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ABSTRACT 

The phrase ‘taking back control’ has been part of the rhetoric of the Brexit debate in the 

UK conveying the notion of sovereignty regained. However, in terms of Geographical 

Indications of Origin (GIs) for food and drink products, the post-EU era will actually be the 

first time that the UK has had the opportunity to develop an independent national policy 

approach. Here, we draw on the literature on international policy transfer and global 

experience of implementing GI policies to identify lessons for the new Protected Food 

Names scheme in the UK and other economies developing GIs for the first time. 

Internationally, GIs have been developed with very different policy objectives from 

supporting sustainable food production to protecting food heritage. Outside the EU there is 

scope to focus GI policy on the UK’s broader food, agricultural policy and rural development 

objectives and develop a clear rationale for supporting and developing PFNs. Second, the 

UK currently has relatively few GIs compared to other European economies. Implementing 

a more proactive policy towards GIs could have substantial benefits for producers, 

particularly in an era in which the UK seeks to re-orient its export activity away from Europe. 

Third, engaging local actors could help with convening and develop local producer groups 

to develop new PFNs. Fourth, promoting awareness of PFNs among consumers and 

producers will also be important given the relatively low level of consumer recognition in 

the UK. One approach here might be through food quality and marketing competitions 

which have proved a valuable promotional activity in other countries.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The phrase ‘taking back control’ has been part of the rhetoric of the Brexit debate in the 

UK conveying the notion of sovereignty regained. In many areas of policy-making, 

however, including Geographical Indications of Origin (GIs) for food and drink products, 

the post-EU era will actually be the first time that the UK has had the opportunity to develop 

an independent national policy approach1. ‘Taking control’ might therefore be a better 

summary phrase. In this sense, the challenges facing the UK in terms of developing GI 

policy are similar to those of other – often developing – economies which are developing 

and implementing GI policies for the first time (Gwom, 2017). The development of GI policy 

in the UK is not starting from scratch, however, with decisions already made that the UK’s 

new Protected Food Names (PFN) system will follow the same sui generis principle as the 

European Union GI scheme, and have a similar structure of registration marks denoting 

Protected Designation of Origins (PDOs), Protected Geographical Indications (PGIs) and 

Traditional Speciality Guaranteeds (TSGs) (DEFRA, 2019). Much else remains to be 

decided, particularly as the UK also restructures its support for agriculture outside the 

Common Agricultural Policy. What is the main objective of GI policy in the UK? 

Sustainability? Increasing producer incomes or protecting heritage food products? How 

actively will PFNs be promoted given that GIs are currently under-represented in the UK 

relative to other European economies? Will PFN development and support remain a 

centralised function or is there a significant role for devolved and local organisations across 

the UK? In this paper we draw on the international experience of developing and 

implementing GI policies in different countries and explore lessons for UK policy post-

Brexit. Inter alia this provides lessons for other countries seeking to develop and implement 

GI systems for the first time  

Geographical Indications or GIs are ‘a sign used on products that have a specific 

geographical origin and possess qualities or a reputation that are due to that origin’ (WIPO, 

2019). Globally, the basis for the recognition of GIs is outlined in the Trade Related Aspects 

of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) Agreement (1995) which aimed to standardise the 

Intellectual Property (IP) regimes of all World Trade Organization (WTO) members. TRIPS 

1 The GI regulatory framework in the European Union was established in 1992 (EU Council (EC) 
Regulation No. 2081/92 (1992), replaced by Regulation No. 510/06 (2006),later by the current 
Regulation No. 1151/2012 that incorporated wine in the system to harmonize different national GI 
frameworks, with two categories of GIs: PDO and PGIs (Kizos et al. 2017b). 
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covers a range of intellectual property instruments (copyright, trademarks, industrial 

designs, patents, integrated circuit topographies) including GIs for wine and food products2. 

Globally, national GI systems fall into two main groups: collective trademarks and sui 

generis systems. GIs implemented as collective trademarks are characteristic of the use of 

GIs in North America and other countries such as Taiwan, and allow local groups of 

producers legal protection for a geographically related product name. Collective mark GIs 

are tradeable and any associated quality standards or production requirements are defined 

solely by the owners of the collective mark with only the mark itself being subject to legal 

registration. In the sui generis approach, which has also been adopted in the EU and other 

countries such as Mongolia (Menapace and Moschini, 2012)3, each GI comprises two 

elements both of which form part of the registration process: the product standard which 

outlines the local heritage of the product, its components or ingredients and its method of 

production; and, the geographic area to which the product relates (Hughes, 2017). Both 

elements of the definition can be the subject of contention and legal argument (Rippon, 

2013; BBC, 2019).  

International policy learning or transfer has been critical to the development of GIs globally, 

with European agencies, consultancies and standards institutions playing an important role 

in guiding GI policy development. Here, we draw on the literature on international policy 

transfer to define the policy issues relevant to GIs in the UK, identify learning from the 

international experience of implementing GIs and suggest lessons for the future 

development of PFNs (Marsh and Sharman, 2009). International experience emphasises 

GIs’ role in food policy and issues such as food quality, sustainability and innovation as 

well as producer welfare. GIs have also been considered, however, as supporting 

traditional foods and therefore nations’ intangible cultural heritage and related tourism 

benefits. This suggests the potential value of GIs as part of a rural or tourism development 

policy.  

2 The locational aspect of GIs makes them unique among other intellectual property instruments in 
being non-transferable and only accessible to produces located in the specified area (Giovannucci 
et al. 2010; Barham 2003).  
3 Within the EU, the regulatory framework for GIs was first established in 1992 in EU Council (EC) 
Regulation No. 2081/92. This was subsequently replaced by Regulation No. 510/06 (2006), and 
more recently by the current Regulation No. 1151/2012 which extended previous legislation to cover 
wines (Kizos et al. 2017b). 
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We make two main contributions. First, in the context of the literature on international policy 

transfer we identify the key learning points from the international experience of developing 

and implementing GIs. Our analysis extends other international surveys and reviews, 

particularly Vandecandelaere et al. (2018) to include aspects of food heritage and the 

potential role of GIs in supporting heritigisation processes. Second, we identify the main 

lessons from international GI policy for the development of PFN in the UK, post-Brexit. Key 

themes relate to clarifying the objectives of the PFN scheme in the context of changing 

priorities for UK food and agricultural policy, the potential for proactive development of the 

scheme in partnership with local actors across the UK, and the potential for government 

initiatives to promote awareness and understanding by both producers and consumers. 

Inter alia similar themes relate to the development of GIs in other countries which have not 

yet implemented this type of scheme.  

The argument proceeds as follows. In section 2 we provide a brief overview of the 

mechanisms though which international policy transfer occurs, with particular reference to 

the international experience of GIs and intangible heritage. Section 3 provides the context 

to the study and summarises the international evidence on the economic and heritage 

benefits of GIs. Section 4 presents our main empirical analysis following the policy transfer 

framework through issue identification, international experience to lessons for PFNs. 

Section 5 concludes with some broader reflections on the implications of our analysis for 

other countries developing and implementing GIs.  

2. CONCEPTUAL BASIS - UNDERSTANDING POLICY TRANSFER  

The global experience of developing and implementing GIs creates opportunities for policy 

transfer, ‘a process in which knowledge about policies, administrative arrangements, 

institutions etc. in one time and/or place is used in the development of policies, 

administrative arrangements and institutions in another time and/or place’ (Dolowitz and 

Marsh, 1996). Policy transfer typically starts with the identification of a policy challenge or 

issue (Gilardi, Shipan and Wüest, 2020), and then involves a process that includes policy 

diffusion, policy convergence, policy learning and eventually lesson drawing (Dolowitz and 

Marsh, 2000). While such policy transfer can be transformational, allowing the effective 

implementation of radical policy development, caution is appropriate in assessing the 

suitability of policy ideas to particular locations and agents’ motivation for their promotion 

(Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996; Evans and Davies, 1999). Godwin and Schroedel (2000), for 

example, considered the diffusion of gun control policy in California and concluded that 
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successful diffusion was due, among other factors, to the presence of strongly committed 

regional associations that actively promoted policy adoption. 

Issue definition is foundational to the policy transfer process. As Elder and Cobb (1984, p. 

