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Due to the increasing competition in the world market, it has become more difficult for firms to continue to exist in 
the market. Relatively larger firms enjoy a greater pool of advantages, such as cost minimization, use of modern 
technology, qualified personnel as well as customer oriented marketing strategies. Geographical indications are 
used worldwide as an instrument for brand management and diversifying products. In the EU (European Union), too, 
efforts continue to protect products through registration of geographical origin and traditional indication. The main 
aim of this study is to illustrate the practices of EU countries with respect to geographical indication of traditional 
foods, which is of importance especially to future members of the expanding EU while adapting their own 
registration systems. To this purpose, the GI system and practices in the EU are analyzed. Of the products with PDO 
and PGI protection, 24% are in the fruit-vegetable/grain products group, 20% in the cheese group, 26% in the fresh 
meat group and oil group. The database and the classification of geographical indications in the EU are determined 
and are found to be rather different from those of other countries, such as Turkey. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Amongst traditional products, food item is one of the most 
important elements of the cultural heritage (Alam et al., 
2009). The rapid change of consumers‘ life style and 
consumer behavior has resulted in the loss of interest in 
traditional food. In fact, since women increasingly join 
with the labor force, the consumption behavior of families 
changes, and especially in cities, the consumption of fast-
food and ready-made food continues to increase (Alam, 
2009). At the same time, some problems arising from 
food safety in different countries hint that traditional foods 
are perceived to be more healthy products (Gallagher, 
2003; Maage et al., 2008). However, the practices of 
hygiene and sanitation which prevail during preparation 
and marketing of traditional foods provide ample oppor-
tunities for contamination with foodborne pathogenic 
bacteria (Shivalingsarj et al., 2009). In some countries 
these are not of concern to producers and the public  
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(Parawira et al., 2008). Therefore, food security in the 
production of traditional foods, gains importance. More-over, 
local institutions need to inform producers on new advances 
and technological developments for healthy traditional food 
production to continue (Ukpabi, 2009; Alam et al., 2009). 

The common traditional foods in the world are Vidalia 
onions (USA), the Morton pumpkin (USA), and the 
Colombian coffee (Colombia) (MM, 2009; NFCGC, 2009; 
TVOC, 2009).  

As traditional food products contribute to the local and 
national economy and to biodiversity (Oli, 2009), social, 
and sustainable effects on rural development (Bowen, 
2008; Larson, 2007; Williams and Penker, 2009; Fasoyiro 
et al., 2010), they play an important role in the protection 
of trademarked foods and in the transfer of these foods to 
future generations. Moreover, traditional foods make it 
possible for the local community to meet with world 
markets, create alternative consumption styles, and 
address different taste. Furthermore, it is determined by 
Suh and Macpherson (2007) that Geographical Indication 
(GI) helps to protect traditional foods from imitation 



 
 
 

 

(Ittersum et al., 2007) and to increase their level of 
recognition in the global market, which contributes to the 
local economy with the high revenue resulting from an 
increased demand for these products. Furthermore, as is 
the case with GMO labelling (Viljoen et al., 2006), 
registration with geographical indication (GI) can protect 
against imitations and genetically modified products 
(GMO) as well as products obtained from these. In fact, 
this study aimed to report that aftffer the introduction of 
geographical indication on Boseong green tea in Korea 
1999, production doubled and related industries prolix-
ferated, and that the number of tourists visiting the region 
tripled. Quality Swabian Hall Pork Meat,‘s production 
costs are 12% higher than those for standard pork but the 
cost is compensated by a 20 - 30% price premium in 
Germany (Larson, 2007). The economic profitability of 
dairy farms in the Comté zone has regularly increased 
since 1990, and these farms are 32% more profitable 
than similar farms outside the GI region (Bowen, 2008). 
According to Origenandino (2008), producers of Italian 
Tuscano olive oil have managed to increase prices for 
their olive oil by 20% since it was registered as a GI in 
1998 (Grote, 2009). 

