evaluator). These methods are based on a comparison of 

indicators which can be directly measured (hard data such as numbers, prices, and 

percentages). The main sources are statistical data, accounts data, surveys and field 

observations. Nevertheless, more qualitative indicators can also be introduced (for ex-

ample educational level). Often, researchers establish a ranking system based on ex-

pert and stakeholder interviews. Several scales of analysis are possible. 

However, methodologies developed to assess territorial effects cannot be purely objec-

tive. The selection of the comparison point(s) and the indicators, though seeking objec-

tivity, results from a process that implies some subjective points of view (van der Ploeg 

et al., 2000). “Objective methods” are valuable since they rely on sound statistical data 

(hard data). However, due to lack of data, they do not ensure a systematic analysis of 

the whole territorial influence of a GI system. 

Some criteria cannot be measured directly (such as landscape aesthetics), and the 

system of indicators might become too complex, due to a high number of variables that 

are difficult to measure. New methods have been developed to overcome these limits. 

Contrary to “objective” methods, “subjective” ones allow the systematic measurement 

of numerous indicators. These surveys provide subjective quantitative data. They 

measure stakeholders’ acknowledgment of the effects of a PDO initiative on rural terri-

tories as compared to the main competing supply chains. They also highlight diverging 

opinions or, on the contrary, consensus regarding the contribution of such initiatives to 

rural development. 

Despite these methodological difficulties, various studies on GIs in Europe conclude 

that in most cases the existence of positive effects can be shown. They identify key 

factors, in the ways in which these initiatives are organized, which may reinforce their 

capacity to provide economic, social and environmental positive externalities (Barjolle 

and Sylvander, 2002; Barjolle et al., 2007). 
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3 GIs’ territorial impact assessment: a review of main studies 

The early works that explored the potential of GIs to improve rural livelihoods (based 

on local resources), and thus advance rural development were simultaneously devel-

oped in France, Italy and Switzerland a decade ago. The DOLPHINS2 team developed 

a conceptual framework that links characteristics of a GI archetype to potential effects 

on the territory (Belletti and Marescotti, 2002). Pacciani et al. (2001) developed the 

typology of GI governance in relation with territorial effects, whilst the GIS3 Alpes du 

Nord (France) started to develop assessment methods. In order to analyse the territori-

al impact, synchronic comparisons were applied in the framework of the Pressures-

State-Response (PSR) model (traditionally used in environmental sciences) (Larbouret, 

2000; Paus, 2001; Paus, 2003). Frayssignes (2001) worked on the elaboration of as-

sessment grids, and Barjolle and Thévenod-Mottet (2004) used a diachronic compari-

son to assess the effects of the recognition of a PDO for the Abondance cheese. An 

attempt at a participatory approach was made through the commitment of local stake-

holders to select and measure relevant indicators (hard data) in the case of the Ra-

clette du Valais (Paus, 2003). 

Studies dealing with economic performance are more popular in the field of agro-food 

initiatives than in those dealing with the two other pillars of sustainable development. 

Numerous studies on GIs investigate their economic performance (with emphasis on 

producers’ price premium, generally in comparison to their industrially-produced coun-

terparts) (Babcock and Clemens, 2004; Barjolle et al., 2007; Desbois and Néfussi, 

2007; Bramley et al., 2009). It is worth mentioning the recent extensive review carried 

out by Bramley et al. (2009) where prices and welfare analysis are discussed (see also 

Anders et al., 2009; Mérel, 2009) and the willingness to pay for GIs in the light of differ-

ent methods (e.g., hedonic pricing, conjoint analysis). The relationship between envi-

ronmental values and GI systems, which includes ecosystem pollution, biodiversity, 

landscape etc., is the least studied dimension. Nevertheless, researchers have started 

exploring it with great interest (see for example Gauttier, 2006; Bowen and Gerritsen, 

2007; Garcia et al., 2007; Riccheri et al., 2007; Cavrois, 2009). 

In 2006, in the framework of the SINER-GI4 project, a first review of studies was pro-

vided (Reviron and Paus, 2006). The following paragraph is an extended and up-dated 

version of this review. 

                                                
2
 Development of Origin Labeled products: humanity, innovation and sustainability. European Union 

concerted action QLK-2000-00593 financed by the fifth framework of the European Community for the 
research, technological development and demonstration activities (1998-2002). 