115) comment ‘policy problems are not a priori givens but rather are matters of definition 

… what is at issue in the agenda-building process is not just which problems will be 

considered but how those problems will be defined’4. Issue definition itself may be seen as 

an element of the process of policy diffusion. Gilardi, Shipan and Wüest (2020), for 

example, study the development of smoking restrictions among US states and explore how 

the prior experience of other states predicts the way policy issues are defined. They frame 

the issue definition problem directly, viz. ‘If a state has not yet adopted a policy, political 

actors in that state will look to see what other states have done. They will observe which 

states have adopted policies … They will note which aspects or dimensions of policies 

have been emphasized in prior laws… whether these approaches were successful, and 

whether these approaches would be appropriate in their own states’ (Gilardi, Shipan and 

Wüest, 2020, pp. 3-4). Their empirical analysis of newspaper reports between 1996 and 

2013 provides strong evidence for this contention that diffusion shapes the practical 

definition of policy issues. They find no evidence, however, for the diffusion of normative 

rationales for policy adoption.  

Once a policy issue is defined there is the potential for policy diffusion, i.e. the ‘process 

through which policy choices in one country affect those made in a second country’ (Marsh 

and Sharman, 2009), p. 270. Marsh and Sharman (2009) go on to identify four mechanisms 

through which they suggest policy diffusion may occur: Learning, competition, coercion and 

mimicry. Policy learning may be bilateral or multilateral, and may be enabled by 

international organisations such as the OECD. Through the SME Charter process, for 

example, the OECD supported policy learning and development in the Western Balkan 

countries (Roper and Richter 2006). Global competition may also drive policy diffusion as 

nations seek to remain internationally competitive and attract and retain mobile labour and 

capital. There is strong evidence, for example, that international tax competition is a key 

factor in determining nations’ corporation tax rates (Lee 2020). Policy diffusion as a result 

of coercion may also occur when there is an uneven power balance between countries or 

when supra-national institutions like the European Union require candidate countries to 

adopt particular policy practices (Hughes, Sasse and Gordon 2004). Mimicry or emulation 

4 Quoted in Gilardi, Shipan and Wüest, 2020, p. 2.  
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‘may be a deliberate ploy by governments to acquire legitimacy’ and ‘place a greater value 

on the social pay-offs among domestic and foreign audiences’ rather than policy 

effectiveness (Marsh and Sharman 2009, p. 272). Arnold and Neupane (2017), for 

example, describe mimicry as an ‘important’ diffusion mechanism for pro-fracking policies 

in US municipalities and suggest that mimicry may be particularly important where policies 

are symbolic rather than having any very significant practical impact.  

Two other mechanisms not considered by Marsh and Sharman (2009) may also drive 

policy diffusion: technical standards and international conventions. International food 

standards have, for example, contributed to ‘regulatory evolution’ in Chinese food 

regulation and the processes through which such regulations are developed and 

implemented (Chu 2020). International conventions such as UNESCO’s World Heritage 

Convention and Intangible Cultural Heritage Convention and the related interaction 

between policy actors may also shape policy transfer. Maags and Trifu (2019), for example, 

consider the effect of the adoption of the UNESCO Intangible Cultural Heritage (ICH) 

Convention on policy in France, Germany, Japan and China. In Japan, which provided 

much of the thinking behind the development of the ICH Convention, policy impacts have 

been marginal but in China ‘the ICH Convention had a rapid and far-reaching impact on 

China’s cultural heritage regime’ (Maags and Trifu 2019, p. 343) particularly in terms of 

safeguarding. France also recently (2016) incorporated ICH safeguarding principles into 

law, while in Germany policy changes were more minor with ICH safeguarding undertaken 

within the system previously established to protect World Heritage sites.  

The different impacts of ratification of the ICH Convention in the four countries considered 

by (Maags and Trifu 2019) illustrate the barriers to policy transfer. In China, for example, 

the far-reaching impacts of ICH recognition were enabled by strong central commitment for 

the policy and pre-existing policy measures to preserve local folk-lore. In France, policy 

changes were slower to occur due to a national policy emphasis on safeguarding tangible 

rather than intangible heritage (Coleman, 1994). More generally, Rose (1991) suggests 

that successful policy transfer can depend on the information available to process 

participants, the complexity of the policy challenge, any perceived side effects and the 

degree of support from influential stakeholders (Dolowitz and Marsh 1996; Marcoux and 

Létourneau 2014).  
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The UK is one of a small number of countries which has not to date ratified the ICH 

Convention. Perhaps because of this, safeguarding cultural heritage has received relatively 

little policy attention in the UK despite its potential contribution to social and economic 

development (Harrison 2019). This applies across all aspects of intangible cultural heritage 

in the UK, but means that UK food policy has largely been shaped primarily by scientific, 

environmental and socio-economic agendas rather than having any explicit concern with 

food as heritage (Irwin 2006; Rothstein 2013). This is most evident in that none of the home 

nations’ food strategy documents include any significant recognition of food heritage. For 

example, the Welsh food strategy for 2010-20 ‘Food for Wales, Food from Wales’ (FDAP 

& Welsh Assembly, 2010) is founded on the principles of sustainable development- a 

reconnection to sustainable food production, lower carbon emission, reduction in food 

packaging as well as resilience, profitability and competitiveness for local and international 

market. Measures related to ‘Food Culture’ are included but focus on contemporary 

concerns such as healthy eating rather than making any reference to food heritage (FDAP 

& Welsh Assembly, 2010, p. 48). An essentially similar approach is adopted in Scotland 

where ‘Recipe for Success: Scotland’s national food and drink policy’ includes a section on 

food culture intended to ensure that ‘food and drink policies address quality, health and 

wellbeing and environmental sustainability’ (The Scottish Government, 2014, p. 13). In 

England, ‘Health of Harmony: the future for food, farming and the environment in a Green 

Brexit’(DEFRA 2018) includes considerable discussion of tangible cultural heritage (e.g. 

landscape, rural environment) animal welfare and environmental sustainability but little or 

no consideration of food culture and heritage (DEFRA 2020). 

3.  ECONOMIC AND HERITAGE BENEFITS OF GIs 

National policies towards GIs differ in terms of their objectives, enabling and support 

structures and regulatory frameworks. Even within the EU, across which GIs operate on a 

common legal basis, significant differences exist between the support which national, 

regional and local agencies offer producers to develop and register GIs (Kizos et al 2017). 

Globally, public authorities have developed diverse GI policies to support producers as they 

meet consumer food demands for origin-based food products (Kohsaka 2015; Mancini 

2013). The adoption of these policies and their economic and heritage benefits vary 

between developed and developing economies.  



11

3.1 Economic benefits from GIs 

In the most basic terms GIs provide product labelling designed to protect producers and 

consumers from imitation and provide an element of product differentiation (Bramley 2011; 

van Tongeren, Beghin and Marette 2011; Medeiros, Passador and Passador 2016; Belletti, 

Marescotti and Touzard 2017; Cei et al. 2018 ). Motivations for GI registration may also 

vary. In Brazil, the incorporation of traceability and quality control mechanisms for wine 

grapes was the fundamental reason for GI registration (WIPO 2003; Anjos 2013) while a  

core motivation for the GI registration for Japan’s Yubari melon was the need for quality 

definition (Kizos et al. 2017; Kohsaka et al. 2017 ). Registration may allow producers to 

strengthen their domestic market position through product differentiation (Medeiros, 

Passador and Passador 2016), increased local demand (Tosato 2013), and sell more 

effectively in international markets (Suh and MacPherson 2007; Tashiro, Uchiyama and 

Kohsaka 2018). For example, the GI registration of Spanish Manchego cheese was 

instrumental to the international promotion of the product (Vandecandelaere et al. 2018). 

GI registration also supported an increase in the export volume for the Swiss Tête de Moine 

cheese in addition to an increase in the domestic price of the cheese (Giovannucci-Tim, 

Kerr-Bernard and Yeung, 2009; Vandecandelaere et al. 2018). Similarly, the Austrian Perry 

GI was used to differentiate from neighbouring Upper Austrian Perry, a marketing strategy 

which boosted sales (Cei, Defrancesco and Stefani 2018; Karlík et al. 2018).  