Brand management of traditional foods is a tool of 
marketing techniques to a specific product, product line, 
or brand. It seeks to increase the product's perceived 
value to the customer and increase brand equity. It may 
be thought that GIs are sample strategies of brand 
management. Although geographical indication has 
costs, GI to affects the quality of the product (Moschini et 
al., 2008). GI represents a sample of the characteristics 
of the product that includes the image of quality and 
related characteristics depending on the history and the 
tradition of a region (Agarwal and Barone, 2005). As 
traditional foods are used as instruments to create 
differences in the global markets, the trademarking and 
marketing strategies aimed at these products, gain 
increasing importance (Menapace et al., 2009).  
In this study, the current state and development of 
traditional foods is examined. The geographical indication 
practices followed for traditional foods in the EU, as well 
as their role in creating differences in brand management 
is evaluated. The study aims at summarizing the tradi-
tional food related GI practices in the EU since Turkey 
needs to adapt to EU regulations as a candidate for EU 
membership. The GI data related to agricultural and food 
products listed in the EU DOOR database were selected 
and classified. 
 

 
RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
This study is exploratory in nature and based on literature review 
(Churchill, 1995; Alam and Hoque, 2010) . Exploratory research 
often relies on secondary research such as the review of available 
literature and/or data. The study was initiated because no sufficient 
scientific studies exist on GI systems in Turkey. To this purpose, the 
EU laws, classification systems in registration and logo applications 
for traditional foods are discussed in detail. This study is also 

 
 
 
 

 
important in that the results shed light on the differences between 
GI registration of traditional foods in the EU and Turkey. 

The study is based on GI related data of the EU. Therefore, only 
the traditional food GI data from the ―DOOR‖ data web in the EU 
were determined. The selected products were classified according 
to whether they were PGI, PDO or TSG registered, published and 
applied. The classification was made according to country and 
product. The research results of related studies, reports and 
publications were used as secondary data sources. 

 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF TRADITIONAL FOODS IN THE 

EUROPEAN UNION 
 
DEFINITION OF GEOGRAPHICAL INDICATION 
 
Promotion is important to protect traditional foods, which are 
produced and marketed according to geographical and cultural 
features from unfair competition and plays an important role in the 
transfer of these products to future generations. Since they are 
important instrument in rural development at the local level, laws 
and regulations have come into force aimed at traditional foods in 
different countries. In fact, in the ―Agreement on Trade Related 
Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights‖ (TRIPS) administered by 
the World Trade Organization (WTO) geographical indication is 
defined. In the European Union, in order to protect and improve the 
diversity and characteristics of traditional foods, geographical 
indication and the traditional speciality guaranteed indication is 
treated within quality policies. 

 
Implementations and regulation of geographical indications in 

the EU 
 
The European Union follows important practices related to the 
protection of traditional foods and geographical indication. Appel-
lation d‘origine contrôlée (AOC), which translates as "controlled 
designation of origin" is the French certification granted to certain 
French geographical indications for wines, cheeses, butters, and 
other agricultural products, all under the auspices of the govern-
ment bureau Institut National des Appellations d'Origine (INAO) 
(Barjolle and Sylvander, 2000). In 1925, Roquefort became the first 
cheese to be awarded an AOC label. Many other countries have 
based their controlled place name systems on the French AOC 
classification. Italy's Denominazione di Origine Controllata and 
Denominazione di Origine Controllata e Garantita, followed the 
model set by the French AOC. AOC influenced the development of 
the European Union's Protected Designation of Origin (PDO) 
system (Barjolle and Sylvander, 2000).  