3
 GIS is the acronym of “Groupement d’Intérêt Scientifique”, a French framework for research programs 

based on collaboration between research and/or development partners. The GIS Alpes du Nord be-
came the present GIS Alpes Jura. 

4
 SINER-GI - Strengthening International Research on Geographical Indications: from research founda-

tion to consistent policy. European research project funded by the European Commission and the 
Swiss Government. 
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3.1 Measuring impacts  

3.1.1  “Objective” methods 

Many research studies base their assessment on “objective methods”. The first five 

studies presented hereafter are diachronic evaluations (“before/after historical ap-

proach”). The last studies presented are synchronic (“with/without approach”) ones. 

 Simulation of changes in the code of practice. Hauser (1997) simulated the evo-

lution of the rural territory after a modification of the code of practice of Saint-

Marcellin PDO cheese that would oblige the producers to use less than 50% of 

maize silage in the winter feed ration. The study shows that this new limitation 

would reduce the risk of land abandonment. 

 Transaction costs theory. Barjolle and Thévenod-Mottet (2004) used the trans-

action costs theory to evaluate the impacts of the PDO registration of Abon-

dance cheese on the spatial distribution of the supply chain and the type of pro-

duction (on-farm vs. dairy production). The study shows that among all the dif-

ferent explanatory factors, three are directly linked to the PDO registration: the 

delimitation of the area of origin, the notoriety of the product and the possibility 

to distinguish the labelling according to the different types of production (on-

farm processing vs. processing in dairy units). On the one hand, the registration 

did not help to keep traditional cheese dairies in the area where the cheese was 

first produced and it did not slow down the industrial concentration of cheese 

production. On the other hand, the PDO did play a role in the increase of farm 

production. 

 Statistics on volumes and sales. Suh and MacPherson (2007) analysed, with a 

diachronic approach, the impact of the registration of the Korean GI “Boseong 

green tea” on production volume and sales. Production increased from 500 tons 

in 1997 to 1200 tons in 2005 and the market price increased by 90% between 

2002 and 2006, whereas prices for domestic tea grown elsewhere in Korea 

hardly changed at all. These results highlight the effectiveness of the GI in a 

context of rising import competition through trade liberalisation. Moreover, the 

authors emphasised the impact of the GI on tourism and the preservation of re-

gional cultural heritage (green tea festival, train tours). 

 Semi-structured interviews and surveys of farmers. Bowen and Valenzuela Za-

pata (2009) examined the social, economic and ecological impacts that the 

agave-tequila industry has had on one community in tequila’s region of origin. 

They show that two main factors, the cycles of surplus and shortage of agave 

and the changing production relations in the agave-tequila industry have led to 

negative effects in terms of sustainability. According to the authors, economic 

insecurity among farm households increased the use of chemical additives and 

the overall decline in fertilizer application is due to the failure of the GI code of 
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practices for tequila to value the ways in which the terroir of tequila’s region of 

origin have contributed to its specific properties. 

 Evolution of added value. Based on a comparison between a study realised in 

2000 (Zaugg, 2001), which aimed at calculating the creation of added value 

within the Tête de Moine PDO supply chain, Isler (2007) extended the study to 

2006 data. The comparison shows job creation in the region at each level of the 

supply chain (linked to the production as well as to the promotion of the prod-

uct), despite a negative trend at national level in the same sector. It is assessed 

that 60% of the added value remains in the region. It highlights the importance 

of job creation – however small in quantitative terms – in remote areas. 

 Economic concept of the territorial rent. Hirczak et al. (2005) used this concept 

to determine whether a bundle of local products can have a positive impact on 

the territory in terms of attractiveness and image and can be part of a strategy 

for local development. The study shows that the basket of goods can be an in-

teresting and efficient tool for regional development and that a PDO product 

may be the leading product in the basket. 

 Comparison between PDO supply chains and the national supply chain. Coutre-

Picart (1999) compared several PDO cheese supply chains of the northern Alps 

in France with the national cheese supply chain in order to determine whether 

the PDO supply chains have a positive economic impact in the region. The 

study highlights a clear economic performance of the PDO cheese supply 

chains, with effects on the territory in terms of added value, employment and in-

vestments. Chatellier and Delattre (2003) used the same method and found that 

the PDO cheese supply chains of the northern Alps have the same income per 

work unit (compared with the national cheese supply chain) despite lower sub-

sidies. 