Two recent meta-studies (Deselnicu et al. 2013; Leufkens 2018) both suggest that on 

average GI labelling does lead to a sales price premium although this differs widely 

between products, types of GI and levels of consumer recognition (EU 2012)5. Deselnicu 

et al. (2013) find an average percentage sales price premium for GI labelled products of 

15.1 per cent although this varied widely between products (standard deviation 26.1 per 

cent). Sale price premiums were lower where alternative means of differentiating products 

such as branding and trade marks were relevant and higher where stricter forms of GIs 

were involved6. These results are confirmed by the more recent meta-analysis by Leufkens 

(2018) which again highlighted the heterogeneity between GIs’ price premium and the 

variability of margins between varieties of GI. On average PDOs generated a price 

5 EU (2012), for example, estimated the highest value premia at 2.96 for GI pasta, 2.54 for GI bread 
and bakers’ products, and 1.85 for other animal products. Lower premia were evident for oils and 
fats 1.43 and mineral water 1.38 (EU, 2012, Table 37, p. 73).   
6 Stricter PDOs typically require local ingredients as well as local production and may therefore be more costly 
to produce. Less tightly regulated PGIs may draw on sources of inputs beyond the locality.
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premium of 26.6 per cent compared to 8.7 per cent for PGIs. Leufkens (2018, p. 2852) 

concludes, however, that ‘A sui generis European regulation for GIs, with reference to a 

clear quality signal (i.e. label) does not appear to be justified given the large heterogeneity 

between the individual GI products found in this meta-analysis study’.  

The price premium generated by some GI registrations can be dramatic. In the case of the   

Penja pepper in Cameroun, Africa’s first GI, the registration led to an improvement in the 

quality of the product and a six-fold increase in the price for farmers (Vandecandelaere et 

al. 2018). Where GI registrations leads to an increase in sales volumes – e.g. in Spanish 

cheeses – there may be additional producer benefits linked to scale economies 

(Vandecandelaere et al. 2018).  These beneficial effects can extend well beyond product 

producers, however. In South Korea, while the producers of Boseong Tea saw an increase 

in prices within six years of GI registration, there were also significant multiplier effects, 

tripling the number of local tourists (Suh and MacPherson 2007). Similarly, in Morocco 

when the PDO for Taliouine Saffron was awarded in 2010, famers saw an increase in the 

final price of their products, and multipliers effects led to an increase in sales by local 

retailers (Vandecandelaere et al. 2018).  

3.2 Heritage benefits from GIs 

Local heritage ‘whether it be an object, monument, inherited skill or symbolic 

representation, must be considered as an identity marker and distinguishing feature of a 

social group …[it] preserves the cultural and social identity of a given community’ (Bessière 

1998 p. 26). Culinary and food heritage plays a part in this type of local identity with links 

to other aspects of local history, the availability of specific ingredients and local cooking 

traditions, something internationally recognised in the ICH Convention. GI legislation can 

provide the framework for ‘heritagisation’, the process of conservation, research and 

socialisation by which a particular food product obtains recognition as part of the 

recognised heritage of particular locality (Bessière 1998). However, as Guan, Gao and 

Zhang (2019, p. 3) comment ‘food heritagisation is far from a technical development 

process, but is a contested and negotiated social process in which various actors seek to 

articulate certain foodstuffs as heritage for their own benefits’. For example, Loukoumi 

Geroskipou – a soft sugar sweet similar to Turkish Delight - was granted a PGI in 2007 on 
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the basis that the product had been produced in a Cypriot village for over 100 years7. The 

registration was contentious with one Turkish factory owner being quoted as saying: ‘this 

dessert is known as Turkish delight in the global market. Greek Cypriots do not even know 

how to produce this sweet, whereas Turks have been manufacturing lokum since the early 

times of the Ottoman Empire’ (Welz, 2013, p. 271). Other GI development processes have 

been more positive. Quiñones-Ruiz et al. (2017) document the eight-year development 

process of the Sorana Bean GI which worked effectively as a collaborative venture due to 

the small number of producers involved. ‘The GI process fostered the motivation to produce 

high-quality beans and increased the local pride of producers …  boosted the reputation of 

Sorana bean, favouring its direct marketing … and opened up the access to new markets 

and marketing channels’ (Quiñones-Ruiz et al. 2017, p. 183-4). This, in turn, led to positive 

benefits in terms of sustainability and the value of other local agricultural products.  

International experience of the role of GIs as a safeguarding mechanism for food heritage 

is widespread. In Japan, the registration of Kaga Maruimo was guided by the need to 

protect the heritage and establish the quality of the product (Kohsaka et al. 2017). In Brazil, 

the development of GIs has strengthened regional identity by establishing and legitimising 

a product history for pioneer farmers (Anjos, 2013). In France and the UK, GIs have helped 

to sustain the viability of traditional, historic products which that might otherwise have 

disappeared (Barham, 2002, Oledinma and Roper 2020), In Zimbabwe, GIs have helped 

to preserve traditional knowledge and protect biodiversity (Nyakotyo 2013).  

4. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS  

4.1 Problem identification  

The development of GIs in the UK has to be considered in the context of the EU GI scheme 

which is based on the sui generis principle that gives producers within a specific 

geographical area an inviolate right to product protection (Marie-Vivien and Biénabe 2017). 

European GIs are of three types each of which is represented in the UK. Protected 

Designation of Origins (PDOs) are the most demanding GI designation requiring that 

agricultural products or foodstuffs are produced, processed and prepared in a specific 

geographical area, using recognized know-how. Of the 73 registered UK GIs, 27 are PDOs 

7 See https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/quality/door/registeredName.html?denominationId=841. 
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including Welsh Laverbread, Isle of Man Manx Loaghtan Lamb and a range of locally 

produced cheeses including Single Gloucester. Protected Geographical Indications (PGIs) 

have less stringent product requirements and require that some stage of the production, 

processing or preparation of a product occurs in a specific area although raw materials 

used do not need to come from the locality. There are 42 registered UK PGIs including 

Traditional Welsh Perry, Carmarthen Ham, and Yorkshire Wensleydale. Finally, Traditional 

Speciality Guaranteeds (TSGs) cover products and foodstuffs produced using traditional 

materials, production methods or composition without any element of geographical 

specificity. There are currently four registered UK TSGs including Traditionally Reared 

Pedigree Welsh Pork and Traditional Bramley Apple Pie Filling.  

Comparing the absolute number of European GIs awarded for food products in the UK to 

that in other EU economies suggests that the number of GIs in the UK lags that in other 

major EU economies and also some significantly smaller countries such as Greece. 

Awards of the more stringent PDOs and PGIs are also less prevalent in the UK than in 

other major EU economies. Despite this, total sales of GI products in the UK in 2010 were 

estimated at €5.5bn or 6.2 per cent of total UK food and drink production (EU, 2012, Table 

9, p. 24). Only around 19 per cent of UK GI sales were food and drink products, however, 

with the remaining 81 per cent dominated by spirit sales particularly Scotch Whisky (EU, 

2012, Table 6, p. 18). In terms of food and drink sales of GI products this comprised: 9 per 

cent fresh meat, 2 per cent cheese and 9 per cent other products (EU, 2012, Table 14, p. 

32). 

Leaving the EU has created significant uncertainty for GI registered producers in the UK, 

and in 2018 the UK Department for Environment, Farming and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) held 

a consultation on the future development of the UK’s GI system. The consultation made 

clear that a new UK scheme would be introduced for UK producers selling in domestic 

markets, with GI holders able to continue to use the EU labelling for export sales. The 

introduction of the new UK scheme also required a new governance approach and appeals 

process relating to the granting GI applications. Aimed as stakeholders such as existing GI 

producers and enforcement bodies, the consultation in late 2018 therefore focussed on 

operational elements of the new GI scheme such as the logo and approvals/appeals 
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process8. The consultation attracted 92 responses largely from producers (14), trading 

standards bodies (15), trade associations (12) and member associations (16). 

Respondents provided comments on the logo and appeals process and also other aspects 

of the new scheme such as the need to ensure widespread consumer awareness9. The 

government’s response to the consultation (January 2019) stressed the compliance of the 

new Protected Food Names scheme with the WTO TRIPS agreement and that the sui 

generis nature of the PFN scheme would mirror closely the EU GI scheme10. The PFN 

scheme also reflects the EU scheme in maintaining the PDO, PGI and TSG categorisations 

with all UK products covered by existing EU GIs automatically transferring their rights to 

the UK system. Current proposals also suggest that the PFN scheme will be operated by 

DEFRA with support from governments in the Devolved Administrations (i.e. Wales, 

Scotland and Northern Ireland).  

The continuity provided by PFN scheme from the EU GI scheme has been welcomed by 

registered GI producers in the UK with the potential to safeguard food heritage and, 

particularly when combined with other local initiatives, contribute to local food cultures and 

identity and generate added value for tourism and related activities (Oledinma and Roper, 

2019). The legislative and regulatory aspects of the PFN scheme are largely settled, 

mirroring EU regulations and within the UK legal structure, but other strategic and 

operational issues remain. First, uncertainties remain about the objectives of the UK PFN 

scheme, particularly given the UK government’s ambivalence to intangible food heritage 

as reflected in recent food strategies. The UK government’s broader agendas around 

related to place-based policy and levelling-up may suggest that government will place 

greater priority on GIs for their potential contribution to supporting local economic 

development or sustainable food production. How have other countries framed their GI 

policy? With what objectives?  