In the EU, several regulations exist related to Place of Origin 
(PO), Geographical Indication (GI) and the protection of traditional 
foods and agricultural products (EU, 2009). The first regulations 
introduced to protect traditional foods were EC 2081/91 and EC 
2082/92 and then in 2006, Acts number EC 509/2006 and EC 
510/2006, and Regulation/By-law 1898/2006 came into force. The 
aim of these regulations is to ensure continuity in production and 
quality of traditional food products, to protect abuse and imitation of 
product marks, and to protect the consumer against deception. 
According to Act 510/2006 of the EU, to obtain geographical 
indication protection, first application to the local authorities is 
required. This is followed by examination by the authorities and an 
announcement -objection period (6 months). Approved applications 
are referred to the European Union Commission. According to this 
act, third countries have the right to apply for a trademark as well as 
object to announced trademark applications (EC, 2009a). The 
articles related to control mechanisms state that before a geo-
graphically marked product is introduced on the market, it has to be 
controlled by independent and objective institutions that are 
accredited according to the standards contained in EN 45011 or 



  
 
 

 
Table 1. Classification of products for the purposes of council regulation (EC) No 510/2006.  

 
Agricultural products intended for the human consumption listed in annex I of the treaty   
— Class 1.1. Fresh meat (and offal)  
— Class 1.2. Meat products (cooked, salted, smoked, etc.)  
— Class 1.3. Cheeses  
— Class 1.4. Other products of animal origin (eggs, honey, various dairy products except butter, etc.)  
— Class 1.5. Oils and fats (butter, margarine, oil, etc.)  
— Class 1.6. Fruit, vegetables and cereals fresh or processed  
— Class 1.7. Fresh fish, molluscs, and crustaceans and products derived there from 

 
— Class 1.8. Other products of Annex I of the Treaty (spices etc.) 

 
Foodstuffs referred to in annex I of the regulation 

 
— Class 2.1. Beers  
— Class 2.2. Natural mineral waters and spring waters (discontinued) (1)  
— Class 2.3. Beverages made from plant extracts  
— Class 2.4. Bread, pastry, cakes, confectionery, biscuits and other baker‘s wares  
— Class 2.5. Natural gums and resins 

 
— Class 2.6. Mustard paste  
— Class 2.7. Pasta 

 
Agricultural products referred to in annex II of the regulation  
— Class 3.1. Hay  
— Class 3.2. Essential oils  
— Class 3.3. Cork  
— Class 3.4. Cochineal (raw product of animal origin)  
— Class 3.5. Flowers and ornamental plants  
— Class 3.6. Wool  
— Class 3.7. Wicker  
— Class 3.8. Scutched flax  
(1) Only used for registrations and applications before 31 March 2006 

 
Source: TPI, 2009b.  

 

 
standard number 65 of the ISO/IEC Guide. This obligation will be 
valid for both EU member and non-member countries as of May 1, 
2010 (TPI, 2009a).  

While you are writing your findings, you need some subheading 
that must be divided into your research questions which you need 
to outline at your introductory section. You can make a discussion 
when you are presenting your findings, or you can have a separate 
section for discussion to make a coherent paper. This part is very 
incoherent. Moreover, your discussion should have your own 
standpoint which is needed to be supplemented through secondary 
literature.  

EU Regulation number 510/2006 classifies products under 
protection into three categories. The first category comprises of 
agricultural products (ANNEX I), the second food products (ANNEX  
I) and the third other agricultural products (ANNEX II) as shown in 
Table 1. The first category includes meat and meat products, 
cheese and other dairy products, fruit, vegetables, grains and grain 
products, fresh fish and fish products. The second category 
includes drinks made from beer and plant extracts, pasta, and 
bread, pastry, cake, confectionaries, and other bakery products. 
The third group includes products such as hay, mushrooms, flowers 
and plants, wool, and linen fiber. In this study, product categories 
1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.7 in 

 
 

 
Table 1 are examined as these categories match with the general 
food classification system in Turkey. In this part, the GI applications 
in the EU, to which Turkey‘s membership is negotiated, is 
presented in detail. In addition, due to the differences in GI 
classification and logo use in The EU (Albayrak and Gunes, 2010), 
an exploratory study was prepared, which could function as a for 
future applications in Turkey. EU compatible legislative preparations 
initiated by the Turkish Patent Institute are also an important item 
on the agenda of Turkey.  

As can be seen, according to EU Regulation number 510/2006, 
the classification of products is different. In general, the scope of 
traditional foods in the EU is perceived differently in Turkey. 
Therefore, the Turkish food classification system needs to be 
adapted to the EU. 