Desbois and Néfussi (2007) compared PDO and non-labelled products with the 

data of the Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN), an instrument for evaluat-

ing the income of agricultural holdings and the impact of the Common Agricul-

tural Policy. Regarding the French dairy production, the authors highlighted a 

significant difference in the prices paid to producers, in favour of the PDO. 

Moreover, they stated that this added value is not totally absorbed by higher 

production costs. 

 Comparison between a PDO and an industrial supply chain within the same ar-

ea or in similar administrative areas. De Roest and Menghi (2002) compared 

the PDO Parmigiano Reggiano cheese supply chain to the industrial milk supply 

chain with regard to economic and environmental performance. The milk price, 

the farm structure, the employment per head of cattle and the balance of nitro-

gen were used as indicators. The results show that the PDO supply chain gen-

erates higher employment levels both on dairy farms and in the cheese dairies 
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because of labour-intensive practices. Moreover, the results show a lower loss 

of nitrogen per hectare due to a specific farming system (different cow feeding 

regimes). Furthermore, the study illustrates the importance of strong links be-

tween the actors and local culture and history for the success of a quality prod-

uct. 

Dupont (2003) used the same method and compared the PDO Comté cheese 

with the industrialised French Emmental cheese. In a combined diachron-

ic/synchronic approach, the study highlights various positive effects of the PDO 

supply chain: increase in production, higher premiums to the producers, higher 

farmer incomes, slowdown of rural exodus, preservation of an outstanding 

landscape, development of agro-tourism. 

Paus (2003) conducted a study in which she researched on indicator weighting 

and aggregation issues for a better communication of global impacts of PDO 

supply chains. In that perspective, she compared the Raclette du Valais cheese 

supply chain (in the process of being registered as a PDO) and the consump-

tion milk supply chain (in the nearby valley) with regard to the different dimen-

sions of sustainability. She found that the Raclette cheese supply chain fa-

voured the upkeep of land and helped maintain local knowledge and regional 

specificity through the production of typical cheese in many small dairies. No 

significant differences were found in terms of environmental impact. This result 

might be explained by the fact that the Swiss agricultural policy is very demand-

ing with regard to environmental requirements. 

Hauwuy et al. (2006) combined this method and the one mentioned above 

(comparison with the national supply chain) to find out whether the PDO chees-

es in the northern Alps have impacts in terms of agricultural dynamics, use of 

space, environmental performance and social relations. They found that the 

PDO cheese supply chains have a positive impact on agricultural dynamics in 

the production areas, that the incomes are similar to the French average, de-

spite the smaller farm sizes (milk quotas), that the annual worker units em-

ployed are higher and the direct subsidies lower. On the other hand, the pres-

ence of a PDO supply chain does not seem to reinforce the direct participation 

of the farms in tourist activities, such as direct sales or agri-tourism. These ac-

tivities are stimulated, but mostly carried out by non-farmers. 

Vakoufaris (2010) stressed that “the impact of Laotyri Mytilinis PDO cheese is, 

on one hand, very important for the island of Lesvos but, on the other hand, not 

radically different when compared to the impact of Graviera, a close substitute 

and non-PDO cheese, which is also produced in the area by the same actors”. 

Nevertheless, he mentioned an increase in production of more than 100% be-

tween 1998 and 2005 (to 626 tons) for the PDO cheese, whilst during the same 

period, the production of the substitute dropped from 957 to 696 tons. However, 

no price premium at producers’ levels was observed. 
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Jena and Grote (2010) recently developed a procedure following a stratified 

random sampling to analyse the economic benefits of a GI in the example of 

Basmati rice. The authors surveyed 300 farmer households. The findings show 

that, despite higher production costs, Basmati rice is more profitable than the 

non-GI rice varieties. However, it is less profitable than the sugarcane, which is 

not a staple food, contrary to rice, that provides food security to the farmers. 

The results confirm an increment of net income from GI rice cultivation and 

support the hypothesis that GI adoption enhances the welfare of the house-

holds. The authors, nevertheless, are careful not to generalise the findings, as 

the studied product presents two particularities: it is an old well-known GI that 

has reached a significant value on export markets. 