8  See https://consult.defra.gov.uk/food/consultation-on-uk-geographical-indications-scheme/. Accessed 
27th November 2020.  
9 See https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/geographical-indications-gi-creating-uk-schemes-after-
eu-exit/outcome/summary-of-responses. Accessed 27th November 2020.  
10  See https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/geographical-indications-gi-creating-uk-schemes-
after-eu-exit/outcome/government-response. Accessed 27th November 2020. 
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Second, the relatively low number of GIs in the UK reflects a reactive rather than pro-active 

stance on the part of the UK government and is itself reflected in low levels of consumer 

recognition. The challenge this represents is reflected by the relatively low number of GIs 

in the UK and a recent study which suggested that only around 14.4 per cent of UK 

consumers recognise the EU PGI label, a level lower than that in any other six countries in 

the study except Norway (Hartmann et al. 2019, p. 69)11. Recognition levels for the EU 

PDO (10.0 per cent) and EU TSG (8.5 per cent) label were even lower. Moreover, only 

10.3 per cent of UK consumers reported taking the EU PGI label into account when doing 

their shopping (Hartmann et al. 2019, p. 70). This is a marked contrast to the Red Tractor 

label which is recognised by 75.9 per cent of UK consumers (Hartmann et al. 2019, p. 121). 

Who promotes the development and recognition of GIs in other countries? How do they go 

about this?   

Thirdly, in more operational terms, its clear from the international experience that the 

development and registration process for GIs can be time-consuming, costly and, as a 

social process, often difficult (Guan, Gao and Zhang 2019). And, even where a GI is 

granted the product specification can be too specific or too lax to provide effective support 

to producers (Oldenima and Roper, 2020). Internationally, who provides technical and 

advisory support to producers of potential GIs and acts as the network facilitator during the 

development process?  

4.2 Policy learning  

Our understanding of the development and implementation of GIs internationally comes 

from an extensive review of secondary sources undertaken between November 2019 and 

July 2020. We imposed no time restriction by date of the publication but focussed on more 

recent literature in most cases. Using ‘Web of Knowledge’ and other bibliographic sources 

such as ABI we searched the academic literature which includes journals, books, reports 

and conference papers. Search terms included words such as ‘Global GIs’, ‘History of GI 

governance’, ‘Stakeholders’ involvement in GIs’, ‘Type of GI’, and ‘motivation for protection’. 

In addition, we reviewed the EU Ambrosia database for records of agricultural registration 

11 It is notable also that levels of UK consumer recognition of the EU organic label were the lowest 
of the seven study countries (16.4 per cent)  
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of GIs, along with the archives of the WIPO. Reflecting the issues identified for the 

development of PFNs in the UK, we organise the discussion around three questions:  

 How have countries framed their GI policy? With what objectives? Is there a 

recognition of both economic and heritage outcomes? Or, are GIs developed and 

adopted for other reasons?  

 Who promotes the development of GIs in other countries? How do they go 

about this? Is an active policy adopted to promote the number of GIs? Who is 

responsible for this development?

 Who provides the governance framework for GIs? How does this work? Is this 

a branch of central government or is this function devolved to regional or local 

organisations?

4.2.1 How have countries framed their GI policy? With what objectives? 

The motivation for adopting and developing GIs varies significantly between countries 

depending in part on their level of development and existing product profiles. In China, for 

example, the early development of GIs emphasised a focus on raising the incomes of rural 

famers’. However, Zhao, Finlay and Kneafsey (2014) in their case studies of the Gannan 

navel orange, Nanfeng mandarin and Wuyuan green tea argue that ‘weak’ processes to 

ensure product quality were undermining product quality and reducing any impacts on 

producer incomes. Austria and Japan also implemented GI systems to help their many 

small farms in increasingly competitive international markets (Kohsaka et al. 2017). In 

Morocco, the focus of GI policy has also been on smaller producers as part of a broader 

move to improve the quality and distinctiveness of food products allied with a recognition 

that this may also improve tourism outcomes12. Moroccan GI’s were initiated under Law 

25-06 in 2008 which formed part of the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries’ agricultural 

development policy, the Green Morocco Plan (2010-13). This supported smaller farmers 

who were members of a cooperative by providing irrigation and other services to reduce 

production costs, subsidies for capital investment including certification costs, and 

supported the costs of setting up a shop to encourage tourism. As in the EU, a sui generis 

12 The tourism benefits of GIs have also been widely noted. For example, Vandecandelaere et al. 
(2018) note the benefits for local tourism in each of their detailed case studies.  
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approach is adopted with the regulations allowing for both the PGI and PDO designation 

(Vandecandelaere et al. 2018).  

Other developing economies such as Mongolia have implemented GI regimes to secure 

the identity of local products, support local producers and boost export sales. Wong and 

Elbegsaikhan (2020), for example, describe the development of the Mongolian sui generis 

GI system since 2003 noting that ‘a product registered as a GI and the Intellectual Property 

Office of Mongolia can also be registered as a GI in the EU without requiring much further 

examination’ (Wong and Elbegsaikhan, 2020, p.717). In other countries, GI policy has been 

framed around the notions of exclusivity or product quality with a view to enabling 

producers to obtain a price premium for their products. Vandecandelaere et al. (2018) 

suggest, however, that exclusivity can be implemented in different ways depending on 

broader developmental goals. In Morocco, where there was a broader goal of developing 

smaller producers, a permissive product specification was adopted for Taliouine Saffron 

allowing all producers within an area to use the GI registration. By way of contrast, 

Vandecandelaere et al. (2018) cite the Brazilian Vale dos Vinhedos wine PDO ‘which 

accepts only wine-makers who have invested in the espalier system and use a restricted 

number of varieties with lower yields. Producers’ groups therefore have to decide on the 

appropriate strategy, balancing the level of price increase and the number of beneficiaries’ 

(p. 21).  In Taiwan a similar focus on product quality has been pursued through a GI system 

which follows the North American model of collective trademarks with no sui generis basis 

(Wong and Elbegsaikhan 2020). 

GIs can also be used to stimulate technical and social innovation, technical innovations 

which may contribute to product quality and sustainability, and social innovation in terms 

of empowering producers within local networks and supply chains. In their case study of 

the Cameroonian Penja pepper GI, Vandecandelaere et al. (2018), for example, highlight 

training sessions for famers and the spread of growing practices which, although higher 

cost, produced higher quality and selling prices. In terms of social innovation Quiñones-

Ruiz et al. (2015) argue that in this sense GIs may be different to other labelling standards 

such as fair trade or organic as standards are defined by local producers. In terms of their 

specific case study of Café de Colombia, Quiñones-Ruiz et al. 2015, p. 434) comment that 

‘The GI has already re-shaped relationships along the supply chains, as international 

roasters and brand owners sign the producers’ rules governing the PGI-use’.  
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Policy motivations for GIs to preserve food heritage are less evident, particularly in North 

America and New World countries where the rule of origin restrictions of GIs have often 

been viewed as protectionist and anti-competitive (Kohsaka et al. 2017). In Europe, and 

more recently in China, GIs have been seen as a mechanism through which heritage foods 

can be protected and promoted. Klein (2018) argues that in China official ambitions to 

promote the cultural economy have combined with concerns about food quality and rural 

nostalgia to promote GI products.  

4.2.2 Who promotes the development of GIs in other countries? 

Within the EU, GIs are typically based on the collective action of producers who initiate the 

registration process (Klein 2018). This process – which can be long and resource intensive 

- requires collective agreement on the product’s heritage and definition (showing that the 

product is different from rival products) and a specification of the geographical boundaries 

(Kizos et al. 2017 ). Producer groups therefore play a crucial role not only in GI registration 

but also in shaping when and if product specifications are updated (Bramley, Marie-Vivien 

and Biénabe 2013; Barjolle et al. 2017 ). In other countries where GI systems are less well 

established, and producers are less familiar with the potential advantages of registration, 

either a public-private partnership approach or more top-down approaches are adopted 

(Vandecandelaere et al. 2018). As Klein (2018, p. 66) comments: ‘Unlike in the EU, where 

a consortium of food producers applies for a PDO or PGI, in China local officials often take 

the lead in applying for GI status, distributing labels to producers and inspecting 

production’. 