 

PRODUCT PROTECTION SYSTEMS AND IMPLEMENTATIONS 

RELATED TO TRADITIONAL FOODS IN THE EU 
 
In the EU, Protected Geographical Indication (PGI), Protected 
Designation of Origin (PDO) and Traditional Speciality Guaranteed 
(TSG) seals are used to encourage and protect the reputation for 
quality of agricultural products and food. Parrott et al. (2002), WHO 



 
 
 

 
Table 2. Geographical indications and traditional speciality guaranteed in the EU.  

 
 Registered Published Applied Total  

Protected designation of Origin-PDO 461 35 191 687  

Protection of geographical Indications-PGI 389 36 139 564  
Traditional speciality Guaranteed-TSG 22 8 14 44  

Total 872 79 344 1295  
 

Source: EC, 2009b. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. PDO, PGI and TSG logos in the EU (EC, 2009b).  
 

 
studied the difference in the use of PDO and PGI seals on 
traditional products in northern and southern country cultures in the 
EU, found that of all the registered products in the EU, 72% belong 
to either France, Italy, Greece, Portugal and Spain. A study 
conducted by Barjolle and Slyvander (2000) reports similar results.  

In the EU, 461 origin-protected, 389 geographically marked, and 
only 22 traditional speciality guaranteed foods have been registered 
(Table 2). While in total there are 872 registered and 79 published 
protected products, there are applications pending for 344 products. 
Among the published registrations and applications the demand for 
PDO and PGI protection is higher than for TSG. The logos of the 
protection types in the EU are presented in Figure 1. In the relevant 
EU database products that are guaranteed PGI, PDO, and TSG 
protection are labelled ―Registered‖, those that are in the 6- month 
objection period are labelled ―Published‖ and those that have 
applied for protection are labelled ―Applied‖. The products that fall 
within these process categories are designed and presented below:  

The GI and TSG registration systems and related logos are 
different in the EU. Hence, different alternatives are created in 
registration practices. In addition, through the database it is 
possible to access information on registration procedures 
(registered, published and applied) that different interest groups can 
use. 
 

 
Registered 
 
According to the 2009 data, in which 389 products are guaranteed 
PGI, 69% are of French, Italian, Spanish or Portuguese origin. The 
group of products receiving the most GI in this category are fruit, 
vegetables and cereals fresh or processed (Table 3).  

Examples of the products in this category are ―Scotch Beef‖ from 
the UK, ―Ciauscolo‖ from Italy in the meat products group, 
―Danablu‖ cheese from Denmark, ―Toscano‖ from Italy in the 
vegetable oil and animal fat group, ―Pimiento Riojano‖ from Spain in 
the fruit, vegetables and grain group, ―Cabalia de Andalucia‖ from 
Spain in the fresh fish products group, ―Kulmbacher Bier‖ from 
Germany in the beer group, and ―Kainnuun Rönttönen‖ from Finland 
in the bread, pastry and bakery products group.  

Of the 455 PDO guaranteed and registered products 90% are 

from either Italy, Spain, Portugal, France, Greece, and Germany 

 
 

 
(Table 4). Examples from this group are products such as the 
mineral water ―Ensinger Mineralquelle‖ registered in Germany, the 
bakery product ―Pane di Altamura‖ from Italy, the meat product 
―Presunto de Barrancos‖ from Portugal, ―Chaource‖ cheese from 
France, and the other animal product ―Mel da Terra Quente‖ from 
Portugal. The group of products to be most often guaranteed PDO 
is cheese.  

The largest share of registered PGI and PDO protected tradi-
tional foods are from the EU countries; France and Italy. Among the 
registered products, fruit, vegetables and cereals fresh or pro-
cessed are the most important, and among the published products 
different cheeses form an important share. 