 Overlay of environmental indicators and the number of PDO products in the 

same territory. Hirczak and Mollard (2004) used this method of space overlays 

to determine whether the PDO differentiation offers a significant increase of en-

vironmental quality in the geographical areas concerned. The results show that 

a positive correlation can be observed between the PDO cheeses and the envi-

ronmental quality. The density of producers is one of the favourable factors; 

however this link is neither univalent, nor systematic. 

 Benchmarking of PDOs. Barjolle et al. (2007) studied the economic perfor-

mance of PDO cheese supply chains in order to determine whether a PDO pro-

tection is a guarantee for creating and sharing added value with producers. The 

comparisons of quantitative data, regarding prices at different levels of the sup-

ply chain of various PDO cheeses in France and Switzerland, show that the 

PDO cheese organisations can obtain a premium at the consumer level and 

distribute this extra value to the producers. However, this performance is not 

guaranteed by the PDO registration and is the result of collective action. 

Frayssignes (2005) compared French PDO cheese supply chains and analysed 

their contribution in terms of territorial development. He introduced two con-

cepts: the concept of territorial anchoring and the concept of “PDO pole” (pôle 

AOC) that corresponds to a juxtaposition of several PDO supply chains and co-

operation on the same territory. He found that the PDO supply chains only had 

a relatively small impact on the local economy. Nevertheless, he highlighted 

positive effects, such as price premium and valorisation of the profession of 

farmer. 

Williams and Penker (2009) compared two case studies, the PGI Welsh Lamb 

and the PDO Jersey Royal Potato. The authors could not identify profound di-

rect links associating the two products with ecological, economic and social ef-

fects. However, they found many indirect links. The GIs evaluated were more 

strongly tied to economic and social values than to ecological considerations. 

Moreover, the authors stressed that no significant territorial disadvantages were 

revealed. 
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 Analysis of the environmental components of the code of practice of the Swiss 

PDO/PGI products. Thévenod-Mottet and Klingemann (2007) analysed the 

code of practice of the Swiss PDO/PGI products in order to identify the rules 

with potential positive direct or indirect effects on the environment. The results 

show that, even though the Swiss ordinance on PDOs and PGIs does not re-

quire more environmentally friendly production methods than for standard Swiss 

products, some rules included in the code of practice could have positive exter-

nal impacts on the environment. For instance, biodiversity could be enhanced 

by the obligation to use rare or ancient varieties or homemade leaven and the 

requirement to feed the cows with grass. 

3.1.2 “Subjective” methods 

Some research studies base their assessment on “subjective methods”. The idea is to 

ask informed people to grade initiatives regarding various items in order to evaluate 

their perception of the positive or negative external effects on the marketing of a prod-

uct. 

 Benchmarking and Likert scale between the PDO and its competing supply 

chains. Lehmann et al. (2000) studied the side-effects on the territory of various 

regional agro-food supply chains in the canton of Valais (Switzerland), using the 

Likert scale method. Paus and Reviron (2010) used the same method to com-

pare the effects of Rye Bread of Valais PDO on rural development with its main 

competitors. The study highlights the excellent grades obtained by the PDO 

supply chain for the economic, social and environmental dimensions and shows 

the positive effects of a well-positioned PDO initiative, with a good consensus 

among the persons interviewed. 

 Benchmarking between GI supply chains. Chapados and Sautier (2009) es-

tablished a benchmarking between the Rooibos (South Africa), the Pico Duarte 

coffee (Dominican Republic), the Tequila (Mexico) and the Pampa Gaúcho da 

Campanha Meridional (Brazil). As the economic performance, as well as the 

territorial process, strongly vary from one case to another, the authors studied 

the mechanisms that might induce territorial effects (e.g. the specification of the 

product and the definition of the production area). The results show how the de-

cisions taken by the actors have impact on potential and recognised economic, 

environmental, social and cultural effects. They also highlight the need to identi-

fy potentially negative effects. 