Similar top-down approaches are evident in other countries as part of wider agricultural or 

food-policy initiatives. Wong and Elbegsaikhan (2020), for example, describe the 

development of GIs in Mongolia and Taiwan and, while the systems differ in nature, both 

have been seen as strategically important by their respective governments13. Government 

bodies have also played a significant role in promoting GIs once they have been 

recognised. Wong and Elbegsaikhan (2020) note that Taiwan has 43 GIs for different 

varieties of tea and that the ‘Council of Agriculture … organise various nationally celebrated 

13 The GI system in Mongolia follows the sui generis approach while that in Taiwan follows the North 
American collective trade mark model.  
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tea contests and competitions … winners of the contest were acknowledged in the local 

(and occasionally, international) media, which in turn boosted their brand and sales’.  

In other countries third party organisations have been important in establishing and 

developing GIs. In Cameroon, for example, which is a member of the 17 nation African 

Intellectual Property Organization (OAPI), the first GI registration was initiated by the 

‘Project for Establishment of Geographical Indications’ (PAMPIG) in 2008. The project was 

financed by the French Development Agency (AFD) and run by OAPI with technical support 

from the International Cooperation Centre on Agrarian Research for Development, 

Montpellier (CIRAD), and France’s National Institute for Quality and Origin (INAO) 

(Vandecandelaere et al. 2018). Subsequently a producer group for the Penja Pepper was 

established in 2011 and the GI – Cameroon’s first - was awarded in 2013. The involvement 

of OAPI in the establishment of the Penja Pepper GI aimed to raise the awareness of 

government officials across member states about the potential value of GIs and encourage 

the formulation of GI committees and approval and registration systems.  

Across other Asian economies – Vietnam, Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia – GIs have also 

been actively promoted as a means of de-commodifying agricultural products and providing 

producers with a degree of protection in increasingly globalised markets. Durand and 

Fournier (2017) focus on Vietnam and Indonesia and note in particular the role of central 

government and local or regional administrations in developing GIs. In Vietnam they note 

the separation between the national ‘right to register’ and the ‘right to manage’ which is 

generally the responsibility of local authorities after registration. Provinces also play an 

important role in identifying potential GIs in Vietnam as well as building local producer 

coalitions. Funding for GI development, however, is provided centrally. Local authorities 

also tend to get involved in identifying and developing candidate GIs in Indonesia in 

partnership with local offices of the Bureau of Agriculture. In both countries, however, 

Durand and Fournier (2017) note that GI product specifications often bear little relationship 

to traditional practices and instead focus more on promoting innovation and new practices. 

This has made it difficult in some cases to build collectives of local smaller producers: ‘the 

Indonesian and Vietnamese governments’ approach to GIs may limit the perception of the 

GI project as a way to protect and/or valorize a collective resource as part of a local 

heritage; and consequently also reduce the local producers’ perceptions of the need for 

collective action at all stages of the GI process’ (Durand and Fournier, 2017, p. 100).  
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4.2.3 How is GI governance organised in different countries?  

While legal frameworks for GIs are always set nationally, marked differences exist between 

countries in the involvement of local and regional administrations in the development of 

potential GIs and the approval, registration and appeal processes. Even within the EU 

national systems differ with the French GI system depending on the specialized national 

institutions (Institut National des Appellation d'Originale - INAO), while Italy and Spain 

depend more strongly on regional public institutions. In their discussion of Vietnam and 

Indonesia, Durand and Fournier (2017) provide a useful overview of the value of such local 

GI governance. They argue in particular that local involvement has advantages in terms of 

enabling a participatory approach, promoting local involvement in any managing group and 

better identifying important local supply linkages and development needs. They comment 

that: ‘local government … proximity with farmers and knowledge of their practices facilitate 

negotiations, which can be more difficult to initiate when national governments and experts 

are wholly in charge of GI implementation’ (Durand and Fournier, 2017, p. 101). This type 

of local approach may be particularly important in the foundational phase when new 

relationships are being formed between firms which may historically have been 

competitors. Barjolle and Sylvander (1999) argue that such local co-ordination may also be 

enabled where there is a ‘channel captain’ – a dominant producer – who can facilitate co-

ordination, particularly where there is a relatively large group of producers. In this latter 

situation, however, risks also arise that the product specification adopted may favour 

specific – perhaps larger – producers at the risk of excluding smaller firms (Ilbery and 

Kneafsey 2000). 

4.2.4 Lessons for Protected Food Names

Brexit has created significant uncertainty for food growers and producers across the UK. 

Uncertainty over potential tariffs for exports to EU markets has combined with planned 

changes in the agricultural support regime included in the forthcoming Environment Bill14. 

This emphasises sustainability and environmental quality, a theme echoed in recent 

Ministerial announcements relating to the replacement of the CAP basic payments scheme 

with an Environmental Land Management (ELM) Scheme linked to farms’ environmental 

14 See https://services.parliament.uk/bills/2019-21/environment.html.  



22

improvements15. At the same time food and agri-business – aside from fishing - have 

received relatively little attention in Brexit negotiations raising concerns about future food 

security and safety (Lang et al. 2018). In this context the advent of the new Protected Food 

Names (PFN) scheme creates an opportunity to refocus and reshape GI policy in the UK 

to support wider policy objectives.  

Internationally, GIs have been developed with very different policy objectives such as 

supporting smaller producers (China, Japan, Austria), improving food quality and 

distinctiveness (Morocco, Brazil, Taiwan), supporting food safety (China), boosting exports 

(Mongolia), and reshaping supply chains (Columbia). These different objectives reflect 

nations’ state of development and wider food policy objectives, factors which also shape 

the nature of the GI system itself. For example, collective trade mark GIs, such as those in 

the US and Taiwan, may promote economic development and generate producer and 

consumer benefits but are less likely to support sustainability or heritage benefits. As 

Ramesh (2013) suggests, for example, Vietnam have developed their GI system to drive 

innovation and quality in food production rather than support sustainability or food heritage. 

For the UK, pre-Brexit, the scope to shape the objectives of GI policy within the European 

system were limited. Outside the EU there is scope to focus GI policy on the UK’s broader 

food, agricultural policy and rural development objectives and develop a clear rationale for 

supporting and developing PFNs. The sui generis approach requires that products have a 

traditional basis but policy aspirations can be reflected in the product specifications written 

into new PFNs and in the way that PFNs are developed and promoted. Emphasising the 

role of PFNs as a component of food policy for example, as in the Vietnamese and Brazilian 

wine systems, PFN product specifications could be developed which specify sustainable 

production approaches, improved farming practices or high animal welfare standards. 

Alternatively, and more of a departure from the focus of current UK policy, PFN policy could 

be developed with a focus on sustaining heritage food products as a contribution to food 

tourism and rural development. As the experience of the more successful UK GIs (e.g. 

Melton Mowbray pies) suggest, however, this is likely to require an integrated approach 

with PFN policy and the product recognition they bring allied with measures to promote and 

support food tourism (Sims 2010).  

15  See https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-environmental-land-management-scheme-an-
overview.  
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Whether oriented towards supporting innovation, sustainability or food heritage the 

international experience also raises questions about how proactively future GIs are 

identified, developed and registered in the UK. As noted earlier the UK currently has 

relatively few GIs compared to other European economies, and this to some extent reflects 

a bottom-up approach to GI development pre-Brexit and a permissive rather than enabling 

public policy stance. The particularly centralised nature of governance in the UK, and the 

weakness of the local economic development and tourism promotion capabilities of many 

UK local authorities, also contrasts with other countries where local or regional agencies 

act as catalysts for GI development (Durand and Fournier, 2017). Implementing a more 

proactive policy towards GIs could have substantial benefits for producers, particularly in 

an era in which the UK seeks to re-orient its export activity away from Europe. As part of 

such an approach government could, for example, partner with producer associations or 

other food groups to identify candidate products for PFN status. Local support could also 

be provided to convene and develop local producer groups to establish products’ historical 

origins and develop product specifications for a PFN application. Other countries have 

made this type of network building support available and some (e.g. Vietnam) have 

provided direct funding for local groups to develop GI product specifications (Durand and 

Fournier 2017). Promoting awareness of PFNs among consumers and producers will also 

be important given the relatively low level of consumer recognition in the UK (Hartmann et 

al. 2019). One approach here might be through food quality and marketing competitions 

which have proved a valuable promotional activity in other countries (Wong and 

Elbegsaikhan 2020).  