 

Published 
 
This category includes the products in the 6- month publication 
period and the 32 PGI-registered products, most of which are from 
Italy and of the fruit-vegetables and grains and grain products 
groups (Table 5). In this category, we find ―Prosciutto di Norcia‖ 
from Italy, and ―Edam Holland‖ cheese from Holland, and also in the 
fruit, vegetable and grains group we find ―Farine de Petit Epeautre 
de Haute Provence‖ from France, as typical examples.  
In this group, Italy holds a considerable share of fruit and vegetable 
products waiting for PGI registration, which indicates the 
importance Italy attaches to PGI registration.  

The number of PDO-registered products is 35, and mainly con-
sists of Italian products in the cheese and the fruit, vegetables, and 
grain products groups (Table 6) . The meat product ―Crudo di 
Cunea‖ and Colline Pontine‖ from Italy we find in the vegetable oil 
and animal fat group, along with ―Picodon‖ from France, as typical 
examples.  

The number of TSG Registered Products is four (4), three (3) of 
which are from Poland and 1 of which is from Lithuania (Table 7). 
The products of Poland are in the meat products group, for 
example, ―Kielbasa Jalowcowa‖ and that of Lithuania is in the fresh 
meat group (―Skilandis‖).  

The number of products waiting for TSG registration is low and 
limited to meat products. The activity of new EU member countries 

is noteworthy. It is observed that in these countries especially PGI 
and PDO registration is preferred. 

 

Applied 
 
According to 2009 data, of the 139 products for which PGI 
applications were submitted, 67% are from either France, Italy, 
Spain, or Germany. In this category, the group of products obtaining 
the most GI is the fruit, vegetables, grains and grain product group 
(Table 8). Examples of the last group in this category are 
―Schrobenhausener Spargel‖ from Germany, and ―Pimiento Fresno 
Benavente‖ from Spain; while ―Tarta de Santiago‖ from Spain is in 
the bread, pastry and bakery products group; and ―Hessischer 
Apfelwein‖ from Germany in the category of drinks from plant 
extracts. 



              
 

Table 3. PGI Protected Products in the EU–registered.          
 

                
 

  
Countries 

     Class      
Total 

 
 

  

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4. 1.5. 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.1 2.4 2.7 
 

 

     
 

  Italy 4 10   1 45 1 1  3  65  
 

  Poland   1 1      2  4  
 

  Slovakia   3       1  4  
 

  Denmark   2   1      3  
 

  Spain 14 6 1 1  21 2   9  54  
 

  Portugal 12 34 1   10    1  58  
 

  UK 4 1 3    3 3 2   16  
 

  Sweden   1       1  2  
 

  France 49 4 4 4  20 3 3  2 2 91  
 

  Greece     11 11    1  23  
 

  Germany 1 8   1 7 3  12 4 1 37  
 

  Austria  2   1 2      5  
 

  Ireland 1 1     1     3  
 

  Luxemburg 1 1          2  
 

  Hungary  1          1  
 

  Belgium  1    1  1  1  4  
 

  Holland      1      1  
 

  Tchek Rep.       1  7 6  14  
 

  Rep. of South Cyprus          1  1  
 

  Finland          1  1  
 

  Total 86 69 16 6 14 119 14 8 21 33 3 389  
  

Source: EC, 2009c. 
 
 
 

Table 4. PDO protected products in the EU-registered.  
 

 
Countries 

    Class     
Total  

 

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.2 2.4 
 

   
 

 Italy  20 35 1 37 15 2 4  2 116 
 

 Poland   2        2 
 

 Spain  4 22 2 22 14 1 5   70 
 

 Portugal 15 2 10 10 7 14     58 
 

 UK 4  9 1  1     15 
 

 France 4  41 3 9 13  4   74 
 

 Greece   20  15 22 1 2   60 
 

 Germany 2  4      24  30 
 

 Austria   6   2     8 
 

 Ireland   1        1 
 

 Luxemburg    1 1      2 
 

 Hungary  1    1     2 
 

 Belgium   1  1 1     3 
 

 Holland   4   1     5 
 

 Tchek Rep.      2 1 3   6 
 

 Slovenia     1      1 
 

 Finland 1     1     2 
 

 Total 26 27 155 18 93 87 5 18 24 2 455 
  

Source: EC, 2009c None of the registered products in this category have TSG protection. 