 Analysis of the practices linked to sustainable development in PDO and PGI or-

ganisations. Ollagnon and Touzard (2007) conducted a survey to characterise 

practices linked to sustainable development in PGI and PDO organisations in 

France. The results of the 141 PDOs and PGIs investigated show that the or-

ganisations predominantly conduct economic activities (mostly collective pro-

motion, fairs and websites). However, they also claim to conduct actions linked 
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to the environment (most frequently mentioned actions: reduction of pollution 

through changes in the code of practice, soil preservation, setting up of good 

practices), actions linked to heritage and culture (e.g. festive events), and ac-

tions linked to social cohesion and solidarity (e.g., training, participation in the 

social life of the territory). The results show that the investigated GI organisa-

tions undertake numerous and various voluntary actions in the fields of sustain-

able development and management of resources. 

There are more and more studies regarding non-European GI systems. However, most 

of them are descriptive analyses, and do not follow a comparative approach, nor do 

they focus on the specific effects of the GI protection (one noteworthy exception is the 

paper by Jena and Grote, 2010). There is a another valuable contribution which should 

be mentioned here: the diachronic study undertaken by Lybbert et al. (2010) that anal-

yses the impact of the Argan oil boom (but not the GI) on households and the Argan 

forest between 1999 and 2007, revealing a slight improvement in the household in-

come, and no improvement in terms of forest conservation.  

Indeed, in emergent markets, the effects of the GI protection are even harder to distin-

guish from the other elements in the development of the supply chain. Additionally, it is 

worth noting that new topics emerged regarding territorial effects in comparison with 

European cases (El Benni and Reviron, 2009): biodiversity conservation (e.g. Argan oil, 

Coorg honey, Timiz pepper, Rooibos) (Lybbert et al., 2004; Garcia et al., 2007; 

Barlagne et al., 2009; Fournier et al., 2009; Leclercq et al., 2009; Simenel and Michon, 

2009; Lybbert et al., 2010), and the status of unprivileged individuals (women in the 

case of Argan oil, coloured people in the case of Rooibos) (Leclercq, 2010; Lybbert et 

al., 2010). 

3.2 Measure of expectations 

For GI systems in progress but not yet established, as is the case in many non-

European countries as mentioned above, it is not possible to assess their effective im-

pacts. It is only possible to identify and assess factors on which the GI system or pro-

tection scheme could potentially have an impact. These expectations of potential im-

pacts are often related to the main motivations of initiators, facilitators or backers (e.g. 

foreign aid agencies) of GI systems and protection schemes.  

 Fournier et al. (2010) analysed the case of the shallot from the Dogon Plateau 

(Mali), and discussed the potential impact of the GI registration on the supply 

chain as well as on the territory. Higher prices for the shallot, as well as access 

to new markets, are expected. Moreover, the authors stress the need for coor-

dination and collective organisation amongst local actors to obtain positive terri-

torial effects. The authors depict ambivalent progress with regard to the collec-

tive initiative and warn against a registration that would not be coupled with ter-

ritorial benefits. 
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 In the framework of the SINER-GI (2005-2008) project, a measure of expecta-

tions of GI buildings was established for the fourteen investigated case studies. 

A common methodological framework has been developed to analyse GI im-

pacts with regard to expectations (Barjolle et al., 2009). Barjolle et al. (2009) es-

tablished the following typology for “GIs in progress”:  

– “enthusiastic”: the most important expected impacts are market stabili-

sation or increase, the value added in the region, but also the preserva-

tion of local breeds or varieties. The expectations are high for the three 

dimensions of sustainability;  

– “socio-environmentalist”: the expectations on economic issues are less 

important than the social and the environmental ones. The initiatives 

mainly stem from a demand for recognition of specific farming practices. 

Indeed, these extensive and traditional farming practices are well 

adapted to the area;  

– “undecided”: the highest scores are given to the expected economic im-

pacts. Nevertheless, for certain products, key actors consider the food 

safety and hygienic rules as being important drivers. Indeed, the evolu-

tion of general standards might put GI products under pressure. In gen-

eral, issues related to the environment or society are considered as less 

important for the local stakeholders.  

The authors concluded that for the products considered, there are clearly more expec-

tations in terms of economic effects from GIs. The other dimensions are nevertheless 

also important but in diverse ways, depending on special concerns in the local context. 

For the local actors or the external initiators of the GI initiatives, the consensus con-

cerning the potential impact is a good starting point as it leads to common objectives. 

The role of an external facilitator can be precisely to shed some light on the conflicts of 

interests or the common perceptions of the stakes, in order to facilitate the compromise 

regarding the delimitation of a geographical area or the definition of the conditions of 

production (Paus, 2010). 