5. CONCLUSIONS  

International experience of developing and implementing GI policy provides some 

potentially useful lessons for the UK post-Brexit and for other countries which have yet to 

develop GI policies. Recognising the limitations of any policy transfer international 

experience with GIs suggests four main lessons. First, GIs depend critically on an effective 

legal and regulatory framework with different countries adopting a variety of legal 

approaches and institutional frameworks. In legal terms the main contrast is between the 

sui generis approach to product registration adopted in Europe Mongolia and the collective 

trade mark approach which characterises GIs in North American and Taiwan. Institutional 

frameworks differ in the nature of regulatory institutions: national ministries or departments 

of agriculture in some countries often supported by intellectual property organisations; 

regional governments in others; and, specialist standards organisations in other countries. 
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Second, and subject to the development of an effective regulatory approach, GIs have 

proven to be a flexible policy instrument through which governments can support and drive 

a range of very different policy objectives from protecting food heritage, raising rural 

incomes and enabling exports, stimulating innovation through to ensuring food quality. 

There is considerable international evidence – although little specifically for the UK – which 

suggests that GI registration can create significant advantages for producers - increasing 

product demand, creating a price premium and benefitting product quality and export sales.  

Third, in the sui generis type system adopted in the EU and UK, the process of identifying 

products suitable for GI registration and the development of product specifications is time-

consuming and sometimes fraught. For producers – many of which will normally be 

competing – collaborating to develop an agreed specification may also be difficult, 

particularly where there are a large number of producers and/or where producers vary 

markedly in size or market orientation. Public agencies – often based locally to a product’s 

area of origin can play a critical role in convening producer groups and in supporting the 

development process. Fourth, the impact of any GI scheme depends on take-up by 

producers and recognition by consumers, both of which suggest the importance of the 

promotion of the scheme. For producers, awareness needs to be accompanied by a 

positive evaluation of the added value registration balanced against any inspection or 

compliance costs. For consumers, awareness of GI branding is also only the first step, with 

any demand effects also depending on the strength and credibility of GI labels’ association 

with product quality etc.  

In the UK, the legal and regulatory framework for GIs is already well-established building 

on the sui generis EU model. Three main challenges remain after the UK leaves the EU: 

clarifying the objectives of PFN policy and its relation to other aspects of food policy; 

deciding whether or not to adopt a more pro-active policy stance towards developing further 

PFNs and how to implement any future developments; and, ensuring producer and 

consumer recognition and confidence in the new scheme. For other countries – such as 

Nigeria – which have yet to implement GIs the international evidence provides similar legal, 

regulatory and operational lessons. Gwom (2017), for example, argues for the value of 

developing a sui generis GI system in Nigeria to protect both traditional food products and 

handicrafts but notes the lack of any relevant legislation and regulatory structure which 

could support such a development. Developing the legal foundations for any Nigerian GI 

scheme is a necessary first step towards establishing an effective GI system. Beyond this 
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the policy, operational and promotional challenges of developing GI policy in Nigeria 

strongly echo those faced by the UK, post-Brexit.  



26

REFERENCES 

Addor, F. and Grazioli, A. (2002) ‘Geographical Indications beyond Wines and Spirits: A 

Roadmap for a Better Protection for Geographical Indications in the Wto/Trips 

Agreement’, The Journal of World Intellectual Property, 5(6), pp. 865–897. doi: 

10.1111/j.1747-1796.2002.tb00185.x. 

Agarwal, S. and Barone, M. J. (2005) ‘Emerging Issues for Geographical Indication 

Branding Strategies’, MATRIC Research Paper, 2005(January), pp. 1059–1068. 

doi: 10.1080/13550280701286531. 

Anjos, D. (2013) ‘Are the geographical indications an effective tool for the territory 

development rural? The vale experience dos Vinhedos in south of Brazil’, 

Agroalimentaria, 19(37), pp. 39–49. 

Arnold, G. and K.W. Neupane. 2017. Determinants of Pro-Fracking Measure Adoption by 

New York Southern Tier Municipalities. Review of Policy Research 34:208-232. 

Barham, E. (2002) ‘Towards a theory of values-based labeling’, Agriculture and Human 

Values, 19(4), pp. 349–360. doi: 10.1023/A:1021152403919. 

Barjolle, D. and B. Sylvander. 2002. Quelques facteurs de succès des produits d’origine 

dans les filières agroalimentaires européennes.Économies et Sociétés series on 

Systèmes agroalimentaires (25):1441–1462. 

Barjolle, D. and B. Sylvander. 2003. Factors of success for origin labelled products in agri-

food supply chain in Europe. Productions Animales -Paris- Institut National de la 

Recherche Agronomique- 16:289-293. 

Barling, D. and Lang, T. (2003) ‘The Politics of UK Food Policy: An Overview’, Political 

Quarterly, 74(1), pp. 4–7. doi: 10.1111/1467-923x.00506. 

BBC (2019) ‘Melton Mowbray pork pie makers and No 10 clash over Johnson claim’, British 

/Broadcasting Corporation. Available at: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-

49470831. 

Belletti, G., Marescotti, A. and Touzard, J. M. (2017) ‘Geographical Indications, Public 

Goods, and Sustainable Development: The Roles of Actors’ Strategies and Public 

Policies’, World Development. Elsevier Ltd, 98, pp. 45–57. doi: 

10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.05.004. 

Bicknell, K. et al. (2005) ‘A Hedonic Price Analysis for the New Zealand Wine Industry?: 

Preliminary Results Paper presented at the 2005 NZARES Conference’, in New 

Zealand Agricultural and Resource Society. Nelson, pp. 1–10. 



27

Bramley, C. (2011) ‘A review of the socio-economic impact of geographical indications?: 

considerations for the developing world’, in WIPO Worldwide Symposium on 

Geographical Indications June 22–24 2011, Lima,Peru., pp. 1–22. 

Cei, L. et al. (2018) ‘Geographical indications: A first assessment of the impact on rural 

development in Italian NUTS3 regions’, Land Use Policy, 75(510), pp. 620–630. 

doi: 10.1016/j.landusepol.2018.01.023. 

Cei, L., Defrancesco, E. and Stefani, G. (2018) ‘From geographical indications to rural 

development: A review of the economic effects of European Union policy’, 

Sustainability (Switzerland), 10(10). doi: 10.3390/su10103745. 

Chu, M. 2020. Horses for courses: China's accommodative approach to food standard-

setting in response to the internationalization of regulation. Regulation & 

Governance 14:514-530. 

Coleman, W. D. (1994) ‘Policy Convergence in Banking: a Comparative Study’, Political 

Studies, 42(2), pp. 274–292. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9248.1994.tb01912.x. 

DAERA (2018) Northern Ireland Future Agricultural Policy Framework: Stakeholder 

Engagement, Department for Agriculture Environment and Rural Affairs-Northern 

Ireland. Belfast. 

DEFRA (2018) Health and Harmony: the future for food, farming and the environment in a 

Green Brexit, DEFRA. London. 

DEFRA (2019) Protecting food and drink names from 1 January 2021. Available at: 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/protecting-food-and-drink-names-if-theres-no-brexit-

deal (Accessed: 15 July 2020). 

DEFRA (2020) ‘Farming for the future: Policy and progress update’, Gov.Uk, (February). 

Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-future-for-food-

farming-and-the-environment-policy-statement-2020. 

Defrancesco, E., Orrego, J. E. and Gennari, A. (2012) ‘Would “New World” wines benefit 

from protected geographical indications in international markets? The case of 

Argentinean Malbec’, Wine Economics and Policy. Elsevier, 1(1), pp. 63–72. doi: 

10.1016/j.wep.2012.08.001. 

Demeritt, D. et al. (2015) ‘Mobilizing risk: Explaining policy transfer in food and occupational 

safety regulation in the UK’, Environment and Planning A, 47(2), pp. 373–391. doi: 

10.1068/a140085p. 

Dias, C. and Mendes, L. (2018) ‘Protected Designation of Origin (PDO), Protected 

Geographical Indication (PGI) and Traditional Speciality Guaranteed (TSG): A 



28

bibiliometric analysis’, Food Research International, 103(August), pp. 492–508. doi: 

10.1016/j.foodres.2017.09.059. 

Dogan, B. and Gokovali, U. (2012) ‘Geographical Indications: The Aspects of Rural 

Development and Marketing Through the Traditional Products’, Procedia - Social 

and Behavioral Sciences, 62, pp. 761–765. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.128. 

Dolowitz, D. and Marsh, D. (1996) ‘Who Learns What from Whom: A Review of the Policy 

Transfer Literature’, Political Studies, 44(2), pp. 343–357. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-

9248.1996.tb00334.x. 

Dolowitz, D. P. and Marsh, D. (2000) ‘Learning from Abroad: The Role of Policy Transfer 

in Contemporary Policy-Making’, Governance. doi: 10.1111/0952-1895.00121. 