              
 

 Table 5. PGI Protected Products in the EU-published.          
 

                    
 

   
Countries 

     Class         
 

    

1.1 1.2 1.3. 1.5 1.6 1.8. 2.1 2.4 Total 
 

       
 

   Italy   2   7    1 10  
 

   Poland      1      1  
 

   Slovenia     1       1  
 

   Spain 1  1   2    1 5  
 

   France    1  2      3  
 

   Germany        1  1 2  
 

   Holland    2        2  
 

   Tchek Rep.    3    2  2 7  
 

   India       1     1  
 

   Total 1  3 6 1 12 1 3  5 32  
 

 Source: EC, 2009d.              
 

    Table 6. PDO Protected Products in the EU-published.         
 

                    
 

     
Countries 

    Class         
 

       

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.5 1.6 
 

1.7 
  

Total 
 

            
 

     Italy    2 7 3 8     20  
 

     Poland     1  1     2  
 

     UK       1  1   2  
 

     Spain    1 2 1 2     6  
 

     France   1  2  1     4  
 

     Hungary       1     1  
 

     Total   1 3 12 4 14  1   35  
 

 
Source: EC, 2009d. 

 

 
Table 7. TSG Protected Products in the EU- published.  

 

Countries 
 Class   

 

1.1 1.2 Total 
 

 

  
 

Poland  3 3  
 

Lithuania 1  1  
 

Total 1 3 4  
  

Source: EC, 2009d. 
 

 

Of the 189 products for which a PDO application was submitted, 
74% originate from either Italy, Spain, Portugal, France, or Greece 
(Table 9), cheese being the group of products for which PDO 
protection was given most. ―Beaufort‖ cheese from France and 
Montasio cheese from Italy, were the fruit vegetable and grain and 
grain products group, and ―Arancia di Ribera‖ from Italy is another 
example. PGI registration applications reveal that countries 
producing important fruit, vegetables and cereals forms the 
majority. With an increase in new member countries and the 
increasing interest of non member countries in GI registration, the 
number of applications is expected to increase. 

PDO registration applications reveal that Italy and Spain form an 

important share as producers of important cheese, fruit, vegetables 

and cereals. As new member countries, other countries attach 

 
 

 
importance to PDO registration, the number of applications is 
expected to increase. It is worth noting that the applications for 
PDO registration are higher in number than those for PGI 
registration. Of the 14 products for which TSG applications were 
submitted, 71% are of Slovakian or UK origin (Table 10). In this 
category, meat products, meat, and cheese groups form the largest 
share. Examples in this category are ―Špeka ky‖ meat from 
Slovakia, and ―Boerenkaas‖ from Holland. Applications for GI are 
also submitted to the EU by non-member countries, such as China, 
Columbia, India, the Korean Republic, Switzerland, and Turkey. To 
illustrate, for the traditional Turkish product ―Antep Baklavası‖, an 
application for PGI protection was submitted on 10/07/2009.  

The number of applications for TSG registration is low. Half of 

these are from new EU member Slovakia and comprises of meat 



  
 
 

 
Table 8. Products for which PGI Protection applications are submitted in the EU (applied).  

 

Countries 
    Class        

 

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.7 1.8 2.3 2.4 2.7 Total 
 

 

  
 

Italy 2 6 1 1 20 1   1  32  
 

Romania     1      1  
 

Poland  1  1 4    3  9  
 

Slovakia   3        3  
 

Denmark 2          2  
 

Spain 4 4 1  7    2  18  
 

UK 6 1       1  8  
 

Sweden     1      1  
 

France 10 6   2    1  19  
 

Greece     3      3  
 

Germany 1 9 2  2 2 2 1 4 1 24  
 

Austria       1    1  
 

Ireland 1          1  
 

Hungary 1          1  
 

Slovenia  7         7  
 

Bulgaria  1         1  
 

Lithuania   2        2  
 

Turkey         1  1  
 

Thailand     1      1  
 

China     1 1 1    3  
 

India       1    1  
 

Total 27 35 9 2 42 4 5 1 13 1 139  
  

Source: EC, 2009e 
 
 
 

Table 9. Products for which PDO applications are submitted in the EU (applied).  
 