4 Conclusion 

Impact assessment might concern a GI system (supply chain and network), the protec-

tion scheme (legal framework) or a cooperation project or programme aiming at imple-

menting GI regulations. These evaluations require different perspectives and methods. 

The literature review presented above provides interesting methods and strong results 

and shows that the assessment of effects of GI systems or protection schemes has 

become an important research topic. Case studies investigated mainly come from 

southern Europe, where the culture of protecting GIs is historically embedded. As for 

example, France has a century of history in promoting official origin-based quality signs 



Marguerite Paus & Sophie Reviron Evaluation of Geographical Indications: Literature Review 

Swiss Federal Institute of Intellectual Property, Publication No 7 23 

(Sylvander et al., 2007). Nevertheless, a growing interest in impact evaluation ap-

peared in countries that recently established GIs’ policies.  

As more and more cooperation programmes are being launched in transition and de-

veloping countries (Barjolle and Salvadori, 2010), there is a need for a more robust and 

systematic methodology to assess the effects of both the GI framework and the regis-

tration of products. The general methodology presented hereafter is a valuable contri-

bution to this objective. 

4.1 Regarding the results 

The literature review shows that the protection cannot by itself guarantee benefits for 

rural development. GI registration does not guarantee a fair distribution of value to pro-

ducers nor positive environmental and social effects. These effects depend strongly on 

the quality of the supply chain governance and on the elements of the code of practic-

es. In the EU, collective organization has been identified as a crucial success factor. 

The research studies clearly identify the ability of GI production systems to create or 

reinforce positive effects on rural development, which are very welcome in marginal 

areas. These benefits come from differentiation: a special quality linked to the territory 

is acknowledged by consumers in the country and outside. This Unique Selling Propo-

sition is defined by a written code of practices and guaranteed by certification. GIs’ 

production often has the potential to obtain positive environmental and social side ef-

fects, which often justify external support from public authorities and NGOs. But the 

commercial idea and value creation process should not be hampered by too many ex-

ternal objectives. 

4.2 Regarding the methods 

Many methodological difficulties arise, such as the choice of a reference point for the 

synchronic approach, the collection of reliable data, the choice between objective or 

subjective methods, the sampling procedure adopted in the subjective method, and the 

separation of causes, as many factors work together. No single well-established meth-

od for measuring the impact of the implementation of a GI system or protection scheme 

exists. 

Each method has its limitations: the specific point of view of the analysis, the size of the 

territory, the dimensions taken into account for the impacts (economic, social, and envi-

ronmental), the number of indicators investigated and their prioritisation and aggrega-

tion, the size of the survey sample, the level of participation of external or internal 

stakeholders. 

To overcome some of these limitations, participative approaches in the case of GIs’ 

impact assessment have recently been applied to measure the territorial performance 

of two French PDO cheese initiatives (Reboul, 2010). Originating from the evaluation 
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toolbox of development projects, this approach has an interesting potential in non-

European countries, in particular in situations of data scarcity. 

Given that the building of GIs relies on the objectives of diverse actors (e.g., proces-

sors, farmers, donors, initiators), participatory evaluations enable the investigators to 

measure the achievement of objectives and evaluate the commitment of local actors. 

Moreover, participative approaches re-check interpretations with local actors and en-

sure a better determination of the causality chain. Finally, they contribute to ensure that 

political decisions are based on real needs of the population concerned. 

Besides quantitative methods, qualitative analyses are also necessary to deal with im-

portant aspects, such as potential conflict(s) within the supply chain, exclusion of ac-

tors, and capacity to mobilise effective networks. 

Indeed, beyond usual socio-economic and environmental indicators, such as farmer’s 

income and use of pesticide, it is worth noting that impacts of GI implementation en-

compass processes that are difficult to measure. Partnership, participation, ownership, 

and empowerment are results that are particularly difficult to assess quantitatively. As 

Leeuw and Vaessen (2009) stressed, these aspects are promoted in policy, and are 

hardly reflected in evaluation practices. However, studies showed that partnership is a 

result which is crucial in the early stage of a GI-building process (Paus, 2010). 

The participative approach developed in the methodology presented hereafter is a pre-

cious contribution to this research development field. 
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