Durand, C. and Fournier, S. (2017) ‘Can Geographical Indications Modernize Indonesian 

and Vietnamese Agriculture? Analyzing the Role of National and Local 

Governments and Producers’ Strategies’, World Development, 98, pp. 93–104. doi: 

10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.11.022. 

Elder, C. D. and Cobb, R. W. (1984) ‘AGENDA?BUILDING AND THE POLITICS OF 

AGING’, Policy Studies Journal. doi: 10.1111/j.1541-0072.1984.tb01704.x. 

Evans, M., Davies, J. (1999) ‘Understanding policy transfer: A Mulit-level, Multi-disciplianry 

perspective’, Public Administration, 77(2), pp. 10–42. doi: 

10.4324/9781315246574-2. 

EU (2012) ‘Value of production of agricultural products and foodstuffs, wines, aromatised 

wines and spirits protected by a geographical indication (GI)’, Final report, October. 

Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/sites/agriculture/files/external-

studies/2012/value-gi/final-report_en.pdf. 

FDAP & Welsh Assembly (2010) Food for Wales, Food from Wales 2010 -2020 Food 

Strategy for Wales. 

Feindt, P. H. and Flynn, A. (2009) ‘Policy stretching and institutional layering: British food 

policy between security, safety, quality, health and climate change’, British Politics, 

4(3), pp. 386–414. doi: 10.1057/bp.2009.13. 

Fox, P. F., Ottogalli, G. and P.F.Fox (2004) Diversity and Variety of Cheese: An Overview. 

Fourth Edi, Cheese: Chemistry, Physics and Microbiology (Volume 2). Fourth Edi. 

Elsevier Ltd. doi: 10.1016/B978-0-12-417012-4/00031-4. 

Gilardi, F., Shipan, C. R. and Wüest, B. (2020) ‘Policy Diffusion: The Issue-Definition 

Stage’, American Journal of Political Science, 00(0), pp. 1–15. doi: 

10.1111/ajps.12521. 



29

Giovannucci-Tim, D., Kerr-Bernard, J.-W. and Yeung, O. ’connor-M. T. (2009) Export 

Impact for Good Guide To Geographical Indications Linking Products and Their 

Origins. Geneva: United Nations. Available at: http://www.origin-

gi.com/images/stories/PDFs/English/E-Library/geographical_indications.pdf. 

Godwin, M. L. and Schroedel, J. R. (2000) ‘Policy diffusion and strategies for promoting 

policy change: Evidence from California local gun control ordinances’, Policy 

Studies Journal, 28(4), pp. 760–776. doi: 10.1111/j.1541-0072.2000.tb02061.x. 

Gugerell K, Uchiyama Y, Kieninger PR, Penker M, Kajima S, Kohsaka R, Do Historical 

Production Practices and Culinary Heritages Really Matter? Food with Protected 

Geographical Indications in Japan and Austria, Journal of Ethnic Foods (2017), doi: 

10.1016/j.jef.2017.05.001.  

Gwom, Solomon, Geographical Indications in Nigeria: A Legal and Policy Deficit (March 

20, 2017). WIPO-WTO Colloquium Papers, 2017, Available at SSRN: 

https://ssrn.com/abstract=3425560 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3425560  

Harrison, S. 2019. The Safeguarding of Intangible Cultural Heritage in England: A 

Comparative Exploration. 

Härtel, I. (2018) ‘Handbook of agri-food law in China, Germany, European Union: Food 

security, food safety, sustainable use of resources in agriculture’, in Handbook of 

Agri-Food Law in China, Germany, European Union: Food Security, Food Safety, 

Sustainable Use of Resources in Agriculture. Frankfurt: Springer, pp. 1–657. doi: 

10.1007/978-3-319-67666-1. 

Hartmann, M.,Yeh, C.-H.; Amilien, V.,Čeliković, Z., Csillag, P., Filipović, J., Giraud, G., 

Gorton, M.,Kuč, V., Menozzi, D., Poschwatta, O., Quarrie, S., Roos, G., Saidi, M., 

Tocco, B., Török, Á.,Veneziani, M., Vreden, T.(2019) ‘Report on quantitative research 

findings on European consumers’ perception and valuation of EU food quality 

schemes as well as their confidence in such measures’, Stength2food, February 

2019. Available at: https://www.strength2food.eu/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/D8.1-

Consumer-analysis-on-FQS-2-surveys-compressed.pdf. 

Hughes, J. (2017) ‘The Limited Promise of Geographical Indications for Farmers in 

Developing Countries’, in Caboli, I. (ed.) Geographical Indications at the 

Crossroads of Trade, Development, and Culture: Focus on Asia-Pacific, pp. 61–86. 

doi: 10.1017/9781316711002.004. 

Hughes, J.; G. Sasse; and C. Gordon. 2004. Conditionality and compliance in the EU's 

eastward enlargement: Regional policy and the reform of sub-national government. 

Journal of Common Market Studies 42:523-551. 



30

Ilbery, B., Kneafsey, M., 2000. ‘Registering regional speciality food and drink products in 

the United Kingdom: the case of PDOs and PGIs.’ Area 32(3): 317-325. 

Irwin, A. (2006) ‘The politics of talk: Coming to terms with the “new” scientific governance’, 

Social Studies of Science, 36(2), pp. 299–320. doi: 10.1177/0306312706053350. 

Jebb, S. A. (2012) ‘A system-wide challenge for UK food policy’, BMJ (Online), 344(7857), 

pp. 1–3. doi: 10.1136/bmj.e3414. 

Karlík, L. et al. (2018) ‘Vineyard zonation based on natural terroir factors using multivariate 

statistics – Case study Burgenland (Austria)’, Oeno One, 52(2), pp. 105–117. doi: 

10.20870/oeno-one.2018.52.2.1907. 

Kizos, T. et al. (2017) ‘The governance of geographical indications: Experiences of 

practical implementation of selected case studies in Austria, Italy, Greece and 

Japan’, British Food Journal, 119(12), pp. 2863–2879. doi: 10.1108/BFJ-01-2017-

0037. 

Klein, J. A. (2018). "Heritagizing local cheese in China: Opportunities, challenges, and 

inequalities." Food and Foodways 26(1): 63-83. 

Kohsaka, R. et al. (2017) ‘Do historical production practices and culinary heritages really 

matter? Food with protected geographical indications in Japan and Austria’, Journal 

of Ethnic Foods. Elsevier Ltd, 4(2), pp. 118–125. doi: 10.1016/j.jef.2017.05.001. 

Lang, T Millstone, E Lewis, T and Marsden, T (2018) ‘Feeding Britain: Food security after 

Brexit’, Food Research Collaboration Briefing, July 2018.  

Lang, T., Barling, D. and Caraher, M. (2009) ‘Food Policy’, Food Policy, 129(4), p. 2009. 

doi: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198567882.001.0001. 

Lee, Y. (2020). "Competition in Corporate and Personal Income Tax: Evidence from 67 

Developed and Developing Countries." Korean Economic Review 36(1): 101-133. 

Maags, C. and I. Trifu. 2019. When East Meets West: International Change and Its Effects 

on Domestic Cultural Institutions. Politics & Policy 47:326-380. 

Malorgio, G., Camanzi, L. and Grazia, C. (2008) ‘Geographical indications and international 

trade: Evidence from the wine market’, New Medit, 7(3), pp. 4–13. doi: 

10.1126/science.1173034. 

Manwaring, R. (2016) ‘The Big Society in Australia: A Case of ’Non’-Policy Transfer?’, 

Australian Journal of Public Administration, 75(2), pp. 191–201. doi: 10.1111/1467-

8500.12164. 

Marcoux, J. M. and Létourneau, L. (2014) ‘Examining the Canadian Government’s 

Resistance to Including Socioeconomic Concerns in Genetically Modified Seeds 



31

Regulation: A Policy Transfer and Multilevel Approach’, Review of Policy Research, 

31(2), pp. 105–124. doi: 10.1111/ropr.12057. 

Marie-Vivien, D. and Biénabe, E. (2017) ‘The Multifaceted Role of the State in the 

Protection of Geographical Indications: A Worldwide Review’, World Development, 

98, pp. 1–11. doi: 10.1016/j.worlddev.2017.04.035. 

Marsden, T., Hebinck, P. and Mathijs, E. (2018) ‘Re-building food systems: embedding 

assemblages, infrastructures and reflexive governance for food systems 

transformations in Europe’, Food Security. Food Security, 10(6), pp. 1301–1309. 

doi: 10.1007/s12571-018-0870-8. 