Countries 
   Class     

Total 
 

 

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 
 

 

   
 

Italy 3 11 16 2 12 20 2 2 68  
 

Poland    3  3 1  7  
 

Denmark      1   1  
 

Spain 1 1 5  12 8  3 30  
 

Portugal 1  1  1    3  
 

UK   1      1  
 

Sweden       1  1  
 

France 3  29 1  7 1  41  
 

Greece 2  1  2 3   8  
 

Hungary  2    1 1 2 6  
 

Holland   2      2  
 

Tchek Rep.      1   1  
 

Slovenia  1 3 3     7  
 

Finland  3       3  
 

Switzerland   1      1  
 

Rep.of South Cyprus   1      1  
 

China      6  1 7  
 

Korea        1 1  
 

Total 10 18 60 9 27 50 6 9 189  
  

Source: EC, 2009e. 



 
 
 

 
Table 10. Products for which TSG applications are submitted in the EU (applied).  

 

Countries 
  Class     

 

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.6 1.7 2.4 Total 
 

 
 

Slovakia  4 2   1 7 
 

Spain      1 1 
 

UK 2   1   3 
 

Sweden  1     1 
 

France     1  1 
 

Holland   1    1 
 

Total 2 5 3 1 1 2 14 
 

 
Source: EC, 2009e. 

 

 

products. In TSG registration, number of applications is higher than 
that of published ones. Yet, the demand for TSG registration has 
always been lower than the demand for PGI and PDO registration.  

By 2009 PGI and PDO protection was obtained for 844 (Tables 3 
and 4) products, the majority of which originate from Mediterranean 
countries. Italy, France, Spain, and Portugal together hold a 69% 
share of the total PGI/PDO registered products in the EU. The 
product groups receiving the most protection are fruit-vegetables 
and grains and grain products constituting 24.0% with 206 products 
(class 1.6). This group is followed by 171 products in the cheese 
group (20.2%); 112 products in the fresh meat group (13.3%); and 
107 products in the oil group (12.7%). In terms of the spread of 
products with GI over countries, it is observed that Italy holds an 
important share in the fruit-vegetable/grain, oil, cheese, and meat 
groups; France in the meat, cheese, and fruit-vegetable/grain 
groups; Spain in the fruit-vegetable/grain and cheese groups; 
Portugal in the meat and fruit-vegetable/grain groups; and Greece 
in the fruit-vegetable/grain, oil, and cheese groups. No substantial 
protection is observed in other non-Mediterranean EU countries. 
Among these countries, Germany stands out with its GI for both 
beer and spring water, and the UK with its cheese and fresh meat. 
In the EU, the number of traditional products with protection is far 
below that of GI and by the end of 2009 a total of 22 products were 
registered as such. Half of these products are in the beer group. For 
example, Beaujolais Nouveau is a traditional wine which is 
produced from Gamay grapes in the Beaujolais Region in France. 
Every year, half of the 49 million liters of Beaujolais Nouveau wine 
is exported to Japan, Germany, the USA and South Korea 
(INTOWINE, 2009).  

In the EU, attempts are made to protect especially PGI and PDO 
registered products and make these world brands. This leads to 
legislation and detailed regulations for registration applications. In 
Mediterranean EU countries with developed agriculture and a 
diversity in products, GI applications are more preferred than the 
others. This may be due to the richness of products and food 
production systems in these countries, which resemble Turkey in 
terms of climate.  

Consumers in the EU base their decisions to purchase a product 
on the information they collect related to the quality, features, and 
value of the product. In recent years, this information has become 
more important due to the increasing concerns with regard to food 
safety.  