Marsden, T.; Marsden, T.; Murdoch, J. (2008) Worlds of food: place, power, and 

provenance in the food chain. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Marsh, D. and Sharman, J. C. (2009) ‘Policy diffusion and policy transfer’, Policy Studies, 

30(3), pp. 269–288. doi: 10.1080/01442870902863851. 

Mawardi, S. (2009) ‘Advantages, constraints and key success factors in establishing origin-

and tradition-linked quality signs: the case of Kintamani Bali Arabica coffee 

geographical indication, Indonesia Case study on quality products linked to 

geographical origin in Asia’, Report, (May), pp. 1–32. Available at: 

http://www.fao.org/fileadmin/templates/olq/documents/documents/Kintamani.pdf. 

Medeiros, M. de L., Passador, C. S. and Passador, J. L. (2016) ‘Implications of 

geographical indications: a comprehensive review of papers listed in CAPES’ 

journal database’, RAI Revista de Administração e Inovação. Departamento de 

Administração, Faculdade de Economia, Administração e Contabilidade da 

Universidade de São Paulo – FEA/USP, 13(4), pp. 315–329. doi: 

10.1016/j.rai.2016.09.002. 

Midgley, J. (2010) ‘Exploring food policy developments within the United Kingdom’, 

Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, 28(6), pp. 1028–1044. doi: 

10.1068/c0995. 

Neilson, J., Wright, J. and Aklimawati, L. (2018) ‘Geographical indications and value 

capture in the Indonesia coffee sector’, Journal of Rural Studies, 59(May 2017), pp. 

35–48. doi: 10.1016/j.jrurstud.2018.01.003. 

Newmark, A. J. (2002) ‘an Integrated Policy Transer’, The Review of Policy Research, 

19(2), pp. 151–178. 

Nyakotyo, S. (2013) ‘The Protection of Geographical Indications in Zimbabwe?: An 

Overview of the Relevant Legislation , Institutional Framework and Mechanisms’, 



32

Journal of World Intellectual Property, 16(3–4), pp. 189–196. doi: 10.1111/j.1747-

1796.2013.12002.x. 

Oledinma, A; Roper, S. (2020) What’s in a name? The impact of Geographical Indications 

of Origin on producer growth and food heritage. Coventry. Available at: 

https://www.enterpriseresearch.ac.uk/publications/whats-in-a-name-the-impact-of-

geographical-indications-of-origin-on-producer-growth-and-food-heritage-

research-paper-no-86/. 

Pal, L.A. 2014. Introduction: The OECD and Policy Transfer: Comparative Case Studies. 

Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis 16:195-200. 

Quiñones-Ruiz, X.F., Penker, M., Vogl, C.R. and Samper-Gartner, L.F., 2015. Can origin 

labels re-shape relationships along international supply chains? – The case of Café 

de Colombia. International Journal of the Commons, 9(1), pp.416–439. DOI: 

http://doi.org/10.18352/ijc.529 

Rippon, M. J. (2013) ‘Traditional foods, territorial boundaries and the trips agreement: The 

case of the melton mowbray pork pie’, Journal of World Intellectual Property, 16(5–

6), pp. 262–301. doi: 10.1002/jwip.12016. 

Roper, S., Ritcher, A. (2016) ‘Entrepreneurship, innovation and regional development’, in 

Smallbone, D., Virtanen, M., and Sauka, A. (eds) Entrepreneurship, Innovation and 

Regional Development. doi: 10.4337/9781785365553. 

Rose, R. (1991) ‘What Is Lesson-Drawing?’, Journal of Public Policy, 11(1), pp. 3–30. 

Rothstein, H. (2013) ‘Erratum: Domesticating participation: Participation and the 

institutional rationalities of science-based policy-making in the UK food standards 

agency (Journal of Risk Research (2013))’, Journal of Risk Research, 16(9), pp. 

771–790. doi: 10.1080/13669877.2013.833840. 

San Martín, G. J., Troncoso, J. L. and Brümmer, B. (2012) ‘Determinants of Argentinean 

Wine Prices in the U.S.’, Journal of Wine Economics, 3(01), pp. 72–84. doi: 

10.1017/s1931436100000560. 

Sims, R. (2010). "Putting place on the menu: The negotiation of locality in UK food tourism, from 

production to consumption." Journal of Rural Studies 26(2): 105-115. 

Stoker, G. (2018) ‘Governance as theory: five propositions’, International Social Science 

Journal, 68(227–228), pp. 15–24. doi: 10.1111/issj.12189. 

Stone, D. (2017) ‘Understanding the transfer of policy failure: Bricolage, experimentalism 

and translation’, Policy and politics, 45(1), pp. 55–70. doi: 

10.1332/030557316X14748914098041. 



33

Suh, J. and MacPherson, A. (2007) ‘The impact of geographical indication on the 

revitalisation of a regional economy: A case study of “Boseong” green tea’, Area, 

39(4), pp. 518–527. doi: 10.1111/j.1475-4762.2007.00765.x. 

Sylvander, B.; Allaire, G. (2007) SINER-GI Strengthening International Research on 

Geographical Indications: from research foundation to consistent policy: D3 - 

Conceptual synthesis Task1 – WP3. 

Tashiro, A., Uchiyama, Y. and Kohsaka, R. (2018) ‘Internal processes of Geographical 

Indication and their effects: an evaluation framework for geographical indication 

applicants in Japan’, Journal of Ethnic Foods. Elsevier Ltd, 5(3), pp. 202–210. doi: 

10.1016/j.jef.2018.07.004. 

Tashiro, A., Uchiyama, Y. and Kohsaka, R. (2019) ‘Impact of Geographical Indication 

schemes on traditional knowledge in changing agricultural landscapes: An empirical 

analysis from Japan’, Journal of Rural Studies. Elsevier, 68(March), pp. 46–53. doi: 

10.1016/j.jrurstud.2019.03.014. 

The Scottish Government (2014) Good Food Nation Policy, Food and Drink. Available at: 

https://www.gov.scot/policies/food-and-drink/good-food-nation/ (Accessed: 19 

November 2020). 

Tosato, A. (2013) ‘The protection of traditional foods in the EU: Traditional specialities 

guaranteed’, European Law Journal, 19(4), pp. 545–576. doi: 10.1111/eulj.12040. 

van Ittersum, K., Candel, M. J. J. M. and Meulenberg, M. T. G. (2003) ‘The influence of the 

image of a product’s region of origin on product evaluation’, Journal of Business 

Research, 56(3), pp. 215–226. doi: 10.1016/S0148-2963(01)00223-5. 

van Tongeren, F., Beghin, J. C. and Marette, S. (2011) ‘A Cost-Benefit Framework for the 

Assessment of Non-Tariff Measures in Agro-Food Trade’, SSRN Electronic Journal, 

(21). doi: 10.2139/ssrn.1511822. 

Vandecandelaere, E.; Teyssier, C.; Barjolle, D.; Jeanneaux, P.; Fournier, S.; Beucherie, O. 

(2018) Strengthening sustainable food systems through geographical indications. 

Rome. 

Vel?ovská, ?. and Sadílek, T. (2014) ‘The system of the geographical indication - important 

component of the politics of the consumers’ protection in European Union’, 

Amfiteatru Economic, 16(35), pp. 228–242. 

WIPO (2003) Worldwide Symposium on Geographical Indications, Worldwide Symposium 

on Geographical Indications. Geneva. 

WIPO (2019) Geographical Indications, UN. Available at: 

https://www.wipo.int/geo_indications/en/ (Accessed: 20 February 2019). 



34

Wong, C. Y. and M. Elbegsaikhan (2020). "Geographical indications in development 

contexts: Function, supply chain and pursuit of rural industrial development." 

Journal of World Intellectual Property 23(5-6): 712-735. 

Xheneti, M. and Kitching, J. (2011) ‘From discourse to implementation: Enterprise policy 

development in postcommunist Albania’, Environment and Planning C: Government 

and Policy, 29(6), pp. 1018–1036. doi: 10.1068/c10193b. 

Zhao, X., et al. (2014). "The effectiveness of contemporary Geographical Indications (GIs) 

schemes in enhancing the quality of Chinese agrifoods – Experiences from the 

field." Journal of Rural Studies 36: 77-86. 



35

C
Enterprise Re

Aston Bu
Birmin

CentreManager@enterprise

C
Enterprise Re

Warwick Bu
Cove

CentreManager@enterprise
entre Manager 
search Centre 
siness School 
gham, B1 7ET 
research.ac.uk 
entre Manager 
search Centre 
siness School 
ntry, CV4 7AL 

research.ac.uk 