Traditional food producers should be aware of the economic 
benefits and the opportunities that GI can provide when introducing 
products to the international market. However, producers lack this 
awareness. In fact, this is confirmed by a study conducted at the 
producer level on products with GI in Lithuania. It was found that 
Lithuanian producers believe that GI procedures are long, 
complicated, and time consuming; that these producers are more 
concerned with the local market; that they do not sufficiently 

 
 

 
understand the economic benefits of GI; that they consider GI-
related subsidies for producers inadequate; and that they are not 
aware of the fact that their products and trademarks can be imitated 
(Zobena, 2007). Hence, the need for building awareness regarding 
GI issues is apparent.  

Some studies state that for the benefits of GI registration to be 
long-term in the EU, producer demand needs to be developed. GI 
registration needs to be considered not only as a factor increasing 
income at the local level, but also as a factor contributing to 
standard and secure food production and the promotion of local 
culture. 
 

 

RESULT AND DISCUSSION 

 

In many countries in the world, trade marking through 
geographical indication, and creating reliable and well-
known brands is of importance. Among registered tradi-
tional foods that are guaranteed protection, those with 
geographical indication constitute the largest share.  

Because of the protection of traditional foods and 
agricultural products from the EU on the international 
markets, as well as the increase in demand for these pro-
ducts and their contribution to rural economies, important 
developments have taken place in the field of traditional 
product registration and relevant legislation and regula-
tion. It is important to identify consumers‘ attitudes toward 
GI-registered traditional foods in terms of target con-
sumer group profiles. In fact, consumers‘ socio- economic 
status may influence consumer behavior and result in 
different evaluations of a product. Cultural differences 
also reflect the consumption of foods and determine whe-
ther they become traditional. In fact, in a study examining 
different Slovakian consumer groups‘ perceptions on four 
Slovakian food products with PGI, it was revealed that 
there were considerable differences among different 
groups, and that women considered obtaining PGI more 
important than men; that they believed these products to 
be of better quality; and that they attached more 
importance to registered food products (Supeková et al., 
2008, 2009).  

In fact, the importance of and increase in the con-

sumption of traditional foods is observed, and consumers 

are prepared to pay higher prices (Darby et al., 2008; 



 
 
 

 

Grote, 2009; Ilbery et al., 2000). In the EU, there is an 
increase in the demand for traditional food and con-
sumers are even prepared to pay higher prices for such 
products. It is stated that in France, consumers are pre-
pared to pay 2 € more for cheese with a GI (Grote, 2009). 
In a study conducted in Ohio, the USA, Darby et al. 
(2008) found that consumers are willing to pay 30% more 
for local products, and that they consider local origin of 
more importance than freshness and firm scale 
(Giovannucci et al., 2009). When global production and 
consumption models are on the increase worldwide, the 
demand for traditional foods is also on the increase 
(Ilbery et al., 2000).  

The WTO is in force within the EU. In this regard, 
registration practices and procedures related to geo-
graphical indications, indication of origin protection, and 
guarantee of traditional speciality of agricultural products 
and traditional foods, continue. One important practice in 
registration of trademarks in the EU is the formation of a 
sound database of registered products. The database 
and the classification of geographical indications in the 
EU are detailed and rather different from those of other 
countries, such as Turkey. Moreover, the difference in the 
classification of products as an agricultural or food 
product also affects the evaluations. It is essential that 
Turkey develop strategies to increase the number of 
registered traditional food products that comply with EU 
regulations of GI. The fact that there is adequate data 
network on traditional food, shows the need for empirical 
studies on the effects of GI registration on income, cost, 
and marketing systems. Future studies employing 
methods such as differences-in-differences to analyze 
these issues need to be conducted.  

In the EU, Spain, Italy, France, Portugal, and Greece 
have a considerable number of traditional food products 
under protection. Of the products with PDO and PGI 
protection, 24% are in the fruit-vegetable/grain products 
group, 20% in the cheese group, 13% in the fresh meat 
group, and 13% in the oil group. To ensure food safety 
standards and protection of traditional features, registra-
tion applications continue. Furthermore, it is seen that in 
the EU, traditional foods are used as instruments to 
spread within both domestic and foreign markets, to 
prevent unfair competition, and to develop rural 
economies. 
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